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To Philadora Grace

A genuine union of East and West






Preface

Chinese philosophy first came to my attention in the early 1980s, not
long after I read Kant’s three Critiques in March of 1981. Even at that
early stage, I felt instinctively that Kant is deeply Chinese in his think-
ing, with close parallels (in very different ways) to both Confucian and
Daoist philosophers. Soon after coming to Hong Kong to teach in 1987,
I learned of Mou Zongsan and his intriguing challenge both to his own
Chinese tradition (to take Kant more seriously) and to Western Kant
scholars (to make use of Chinese philosophical resources to fill gaps
in philosophical wisdom left by Kant). I gradually became convinced
that a major international conference was not only possible, but increas-
ingly urgent as a path to forge in cross-cultural philosophy, given the
rising place of China on the world scene. Belonging to a department
uncommonly blessed with scholars well-versed in Kant’s philosophy
gave me confidence to believe that my own university would make
an ideal venue for such a ground-breaking event. Yet it took over six-
teen years to get past the idea stage.

Not until May of 2007, when Prof. Cheng Chung-ying visited the
Department of Religion and Philosophy at Hong Kong Baptist Univer-
sity as a scholarly consultant and gave his resounding approval to the
idea, did the planning process for the “Kant in Asia” conference actually
begin. On a return visit later that year, Prof. Cheng suggested that the
conference focus on the unity of personhood, a theme that was eventu-
ally adopted when the conference Organizing Committee held its first
meeting in January of 2008. On the first day of the Chinese Year of
the Rat, a preliminary Call for Papers was sent to Kant scholars around
the world, and the response was so overwhelming that the Committee
kept needing to increase the planned number of participants. The assis-
tance of numerous philosophical societies around the world was essential
in promoting the conference so eftectively. In the end over 200 abstracts
were submitted. With funding kindly promised by the Department in
March of 2008 and by the University a few months later, we eventually
invited three distinguished keynote speakers and 94 paper presenters,
from over 30 different countries.

As the Year of the Ox drew near (early 2009), almost as if to insure
that our ideals of unity could not be realized too fully, the Organizing
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Committee began experiencing something like a Kantian “conflict of
the faculties” first hand. Procedural tensions eventually led a minority
on the Committee to stage a mutiny, casting a shadow over the Depart-
ment’s involvement. Fortunately, the majority of my colleagues, togeth-
er with a team of over 20 students, stuck with their commitments, pro-
viding much-needed assistance in the weeks preceeding the long-await-
ed event. With the many challenges we faced together in the days lead-
ing up to the conference, the second of the two sentences quoted at the
beginning of the Editor’s Introduction became the motto for the major
international conference that took place from 20—-23 May 2009. “Kant
in Asia: The Unity of Human Personhood” was a great success by all
counts, even regarded by some participants as instigating a sea change
in global Kant studies.

Not long after the conference, Walter de Gruyter oftered to publish
the proceedings. The present volume includes revised versions of the
three kenote lectures, followed by 64 out of approximately 80 contrib-
uted papers that were submitted after the conference. In editing these
essays I have sought to strike a balance between unity of form and di-
versity of content. Certain stylistic and grammatical standards have
been applied to the essays, and I would like to thank each contributor
for her or his forbearance in putting up with the requirements of the
chosen conventions, even when these conflicted with the author’s
own preferred usages. Several features, however, proved so distinctive
of different cultural approaches to the issues being discussed that I elect-
ed not to impose a common standard. Perhaps the best example is the
use of Chinese (and other Asian) names. As the form of these names,
when expressed in European languages, can vary widely, and as
names are among the most personal of all words, I have allowed each
author to name both him/herself and others in whatever manner she
or he prefers. The same goes for names of philosophies or traditions
(e.g., “Daoism” vs. “Taoism”), except that I have ensured that all
such names are capitalized. A brief biographical sketch of each contrib-
utor can be found at the end of the book. Following this Preface is an
explanation of the referencing system used throughout the book.

[ would like to thank some of the many persons who, following
Prof. Cheng’s crucial initial support, made this project possible. Without
the backing of Kwan Kai Man, my Department Head in 2007 —-2008,
the conference never would have materialized. The colleagues who
joined me on the Organizing Committee (Jonathan, Leo, William,
Kwok Kui, and Ellen) each made crucial contributions in shaping the
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program as it developed over a period of more than a year; despite the
contlict that arose, I will always cherish the collegial trust we six devel-
oped during those initial months of planning. For encouraging the Uni-
versity to provide a substantial additional grant, shortly after the confer-
ence first became a Department event, and for continuing their support
by appearing as honored guests at the Opening Ceremony, [ thank
HKBU'’s Arts Faculty Dean, Chung Ling, and Vice President for Re-
search and Institutional Development, Tsoi Ah Chung. Cheung Ping-
ling helped design the poster and secured last minute sponsorship, in
the hope that we would not need to utilize Department funds. Thanks
also to Dean Chung for persuading the new Department Head to do the
right thing by providing funds from a Departmnt account to cover most
of the shortfall that remained after the conference. The list of students
who assisted during the conference is too long to reproduce here, but
a special thanks is due to the four who led teams of other students to
look after virtually all the details of actually running the event itself:
without the unflinching assistance of Bosco (Wu Wing Keung), Can-
dies (Lo Kwan Yuk), Coey (Hui Ka Yu), and Ringo (Cheung Siu
Ko), the conference could easily have descended into chaos. I also deep-
ly appreciated the colleagues not on the Organizing Committee, and the
numerous scholars from other institutions in Hong Kong, who assisted
by chairing one or more of the conference’s 36 concurrent sessions. Ob-
viously, the scholars who submitted papers, took the trouble to come all
the way to Hong Kong for the conference, and especially those who re-
submitted revised versions for this publication, deserve credit for actual-
ly making the conference so successful. But most of all, for the care and
attention she paid to so many aspects of the planning, implementation,
and aftermath of the conference (e.g., processing literally thousands of
emails sent to the kantinasia gmail account), including this publication
(e.g., helping to prepare the index), and for encouraging me to move
forward with this long-standing dream even before Prof. Cheng did,
my wife, Natalya (Lok Yuen Ching), deserves credit for the success
of both the conference and its published proceedings. Together we ded-
icate this book to our daughter, whose energetic disposition is a source
of constant good cheer, engendering ever-renewed faith in the possibil-
ity of the unity of personhood.

Stephen R. Palmquist Hong Kong, 11 October 2010
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INTRODUCTORY ESSAYS






Editor’s Introduction

Stephen R. Palmquist

The sublime, never completely
attainable idea of an ethical community
diminishes greatly under human

hands ... But how can one expect
something completely straight to be
built from such crooked wood?
(6:100, tr. Pluhar)

1. Kant in Asia: Keynote Essays and Epilogue

The objectives of the Kant in Asia conference were (1) to bring together
in Hong Kong philosophers from around the world for a major interna-
tional conference on Kant’s philosophy; (2) to use Kantian philosophy
as a springboard for dialogue between Asian and Western philosophers,
educating all on the richness of the Chinese philosophical tradition; (3)
to examine in depth the concept of personhood and its implications for
education and knowledge acquisition, ethics and self-identity, religious/
political community-building, and cross-cultural understanding; and (4)
to contribute to Whole Person Education by exposing students as well
as academics throughout Hong Kong to a wide range of top scholars
from around the world. This compilation of proceedings, consisting
of revised versions of two-thirds of the papers presented, demonstrates
how thoroughly the objectives were realized.

This Introduction summarizes each contribution to this collection,
beginning in this section with the three keynote essays that immediately
follow and serve to complete the introduction both to the conference
and to this book. At the conference each keynote lecture was followed
by two scholarly responses; a brief summary of each response is provided
here.' Sections 2—4 of this Introduction overview 63 of the 64 contrib-

1 Due to limitations of space, the texts of these responses could not be included
here. However, video recordings of each keynote session can be viewed on the
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uted essays, as organized into three “Books” of 21 essays each: Book I
explores themes arising primarily out of Kant’s three Crifiques; Book II,
themes relating to the politico-cultural and/or ethico-religious applica-
tions of Kant’s theories; and Book III, themes related explicitly to the
interface between Kant and Asian philosophy. Each Book, in turn, is
divided into four parts containing five essays each (or six, for the
three parts that contain a German essay). The 64" essay, the Epilogue
to this collection, is summarized at the end of this section, as it attempts
to convey the idea of the whole.

The three keynote essays that follow this Introduction correspond to
the collection’s three Books: Patricia Kitcher examines personhood in
Kant’s Critical philosophy; Giinter Wohlfart calls for a recovery of a
lost Way for Western culture and society that he believes Chinese phi-
losophy can provide better than Kant ever could; and Cheng Chung-
ying offers a new model for synthesizing Kant and Chinese philosophy
in an approach that attempts to preserve the strong points of each.
These, like all the essays in this collection, are presented here in system-
atic order, rather than in the chronological order they appeared in the
conference. This is partly because this book could not include all papers
presented at the conference, and partly because the architectonic re-
quirements of a published work are quite different from those of a series
of oral presentations. My summaries highlight architectonic connections
as well as each essay’s relation to the overall conference (and book)
theme, not necessarily the main arguments of the essay itself.

Kitcher’s keynote essay corresponds to the contributed essays in
Book One. She argues against Allison and Bilgrami, that the transcen-
dental freedom introduced in CPR does not point necessarily to practi-
cal freedom. Kitcher claims that from the theoretical standpoint of CPR,
the only necessity of freedom is “to characterize the strivings of reason
that are the source of metaphysical error.” Allison and Bilgrami, by con-
trast, claim that from the practical standpoint, where practical reason has
“primacy” over the theoretical, there is a kind of necessity that can be
read back into CPR as unifying reason. (A resolution of this debate
might be that it depends on what standpoint one adopts in using the
term “necessity”.) Kitcher assumes Kant changed his mind, from seeing
reason as voluntarist in CPR to seeing practical reason in terms of obli-
gation and the power of choice in CPrR. Expressed in terms of Kant’s

HKBU library website, at: http://lib-nt2.hkbu.edu.hk/hkbutube/vod.asp ?bib-
no=b2336195.
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theory of the primacy of practical reason, Kitcher’s position is that prac-
tical reason has primacy and from that standpoint is obligatory, even
though from the derivative (less spontaneous) theoretical standpoint
freedom appears voluntarist.

Jens Timmerman and Kwan Tze-wan responded to Kitcher. After
agreeing that theoretical and practical reason are very different and
should not be assimilated, though they must fit together, Timmerman
offered three challenges: first, Kant’s appeal to the faculty of choice pre-
dates CPrR; second, spontaneity is not just non-rule-guidedness, but is
the imposition of a special kind of rules; and third, while we are not the
author of the moral law, we are the author of moral obligation, inas-
much as we freely impose the law on ourselves. Kwan raised six com-
ments: first, free choice (or arbitrium) is a perennial notion, predating
even CPR; second, Kant’s table of the cognitive faculties in the Intro-
duction to CJ includes neither Wille nor Willkiir; third, Wille and
Willkiir are but difterent names for one and the same faculty of desire;
fourth, Willkiir implies that, as we are neither angels nor devils, we can-
not renounce reason’s grip; fifth, spontaneity must be contrasted with
receptivity, for Kant’s point is that freedom enables us to descend to sen-
sibility (in CPR) or to the lower faculty of desire (in CPrR); sixth, mor-
ality is not guaranteed, but must be cultivated.

Wohlfart’s keynote essay challenges the legitimacy of what might be
called Kant’s “Critical metaphysics”,” in direct opposition to Book
Two’s essays on the ethical, political, and religious tools Kant offers
for cultivating personhood. Wohlfart’s “metacritique” of Kant’s Critical
philosophy blames the Kantian “Ego”, with its self-imposed duty to
universalize all maxims in order to become moral, for being the root
of the corruption and evil that that besets contemporary Western cul-
ture (especially its ethics, politics, and religion). In place of this unwork-
able and ultimately illogical ideal, Wohlfart urges us to go “back” to the
East, where a refreshing “ethos without morality” can be found. While
his sketch of four key ancient Chinese philosophers may be brief, it ef-
fectively challenges “Kantian believers” to rethink the basis of their
Critical faith. The question this keynote essay poses for the other essays,
especially those in Book Two, is: does Kantian philosophy have the re-
sources for constructing a genuinely humane and sympathetic culture,

2 See my book, Kant’s System of Perspectives: An architectonic interpretation of the
Critical philosophy (Lanham: University Press of America, 1993), X.1.
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one that incorporates key insights from Asian philosophy, as well as
those familiar ones from the Western tradition?

Chad Hansen and Stephen Palmquist responded to Wohlfart. Han-
sen argued that the idea of a “metacritique” is too romantic, over-em-
phasizing feeling in contrast to reason. The Chinese tradition does not
consistently reject reasoning in favor of feeling or intuition. Jesus’ gold-
en rule and Confucius’ “silver” rule both employ a two-person ap-
proach to morality, both constrasting with Kant’s. Various Mohist and
Daoist concepts of morality illustrate that some Chinese philosophers re-
ject heteronomous reasoning without going to the extreme of universal-
ism. Zhuangzi’s position is that each person decides which dao will be
the grounding of one’s morality, with the heart-mind enabling “shih-
fei”” (indexical, “wrong-right”) judgments as one follows one’s self-chos-
en dao. Palmquist gave eight reasons for claiming Wohlfart agrees with
Kant: Kant’s is a one-off self~critique, whereas “metacritique” is other-
critique; the Kantian ego is a necessary limit that reveals Descartes’
“Egod” to be illusory; humans are “crooked wood” that cannot be
saved by a universalized will; universalization is a search for practical
contradiction, not logical contradiction, as we seek to realize the holi-
ness of genuine personhood; acting as if God exists is not hypocrisy,
but a transcendental call to humble action in the face of empirical igno-
rance; “moral purism” leads to “moral terrorism” only when we portray
impure cultural principles as universal truths; Kantian moral religion is
“bare”, not “pure”; bare reason needs to be “dressed” with cultural
norms, yet these must not be universalized.

Cheng’s keynote essay to Book Three provides the groundwork for
a thoroughgoing synthesis between Kantian and Confucian philoso-
phies. In a portion of the essay not presented here,” Cheng conducts
an in-depth analysis of the moral philosophy in GMM, arguing that
Kant’s distinction between perfect and imperfect duties ought not to
be applied as rigidly as Kant did. Employing Confucian methods of anal-
ysis, grounded on the principle of ren (benevolence), Cheng argues that
the “life principle” is the ultimate root of all four types of duty; when
Kant’s resistance to the influence of inclinations is moderated by a Con-

3 Professor Cheng’s original essay dealt with many of the intricacies of Kantian
philosophy and how they can be transformed by a Confucian re-interpretation.
Due to length limitations, the first and longer part has been omitted here and is
due to be published in an upcoming special issue of the Journal of Chinese Phi-
losophy (2011).
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fucian awareness that human needs can be good as well as bad, Kant’s
perfect duties turn out to appear “imperfect” in some life situations,
while imperfect duties can become perfect duties. The portion of
Cheng’s essay presented here focuses on how the Confucian doctrine
of ren, when interpreted in a Kantian framework, serves as the necessary
groundwork for a Sino-Kantian understanding of human personhood
that puts a human face on Kantian formalism in ethics, while adding
rigor to Confucian moral philosophy.

Hans Feger and Philip J. Ivanhoe responded to Cheng. Feger noted
that Kant’s moral theory is intentionally ideal, whereas human beings are
tallible. CPrR is not about moral behavior but about the conditions nec-
essary for any moral behavior to be possible. Unlike the golden rule, the
categorical imperative cannot be applied directly to specific cases. We
learn about freedom from our experience of the moral law, yet freedom
is the transcendental essence of morality and is therefore itself unknow-
able. While the Confucian tradition focuses on empirical morality, Kant
presents the limits of all genuine morality, thereby undermining yet po-
tentially grounding any moral philosophy (such as the Confucian) that
prescribes specific moral goals. Ivanhoe compared Cheng’s critique of
Kant to Nancy Sherman’s attempt to naturalize Kantian ethics from
an Aristotelian perspective, though Cheng’s attempt to “rescue” Kant
leans more toward the “onto-cosmological” tradition reminiscent of
Mou Zhongsan. Cheng’s use of ren is problematic: assuming ren as a
mandate of Heaven seems more like sanctification than naturalization.
Rather than rescuing Kant’s transcendental project, it replaces the search
for a transcendental foundation with a Heavenly ordained natural order.
This is one plausible way to read the Confucian texts, but it may not be
the most promising way to construct contemporary ethical theory or to
build upon Kant’s remarkable insights.

Following the three Books, consisting of 63 essays (60 in English
and three in German), this collection concludes with a revised version
of my conference paper, suggesting the conference theme can best be
appreciated by relating Kant’s “architectonic” to the oldest book of
Chinese philosophy, the I Ching or Book of Changes. When Kant em-
phasized the need to grasp the “idea of the whole” (Bxxx) to understand
his philosophy, he was alluding to the categories as formally structuring
his architectonic plan. Understanding this crucial connection, as medi-
ated by the “I think”, enables us to appreciate why he thought architec-
tonic reasoning is required not only for all genuinely philosophical
thought, but also for the unity of human personhood (the conference’s
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sub-theme). Intriguing formal similarities exist between Kant’s applica-
tion of categories and the I Ching’s application of 64 hexagrams. Adopt-
ing the standpoint of the I Ching—something Kant himself was proba-
bly too “Western” ever to have done!—I seek guidance on how this
very connection (of Kant with Asian philosophy and Asian philosophy
with Kant) is to be understood. As if to confirm Xie’s claim in Chap-
ter 63 (see §4, below), the I Ching conveys a surprisingly relevant in-
sight.

2. Critical Groundwork for Cultivating Personhood

The idea uniting the twenty-one diverse essays in Book One is that
Kant’s three Critiques offer a systematic account of what it means to
be a human person, in abstracto. The four parts follow the order of the
three Critiques, with the first two parts devoted to CPR’s first half
(through the end of the Analytic) and second half (from the Dialectic
onwards), respectively. The Kantian picture of the human person
emerges from Book One as paradoxically both divided and united
when considered in abstraction, depending on which Critical stand-
points one adopts. This suggests we can and must realize our person-
hood only through the social relations that constitute human commun-
ities. What is often neglected, especially by superficial overviews of
Kant’s philosophy, is that this is the new “moral metaphysics” that the
three Critiques served to ground. This is why Book Two covers themes
relating to the cultivation of personhood through human communities.
Book Three’s emphasis on Asian philosophy demonstrates that this new
emphasis Kant brought to Western metaphysics is standard procedure in
the East.

Part I focuses on topics from the first half of CPR, beginning with
Lau Chong-fuk’s essay examining what Kant means by “transcenden-
tal”, especially in CPR’s Prefaces. Lau distinguishes between empirical
and transcendental self-cognition, arguing that Kant does not intend
the distinction between the faculties of sensibility and understanding
(together with their respective formal conditions of spatio-temporality
and categoriality) to be psychological. Transcendental cognition is not
about our cognitive mechanisms, but refers to a new type of conceptual
analysis of what it means for finite rational beings to have knowledge.
Even the “I” of pure apperception is not something we ever experience;
transcendental cognition is therefore neither phenomenal nor noume-
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nal, but concerns only the necessary preconditions for phenomenal
knowledge and noumenal action. CPR’s theory of human nature is
bound to be abstract, since it concerns only what we must assume in
order for self-cognition to be possible. However, as we shall see, this
does not prevent it from having specific psychological implications,
once a metaphysical structure is built on this transcendental ground-
work.

A crucial problem faced by anyone hoping to locate a Kantian theo-
ry of the unity of human personhood is that Kant appears to adopt two
very different approaches to explaining what it means to be an object of
knowledge—a challenge effectively met by Robert Greenberg’s essay
on a neglected “identity proposition” Kant advances immediately fol-
lowing CPR’s Introduction. Kant’s proposition unites his apparently
conflicting foundationalist and causal theories of object causation, sug-
gesting that these two theories of knowledge are somehow identical.
Greenberg’s intriguing claim, that “the double-object interpretation
can be derived from the dual-aspect interpretation”, is sure to spark
new debate on the proper interpretation of transcendental idealism.
This would explain why both theories of knowledge appear intermin-
gled, throughout CPR.*

That time poses special problems for Kant’s understanding of the
unity of human personhood is highlighted in Wong Kwok-kui’s essay
on the various roles time plays throughout CPR’s Aesthetic and Analyt-
ic. Wong investigates whether any aspect of Kant’s theory can provide
an effective response to St. Augustine’s pondering on the reality of time
as an extensive magnitude. The transcendental ideality of time in the
Aesthetic is not of much help here, since time there functions merely
as a form of intuition. More help is gained in the Analogies, where
time is a necessary presupposition of our experiences of permanence,
succession, and co-existence. The crucial passage, Wong argues, is the
A-Deduction’s account of the threefold synthesis of imagination, for
here Kant “confront[s] the problem that ‘nothing abides’ in the flux
of time”, arguing that time must be a component in any understanding
of what constitutes a “unit of knowledge”.

4 For a similar explanation of the limitations of Allison’s interpretation, insofar as
it neglects texts that clearly support what Greenberg calls Kant’s causal theory,
see Kant’s System of Perspectives, apx. VI (esp. 393—4). However, I did not there
call attention to the propsition Greenberg highlights.



10 Stephen R. Palmquist

Gregg Osborne further examines Kant’s explanation in the First
Analogy of how we can so much as believe that objects come into
being and cease to exist. While the abstract arguments considered
here might seem far removed from anything constitutive of human per-
sonhood, and Osborne himself remains unsure that his reconstruction of
Kant’s arguments succeeds, what clearly emerges from the analysis is that
such beliefs are grounded in functions of judgment, and so also, of the
self. In the arguments under consideration Kant distinguishes between
what is objective and what is merely subjective in our experiences of
temporal relations. Understanding the grounds for such a crucial distinc-
tion as that between objective and subjective coming into (or passing
out of) existence clearly lies at the heart of any theoretical account of
human subjectivity.

Andrew Brook concludes Part [ by examining the similarly rarefied
arguments Kant develops in the Amphiboly, especially his emphasis on
“transcendental reflection” and “numerical identity”. Brook ponders
why Kant waits until an appendix to the Analytic to introduce the for-
mer and discuss the latter, even excluding identity from the table of cat-
egories. Not satisfied with the explanation that identity is a principle of
General Logic, defining logical consistency, not a transcendental princi-
ple that helps produce objectivity (as, for example, causality is), Brook
argues that the omission of identity renders suspect any claim to the al-
leged completeness of Kant’s table of categories. Less controversially, he
observes that Kant’s best (and almost his only) arguments that all our ex-
perience must be grounded in sensible intuition also appear in this ap-
pendix. Introducing transcendental reflection at this turning point, it
seems, serves to focus the reader’s attention on the importance of iden-
tiftying the source for the human person of anything we believe constitutes
objective knowledge.

Part II (topics covering CPR’s second half) begins with Julian
Wuerth’s essay on the First Paralogism, arguing that Kant’s criticism
of rational psychology here applies only to the attribution of perma-
nence (and hence, immortality) to the soul, not to the soul’s nature as
a substance or thing in itself per se. Quoting a wide range of texts
from throughout Kant’s corpus, Wuerth demonstrates how the criticism
of traditional metaphysics in the First Paralogism mirrors and applies the
insights introduced in the Analogies and the Amphiboly (the main sec-
tion of CPR that precedes the Paralogisms). Whereas phenomenal sub-
stance (defended in the First Analogy) implies permanence, noumenal
substance does not; yet this does not make the latter ontologically vac-
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uous. Failing to engage in transcendental reflection, the rational psy-
chologists conflated phenomenal and noumenal substance and illegiti-
mately inferred the soul’s permanence. Kant’s conception of human
personhood comes out looking more robustly metaphysical on
Wouerth’s reading than many accounts of the Dialectic have assumed.

Ulrich Wodarzik’s essay (in German) follows with an account of
how Kant’s transcendental logic constitutes an advance on Aristotle’s bi-
valent (I-it) logic. The central feature of Kant’s trivalent logic is the
“double I" arising from the phenomenal-noumenal distinction: the log-
ical or transcendental “I-1” must (as shown in the Deduction) be as-
sumed as spectator, while the empirical “I-2” can (as argued in the Pa-
ralogisms) be perceived as an object (an “it”) like other phenomena. A
third “I” arises out of the distinction between “I-2” and the phenom-
enal “it”: this “I”” recognizes the presence of a “you” in the world. Wo-
darzik argues that freedom and morality, and so also the unity of human
personhood, arise out of this “I-You” distinction, for it sets up a tran-
scendental principle of intersubjectivity that requires us to respect other
persons by acknowledging them as free, noumenal beings. Whereas Ar-
istotle’s theory is unable to distinguish between the not-I as a thing and
the not-I as a person, Kant unifies these in a threefold theory of person-
hood.

Michael Thompson calls attention to an “Antinomy of Identity”
hidden in the conflicting discussions of personal identity advanced by
empiricists and rationalists prior to Kant, and mirrored in the Confucian
and Daoist traditions. Displaying a typical pair of antinomial arguments,
Thompson “synthesize[s] the two positions into a unity that aftirms
human essence, embraces personal identity, and celebrates contingen-
cy.” Whereas the Locke-Confucius defense of the antithesis requires
the problematic assumption that a person who experiences a sudden
change in life circumstances actually has a change in personal identity,
the Kant-LaoTzu defense of the thesis (in terms of a transcendental
“I” or a “greater identity, the Tao”) problematically assumes “we are
never conscious of this so-called unity of consciousness.” The former
overlooks that we experience ourselves as phenomenally the same;
the latter “smacks of empty formalism”. Thompson defends “the fact
of identity”, by examining the phenomenological life “context” of
human beings, appealing to our temporal, bodily nature and to the ori-
entation to the past and future that consciousness gives us.

The foregoing essays on the Paralogisms and a new Antinomy are
followed by Claudia Bickmann’s essay, viewing all three ideas of reason
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from the theological standpoint of the Ideal. She argues that, interpreted
in light of the unity of apperception, Kant’s three ideas of reason con-
stitute the spirifual orientation of Kant’s theory of human personhood. It
is spiritual because Kant, like Hume and Locke, seeks to give due place
to the “ever-floating, never-resting” character of our phenomenal expe-
riences, yet insists on grounding this in an underlying transcendental re-
ality. Kant’s distinctiveness is to insist that this reality remains unknow-
able. The transcendental ideas of our soul, the world, and God, when
interpreted heuristically as reason’s tools for obtaining systematic unity
within our otherwise disparate experience, serve as a ‘“‘quasi-schema”
to give us confidence even though we cannot actually appeal to knowl-
edge as such. This approach, Bickmann observes in opening and closing,
is akin to Hindu Advaita-Vedanta philosophy, especially as revised by
the Buddhist and Taoist critiques of an abiding self.

Christine Lopes sheds light on the general status of the ideas of rea-
son by examining the impact Kant’s theory of imagination has on both
his epistemology and his criticism of metaphysics. In contrast to inter-
preters who see Kantian intuition as essentially conceptual, Lopes argues
intuition must contain a “non-fully-fledged conceptual” element. This
element gives rise to the possibility of error in our empirical judgments,
as imagination links intuitions with concepts. It is also the key factor
giving rise to the transcendental illusion Kant analyzes in the Dialectic,
for such illusion is also a species of error, whereby we mistakenly iden-
tify “merely formal acts of conjecturing and reasoning about the possi-
bility of objects in general” as “substantive mental acts (i. e., acts of cog-
nition of real objects)”. Such illusion arises and is inevitable as a direct
result of the non-fully-fledged conceptual element in intuition; on
this basis human imagination is able to fool itself into mistaking tran-
scendent for empirical objects.

Wolfgang Ertl links Part II’s focus on the Dialectic and Part III’s
focus on the second Ciritique by arguing that Kant has a solution to
the freedom-determinism problem that goes further than Strawsonian
compatibilism, avoiding the extremes of reason’s causal inertness and
causal overdetermination. Kant regards persons (given their nature as
substances, called souls) as having a real, causal influence on the world
through free choices. But this, Ertl argues, is not a separate kind of cau-
sality, entirely unrelated to the natural causality that Kant defends in the
Analogies; rather, they are one and the same causal relation, viewed
from either the practical or theoretical standpoint, respectively. While
he admits to leaving a number of key questions unanswered, Ertl pro-
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vides a fruitful basis for a deeper understanding of the theoretical aspects
of Kantian personhood.

With Ertl’s preparation complete, Part III examines autonomy, the
core of Kant’s theory of human personhood. Rainer Enskat sets the
tone by arguing that the doctrine of autonomy carries with it a specific
(and often neglected) “cognitive dimension”. Kantian autonomy is a
twofold faculty, consisting “primarily in the cognitive faculty to judge
and to recognize and, secondarily, in the practical faculty of so-called cau-
sality of the free will, to exercise ... morally-consistent ways of acting.”
Reconstructing the key formal steps in Kant’s ethical theory, Enskat fo-
cuses on the specific case of lying. Kant’s anthropological writings por-
tray human beings’ tendency to lie in a less formalistic, highly pragmatic
manner. These two sides of Kant’s views on lying and truth-telling do
not contradict, but correlate nicely together. The practical unity of
human personhood, Enskat maintains, is grounded in our cognition
of this (reconstructed) formal judging procedure.

Whereas Enskat focuses on an abstract formalization of Kant’s ethics
based on the first formulation of the categorical imperative (the univer-
sality of moral maxims), the next two essays focus on the second formu-
lation, respect for persons. Makoto Suzuki argues, along the lines of
David Ross, that common sense moral judgments show a partiality
that seems difficult to reconcile with Kantian respect for persons.
After examining the attempts to rescue Kant made by several prominent
Kantian ethicists, Suzuki concludes: “The idea of respect for persons is
not by itself a unitying moral ideal; some additional factor, or some dis-
tinct or more fundamental ideal is required for making sense of the
thought that commonsensical requirements are moral and true duties.”

As if responding to Suzuki’s challenge, Vasil Gluchman claims
Kant’s appeal to “humanity”, as a principle for guiding moral decisions,
is antithetical to common sense morality. Kantian morality attempts to
overcome the “crudity” of the human nature we hold in common
(e.g., our tendency to lie), as exemplified by Kant’s call to treat strangers
as equals to one’s friends; yet Gluchman claims that “humanity”, like
“animality” for our mammalian cousins, can ground us in our specific
(common sense) preferences. He analyses “humanity” as having a two-
fold meaning and application: as a pure moral concept, and as an “added
value”. He concludes with an urgent call to both individuals and soci-
eties to take on board this principle in shaping our future life together.
This provides a foretaste of the essays in Book Two, where the role of
the community in cultivating personhood is examined more fully. Both
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Suzuki and Gluchman hint that the Kantian notion of dignity might
serve as a much-needed supplement to the basic principle of Kantian re-
spect for persons.

This hint becomes the focus of Adriano de Brito’s essay, objecting
to the use compatibilists often make of Kant: our intrinsic value, not
our freedom, is what makes us human beings responsible for our
moral actions. Personhood therefore depends more on dignity (i.e.,
on an agent’s value) than on whether one’s choices are technically
free or determined. Kant’s theoretical concept of freedom is, at best,
negative; it is a quasi-Humean expression of “ignorance and uncertainty
about the causes of a practical phenomenon”. Citing (like Enskat) the
example of lying, de Brito demonstrates how the faulty assumption,
that human freedom is the justification for assigning responsibility to
human actions, is the basis for the “obscene” claim that Kant’s moral
philosophy makes evil actions heteronomous, thereby removing respon-
sibility from evildoers. The only way to avoid this undesirable conclu-
sion is to identify the “fact” of freedom with our actual moral judgments
that persons are responsible (i.e., in our determination to value them as
such), not in any factual knowledge that we are empirically free.

Courtney Fugate concludes Part III, exploring how the concepts of
individuality and subjectivity interrelate in the moral theories of Kant
and his predecessors, Leibniz and Crusius. While Kant’s critical method
renders individuality and subjectivity compatible, it provides no justifi-
cation for their unity. Crusius had argued against Leibniz’s pure moral
individualism, claiming that “an absolutely self-determining or causally
selt-transparent subjectivity” must lie at its basis. By synthesizing these
positions, “Kant arrives at the equivalence of a free will and a will gov-
erned by the categorical imperative”. While retaining Crusius’ absolute
freedom, Kant shows that “this same absoluteness precludes its taking on
an externally-given form” even though “its nature as will requires it
nevertheless to have a form intrinsic to it.” Although Fugate is doubtful
about Kant’s success, he portrays Kant as aiming to avoid the difficulties
of these previous metaphysicians by casting “the seemingly incompatible
positions of moral subjectivism and moral individualism as dynamic mo-
ments in a self~developing and internally complex teleology of moral
self~consciousness.”

Part IV completes Book One with essays covering themes corre-
sponding to what I have elsewhere called the “judicial standpoint” of
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Kant’s third Critique (CJ).” Ulrich Seeberg’s comprehensive overview of
the whole Critical philosophy claims the idea of the intelligible world,
including both “the sensible world (nature) and the subject as being
aware of the sensible world”, is the key to Kant’s understanding of
the unity of human personhood. In CPR the unity of apperception
and the unity of nature are directly correlated: both are unknowable
in themselves, yet presupposed by any objective knowledge. The fact
of moral obligation arises directly out of this unified picture of subject
and object jointly belonging to an intelligible world, for our ignorance
of the true causes of our actions makes us subject to duties, virtuous rath-
er than holy. Aesthetic judgment thus makes constitutive (for the feeling
of the beautiful in nature) what for practical reason was a mere “fac-
tum”: an intelligible reality must exist, otherwise our experiences of pur-
posiveness would be meaningless. Despite Kant’s affirmation of human
selthood and a divine being, Seeberg finds these suggestions tantalizingly
similar to certain Eastern philosophies.

Nils Roller’s essay on Kant’s metaphorical use of the compass aptly
illustrates how judging reason orients every aspect of the Critical philos-
ophy, not only his theories of beauty, sublimity, and purposive organ-
isms. Kant’s interest in science, for example, was focused on imaginative
speculation rather than experimental rigor. Kant’s fondness for the com-
pass as a metaphor for the orientation provided by Critical philosophy
relates to its function as an instrument (a human invention) that detects
real forces, external to ourselves, yet nevertheless guides and orients our
exploration of the world. For us humans, reason must also serve as a tool
that puts us in touch, through rational faith, with a reality that is for us
unknown, yet can be detected by those who possess the instrument.

Bart Vandenabeele examines the significance of CJ’s theory of taste
as emphasizing the need for “community with others who share our
sensibilities and capacities to judge the beauty of nature and art”. Inter-
acting with a range of contemporary interpreters (especially Allison),
Vandenabeele argues that Kant’s concept of “universal communicabili-
ty” makes sense only if we recognize its reciprocal relationship with the
disinterestedness of the pleasure we feel in making aesthetic judgments:
disinterestedness “is the essential, a priori condition for the universal

5 See Kant’s System of Perspectives, I1.4 and IX.1.

6  Iargue in Kant’s System of Perspectives that Kant’s compass is his “architectonic”
art; I explore its connection with Chinese (“orient-al”) ways of thinking in
essay 64.
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communicability of aesthetic judgments”, while one’s certainty of ac-
tually being disinterested is measured by the judgment’s universal com-
municability. After examining Kant’s reasons for thinking aesthetic
judgments must appeal to a “common sense”, Vandenabeele clarifies
that such judgments are important not so much because they “make a
transition from the sensible to the supersensible,” but because they en-
able us to cultivate personhood by “rethinking subjectivity and intersub-
jectivity as manifest within felt, particularized pleasures that are univer-
sally shareable—not despite but due to their aftective nature.”

Christian Wenzel’s essay is the second in a series comparing and
contrasting Kant and Confucius on beauty.” Because Kant strictly sepa-
rates morality from aesthetics, the pleasure in the good and the pleasure
in the beautiful must be of two different kinds, and moral acts them-
selves cannot be beautiful. Nevertheless, Kant indicates possible connec-
tions between morality and beauty in his C] comments on aesthetic
ideas, symbolism, the sensus communis, and education. Confucius, by
contrast, postulates no such radical separation between beauty and mor-
ality, but sees the dao as interpenetrating both and expressed in ritual:
moral acts can be beautiful. One might wonder whether Confucius sim-
ply missed the crucial difference here, or whether Kant overemphasized
the separation. Wenzel argues that, in spite of the fundamental differen-
ces between their theories, traces of transcendental idealism can be seen
in the Confucian appeal to dao and tian.

Eric Nelson’s essay appropriately transitions to both Book Two’s
community focus and Book Three’s Asia focus. Placing Kant’s “anthro-
pological speculations concerning the Chinese” in their “dubious” con-
text “of Enlightenment discourses about race”, he notes the distinctive
“depictions of the grotesque and the sublime and of absorption into the
inhuman” in Kant’s pre-critical depictions of Chinese culture. Focusing
on CJ’s references to “the feeling of life”, Nelson rejects the allegation
in Wohlfart’s keynote essay, that Kant endorses mankind’s domination
of nature. Rather, Nelson’s reading of CJ suggests “a middle ground be-
tween impersonal nature and moral personality” for both Kant and
Daoism. Contrary to the Confucian and Kantian critiques, that Daoism
“dissolves the human into mystical nature”, the classical Daoist texts
focus on nature’s ethical function in cultivating the sage. The playfulness
entailed by such cultivation is not unlike the “free play” promoted in

7 For the first essay in the series, see Christian Helmut Wenzel, “Beauty in Kant
and Confucius: A First Step”, Journal of Chinese Philosophy 33 (2006), 95—108.
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CJ. Nelson offers a refreshing alternative to the all-too-frequent claims
that “Kant privileged the human and neglected the natural”, while
“early Daoism neglected the human in prioritizing nature.” Kant and
Daoism both promote “individuation through cultivating balance in re-
lation to nature within and outside oneself.”

3. Cultivating Personhood in
Ethical, Political, and Religious Community

Book Two’s coverage of the manifold ways Kant believed personhood
can be cultivated in community begins in Part V with three Kantian re-
sponses to contemporary issues in applied ethics. Ronald Green exam-
ines two conflicting ways Kantians might understand our obligations to
prenatal forms of human life. The first appeals to the second formulation
of the categorical imperative, noting that Kant attributes “moral person-
hood only to beings capable of actively exercising reason.” The second
highlights Kant’s “extended sense” of this rationality criterion, applying
it to those who are only potentially rational. This second approach
claims we have a duty to respect very young children, and arguably
also preborn children, because not to do so would develop in us unheal-
thy habits that could lead us to abuse older, rationally developing, chil-
dren: “Any cultivation of behaviors and attitudes of violence toward
children threatens the safety and well being of all children.” Green sug-
gests shifting the focus “away from uncertain questions about which
properties must be possessed by incipient human beings to qualify
them as persons” and to “the implications of mistreating a class of
human beings”. Destroying embryos “does not tug at our heartstrings”,
Green argues, “nor will it produce psychologically or physically dam-
aged adults.”

After poviding a detailed technical account of human embryonic
stem cell research, Natascha Gruber argues that Kant’s ethics cannot
possibly be used to solve this debate, one way or the other. Gruber de-
velops her argument as a response to Manninen: “if empirical (‘physi-
cal’) operations cannot causally render the creation of a free being,
then nowhere along the line of the development of a human being can
the coming into ‘existence’ of reason and freedom be pointed out, be-
cause these developmental stages from zygote, blastocyst, embryo, in-
fant, and so on, are all empirical or biological, phenomena.” Gruber’s
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claim 1s that, if we understand Kant’s phenomenal-noumenal distinction
as proposing a two-perspective view of these two realms, rather than as
involving causal relations between them, there can never be any link be-
tween the physical processes of our biological development and the
practical rationality that gives human beings dignity. Kant’s use of ““herii-
bergezogen” indicates how he believed personhood begins: “via the act of
procreation a being is drawn from the ‘intelligible’ into the phenomenal
world.”

Anita Ho continues this applied ethics theme by arguing that, con-
trary to the way he is often portrayed, Kant’s writings on personhood
and suicide do not rule out all forms of euthanasia and altruistic suicide.
‘While Kant does not allow rational agents who are experiencing irrever-
sible physical decline to will the destruction of their personhood by re-
questing assisted death, he ironically allows euthanasia in situations
where patients are losing their rational capacity, regardless of their phys-
ical condition. Ho concludes by suggesting that Confucian values, with
their family-oriented emphasis, provide a stronger basis for rejecting at-
tempts to justify such forms of killing as ethical: if our personhood lies
not in our individual rational capacity but in our family relationships, then
mental or other serious forms of illness do not make us non-persons.

Focusing on the political side of Kant’s ethics, Part V continues with
Bernhard Jakl’s essay examining the German Constitution’s appeal to
human dignity as the fundamental principle of the entire legal system.
Recent debates in Germany, especially regarding a proposed law that
would permit the shooting down of an airplane that had been hijacked
for terrorist purposes, have focused on the role of human dignity in law.
Jakl draws attention to the key distinction between the foundational ap-
plication of the categorical imperative in Kant’s Groundwork and its legal
application in the Metaphysics of Morals, Doctrine of Right. The issue of
human dignity arises primarily in the former, ethical and foundational
context. In the latter, properly legal context Kant appeals instead to
the one and only innate right each human person has: the right to be
a free agent. This, Jakl argues, ought to be the focus of attention in
legal debates, because this is the “specifically legal” meaning of dignity
for Kant.

Peter Schroder concludes Part V by discussing the role of trust in
counter-balancing humanity’s conflictual nature. Kant’s denial of any
“right to lie” relates to legality, not interpersonal ethics. The duty to be
truthful is imperfect, so we must trust people in private. But truth-tell-
ing in public contexts is a perfect duty: one injured by a public lie has a
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right to take legal action. Citizens do not have a right to revolt; political
community is possible only if people trust the sovereign, who may co-
erce them to obey national laws. In international relations, trust be-
comes even more significant because no sovereign exists to limit the
freedom of individual states. Kant thus compares relations between
states to interpersonal relationships: trust is more important in interna-
tional relations than in ordinary political relations (where “right” makes
trust secondary), because states, like individuals, cannot coerce another
state/person who lies. Perpetual Peace takes a “transcendental” turn by re-
quiring even warring states not to engage in activities that would make
subsequent trust impossible.

Developing cultural applications of this political theme, Part VI ex-
plores Kant’s account of how personhood is cultivated in legislative com-
munities. Gunter Zoller explores Plato’s and Aristotle’s influences on
Kant’s ethical and political philosophy: while Kant follows their division
of practical philosophy into ethics and politics, systematically using po-
litical concepts to structure ethical discourse, he departs from them in
assigning a priori knowledge to the practical realm, and unifies them
through a shared dependence on the categorical imperative. Kant
“cast the origin and status of the moral law in terms of the political in-
stitution of state legislation”. Citing Kant’s introductions to the Meta-
physics of Morals, Zoller shows how key legal/political concepts, such
as “legislation” and “constraint”, inform Kant’s presentation of the rela-
tional structure of the practical self. Kant chooses a political term, “au-
tocracy”, to distinguish specifically ethical autonomy from “autonomy”
in general: we govern teelings and desires, just as political systems govern
societies. Kant’s practical philosophy emerges as a comprehensive syn-
thesis of ethics and politics. Two types of legislation apply law either in-
ternally, by referring to ethical motivations, or externally, by refraining
from doing so (as in politics).

Katsutoshi Kawamura’s essay (in German) examines the role of self-
legislation in Kant’s Groundwork, asking whether it pre-exists as a con-
dition of the human will or must be created by moral agents. Kant def-
initely affirms that the moral law’s legislation is a priori: it takes place at a
timeless, noumenal level, before actual moral maxims are formed (cf.
Part IIT). However, this does not mean autonomous self-legislation is
the “default” situation for us, otherwise why would we so often act
contrary to the moral law? Kawamura suggests instead that at the phe-
nomenal level autonomy exists as a potential : each person must activate it
by learning to make self-legislated choices. This is where “respect”
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comes into play in Kant’s moral theory: we respect the moral law each
time we strive to conform our (phenomenal) moral maxims to the (nou-
menal) standards of morality. In this sense Kantian morality presents it-
self as “a task”.

Viewing Kantian morality as a task requires us to recognize ourselves
as part of an ethically-grounded community, as Stijn Van Impe shows in
his thoroughgoing analysis of Kant’s theory of the “realm/kingdom of
ends”. After examining Kant’s various definitions of this key term, van
Impe unveils its multi-layered meaning, referring “to the union of ra-
tional lawgiving beings as ends in themselves and the unification of
their morally permissible subjective ends as well as of their guiding max-
ims that moral actions ought to be based upon.” He further analyzes
how the realm of ends functions as a practical “ideal” or normative “ar-
chetype”, grounding communal moral practice in a way that brings
about the “complete determination” of the categorical imperative. Em-
phasizing the social and communal dimensions of Kant’s realm of ends,
Van Impe views this multi-layered ideal “as the locus for a communal
moral practice based on the unity of moral personhood”.

In Kant’s philosophy of culture, Monique Castillo argues, cosmopo-
litanism and perfectibility link political philosophy to anthropology.
Globalization typically focuses on fechnical advances, but Kant’s concept
of cultural advancement emphasizes moral evolution, requiring human
solidarity in the mutual search for perfectibility. As nobody “owns”
one’s personhood, this potential fulfillment of human destiny must be
cultivated in cooperation with others. Castillo highlights two related
theses Kant defends in CJ: “nature acts against my goals”; and “Culture
claims an ethical and non-technical answer to the relationship between
freedom and nature”. The first provides anthropological evidence that
life is meaningful, rooting the fulfillment of our self-set goals (i.e., hap-
piness) in something we cannot control (nature), but tempts us to use
technical means to combat nature’s opposition. The second reminds
us that cultural creations (1. e., rational symbols) provide the only mean-
ingful protection against this temptation, for they enable us to respond
ethically (from within) to the “denaturation” we face in relating to nature.
We therefore realize perfectibility only in relationships with other cul-
tures and generations.

Marc Rolli assesses whether the theory of culture in Kant’s Anthro-
pology is consistent with his universal ethics. For Kant “character” refers
both to a person’s moral “essence” and to the empirical details that man-
ifest it. Unlike our natural character (i.e., aptitudes and temperament/
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disposition), our true character relates to our moral nature and therefore
“has to be acquired and cannot be given by nature”. Being empirically
conditioned, dependent on concrete observations of real tendencies
among human beings, yet appealing to something quasi-universal
(i.e., ingrained in a person through an attunement of nature and cul-
ture), the concept of character is a “deeply ambivalent” means of con-
necting the “psychological, medical, racial, and ethnic aspects [of human
beings| with each other.” The changes in Kant’s theory during his life-
time, ROl concludes, were not radical shifts toward or away from a
universal conception of humanity. Rather, Kant’s anthropology exhibits
a hierarchical structure whereby his universal moral theory serves as the
“transcendental benchmark” for empirical distinctions relating to
human character.

Part VI concludes with Phil Enns’ essay, distinguishing Kant’s view
of the way laws achieve their lawfulness from that of Habermas and
Rawls. For the latter, laws must not only pass Kant’s rational test
(i.e., universal applicability under the principle of right), but their mat-
ter must also be justified independently. Kant’s approach allows “reli-
gious reasons [to] play a significant role in political deliberation and jus-
tiftying political decisions.” In private reasoning, ofticers or employees of
institutions (e.g., government or religious officials) must obey the rules.
But in public, when not bound by commitments to loyalty, people
are free to criticize the rules. Societies are free insofar as they welcome
criticism by those not charged with the duty to obey. Public uses of rea-
son shape the rules as societies develop and mature. Kant, unlike Hab-
ermas and Rawls, thus leaves religious people free to participate in pub-
lic debate on the relevance of religious ideas to the political sphere and
about how religious rules may need to change.

Following Enns’ lead, Part VII focuses more explicitly on the inter-
face between ethics and religion, beginning with Susan Shell’s essay on a
paradox Kant thinks every moral being faces: the moral law imposes a
constraint that we both want (as moral beings) and do not want (as an-
imal beings) to obey. This paradox is rooted in and reveals our dual na-
ture, as both noumenal and phenomenal beings, and poses the problem
of the unity of human personhood from the moral (or practical) stand-
point. After examining how Kant modifies the way he dealt with this
problem in CPrR (as compared to the earlier GMM), Shell explains
why Kant’s new stance on the nature of human autonomy requires
an appeal to religion—a peculiar religion that focuses on an internal
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lawgiver who 1s “beyond human comprehension without requiring our
submission to anything external to ourselves.”

Martin Moors examines the role of the “as if” in Kant’s interpreta-
tion of religion, arguing it is as crucial in Religion as in the Dialectic of
CPR. The philosopher’s use of “as if” reflects a “suspicion of irreality”
in religious utterances; yet it also requires reflecting in a manner that
commits oneself (subjectively) to the truth of various religious claims,
for the purpose of enhancing one’s moral empowerment. Moors exam-
ines three examples to demonstrate how Kant’s reasoning works: the
postulate of a “divine Obligator” in the Dialectic of CPrR; the appeal
to the “Son of God” in the Second Piece of Religion; and the definition
of religion as “the recognition of all our duties as divine commands” to
legitimize belief in God as a beneficent world ruler. This “fictionalism”
in Kant’s understanding of religion does not deny the truth of such
claims; rather, it views their truth from a new standpoint, focused not
on objective verifiability, but on the importance of such beliefs for
“the entire orientation of my life”.

Pedrag Cicovacki shows how Kant’s dualistic/Christian conception
of human personhood, with its three levels of “predisposition”, relates
to the moral qualities that make persons worthy of respect. While our
animality does not directly require respect for persons, and personality
clearly does, the middle predisposition (“humanity”) is more controver-
sial. Cicovacki’s central question is: must we respect all persons equally?
He distinguishes negative respect (equally deserved by all, even immor-
al, persons) and positive respect (deserved only by the virtuous), urging
us to broaden Kantian respect by including all aspects of human nature,
even those relating to animality. Cicovacki employs Nicolai Hartmann’s
reformulation of the categorical imperative to effect such a broadening.
Hartmann’s principle, implied by Kant’s formulations, is that moral
choices must never neglect another person’s individuality while impos-
ing the universal “ought”. Hartmann thus challenges Kant’s exclusion of
teelings such as love from the realm of moral value. Love can unite per-
sons in community more effectively than purely rational values such as
justice.

Despite the emphasis of Kantian ethics on universal law as necessary
to transform reality “into a rationally ordered unity”, Aleksander Bobko
argues that Kant’s concern for “personal development” eventually leads
him to acknowledge the “helplessness of virtue”. Reason thus becomes
as dialectical in its practical manifestation as in its theoretical form.
Whereas reason’s theoretical antinomies “pose only intellectual prob-
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lems”, its practical antinomy threatens to “introduce a dangerous kind of’
chaos into the life of the individual and of the entire human commun-
ity.” Because of the radical evil in human nature, “persons of good will
cannot be sure their rational actions will not yield adverse effects that
render a service to evil; evil in an incomprehensible way destroys the
order established by the moral law.” As such, “evil disturbs the unity
of human personhood.” The only solution is for people of good will
to adopt a mutually agreed “unifying principle”, uniting in an ethical
community through belief in God.

With Bobko having drawn attention to the importance of evil not
only in Kant’s moral theory but also as the reality that prompts us to
build communities, Part VII concludes with Robert Gressis elucidating
how, on Kant’s view, a good person can sometimes do evil. Gressis first
explains Kant’s distinction between a “disposition”, an agent’s “supreme
maxim” that can be either good or evil, and a “propensity”, a possible
inclination to behave in a certain manner that remains “inert” until it
becomes “lively” by a person actually experiencing or indulging in
that kind of behavior. After distinguishing between passive and active
ways of understanding what it means to experience an evil act, Gressis
examines Kant’s account of how the disposition functions the first
time one acts on an inclination, before it becomes lively. If the evil dis-
position arises through, and as a result of, the first evil act a person ex-
periences, Kant’s rigorism can be used as the basis for a plausible typol-
ogy of good and evil types of persons.

Part VIII concludes Book Two with essays relating Kantian theolo-
gy or philosophy of religion to another religious thinker. Continuing
the theme of the previous two essays, Hans Feger relates Kant’s doctrine
of radical evil to his theory of freedom, focusing on Schelling’s develop-
ment of both theories. In Schelling’s work, a Kant-inspired idea of free-
dom 1in its relation to the roles of evil and good becomes the basis for a
theologically constructed system that goes beyond “religion within the
boundaries of mere reason”. Of particular interest to Feger is both phi-
losophers’ attention to freedom as a noumenal and hence unprovable act
that serves as an unknowable beginning of empirical acts. The very in-
contestability of Kant’s theory of noumenal causality, though often
criticized, constitutes its strength, a strength Schelling develops more
explicitly than Kant himself.

Mohammad Raayat Jahromi sketches background factors influenc-
ing the development of Kant’s Critical philosophy to highlight his rev-
olutionary stance toward God and theology. Whereas traditional theol-
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ogy and metaphysics had focused on God, employing theoretical reason
in hopes of proving God’s existence, Kant denied theoretical reason any
access to the mysteries of historical religion, presenting practical reason
as the philosopher’s best tool for assessing the proper role of religion in
human life. Jahromi compares Kant’s position on a range of religious is-
sues with that of St. Thomas Aquinas, concluding that, whereas Aquinas
(and the traditions of metaphysics that followed him) promoted “theo-
logical morality”, Kant developed a new, “moral theology”. A review of
the moral theology presented in Religion illustrates how Kant “opposes
theoretical rationalism in the realm of historical faith on the one hand,
and defends practical rationalism in the realm of moral faith on the
other.”

Chan-Goo Park then compares Kant and Wittgenstein on a range of
issues, beginning with their views of scientific knowledge and how it
relates to our ability to know the “I” that accompanies all our percep-
tions. Like Kant, Wittgenstein recognized that this “I”” either consists of
empirical contents that are not essential to the “true” self, or else refers
to the transcendental limit that is never in itselt knowable. As a foretaste
of the essays in Book Three that examine the Kant-Buddhism relation-
ship in greater depth, Park tantalizingly identifies this insight with what
Buddhists call “emptying” the contents of the mind to obtain awareness
of absolute self-knowledge. Both Kant and Wittgenstein aftirm that the
self'is knowable only in a practical sense, as we work out our self~under-
standing in ethical situations. For both, belief in God does not function
as an item of theoretical knowledge, but arises out of the proper consid-
eration of our practice: either as a “postulate of practical reason” or as a
“form of life”.

Next, Kiyoshi Himi presents a summary interpretation of Albert
Schweitzer’s doctoral dissertation on Kant’s philosophy of religion.
Schweitzer devoted a chapter to each Critique, but curiously placed
his discussion of Religion between the chapters on CPrR and CJ, rather
than preserving their chronological order. Schweitzer claimed the
Canon chapter of CPR summarizes Kant’s philosophy of religion, but
CPrR deviates from this original plan. Discussing Religion immediately
after CPrR, Himi argues, enabled Schweitzer to highlight the contrast
between the way these two works present the relation between morality
and religion. Schweitzer shows how CJ’s concluding discussion of moral
teleology and teleological theology laid an important foundation for the
new (and originally promised) approach in Religion. Himi sees the key
contribution of Religion as replacing the highly individualistic approach
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of Kant’s moral philosophy with a new focus on the solidarity of reli-
gious communities. Schweitzer’s early exposure to Kant revolutionized
Schweitzer’s own interpretation of Christianity, motivating him to de-
vote much of his life to humanitarian service as a medical doctor in Af-
rica.

Brandon Love completes Part VIII and Book Two with an essay
tracing Kant’s influence on Paul Tillich’s theology. Adopting the recent
“Palmquistian” turn in the study of Kant’s philosophy of religion, Love
portrays the overall architectonic plan of Kant’s Copernican Perspective
as developing a theory of human personhood. After summarizing the
basic transcendental elements in Religion, Love argues that Tillich’s
Christian theology exhibits markedly similar claims. Toward the end
of his life, Tillich embraced a form of pluralism that Love takes to be
unjustified; he suggests it be countered with “transcendental inclusiv-
ism”, claiming Kant provides a set of necessary conditions for regarding
any faith as genuine religion. While Love’s claims may be more provo-
cative than substantively demonstrated, they serve as an eftective prep-
aration for Book Three, where Kant scholars grapple with a range of is-
sues relating to Asian philosophies, some of whom adopt positions that
would appear to support Love’s portrayal of Kant as a religious inclusiv-
ist, while others would seem to portray Kant more along the lines of a
Tillichian pluralist.

4. East-West Perspectives on Cultivating Personhood

While some of the essays in Books One and Two refer to East-West
perspectives in the course of examining Kant’s understanding of how
personhood is to be cultivated, Book Three focuses on Asian themes
arising out of Kant’s revolutionary philosophy. An idea that emerges
as a potentially unifying thread is that Kant’s “revolution” is not so
much a revolution (when considered in the historical context of
world philosophy) as a reformation, a rediscovery of the classical roots
of what philosophy ought to be. However, opinions differ.

Part IX opens Book Three with a set of essays on Mou Zhongsan,
the philosopher widely recognized (in China) as the most influential
Chinese Kant scholar. While the essays inevitably overlap in their cov-
erage of Mou’s most famous claim, that Chinese philosophy can fill the
gap left by Kant’s system by demonstrating how intellectual intuition is
possible, the different angles adopted reveal fresh nuances in each case.
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The first essay, by Pong Wen-berng, points out that for Kant the proper
method of gaining knowledge of objects parallels the proper method of
gaining self-knowledge. In both cases Kant distinguishes between the
object/“I” that appears and the object/*“I” in itself; knowledge of the
latter is impossible for both. Mou accepts Allison’s “three aspect” inter-
pretation of object-knowledge as the best reading of Kant’s texts, but
claims various contradictions arise when one adopts this strategy to re-
flect on the three ways of referring to the “I”’. The main problem, for
Mou, is that “in order to keep the premise of the three-aspect theo-
ry ..., Kant is forced to maintain the thesis of self-consciousness without
selt-knowledge”; Mou thinks “we had better adopt the three-I theory
instead of the three-aspect theory, for in this way we can extend self-
consciousness to self-knowledge.” Pang stops short of elaborating
Mou’s defense of this claim, because unlike some of the following con-
tributors, Pang regards it as untenable.

The next essay, by Mihaela C. Fistioc, attempts a reconciliation of
Mou’s stance on intellectual intuition with Kant’s. After briefly intro-
ducing Mou’s account and his reasons for rejecting Kant’s position
(points developed more fully by Pang), Fistioc delves into CJ’s distinc-
tion between intuitive (archetypal) and discursive (ectypal) understand-
ing. She argues that Kant himself devotes much of CJ to arguing that
human beings, in order to find purposes in the world and in our own
lives, must interpret our experience “as if”” we did have the kind of di-
vine, intellectual intuition that, taken literally and in all its fullness, ap-
plies only to God. In this respect Kant might have been more sympa-
thetic with Mou’s attempt to go beyond Kant than Mou himself recog-
nized.

Sammy Xia-ling Xie offers a wide-ranging assessment of Kant’s
view of personhood in relation to themes in Chinese philosophy.
Kant’s “duality of human beings” distinguishes consciousness as noume-
nal (“thing in itself”) from our physical, sensible, and social lives as phe-
nomenal. That the unity of these is purely “intellectual” (via pure ap-
perception) gives rise to the problems Mou highlighted. Mou’s claim
that Chinese philosophy provides resources that make intellectual intu-
ition possible for us, Xie argues, is based on a misunderstanding: what
Mou calls intellectual intuition Kant calls “intellectual consciousness,
self-consciousness”—i. e., the spontaneity of apperception. For Kant
(as noted in Kitcher’s keynote essay and throughout this collection),
this spontaneity has both moral and theoretical aspects; Xie, like
Mou, focuses on the latter. To resolve what he regards as a problem
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for Kant, whether criminal activity is phenomenal or noumenal, Xie sug-
gests adding a third term: between and superior to the phenomenal and
noumenal we should postulate “the great flux”; this, he tantalizingly
concludes, is the realm of “substance”, the essence of personhood,
and the proper locus of criminal responsibility.

Annie Boisclair focuses on Mou’s critique of Kant’s moral theory,
especially the highest good. Mou employed the Tiantai Buddhist theory
of the Perfect Teaching, appealing to absolute truth as an inexpressible
reality that accounts for all “dharmas” (phenomena). Mou regarded
Kant as an advance on Stoic and Epicurean moral philosophies; but
Kant’s weakenss was to appeal to God to guarantee the existence of phe-
nomena and the proper balance between virtue and happiness. The Per-
tect Teaching approach requires no such appeal: “the Perfect Buddha”
guarantees “the Perfect Good”. Is this an improvement? The two ap-
peals seem equally suspicious to anyone who lacks the religious belief
lurking in the background. Mou highlights several difterences: whereas
for Mou’s Kant humans cannot influence the relation between virtue
and happiness (this being wholly under God’s control), “all humans
have the capacity to reach buddhahood”. Mou claims the relation be-
tween virtue and happiness is analytic for us, just as for Kant’s God. Al-
though Buddhism does not tell us how this is possible, Confucianism’s
emphasis on morality provides concrete guidance.

Part IX’s concluding essay, by Chong Chaehyun, returns to the
starting point by examining Mou’s criticism of Kant’s theory of things
in themselves as a merely conceptual correlate for theoretical knowledge
of phenomena. That noumena are unknowable except as regulative
ideas or (for practical reason) “postulates” is “insufticient” and “defec-
tive”: it provides no means of obtaining genuine, theoretical knowledge
of the moral. Mou thinks various classical Confucian theories (e.g.,
Mencius’ “four sprouts” and Wang Yang-ming’s “innate knowledge”)
solve this problem by portraying the ideal Confucian sage as possessing
intellectual intuition that provides genuine theoretical cognition of the
moral. Chong challenges this claim as being every bit as idealistic as
Kant’s. By contrast, Cheng Chung-ying (cf. his keynote essay, above)
proposes a hermeneutic method that sees Kantian themes in the ever-
changing flux of our natural life. After comparing Cheng’s rich but
complex approach with Mou’s idealistic but unsubstantiated claims,
Chong questions whether either alternative is superior to a humble af-
firmation of Kant’s limitation on human knowledge.
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Part X looks beyond Mou, to conceptions of personhood in various
Chinese traditions. Noting that in Asian societies influenced by Confu-
clanism sincerity is far from being the quaint sentiment it has become in
the West, A. T. Nuyen claims “the Confucian sincere will is equivalent
to the Kantian good will.” Many accounts of Confucianism ignore sin-
cerity, because it does not feature significantly in the practically-orient-
ed Analects. Yet the Doctrine of the Mean gives sincerity “a metaphysical
significance, while the account in the Great Learning has epistemological
overtones.” These two Confucian classics provide “an account of sin-
cerity in terms of the sincere will that has to be cultivated in order to
return to, or to be in harmony with, one’s true self, understood as
the moral self.” For Confucius, “the sincere will is what brings the
self in the world back into harmony with the dao.” Thus, the Analects
warn against viewing the five virtues as good in themselves, apart
from sincerity: “To act sincerely in the Confucian sense is to act freely
and autonomously in the Kantian sense.”

