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ABSTRACT

It can be argued that the most fundamental problem for Kant in
the third "Antinomy" is that of personal identity. It is argued that
an analysis of the third "Antinomy® Jeads to the prﬁblem of personal
{dentity, because the solution to that problem provides the necessary
grounds for justifying that the human will is free. In the last
analysis, and in spite of the lack of-Kant's explicit acknowledgement
of the problem, the ultimate grounds fér freedom can be none other
than a knowledge of what it means to be a person.

This thesis does not preteﬁd to solve the {ssue of personal N
identity. It simply attempts to .connect the problem of freedom to
that of personal identity within ‘the confiﬁes.of Kant's system.

In so doing, it also rajses the probiem of having to step beyond
the bounds of the c¢riteria for knowledge in Kant. Hence} a new

antinomy may have arisen.
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PREFACE

Writing this thesis has not been an easy task. Tire procgss
however, has been a Tearning experience. It‘seems to me that philo-
sophy is, for the indi&iduaf, a process of becoming clearer about the .
problems and the possible answers regarding the relationships that
human beings have to the world, to other human beings, and to them-
selves. [ regard this thesis as an exercise in becoming clearér about
one Specific.prob1em' the problem of human freedom. Grounding the

claim that human be1ngs are free in the face of reduct1ve and scep-

tical philosophical pos1t1ons has been an on-going concern of mine.

-Though this thesis does not represent all of my’ thoughts on freedom,

nor what I take to be its more 1mportant aspects, it does’ represent a

s1gn1f1cant part of my concern. It is part of the process of justify-

ing the significance or importance of freedom in a world where it is

" being sysfematica]ly ignored. I think that I have become clearer,

thQﬁgh the reader may not share my experience, and for that redsop
the thesis has been a rewarding endeavour.'%

Very often 1: 1s-the case'that_a person'é rgasoﬁs for doing
philosophy lie hfdden from his consciousness. In my case I am certain

that this is true, since philosophy seems to me’ to be a process of

harmonizing what one proposes in thought with some pre-philosophical

sense of truth. It is 1mpdssjb1e to tell at this moment how close I

! “
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have come to harmonizing Egese-tﬁo elements, but I am certain that the:
process is no; complete. Thus, there rehéin many obscurities in my
thinking whi?h‘l am sure, have infiltrated my writing. For my lack of .
eloquence I accept full responsibility and beg the readgr's patience.
Though I accept the full responsibility for errors and obscuri-
ties, I caqpot accépt‘full responsibility for insights and praise-
‘worthy elements in the thesis. A great deal of what‘? have come t6
understand is due to the teachfng of Professor Samuel Ajzenstat®
Being e;posed to. his instruction and criticism ﬁas made me'see problems
in many different ways, has brovidgd new pérspectives for the possibi-
lity of solving these problems, and has shown me many of tﬁe Qefi-
cieﬁcjes in my own re§son1ng. Since he has not tried to convert me to
his position, I have found myself having to ¢é31 with all of these
perspectives ahd in the end, disagreeing with him: Perhaps disagtﬁpx’
ment on the part of one's students is the price one has to pay for -
being a good teacher. My graterIness cannothbé expressed here, for
once more, my inability with -words limits my ability to express. g
I am grateful ;or Professor Sha]oh's_critical evaluation of
d; jdeas and though they be-qeﬁastating at times, they have forced'
me to think and see things that I might not have see; 6Fherwise.
I extend appreciation to Professor Weeks for reading the.
thesis and for his influence on ﬁe eSpeEially in regards yo Kierkegaard
and the relation he has to Kant. 1 thank him, as with all of my read-

ers; for making it hard to say anything ‘valid'.

[
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I want to thank Dévid'Pfohl who, for JEITS watched me
stumble along and who 1Fnt support whén the going got tough. Therek-
were many 10n§ nights and many coffees which were shared and many a
“time when David kept me Qoing by his comments or by s1mp1y-being there.

A great difficu]ty ar1ses when one wants to-say somethwgof
sign1f1cance, but is aware of the responsibility-of saying only what
one has eﬁpablished the right to say. Very often 1t may appear as if
I-am 1mpat1ent wanting totranscendth; Timits of 'right'. This is
‘partly a funttion of having an equal]y compe111ng responsibility
to those friends and family who are important to me. I thaﬁi’khem

with the utmost of my affection and request their continued patience

/\ ' .
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GENERAL NOTES ON THE TEXT

THE METHOD OF CITATION ‘ y

Throughout the thesis I have used the Prussian Académy
edition's standard syitem of referenc{ng Kant's works as taken
from the particular translations I have used. I have usgd an
abbreviation followed by the page number in brackets to indicate'

the sections of Kant's works I am referencing.’ Y

ABBREVIATION

CPR- ' Kant,i1., Critique of Practical Reason,

‘ “translated by Lewis White Beck. (Bobbs-
Merril Co. Ltd.), Indiana, 1953. I have
cited the Prussian Academy edition page

. numbers as given in Beck's/ translation
in square [] brackets.

A...=B... = ee-meanee Critique of Pure Reason, translated
by Norman Kemp Smith. (St. Martin's Press).
New York, 1929. Here I have used the stan-
dard referencing system as found in the mar-
gins of the Kemp Smith Translation.

Foundations -=e-i----Foundations of the Metaphysics of
. Morals, translated by Lewis White Beck.
[Bobbs-Merrid Educational Publishing),
Indianapolis, 1969. I have used the
Prussian Academy editions' system of Pefer-
encing found in square [] brackets in the
Beck translation. .

ix
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MM ~=-----~=The Metaphysics of Morals,
translated by Mary J. Gregor. {Unfversity
of Pennsylvania Press), Philadelphia, 1964.
v 1 have used. the Prussian Academy edition's
: i ' system of-referencing as found in square [] :
brackets in the Gregor translation.

- Where square brackets [Jhave been used, there it is indicated ‘that
+ 1 have made an insertion for purhoseé:;¥§c1ar1ficatidn.
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INTRODUCTION

. In Kant there are épegia] difficulties in introducing the
problem of freedom. 'One could approach it. from a political point
of view, a metaphysicaT.or even moral point of view. Each point of
view seéms to be dealing with a separaté issue. This paper begins
with general moral concerns about culpability and introduces the
‘metaphysical side of the prob]em'by asking what the necessary condi-
tions are if freedom is to be a legitimate aspect of the human
character, . A v
In considering the necessary conditions for freedom the ques-
tion of what makes a person identifiable as something which can be.

! is

free ariges. It is my view that the question of personal identity
the more fundamental question for Kant. It must be answered before N
the question o? freedom could be se;tléd. My criticism of Kant is

not that he neglects of fails to see this problem, as I see it, be-

cause it would require him to transgress the boundaries he‘sets for

himself in the investigation.  .Nevertheless, there are points at which

Kant does over-step his own limits and says some radical things

1 In a paper given at McMaster University in May of 1981 on Kant's

historical writings, Professor Samuel Ajzenstat mentioned that he

" thought the real pcjﬂgem for Kant on the question of freedom was
that of knowing whether or not an act could be called’mine'. The
way in which I characterize the mechanism of nature as a closed
system of objects operating according to cause/effect laws was
largely due to his comments. Identifying the problem of personal
identity was at the same time brought to light with these
conments. : '



about freedom and self-knowledge. -Fof this paper, I am assuming
that Kant has good reasoﬁs for doing this. I shall only be able to
hint at what I take Kant to be doing. Fdr example, I suggest that
Kant may be using the "Antinomies" (especially the third and fourth)
to show that we must adopt a different way of‘approaching the problem
of freedom before we are enabled to recognize and affirm the reality
of freedom. Since this'thes1s is, in many ways, a preliminary'in-
vesfigatio; of Kant's defence of freedom I shall not be able to dwell
oh what might be the alternative mode of apprehending the reality of
lfreedom.' I want to suégest however, that the inroad to this appre- .
hension is found in an ahalysis of reflective consciousness, or, in
Kant's terms, in a fuller analysis of the trahscendentaI Ego. '

My reasons for approaching the questionhpf freedom in Kant
through moral considerations are two-fold. First, it provides some
kind of continuity between practical and hetaphysica1 concerns."The
problem coﬁes to 1ight more readily than if we were to begin from a
purely ﬁetaphysica1 point of view: Thus, I tgke my lead from the
second Critique ;sihg that work éb connect the moral and metaphysical
concerns. I shall be using the second Critique to set up a.dilemma.
Human beings as empirical beings, are considgréd as automatons and
therefore, not free. 'Conéer5e1y, as morai"beings they must be consid-
eréd as frgét Once this dilemma which is based on conflicting points
of view 1s'es£ablished‘it will give us a lead into the metaphysica]l
concems. The first chapter is designed then, to pare down what we

mean by freedom and to suggest the kinds of conditions that would be

necessary if freedom is to be made conceivab]e.’ :

A
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Secbnd]y, to begin from a purely metaphys%ta] point of view in
Kant ‘means recapitulat¥ng the arguments of the "Aesthetic" and
"Analytic" of the f{rst‘Crftigue in order to establish the nafure of
time, space, Causality, phenomenoﬁ/noumenon, and appearénce/thing in
itself: a task far beyond the scope of this paper. Thé moral argu-
ment begins by condensing all of the first Critique's arguments which
purportedly establish a necessity for assuﬁing ihat the Taw of natural
causality applies to all appearances and that they are, therefore
predetermined to occur precisely as they do occur acéording to law.
The purpose of the thesis is to understand and to uncover the problems
involved in the defence of freedom. MWe have, therefore to allow Kant
to take us some distance before we can see whgre the problems 1ie
and wheré‘they lead.

As a resu]t,'the‘paper begins at a somewhat awkward place, the
" third "Antinomy" of the "Dialectic". I am beginnfng.somewhere in the
middle of Kant's work and for that reason I begin at a disadvantage.
I shall not have established all of the concepts and distincpions
necesséry for undé?standing Kant's argument in the third "Antinomy” .
Instead, I have hoped to describe and sunnérize what Kant means by
certain terms (eg., unity) in fbotnotes and the major distinttion
(appearance/thing 16 1tse1f, phenomenon/noumenon) in an appendix.
This was doné to avoid having to make too many digressions that would
make Kant's a1readj‘diff1cu1t work to understand eveﬁ more difficult.

I have organized this examination of the third "Antinomy" to
begin with its relationship to moral matters as outlined in the second

Critique. It is argued that culpability presupposes an abjlity for



the acting agent to do otherwise that he in fact does. Then, in
orde; for this capacity to be cdnfirmed as an actual capacity of

the agent it is argued that an aéent must be free, ie., indepen-
dent of empirical conditions. From that point the examination

of the th1fd “Antinomy" takeé over in. order to show why freedom
must be incorporated into our undersigpding of the world (apart

from moral concerns} and how it can be conceived as possible
vis-3-vis natural necessity. AnAinevitable contradiction within
reason arises that makes it necessary that both freedom and nat-
ural necessity be asserted even though they contradict e?ch other.
This conflict calls for a resolution. In the protess of resolving
the congradiction the meaning of freedom and its qualifications
become clearer. The first problem the defence of freedom en-
counters once it has been established as a necessary cdncept is

that it does not necessarily refer to human'aéents, but only to a
cosmological agent (& creator). Sg\the problem of extending the
concept of freedom to human beings arises. Yét, a further problem
is encountered once the legitimacy of the extension is established,
for the first step that al]o;s for the exfension allows too much so
that anything conceived to have an gmpirica] character could also

be consideééd to be free. So then, the problem of specifying to
what particular objects the power of freedom should be ascribed must
be answered before freedom can become a significant concept. At
this poipt the notions of consciousness, puré apperception, an ana-
1ysis of 'ought', and the meaning of the reversal in use of the cate-
gory of causality are brough{ in to show how human beings can conceive



-of.themselves as first causés. | |

What all of this points to in the end is that the human
agent needs to be able to identify himself as more than an appear-
ance (an empirical object) before freedom can be known to be an
actual part of an individual's character. .

To conclude this paper all that I aim to show is that Kant
needs an dpprehension of the self as a thing in itself before free-
dom can be grounded with certainty. Secondly, I want to 1ndfcate
that he was quite aware of this in)spite of what he takes to be a
moral proof for the actuality of freedom in fhe second Critique,
and sometimes wrote as if this apprehension had beénAreaéhed. I am
concerned only to cite the sections where Kéﬁt-does engage in direct
and posifﬁve statements about the thing in itself: not to try to
. understand them. The only understanding that I want to reach is that
the problems with which Kant is dealing in the third "Antinomy" and .
in the second Critique require of him to say what he does - or
sometﬁing 1ike it|- even though it is contrary to what he says he
can say about the thing in‘itse1f. - .
| The organization of the paper has taken the following route:
the first section is brief and serves only to introduce the problem
of freedom and natural determinism from a moral point of view. The
second section, a more lengthy one, discusses the third "Antinomy™:
and 1ts‘resolut10n to try. ‘to uncover the more fundamental problem of
personal identity. It requires a more careful look at specific argd- \
ments in the antinomy in order ‘to show how certain other problems

necessarily-arise. At severa1.1eve1§ of the argument the problem of
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personal identity ariseé‘which is to say that it underlies the problems
being explicitly addressed in the third "Antinomy". 'So in the, third
section I have tried to show that this problem is not only more funda-
mental, but that Kant was aware of it and at times goes beyond the
Timits he sets for h1mse1f in order to sayigbmething about personal
identity and about how we can know ourselves as things in ourselves.