Scott Stroud assesses the role of desire and the inclinations in moral
cultivation. Kant is often interpreted as an enemy of inclination, pro-
moting an idea of moral action that aims to extirpate all human desires.
Stroud reviews numerous texts to demonstrate that this was not Kant’s
position. Rather, Kant saw human inclinations as inherently good but
naturally subject to misuse. Moral cultivation means rationally ordering
our desires so they serve our moral nature rather than thwarting it. Like-
wise, Xunzi is often interpreted as claiming humans are evil by nature
because of our natural inclinations. Stroud again cites relevant texts
showing that Xunzi actually argues only that unregulated desire leads us
astray. Xunzi thus views human nature as morally neutral. Stroud con-
trasts Xunzi’s intrapersonal and interpersonal reasons for concluding that
unregulated desire is “unsustainable”. Without claiming their positions
are identical, Stroud puts forward three theses that both philosophers
embrace: inclinations challenge moral cultivation by being disorderly;
moral education should therefore direct us away from “self~focused ori-
entations”; and this requires both “individual initiative” and changing
the “external environment”.

Mario Wenning highlights Kant’s close affinity with Daoism by
comparing their respective views on nothingness, a concept that tends
to be a source of insight and paradox in the East, but either ignored
or concretized in the West. Wenning illustrates these tendencies by de-
fending
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three, interconnected theses: (1) it is in the nature of human reason to
search for the unconditioned; (2) this unconditioned cannot be conceived
of in dogmatic metaphysical terms as something existing, but is a hypothet-
ical non-entity; and (3) the insight into the illusory nature of claims to
knowledge concerning the unconditioned does not lead to epistemic de-
spair but harbors ethical consequences.

In defending each thesis Wenning argues that “in both Daoism and
transcendental idealism we witness a parallel transition from a metaphy-
sics of non-existence to an ethics of regulative principles.” He suggests
focusing dialogue on one key difference: Kant continues to appeal, even
in his ethics, to “a metaphysical fact of reason ..., whereas Daoism sees
such transcendent facts as mere illusions that lead us astray rather than
keeping us searching the way.”

The last two essays in Part X offer opposing assessments of Kant’s
relation to Chinese Buddhism. According to David Cummiskey’s re-
construction of the Lotus Sutra’s central doctrine of “skilful means”,
Tiantai Buddhists face the problem of how to justify their prohibition
against killing. For Kantian moral theorists, only a deontological ap-
proach can justify such constraints. Buddhist moral theory seems similar
to Aristotelian virtue ethics, but its doctrine of “no self”, arising out of
the doctrine of the interdependent origination of all things and the doc-
trine of emptiness (whereby things just are the sum total of their rela-
tions to other things), renders it radically different. Buddhists claim
we can change our emotions by changing our beliefs and that uncon-
trolled “afflictive emotions” can negatively influence our cognitive abil-
ities. Cummiskey shows how Buddhist arguments justifying the con-
straint against harming others are thoroughly consequentialist, not Kant-
1an. Because the doctrines of Tiantai Buddhism, especially that of the
“skillful means”, reveal Buddhist moral philosophy to be “a form of
consequentialist virtue ethics”, one cannot be both Kantian and Bud-
dhist.

Ellen Zhang’s essay concludes Part X by comparing Kant’s twofold
conception of personhood (self-consciousness lets me “know I am a self,
even though I do not know exactly what the self is”) with Nagarjuna’s
theory of “no-self or anatman”, whereby the self is known only through
its “five components”. Since “a conception of personhood is not the
sort of thing we could possibly encounter in introspection, ... this is a
good reason for denying there could be such a thing.” Chinese Huayan
Buddhists follow Nagarjuna, claiming (like Kant) that “it would be log-
ically impossible for the ‘T’ that is the subject of experience to be at the
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same time its own object.” Their moral philosophy is deontological,
with the “no self” replacing Kant’s (unknowable) autonomous self.
For selt~-knowledge they turn to “a pure experience without reasoning,
or an unprojected consciousness”, positing an “epistemological transfor-
mation—a new modality of knowing and experiencing” that includes
“a Kant-like ‘transcendental turn’”, whereby the noumenal (“empti-
ness”) interpenetrates the phenomenal in an all-embracing mystical ex-
perience of oneness with all sentient beings.

Part XI relates non-Chinese Asian traditions to Kant, beginning
with three essays on Indian philosophy. Emer O’Hagan argues “that
Kant’s account of self-knowledge ... 1s psychologically implausible,
and that Buddhism offers a richer account more likely to achieve its
end.” After highlighting parallels between Buddha’s and Kant’s moral
psychology, O’Hagan claims the former “offers a more comprehensive
understanding of self-knowledge”, emphasizing “the awareness of suf-
fering”. Kant views self-knowledge as the foremost duty to oneself;
but “his inflated suspicion of self-conceit” makes him skeptical about
our ability to succeed. Kant’s antidote, holding our decisions up to
the light of duty, fails if self-deceit is as pervasive as he claims it is, as
does his appeal to the sincerity of conscience (cf. Nuyen’s essay). For
Buddha, by contrast, “appropriately framed introspective awareness
can provide the connection between self-knowledge and wisdom that
Kant assumes.” Buddha’s doctrine of “anatta” does not make an onto-
logical commitment to a “No-self”’, denying self-knowledge; rather,
it promotes a disciplined technique of perceiving “Not-self” to increase
selt-knowledge and reduce suffering. Attention to suffering is more
“phenomenologically trustworthy” for conveying self-knowledge than
is Kantian reflection on duty.

Soraj Hongladarom examines various problems arising out of Kant’s
distinction between the transcendent self (the unknowable self implied
by the unity of apperception) and the empirical self (knowable through
conscious experience). The Indian Buddhist philosopher, Vasubandhu
(an idealist not unlike Kant) relates the distinction between the transcen-
dent and empirical selves to the difference between grammatical subject
and predicate, pointing out that the subject-object distinction is possible
only for the empirical self. The problem Vasubandhu’s position poses for
Kant’s is that “if we accept the argument that a necessary condition for
effability is that it falls under the subject-object distinction, then the
transcendental unity of self-consciousness here does not appear to be eff-
able.” Hongladarom concludes that we cannot properly say each person
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has a distinct transcendent self, nor that the same self belongs jointly to
all persons, since the very conceptual schemes that enable us to make
such distinctions already presuppose the presence of this self. We can
say only that a transcendent self is ineftable, yet makes possible whatever
is effable.

Ruchira Majumdar correlates Kant’s moral philosophy to that of the
Hindu holy book, Srimad-Bhagavad-Gita. Both encourage an approach
to moral life guided by reason, focused on performing duties without
consideration of the desired consequences (since duties are worthy of
performing for their own sake alone), and grounded in the absolute
value of the good will as the pure source of what is universally obliga-
tory. Likewise, both uphold general principles of maxim-formation
(e.g., respect for the moral law and respect for persons as ends in them-
selves), maintain that the virtuous person will eventually attain happiness
in spite of evidence to the contrary that we find when we look only at
earthly life, and defend a rational faith in the existence of God and an
immortal life that permits us to understand how the ideals of morality
can be realized by human beings. Most importantly (for the concerns
of the present collection), both Kant and the Gita portray these etermal
ideals as the proper path human beings must follow in order to realize
their personhood.

Takayuki Kisaka begins by asserting that Kant grounds his moral
theory in assumptions that are relative to his culturally-determined,
Christian worldview. Even in defending his universalizability principle,
Kant appeals to nature in a manner that shows his approach to be open
to influence from teleological factors. To explain the relation between
the formal aspects of Kant’s theory and his own cultural presuppositions,
Kisaka proposes a “principle of cultural value embodiment”. Just as Kant
was open to dialogue with Spinoza’s position, despite their markedly
different cultural backgrounds, provided Spinoza’s defender embraces
the universal requirements of pure reason established by transcendental
idealism, Kisaka argues that Kant’s appeal to “the feeling of the right and
left hands” demonstrates his consciousness of the need to be open to
cultural diversity in general. Kisaka concludes with the observation
that Japanese culture does not, in general, embrace the Kantian postu-
lates of God and immortality, yet this should not prevent “Kant in
Asia” from being manifested with very different cultural presupposi-
tions.

After a brief account of the role played by autonomy in Kant’s moral
theory, Mohsen Javadi introduces a selection of Iranian scholars who
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have interpreted and assessed Kant’s theory in various ways. Javadi pro-
vides an overview of six reasons typically given for rejecting Kant’s
theory: Iranian philosophers tend to prefer a more Aristotelian approach
that takes a posteriori elements into consideration; they regard some le-
gitimate moral imperatives as conditional; they call into question the
very possibility of self-legislation; they deem Kant’s formalistic approach
insufficient for articulating moral codes; desires should not be totally
discounted in considering the motivation for right action; and Kant ex-
cludes God from the internal realm of moral decision-making yet ap-
peals to a transcendent God as the creator of reason. While Javadi admits
that his overview is based on Iranian interpretations of Kant’s theory—
there are Western interpreters (including some in this collection) who
would claim to overcome some of these objections—Western Kantians
would do well to pay more attention to the incisive critiques coming
out of Iran.

Part XII concludes Book Three and the entire collection with his-
torical essays highlighting Kant’s controversial relation to China. Alain-
Marc Rieu emphasizes the crucial role metaphysics plays in the forma-
tion of human cultures. In his effort to ground religion in morality, Kant
paradoxically “unlocked a new world; but this world closed the pre-
modern world, thus refusing this new status and, in the name of mor-
ality, rejecting religion and metaphysics, the world of science, individ-
uality, and experiment.” The essential feature of Kant’s influence on
world cultures, including China’s, Rieu argues, is the divide between
science/knowledge and morality/values. China’s employment of Hege-
lian metaphysics to interpret its cultural norms has threatened its stabil-
ity, for Hegelian dialectic requires “overcoming Confucianism as the
defining character of Chinese morality and identity”. Kant’s metaphy-
sics, by contrast, is genuinely “transcultural”. Rieu claims the Kant-
ian-European bias in the modern “morality dilemma” of selt-cultivation
lies on the side of knowledge.® Grounding morality in law enables Kant
to follow a method like that of science. Because Confucianism regards
morality as the ultimate ground even for knowledge itself, Rieu views
Confucianism as a sorely needed supplement to Kantian philosophy,
in both Asia and the West.

8  While this is almost undeniably true for Western culture, Kant’s theory of the
primacy of practical reason would appear to be an attack on precisely this fea-
ture of Western culture. See Simon Xie’s essay concluding Part XII.
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But how can Kant and Asia cooperate, if Kant himself had a low
opinion of (for example) China, possibly even stooping to racism?
The next two essays offer moderate attempts to account for this possi-
bility, effectively counterbalancing an essay that goes to the opposite ex-
treme, arguing that Kant was not only racist, but was himself responsible
for the Eurocentrism that developed in the subsequent two centuries.
Klaus-Gerd Giesen demonstrates, by means of a thorough comparison
between historical accounts of the colonizing events of his day with
Kant’s own comments on colonialism and Asian ways of dealing with
the European abuses of their hospitality, that Kant was both very
knowledgeable about and deeply impressed with the Asain responses
to various abusive European policies. Kant’s basic argument was that,
“because a world community of peoples exists, a serious violation of
rights by one people or state is an attack against all other peoples.”
That the allegedly racist Kant (see below) held the deepest respect for
Asian peoples is evidenced by his incorporation of Asian hospitality
into his theory of cosmopolitan law.

Following Giesen’s account of Kant’s empathy with Asian perspec-
tives on abusive European colonialism, Rein Vos scrutinizes the context
of the apparently harsh critique of Chinese philosophy (and especially
Confucius) in Kant’s lecture notes on physical geography. Kant appears
to make the shockingly inaccurate claim that no moral philosophy has
ever existed in China. Vos demonstrates, however, that Kant’s com-
ments actually refer to Confucius’ political philosophy; they are not a
general assessment of his moral theory. Wolft and others had recently
praised Confucius and upheld China as a shining example for Europe
to follow. Yet Confucius’ appeal to the wisdom of the sage kings ap-
pears to rule out Kant’s Enlightenment view that public officials should
think for themselves. Vos admits Kant may have misunderstood Confu-
cius, but defends Kant’s shocking comments as making sense in context:
Kant thought Confucius honored the “political moralist”; this sharply
opposes the “moral politician” required by Kant’s political philosophy,
with its anti-authoritarian emphasis on maximizing individual freedom
through the rule of law. Does Kant’s denial that any inherently moral
idea can arise from a political philosopher who had called for a return
to the authorities of old make him a racist? Probably not. Yet the
next essay advances evidence that causes even the most charitable inter-
preter of Kant to pause for thought.

Peter K. J. Park’s detailed study of post-Kantian approaches to the
history of philosophy reveals that the first histories of philosophy to
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focus on Greece as the birthplace of philosophy, to the exclusion of in-
fluence from other earlier cultures, were written by scholars who were
explicitly constructing histories of philosophy along Kantian lines. After
reviewing the work of one influential Kantian historian, Wilhelm Ten-
nemann, Park examines the history of philosophy proposed by Kant’s
contemporary, Christoph Meiners. Though rivals, Meiners and Kant
shared many ideas about race and worked as a “tag team” to introduce
concepts of “race” into discussions of anthropology and the history of
philosophy. While Meiners went into much more depth than Kant
did, Park shows that Kant was not merely following Meiners, but was
complicit in promoting racist ideas that led to “Eurocentrism”; he
even influenced Meiners in at least one way, by first “using skin
color as the prime marker of race”. Park notes the inconsistency be-
tween such anthropological claims and the fact that Kant’s Critical phi-
losophy promotes universal ideas that supposedly apply equally to all
human beings, but offers no suggestions for resolving this paradox.

Taking a step back from the problem of Kant’s relation to Asia per
se, Soo Bae Kim’s essay (in German) examines the general question of
how Kant’s philosophy of history can be consistent with his moral phi-
losophy, where pure morality (being noumenal) obviously cannot de-
velop in time. Focusing on Kant’s “Idea for a Universal History”,
Kim argues that in his anthropological and historical writings Kant
views autonomy not as a given reality so much as a specifically
human “task”: determining the empirical conditions for making au-
tonomy real. The philosophy of history cannot guarantee that human
cultures will progress, for history as such is the account of the chaos cre-
ated by human beings exercizing freedom. Philosophers should not im-
pose order onto events where there is none, but seek to cooperate with
nature, in its paradoxical relationship with human freedom, by provid-
ing concrete steps human societies can follow to make the (ahistorical)
ideal of the moral society humanity’s final purpose. We create this idea
and impose it onto history’s events for the sake of our own moral self-
cultivation.

Simon Shengjian Xie’s concluding essay throws Park’s paradox into
relief by questioning whether Kant is actually a Western philosopher.
Xie divides philosophy into four branches: metaphysics and ethics are
typically Eastern; epistemology and logic are typically Western. Western
philosophy is essentially empiricist and analytic; its metaphysics and eth-
ics employ logical reasoning to defend claims devoid of wisdom or in-
sight. Against those who think “philosophy” means “love of reasoning”,

113
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Xie echoes a key theme in the Kant-China dialogue (cf. Part IX): “True
philosophy must involve intellectual intuition, not just logical reasoning
and analysis. Without the former, philosophy will become shallow, pur-
poseless, and soulless.” Like Kant, Chinese philosophy focuses on meta-
physics (Daoism) and ethics (Confucianism). It “starts from the point
where Kant’s philosophy ends” by providing “intellectual intuition”.
Daoism, for example, acknowledges ways of understanding the Dao
without knowing what it is. Xie praises Kant for displaying what Chi-
nese philosophers mean by intellectual intuition (i.e., free use of imag-
ination through non-logical methods such as analogy), even though he
rejected intellectual intuition for the (Western) reason that it cannot
provide knowledge.

Partly in response to the insight gained by the experiment described
in essay 64, serving as the Epilogue (see {1, above), this publication re-
fines the conference theme to reflect the actual emphasis many essays
have on cultivating personhood, given that establishing anything like
the unity of personhood (not only for us as individuals, but all the
more so for societies or for humanity as a whole) is a task to be fulfilled
(see essay 62) more than a reality to be described. That is, because of the
great diversity among peoples and the resulting “crookedness” we find
in the “wood” of humanity, we must constantly nurture and work at
realizing the ideals of unity in diversity that both Kant and Asian philos-
ophies show us in so many ways. Many of those who attended the Kant
in Asia conference became convinced that the future of Kantian philos-
ophy and the future of Asian philosophies must dovetail if either is to
survive the pressures of twenty-first century globalization. This hereto-
fore rarely voiced claim enters the mainstream of both Kant scholarship
and East-West comparative philosophical studies with the present pub-
lication.
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Kant’s Spontaneous Thinker
and (More) Spontaneous Agent

Patricia Kitcher

1. Introduction

In the Preface to the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals Kant pres-
ents speculative or theoretical reason, the faculty involved in cognition,
and practical reason, the faculty involved in action, as one and the same:

A critique of practical reason, if it is to be complete, requires, on my view,
that we should be able at the same time to show the unity of practical and
theoretical reason in a common principle, since in the end there can only
be one and the same reason (4:391).

Several years ago Onora O’Neill argued that since the categorical im-
perative is the principle of pure practical reason, it must also be the high-
est principle of pure theoretical reason.' Kant’s view of the unity of rea-
son has inspired book projects, such as Susan Neiman’s, Unity of Reason:
Rereading Kant, and Dieter Henrich’s Unity of Reason. It also stands be-
hind the idea of some scholars and sympathizers that Kant assimilates the
spontaneity of thought and action. Henry Allison, for example, has ar-
gued for some years that Kant’s notion of absolute spontaneity in action
can be made clearer and more palatable by assimilating it to the sponta-
neity he attributes to judgment. More recently, Akeel Bilgrami has tried
to clarify the role of agency in thought by assimilating it to the case of
moral agency. He takes Kant to be a prime example of a philosopher
who took freedom to be as essential to thought as to action.”

1 Onora O’Neill, Constructions of Reason (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1989).

2 Akeel Bilgrami, Self-Knowledge and Resentment (Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 2006), 170.
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By contrast I argue that we lose what 1s most persuasive in Kant’s
cognitive theory and in his moral theory by closely aligning the two.
I begin by laying out a new way of understanding the cognitive theory
and its relation to the “I-think” that I have developed at length else-
where.” Then I take up the solid textual support that Allison and Bilgra-
mi provide for their assimilations of the theories. I suggest that reading
the cognitive theory in terms of the absolute spontaneity of the ethics
undermines the central claims of the former—including the intimate re-
lation between “I” and “think”. T then explain how the mature ethical
theory goes beyond—and must go beyond—the theory of speculative
reason. Although I criticize Bilgrami’s and Allison’s appeals to Kant,
the fault is not theirs, but his. After struggling to explain morality in
terms of pure practical reason alone, he finally accepts that he has no
choice but to change his position.

2. Judgment and the I-think

Kant’s theory of cognition in the Critique of Pure Reason (hereafter CPR)
is closely tied to his doctrine of the “I-think”. The indissoluble expres-
sion “I-think” captures this fact: it makes no sense to talk about an “I”
apart from acts of thinking and no sense to talk about such acts apart
from an “I”. Any plausible account of his theory of cognition or judg-
ment or thinking must explain the intimate relation between “I” and
“thinking” or “judging”.

As did his predecessors, Kant presents various levels of cognition,
but the cognition that is relevant to CPR—what he calls cognition in
the proper sense of the term (A78/B103)—is conceptual cognition. It
is widely agreed that the transcendental deduction (hereafter TD) pro-
ceeds by examining the necessary conditions for the possibility of expe-
rience or the possibility of empirical cognition. The TD is supposed to
show that the use of a priori categorial concepts (and their associated
principles) is a necessary condition for empirical cognition. More pre-
cisely, it 1s to show that employing the categories is a necessary condi-
tion for the cognition distinctive of humans—conceptual cognition.

An early essay where Kant criticizes the logician G. F. Meier’s sug-
gestion that animals use concepts provides insight into how he under-
stands concept use.

3 Patricia Kitcher, Kant’s Thinker (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011).
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[Meier’s] argument runs like this: an ox’s representation of its stall includes
the clear representation of its characteristic mark of having a door; there-
fore, the ox has a distinct concept of its stall. It is easy to prevent the con-
fusion here. The distinctness of a concept does not consist in the fact that
that which is a characteristic mark of the thing is clearly represented, but
rather in the fact that it is recognized as a characteristic of the thing. The
door is something which does, it is true, belong to the stall and can
serve as a characteristic mark of it. But only the being who forms the judg-
ment: this door belongs to this stable has a distinct concept of the build-
ing, and that is certainly beyond the powers of animals.

I would go still further and say: it is one thing to differentiate things
from each other, and quite another thing to recognize the difference be-
tween them (2:59—-60).

Although this essay is early, Kant’s Logic Lectures offer a similar picture
in characterizing the relation among “discursive” cognition (A68/B93),
concepts, and their characteristic “marks”:

From the side of the understanding, human cognition is discursive, i.e., it
takes place through representations which take as the ground of cognition
that which is common to many things, hence through marks as such. Thus
we cognize things through marks and that is called cognizing, which
comes from being acquainted.

A mark is that in a thing which constitutes a part of the cognition of it,
or—what is the same — a partial representation, insofar as it is considered as a
ground of cognition of the whole representation. All our concepts are marks, ac-
cordingly, and all thought is nothing other than a representing through
marks (9:58, my italics).

The text Kant used for the course describes one use of marks (16:296).
Marks are a ground of cognition, because they enable cognizers to dif-
ferentiate the object of cognition from other things (24:113; 16:299).
For example, it is orange, other things are not. By contrast, Kant main-
tains that marks not only have this “external” use but also an “internal
use”. In the latter case marks or partial representations are the ground for
applying the whole concept to the object, not via identity and differen-
ces with other objects, but via identity of the marks (16:298 [R2282]).
The internal use of marks is not a matter of differentiation but of deri-
vation (16:299). For example, the concept “body” might include the
marks “impenetrable”, “extension” and so forth (A106) and so be ap-
plied through the tacit judgments “this thing is impenetrable”, etc.
For a representation to be a mark, it must be considered as such. It is
not that cognizers must have the concept “mark™ or the concept “con-
cept” or the very abstract concept “representation”. Rather, they must
recognize that a mark—say “impenetrable”—is a partial ground or basis
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for their application of the concept “body”. It is part of why they call
something a “body” or part of what they presuppose in calling some-
thing a “body”. Even when not considered in relation to a complex
concept, but just on its own, a mark is still a basis of cognition, because
it 1s the ground of cognition of the objects in its extension (9:96):

As one says of a ground in general that it contains the consequences
under itself, so can one also say of the concept that as ground of cogni-
tion it contains all those things under itself from which it has been abstract-
ed, e.g., the concept of metal contains under itself gold, silver, copper, etc.

“Metal”, for example, is a ground of cognition of copper things, because
it classes them together with other metals. In describing a copper kettle
as “metallic” a cognizer implies that it is similar to some things and dif-
ferent from others. To recognize a mark as such is to use the term with
that understanding.

Both animal and human sensory systems detect similarities in the
properties of objects. Those who are capable of discursive cognition rec-
ognize their representations of, e.g., the color orange as presenting a
humanly detectable property common to many things and (so) as
marks—as things that can be offered in answer to the question of
why they group those various things together (and exclude others)
and of why they label something as a particular kind of fruit, an “or-
ange”.

With a better sense of Kant’s understanding of concept use, we can
turn to the relation between concept use or judging and the “I-think”.
It is surely no coincidence that the theory of apperception is introduced
in the A Deduction in the section on “Recognition in a Concept”. This
is a useful discussion, because it is one of the rare occasions where Kant
illustrates his epistemological claim with an extended example. The ex-
ample is counting:

Without the consciousness that what we are thinking is the same as what
we thought an instant before, all reproduction in the series of representa-
tions would be futile ... the manifold of representations would never
make up a whole, because it would lack that unity that only consciousness
can impart to it. If, in counting, I forget that the units that now float before
my mind or senses were added together by me one after another, I should
never cognize the amount being produced through this successive addition
of unit to unit; nor, therefore, would I cognize the number. For this num-
ber’s concept consists solely in the consciousness of this unity of synthesis
(A103, amended translation).
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His first point is that the mere ability to reproduce the series of stroke
symbols, say four of them in a row, is insufficient for cognition. He
does not refer to animals here, but the contrast is useful. An ox could
have an image of four stroke symbols, but he could not recognize its
contents under the concept “4”.

Kant believes that concepts are associated with rules (e.g., A106).
Since mathematical concepts are usually understood as having defini-
tions, his example may suggest that the associated rules are necessary
and sufficient conditions for the applicability of the concept. In fact,
he thinks that neither empirical concepts nor categories can be defined
(9:41, A727/B755—-6). The associated rules are not definitions, but par-
tial explications of the concept (A729/B757). He thinks of these rules as
universal, but for the case of empirical concepts at least, it would not
matter to his theory if the rules were probabilistic. Once the suggestion
of necessary and sufficient conditions is rejected and the rules are al-
lowed to be probabilistic, Kant’s assumption that concepts are associated
with rules can be seen as a version of the contemporary view that con-
cepts stand in inferential relations to other concepts and can be used
only by individuals who explicitly or implicitly recognize those rela-
tions. The rules indicate some of the relations. Alternatively, the rules
give the marks of the concept. In the case of concepts that are either
not complex or not clear (where the subject does not know the infer-
ential relations), the rule would be that of the external use of marks—
the rule that the concept indicates a property that can be detected by
humans and is common to this object and others.

Using the counting rule (or any rule associated with a concept) in-
volves a number of skills. Counters must be aware of their performance
in such a way as to catch possible errors and, in this case, to know where
they are in the process. Kant presupposes all this in making his second
and positive claim: counters need to be conscious that they designate
the first stroke symbol as “1” etc. in order to cognize the amount.
They need to be conscious of their representations of “1”, “2”, etc.,
as “marks” or “partial representations” that provide the ground or
basis of his conceptual representation “4”. The last sentence of the pas-
sage notes that, in this case, being conscious of applying the counting
rule to the members of a set is not only necessary for applying the con-
cept to the set, it is also sufficient.

Kant elaborates the account in the further discussion of this exam-

ple:
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The very word concept could on its own lead us to this observation. For
this one consciousness 1s what unites in one representation what is mani-
fold, intuited little by little, and then also reproduced. Often this conscious-
ness may be only faint, so that we do not [notice it] in the act itself, 1. e., do
not connect it directly with the representation’s production, but [notice it]
only in the act’s effect. Yet, despite these differences, a consciousness must
always be encountered, even if it lacks striking clarity; without this con-
sciousness, concepts, and along with them cognition of objects, are quite
impossible (A103—4).

He allows that thinkers do not have to pay much attention to individual
steps, adding up the stroke symbols little by little. Still, they must be
conscious of the judgment “4” as the effect of applying to the represent-
ed units the rule that a set has the size of “4” if and only if it consists in
four units. The discussion concludes with the very strong claim that
without this consciousness, cognition of objects would be impossible.

Given Kant’s view of how concepts are employed, we can under-
stand why he thinks conceptual cognition requires consciousness of
acts of judging. Conceptual cognition requires that partial representa-
tions, “1”, etc., are not merely representations that float before the
mind. They must be understood as partial representations, as the basis
of the whole representation “4”. If cognizers were not conscious of
the act of applying the concept “4” on the basis of the representations
of the units, then they would not know the basis of their judgments
and so would fail to be rational cognizers. With arithmetical concepts
the rules offer necessary and sufficient conditions for the applicability
of the concept. So a cognizer could infer that the number of units in
the set is “4”. Where the rules are merely partial explications, e.g.,
“bodies are impenetrable,” the judgment that x is a body has “x is im-
penetrable” as its basis or partial ground, although the judgment “x is a
body” is not a valid inference from that ground.

A few paragraphs later, Kant offers the second example of “body”.
The concept “body” necessarily involves representations of impenetra-
bility, shape, etc. (A106). He explains that a concept can be “a rule for
intuitions only by representing, when appearances are given to us, the
necessary reproduction of the manifold and hence the synthetic unity
in our consciousness of these appearances” (A106). That is, the materials
in the partial representations, “impenetrability” etc., must be “repro-
duced” in the resulting representation “body”; alternatively, the latter
representation must be understood as being built up out of the partial
representations that are “repeated” in it. Kant then abruptly claims
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that any necessity must be grounded in a transcendental condition, so
we need to find a transcendental basis for the “unity of consciousness
in the synthesis of the manifold” (A106). By a “transcendental basis”
he means an a priori representation that is required for cognition.
Then he makes the dramatic pronouncement: “This original and tran-
scendental condition is none other than transcendental apperception”
(A106—7). We can make sense of the prima facie puzzling claim that con-
cept use requires “transcendental” apperception by considering the rule
associated with “apperception” or with the “I-think”—mnamely, the rule
that different representations must belong to a common I-think
(A117a). For rational cognizers to apply the concept “body”, they
must see their judgment, “x is a body” as having as partial grounds,
“x 1s impenetrable,” “x has shape,” and so forth. That is, I must recog-
nize that my judgment depends on and would be impossible without the
partial representations that are its grounds and that those partial repre-
sentations would be impossible as grounds of cognition unless they
were the basis of the judgment. Thus, in recognizing that I can and
do assert “x is a body” only because I can assert, for example, “x has
shape,” T also recognize that the two representations, qua representa-
tions, must belong together and so are instances of the “I-rule”, the
rule that different representations must belong to some common subject.
More generally, in any case where cognizers can engage in “cognition
proper” where they know the grounds of their judgment, they must un-
derstand the representations involved as necessarily connected to each
other (and so to a common subject).

Kant makes the same point in the B deduction. The cognition dis-
tinctive of humans requires that they understand combination as such
(B130—1); this in turn requires the unity of apperception or self-con-
sciousness. He also argues, contra Locke, that humans can recognize
their identity through time only by being aware of their acts of combin-
ing representations (in representations of objects):

[T]he empirical consciousness that accompanies different representation is
intrinsically sporadic and without any reference to the subject’s identity.
Hence this reference comes about not through my merely accompanying
each representation with consciousness, but through my adding one repre-
sentation to another and being conscious of their synthesis (B133, my italics).
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Kant’s objection is that Lockean consciousness—the consciousness that
is inseparable from thinking'—is momentary or episodic. As such, it
cannot provide a basis for representing a common or enduring subject.

How does being aware of these acts of combination or synthesis en-
able cognizers to represent their identity? Kant’s point is easier to see in
concrete cases, so we can return to the counting example. Through
being aware of their act of combining, counters recognize that they
have applied the “whole” concept or made the judgment on the basis
of applying the counting rule to “partial” representations that hover be-
fore the mind. They recognize those partial representations as the
grounds of their concept application. Thus, they recognize that the con-
ceptual representation or judgmental state would not exist without those
representations. In this way, cognizers recognize the representations
they are conscious of as instances of the apperception rule, the rule
that different representations must belong together. Consciousness of
the act of synthesis is crucial for conceptual or discursive cognition.
Without it cognition of objects would be impossible, because the
marks of a concept could not be regarded as the grounds of cognition.
But with it cognizers are also able to recognize the unity of their con-
sciousness.

3. Allison’s “Taking as” Account
of Kant’s Theory of Judgment

As noted, Allison’s tries to make Kant’s incompatibilism in ethics more
acceptable by assimilating it to his theory of judgment.

In order to understand Kant’s seemingly gratuitous insistence on a merely
intelligible moment of spontaneity in the conception of rational agency, we
must look not to his moral theory or motivational psychology but rather to
his views on the spontaneity of the understanding and reason in their epis-
temic functions.’

He frames his discussion of the “freedom” involved in judging in terms
of Wilfrid Sellars’ distinction between “relative” and “absolute” sponta-

4 John Locke, Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. P. H. Niddictch (Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press, 1690), 2:27.9.

5 Henry Allison, Kant‘s Theory of Freedom (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1990), 36.
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neity.’ I set up the discussion in terms of Sellars’ categories, but only
(later) to reveal the inadequacy of this distinction for understanding
Kant’s views of autonomy. Sellars defined a “relatively spontaneous”
act as one that is set in motion by a “foreign cause” and that follows
a (preset) routine. He clarified the notion by making an analogy with
a computer that receives input and then follows an algorithm in deter-
mining an answer.” He defined “absolute spontaneity” by contrast with
“relative”, viz., as a spontaneity that does not involve a foreign cause
and a routine for dealing with material supplied by that cause.

In objecting that my previous accounts of transcendental psychology
failed to deal adequately with Kant’s normative concerns in the TD*—a
fair enough criticism—Allison argues that a merely relative spontaneity
can never be enough.

As long as cognition is viewed as essentially a matter of being in the appro-
priate cognitive state, a merely relative spontaneity is all that one need as-
sume. This ceases to be the case, however, once one grants that cognition
requires conceptual recognition or taking reasons as reasons. Since this is an
act that the subject must perform for itself (self-consciously) rather than a
cognitive state in which it finds itself, it follows that we must assume an
absolute and not merely a relative spontaneity in order to conceive of its

possibility.”

He provides an especially clear account of how he understands the
spontaneity of judging in a recent essay:

The basic point is that to consider oneself as a cognizer is to assume such
[absolute] spontaneity. This is because to understand or cognize something
requires not simply having the correct beliefs and even having them for the
correct reasons, it also involves a capacity to take these reasons (whether
rightly or wrongly) as justifying the belief."’

In many ways, my current analysis agrees with Allison’s. As I understand
Kant’s dissection of recognition in a concept or judging, cognizers see
(or can see) the partial cognitions as grounds of their judgment; other-

6 Wilfrid Sellars, ““this I or he or it (the thing) that thinks’”, in Kant’s Transcen-
dental Metaphysics, ed. J. F. Sicha (Atascadero, Ca.: Ridgeview, 1972/2002).

7 Sellers, 356.

8 Henry Allison, Idealism and Freedom : Essays on Kant’s Theoretical and Practical Phi-
losophy (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 58.

9 Allison, Idealism and Freedom, 64.

10 Henry Allison, “Kant and Freedom of the Will”, Cambridge Companion to Kant

and Modern Philosophy, ed. P. Guyer (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2006), 389.
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wise they would not enjoy rational cognition. Conceptual cognition is
not simply a matter of having representations that would instantiate a
rule for bodies, e.g., “bodies are impenetrable,” but of grasping the log-
ical relations between the concept that is used, “body”, and the partial
representation, “impenetrability”.

To appreciate the differences between our views, it is helpful to re-
call how the B deduction sets up the problem to be solved by the theory
of apperception or “I-think”. We can understand the possibility of ra-
tional or conceptual cognition only if we can understand combination
as such (B130—1). On my analysis, the argument is fairly simple. To rec-
ognize a combined representation as such a cognizer must grasp it as
having been combined from other representations. Cognizers are able
to do that in the case of judging, because they can be conscious of com-
bining the partial representations in the complex representation, thereby
recognizing the representations as necessarily connected and thus as in-
stantiating the “I-rule”.

As I understand it, Allison’s “taking-as” construal of Kant’s theory
of judgment or recognition in a concept would not solve the problem
of understanding combination as such. It would make it insoluble. Ab-
solutely spontaneous cognizers would see the relation between their
representations of “impenetrability”, etc., and their representation of
“body” as contingent. They could judge that “x is a body’—or
not—regardless of whether they could judge that “x is impenetrable.”
They would not see various representational states as necessarily con-
nected and so as belonging to a unity of apperception. On this account,
there is no understanding of combination as such, and no role for the
unity of apperception as a necessary condition for combination under-
stood as such.

Allison’s idea seems to be that rules connected to concepts are anal-
ogous to maxims of action in functioning as norms for cognizers, be-
cause they freely choose to apply them—or not. Of course, cognizers
can refuse to make judgments by recognizing the rules they associate
with concepts and choosing to reject the rule rather than to make or
withhold the judgment. Given this option, they could see their judg-
ments, e.g., “x is a body,” both as based on reasons, when they make
them, and as free, because they are free to reject the rules for “body”.
Although this is true and important for the kind of self-criticism and
self-improvement that is central to Kant’s view of cognition, it cannot
be what Allison has in mind. Either cognizers would judge in accord
with a rule and so not be absolutely spontaneous, or they would reject
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the rule for some reason, most likely, because it is no longer seen as the
best means of distinguishing groups of things (A728/B756)—and still
not be absolutely spontaneous. In his Logic Lectures Kant rejects the Car-
tesian view that cognizers can withhold belief at will: “The will does
not have any influence immediately on holding-to-be-true; this
would be quite absurd” (9:73; 16:398). In the case of judging or “ob-
jective” holding-to-be-true (A822/B850), the absurdity would be two-
fold. The “judgment” would not be an instance of rational cognition,
because such “thinkers” would not know the reason grounding the
judgment: they would not understand their states as necessarily connect-
ed to each other and so would not understand themselves as thinkers.

4. Evidence for Assimilating Thought and Agency

Although Allison’s assimilation of Kantian judging to Kantian free ac-
tion leads, I believe, to a distorted view of the former, it is well-ground-
ed in the texts. I cannot present all of that evidence, but only a key pas-
sage that will show where the error lies—namely with Kant. Other pas-
sages that Allison cites can be handled in a similar fashion.

Bilgrami’s aim is not Kant interpretation, but the development of
what he takes to be a Kant friendly view. He appeals to two passages,
one from CPrR and one from GMM. The CPrR passage offers Kant’s
slightly defensive account of the relation between the theories of
CPR and CPrR.

Accordingly, considerations of this kind which are once more directed to
the concept of freedom in the practical use of pure reason, must not be re-
garded as an interpolation serving only to fill up the gaps in the critical sys-
tem of speculative reason (for this is for its own purposes complete) ... This re-
mark applies especially to the concept of freedom, respecting which one
cannot but observe with surprise that so many boast of being able to under-
stand it quite well and to explain its possibility, while they regard it only
psychologically, whereas if they had studied it in a transcendental point
of view, they must have recognized that it is not only indispensable as
a problematic concept, in the complete use of speculative reason [as well
as completely incomprehensible.] (5:7)"

This passage seems to me to assert the opposite of Bilgrami’s thesis. In

the text I italicize, Kant denies that “freedom” is needed to fill gaps in

11 Cited in Bilgrami, 170—1. I add the part in square brackets from the original
text; my italics.
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his critical system of speculative reason. Presumably this is because he
believes he has accomplished his CPR goals of explaining the possibility
of empirical cognition and of diagnosing metaphysical error without a
defense of freedom. Why then is the concept of freedom indispensable
in the complete use of speculative reason? A transcendental perspective
looks at the sources of cognition. It reveals that reason looks for ever
higher causes, a regress that could be halted only with the discovery
of a cause that is not caused, but is an original beginning. The concept
of freedom is indispensable in the literal sense that it is needed to char-
acterize the strivings of reason that are the source of metaphysical error.
What CPR left open was not the possibility of a further necessary con-
dition for empirical cognition, but a defense of the idea of freedom as
something other than a necessary element in the description of error.
It did not answer the gaping question of why reason not only encour-
ages humans to look for ever deeper explanations, but pushes them to
look beyond the bounds of empirical cognition.

The passage Bilgrami cites from GMM is the crucial discussion of
“thinking and acting under the idea of freedom” and is much more
helpful in supporting his assimilation of Kant’s theory of thought to
his theory of action. Allison also appeals to this important material to
support his claims about absolute spontaneity in cognition.'?

1. Now, one cannot possibly think of a reason that would con-
sciously receive direction from any other quarter in regard to its judg-
ments, since the subject would then attribute the determination of his
judgment not to his reason but to impulse. 2. Reason must regard itself
as the author of its principles independently of alien influences (4:448,
my numbering).

The portion I label “1” explains that it is impossible to understand
thought (or reasoning) that is directed from the outside as thought (or
reasoning). If an alien thought is introduced (perhaps a suggestion
from a colleague), then that thought could be evaluated by one’s under-
standing and/or reason and adopted or rejected. That would still be
thinking. What Kant regards as impossible as thinking is being conscious
of an impulse and then conscious that that impulse has produced another
mental state, say, a judgment. We can see why Kant holds this view
from the CPR materials already presented. It is part of his theory that
judging requires consciousness of synthesis so that the product of
thought is understood as being produced from partial cognitions in ac-

12 Allison, Idealism and Freedom, 128.
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cord with rules. Bilgrami is right that Kant dismisses passive watching of
mental states as thinking, because the resulting “thought” has no “I” at-
tached to it. And, it has no I attached, because of the passivity, because
there was no self-conscious act of thinking. But none of this implies that
thinking is absolutely spontaneous—as acting must be for Kant.

Let us now turn to the piece of text marked “2”. What does Kant
mean in describing reason as the author [Urheber] of its principles? One
suggestion is that reason either creates or chooses its principles. On this
reading, Kant’s position would be that reason can be (practical) reason
only if it can regard itself as the creator/chooser of its own principles.
Since the passage is part of a general discussion of judgment, Allison
and Bilgrami attribute the same position to him for the case of specula-
tive reason. Given the text (and others), their attributions are reasonable.
Nevertheless, the assimilation should be resisted for two reasons, one
that comes from the wider context of his ethical theory, the other
from the wider context of his views about rational autonomy.

It cannot be Kant’s considered view that reason chooses its own
principles, and so is absolutely spontaneous, even for the case of practical
reason. As we have seen, interpreting Kant as a doxastic voluntarist sev-
ers the link between rational or conceptual cognition and the unity of
apperception that the TD endeavors to forge. Reading him as a volun-
tarist about the principles of practical reason is even more damaging to
the central claims of his ethics. Without the assumption that the same
moral law lies a priori in the practical reason of all rational agents, noth-
ing in his ethics makes sense. [ give two examples.

Consider, first, the development of Kant’s ethical theory. It is wide-
ly accepted that he changed his views about freedom between GMM
and CPrR. He gives up the argument about the impossibility of acting
(or thinking) except under the idea of freedom, the argument offered in
the passage we have been considering. The new argument moves from
agents’ consciousness of the moral law to their recognition of their free-
dom to act on it (5:30). More importantly, having realized that practical
reason could produce only morally good actions, he introduces a faculty
of choice to leave open the possibility that an agent could do otherwise
in exactly the same circumstances (5:100). In Religion within the Limits of
Mere Reason he characterizes this faculty more fully as one that decides
between the dictates of reason’s moral law and the demands of self-love
(6:18—=25). Had Kant understood reason as operating in voluntaristic
mode, then the latter change would be unnecessary. In exactly the
same circumstances a rational agent might apply the moral law to the
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maxim or not. It is only the relentless operation of practical reason in
applying the moral law that forces the addition of a new faculty to pre-
serve the possibility of doing otherwise and, so, of absolute moral re-
sponsibility.

Second, attributing a voluntaristic faculty of reason to Kant makes it
impossible to understand the final form of his moral theory captured in
the great innovation of CPrR, the “fact of reason”. This doctrine has
been a source of puzzlement, and even derision, but recent analyses ex-
plain how it presents a clear and compelling account of moral phenom-
enology. In “The Concept of Moral Insight and Kant’s Doctrine of the
Fact of Reason” Dieter Henrich lays out the complex picture behind
the doctrine.” Kant’s view is not simply that, when confronted with
morally parlous situations, agents are aware of the moral law. Rather,
they are aware that, for example, their proposed action is required by
the moral law, an awareness that is experienced as the demand of uni-
versal rationality for the good, and simultaneously produces the appro-
priate motive of respect.'* Marcus Willaschek agrees with Henrich on
the complex structure of the fact of reason and presents a clearer picture
of the essential precursor to Kantian moral decision. The consciousness
of the moral law captured in the “fact of reason” is a consciousness of
the demanding character of the law." Agents do not have a merely in-
tellectual appreciation of the conflict between their possible actions and
the moral law. Agents are also conscious of their grasp of the relation
between the law and their proposed action as a force moving their
will toward or away from the action. Had Kant believed that agents em-
ployed the principles of practical reason freely—that they could choose
to incorporate and use its principles in their moral deliberations or not—
then he would have had to forego a central teaching of his ethics. He
would have had to give up the idea that all moral agents are ipso facto
conscious of the moral “ought”.

We can sort out the disparate claims of the GMM passage if we look
back at them from the vantage point of the ethical theory in the Religion
book. According to the later work, in addition to the moral law that is

13 Dieter Henrich, “The Concept of Moral Insight and Kant’s Doctrine of the
Fact of Reason”, reprinted in The Unity of Reason (Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard
University Press, 1960/1994).

14 Henrich, 73, 83-5.

15 Marcus Willaschek, Praktishe Vernunft: Handlungstheorie und Moralbegriindung bei
Kant (Stuttgart and Weimar: Metzler, 1992), 188.
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given within every rational agent (6:27n), human beings have a dispo-
sition (Gesinnung) to incorporate the moral law as their maxim of action
or not (6:24). Kant goes on to explain that even though the disposition
can be thought of as innate, that “does not mean that the disposition has
not been earned by the human being who harbors it, 1. e., that he is not
its author (Urheber)” (6:25). At this point, he thinks he has everything he
needs to explain the possibility of genuinely free moral action. When
people follow the moral law, they are following a principle of their
own reason and, so, are not compelled or even influenced by alien sen-
sory factors. Their ultimate responsibility for an action arises not because
they are the creator of their own reason—as if difterent human beings
could have difterent rational faculties. Rather, they are responsible be-
cause they are the author of their disposition to incorporate the judg-
ment of their reason in their action. As Sellars notes, these are two
very different senses of freedom: “The concept of autonomy must
not be confused with that of free choice”.'® He thinks that both are cru-
cial to Kant’s position—but that autonomy represents the deeper sense
of freedom for him."’

The GMM passage is difficult to interpret, not because Kant confus-
es autonomy with free choice, but because he tries to explain both in
terms of a single faculty: Reason operates independently of alien influ-
ences and it is the creator or chooser of its own principles. In trying to
do everything with reason, he gives the misleading impression that he
thinks that reason freely creates or chooses its principles. But that is
not the considered view of this ethical and epistemological Rationalist.
It is a deep part of his ethics that agents are not free to turn off, or even
to turn down, the voice of reason.

It is also an important part of Kant’s mature ethical theory that ra-
tionality is not sufficient for moral personality. Here is the canonical for-
mulation of this point in the Religion book (6:26n):

For from the fact that a being has reason does not at all follow that, simply
by virtue of representing its maxims as suited to universal legislation, this
reason contains a faculty of determining the power of choice uncondition-
ally, and hence to be “practical” on its own. The most rational being ...
might apply the most rational reflection to those objects (incentives) ...
without thereby even suspecting the possibility of such a thing as the abso-
lutely imperative moral law which announces to be itself an incentive, and,
indeed, the highest incentive. Were this law not given to us from within,

16 Sellars, 361.
17 Sellars, 362.
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no amount of subtle reasoning on our part would produce it or win our
power of choice over to it. Yet this law is the only law that makes us con-
scious ... (of our freedom) and thereby of the accountability of all our ac-
tions.

That is, consciousness of freedom is a special feature of the moral law of
practical reason and not something that characterizes reason more gen-
erally.

Moral agency involves two features that have no place in theoretical
reason. Practical reason is not merely rational, but practical, because it
contains an imperative that is experienced as moving the will. Moral
agents bear ultimate moral responsibility, because they have a disposition
to follow or flout the voice of reason. Although theoretical reason lacks
these two requirements for absolute freedom and responsibility, it pos-
sesses a kind of autonomy that practical reason lacks—or at least a kind
of autonomy that Kant could not argue that it possessed. As Karl Amer-
iks observes, Kant came to accept that he could not provide a deduction
for the moral law. Both the moral law and the necessary assumption of
freedom are “established” only through the fact of reason. For this rea-
son, Ameriks characterizes Kant’s practical philosophy as “dogmatic”, as
opposed to his “critical” epistemology.'®

By contrast, theoretical reason is free of “alien” influences at four
levels: Reason thinks in accord with its own principles (as opposed to
principles borrowed from experience), it makes those principles explicit
(by using its own principles), it evaluates some of its principles by appeal
to others, and it can evaluate its most basic principles (and establish their
legitimacy through a TD). Practical reason is autonomous at only the
first three levels.

Given the importance of the self-critical aspect of reason to Kant’s
theoretical and ethical projects, Sellars’ categories of “relative” and “ab-
solute” spontaneity are too simple. Reason does not operate by the sort
of rote following that Sellars seems to include under “relative spontane-
ity”. Neither, however, does it involve absolute spontaneity. A self-crit-
ical reason applies some of its principles to the evaluation of others. Kant
believes that humans are autonomous in thought and action, because
they possess a self-critical reason. A self-critical reason, one that uses
some of its principles to criticize others is, however, entirely different
from a self-created one—as Sellars well understands. His other distinc-

18 Karl Ameriks, Kant’s Theory of Mind, second edition (Oxford: Clarenden Press,
2000), 218.
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tion, between autonomy and free choice, is better able to capture the
relation between theoretical and practical reason as Kant understands
them. The freedom that Kant takes to be common and essential to spec-
ulative and moral reasoning is freedom in the sense of “autonomy”; the
differentia of moral deliberation is that it involves judging that moves the
will and “free choice” as well as the autonomy of practical reason.

Kant neither carried out his project of showing that theoretical and
practical reason is one and the same nor left the task for sympathetic
readers. When he realized that the moral law could not be deduced
from the freedom required for rational thought, he changed his focus
to the source of human awareness of freedom. He traced that awareness
not to a feeling of voluntariness, but to one of obligation. In tying
human freedom to practical obligation and in recognizing the limits
of practical reason to deduce its principles, he demonstrated that theo-
retical and practical reason differ dramatically in what they can accom-
plish."”

19 Many thanks to Jens Timmerman and Kwan Tze-Wan, whose knowledgable
and insightful comments enabled me to improve the paper I gave at the confer-
ence.
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Metacritique of Practical Reason:

Back from Kant’s Universalized Egocentrism
via Kongzi’s Moral Reciprocity and
Mengzi’s Compassion to Huainanzi’s Reciprocal
Resonance and Zhuangzi’s Ethos without Ego

Giinter Wohlfart

The West: Kant
[.1 Kant in Asia

Kant lebt—Kant lives; that is the allusive title of a book that appeared in
2004, 200 years after Kant’s death. The epigonic Neo-Kantians cele-
brate his resurrection every year. Kant is the national hero of German
philosophy. The most famous and influential German philosophy pro-
fessors are little Kantians, “Kintchen” as Jean Paul called them—first
of all my, so to speak, doctor-stepfather Jiirgen Habermas.

Kant’s moral philosophy, his so-called “practical reason” appears as
the politically correct philosophy in Germany. Kant is Germany’s best-
selling philosophical export. But Kant’s tree of knowledge is not only an
evergreen in Germany. Kant’s reloaded moral philosophy seems to be-
come the proto-global-morality with a claim for universal validity. Kant
seems to be omnipresent.

Kant is in Asia. Kant is in China—in several up-dated versions.
From my own experience during the last few years I can mention
two examples: the Academia Sinica in Taipei as well as the Academy
of Social Sciences in Shanghai are breeding grounds for little Neo-Kant-
ians. Kant is in Hong Kong, too. He is here, right now. I agree with the
Chinese writer Zhou Derong who already said some years ago:
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The spiritual achievements of the Chinese in the last two decades are solely
based on Kant’s critical theory of reason. Ironically enough Kant’s come-
back in the early eighties had to do with Deng Xiaoping’s statement,
which roughly reads: practice is the sole criterion for verifying the truth
(of a practical theory).'

Unlike Kant, I am deeply convinced this is true. To vary Hegel’s words:
the truth of a practical theory is practice. A pure practical theory that is
not practicable is untrue. It is only theoretically practical—like Kant’s
“practical” reason. I am convinced that Kant’s main principle of morali-
ty 1s in fact unsuitable to regulate moral action. It even might be danger-
ous. Why? I'll try to show that in the first half of this essay. Because I
believe the “source” of Kant’s critique of pure reason is so pure, so dis-
tilled that it is impossible for fish to live in it, I think Kant’s critique itself
must be criticized.

[.2 Critique and Metacritique

Remember Kant’s prophetic admonition in the Preface to his Critique of
Pure Reason (Axi): “Our age is the true age of criticism, to which every-
thing [sic! G. W.] has to submit.” Yes, I agree: everything, even criticism
itself. To follow the consequences of Kant’s own critique finally means
to go beyond Kant and to be consequent is, following Kant, the highest
virtue of a philosopher.

You remember the famous words from the end of the Critique of
Pure Reason: “Der kritische Weg ist allein noch offen”—the Critical
way alone is still open”. Yes, I agree, but I would like to go with
Kant one step further than Kant and say: the metacritical way alone is
still open. Especially a metacritique of practical reason is necessary.

The term “metacritique” was created by Kant’s contemporary and
his first criticizer, Hamann, and later on borrowed by Adorno. Metacri-
tique means critique of critique. Without this critique of critique, criti-
cism is in danger of becoming itself a form of dogmatism: dogmatic
criticism. | repeat: the task is to go with Kant beyond Kant, to climb
on Kant’s shoulders without falling back behind Kant into bad old dog-
matic metaphysics. And by the way, Kant himself emphasized that it is
not at all unusual to understand a philosopher better than he understood

himself (B371).

1 Zhou Derong, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 21/7/2004.
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Especially as for moral philosophy my credo is, I repeat: the metacrit-
ical way alone is still open. We have to go this way, if we want to avoid
the dogmatism of an uncritical criticism. We have to go this way, if we
want to avoid the dialectics of an unenlightened enlightenment, for this,
as Adorno showed in his Dialektik der Aufkldrung, is totalitarian.

The apex of Kant’s Critical theory was his critique of an uncritical,
unenlightened use of God as the crux of dogmatic metaphysics. But
what about metacritique? What is the crux of dogmatic criticism?
What is the dogmatic core that hides under the guise of critique and en-
lightenment? Could it be that this crux is the idea of our Ego, the same
idea that also lets us be a person, as Kant says? Could it have something to
do with the supposed “unity of human personhood”?

[.3 The Modern Ego as the Executor of the Christian God

The first and presumptuous sentence in Kant’s Anthropologie in pragma-
tischer Hinsicht reads—TI translate (7:117):

That man in his conception can have the ‘T’ elevates him endlessly above all
other creatures on earth. This is the reason why he is a person and because of
the unity of his consciousness despite all changes which may happen to him
[he is] one and the same person, that is a living thing which is, concerning
its rank and its dignity, totally different from things like animals, which are
not endowed with reason and which one can treat as one likes.

Kant in the footsteps of his protagonist of modernity, Descartes. The “I”
elevates human beings endlessly above all other living things.

The pathos of this “ascension” of the Ego reminds us that this Ego
still reflects the glory of God. The modern Ego is a creation in the
image of the Christian God. Our person with its supposed unity_is the
persona, the mask of God, the mask of the Christian God as the only
true one God with his supposed uniqueness. God was the highest
being, the transcendent apex of dogmatic metaphysics in pre-modern
times. In modern times the Ego replaced God and inherited his diseases.

Since Descartes, the forerunner of enlightenment, the Ego is the cre-
dendum, the first article of faith in modernity. Ego cogito, ergo sum—this
was Descartes” famous fallacy, something like an ontological Ego-proof.

Nietzsche’s later diagnosis was: “God 1s dead.” Maybe it was a bit
overhasty, because God revived. God revived in the shape of our mod-
ern Ego with its omnipotence-fantasies. A resurrection of God in the
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form of the erection of our modern Ego. 'm tempted to call this our
“Egod”, if you permit me this neologism.

The Ego, the I, the subject, became the ens realissimum, the most real
being in modernity. The Ego is the executor of the Christian God. The
enlightenment of the Ego is the profane, mundane metamorphosis of
the “light” of God. Egocentrism is secularized theocentrism. I repeat:
God was he highest being , the transcendent apex of dogmatic metaphy-
sics. The Ego is the highest being, the transcendental apex of dogmatic
criticism.

Kant calls the “synthetic unity of transcendental apperception”
(B133) the “highest point, on which all use of reason, the whole
logic itself and after it, the transcendental philosophy must be fixed,
yes, this capacity is reason (Verstand) itself.” What a pathos! This
unity of apperception is for Kant the “vehicle of all concepts”, the
“pole star” of his philosophical horizon. Or we even could say that
the Ego is the sun, enlightening our modern cognition.

The Copernican turn was that the earth revolves around the sun and
not vice versa. The Kantian turn, his “Revolution der Denkungsart” was
that everything revolves around our Ego and its cognition. Copernican
heliocentrism and Kantian egocentrism.

Once upon a time we believed in God and its uniqueness. In modern
times we believe in our Ego and its identity and unity. But our Ego is a
black box, an asylum ignorantiae—like God.

What about the supposed “unity of apperception” as the reason of
the unity of our person? Is the synthetic unity of apperception, this van-
ishing point where the lines of thinking seem to intersect—is this sup-
posed synthetic unity in truth only a synoptic illusion? Is the transcenden-
tal apperception a transcendental illusion? If T say “transcendental” I use
it in the strict Kantian sense: I call it a transcendental illusion because it
concerns the conditions of the possibility of our cognition. But nevertheless
it is only an illusion. Like the vanishing point is only a focus imaginarius.

Ego cogito? I think? No, I only think that I think. It thinks. Thinking
thinks. You do not believe it? Think about it! We act, as if there would
be an actor, called “I”’. But in fact, the I is thinkers’ fiction. Take a con-
spicuous example, from what happens in cognition: every morning you
see the sun rising, but it is only a practical illusion. We learned from Co-
pernicus: not the sun, but the earth moves. You see: as the sun “rises”
in the morning and ends the night, so does our Ego “wake up” in the
morning and end our dreams. But as the sun nevertheless remains in the
centre of our solar system up there in the silent night of the universe,
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Ego’s waking itself is only a dream, a butterfly-dream of the unity of
human personhood.

[.4 The Christian God and Pope Benedict:
Monotheism—Monism—Universalism

A little excursion will point out the dangers of universalism. Our subject
today 1s: Kant and the unity of personhood. I tried to sketch Kantianism
as a secularized form of Christianity. I tried to uncover some connecting
passages between Kant’s concepts of Ego and person and its supposed
“unity” on the one hand and the Christian God and its “uniqueness”
on the other hand. I underlined the necessity of a metacritique of
Kant’s criticism and especially of his critique of practical reason. But [
didn’t give an answer to the question: “Why is such a critique in concreto
necessary?”

[ already told you: I believe such a metacritique is necessary, because
a dogmatic uncritical critique of practical reason a la Kant can be dan-
gerous. But why? More concretely speaking: I believe that the faith
in the universalization of my will, claimed in Kant’s categorical imper-
ative and based on the unity of my person, can be dangerous. We'll see.

I’d like to take a run-up again and start with the crux of universalism
in Christianity in order to jump to the crucial problem of universaliza-
tion in Kant’s categorical imperative. Western culture is deeply rooted
in Christianity. Christianity is, like the Islam and the Jewish religion,
a monotheistic religion. Monotheism is a form of monism (from
Greek: monos, one). Monotheism is the faith in one God as the only
true one. Monotheism is dangerous; dangerous insofar as it claims to
have a monopoly on truth. This involves the danger of dogmatism
and fundamentalism.

But in reality there is not only one true religion, una vera religio, as
Augustine defined Christianity. There is not only one God, not only
one “chosen people” and not only one “God’s country”, as many
Americans believe. Nobody has a monopoly on truth. There are
many equally true, unique religions. Untrue are only those ones that
pretend to be the only true ones.

If two such monotheistic religions with the claim to the sole repre-
sentation of truth are confronted with each other, then there is the dan-
ger of a clash. Think, for example, of the continuous war between Israel
and Palestine. Monotheism is dangerous insofar as it has a missionary
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impact and may easily lead to fundamentalism. When I think of Chris-
tianity, I think first of the trails of blood its crusades left behind over the
last 2000 years. I think of the crusades at the beginning of the last mil-
lennium (1096—1291), blessed by pope Urban, when about 5 million
people lost their lives.

Monism and universalism are two sides of the same coin (The Latin
unus is the translation of the Greek monos, one). The Christian claim for
universality is based on the “universality of truth”. Pope Benedict con-
firms “the obligation to send all peoples in the whole world into the
school of Jesus Christ, because he is truth personified and therefore
the way of personhood.”” Dixit Benedictus, the pontifex maximus of
the una vera sancta ecclesia.

Benedict believes in Jesus Christ as “the only saviour of all men.
believe the world would be saved if it would be saved from saviors who
presume to be the only saviors of all men. Jesus Christ may be the savior
of many people; this is a faith one may have or not have. By the way: I
don’t have it. Thank God I'm an atheist. For faith in Jesus Christ as the
only savior of all men is a dangerous superstition.

The light of Christianity is waning, but as the sun going down at
sunset it throws long and dark shadows. The evil missionary enthusiasm
and militant moralism among Christian fundamentalists like the Amer-
ican so called “new born Christians”, the “evangelicals”, is still alive and
was strong enough for a new bloody crusade at the beginning of our
millennium. I think of Number 43 and the American crusade against
the “axis of evil”’—for God’s sake. I talk about the unlawful war against
Iraq in which about one million civilians were killed during the last six
years. “Collateral damage”? “Mission accomplished”? This is what I
called a militant Christian universalism. The creed of love, but indeed:
hate and violence. “An ihren Friichten sollt ihr sie erkennen.” So far so
bad.

But what about Kant and the dangers of his moral universalism?
Modern enlightened people do not believe any longer in the will of
an almighty good God (deus benignus); in the face of reality one rather
could believe in the evil will of a deus malignus. Modern enlightened
people do not pray any longer: fiat voluntas tua. They rather believe
in their own free will and as Kantians in their own good will. Ego cogito

93 I

2 Joseph Ratzinger, Glaube—Wahrheit—Toleranz, Das Christentum und die Weltre-
ligionen (Freiburg: Herder, 2004), 3. Aufl., 55f.
3 Ratzinger, 44 and 90.
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et volo. The una vera systema of Kant’s philosophia practica universalis is a
secularized form of the una vera religio and its universal pretence.

God’s universality and omnipotence is to be found in a secularized
disguise in modern moral philosophy, first of all in Kant’s categorical
imperative to universalize my own will. Was Schopenhauer not right
when he said the categorical imperative finally results from a calculated
egoism? Let us go a bit deeper into it.

Before I do that, allow me a marginal note on the representative of
modern Kantianism in Germany: Jiirgen Habermas, the most famous
German philosopher at the present time, our policeman of moral cor-
rectness. In Habermas® “universal morality of enlightenment” we recog-
nize the same problem of universalism. Habermas’ universal pretence is
the secularized heritage of the Christian claim for universalism; Haber-
mas adopted it from Kant and “de-transcendentalized” it, to use his own
word.*

Despite the gap between the pre-modern pope Benedict and the
modern philosopher Habermas: the claim for universality shows their
spiritual affinity. I hold the view that universalism is dangerous, which-
ever. We should take good care, that we do not universalize our own
morality, as the only true one and as the superior one. I quote a sentence
[ already quoted several times at different places, because it is very tell-
ing. Habermas said: “that our Western European morality of abstract
justice is developmentally superior [sic! G. W.] to the ethics of any cul-
ture lacking universal principles.”” You see: the best comes from the
West.

.5 Kant’s Ego and its Good—that is, Universally Valid—Will

‘What 1s morality? You know: according to Kant the principle of mor-
ality is the categorical imperative. It is the one basic moral law of what he
calls pure practical reason. According to Kant, the categorical imperative

4 Jurgen Habermas, Kommunikatives Handeln und detranszendentalisierte Vernunft
(Stuttgart: Reclam, 2001).

5 Jirgen Habermas, quoted in H. L. Dreyfus and S. E. Dreyfus, “What is Mor-
ality? A Phenomenological Account of the Development of Ethical Experi-
ence”, in D. M. Rasmussen (ed.), Universalism vs. Communitarianism (London:
MIT Press, 1990), 251.
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is the only true expression of freedom and freedom means for him the
autonomy of will.

The categorical imperative goes (5:30): “Act so, that the maxim of
your will may at the same time be regarded as the principle of a universal
legislation.” To simplify Kant’s iron rule a bit: beware of the potential
universality of the principle of your actions. Only if you do that can your
will be a good will, because “good” means for Kant: “allgemeingiiltig”,
universally valid. Please mind: Kant speaks expressis verbis of universalitasl,
not only of generalitas. If you act with a good (i.e., universally applica-
ble) will, you act dutifully and your action can be called moral. That is,
in short, Kant’s so-called universal morality of pure practical reason.

Another instructive version of the categorical imperative reads
(4:421): “Act so, that the maxim of your action should—by your
will—become a universal law of nature.” Here Kant’s idea becomes clear-
er: the parallel of the law of morality with the law of nature. Even moral
philosophy must go the “secure course of science” (Bviif). This was
Kant’s dream in the dogmatic slumber of his rational moral philosophy,
more geometrico. Like every law of nature Kant’s law of morality is char-
acterized by universality and non-self-contradiction.

Let’s recapitulate to be clear and distinct. According to Kant the
moral question par excellence is: can you universalize the maxim of
your will to act? This ability to universalize is what Kant calls the positive
criterion of moral actions. Strictly speaking there is a second criterion;
Kant calls it the negative one. This negative criterion is self-contradic-
tion. Both together are necessary and sufficient it your will with its
maxim is to pass the test of morality. That means, the test-question is:
can you universalize the maxim of your will without self-contradiction?

Sounds a bit complicated. An example may clarify. Take a com-
mand that is obeyed every day, everywhere in our warlike world, the
command to kill. If we would universalize the maxim to kill, this
would finally lead to mass extermination and the final consequence
would be my own death. With regard to human life the result would
be: no more human beings on earth. Therefore this maxim does not
pass the test of morality, for Kant. But does it really not pass this test?
Let us have a closer look.

The total destruction of mankind may be deplorable for a philan-
thropist like Kant, to whom mankind was sacred. But—and please
pay attention to the following argument—the universalization of the
maxim to kill does not at all lead to logical selt-contradiction! Already
Hegel criticized Kant’s “empty moral formalism” and asked: “Where
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1s the logical contradiction in the idea that there are no more humans on
earth?”® T repeat: the total destruction of human life may contradict
Kant’s idea of the holiness of mankind. It leads to real self-destruction,
but it does not lead to logical self-contradiction.

Conclusion: the maxim “you shall kill” can be regarded as a princi-
ple of universal legislation without leading to self-contradiction, and
that means this—admittedly misanthropist—maxim is indeed in accord-
ance with the categorical imperative! Is this not remarkable: the total
extermination of mankind in accordance with the basic moral law of
Kant’s so called pure practical reason!? No misunderstanding: if we
only rely on logic in a moral philosophy more scientifico, as Kant originally
intended, then the categorical imperative is not tenable as the basic
moral law.

The categorical imperative can only be saved if we take refuge in
religion. This is exactly what Kant does when he supposes the “holiness
of mankind”. He says (5:86): “The moral law is holy ... Man is unholy
enough, but the mankind in his person must be holy for him.” Really?
At best for heaven’s sake! But for the sake of our earth, it could turn out
one dooms-day that it would be best if mankind vanishes, vanishes like a
face in the sand next to the sea, “comme a la limite de la mer un visage
de sable”, as Foucault said in the last words of his book Les Mots et les
Choses.

Nevertheless, Kant still believed in the “holiness of mankind”. He
emphasized (5:129): “thus the moral law ... leads to religion, that is
to the realization of all duties as commandments of God.” God comes
back through the back door. God becomes a postulate of practical reason.
Deus ex moralitate. God as a “postulant” in the church of Kant’s moral
universe. In transcendental moral philosophy no answer is possible to
the question, if God really exists, and with regard to Kantian moral phi-
losophy such an answer is not necessary. It is only necessary that we—as
good Kantians—act, as if god exists. But only pretending God’s exis-
tence: is that not a form of transcendental hypocrisy?

6  Hegel, Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts, §135.
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[.6 Moral Progress and the French Revolution

Well, let us forget about the “transcendental ideal”; let us forget about
God and his dubious existence. Let us come down to earth again. Wel-
come to reality and the alleged “holy mankind”. Kant believed the des-
tiny of mankind is an incessant progress. According to Kant, pure prac-
tical reason entitles us to presume that the world on the whole always
progresses for the better. I doubt it! Hope for progress, especially
hope for moral progress, is dope, Pandora’s dope. It produces sweet
dreams instead of facing reality. I agree with John Gray, who recently
showed in his book, Straw Dogs, that the hope of progress is an illusion:
“As the hope for a better world has grown, so has mass murder.””

One day, when the “totally enlightened earth will shine in the sign
of triumphant disaster”, as Adorno said shortly before the end of the
second world war in his Dialektik der Aufkldrung,® humans will be burned
like Laozi’s “straw dogs”’—like the victims in Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
Anyway, let us not be unfair: Kant had no chance to compare his sweet
dream of eternal peace with the nightmare of two world wars and weap-
ons of mass destruction in the twentieth century. But in his late essay
Der Streit der Fakultiten, from the end of the eighteenth century
(1798), Kant refers to the outstanding historical event of his time, the
French Revolution: in his opinion, it proved the moral tendency of
mankind. (More precisely, he speaks of the way of thinking of the spec-
tators of the French Revolution. I am sure he did not mean the specta-
tors of the executions during the years 1793—-1794.)

The historical background of Kant’s “revolution of thinking”, espe-
cially in his moral philosophy, is the French Revolution. As for the fer-
reur of the French Revolution, I remind you of the chapter, “Absolute
Freedom and Terror”, in Hegel’s Phinomenologie des Geistes, where he
demonstrated the dialectics of moral fundamentalism. Listen to the fol-
lowing words and guess whose words they are: “We want to substitute
morality for egoism, principles for habits, duty for propriety and the
power of reason for the obligation of tradition.”"” These are not the

7 John Gray, Straw Dogs (London: Granta Books, 2002), 96.
8 Theodor W. Adorno, Dialektik der Aufklirung, (Amsterdam: Querido, 1955),
13.
9 Laozi, ch. 5.
10 M. de Robespierre, quoted in H. Mainusch, “Auf dem Weg zu einem Welte-
thos”, in Dao in China und im Westen (Bonn: Bouvier Verlag, 1999), 200. My
translation.
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words of Kant as I supposed, when I read them first, but the words of
his contemporary Maximilien de Robespierre, the executioner of the
French Revolution, a man who said he would even use terror as a
means to achieve virtue. And he really did this, until his reign of “mor-
ality” (that turned out to be a reign of terror) came to an end in 1794,
and he himself was executed on the guillotine.

Moralistic purism, related to fundamentalism, has a predisposition to
turn into moral terrorism. They are two sides of one coin. And the cat-
egorical imperative of pure rational morality has a predisposition to be-
come its own opposite. This is its dialectic.

1.7 Duty Ethics and its Dialectics

You remember: To act according to the categorical imperative means to
act with a good, that is a universally applicable, will. If we do this, our
acts are purely rational and not emotional. In other Kantian words: we
act only dutifully (aus Pflichf), not out of inclination or aftection (aus Nei-
gung). I always found Kant’s histrionic exclamation suspicious (5:86):
“Duty! You great lofty name ... you demand submission ...” Duties
as commandments of God excite a holy shudder in Kant’s soul—wie
schauerlich !

Following Kant, respect for authorities (“Gehorchet der Obrigkeit”)
is a categorical imperative. Because “all authorities are from God”—oh
my God!—for a subject no resistance is allowed, not even against a ty-
rant. (I'll come back to this dark point when I say something about the
Mengzi.) Following Kant, the only thing the subject has to do is to
obey. The trial to kill the monarch because of tyranny is high treason
and must be punished with the death penalty, as Kant says. (Nota
bene: Kant was an advocate of the death penalty. The only just answer
to murder for him was the death-penalty. He called it the categorical
imperative of jurisdiction and condemned the compassibilitas of oppo-
nents as an “affected humanity”.) The resistance against Hitler would
not have found Kant’s approval.

[ repeat: unquestioning respect for authorities is a categorical imper-
ative for Kant, because resistance against the highest power would be a
self-contradiction. (If such resistance would be successful, there would
be a higher power than the highest power.) Here you see how the cat-
egorical imperative can be used, or misused, to protect tyranny. By the
way: Arthur Seyss-Inquart, who was executed in 1946 as one of the ten
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main guilty persons of the NS-regime, said at the court in Niirnberg,
where the trials against the Nazis took place: “The number of human
beings you can kill on the basis of hate or fancy for massacre is limited,
but the number of those you can kill cold-bloodedly and systematically
in the name of a military ‘categorical imperative’ is unlimited.”"" Is this a
malicious distortion of Kant’s categorical imperative? No, I don’t think
s0, although what he is talking about is not a categorical imperative sensu
strictu.

I have to add here some very serious and alarming sentences from
chapter VIII, “Duties of a Law-Abiding Citizen”, in Hannah Arendt’s
book, Eichmann in Jerusalem, A Report on the Banality of Evil:

... during the police examination ... he [Eichmann] suddenly declared
with great emphasis that he had lived his whole life according to Kant’s
moral precepts, and especially according to a Kantian definition of
duty ... And to the surprise of everybody, Eichmann came up with an ap-
proximately correct definition of the categorical imperative ... Upon fur-
therpquestioning, he added that he had read Kant’s Critique of Practical Rea-
son. ~

After some critical remarks on Eichmann’s (mis)understanding of Kant,
Arendt concludes:

‘Whatever Kant’s role in the formation of “the little man’s” mentality in
Germany may have been, there is not the slightest doubt that in one respect
Eichmann did indeed follow Kant’s precepts: a law was a law, there could
be no exceptions ... No exceptions—this was the proof that he had always
acted against his “inclinations”[Neigungen]|, whether they were sentimental

or inspired by interest, that he had always done his “duty”."”

Is this a diabolical distortion of Kant’s duty-ethics? I think it is the dia-

lectics of duty-ethics. The “radical good” has the intrinsic tendency to
become its very opposite, the “radical evil” or the “banal evil”.

11 Werner Stegmaier, zitiert nach Mainusch, “Auf dem Weg zu einem Welte-
thos”, 205. Ubersetzung aus dem Deutschen vom Verfasser.

12 Hannah Arendt, Eichmann in Jerusalem (New York: Penguin Bocks, 1963),
135 f.

13 Arendt, 137. Compare the German version: Hannah Arendt, Eichmann in Jeru-
salem, Ein Bericht iiber die Banalitat des Bosen, 3. Aufl. (Miinchen/Ziirich: Piper,
2008), 231 f. T owe these references to Stephen Palmquist and Wong Kwok
Kui.
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Maybe Nietzsche had a good nose when he said: “The categorical
imperative smacks of cruelty.”"* My metacritical conclusion: I believe
it is our unconditional duty to be very skeptical in view of uncondition-
al duties. My “categorical imperative”: no categorical imperatives!

[.8 Ratio et emotio—Kant on Compassion

Let’s recapitulate one last time before we go East. Kant’s pure practical
reason commands us to act only dutifully, not out of inclination or affec-
tion. In other words: pure practical reason commands us to act only ra-
tionally, not emotionally, because only then is the potential universality
of the principle of our action guaranteed.

[ vary a famous word of Kant and admit: emotion without ration-
ality is blind. But I object: rationality without emotion is empty. Homo
sapiens est animal rationale et emotionale. A radical “emotivism” 1is as
blind as a radical moral rationalism a la Kant is empty. It is an “empty
formalism” without any protection against abuse.

I have tried to show that pure practical reason is dangerous, because
obeying the categorical imperative as one’s basic moral law may have
disastrous consequences. As I said at the beginning of my paper:
Kant’s categorical imperative, his so-called practical reason and his
good will, is not a good guide on our way to practice. It is unsuitable
to regulate moral action. It is practical only in theory, not in practice.
If we try to go along with it in practice, it may easily lead to our fall.

As Wittgenstein the second, the Post-Kantian, said in his Philosoph-
ical Investigations: “We have got on to slippery ice where there is no fric-
tion and so in a certain sense the conditions are ideal, but also, just be-
cause of that, we are unable to walk. We want to walk, so we need fric-
tion. Back to the rough ground!”" Friction in a moral sense is affection,
emotion, sentiment. Hume was right: morality is determined by senti-
ment. But Kant kept on dreaming the sweet dream of good will in his
dogmatic slumber of pure practical reason.

14 Friedrich Nietzsche, Zur Genealogie der Moral, Part 2, §6, in his Samtliche Werke,
Kiritische Studienausgabe, ed. Girgio Colli and Mazzino Montinari (Berlin: Wal-
ter de Gruyter, 1980), vol. 5, 300.

15 Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, tr. G. E. M. Anscombe, second
edition (Oxford: Blackwell, 1958), 46 (§107).
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Before Kant it was Hume, and after Kant it was Schopenhauer, who
knew that ethics does not work without sympathy and compassion.
Schopenhauer knew that abstract concepts a priori never can motivate
humans to act morally. But for Kant, devoted only to cold abstract
duty, the warm feeling of compassion is weak and always blind. He ad-
mitted in Anthropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht that a suffering child may
fill our heart with melancholy and compassion, but he adds that this
compassion never has the dignity of virtue. For Kant compassion is
an affect and affects are pathological attacks that interfere with our free-
dom and impair the self-control. For Kant compassion is effeminate and
childish. No comment—only compassion.

But, dear colleagues, please imagine a playing child who is about to
fall into a well. Next to the well sits a Kantian, re-reading his Critique of
Practical Reason. He just reads and re-reads the passage: “Act so, that the
maxim of your will ...”. He sits and reflects ... and then we hear a
splash. I'll come back to the poor Chinese child in a minute. Mean-
while, mind: it is not reasonable to be only reasonable.

I'll go back now, from Kant’s iron rule to Mengzi, via Kongzi’s
golden rule. T'll go back with a remarkable passage in Kant’s little
book Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten, where he quotes the golden
rule; not Kongzi’s version, but the nearly identical Latin version. He
calls it trivial and unsuitable as a guiding moral principle. Why? It can-
not be a universal law, because it does not contain the reason for the
duties human beings have. Now I feel a strong affection for leaving
Kant and going back to Asia.

II. The East: Kongzi, Mengzi, Huainanzi, Zhuangzi
I1.1 Kongzi’s Golden Rule

The Roman Emperor Alexander Severus was so delighted with the reg-
ula aurea (i.e., the golden rule), that he posted it on his palace: Quod tibi
fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris. Translated into a well known German rhyme:
“Was du nicht willst, das man dir tu, das fiig auch keinem andern zu.”
“What you do not wish to be done to yourself, do not do to others.”

The oldest secure reference to the golden rule in the West is to be
found in ancient Greece in the words of Isokrates (436—338 BC). We
also find it in the Old Testament (Tobias 4:15a) and in the Sermon on
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the Mount in the New Testament (Matthew 7:12 and Luke 6.31). Dif-
ferent versions are to be found in Islam, Buddhism and Hinduism.

If there would be a universal moral rule, then it would be the golden
rule. The locus classicus of the regula aurea, the most prominent and prob-
ably the oldest reference of this world-wide ethical law, 1s in Kongzi’s
Analects: “Is there any single saying that one can act upon all day and
everyday? The Master said: Perhaps the saying about consideration:
‘never do to others what you would not like them to do to you.”'

The one word that will keep us on the path to the end of our days is
shu. Waley translates it as “consideration”. Others use “reciprocal con-
sideration”. I prefer “reciprocal empathy”. Mathews’ Chinese-English
Dictionary (n0.5875) reads: “shu, the principle of reciprocity, making
our own feelings [sic! G. W.] a rule whereby we are guided in dealing
with others.” Indeed, the crucial point seems to be that the word shu—
with the radical xin—concerns primarily our own feelings and empathy
with others."”

Originally it 1s not (only) aimed at our (head-)mind, at our reason
and self-reflection. It is rather aimed at our heart-mind (xin) and com-
passion, our empathy and sympathy. Kongzi’s golden rule basically is
not an abstract rational operation of universalizing my own will or
the intentions of my own Ego. It is not something like a half-baked cat-
egorical imperative as some German philosophers and sinologists (e. g.,
G. Paul and H. Roetz) have it. Kongzi’s golden rule deals with recip-
rocal empathy and responsibility in the literal sense of this word, having
to do with response and being responsive to somebody in a concrete sit-
uation. The Chinese character ren, humanity, shows that humanity has
to do with fwo people.

I understand the golden rule as a verbal formulation of a preverbal,
intuitive way of sympathetic resonance, as the verbalization of an archaic
reciprocal resonance. I'll come back to it shortly. But what we already
see: what a difference to Kant! The Neo-Kantian attempt to kantianize
Kongzi is ideological Neo-Colonialism or philosophical figurism. I rec-
ommend to those Neo-Kantians: back to Rousseau! He emphasized,
correctly, that the real fundaments of the golden rule are conscience
and feeling. This applies exactly to Kongzi’s words. In my opinion,

16 Kongzi, Lunyu, tr. Arthur Waley (Ware, Hertfordshire: Wordsworth Editions
Ltd., 1996), 15.23 (207).

17 Cf. U. Unger, Goldene Regel und Konfuzianismus, in Minima Sinica, ed. Wolf-
gang Kubin and Suizi Zhang-Kubin (Bonn: Edition Global, 2003), 2, 19—-41.
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the true path does not lead from Kongzi to Kant, but the other way
round! Via Rousseau it leads from Kant back to good old Kongzi.

I1.2 Mengzi on Regicide and on Compassion

There are different versions of the golden rule in the Mengzi. I quote a
passage from Mengzi 4 A9, showing the political relevance of the golden
rule. Legge translates: “There is a way to get the people: get their hearts,
and the people are got. There is a way to get their hearts: it is simple to
collect for them what they like, and not to lay on them what they dis-
like.”" The point in the Mengzi is: the golden rule is true of ordinary
people as well as of the reigning monarch. What he forbids the people
to do, he himself also should not do. I remind you of the famous passage
in Mengzi 1B8:

“Is regicide right?”

“He who outrages benevolence is an outrager,

He who outrages righteousness is a cruel fellow.

He who is a man both cruel and outrageous is a despot forsaken by all.
I have heard that Zhou, the despot forsaken by all was killed, but not
that the killing was regicide.”"”

The political consequences of Mengzi’s understanding of shu, of recip-
rocal empathy, and the political consequences of Kant’s understanding
of his categorical imperative show clearly that their ways of thinking
lead into different directions. But the differences between Kant and
Mengzi do not only concern despots. It also concerns everyday life; it
concerns, for example, compassion in dealing with other persons,
with children, and even with animals. For Kant’s rational intelligence
of head-mind, compassion was an “affect”, “weak and blind”, lacking
the “dignity of virtue”. For Mengzi, compassion is the punctum saliens,
the most important point of humanity. For him it is the heart-mind
(xin) that thinks (si).”” (Nota bene: the radical xin is also a part of the
character si.)

18 James Legge, The Chinese Classics, vol.II, The Works of Mencius (Taipei: SMC
Publishing Inc., 1991), 300.

19 Mencius, Library of Chinese Classics (Human: People’s Publishing House, 1999),
43.

20 Mengzi, 6 A15.
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Mengzi’s emotional intelligence reminds more of Pascal’s raison du
coeur than of Kant’s “reine Vernunft”. For Mengzi, all people have a
heart-mind that “cannot bear” (bu ren) to see the sufferings of others.”
“When I say that all men have a (heart-)mind which cannot bear to see
the sufferings of others, my meaning may be illustrated thus: Even
nowadays, if men suddenly see a child about to fall into a well, they
will without exception experience a feeling of alarm and distress.”*
Usually the bu ren, “cannot bear”, is translated by “compassion”. The
word ren is instructive: the character has a knife over the heart. Please
mind: Kongzi’s shu, “reciprocal empathy”, as well as Mengzi’s (bu)
ren, “‘compassion”, have the radical xin, “heart-mind”. Isn’t that telling?
Last but not least, the double meaning of the character xin is itself tell-
ing: heart and mind—for Kant a contradiction.

In contrast to Kant, for whom animals are merely things, objects one
can treat as one likes, I finally quote a last passage from the Mengzi 1 A7,
where bu ren occurs again.

The king ... was sitting aloft in the hall, when a man appeared, leading an
ox past the lower part of it. The king saw him and asked: “Where is the ox
going?”’

The man replied: “We are going to consecrate a bell with its blood.”
The king said: “Let it go. I cannot bear [bu ren] its frightened appearance, as
if it were an innocent person going to the place of death.”

Kant would have condemned this compassibilitas as sentimentality. Well,
tempus fugit. Last but not least, let us have a short look at the Huainanzi
and the Zhuangzi and let me concentrate on the character ying, for it also
has the radical xin.

1.3 Huainanzi’s Reciprocal Resonance: Ying and Ganying

The concepts of ying and ganying are basic concepts in East-Asian ethics.
Especially in Daoist “ethics”, an ethos without morality, these concepts
play an outstanding role. What does ying mean? In Mathews’ Chinese-
English Dictionary (n0.7477) we read that ying means: “ought, should,
must; suitable, right, fitting; necessary etc.” With a different intonation
it means: “to reply, to respond, to echo, to correspond etc.” And gany-

21 Mengzi, 2 A6.
22 Legge, 202.
23 Legge, 139.
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ing (n10.3232) means: “moved to response through the feelings and af-
fections: induction”.

Charles le Blanc, the translator of the Huainanzi, emphasized that it
was around the idea of resonance (ganying) that the philosophy of the
Huainanzi was elaborated. Chapter VI is devoted explicitly to the idea
of resonance.” The origin of the notion of ying is an acoustic and mu-
sical one. Chapter VI, 6b of the Huainanzi gives a famous example of
spontaneous reciprocal resonance, the example of the two zithers:
“When the lute-tuner strikes the kung (gong) note (on one instrument),
the kung note (on the other instrument) responds (ying) ... This results
from having corresponding musical notes in mutual harmony.” The two
instruments cor-responding, responding to each other reciprocally
(xiang ying) and being in mutual harmony, are like Zhuangzi’s fishes en-
joying each other and the heart-minds of people who vibrate in recip-
rocal resonance and sympathy.

By the way, the Greek word sympathy originally meant something
like a sympathetic vibration, for example of bronze vessels. In music
it was used of chords that vibrate together. The heart-minds of these
people who feel sympathy react in reciprocal spontaneity (xiang ran)
without acting on purpose. They even forget each other (xiang wang)
and respond in reciprocal oblivion, in reciprocal resonance and con-
cordance. This intuitive spontaneous reciprocity and empathy results
by itself (ziran) without any selfishness, without any rational reflection
and without moral principles. This inductive, sym-pathetic, com-pas-
sionate cor-respondance results from a natural feeling of “responsibility”
that is beyond morality and before morality in the sense of moral prin-
ciples, laws, and duties. It is a resonance du coeur, a resonance of the heart-
mind without reasoning.

Is all this too harmonious, too idyllic, too romantic? I don’t think
so. This spontaneous natural resonance follows the spontaneous neces-
sity to do what has to be done. Please remember that ying also means
“necessary, fitting, and suitable. Ying means the necessary fitting re-
sponse according to the changing situation. Right and wrong are situa-
tional. In the appropriate situation nothing is wrong. Without the ap-

24 Charles le Blanc, Huai-Nan-Tzu, Philosophical Synthesis in Early Han Thought
(Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press, 1985), 9.
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propriate situation, nothing is right.”* In the Liezi we read the remark-
able words:

In any case, nowhere is there a principle which is right in all circumstances,
or an action that is wrong in all circumstances. The method we used yester-
day we may discard today and use again in future, there are no fixed right
and wrong to decide whether we use it or not.*

The highest principle is without principles. The one who acts according
to this principle without principles acts primarily without rational re-
flection. First of all he only reflects (i.e., mirrors the actual situation).
Speculation and re-flexion re-sult out of it.

In chapter VI, 6b of the Huainanzi, in a context where the author
talks about xiang ying, reciprocal resonance, he gives the interesting ex-
ample of a burning mirror that gathers fire from the sun. Probably this
burning- mirror was a concave bronze-mirror that was used in Zhuang-
zi’s days to focus the sunrays in order to set fire.” Is the “response” ying
of this burning mirror not a very practical and striking example for the
Daoist wei wuwei or wuwei ziran? It is an example of doing something
without interference of myself, only by responsive self-so-ing (ziran).
It is an example of “speculation” (from Latin speculum, mirror) without
intellectual speculation. I come to the end with a little remark on the
Zhuangzi.

I1.4 Zhuangzi’s Ethos without Ego: The Empty Mirror

Looking for older sources of the Daoist key-term ying, we have to go
back to the Zhuangzi. In the “miscellaneous” chapter, 33.5, we find a
saying that I would like to call the minima moralia daoistica. Tt deals
with the “true man of the dao”. It reads: “His movement is like
water, his stillness is like a mirror, his response (ying) is like an
echo.” The end of the “seven inner chapters” (chapter 7.6) says:

25 The Tao of Politics—Lessons of the Master of Huainan, tr. T. Cleary (Kuala Lum-
pur: Konsep Lagenda Sdn Bhd, 1992), 39.

26 The Book of Lieh-tzu, tr. A. C. Graham (New York: Columbia University Press,
1990), 163.

27 Cf. H. H. Oshima, A Metaphysical Analysis of the Concept of Mind in the Chuang-
Tzu, in V. H. Mair (ed.) Experimental Essays on Chuang-tzu (Honolulu: Univer-
sity of Hawaii Press, 1983), 63 f.

28  Wandering on the Way, tr. V. H. Mair (New York: Bantam Books, 1994), 341.
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“Just be empty, that’s all. The mind of the ultimate man functions like a
mirror. [t neither sends oft nor welcomes, it responds (ying) but does not
retain .

But how can the heart-mind of a true human being respond like a
mirror? We already heard it: one must be empty; one must be without
an Ego. The first chapter (ch. 1.1) of the Zhuangzi closes with the path-
breaking words: “... the ultimate man has no self (wu ji). The spiritual
person has no accomplishment, and the sage has no name.””’ No name,
no fame—no ego.

I agree with Feng Youlan, who said that to be without a self is the
essence of Zhuangzi’s philosophy.”" The true human being of the dao,
who follows nature (ziran—self=so), has no personal self. Such a
human being is not a person. 1 personally believe this is true.

I1.5 Final Remark: Mirror-Neurons

What I want to say can be expressed in one sentence: the Daoist ethos
without morality, this ethos of reciprocal resonance and pre-rational re-
flection, pulls us from our top-heavy head back on to our feet and en-
ables us to walk on the “way”. Please do not think the old Daoist stories
of mirror-reflection are outdated. On the contrary!

One of the latest hits in neuro-biology is: mirror-neurons. The Indian
neuro-physiologist Ramachandran, as far as I know the discoverer of
these mirror-neurons, calls them empathy-cells and claims they are
the neurological basis of ethics and morality. Mirror-neurons are spon-
taneously and unintentionally activated in the heart-mind of passive ob-
servers as if they had themselves acted. Without mirror-neurons there is
no empathy, no sympathy, no compassion. Mirror-neurons are respon-
sible for pre-rational, spontaneous intuition. Mirror-neurons are respon-
sible for our “emotional intelligence”. Some scientists have called this

. . . . . . . . 2
communicative resonance an ‘“intersubjectivity without subjects”.’

29  Wandering on the Way, 71.

30 Wandering on the Way, 5 f.

31 Cf. Chuang-Tzu, A New Selected Translation by Yu-Lan Fung, (New York: Par-
agon, 1964), 81.

32 Cf. J.Bauer, Warum ich fiihle was du fiihlst (Miinchen: Heyne, 2005), 63.



Keynote Essay II: Metacritique of Practical Reason 73

What a pity that these new neuro-biologists and philosophers do not
know that they are neo-daoists.”

33 During a little radio-interview before the beginning of the conference the in-
terviewer asked me: “Who are you?” I replied.”I'm the German scholar.”
“Oh, I understand”, he said, “you are here to make the conference more
sexy.” I am still wondering if he was right. The more detailed version of this
paper is to be found in my last little book, Splitte—Spitze Bemerkungen zu
Kant und dem Kintchen Jiirgen Habermas, available for free download on my
home-page: www.guenter-wohlfart.de/books.



Keynote Essay to Book Three

Incorporating Kantian Good Will:
On Confucian Ren (1Z) as Perfect Duty

Chung-ying Cheng

1. Introductory Remarks

On the basis of autonomy of good will, Kant is able to transform virtues
of good character into duties of right action according to moral rules of
action that embody good will and obey the categorical imperative. He
sees the necessity for realization of virtue in action to be intrinsically
motivated by good will and moral law. Thus the ultimate purpose for
deontology is not only to rationalize actions of virtues under autonomy
of good will but to assure universality and universalization in practice.
With this purpose in mind, four kinds of duties arise for justification:
two “perfect” duties, respectively to oneself and to others; and two
“imperfect” duties, respectively to oneself and others. Finally, Kant in-
troduces the task of achieving the supreme good as a challenge to the
performance of moral duties, and this inevitably leads to his “antinomy
of practical reason”. He resolves this antinomy by appealing to the pos-
tulates of God and immortality of soul.

I have two purposes for this essay: one general and one specific. My
general purpose is to question how cogent and solid is the metaphysical
foundation of the Kantian moral system. This will be argued in the se-
quel, to be published elsewhere. Although Kant’s moral philosophy of
good will and moral law appears to be well argued and well formulated,
with a comprehensive scope, it nevertheless sufters from three funda-
mental drawbacks that should force him to look for some basic revision
and broad solutions. As an adequate response to these three drawbacks,
Confucian moral philosophy based on the experienced nature of hu-
manity should come to the rescue as both a new foundation and an
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ideal end that resolves the Kantian antinomy of practical reason in a
more coherent manner.

Concerning Kant’s distinction between perfect and imperfect duties,
questions are raised about their amphibolous validity and meaningful ap-
plication. For duty is what obligates one to act in accord with the moral
law, whether inward or outward. As modalities of virtue-duties, instead
of speaking of perfect duties and imperfect duties, these terms being
misnomers by amphiboly, we should speak of duties to be performed
under different modes (such as necessity, contingency, and possibility)
that impact the ways we perform duties as human persons. Hence we
can speak of necessary duties, contingent duties, and possible duties ac-
cording to modes of time and situation. Perhaps Kant wishes to identify
necessary performance with “perfect”, relativity and contingency with
“imperfect”. On my suggested modes of duties, however, Kant could
allow possible duties to subhuman beings (such as animals) or superhu-
man beings (such as spirits and God or Heaven) that he would otherwise
regard as simply “imperfect”. One must remember that possibilities
could be realized as temporary contingencies and even as temporarilized
necessities.

In my analysis of reasons for the four Kantian duties, to be presented
in the sequel, we shall see that two such duties are actually derived from
a basic underlying implicit duty of life-respect, and the other two are
actually derived from a basic underlying implicit duty of society-respect.
This deontological derivation conveys both a sense of presupposition
and a sense of disclosure in dutification of the two virtues of life and
two virtues of society. By introducing underlying duties of life-respect
and society-respect, we may arrive at a substantive principle of law that
is essentially the principle of ren (1=, benevolence/beneficence), combin-
ing the implicit duty of life-respect and the implicit duty of society-re-
spect in a deep experience of the human person. From this Confucian
perspective, Kant’s “imperfect” duties, like his perfect duties, are perfect
parts of the unavoidable duty toward life and society. They are all nec-
essary and hence “perfect” duties under normal circumstances of life and
society for their preservation and development. They can become con-
tingent under special conditions when circumspection is required. Based
on these considerations, we are able to introduce the Confucian princi-
ple of ren that incorporates and integrates the Kantian good will into the
nature of the human person in an autonomy-creating dynamic unity as
given in our deep reflective experience of humanity. This first essay in
the series introduces the Confucian ren as the perfect duty in the sense of
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being necessary and ideally perfect. My goal in this new approach is to
anchor, substantiate, and consequently, renovate the Kantian approach;
it may be titled a Confucian-Kantian synthesis of the empirical and the a
priori.

2. Ren as the Centralizing Moral Principle in Humanity

There are four stages of the Confucian development of the concept of
ren as the central principle of morality in humanity. Let us begin with
Confucius’s reflection. For Confucius, morality is a matter of humanity
as expressed in communal codes of behavior going by the name of Ii (L,
rules of propriety derived from social sentiments for correct action).
Two aspects of li could be mentioned: the social and communal refer-
ence of [i makes li a conventional and yet axiological bonding among
people. To oftend [i is to violate the social order and common spirit
of community and needs to be stopped. Second, li is rooted in the func-
tion of communication with the spirit of one’s ancestors and the spirits
of environments that are established by practice and understanding.
With these two aspects it is not necessary that li be regarded as a formal
and rigid code of behavior. It is to be observed and performed with un-
derstanding of others and expectation of understanding of oneself from
others. It is an expression of inner feelings and core values across a com-
munity with proper form. This means once we find a better form of ex-
pression or our common feelings have transcended their given forms,
new forms of /i could evolve and be adopted. In this sense /i crystallizes
a deep wisdom of the human mind and is intended to give individuals
and their actions a proper place in the system of ordering and organiza-
tion of a community. It is therefore also a vehicle for the sustenance of a
common sense of rightness in a community. Yet because of this, /i can
be reformed and changed in terms of a sense of right or new demands of’
fairness and justice; it can be reformed and changed in terms of the deep
feelings of humanity under different circumstances and in light of the
wisdom and insights of the people who could influence and provide a
new order of expression and realization.

‘What makes i possible, therefore, is the realization that deep hu-
manity is to be shared by all persons and that this provides a control
and regulation of one’s private interests and desires. This realization is
the experience and discovery of humanity known as ren. It is the
deep sense of what is given in a person for this life as the fundamental
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reality. Hence Confucius is described in Analects 9:1 as one who does
not speak of profit, but gives himself to ren and ming (@, destiny /
fate). This is a significant statement, for it tells us that ren is an attitude
and practice of a conviction based on a vision or understanding. It is not
accidental that ren is mentioned together with ming, as the sense of des-
tiny one has reached in one’s life. Since Confucius said he comes to
know the ming of heaven (tianming, the mandate of heaven) at fifty,
we may infer it is at about that stage of his life that he achieved deep
insight into the meaning and significance of ren and devoted his life
to practice ren. He speaks of ren more than 100 times in the Analects,
identifying and explaining the nature of ren and how it can be practiced.
This no doubt demonstrates that ren must be considered a central prin-
ciple of his life and faith.

But what is ren after all? How 1is it related to us as human beings?
Many explanations of ren by Confucius command our attention. Two
are basic explanations: the intuitive one is that ren is to love people;
the analytical one is that ren is to discipline oneself and practice /i.'
To combine both, we can see how one can come to have ren as love
of people as a result of controlling one’s selfish interests and private de-
sires and practicing the [i. In this fashion we can see how ren comes from
inside oneself, not from outside oneself. In other words, it is not just a
matter of following the rules of /i in society but a natural desire and ca-
pacity to follow the i from one’s heart and mind. It has its autonomy
not by self-legislation without content, but by self-reflection on expe-
riences so that one’s mind and will grow stronger and independent in
making one’s free choice of what is desirable. There is a strong sense
of the power of will as Confucius says in Analects 7:29: “If I desire to
have ren, this ren comes to me in no time”.

One may ask: how does one decide on the practice of ren or follow
the relevant rule of action motivated by ren? The answer is the famous
golden rule in Analects 12:2: “Do not do to others what I do not desire
others do to me” (BFF#, 25 A). With this rule of action one comes
to have a criterion on how to love people and how to keji (2, disci-
pline oneself) and fuli (8L, practice li). This rule of course can be said to
be equivalent to the demands of the self-legislated law of morality in
Kant. But there is a big difference in the formulation of these laws of
morality. For Kant, the stress is put on the universality or universaliza-
tion of the application of a given rule of action, whereas for Confucius

1 Analects, 12:22 and 12:1.
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the stress is put on the desirability and suitability of the content of an
action. One requires a form to be observed, the other requires a feeling
as the content of moral action to be a guide and judge of what not to do.
What one should not do, if the content requirement is not satistied, is
implicitly universally required. The ren in the Confucian rule of reci-
procity is for individuals in general, even for groups of people. It is
even the basis for correct action or non-action toward people in govern-
ment. This makes this attitude of ren closer to the third formulation of
Kant’s categorical imperative (CI). There is not only autonomy of will
here, but also a will that 1s concerned and cares. It is not just a free will
that makes decisions independently, but a will that considers consolida-
tions without losing independence. In this regard the will of ren is not
only free and open but creative. Through its creativity it is able to
face reality as a resource and to integrate experience as a basis or ground
for decision-making. But if we bring out the /i element of what is re-
quired, then the [i functions as maxim and should conform to the re-
quirement of universality of individuals and society together.

This is one important extension of the negative formation of ren as
holding oneself and performing or practicing li. However, there is a
positive formulation of ren in Analects 5:30: if one reaches an end,
one should help others to reach their goals. Here we can see that
rules can be formed so that we can follow them in helping others,
even though one can go ahead to give help to others without any
fixed rule but with proper knowledge that would help and indentify
who needs help most and in what way. What we need to pay attention
to is that one can help others both negatively and positively and with
knowledge and feelings at the same time. This differs greatly from
Kant in the following way: (1) it is more concentrated in experience
than Kant; (2) it covers content both positively and negatively; and
(3) it can be supported by feelings and desires. Let me explain.

While Kant proposes a formal criterion and requirement regarding
the practicality of a maxim, he has no concern about which or what
kinds of maxims would fit with the formal criterion. This makes the cri-
terion an empty formula for discovering suitable maxims. If we take the
requirement of universality on the basis of experience, it is difficult to
see any maxim that would hold universally as we could not go over
all cases of its application. The most we can make out is some inductive
generalization based on a large number of cases. We have to appeal to
our best imagination and intuition to decide which would be genuine
maxims of morally good action. But without experience our imagina-
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tion and intuition could be blind too. This means the formal criterion
presented in the CI could give little help or hope in locating maxims
as practical guides. Now with the Confucian concentration on a per-
son’s self~feelings and self-desires, each person could discover his or
her own maxim of moral action and apply it universally and reciprocally
with others. Why? Because one could use oneself as a measure for de-
ciding practically what not to do and what to do. Even if I could be
wrong about myself, I would not do harm in terms of what I do not
like others do to myself. As to what I could do to others I have to
see how others like to be helped themselves just like T would like to
see how I myself am to be helped. In this sense I am not to impose
on myself and others what to do and what not to do. I have to discover
what others like and do not like by discovering what I like and do not
like. I have to reflect what I want to do and not to do. Similarly I have
to observe what others do not like to do and what they like to do. The
negative and positive golden rules rooted in self-feelings and observa-
tions of other-feelings make it possible to identify equivalent or same
needs and ends in others so that we can act rightly. This amounts to
making both the negative and positive golden rules of morality a discov-
ery procedure for potentially each and every action to be done.

We then come to the question whether one can always appeal to
one’s own feelings in order to find out what others would like to do
or not to do to. Theoretically, nothing prevents one from reading
one’s own mind, but one needs to form the habit actually to do so. It
is obvious from experience that many moral decisions are misled or
wrong simply because one is not good at reflecting on what one really
needs and what one really dislikes. For this reason the Analects advise us
to practice reflection often. Consider Zengzi’s statement in Analects 1:4:
“I have reflected on myself three times a day: do I do my best in my
dealings with others? Do I remain truthful and honest in transactions
with friends? Do I review what I have learned from my teachers?” Re-
flection on what one has learned is revealing: it is not just what one does
with regard to others, but one has to deal with oneself in a morally right
way, making sure one improves oneself and makes progress in one’s
abilities on a daily basis. In general a second order moral law based on
understanding the importance of self-reflection and observations of oth-
ers is to make self-reflection and learning the principle of moral efficien-
cy. This can be called the Principle of Self-Cultivation (xiuji, #2; or
xiushen, #85). It is a principle that enables us regularly and even system-
atically to discover first-order rules of moral action. This is because it
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requires us constantly to practice reflecting, observing, and learning so
we may come to know what are the correct ways of doing and not
doing, according to the two golden rules of action: the negative and
positive. In this fashion, one can be sure one is always learning from
oneself and others—a creative resource given to us by nature.

The Principle of Self-Cultivation is first formulated by Confucius in
his statement in Analects 14:42, regarding how to become a self-ruling
person (junzi, &F): “To cultivate oneself toward respect, cultivate one-
self toward settling others, cultivate oneself toward settling the people.”
This principle, though general, is not empty because there are ends to be
attained even if no specific event has taken place. These general ends are
self~respect (jingji, 82), others-settling (anren, ®A) and people-settling
(anbaixing, ®E#). So-called “settling” is a matter of bringing harmony
and peace to others and people so that there are harmonious and peace-
ful relationship between me and others and between me and the people,
if I am the political leader. This is to cultivate moral order without fo-
cusing on any specific action. But it is also a general requirement that
makes the application of the golden rules always ready to be used in
order to be specifically relevant to concrete occasions of life. This Prin-
ciple of Selt-Cultivation has been explicitly stated by the classic text, the
Great Learning, and is implicitly assumed by all major Confucian texts
from Zisi to Mencius to Xunzi.

We may now query whether this principle of cultivation is a moral
law in the Kantian sense. Could it be required by the good will and even
selt-legislated ? My answer is absolutely positive. There is no reason why
the good will could not see intrinsic good in requiring itself to cultivate
itself as a sovereign by itself and also as a sovereign that rules over feel-
ings and desires of the human person it reigns. It is not only intrinsically
good to do so but it will also bring good to others if it is at the same time
the pure reason of understanding in its practical use with regard to peo-
ple and the world situation. In others it could will good that will hold
universally. In this we may now formulate this Confucian principle of
morality as:

S: Make decisions and act in such a way that you will bring respect to your-
self, harmony to others, and peace to people.

On the basis of this principle, one may move to the two golden rules of
moral action:

N: Make decisions and act regarding things not to do to others by reflect-
ing on what you do not want others to do to you.
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P1: Make decisions and act regarding things to do to others by reflect-
ing on what you want yourself to do and by observing what others want to

do.
The last principle could be reformulated as:

P2: Make decisions and act regarding things to do to others by following
what you want to do to yourself and what others want to do to themselves.

With these four principles we have a Confucian CI in distinction from
the Kantian CI. As there are four formulations of the Kantian CI that
have different connotations, so we have four different principles of
the Confucian CI that are together to constitute the essence of the im-
perative for moral action. The difference between the Kantian approach
and the Confucian approach is crystal clear: the Kantian approach makes
the moral imperative a formal formula that has little content and pro-
vides no easy way of discovery of maxims of action, whereas the Con-
fucian approach makes it possible to discover maxims of moral action in
both an easy and simple way because it relates to what is natural for the
human self, when the moral will finds itself embodied and situated.
There is no incompatibility in the spirit of moral willing by the good
will between the Confucian approach and the Kantian approach.
There is, however, a fundamental metaphysical difference between
the two: the Kantian approach isolates the good will as a transcendent
principle opposite to the feelings and desires of nature, whereas the
Confucian approach incorporates the good will in the body of feelings
and desires so that it finds itself as an immanent principle of inner organ-
ization and ordering as well as an integrative principle of leading nature
and the body toward a higher level of development within the order of
human society.

Based on the four principles of the Confucian CI it is also easy to see
how Confucius came to define the four duties regarding the human self
and other people in regard to their preservation and development. We
may briefly list the virtues to be identified with these four duties implied
by the Confucian CI as follows:

1. Duty to preserve oneself. To examine oneself reflectively on a daily
basis is a duty, cultivating selt-respect and making one aware of the deep
identity of humanity so that one can care for others. Unlike Kant, Con-
fucius does not explicitly speak against suicide. His statement in Analects
15:9, that “there are those who get killed in order to achieve the ren; do
not seek life at the cost of harming the ren”, seems to suggest that it is
better to kill oneself rather than doing anything to harm humanity. Oth-
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erwise, the main purpose of self-examination is to promote life and de-
velop oneself, so there is no other reason to commit suicide. Poverty
and shame are not excuses because a junzi would persevere under pov-
erty and shame should lead to self-reform. The Xiaojing (Book of Filial
Piety), reputedly written by Zengzi, says a son with filial piety should
not let his body be hurt under normal circumstances and will make
all efforts to preserve, otherwise one violates the principle of ren. The
primary virtues for self-preservation are loyalty (zhong, ®), respect
(jing, #), and sincerity (cheng, ).

2. Duty to develop oneself. The requirement of learning for becoming
a junzi is a constant and unceasing duty. This is also well-demonstrated
in the example of Confucius’ ceaseless efforts to learn, to improve, and
to self-cultivate. It is a practical necessity that no Confucian could spare
for one day. To develop one’s virtues also results from one’s need to de-
velop oneself so that one will achieve and accomplish a better and a full
moral character (chengren, & A). All Confucian virtues that relate oneself
to others can be regarded as implying duties to oneself as well as duties
to others. The primary virtues for this duty to develop oneself are learn-
ing (xue, %), culture and literature (wen, 3), moral practice (xing, 17),
faithfulness (zhong, ), and trustworthiness (xin, 1§).

3. Duty to do justice to others. The virtue of rightness (yi, %) and the
virtue of integrity (xin, 1§) are the central virtues for doing justice to
other individuals and to people in general. Both Confucius and Mencius
take these virtues very seriously as they form the cornerstone for the
founding of social communities. Specifically, one cannot ignore the im-
portance of family virtues such as filial piety, brotherhood, and even
friendliness. In Analects 12:7 Confucius says there is no way of dealing
with people if there is no trust and honesty.

4. Duty to care for people. This has to do with the most central and
foundational virtue of ren. In our discussion we have seen that it is
the ideal end and goal for a person to strive for in both self-development
and the development of others. It is therefore both self-regarding and
other-regarding because it has to do with humanity in depth, as shared
by all people under heaven. As an ideal end for human development and
self-development one cannot spare a single moment in such develop-
ment; for this reason, it is the most necessary duty and cannot be con-
sidered a merely a contingent virtue. It is a necessary duty for all occa-
sions because all virtues and all duties are related to this central virtue/
duty; as such, this virtue/duty gives unity and vitality to all other virtues
and duties. It penetrates the personal duty of respect for life and the fam-
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ily ethics of care for parents and siblings and it reaches all people under
heaven, all sentient beings, and even all things in the world, as later
Confucians have shown. Hence, it is necessary for anyone who is wor-
thy of being developed as a human person and there is no way one can
escape from its requirement.

From the above we have exhibited how the Confucian considera-
tion of good will, being embodied and incorporated in the human per-
son, leads to a traceable process of development of virtues and duties.
This development also illustrates the unity of the dao, as claimed by
Confucius. The Confucian system of good will, as embodied in the au-
tonomy of the human person, has clearly come a long way in showing
how duties and virtues are rooted in one basic source: ren as a deep care
for humanity that sustains the whole structure of humanity in time and
space. In this sense ren must be a perfect duty for anyone to cherish, to
sustain, and to advance. We owe ourselves as human persons the care
and will for maintaining the present and moving toward the future,
and this is why ren is a perfect duty in the sense of an ideal end and nec-
essary foundation.

Now I shall point out how this law of morality called ren is to be
seen as rooted in human nature. It may appear that Confucius did not
talk much about the idea of human nature. Zigong says in Analects
5:13: “What the Master says about the arts we have heard about, but
regarding tiandao and nature of man (xing) we have heard nothing.”
But on the other hand, what he did say has revealed a basic direction
for understanding human nature. Confucius says in Analects 6:17:
“When a man was born, he naturally expresses himself in a just way,
but those who do not follow the just way and still survive are lucky
to avoid harm and disaster.” There are two key words here: one is
sheng (*£), meaning being born, or giving birth to, and generating; an-
other one is zhi (), meaning straightforward, candid, and just. (Simi-
larly, Wang Baonan in his Lunyu Zhengyi (#iBEX) quotes Zheng
Xuan as saying: “Human nature at its birth is all just.”)

We must point out that there are two aspects of this zhi: to speak
out or express one’s genuine state; and to express what is genuinely
felt regarding the state of affairs and thus to express what one knows
or experiences about what i1s the case and what is not the case.
Hence, Confucius’ whole statement is a subtle way of saying that
human beings have a natural disposition toward being just, truthful,
and honest, implying that there is a human nature in this natural dispo-
sition and that this deposition is being just, truthful, and honest. To be
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just is to express genuine human feelings with regard to both oneself and
the world. People who do not speak out of their heart cannot be just;
those who do not respond to the world as they understand it cannot be
said to be just either. This shows that Confucius does have a conception
of human nature and that he regards human nature as good in the sense
that it has qualities of justice, honesty, etc. He would also consider that
all persons have this nature or natural inclination. He says in Analects
17:2: “all humans have nature very closely the same, their differences
come from habit and custom.” Their natures are closely similar in hav-
ing similar likes and dislikes and having inclinations that could lead to
good and from good to bad. It is by habit or practice that people be-
come different by becoming good or bad. The term xi () has to be un-
derstood as a matter of learning and a result of learning and habituation.
Confucius does not speculate on where this natural human disposi-
tion comes from. Apparently he conceives it as arising naturally and thus
as a natural endowment. But in Analects 7:23 he does indicate that his
virtue (de, %) is from heaven: “Tian (X, heaven) has endowed me
with de from birth, what could Huantuan do with me?” What is indi-
cated here is that a person could have de by a natural endowment from
heaven. The so-called de is virtue or the capacity to seek eminent per-
formance of good and right in the form of honesty, justice, and benev-
olence. From this one may infer that human beings have a nature that is
endowed by heaven and is virtuous and capable of being realized in
honesty, justice, benevolence, and other virtues for maintaining the
order and harmony of mankind. They are what the content of morality
stands for. This understanding is made explicit in the writings of Con-
fucian disciples such as Zisi and others in the Zhong Yong and in the ex-
cavated texts recently made available, such as Bamboo Inscriptions in
Kuodian, Shanghai Musuem, and Tsinghua University in Beijing.”
Given this background of Confucius’ understanding of human na-
ture and its content as containing moral dispositions and potency for vir-
tues, one can see that morality as we understand it has a beginning in
human nature and it can be naturally expressed and exhibited. But Con-
tucius has gone one step further: he sees his de as ultimately ren and ren as

2 Cf. Liang Tao, BEMEERERRK (Kuodian Bamboo Inscriptions and School of Si-
Meng)  (Beijing:  People’s  University  Press,  2008). See also
EBYERKERMTH (Shanghai Museum Warring States Bamboo Inscriptions), 7
vols. (Shanghai: Shanghai Musean Press, 2001 -2008). Volumes 1 and 3 are
most relevant.
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internally experienced and realized by one’s will and desire. In the first
place Confucius has explained ren (1Z) as ren (A): benevolence as the de-
fining quality of the human being.” This explains also how Confucius
has referred to ren in all major contexts addressing virtues. Besides, he
has explicated it, as we shall see, in the unifying principle of the way
he comes to understand the truth of humanity: ren as the will to achieve
good.

Ren 1s a matter of good will in the first place. Confucius has this to
say in Analects 7:29: “If I desire ren, then ren has arrived.” How could ren
arrive immediately upon being desired? This is because ren is a naturally
born quality that can be directly and intuitively grasped. It is within the
reach of our natural consciousness as a human being, because we can
love others as we will. Besides, to love in the sense of willing good
to others (benevolence) and doing good to others (beneficence) are
all within our capacity. In addition, it is a matter of free choice that is
not hampered by selfish desires and private interests. To desire ren is
to take the object of the desire as a manifestation of myself, hence it
is to experience ren immediately as it is part of myself already. But
one may also note that yu here is the willing of will that is part of the
human self. To desire is to will. The immediate experience of ren is
also a matter of immediate exercise of my will and hence a matter of
deciding of my will to become myself. Hence we may express this state-
ment of desiring ren as a statement about becoming myself by being my-
selt’ through my willing:

I desire to be benevolent — I become myself by willing myself to be be-
nevolent — By willing benevolence (an exercise of my will) I become my-
self as benevolent

The reason we can immediately call for the realization of ren in ourselves
is that ren is the sentiment and will to benevolence or beneficence (i.e.,
we see benevolence as the basis and drive for beneficence). There is no
other way we can do the willing that is the willing of benevolence.
Confucius has come to this understanding or discovery through his
own reflection on his being himself; he describes it as “to return back
to inquire into oneself” (RR#2Z) after one has experienced frustrations
in reaching one’s life goals. It is therefore a matter of deeper experience
of self by reflection on the occasions of our experience of the world.
This deeper experience of self in actuality is a matter of defining oneself

3 See ch. 20 of Zhong Yong.
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in relation to all our experiences of the world; it requires and gives rise
to an integrating motive: ren. In later times Mencius simply describes
this process as “To return to myself and become sincere (cheng) presents
the greatest joy. To follow through the care for others is closest to
reaching ren.”* In the Zhong Yong one also reads “To be cheng is to ac-
complish oneself (B).” It further says that “ Cheng is the beginning and
end of things; without cheng there will be nothing .” Hence one can see
that cheng is a quality and action to realize oneself as oneself; it is also a
quality that makes things things. “Cheng is also the principle which is not
for the purpose of accomplishing oneself, it is that by which all things
are accomplished”.

One may indeed see cheng as a creative act and hence a creative prin-
ciple whereby one defines oneself and one identifies things as creative
products of a cosmic creativity that my creativity is a part of. Zhong
Yong furthers suggests: “To accomplish oneself is a matter of ren, and
to accomplish things in the world is a matter of zhi.” This means that
benevolence not only defines oneself as a human being but will lend
oneself to complete what is to be accomplished by one’s beneficence
as one recognizes the inner unity and link between oneself and all
things. This of course requires the creative mind of benevolence to ac-
quire knowledge and wisdom (zhi). On this ground the Cheng Brothers
in the Song Period described ren as a power of life-creativity. When we
come to the essay on Ren (1Z#) of Zhu Xi, ren is explained as the cosmic
virtue (de) of creativity, that has a similar power of providing compre-
hension and life to all virtues.®

In light of the above, we can see how ren is seen as rooted in human
nature and is described as a creative power and principle that preserves
humanity as a unity, but also functions as the creativity principle in all
things in the world. In this sense ren is the cosmic dao of the world

4 The Mencius, 7a:4.

5 Zhong Yong, ch. 25 Present and subsequent translations are done by myself.

6  See KXAXES 67 (Collected Writings of Zhu Xi, Part 67) (Taipei : Commerce
Press, 1980). It is interesting to note that the word for de has been written in
the Chujian (Bamboo Inscriptions) with a double ren radical on the left and the
word for just or straightforwardness with heart underneath on the right. It
may be suggested that the notion of ren that has the character of double ren
on the left side and two on the right side could be construed as two persons
sharing the same just mind and hence becomes benevolence or ren. The char-
acter of de hence is described as “to obtain (de) within oneself and to obtain it

from other people” (REFZ , AEFA, from # ¥ ANEFRE BE).
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that generates and sustains the world but is manifested in humanity and
human experience of humanity. One may infer that ren is actually the
incorporation of creativity from the cosmos of heaven and earth that be-
comes conscious of itself in the human person and thus becomes the de-
fining quality of the humanity in human beings. This amounts to saying
that ren, as the principle of morality, is rooted in humanity but also root-
ed or derived from heaven and earth; it shares with heaven and earth the
same creative order-giving quality as the cosmic order, as made manifest
in Zhu Xi’s essay. From this one must also see how the nature of the
human person is ultimately founded on ren and how ren is the ultimate
reality of humanity. As to how ren can be fully realized and how it is
always functionally relevant for providing a source of morality and hu-
manity, the Confucian reply, as we shall see below, is that it is a question
of self-cultivation, self-development, and self-realization.

3. Ren as the Source and Unifying Base of Virtues

Throughout the historical development of the Confucian philosophy of
morality and human nature, it is consistently maintained that morality is
part of human nature; this nature of ours has been described as a matter
of being ordained from heaven in Zhong Yong, and morality as virtue is
said to be ingrained in one’s nature and to need our eftort to illuminate
and activate it as a power of creative fulfillment and social ordering. To
identity nature with morality, as did Mencius and Zisi, has the net result
of making us responsible for what we do and what we should do. What
we should do is normative: we must see it as a matter of fianming in our
reflection on our nature. But in the Yizhuan this tianming has been na-
turalized to reflect the total creativity of the nature of heaven and earth,
as we discover it in our experience. Hence we need not pose an absolute
transcendent as the source of the moral principle, as did Kant, but in-
stead point to the natural source in the creativity of heaven and earth
as the source of human morality. If the natural source of the creativity
of heaven and earth is the principle of ceaseless creativity of creation of
life, as is made clear by the naturalizing onto-cosmology of the Yizhuan,
then it is obvious that the creative source and hence the sustainable
foundation of the morality or moral principle must be the very principle
of ren that Confucius has described in the Analects and that has become
the basis of human life in the notion of human nature. In other words,
human nature is precisely the principle of the morality of creative life



88 Chung-ying Cheng

that is embodied in the notion of ren and is expressed in the principle of
benevolence (airen, B A) and beneficence (huimin, BE).

As the ultimate source and foundation, ren can be said to be the
source and fountainhead of all Confucian virtues, such as yi, li, xin,
zhi, and even sheng. This is because all these virtues have to have
their ultimate justification in the power of ren. Thus, we can see that
yi is where ren has to introduce fairness and rightness regarding distribu-
tion and relations of positions, resources, and opportunities in order to
maintain the comprehensive care for a diversity of life in the world. In
the process of realizing yi, ren has sometimes to reach distant goals by
extension of practice from proximate centers of human affection as a
matter of strategic wisdom. For, unless one is in a position to make
equalization a realistic goal, one has to do things from near and extend-
ing to the far. The question is whether one forgets the extension and
become obsessed with the proximate. Ren also leads to [i insofar as
that form of action is essential for making action efficacious as the con-
tent of action. Besides, human relationships are as real as what makes re-
lationships possible: the related persons. In this sense /i is always a matter
of how to deliver ren in the right way and in the correct form. Just as
teeling needs reason for articulation, so is li needed for articulating the
essence of ren or love.

We have seen that reason needs feelings as its manifestation whereas
feelings need further reason for articulation and justification. Hence, if
we make ren, as particularity, derived from the universality of human
nature, this particularity needs universality in rationality in order to be-
come rules of moral action governing human relations, rules we may
then identify as universality for particularity. Rules of /i are therefore
like maxims of action for Kant: they should embody the universality
of practical reason. But as we have argued, Kant forgot to say that
this maxim should also embody the principle of ren, the particularity
of exercising the moral principle in humanity on occasions of life. In
this sense moral action has both the form and substance relevant for
life, the universality of reason must therefore presuppose the particular-
ity of ren in order to apply or relate to actual occasions of life.

Other virtues can be seen as a realization of ren, the base virtue: the
principle of wisdom (zhi) is an aspect of ren that makes understanding of
self and world available to the activation of ren. It is therefore unified
with ren in such a way that any time there 1s an awareness of a life sit-
uation ren should be co-present and any time when ren functions as sym-
pathy and empathy there is naturally an awareness that would illuminate
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the action in the context of understanding. Both ren and zhi are com-
plementary with each other so that we cannot speak of one without
the other. The virtue of trust (xin) likewise goes together with ren to
ground the ability to trust on the basis of trustworthiness. To trust
and be trustworthy is required by the moral principle of ren as reflecting
the general internal relationships among things and among people. If life
comes from one source and we work toward the unity of diversity, how
could we proceed without understanding trust and trustworthiness as
eminent virtues of human action that results from ren?

Finally, we may also mention the virtues of honesty and sincerity: to
be true about oneself and to be true about knowledge of things. This is
both a principle of xin and a principle of zhi in action. But it is even
more a principle that enables oneself to discover one’s deeper self-iden-
tity in ren. It one is sincere in the sense of bringing out one’s true feel-
ings and intentions, one can bring out the deeper identity of ren as care
and sympathy with others in terms of what one truly cares for and loves
in oneself. If one truly care for oneself and loves life, it is not difficult to
see how one could care for others and extend love to life in others. In all
these cases we see that how ren, as the comprehensive principle of mor-
ality that consists in comprehensive care and love, is presupposed in all
these virtues and how ren, with the assistance of practical reason, pro-
vides moral justification of all virtues and enables them to become better
practiced and also correctly practiced. There is a foundational unity of
all virtues derived from ren as a source and as an ideal of unity.

4. Ren as Both Perfect Virtue and Perfect Duty of Virtue

We have now examined how in the Confucian theory of human nature
ren becomes the foundational and ultimate source, and hence the foun-
tainhead, of all virtues, providing both unity and a source of vitality to
all virtues because it is linked to the very creativity of life in the cosmos
of heaven and earth. In this understanding we can make some important
observations on ren as the principle of morality in contrast with respect
for law as the will of morality in Kant. What we are interested in is not
their oppositeness but their mutual transformation and internal relation-
ship so that we may make sense of Kantian morality in Confucianism
and make sense of Confucian morality in Kant. But to do so requires
us to see what is missing in Kant and what poses a problem in Kant.
On the other hand, we can also come to see that by accommodating
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moral will in Kant in the Confucian theory of nature we will also pro-
vide an outlet for introducing the law of morality as an explicit require-
ment of social order, and to see how morality could be rationalized as
rules from individual conscientiousness, so that it may receive a commu-
nal form above individual relationships, centered in diverse individuals
in a society that has to be organized according to reason and [i, in
both senses of li. This is what I call the meeting of minds between Con-
fucius and Kant and the fusion of the horizons of their moral visions.

We must first point out that Kant has incorporated the early Con-
fucian idea of heaven in his reflections on human morality. In his stress-
ing the transcendence of the will that self-legislates for morality, one sees
how heaven or God is at work. Confucius has spoken of heaven as what
gives him de or virtue, so why does Kant refrain from mentioning the
transcendent source of universal morality? The answer is that, whereas
Kant could be inspired by the idea of the mandate of heaven and even
identifies it with God, he comes to see God as absolute transcendence;
as (possibly) a Pietist Christian, he fails to see God (cf. heaven) as an all-
comprehensive source of life in both past and present and thus as a sus-
taining creativity of heaven and earth, including human life. In the latter
sense heaven is both transcendent and immanent, as the ultimate source
and the ceaseless productive force for life. Hence the moral command is
the command of creative life and a command for practice of ren as care
and sympathy for life and hence as benevolence and beneficence toward
life.