The purpose of this paper has been to bring certain problems
to 1ight to promote further research- and thought., It has not been
written to solve any major question but I hope it has served at

least to fulfill some of its intentions.



SECTION 1. Introduction of the Problem of Freedom Through Moral Concerns

Suppose someone were to kill someone else out of a violent
impuise of anger. When he is brought before a jury his 1éwyer'c1aim§
that according to physiologists and psychologists this man's physiolo-

~gical make-up and environmental conditions constrained him at the time
to ki1l & complete stranger. He therefore, should not be punished for
his behavipr. He should not be punished, because at the time of the
crime he could not be held responsible; being responsible implies .that
Qe have the capaéity for doing otherwise than we in fact do. We do

not blame a }ock for falling.off a cliff and ki1ling somebody. We
accept that its motions were caused by certain prior determinants that
set it in motion. In a similar way we cannot blame our killer, because,
1ike the rock, he cou]d not do other%se-than he did. If we could
explain a person's behavior according to prior determinants so that,

in principle, we could have predicted his behavior at any given time,

as we'might have been §b1e to predicf the falling of a focﬁ, could we
then say‘of a person that he is culpable? Lewis White Beck identifies
the psychologist's assumptions that in principle and despite the lack of
an exhaustive knowledée of hyman nature man's behavior can be predicted
with Kant s principle, "thﬁt human behavior might be predicted with

the same certainty as an eClipse of the sun or the moon".I

]. [(Beck, L.W., A Cémmenta;yﬁol Kant's Critique of Practical Reason,
1960 p. 29- 30 hereafter referred to as Beck,...)(reference taken -

from CPR 99).]
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1f we were to make this assumption could we still légitimately
. say that our killer ought not—to have acted as he did? Kant wants to
say that despite the fact that a person might have been, "carried along
by the stream of natural nécessjty, and in this way try to make him-
self out as 1nnocentf3 yet he is still blameworthy and ought to re-
pent {CPR 98). Despite the possibility'that tﬁere is a thorough-
going connection between all human actions Kant also claims tﬁat man is
free in his causality to choose to do otherwise than he does. This
power of éhoosing for Kant, is reflected in the behavior of a person
from childhood and it is this capacity which is the ground for holding
a person responsible (CPR 99-100). The question arises; how can a
person do otherwise if all behavior is predictable and predetermined
by causal law? How can there be any choicé in the matter wﬁgn the ac-
tual act was bound to happen and could not happen otherwise.

There seems to be a contradicf%on'here, for though a person
may glaim to have the power to act otherwise than he_dih, the law of
natural cau;ality implies that there is no power to do otherwise. Kant
agrees that under certain tonditions, there is a contradiction here.
If we are only capable of studying human beings in terms of their be-
havior, viz., empirically, then there is no freedom (A550=B578). There
is qo‘freedom in such a case, because the law of natural causality,
“implies that every event, and consequently every action which occurs
at a certain point of time is necessary under the conditions of what
préceded it. ... . That means that at the time I act I am never free"
(CPR 94). Thus the question Kant is asking is how we can be called

free, if at any given point in time we stand under the "inexorable
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. natural necessity" (CPR 95). He wants to d;sert both that we are free
and naturalftically determined. ’

I agree with Beck that the real problem for Kant 1ies not in
1egitimatin§ the concept of natural necessity, but On,fhe side-of free-
dom. It seems to be quite a natural thing for us to understand and
accept that there is a natural causality and necessity {Beck 181) if
not in a'precise way, at least in"a general way. So for the most part
(and because I lack space) I leave the arguments for the legitimacy of
the universality of the law of natﬁraf causality undefeﬁded. Thus our
concerns shall be taking their lead from the assumption that all
human behavior, studied through observation stands under a thorough-
going nagural determinism.

There are those, including Beck who believe that Kant's view
of the relation between freedom and naéural determinism'is uninteili-
gible {Beck 181). It is not my purpose to oppose this view, nor to
agree with it. Rather, I want to show that because of the stringent
doctrine of ascribing natural necessity to all appearances Kant is re-
quired to prove more than what he allows himsel f to Be provable in
principle. What I am aiming at is to sow how Kant must and at times
actqa]ly does attempt to claim something positive about the self as’ a
tﬁing in itself of which, as we shall sée, he also claims that we
can have no knowledge.

Instead of trying to make sense of Kant's argument for the
compatibility of these two contradictory notions. I want to explore
the implications of the principies that lead him to assert these

opposite concepts. I understand Kant to be struggling with the
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principles of rigour/certainty versus that of completeness. The
principles of rigour and certainty lead Kant to ascribe_natural cau-
sality to appearances universally and necessarily (cf. CPR 103 and
£459=B477 regarding Kant;s reasons for denying freedom). The princi-
ple'of completeness, on the other hand, leads Kant to assert the
necessity'of freedom. If we can take it that Kant, in other D1aces]
establishes the need for ascribing natural causality to all appear-
ances, then we may proceed to concentrate on why and how it is that
Kantlthinks he can establish freedom on sure foundations, vis-a-vis
natural causality. A descripfion of the concept of nature is re-
quired however, since Kant uses the concept of nature in the third
Antinomy"' to show why freedom must be considereq. That is, since
a naﬁura] explanation of appearances can never be compiete, freedom,-
as spontaneous causality must be presupposed (A446=B477). We must
brief&y itlustrate how Kant conceives of the world as a mechanism.‘
A1l events occurring in the world have prior causes determining
them to be precisely as they are (A199=B244). Moreover, the chain of -

causes and effects extends indefinitely backwards in time. We need

The second"Analogy’ is the major passage in which Kant argues for
the necessity of ascribing natural causality to all appearances.
He says there,
Experience itself-- in other words, empirical knowledge of
appearances-- is thus possible only in so far as we subject
the succession of appearances, and therefore all alteration,
“to the law of causality; and, as follows, the appearances, as
objects of experience, are themselves possible only in-:con-
formity with the law (B234).

1

As empirical beings then, we stand in a natural chain of events.
As such all of our actions occur of necessity, because they stand
in a predetermined order. Hence, there ¥s no freedom  when we
are defined ‘as empirical beings (CPR 95).
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not say that there is a beginning nor an end to this chain of causes
and effects (A449=B477). The system of objects that Eonform to the ~
law of natural causality is.therefore, a closed one wherein there is
a thorough-going causal connection between eﬁents (A200=8245)}. In
princ{ple, all events are predetermined to occur (CPR 102, A553=B558).
If human beings are defined as sets of appeafances within thfs total-
ity.of appearances they are merely series of appearances. The way-in
which they appear consequently, is determined by temporally prior
conditions which necessitafe the precise behav19r that occurs.

In light of this spructure of the wo$}d and of our_place in
it the moral notion of culpability seems impossible. If we are
merely parts in a larger totality, a more specific chain of appear-
ances than the totality of appearances, thennthere can be no freedom
to act differently than we do,.bEEéuse we act o;t of the necessity
imposed on us by antecedent conditions. This is why Kant says that
as empirical beings, there is no freedom (CPR 94). Now it may be
arqgued that culpability does not presﬁppose that freedom is in ay way
contrary to natural necessity. Just as we condition someone to eat
properly, or train them for some particular skill sotpo we condition .
a person to ac; responsibly. This is to say that the characteristic of
being culpable is just as much a product of antecedent conditions as
is a rock falling from a cliff. We might say that we certainly are
free to imagine alternatives to the ways in which we are raised and
we might even act against the ways of our upbringing. When we do act

contrary'to our upbringing punishment often follows in order that we
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learn to obey. The offender is punished, because he is hé]d responsible.
It seems that we really do not need a radical notion of freedom to
ground culpability.

Now referring back to the example with which we started, there
may arise a case in which a man claims that he is innocent, because of
the constraint placed upon him by causes'peybnd his control. The law-
yer claims that he ought fot to be punished, but tﬁé prosecutor says
that he must. At this level of understanding the pfoblém thgre is no
solution sfmp]y because we are basing our judgments on common under-
standings and assumptiohs. From the defeﬁdant% point of view culpa-
bility means that he could have done otherwise than he did. Since he

.could not do otherwise (or so he claims) he Eannot be held responsible.
The prosecutor on the contrary, says that he is responsible even though
he could not help doing what he did. The defendant can retort that
if determinism is true, then it just so héppens that the prosecutorlis
not in the deféuganfk shoes. If the prosecutor has simply had a more
fortunate set o% circumstances ghan the defendant, then what right does
he have to place any.judgment on the defendant? Both parties agrée
that antecedent determinants caused the behavior of the killer. Yet,
they disagree as to what should be'done. How could a jury make a de-
cision on the grounds that they have been given? If mora]fty and mor;a
judgments must be certain, then they cannot rest on con;bn opinion. If .
moral judgments regarding a person's behavior require that they are
responsible, then we must ask what the grounds, or the conditions that
are necessary for responsibility to be legitimate are.

We have recognized that a rock cannot really be held responsible
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for falling and-killing someone. If human beings are to be held respon-
sible, then their actions will héve to be distinguished somehow from
natural events so that théy have a capacity to do other than what ante-
cedentlcohditions de;ermine them to do. Thus, freedom from natural’
determinism in some sense is required in order for us to be held re-
sponsible. What follows is a brief outline of Kant's argument that
establishes what freedom must be grounded upon in order to show that
‘man is indeed culpable despite the fact that he is also a creature
of prior deterﬁinants.

 In the passage immediately following the one in which he states '
that "freedom and natural necessity are contradictory (CPR.94), Kant
argues that the grounding of freedom requires that that faculty be -
attributed to something other than appearances-- the thing in itself
(CPR 95). He goes on to an examination of mofal culpability and the
various grounds upon which it may.be based (Comparative r psycholo-
gical freedom (CPR 96-7}). For Kant, a psychological f{a relative -
freedom from constraint) basis is not sufficient'ta stablish freedom.
He says this because whether an action stems from 6 ter or inner moti-
vations (causes) is irrelevant. Both psychological and physical
determinants amount to the same thing; they are both_éspects of the
mechanism of nature. Phystfal detérminants can be called 'automaton
materiale’ and psychological determinants may be called 'automaton
spirituale' (CPR 97). So then, a féelinglof a lack of restraint is
not grounds for freedom, berause the cause of the action is conceived

to be determined by antecedent causes and so on. Therefore, the
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psychological feeling of freedom (the lack of restra&nt) is insuffi-
cient to establish moral culpability. When Kant says that a man is
culpable despite naturdl necessity he is saying that culpability, and

therefore freedom is to be grounded on something totally independent

of the laws of natural necessity. As such, morality must be based on

- something non-empirical. For Kant, this turms out to be the self as

-

a thing in itself (CPR 99).

-Great di fficulties arise fbr Kant since the requirement for
grounding freedom on the thing itself seems to contradict his own
stipuTations as to what can be said of it, ie., that it can in no way
be known. Furthermore, we shall argue that Kant does not want to /
leave his defence of freedom as a mere possibility (lbgica] possibi-
1ity), but that he is required to and even attempts to show the reality
of freedom.” It is not enough that human being;’can conceive of them-
selves as'freg for that gives us only a negative ground for the
assertion. What Kant must be able to do is describe in positive terms
that freedom is "the power of originating a series of events" as
appearances (A554=B582) and that such a power belongs to human beings.
In order to do this Kant must go beyond the régaiution of the con-
flict between freedom and natural neces§ity as giyen in the first
Critique, namely, that he has demonStrated the compatibility of the
concepts, not that he has demonstrated the actuality of freedom |
(A558=B586) .

A quéstibn might be raised at this point concerning the

rigourous -application of natural causality to appearances. If Kant

© N ~ ’



15

is so interested in establishing freedom one might ask why he insists
on guch rigour. One wonders why he does not seek for some flaw in
the concep£ of natural causality and then proceed to show that free-
dom is therefore possible. A possible explanation for his rigour might
be that Kant believes that it will serve only to further the pdssib1-
lity of arriving at the truth of the matter just as he sees rigour
furthering the hopes of establishing a science (CPR 104). That is to
say,.by trying to show how the concept of natural causality can
account for all questions a problem reveals itself in the process.
The attempt to account for appearances in terms of the natural causal
-laws leads to questigns concermning the originrof Appearantes. The
origin of appeafances howeve;, cannot be explained in terms of appear-
aﬁces and natural causal laws. Given this problem of explantion the .
-investigation leads us éo consider theﬂbossibility of other modes ‘of
e;p]anation. Therefore, instead of ]ook{ng for some problem in Kant's
coicept of céuséTity at. the outset 1 sha]lvaccept it (with reservation)
in order to examine where it leads Kant. Because of Ehis acceptance
{I shall be leaving aside maﬁy problems concerning space, time and
causality.

lIn summary, Kant wants to establish the grounds upon which
" freedom can be made‘possible. e-conceives the third'Antinomy* to be
the argument which estabiishe the possibility 6f those grounds, but
on1y in a purely negétive sense (CPR 49). Since any empirical aspect
of man must be subjected to an analy;is according to natural necessity

the framework which Kant adopts leads him to having to ascribe freedom

L
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to the non-empirical self. In turn this requires that a positive
knowledge of the self as a thing in itself be possible: The third
‘Antinomy” does not accomplish this last task although the resolution
to the antinomy does point to the nécessity of such a grounding.