In cutting oft from a deep understanding of the will of heaven, Kant
merely sees the moral will as a rational power for imposing the universal
law of morality onto human beings without at the same time seeing it as
the source of life and care that makes human life universally possible.
This makes him unanswerable to the source of life and the fundamental
principle of life sustenance that are required for explaining how we have
the life form we do. How he comes to this we do not know, but we
could suspect that the Hebrew notion of God as lawgiver must have
had its impact on Kant’s religious notion of God, as much as the Car-
tesian notion of mind. It is important to see that behind the formal uni-
versality requirements of the moral will, there is the ultimate principle
of life that makes the universality requirement possible: to make the de-
mand for universality from the moral will is to make life consistent and
sustainable as a reality and as a practice. We must see that because of this
Confucianism need not insist on heaven as a super-personal persona or
absolute will of God, but instead, could naturalize the concept of heav-
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en into the concept of heaven and earth, with mankind as a natural out-
growth of heaven and earth.

The naturalization of the transcendent into human nature is a proc-
ess of the creative formation of human nature as the creative power of
self-formation and self-transformation. This means the moral will must
become incorporated into the nature of man as the principle of human
nature—that is, as what allow human beings to make free choices be-
tween good and bad on the one hand and also to allow people to culti-
vate themselves so that they can make the right choice. Not only this,
the moral will also has to be seen to be a power of reflection that con-
siders the creative power of human nature in light of the creative power
of heaven and earth, so that one could correct oneself in one’s wrong
choice in order to be able to fulfill one’s life purpose and potentiality.
In other words, the moral will is not fixed in one form of command;
it is to be seen as the natural powers of free choice, self-cultivation,
self-transcendence, self-improvement, and selt-perfection. This is the
principle of life creativity in the sense of creativity of life without ces-
sation that the Yizhuan has attributed to the activities of heaven and
earth, nourishing the life of man.

The naturalization and vitalization of the moral will in human be-
ings in the Confucian theory of human nature makes ren the perfect
moral principle that underlies and is presupposed in all moral principles
and moral actions; hence it is considered the arch virtue of all virtues.
To call it a virtue is to stress its immanence and its capacity for relative
transcendence in the human self. It is to indicate that it has a universal
form for humanity but also has an essence of liberating people from their
selfish ego and private interests in the creative life itself. Hence this
makes Confucius able to say that at 70 he can do anything he wishes
without trespassing any moral rules. Morality is his own nature as it is
in the ultimate sense and as it is in the original state. But how to
make it essential for the daily activities of human beings at any moment
of life is the duty of moral cultivation. This is a duty requiring constant
care and constant reflection. What is called duty is the sense of mission
one must impose on oneself after one realizes how important it is to lead
a life of ren. Hence Zengzi says in Analects 8:7: “A man of education
cannot but be persistent and persevering. His mission is heavy and his
way is distant. One must see ren as one’s own mission, is that not
heavy? To work hard until one dies, is that not distant?” This is of
course a reinforcing response to Confucius’ own statement in Analects

4:5:
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To be rich and have power is what people desire. But if one does not ac-
quire them with the dao, one would not stay rich and in power. To be poor
and lowly is what people dislike. But if a person does not remove it with
dao, one would not remove them. Once a junzi gets rid of ren, how could
he be called a junzi? A junzi will not violate ren even during a meal. He
must hold it during haste. He must hold it during difticult times.

One can see that as one realizes ren, as the ultimate reality and identity of
human nature, one must guard it against any depriving forces and one
has to see it as one’s duty to hold to it so that one will not lose one’s
true identity. It becomes one’s supreme duty to expand the ren and
apply it to all occasions without exception. Thus, we can come to ap-
preciate and develop all the virtues in different contexts and situations of’
lite, as ren will respond to different occasions and situations with proper
understanding and proper reflection on oneself. In this sense ren pro-
vides a motive force to achieve moral wisdom and develop moral vision
in one’s life practice. Thus a person with ren could make a wise judg-
ment as to how to deal with his or her life and care for it, for he
could know from his own reflection and knowledge what is the proper
way of nurturing himself in the process of self-cultivation.” The require-
ment and urge to cultivate oneself is precisely a requirement and urge
from one’s self-consciousness and awakened sense of a creative self
that will give strength to his moral attitude to develop himself. For act-
ing toward others, to be honest and to be benevolent cannot be and
need not be conflicting, because there are occasions when one is imme-
diately called for rather than the other.

In a careful and creative understanding of time one can prioritize
one’s duties and act them out in a sequence that would harmonize
and reconcile any apparent conflicts between them. Hence, there is
no necessity to see one duty as more perfect than the other. This is be-
cause all duties must been seen in a totality of duties that are all based on
the moral will and derived from the ultimate principle of ren that sub-
stantiates the moral will in terms of the moral sense, moral sentiments,
and moral feelings. This is because human nature is an evolving totality
of experiences that realize our potentialities for achieving the maximum
goodness in our own person relative to different levels of life and relate

7 Similarly, the third man in Kant’s Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals
(4:423) would have known how to use his talents and develop them in a proper
manner without having to conform to rigid rules. A discussion of this argument
of Kant’s can be found in the sequel, to appear in the Journal of Chinese Philos-
ophy (2011).
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to different requirements of different communities. It need not be over-
stressed to say that the very theory of nature that naturalizes the moral
will makes it possible for the moral will to manifest itself in terms of
human emotions and human desires, not just as human reason divorced
from emotions and desires. The central principle of morality is the prin-
ciple of humanity or ren, just as the central principle of humanity is the
principle of morality that aims at developing humanity in accordance
with the feelings of humanity. In light of this, it is no wonder Confucius
maintains in Analects 4:4: “If one is devoted to ren, there is no moral
badness (from oneself).”

In light of what we have said, nothing prevents us from regarding
ren as a perfect duty, not just as a perfect virtue. It is required and pre-
supposed by all the performances of duties derived from it. Hence, it is
not for a moment to be separated and laid on the side. In the same sense
that one could become selfish, self-complacent and arrogant toward
others in one’s successes and lose sight of ren in dealing with oneself
and with others, when following what Kant has titled imperfect duties,
one could become selfish and obscured in vision in dealing with oneself
and others in one’s perfect duties. This of course does not make perfect
duties less duties, just as this does not make imperfect duties less duties
either. The difference of perfect and imperfect duties hence loses its
meaning in a holistic theory of virtues rooted in the theory of human
nature with the ultimate principle of ren as its basis. This transformation
is helpful for Kant, for it enables him to resolve the problem of transcen-
dence of the moral will on the one hand and on the other hand to re-
solve the problem of justifying the unity of duties as well as resolving
potential conflicts of duties.

We may further refer to the transformation of virtues into duties in
Kant. This is due to the necessity of conformity with the categorical im-
perative and enforcement from a source of authority, namely one’s will,
that allows one to see the necessity of performing duties. But Kant also
compares the moral laws to laws of nature. He recognizes the laws of
nature as governing nature as one sees it in Newtonian physics, and
thus we wish to see how laws of morality would objectively govern
the human world of human actions. But we can see that laws of morality
cannot be exactly like laws of nature. We cannot violate laws of nature
for any attempt to do so would have consequences that would preserve
the observance of the laws. If you fall oft a balcony, you will suffer from
injury or death as a consequence of gravity. But how about your devi-
ation from and even serious violation of the moral laws of keeping
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promises, not lying, and caring for the rights of other people? People
who commit those moral crimes often get away and become rich and
highly positioned.

When one looks into what has happened in the business world and
political arena in the recent history of mankind, one sees how many
scoundrels have escaped from prosecution, how many are brought to
justice, and how many still enjoy wealth and good life even after a
term of imprisonment. From this one sees that moral laws are for
ideal types of human beings or for those who have identified with
moral laws as their nature and personal identity. Those who choose
not to be so identified are on an adventure and a spree of grabbing
for profit, luck, and capricious fortunes. They consider themselves
brave and smart, but not ethical, and hence there are neither perfect du-
ties nor imperfect duties, from their point of view.

What is then the meaning of speaking of duties and especially of the
virtues as duties or duties of virtues for Kant? The sheer purpose for
doing so, I believe, is for making those duties laws of legislation in a
community or society so that they become enforceable by judicial agen-
cies. This is indeed necessary for some of the moral duties insofar as we
need them for guaranteeing maintenance and strengthening the basic
forms and structures of social and communal life for the benefits of
the majority of people in the long run. In this sense, moral laws have
to be eventually conceived as judicial laws of society, for if not so,
there cannot be any real meaning in speaking of moral laws. To break
promises and to lie are actually now seen as breaking the judicial laws
governing contracts. To help others under special circumstances can
also be made a judicial law, depending on what usefulness it may ach-
ieve. For business and medicine it is apparent that we do need such a
stipulation of the duty of benevolence and beneficence and even
good will. It is even required for the protection of the innocent against
the vicious and calculating. Furthermore, virtues could also be instituted
as li or rules of proprieties in the sense Xunzi speaks of the [i.” As the last
Confucian philosopher in the classical period, Xunzi can be said to have
transformed the Confucian virtues into social requirements for main-

8  Xunzi sees human nature as morally bad and argues for institutions of ritual (/i
L), rules of action for governing human behavior as practiced by sage-kings of
the past. See my article “Xunzi as a Systematic Philosopher : Toward an Organ-
ic Unity of Nature, Mind, and Reason”, Journal of Chinese Philosophy 35.1
(2008), 9-31.
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taining an ordered and harmonious society. This was possible because
there was a social need to do so. For the individual, this is precisely
the work of reason or the dao that one can come to in one’s reflections
on problems of bad behavior that need correction through social inter-
action and education.

With this said, one may see duty as a result of rational transformation
of virtues for a particular purpose and for a particular function required
by the common good of the human society and community. In this
sense we also see how the principle of ren is after all at work in enlisting
reasons for maintaining sentiments of humanity that would provide
both its formal justification and social authority. In transforming virtues
into duties, and hence seeing how virtues could be duties of virtues, one
instills the sense of duty for required performance with a certain form,
for without such a form we cannot really distinguish virtues form duties
of virtues. This form is precisely the form of universality that Kant re-
quires from each moral maxim in its application. With this form we
need to look into the content of the maxim and impose the sense of
duty to “dutify” the virtues embodied in the maxim. But can we really
get rid of the consideration of the content of the maxim in question?
For Confucius we need to appeal to one’s life sense of sympathy and
empathy for the morality of actions. One asks whether what I desire
1s what others desire and what I do not desire is what others do not de-
sire too. One needs to use one’s feelings and imagination in order to
make a decision for moral action.

If universalization means that one has to imagine and feel for others,
then we have the Confucian golden rules universalized as a duty that
makes performance of ren a duty of ren. But if universalization means
simply that one has to rationally accept the result of one’s doing some-
thing in the formal acclaim of universalizability, then the duty can be
anything from connivance to suppression used by a privileged person
in power and with privileged positions that would take advantage of
the society and community. Hence it is important to see how virtues
could be transformed into duties. When virtues become duties they
should not lose their status as virtues and should remain at the same
time both duties and virtues. They should not lose the link and touch
with the individual persons whose moral nature is counted for the ulti-
mate justification of the dutification of virtues. (One cannot really speak
of making virtues of empty duties, for they could not be rooted in the
nature of individual persons but can be political inventions of the people
in power for special purposes in their rule on society.)
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Ayn Rand has strongly rejected Kant’s notion of duty and called it
an anti-concept because it does not answer to anything in human feel-
ings and human nature.” However, by introducing the Confucian theo-
ry of human nature and the centralizing principle of humanity in this
theory, we can save Kant by giving him a proper place in a comprehen-
sive re-consideration of the moral life of mankind, with the ultimate
principle of ren becoming the perfect virtue for all virtues and also the
duty of virtue for all duties of virtues. A new reconfiguration of duties
must ensue.

Is benevolence a perfect duty? Yes, it is a perfect duty of virtue be-
cause it 1s a perfect virtue in the first place.

9  See Ayn Rand’s Philosophy: Who Needs It (New York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1982),
95, where she says: “If one were to accept it, the anti-concept ‘duty’ destroys
the concept of reality: an unaccountable, supernatural power takes precedence
over facts and dictates one’s actions regardless of context or consequences.” For
her, if we accept the Kantian notion of duty, it would destroy reason, love, val-
ues, self-esteem, and even morality itself. That is because, as she sees Kant’s po-
sition, we have to make duty separate from life and care for life itself.
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1. Self-Cognition in Transcendental Philosophy
Chong-Fuk Lau

1. Introduction

In the Preface to the First Edition of the Critigue of Pure Reason, Kant
explains his task as follows:

reason should take on anew the most difficult of all its tasks, namely, that of
self-knowledge [Selbsterkenntnis], and to institute a court of justice, by
which reason may secure its rightful claims while dismissing all its ground-
less pretensions, and this not by mere decrees but according to its own eter-
nal and unchangeable laws; and this court is none other than the critique of
pure reason itself. (Axi-xii)

According to Kant, traditional metaphysics ended up in a battlefield of
endless controversies because it tried to answer questions that transcend
every capacity of reason. Kant, therefore, makes it his task to investigate
the nature and limits of reason itself, attempting to institute a “court of
justice” to settle metaphysical controversies once and for all. The Cri-
tique is a project of self-investigation and self-examination of reason.
This self-reflexive character of Kant’s project is also implied in the con-
cept of transcendentality, referring primarily to a peculiar kind of a priori
cognition: “not every a priori cognition must be called transcendental,
but only that by means of which we cognize that and how certain rep-
resentations (intuitions or concepts) are applied entirely a priori, or are
possible” (A56/B80 f; cf. B25). In other words, transcendental cogni-
tion is the sort of a priori cognition that deals with the very possibility
and conditions of cognition itself. Since these conditions are rooted in
our faculty of cognition, “the word transcendental”, for Kant, “never
signifies a relation of our cognition to things, but only to the faculty of
cognition | Erkenntnisvermigen]” (4:293).

Kant’s Critique is a study of our own faculty of cognition and the
principles derived therefrom. Kant offers a systematic division of the
mind into different cognitive and non-cognitive faculties; among
these the distinction between sensibility and understanding is most cru-
cial to his epistemology. Sensibility and understanding are two stems of
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human cognition that are both indispensable and mutually irreducible
(A15/B29). While objects are given to us by means of sensibility,
they are thought through the faculty of understanding. The former is
subject to the forms of space and time, and the latter to the categories.
These are the basic tenets of Kant’s epistemology. The problem I would
like to discuss is the theoretical status of these transcendental cognitions.
Are they descriptions about the structure and operations of the human
mind? Kant’s Critique often gives the impression of describing a system
of hidden psychological processes or cognitive mechanisms that con-
structs the world of appearances out of the manifold given from things
in themselves. This psychological picture is seriously misguided. T will
argue that Kant’s discussion of the faculties of sensibility and under-
standing do not straightforwardly describe the human mind, but the in-
vestigation into the faculty of cognition is a conceptual analysis of the
structure of cognition of the finite rational being as such.

2. Psychological Interpretation

Human beings are equipped with a highly sophisticated cognitive appa-
ratus. We perceive the world through different senses and process the
sense-data with an intelligent brain. Does Kant refer to the human cog-
nitive system, when he speaks of the faculty of cognition? How do the
faculties of sensibility and understanding differ from, say, the system of
the five senses (sight, hearing, smell, taste and touch)? For Kant, the dif-
ference is fundamental. The latter refers to the cognitive apparatus of
human beings that we know through empirical observation. Descriptions
about the five senses are a posteriori and contingent. It is totally possible
that human beings could have developed more or less than five senses,
or different senses than the ones we now have. Nothing rules out the pos-
sibility that we someday may acquire the ability to perceive ultrasonic sig-
nals, so that we may be able to know what it is like to be a bat. Our pos-
sibility in perceiving the world is certainly constrained to a certain extent
by the existing five senses, but they are not the a priori conditions that ac-
count for the possibility of objective cognition. Kant is well aware of the
difference (A29/B44). The five senses do not belong properly to the sub-
ject of the Critique, but rather to that of the Anthropology.'

1 Kant discusses the five senses in some detail in Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point
of View (7:153 f).
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The faculties of sensibility and understanding as well as their spatio-
temporal and categorial forms are the a priori conditions that the Critique
has to deal with. Henry Allison calls them “epistemic conditions” in
order to distinguish them from merely “psychological conditions.””
Human beings are, for example, only capable of perceiving light of a
certain wavelength. This certainly belongs to the conditions of human
visual perception, but for Allison, “conditions of this sort are not epis-
temic in the relevant sense, because they have no objective validity or
objectivating function.” In other words, these conditions are not indis-
pensible for object formation. Objects appearing under a different color
scheme or even without visual properties are conceivable, but the epis-
temic conditions of spatiotemporal sensibility and categorial understand-
ing are so fundamental that no objects would ever be conceivable if
human beings had not developed an appropriate cognitive system incor-
porating these features. The epistemic conditions, therefore, enjoy a
privileged status compared to other psychological conditions.

However, why do space, time, and categories have the indispensible
objectivating function, while others do not? The question cannot be an-
swered unless the meaning of Kant’s discussion about our faculty of
cognition is correctly understood. The distinction between sensibility
and understanding, together with their formal conditions, should not
be understood as characteristics that, as Allison suggests, “reflect the
structure and operations of the human mind.”* Descriptions of sensibil-
ity and understanding are essentially different from all empirical descrip-
tions of the human mind. They are not directly about any factual char-
acteristics of a biological species that happens to have developed sophis-
ticated cognitive abilities. All factual descriptions of the human mind are
bound to be contingent and known empirically. The conditions of sen-
sibility and understanding themselves cannot be identified through em-
pirical knowledge, including discovery by psychological or introspective
observation; otherwise, they would not be a priori conditions of experi-
ence and objectivity. The human mind can certainly be studied as an
empirical cognitive apparatus, but this belongs to the task of cognitive
science or psychology and not to Kant’s transcendental philosophy.

2 H.E. Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism: An Interpretation and Defense, sec-
ond edition (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2004), 11.

Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism, 12.

4 Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism, 11.

[SN]
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Although Kant does take the “faculty of cognition” to be the “ob-
ject” of transcendental cognition, it cannot be understood as a cognitive
apparatus that functions in a specific way to produce knowledge. The
psychological interpretation not only mistakes the faculty of cognition
for an empirical object, but more importantly fails to acknowledge
that the conditions of the possibility of empirical reality themselves cannot
be part of empirical reality. The search for the “structure and operations
of the human mind” is misguided, if it aims to reveal the empirical
workings of the human mind. Every process or operation of the
human mind operates and takes place in time. Now, if temporality be-
longs to a priori formal conditions of appearance, then the formal con-
ditions that account for the possibility of appearance cannot themselves
be temporal processes, nor anything determinable in time. In Kant’s
words, “the subject, in which the representation of time originally has
its ground, cannot thereby determine its own existence in time”
(B422). It does not make sense to explain why and how things must
be ordered in a temporal series by describing processes that themselves
take place in time. A temporal process cannot be a condition of tempo-
rality. The “faculty of cognition” cannot stand for a system of cognitive
processes or operations that takes place in the human mind (or the brain)
to organize formless data into spatiotemporally and categorially struc-
tured appearance. This psychological interpretation mistakes Kant’s
project for “a certain physiology of the human understanding (by the fa-
mous Locke)” (Aix).

3. The Nature of Epistemic Conditions

If the epistemic conditions cannot be taken as describing the empirical
mind or the phenomenal self, does this mean they refer to something
that lies behind the empirical realm of appearance? Are the sensibili-
ty-understanding distinction and their formal conditions properties of
the noumenal self? Such an interpretation would be in direct conflict
with Kant’s criticism of traditional rational psychology’s attempt to
prove the substantiality, simplicity, unity and independent existence of
the thinking subject from the sole text of “I think.” Kant’s analysis in
the Paralogisms unveils the illusion of this metaphysical doctrine, ex-
plaining why categories such as substance and causality cannot be legit-
imately applied to the thinking subject. Kant’s basic epistemological
principle rules out the possibility of knowing anything about things in
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themselves or noumena. The principle of noumenal ignorance applies to
the same extent to the thinking subject itself as to any other external
things. It is illegitimate to ascribe the faculties of sensibility and under-
standing to the noumenal self, since this would presuppose the noume-
nal self as a substance, with properties attributable to it. It would also
make no sense to talk about “operations” or “constructions” of the nou-
menal self, because temporal and causal categories cannot be applied to
it.

According to Kant, no rational self~cognition is possible. I can be-
come an object of cognition to myself only through empirical means
such as inner sense. “Yet”, as Kant once conceded, “the human
being, who is otherwise acquainted with the whole of nature solely
through sense, knows [erkennt] himself also through pure apperception”
(A546/B574). Using the word “know” or “cognize” [erkennen] in this
context seems hardly reconcilable with Kant’s basic epistemological ten-
ets. Kant may have chosen a wrong word here, but the concept of “pure
apperception” points to another dimension of the problem. Kant does
allow a kind of non-empirical access to the faculty of cognition (i.e.,
a form of intellectual self-consciousness). Although understanding is
not a faculty of intuition, it can be “conscious” of the unity of its action
“even without sensibility” (B153). The possibility of non-empirical self-
consciousness is crucial to Kant’s epistemology. It concerns the pure,
original, and transcendental apperception in contrast to the empirical
self-consciousness that is in constant flux (A107). Pure apperception re-
fers to “the representation I think, which must be able to accompany all
others [representations| and which in all consciousness is one and the
same, cannot be accompanied by any further representation” (B132).
This non-empirical self-consciousness serves as a unifying condition
for all representations that can be attributed to a thinking subject.

In Kant’s epistemology, knowledge requires both concept and intu-
ition. As “the consciousness of myself in the representation [ is no intu-
ition at all, but a merely intellectual representation of the self-activity of
a thinking subject” (B278), self-consciousness is still far from being self-
cognition (B158). In order to acquire self-cognition, self-intuition is re-
quired; this, however, can only be given empirically. Therefore, as ar-
gued in the Paralogisms, no rational cognition whatsoever about the
thinking subject can be derived from pure apperception. But Kant
does admit the possibility of establishing a priori cognitions from pure
apperception; he calls it “the transcendental unity of self-consciousness
in order to designate the possibility of a priori cognition from it”
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(B132). A passage from the Anthropology (7:135) further explains the role
of pure apperception in logical cognition:

If we consciously represent two acts: inner activity (spontaneity), by means
of which a concept (a thought) becomes possible, or reflection; and receptive-
ness (receptivity), by means of which a perception (perceptio), i.e., empirical
intuition, becomes possible, or apprehension; then consciousness of oneself
(apperceptio) can be divided into that of reflection and that of apprehension.
The first is a consciousness of understanding, pure apperception; the second
a consciousness of inner sense, empirical apperception. In this case, the for-
mer is falsely named inner sense.—In psychology we investigate ourselves
according to our ideas of inner sense; in logic, according to what intellec-
tual consciousness suggests.

In order to acquire knowledge of oneself, including one’s internal men-
tal state, one has to rely on what is given empirically in inner (and outer)
sense. I cannot know anything about myself through pure apperception
alone, yet Kant suggests this kind of intellectual consciousness is the
source of logical knowledge.

Although Kant’s terminology sometimes gives the impression of
being psychological, a comparison of his transcendental logic with the
general logic will show that his discussion of sensibility and understand-
ing does not refer to mental structures or operations. For Kant, logic is
the “science of the necessary laws of the understanding and of reason in
general” (9:13; cf. A53/B77). This certainly does not mean pure logic
studies how understanding and reason in fact think or operate. There is a
branch of logic that “is directed to the rules of the use of the under-
standing under the subjective empirical conditions that psychology
teaches us” (A53/B77), but it is called applied logic. Abstracted from
all psychological and empirical elements, pure logic is concerned with
how understanding and reason ought fo work (i.e., with the necessary
normative principles for thought). Logical principles are necessary not
in the sense that we cannot think otherwise; instead, their necessity car-
ries normative bindingness (Verbindlichkeif). What Kant calls transcenden-
tal logic also “has to do merely with the laws of the understanding and
reason, but solely insofar as they are related to objects a prior” (A57/
B81f). Just as in the case of pure general logic, transcendental logic
does not describe how understanding and reason work, but prescribes
how their concepts or ideas ought to be applied in order to form objec-
tive cognition. That is why Kant emphasizes that the transcendental de-
duction of categories is not primarily concerned with factual questions
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(quid facti), but rather with questions about entitlement or legitimacy of
the use of categories (quid juris) (A84/B116).”

4. Selt-Cognition as Cognition of Cognition

Pure apperception is the consciousness of understanding or spontaneity
that enables concepts to be thought. What is revealed in pure appercep-
tion is not any internal mental state, but the content of conceptual re-
lations: they are pure and non-empirical because they are not deter-
mined in a temporal-causal series. The conceptual-normative principles
determined by the spatiotemporal and categorial forms of sensibility and
understanding, respectively, can be ascribed to the faculty of cognition,
but the latter refers to neither the phenomenal nor the noumenal self. It
can be said to belong to the transcendental self or subject, and is

nothing but the simple and in content for itself wholly empty representa-
tion I, of which one cannot even say that it is a concept, but a mere con-
sciousness that accompanies every concept. Through this I, or He, or It
(the thing), which thinks, nothing further is represented than a transcen-
dental subject of thoughts = x (A345 {/B404).

The transcendental subject is not a thinking human being that exists in
time and processes mental representations with the brain, but only a the-
oretical construct that accounts for the unity and legitimacy of epistemic
conditions. The transcendental apperception “I think” is not a factual
description of my thinking activity either, but merely a “logical func-
tion” (B143, B428). I can certainly use the statement “I think” to de-
scribe the empirical fact that I am now thinking, “but the proposition
‘I think,” insofar as it says only that [ exist thinking, is not a merely logical
function, but rather determines the subject (which is then at the same
time an object) in regard to existence, and this cannot take place with-
out inner sense” (B429). The transcendental subject is thus not the I that
exists in the empirical world and engages in the activity of thinking. It is
the ground that makes the indispensible spatiotemporal and categorial
structure of objects possible.

5  Accordingly, the distinction between understanding and reason in the Tran-
scendental Logic does not primarily address two different cognitive components
that human beings in fact possess, but distinguishes between two fypes of nor-
mative principles that are valid for making judgments and inferences, respectively.
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Accordingly, the faculties of sensibility and understanding should
not be understood primarily as the cognitive components for receiving
and processing sense impressions. While understanding provides the
normative principles for the application of concepts in judgments, sen-
sibility is responsible for the normative principles that govern the refer-
ence to objects. Sensibility and understanding represent two basic and
mutually irreducible functions for the cognition of objects (i.e., reference
and description).® Understanding does not refer to objects directly, but
thinks them by applying concepts that are nothing but “predicates of pos-
sible judgments” (A69/B94), whereas sensibility is responsible for non-
conceptual, “immediate” reference to individual objects that predicates
can be ascribed to. Jaakko Hintikka suggests “that Kant’s notion of in-
tuition is not very far from what we would call a singular term.”” Sim-
ilarly, Wilfred Sellars understands Kant’s intuition as a function of rep-
resenting individuals or “thises.”®

In this connection, space and time are said to be the a priori forms of
sensibility, not because sensibility receives and processes sense impres-
sions through a spatiotemporal spectacle, but because reference to indi-
vidual objects has to rely on spatiotemporal coordination. Sellars puts
the point as follows:

To intuit is to represent a this ... Space and time are ‘forms of intuition,’
not by virtue of being attributes of or relations between things or events
in nature, but by virtue of the fact that the logical powers distinctive of
‘this’ representings are specified in terms of concepts pertaining to relative
location in space and time.”

For Kant, the spatiotemporal framework underlies the possibility of in-
dividuation." Space and time form a normative framework that enable

6 This is similar to the demonstrative and descriptive conventions that J. L. Austin takes
to be necessary for making meaningful statements. See J. L. Austin, “Truth,” in
Philosophical Papers, eds. J. O. Urmson and G. J. Warnock (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1961), 121 f.

7 J. Hintikka, “On Kant’s Notion of Intuition (Anschauung)”, in The First Cri-
tiqgue: Reflections on Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, ed. T. Penelhum and J. J.
Maclntosh (Belmont, Ca.: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1969), 43.

8 W. Sellars, “Sensibility and Understanding”, in Science and Metaphysics: Varia-
tions on Kantian Themes (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1968), 3.

9 Sellars, “Some Remarks on Kant’s Theory of Experience”, in Essays in Philos-
ophy and Its History (Dordrecht: D. Reidel Publishing Company, 1974), 54.

10 Kant does not subscribe to Leibniz’s principle of the identity of indiscernibles.
Two drops of water without any inner difference, for instance, can still be held
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identifiable references to individual objects to be made. Accordingly,
the necessary cooperation of sensibility and understanding in Kant’s
epistemology can be pinned down to the idea that the possibility of ob-
jective cognition presupposes two basic types of normative principles
that govern our references to and descriptions of objects, respectively.
The point of attributing these forms to the transcendental subject is to
express the theoretical status of these forms—that is, their essentially nor-
mative character. Normative forms are not given from things outside,
but are something we prescribe to the empirical world. In this sense, “ob-
jects must conform to our cognition” (Bxvi). The crucial idea in Kant’s

113

Copernican revolution is therefore, as Robert Brandom suggests, “a
normative turn.”"!

Kant’s aim is to account for the possibility of objective cognition
and reality; this presupposes the epistemic, normative principles dis-
cussed previously. If human beings are in fact capable of acquiring objec-
tive knowledge, our cognitive apparatus must function in a way that
complies with the norms. Then, our cognitive apparatus must have suf-
ficiently incorporated the epistemic conditions into its working mech-
anisms. But whether and to what extent this is the case is a matter-of-
fact question that can only be decided by empirical (psychological or
cognitive) research. Similarly, whether I am making a valid inference
or whether I am thinking correctly according to the laws of logic is a
factual matter, while the validity of the logical laws itself is of a norma-
tive nature. Insofar as we have reason to believe that human beings do
have objective knowledge, we are entitled to assume our cognitive ap-
paratus can be adequately described by the spatiotemporal and categorial
forms of sensibility and understanding. But Kant’s epistemology is not
confined to the human cognitive system. It does not depend on the par-
ticular biological, psychological, or cognitive structures of Homo sapi-
ens. Kant’s project is a conceptual analysis that should be valid to every
being that is capable of acquiring objective knowledge, or at least valid
to all finite rational beings. Kant is relatively conservative at this point, but
he does say that “it is also not necessary for us to limit the kind of in-
tuition in space and time to the sensibility of human beings; it may well
be that all finite thinking beings must necessarily agree with human be-

to be numerically different by virtue of their different spatiotemporal locations
(A263/B319 f).

11 R. B. Brandom, Tales of the Mighty Dead: Historical Essays in the Metaphysics of
Intentionality (Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press, 2002), 21.
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ings in this regard (though we cannot decide this)” (B72). In regard to
the condition of the validity of reason’s ideas, Kant even claims that
“given the nature of our (human) cognitive faculty or even the concept
that we can form of the capacity of a finite rational being in general, we
cannot and must not conceive otherwise” (5:401). Kant is concerned
with the universal normative conditions, but his analysis seems to
have taken a “shortcut”, as if he were straightforwardly describing the
structure and operations of the human mind. This is a major reason
Kant’s theory often gives the impression of being psychological. If
Kant’s investigation into the faculty of cognition provides a sort of
self~cognition, then it is not cognition of the self, but rather cognition
of cognition.



2. A Neglected Proposition of Identity
Robert Greenberg

[Intuition] takes place only insofar

as the object is given to us; but this in
turn is possible only if it affects the
mind in a certain way.'

1. The Neglect of the Identity Proposition

Kant begins the body of the Critique of Pure Reason with the above-
quoted proposition of identity; it is part of the foundation of his entire
system of knowledge, yet it has been totally neglected in the literature
on the Critique, at least in the Anglophone portion of it. It would be
surprising that it has been discussed in the German or the French liter-
ature, or in the non-Anglophone literature in general, for then it prob-
ably would have been picked up by English speaking commentators on
the Critique. So, I am proceeding on the assumption that this fundamen-
tal proposition of identity that occurs at the beginning of the Critique has
not been given any serious treatment by Kant commentators anywhere,
if it has even been noticed as having any significance at all.

Aside from some speculation about how this has happened in the lit-
erature in general, which I will get to in a moment, I think I have a
pretty good idea of how it has happened in the English secondary liter-
ature on Kant. It is simply that the English translation of the Critique that
has been standard until just a few years ago—the Kemp Smith transla-
tion—omitted the identity altogether. The Pluhar translation also
missed it. Guyer and Wood caught it, but did nothing with it, not
even a footnote, nor did either Guyer or Wood discuss it in their
own commentary on the Critiqgue, as far as I know. If Guyer and
Wood caught the identity but did nothing with it, it only makes

1 Immanuel Kant, The Critique of Pure Reason, trs. Paul Guyer and Allen W.
Wood (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998), A19/B33, my empha-
sis. Endnotes are stated in the standard manner of Kant scholarship, where “A”
and “B” refer to the first and the second edition of the Critique, respectively.
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more pressing the question of why the identity proposition has not been
given any serious attention until very recently, and not publicly at a
Kant conference until now. My book, Real Existence, Ideal Necessity,
seems to be the first thorough treatment of the identity proposition at
least in the Anglophone literature, anyhow the first, to my knowledge
of the matter.”

My speculation as to at least one main reason for the neglect of the
identitiy proposition is that an adequate interpretation of its significance
constitutes a challenge to both camps of the widely accepted interpre-
tations of Kant’s transcendental idealism—the dual-aspect camp’ and
the double-object camp®. Once people are set in their ways, and even
have reputations and careers bent on defending those ways, it is hard
for them even to recognize an obstacle to the correctness of their
views. They saw the identity proposition in German, and now in Eng-
lish, thanks to the Guyer-Wood translation, they read it, they under-
stood it, but their own intellectual edifice kept them in a state of denial
about its significance. For if they had taken it seriously, they would have
had to face the challenge it presented to views for which they had not
only become known within the circle of Kant commentary; but more
importantly perhaps, the challenge it presented to their opinions of
themselves as the duly elected monitors of the holy grail. I must confess
that I, too, am aftlicted with the same intellectual faintheartedness as af-
fects everyone else. So, in the end we are all in the same defensive pos-
ture. The only difference between my posture and those of others is that
mine is a challenge to theirs, and I believe it is true. Of course, it goes
without saying that theirs is a challenge to still others, and they also be-
lieve theirs is true.

I would speculate that a second main reason for the neglect of the
identity proposition also has to do with deeply settled philosophical be-
liefs. But the beliefs I now have in mind are not confined to doctrinaire
attitudes belonging to scholars in the two main camps of interpretation
of Kant’s transcendental idealism. The beliefs are rather widely shared

2 Robert Greenberg, Real Existence, Ideal Necessity: Kant’s Compromise, and the
Modalities without the Compromise (Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter,
2008).

3 See, for example, Henry E. Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism: An Interpre-
tation and Defense (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1983), and second edi-
tion, 2004.

4 See, for example, P. F. Strawson, The Bounds of Sense: An Essay on Kant’s Cri-
tique of Pure Reason (London: Methuen & Co., 1966).
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among epistemologists. They have to do with the opposition in episte-
mology between causal theories and foundationalist theories of knowl-
edge. This opposition also breaks into two camps, which I will briefly
describe in a moment. My second speculation, then, about the reasons
for the neglect of Kant’s identity proposition, is that commentators on
the Critique are not averse to joining one camp or the other in this gen-
eral epistemological controversy, especially if some positions that Kant
himself holds suggest taking sides on the issue.

If this second reason for the neglect of the identity proposition is at
all valid, a more general, and thus deeper, ground may explain the first
reason I gave when speculating about the reasons for the neglect of the
proposition. Kant scholars may be as susceptible to maintaining the great
divide between causal theories and foundationalist theories as other epis-
temologists are, including Alvin Goldman and H. H. Price, respectively,
especially considering some of the things Kant actually said that suggest
taking sides on the issue.

2. The Grounds for the Identity Proposition

First, Kant clearly does hold to a causal theory of perception: The per-
ceived object plays an essential role in the causal history of the percep-
tion.” I perceive a particular house because the perception causally orig-
inates with the house: The first action involved in my knowledge of the
house is that the house affects my senses. The existence of the percep-
tion therefore causally depends on the action of the house on my senses.
However, Kant also has a foundationalist theory of knowledge.® My
knowledge of the space where the house exists must refer to the
house as it is given in my perception of it, if the knowledge is to have
objective reality. So, Kant’s theory of knowledge is both causal and
foundationalist. The same house is causally related to my perceptions
of it and, as an object of my perception, instantiates my thought

5  For a statement and defense of the causal theory of perception see H. P. Grice,
“The Causal Theory of Perception” in Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society,
Suppl. Vol. 35 (1961), 121-52.

6  For a statement and defense of a foundationalist theory of knowledge see Ro-
derick M. Chisholm, Theory of Knowledge, second edition (Englewood Cliffs,
N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1977), 16—-33.
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about it. Kant’s identity proposition is the expression of these two as-
pects of his theory of knowledge.

3. A Dictum de Omni and Transcendental Idealism

Kant needs a foundationalist theory to account for objects of knowl-
edge, and he needs a causal theory to account for the existence of
these objects. The latter is necessary if he is to distinguish existing ob-
jects that instantiate our a priori knowledge of nature in general from
the abstract objects of our a priori mathematical knowledge. Natural ob-
jects exist, mathematical objects are abstractions, and Kant needs a theo-
ry of knowledge that accounts for the difference. His causal theory of
knowledge does the job for him.

The basic proposition of his foundationalist theory is that objects are
given to us through intuition and the basic proposition of his causal
theory is that representation of the existence of these given objects con-
sists in the effects of the objects on our senses, namely, sensations. De-
spite the fact that both theories refer to the same objects, each theory has
objects of its own. The concept of the identical objects might be con-
sidered a primitive concept and the concepts of the objects belonging to
each theory might be considered as derived from properties of the iden-
tical objects. For example, Strawson considers the concept of a person as
a primitive concept that has both psychological and physical properties.”’
Persons are identical objects that have two sets of properties, psycholog-
ical and physical. These distinct properties can then be the bases of de-
rivative concepts of further objects, only now the objects will have only
either psychological or physical properties. That will give us two sets of
derivative objects—psychological objects and physical objects. So, we
have moved from one set of identical objects with two sets of properties
to two sets of derivative objects, each with only one of the two original
sets of properties. Let us call these derivative objects “proper objects” of
their respective theories. Controversy then ensues over the relation be-
tween the two sets of proper objects, whether they are identical, causally
related, wholly independent from each other, etc.

The controversy is fueled by a logical dictum de omni: Whatever
property is predicable of properties of an object is predicable of the ob-

7 P.F. Strawson, Individuals: An Essay in Descriptive Metaphysics (London: Me-
thuen & Co., 1959), ch. 3.
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ject. Joy is an emotion and is predicable of a person, so emotion, being
predicable of joy, is predicable of a person. Having weight is determined
by gravity and is predicable of a person, so being determined by gravity,
being predicable of having weight, is predicable of a person. But of
course being an emotion is not predicable of a physical object and
being determined by gravity is not predicable of a psychological object.

The lesson of the dictum de omni for Kant interpretation is that cer-
tain properties that are predicable of properties of appearances or differ-
ent properties that are predicable of properties of things in themselves,
respectively, are all predicable of the identical objects that are referred to
by the identity in the proposition under discussion, but are not predica-
ble of their counterpart objects that belong to their counterpart theory.
For example, existence in time, being a property of appearances, can be
given and 1s predicable of the identical objects presently under discus-
sion; so, being able to be given, since it is predicable of existence in
time, is predicable of these identical objects. But being able to be given is
not predicable of things in themselves. Similarly, existence apart from sensibil-
ity, being a property of things in themselves, is independent from time and is
predicable of the identical objects presently under discussion; so, being
predicable of existence apart from sensibility, independence from time is pred-
icable of the same identical objects. But it is not predicable of appearances.
One and the same identical objects both exist in time and are independ-
ent of time, depending on whether they are taken as appearances or as
things in themselves. The dictum de omni is observed in both cases.

Kant’s foundationalist theory of knowledge contains the first exam-
ple concerning appearances, and his causal theory of perception contains
the second, concerning things in themselves. But the two theories are
brought together in the identical objects that are under discussion.
Yet each theory has its own objects—appearances and things in them-
selves—and they have mutually incompatible properties, and it is
about these two sets of proper objects belonging, respectively, to
these two distinct types of theories—causal and foundationalist—that
the ongoing controversies over the correct interpretation of transcen-
dental idealism are all about.
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4. The Objects of a Foundationalist Theory
Cannot Play a Role in a Causal Theory of the
Existence of the Foudationalist Objects

By way of illustration, I have already said that the proper objects of a
physical theory cannot play a role in a psychological theory, and vice
versa, though there can be identical objects that have properties of ob-
jects that belong to each theory, respectively. I now want to argue that
the objects of Kant’s foundationalist theory, appearances, cannot play a
role in his causal theory of the existence of the same objects. So,
what I am now going to argue is that appearances cannot be part of
the causal explanation of their own existence, although putting it that
way may make the point so obvious that argument would seem unnec-
essary.

The argument is necessary, however, for in nature, appearances can
be the causes of the existences of other appearances. In fact, in nature,
only other appearances can be causes of given appearances. The Second
Analogy of Experience makes that clear, as have the many commenta-
tors who are unhappy with Kant’s attempt to employ a non-naturalistic
causal explanation of the existence of appearances by employing the
concept of things in themselves. But I am going to argue nonetheless
that that is exactly what Kant does. The saving grace of my interpreta-
tion of Kant’s causal theory of knowledge, if it has one, is that the set of
identical objects—the ones that are presently under discussion—have
properties not just of the proper objects of causal theories of knowledge,
but also of the proper objects of foundationalist theories. Thus, while
the identical objects have properties that figure in the causal history of
empirical objects that are given to us, they also can have properties
that belong to these very empirical objects whose existence their causal
properties help explain.

Appearances cannot play the assigned role in Kant’s causal theory for
several reasons. The reason I would like to present here trades on Freg-
e’s theory of the informativeness of identity propositions.” One might at

8  Gottlob Frege, “On Sense and Reference,” tr. Max Black, in Peter Geach and
Max Black (eds.), Translations from the Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege (Ox~
ford: Basil Blackwell, 1952). For a complete development of this Fregean argu-
ment as well as other reasons that appearances cannot play a role in Kant’s causal
theory of the existence of the foundations of knowledge, see my Real Existence,
Ideal Necessity, ch. 2, section 7.
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least have to tolerate, if not accept, Frege’s theory if one is going to be at
all happy with my argument. The identity proposition that has been
under discussion in this essay is not an analytic proposition, for Kant
does not understand “affects the mind” as “given to us,” and conversely,
he does not understand “given to us” as “affects the mind.” Otherwise,
things in themselves could be given to us and mathematical objects
could affect the mind, both of which are impossible according to
Kant’s understanding of the expressions. Accordingly, things in them-
selves can affect the mind and mathematical objects can be given to
us. As undetermined objects of empirical intuition, appearances are
given to us, and for Kant it is analytic that appearances are such ob-
jects—that is how, infer alia, he thinks of them.

Now, how are we to understand the objects that affect the mind?
The proposal under examination is that the objects can be understood
as appearances. This means that for Kant the sense of “affects the
mind” would be the sense of “appearance”. But the sense of “appear-
ance” contains the sense of “given to us,” or something to that effect.
According to the proposal, therefore, the identity proposition would
be analytic! But the major premise of the argument is that the identity
proposition is #not analytic. The conclusion of the argument, therefore, is
that the proposal is false. It should therefore be rejected.

This is a simple argument that trades only on a tolerance of Frege’s
analysis of the informativeness of identity propositions—namely, that
they cannot be analytic, as understood in terms of his distinction be-
tween sense and reference—and Kant’s uses of some of his basic
terms. Let it not be supposed that one might object that it can be infor-
mative to learn a sense associated with a given expression. We are as-
suming our already having learned the sense of an expression and
going on from there. The expression as a physical shape is not an object
of our discussion. Indeed, we are talking about in what senses Kant uses
given expressions, not about the relation between an expression as a
physical shape and a sense.
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5. The Objects of a Causal Theory Cannot Play a Role in a
Foundationalist Theory, Either

Obviously, things in themselves cannot be part of any foundation of
knowledge for Kant, since they can only be thought and cannot be
given. But cannot the identical objects of the proposition under discus-
sion play a role in a causal theory? The problem with the suggestion is
probably already obvious. As soon as the identical objects are identified
with one of the proper, counterpart objects—either appearance or thing
in itselt—they lose their identity as the identical objects that have two
distinct sets of properties. It is essential to them that they are rather com-
mon objects of both sets of properties. The alternative is: either one set of
objects with two distinct sets of properties, or two distinct sets of objects
with one set of properties. The first alternative is the dual-aspect inter-
pretation of transcendental idealism, and the second is the double-object
interpretation. While my interpretation is dual-aspect, I have also tried
to account for the double-object one. The attempt has been made by
highlighting a certain contrast between causal and foundationalist theo-
ries of knowledge. The basic idea has been that the double-object inter-
pretation can be derived from the dual-aspect interpretation.

6. A New Interpretation of Transcendental Idealism

Transcendental idealism requires that these identical objects are thought
independently of the relation in which they can stand to sensibility.
Standing in that relation, they are appearances. The concept of an ap-
pearance is a relational concept: it holds for these independent objects
just in case their relation to sensibility is affective. As such, they are rep-
resented as objects of Kant’s foundationalist theory of knowledge, that
is, as appearances. On the other hand, they can also be thought as being
objects of the understanding alone, or as objects of reason. This is the
counterpart property that can be ascribed to these independent objects,
and now they are represented as objects of Kant’s causal theory of
knowledge. Just as psychological objects cannot be physical objects,
and conversely—to refer back to our earlier analogy for a moment—
so objects of one theory cannot be objects of the other.

Identical objects can have two properties: one is a relational prop-
erty, that is, as objects that can stand in relation to sensibility; the
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other 1s a non-relational property, that is, as being independent of sen-
sibility. This explains why one and the same objects can have incompat-
ible properties at the same time. It is because the two types of property,
at least in this case, do not interfere with each other. Of course, one has
to keep one’s thoughts about them in these two respects distinct or one
would be confused. The independent objects, of course, must be
thought independently of either property. Yet this entails at least think-
ing them, and that means they are being thought through concepts of
the understanding. As represented by means of the understanding, they
are thought independently of sensibility. This is to think their independ-
ence from sensibility adverbially, as a manner of thinking them. But to
think them in this manner, that is adverbially, is not thereby to think
of them as being thought independently of sensibility, or more simply, it is
not thereby to think of them as being independent of sensibility. The latter
is to ascribe a property to them. As objects of such ascription, the iden-
tical objects are things in themselves. Represented by means of the under-
standing, however, they can also be determined by sensibility, as is done
in the Aesthetic and Analytic portions of the first Critigue. Therefore,
the identical objects can be represented by means of the understanding
and then they can be determined both by sensibility, as objects of empir-
ical intuition (1. e., as appearances), and by the understanding, as objects
of the understanding alone (i.e., as being objects of reason that are in-
dependent of sensibility), as is done throughout the first Critique, but es-
pecially in the Dialectic.

The more specific concern of this essay, however, has not been this
new way of interpreting transcendental idealism, but rather the idea that
Kant’s theory of knowledge consists of two theories of knowledge, one
causal, the other foundationalist, and unless both are given their due, not
only will Kant scholars be continually vexed by interminable problems
of interpretation, but Kant’s original idea that epistemology should not
try to get on without both types of knowledge theory will be lost on
those non-Kantian philosophers who are currently working in episte-
mology’.

9  Strawson, the Kantian, is a notable exception among epistemologists concern-
ing the relation between causal and foundationalist theories of knowledge, as
he, like Kant, combines the two theories in a single, unified theory of knowl-
edge. See his “Perception and Its Objects”, in Perception and Identity : Essays Pre-
sented to A. J. Ayer, ed. G. F. Macdonald (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1979).



3. Kant and the Reality of Time
Kuwok-Kui Wong

1. Introduction

In Kant’s Critigue of Pure Reason the major problem confronting the
unity of personhood is that time is a flux; according to Kant, this is
the basic feature of time as inner sense. He says in many instances
that nothing abides in the flux (A364, A382), not even the “I”. So he
says, “No fixed and abiding self can present itself in this flux of inner
appearances” (A107) This problem is however not only a challenge
for personhood, but also for the very possibility of experience as such.
Concerning time as succession Kant says thus (A183—-4/B226-7):
“For in bare succession existence is always vanishing and recommenc-
ing, and never has the least magnitude.” If nothing abides and nothing
has magnitude, how can we have any possible experience? This ancient
problem of “everything flows” therefore also has its presence in Kant.
So he says in the Third Paralogism (A364): “Although the dictum of
certain ancient schools, that everything in the world is in a flux and
nothing is permanent and abiding, cannot be reconciled with the admis-
sion of substances, it is not refuted by the unity of self-consciousness.”
The fact that Kant has looked for the basis of the unity of consciousness
in transcendental apperception rather than the empirical consciousness
does not mean that the problem of flux has been resolved. We may
summarize the question in this way: if time is a flux, then how can
there be anything abiding in this flux so that we may have any form
of a unity, whether it is a unity of an object of experience, unity of con-
sciousness, or even of a person?

One strategy of considering this question is to confront Kant with a
classical exposition of the question about the reality of time, namely the
Confessiones of Augustine (354-430). For Augustine’s doubt about the
ontological reality of “now” is another formulation of the notion that
“nothing abides” in the temporal flux. Augustine reasons: if time is es-
sentially made up of the past, present, and future, the past cannot be be-
cause it has passed, the future cannot be because it has not yet come,
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while now cannot be, for if it can, it cannot flow and pass away, and
therefore will not be time but eternity. If the existence of now is found-
ed on the fact that it always becomes not-being, then now itself cannot
have being. So “now” can only be an infinitely small division between
the past and the future. Therefore, the core of the ontological problem
of time is the extension of now, or an instance. In other words, Augus-
tine’s question is: how can now have extension and magnitude even
though no part of it will become either the past or the future, thus
seeming to render it non-existent?

Kant’s discussion of time in the first Critique is of course not a direct
response to Augustine’s question. One of the many significant differen-
ces between Augustine and Kant is that the former’s treatment and an-
swers to his own question, namely atfentio and distentio animi, remain in
the framework of pure time (1. e., time without reference to outer spatial
experience). Kant, on the other hand, makes a conscious distinction be-
tween time as inner sense and time in relation to objective experience.
The aim of this essay is therefore to examine how far Kant’s treatment of
time, not merely as purely subjective “inner sense”, but also as part of
the spatial-temporal experience of the objective world, can offer a dif-
ferent answer from that given by Augustine himself.

2. The Transcendental Aesthetic

To begin with, we should first examine the Transcendental Aesthetic,
for this is where Kant treats time thematically. Here he outlines the
basic features of time: time has only one dimension, different times
are different parts of the same time, while the infinite extension of
time can only be imagined with the appearance of objects of experience.
Kant thus concludes: first, we cannot suppose the objective existence of
time after abstracting all appearances; second, time itself may appear to
us as inner sense; third, time is the formal condition of all appearance, a
pure form of intuition. Therefore, Kant concludes that time possesses a
certain ideality rather than objective reality.

Can Kant’s conclusion answer Augustine’s question? The answer is
yes and no. We may conclude that Kant has agreed to Augustine’s doubt
that time cannot have objective existence. On the other hand, time as
inner sense may flow ad infinitum even without corresponding external
appearance. Therefore, we may only imagine the form of time with the
appearance of objects of experience as a line leading to infinity, while
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without appearance there can be no objectively existing time. The on-
tological existence of time may not be founded on the fact that it is a
pure form of intuition. It only shows that whenever we intuit an object
of experience, it must be intuition in such a form.

Therefore Kant has not hinted how to answer the question concern-
ing the extension of time in the Transcendental Aesthetic. The reason
may be that here Kant is only examining space and time as basic
forms of sensibility, and he has not yet moved to investigate experience
with objects of appearance. The time Kant is talking about here is only a
form for all possible experience, and therefore it must be a single form,
one time rather than a period of time. If we are to found the extension
of time on a period of time or a certain duration in the flow of time,
then beyond this period of time, there must be another longer period
of time until we must imagine an ideal time that extends ad infinitum
as the condition of experience. This would again turn into a form of ex-
perience, a pure form rather than a real entity, and this differs signifi-
cantly from what Augustine is looking for. Time as a condition of ex-
perience only indicates that when an object of experience appears, it
must appear “in time” (i.e., a point in the infinitely extended line
with a position after the past or before the future). It does not prove
that the past and the future really are.

3. The Analogies of Experience

Apart from the Transcendental Aesthetic, time also plays an important
role in schematism, and so also in the Analogies of Experience. The
three analogies are each related to time: permanence, succession, and
co-existence. We will mainly look at the permanence of substance, as
the other two analogies may not provide an answer to our question
about the extension of time. Succession and co-existence cannot
prove the extension of time. Succession alone without permanent sub-
stance is only alteration, a series of unextended points, while co-exis-
tence without succession is the denial of the flow of time. However,
this extension of substance involves many ontological contradictions:
on the one hand, it permeates through all time, occupying the past,
present, and the future. If so, this substance should have extension in
time. However, Kant also says (A183—4/B226-7):
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If we ascribe succession to time itself, we must think yet another time, in
which the sequence would be possible. Only through the permanent does
existence in different parts of the time-series acquire a magnitude which
can be entitled duration. For in bare succession existence is always vanish-
ing and recommencing, and never has the least magnitude.'

Thus Kant asks again whether this substance has a beginning and an
end. In order for the perception of change to be possible, there must be
something that does not change and underlies the changing appearance
so that change will not become mere alteration. For change is essentially
the alteration of accidents accompanying the unchanging substance. In
this process the appearance and disappearance of a certain state or con-
dition must have a definite point of time, and before this point of time
there must be another point of time that we can perceive. Otherwise
this point of time may not become a part of our possible experience
as empty time cannot be perceived.

This characteristic of substance has provided an absolute basis for ex-
tension. This extension into infinity is absolute because we cannot con-
ceive of change without imagining a substratum underlying this change.
Therefore, this substance goes from one extreme of minute instance
without extension to the other extreme of infinite extension. However,
we cannot be satistied with this characteristic of substance as an answer
to the question of the extension of time. The first reason is that, as an
analogy of experience to synthesize the manifold of appearance, Kant
has not established its objective existence. Following the postulate of
Newtonian physics, Kant posits a permanent substance in order not to
violate the principle of “gigni de nihilo nihil, in nihilum nil posse reverti”
(3:223).> However, Kant also points out that this substance is only an
assumption, but cannot be stipulated dogmatically as objectively exist-
ing. Second, if this substance has neither beginning nor end, but perme-
ates all experience, we will ask the question whether this permeating ex-
istence and the succession of instants are two parallel lines running along
each other without intersection. Is it merely the opposite of a succession
of instants without extension, an assumption that connects all these in-
finite number of instances? How can the permanence be connected
with the instances, so that the latter can have extension as a real entity?

1 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, tr. Norman Kemp Smith (New York:
Modern Library, 1968).
2 “Aus nichts werde nichts hervorgebracht, in nichts konne nichts zurtickkeh-

2

ren.
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How can this entity have existence in time with duration? All these
questions do not find satisfactory answer in the First Analogy, as Kant
has not explained how this substance can become an existence in
time with duration through conceptual determination. Therefore,
given its metaphysical nature, we cannot find any proof of the extension
of time in this substance.

4. Kant’s Transcendental Deduction

Now we look back at one of the most important chapters in Kant’s Cri-
tigue, namely Transcendental Deduction. In the A-Deduction Kant
speaks of a concept produced completely a priori (A95), which does
not come from real experience, but can be applied to objects of expe-
rience. Kant says that if there is such a concept, it must be the condition
of all possible experience, and therefore transcends all objects of experi-
ence. Further, Kant calls this concept a “pure concept of understand-
ing”.

Further Kant says that in order for experience to be possible, or in
other words, in order to make the manifold into appearance for knowl-
edge, we must perform a certain synopsis: two things, receptivity and
spontaneity, must work with each other. It is well known that when
Kant talks about spontaneity, imagination is usually referred to. There
is then the distinction between “productive imagination” and “repro-
ductive imagination”, and the former is spontaneous. From these two
points we may conclude that the constitution of the unitary object of
experience requires the participation of the receptivity of sensibility
and the spontaneity of the subject (including productive imagination).
We may ask therefore how this unit is to be constituted. How does
spontaneity work with receptivity so that the former does not become
fantasy but should have certain objectivity? And the most important
question is: what role does time play here?

In the first step of the A-Deduction, namely “On the Synthesis of
Apprehension in Intuition”, Kant emphasizes the importance of time,
and indicates that time is the basic form for all knowledge (A98-9).
We may even say that before knowledge begins, when our intuition
of the world has contact with the world of experience, time has become
involved. Kant is of course not directly addressing the Augustinian ques-
tion about the reality of time in this part. Yet we may see in the text that
it Kant says that intuition takes place in an instance, in order for intu-
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ition to be able to constitute knowledge, this raises the question of how
this instance can engage in the flow of time.

In his interpretation of Kant, Heidegger argues that in Kant’s argu-
ments regarding transcendental synthesis and transcendental deduction,
imagination is the basis of the reality of time, especially the so-called
“transcendental imagination”. Heidegger’s interpretation of course in-
duces much criticism from Kantian scholars. However, he has given val-
uable hints in the understanding of the role of time. Heidegger says this
about the relation between intuition and an instance:

... for every now is now already just arrived [schon soeben]. In order for the
synthesis of apprehension to give the current look perfectly in an image, it
must be able to retain as such the present manifold which it runs through;
and at the same time it must be pure synthesis of reproduction.’

To put it simply, intuition is not passive receptivity, but at the moment
of intuition it has already been involved in the constitution of impres-
sions. Otherwise the constitution of knowledge has nowhere to begin.
For in order for knowledge to be possible, the faculty of knowledge of
human beings, whose existence is also in time, must also have the flow
of time as its basis. The so-called “transcendental imagination” turns an
instant impression that in principle has no extension in time into some-
thing “temporal”. This is the basic faculty of human consciousness but
also at the same time constitutes our finitude. They are two sides of the
same coin, and we cannot ask whether the same is true in the real world.

Now we may look back at Kant’s explanation of transcendental
imagination to see how it works. Imagination is understood by Kant
as the representation of an object even in the absence of it. According
to Kant, it uses what we have seen and observed as raw material for fur-
ther imagination, and it cannot function independently of this raw ma-
terial. The so-called “reproductive imagination”, rather than being pure
fantasy, must be based on certain “empirical laws”. For example, when
we see a car travelling by, and then our vision of the car is blocked by
another vehicle, we can still project the time when the car reappears
from the back of this vehicle because we can estimate the speed of
this car based on the first impression of it. Kant argues that apart from
“reproductive imagination”, there is also “productive imagination”.
This very concept involves a contradiction with itself because imagina-

3 Martin Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, tr. R. Taft (Bloomington
& Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1997), 128.
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tion is defined as the projection of the further activity of an object of
experience without its presence. However, if imagination is productive
rather than reproductive, does this mean that it is not based on any first
experience and the related empirical laws? Kant says this in B-Deduc-
tion (B151):

But inasmuch as its synthesis is an expression of spontaneity, which is de-
terminative [bestimmend] and not, like sense, determinable [bestimmbar]
merely, and which is therefore able to determine sense a priori in respect
of its form in accordance with the unity of apperception, imagination is
to that extent a faculty which determines the sensibility a priori; and its syn-
thesis of intuitions, conforming as it does to the categories, must be the
transcendental synthesis of imagination. This synthesis is an action of the
understanding on the sensibility; and is its first application—and thereby
the ground of all its other applications—to the objects of our possible in-
tuition. As figurative, it is distinguished from the intellectual synthesis,
which is carried out by the understanding alone, without the aid of the
imagination. In so far as imagination is spontaneity, I sometimes also entitle
it the productive imagination, to distinguish it from the reproductive imag-
ination, whose synthesis is entirely subject to empirical laws, the laws,
namely, of association, and which therefore contributes nothing to the ex-
planation of the possibility of a priori knowledge. The reproductive synthe-
sis falls within the domain, not of transcendental philosophy, but of psy-
chology.

We can see from the above passage that the so-called “productive imag-
ination” is not determined by external sensibility but is rather determi-
native. How does this imagination come about? Heidegger argues that
the imagination Kant talks about is not pure creatio ex nihilo, but corre-
sponds to the conditions of experience. It is original and receptive at the
same time.

We may explain this by analyzing the three steps in Kant’s A-De-
duction. First, the so-called Synthesis of Apprehension in Intuition is
perhaps the most important one, so it deserves detailed examination

(A98—9):

Every intuition contains in itself a manifold which can be represented as a
manifold only in so far as the mind distinguishes the time in the sequence of
one impression upon another; for each representation, in so far as it is con-
tained in a single moment, can never be anything but absolute unity. In
order that unity of intuition may arise out of this manifold (as is required
in the representation of space) it must first be run through, and held togeth-
er. This act I name the synthesis of apprehension ...

Kant seems to point out that for intuition in the manifold to be possible,
time must somehow be involved. However, the words Kant uses, “run
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through” (Durchlaufen) and “held together” (Zusammennehmen), seem to
imply an activity in time. Despite the extreme brevity of this instance of
intuition, a certain time seems to be already involved, otherwise this
process “running through” and “holding together” may not be possible.

We may analyze this situation in the following way. For example,
when we see a manifold, in the process of “running through” and
“holding together”, time is a hidden transcendental condition because
in this process, even in the instance of time without extension, we
must suppose that a certain passage of time has taken place. For if we
look back at this intuition after a period of time and trace back the proc-
ess of how this flux of time becomes a meaningful appearance making
knowledge of the outside world possible, then every instance has a ten-
dency to move over from its infinitely small instance and become part of
this meaningful memory. To put it in terms of what Schelling says in his
System of Transcendental Idealism, philosophy is a “free imitation, free re-
capitulation of the original series of actions”.* It means roughly that
when we look back from the entirety of a piece of epistemologically
meaningful experience, then each infinitely small instance that makes
up such an experience should also contain within itself a piece of this
entirety, whilst this entirety is only then an obscure background and
can only enter into our consciousness through multiple repetition.
This is the line of argument often used by German Idealism from Schel-
ling to Hegel, who obviously inherited the legacy of Kant’s transcen-
dental deduction. The difference is only that Kant wants to argue the
other way round: to deduce the reality of the entirety of experience
from the possibility of individual experience. However, since our pur-
pose is not the same as Kant’s transcendental deduction, we may follow
a line similar to that of the Idealists (i.e., to prove the reality of time
from the entirety of experience).

How does this argument proceed in concrete terms? To answer this
question, we may further examine to Kant’s distinction between “pro-
ductive imagination” and “reproductive imagination”. In experience,
sensibility and imagination about individual objects must on the one
hand abide by the empirical laws. Yet the possibility of the unfolding
of these empirical laws relies on the other hand on certain transcenden-
tal laws. Heidegger refers to it as a “holding open of the horizon” (“das

4 F.W.]. Schelling, System of Transcendental Idealism, tr. Peter Heath (Charlottes-
ville & London: University Press of Virginia, 2001), 49.
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Offenhalten des Horizontes”)’, a “space of play” (Spielraum)®, or a “pure
picture” (“reines Bild”). This open space is however not derived of
any content. Only that this content cannot appear by itself, but must
be brought about by the presence of a certain object and its related em-
pirical laws in this space. Its most basic form is the features of time as
discussed by Kant in his Metaphysical Exposition of the Concept of
Time: for example, that time must be in constant flux in a single
line. We may pick up two most basic features for our discussion. The
first is the contrast between co-existence and succession (A30/B46).
Kant argues that only in temporal experience can these two basic
forms meet each other (antreffen) (A32/B48). Second, Kant also points
out that time is the necessary representation of all possible experience,
that time must accompany all experience.

According to the two points above, spatial-temporal experience
must have the involvement of co-existence and succession. We cannot
conceive pure co-existence in our actual experience without succession,
for it means that time has stopped flowing. By the same token, we also
cannot conceive pure succession without co-existence, for otherwise
experience would become a pure flux: we could not tell what is
what and could not make any distinction between different objects,
and space would have no role to play. The meeting of co-existence
and succession must take place by the formation of a unitary object of
experience that permeates in time. This object, however, taken in itself,
has no particular shape or form, as we cannot imagine a pure object, as
much as we cannot imagine a pure triangle without specifying the size
of each angle.

Therefore, in any spatial-temporal experience, in principle, we have
to decide in the smallest instance of time which part of the manifold be-
longs to succession and which part belongs to co-existence. At the same
time, we also have to decide whether another object co-exists with the
object in the same space. However, we must emphasize that this deci-
sion cannot be made arbitrarily, nor is it merely determined by our con-
sciousness, but must be done according to our impression of this object
and its related empirical laws. To use the example we have discussed
earlier: from the empirical laws we can imagine when the car will ap-
pear again after the brief period of its absence because we can use the
first impression of this car and project its speed. However, behind this

5  Heidegger, 90.
6  Heidegger, 59.
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imagination another imagination is going on every moment: the picture
(Bild) where succession and co-existence meet each other. This vehicle
as a unit that permeates in time, the part that changes in the flux of time,
and the other vehicle that blocks the first one—all of them are perma-
nent units in time. A preliminary constitution of unitary objects of ex-
perience must have taken place in a certain way, though this constitu-
tion may not be clear in the first stage of “running through” and “hold-
ing together”. What is certain is that in the first impression succession
and co-existence must participate, otherwise any permanent unit as
the basis of further imagination may not be possible.

In the second step of the A-Deduction, the Synthesis of Reproduc-
tion in Imagination, the participation of succession and co-existence is
even clearer. When we imagine a vehicle appearing from behind anoth-
er vehicle, this permanent unit is not simply an agglomeration of the
manifold, but we may also perceive its form of permanence and its dif-
ference from other permanent units. For example, we may tell that its
color and shape may not change in time, while its position in space
may change. The same applies to the other objects that make up the
background of this movement and may not change. In both cases, suc-
cession and co-existence as two forms of time have been involved.

In the third stage, the Synthesis of Recognition in Concept, the ve-
hicle has appeared again. While we recognize that it is the same vehicle,
this recognition assumes a knowledge of the essence of this object of ex-
perience so that this recognition is possible. We recognize this object
not only according to its shape and color, but we also that assume
there is a causal relation between its shape and color in its first impres-
sion and the speed of its travel, though this relation is actually not estab-
lished. Kant calls this transcendental object “unknown = X”. At the
same time, Kant also says that the constitution of a concept is the key
to this recognition. In this way, this unitary object is not only an as-
sumption of a permanent object, but something that must be present
in all possible external experience in order for knowledge and judgment
to be possible.

5. Conclusion

To go back to Augustine’s question, we may say that for Kant, a pure
instance without extension does not exist because succession and simul-
taneity must participate as part of our possible experience that forms the
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entirety of our spatial-temporal experience. To question the reality of an
instance is to question the very possibility of spatial-temporal experi-
ence. The answer to the question of the extension of time cannot be
given from time alone, but must be related to the constitution of a
unit of knowledge.

This essay constitutes only a small attempt to answer the question
concerning the extension of time vis-a-vis time as pure flux, and it is
an even smaller attempt as far as the unity and personhood is concerned.
However, this attempt is undertaken with the belief that any answer to
the question about the unity of personhood must confront the problem
that “nothing abides” in the flux of time, rather than evading it by seek-
ing refuge in the unity of transcendental apperception. The involvement
and convergence of time and space in the constitution of a unitary ob-
ject of experience is, therefore, the first step toward exorcising the ghost
of the heraclitean flux in Kant’s first Critique.



4. The Active Role of the Self in Kant’s First Analogy
Gregg Osborne

1. Introduction

Kant gives two versions of the principle to be proven in the First Anal-
ogy. “All appearances contain that which persists (substance) as the ob-
ject itself,” he announces in the first edition of his Critique of Pure Rea-
son, “and that which can change as its mere determination.”’ “In all
change of appearances substance persists,” he proclaims in the second,
“and its quantum is neither increased nor diminished in nature”
(B224). In spite of intensive study and debate over the course of several
hundred years, there is still no consensus on the nature, or even the
number, of the proof (or proofs) he then goes on to offer.> My own
conviction is that there is only one basic proof, that crucial parts of it
are not spelled out in the text, and that a most essential claim is some-
what misstated in the first edition.” Given the length limitations of this
essay, however, the full grounds of this conviction cannot be spelled out

1 A182. Citations from and references to Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason follow the
standard practice of referring to the page numbers of the first and/or second ed-
itions, “A” to the first and “B” to the second. For passages that appear in both
editions, the relevant page numbers in both are indicated.

2 Such commentators as Norman Kemp Smith, A. C. Ewing, Robert Paul Wolft,
Paul Guyer, and P. F. Strawson all take there to be several. Others, such as Béa-
trice Longuenesse, explicitly affirm that there is only one. Opinions on the na-
ture of the proof or proofs vary too widely for brief summary.

3 “Our apprehension of the manifold is always successive, and is therefore al-
ways changing,” begins Kant in that edition. “We can therefore never deter-
mine from this alone whether this manifold, as object of experience, is simul-
taneous or successive, if something does not ground it which always exists,
i.e., something lasting and persisting ...” (A182/B225) What he should ac-
tually say in the second sentence, in my view, is that we can never determine
from “this” alone whether the changes (i.e., cases of coming to exist and ceas-
ing to exist) that constantly take place in apprehension are objective or take
place “in the object” if something of the sort he describes does not ground
the manifold.
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here. What I will try to do instead is explain the basic structure of the
proof I take Kant to have in mind all along but fail to express with full
clarity in either edition. At the very basis of that proof, I will suggest, is a
revolutionary account of the role of activity on the part of the self in the
generation of one of the most basic and ubiquitous features of what is
commonly and naturally referred to as experience. The feature in ques-
tion is our putative awareness of coming to exist and ceasing to exist that
is objective as opposed to merely subjective in nature. By emphasizing
this revolutionary account in a mildly technical analysis of the First
Analogy, T hope to contribute to our collective exploration of Kant’s
conception of human personhood.

2. Kant’s Response to a Very Basic Question

A very basic question that concerns Kant in the First Analogy is how we
can perceive that something has come to exist or ceased to exist. His
concern with this question can be seen in the fourth sentence of the
proof (or version of the proof) added to the second edition and is also
front and center in a striking passage from A188/B231. What Kant
most clearly implies in the first of these passages (B225) is that there
must be a substratum in the objects of perception that does not come
to exist or cease to exist and that in relation to it all cases of coming
to exist and ceasing to exist can alone be perceived.* What he implies
with equal clarity in the second is that a case of coming to exist or ceas-
ing to exist cannot be perceived as such “unless it concerns merely a de-
termination of that which persists.”® The phrase “that which persists” in
this second passage must refer to the substratum in the objects of percep-
tion that he refers to in the first. What Kant clearly implies in the com-
bination of these passages, therefore, is that a case of coming to exist or

4 .. it is in the objects of perception ... that the substratum must be encoun-
tered that represents time in general and in which all change ... can be per-
ceived in apprehension through the relation of the appearances to it.” In
order to represent time in general, as the second sentence of the relevant
proof (or version of the proof) clearly indicates, the substratum in question
must last and not “change”. To change, it can be seen a few pages later at
A187/B230—1, is not merely to undergo alteration but rather to come to
exist or cease to exist.

5 ‘... arising or perishing ... cannot be a possible perception unless it concerns
merely a determination of that which persists ...”
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ceasing to exist cannot be perceived as such unless (a) there 1s a substra-
tum in the objects of perception that does not come to exist or cease to
exist, and (b) the relevant case of coming to exist or ceasing to exist con-
cerns merely a determination of that substratum. A natural way to parse
this, in my view, is that we can be aware, on the basis of apprehension,
that something has come to exist or ceased to exist only if its doing so
was a mere change in the determinations of something that already ex-
isted and continues to exist. Let us call this claim P and ascribe it to
Kant:

B: We can be aware, on the basis of apprehension, that something has
come to exist or ceased to exist only if its doing so was a mere change in the
determinations of something that already existed and continues to exist.

We are now faced with at least two major questions. First, why would
Kant subscribe to p? And second, why would he take B to imply (or at
least help to imply) the principle he is trying to prove in the First Anal-
ogy as a whole?

3. The Possible Grounds of p

The sentence we have looked at from B225 presents the need for a sub-
stratum in the objects of perception that does not come to exist or cease
to exist as a consequence of the fact that time cannot be perceived in
itself. The original proof in the first edition begins with the assertion
that our apprehension of the manifold given in or through sense is al-
ways successive, and thus always changing; having done so, it immedi-
ately goes on to draw an intermediate conclusion very similar to . The
claim we have looked at from A188/B231 is followed by the affirmation
that this very thing that persists is what makes possible the representation
of the transition from non-existence into existence (or vice-versa). We
can thus cite at least three considerations relevant to Kant’s adoption of
B. They can even be combined to form a syllogism:

(1) Our apprehension of the manifold given in or through sense is always
successive, and thus always changing.

(2) Time cannot be perceived in itself.

6  The relevant passage is cited in note 3, above.
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(3) Therefore, what already existed and continues to exist, 1. e., the substra-
tum in the objects of perception, makes possible the representation of the
transition from non-existence into existence (or vice-versa).

The truth of B would follow from that of (3), but it is not at all clear that
or how the truth of (3) would follow from that of (1) and (2). We thus
still lack an answer to our first question: Why would Kant subscribe to
B? He apparently tries to explain his reason in the incredibly opaque and
confusing passage that follows the assertion of (3) on A188/B231, but
the passage in question turns out (at least in my view) to be a dead
end.” The best way to find an answer, I therefore believe, is to wrestle
independently with the more basic question that Kant himself raises. Let
us do so in terms of a house of the sort often built by children out of
blocks.® How can we perceive that this house has come to exist?
Under what conditions can we be aware, on the basis of apprehension,
that it has done so?

The first such condition, it seems clear, is that we apprehend the
house. Let us say that we do this at time,. What we apprehend at this
time can be regarded in a number of ways. It can be regarded as a
house, of course, but it can also (and equally well) be regarded as a
set of blocks, a set of molecules, a set of atoms, or whatever.

The second such condition is that we remember having earlier (at
time;) apprehended a state of affairs other than the one we apprehend
at time,.

It should be clear at first glance why these conditions must be met.
Equally clear upon reflection, however, is that the meeting of these
conditions alone will not be sufficient. In many cases, after all, these
conditions are both met but we are not aware that the house in question

7 “If you assume that something simply began to be, then you would have to
have a point of time in which it did not exist. But what would you attach
this to, if not to that which already exists. For an empty time that would pre-
cede is not an object of perception; but if you connect this origination to things that
existed antecedently and which endure until that which arises, then the latter would be
only a determination of the former, as that which persists. It is just the same with per-
ishing: for this presupposes the empirical representation of a time at which there
is no longer an appearance.” What remains completely unexplained in this pas-
sage from A188/B231 is the ground of the assertion I have placed in italics.

8  This example is adapted from D. P. Dryer, to whom much of the analysis that
follows in this section is greatly indebted. See D. P. Dryer, Kant’s Solution for
Verification in Metaphysics (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1966),
353-9 in particular.
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has come to exist. The meeting of these two conditions can result in
that awareness only if we take what we remember apprehending at
time, to be incompatible with the existence of the house at that time.
But what could we remember apprehending at time, and take to be in-
compatible with the existence of the house at that time? The only pos-
sible answer, one might well suggest, is something that makes up the
house at time,. If what we remember apprehending at time; is a set
of blocks scattered all over the floor, for example, and we take that to
be the same set that now makes up the house, we will take what we re-
member apprehending at time, to be incompatible with the existence of
the house at that time. As a result of so doing, moreover, we will at least
seem to be aware that the house has come to exist. At least seeming to be
aware that this has happened is a necessary condition of being aware that
it has happened, of course. What follows (on the above suggestion) is
that we can be aware that the house has come to exist, on the basis
of such apprehension, only if we take what makes it up to be what
we remember apprehending in a different form at an earlier time.
What we are implicitly doing when we do that, however, is taking
the resulting coming to exist that we at least seem to be aware of to
be a mere change in the determinations of something that already exist-
ed and continues to exist. The conclusion we eventually end up with,
therefore, is that we can be aware, on the basis of apprehension, that
the house has come to exist only if we take its doing so to have been
a mere change in the determinations of something that already existed
and continues to exist.

A similar analysis could easily be offered in regard to a hypothetical
case where we are aware, on the basis of apprehension, that the house
has ceased to exist. The key issue is whether a similar analysis both
could and must be oftered in all cases where we are aware, on the
basis of apprehension, that something has come to exist or ceased to
exist. This issue is large and cannot be explored here. My tentative con-
viction, however, is that the answer may be yes.” Just for the sake of ar-

9 T was convinced for a very long time that the answer is no. The reason had to
do with the way this conclusion is reached by some of the commentators who
rely on it in their own interpretations. Both Dryer and Longuenesse appear to
think it is grounded on the more general claim that we can be aware of an event
or case of objective (as opposed to merely subjective) succession only if we take
it to be a mere change in the determinations of something that already existed
and continues to exist. That more general claim seems untenable to me, so I
took it for granted that the more specific claim that they seem to base on it
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gument, therefore, let us assume that it is. The result is then a claim that

might best be dubbed «:

a: We can be aware, on the basis of apprehension, that something has
come to exist or ceased to exist only if we take its doing so to have been a
mere change in the determinations of something that already existed and
continues to exist.

This claim is similar but not identical to B. It is a claim about what we
must do if we are to be aware, on the basis of apprehension, that some-
thing has come to exist or ceased to exist; § is a claim about what must
in fact be the case if we are to be aware, on the basis of apprehension, that
such a thing has occurred. We have just seen why Kant might subscribe
to a. We can even imagine why he might regard it as too obvious to
stand in need of explanation. Might a commitment to a be what
grounds his adoption of B?

It could do so only in conjunction with some further claim or prin-
ciple. Such a further claim or principle, however, might seem easy to
supply: “... it is an analytic truth that any object represented must con-
form to the conditions under which alone it can be represented as an
object,” asserts Henry Allison."” Let us dub this AP (for “Allison’s Prin-
ciple”); at least for the sake of argument, furthermore, let us assume that
it is true:

AP: Any object represented must conform to the conditions under which
alone it can be represented as an object.

Our apprehension, insists Kant, is always successive and thus always
changing. In our apprehension, that is to say, the elements of the mani-
fold given in or through sense are aliways coming to exist and ceasing to
exist. In some but not all cases, nonetheless, we at least seem to be aware
that such an element really comes to exist or ceases to exist, that it does
so not only in apprehension but also “in the object”. What happens in
such cases is that something (namely, a case of coming to exist or ceasing
to exist) is represented as an object. But according to «, it seems clear,

must be so as well. Henry Allison may avoid this conflation for the most part,
but there are nonetheless passages in his chapter on the First Analogy that seem
to imply it. The most striking is on page 205 of Henry Allison, Kant’s Transcen-
dental Idealism : An Interpretation and Defense, first edition (New Haven and Lon-
don: Yale University Press, 1983), where what he describes as “replacement
change” seems equivalent to an event or case of objective as opposed to merely
subjective succession in general.
10 Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism, 29.
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this can happen only if we take the case of coming to exist or ceasing to
exist in question to be a mere change in the determinations of some-
thing that already existed and continues to exist. Our doing this, in
short, is (at least according to o) a condition under which alone some-
thing (namely, a case of coming to exist or ceasing to exist) can be rep-
resented as an object. What this in turn entails, according to AP, is that
any case of coming to exist or ceasing to exist that is represented as an
object (i.e., as objective) must conform to that condition. But how
could it do so unless it were in fact what we must take it to be in
order to represent it in this way? Assuming that this is indeed the
only way that it could do so, the implication of a and AP is none
other than p.

4. The Path from p to Kant’s Conclusion

We now have an answer to the first of our questions: Why might Kant
subscribe to B? We still need an answer to the second, however: Why
would he take B to imply (or at least help to imply) the principle he de-
fends in the First Analogy as a whole?

The proper interpretation and ultimate tenability of Kant’s views on
space and time are of course controversial. In some passages, however,
he undeniably seems to imply that all events in general, and thus all cases
of coming to exist and ceasing to exist in particular, are cases we could
(at least in principle) be aware of on the basis of apprehension. Some of
the most striking such passages are found in Section Six of the antinomy
of pure reason, a section entitled “Transcendental idealism as the key to
solving the cosmological dialectic.” Let us call this contention TI, since
Kant apparently takes it to be implied by his transcendental idealism:

TI: All cases of coming to exist and ceasing to exist are cases we could (at
least in principle) be aware of on the basis of apprehension.

The addition of TT leads straight to a claim that goes further than B. In
the absence of T1, it would be hard to deny that cases of coming to exist
or ceasing to exist might occur that we cannot and/or could not (even
in principle) be aware of on the basis of apprehension. In the absence of
TI, therefore, Kant’s adherence to p would give him no reason to infer
that every case of coming to exist or ceasing to exist must be a mere
change in the determinations of something that already existed and con-
tinues to exist. With the addition of TI, on the other hand, his adher-
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ence to B does put him in a position to infer that, and thus to insist on
the claim we shall henceforth call y:

v: Every case of coming to exist or ceasing to exist is a mere change in the
determinations of something that already existed and continues to exist.

It may perhaps seem that y is still a long way from the principle Kant
aims to defend. In reality, however, it is not all that far. Even on its
own, y seems to imply that whatever comes to exist or ceases to exist
is either (a) a determination, or (b) something whose existence consists
in the exemplification of determinations by something else.'" The con-
cept of a substance, holds Kant, is that of something that could exist only
as subject but never as predicate or determination (B149). This must
surely be regarded as an oversimplification on his part, however. Lots
of things come to exist and cease to exist but are not mere predicates
or determinations. My fist is an example; so are tables, chairs, apples,
and so on.'? An essential part of what he is trying to prove, however,
is that no substance ever comes to exist or ceases to exist. His considered
position, therefore, must be that the distinction between a substance on
the one hand and a determination on the other is not exhaustive. There
must be a third slot, so to speak, for things that are not determinations
but also come to exist and/or cease to exist. The obvious candidate is
one filled with things whose existence consists in the exemplification
of properties or determinations by something else. It makes no apparent
sense to say that a desk or an apple is a property or determination, after
all, but it makes perfectly good sense to say they are things whose exis-
tence consists in the exemplification of properties or determinations by
something else (sets of molecules or atoms, for example).

Kant’s considered position, it thus seems, must be that the concept
of a substance is that of something that (a) is a subject, (b) is not a de-
termination, and (c) is not something whose existence consists in the ex-
emplification of determinations by something else. Given this account
of that concept, however, there is a hopeless clash between y on the
one hand and the supposition that something that comes to exist or
ceases to exist is a substance on the other. If there is substance at all,

11 How could the coming to exist or ceasing to exist of x be a mere change in the
determinations of y unless x is either (a) a determination of y, or (b) something
whose existence consists in the exemplification of certain determinations by y?

12 The following account of what Kant must really mean by “substance” is based
on that of James Van Cleve. See James Van Cleve, Problems from Kant (New
York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 105.
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given vy, it can only be something that has never come to exist and will
never cease to exist.

What cannot be established on the basis of y alone is that there is
substance at all and that whatever comes to exist or ceases to exist is a
either a determination of substance or something whose existence con-
sists in the exemplification of certain determinations by substance. The
most that can be shown on its basis alone is that there is something that
might be substance and that whatever comes to exist or ceases to exist is
either a determination of something that might be substance or some-
thing whose existence consists in the exemplification determinations
by something that might be substance."” (The explanation of why this
is so is quite complex and convoluted; it has therefore been relegated
to note 13, below.) In order to establish the former claim, and thus to

13 In order to show this, let us assume that y is true and that something (call it x)
comes to exist. The coming to exist of x is then a mere change in the determi-
nations of something else (call it w) that already existed and continues to exist in
the form of x. X is either (a) a determination of w, or (b) something whose ex-
istence consists in the exemplification of certain determinations by w. X is
therefore not a substance. W might be, for all we know. It has not ceased to
exist and may not have come to exist either. X, therefore, is either (a) a deter-
mination of something that might be substance, or (b) something whose exis-
tence consists in the exemplification of determinations by something that might
be substance. Let us now assume that w has come to exist after all. The coming
to exist of w was then a mere change in the determinations of something else
(call it v) that already existed and continues to exist in the form of w (and is still
around in the form of x). W is either (a) a determination of v, or (b) something
whose existence consists in the exemplification of certain determinations by v.
W is therefore not a substance. V might be, for all we know. It has not ceased to
exist and may not have come to exist either. W, therefore, is either (a) a deter-
mination of something that might be substance, or (b) something whose exis-
tence consists in the exemplification of determinations by something that might
be substance. Since this is the case, moreover, and since x is either (a) a deter-
mination of w, or (b) something whose existence consists in the exemplification
of certain determinations by w, x too is still either (a) a determination of some-
thing that might be substance (namely v), or (b) something whose existence
consists in the exemplification of certain determinations by something that
might be substance (namely v). (If x is a determination of w and w is a deter-
mination of v, I am assuming, x is also a determination of v.) No matter how far
we pursue this, it should be clear, we will be left with something that is still
around in the form of X, w, etc., and may not have come to exist. No matter
how far we pursue this, in other words, we will be left with something that
might be substance. Let us call this SC, for “substance candidate”. All members
of the chain further up will be either (a) determinations of SC, or (b) things
whose existence consists in the exemplification of certain determinations by SC.
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reach the principle Kant is aiming at, we need one further link. What
the link in question must state is that there cannot be an infinite down-
ward series of determinations and/or things whose existence consists in
the exemplification of determinations by something else.'* Let us call
this link ARP (for “anti-regress premise”):

ARP: There cannot be an infinite downward series of determinations and/
or things whose existence consists in the exemplification of determinations
by something else. Any such series must be grounded at some point in
something that truly qualifies as substance.

The addition of ARP to y finally leads to the principle Kant is trying to
prove in the First Analogy as a whole. Given the truth of both ARP and
Y, there must be something that truly qualifies as substance and all en-
tities of the sort that come to exist and/or cease to exist (i.e., “appear-
ances”, in Kant’s language) must be either (a) determinations of it, or (b)
things whose existence consists in the exemplification of certain deter-
minations by it. The substance in question cannot be something that ex-
ists apart from the entities in question (albeit in the sphere of such en-
tities) ; it must be something within them, something they contain. In all
change of such entities (i.e., in all coming to exist and/or ceasing to
exist of them), the substance within them must persist.

5. Assessment

In this short essay we cannot assess this proof in detail. The truly critical
steps, it seems clear, are o, AP, TI, and ARP; the truth of p would fol-
low from that of o and AP, the truth of y would follow from that of p
and TI, and the truth of the principle Kant aims at in the First Analogy
as a whole would follow from that of y and ARP. The fourth of these
truly critical steps has great intuitive plausibility. Even if it could not be
established on a more solid basis, moreover, the implications of y by it-
self are so far-reaching that the difterence between them and the prin-
ciple Kant aims at might not seem very crucial. An assessment of the
third would have to be prefaced by an account of Kant’s transcendental
idealism in general and cannot even be broached here. The second

14 To the best of my knowledge, the only major commentator to have explicitly
recognized and acknowledged the need for this link is Van Cleve. See Van
Cleve, Problems from Kant, 109—11.
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seems suspicious.' It is clearly analytic in some sense but I am not at all
sure that it is analytic—or even true—in the sense that would be re-
quired to license the move from o to B. The first, however, is of very
great interest no matter what our eventual verdict on the others. It
forms part of what I take to be Kant’s overall solution to a set of prob-
lems no one before him had explored, or perhaps even seen. The prob-
lems in question concern the possibility of objective time determina-
tion: how we can be aware, or even seem to be aware, of a distinction
between objective and merely subjective in regard to temporal relations
and occurrences. Kant’s recognition of these problems and proposed
solutions to them, as presented in all three of the analogies, stand
among his most original insights and greatest contributions to the at-
tempt made in theoretical philosophy to explain how human persons
obtain a unified knowledge of objects and even the very conception
of a distinction between objectivity and subjectivity.

15 Basically, it seems to me that something might conform to a concept in the sense
of allowing itself to be subsumed under it without actually corresponding to it.
What is needed to license the move from a to B, however, is a claim to the ef-
fect that any object represented must correspond to any concept whose applica-
tion by us allows it to be represented as an object. This does not seem obvious
to me.



5. Kant’s Attack on Leibniz’s
and Locke’s Amphibolies

Andrew Brook

1. Introduction

The Transcendental Analytic of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason ends with
a little appendix called The Amphiboly of the Concepts of Reflection.
It contains a number of important discussions.

First, the passage contains the only discussion of numerical identity
in the entire first Critique. Kant had used the concept earlier a number of
times; but he discusses it for the first (and only) time here." In the Table
of Categories, numerical identity is not even mentioned—an omission
that 1s at least puzzling when we see Kant’s discussion of the concept
here.

Second, the passage ofters not one but two arguments for the need
for sensible intuition—the first such arguments anywhere in the Analyt-
ic. Kant has of course asserted this need earlier, many times, in fact—but
try to find an argument! The arguments that he offers here were not
new to him. Indeed, they go back to his earliest philosophical writings.
One of the two builds on his discussion of identity.

Third, the passage introduces a new form of transcendental think-
ing, transcendental reflection.? Transcendental reflection, Kant tells us,
is one route to synthetic a priori knowledge, so it should have been im-
portant to him. Yet it had never appeared in his work prior to this Ap-

1 The term “identity of number” is perhaps preferable to “numerical identity”—
identity comes in only one kind—but I will use Kant’s term (A263/B319).

2 There is an interesting terminological issue here. Kemp Smith translates both
“Reflexion” and “Uberlegung” as “reflection”, yet the words have different
meanings. Kant uses the first in the phrase “Concepts of Reflection”, the sec-
ond in the name for the new transcendental activity that Kemp Smith labels
“Transcendental Reflection”. Pluhar suggests that “deliberation” is a better
translation of “Uberlegung” than “reflection”. He may have a point. However,
since Kant parses “Uberlegung” in Latin as “reflexio”, T will stick with Kemp
Smith’s now standard translation.
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pendix, not under this name anyway—the importance of this qualifica-
tion will become clear later—and immediately disappeared again.” Alto-
gether, a curious little piece of work.

The Appendix has not, to say the least, fired the imagination of
Kant’s readers. With the possible exception of the Transcendental Doc-
trine of Method, no part of the first Critique has received less attention.
This neglect is not warranted.”

2. The Attack on Locke and Leibniz

Kant presents the Appendix as an attack on two mistakes, one made by
Leibniz and one by Locke, mistakes that are in some ways the opposite
of one another. An amphiboly of the concepts of reflection, Kant tells
us, is “a confounding of an object of pure understanding with appear-
ance” (A270/B326).> This confounding can happen in two ways.
One is to take an appearance to be an object solely of the understanding.
Here one takes something that has in fact been delivered through the
senses (or sensible imagination, presumably) to be something known
purely by thinking about it. This is the form Leibniz’s amphiboly
took. The other is to take something acquired nonsensibly (e.g., a priori
concepts such as the categories) to be a deliverance of the senses. This is
the route Locke took. “In a word, Leibniz infellectualised appearances,
just as Locke ... sensualised all concepts of the understanding, 1. e., inter-

preted them as nothing more than empirical or abstracted concepts”
(A271/B327).

3 Almost disappears. Kant mentions the idea again once in the opening para-
graphs of the Dialectic immediately following and once more in the Prolegomena
(4:326).

4 Norman Kemp Smith, Commentary to Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason” (London:
Macmillan & Co. Ltd, 1923); G. H. R.. Parkinson, “Kant as a Critic of Leibniz:
The Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflection”, Revue Internationale de Philosophie
35 (1981); R. Butts (ed.), Kant’s Philosophy of Physical Science (Boston: Reidel,
1986) ; Derk Pereboom, “Kant’s Amphiboly”, Archiv fiir Geschichte de Philosophie
73 (1991), 50-70; K. Ameriks, “The Critique of Metaphysics: Kant and Tra-
ditional Ontology”, in P. Guyer (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Kant (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 249—-79; and J. Wuerth, “The First
Paralogism, its Origin, and its Evolution: Kant on How the Soul Both Is and Is
Not a Substance” (ch. 6 in the present volume).

5  Quotes from Kant’s first Critique are from Immanuel Kant’s Critique of Pure Rea-
son, tr. Norman Kemp Smith (London: Macmillan Co. Ltd., 1963 [1927]).
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Were Leibniz right, Kant thought, all genuine knowledge would be
purely conceptual, a product of acts of the understanding; sensible ex-
perience would have no essential role to play in determining the truth or
falsity of beliefs. For Kant, this would be wrong in itself. Even worse,
however, it all knowledge were conceptual, Kant believed, we would
or at least could have knowledge of things as they are in themselves.
Why? Because with objects of understanding, their nature (as they
are, not just as they appear) would be carried by their concepts. What
concepts carry is accessible to us, so if we know what we know via con-
cepts, we would know these objects as they are. Kant, of course, had to
deny that we have any such knowledge.

Locke’s amphiboly makes the opposite mistake. As Kant read him,
Locke held to the old Aristotelian idea that everything we know
comes to us via the senses. This would be a serious mistake because it
would undermine the claims of propositions in, for example, mathemat-
ics and physics to be necessary and universal, radically psychologizing
them. Kant took such necessity and universality to be self-evident in
the case of mathematics and required of anything with a claim to be a
science (B20—-1), so he could not accept Locke’s empiricism any
more than he could accept Leibniz’s rationalism.

For Kant, any amphiboly is serious and Locke’s psychologism would
have struck him as utterly mistaken. If we are to judge by what follows,
however, Leibniz’s amphiboly concerned him a good deal more than
Locke’s. Locke is not mentioned again.

3. Transcendental Reflection and Its Concepts

How does Kant set out to refute these two amphibolies? He turns to
what he calls transcendental reflection, “the consciousness of the rela-
tionship of representations to our different sources of knowledge”
(A260/B316).° It uses what Kant calls the concepts of reflection to ach-
ieve this. The difterent sources of knowledge that he has in mind are
sensibility and understanding, and the task of transcendental reflection
is to determine the source of a given representation.

Kant’s arguments against Leibniz and Locke fall out of this investi-
gation. Leibniz mistook objects belonging to sensibility for objects re-

6  He actually refers to reflection without qualification, but the context makes it
clear that he means transcendental reflection.
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quiring only understanding (i. ., thinking) to be known. As Kant put it,
Leibniz wrongly supposes that if a distinction is not found in the con-
cept of a thing, then it is not to be found in the thing (A281/B337):

Because in the mere concept of a thing in general we abstract from the
many necessary conditions of its intuition, the conditions from which we
have abstracted are, with strange presumption, treated as not being there
at all, and nothing is allowed to the thing beyond what is contained in
its concept.

On the other hand, Locke took objects requiring acts of understanding
to belong solely to sensibility.

The way to determine from which source of knowledge a repre-
sented object comes is to study the kinds of relations it enters into
with other represented objects. Kant says that four kinds of relationship
are germane: relations of identity’ and difference, agreement and oppo-
sition, inner and outer, and matter and form. These are the concepts of
reflection. Relations of identity and difference concern the conditions
of multiple representations representing one and the same object—nu-
merical identity of object across representations. Relations of agreement
and opposition are about the very different ways different kinds of ob-
ject can be in opposition to other objects. The distinction between
inner and outer concerns some complex issues in Leibnizian metaphy-
sics. The general issue behind the distinction is a particular form of
the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic properties. Finally, by
the terms matter and form Kant had something broader in mind than
what would occur to us now, something very much like the Aristotelian
distinction between utterly formless stuff and the forms it takes when
made into objects.”

Of the four pairs, identity and difference and agreement and oppo-
sition are the most important for our purposes here. The issues of endur-
ing interest for Kant’s project mentioned at the beginning all arise in the
course of his treatment of these two pairs.

7 Kemp Smith translates Kant’s word “Einerleiheit” as “identity”, Pluhar as “same-
ness”. Strictly speaking, Pluhar probably made the better choice. Since, howev-
er, Kant clearly has numerical identity in mind—four lines down he actually
speaks of numerica identitas (A263/B319)—I will follow Kemp Smith.

8  Kant makes this matter/form distinction at A86/B118, A166/B207, and A267/
B323.
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4. Identity and Difference

In connection with identity and difference, the question that interests
Kant most is the relation of identity of qualities (i.e., indiscernibility)
to numerical identity (i.e., being one and the same thing; numerica iden-
titas, as he puts it) (A263/B319). His main target is the principle of the
identity of indiscernibles.

Contrary to Leibniz’s principle, Kant urges, the objects of two rep-
resentations can be entirely indiscernible, that is to say, qualitatively in-
distinguishable, yet be difterent objects (A264/B320): “the mere fact
that they [the two represented objects] have been intuited simultaneous-
ly in difterent spatial positions is sufficient justification for holding them
to be numerically different.” He gives the now famous example of drops
of rain: two drops of rain are clearly fwo drops. Yet they can be indis-
cernible. Under what condition? When one description is all we need
to describe both fully. Since what makes a drop of water the thing it
is does not change when it changes location, location is not part of
what it is (cf. A272/B328). Now, if the two drops are descriptively in-
discernible, the only way we could be aware of their numerical differ-
ence, urges Kant, is by sensibly intuiting them. QED.

As Kant saw it, indiscernibility entails identity only with respect to
objects of the understanding; Leibniz’s mistake was to hold that the same is
true of objects of the senses. To misapply the principle in this way is to
commit an amphiboly, confusing the relations distinctive to objects of
the understanding with the relations distinctive to objects known via
the senses.

5. Agreement and Opposition

The distinction between understanding (thinking) and sensibility is cen-
tral to Kant’s analysis. What difference, exactly, is marked by this dis-
tinction? The next pair of concepts, agreement and opposition, helps
clarify this difference. Relations of agreement and opposition are
about the ways in which represented objects can be in opposition.
The relevant relationships fall into two broad kinds: semantic and non-
semantic.

The relations of opposition between objects such as numbers and
propositions are semantic: inconsistent implication, semantic exclusion,
disjunction, contradiction, etc. How Kant saw such relationships is none
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too clear, being enmeshed in Leibniz’s principle that, as Kant put it, “re-
alities ... never logically conflict” (A273/B329). However, the contrast
Kant wanted to make is clear, so this may not matter much.

As well as semantic properties, many objects also have (or are rep-
resented as having) temporal properties and some have both spatial
and temporal ones. This opens the door to additional, nonsemantic
forms of opposition. Consider, for example, the way one force can
counteract another and the way feelings of pain “counterbalance” feel-
ings of pleasure. In Kant’s words (A265/B321),

When such realities are combined in the same subject, one may destroy the
consequences of another, as in the case of two moving forces in the same
straight line, in so far as they either attract or impel a point in opposite di-
rections, or again in the case of a pleasure counterbalancing pain.

The relationships resulting from spatial properties such as mass, energy,
size, color, texture, and so on, that open the way to these forms of op-
position are nonsemantic.

Kant’s anti-Leibnizian conclusion follows immediately. We could
be aware of nonsemantic forms of opposition only if we have sensible
awareness of objects. We are aware of these forms of opposition. There-
tore, ... QED. While we can know objects of the understanding purely
by their semantic properties, so by merely thinking about them, we
need sensibility to know objects that enter into nonsemantic relation-
ships.

Note two things. First, Kant has not proved his claim about the need
for “sensible intuition” generally, only for the cases he discusses. Sec-
ond, his earlier point about identity could now be put this way: for
some objects, nonsemantic properties play a crucial role in numerical
identity and difference.

The argument for the necessity of sensible intuition implies in turn,
Kant thought, that we are not aware of anything for which we require
sensible intuition as it is in itself. Sensible intuition tells us merely how
things appear to us, not how they are. For any object for which we re-
quire sensible intuition, then, we are not aware of that object as it is in
itself. Once more, QED.

The issues raised by the remaining two pairs of concepts of reflec-
tion, inner/outer and form/matter, are less important to Kant’s overall
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project than those raised by the first two pairs. In this short essay, I will
say no more about them.”

6. Numerical Identity and the Table of Categories

Kant’s arguments in connection with the first two pairs of concepts of
reflection relate to the rest of the Analytic rather curiously. Let us con-
sider identity and difference first.

Remarkably, Kant’s observations about numerical identity in the
Appendix constitute the first and only discussion of the concept in
the whole first Critiqgue! The concept is not part of the Table of Cate-
gories and Kant does not discuss it anywhere else. “But he used the con-
cept of identity over and over!”, it will be objected. He did indeed;
how could he not? It underlies the synthesis of recognition. In the A-
edition he even uses the word “identity” in this connection once
(A115). He refers explicitly to the identity of consciousness a number
of times (e.g., A108, A113). He speaks of the notion of a unit, a quan-
tity of one, in connection with the synthesis of apprehension (e.g.,
B162) and of the “successive apprehension of an object” (A145/
B184) in the Schematism. He talks of the “identity of the substratum”
through change in the First Analogy (A186/B229): for change to be
possible, some unit of something must persist through the change.
And in the Second Analogy he lays out some of the conditions of ap-
prehending an object as a single persisting object (A198/B243). In
short, prior to the Appendix, Kant makes extensive use of the concept
of numerical identity. He makes even more direct use of it and by
name after the Appendix in the critique of the second and third paral-
ogisms (e.g., A362). Despite using the concept of identity so frequently,
however, Kant nowhere discusses it until the Appendix. This is more
than a little strange. What could be more basic to representation of ob-
jects or a theory of synthetic knowledge generally than individuation
and re-identification? Surely they are at least as basic as, say, modality.
Strange to be sure; but true.

Concerning the Table of Categories, the first question that comes to
many people is, “Why is numerical identity not part of it?” The ques-

9  Thope to say more about the final two pairs of concepts of reflection in a longer
version of this paper. Derk Pereboom's excellent paper, “Kant’s Amphiboly”, is
entirely devoted to the inner/outer pair.



5. Kant’s Attack on Leibniz’s and Locke’s Amphibolies 147

tion must have worried Kant because he suddenly takes it up for no dis-
cernible reason in the Appendix. There he tell us that identity and dif-
terence and the other concepts of reflection “are distinguished from the
categories by the fact that they do not present the object according to
what constitutes its concept (quality, reality), but only serve to describe
in all its manifoldness the comparison of the representations which is
prior to the concepts of things” (A269/B325). The same issue again
pops up out of nowhere in the Prolegomena (the only place concepts
of reflection are ever mentioned after the first Critique). There Kant re-
peats that we must not confuse concepts of reflection and categories;
categories apply to objects, “whereas the former are only concepts of
a mere comparison of concepts already given and therefore are of
quite another nature and use” (4:326).

The two passages present a problem. In the first passage, Kant seems
to suggest that we apply the concept of identity and the other concepts
of reflection prior to application of the categories and representation of
objects, whereas in the second, the concepts of reflection seem to come
in after application of the categories. Yet neither suggestion is consistent
with the way he himself used the concept of numerical identity in the
Synthesis of Recognition in a Concept (found in both editions).
There he insisted that not just retaining but also re-identifying an object
as one presented earlier (i.e., recognizing that an object “is the same as
what we cognized a moment before”) is part of recognizing it as an ob-
ject. Yet we recognize it as an object via the application of categories
(A103; see B130—1). If the Table of Categories has to include number,
qualities, relations, and modality (existence status), surely it should also
include a thing being one thing and remaining the same thing over time.

In the precritical writings, Kant’s name for what he called analytic
relationships in CPR was the “law of identity” (we will return to it).
It would have been part of General Logic. Since the Categories are
part of Transcendental Logic, it Kant thought that numerical identity
is in General Logic, that would have been a good reason for leaving
it off the Table of Categories (and relegating the concept to an appen-
dix)."

If this were Kant’s view (and there is not a lot of evidence one way
or the other), he would have been wrong by his own lights. Kant’s
clearest specification of transcendental logic is that “it concerns itself
with understanding and reason solely insofar as they relate a priori to ob-

10 Stephen Palmquist raised this possibility.
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jects” (A57/B81). Applying the concept of numerical identity to expe-
rience 1s applying a concept to experience, one moreover that would
appear to be as necessary for experiencing objects and therefore as a priori
as any of the ones that did make the Table.

Another reason for leaving numerical identity oft the Table may
have been this. Kant saw logic, specifically the Aristotelian forms of
judgment, as the template for the categories. To generate the categories,
he just filled out the forms of judgment with some content. That this
move forces the exclusion of numerical identity shows, I think, how
bad a move it was.

In connection with the Table of Categories, we have focused on the
concept of identity but a similar question could be asked about the other
concepts of reflection: agreement and opposition, inner and outer, and
matter and form. Is it not just as necessary and just as transcendental (just
as much a matter of relating a priori concepts to objects of experience)
that an object of representation be compatible with some things and
in opposition to others as that it be individuated and re-identifiable?
Or that it have inner and, in most cases, outer properties? Or that it
consists of some kind of informed material? Well, maybe; but at least
opposition, the outer, and form, being relational concepts, can be ac-
commodated within the categories that Kant allowed under the heading
of Relation.

7. Concepts of Reflection and Sensible Intuition

Kant’s remarks in the Appendix about identity are interesting in their
own right. In addition, as we saw, they form the basis of one of his
two arguments there for the need for sensible intuition. The other arises
from his treatment of agreement and opposition. Kant had argued for
this need, as is well-known, in the Inaugural Dissertation of 1770 and
he reaffirmed it repeatedly in CPR. But these are the first arguments
for the claim anywhere in CPR. They come very late. Kant argues
for the need for the forms of sensible intuition, space and time, in the
Aesthetic and he identifies sensibility as one of the “two stems of
human knowledge” as early as the Introduction (A15/B29) and the
first paragraph of the Aesthetic (A19/B33). Indeed, in the Preface to
the B-edition (Bxxv-vi), he says explicitly that intuition is necessary for
knowledge and tells us he will prove the assertion in “the analytic
part of the Critigue”. He urges that we need sensible intuition again a
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number of times in the first two paragraphs of the Transcendental
Logic, saying, for example, “without sensibility no objects would be
given to us’ and, famously, “thoughts without content are empty”
(A51/B74), and repeatedly thereafter throughout the Analytic. The
trouble is, not once does he offer an argument for it—until he gets to
the Appendix."

This might not be as surprising as it appears. Ten years elapsed be-
tween the Inaugural Dissertation and the final assembling of CPR. That
was more than enough time for Kant’s interests to have shifted. Whereas
the role of sensible intuition was front and centre in the Dissertation, in
CPR Kant’s focus is first of all on the shape, justification, and limits of
the nonsensible, the a priori component of knowledge. The Introduc-
tion, for example, is entirely devoted to the sources of a priori and yet
synthetic knowledge. When sensible intuition does appear, as it does
at the very beginning and the very end of the Introduction and in the
first paragraphs of the Aesthetic, Kant advances no argument for his
claim that we need it. He acts like he 1s entitled to lay down the idea
without argument. That was not how he proceeded in the Inaugural Dis-
sertation.

By contrast, the Dialectic can be viewed as a single extended argu-
ment for the claim that the nonexperiential component cannot yield
knowledge without experience. But it comes even later in the book.

In short, the absence in the Analytic of any argument for the claim
that sensible intuition is required for knowledge is striking. The place
where the need for such an argument is most pressing is in the opening
pages of the Transcendental Logic, where Kant makes his famous claim,
“thoughts without contents are empty” (A51/B75). What are Kant’s
reasons for saying this? He offers none. From then on, he acts as through
the claim has been established and simply plugs it into other arguments
and analyses as needed.

Two obscure passages in the sections immediately prior to the Ap-
pendix, the General Note to the Principles (occurring only in the B-ed-
ition) (B288) and the chapter on Phenomena and Noumena (A240/

11 The lack of an argument for the need for sensible intuition may connect to an-
other gap. Kant never tells us what controls the contents of sensible intuition—
needed if some experiences are to adjudicate beliefs (e. g., perceptions) and oth-
ers not (e.g., dreams). I discuss this latter gap in “Critical Notice of L. Falken-
stein, Kant’s Intuitionism: A Commentary on the Transcendental Aesthetic”, Canadi-
an Journal of Philosophy 29 (1998), 247 —-68.
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B299), appear to contradict was I just said. However, (a) like the Ap-
pendix, they too come right at the end of the Analytic and (b) they
merely anticipate the analysis in the Appendix and cannot be understood
without it.

By contrast, the Appendix on the Amphiboly, as we have seen, does
offer not one but two arguments for the claim. Most commentators
focus on the drops of water argument. At first glance, it appears to be
decisive. By itself, however, it is not. What it shows is that spatial loca-
tion plays a role in some judgments of identity. But spatial location is
part of one of the two forms of intuition. The example of the drops
of water is no argument by itself that we need sensible contents.'> How-
ever, if we add some moves that Kant would have found plausible, it can
be turned into such an argument. We just need to add that there can be
no space without spaces and no spaces without spatial content.

The argument from agreement and opposition works as it stands. As
we saw, Kant argues that we could be aware of the way pain cancels
pleasure, the way one force can counteract another, and so on, only
via sensible experience. This is a powerful argument. That these argu-
ments appear so late in CPR and in an appendix at that is puzzling.

8. History of These Arguments in Kant

Their late appearance in CPR was not because either argument was new
to Kant. In fact, both arguments go all the way back to his first purely
philosophical work, Dilucidatio (1755). Given that Kant offers no argu-
ment for the assertion that sensible experience is needed when he ad-
vances it early in CPR, it is puzzling that he did not at least bring
these old arguments back into service—a perplexity only strengthened
when we notice that he does offer an argument, indeed a related argu-
ment, for the claim at the appropriate place in the Prolegomena, the argu-
ment from incongruent counterparts (e.g., left- and right-handed
gloves) (4:285—6). Let us look at the history.

Here is how the argument from indiscernible non-identicals appears
in Dilucidatio. Says Kant, “things which are distinguished ... in virtue of
space are not one and the same thing” (1:409). That is, indiscernibles
having different spatial locations are not identical. As for nonsemantic
opposition, Kant discusses forces and collisions at some length and clear-

12 T owe this observation to Lorne Falkenstein.
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ly articulates the contrast between what we have called nonsemantic and
semantic oppositions (1:407—8). To be sure, Kant seems not yet to have
noticed the potential of these arguments to create problems for Leibniz.
Indeed, he treats them as compatible with Leibniz’s epistemology. But
they are there.

By 1763, Kant was explicitly directing similar arguments against
Leibniz. As Kant read him, for Leibniz all real knowledge consists in un-
covering analytic truths (i.e., spelling out in predicates what is con-
tained in the subject of those predicates). To do this spelling out, we
use what Kant calls, as I said, the law of identity (he means the content
of the predicate being identical to at least part of the content of the sub-
ject, not numerical identity of objects). In the 1763 work, Negative Mag-
nitudes, he goes after this nonempirical, semantic-relation-based theory
of knowledge. With objects in space, he urges, “the motive forces of
one and the same body which tend in exactly the opposite directions
[can be| opposed to one another; [they]| cancel their reciprocal conse-
quences, namely, the motions” (2:193). Similarly for colliding objects,
amounts of money, ships on multi-leg trips, and others (2:171-8).
Such “real oppositions” are utterly different from the “logical opposi-
tions” of contradictory concepts or propositions (2:172; see also
2:194, where he even uses the example of pain cancelling pleasure).
By the end of the work, Kant takes it as established that logical form
and semantic relations could not be all there is to knowledge (2:202):

I understand very well how a consequence can be posited by a ground ac-
cording to the rule of identity, because it is found contained in it by dis-
section of the concept. But how something follows from something else,
yet not according to the rule of identity—that is something which I
would be glad to be able to make plain.

He is clearly saying that awareness of real oppositions requires a non-
conceptual activity of the mind. By 1770 he calls it sensibility (2:392 f).

The argument from nonidentical indiscernibles did not reappear in
the works of the 1760s. However, a closely related argument does: the
argument from incongruent counterparts (again, left- and right-handed
gloves are an example). It is closely related because it too is an argument
that a difference between two things of which we are clearly aware can-
not be expressed in a description. Kant used this argument in both 1768
(in “The Ultimate Foundation of the Differentiation of Directions in
Space” [2:383]), where it is not aimed at Leibniz, and 1770 (in the In-
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augural Dissertation [2:403]), where it is. Though it does not appear in
CPR, it did appear again later, in the Prolegomena (4:285—6).

So by 1770, indeed by 1763, Kant was firmly settled in his view that
sensible intuition is required for at least some kinds of knowledge. He
seems not to have reached his own mature position, that both sensible
intuition and use of concepts are needed for most kinds of knowledge,
until CPR; but his critique of Leibniz on the purely conceptual nature
of knowledge was largely complete by 1770. In short, the absence of ar-
guments for the need for sensible intuition in CPR up to the Appendix,
and the relegating of the arguments just discussed (when they do appear)
to an appendix, are peculiar. When Kant first claimed early in CPR that
sensible intuition is needed for knowledge, why did he not at least re-
introduce his earlier, pre-critical arguments?

9. What happened to Transcendental Reflection?

[ will close with another puzzling question: Why does transcendental
reflection” not appear anywhere earlier than our Appendix, neither
in the first Critique nor pre-critically, nor ever appear again?'* Transcen-
dental reflection should be a promising Critical method.

The first move in the Critical project that Kant did pursue, the Crit-
ical project of the Analytic, is to ask (A94/B126, A95—6): What are the
necessary conditions of experience? The question at the heart of tran-
scendental reflection is precisely analogous: What are the sources of
knowledge necessary for the objects of our representations to have
the relationships to other represented objects that they have? So why
did Kant make so little of the term?

Part of the explanation is that Kant did do the work in other places,
both pre-critically and in the first Critique, but under other names. One
notable example is the method for metaphysical inquiry sketched in the
Prize Essay (1764) and detailed in the Inaugural Dissertation (1770). In
particular, in the latter work Kant introduces what he calls the fallacy
of subreption and invokes his new doctrine that space and time are
the subjective conditions of sensibility to expose a key example of it.
The fallacy of subreption is the mistake of predicating spatial and tem-

13 Or rather, transcendental “ Uberlegung”, the German word that I translate as “re-
flection”.
14 We noted two insignificant exceptions to this statement in footnote 3.
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poral properties of intellectual objects (2:411—2). The method used to
expose it is transcendental reflection by another name and the mistake
thus exposed is an amphiboly, though a bit different from the one at-
tacked in the Appendix. There, chez Kant, Leibniz denied that sensibil-
ity provides knowledge. Here Leibniz gives objects of the understanding
spatio-temporal properties.

Similarly, in all three chapters of the Dialectic, Kant paid close at-
tention to the sources of knowledge: knowledge of the self in the Pa-
ralogisms, of the world in the Antinomies, and of “all reality” in the
Ideal. Even the term “subreption” makes brief appearances in all three
chapters. In the first-edition Paralogisms it appears at A389 and A402,
in the Antinomies at A509/B537, and in the Ideal at A582/3/B610/
11 and A619/B647." Kant says not a word by way of introducing
the term in any of these places and seems to assume that we will
know what he means by it. However, Kant never used the words “tran-
scendental reflection” in any of these passages nor anywhere else.

In a Reflexion, R5552 (18:218), probably written in 1778/79 as
CPR was being finished, Kant makes a revealing connection. He says
that “Concepts of Reflexion (their Amphiboly)” “can lead to paralo-
gisms”, then lists the four pairs of concepts of reflection. Though he
crossed out “can lead to paralogisms”, he gives his standard definition
of “paralogism” between the opening remark about concepts of reflec-
tion and the list of the concepts of reflection, so he clearly intended the
link to stand. After he lists the concepts of reflection, he then goes on to
discuss issues that became the content of the Antinomies and the Ideal.
These links between the concepts of reflection and the subject-matter of
the three chapters of the Dialectic raise an interesting possibility. By the
time Kant had finished the Dialectic, perhaps he thought that the im-
portant work of transcendental reflection had been done, not under
that name, of course. If so, he may have further thought that he
could safely relegate any remaining, purely anti-Leibnizian points to
an appendix.

If those were his thoughts, he had overlooked a better alternative.
He could have: (1) moved the arguments for the need for sensible in-
tuition to early in CPR where they belong; (2) introduced subreption
properly and combined it with his account of transcendental reflection;
and (3) moved the combined discussion to the opening pages of the Di-
alectic—where indeed he does mention transcendental reflection.

15 Later, the term appears two more times: A643/B671 and A792/B820.
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I will close with a brief summary of the whole essay. I have exam-
ined five issues with respect to Kant’s Appendix on the Amphiboly of
the Concepts of Reflection: (1) Kant’s treatment of identity and what
he calls real opposition; (2) the relationship between the concept of nu-
merical identity and the categories; (3) Kant’s arguments for the neces-
sity of sensible contents in knowledge (the first such arguments in the
first Critique); (4) the novel strategy Kant used to generate these analyses,
a strategy he calls transcendental reflection; and (5) the puzzling history
of these themes in the pre-critical and early Critical philosophy.'®

16 Particular thanks to Jennifer McRobert for historical leads. Thanks to audiences
at the APA Eastern Division, University of Western Ontario, University of
Maryland, University of Waterloo, and Carleton University.
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6. The First Paralogism, its Origin, and its Evolution:
Kant on How the Soul Both Is and Is Not a Substance

Julian Wuerth

1. The Structure of the First Paralogism

Kant’s rejection of the rational psychologists’ conclusion that the soul is a
substance 1s well known, presented by Kant in the first Critique’s chapter
on the Paralogisms of Pure Reason, specifically its First Paralogism. A
“logical paralogism”, as Kant defines it in the Paralogisms, “consists in
the falsity of a syllogism due to its form, whatever its content may be”
(A341/B399). The chapter on the Paralogisms, however, concerns itself
with a transcendental paralogism, where there is a “transcendental ground
for inferring falsely due to its form” (A341/B399). That there is a “tran-
scendental ground” for the false inference is key to understanding this pa-
ralogism, and we will return to what this transcendental ground is, later.
But for now, suffice it to say that this transcendental ground is such that
the resulting fallacy 1s, as Kant says, “unavoidable”, even if we can, in the
end, expose it, so that it is not “insoluble” (A341/B399). Kant according-
ly tells us in the Jasche Logic that this fallacy is not a “sophism”, where “one
intentionally seeks to deceive others through it”; rather, as a “paralogism”,
“one deceives oneself through it” (9:134-5).

What, then, is the syllogism of the First Paralogism and where is the
fallacy? The syllogism, as stated formally in the second edition of the
First Paralogism (with added formal abbreviations, to be explained
below), is this (B410—1):

[M] What cannot be thought otherwise than as subject [P] does not exist
otherwise than as subject, and is therefore substance.

[S] Now a thinking thing, considered merely as such [M] cannot be
thought otherwise than as subject.

Therefore [S] it [P] also exists only as such a thing, i.e., substance.

As Kant explains elsewhere (A323/B379), the three chapters of the Di-
alectic—the Paralogisms, the Antinomies, and the Ideal—each proceed
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according to syllogisms. Not only does Kant clump these under the
heading of the Dialectic rather than—as for Baumgarten—that of “spe-
cial metaphysics”, but he also rearranges the usual ordering of rational
cosmology, rational psychology, and rational theology to reflect the
order of the relational categories. Rational psychology is now treated
first, because its syllogisms are said to be of the categorical sort, beginning
with a major premise that provides a universal rule of the categorical
sort. Here there is a “mediating mark” or “middle concept” (M) attach-
ed to a “predicate” (P), and this “mediating mark” provides what Kant
terms the “condition” of the rule of the major premise. The minor
premise also includes a “mediating mark” and subsumes a cognition
of a subject (S) under this mediating mark (M), or condition, of the
rule. The conclusion follows, attaching to the minor premise’s subject
(S) the major premise’s predicate (P). As Kant summarizes it in his lec-
tures on logic, the form of the categorical syllogism is accordingly MP,
SM, therefore SP.

Kant’s Paralogisms, including the first, have been much discussed,
and one common question is where the logical fallacies are supposed
to be found. In the case of the first paralogism, for example, the syllo-
gistic form MP, SM, therefore SP, is valid. In addition to Kant’s claim
that there is a transcendental ground for the fallacy, not a merely logical
one, we have this clue to discovering the nature of the fallacy: Kant tells
us that it lies in a sophisma figurae dictionis (A402) and that this sophism
involves an equivocation between the transcendental and empirical
uses of a term (A 402). Next, the mediating mark is the focus of
Kant’s scrutiny, as evidenced by Kant’s remarks in his lectures on
logic that, in a sophisma figurae dictionis, “the medius terminus is taken in
different meanings” (9:135). The mediating term in the first paralogism
is that of an absolute subject, or something that “cannot be thought oth-
erwise than as subject” (B410). Accordingly, we would expect Kant to
be arguing that the concept of an absolute subject is being used in two
different senses, one transcendental and one empirical. On this reading,
while this syllogism is valid at one level, because the mediating terms are
identical in name, insight into the transcendental meaning ot these iden-
tical terms reveals their difference and in turn the invalidity of the syl-
logism at this level. As Kant claims in the first edition, this syllogism’s
conclusion is of the soul’s substantiality as understood in an empirical
sense. This leaves us with the question of exactly what this conclusion
of the soul’s substantiality is when understood in an empirical sense,
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and how the sophisma figurae dictionis we employ to arrive at it is one that
trades on different meanings whose difference is transcendental.

One further clue to bear in mind while addressing this question is
the following, regarding the central role played by the concepts of im-
mortality and permanence: Kant tells us in his lectures on metaphysics
from the late 1770s, Metaphysik L1, that

The greatest yearning of a human being is not to know the actions of the
soul, which one cognizes through experience, but rather its future state.
The individual propositions of rational psychology are not so important
here as the general consideration of its origin, of its future state, and of survival
(28:263).

How does this goal of establishing our immortality relate to the conclu-
sion of our substantiality ? Kant’s later Metaphysik Dohna (1792—3) makes
the point that Kant often makes, that “For the future life is required: (1)
the perdurability of the soul as substance, [etc.]” (28:688). Thus the
whole point of rational psychology, in Kant’s view, is to establish our
immortality, and the conclusion of our substantiality is essential toward
this end, meant to establish our permanence. Thus, when Kant asks in the
First Paralogism, “But now what sort of use am I to make of this con-
cept of a substance?” (A349), he answers that it has only one possible
use, to establish our permanence, and that it fails in this:

That I, as a thinking being, endure for myself, that naturally I neither arise
nor perish—this I can by no means infer, and yet it is for that alone that the
concept of the substantiality of my thinking substance can be useful to me;
without that I could very well dispense with it altogether (A349, emphasis
added).

In sum, then, the First Paralogism includes a sophisma figurae dictionis of a
transcendental sort concerning the concept of an absolute subject, lead-
ing the rationalists to their sought after empirical concept of substance in
application to the soul as thing in itself, and the sole objective of this
argument is to establish the permanence of this soul as thing in itself.

2. Kant’s Conclusions on the Substantiality
of the Soul as Thing in Itself

To highlight the target of Kant’s attack in the First Paralogism, it will be
helpful to review Kant’s own conclusions that the soul is substance. The
claim that Kant does conclude that the soul is substance would strike
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many commentators as radical. This is the result in large part of under-
standing Kant’s negative account of the soul against the rationalists in
the Paralogisms as Kant’s complete account of the soul. If we turn to
Kant’s broader recorded thought, however, we find that Kant regularly
concludes the substantiality of the soul. By understanding exactly in
what sense Kant embraces this conclusion, we can understand exactly
in what sense Kant rejects this conclusion as presented by the rationalists.
The pattern that emerges in the following quotes is this: Kant believes
the soul as thing in itself is substance; that this concept of substance is
that of a bare substantiale, namely of a thing in general that has powers en-
abling it to ground accidents; that because this thing in general is distinct
from its accidents, it is devoid of all predicates; and, because it is distinct
from all accidents, this substantiale is completely indeterminate. Finally, we
see that for Kant this indeterminacy means we cannot assume this sub-
stance is permanent.

Without attempting to analyze how Kant reaches these conclusions,
[ will here present some of the relevant passages where Kant clearly af-
firms them:
(1) From the Metaphysical Foundation of Natural Science (1786):

And hence the clarity of the representations of my soul has such a degree,
and in consequence of this fact the faculty of consciousness, namely, apper-
ception—and along with this faculty even the substance of the soul—has also
such a degree. But inasmuch as a total disappearance of this faculty of ap-
perception must finally ensue upon the gradual diminution of the same,
even the substance of the soul would be subjected to a gradual perishing,
even though the soul were of a simple nature, because this disappearance
of its fundamental force could not ensue through division (separation of
substance from a composite) but, as it were, by expiration, and even this
not in a moment, but by gradual remission of its degree, from whatever

cause (4:542-3).
(2) From the first Critique (1781/1787):

Among the different kinds of unity according to concepts of the under-
standing belongs the causality of a substance, which is called “power.” At
first glance the various appearances of one and the same substance show
such diversity that one must assume almost as many powers as there are ef-
tects, as in the human mind there are sensation, consciousness, lmagination,
memory, wit, the power to distinguish, pleasure, desire, etc. (A648/B677-
A650/B678, emphasis added).

(3) From Reflexion 6000 (1780—1789):
Whether the soul is a special substance? (18:420)
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From the well-known Reflexion 6001 (1780—1789):

The soul in transcendental apperception is noumenal substance; therefore no
permanence of the same in time; and this can hold only for objects in space.
(18:420—-1)

From Metaphysik v. Schon (late 1780s), after rejecting Spinoza’s def-

inition of substance and before rejecting Baumgarten’s and Wolff’s def-
inition of substance:

(7)

Thus if T ask if something is a substance, I do not ask for a cause, but rather
if it 1s in itself a thing.—If we in thought separate all accidents from a sub-
stance; in whom do these accidents inhere? The subject, which is their
ground and that is called substantiale. The substantiale is an important con-
cept of reason, but what is it actually? One often demands to know of the
soul, what it actually is, not content with the accidents inhering in it, one de-
mands also to know the subject of the same. In this the demand is unjust;
for if I were to name this thus would I need to determine it according to
accidents and precisely these are taken away. The substantiale is in general
the concept of something, in which the accidents inhere. That I am, ex-
presses the substantiale in me, but the I cannot be determined, that cannot
occur other than through accidents (28:511, emphasis added).