Now for the most part,.Kant;;l?%tbr works do not take up the
prob]em that I shall be outlining: the problem of personal identity.
The sgcond Critique ;eems to ignore this prob]em, since it supposes
that moral{ty gives freedom S positive definition as the causality of
the intelligible world (CPR 49). I shall point out however, that Kant
is not entirely‘satisfied\with.the moral affirmation of freedom. Just
at the point where his problems Tie is the point where the problem
of personal {dentity arises.

In a conceptualization of the world where human beings are
conceived of as appearances, parts of a larger tota]ity operating ;n
" accordance with causal laws, they are defined simply as a series of
appearances. As appearances they are‘caused by other appearances in
the world to be as they are. As causes.of other appearances they are
the cquitipns for the coming to be of those appearances. All that
their causality is however, is a link wjthin a chain of cauﬁés anF
effects. Their causality is nothing more than the effect of a priof
cause. Any act {effect) which seems to originate from an independent
causal facu{;;\}n the human bein§ is to be regarded as actually obiginr
ating in anterfor'natura1 causes. In'this sense we could not claim
that an act was qur act any more than it was the act of the totality

of appearances. Therefore, the problem of knowiﬁg that we are free is
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intimately linked with the problems of how we can say that an act is
“mine". That is, how can we know that ‘an act is exclusively caused by

"me". Then the problem revolves around knowing what this "me" is.

The "me" that causes free acts must be defined and grounded on something
other that appearance. It must be an unconditioned, non-empirical
condition for actions. Yet, to ground the self's identity as an
unconditioned condition requires an apprehension of the thing in

itself if an ultimate justification for c]aiming that an act originates

from the self alone is to be valid. Hence, the problem of personal

~ identity is a more fundamental one than the problem of freedom.



SECTION 2: Analysis of the Problem in the Third "Antinomy"

We have assumed Kant's right to say that the concept of
hatura] causality is constituted in the synthesis'pf time and causa-
lity. 1In its application to all events an& appearances a mechanistic
viewpoint requires that we judge all events to have antecedent condi-
' tions causing the‘event under consideration'to be precisely the way
it is. Th{s rule must hold without allowing for any exceptions. We
tried to illustrate this concept by using the model of a closed system
of the sum total of appearances whose relations could be understood
according to causal laws. In this schemé of things all events occur-
ring in. time were predeteryined and in principle, predictable. From
this cbncéptualiiation of the world as mechanism arose a further pro-

blem for justifying freedom of the will, namely, that of personal
identity. ¥
The purpose of this thesis is to show that the question of
personal identity musg.be answered prior to the question of freedom
and that Kant's own argument in the resolution to the third"Antinomy"
naturéI]y leads to this problem. Though there may be other ways of

tackling this probiem in Kant I have chosen the third "Antinomy’ be- -

cause it seems to be the best example of how the problem arises. Since _

the resolutjon of the third*Antinomy" depends on the validity of the
distinction between appearances and things themselves it sets the
grounds for the question of personal identity to arise. That is, it
raises the question of what exists in itself and, therefore, of what

18
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the self is as it exists in itself. Thus, the problem of knowing

what the unconditioned condition for the possibility of-freedom is, is

precisely the problem of knowing what exists. The third"Antinomy"also

js an example of the, rigorous empioyment. of the causal principle.

Despite the fact that we do not know how the world as it exists in it-

self operates and despite the possibility that there may arise an

appearamce that does not conform to the laws of nature] nevertheless,

1

/

In the "Transcendental Deduction" Kant allows for the possibility
that appearances may arise that do not conform-to the law of natu-
ral causality. Here he stipulates that though all appearances must
conform to the formal conditions of sensibility (time and space)
they do not have to necessarily conform to the unifying concept of
causality (A90=B123)}. It is possible that an appearance should
arise so as not to be synthesizable according to the lTaws of cause

-and effect, thus rendering a confused experience. Nevertheless, he

says, that we must judge all appearances according to the natural
%?g&)because it 1s a universal and necessary a priori rule (A91=

' We are not concerned here with how Kant justifies this principle.
We are concerned with the results of it. As a principle of rigour,
it provides a method for scrutinizing any claims that man is free.
It does this by uncovering the fallacy in any purported ground of
freedom that-could, in principle, ke analysed as naturalistically
determined. By doing this the principle of rigour fBrces us to

~ think through the defence of freedom until we reach an absolute

ground, or until we fail to do so. .

This interpretation of Kant's use of the natural law is consis-
tent with the principles he sets himself at the outset of his
philosophy. He requires of any system of explaining experience
that it be complete (Axii), exhaustive (Axivg and that its know-
ledge claims are certain (Axv). These criteria also agree with
the rigour he wants to maintain in the second Critique where he
says, "But, if a science is to be advanced, all 31?%icu1ties must
be exposed, and those which 1ie hidden in its ways must even be
sought out, for each of them calls forth a remedy without which
means cannot be found to advance the science, ..." (CPR 103).

It seems to me that these principles are employed in the Anti-
nomies and in the case of the third"Antinomy" that principle calls
forth a remedy to solve the freedom/determinism issue. In" the
Antinomies Kant is careful to characterize his method as a scep-

"tical method, not as scepticism. He does not want to undermine

all knowledge, and by inference, knowledge of a free faculty.{A424=
B452), rather, he seeks certainty. I take it therefore, that when
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we must maintain it so that the unity of experience is %ot destrgyed
and so that we are not presumptuous in ascnibing freedom td ourselves-.,
If then, we take the third"Antinomy" to reveal in soﬁe way
what must necessarily be thought by -rational beings in order to ex-
plain appearances we caﬁ uhderstand the resolution to tﬁe antinomy as
an attempt to uncover the absolute ground upon which freedom can be
established with certainty. The antinomy'dogs this by first estab-
1ishing a necesgary contradiction in a rat{onal exp]anatioé of appear-
ances. Freedom-- an unconditioned cause of appearance-- is necessary
for a complete explanation, but if an unconditioned cause is allowed,
then it can never be experienced or (fit into a systematic understand-
ing of experience) thus making a unified comprehension of experience
impossible. A contradiction arises, because the other requirement of
rational beings is that of unit}. Now if a resolution to this con-
tradiction is to be found it cannot be based on an analysis of appear-.
ancei, because that is what caused the contradiction in tﬁe first place. .
If a means for grounding the chﬁ]ty of freedom in the uncondjtioned
is to be found we.must find some mode other than through perception
to gain access to objectf (to what exists). The third"Antinomy" makes
this alternative mode neEessary both for grounding freedom and for
resolving the contradiction. - The term I shall use to designate this

altemative mi?ér;; access to objects is ‘apprehension’. In spite of

]. continued from previous page: Kant insists on the universal ascrip-

tion of natural necessity to appearances he is doing so in order to
establish freedom on certain foundations. As it turns out, the
sceptical method not only acts as a test for certainty, but it is
instrumental in developing the need for freedom.
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Kant's specific use of this term, I shall use it as a general term to
indicate different means by which we gain access to objects in some
positive way. By the end of the resolution to the third\Antinomy" then,
Kant is required to apprehend the thing in itself. We turn now to the
task of showing how this comes about. |

The "Thesis® of the third “Antinomy” argues that out of the
requirements for a complete explanation of appearances freedom, ie.,
a spontaneoué first cause of appearances, arises as a necessary concept.
The necéssity arises because of wha% n&tural causality cénnot explain,
" yet requires in order to complete its explanation of appearances.
Kant's method is to take the side of natural causality to see if it
can 'fill the requirements set by the principle of rigour. Then, in
faking the side of natural causality the naturalist must assert a
- concept that does notallow itself to be explained by the system of
qefdral causality. Given that an equally bindiﬁg principle (unity)
réquires that no anomolous concept be allowed reason brings itself
into contradiction. The contradicfion is that freedom must be as-

serted for purposes of a complete explanation, but jts assertion ren-

ders the unity of that explanatjon impossible. If a resolution to the ..

antinomy is to be possible it is to be found in the distinction between
appearances and things in themselves. Kant claims to resolve the
antinomy by stipulating that natural causality applies to appearances
only, whereas freedom is to be attribﬁted only to things in themselves.
The resolution to the antinomy constitutes the first step towards
grounding freedom with certainty. It establishes a means and a right

to think both freedom and natural causality as applied to one and the
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same appearance though considered from different points of view.

witﬁ1n the argument for making natural causality and freedom
compatible (making freedom possible vis-a-vis natural causality)

Kant must also argue for the legitimacy of attributing that possibi-
]ity to human beings (as a character of their wills). The "Thesis"
itself argues only on behalf of the cosmological sense of freedom,
viz., that there must be a spontaneous first cause of appearances,
or a creqtion (Ad46=B474). Tﬁe section entitled, "Observation on
the Third Antinomy" is Kant's attempt to justify ascribing that notion
of freedom (as a spontaneous or uncaused first cause to human beings
(A450=B478). I shall argue that this extension as it stands is not
successful precisely because a more fundamental brob]em arises;
apprehending the self as a thing in itself is necessary before the
extension can'bé validated.

One more problem that requires a qualification faces Kant be-
fore he really gets starteq in establishing freedom. If the compatibi-
lity between thg two concepts is to work, then Kant must understand or
conceptualizé free causality in such‘a way that it does not {nterfere
with the a priori ascription of natural causality to all appearances.
He has to make this qualification in the light of the argument present-
ed in the "Antithesis". There it is afgued that freedom must mean law-

fessness] (A447=8475) when juxtaposed with natural causality. Freedom

]. We shall be dealing briefly with the problem of interpreting the
passage in which the term 'lawlessness' is used later on. For the
present purposes what I shall interpret Kant to mean by 'lawless-
ness' is the following. Given that we are explaining appearances
with the presupposition that natural causality is the sole princi-
ple used for explanation and because of which unity is gained, the
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simply contradicts the law of natural causality so that if they are
to be made compatible freedom will have to be conceived to apply to
an order of things compléte]y distinct from the world of appearances.
The compatibility requires that: freedom not apply to appearances at
all and therefore, it is not to be conceived as having an empirical
effect. If this is the case, then one wonders why it is thai Kant
insists on the necessity of freedom. We proceed with an investfga-
tion of Kant's argument in the “Thesis” in order to see where the
anfinomy may lead us. | )

For purposes of e;planation (A444=B472), further, a complete
explanation (A446=B474) of appearances, “it is necessary to assume
that there is another causality, that of freedom" (A444=B472). Kant
argues for the necessity of assuming free causality (an unconditioned
;1rst'cause) by deriving a contradictidn on the assumptioh that natural
causa]ity is a suffiéient ground for completely explaining the sum
total of appearances. According to the law of natural causality any
event that takes place, "presuppoées a preceding state upon which it
follows according to a rule" (ibid). It follows that each preceding
 state had a.preceding state and so on 'ad inffnitum'. In a mechanistic
structure.ﬁf the world- the series of causes and effects must be con-
ceived to regress indefinitely backwards in time and without a begin-

ning. Now'a distinct event in a succession of distinct events

Continued from previous page: notion of a free cause anywhere with-
in the chain of causes and effects necessarily introduces an unac-
countable factor into the scheme of things. Freedom would thus
render -the possibility of a natural explanation impossible, that
is, if freedom is to have an empirical effect.

r. _
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necessarily comes into and passes out of being within this continuous
chain of being and not being. It follows that at one point in time the
event under consideration did not exist (was not appearing). To exist
then, as an appearance means to exist only temporarily. Consequently,
any finite set of appearances exists only temporarily. Any finite

set of appearances is assfgned therefore, a previous cause. This
argumeng implies that for any given event there has been an indefini-
te number of temporari1§ existing events leading up to and causing

the event under consideration to be precisely és it is. The ‘regress
upon the antecedent conditions must always remain indefinite,.

because it is always necessary to add one more previous state to any
given state in order to explain it. Any statement as a result, that
claims that A caused B can at best be a relative beginning for an
explanation and not é first beginning (A446=B474). In principle,
there can never be a first beginning from which the entire series of
causes and effects aris; 1f we adopt a natural causal model for ex-
platning appeafances. This is what I take to be the meaning of Kant's
'stétement"that, "nothing takes place without a cause 'sufficiently’
determined "'a priori'" (jbid). Hence, to claim that a mechanistic
scheme of explanation is complete is a contradiction in terms.