From Metaphysik L2 (1790—1791):

In the concept of I lies substance, it expresses the subject in which all ac-
cidents inhere. Substance is a subject that cannot inhere in other things as
accident. The substantiale is the proper subject (28:590).

The perdurability of the human soul cannot be inferred from the concept
of substance. The ancient philosophers inferred that, because the soul can-
not perish through division, it will not perish at all. But this is false, for
there still remains yet another perishing, namely, when its powers gradually
diminish and disappear, until finally they stop altogether and are trans-
formed into zero or into a nothing.—The soul is not material, matter is
composite, and not simple, also no part of matter is simple, which is
good to note, for the parts of matter must also constantly be material.
But the soul is simple, and thus not material (28:591).

From Metaphysik Dohna (1792—-1793):

Wolf wanted to derive everything from the faculty of cognition, and de-
fined pleasure and displeasure as an act of the faculty of cognition. He
also called the faculty of desire a play of representations, thus likewise a
modification of the faculty of cognition ... but this is impossible here.
Wolt came to this merely from the cited false definition of substance;
thus there were powers which all had to be derived from a basic power.
So he assumed the power of representation as basic power—etc. But
power is nothing but the mere relation of the accidents to the substance

(28:674).
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... the soul is simple substance (28:684).

(8) From Metaphysik K2 (early 1790s):

For the survival of the soul is required the survival of its substance and the
identity of its personality, i.e., the consciousness of being the same subject
that it was. One attempts to prove the first by the following ground: the
soul is simple, thus it is indestructible (incorruptible by inner decomposi-
tion) and cannot perish in this way. (The parts of matter indeed remain
over, but it itself perishes.) Mendelssohn held this proof not to be adequate:
he says ... This proof is not stringent. The soul cannot perish through di-
vision, but clearly through remission, through remission of powers (just as
consciousness has various degrees of clarity, which become ever weaker,
e.g., in falling asleep). The extinguishing of the human soul until complete
evanescence can therefore be quite easily thought. There will be no leap
here, but rather all can go according to the laws of continuity. With one
degree of power the soul is there in one time; between this and the mo-
ment where it wholly disappears, there are a multitude of moments
where the degrees are various. It seems contradictory to this representation
that in all alterations in nature the substance perdures and only the accidents
change. But here the talk is merely of bodily substances, which we cognize,
but with the human soul we cognize nothing perduring, not even the con-
cept of the I, since consciousness occasionally disappears. A principle of
perdurability is in bodily substances, but in the soul everything is in flux
(28:763).

(9) From Metaphysik Vigilantius (1794—1795):

(2) Substance thought with omission of all inhering accidents (i.e., their
determinations) is called the substantiale. This remainder is a mere concept
that has no determination. It is a something, hence is merely thought or is
representable, for the substantiale cannot be cognized. Nothing can be cog-
nized if one does not have predicates of the object whereby something is
cognized, because all cognitions happen only through judgments. But
here only the subject remains without a predicate, therefore no relation be-
tween the two. There thus remains left only a representation of a some-
thing, but of which one does not cognize what it is ...

So thinking, willing, feeling of pleasure and displeasure are predicates
of the human soul. If these are left away, and the soul is thought without
these inhering items, then something remains left of which one has no con-
cept, a thought without thinking subjects, and this is the substantiale
(29:1004-5).

(10) From Reflexion 6334 (1795):

It appears that, if one admits that the soul is substance, that one also needs to
admit permanence as with bodies. But we can recognize absolutely nothing
permanent in the soul, as, e. g., heaviness or impenetrability with bodies.—
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Thus is the concept of the soul as substance only a concept of a bare cat-
egory of the subject to distinguish it from its inhering accidents (18:655).

In 1795, Samuel Sémmerring sent Kant a work, On the Organ of the
Soul, about the anatomy of the brain and the functions of nerves, in-
torming Kant he would dedicate the work to Kant. In response, Kant
sent Sommerring a four page commentary on the work, with permission
to publish it. This commentary spoke approvingly of Somerring’s em-
pirical research and addressed the question of the relation between em-
pirical research on empirical matters concerning the brain and philo-
sophical reflection on the metaphysics of the soul. Here Kant addresses
(a few years before his 1798 Conflict of the Faculties) the rightful intellec-
tual domains of the medical and philosophical faculties, respectively.
Sémmerring published his essay in 1796 along with Kant’s commentary.
In addition to the published version, found in the Akademie edition vol-
ume 12, on Kant’s correspondence, and in the Cambridge Edition vol-
ume on anthropology, history, and education, three drafts of this letter
are included in volume 13 of the Akademie edition.

From the published version, we read: “By mind |Gemiith] one un-
derstands only the faculty (animus) of combining the given representa-
tions and of effecting the unity of empirical apperception, not yet the
substance (anima) in accordance with its nature wholly distinct from ma-
terial, from which we abstract here” (12:32n). From the drafts (not in
the Cambridge Edition), we read the following:

... this question if taken by the letter destroys itself for it could approxi-
mately be translated as what sort of spatial relation is supposed to be recog-
nized between a thing that can in no way be an object of outer sense (be-
cause it 1s simple) and the body of a person that is such an object, for a spa-
tial relation can be achieved only between two objects of outer sense—ac-
cordingly the question must be presented differently or mean something
different, namely, in which (not local but rather) virtual relation of im-
mediate influence (which we can clearly not explain) the soul and body
in humans, or, more narrowly determined, in the brain (where the ends
of all sensory organs are found), stand, and which part of the latter is the
next organ of the former to receive representations from this facultas reprae-
sentativa or oppositely to effect motions in it (fac: locomotiva) presupposes
that the person (and likewise every animal) has a soul, i.e., a substance
in itself distinct from all material which because of the unity of conscious-
ness must be thought of as simple (therefore itself not again as an object of
outer sense) therefore not something located in space (localiter) but instead
only (as the understanding thinks it) as active (virtualiter) without spatial de-
termination (13:401-2).
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We pursue not the immediate effect and action of the soul but instead
only the appearances of the same. The former would concern the nonsen-
sible substrate of material as the soul itself is (13:407).

What we see, then, is that Kant believes the noumenal soul is a sub-
stance, understood in the spare sense of something that has powers
that enables it to produce accidents. But Kant also believes we know
nothing determinate whatsoever about this substance; it is as such dis-
tinct from all of its accidents, for they merely constitute its state
(A360). He also believes there is nothing inconsistent about thinking
that the powers of this substantial soul could evanesce to the point
where it ceased to exist, so that we are not warranted in concluding
its permanence toward the ultimate conclusion of the soul’s immortal-

ty.

3. The History of Kant’s Use
of the Concept of Substance

If the soul as thing in itself is substance but cannot be shown to be per-
manent, from where might the rationalists derive the conclusion of per-
manence, and how might they commit a sophisma figurae dictionis of a
transcendental sort in the process? Here we need to look at the evolu-
tion of Kant’s account of the schematized category of substance. Already
in the early 1760s Kant breaks from the rationalists by rejecting the view
that a substance, per se, is self-sustaining, arguing from at least his 1763
Negative Magnitudes essay onwards that only an extramundane God is an
independent substance and creator and sustainer of other substances
(2:202; see also R3879, 17:323 [1764—1769]). In his 1766 Dreams of
a Spirit Seer, Kant nonetheless recognizes that we assume the perma-
nence of all substance because not doing so would have a destabilizing
effect on our knowledge of the world. In the same year, in a Reflexion,
he argues similarly that “The always lasting duration of substances, i.e.,
the same age of each with the whole world, cannot be proved, as that it
must lie at the base of the method of philosophizing” (R4105, 17:416
[1769]). After 1770 and the clear distinction between noumenal and
phenomenal substance, however, Kant relates this assumption of perma-
nence to phenomenal substance in particular. He tells us in R5312, from
1776—1778, that “A phenomenon, which is a substratum of another
phenomenon, is not therefore substance but only comparatively. In ap-
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pearance we cannot recognize something as substance (this is only a
concept of apperception), but rather something only appears as the sub-
stratum of appearance, to which everything in appearance is attributed”
(17:150). Likewise in Metaphysik L1 he will explain that “we find in
bodies substance that we call substances only by analogy” (28:209). Fi-
nally, in the First Analogy, Kant will attach to this phenomenal sub-
stance, characterized by extension and impenetrability, the assumption
of permanence, arguing that, without this assumption of permanence
of phenomenal substance, there could be no unity of time. He thus con-
sistently refers to this permanent substance as “substance (phenomen-
on)” as in these passages: “Therefore in all appearance that which per-
sists 1s the object itself, i.e., the substance (phaenomenon) ...” (A183/
B227); and “This persistence is nothing more than the way in which we
represent the existence of things (in appearance)” (A186/B229). What
we also can notice in the first passage from the First Analogy is that
Kant not only refers to the substance in question as a phenomenal sub-
stance but also as an “object itself” (B227). However, going back to the
Aesthetic, we see the meaning of this label “thing itself.” There Kant
drew the transcendental distinction between a thing in itself in “a mere-
ly physical sense” and a thing in itself “transcendentally” (B63). Kant is
referring to this physical sense of “thing itself” in the First Analogy
when he speaks of the phenomenal object itself. Kant accordingly
tells us in the Prolegomena, for example, that “permanence can never
be proved of the concept of a substance as a thing in itself, but only
for the purposes of experience. This is sufficiently shown by the First
Analogy of Experience” (4:335).

Now that we see where the concept of permanence has its legiti-
mate role—in reference only to phenomenal, empirical substance—
we can also see how, for lack of transcendental reflection on the concept
of empirical, phenomenal substance and our manner of assuming its per-
manence, one might indiscriminately apply the phenomenal, empirical
concept of substance, including permanence, to a noumenal substance.
And this, I argue, is what Kant sees the rationalists doing.

This interpretation of the First Paralogism as containing an amphib-
oly, where we fail to engage in transcendental reflection about the na-
ture of the object we are applying a concept to, and whether it is phe-
nomenal or not (B317), is also borne out by a Reflexion from 1780,
where Kant first mentions the Paralogisms. There Kant presents them
under this heading: “Concepts of Reflexion (their Amphiboly) which
lead to paralogisms” (R5552, 18:218). Kant refers to this confusion re-
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garding the merely transcendental use of the category—here of sub-
stance—at the start of the Paralogisms, telling us that the conclusions
from the I think “can contain a merely transcendental use of the under-
standing, which excludes every admixture of experience; and of whose
progress, after what we have shown above, we can at the start form no
advantageous concept” (A348/B406). This is what Kant refers to a page
later when he observes that “So much is lacking for us to be able to infer
these properties [permanence]| from the pure category of substance, that
we must rather ground the persistence of a given object on experience if
we would apply to that object the empirically useable concept of a sub-
stance” (A349).

In conclusion, then, Kant’s First Paralogism involves a sophisma fig-
urae dictionis, hinging on a lack of transcendental reflection. While the
soul 1s a substance in the bare sense of something that has powers that
enable us to ground accidents, this indeterminate concept is useless
when it comes to the sole objective of rational psychology—to establish
our immortality.'

1 Many thanks to Stephen Palmquist for his useful feedback. Thanks also to Ste-
phen for organizing the Kant in Asia international conference in Hong Kong
from May 20 to May 23, 2009, where this essay was originally presented,
and to Hong Kong Baptist University for sponsoring the conference.



7. Kants Logik des Menschen —
Duplizitit der Subjektivitit

Ulrich Fritz Wodarzik

Das verpflichtete sowohl als
das verpflichtende Subjekt
ist immer der Mensch.

— Kant, Tugendlehre (6:419)

1. Einfiihrung in die Thematik

,»Die Logik ist selbst Philosophie®," sagt Kant und ist die ,, Wissenschaft
von der Bezichung aller Erkenntnis auf die wesentlichen Zwecke der
menschlichen Vernuntt (teleologia rationis humanae), und der Philosoph 1st
... der Gesetzgeber der menschlichen Vernunft™ (3:542). Philosophische
Logik ist die Wissenschaft des Denkens, die iiber die klassische Logik
hinausgeht, weil ,,die Gesetzgebung der menschlichen Vernunft ... zwei
Gegenstinde, Natur und Freiheit hat ...* (3:543). Das klassische Be-
wusstsein versteht sich als Identitit mit dem Sein und der Gegensatz
zwischen Denkgegenstand und dem denkenden Subjekt ist zweiwertig.
Nur durch ein Subjekt ist Erfahrung tiberhaupt moglich, denn der Grund
der Erfahrung liegt nicht in der Erfahrung. In demselben Ich verbirgt sich
auch die Rede von den Geboten Gottes als unsere moralischen Pflichten.
Es gibt keine Wirklichkeit an sich, sondern nur eine gedachte Wirk-
lichkeit. Das Bewusstsein davon ist ein Reflexionswissen und dessen
Mafstibe davon liegen in uns. Der Mensch ist umgeben von Objekten
und Subjekten. Er steht zwischen Natur und Gott und vermittelt zwi-
schen Endlichkeit und Unendlichkeit. Diese sinnlich-iibersinnliche
Differenz bewegt und strukturiert menschliches Dasein.

Jedes philosophische System ist durch die philosophische Tradition
geprigt, worauf Kant auch selbst hinweist: ,,Schon von den iltesten

1 ,,Wunderlich: dass die Logik kein allgemein hinreichendes Kiiterium der
Wahrheit angeben kann® (16:6 [R1567]; Ebd. 50 [R1629]). Alle Zitate werden
in moderner Orthographie geschrieben und durch Band, Seitenzahl angegeben.
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Zeiten der Philosophie her haben sich Forscher der reinen Vernunft
auBer den Sinneswesen oder Erscheinungen (phaenomena), die die Sin-
nenwelt ausmachen, noch besondere Verstandeswesen (noumena), welche
eine Verstandeswelt ausmachen sollten, gedacht ... (4:314). Durch die
Einteilung der seienden Gegenstinde in phaenomena und noumena hat
Kant zusammen mit dem sich selbst erkennenden Ich die klassische Logik
erweitert. Den Sinn, den ich einer Sache gebe oder geben soll, kann ich
nicht erkennen, sondern nur denken. Erkennen kann ich nur das, was der
Fall ist. Denken ohne Anschauung ist immer kontrafaktisch.” In dem
Abschnitt tiber die transzendentale Deduktion erliutert Kant, dass uns keine
Erkenntnis a priori mdéglich ist, lediglich von Gegenstinden moglicher
Erfahrung. Und er erklirt dort in einer FuBnote:

Damit man sich nicht voreiliger Weise an den besorglichen nachteiligen
Folgen dieses Satzes stoBe, will ich nur in Erinnerung bringen, dass die
Kategorien im Denken durch die Bedingungen unserer sinnlichen An-
schauung nicht eingeschrinkt sind, sondern ein unbegrenztes Feld haben,
und nur das Erkennen dessen, was wir uns denken, das Bestimmen des
Objekts, Anschauung bediirfe ... (3:128).

Kant will damit sagen: ,,Sich einen Gegenstand denken und einen Ge-
genstand erkennen ist also nicht einerlei. Zum Erkenntnisse gehoren
nimlich zwei Stiicke, erstlich der Begriff, dadurch tberhaupt ein Ge-
genstand gedacht wird und zweitens die Anschauung, dadurch er gegeben
wird ...“ (3:116). Zum reinen Denken gehort also nur der Begrift, d. h.
der Sinn, durch den ein Gegenstand gedacht wird. Um zu denken und
nicht blof zu fantasieren brauchen wir unbedingt einen Sinn fiir das
Ansichsein, denn ,,wir haben einen Verstand, der sich problematisch weiter
erstreckt als* die ,,Sphire der Erscheinungen® (3:211). Deshalb missen
Begriffe des reinen Denkens logische Funktionen sein, um die noumena zu
denken. Mit der Theorie der Vernunftschliisse sprengt Kant de facto die

2 ,,[Dl]enkenkann ich, was ich will, wenn ich mir nur nicht selbst widerspreche, d. i.
wenn mein Begriff nur ein moglicher Gedanke ist, ob ich zwar daftir nicht stehen
kann, ob im Inbegriff aller Méglichkeiten diesem auch ein Objekt korrespon-
diere oder nicht. Um einem solchen Begriff aber objektive Giiltigkeit ... bei-
zulegen, dazu wird etwas mehr erfordert. Dieses Mehrere aber braucht eben nicht
in theoretischen Erkenntnisquellen gesucht werden, es kann auch in praktischen
liegen* (3:17). Die letzten beiden Sitze markieren genau den Ubergang von der
Seins- zur Sinnthematik. Diesen Ubergang kann die zweiwertige klassische Logik
nicht leisten, sie behilt aber den Status einer Unterlogik in einer mehrwertigen
transklassischen Logik.
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klassische Logik,” weil diese Schliisse nicht ontologisch gelten, sondern
sich total auf das Denken selbst als eine allgemeine Regel beziehen.* Das
Noumenon negativ verstanden, bedeutet reine Seinsthematik, d.h.
theoretische Vernunft und das Noumenon positiv verstanden, bedeutet
reine Sinnthematik, d.h. praktische Vernuntt.

Der alte Kant schreibt im opus postumum : ,, Transzendentalphilosophie
ist das philosophische Erkenntnissystem welches a priori alle Gegenstinde
der reinen Vernunft in einem System notwendig verbunden darstellt.
Diese Gegenstinde sind Gott, die Welt und der dem Pflichtbegrift un-
terworfene Mensch in der Welt™ (21:81). Die leitenden traditionellen
Ideen lassen sich prinzipiell durch die metaphysische Trias Welt-Mensch-
Gott fassen. Der Mensch ist ein denkendes Lebewesen und befindet sich
immer im Spannungsfeld von Erfahrung und Metaphysik, zwischen
Triebhaftigkeit und Pflichtgefihl. Drei Problembereiche haben wir
vorliegen: Erstens die Welt der Erscheinungen, zweitens das Denken
selbst und dessen Formen und Regeln und drittens das autonome Selbst
oder die Person.’

Meiner Auffassung nach zeigt sich im transzendentalen Idealismus ein
Problembereich, der auf eine nicht-Aristotelische Logik verweist.” Kant
ahnte das und bemerkte, dass ,,seit dem Apristoteles“ die Logik ,keinen
Schritt rickwirts hat tun dirfen* aber ,,dal} sie auch bis jetzt keinen
Schritt vorwirts hat tun kénnen®, und zwar deswegen, weil sie ,,ge-
schlossen und vollendet zu sein scheint® (3:7). Diese versteckte Auftor-
derung, tber die Logik selbst nachzudenken, wurde von Fichte konse-
quent erkannt’ und von Hegel und Giinther® weitergefiihrt. Klassisch

3 Die Verstandesschliisse sind konstitutiv fiir die klassische zweiwertige Logik und
gelten fur alle Wissenschaften und Mathematik.

4 Hier ist der Unterschied zwischen dem Begriff selbst und seinem Gebrauch
wichtig. Das allgemeine Vernunftschlussprinzip lautet: ,,Was unter der Bedin-
gung einer Regel steht, das steht auch unter der Regel selbst.* Vgl. Jische-Logik
(9:120). Ein gegebener Begrift ist analytisch und ein gedachter ist synthetisch.

5  Kant bringt diese Trias zur Sprache: ,, Transzendentalphilosophie ist Erkenntnis
des Menschen von sich selbst der Welt und Gort™ (21:157). Ich nenne diesen
Sachverhalt das Denkmodell der metaphysischen Trinitit: Welt, Mensch und
Gott.

6  Die klassische zweiwertige Logik des Wahren und des Falschen, die auf Ari-
stoteles zurtickgeht und ihre universelle Giiltigkeit weiterhin behilt, ist in einer
mindestens dreiwertigen Logik eine Unterlogik.

7 Wie aus den Entwiirfen der Berliner Darstellungen der WL von 1812 zu ersehen
ist und bereits in der Jenaer WL ihren Anfang nahm.
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existiert zwischen uns als erlebendem Ich und der Wirklichkeit kein
Drittes, denn die Aristotelische Sachlogik ist determiniert durch die
Disjunktion ,,entweder oder® (tertium non datur). Die zweiwertige, zeit-
lose Logik fordert, dass, wenn eine Vorstellung ,,wahr ist, sie auch
pridikativ identisch mit dem Vorgestellten ist. Ist sie das nicht, dann ist sie
»falsch®. Sein und Denken stehen sich in der Aristotelischen Logik wie
Objekt und Subjekt monothematisch gegentiber. Die antike Logik,
axiomatisiert durch Identitat, Widerspruchsverbot und tertium non datur,
spiegelt unser urphinomenales Erkennen wieder. Diese Logik, durch
starre Denkregeln fixiert auf die sich die Dogmatiker” stiitzen, beherrscht
unser gesamtes theoretisches Wissen und klammert das reflektierende
Subjekt aus. Deshalb ist diese Logik in den naturwissenschaftlich-tech-
nischen Gebieten, jenseits historisch-spekulativer, politischer, religidser
oder sittlicher Fragestellungen, so erfolgreich. Asthetischer oder religioser
Sinn oder Wert lasst sich nicht durch ,,wahr oder ,,falsch charakteri-
sieren, denn die menschliche Wirklichkeit ist widerspruchsvoll und durch
die verschiedensten Kontexte bedingt. Ferner fithrt die monothematische
Zweiwertigkeit in ihrem logischen Gebrauch zum antagonistischen
Denken.

Im Zentrum dieses Essays steht die Reflexion oder Selbstbeziig-
lichkeit der Subjektivitit, die sich durch ein ,,zweifaches Ich* offenbart.
Zunichst ist der Mensch im System der Natur als homo phaenomenon
anzusehen. Dartiberhinaus ist er eine Person im Sinne der moralisch-
religidsen Vernunft, d. h. als ein homo noumenon manitest. Diese Duplizitit
der Subjektivitit bildet den philosophischen Kern des deutschen Idea-
lismus und ist die Dialektik der Subjektivitit. Die Unterscheidung zwi-
schen homo phaenomenon und homo noumenon fihrte Kant viele Jahre nach
der Kiritik der reinen Vernunft in seiner 1797 geschriebenen Metaphysik der
Sitten ein.'’ Die Selbstbeziiglichkeit und die transzendentale Struktur der

8 Vgl Gotthard Gunther, I.: Idee und Grundrif} einer nicht-Aristotelischen Logik
(Hamburg: Meiner-Verlag, 1959); II. Beitrige zur Grundlegung einer operations-
fahigen Dialektik (Hamburg: Meiner-Verlag, 1976 [Bd. 1], 1979 [Bd. 2], 1980
[Bd. 3]); II1. Das Bewusstsein der Maschinen. Eine Metaphysik der Kybernetik (Agis-
Verlag Baden-Baden: Hg. E. v. Goldammer und J. Paul, 2002).

9 Die Dogmatiker haben den ,,Einfall, sich hinter die allgemeine Logik zu ver-
schanzen, und den Schatten des Stagiriten zu beschworen®. Vgl. Fichtes Werke,
Bd. I, hrsg. v. I. Hermann Fichte (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1971), 499. Im
Folgenden mit FW Band, Seite angegeben.

10 Vgl. Tugendlehre, Ethische Elementatlehre, 1. Teil. Von den Pflichten gegen sich selbst
iiberhaupt, (6:417—42). Der tiefe Grund fiir diese Unterscheidung liegt ferner in
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Subjektivitit erzwingen eine Duplizitit der Subjektivitit. Daher unter-
scheidet Kant bereits in der Kritik streng zwischen transzendentalem und
empirischem Ich. Er thematisierte das ehrgeizig noch im fortgeschritte-
nen Alter von 67 Jahren in der Preisfrage von 1791: ,,Welches sind die
wirklichen Fortschritte, die die Metaphysik seit Leibnizens und Wolfs
Zeiten in Deutschland gemacht hat*? Die Entwiirfe sind als drei un-
vollstindige Handschriften 1804 postum erschienen.'' Kant hat sich in-
tensiv mit dem Problem der Subjektivitit, wie die Paralogismen der
reinen Vernunft und die Deduktion der reinen Verstandesbegriffe be-
legen, beschiftigt.

Der dianische theoretische Physiker und Philosoph Niels Bohr bringt
in seinem Buch Atomphysik und menschliche Erkenntnis die hier behandelte
Thematik auf den Punkt, indem er schreibt: ,,Hier haben wir es mit
komplementiren Zusammenhingen betreftend der menschlichen Si-
tuation zu tun, die auf unvergessliche Weise in der alten chinesischen
Philosophie Ausdruck finden, die uns einschirft, dass wir selbst im grofen
Drama des Daseins sowohl Schauspieler als Zuschauer sind.“'* Das
zweiwertige dogmatisch-monologische Denken, das keinen Unterschied
zwischen Aktor und Spektator macht, versagt, wenn es um das ganze
Menschsein geht. ,,Es ist ganz offensichtlich, dal3 es gerade diese Un-
terscheidung ist, in der sich das logische Subjekt des Denkens konstituiert
— und sich sowohl von der Welt wie von seinen Gedanken als Drittes
absetzt.“"

2. Duplizitit der Subjektivitit als
Faktum der transzendentalen Differenz

In dem Kapitel Von der Amphibolie der Reflexionsbegriffe durch die Ver-
wechselung des empirischen Verstandesgebrauchs mit dem Transzendentalen weist
Kant darauf hin, dass sich das Subjekt maskieren muss, wenn es sich selbst
als Objekt zum Thema machen will. Das ist die subjektive Zirkularitit

der Einschrinkung der Anmaflung der Sinnlichkeit, vgl. (3:211). Ideen sind
Noumena, d.h. Vernunftbegrifte oder Gedankenwesen, denen kein Gegenstand
in der Erfahrung entspricht.

11 Vgl. (20:255). Auf Seite 270 tauchte der Begrift',,zweifaches Ich® zum ersten Mal
auf.

12 N, Bohr, Atomphysik und menschliche Erkenntnis 1I, Aufsitze und Vortrige aus den
Jahren 1958— 1962 (Braunschweig: Vieweg-Verlag, 1966), 15.

13 Ginther, Beitrige 2, 85. Anm. 8.
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(3:265) im transzendentalen Gewand, die im Rahmen der klassischen
Logik zu Widerspriichen fiihrt, so dass Kant spiter vom ,,zweifachen Ich*
spricht (20:270):

Ich bin mir meiner selbst bewusst, ist ein Gedanke, der schon ein zweifaches
Ich enthilt, das Ich als Subjekt, und das Ich als Objekt. Wie es moglich sei,
dass ich, der ich denke, mir selber ein Gegenstand (der Anschauung) sein,
und so mich von mir selbst unterscheiden konne, ist schlechterdings un-
moglich zu erkliren, obwohl es ein unbezweifeltes Faktum ist ... Es wird
dadurch aber nicht eine doppelte Personlichkeit gemeint, sondern nur Ich,
der ich denke und anschaue, ist eine Person, das Ich aber des Objektes, was
von mir angeschaut wird, ist, gleich anderen Gegenstinden auBer mir, die
Sache. Von dem Ich in der erstern Bedeutung (dem Subjekt der Apper-
zeption), dem logischen Ich, als Vorstellung a priori, ist schlechterdings
nichts weiter zu erkennen moglich, was es fiir ein Wesen, und von welcher
Naturbeschaffenheit es sei ... Das Ich aber in der zweiten Bedeutung, das
psychologische Ich, als empirisches Bewusstsein, ist mannigfaltiger Er-
kenntnis fihig ...

Kant spricht vom Ich in der ersteren Bedeutung, dem logischen Ich, es sei
bezeichnet mit Ich; (homo noumenon). Ferner spricht er vom Ich in der
zweiten Bedeutung, dem empirischen Subjekt der Perzeption (homo
phaenomenon). Dieses sei mit Ich, bezeichnet. Die Subjektivitit difte-
renziert sich also in den Spektator (spekulierender Philosoph) und in den
Aktor, der als Urheber seiner Handlungen fungiert." Die ,,synthetische
Apperzeption® ist das Ich in der ersten Bedeutung (Ich;) und das Ich in der
zweiten Bedeutung ist das empirische oder phinomenale Ich (Ich,). Ich
kann mich von mir selbst unterscheiden und mir dadurch Pflichten oder
anderes aufgeben. Nicht vergessen dirfen wir die Welt der Erschei-
nungen (phaenomena), die ich mit der dritten Person ,,Es* bezeichne.
Damit zeigt sich eine logisch-metaphysische Trinitit, die hier mit Es, Ich,
und Ich; bezeichnet sei. In derselben Reihenfolge tGibersetze ich das mit
Welt (on), denkend-anschauender Mensch (Seele, zoe) und Gott (Geist,
Ideen, nous)." Diese Trinitit ist isomorph zu der Fragetrias: ,,Was kann
ich wissen?*, ,;Was soll ich tun?* und ,,Was dart ich glauben?*

14 Aktor (Ich,) und Spektator (Ich;), d.h. Handelnder und Beobachter sind
sprachliche Versuche das Ich als Erscheinung (homo phaenomenon) und das Ich als
Ich an sich selbst (homo noumenon) auszudriicken. Kant fiihrt den Begriff homo
noumenon deshalb ein, um die AnmaBung der Sinnlichkeit zurtickzuweisen und
die Pflicht gegen sich selbst plausibel zu machen (vgl. Tugendlehre).

15 Vgl. U. F. Wodarzik, ,,Uber die metaphysische Trinitit Welt, Mensch und
Gott™, Akten des X. Kant-Kongresses (Sao Paulo 2005), Bd. 2, hrsg. V. Rohden et
al. (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 817—-27.
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Das Problem besteht nun darin, wie man die beiden Ich-Versionen in
einer personellen Einheit ohne Widerspruch zu denken hat.'® Das em-
pirische Ich, d.h. der lebende Mensch und das logische Ich konstituieren
die eine Person.'” Wie ich, der ich denke, mir selbst als ein Gedachtes sein
kann und demnach mich von mir selbst unterscheiden kann, driickt die
Aporie der transzendentalen Difterenz aus. Das logische Ichy, also das was
sein eigener Grund ist als ens causa sui, d. h. das zeitlose Ich an sich selbst als
homo noumenon, ist von dem Ich, das da denkt, dem homo phaenomenon zu
unterscheiden. Die Moglichkeit einer inneren Erfahrung des ,,Ich denke*®
kann nicht vollstindig objektiviert werden und ist daher keine empirische
Erkenntnis, sondern muss als Erkenntnis des Empirischen tiberhaupt
angesehen werden (3:263) und gehort zu den transzendentalen Postu-
laten in Form der beiden Erkenntnisstimme Empirie und Ratio. Hier ist
der Unterschied zwischen Verstandes- und Vernunftbegriffen mal3ge-
bend. ,,Vernunftbegrifte dienen zum Begreifen, wie Verstandesbegriffe
zum Verstehen der Wahrnehmungen® (3:244).

Das Faktum der transzendentalen Differenz bezieht Kant auf das
Problem der Vermittlung im Sinne des Verstandesvermogen und der
unmittelbaren Sinnlichkeit. Er besteht darauf, trotz der Aporie der
transzendentalen Differenz, von einer Einheit der Personlichkeit zu
sprechen, obwohl iiber die Essenz und Existenz des transzendentalen Ich
(als Idee, als homo noumenon) nichts bekannt ist. Er behauptet, dass ich

mir meiner selbst in der transzendentalen Synthesis des Mannigfaltigen der
Vorstellungen tiberhaupt, mithin in der synthetischen urspriinglichen Ein-
heit der Apperzeption, bewusst [bin], nicht wie ich mir erscheine, noch wie
ich an mir selbst bin, sondern nur dass ich bin. Diese Vorstellung ist ein Denken,
nicht ein Anschauen [...] und ich habe also demnach keine Erkenntnis von mir
wie ich bin, sondern bloB, wie ich mir selbst erscheine (3:123).

Drei metaphysische Komponenten liegen nach dem Bisherigen vor:

1. Ich,-Subjektivitit (homo noumenon) ist der Spektator: ich habe ein
Gewissen, bin eine autonome Person und trage die Menschheit in meiner
Verantwortung durch die selbstgesetzte Pflicht in mir. Das logische Ich ist
iiberontologisch, nie Gegenstand der Erfahrung sondern blof reine Idee.

16 Ich,undIch, kann als ein komplementires Paar aufgefasst werden; beide Ichs sind
verschieden und bilden doch ein Ganzes, nimlich den Menschen.

17 Wie der Mensch und sein Schatten. ,,Nur will ich anmerken, dass in Ansehung an
den inneren Sinn das doppelte Ich im Bewusstsein meiner selbst, nimlich das der
inneren sinnlichen Anschauung und das des denkenden Subjekts, vielen scheint
zwei Subjekte in einer Person vorauszusetzen® (20:268).
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Von diesem Ich aus erfolgt die Kausalitit durch Freiheit. Kant risoniert:
,wir haben kein anderes Richtmal3 unserer Handlungen, als das Ver-
halten dieses gottlichen Menschen in uns, womit wir uns vergleichen,
beurteilen, und dadurch uns bessern, obgleich wir es niemals erreichen
konnen® (3:384)." Die einheitliche Synthesis des Mannigfaltigen durch
die Denkkategorien, d.h. die synthetische Apperzeption ist das logische
Ich in der ersten Bedeutung.

2. Ich,-Subjektivitit (homo phaenomenon) ist der Aktor: Ich bin ge-
wissenlos handelnd als empirisches Ich und Urheber meiner Handlungen
durch Sinnlichkeit und Verstand. Dieses empirische Ich ist mannigfaltiger
duBerer und innerer Erfahrung fihig. Alle Natur- und Humanwissen-
schaften werden von diesem empirischen Bewusstsein fundiert. Es ist als
rationales Naturwesen der Ursache-Wirkung Relation in der Zeit un-
terworfen.

3. Es — die Welt (phaenomena): Das Gegebene in Form der Erschei-
nungen.

Es st das groBe Verdienst Kants als erster auf die aporetische Ver-
fasstheit der menschlichen Subjektivitit hingewiesen zu haben, nimlich
die transzendentale Differenz in Form der Verdoppelung der Subjekti-
vitat.

3. Analyse des zweifachen Ich:
das Ich-Du Anerkennungsprinzip

Das zweitache Ich von Kant ist Grund fiir das logische Problem der
Mehrwertigkeit der Subjektivitit. Das Denken ,,als geschlossene Totalitit
und konkrete Realitit* erschopft sich nicht im Sein der Dinge, ,,weil alle
Subjektivitit im Sein immer nur ein Verhdltnis zu sich selbst gewinnen will. Das

18 Der Pflichtbegriff ist hier verhiillt magebend: ,,Gottes Allgegenwart ... zeigt
sich uns in dem Gefiihl der Pflicht als dem eigentlichen GrundbewuBtsein ,der
Gegenwart der Gottheit im Menschen‘: die gebietende Macht des unendlichen
Willens als eines uns ,innigst gegenwirtigen (ommnipraesentissimus)* Wesens ver-
nichtet nicht, sondern sie fordert gerade die Freiheit und Selbstheit der endlichen
Willenssubjekte. Kant zielt auf eine Fassung der gottlichen Welttranszendenz und
zugleich-immanenz, die gleich weit entfernt ist von der AuBerlichkeit des
deistischen Welturmachers wie von den Verschmelzungsneigungen des Pan-
theismus®. Vgl. H. Heimsoeth, Metaphysik der Neuzeit (Miinchen: R. Olden-
burg, 1929), 104.
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bedeutet metaphysisch Reflexion®."” In der klassischen Logik existieren
zwei primordiale metaphysische Komponenten, die dinghafte Seins-
identitit und die nichtdinghafte Subjektivitit. Die traditionelle zwei-
wertige Logik stellt dem Subjekt (Ich) nur die Objekte (Es) gegentiber.
Andere Subjekte in Form der Du-Subjektivitit konnen in dieser Logik
nicht thematisiert werden. Bisher wurden alle Subjektivititsformen, die
sich in anderen Menschen verbergen, in der einen idealen Subjektivitit
schlechthin aufgehoben. Ich erlebe mich als eine innerlich subjektive und
unantastbare Existenz (Ich,), einen anderen dagegen immer zunichst als
eine objektive und physische Existenz in der Welt. Uber den Anderen
sind mir nur objektive physikalische Erkenntnisse zuginglich, z. B. iiber
die Sprache und verschiedensten Wahrnehmungen, nicht aber seine
subjektiven Bekenntnisse. Ein Du wird der andere erst dann, wenn ich
ihn als eine Person anerkenne. Die Du-Subjektivitit ist demnach nur eine
gedachte Subjektivitit. Zum methodischen Vorgehen in Ansehung an die
Duplizitit der Subjektivitit ist es von grofler Bedeutung, dass durch
Abtrennung eines Bereichs der Subjektivitit (Ich — Ich, + Ich;) eine
dritte metaphysische Dimension neben der Objekt-Subjekt-Dualitit
freigelegt wird. Der abgetrennte Subjektivititsbereich ist die Information
oder Kommunikation produzierende Verstandesleistung (Reflexion des
Ich,), die keinen gemeinsamen Durchschnitt mit der introszendenten
reinen Innerlichkeit Ich; besitzt. Die klassische Idee der Objektivitit
bleibt dabei unangetastet.

Zum Natursein gehdren neben den dinglichen Gegenstinden
(phaenomena) auch andere menschliche Subjekte (homo phaenomena). Die
zweiwertige Logik des Aristoteles ,,ignoriert die nicht abzuleugnende
Tatsache, dall der Begriff des Nicht-Ich zweideutig ist. Nicht-Ich ist
erstens: das Du und zweitens: das Ding®.*’ Der Andere begegnet mir als
ein Pseudo-Objekt und seine (von mir) gedachte innere Subjektivitit ist
mir unzuginglich. Es ist meine Option, ob ich den anderen blof als Ding
oder als wiirdevollen Menschen anerkenne. Jede andere, mir fremde
Subjektivitit, die mir bloB als Sache erscheint, muss durch einen ko-
gnitiven Akt als eine Person (als ein Du*') anerkannt werden. Die Du-

19 Anm. 8, Beitrige 1, 63,

20 Vgl. Glnther, Idee und Grundrif3, 66.

21 In der englischen Sprache kommt das Du feierlicher und ernster zum Ausdruck
alsin der deutschen: ,,J-Thou® im Gegensatz zu ,,I-Object” (I-You), vgl. Donald
M. MacKay, ,,The Use of Behavioural Language to refer to mechanical Proc-
esses”, The British_Journal for the Philosophie of Sciences XIII (1962), 89—-103.
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Subjektivitit taucht wohl zuerst bei Fichte in seiner Erliuterung des
Personenbegriffs auf, wie aus der der Zweiten Einleitung von 1797 zu
ersehen ist: ,,Der Begrift des Du entsteht aus der Vereinigung des Es und
des Ich. Der Begriff des Ich in diesem Gegensatze, also der Begriff des
Individuums, ist die Synthesis des Ich mit sich selbst.“*

Das Urmotiv fiir eine transklassische Logik ist das doppelte Sub-
jektsein gegentiber dem Sein an sich selbst, das als Erscheinung erkannt
wird. Im Gegensatz zur klassischen Logik wird in der transklassischen
Logik die Subjektivitit durch eine Ich- und eine Du-Komponente, nicht
existentiell, sondern bloB reflektorisch reprisentiert. Die objektiven
Dinge sind flir jedes Subjekt irreflexiv. Das selbstbewusste reine Denken
ist nur vom reflektierenden Subjekt abhingig. Reines Denken ist immer
eigenes Denken, daher hat jeder Mensch sein Bild oder seine Wertvor-
stellungen der Gegenstinde, Zustinde und Prozesse. ,,Das Denken denkt
sich selber und macht damit seinen eigenen Reflexionsprozel3 zum
,zweiten Gegenstand“.23 Der ,,zweite” Gegenstand ,,ist ein Bild der
Reflexion, die sich selber auf der Gegenstandsebene spiegelt”. Dieses Bild
ist von einem ichhaften Denkprozess (Aktor, Ich,) produziert und nur fiir
dieses Ich (Spektator, Ich;) prisent. Denkende Subjektivitit ist immer die
eigene und die gedachte immer das Fremde. Fremdheit ist das generelle
Kriterium von Gedachtem iiberhaupt, unabhingig davon, ob das
Denkobjekt als irreflexives Sein oder als bewusste R eflexion interpretiert
wird.

Wir erleben das Du namlich weder als Ich — ich bin nimlich einzig und allein
fiir mich selbst Ich —noch erleben wir es als Ding von gleichem Status wie die
anderen unbelebten Dinge. Das Du ist auch nicht ein ichhaftes Objekt ... Es
ist vielmehr ein Drittes, das aus der zweiwertigen Struktur des Denkens
prinzipiell ausgeschlossen ist.

Das Du dringt sich uns auf, weil ,,es uns mit selbststindigen Denkvoll-
ziigen begegnet, die wir in unserer eigenen Reflexion parieren missen®,
daher ,,zihlt es ebenfalls als ein Grund und Motiv unseres Denkens.***
Jedes Ich muss seine Subjektivitit durch Anerkennung in andere setzen,
wodurch es die ,,Einheit seiner selbst in seinem Anderssein erfihrt und ist
daher immer auf'ein anderes Selbst angewiesen. Also liegt die Wahrheit in

22 Fichte, I, 502.
23 Vgl. Gunther, Idee und Grundrif3, 335.
24 Ginther, Idee und Grundrif3, 277.
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der Anerkennung® der Subjekte untereinander, wodurch erst ein Diskurs
und eine intersubjektive Sittenlehre moglich werden. Die Abwesenheit
der symmetrischen Anerkennung ist die logische Ursache des morali-
schen Ubels, daher bildet das Anerkennungsprinzip die Grundlage einer
intersubjektiven Sittenlehre. Die innere Beobachtung meiner selbst ist
logisch gleich der Beobachtung anderer Subjekte, die ich mir als Pseu-
doobjekte, d.h. als Du-Subjekte vorstelle. Ich-Subjektivitit und Du-
Subjektivitit konnen sich nur physisch in der gemeinsamen Umwelt
begegnen, niemals jedoch in Form von intrasubjektiven Erkenntnis- oder
Bekenntnisprozessen. Der innergeistige Prozess der freien Willens- und
Entscheidungsbildung oder der seelischen Motivation beim Du sind dem
Ich nicht zuginglich und umgekehrt.

Wie ist nun aber die Anerkennung einer anderen Subjektivitit
moglich, wenn die gegenseitigen Bewusstseinsinhalte und -gehalte von
Ich- und Du-Subjektivitit prinzipiell unzuginglich sind? Diese Frage
beantwortet sich dergestalt, indem die Du-Erfahrung, die ein Ich macht
darauf beruht, dass ,,das Ich in der Selbst-R eflexion einen Akt vollzieht,
in dem es die Fremd-Reflexion ... als fremde Selbst-Reflexion aner-
kennt“.* Dieses Anerkennen zwischen der Ich- und Du-Subjektivitit ist
zwingend, weil das Du bzw. das Ich diese Anerkennung, wenn Wahrheit
oder das Ganze im Vordergrund stehen soll, bestitigt haben will. Denn
wenn ,,das Ich die subjektive Selbst-Gewilheit seines Denkens nie auf das
Du tibertragen kann und von dem Du dasselbe gilt, dann erstreckt sich
diese Uniibertragbarkeit auch auf jenes Moment der Wahrheit, das als
Erlebnisevidenz an die private Introszendenz des isolierten Subjektes
angeschlossen ist*.”’

Die Verdoppelung der Subjektivitit ermdglicht eine logische The-
matisierung der Du (,, Thou*)-Subjektivitit. Ohne ein Du kann Ich mir
logisch niemals selbst gewiss sein. Das Ich-Du Verhiltnis ist bei Kant
nirgends expliziert, aber er notiert in der Kritik unter dem Abschnitt on
den Paralogismen der reinen Vernunft, dass es

befremdlich [erscheint], dass die Bedingung, unter der ich iiberhaupt denke,
und die mithin bloB eine Beschaffenheit meines Subjekts ist, zugleich fiir
alles, was denket, giiltig sein solle, ...: daf alles, was denkt, so beschaffen sei, als

25 Der Anerkennungsbegrift stammt von Fichte, vgl. Grundlage des Naturrechts 1796
und Vernunftrecht 1812. Die Anerkennung ist ein Trieb wie der Naturtrieb, er
kann von uns unterdriickt werden oder nicht.

26 Anm. 8: Glinther, Bewusstsein der Maschinen, 163.

27 Ebd., 166.
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der Ausspruch des Selbstbewusstseins es an mir aussagt. Die Ursache aber
hiervon liegt darin: daB3 wir den Dingen a priori alle die Eigenschaften
notwendig beilegen miissen, die die Bedingungen ausmachen, unter wel-
chen wir sie allein denken. Nun kann ich von einem denkenden Wesen
durch keine duBlere Erfahrung, sondern blof3 durch das Selbstbewusstsein die
mindeste Vorstellung haben. Also sind dergleichen Gegenstinde nichts
weiter, als die Ubertragung dieses meines BewuBtseins auf andere Dinge,
welche nur dadurch als denkende Wesen vorgestellt werden (3:265—-6).

Kant bemerkt, dass die Moral mit der Idee der Menschheit zusammen-
gedacht werden soll und ferner: ,,Der Mensch ist zwar unheilig genug,
aber die Menschheit in seiner Person muss ithm heilig sein® (5:87). Das ist
die Gegeniiberstellung von Mensch (homo phaenomenon) und Person
(homo noumenon). Und noch wesentlicher: ,,Handle so, daf} du die
Menschheit, sowohl in deiner Person, als in der Person eines jeden an-
dern, jederzeit zugleich als Zweck, niemals blof3 als Mittel brauchest*
(4:429). Das kann nur durch einen Ich-Du Dialog in Form eines tran-
szendentalen Intersubjektivititsprinzips moglich werden. Das Problem
des absoluten Subjekts, d. h. ohne Ich-Du Relation, liegt nicht darin, dass
es alles auf sich bezieht, sondern darin, dass das absolute Ich sich selbst
nicht feststellen und festhalten kann.”® Die Ich-Philosophie ohne den Du-
Bezug kreist unverstanden im Subjektivititszirkel und 16st sich selbst auf.
Nach Natur und Denkgesetzen allein ist es vollig unbegreiflich eine
andere Person als eine von mir unabhingige Personlichkeit zu erkennen.
Das andere Individuum ist fiir mich zunichst ein Es, dann ein empirisches
Ich und schlieBlich erkenne ich es als eine logische Person an. Die Aporie
des zweifachen Ichs bei Kant findet seine Aufldsung, wenn wir die
,,doppelte Subjektivitit™ in Form einer Ich-Du Relation per Anerken-
nung deuten.

Das menschliche Ich teilt sich in ein profanes Naturwesen (homo
phaenomenon)® und in ein heiliges Vernunftwesen (homo noumenon) auf.
Nur durch Anerkennung setze ich in ein anderes Subjekt, das fiir mich
immer ein Du ist, d. h. sein soll, ein logisches Ich. Die Ich-Subjektivitit
und die Du-Subjektivitit unterliegen einer symmetrischen Relation als
ein Umtauschverhiltnis. Die Vernunft bezieht sich vermittels des Ver-
standes auf einen sinnlichen Gegenstand, d.h. auf die Erscheinung
(phaenomenon). Der Verstand sagt mir, ,,da ist ein individueller Gegen-
stand, ein Mensch* (homo phaenomenon) und die praktische Vernuntft, ,,da

28 Vgl. W. Schulz, Fichte, Kierkegaard (Stuttgart: Neske, 1977), 22. W. Schulz hat
sich in all seinen Werken ausftihrlich mit der Ichverlorenheit auseinander gesetzt.
29 ,,Der Mensch ist selbst Erscheinung® (3:374).
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ist eine freie, autonome und unbedingte Person® (homo noumenon), wie
ich eine unbedingte Person bin.” Es ist das zweifache Ich im Bewusstsein
meiner selbst, das diesen intersubjektiven kognitiven Akt leistet. Vernunft
kann sich relational in ihren Gebrauch auf dreierlei richten: 1. Es — Ich,,
d.h. meine erscheinende Umwelt und ich, d.h. reine Seinsthematik, 2.
Ich, — Ichy, d.h. ich und ich selbst und 3. Ich, — Es, d.h. ich selbst und
Erscheinung.

Wie erkenne ich beim anderen so was wie eine menschliche Seele,
Wiirde oder Personlichkeit? Wie mache ich ein auBlerhalb meiner
Subjektivitit liegendes, mir fremdes Objekt zur Personlichkeit? Was flir
eine Erfahrung oder Erkenntnis mache ich da? Hier liegt scheinbar ein
Vermittlungsproblem vor. Personlichkeit ist ein Doppeltes im Sinne einer
Ich-Du Beziehung, die sich auf eine Ich-Wir Form leicht erweitert und
daher eine menschliche Gemeinschaft moglich macht. Ich weil3, dass ich
ein Teil der Welt bin, d.h. neben den Dingen der Umwelt und den mir
fremden Subjekten der Mitwelt, denn: ,,Alle [meine| Vorstellungen
haben eine notwendige Beziehung auf ein mdgliches empirisches Be-
wusstsein ... Alles empirische Bewusstsein hat aber eine notwendige
Bezichung auf ein transzendentales Bewusstsein, nimlich das Bewusstsein
meiner selbst, als die urspriingliche Apperzeption® (4:87).

Im Selbstbewusstsein weil3 ein Ich sich selbst als ein Ich im Sinne der
Einheit des Wissenden und Gewussten. Der Antagonismus zwischen
Welt und Ich oder Sinnlichkeit und sittliche Pflicht, d. h. der Unterschied
zwischen diesem Menschen hier und jetzt und der Menschheit kann nur
durch ein gewissermalen hoher geordnetes Drittes umfasst und vermittelt
werden. Dieses Dritte ist der denkende und lebendige Mensch. Der
Mensch findet sich in seiner Endlichkeit immer schon vorausgesetzt, er ist
immer schon in der Welt und weil3 sich als ein Naturwesen, ein Geschopf
inmitten der Schépfung. Dass diese Endlichkeit als Sinn oder Wert gefasst
werden kann, ist nur méglich auf Grund der synthetischen Einheit seiner
Person. Ein Mensch ist unmittelbar gegeben und wird durch kognitive
Vermittlung eine moralische, freiheitliche und rechtliche Person. Von
selbst ist er das nicht. Die Ich-Du Dialektik ersetzt jede Spielart des Ich-
Monismus, weil die Wirklichkeit des Menschen radikal und unaufloslich
den Gegensatz zwischen einem Ich und einem Du konstituiert. Die Ich-
Du Relation wurde von L. Feuerbach, M. Buber, K. Heim, J. Cullberg
und G. Giinther weiter entwickelt und begriindet mdgliche intersub-
jektive soziale Riume, die logisch begriften werden konnen.

30 Vgl. auch: D. Sturma, Philosophie des Geistes (Leipzig: Reclam, 2005), 65.
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4. Schlussbemerkung

Das Wesen der transklassischen Logik erkennt man gut an dem folgenden
Gesprich: ,,Als Platon von dem Menschen sprach, sagte Diogenes, der
Kyniker: ,Ich sehe wohl einen Menschen, aber nicht die Menschheit.*
,Richtig‘, erwiderte Platon; ,denn Augen, womit man den Menschen
sieht, hast du wohl, aber den Geist, womit man die Menschheit sieht, den
hast du nicht*“*.*'Den Menschen sehen wir in der Welt der Erscheinungen
mit den Augen, aber die Menschheit, d. h. seine Personlichkeit ,,sehen®
wir nur mit dem Gelist.

Ausgangspunkt dieser Untersuchung ist das ,,zweifache Ich® als
Faktum der transzendentalen Differenz, das sich in eine Ich-Subjektivitit
und eine Du-Subjektivitit distribuiert. Die daraus folgende Reflexi-
onslogik erzwingt eine metaphysisch-triadische Grundstruktur. Das
klassische Paar phaenomenon und homo noumenon transformiert sich in
der transklassischen Logik in die Triade: phaenomenon, homo phae-
nomenon und homo noumenon. Die logische Tradition irrt, wenn sie
annimmt, dass die klassische zweiwertige Logik das Denken erschopft.

31 Von mir paraphrasiertes Hegelzitat. Vgl. G. W. F. Hegel, Werke 19, Suhrkamp,
3. Aufl. (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1998), 39.



8. Antinomy of Identity
Michael Thompson

1. Questions of Identity

A principle of individuation, the self (personal, human identity), other,
memory, substance, substrate, particularity, universality, contingency,
necessity, essence, action, organization, disposition, body, conscious-
ness—each of these heavy, meaning-laden metaphysical concepts plays
a role in the historical development of the idea of identity. The chief
difficulty in examining theories of identity is the inconsistent but related
use of these terms amongst canonical authors from the history of philos-
ophy. Oversimplified, we can separate the history into two factions: the
proponents of personal identity and its detractors. To continue this sim-
plification, I wish to suggest this division roughly follows the rationalist
and empiricist divisions within philosophy. Canonical masters like Des-
cartes, Leibniz, and Kant argue convincingly for a notion of identity that
1s clarified by an act of consciousness perceiving its own intuiting. From
the empiricist camp we find the mighty Hume looming over this debate
to assert in his skeptical manner that identity or self is merely an illusion
of the imagination.' In Nietzsche we find an adamant denial of the self
and yet simultaneous affirmation of personal identity. In contemporary
literature the debate still rages. Supporting the classical proponents of
identity we find figures such as Paul Ricoeur, Christine Korsgaard
and, with Nietzschean predilections, Alexander Nehamas. Continuing
Hume’s doubt are contemporary figures like Derek Parfit and Richard
Rorty.

1 Two exceptions need to be noted. In the rationalist tradition, Spinoza must fi-
nally land with the opponents of identity and claim every person/thing is a
mode of the single substance. This very line of inquiry prompts a question
about the identity of this one substance. Unfortunately, I will bypass this per-
haps illuminating question in favor of a more topical approach. The second ex-
ception noted is John Locke. Although in the empiricist tradition, Locke does
eventually affirm identity, as a forensic matter.
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In Eastern schools of thought we find an interesting parallel. Con-
fucian teachings inform us that who an individual is—that is, their iden-
tity—is founded upon the empirical interconnections one finds in their
relationships with others. In the Analects Confucius teaches that a per-
son’s identity is determined by the five great relationships, chief amongst
these being the family; it does not concern metaphysical speculation on
the possibility or status of a soul. Who one is, according to Confucius,
depends upon the roles and relationships one enacts. This approach mir-
rors the empirical approach found in Western philosophy by elaborating
the multifarious ways” we can define our personal identity by external,
empirical, determinations. Our identity, according to this approach, is a
matter of determining where one fits in within the larger context of so-
cial relations. Unlike the Western tradition, however, Confucianism
does not lay its emphasis on the physical or material constituents of
the human body. Rather, the emphasis is placed on the part-whole re-
lationship of individuals (so achieved) and their social settings.

Taoism, on the other hand, mirrors the rationalist approach. Ac-
cording to the Taoist teachings, a single totality of the Tao is all that
is truly metaphysically real, and personal identity must be viewed in
light of the single unifying principle of reality. Interestingly, the Taoist
conception of personal identity is dependent upon a part-whole rela-
tionship, but not one determined by social roles. Rather, its identity
is understood merely as a manifestation of the Tao. Taoism mirrors
the rationalist approach by insisting upon a transcendental ground as
the basis for maintaining personal identity, even though personal iden-
tity is merely a singular manifestation of the single unifying principle,
the Tao. From East to West, it would seem, a trenchant debate about
what determines who and what we are—that is, what determines our
personal identity—still looms large in both pragmatic and metaphysical
discussions of the self.

From this protracted debate concerning identity—more important-
ly, personal identity—arises what I call the antinomy of identity. Much
like the antinomies found in Kant’s Transcendental Dialectic, both po-
sitions present arguments, founded on either a reductio ad absurdam or
an internal contradiction. Following antinomic form, authors on either
side of the debate assume the opposite position of the one they are at-
tempting to prove and show how such an assumption leads to a contra-

2 Lao-Tzu, Tao Te Ching, trs. Addis and Lombardo (Indianapolis: Hackett,
1993), 4.
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diction and thus consequently assert the opposite, their own, as the only
viable stance. Proponents of personal identity assume the contingency of’
the self and show the inconsistencies of such a relativistic view. Oppo-
nents of personal identity assume a universal characterization of the self
and show the absurdity of proving personal identity on the grounds of a
characteristic shared by all. I would like to suggest that the antinomic
nature of discussions of identity is based upon ambiguous definitions
of the heavily metaphysical concepts enumerated in the opening sen-
tence of this essay. In each argument an outdated and naive version
of these concepts is employed. I contend that, when understood prop-
erly, the two opposing camps may be brought into harmony and made
consistent with each other. To Kant’s dynamic antinomies, I wish to add
the antinomy of identity. This is to say, the propositions of both factions
are true. It is only within the proper context or framework that we can
see the truth of both positions. Moreover, in addition to affirming the
truth of both positions, I wish to illustrate how one can synthesize
the two positions into a unity that aftfirms human essence, embraces per-
sonal identity, and celebrates contingency.

2. The Antinomy

In order best to illustrate the basic arguments in the antinomy of iden-
tity, I propose to sketch the argument in terms of thesis and antithesis
and the subsequent proofs of each.

Thesis

Identity consists in having a universal
constant that remains unchanged over
time. This constant is the unity of con-
sciousness in an individual.

Antithesis

There is no identity; each “being” is a
concrete particular, with no underlying
continuity. A particular is constituted by
the concrete contingency of a particular
situation according to the specification
of space and time. Such a “being”
changes with the contingency of the
situation.

Proof
Let us assume there is no constant that Assume there is a transcendental identity
remains in any particular that grants that remains constant and allows for any
unity to such a particular over time. This being to make assertions and proposi-

Proof

being so, every proposition made con-
cerning the lack of unity of any partic-
ular being is asserted by a particular

tions. For any such affirming being there
must be a continuity to make proposi-
tions intelligible. Because this continuity
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being that is not the same as, not iden-
tical with, the being that comes antece-
dently in time. Furthermore, any addi-

tion, change or modification of such a

being creates a new being that cannot be
identified with the previous being. Yet,
any proposition is composed of particu-
lar utterances asserted in a temporal se-
quence. The time elapsed from the be-

Michael Thompson

is not wed to any particular being, it is a
transcendental requirement for any in-
telligible proposition, and it can be af-
firmed that it is the formal requirement
necessary for any assertion whatsoever.
Owing to the formal nature of this
transcendental requirement, it is not
specific to any particular and we can
affirm it is formally the same in any

ginning of any proposition to the end of particular affirming being. But, because

said proposition must be accounted for.
Furthermore, any declaration itself con-
stitutes a change within the speaker/af-
firmer. Thus in the act of any proposi-
tional declaration, the being aftirming
the proposition is not the same at the
beginning of the proposition as the
being at the end. As no continuity of
being obtains from the beginning to the
end of the proposition, no such propo-
sition can be made regarding the in-
constancy of being. Hence, in order to
affirm the impossibility of a constant that
remains unchanged over time, one must
assume an affirming subject that remains
the same. This is transcendental identity,
necessary for any propositional affirma-
tion. Some continuity of the affirmer
must obtain in order for the affirmation
to be possible. In order to underwrite
such continuity, there must be some
constant that continues through the en-
tire proposition. Without such a con-
tinuity, each element of the proposition,
because each is discrete and at a different
moment in time, will be affirmed by
another being and as such will not be a
coherent proposition understood by any
particular being. Let us call this con-
tinuity the unity of consciousness—one
that 1s necessary in order for a proposi-
tion to be made intelligibly.

Thus there is identity.

of the universal nature of the transcen-
dental requirement, the identity of any
particular cannot be ascertained from
this criterion. This absolute requirement,
common to all affirming beings, does
not provide any particular being with
identity—unless we wish that all beings
are identical to one another based on this
shared requirement. Such universal, ab-
solute conditions do not allow for any
particular identity.

Thus there is no identity.’

3 Once again, the specter of Spinoza appears in this formulation. However, we
cannot concede that a transcendental requirement for the intelligibility of prop-
ositions will provide the conditions to deduce that there is only one substance.
The suggestion remains that there may be identity, but only of the one sub-
stance, individuated by means other than those transcendental.
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3. Observations on the Antinomy

As we can see from the antinomy above, the true issue discussed is one
concerning personal, human identity and a specification of conscious-
ness that allows an affirmation of individuality. The philosophical
issue of numerical identity and matter seems to be settled by the ap-
proach found in Locke’s Essay Concerning Human Understanding when
he states that identity concerns the possibility or impossibility for two
things to be in the same place at the same moment in time. He con-
cludes that two beings cannot exist in the same place at the same
point in time. If such a condition obtains, we have only one thing,
one being. Furthermore, we can differentiate between two beings by
analyzing their constituent parts. If a being should change its constituent
parts, then it has changed and hence is not identical with what it was
before.* Predating Hume, but continuing the Humean line of argument,
Locke’s analysis suggests this is sufficient for non-living material beings,
but when discussing “a mass of matter and a living body—identity is not
applied to the same thing.”” It would seem that if we were able to re-
duce human identity to its material constituents, then the antinomy
could be solved rather quickly. However, owing to our scientific, or
perhaps merely nutritional, information, we know that the constituent
particles of our body are constantly changing. Locke concludes, when
we are discussing living beings and living things we are discussing
more than just aggregates of particles. Thus, for living beings identity
must be characterized in terms other than numerical sameness.

The case of Locke also highlights one trenchant problem in the dis-
cussion of the antinomy. This problem is the precise nature of this tran-
scendental condition necessary for intelligibility. Gratis a Descartes, by
Locke’s time, philosophy is inundated with substance metaphysics.
With Descartes” reformulation of philosophical vocabulary, modern
philosophy and personal identity is marked by the dubious debate con-
cerning the nature of incorporeal substance. Following Descartes, one
could assert that the transcendental condition necessary for identity in

4 John Locke, “Of Identity and Diversity”, in Self and Subjectivity, ed. Kim Atkins
(Maldin, Ma.: Blackwell, 2005), 25.
5 Locke, 26.
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living beings is immaterial substance, instantiated in extended space, ma-
terial substance. However, plausible as this may sound, Descartes’” ex-
planation of his dualism has been shown untenable.® Yet, opponents
of identity do indeed argue against precisely this type of metaphysics.
Those who deny a strong sense of identity cite the impossibility of an
enduring substance based on our empirical knowledge of how living
bodies are constructed and grow. In short, the empirical tradition denies
identity by citing the physical conditions necessary for living bodies and
denying any non-corporeal substances. Thus substance metaphysics ob-
scures the issue of identity rather than aiding in clarification.

Locke attempts to solve this problem by granting the dynamic na-
ture of physical bodies and accounting for personal identity by appealing
to disposition and memory. In so doing, he claims that personal identity
amounts to claiming “identity is preserved in that change of substances
by the unity of one continued life.”” Likewise, Confucius argues for an
empirical identity based upon the relationships one finds oneself in.
With changing circumstances one may find oneself performing different
roles in various relationships, but these relationships may be seen as dif-
terent performances within a complete narrative. While Locke and
Confucius do provide a plausible account for identity, by prescribing
that humans “own” their memories and roles, and attempt a coherent,
continued life-plan, they open the pandora’s box of personal identity by
claiming that if one has a complete break from one’s life-plan, a break
from continuity and narrative, then one may possibly become an entire-
ly other person.” In addition, Locke adds to the discussion the meta-
physically loaded terms, memory and disposition, while failing to discuss
the ontology of these terms in a study of consciousness. In his final anal-
ysis, Locke concludes there may be personal identity, but it need not
persist through a lifetime.

The sophisticated proponents of identity grant the substantial objec-
tion cited above, and contend another source for personal identity. The
proponents of the thesis of our antinomy wish to assert a stronger claim
than Confucius and Locke. They wish to claim that, although there may
be flux in the corporeal nature of our bodies, and even though there is
change in the psychical constitution of our mental life, there must be a

6 Descartes fallaciously appeals to the pineal gland as the mediator between the
two substances.

7  Locke, 27.

8 Locke, 30.
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unifying principle that underwrites all our cognitive functions. In other
words, there must be an ‘I’ that thinks. For Kant, the most sophisticated,
modern advocate of personal identity, this ‘I’ that is the absolute subject
of all my mental life is precisely the foundation for personal identity. For
Lao-Tzu, one finds the universalizing principle not in consciousness,
but in the Tao itself, human consciousness being a manifestation of it.
Unifying the discrete sensorial perceptions encountered in sensation
and the consequent shift in attention that accompanies these percep-
tions, conjoining the discrete perceptions provided by memory, even
merging the disparate dispositions contained in a life-plan is “the abso-
lute unity of the thinking subject.”” This unity of the thinking subject, a
unity of consciousness, is not particular to any specific individual, but is
applicable to all beings that think. Moreover, Lao-Tzu may contend the
strongest sense of unification, not merely in the consciousness of an in-
dividual, but a unification with the cosmic principle Tao. Thus all hu-
mans must—that 1s, transcendentally must—have some unifying princi-
ple of all their perceptions, and this principle is what we call personal
identity, or the self; it may even be seen as a part of a greater identity,
the Tao."

Just on this unity Kant and Lao-Tzu are liable to criticism. David
Hume’s argument contends that such unity is an illusion that compli-
cates the issue. Hume claims this unity is in fact not a unity. We
never have an impression of unity'' but merely feel all our perceptions
flow smoothly from one to another in an ordered, principled sequence.
A unified relation of perceptions, produced by the faculty of the imag-
ination according to Hume, is a “confusion and mistake, and makes us
substitute the notion of identity, instead of that of related objects” that

9 Kant, The Critique of Pure Reason, tr. Norman Kemp Smith (New York: Mac-
Millan, 1965), A352.

10 This is also the position Christine Korsgaard assumes in “Personal Identity and
the Unity of Agency: A Kantian Response to Parfit”, in Daniel Kolak and
Raymond Martin’s Self and Identity (New York: MacMillan, 1991). While
Korsgaard employs this transcendental method, she ultimately bases the need
for unity of consciousness on practical reasons; that is, on the necessity for hu-
mans to act in their environment. She argues that motivation, psychological,
moral, or existential, provides a unity to all consciousness. In the case of
split-brains, there may be other means, even more practical (and bodily) that
unite the two halves of a brain with a severed corpus collasum.

11 Moreover, without any impression we cannot have an idea, whether true or
false.
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presumably give rise to it."> In other words, we are never conscious of
this so-called unity of consciousness. While a Humean critique concern-
ing the continuity of perceptions may be applicable, such a critique does
not undermine the greater Kantian point that there must be some “ves-
tibule”, a transcendental requirement, that all the disparate perceptions
must flow into in order to have the possibility of any continuous rela-
tion of ideas. Being conscious of this consciousness, or a lack of thereof,
may indeed be no reason to dismiss the argument entirely.

From the historical development of the concept of identity we see
how metaphysically biased terms have added confusion or—dare I say—
created the antinomy itself. With the inception of Cartesian metaphysics
of substance the stage is set for rancorous argumentation regarding nu-
merical, material, identity and personal identity. Deniers of identity cite
the changing nature of physical substance and ask for proof of some
non-material substance that endures through time; to such a request
the Cartesians (and rationalists in general) are found wanting. But
even should we move away from the material debate and move to con-
sciousness, deniers of identity cite the changing nature of perception,
the dubious reliability of memory and the possibility of amnesiac or an-
esthetized cases to illustrate that there need be no unification of experi-
ence under the auspices of personal identity. They conclude, with Ri-
chard Rorty, that any being is concrete, particular, and changes with
stimulation either from environment or propelled by mental states. Be-
cause of the contingent nature of each particular and the dynamic rela-
tions any particular has with any occurring state at any particular time,
either intentional or environmental, there is no enduring unity of selt—
there is no identity."” To the purely formal requirement of the Kantian
unity of apperception, such particularists respond that such is an empty
concept that provides no meaningful content that enables us to assert
any personal identity.

On the other side of the debate, proponents of identity assert that
there must be some unification of consciousness, and this is precisely
what endures. Although we may not predicate such a unity, one must
be asserted, for without such there can be no stream of consciousness,
no comparison, no judgment (A116/B142). Furthermore, those who
advocate identity make a stronger claim than merely noting the contin-

12 Hume. “Of Personal Identity”, in Atkins, 39.
13 A. Rorty, Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989), 37.
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gency of each individual’s experience. They affirm the changing capaci-
ty, both physical and mental, inherent in human existence. But in order
to register this change, a unifying principle, a unity of consciousness,
must be in place. In other words, any being that thinks and deserves
the accolade of human, must have some continuity of the self that en-
dures and allows them to enact the cognitive process that registers
change. Without such a unity, thinking and intelligibility are impossible.

The debate between personal identity and its deniers attempts to ad-
dress a landscape fraught with metaphysical pitfalls. One half concludes
an absolute, universal, essential self, necessary for human beings to be
what they are. The other half cites contingency, particularity, corporeal
substance, and memory to conclude no such self exists. The debate
eventually devolves into a conflict between essentialists and particula-
rists.

4. Solution to the Antinomy

I propose in this final section to take the good and omit the bad from
the above arguments, in order to conclude with what I prefer to call
the fact of identity. Because of such acrimony between the two factions,
an enterprise of this kind may not be well-advised, lest I make enemies
on both sides of the debate. However, I believe such an attempt to be
feasible and promising. To side with either camp seems to overlook se-
rious metaphysical truths (perhaps assumptions) about the world we live
in. To side with the antithesis of personal identity overlooks what each
of us experiences as a self in our daily experiences: the phenomenon of
the self. To side with the thesis presents an empty formalism that smacks
of metaphysics and esoteric academia, once again overlooking the phe-
nomenon of living in a world. I believe that a phenomenological ap-
proach to the self, personal identity, and consciousness may provide
an essential scaffolding, a structure of the self, that accounts for how
we experience the world.

One such approach, and a very Kantian one at that, is to look to the
actions we perform every day. Christine Korsgaard takes this approach
and states that a “pragmatic unity is the unity implicit in the standpoint
from which you deliberate and choose.”'* In practical situations one is
forced to interact with one’s situation. Doing so involves choice and, in

14 Korsgaard, 324.
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order to implement choice actively, it is necessary to deliberate and
choose. From a practical standpoint, we must act as if we have a self,
a self that grounds our deliberations and choice. Such practical consid-
erations offer a plausible account for why we must think as if, but offers
little reason to assert the truth of personal identity. Such a regulative
ideal follows typical resolutions to antinomic paradoxes, but offers little
more than faith in a self. The option I prefer resembles Korsgaard’s ap-
proach by virtue of the fact that it also recognizes the necessity of choice
in a situation, but provides more theoretical support to explain why a
self must be posited in order for an agent to make choices.

As alluded to in the beginning of this essay, I believe the antinomy
of identity may be resolved when examined in the proper context. It is
to this key term, context, that we must turn to find resolution to the
conflict. The context we must turn to is the context of the being we
have been discussing thus far—the context of living beings, experience.
Furthermore, I wish to continue with the implication of the antinomy
and reduce the context to those of living, human beings. The possibility
of personal identity has been the real underlying issue at stake in the an-
tinomy. Apparently, if we side with either faction we fail to find a sub-
stantive, meaningful account of personal identity: with the one we have
substance and perhaps meaning, but no identity; with the other we have
identity with no substance and no meaning.

A merely formal account of personal identity fails to provide a sub-
stantive account of human experience, while contingent accounts of
human experience fail to provide identity. To exact both personal iden-
tity and meaning from the antinomy of identity we must turn to the
human context and uncover the parameters of such. In other words,
we need an account of human existence that affirms personal identity
and provides a robust account of individuality. The phenomenological
investigations led by Martin Heidegger and Maurice Merleau-Ponty
provide just such parameters. Heidegger’s ontological investigation
into the meaning of Dasein (crudely defined here as individual human-
ity) yields that humans as such are temporally conditioned through and
through."” Unless we can elide time, humans are fundamentally defined
by temporality. In the case that humans escape the grips of time we may
even say they have transcended humanity and they no longer belong to
a study of humanity. From the moment of origination, birth, to the pe-

15 M. Heidegger, Being and Time, tr. Macquarrie & Robinson (San Fransisco:
HarperSan Fransisco, 1962), 383.
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nultimate moment, the one just before death, we are constantly engaged
in time. Our existence is temporal. Hence human existence, if marked
by no other universal, is demarcated by temporality. In the experience
of time, we not only mark the passing of time in consciousness, but,
more importantly, we orient ourselves to the future and the past. The
present moment, as St. Augustine rightly notes, is the razor’s edge be-
tween past and future. Furthermore, adds Heidegger, who we are at
any given present moment in time is the combination of antecedent his-
tory and our projection into the future.'® Contrary to the deniers of es-
sence, the particularists, this temporal orientation is found in the Dalit of
India, the billionaire of America, or the factory worker in China. Tem-
porality marks human existence. It is essential to human nature.

When we examine human experience more closely, we find anoth-
er characteristic that demarcates human existence: the body. In his in-
vestigations of perception, Merleau-Ponty argues convincingly for the
body as the “zero point” of orientation in the world.'” All perceptions
begin and end with my body. Sensation obtains in the interaction be-
tween myself and world. Perception of such sensation is the internaliz-
ing, recognizing, and attending to the data of sense experience. Further-
more, memory is just such a perception, one not attended by sense ex-
perience; it is, rather, a process of recollecting past experience or—
worst case scenario—a process of recombination fueled by disparate per-
ceptions and combined in fantasy. Despite the difference between phys-
ical sensation and mental perception, the origin is the same: the self, the
body. On the physical level, the body is the contact point for this indi-
vidual and the world. At the level of consciousness this body is at first
the contact point for this individual and the world and, secondarily,
the means enabling me to recall. Like temporality, characterizing
human experience as bodily precludes neither the Dalit, the billionaire,
nor the laborer. All human experience is characterized, given a sense of
style, by the body.

Furthermore, each individual has a unique body. Following the par-
ticularists, we may affirm the truth of the contention that each being is
composed of discrete masses of matter. Numerically, each individual has
identity. But more than just numerical identity, each individual body is

16 This very orientation and subjection to time may be what marks the incorpo-
ration and transformation of the Tao into the world of ten-thousand objects.

17 Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception, tr. Colin Smith (New York: Rout-
ledge, 2002), 115.



192 Michael Thompson

the origin for that being’s perceptions. The uniqueness of each individ-
ual body suggests that, while the structure of embodied consciousness is
the same for each human being, the particularity of each individual can
be deduced from its constituent material as well as the impossibility to
be in the same place at the same point in time. Merleau-Ponty continues
to describe this body-schema in a variety of ways. We are spatial and
mobile agents. We, too, are sexual creatures. As a consequence of acting
within our world, we are also expressive beings."® These characteriza-
tions of who we are, according to Merleau-Ponty, are not simply
modes of our being, but are, rather, at the root of all our activity in
the world. We cannot recuse ourselves from any one of these funda-
mental characteristics; they shape and define who we are as individuals
through a universal structure. Through these universal structures we
find ourselves in the world with a particular style unique to each indi-
vidual. With these phenomenological insights we can thus satisfy some
of the particularists’ charges of empty formalism to any structuralist ap-
proach and provide a principle of individuation.

Yet one facile objection still persists; the charge contends that all be-
ings possess some kind of body and are subject to the progression of
time."” How any being may be said to possess personal identity by the
criterion outlined above must be addressed. Everything, it might be
said, possesses personal identity. What this objection fails to note is
the particular way humans orient themselves to time through a collation
of bodily orientations in consciousness. Among the various perceptions
experienced through the zero point of the body belongs time. But,
more importantly, it is the human perception of time, with its particular
situational, bodily historicity and its particular projection into the future
as concrete plans for this body, that differentiates humans from any other
being. Based on our perception of our unique history and our particular
projections into the future, humans care about their future in a unique
way. Because humans have the capacity to orient themselves to the fu-
ture in this unique way (through the past), we may say that human tem-
poral orientation is unique to this conscious being. Because the future
matters to humans, they must choose their future. Personal identity is

18 Cf. Phenomenology of Perception, chs.3, 5, 6.

19 Such an observation affirms the ontological commitment of Taoism, by noting
that human consciousness is merely one manifestation in the world of the ten-
thousand objects, yet fails to note the unique way human consciousness styles its
understanding of the world of objects and the Tao.
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a synthesis of these contingent, bodily, historically dependent facts and
the unity of consciousness necessary to effect an understanding of these
facts.

Finally, I would like to make one last connection. I think there is a
salient relationship between this ability to choose our future and conse-
quently our present (defined by both our bodily constraints and histor-
icity and through projection into the future) and Nietzsche’s prescrip-
tion to cultivate a sense of style, to choose to be who you are—or better
yet, to choose to be today who you will be. Any individual’s style will
be a combination of those Merleau-Pontian fundamentals of personal
body experience in conjunction with that individual’s projects. With
this final suggestion, I believe that action once again takes a central
role in identity. If we choose to be who we are or will be, we de
facto enact our identity daily as we affirm original choices or reaffirm
those commitments made in the past. To paraphrase Merleau-Ponty,
the fundamental, unified consciousness, classically identified as the cog-
ito, is not an immaterial substance that assures identity; rather, identity
and consciousness are accomplished in our lived-body experience of
performing activities. By enacting our commitments in a personalized
manner, we accomplish our identity. This last suggestion, I believe,
highlights the mereological nature of personal identity, cross-methodo-
logically as well as cross- culturally. From the rationalist approaches,
both Western and Eastern, we find a strong sense and need for a univer-
sal, transcendental requirement, even if only a structural requirement, in
order to make claims concerning identity, yet this will not provide for
an account of a truly personal identity. From the empirical approach, we
find contingency and particularity that demarcate a truly personal iden-
tity, while simultaneously encountering metaphysical difficulties in af-
firming such identity. The phenomenological account provided dem-
onstrates the necessity for both universal and particular elements in de-
termining personal identity, thus proving the interconnectivity of parts
and wholes in affirming our personal identities.



9. Kant’s Critical Concept of a Person:
The Noumenal Sphere Grounding
the Principle of Spirituality

Claudia Bickmann

1. Kant’s Attempt to Unify the Extremes

Kant’s critical concept of a person faced a double challenge: similar to
the idea of Atman and Brahman within the Hindu Advaita-Vedanta
philosophy, Kant presupposed the idea of a stable unity within us;
but similar to Buddhist and Taoist critiques of this miraculous, “tran-
scendent entity” that serves as a substantial ground within us, Kant
shared the skepticism of Hume and Locke by refusing the idea of a sta-
ble substantial identity over time. Kant tried to reconcile the extremes.
According to his Paralogisms of Pure Reason our “self” should no lon-
ger be regarded as a unifying metaphysical entity in Leibniz’ sense; the
only essences we might be aware of are the ever changing patterns of
our historically and empirically bounded self—an ever-floating, never-
resting appearance in space and time. Thus, as Kant claims, if we
open the horizon for the unconditioned ground within us to understand
the spiritual dimension of our personhood, we fail to understand the fin-
itude of our empirical self; and if we stress the ever-changing character
of our empirical self, no unconditioned ground within us may be found.
Without access to the dimension of the absolute, as Kant claims, spiri-
tuality cannot be understood, and without regarding our empirical ex-
istence as bound to the spatiotemporal world, no concept of the objec-
tive world would be possible.

Kant’s distinction between the “empirical and the transcendental 1”
opens the horizon of spirituality. The concept of the “transcendental
unity of apperception” gives access to the spiritual dimension in its for-
mal aspect. Since spirituality in a full sense, however, presupposes the
unity of formal and material aspects, we will, in the second part of
our analysis, open the horizon of Kant’s principle of the “Ultimate
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End of the Natural Dialectic of Human Reason” (A797/B825)". First I
will focus on Kant’s concept of transcendence in its formal aspect. Sec-
ondly I will argue for Kant’s concept of the all-integrating personality
with regard to his “quasi-schema” of pure reason (A669/B697). Only
with the “quasi-schematism” of pure reason (in the chapter Of the Ul-
timate End of the Natural Dialectic of Human Reason) does Kant suc-
ceed to reunite the material with formal idea of the absolute dimension
of our personhood.

2. The Formal Constituent of Our Spiritual Self
A. Synthesis presupposing “identity over time”

If knowledge acquirement presupposes identity over time, synthesis
needs the unity of apperception to connect the empirical data according
to the idea of an object as a “something in general = x”. While recep-
tivity provides only the content of our concepts of the empirical (or a pri-
ori) data in space and time, our understanding spontaneously grasps these
manifold intuitions into one (act of) knowledge. Thus their identifica-
tion as an object is due to a spontaneous act of our understanding ren-
dering the synthesis of the manifold as necessary. This act of identifica-
tion of an “object in general” then requires three fundamental acts of
synthesis, whereby the manifold is “gone through, taken up and con-
nected” (A99).

(a) While synthesis presupposes not only the manifold of intuitions,
but also the ideas of connection and unity as the substratum of this uni-
fying act, the fundamental act of the apprehending synthesis already gives
the first hint of the predominance of an operating unitying ground with-
in us. Kant explains this indispensable unifying function by counting
larger numbers of elements. This operation “is a synthesis according
to concepts” (A108) that can be executed only by reference to a com-
mon ground of unity—for instance, the decade. This concept (e.g.,
“decade”) is what renders the synthesis of the manifold necessary.

The act that is immediately directed upon intuition is the act of syn-
thesis of apprehension. Apprehending the manifold means “to order,
connect und bring the empirical or pure elements into relation”
(A99). Without connecting and bringing together the elements accord-

1 Translated by Norman Kemp Smith (London: Macmillan, 1929).
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ing to a priori rules of our understanding, our empirical imagination
would not find the opportunity to “exercise appropriately the aftinity
of the given object”. The act of name-giving already presupposes, as
Kant claims, an “a priori rule”, whereby our empirical synthesis is pos-
sible, because if “one and the same thing named sometimes in one way,
sometimes in another”, the reproduction of a certain name would be
impossible (A100 f).

(b) Similar to the act of apprehending the manifold, there must be
something that, “as the a priori ground of a necessary synthetic unity
of appearances”, makes their reproduction possible” (A101). Thus, as
Kant argues, “the synthesis of apprehension is ... inseparably bound
up with the synthesis of reproduction.”

(c) Important for Kant’s assumption of the a priori unity of appercep-
tion, however, is the third synthesis, recognition in a concept. Recognition
presupposes thinking of the same in different time sequences. Without
this thinking of the same we would be unable to identify the present
with the former state of our apprehension (A103). Only our conscious-
ness can form the unity of a concept. If I forget the former unit while
adding the latter, no single number and no total sum could be found.
Thus, apprehending a total number makes the concept of the number
necessary; in Kant’s view this is nothing else than the “consciousness
of this unity of synthesis” (A103). Just by analyzing the concept of a concept,
as Kant points out, we can conclude that such consciousness “must al-
ways be present”, even if it may often be only faint and not necessarily
connected with the act itself. Without it, concepts (and so also, the
knowledge of an object) would be impossible.

B. The transcendental “I”

Speaking of a corresponding object can only be understood as referring
to “something in general = X (A104), since we have its representations
by our synthetic actions. Since the relation of our knowledge to its ob-
jects cannot be arbitrary, it must follow such a priori rules, rendering the
relation to a corresponding object as necessary. Thus our thoughts must
not only be constituted by a unifying concept of an object, this unifying
concept must also presuppose an internal principle of identity within us;
the “transcendental I’ as a unifying stable ground that enables us to syn-
thesize different representations in a judgment, such as S = P.
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Concerning this presupposed type of reference two moments are
striking: (a) since we deal only with the representations of the given em-
pirical data, it is evident for Kant that the respective object of our refer-
ence can only be the “unity of our consciousness in the synthesis of the
manifold of representations” (A105); and (b) since the something we
refer to cannot be distinct from our representations it can only be
“the unity which the object makes necessary” (i.e., the “formal unity
of our consciousness”). Kant finally concludes by stating: no object
could be thought without a rule making the reproduction of the mani-
fold of the empirical data a priori necessary. Those rules determining the
connection of the manifold are named the formal object: the object in
general. Thus objectivity, as the formal unity of our consciousness, is
the result of our unifying actions that make the unity of apperception
possible (A105).

The concept of an object, then, is not more than its representa-
tion = x by such a priori rules that are universal and serve to unify of
the manifold of outer appearances. Now, if the concept of objectivity
implies the subjective unity of apperception, as a unity over time that
makes the different time sequences possible, we must presuppose a tran-
scendental condition as its fundament (A106):

a transcendental ground of the unity of consciousness in the synthesis of the
manifold of all our intuitions, and consequently also of the concepts of ob-
jects in general, and so of all objects of experience, a ground without which
it would be impossible to think any object for our intuitions; for this object
is no more than that something, the concept of which expresses such a ne-
cessity of synthesis.

C. The person as synthesis of apperception and free will

Here we face the specificity of Kant’s attempt to mediate the extremes;
his theory of knowledge paves the way. Since necessity implies a tran-
scendental condition as its fundament, the need to synthesize the empir-
ical data renders necessary “a unity over time” as a transcendental unity.
The numeric identity of the constituting self and the ever-changing em-
pirical consciousness in a spatiotemporal world, as the two complemen-
tary dimensions of the same relation, are the reciprocal and irreducible
aspects of our consciousness: dialectically intertwined like being and be-
coming, identity and change; two aspects of one act, as the unity of the
extremes—the non-contradicting but complementing dimensions of
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our consciousness. Thus, Kant’s theory of knowledge calls attention to a
unity in difference: both sides are intertwined as the stable identity con-
nects and relates the ever-changing flux of the empirical representations.

Identity over time is not only an ingredient of our knowledge ac-
quirement. As the unconditioned ground of our moral actions, it is
also the preconditioned ground for our free will. Both, the identity
within us in a theoretical sense and the unconditioned ground of our
free actions, are united in a third dimension: the concept of a personality
integrating the natural and supra-natural, the formal and the material di-
mensions in a non-contradicting way. The unconditioned stable ground
within us gives rise to the noumenal sphere of transcendence, offering a
hint to understand our spiritual self.

Kant’s critical philosophy purifies this idea of the noumenal sphere:
the transcendental meaning of the concept of an object, linked to the
appearing phenomenon in space and time, is only “a representation,
the transcendental object of which is unknown” (A109). But without
any access to things in themselves, it should be similarly misleading to
assume a unifying stable entity within us as a transcendent supra-natural
entity.

This distinction counts for our theoretical and practical reason like-
wise: within the horizon of our theoretical consciousness we presuppose
the unifying ground of our transcendental self; within the field of our
practical reason we presuppose freedom as the transcendental principle
of the categorical imperative. Both principles—the transcendental
unity of apperception and the unconditioned ground of our free
will—provide only the formal principles of our consciousness. The reli-
gious dimension of our consciousness, however, being bound to both
dimensions of the absolute within us, presupposes a unifying formal
and material principle. But how to find an unconditioned spiritual
ground within us, if both the transcendental unity of apperception
and freedom as the unconditioned principle of our practical reason
are only formal principles, while spirituality is bound to the unity of
both dimensions?

Concerning the highest principle of religion, the idea of a divine
being, it is equally valid, that this idea of the all-integrating and all-suffi-
cient ground of all beings cannot just be understood as a formal princi-
ple; it is likewise needed as formal and material “cause of all possible ef-
fects”. But since all material causes are due to our empirical knowledge,
they cannot be anticipated in any transcendental analysis. Thus the idea
of a divine being as the final cause of our existence cannot be presupposed
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as an in-itself-determined entity; it can only be postulated. Since it can-
not be taken as a highest substance in itself, we may only postulate its
existence as the principle of our pure reason “in the search for the
unity of the grounds of explanation”. As Kant puts it (A696/B724 f):
“We may indeed be allowed to postulate the existence of an all-sufficient
being, as the cause of all possible eftects, with a view to lightening the
task of reason in its search for the unity of the grounds of explanation.”

3. Spirituality as the Integrative Dimension
of Consciousness

A. How to have a coherent view of the concept of spirituality

Kant develops his idea of spirituality within the horizon of the idea of
the “quasi-schematism” of pure reason. On a transcendental level the
quasi-schematism of our pure reason reunites the material with the for-
mal aspect of the absolute principle within us. While the identical stable
unity within us—needed as the ground of the transcendental unity of
apperception—paves the way to understand our spiritual self, the
quasi-schematism of pure reason provides the principle uniting the for-
mal and the material aspect of our spiritual personhood.

Let us now focus on Kant’s idea of personhood involved in his con-
cept of the “Ideal of the highest good” (A804/B832). I will argue that
“the Ideal of the highest good”, regarded “as a determining ground of
the ultimate end of pure reason”, opens the horizon of the integrative
sphere between both the speculative and the practical employment of
our reason. How is it possible to find a coherent concept of person-
hood: integrating sensibility, understanding, and reason in order to en-
able us to follow our natural and intelligible ends and finally to find ac-
cess to the intelligible world?

Kant reflects this possibility of a moral and spiritual orientation on a
transcendental level. Conceding the fact that pure reason is the capacity
to act under moral rules, our access to a supra-natural world seems to be
unquestioned. We are inhabitants of the spiritual world inasmuch as we
find orientation in the sphere of nature. While our senses, as the
grounding capacities of receptivity, give access to the natural word,
our understanding—the capacity of connecting and relating the appear-
ing data in space and time—provides the concept of an object in gen-
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eral. Thirdly, our reason equips us with the capacity to open the horizon
of the transcendental principles and ideas, even if we cannot infer by this
capacity the existence of such in-themselves-contradictory entities like
the unconditioned independent “substances over time” that integrate
the ever-changing appearance of the empirical self or, alternatively,
the all-determined world-integrating freedom of the will.

B. Reason and systemization

Kant is skeptical with regard to our capacity to understand the area of
transcendence. His idea is rather to unfold a coherent concept of our
cognition that may harmonize with the claims of our practical reason.
Therefore, he opens the distinction between different levels to approach
the phenomenal and the intelligible world: While our senses are con-
nected by the wunderstanding, reason connects the empirical operations
of our understanding to find its systematic unity. The systematization of
our theoretical knowledge is the operational field of our reason.

Inasmuch as our understanding needs a schema to determine specific
objects, the idea of our reason would be empty without an analogous
determining schema of its principles. Thus our reason provides, in the
same manner as our understanding, a unity “as regards the conditions
under which, and the extent to which, the understanding ought to
carry the systematic connection of its conceptions” (A664/B693).
Not the object itself is addressed by this rule of the systematic unity of un-
derstanding, but the procedure to unite the operations of our under-
standing. The only available object for our reason is the connecting activity of
our understanding. But according to Kant reason needs, similarly to the
understanding, a quasi-schema that follows the principle “of a maximum
of the division and the connection of our cognition in one principle”. It
gives us the “rule or principle for the systematic unity of the exercise of
our understanding” according to the idea of the unity of an object
(A664/B693).

These maxims of reason, operating only regulatively on the exercises
of our understanding, organize the two extreme tendencies of our rea-
son: generalization and specification. The thing in itself as a completely
determined object is now in Kant’s concept of pure reason the “concep-
tion of a sum-total of reality” (A664/B693), an ens realissimum, determined by
that predicate of all possible contradictory predicates, which indicates or belongs to
being.” Here we find Kant’s fully determined concept of an individual being; it
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1s the “transcendental ideal of the pure reason” (A576/B603), “which deter-
mines the material condition of all existing beings. As the highest material con-
dition of its possibilities it forms the preconditional ground to determine an object
in a qualitative sense.”

C. “Of the Ultimate End of the Natural Dialectic
of Human Reason” (A797/B825)

I will conclude by analyzing Kant’s concept of personhood; this is not
complete without a specific schema that may represent a fully deter-
mined object to our minds. Since the object obtained is nothing
more than its specific relation to the idea of our pure reason, the idea
of the completely determined object (i.e., “its objective reality”) does
not consist in the fact that it has an immediate relation to an object;
the idea of the all-determined object is merely a “heuristic schema” fol-
lowing the “necessary conditions of the unity of reason” (A664/B692 f).
By this it indicates only the way to investigate the constitution of and
the relations between the objects in our empirical world.

Only by reference to such a heuristic schema, the three transcenden-
tal ideas (psychological, cosmological, and theological) may produce sys-
tematic unity among our empirical laws. Kant’s “quasi-deduction” of
the three speculative ideas, restricted to their regulative function for
the systematic unity of our empirical cognition, does not neglect the
limits of our understanding—its restriction to the phenomena in space
and time—Dby presupposing transcendent metaphysical entities, but it
helps to complete the operations of pure reason.

(a) Here we find the Kantian solution to the problem of the above
mentioned contradicting positions: either positing a stable unifying sub-
stance as the grounding principle of our selves or alternatively supposing
that the only essences we might be aware of are the ever-changing pat-
terns of our historically and empirically bounded self. As previously stat-
ed, Kant’s schema of a person tries to harmonize the extremes: we may
consider ourselves as an ever-floating, never-resting appearance in space
and time; we are simultaneously permitted to assume that our empirical
person is grounded in a stable unity over time. While our free will pre-
supposes this unconditioned ground within us, our spiritual self mediates
between the extremes of the conditioned sphere of our final empirical
self and the unconditioned ground of a supra-natural self within us. But
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how should this mediation succeed without neglecting the critical limits
of our understanding?

Kant stresses the point that the unity of our person may possess only
comparative reality and cannot be more than “the reality of a schema of
the regulative principle of the systematic unity of all cognition” (A670/
B698). Thus, the unity of a person is not regarded as an actual thing, but
considered only in an analogous way to the idea of a completely deter-
mined object. The schema of a person can be understood as follows: we
cogitate a person connected with all the contingent appearances, ac-
tions, and phenomena in space and time as if it would be a simple sub-
stance endowed with personal identity and possessing a permanent ex-
istence while all the states linked to its body continuously change in
space and time.

(b) The same counts for the schema of cosmology: the heuristic
schema of a cosmological analysis consists in an investigation of the con-
ditions of the natural world and its phenomena, internal as well as ex-
ternal, “as if they belonged to a chain infinite and without any prime
or supreme member,” but without denying “the existence of intelligible
grounds of these phenomena” (A672/B700). Since this intelligible
ground can never be an adequate object of our scrutiny, we just regard
the appearing phenomena as if they might be grounded in a spontane-
ous, unconditioned intelligible principle.

(c) The same counts for the third transcendental idea: in the sphere
of theology, as the all-embracing principle of the world as a whole and
its grounding principle, we similarly have to regard the whole system of
interconnected phenomena as a “dependent and sensuously-condi-
tioned unity”’; nevertheless, it simultaneously might be regarded as
being based upon an all-sufficient supreme being as the ultimate ground,
apart from the spatiotemporal world. Analogously to the principle of
freedom as the constitutive basis for a moral world, we have to regard
the supreme being as “self-subsistent” (A672/B700), equipped with
“a primeval and creative reason, in relation to which we so employ
our reason in the field of experience, as if all objects drew their origin
from that archetype of all reason.”
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4. Conclusion

Thus the key points of Kant’s quasi-deduction of the ideas of pure rea-
son are the following: (a) we are not supposed to deduce “the internal
phenomena of the mind from a simple thinking substance, but deduce
them from each other under the guidance of the regulative idea of a
simple being”; and (b) “we ought not to deduce the phenomena,
order, and unity of the universe from a supreme intelligence, but merely
draw from this idea of a supremely wise cause the rules which must
guide reason in its connection of causes and eftects” (A672/B700).

If we now have to consider the result of our analysis and try to fig-
ure out the constitutive principles of Kant’s theory of a spiritual subject,
we may state that, while Kant’s concept of personhood gives access to
the area of transcendence, it nevertheless aftirms the ever-changing,
never-resting character of our personhood in the appearing world.
Thus, his concept of personhood integrates the polarity of our moral
and our sensual world and, as a synthesis of the extremes, gives rise to
our spiritual self: the spiritual self as characterized by its double nature
in its sensual and supra-natural intelligible nature.

While Kant avoids extending our cognitions beyond the objects of
possible experience, he nevertheless extends the empirical unity of our
experience “by the aid of systematic unity” (A686/B714), viewed as
schema of our pure reason (i.e., as a necessary regulative principle of
our pure reason). Thus, transcendence may be regarded as an ingredient
dimension of our pure reason and by this it is objectively valid.

Now we may conclude by indicating the consequences of our anal-
ysis: Kant avoids dichotomizing the extremes; both dimensions, the idea
of a stable transcendent unity of our personhood and the idea of an ever-
floating, never-resting personality in space and time, should rather be-
long to our personhood as the two opposite poles of our empirical
and our transcendental self. He succeeds by clearly distinguishing be-
tween the different levels of our cognition: there is no Kant without
the thing in itself; the thing in itself rather has to be maintained to safe-
guard the systematic ground for the idea of the absolute, for our moral
and spiritual self, and—in the end—for the idea of the highest good as
the in-itself~contradictory unity between our natural striving for happi-
ness and our acting according to moral rules.

Thus religion is regarded as an inseparable dimension of our self.
Similarly to the idea of a “transcendent entity” within Hindu Advai-
ta-Vedanta philosophy, regarding the unconditioned self (Atman) as
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the ultimate ground within us, Kant maintains the rationalistic view of a
stable unity within us, and simultaneously affirms the Buddhist and Tao-
ist critique of this miraculous “transcendent entity over time” by facing
the arising skepticism of Hume and Locke, arguing that the only “essen-
ces” we might be aware of are to be found only within the flux of rest-
less time-sequences.



10. Truth, Falsehood and Dialectical Hlusion:
Kant’s Imagination

Christine Lopes

1. Intuitions as Non-Full-Fledged Conceptual Content

Kant claimed that the mind forms a veridical representation of spatio-
temporal objects by bringing intuitions into a conceptual synthetic
unity. He also claimed that the processes of synthesis and unification
of representations are a priori, rule-governed by categories of thought.
These two processes would thus constitute a priori conditions for objec-
tive knowledge. While Kant explained unification of representations as
the function of a faculty of conceptualization, the “understanding”, he
described the process of synthesis as a function of the faculty of imagi-
nation or Einbildungskraft. In what follows I consider in large brushes of
argumentation that philosophers such as Kant, who are primarily con-
cerned with propositional conditions of truth, must conceive of truth
in relation to non-full-fledged conceptual content. One upshot of
such a view is that valuing imagining and error must be a condition of
being a rational person.

Kant famously argued in the Critique of Pure Reason for a double for-
mal independence of the intuitions of space and time from the realm of
empirical reasons (viz. from both sensory input and conceptual repre-
sentation with perceptual content). This formal independence of spa-
tio-temporal intuitions is properly expounded in the Axioms of Intu-
ition, but already figures in the Transcendental Aesthetic, namely as
the framework for Kant’s method of enquiry into the role of intuitions
in conceptualization.

In the transcendental aesthetic we will therefore first isolate sensibility by
separating off everything that the understanding thinks through its con-
cepts, so that nothing but empirical intuition remains. Second, we will
then detach from the latter everything that belongs to sensation, so that
nothing remains except pure intuition and the mere form of appearances,
which is the only thing that sensibility can make available a priori. In this
investigation it will be found that there are two pure forms of sensible in-
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tuition as principles of a priori cognition, namely space and time, with the
assessment of which we will now be concerned (A22).

My aim is to re-evaluate briefly the analytical entailment of judgment in
general and the double formal independence of intuitions. My main
goal will be to re-evaluate the function of intuitions in the structure
of Kant’s critical metaphysics.

One of the most daunting tasks for a Kant scholar is to account for
this double formal independence of intuitions without crushing it under
the analytical hammer. Even Robert Hanna’s extraordinary interpreta-
tion of the Kantian intuition as non-conceptual mental content still
does not manage to free it from analytical conceptualism.' This is evi-
dent from the conceptualist terminology that Hanna deploys in his anal-
ysis of Kant’s concept of intuition: the latter is indexical, its objects are
veridical, and so on. Intuition is a theoretical concept that Kant uses to
explain the possibility of knowledge and is not analyzable in the same
way as other concepts. Theoretical concepts are not appropriate to de-
scribe/explain/exemplify mental or physical events or objects. They be-
long in the space of reasons, as we say these days, not in the space of
experience. For no other reason does McDowell in Mind and World
step resolutely inside the Kantian realm of intuitions and declare them
to be just as conceptual as any other mental content that can be used
in justification of empirical judgments.

Hanna uses the conceptualist terminology to explicate the Kantian
concept of intuition as all-versatile, virtually “blank-canvas” like ele-
ments of cognition: they are non-conceptual in four difterent hierarch-
ical senses, according to Hanna, ranging from being a-conceptual, or
lacking in concept entirely, to being conceptual without a self~conscious
subject that thinks them. In this way Hanna obtains for intuitions the
extraordinary cognitive property of ‘“servants of any master’, as it
were, as they are described as non-conceptual matter for all modes of
cognition—ranging, accordingly, from sensations to judgments. In a
neat contrast, intuitions are with McDowell well-integrated conceptual
components of communicable experience. I offer later on a brief ac-
count of McDowell’s own interpretation of the Kantian notion of in-
tuition, and my point of objection to his interpretation.

1 Robert Hanna, “Kant and Nonconceptual Content”, European Journal of Philos-
ophy 13.2 (August 2005), 247-90.
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The question I wish to consider first 1s whether it is logically possible
to describe any element of cognition as a non-full-fledged conceptual
(n-fc for short) representation. Surely, the act of description would at
once bring such an element under conceptual grasp. Or would it?

Kant’s own initial description does not really settle the matter
(A20—-1/B35):

If T separate from the representation of a body that which the understand-
ing thinks about it, such as substance, force, divisibility, etc., as well as that
which belongs to sensation, such as impenetrability, hardness, color, etc.,
something from this empirical intuition is still left for me, namely extension
and form. These belong to the pure [non-empirical] intuition, which occurs a
priori, even without an actual object of the senses or sensation, as a mere
form of sensibility in the mind.

The passage describes a mentalist procedure for distinguishing sensation
and conceptualization from intuitive representation of general spatio-
temporal qualities. In what sense could the theoretical move of account-
ing separately for conditions of sensibility and conditions of conceptu-
alization entail awareness of a n-fc factor in experience?

It is not difficult to imagine that what is initially presented in the
Kantian text as a positive formal feature of cognition—mnamely, that
we seem to be able to form n-fc representations (i.e., spatio-temporal
representations of objects in the absence of sensory data or empirical
conceptualization)—can also lead us into substantial error. For instance,
take my quick judgment—based on my sensation of freezing hands as I
unknowingly mistake boiling for cold water during the washing-up—
that I have turned the cold water tap on. In this judgment I preserve
the capacity to relate my sensation of freezing hands causally to the
water that hits my hands, while mistaking what is only a physical/phys-
10logical property of my body—the sensation of freezing cold hands—
for the actual physical state of the water that hits my hands. The pres-
ervation of the capacity in question can be seen as an instance of n-fc ap-
prehension of spatio-temporal objects, made possible by what Kant
would call empirical intuition: “empirical intuition [is intuition]| of
that which, through sensation, is immediately represented as real in
space and time” (B146—7). My judgment that [ have turned the cold
water tap on contains an element of correctness, in that I correctly cau-
sally relate my physical sensation of freezing hands to the water that hits
my hands. Reaching very low temperatures while in liquid state is cer-
tainly one of the physical properties of water. But my judgment is physi-
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cally, albeit not psychologically, false. For it does not follow from my
sensation of freezing cold hands that the water that hits my hands is cold.

Take now one’s judgment—based on one’s ignorance of non-Eucli-
dean geometries—that the sum total of the internal angles of any trian-
gle is 180°. In this judgment one preserves the general capacity to con-
ceive a triangle while mistaking what is only a possible for a necessary
mathematical property of triangles. The preservation of the capacity
in question through mistake can be seen as an instance of n-fc apprehen-
sion of spatio-temporal objects made possible by what Kant would call
mathematical intuition: “[in] mathematical ... indeed [in] geometrical
construction ... I put together in a pure intuition, just as [I do] in an
empirical one, the manifold that belongs to the schema of a triangle
in general ...” (A718/B746). One’s judgment retains an element of cor-
rectness to the extent that one attributes to triangles the property of hav-
ing three internal angles; but one’s judgment is mathematically false in-
sofar as in non-Euclidean geometries the sum total of a triangle’s internal
angles is not 180°.

Now the two examples above illustrate a certain n-fc element in cog-
nition, namely in a role of allowing for the correctness of our judgments
even when the latter are based on a mistaken use of spatio-temporal rep-
resentations. The question is how to explain such a n-fc element. Is it
something we can become aware of through perceptual deception, illu-
sion, or non-acquaintance with specific contents of knowledge? Or is it
something that becomes intelligible to us in the first place because we
already have knowledge of empirical processes of cognition? A classical
illustration of the former view in philosophy is the belief that imagina-
tion is primarily involved in psychological deception and illusions—as in
dreams, fantasies, and hallucinations. Kant did not hesitate to acknowl-
edge the role played by imaginative processes in deception, illusion, and
ultimately error.

But Kant also stepped out of the philosophical habit of associating
imagination primarily with empirical deception, illusion, or lack of
clarity in thinking. He claimed, in fact, that imagination is a mental
process that crucially supports judgment. What can possibly be the ra-
tionale behind Kant’s proposition of this dual role of imagination, its
being involved in both error and correct judgment? I find in the first
Critique a highly plausible answer to this question. The identification
of deceptive or illusory inferential moves in our reasonings about ob-
jects, and, through this, the identification of an intermingling of n-fc el-
ements in cognition, is a valuable means of self-criticism available to the
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human rational mind, whereby it comes to realize the philosophical im-
portance of justifying propositions, explicating concepts of objects, and
confirming/adjusting/abandoning beliefs. Kant explicitly asserts the
methodological value of deception, illusion, and error that seems to
arise from intuitive and imaginative processes (A642—3/B670—1).

The relation between spatio-temporal intuition and imagination is
as fundamental in Kant’s enquiry into the possibility of a priori knowl-
edge as it is misunderstood in its relevance to Kant’s empirical realist
stance. So a student often hears that the major difficulty with Kant’s phi-
losophy lies in his attempt to discover a priori rules for conceptualization
of what is intuitive, and therefore, by definition, non-determinable by a
priori principles. While this diagnostic cannot be seen as entirely inaccu-
rate, it falls short of telling the whole story about Kant’s critical philos-
ophy. It is in my view quite precipitate to claim that Kant’s analysis of a
relation between intuitions and concepts must either be an intrinsically
flawed analysis of the general concept of cognition into two opposing
elements of cognition—conceptual and non-conceptual elements—or re-
quire no distinction at all, at least at the level of justification of propo-
sitions.

The discovery of a priori laws of conceptualization has to do in the
first Critigue with the discovery of truth conditions for empirical judg-
ments, conditions that are not themselves empirical. Kant’s philosophi-
cal point about knowledge of reality being tied down to an empirical use
of a priori concepts has fundamentally to do with the practice of judg-
ment, and, by implication, with the possibility of erroneous judgment.
Kant’s self-professed empirical realism seems to have to do, as a philo-
sophical position, with understanding how we rationally overcome error.

2. Error and Imagination

Error belongs in judgment: it arises neither from perceptual misappre-
hension alone, nor from purely logical fallacies. As Kant puts it
(A294/B350), “neither the understanding by itself (without the influ-
ence of another cause), nor the senses by themselves, can err.” To err
involves an ability to conjecture about objects using principles of infer-
ence that are not as objective and valid as we think: “Error requires that
we hold a false judgement to be true” (24:720). As error involves an ill-
function of judgment that can be explained neither on the grounds
alone of a mental distraction from perceptual evidence, nor on the
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grounds alone of ignorance of logical principles of inference, Kant
points out that the matter of errors is “neither true nor false”
(24:721). Error may involve perceptual misapprehension, and it may in-
volve logical fallacy, but error always arises from mistaken use of prin-
ciples of inferences in the course of judgment (A293/B350):

Truth and illusion are not in the object, insofar as it is intuited, but in the
judgement about it insofar as it is thought. Thus it is correctly said that the
senses do not err; yet not because they always judge correctly, but because
they do not judge at all. Hence truth, as much as error, and thus also illu-
sion as leading to the latter, are to be found only in judgements, only in the
relation of the object to our understanding.

Judgment is thus the sole medium of illusion and error, just as much as of
truth. But what is the source of error? Some passages in the first Critique
seem to suggest that Kant’s conception of error is either that of an in-
adequate influence of sensibility on cognition—through sensation, per-
ception, or imagination—and/or a lack of attention to logical rules of
inference. The following passages from the Dialectic seem to suggest
just this.

Because we have no other sources of cognition besides [sensibility and un-
derstanding], it follows that error is effected only through the unnoticed
influence of sensibility on understanding, through which it happens that
the subjective grounds of the judgement join the objective ones, and
make the latter deviate from their destination just as a moved body
would of itself always stay in a straight line in the same direction, but starts
off on a curved line if at the same time another force influences it in anoth-
er direction. (A294—-5/B350—1)

Logical illusion ... arises solely from a failure of attentiveness to the
logical rule. Hence as soon as this attentiveness is focused on the case before
us, logical illusion entirely disappears. (A296—7/B353)

But error has to do not only with logical ignorance or an inappropriate
influence of sensibility, and of empirical imagination in particular
(A295/B351-2), over thinking. Error has more fundamentally to do,
as Kant hints it in the first of the passages above, with the act of mistak-
ing for substantive mental acts (i.e., acts of cognition of real objects)
what are merely formal acts of conjecturing and reasoning about the
possibility of objects in general. This type of error interests Kant most
from a philosophical point of view, as he sees it as being intrinsic to
the speculative use of reason. He denounces it and deals with it in the
Dialectic.
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While inattentiveness to logical rules leads to logical illusion and can
be avoided, the overestimation and misjudgment (in itself an act of
judgment) of the objective scope of our judgments leads to transcenden-
tal illusion (A296—7/B353—-4):

Transcendental illusion ... does not cease even though it is uncovered and
its nullity is clearly seen into by transcendental criticism (e.g., the illusion
in the proposition: “The world must have a beginning in time”). The cause
of this is that in our reason (considered subjectively as a human faculty of
cognition) there lie fundamental rules and maxims for its use, which look
entirely like objective principles, and through them it comes about that the
subjective necessity of a certain connection of our concepts on behalf of the
understanding is taken for an objective necessity, the determination of
things in themselves. [This is] an illusion that cannot be avoided at all,
just as little as we can avoid it that the sea appears higher in the middle
than at the shores, since we see the former through higher rays of light
than the latter, or even better, just as little as the astronomer can prevent
the rising moon from appearing larger to him, even when he is not de-
ceived by this illusion.

Kant considers transcendental illusion a species of error—one that 1s un-
avoidable—thereby emphasizing its unsubstantial but nonetheless insid-
1ous nature. As some Kant scholars have already suggested, the notions
of error and transcendental illusion are in a sense synonymous in the first
Critigue.”> My contribution to this view can be put as follows: the way
these two notions converge in meaning also defines a certain particular
function for imagination in Kant’s critical philosophy. This is the func-
tion, as | argue next, of a psychological mediation between veridical and
non-veridical representations, of a psychological guarantor of possible
empirical reality for representations.

For Kant, imagination is not the source of error but is rather the
only authoritative subjective source of mediation for conceptual ambi-
tions that lack in empirical content fundamentally. The following pas-
sage illustrates this point well (24:710): “The more universal the under-
standing is in its rules, the more perfect it is, but if it wants to consider
things in concreto then it absolutely cannot do without the imagination.”

Error, qua transcendental illusion, is with Kant an unredeemable
(constitutive, as he calls it) inconvenience for reason, not for imagina-
tion. But then imagination must, by implication, somewhat benefit

2 Michelle Grier argued (in Kant’s Doctrine of Transcendental Illusion [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2001]) for the crucial role of Kant’s doctrine of
transcendental illusion in his critical-theoretical philosophy.
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from error. Given Kant’s claims concerning the function of imagination
as an a priori act of synthesis of conceptual and n-fc representations, we
might be able to show that imagination somewhat benefits from instan-
ces of erroneous cognition (as in the washing-up and the non-Euclidean
geometry examples); the latter reminds us of the n-fc in cognition. Let us
start with propositions that we can un-problematically infer from Kant’s
notion of transcendental illusion. We can infer that a critique of the
non-empirical use of reason is a method whereby we become aware
of cognitive ambitions that cannot be fulfilled by experience—hence
error—but that are nevertheless at the heart of reason’s job to set up,
namely through its concepts (A310—1/B366—-7):

The term “a concept of reason” ... already shows in a provisional way that
such a concept will not let itself be limited to experience, because it deals
with a cognition (perhaps the whole of possible experience or its empirical
synthesis [of concepts and intuitions]) of which the empirical is only one
part; no actual experience is fully sufficient for it, but every experience be-
longs to it. Concepts of reason ... deal with something under which all ex-
perience belongs, but that is never itself an object of experience; something
to which reason leads through its inferences, and by which reason estimates
and measures the degree of its empirical use, but that never constitutes a
member of the empirical synthesis [of concepts and intuitions].

‘What are we to make of Kant’s discovery of this form of illusion? Kant
argues for its inevitability, but he also believes we can avoid the fallacies
that stem from transcendental illusion. Is it that we become better think-
ers if we bear in mind the constant pull of transcendental illusion that
underlies our best efforts to rationalize inner life? How are we to
avoid the metaphysical fallacies? We cannot avoid them by simply be-
coming aware of their fallacious logical structure, as Kant warns (A339/
B397). One looks into the formal validity of inferences involved in tran-
scendental illusion—inferences that confer, for instance, substantiality to
the I as the subject of the purely formal act of thinking—and one can
only learn that they stem from premises that stand in a non-resolvable
dialectical relation.’

3 Let me briefly consider Kant’s examination of the Cartesian proposition of self-
consciousness. It says, to put it concisely and roughly, that without my thinking
being no object can be known by me to exist as something that persists in time
and space and thus no a priori predicate of substantiality can be ascribed by me to
the concept of an object. I infer from this proposition of self-consciousness that
I am an immortal soul (i.e., that I am a substance myself). Not, clearly, as a
mere formal predicate of an object in general, but as the underlying ontological
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3. Imagination and Rationality

Could imagination be for Kant the mental faculty that enables a priori
ascription of an objectively valid reference of concepts to objects (ap-
pearances) ? This question, eccentric as it may sound, is worth consider-
ing. The requirement of identifying and removing fallacies is one of ra-
tionality for our thoughts, and in a sense transcendental illusion is just as
constitutive of demands of rationality as is the call to contain the theo-
retical excesses coming from such demands. However, we need Kant to
be more specific about the mental power whose theoretical priority
comes, in stark contrast to reason and sensibility, from managing the for-
mal gap between thinking and knowing.

Imagination is for Kant this truth-related faculty of the mind, whose
conception depends on the assumption that concepts and intuitions are
formally heterogeneous. It is precisely because imagination is constitut-
ed of these heterogeneous forms of representing objects that (1) it is the
power to represent illusory, non-veridical objects of either type, intui-
tive or ideal, just as much as veridical objects,* and (2) it attains either of
these two representations of objects not by intuiting or thinking/inferring/
judging, but by bringing the two together and thereby doing it by itself.
The theoretical priority of imagination consists in the uniqueness of its
representational power; it consists in bringing forth the question of truth
in a fundamental manner (A146—-7/B185-7).

force, the hypokeimenon of anything that can ever exist for me. How can I prove
my inference of a substantial soul from the proposition of self-consciousness? I
cannot. I find myself trapped between two dialectical propositions. One prop-
osition says that I, as the subject of thinking, am objectively (in self-conscious-
ness) part of the act of thinking. The other proposition says that I, the subject of
thinking, have an objective existence that can be examined and known apart
from my own thoughts, namely as a substance. See A345—6/B403—4,
B406—-12.

4 My point is not, of course, that all acts of intuition and all acts of reason are acts
of representation of illusory objects. My point is that intuition and reasoning are
acts of the mind whereby illusory objects of knowledge are sometimes repre-
sented (as in the washing-up and the non-Euclidean geometry examples, in
the case of intuition, or, as in the case of demands of reason, through the rep-
resentations of an immortal soul, God, and a transcendental freedom to will to
act in absolute independence of empirical conditions) and that objects can be so
represented because of the very nature of the act in question, i.e., intuition or
reason.
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In light of my exposition of a relation between imagination and the
critical demand for justification of concepts of reason, a number of new
pressing questions arise. For instance, how does Kant account for imag-
ination as this most dignified tool of rationality? How do we know
when we are incurring metaphysical extravagance with our judgments?
‘Which alarm bells, so to speak, must ring in our minds as we go through
our inferential moves? What is it, in such cases, that in the cognitive
grasp as it were skids and prevents us from having our experiences in ac-
cordance with rational principles?

Error happens where some form of “mismatch” between judgment
and experience takes place, making it impossible for us to sustain a claim
of knowledge. Admittedly, the description of this “mismatch” is not an
easy task in the context of transcendental philosophy. As Sebastian
Gardner points out, transcendental illusion is not brought forth by the
same inferential processes that bring forth “empirical illusion, the results
of sensory deception, and logical illusion (due to inattentive application
of rules of inference)”.” What I now want to suggest is that we might
not mistake Kant if we regard these other kinds of illusions as forms
of illusion that, while not being brought forth by the same processes
that bring forth transcendental illusion, do share the same final result
with the latter. We would not necessarily misinterpret Kant’s critical
stance by agreeing that error arises only where the realm of reasons
fails to provide justification for empirical judgments.® In fact, this de-
scription of error seems to me perfectly applicable to transcendental il-
lusion, just as much as to the other forms of illusion mentioned above.

What is error in the context of a failure or impossibility to provide
justification for empirical judgments? Error concerns, in this context,
something that in our empirical cognitions escapes through the concep-
tual net we deploy in our efforts to judge. Why should Kant be interest-
ed in devising a priori, necessary and universal conditions of possibility of
experience, if not because he could see that error—rather than the ca-

5  Sebastian Gardner, Kant and the “Critique of Pure Reason” (London: Routledge,
1999), 215.

6 Examples of such a rational failure abound, and constitute the distinct subject-
matters especially of ethics (justification of the legality or applicability of laws
on ideas of freedom, civility, etc., rather than on arguments concerning
human nature and custom), philosophy of religion (justification of the concept
of a world created by an almighty and infinitely good Being and yet full of evil,
human as well as natural—the so-called problem of evil), and philosophy of sci-
ence (observational vs. theoretical claims).
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pacity to determine truth or falsehood, which may or may not require
experience—is constitutive of judgment? He makes this point clear in
an ironic sociological remark (24:720): “There are more errors in an
academy of sciences than in a village full of farmers, because more judg-
ing occurs there—he who never judges will never err either.”

4. Final Remarks

Apart from the trivial fact that empirical reality seems to involve an el-
ement of contingency, of the unexpected as much as of the unknown,
and thereby some degree of error and illusion in its cognition—what
reasons do I have to believe that Kant explains the possibility of empiri-
cal reality for representations through an appeal to the notion of nf-c el-
ements in cognition? The answer to this question can at least in part be
obtained by contrasting my interpretation of the nature and role of in-
tuition in Kant’s first Critique with the interpretation given by John
McDowell in Mind and World. My basic belief is that McDowell’s read-
ing of Kant is problematic in that it interprets Kant’s philosophical in-
tentions without taking into account the philosophical context of his al-
legiance to empirical realism.

Following Wilfrid Sellars” interpretation of Kant’s notion of intu-
ition in Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind,” McDowell claimed that
the Kantian spatio-temporal intuition is a species of conceptualization.
This interpretation of intuition is necessitated by McDowell’s own at-
tempt to examine and dismantle what Sellars first called the Myth of
the Given. The Myth of the Given is the ungrounded philosophical be-
lief in a raw, non-conceptual influence of the external world upon our
cognitive apparatus. The Myth of the Given is the response, so McDo-
well argues, to the very specific methodological fear that, unless we pos-
tulate the status of the sensibly “given” for mind-independent objects,
we may not be able to justify the idea that we are objectively free in
the rational act of judgment.

As the Myth goes—or so McDowell denounces—we seem to think
that there can be no objective experience of mind-independent objects,
and consequently, no rational justification of empirical judgment, unless

7 Wilfrid Sellars, Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind (Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard
Univeristy Press, 1997); originally published in Minnesota Studies in the Philoso-
phy of Science 1 (1956).
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we postulate a “given” status to the worldly things. He urges his reader
to realize once and for all that

The relevant conceptual capacities are drawn on in receptivity ... It is not
that they are exercised on an extra-conceptual deliverance of receptivity.
We should understand what Kant calls “intuition”—experiential intake—
not as a bare getting of an extra-conceptual Given, but as a kind of occur-
rence or state that already has conceptual content. In experience one takes
in, for instance sees, that things are thus and so. That is the sort of thing one
can also, for instance, judge.’®

Why should one have reservations about the Sellars-McDowell claim?
It seems clear from my earlier considerations on the presence of a n-fc
element in cognition that there is neither formal nor substantial conflict
between Kant’s account of intuitions as n-fc representations and the
claim that justification of cognition in general, including empirical judg-
ing, involves our awareness of instances in the process of conceptualiza-
tion that are occasionally devoid of factual content.

I believe it is in proper philosophical interest to acknowledge that
theoretical justification of claims of knowledge about mind-independ-
ent objects must involve the notion of what I have called a non-full-fledg-
ed conceptual element in cognition. We wake up to this element as tradi-
tional, scientifically proved, or merely habitual ways of understanding
phenomena and empirical events err.

Finally, I hope to have offered a moderately convincing theoretical
viewpoint for appreciating Kant’s theory of imagination. The idea that
imagination brings the n-fc or intuitive under a priori rules of conceptu-
alization belongs in a larger philosophical and methodological picture. It
is not a mere coincidence that, out of all mental processes, the most sub-
jective of them all—imagining—should serve the justificatory demands
of reason in both Kant’s epistemology and criticism of rational metaphy-
sics.

8  John McDowell, Mind and World (Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press,
1996), 9.



11. Persons as Causes 1n Kant

Wholfgang Ertl

1. Acting in Space and Time

Kant claims that human persons, by virtue of their rationality, can and
should make a causal difterence in the world of appearances. As he em-
phasizes particularly throughout the Kritik der praktischen Vernunft, they
should shape the world of appearances and thus ultimately contribute,
as much as they can, to making the highest derivative good a reality
in the world. Even if, in Kant’s opinion, this cannot be done without
assuming the existence of God and his co-operation or concursus, it is
certainly not something that could be done by God himself. Human be-
ings must work themselves up to the state of virtue and, on pain of un-
dercutting their freedom, nobody else can do that for them. In other
words, cooperation from both types of agents is required for Kant,
and therefore the realization of the highest derivative good must be
something like a joint venture; this in turn is nothing other than an ex-
pression of Kant’s metaphysical equality thesis in ethics.

But how is this possible given that he also holds that the world of
appearances is causally closed and that reason is not natural in the
sense of the Transcendental Analytic? According to Kant, by virtue of
rationality and intelligence we are members of a world different from
the one of appearances. Even if we concede that the second analogy
might not by itself generate the full set of special causal laws valid in
the world of appearances, the doctrine of the regulative use of reason
makes it clear that we must not resort to causes outside of the realm
of experience in our explanation of appearances.

Causal closure and the non-naturalness of reason seem to leave only
two options: causal inertness of reason or systematic overdetermination.
Causal inertness of reason is what a reading of Kant as a Davidsonian
anomalous monist avant la lettre, as suggested by Hud Hudson' for ex-

1 Hud Hudson, Kant’s Compatibilism (Ithaca and London: Cornell University
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ample, amounts to. For all its apparent similarities to a two-aspect
(“TA”) reading of transcendental idealism (“T1”), anomalous monism
does portray mental events (insofar as they are mental events) not as
standing in causal relations to physical events, but as token-identical
to physical events. The mental properties themselves play no genuine
causal role.

Causal overdetermination is usually seen as a faulty notion; that is to
say, most commentators claim there is no (or even cannot be any) gen-
uine causal overdetermination. There is a broad consensus about this in
particular in the philosophy of mind; if a position implies overdetermi-
nation, this is regarded as a ground for rejecting it. In this vein, recent
attempts to read Kant’s claims along the lines of overdetermination take
overdetermination not to be genuinely causal, but interpret overdeter-
mination of, say, an event or action in terms of causes on the one hand
and reasons on the other. Christine Korsgaard and Ermanno Bencivenga
have tried this recently, with Korsgaard either making no use at all of TT
or interpreting it in the familiar anodyne way, whereas Bencivenga
draws on a rather strong reading of TI, based on the doctrine of object
constitution, whereby the respective framework of regularities is what
turns things into what they are.”> An action can be constituted on the
one hand by the frame of natural causality (spatiotemporal regularities)
and within the framework of reasons (the regularities of rational beings)
on the other hand. Thus, an action being overdetermined means it is
causally determined in one framework and its transworldly identical
counterpart is accountable in terms of reasons or rational regularities.
Evidently, for all its merits regarding the problem of causal overdetermi-
nation, this strategy does not help us come to terms with how some-
thing non-natural can make a causal difference within nature. Tellingly,
Korsgaard reads Kant’s take on the freedom and determinism issue along
the lines of Peter Strawson’s so-called “new compatibilism”, whereby

Press, 1994). See Wolfgang Ertl, “Hud Hudson: Kant’s Compatibilism”, Kant-
Studien 90 (1999), 37184 for a more extensive discussion of this strategy.

2 Christine M. Korsgaard, “Creating the Kingdom of Ends: Reciprocity and Re-
sponsibility in Personal Relations”, in Christine M. Korsgaard, Creating the
Kingdom of Ends (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 188—-221;
and Ermanno Bencivenga, Ethics Vindicated: Kant’s Transcendental Legitimation
of Moral Discourse (Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 2007).



11. Persons as Causes in Kant 219

both perspectives on action are indispensable even if they might be in-
compatible on the level of theory.’

In this essay I shall address the problem of rationality making a causal
difference in the world of appearances by taking a look at Kant’s discus-
sion of the freedom and determinism problem in the Kritik der prakti-
schen Vernunft. 1 shall proceed as follows: First I will sketch the structure
of Kant’s argument and elucidate where in the proposed solution the
distinction of things in themselves and appearances comes in. Then,
by taking a look at recent debates concerning a metaphysical or ontolog-
ical TA reading of TT, I shall try to argue that a promising way of under-
standing Kant is to take him as regarding natural causal powers of agents*
in a way similar to—but at least in one important respect different
from—Leibniz’ doctrine of phenomena bene fundata. To be sure, reason
making a causal difference in the world of appearances is not sufficient
for solving the problem of freedom, but it is an important part of such a
solution. Conversely, since reason making a causal difference in this
world is part of the solution to the problem of freedom, it is fitting
to deal with this issue in the context of freedom in the first place.