An objection might be raised at this point that requiring an
absolutely comp]ete exp]anationlis to ask too. much of any system. Why .
should a relatively complete explanation not suffice? A naturalistic
explanation seems to be sufficient for explaining particulars though
it may not explain the totality of particulars. It seems that we lose

nothing by denying a first cause, so why bring in the notion of an ~

\



absolutely first beginning when 1t on\ly serves to make the principle
of natural causality contradiét itself? Perhaps in practise a rela-
tively complete explanation is sufficient but conceived a priori
(which the concept of natural causality must be, since it is not an
'emp1riéa1 concept -- for Kant) a relatively comp]éte explanation in

a natural causal scheme does not accomp]isﬁ what it wou}d be‘intend-
ed to accomplish. Namely, it would be meant to grovide an exhaus-
tively complete account of appearances. The exhaustiveness is meant
to eliminate the possibility of alternative explanations. We would
want to eliminate other possibilities to show that the proposed ex-
planation is a necessary-one and not simply arbitrary. If ourychoice
of a system of explanation were ultimately ;rbitrary, it would ulti-
mately be irrational. .In that case a natural model would have‘to
admit an irrationalrand therefore, a systematic element into the-
scheme of things. In order to avoid this problem one must e]1m1na?e
‘the poss1b111ty of an extra-systematic ground for the system in prin-
c1p1e and not merely in practise. As a pr1nc1p]e and conceived a ‘
priori then, the concept of natural causality musﬁlassert that it 1s¥-
an absolutely complete explan?tion, bgcause all other possible ex-
planations must be eliminated. It fbllowé thaf’the contradiction'in
this assertion is unavoidable. _

In summary, the cohtradiction is as follows. "“The probosition
that no cad¥a11ty is_possible sdve in accordance with Iaws of nature,
when taken in un11m1ted universality, is therefore self-contradictory"
‘.(A446=B474). As soon as a state is given, whether it be a present

state orsome precedingstate, the regress upon its conditions.is also

- .
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prescribed. Consequently, by definition, a mechanistic scheme of the
universe does not admit any criterion for completion, because the no-
tion of completion is ruled out by the.infinite nature of the task.
The proposition must state that natural causality is both a complete
and an incomplete explanation at the same time.

If there is to be a first cause it must be cqnceived to be to-
tally distinct from the mechanism of nature (A446=B474); it is describ-
ed as "absolute spontaneity” whére, "a series of appearances, which pro-
ceeds in accordance with laws of nature, begins of itself" (ibid). A
complete explanation of appearances therefore, requires a 9ausa1ity (a
ground for the totality) totally distinct from natural causality. If
my exposition of the contradiction is correct and freedom is necessary,
then ouf next task is to show how it can be ;zssible vis-a-vis natural
causality. We already know the problem concerning the abpjﬁcafion of .
freedom'to appearances (that it cannot be conceived to have an empiri-
cal effect). There may be a way.of avoiding th{s prob]em by avoiding
the need to make freedom possib]é. The "Antithesis" tries to eliminate
the need for'assuming free cdusality by arguing for the preferability
of unity over completeness of exp1aﬁ;t10n. |

The "Antithesis" argues that there are insurmountable problems

in admittfng anything other than a mechanistic explanation. Reason may

require both a complete and a unif,ied1 explanation, but since the

]. By unity Kant seems to mean that there is an organized body where

each member of that body can be understood as systematically rela-
ted to one another according to a rule or principle (Bxiii). What
such an organized body allows is the synthesizing (B104).of parti-
culars or individuals under broader categories (B114). Unity also
requires that nothing within the organized body remain unaccounted
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criterion of completeness produces a contradiction rendering the system
_1mpossib1e as a system, the other equally necessary criterion, ie.,
unity, is to be preferred. However, this produces a conflict within
reason 1tse1f.’ It seems then, that there is no higher court of appgal
so that the "Antithesis" does not argue so much for the refﬁtation of
the criterion for completeness, rather it argﬁes for the preferaﬁility
of unity. But this denial of completeness does not seem to be warrant-
ed especially since the notion of a first cause does not seem to pro-
duce any fundamental problems for the ascription of natural causality.
A first cause is simply that, first..‘It is not conceived to interfere
with the Taws of nature. What follows are thg reasons for arguing a-
gainst this notion of a first cause. It is the ascription to human
beings of the'causal capacity that really does harm to the unity of a
mechanistic scheme and it is against this possibility that the
"Antithesis" is really arguing. |

. Admitting free causality into the mechanism of pature renders .
the laws of nature, as a priori laws, impossible (A447=3475). If free -
céusality is to mean that there is an unconditioned cause outside of
time, then it cannot be éxplained according to natural laws. If free
cgqsa]ity is conceived as an efficient cause, considered as a determin-
ant for events in time, theﬁ it produces effects that may or may not
harmonize with an explanation according to natural laws. The problem

with the concepf of free causality is that it requires of us to make an

continued for previous page: for, or inexplicable according to the
organizing principle, ie., something which does not fall under
the category. Kant's way of putting this negative requirement
is to say that unity cannot allow any auxiliary hypothesis (B115).
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exception, a priori, to the laws of nature. Just when,and how a free
cause would enter the scheme of things could not be determined a
priori. - Therefore, just when natural laws would apply to the scheme
of appearances could not be determined a priori. This dilemma for
Kant, is,inesgapable, because the fundamental properties of appearances
(that they must be judged to operate ac;grding to natural laws)
would no longer be absolutely fundémenté],'nor e£h1u51ve1y‘ascr1bed
to appearances as their sole mode of explanation. For, if free
causality could determine appearances just as natural cau;es could,
then a system of nature is hardly tﬁinkab]e; "...the 1ﬁf1uences_of
the former woﬁld-so unceasingly alter the laws aqf the latter that
the appeaiances which in their naiural course are regular and uniform,
woﬁ]d be reduced to disorder'ahd incoherence" (A451=B479)."Thé a
%}ori foundation for experience would be destroyéd. Freedom there-
. fore is nﬁt compatible Qith natural causality. |

There is a notfon of free causality hqﬁever,‘which is compati-
ble, because it would not have to be conceived as hlteringmfhe laws
of nature. A distinction is recognized in the "Observation on the
Third Antinomy" that allows for an innocuous notion of freedom. A
cosmological first cause is a bold idea.though perhaps allowable in
a ;echanistic scheme, but the same concept of freedom as ascribed to,
"substances’in the world itself" (human beings) can never be permitted
(A451=B479). I interpret thjs passage to mean that a cosmé]ogi;a}
first cause may be unverifiable, but permissable so long as considera-
tions concerning it do not open or make possible the notion of the

freedom qf particular objects that exist as appearances. The two types
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'of freedom (as first causes) are zonceived as affecting appearances

in different ways. If human beings for example, were endowed with the
p&wer of spontanéous causality they could change the course 6f appear-
ances from somewhere ﬁithin the midst of a chain of appearances, and
thus, changé the course of appearances from what would be expected
according to natural laws. A cosmological first cause in contrast
‘refers to creation, ot_the first cause which started the totality of
-the chain of appearances. It does not have to be cance1ved as inter-
fering with the natural chain of causes .and effects once it has begun.
It is clear that the real problem ﬁor‘a natyralistic interpretation

of appearances is the concept of human beings with free wii];i In
| reference to the "Thesis" it is the extension‘kant burporfé to make
in the “Obsérvation on the Third Antinomy"'of freedom to human beings
that the "Antithesis" is really attqcking; The cosmological first’
cause may be as harmless as deiém, yet if it allows for a conceptual
gap in a mechanistic explanation (as the "Observation" bn the "Thesis"
argues) then it canﬁot be allowed. If we are to take Kant's insis-
tence that nothing can be allowed in a sxstem which would interfere
with the causal-laws of natufe, then the extension of the concept of
freedom must not 1ntérfer; with fhis rule. This is the only way }n
“which natural causality and freedom could be mage compatibie. |

If seems as though Kant has considered alternative soluti;ns~

‘for making the twolcausalities compatible, but rejects all of them in
favour of tﬁe so]ﬁtion é}Ven above. For example, he considers the

~ possibility of conceiving free causality as having a law-1ike nature

so that it could be conceived to have an empiriéal effect, yet not

-
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interfere with the natural laws. The whole idea behind making freedom
law-11ke would be to make it systema;:éa11y compatib]e‘with the concept
of natural causality so that the un1ty of experience woqld not be £
destroye& If laws indicate the relations that hold between events
and appearances, then as a lawful faculty the relation that the effect
of free causality has on appearances could be determined a prigri.
Both gausalities then would be conceived to be synthesizable under
" the more general category of law as such. These laws taken as the
a priori capacity of the understanding to arran;e concepts under a
unified whole aré.one and the same. The "Antithesis" rejects this idea
of freedom, because nothing new would be added in such a case; "“it
would simply be nature under another name" ?A447=B475). To assert that
there are laws of freedom as well as laws of nature is redundant. Con-
ceived a priori then, thg distinction is superf]uoqs. If freedom 1sJ
to have any meaning -at all it must be considered as something fore{gn
to natural causality, ie., it must be considered a 1aw1e§s causality 1nl

relation to natural causality1.

]. There are difficulties with this passage, since Kant refers not to
freedom as such, but to the Taws of freedom. He stipulates that
"it is not possible to say that the 'laws' of freedom enter into-
the causality exhibited in the course of nature..."(A447=B475). The
reference to the 'laws of freedom' seems to be an anticipation of
Kant's moral writings where freedom is conceived to be of a lawful
nature. For example, in the Critique of Practical Reason freedom
is described as "...a capacity of a being which is subject to spe-
cial laws (pure practical laws given by its own reason), ..." (CPR
87). In the moral context, freedom is equated with the law of mo-
rality for it is "in fact, a law of causality through freedom, ..."
(CPR 47). With these things in mind we might want to temper or
modify what Kant means in the "Antithesis". I am taking it however,
that there are reasons for Kant doing things the way he does and

. that perhaps these definttions are not his final ones. -Rather
they may b2 definitions to be used until we can repTace them by

L]
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It is difficu]f to understand Kant's definition of freédom in
the "Antithesis" and the severity of the refutation of freedom that it
results in.. Unless we can understand him to be leaving out some im-
portant factor it is difficult to see‘how'he will ever set freedom on
sure g}ounds. We know that Kant thinks that these antinomies are un-
avoidable (A422sB450) so that in some way he takes the defi 1tipns
given so far as ones we must necessar{Ty give ourselves evei if ‘tem-
porarily. So we shall proceed with the intention of understanding how
it is that Kant proposes to solve the antinomy in order to assert the
possibility of freedom. The resolution Qeeks some kind of compatiti-
1ity between freedom and nature. From the “Thesis" we hﬁﬁe ykézsiz
want to assert about freedom. Ngw from the "Antithesis" we want to
find what we have to assert oh the side of natural causality.

Kant states that the idea of a free causality necessary for a
complete explanation of appearances is contradictory to the principle |
of unity (A445,447=B473,475). The problem is inescapable, so though
we may have to think these contradictary notions the “Antithesis"”
attempts to justify preferring-unity over compieteness.

The possibility of such an infinite derivation, without

a first member to which all the rest is merely a sequel,

cannot, indeed, in respect af its possibility, be render-

ed comprehensible.. But if for this reason you refuse to

recognize this enigma in nature, you will find yourself

compal;ggf;o reject many fundamental synthetic proper-
ties a orces which as little admit of comprehension

1. continued from previous page: more accurate ones. [ am supposing

that the antinomies are being used heuristically by Kant. That .
is, they are leading us into problems in order to lead us out a-
gain with a.fuller understanding. So I leave the conceptualiza-
tion of freedom as 'lawlessness'.in order to see where it may
lead. )
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(A449=B477).

The claim is that natural causality is a fundamental law which cannot
and should not seek further grounding even though reason's need for
further grounding may be present; "But in compensation it [natural"
causality] holds out the promise of a thorough going unity of exper-
ience in accordance with laws" (A447=B475), If we were to ignore the
need for freedom, the unity of experience could be left intact. Ne'
could eliminate freedom and no critical problems for the system of
natural laws would arise an& experience could be left unified.

The advantages that natural causality holds out places the
onus of proof and compatibility onto the side of freedom. That is,
the "Antithes{é" negatively specifies what an assertion of freedom must’
not offend. In effect though, it does not deny the possibility of a
solution. So if the necessity for completion canndt'pe refuted it is
incumbent upon the exp]aininé being to find a solution. In a later
work-ithe second Critique) Kant insists that a solution is possible.
He Says thaf mechanistic necessity and freedom do not in fact contra-
dict each other and that this was shown in the"Dialectic'of the first
Critique (CPR 104). That solution, as we have mentioned, is found in
distinction between appearances and things in themselves. In order to
show how Kant uses this distinctiop we return to the problem of extending
the concept of %reedom'from a cosmo]ogica]hconcept to the wills of
human beings.

We have recbgnized that a complete explanation requires a

. - J . v '
cosmological first cause (A448=B476)f That was all that the "Thesis"
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legitimated. Nevertheless, Kant claims,

time 1s thereby proved, ..., it is alsp”permissable to
admit within the course of the world different series

as capable in their causality of beginning of themselves,
and so to attribute to their substances a power of
acting from freedom (ibid). '

But since the power of spontaneous]ydgggjnning a series in

What Kant isvsaying is that it is permissable to extend the concept
of free causality to all appearances (“diffeﬁznt series"). What he
wants to do-is.extend it more specifically to a partiéular seéies.
je., the human being as is evident in his "Observations” on the
thesis (the example of my free act of rising from my chair) (A450=
B478). Does Kant have the right to this extension? The major
prablem of the antinomy regarding freedom lies in the justification
for the extension. So far the only way in which human beings can
be described is as diffErént series of appearances. As appearances
freedom cannot be ascribed to human beings without interfering with
natural laws. The problem then, is found in identifying these human
beings in a non-empirical manner, The question is, is it possible
to define what a pérson is without using empirical predic&fes?

By way of introducihg the resolution we might say that the
ground for the extension is that both the cosmo]ggica] and the psyého-
logical notions of a first cause are purely intelligible notions. They
refer to noumenal objects. Yet,.this ground will be seen to be too
general to be of any use so that a more specific groUndingAis needed.
Once a disfinction between 'intelligiblé‘ and ‘noumenal’ is developed

we shall have a specific way for grounding the extension. It is through

-
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the activity of beings that are purely intelligible objects to them-

selves (even though they be empirical as well) that the extension -

purports to be valid. In the attempt to establish this positive

ground we shall find that the question of personal identity underlies
the problem of extension, because in order, finally, to justify the
extension, human beings must be defined and identified poéitivelylin
a non-empirical manner. I take it that when Kant refers to the neces-
sity of ascribing freedom to the thing in itself (the noumenal self)
(A528=B566 ff.) he means that this ascription if it were possible,
would be the abéo}ute grounds for affinnipg edom. What this
amounts‘pp is that we must be able to. apprehefd the self as a thing
in itself. This final justification is the task that remains at
the end of the resolution of the antinomies. That resolution seeks
oﬁly to make the transcendental concepts of freedom and mechanism
compatible (not that they are in reality actually co-existent)(A558=
B8586). Two problems remain; that of completing the gréunds fér freedom,
and for differentiating human beings_from all other appearances.
Both of these problems require, in the end, an apprehension of the
self as a thing in itself. In other words, both problems for Kant
require a way of demonstrating the actuality of fréedoh as a char-
acteristic of the self 55 a thing in itself.

| As the argument for the extension begins Kant appeals to

the distinction between appearances and their corresponding things
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in themselves, or 'substrate’ .| This dist{nction allows him to say;
"...1t is now also permissable for us to admit within the course of

the world different series as capable in their cauysality of beginning
of themselves, and so to attribute to their substances a power of
acting from freedom" (A450=B478). Freedom is attributed to the
'substances' of the different series which is to say freedom can be
attributed to the underlying permanence of beiﬁgs who, when viewed

as appearances, are merely tempérarily existing, conditioned objects.2

A kind of dda1ity is being posited. As empirical beings humans are
mechanistically determined, As things in themselves, Er substances,
they can be considered as free. The ascription of freedom is possible,
because as noumenal beings the'de5cr1ption of those beings does not have
to conform to the law of natural necessi%}. So then, the possibility

is not ¢laiming that this is the way things actually are, for that would
require some kind of verificatioﬁ method which Kant disallows regarding

noumera. 3

1. see Appendix for a brief description of the distinction between
things in themselves and appearances. There the relation between
the concepts of 'noumena' and the 'intelligible' are briefly
described as well.. :

The notion of 'substance* is not being taken as a key term so that

I shall not be discussing it. Briefly, all that I am going to mean
by it when referring to Kant's use of it is the non-empirical aspect
of appearances which may or may not underlie appearances.

The distinction between possibility and actuality is recognized both
here (A558=B586) and in the second Critique where he states that the
possibility ("can be") of making freedom and natural causality com-
patible had only to be changed to an actuality ("is")(CPR 104).

That is, byrthe end of the first Critique the distinctions between
things in themselves and appearances ailowed us to think of human
beings as things in themselves. Therefore the possibility that
freedom could pe attributed to them was opened up. We are not
dealing with the problem of Kant's argument for the actuality of
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I Qhall be interpreting Kant's argument (concise]y expressed in
(A542=8570 - A547=8575)) .in the following way. By éxam1ning the notioh
of intelligibility (taken merely as an object in the noumenal realm)
he finds grounds upon which the extension can be based. However, a
problem arises in that these grounds ailow for an indiscriminate
ascription of freedom to any object whatsoever, thus making the con-
cept of freedom trivial. _To avoid this problem Kant must find a
criterion for specifying which "different seriés“ should be attri-
butedlthe capacity for freeddm and in just what Qay this capacity
can be utilfzed.

Kant has already established the possibility of an 'Inte]‘l'ig1b1e°
realm (a realm distinct from and independent of the conditions of
appearances (see Appendix) in virtue of the positive meaning of
noumenon. Since we had to admit that our mode of knowing objects
(as aﬁﬁéarances) did not necessarily exhaust all of the ﬁays in which
objects could exist, we had to also admit that our mode of knowing
&ggécts was nbthknowing.fhééé objects as they were in themse]vgs; An
object as. it is in itself may have characteristics that are entirely
unknowable for our particular mode of knowing objects. "We do not
acquire a concept of these nouménal objects through experiencing them.

Rather, we acquire the concept through thinking about the 1imits of

. continued from previous pate: freedom at this time so much as we
- are trying to show how he thinks the possibility opens up. We
shall indeed proceed to look at his argument for the actuality
of freedom, but only in order to show why it is inadequate and leads
him into a vein which must consider going against -the principles
he sets in the first Critique for claiming knowledge of objects.

-
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empirical knowledge. This thinking process is the only means by
which the possibility of noumena is recognized. Since these objects
cannot be given in an intuition and yet are objects conceived to
exist they are called ‘intelligible' objects. We are justified %n
thinking these objects oﬁ the proviso that we make no knowledge claims
regarding their actual existence. This meahs that to the extent
that we can fhink a first cause outside the realm of nature, that
cause is a purely intelligible object. The concept is for pure
understanding: for purposes of reason alone {A479=B507).

Freedom in this sense, is a pure transcendental idea, | .

which, in the first place, contains nothing borrowed Hﬁ&‘k__,/’ﬁ

from experience, and which, secondly, refers to an ob-

ject which cannot be determined or given in any exper-

ience (533=B561).

Now, human beings are appearances so that they are empirical
objects. Yet, due to the distinction between an object as it appears
and an object as it is in itse1f, these human beings can be considered
to have characteristics. that are not observable or intuitable. Thus,
they can consider themselves as purely intelligiblg.objects. Human
beings then, having a noumenal side, meet with one of the criteria
for calling somethiﬁg free. In this sense we have the same intelli-

- gible status as the idea of a éosmo]ogica] first cause. On the
grounds (pbincip]es) which Kant has set so far, human beings can con-
sider themselves as noumenal objects. Now the cosmological object is
conceived to be a first cause by definition, but the Ego's causaliﬁy
is considered only as a possibility thus far. The idea of it's causa-
Tity is legitimated so far only neg:!;vely. As a noumenal object it

is considered to be independent of antecedent conditions.. As a thing
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in itself it can be considered as a cause of appearances, because it is

conceived to underlie appearances. Like any other object which has a

corresponding thing in itself for its appearance, the self as a thing

in itself is purely negative and is in no way considered to affect the

/
realm of appearances in so far as 1t would affect the laws of nature.

It therefore, might meet with a second criterion for freedom, namely,

that it does not interfere with the ascription of natural causality to

appearances (cf. A531=8559).] Once we accept Kant's argument a djiffer-

ent problem arises.

1

Kant clarifies a little more of what he means when he says that it
is possible to conceive of things in themselves not interfering
with the ascription of natural causality to appearances. When Kant
says that we are permitted to consider "different series as cap-
able in their causality of beginning of themselves" (A450=B478) he
does so mainly on methodological grounds. Since we mpust judge all

. appearances to conform to the laws of natural causality we must

adnit that these laws are not constitutive of objects in themsel-
ves. The concept of natural causality then, he calls a regulative
concept. It is a rule by which we prescribe a causal regress onto
appearances (A509=B537). The concept of natural causality tells us
only how an "empirical regress is to be carried out" (AS10=B538)
not how appearances are actually constituted.’ When the notion of
natural causality as a regulative concept is coupled with the ad-
mission that there may arise an appearance which does not conform
to the principle «of natural causality (A30=B123) problems arise
which would seem to destroy the possibility of a unified experi-
ence. If we have to accept the possibility of exceptions to an

a priori rule it s difficult to understand the meaning of a priori.
In principle, if we cannot know that an appearance is going to con-
form to an a priori law, then the grounding of the necessity for
ascribing the law is called into question. But despite this pro-
blem Kant insists that no exceptions to the rule can be made. We
are not concerned with the legitimacy of this assertion here, but
we are concerned with the conclusions Kant draws. Once more, it
seems as though Kant is using the principle of natural causality
more as anheuristic tool to force a rigourous justification of
freedom than as a principle that actually is necessary. But again
this brings up problems which we cannot go into. :
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Things in thémse]ves‘be]ong to the noumenal realm {which asf
yet, has no determining characteristics) and as such are at best, . *’//p
negative possibi]itieé. If we are to base freedom on these noumenal
grounds, then the concept of freedom, presumably, abp]ies to anfthing
that can be conceived to have a noumenal side. A1l appearances
may have a noumenalrside and therefore, all appearances, fhen consider-
ed as things in themselves can be conceived as free. We may admit to
an a priori 1imit to any empirical investigation {B311), but in there-
by aéserting noumenal objects we gain no further insight into ther‘
actual natures of these objects. Therefore, the ascription of
free causality to "different series" of appearances must be made
indiscriminately. [f something positive is ascribed to one noumenal
object it may just as well be ascribed to another noumenal object. If
freedqm were to be based on the cbncept of noumenon alone, then
c]early'we woﬁ]d not have established anything of any use.

Instead of appealing to noqmena] grounds as such to extend
freedom to human beings, Kant's argument attempts—to develop a more
specific ground for freedom and a more specific way in which it can
be attributed to human being;. After first establishing the concept
6f things in themse1ves as possible grounds for the explanation of
appearances Kant ﬁroceeds to argue that there may be some effects
(apbeargnces) that have only an 1nte1iigib1e cause (A545=8573). He
seemsfto mean here that though all appearances must be assigned a
preceding appearance as its cause, there may in fact be some appearances
that have ohly an intelligible cause without a preceding cause. There

are at least two things Kant is attempting to establish with this
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possibility. First, he is beginning to specify thdt there is a type
of causality whose effect does not fall under the interpretation of a
naturalistic analysis. Up to this point every effect {appearance) could
be assigned either an empiricallcause or an intelligible cause, but if
it was assigned an intelligible cause it was also assigned an empirical
one. Now Kant is saying that.there may be an intelligible cause that
cannot be assigned an empirical cause. The notion of an intelligible
cause is being used in a slightly different-Wway from its use in the past
(as a merely negative possibility). The s ond thiﬁg Kant is doing is
setting up another problem: that of showing how an exclusively intelli-
gible cause is possible. -In order to show how such an exclusively in- |
telligible cause is possible he musf posit some kind of hypothetical
situation (because we have accepted so far that all appearances anF as-
signéd a preceding empirical cause in principle so there is no reason

to suspect that there is an exclus1ve1y intelligible cause) in which
that cause's groundi!an be established complete1y independently of em-
'pirical'determinants. “In other words, he has to establish some kind

of intelligible structure to explain how an intelligible cause could be
positively defined and how it would operate. Once this is done he has
the further task of showing that the possibility refers to an actuality.
"He must do this by'illustrating a need to conceive of such a possibility
(without being circular).. In his argument Kant is very much aware of
the distinction between how an exclusively intelligible cause is possi-
ble and that‘it needs to be considered. .So the argumeht revolves a- -
round two things. First, the activity of pure apperception is to pro-

vide a structure in which a purely 1nte11igib1e cause is conceived.
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Second, moral considerations or the analysis of duty provides a need
for this structure to explain it. Supposedly the concept of duty is
to be found nowhere in nature and requires the purely intel]igfb]e
structure to explain it.1 .
When Kgnt says that, "only as we ascend from the empirical

object to the transcgndenta] should we find that this subject, together
with all its causality in ;he (field of] appearances, has An its
‘noumena’ certain cond{tions which must be regarded as purely intelli-
gible (A545=B573) he is doing two things. He is distinguishing

noumena from the intelligible by saying that intelligibility sets cer-
tain conditions within the noumenal.realm. In this way the intelligible

is somewhat more specified than the congept of noumenon. Secondly,

]. This whole concept of duty which requires a non—empifica1‘éxp1ana-

tion is problematic. If there are effects in the world of appear-
ance which we call dutiful actions, or if duty itself is considered
as a phenomenon (an appearance of sorts) which cannot be analysed
according to a naturalistic scheme, then there is a phenomenon
which cannot be assigned a preceding cause in time.. This admission
would directly contradict the a priori rule of natural causality.
which we: have already admitted.as binding. If we are to maintain
both the a priori rule and the notion of needing an intelligible ex-
planation, then we must be able to say that although some effects
have only an intelligible caute it must Seem as if an empirical cause
preceded the appearance even when in fact it did not. Further, we
must also be ahle to assert that the appearance might have been pre-
determined according to natural laws (A553=B568), yet still be ex-
clusively the effect of an intelligible source which is independent |
of natural laws. The above-stated problem is an anticipation of the
problem of applitation. It is the problem Kant faces in the second
Critique and is not our concern except to-maintain our awareness of
. the stipulation that all appearances must be assigned a preceding
 empirical cause. It would seem that Kant would have to give up the
, notion of predictability and predetermination. He however, does not
give it up. What happens in fact is that the concept of freedom and
its grounding suffers. If we can keep this problem in mind it may
help us to understand the strange admission Kant makes in the reso-
jution, ie., that he was only striving to make freedom and natural
causality compatible not in actuality, but merely transcendentally
(A558=B586).