2. Transfer of Powerlessness?

The section “Critical elucidation of the analytic of pure practical rea-
son” (5:89—-106) 1s unique in Kant’s writings and one of the key passag-
es in the Kritik der praktischen Vernunft, especially as far as the multifac-
eted relationship between theoretical and practical philosophy is con-
cerned. It consists of 19 densely argued paragraphs and can be divided
into three parts. Part 1, from paragraph 1 to 7, recapitulates the difter-

3 Peter Strawson, “Freedom and Resentment”, in Peter F. Strawson, Freedom and
Resentment and Other Essays (London: Routledge, 1974), 1-25.

4 Without further argument, I am following Eric Watkins, Kant and the Metaphy-
sics of Causality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005) in his claim
that according to Kant’s metaphysics of causality, it is substances endowed
with causal capacities which function as causes, and not events. This reading
has, of course, far reaching consequences because it disconnects Kant from
most of the contemporary theories of causality and associates him more closely
with the Aristotelian tradition. Watkins uses the term “power” instead of “ca-
pacity”, partly because he wishes to put the emphasis on individuals, i.e., indi-
vidual substances. Although I agree that it is the individual substance which
functions as a cause, I nonetheless use the term “capacity” here in order to dis-
tinguish it from the notion “to be in one’s power”, as we shall see below.
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ences regarding the priority of concepts and principles and the parallel
regarding the facticity of pure sciences and the fact of reason. Part 2
(paragraphs 8—17) deals with the problem of freedom and determinism.
Part 3 (paragraphs 18—19) explores the fruitfulness of the concept of
freedom in supplying surrogates for theoretical knowledge, in response
to what for Kant are key questions of metaphysics.

The second part (1. e., the freedom and determinism section) is itself
divided into two subsections. The first one (paragraphs 8 —12) deals with
the problem of freedom and causal determinism or natural necessity, the
second (paragraphs 13—17) is concerned with the problem of human
freedom and the creation of the world (i.e., its substances, in so far as
they are actual) through God. Regarding both problems, Kant claims
that TI is indispensable for providing a solution. As we shall see, with
respect to the issue of natural necessity, T1 is supposed to open up a pos-
sibility that natural necessity is not applicable to certain features or de-
terminations of an entity. Concerning the problem of creation, the tran-
scendental idealist doctrine of space and time as forms of human intu-
ition undercuts the need for, or the implications of, regarding God as
the ultimate causal source of our actions.

In what follows, I shall focus on Kant’s proposed solution to the
problem of physical determinism; but before turning to the details, it
is worth mentioning that considerations regarding intellectual intuition
(i.e., the intuition of a divine intellect) are employed (at least hypotheti-
cally) to render the transcendental idealist strategy intelligible (see 5:99).
In this regard at least, the divine intellect is not considered as a threat to
freedom, but as a device to secure it. (This is also connected to Kant’s
theory of conscience, but I shall leave out this feature of Kant’s position
here.)

Kant states the problem of freedom and natural necessity or causal
determinism as follows, starting with the position of transcendental re-
alism (“TR”):

Nimmt man nun die Bestimmungen der Existenz der Dinge in der Zeit fiir
Bestimmungen der Dinge an sich selbst (welches die gewohnlichste Vor-
stellungsart ist), so 146t sich die Notwendigkeit im Kausalverhiltnisse mit der
Freiheit auf keinerlei Weise vereinigen; sondern sie sind einander kontra-
diktorisch entgegengesetzt. Denn aus der ersteren folgt, daf} eine jede Be-
gebenheit, folglich auch jede Handlung, die in einem Zeitpunkte vorgeht,
unter der Bedingung dessen, was in der vorhergehenden Zeit war, not-
wendig sei. Da nun die vergangene Zeit nicht mehr in meiner Gewalt ist, so
mub jede Handlung, die ich ausiibe, durch bestimmende Griinde, die nicht in
meiner Gewalt sind, notwendig sein, d. i. ich bin in dem Zeitpunkte, darin ich
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handle, niemals frei. Ja, wenn ich gleich mein ganzes Dasein als unabhingig
von irgend einer fremden Ursache (etwa von Gott) annihme, sodal die
Bestimmungsgriinde meiner Kausalitit, sogar meiner ganzen Existenz gar
nicht auller mir wiren, so wiirde dieses jene Naturnotwendigkeit doch nicht
im mindesten in Freiheit verwandeln. Denn in jedem Zeitpunkte stehe ich
doch immer unter der Notwendigkeit, durch das zum Handeln bestimmt zu
werden, was nicht in meiner Gewalt ist, und die a parte priori unendliche
Reihe der Begebenheiten, die ich immer nur nach einer schon vorherbe-
stimmten Ordnung fortsetzen, nirgend von selbst anfangen wiirde, wire eine
stetige Naturkette, meine Kausalitit also niemals Freiheit.’

We can formalize this argument in a rather simplified manner as follows.
There are basically two readings; I shall call them “A” and “B”, respec-
tively:

Reading A:
1. PLp(t,)

2. N(p(t;) — p(t))
3. Conclusion: PLp(t,); 1, 2 and TPL under natural necessity

Reading B:
1. N(p(t;))
2. N(p(t;) — p(t))
3. Conclusion: Np(t,); 1, 2 and TNP
[4. Np(t,) — PLp(t,)]
[5. PLp(t,); 3, 4 and MP]

5  5:94f (following the Vorlinder text): “Now, if one takes the determinations of
the existence of things in time for determinations of things in themselves (which
is the most usual way of representing them), then the necessity in the causal
relation can in no way be united with freedom; instead they are opposed to each
other as contradictory. For, from the first it follows that every event, and
consequently every action that takes place at a point of time, is necessary under
the condition of what was in the preceding time. Now, since time past is no
longer within my [power], every action that I perform must be necessary by
determining grounds that are not within my [power/, that is, I am never free at the
point of time in which I act. Indeed, even if T assume that my whole existence is
independent from any alien cause (such as God), so that the determining grounds
of my causality and even of my whole existence are not outside me, this would not
in the least transform that natural necessity into freedom. For, at every point of
time I still stand under the necessity of being determined to action by that which is
not within my [power], and the series of events infinite a parte priori which I can only
continue in accordance with a predetermined order would never begin of itself: it
would be a continuous natural chain, and therefore my causality would never be
freedom.” I have followed Gregor’s translation, but rendered the German
“Gewalt” as “power” instead of her “control”, since “Gewalt” has been the
established translation for “potestas” and “potentia” in Baumgarten’s Metaphysica
(see §832 and §708, respectively), Kant’s text of reference in matters of ontology.
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These formal accounts can be paraphrased as follows. On both readings
the argument basically has the form of a hypothetical syllogism, with the
same 2nd premise, namely a hypothetical proposition that is naturally
necessary and connects two propositions that describe the state of the
world at different times, respectively: the antecedent proposition a
state of the world in the past, the consequent proposition a state of
the world in the present or future. The two readings difter, however,
with regard to the first premise. According to reading A, the agent is
powerless with regard to facts of the past, whereas according to reading
B, past facts are naturally necessary. On reading A, premise 2 transfers
powerlessness (““TPL”); on reading B, premise 2 transfers natural neces-
sity via the transfer of necessity principle (“TINP”). Since for Kant, nat-
ural necessity implies powerlessness, powerlessness with regard to some-
thing present or future in reading B is derived by means of a fourth and
fifth step.

With regard to “powerless” or “not in one’s power”, it is striking
that Kant operates with an essentially negative notion here, while he
closely associates, if not identifies “freedom” with being “in one’s
power”, so that we need to read him ex negativo, as it were. He has
two points in mind: (i) the one who has something in their power
(i.e., in our case, the rational agent) must have causal capacities with re-
gard to the thing that is supposed to be in their power; (ii) the rational
agent must have options for exercising the causal capacity, that is to say,
agents must at least have the option not to exercise their causal capacity.
Moreover, Kant clearly thinks we are not in power with regard to the
past, but he does not elaborate why he thinks so. Arguably, this is be-
cause we have no causal capacity extending backwards in time, and
we have no options regarding past facts, because facts of the past are,
in a sense, necessary. Finally, the problem with both transfer principles
seems to be that they take away our options about the future, although
we retain, of course, the causal capacity to influence the future. With
regard to the transfer principles, something we are powerless over trig-
gers or activates our causal capacities. In other words, the transfer prin-
ciples do not imply occasionalism with regard to the future, whereby we
are causally inert in all respects.

In the paragraphs following the passage under consideration here,
Kant makes it clear how he does not wish to solve the problem either
explicitly or implicitly. He does not wish to undercut the validity of
premise 2 as far as all temporal entities or temporal properties of an en-
tity are concerned, nor does he wish to deny the validity of the crucial
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principle that powerlessness 1s closed under natural necessitation (from
reading A); or from reading B, that TNP is valid. As we shall see,
though, he is eager to uphold the validity of the transfer principle in
one interpretation of “powerlessness” only, and he tries to carve out a
second conception of both powerlessness, and in one’s power; for this
conception, the respective transfer principle is not valid, nor does the
implication from natural necessity hold.

Kant then briefly discusses the example of theft, taken up again later,
in a way that may at first view look as if he endorses Peter Strawson’s
version of new compatibilism. The upshot of Kant’s example is that, de-
terminism not withstanding and in full view of the thief’s powerlessness
(in one sense of “powerlessness”, as it will turn out) to refrain from steal-
ing, we hold the person doing the stealing responsible. In contrast to
Strawson, however, Kant does not merely state that both takes on
human behaviour are indispensable, even if they are at odds with
each other on the level of theory. Rather, for him, there must be a
way of reconciliation on the very level of theory itself.

What is equally important, at least for now, 1s that Kant also opposes
the strategy of linking freedom with the causal source of action being
internal, evidently having Leibniz in mind. For Kant, it does not matter
whether the transfer of powerlessness or necessity occurs through inter-
nal or through external necessitating causes. Nonetheless, he may be a
bit too quick to dismiss the internal origin requirement, since in his ac-
count it is most likely a necessary condition for freedom. At any rate,
this is his position in Grundlegung I11.

Moreover, Kant also makes it clear that in TT we are still powerless
with regard to the past, that is to say, he does not claim that the tran-
scendental idealist theory of space and time undercuts in any sense the
traditionally so-called accidental necessity of the past. Hence, the TI
theory of time is still an A-theory of time, according to which real
change occurs. In other words, TI neither renders the past wholly
non-necessary, nor supports what one could call Ockhamist strategies,
whereby there are “soft facts” about the past (i.e., facts that depend
on something not belonging to the past).

Finally, in TI natural necessity and freedom remain “widerwirtige
Begriffe” (“mutually repellent concepts”, in Gregor’s translation); that
is to say, an agent cannot be free and his action naturally necessary in
the same respect. Again, however, and similar to the different concep-
tions of powerlessness, this will turn out to be true only with respect to



224 Wolfgang Ertl

one conception of freedom (namely, as a power with options within na-
ture, given the special laws as they are).’

So far we have just seen how Kant does think a solution cannot be
found. The constructive side of his approach is laid out in two steps, and
in his opinion, as mentioned above, TI can guide us out of this laby-
rinth. These two steps are: (a) natural necessity is not all-encompassing,
there being a range of features of agents to which it does not apply; and
(b) temporal determinations are the effect (“Folge”) of the agent’s intel-
ligible causality.

3. Things in Themselves, Appearances, and Powers

Both steps in Kant’s constructive solution to the freedom-determinism
problem take us deep into the core of TI and moreover into the infa-
mous distinction between things in themselves and appearances. Here
Kant obviously seems to endorse a TA reading in the context of rational
agency. There are basically two variants of a TA reading of TI: an epis-
temological and a metaphysical, or ontological, variant. Whichever we
choose, it is clear that Kant conceives things in themselves and appear-
ances as forming what Ralph Walker has called, “composite wholes”.’
Crucially, this distinction does not apply to actions, but to the rational
agent whose action is under consideration.

Moreover, the distinction between the thing as it is in itself and the
thing as appearance is crucial for applying the “widerwirtigen Begrifte”
of freedom and natural necessity to one and the same entity. Kant
claims:

. sondern jede Handlung und iiberhaupt jede dem inneren Sinne gemil}
wechselnde Bestimmung seines Daseins, selbst die ganze Reihenfolge seiner
Existenz als Sinnenwesens, ist im BewuBtsein seiner intelligibelen Existenz
nichts als Folge, niemals aber als Bestimmungsgrund seiner Kausalitit als
Noumens, anzusehen.”

6 Admittedly, this is already an interpretation and some passages are consistent
with such a Davidsonian strategy.

7 Ralph C.S. Walker, “The Number of Worlds in Kant”, (updated August
2007) <http://www.philosophy.ox.ac.uk/members/rwalker/index.htm>, ac-
cessed 24 January 2008.

8 5:97f.,,... butevery action —and in general every determination of his existence
changing conformably with inner sense, even the whole sequence of his existence
as a sensible being — is to be regarded in the consciousness of his intelligible
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In order to become clear about this relationship of determining ground
and consequence, I will turn to a recent discussion, focusing on a meta-
physical reading of the “composite whole approach”. This is the debate
between Rae Langton and Lucy Allais.” Langton construes Kant’s dis-
tinction between things in themselves and appearances in terms of ex-
trinsic and intrinsic properties of things. To facilitate matters, I shall
speak of the intrinsic properties and extrinsic properties of one thing
here, although it may not be easy to isolate such an individual in each
case. Moreover, Langton claims that Kant subscribes to an anti-Leibni-
zian position in that he takes the extrinsic properties to be irreducible to
the intrinsic properties (i.e., for her, extrinsic properties, such as rela-
tions, do not supervene on intrinsic properties, as they evidently do
for Leibniz). By virtue of this anti-Leibnizian claim, the phenomena
do not offer us a window into the world of things in themselves. In
other words, Kant—on Langton’s reading—rejects Leibniz’ doctrine
of the phenomena bene fundata. In this way, receptivity leads to humility,
as she calls it (i. e., our inability to have substantial knowledge of things
in themselves).

The criteria Langton uses for distinguishing extrinsic and intrinsic
properties are twofold: (a) the so-called loneliness criterion (i.e., prop-
erties are intrinsic if they can be the only entities existing); (b) the cri-
terion that these properties remain the same under variation of natural
laws, if they are to be intrinsic. Criterion (b) has the important conse-
quence that from her reading, intrinsic properties are inert as to natural
causality, assuming that natural laws govern instances of natural causality
or even describe causal powers.

The same criteron (b) is one of the foci in Allais’ criticism of Lang-
ton’s approach. She calls Langton’s inertia thesis regarding intrinsic, in
particular essential properties (since evidently essential properties are in-
trinsic), her “modal intuition”. For Allais, this modal intuition is on the
one hand a logical possibility, but on the other it is (i) at odds with Kant-
ian doctrines and (ii) implausible on systematic grounds relating to the
philosophy of perception. In short, for her, intrinsic properties are not

existence as nothing but the consequence and never as the determining ground of
his causality as a noumenon.*

9 Rae Langton, Kantian Humility: Our Ignorance of Things in Themselves (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1998); and “Kant’s Phenomena: Extrinsic or Relational Prop-
erties? A Reply to Allais”, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, LXXIII (1)
(2006), 170—-85; and Lucy Allais, “Intrinsic Natures: A Critique of Langton on
Kant”, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, LXXIII (1) (2006), 143—-69.
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inert; rather what Kant was aiming at with his distinction between
things in themselves and appearances 1s similar to difterent ways of refer-
ring to properties, namely as an opaque versus a transparent quality.

As far as the clash with Kantian doctrines is concerned, Allais claims
that Langton’s strategy renders special causal laws (as opposed to the
causal principle of the second analogy) wholly contingent (though
this might be just an unrelated second feature of her account), whereas
Allais takes them to be necessary in the Kantian framework. The ques-
tion is, of course, in what sense of “necessary”, but we will come to this
shortly.

With regard to Allais’ systematic considerations, it is at least very
doubtful whether considerations of the philosophy of perception can
really help us understand the causal inertness of essential properties in
the relevant sense. Here Kantian considerations interfere, since Kant dis-
tinguishes at least two types of the “nature” of a thing:' nature in the
sense of the Transcendental Analytic, as only “comparatively inner” (cf.
A277/B333) and concerned with theoretical entities, and the absolute
nature of things, whereof we can have no knowledge, except that
there must be such a feature of things. If considerations of perception
yield anything at all helpful, then it is as far as nature in the sense of
the Transcendental Analytic is concerned. Put difterently, the distinc-
tion between different ways of referring to properties concerns the
world of appearances itself.

Let us leave that point there and turn to the other issue. As we have
seen, Allais claims that, in an important sense, the special laws of nature
are necessary and it was left open above, for the time being, which sense
of “necessary” is relevant here. Evidently, it cannot be “logical necessi-
ty”, nor “metaphysical necessity”, for in these senses every conceptually
and really possible world must contain the same set of laws. Following
Robert Hanna,'" she claims that the special causal laws of nature are nec-
essary in the sense that all worlds that contain matter have the same set of
special causal laws. This is one species of the “necessity” related to syn-
thetic a priori propositions or in short “synthetic necessity”, the other
species being the necessity pertaining to mathematical judgements.

10 Cf. the very important hint in GMM III (4:447), where Kant speaks of the
“Natur der Sinnenwelt”’; he seems to contrast this with a different nature,
with rational nature being an example.

11 Robert Hanna, Kant and the Foundations of Analytic Philosophy (Oxford: Claren-
don Press, 2001), 260.
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But this again seems too strong: it is true that in every world that con-
tains matter the law of gravity must hold, but there is certainly no merely
deductive relationship between this, as it were, most general of the spe-
cial causal laws, and all the other, more specific or fine-grained special
causal laws. Rather, as Michael Friedman has suggested,'” there is an el-
ement of (synthetic or real) contingency in the special causal laws de-
tectable by experience; what is required is to ground these empirically
discoverable regularities in more general laws, and there are a number
of different ways these regularities might look, in particular the more
specific they become in the hierarchy of laws. In short, the fundamental
physical laws can differentiate in a number of ways. But if this is so, and
since natural necessity plainly hinges on the actual set of special causal
laws, logical space is opening up for a conception of power that cuts
across different sets of special causal laws.

With this in mind, we can come back to Langton’s criteria for dis-
tinguishing extrinsic and intrinsic properties. The loneliness criterion
seems unproblematic, and by means of the variability of the special
laws of nature, we have opened up the possibility to allow intrinsic
properties, in principle, to remain the same while at least certain strata
of the laws of nature are, or can be, changing. (Possibly, though,
these latter considerations also apply to comparative inner natures.)
However, moving in the opposite direction to that of Langton, our
considerations so far also open up a promising route as to how an ac-
count of reason making an independent difference in the world of ap-
pearances can be construed. To see this, let us turn to an important line
of criticism developed by those who are in principle quite sympathetic
to ontological or metaphysical approaches, such as Ameriks and Falken-
stein."

By endorsing a global irreducibility claim, these critics say Langton
has undercut the vital link between reason and the world of appearances,
and along with it Kant’s account of rational agency. This is indeed a
valid point; it is surprising that she has not considered the issue of free-

12 Michael Friedman, Kant and the Exact Sciences (Cambridge, Ma., and London:
Harvard University Press, 1992); and “Metaphysical Foundations of Newtoni-
an Science”, in Michael Friedman, Kant and the Exact Sciences (Cambridge, Ma.,
and London: Harvard University Press, 1992), 136—64.

13 Karl Ameriks, “Kant and Short Arguments to Humility” in Karl Ameriks, In-
terpreting Kant’s Critiques (Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press,
2006), 135—57; and Lorne Falkenstein, “Critique of Kantian Humility”, Kant-
ian Review 5 (2001), 49—64.
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dom in her book. But it is at the same time easy to see that this problem
is repairable and, moreover, that this repair is also crucial for our ques-
tion at issue.

In short, the most promising line to account for reason making an
independent difference in the world of appearances is construing rea-
son’s causality in terms of supervenience. In the case of rational beings,
the assumption of freedom requires that their natural causal powers su-
pervene on their intrinsic properties in the absolute sense of the term
“intrinsic”. Clearly, rationality is one of their essential properties.
There is no theoretical proof, however, for this supervenience; all
Kant is required to say is that, in so far as we assume freedom, we
need to buy the supervenience account, and that transcendental idealism
provides the framework for rendering this possible.'*

Of course, we need to be clear about the exact type of superve-
nience itself, the supervenience base and the supervening properties.
For lack of space I will postpone this to a different occasion and discuss
instead an important objection to this reading. According to this objec-
tion, supervenience talk does not license the assumption of a second
form of causality such as causality of freedom or transcendental freedom,

14 Although I am not concerned with Kant’s full argument for his version of com-
patibilism, a few words are in order concerning Watkins’s recent suggestion in
chapter 5 of his book (Kant and the Metaphysics of Causality, 301—61) mentioned
above. I agree that Kant pursues a strategy one could call altered law compatibilism
(as T suggested in “Schopfung und Freiheit. Ein kosmologischer Schliissel zu
Kants Kompatibilismus”, in Norbert Fischer (ed.), Kants Metaphysik und Reli-
gionsphilosophie (Hamburg: Meiner, 2004), 43—76). By this means Kant can un-
dercut van Inwagen’s consequence argument, in that laws of nature (special
causal laws of nature, that is) are a function of our free actions or at least depend
on our free actions (cf. 74). However, in one sense, Watkins falls into the op-
posite extreme to that of Langton: in Watkins’s opinion, the special laws of na-
ture depend on the nature of things in themselves, and hence phenomenal caus-
al powers supervene on things in themselves, fout court, as it were. If this were
the case, there would be a window into the world of things in themselves, con-
trary to Kant’s repeated claims. In my view, by contrast, this dependency con-
cerns only a subset of things in themselves—namely rational beings—and this
assumption is required when assuming the freedom of the rational agent. To
be sure, although for Watkins the dependency is global, this does not mean
that freedom is a property of all things in themselves. Rational beings have
the capacity to choose their nature, as he puts it, unlike non-rational things
in themselves. A more detailed discussion of these issues will also be provided
on another occasion.
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and evidently this is the core of Kant’s strategy, so that a reading in
terms of supervenience can at best count as a rational reconstruction.

To counter this objection, we need to realize that there is a second
function of the essential properties, and for that matter, of individual es-
sential properties. They are the ultimate hub of all properties (i.e., the
so-called “substratum”), including causal powers. To be sure, this is true
of all substances in the world of appearances, but in so far as the hub-
function of and supervenience on essential properties come together,
it makes sense to speak of a causality of reason. Nonetheless, this causal-
ity is not a second type in the sense of being a causality besides natural
causality; rather, it is the full picture of a rational agent’s natural causal-
ity, situated in the architecture of being. In this picture the individual
essence of the rational agent, or as it has traditionally been called, its sub-
stantial form (or rational soul), is what counts as a free cause. Strikingly,
in the passage quoted above (5:94 f), what is “free” for Kant is not an
action, but “I”, and, at least within the framework of practical rea-
son—in particular of the postulates of pure practical reason—this “I”
is a substance.

With this in mind, we can finally return to the argument of the Kri-
tik der praktischen Vernunft. What Kant has established now is basically a
second conception of powerlessness or being in one’s power, respective-
ly; at least he has established one component of this conception. We
have the conception of a power by virtue of a capacity to determine nat-
ural causal capacities, or to be more precise, to determine the specific
constitution of these natural causal capacities. This is already enough
to see how rationality, as something non-natural, can make a difference
within the natural world. It does that by being both the substratum (i.e.,
the substantial base) and the supervenience base of natural causality. In
this vein, the rational agent is the substantial form that functions as
this substrate. To repeat, according to this analysis there is no second
type of causal capacity involved; rather, one and the same causal capaci-
ty is anchored in different depths of the cause. Taken as a natural cause,
the causal capacity is the capacity of a phenomenal substance; taken as a
free cause, it is the capacity of a noumenal substance or substantial form.

In order to undercut the argument against freedom and to establish
the second component for the second kind of power, we need to estab-
lish that, in a sense, the agent as a substantial form has options as to
which specific constitution it “gives” these natural causal capacities. If
this can be done, and Kant obviously thinks it is possible, then it is
easy to see how the argument against freedom collapses, as the formal-
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ization of Kant’s argument developed above reveals: On reading A,
even if we concede in the (modified) first premise that we are powerless
in the stronger sense (“PL,p(t;)”) with regard to the past, TNP and
premise 2, namely N(p(t;) — p(t,)), cannot turn this into powerlessness
in this stronger sense about the future. On reading B, the inference from
natural necessity to powerlessness in the stronger sense is blocked, be-
cause Np(t,) — PL,p(t,) in the (modified) fourth step is false. Whichev-
er the correct reading may be, the underlying idea is the same: since nat-
ural necessity is relative to the actually existing set of special causal laws,
if we have the capacity to influence what these laws are, then, of course,
the transfer principles cannot transtform our powerlessness insofar as we
are appearances into powerlessness fout court. That said, Kant must also
show that it is safe to assume that the agent as a substantial form is
not in the grip of other potentially necessitating factors. What comes
to mind as an example of such a potentially necessitating factor is
God’s creative activity, and this is precisely what Kant is discussing in
the third part of the section under consideration. For him, TR fails to
provide the metaphysical framework, within which the constitution
of an individual agent as a substantial form can count as a bedrock
fact. Which assumptions enter the TI position to make this possible
will however have to be the topic of a different investigation.
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12. The Cognitive Dimension of Freedom
as Autonomy

Rainer Enskat

1. Exposition of the Problem

As is well known, Kant characterizes freedom under many different as-
pects. One of the important questions guiding the judgment about the
internal make-up of his theory of freedom is whether all these aspects
and characterizations belong to a coherent and well-founded conception
or not. In what follows I shall first examine one of the most prominent
of these aspects and characterizations.

The guiding aspects and the corresponding characterizations belong,
of course, to the practical dimension. Nevertheless, Kant develops a pre-
liminary formal analysis of the concept of freedom in the Transcendental
Dialectic of the Critique of Pure Reason, splitting this concept into a neg-
ative and a positive component. According to the negative component,
to be free implies that a free being is not dependent on any sensible con-
ditions (3:562, 585, 831)." This negative component corresponds to a
certain part of our every-day grammar for speaking about freedom:—
when we say a person is free of something (e.g., of a burden, of guilt,
of deceases, etc.). Correspondingly, the positive component is in harmo-
ny with a certain other part of our every-day grammar for speaking
about freedom:—when we say a person is free for something or free
to do something or free to do something in a certain way (cf. 3:562, 713).

As Kant develops this formal analysis of the practical concept of free-
dom in a strictly theoretical context, he argues with emphasis that, with
the help of theoretical means alone, deciding whether freedom is a fact
or an illusion is not possible at all. Within the limits of the theoretical
dimension the concept of freedom is condemned to stay, as he puts
it, purely problematic (3:830—1). Consequently, this problematic status

1 English quotations of Kant’s words are my translations, from the Akademie-Aus-
gabe.
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is the systematic starting point for his quest to find out how we can rec-
ognize or discover that freedom is a fact and neither a mere problem nor
a mere illusion.

The result of Kant’s search is well known. In the end he is con-
vinced he has found the only reliable cognitive medium for the discov-
ery of the fact of freedom. He circumscribes this medium in the first
footnote of the Preface to the Critique of the Practical Reason, as the rea-
son for recognizing the fact of freedom: in the Latin language of the
scholarly tradition of his time he speaks of the ratio cognoscendi of free-
dom (5:4n). This medium for recognizing the fact of freedom he iden-
tifies with the categorical imperative. In this essay I will argue partially
that this fundamental, freedom-manifesting function of the categorical
imperative depends on another, a more specific cognitive function of
the Categorical Imperative, one that Kant occasionally, in his lectures
on ethics, characterizes as having the function of a principle of judgment
(cf. 27, 2.2:1428) (i.e., as being a criterion); of course, as is well known,
this is the criterion of morality.

Nevertheless, this cognitive medium of freedom is even more com-
plex. Not only is the categorical imperative (i.e., the principle of judg-
ment of morality) the reason for recognizing the fact of freedom. As
Kant argues in the same footnote (5:4n), freedom is, conversely, the
ratio essendi of the categorical imperative (i.e., the reason for the catego-
rical imperative fo be the principle of our moral judgments). Therefore, I
am going to argue that freedom, according to Kant, is nothing else than
(1) the cognitive faculty to judge and to recognize the moral character of
maxims and of ways of acting, and at the same time, (2) the practical
faculty to act according to such judgments and recognitions.

2. The Conditional Function of Freedom

When we concentrate on the cognitive functions of the categorical im-
perative we should, of course, never neglect the crucial fact that these
functions serve exclusively within a strict practical context. That implies
that these cognitive functions can be exercised exclusively in favor of
two practical insights: that freedom is a fact and neither a mere problem
nor a mere illusion; and what counts as a moral or a morally-consistent
character.

In the practical sense freedom is, according to Kant, primarily free-
dom of the will, because the will has actions or ways of acting as its primary
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object or content. In the same practical sense, but along the lines of the
second insight, he characterizes freedom as a practical form of causality.
That means a being that has a free will can, by the very help of his or
her free will—and only by this help—be the cause of a special type of
practical eftects, namely of the moral character of the maxims of the will
(i.e., more precisely, of the object or content of the maxims of the
will), and this means (even more precisely) of the moral character of
the ways of acting, for these actually are the objects or contents of the
maxims of the will.> But, as this content of the maxims of the free
will is identical with ways of acting, the most important practical effect
that can be caused by the use of the free will is the moral character of
ways of acting, not of the maxims as such or of the will as such.

To analyze Kant’s concept of a cause in this context is not superflu-
ous. This can be done in a very simple way if we pay attention to the
concrete paradigmatic cases of causality that Kant presents in the context
of his theoretical philosophy. One of these examples is the causal case of
the sun melting a portion of wax. Of course, Kant knew well that a hot
stove also melts a portion of wax (cf. 3:793). But such comparisons of
simple causal cases can show that, according to Kant, a cause has a def-
inite conditional status and function: it is a sufficient condition for what is
effected by it. In the following I shall therefore adopt the premise
that a being with a free will that makes use of its free will is, by this
very use, a cause in the sense of being the sufficient condition of the
moral character of such ways of acting.

At this point, I can state the thesis I will defend: freedom consists,
according to Kant, primarily in the cognitive faculty to judge and to recog-
nize and, secondarily, in the practical faculty of so-called causality of the
free will, to exercise moral and morally-consistent ways of acting. To
this complex—cognitive as well as practical—faculty Kant has given
the name autonomy. But how does the crucial cognitive procedure of
this autonomous practical judgment and recognition really work, as
guided by the categorical mperative?

2 It was an extremely important insight of W. D. Ross, Kant’s Ethical Theory
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1954), 31—3, that the categorical imperative is a cri-
terion to differentiate not different actions, but different characters of one and the
same action (i.e., its moral and its non-moral or immoral characters). The ne-
glect of this point is one of the most important sources of deeply misunder-
standing Kant’s ethical theory as a theory of freedom of choice (Freiheit der
Willkiir, Wahlfreiheif) between alternative actions — beginning with Fichte, Schel-
ling, and Hegel.
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3. The Procedural Depth-structure
of the Categorical Imperative

If we want to reconstruct the single acts of this procedure in detail we
should keep in mind one item that is decisive for the freedom-manifest-
ing role of the categorical imperative. This item lies in the simple fact
that the categorical imperative is intrinsically attached to a procedure
of judging and recognizing the moral or the morally-consistent charac-
ter of maxims and of ways of acting, a procedure that can and must be
controlled exclusively under formal aspects. The formal character of this
procedure is the most important manifestation of what Kant occasion-
ally calls the “formalism of reason” (cf. 18:40, R4953). For this reason,
of course, he characterizes the categorical imperative not only as a prin-
ciple of judgment, but also as “The logical principle [of morality]”
(cf. 29.1:621). But the (logical) formalism of this procedure is decisive
for the freedom-manifesting function of the categorical imperative
that guides this procedure in a double sense, according to the negative
and positive components of the concept of freedom. According to the
negative component, the formalism of the procedure guarantees that it-
self and its criteria are totally independent of any material, not to men-
tion sensible elements; according to the positive component, this for-
malism guarantees that the judgment and the recognition of the moral
or the morally-consistent character of a maxim or of a way of acting
can be gained exclusively by formal criteria. This implies, from the
very beginning, that freedom as autonomy includes a very special
type of cognitive faculty: it is primarily the faculty to judge and to rec-
ognize the moral or the morally-consistent character of maxims or of
ways of acting under exclusively formal aspects and criteria, and, there-
fore, totally independently of any material aspects and criteria. There-
fore, in his theory of the categorical imperative Kant reconstructs the
formal structure of the cognitive acts that enable an autonomous (i.e.,
a reason-guided) being to judge and recognize spontaneously (i. e., with-
out having reconstructed this formal structure) his morally-consistent
maxims or ways of acting.
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4. How to Apply the Categorical Imperative (I)

We start our analysis of the procedure best in the conventional way by
taking verbally Kant’s classical formulation of the categorical imperative
in §7 of the Critiqgue of Practical Reason: “Act in such a way that the
maxim of your will can be valid always at the same time as principle
of a universal legislation.” (cf. 5:30). The first formal act of the judging
procedure guided by this principle of judgment (i.e., by this criterion)
concerns the formal structure of a maxim. A maxim is characterized by
Kant as a subjective principle (ct. 5:19). The appropriate linguistic ex-
pression of the subjective form of such a principle is, of course, the
first person pronoun (cf. e.g., 4:402, 403, 422, 423, 429, 438). The
complete linguistic expression of the form of a maxim of the will, to-
gether with the intended way of acting, seems to be this:

(0) I'intend to act so-and-so.

But, it we look closely to the concrete cases of such maxims, discussed
by Kant, we can find that the formula (0) is not quite complete. Kant’s
discussions show that maxims have a structural appropriateness to certain
types of practical situations where they are exercised. Therefore, we
should represent this situative appropriateness in the complete linguistic
representation of the form of the maxim. I propose the following rep-
resentation:

(1) T intend to act so-and-so in situations of type S*.

The next step in our analysis concerns a procedural aspect that has clear-
ly dominated discussions for many decades—the generalization or uni-
versalization of a maxim. Generalization or universalization is a simple
logical operation whereby an individual element of the logical material
is transformed into a general or universal element. In the maxim the in-
dividual element is represented by the first person pronoun, so that the
generalization or universalization transforms the maxim into a general or
universal sentence of the will:

(2) Everybody intends to act so-and-so in situations of type S*.

A very simple look should clearly indicate that this logical operation of
generalization or universalization, or the result of this operation, is not
of the slightest direct relevance for the moral character of a maxim or of
a way of acting. The only relevance of this step lies in the fact that it
makes manifest, by purely formal means, two further components of
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that dimension of freedom corresponding to the negative and positive
components of the concept of freedom. By the simple formal operation
of generalization or universalization, the subject of the maxim shows
that he or she is not, so to say, a prisoner of an egocentric or even sol-
ipsistic perspective, but is free for a universal perspective on all other pos-
sible subjects of practical maxims.

Nevertheless, even under purely procedural and formalistic aspects,
this operation is by far not the last formal operation in the whole pro-
cedure of judging and recognizing. This can be seen by a simple look on
Kant’s formulation of the categorical imperative. For what is missing up
to now is the act Kant points to by the condition that the maxim must
be able to serve as a principle of general or universal legislation. I will give
the name of nomologization to the corresponding formal act within the
procedure.

Before explaining the linguistic expression of this nomologization I
propose a formal simplification. We can see from the whole procedure
that we can neglect up to the very end the volitional or intentional
component of the maxim, so that we can concentrate on the practical
content of the will (i.e., on the way of acting). With this simplification
in mind the nomologization has to take account of the fact that a general
or universal legislation in the practical field is, for Kant, a general or uni-
versal obligation. Therefore, the formula as revised for the result of the
nomologization-act is this:

(3) Everybody should be / must be / is obliged to act so-and-so in situations of
type S*.

Nevertheless, closer inspection can show, at once, that this step of nom-
ologization or universal obligation is only the first half of a double act.
This double act must be completed by the act Kant has in mind when he
speaks so emphatically of autonomy or Selbstgesetzgebung (ct. 4:431,
434 1) (i.e., of self-legislation and, by that, of self-obligation). Our closer
inspection can show that this act, as far as its formal structure is con-
cerned, is a reflexive, purely cognitive act whereby the original subject
of the maxim recognizes and acknowledges oneself as one individual subject
among all of those subjects whom he conceives as subjects of the uni-
versal obligation exercised by the preceding act (3) of the procedure
of judging and recognizing. The linguistic expression of this reflexive
act of recognition and acknowledgement, therefore, is this:

(4) Ishould be / must be / am obliged to act so-and-so in situations of type
S*.
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I cannot stress strongly enough that this act is exclusively a purely cog-
nitive act of recognition and acknowledgement; it is a subtle cognitive
act, because it is a reflexive act of self-recognition and self~acknowledge-
ment and at the same time an act of practical insight because the subject
of the maxim recognizes and acknowledges himself as subject of a
nomological self-obligation to act in the way characterized by the con-
tent of his or her maxim.” Of course, this very reflexive character of the
nomological self-obligation makes practical autonomy a true auto-nomy
and a true auto-nomy.

But I cannot less strongly stress that this reflexive act has the form of
a multiple identification, though not simply of the twofold identification in
the sense that (1) the subject of the maxim identifies oneself with (2)
one of the passive subjects of a nomological obligation. Within the
whole judging-procedure of this principle of judgment the subject of
the maxim identifies himself or herself with (3) one of the addresses
of the categorical imperative and with (4) the subject of the universal-
ization or generalization and with (5) the subject of the nomologization.
Even more than that, by the very act of executing this formal procedure
of self-judgment, the subject of the maxim identifies himself or herself
also with (6) the very subject of this whole procedure. Therefore, it be-
comes clear, by a closer look, that this multiple, six-fold reflexive iden-
tification is the formal substructure of the practical “unity of human per-
sonhood”. This unity is evidently a unity of a special multiplicity—the
unity of being one and the same subject of many different cognitive, but
practically relevant acts, as well as the unity of being conscious to be one
and the same subject of this multiplicity of these acts. But this unity of

3 This reflexive act whereby the subject of a maxim recognizes and acknowledges
himself/herself as one of all nomologically obliged subjects of the same maxim is
evidently presupposed by the non-reflexive social act of acknowledgement that
Hegel treats as basic in the Phenomenology of Mind, section B, a treatment that
is partly adopted by contemporary Practical Philosophy. Cf. Ludwig Siep, Aner-
kennung als Prinzip der praktischen Philosophie. Untersuchungen zu Hegels Jenaer Phi-
losophie des Geistes (Freiburg/Miinchen: Alber Verlag, 1979), esp. 131—-45, and
Axel Honneth, Kampf um Anerkennung. Zur moralischen Grammatik sozialer Kon-
flikte (Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp Verlag, 1992), esp. 274. The reflexive act of
recognition and acknowledgement is conditional for not confusing one’s onto-
logical status as a practically autonomous being with being an adopter of one (or
more than one) socially created and acknowledge role; the social act of acknowl-
edgement is conditional only for acting with social success, but not for being an
autonomous subject (i.e., an autonomously judging subject).
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being conscious of this identity is achieved by these reflexive acts of iden-
tification.

5. The Anthropological Dimension
of the Categorical Imperative

With this reflexive cognitive act of self-obligation—and this means:
with this autonomous act—by the original subject of the maxim, we
have come to the end of the first half of the procedure of judging
and recognizing. Quite clearly, this part is totally devoid of any
moral-specific components, aspects, and criteria. We have to ask, there-
fore, how such specific elements can be brought into this procedure by
Kant. To answer this question [ want to draw attention to two passages
in Kant’s writings that are generally neglected, although they contain
important material for such an answer, because they inform us about
the human-specific, the specific anthropological aspect, of Kant’s con-
ception of morality.

The first passage is from his Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of
View. Kant’s reflection in this passage is a type of so-called thought-ex-
periment and has the logical form of a counterfactual. Kant presupposes

that on some other planet there might exist rational beings, who could not
think in other ways than aloud, i.e., in waking as well as in dreaming, be
they in company or alone, they might not be able to have thoughts which
they did not utter at the same time. What curious kind of reciprocal behav-
ior, different from our human species, would this generate? (cf. 7:332).

The most important answer to Kant’s own question, especially in an
ethical context, would be: such beings would not be able, by their
very genetic nature, to lie. But Kant here does not argue in an ethical,
but in morally neutral anthropological context. Therefore, we have to
formulate the answer to Kant’s question in a moral-indifferent way,
such as the following. Such beings would not be able, by their very ge-
netic nature, to hold silently for true the contrary of what they assert
aloud to be true in communication.

But what is decisive in this anthropological context is not Kant’s
para-anthropological thought-experiment, but its central anthropologi-
cal presupposition: all members of the human species are endowed, by
their very genetic nature, with the dispositional faculty to deceive one
another by uttering the contrary of what they believe to be true. This
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faculty of deceiving is, as such, a purely technical faculty for deceitful
communicative behavior. Kant himself discusses the whole point explic-
itly and exclusively under behaviorist aspects. This theory of a purely
technical faculty and a purely communicative technique, is totally indif-
ferent, morally. Therefore, what is decisive in this context is the fact that
Kant’s ethical theory of the central moral relevance of lying has a mo-
rally-indifferent presupposition in his anthropology of the human-spe-
cific faculties. I want to show that it is possible to build a bridge from
this specific anthropological correlate to a specifically Kantian ethics,
so that the latter no longer gives the impression of having an extremely
narrow field of validity and application

6. Two Additional Anthropological Premises

The most important missing elements of the bridge we are looking for
can be taken from the anthropological reflections of Giinter Patzig and
Edward Craig. Patzig has worked for nearly four decades on problems of
ethics and of the so-called applied ethics, especially on Kant’s ethics and
on utilitarian ethics. By the anthropological reflection I have in mind,
Patzig calls attention to a trivial truth that, nevertheless, will serve an im-
portant argumentative function in my reconstruction of the anthropo-
logical presupposition of Kant’s ethics. Patzig mentions the fact that
human beings are “beings who are in need of substantially appropriate
information according to the reality in which they exist”.* The second
reflection comes from Craig’s German-written book on What we can
know.” He reminds us, strictly following the line of Patzig’s anthropo-
logical argument, of the importance of not neglecting the fact that not a
single circumstance of the reality we exist in can appear to be too insig-
nificant to some person, in order that some other person is in need of
being informed by somebody about exactly this very circumstance.
Craig points, for example, to those circumstances that for each of us
in any situation are hidden behind our back.

4 Cf. Gunther Patzig, Wertrelativismus und drztliche Ethik (1988), republished in
Giinther Patzig, Gesammelte Schriften II. Angewandte Ethik (Gottingen: Wallstein
Verlag, 1993), 54—72, here translating page 57.

5  Edward Craig, Was wir wissen konnen. Pragmatische Untersuchungen zum Wissens-
begriff (Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp Verlag, 1993).

6  Cf. Craig, 88-9.
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With these two anthropological premises in mind we can turn back
to Kant’s theory. I want to draw attention to two theses of Kant’s that
combine directly the anthropological aspect with the moral aspect. Both
theses are from his late essay, Announcement of the Near Conclusion of a
Treaty for Eternal Peace in Philosophy (8:411—-22). The first thesis is:
“The lie ... is the substantial fault in human nature”; the second thesis
speaks of “the father of lying by whom all evil has come into the world”
(8:422). If we combine these two theses with the anthropological theses
of Patzig and Craig, we have the complete set of premises that are suf-
ficient and necessary to make plausible the central anthropological pre-
suppositions of Kantian ethics. The argument to make this plausible is
this: if each human being, by his or her basic and life-long cognitive sit-
uation, is in need of appropriate information about the reality he or she
lives in and if no human beings can be absolutely sure in any daily sit-
uations that they are fully informed about all relevant circumstances in
any given situation, then each person must rely on the continuing infor-
mational veracity of any communicative partner.

This is the tacit plausibility-argument that must guide an ethic of the
Kantian type when it concentrates on the moral case of lying. But, of
course, it is not the crucial argument of this elaborated theory. This gen-
uine Kantian argument must—and can—be reconstructed exclusively
along the lines foreshadowed by the categorical imperative in order to
judge, to recognize and to practice moral or morally-consistent charac-
ters of ways of acting. Of this procedure I have, up to now, presented
only the first half.

7. How to Apply the Categorical Imperative (II)

When we start to reconstruct the second half we have to keep in mind
that the first half should, by its formal character, be relevant for morally
judging any maxim or any way of acting and, therefore, also for judging
the maxim of lying or the act of lying. Therefore, we must take care of
this concrete relevance, and we can do this along the lines of this recon-
struction by applying the first four formulas directly to the case of lying.
This can be done in our context in a very simple, technical way by sub-
stituting words for the act of lying:

(1.1) I intend to lie in situations of type S*

(2.1) Everybody intends to lie in situations of type S*
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(3.1) Everybody should be / must be / is obliged to lie in situations of type
S*

(4.1) I should be / must be / am obliged to lie in situations of type S*

The rest of the reconstruction may be guided exclusively by substantial
reflections of Kant himself as he develops them in the context of a con-
crete case-study of lying in his Foundations of Metaphysics of Morals. With
regard to the formal acts of judging that lead from (1.1) to (4.1) he asks
(4:403): “Should I be content, that my maxim ... should be valid as a
universal law (as well for me as for others)?” Examining this question,
Kant continues: “I shall soon recognize that I can will the lie, but a uni-
versal law of lying I cannot will at all”. The argument Kant uses to show
that this is a real practical insight has two parts. The first part argues that
“according to such [a law] there could not properly be [a lie]”; the sec-
ond part gives the reason why under such a law there could not properly
be a lie: “... it would be in vain ... to pretend others, who would not,
yet, believe this pretention”.
The substance of this argument is this:

(1) Each liar presupposes—in favor of the success of his or her practical in-
tentions, disguised by his or her lying—that there is at least somebody
who relies on the veracity of his or her deceiving communication.

(2) Ifall people are legally obliged to lie and all people are respectful to the
corresponding law, there is nobody who can rely on the veracity of any
communicative partner.

(3) Both premises show that—under the universal obligation to lie—the
normal success-presupposition of the liar is not fulfilled.

The formal nucleus of this structure can easily be represented by two

sentences. The first shows the success-presupposition of the liar or of
the lying-maxim:

(1.1.1) There is somebody who relies on the veracity of me as a liar;

The second shows the consequence from the universal obligation to lie:

(3.1.1) There is not somebody who relies on the veracity of any liar

These sentences obviously contradict one another. This form of contra-
diction is a well-formed type of that notorious contradiction that, as
Kant asserts (cf. 4:431, 434), causes the will of the liar to entangles itself.
But, as we now can see, the will entangles itself into this contradiction
because of the way of acting that is its object or content, or the content
of its maxim, not because of any mystical property of the will as such.



244 Rainer Enskat

This contradiction is a purely formal property of the purely logical
relation between the normal success-presupposition of the subject of the
lying-maxim and the consequence of the universal obligation to lie. In a
similar sense it is a purely formal property to be the success-presuppo-
sition of whatsoever, and it is as well a purely formal property to be
the consequence of whatsoever. This shows that the subject of the
maxim who is as well the subject of the whole procedure of judging
his or her maxim is, in the course of this complex judgment, totally
free in the negative sense (i.e., independent of all material aspects and
criteria). But the subject is also free in the positive sense, because he
or she is free to come, by this very formal procedure of judgment, to
a practical insight—to the insight, as Patzig once put it, that it is discred-
itable for a rational being to intend or to practice a way of acting that
suffers of a contradiction’ (i.e., as I have argued, a contradiction regard-
ing its success-presuppositions).

Now, it is well known that a contradiction is merely a superficial
indicator, though the most important formal indicator, for a mistake
in the depth-structure of the field where it appears. We have, therefore,
to ask: of which concrete type is the mistake in the depth-structure of
the practical field where the foregoing contradiction appears as an indi-
cator?

8. Conclusions

The mistake in the depth-structure is presented by the semantic or
propositional content of the contradiction. This mistake has the struc-
ture of a violation of the universal mutual veracity and thereby of the
universal mutual reliability that each human being, by his or her basic
informational situation, is always in need of in any life situation. This
mistake can be avoided only by universal mutual veracity and thereby
mutual reliability. Veracity must be, therefore, according to Kantian
ethics, the central moral character of human ways of acting—either di-
rectly, when we communicate utterances with informational content, or

7  Cf. Gunther Patzig, Die Begriindbarkeit moralischer Forderungen (1967), republish-
ed in: Giinther Patzig, Gesammelte Schriften I. Grundlagen der Ethik (Gottingen:
Wallstein Verlag, 1994), 44—71, here translating page 67.
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indirectly, in the sense that our ways of acting have to be consistent with
this moral character.®

This indirect sense is decisive when we want to find out whether
the range of validity and application of Kantian ethics is confined to
the simple case of lying or not. By help of our analysis we can easily
show that it has, indeed, a wide range. We can put the substantial argu-
ment very briefly: besides the manifest case of lying, each way of acting
that has a harmful intentional disinformation for any interactive partner
as its success-presupposition is inconsistent with the moral character of
veracity. As can easily be seen, all culpable cases of the western and
the western-inspired penal codes and of the corresponding codes of
contractual rights are cases that have such a success-presupposition of
non-veracity. This is why all such ways of acting are immoral within
the range of validity and application of Kantian ethics. And this is the
result of the purely formal procedure for moral judgment and recogni-
tion, foreshadowed by the categorical imperative and partly exercised by
Kant himself in his case-studies.

8  The formal and the practical structure of the categorical imperative are occa-
sionally compared to that of the Golden Rule: “Do to others what you
would like to be done to you” (positive version) or “Do not do to others
what you do not want done to you” (negative version, also attributed to Kong-
zi/Confucius). It seems at first glance as if the Golden Rule exposes a formal
structure, namely reciprocity between the acting subjects, that gives to it a prac-
tical superiority over the categorical imperative, since the latter does not expose,
at least superficially, such a form of practical reciprocity. But superficial impres-
sions can deceive heavily, especially in regard to the practical field of ethics: the
mutuality of veracity and reliability is that formal structure of the most impor-
tant outcome of the application of the categorical imperative whereby this out-
come shows, at least, a certain prima-facie resemblance to the reciprocal prac-
tical structure highlighted directly by the different versions of the Golden Rule.
Nevertheless, this formal prima-facie resemblance should not mislead us into
the error of viewing these two forms of reciprocity as potentially isomorphic,
though on difterent levels of reflection—not to mention the error of viewing
the Golden Rule, in either version, as potentially having, by its superficial in-
dication of practical reciprocity, any practical or conceptual superiority over the
Categorical Imperative, with its somewhat hidden reciprocity of veracity and
reliability. The Golden Rule makes an individual practical wish, intention or vo-
lition (“what you want or what you do not want”) conditional for the praxis of all
other actors; the Categorical Imperative makes the nomological compatibility of
any individual maxim with the anthropologically-based dependence of each
human actor on reality-conforming and situation-adequate information by
any other actor conditional for practicing this individual maxim.
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From all this, we can easily see which type of freedom Kant envi-
sages when he attributes to the categorical imperative the double cogni-
tive function of a principle of judgment, and of a reason for recognizing
(the fact of) freedom. Freedom, then, is neither a simple type of freedom
of the will nor a simple type of freedom of acting. Rather, it is the free-
dom to judge and to recognize and finally to imprint, by the so-called
causality of the will, the singular character of veracity on our maxims
and on our ways of acting—directly on our communicative speech-
acts and indirectly on the success-presuppositions of all other ways of
acting.



13. Respect for Persons as the Unifying Moral Ideal
Makoto Suzuki

1. Introduction

As David Ross points out, there seem to be various duties, such as duties
of fidelity, reparation, gratitude, justice, beneficence, selt-improvement,
and nonmaleficence.! What makes all of commonsensical duties moral,
and if they are true duties, what explains why they are true? Ross pro-
vides no answer to this question and has been criticized for that.

Robert Audi and Mark Timmons suggest that the intrinsic end for-
mulation of Kant’s categorical imperative—respect for persons as
ends—is such a unifying ideal that renders commonsensical duties “in-
telligible and even expectable”.? This is an interesting proposal not only
for Rossians and Kantians but also for other moral philosophers.

I argue, however, that respect for persons can neither ground nor
even unify commonsensical moral duties. The partiality of common-
sensical obligations does not sit well with respect for persons. The pro-
posal also faces a dilemma: if respect for persons is given a specific Kant-
lan meaning, some commonsensical duties are not shown to be moral
and true; if respect for persons is given a more broad and intuitive un-
derstanding, the ideal becomes too thin to explain why any common-
sensical duty is moral and true. Thus, the intrinsic end formulation of
Kant’s categorical imperative fails to ground or unify commonsensical
moral obligations.

1 W.D. Ross, The Right and the Good (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1930).

2 Robert Audi, “Intuitionism, Pluralism, and the Foundations of Ethics”, in his
Moral Knowledge and Ethical Character (New York: Oxford University Press,
1997), 48; Robert Audi, “A Kantian Intuitionism”, Mind 110 (2001), 601—
35 (Reprinted as chapter 3 of his The Good in the Right: A Theory of Intuition
and Intrinsic Value (Princeton University Press, 2004), esp. 618; Mark Timmons,
Moral Theory: An Introduction (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers,
Inc., 2002), 203—4.
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2. Unconnected Heap Objection against Ross’s Theory

Ross holds that there is a plurality of (prima facie) moral duties, such as
duties of fidelity, reparation, gratitude, justice, beneficence, self-im-
provement, and nonmaleficence.” The list of these obligations sounds
really commonsensical, that is, intuitive to nearly all competent moral
agents. Ross thinks the contents of moral obligations are self-evident.

One traditional criticism against Ross’ position is that these pro-
posed duties “seem unconnected—a heap of duties with nothing that
ties them together so that they can be clearly understood as representing
moral requirements.”* This unconnectedness leaves us wondering what
renders all of these commonsensical requirements moral and, if they are
true duties, explains why they are true. Timmons calls this problem “the

unconnected heap problem”.”

3. Audi’s Proposal and Timmons’ Gloss

Audi and Timmons argue that the second formulation of Kant’s catego-
rical imperative can make sense of and unify commonsensical moral ob-
ligations; this thereby solves the unconnected heap objection to Ross’
commonsensical moral system. The second formulation of categorical
imperative goes as follows (4:429): “So act that you use humanity,
whether in your own person or in the person of any other, always at
the same time as an end, never merely as a means.” Kant takes this
idea, respect for persons in themselves as ends (or more simply, respect
for persons), to be an expression of the fundamental unconditional re-
quirement of morality. According to Kant, humanity or rational nature
has dignity (i.e., unconditional worth). Rational nature is constituted
by autonomy or freedom of choice (4:429)—that is, a capacity to act
freely on the basis of reason and independently of desires. This is why
we should respect persons (i.e., autonomous beings) as ends.

Kant apparently holds that one specific system of duties can be de-
rived from the requirement of respect for persons. However, Timmons
argues and Audi suspects that the idea of treating persons as ends in
themselves is too vague to derive one specific system. For example, re-

3 Ross, The Right and the Good, 21-2.
4 Timmons, Moral Theory, 203.
5  Timmons, Moral Theory, 203.
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spect for persons does not seem to determine whether or not the pacifist
is right in saying all forms of intentional killing are wrong.® Apparently,
the idea of respect for persons is so vague that it favors neither the pac-
ifist system of obligations nor the anti-pacifist system.” However, Audi
argues that respect for persons can still serve to make sense of the com-
monsensical moral obligations Ross formulates.

Is it not plausible to hold that in lying, breaking promises, subjugating, tor-
turing, and the like, one is using people merely as a means? And in keeping
faith with people, acting benevolently toward them, and extending them
justice, is one not treating them as ends, roughly in the sense of beings
with intrinsic value (or whose experiences have intrinsic value)? The
point is not that Ross’s principles can be deduced from the categorical im-
perative ... rather, the intrinsic end formulation of the imperative expresses
an ideal that renders the principle of duty intelligible or even expectable.®

Timmons agrees that this is a plausible suggestion: the thought that
commonsensical obligations are moral requirements is made sense of by
the idea of respect for persons; this is not because these obligations are
derived from the idea of respect for persons, but because “we can view”
them as an interpretation of that idea.” I take Timmons to mean that
commonsensical obligations are an intelligible and even expectable spec-
ification of the idea of respect for persons.

Are commonsensical obligations really an intelligible and expectable
specification of the idea of respect for persons? We will consider this
issue below.

6  Timmons, Moral Theory, 181—2.

7  In elaborating the indeterminacy of “respect for persons”, Timmons quotes the
following passage of James Griffin: “Every moral theory has the notion of equal
respect at its heart: regarding each person as, in some sense, on an equal footing
with every other one. Different moral theories parlay this vague notion into dif-
ferent conceptions ... [M]oral theories are not simply derivations from these
vague notions, because the notions are too vague to allow anything as tight
as a derivation.” James Griftin, Well-Being: Its Meaning, Measurement, and
Moral Importance (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), 208.

8  Robert Audi, “Intuitionism, Pluralism, and the Foundations of Ethics”, 48. See
also Audi, “A Kantian Intuitionism”, esp. 618, and Audi, The Good in the Right,
ch. 4, esp. 144-5.

9  Timmons, Moral Theory, 203—4; see also Mark Timmons, “Toward a Senti-
mentalist Deontology (Comment on Greene)”, in W. Sinnott-Armstrong
(ed.) Moral Psychology Volume 3: The Neuroscience of Morality : Emotion, Brain Dis-
orders, and Development (Cambridge, Ma.: The MIT Press, 2008), 96 and 100.
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4. The Partiality of Commonsensical Obligations

Problems arise from at least two directions. First, it is difficult to under-
stand how the partiality of some commonsensical obligations can be ex-
plained in terms of respect for persons as ends. Those who have read
Bernard Williams’ criticism of Kantian ethics'’ will anticipate this prob-
lem. Commonsensical obligations require partiality when an agent has a
special relationship with someone, herself, her family, friends, fellow
persons, coworkers, compatriots, and so on. For example, consider
the obligation of beneficence. To make the partiality of commonsensical
obligations explicit, consider the following scenario, inspired by Wil-
liam Godwin’s famous example of Fénelon and the chambermaid."'

Suppose that a public benefactor and your mother are in a house on
fire. You can take the public benefactor to be any stranger who would
benefit and even save many people’s lives if he survived—a Mother
Teresa, a Gandhi, a President Obama, or a scientist who has recently
discovered but not yet published the cure for HIV. Your mother is a
normal person, who would not make a comparable contribution to peo-
ple’s good even if she survived. Only you are near the house, and if you
go into the house, you can save only one of them; if you call and wait
for rescue, they will both burn to death. Whom should you save?

Most of people think you should save your mother instead of the
public benefactor. Commonsensical obligations favor those close to
the agent. However, because your mother, the public benefactor, and
the people who would be saved by the benefactor are all equally per-
sons, it 1s difficult to see how respect for persons makes sense of requir-
ing you to save your mother. Because your mother and the public ben-
efactor are both equally persons, there seems to be no reason to save
your mother over the benefactor. Moreover, because the benefactor
would save many people while your mother would not, respect for per-
son apparently requires that you save the benefactor over your mother:
in that way, you can respect more persons.

This example is intended to illuminate the partiality that common-
sensical obligations—in this case, the obligation of beneficence—in-

10 Bernard Williams, “Persons, Character, and Morality”, in his Moral Luck (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1981 [973]), 1-19.

11 William Godwin, Enquiry Concerning Political Justice, and Its Influence on General
Virtue and Happiness (1793), book 2, ch. 2: “Of Justice”.
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volve. The duties regarded as self-evident by Ross involve partiality;
Ross emphasizes “the highly personal character of duty.”

The essential defect of the “ideal utilitarian” theory is that it ignores, or at
least does not do full justice to, the highly personal character of duty. If the
only duty is to produce the maximum of good, the question who is to have
the good—whether it is myself, or my benefactor, or a person to whom I
have made a promise to confer that good on him, or a mere fellow man to
whom I stand in no such special relation—should make no difference to my
having a duty to produce this good. But we are all in fact sure that it
makes a vast difference.'?

However, as we saw, because, apparently, respect for persons enjoins the
equal treatment of each person, it is difficult to see how this idea can
make full sense of the partiality of commonsensical obligations.

5. The Wider Scope of Commonsensical Obligations

The second problem arises from the scope of commonsensical morality.
Commonsensical morality concerns not only human beings, but certain
other living things. Mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fishes, and
perhaps others can feel pain, so it seems that we have obligations of non-
maleficence and beneficence toward these animals. Because most of
these animals are not persons, it is difficult to see how respect for persons
can make sense of these obligations toward animals. Kant himself denies
that we have any duty toward animals; we should avoid cruelty against
animals just because it damages our kindly and humane qualities toward
humans (27:458—-60). However, it seems that hurting or benefitting
nonhuman animals morally matters in itself: we owe duties of nonma-
leficence and so on to them. Ross himself argues that we have duties
concerning animals not for the sake of persons but for the sake of ani-
mals themselves:

On the other hand, if we think we ought to behave in a certain way to
animals, it is out of consideration primarily for their feelings that we
think we ought to behave so; we do not think of them merely as a prac-
ticing-ground for virtue. It is because we think their pain a bad thing that
we think we should not gratuitously cause it."

12 Ross, The Right and the Good, 22; italics added.
13 Ross, The Right and the Good, 49.
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As the contemporary discussion of moral status reveals, the problem
of scope does not stop with obligations toward nonhuman animals."*
Human beings with severe mental disabilities fail to be persons. Babies
and young children are only potential persons and not actual persons.
This is because there are certain necessary conditions for you to be a
person. Respect for persons is taken to be respect for the rational au-
tonomy of persons, and people with severe mental disabilities, babies,
and young children fail to have such a capacity. It is thus difficult to
see how respect for persons can make sense of commonsensical obliga-
tions to mentally handicapped humans, babies, and young children."

One way to respond to the second problem is relaxing the require-
ment for being a person. Certain ways of relaxing the requirement are
arbitrary. Suppose, for example, you take being biologically human to
be necessary and sufficient for being a person. Then, respect for per-
sons—now it turns out to be respect for any human being in the bio-
logical sense—can make sense of obligations toward mentally handicap-
ped humans, babies, and young children. It still fails to make sense of
obligations toward nonhuman animals, but it comes closer to vindicat-
ing commonsense morality. However, this way of relaxing the require-
ment for being a person appears to be arbitrary. Suppose there were
some alien or android who is as intelligent, self-conscious, and autono-
mous as a normal adult human being is (Yoda in Star Wars or Data in
Star Trek: The Next Generation would be an example, if either exist-
ed). The alien or android is not a human being in the biological sense, so
respect for human beings would not prevent us from harming (or break-
ing) them. It seems, however, that because that alien or android is as in-
telligent and autonomous as a normal adult human being is, this discrim-
inative treatment is arbitrary. Because Kant counts certain nonhu-

14 See, for example, Mary Ann Warren, 