.
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he is claiming that there is a way of apprehending this noumenal
cause by ascending through the con%jtions necessary fop explaining
certain phenomena which is shortly-to be specified as the 'ought'’
(A547=B575). In order to "ascend" to the transcendental to the
conditions within the tranécendental §ubjeét Kant devé1ops the
structure. through which this c¢an occur.

In the ascension to the transcendental Kant is careful to
demonstrate some kind of continuity between the empirical and trans-
cendental. He wants to show how first, the forms of sensibility (the
categories) which are the a priori aspects of experience indicate that
there fs a realm (the intelligible) which is independent, of empirical

‘conditioning. Even though tﬁe emﬁ1oyment of those categories is empty
outside of experiéﬁce (B31S, see also A239, B298) it still enables

“us to consider a realm separated from empfricai condifions; These

. categories are the forms that synthesize the particulars (appearances)
in experience to form a unified and comprehensible whole (B102). In so
far then, as an object is experienced it has both an emp{rical and an
intelligible aspect. "Whatever 1sﬁ;n object of the senses #s not itself
appeérance, I entitle intelligible" (A538=35661. The whole argument
‘then, takes its lead from the basic distinction betweén the a priori.
and empirical aspects of experience. ‘B

Next Kant uses the concept of noumenon developed as a purely
negative concépt to open up pbssibi]jgies, 1é,, previously it opengd'up
the possibility that not all objects needed to be judged according to ;

natural laws, because it ppened.up the possibility that there may be

-
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objects existing independently of our modes qf intuiting them. These
objects then could be considered as the causes of appearances though
we could in no way confirm the hypothesis. These causes were called
intelligible causes. These objects as things in themse]ves'were'cah-
ceived to havé analogous aspects to appearances. In regards to per-
ception then, this intelligible cause was understood as the corres-
ponding thing in itself to the appearahce.
' We should pause briefly here to anticipate the remainder of the
argument. The notion of an‘1npe111g1ble cause changes, for in the case
of the noumena1.se1f taken as an intelligible cause there will be no
corresponding appearance for which its noumenal aspects are reflected '
in the empirical realm. The second sense of an intelligible cause is
based upon the- category of causality (the form-- not the obJect or
possib1e content of an intuition). The self conceived as a noumenal
object aqd as a purely {exclusively) intelligible cause does not have
an empirical object corresponding to it. Its effect in the empirical
realm therefore does not have to result in the.com{ng into betng of a
particular appearance.- It is nét a ground for.explaining the factual
exisfanﬁe of an appearaace. When we talk about~huaan beings as intelli-
gible cause Qe are talking somewhat amhiguously. I am not sure that it
is always clear in Kan; that this distinction is being made.

When Kant says there are some among the effects that have only
an intelligible cause he is not referring to the corresponding thing
in itself of an appearance. It is my understanding’that he is referring

to an entirely different kind of ground for causality. For instance,

‘1
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when Kant illustrates what he means by a free cause he uses the example

.of r1siﬁaw}rom a chair (A450=B478). He is not t;ying to explain the
actual coming into being of himself as a sical body, bht is trying
to explain how that body is determined to operdte“;r behave. The kind
of causal ground which Kant ' égiE?ﬁE about then, is something wﬁich
governs the empirical realm. What Kant is referring to, is the self in _
its deliberative and decigive activity as it utilizes the categories
(the form of causality) for a purpose other than for explaining the
elementsﬂﬁ?thin experience. What the notion of an exclusively intelli-
gible cause suggests is that the self begins a series of appearances
and as a pufé]y intelligible object it has no antecedent ngirical con-
dition. .It has no antecedent, because it is not an empirical object
so that it cannot have an empirical antecedent.

‘In summary the self regarded as an object of the senses has a
tzg;jo}ﬁ’;;?h[e-- as phenomenon and as noumenon. .It also has a two--

* fold causal exp]anation like any other dbject of the senses-- empirical
and 1ntellig{b1e. We have also tried to show that there is a double
meaning in the concept of an 1nte1J191bJe cause in Kant's resolution™
to the antinomy which is not cleariy 1ﬁd1cated by Kant. Further, Kant
has found ;h alternative éausal scheme for explainiﬁb appearances that

~ does not render the natural one 1mpossib]e; There is no conflict be-
tween the two explanations (AS541=B569) since the noumenal explanation
is a purely negative possibility. I want to specify that for Kant,
thére {s no real problem because he is using the notfon of an intelli-

gible cause only in the first sgnse, not in the sense of an ‘exclusively'

intelligible cause. We must keep in mind that Kaﬁt is developing this

AT
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argument to be able to say that aur capacity for nouﬁena] cauéality
~allows us -to do ofherwise than we in fact do (CPR 98). The qualifying
adjective, 'exclusive', therefore, becomes a key point in Kant's
arggmenf. [t is the second sense of an intelligible cause that Kant

is using in the second Critique..If Kant wants to claim the pbwer of
doing otherwi;e than one in fact does, then he mui; proceed to specify
in what way human beings can consider themselves as causes (determiners)
of their own.wills (ihe problem he dgs}s with in section; A545=B573 -
A547=574).

What we are leading up to is that Kant must establish the
second sense of an intelligible cause (the exclusive sense) on the
self's knowledge of itself as a purely intelligible object and that it
posseSses a power of repfesenting purely intelligible ideas to itself
by which it determines its own actions. This power is the capacity
to reverse the use of tﬁe categories (causality).to prescribe “actions
and not simply describe them. In the end, this power must lie in a
.,being or thing which does. the reversing. Affiming that this being has
the capacity for reversing the use of the categories requires a direct
apprehension of it. We are now investigating fhe concept of a cause
not 1ﬁ relation to its effects as we were in the first sense of an
intelligible cause, but in relation to its ground. '

The intelligible capacity employs the categories for trans-
cendental use, namely, to unify the tﬁought Qf a manifold in general
(A247=B304). The concepts th;t are generated in this realm are called

ideas (god, freédom). These ideas cannot be represented 'in concreto'
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.(A567=B596). The 'intelligible' refers then to an iqdependeﬁt (from
empirical conditions) realm in which rational beings generate concepts
that can be defined in a positjve way for purposes of reason alone
{unity and completeness). Since reason has these purposes of its own
tt indicates that there is something which can posit non-empiriéalzﬁﬁa
pdrely 1ptelligib1e objects. We have seen how the possibi]ity and the
necessity of a cosmological first cause opens up. It was also estab- |
lished how the self could be considered a first cause, but only in a
trivial sense. It now remains to show how the possibility of an ex-

clusively intel1igibie cause opens up. Kant uses the notion of "pure
apperception” to establish this possibility. | )

Man is a peculiar series in the causal chain of appearances.
Though he knows himself as an appearance, like all dther objects jn
nature, he,

knows himself also through pure apperception. ... . He

is thus to himself, ..., a purely intelligible object

... . For it views itself exclusively in the light of

ideas, and in accordance with them determines the under-

- standing which then proceeds to make an empirical use of

jts own similarly pure concepts {A546-7=B574-5).

The notion of pure apperception breaks down into two aspects.,‘
First, apperceptioﬁ means that there is some kind of reflective self
awareﬁess. Second, the adjective ‘pure', indicates that whatever it
is that one is aware of in being aware of {tself, -it is not empirical
in any way. Kant must be speaking about a thing which has an awareness
of itself which -is of a purely formal character. Then the capagity for

pure apperception is based on the unchanging 'F' which, "forms the
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correlate of al] our representations in so far as it is to be at all
possible that we should be conscious of them" (A123). There is some-
thing‘which accompanies, or is presupposed in any representation. It
is a kind of constant by which the manifold of appearances 1s-un1§é§
as belonging to something which is aware of them. The 'I' is not the
matter or content in the same way an appearance is, because it is not
intuitabie. It is.a logically nece;s;}y concept required 'in order to
account for the unity of experience. .As such it is a ﬁure]y formal.
concept (B132). The ndtion of pure ‘apperception seems to imply that
we can be aware of something which is not the content of our aware-
ness which seems totaliy absurd.

The only way in which I can begin to understand this idea is to
allow the éﬁncept of awareness to remain rathe} vague. Kant seems';o .
need the concept of awareness, because heluses_Verbs such as 'vieﬁs' to
indicate the way in which we come to know about this 'I'. A peculiar
thing beéins to take place with this concept of awareness. First, Kant
is not using the language of his previous arguments in establishing the
concept of noumena and intelligibility. There he qualified- that it
was possible to think noumenal objects, but not be aware of them'because
we had no acquaintance at all with them. Here he is using the ]anguagei
he uses when Eeferr1ng to empirical objects. Man "knows himself" and
the inteiligible object "views itself". Féom these passages it seems
that Kant is making more of the 'I' and attributing other quaIitieE to
1t which a purely formal concept would not allow. At this point I

cannot understand the‘notion of ‘pure' when it is to mean a merely

Fa
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formal and a priori concept. The only way in which this whole idea of

a purely formal 'I' which views itself makés any sense to me is if I
understand it (the purely formal part) to be the iﬁdicator of a thing
which makes the purely formal notion necessarily thought. Perhaps the ’
following helps to explain how a purely formai idea can be the indicator
of something which exists which makes the thought necessary.

In the sense that the 'I' is known through the activity'of pure
apperception it plays an analogou® role to the thing in itself in re-
spect to appearances, ie., it implies that there is a permanent
'ststratum' for the representation of itself as pure apperception. "I
think" accompanies all of my representagions as a purely formal conéept,
bt as the "1 think" plays an-anaIOgous role -to appeagances (as something
we can.be aware of)'it has a corresponding thing in itself which thinks.
The formal concept becomes the content for thought and points the
thinker towards the conditions necessary for that awareness tq be possi-
ble. What Kant seems to be doing is speaking about the 'I' as an object
by assuming that it is the only possible condition for expiaining
the concept of the "I think". 2

But even this analysis is not enough to aé%ougzﬂ;;;ﬁihe langu-

age Kant is using. RUre appercéptidn is the activity of know1n§ oneself

‘as a purély intelligible object. Somehow this peculiarity of human

rational beings allows them to know themselves instead of merely

.assuming that thefe 15 a self,

As a thing which thinks the 'I' is considered to be an obJect,,

but since the content of its obJect is not a sensib]e obaect but,
L
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"acts and 1nnef determinations which he cannot regard as impressions
of the senses"I (A546=B574) the 'I' is considered to be an object in a
gﬁre1y intelligible sense. There is no appearance. There is oﬁ]y an
activity of thinking which has its ground in a "purely intelligible
object" (A547=B575), In the same passage Kant argue; that there are
peculiarities that distinguish the intelligible object from 4ﬁ%§i1ca]
ones. - Since it views its objects eXC1USively in the 1ight of ideas and
then seeks to make an empirical use of them (ibid) it and its activities
cannot be apalysed according .to empirical cénditions. Once more Kant
is using the regressive method to esta?]ish the conditions necessary
for the possibility of determination y ideds alone to be possib]é.
bUt he is.speaking in terms of objects now and not mefely'the‘fonns
(categories). He seems to be saying that there is a significant
di fference between being determined by ideas and by empirical conditions.
What Kant may mean by this is problematic, for he later insists
that the detenninan{on of the will by 1heas is not significantly dif-
ferent from causality by appearances. As events occurring in time they
are both subject to the laws of nature, one as an ‘adtomaton spirituale’
and one as an ‘automaton materiale’ (c;R 97). Hhefhef or not ;his
reduction is valid is not my interest here. What is of interest is that
Kant doe§ not think that determination of the will by ideas is signifi- -
cantly different from a determination by empirical conditions. Thus

]. Specifica]%}, Kant uses the concept of ‘ought’ as the intelligible
idew which cannot be analysed as a sensuous concept. We shall

briefly discuss this problem subsequently.



50

we cannot take the regressive method used to establish the a priori
nature of the categories as thé basis for establishing the indepenéence
of the 'I' from empirical conditions. h
If we can acsept that Kant is not usihg the regressive method
then he realizes that grounding the knowledge of the 'Y as a purely
intelligible ébject‘requires other means. Yet the means he ch06§es
'do not'suffice and he is forced once more into the regressive‘method.
He says that though normally the understanding is determined
according to the senses (A547=B575) it can be determined by reason
through ideas (ibid). This understanding then, somehow makes an
empiricéﬁ—usg of thgse‘idEas by determining(the will and thereby
determines the behavior of the agent. The understanding makes use. of
its own concepts (the category of c&usa11ty),for di fferent purposes
than for organizing perceptions into a synthetic unity. In order to
use the category of causality to prescribe anq not merely, to describe
is to reverse its use. Now the reversal indicates that there is a
“thing which does the reversing. Since the awareness of the reversal
' is brought to consciousness, the regressive method can be applied to
the analysis of it. The analysis is meant to establish the necessafy
coﬁditions for the reversal to be possible. These conditions are not,
jdeas, but a self endowed with the capacity of se1f>deternnnation.
Kant proceeds to show how this reversal might take place by analysing
the concept of the 'ought'. .
_ The capacity of the self to 0ppose'the natural order of things

“empirically determined purportedly marks an essential difference



51

between the purely intelligible object and objects which have an
empirical correlate.

Reason does not here follow the order of things as they

present themselves in appearances, but frames for itself

with perfect spontaneity an order of its own according to

ideas to which it adopts the empirical conditions, ant

according to which it declares actions to be necessary

even though they have never taken place and perhaps never

will take place (A548=B576).

The diffenénce between the jelf as an intelligible object and
the way in which other objects in nature are conceived is that the
self can contradict what it takes to be a natural progression of events.
It can determine itself to act in a way contrary to what it supposes
nature to be dictating. As an intelligible object to itself the self
can assert that the whole of nature ought not to have happened
(A550=B578). In the capacity to contradict nature the self is not
conceived to be part of nature. It is separated from nature, because
novhere in nature does the concept of an 'ought' arise (A547=8575).
Nature is simply, a concept desc}ibing the way things are, have been,
or will be, not what they ought to be. If nature were conceived to have
the capacity to determine what ought to be despite whatmust be according
to its laws, that concept would contradict itself. The inteiligible
self as the source of the ‘ought' must be distinct from the natural

processes at least in its thinking processes. In Contrast it dictates

to itself what it ought to do and forms a scheme by which itwacks.

So far, Kant has established a kind of structure throug
concepts of reason, understandfng and the will in which an fintelligible

cause can be conceived. Through an analysis of morality he kas shown
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the necessity of adopting that structure in order to account for
morality. However, as shall be shown in section three, the moral

argument is not sufficient to establish the grounds of freedom.

"Nor does Kant himself seem certain of its validity at times. I

suggest that his uncertainty is due to the limitations of the re--
gressive method in arguing for the grounds of freedom. The regrés-
sive method provides the possibi]ity and perhaps the necessity for
saying of the self that it is independent of nature, but it does
not establish that it actually is independent.

' At this point I' should pause to recall what Ka?t believes
he has legitimated regarding the assertion.that rational beings are °
free. ThiS'ﬁopefuﬁij} will clarify why Kant has not and does not
think that freedom actually is a fact and that the regressive method

- is not adequate to proving the fact. He is propounding a concept of

freedom which is compatible with the concept of natural causality

LY

(A558=B586). He is not saying that the laws of nature or that freedom

. are constitutive concepts of the way things actually exist. It is

precisely this reality which he says-he is not describing (A5§8=8586).
In fact, the antinomies are supposed to reveal the fallacy in‘the '
éssuﬁptioq that the true constitution of things is discovéred (B535=
A5071. The méaning of the conceptual compatibility of freedom and
na;ural causa]iiy is therefore,Athat we have bgen consider{ng 1b§icai
(non-contradictory} possibilities, but we have not found a way of ‘
discovering whether these possibilities are.actualities (ascribable

to things in themselves). That I take it,‘is why Kant can pnly say,
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"if we wish to save it [freedoy], no other course remains than to
ascribe the existence of a thing so far as it is determinable in time,
and accordingly its causa]ity'under the law of natura]inecessity,
merely to appearénce, and to attribute freedom to the same being as
a thing in itself" (CPR 95). |

| The distinction between knowing that freedom is the case and
thinking its possibility amounts to the distinction between fact and
logic. That is, if we knew for a fact that freedom was trﬁe of human
.beings it wohld make no sense to establish its possibility. Since
it is the possibility of freedom which Kant.is after, it seems that
he is concerned with‘the mere Togical possibility of freedom.
It may be recalled that Kant from the outset is attempting to (
" set freedom on sure‘founaations (CPR 3). Now in the second Critique
Kant attempts to complete what the first leaves undone. He says there
of the first Critique; "it was oh]y a question of whether this 'can
be' could be changed to an 'is'" and he thinks that the reality is
proven through the requ{rements of mofality using the regressive
me thod (CPR 104-5). But his moral argument leaves the problems gene-
rated in the first Critique unresoived. I propose that these problems
come back to plague Kant in the second Critique and cause hiﬁ to see
that morality may not be a.sufficient basis from which ‘to establish
the certaiﬁﬁy of freedop. .

In the first Critique Kant entertains the possibility that the

entire conceptualization of freedom may have been entirely illusory )

(A545=B573). In the first place, there may not be such a thing as a
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thing in itself corresponding to the appearance or activity that we

supposedly attribute to it. . This mea;s that.whatever Kant meant by

'know' when he said man knows himself through pure apperceftion it

could not mean that it gave certain knowledgedof himself as a thing

in itself. Yet, what he meant by 'know', as we have pointe& out,

must mean more than "logically possible" since a.logical necessity
does not imply that there is a real netessity. This is due to the

‘ fact that logical necessities arise out ®f certai? presuppositions

that do not necessarily pertain to reality. Since the logical

possib11i£y of the thing in 1tsé1f Qas made for purposes of comp]gt—

ing an explanation of appearances it may or may not be the case .that

a thing in itself exists. d

In the second place,. the activity of pure apperception and

of representing ideas to oneself could be analysed as events to be

observed even though Kant argued that these data could not be reduced

to empirical cﬁnditions. But, as even£§ accurring in time, they could

not be their own-gndunds for existing so that the same §ceptica1

dqubt could be lbxé*ﬁed against‘them as was levelled against the

grounds of a moral métive (Foundations 407 and MM #392).. It can never

be confirmed with certainty fhat hidden motives were not masquerading

as pure intelligib]e motives. In like manner it could never be confirmed

with certainty that pure apperception didn‘t have hidden determinants

other than the purely 1nte11i§ib1e object.

Now with these probiems in mind and considering the odd lang-

uage Kant uses to.describe our knowledge of the intelligible object

-
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we might begin to uncover a more fundamental problem that Kant has

and of which he seems to be awarei ‘We must try to see Kant's argument
#n a different light if we are to understand him. or if we are to
understand that we cannot understand hﬁﬁj ‘ °

The regressive method (analysing the conditions necessary for

certain phenomena to be eprainedi is insufficient. Yet, the analysis
&f the 'ought' may be all we have to ground freedom unless more can be
made of Kant's positfve statemgnts regarding the 1htelligib1e object::
Whether or not something more can be made of the activity of pure ~
apperception is not énf1re]y clear to me. I think however, that
something more must be made of it and is made of it-by Kant. Tﬁe,
activity of puré apperception raises the problem of consciousness

and of reflective comsciousness. Thé being who recognizes tﬁat_he is
ﬁonstrained by natural laws is the same being who bresentsthe'qsaht'
to himself. Moreovér,‘it is this being who knows that he does both.
Through the activity of pure apperception he views himself as a purely
intelligible object which is somehow separated- from both empirical and
rational activities. Even though Kant does not want.to make much of 7
this status of the 'I' in the first Critique he seems to assume that a
great deal has been made of it in la;er works (eg., tﬂat the faculty
of reason raises man above the effects of all empirical conditions
(Foundations 452)). Sugposedly, he does not have the right to say'
such definite things about the self in Tight of the restrictiong
placed on him by the antinomies. It is my intention to show that it

is only by somehow apprehending the self as it is in itself that we
78
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could know and legitimately assert that such statements are tfﬁe and
that the activity of pure apperception as well ds representing pure
ideas to 6nese1f actually proceed from a purely intelligible object.
It is precisely that object in contrast, that cannot be known. It
wogid seem then that freedom cannot be igrounded with certdinty.

Kant may not be capable of showipg that fredom is grounded with
certainty. » ' | ‘

| . The following section illustrates that Kant does not think
that tﬁé status of the self as a thing in itself is merely problematic
nor unkno&dble. The_prpb]em of grbundfng freedoin has brought us back
now to the problem of personal identity. Aé appearances human beings
belong to a totality of causes and effects in whigh there is only
natural necessity. In order then, to ground freedom human'béinég
must be fentified in some other way than as appearances. If pure
apperceptfon is to’bpen'thqfway to this identification then the self
nust be its own groqnds'for jdentifying itself. This means that it
must be capable of apprehending itself as it actually exists.

[ 4
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SECTION 3: Kant's Awareness of The Problem of Personal Identity
X . [}

~ Kant's analysis of experience and subsequent defence of free-
_dom h;s brought us to the point of re@gnizing that we are "cpnstra1n¥
ed to think a transcendental object as underlying appearances,
though we know nothing of what 1t is in {tself" (A540=B568). When
the self w-as regarded aw object freedom could be ,
ascribed to it while at the same time, all of the self's empirical
charagteristics’ could be tonsidered as mechanistical ly determined: We
‘were then enab]ed'to ascribe %th'fréedom and n{t-t.xr\cﬂ causality to
.‘ one and the same being at one and the same time. .It was on the basis
of c:i duaHstic'self—_mder‘standing 'that_ man could consider himself from
both perspectives. In this thé:defence of freedom turns on the
distinction between thing emse.1ves and their appear'au]ﬂ&j{‘~ ‘
' The dual aspe'cf/of the self so far has been of a quasi- |
hypotheu'c‘a] nature based on a need of reason to ascriberoth fr*eed:_)_m
and natural causality first to all existing objects and then to hurn_-an
beinés in particular. The hypothetical or conjectural character of
the. duath remains even after the regressive argument (the 'ou;;ht'
argument) has been made ang a pUrp%rtgd_Jmowle,dge "of.’the intelligible
object has been gained. 5o far,-a conclusive .,‘ﬁlst fication _for claim-
ing that human beings are constituted with free wjl]s&{ lacking. As
was argued previously, Kant muspd\crmore than to -érgue fér the possi-
bi1ity of freedon through the appeardnce/thing fn ftself distinction

_.and more than assert its netessi‘ty_through-mora'lity if freedom 1‘sJ to (

-
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be set on sure foundations. Before we can say that there is a free

will in man we must be able to say that there actually is an object to

S .
which that capacity refers. In this quasi-hypothetical vein any posi- _

tive'characteristics we might want to attribute to things in themselves
can at best be problematic such that those Eﬁqracteristics may\or '
may not_fefer to an actual object. -
If we accept the separat1on-of-rea1ms thesis a'different mode
of apprehending objects is pecessary before we can say that freedom
actually. does refer to things in themseives. That is, if we want to
be certain that freedom can be predicatedof human beings we cganot
apﬁroach the investigation with purposes that we 1mpose upon the * ~
object of investigation. A final justification requires a presupposi—
tjonless apprehension of the self as a thing in itself. Up to this
point in our investigation Kant's analysis of the dintelligible object
is not the objegt which exists 'per se', but is an object for the
underség;ding required for the purposes either of completing an explan-
ation of the self as an appearance or:Bf the phenomenon of dut{: f;é'
thodght of the self as it is in 1tsetf 1s generated by certain probiems

in understanding and within the limiting structure of the apprehending

fbeiné In the end, the concept of a thing in itself is considered on]y

because we have a certain constitution that requires of us to g{ve a
complete account of the explanations we posit. The problem is that
everything which is posited within Kant's framework does not arise be-
cause that framework is capable of grasping what exists in itself, but
if a full and certain ground for the posited objects (the self) is to

be attained what exists 'per se' is precisely what needs to be
Y ¥
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apprehended.

. For the above-stated reason I believe that Kant must find an
alternative way for grounding freedom. The method that has been em-
ployed to this point establishes the necessity of 'an unconditioned
condition, but it cannot establish its actuaiity. As this uncondi-
tioned condition is the noumenai sg]f, a way must be found for appre-
hending the self apart from any presuppositions. If this final
apprehension is not possible, then the final grounding for freedom is
not possible and in light of the necessity for ascribing the natural
rule to all appearances the concept of freedom would be emﬁfy. The .
compatibiiity of freedom and natural causality would also.turn out
to be a meaningless compatibility, for if in fact there 1s:noth1hg to
| which freedom refers, making the concepts compatible is a mere play

of words. Something must be done to bring to light the.actual nature
of the s;1fl'iTh1s is wﬁy I take the question of personal'identity to
be the more fundamental one for Kant.

Kant himsel% hints at the direction that we have ﬁ;kén, When
he says that free causality regarded as the causality of the thing in
itself is the only means by which we can think freedom (A538=B566) and

"that 1s compatibility with mechanism depends on-this ascription '
(A539:B567, cf. AS41<B569) he seems to be suggesting that there i
more to the distinction between appearances and things in themselves
than a merely epistemological distinction. We can recall that Kant
argued that ;ue to the activity of pure apperception and the notion of
duty there was a peculiarity surrounding the self which produced a

problem for a mechanistic analysis of the human being. What this
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peculiarity was, was not fully drawn out in the first Critique.
Once we begin to look at Kant's moral writings there is a marked

difference from the first Critique. In the Critique of Practical

Reason Kant thinks he has proven the actuality of freedom or at
least provided a "sufficient substituggffor an a priori proof"

through showing its necessity in moral reasoning (CPR 48).

In thd/Foundat1on§ df the Metaphysics d? Morals Kant recapi-
tu]ates the problem of necessarily having to assume oneself as a thing
in itself in order to provide a basis (explanation) for the pure
activity of representing pure ideas to oneself (Foundations 541f2)
and to u]t%manely ground morality. This argument is more forceful
than in the first Critique (A538=B566) especially when he emphasizes
the notion of.the pnre activity of rational beings, for in that
actfvity Kant sees man a§ actually e]evated above the 1imits of under-
standing and, that a]l Iimits hitherto placed on the understanding
have now been transcended (Foundations 452).

Now man really finds in himself a faculty by which he

distinguishes himself from all other things, even from

himself so far as he is affected by objects. This fa-

culty is reason. As a pure spontaneous activity it is
elevated above undérstanding. ' :

After specifyinqgtg:glzsjs that the faculty of understanding is Timi-
ted by the contingen of sensibility Kant goes on to say of this
‘rational.faculty that, '

reason shows such a pure spontaneity in the case of

4 {deas that it far transcends everything that sensibi-
1ity can give to consciousness and shows its chief oc-
cupation in distinguishing the world of sense from the
world of understanding, thereby prescribing 1imits to
the understanding itseif (Foundations 452?
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Kant is speaking here as if there were an actual céaac1ty of reason,
first to transcend, and then to prescribe to the understanding how-

it 1s to be used. He has not given us a prdof‘thpt this capacity

is not i1lusory, yet he has made more of the notion of intelligible”
activity and its status than he has permitted in the first Critique.
There, the self and ifs powers were hot considered as actual, but here
he is spéak1ng matter-of-factly. In the same section of the Founda-

tions Kant continues by saying that it is the independence that rea-

son has from' the conditions of sensiBility that Al]ow-freedom to be
thought of as independence from determining causes in the world of
sense (ibid 452).

In the second Critique once more, Kant uses the argument that
freedom applies to things in themselves and not to appearances (CPR
54-5). He is not confident that this ascriptibﬂ'has set freedom on

sure foundations .however, In the “Critical‘E]ucidat1on.,.“ Kant ex-

presses how important the separation between appearances and things in
-themselves is, aéd even though a “lucid presentation” of this arat
is not available 1t nevertheless must be true {f freedom is to be saved
(CPR 103). Instead of saying thaﬁrhé has demongtrated that freedom T
appiies to things in themselves as a matter of fact, he says that

the only solution to the problem (what I-take to be the problem of
the third "Antinomy") that makes any senQe is to ascribe natural .
causality to appearances and.freedom to things in themselves (ibid).
So here Kant seems to be withdrawing the assertion that freedam ac-

tually is grounded in things in themselves. He cannot therefore say ' .

- that reason actually does transcend the limits of sensihility and can
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thereby prescriﬁe for the understanding. The éértainty in this section
of the second Critique 1is ndt there. He says there that only 1f we
wish to maintain both freedofi?and mechanism are we constrained to
conceive of their domains, in the way described (CPR 95). So, if free-
dom is to be saved, "no other course remains but to ascribe the exis-
tence of a thing in so far as it is determinable in time, and accord-
ingly its causality under the law of natural necéssity, merely to .
appeérances, and to attribue freedom to the same being as a thing
in itself" (ibid).
Now all of thig is admitted after Kant-+has argued that morality

serves as a "sufficient substitute for any a priori justification
.[of freedom]" (CPR 48). *The mora1-1aw once again does not establish
the certainty of freedom. In the first place, morality or the 'ought'
as a phenomendn haé an ambiquous status as it seems to be analysable
in naturalistic terms and in rafﬁona]ist1C‘tefms. Morality as such
cannot prove the metaphysical actuality of freedom. At best it can
show that freedom needs to be presupposed for Moral agents.

| Kant is also aware of other ‘1imits to the moral argument.
Morality is a jusFifﬁcation of the actuality of freedom f&r those who
acknowledge the moral law as binding upon them (CPR 47). It is there-
fore, not a universally recognizable Justificétion for freedom if it
is the case that not all persons experience duty. Even if all persons
acknowlebged the moral law a Binding that would not be grounds for

stating that freedom was thereb)\proved. Kant's hesitations then in

the "Critical Elucidation..." are onM appropriate and it seems to in-

dicate his awareness that the issue of grounding freedom is not yet

L
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settled. - ™

We tried to indicate earlier what the ultimate ground of
freedom might be_in the notion of an object (transcendental) which
was capable of pure apperception. What Kant seemed to recoghize'there
was that the self was an intelligible object knew itself and viewed
itself in ways which wer® not entirely formal. The non-formal aspect
of self-knowledge was indicated in the power the self had in reversihg
the use of the catedory of causality. Returning now to this idea we
see Kant taking it up once more in the second Critique. The self

which is conscious of itself as an appearance, "{s conscious also of

~Lﬁ‘\\*\ﬁﬁfs own existence as a thing in itself, also views his existence sd
far as it does not stand under temporal conditions, and to himself
as determinable on]y.by laws whiéh he gives to himself through reason"
(CPR 97).. Once again the notion of consciousness arises as a struc-
ture through which the self is gno¥p. A slight difference can be
noted Eetween the f1rs£’Cr1tigue‘s'way of describing conscious self-
awareness and the second's way. In the first Kant said that man knows
himself through pure apperception which we analysed as knowing the for-
mal component to all representations, the "I think". We noted how=
ever, that Kant was using odd 1an§uage to refer to a merely formal'
(Togical) concept (the verb 'views' was a problem here). Now Kant
is séying that we are conscious of ourselves as things in ourse]?es
which does not appear to be a formal notion particularly because the
thing in itself is regarded as an'object (content) as opposed to a

. form,

Kant is using descriptive language 'to say of the self that it
. ﬁ ! M

e



64

prescribes laws to itself through reason. Some thing dr entity is
doing the prescribing and somehow we are aware of this thing (we are
conscious of it). Once again, Kant is speaking mater-of-factly about
this thing 1in itself-- the noumenal object. It is as though he has
apprehended the noumenal self in such a way as to be able to describe
its activity. It is not merely a problematic concept any longer,
siﬁce he is not stating sim?f;dggaéé}ve things about the noumenai
self, but is being very positive'about what he is claimind.

1 thin k that at least this much is clear; Kant is making
statements in the two sections we cited that over-step the boundaries
he stipulates éoncerning‘the knowledge of things in themse1vés. Just
what 1s being stated about the self is not clear to me. Just how we
are conscious of ourselves as things in ourselves remains a puzﬁle.
It is not by virtue of apperceiving the activity of prescribing,one's
own laws to oneself that we are aware of our noumenal selves, for '
Kant states that we are both aware of our selves as things in
ourselves as well as‘(alsq) of ourselves as legislating Taws to our-
selves. There are two different things of which we are aware. Con-
cerning consciousness of the noumenal self there was very little I
cou1d’find. He does not qualify the above-quoted statement with an

.

"is-to-be-conceived-as' so it appears he is directly contrédicting .

F

his statement about not baving any acquaintance with thfngs in them-

selves at all (B62). Either this is a blatant contradiction, a move

L7

of desperation, or as’ in the case of the third "Antinomy“, a prepara-

tion for uncovering something further that'we have not been able to

‘see so far., The problem Kant is facing when hé asserts these positive
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characteristics of the self is gnow1ng the self as a thing in itself,
for that 1s the necessary knowledge that must be gained {f freedom
is to be firmly grounded.

* This briﬁgs us to the point of the paper. The question of
personal 1dentity has been shown to be the underlying problem both
for the extens%on of the concept of a first cause from a cosmologi-
cal to a psychological sense, and for finally grﬁunding freedom as
ascribed to the human will. In conclusion, I uﬁderstand the reso-
lution to the third "Antinomy" to generate another probiem. In or-
der to finally ground freedqm the identity of the person must be
positively established on non-empirical grounds and in order to
jdentify the person requires an apprehension of the self as a noumenal
object. Whether Kant's own statements which make him abpeér as
thqugh he knew the character of this noumenal self are valid or make
any sense at all cannot be judged here. . Those statements do héwever,
point to the awareness Kanf had of the problem that has been outlined.
Perhaps what is being developed is another antinomy which is to

serve as a further stepping-stone for further 1nsight.\



: APPENDI X
‘ “,
On the distinction betweén appearances and Things in themselves
-
Space doées not al%ow for a 1engthy'discussion on the dis-

tinction between things in themselves and appearances. What we shall
do is to give a brief description of the distinction and the relation
things in themselves have to the concepts of 'noumena' and the
"intelligible’.
AN appearances have two sides,

the one by which the object is viewed in and by 1fse1f

(without regard to the mode of intuiting it-- its nature

therefore remaining problematic), the other by which the

form of the intuition of this intuition is taken into

account (B55). -
- There are forms thﬁbugh which we perceive objec s and these forms limit
the aspects of an object of which we are aware,\ Now these forms (space

and time),

are merely subjective conditions of our intuition and that
in relation to these .conditions.all objects are therefore

mere appearances, and not given us ‘as things in themselves
which exist in this manner (A49).

Now, since we are Timited in our knowing an object we cannot
assert that we know all aspects of\the object. We can only say that
we knowdor are given appearances. Now'things themselves, or objects as
they exist independently of our mode of intuiting them may hﬁder]ie

appearances {as the objects which explain the empirical existence of
an object), But nothing positive can be asserted of them (ibid). That

is to say,

66
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Al1 our intuition is nothing but the representation of
appearances; that the things which we intuit are rot in
themselves what we intuit them as being, not their rela-

tions so constituted in themselves as they appear to us,

... . As appearances they cannot exist in themselves, o

but only in us (A42).

We have no knowledge of things in themselves simply because we have

no acquaintaﬁce with them (B62). Kant does not however, simply leave
the thing in itself as a merely negative concept. A beginning of some

kind of positive notion is introduced by the concept of ‘noumena’.

We know that our knowledge of things is limited by the forms of
1nEyition. We can know that we are limited a priori. The concept T
of the thing in itself is the limit to sensibility, fe., in what it
can claim to know. This a priori limit to sensibility is calied
'noumenon' (A255=B311).

If by ‘noumenon’ we meén a thing so far as it _dis not

an object of our sensible intuition, and so abstr

from our.mode of intuiting it, this is noumenon in the

negative sense of the term. But if we understand by it

an object of a non-sensible intuition, namely, the

intellectual, which is not that which we possess, and

of which we cannot even comprehend the possibility.

This would be 'noumenon' in the positive sense of the

term (B307).

The a priori 1imitlto sensibility constitutes a "negative extension”

wherein noumena are considered as “unknown somethings“ (B312). What

this suggests is that there may be existing things for which we lack '

the capacity to intuit. Each appearance, 1nc1ud1ng human beings as

empirical objects, may have aspects to them which cannot be intuited. g/~f/“\
Secondly, there may be objects which have no empfrica].aspect at all

(god or angels) that exist, but not in such d"way as’ we can become

aware of thém. These objects' possibility can only be thought, never
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intuited. Thus they are intelligible objects or intelligible aspects
of objects. )

That which is intelligible then refers to a realm which is
distinct from the empiricél realm and may or may not have a referent
for 1fs ideas of objects which cannot be intuited. If we were to
- posit aﬁ object which could not be intuited and did so through in-
telligibie means, we could not tell whether our 1dg§ of an object

actually referred to an object that actually exi;ted.

b
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