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3. The Four Reflective Perspectives
 
 The foregoing discussion of Kant's two secondary distinctions between types of knowledge and of the four classes to which they give rise has relied heavily on the supposition that these divisions are intended by Kant as classifications only of knowledge by reflection, and not of immediate experience. In this section I propose to support and enlarge upon this claim by discussing the four methods of reflection, or perspectives, which Kant says can be adopted in considering various objects of knowledge. As suggested in II.4, these will include the empirical, transcendental, logical and hypothetical perspectives, respectively. But first it will be helpful to make some general comments about Kant's use of the word 'reflection'.
 
 Kant distinguishes 'reflection' (Reflexion) from 'comparison' and 'abstraction' by defining it as the act of 'going back over [Überlegung] different representations' in order to determine 'how they can be comprehended in one consciousness' [Kt10:94(100)]. These three 'acts of the understanding' are similar inasmuch as they are all 'logical acts ... by which concepts are generated as to their form' [94(100)]. But elsewhere he puts special emphasis on reflection as the only act by means of which truly philosophical concepts can be generated, for 'reflective judgement' is 'our critical faculty' [Kt7:408; s.a. 395; Kt7i:211; V2:446,451n]. The description 'going back over ...' implies that the representations which give rise to various philosophical perspectives have already been 'gone over' once. This indeed is precisely what Kant intends to get across by his distinction between 'determinant [bestimmende] judgement' and 'reflective [reflectirende] judgement' [Kt7:385-6]. 'Determinant judgment', interprets van de Pitte, 'is constitutive of the world of factual experience and is thus objectively valid. Reflective judgment, on the other hand, is merely an interpretive technique which we employ in order to bring organic entities and systematic unities within our powers of comprehension. It thus carries only a subjective validity.'[22] This distinction is closely related to that between immediate experience and reflective knowledge: determinant judgment converts immediate experience into empirical knowledge by subsuming a particular intuition under a universal concept, and reflective judgment converts empirical knowledge into more abstract forms of reflective knowledge by positing the universal which serves as the guiding principle for a given set of particulars [Kt7:179-80]. With this distinction clearly in mind, we can now examine the nature of the four fundamental perspectives which operate throughout Kant's System.
In the first two Critiques Kant does not use the word 'reflection' as a technical term for the activity of viewing objects from an empirical perspective. Instead, he uses phrases such as 'the empirical employment of understanding' or 'the empirical employment of reason' [see II.3.C] whenever he wishes to describe some aspect of the empirical perspective as it operates in one of these systems. (Many of the empirical elements introduced in these systems are presented merely as by-products of other perspectives [e.g., Kt1: 152; Kt5:390]; but the constitutive role of the empirical perspective in systemt will be discussed in VI.3 and VII.3.A, and that of systemp, in VIII.3.A.) However, Kant sometimes mentions in passing the role of reflection in the empirical perspective, as when he describes an 'empirical deduction' as one which 'shows the manner in which a concept is acquired through experience and through reflection upon experience' [Kt1:117; s.a. 503].
 
 In the third Critique, by contrast, Kant's use of the phrase 'reflective judgment' is, as Evans argues, equivalent to his former use of the phrase 'empirical employment of pure reason' [E4:483; s.a. G6:457], thus implying that the perspective which determines Kant's standpoint for examining such judgment in systemj is the empirical. As we saw in II.4, each of Kant's three systems adopts one perspective in this way as the standpoint to guide the operation of all four perspectives in that system. Although my main focus in this section will be on their role as perspectives in systemt, I will also refer at several points to the way in which each forms the basis for a discrete standpoint. This will prove to be especially important in our discussion of Kant's hypothetical perspective. (In Part Three we will discuss various ways in which the four perspectives change when they are applied from standpoints other than the theoretical.)
 
 A person who adopts an empirical perspective reflects upon particular objects of experience without attempting to 'go beyond' their nature as given in immediate experience. In empirical reflection as such there is no need to discriminate between the respective roles of the knowing subject and the known object, because the two are fused in experience. This continuity between immediate experience and knowledge resulting from empirical reflection is, no doubt, what leads Kant to make the (potentially misleading) claim that 'empirical knowledge is experience' [see IV.1]. Strictly speaking, 'empirical knowledge' should denote only that synthetic a posteriori knowledge which arises out of empiricalreflection on the objects of one's experience.[23] Thus, empirical knowledge of 'cause', for instance, refers neither to the actual (i.e., immediate) experience of some particular cause, nor to the ability to determine its subjective or objective ground; rather it consists in the ability to answer the question 'What is the cause of X?' by thinking and reasoning straightforwardly about the objects of one's experience.
 
 Ordinarily, we do not distinguish between our experience and our reflection on experience, since any type of reflection must itself be part of our immediate experience in order to bring forth knowledge which is actually known [see IV.2]. Thus, in everyday life all reflective perspectives tend to be mixed indiscriminately.[24] (This is the situation, incidentally, which gives rise to the need for a Transcendental Perspective as the foundation for a philosophical System, within which our various perspectives can be distinguished in an orderly fashion.) All types of reflective experience attempt to give elegance to their vulgar counterpart, nonreflective experience. In the case of empirical reflection, the transition from vulgarity to elegance tends to be gradual, because of the affinity between immediate experience and empirical knowledge-i.e., because of the need to appeal to our sensible experience whenever we try to establish synthetic a posteriori knowledge. But in each of the other three types of reflection, to which we shall now turn our attention, the qualitative transition tends to be rather more abrupt.
 
 Of all the perspectives in Kant's System, the transcendental perspective plays the most important role [Kt1:25-6; cf. P2:1.226-30 and E5:29]. Indeed, the a priori-a posteriori distinction itself first arises in this context. Unfortunately, the fundamental significance of the 'transcendental reflection' with which this new perspective is concerned could be easily overlooked by the reader, because Kant waits until an Appendix in the middle of Kt1 to discuss its importance in detail.[25] The reason he waits until this point is that, before he can show how transcendental reflection reveals the errors in any non-Critical philosophy [see note IV.25], he first has to specify the doctrines which can be established by adopting this transcendental alternative. But this gives the misleading impression that transcendental reflection is more a convenient tool for the comparison of various treatments of specific philosophical issues than (as we have seen in II.4, III.4 and IV.2) the essential methodological tool defining the overall Perspective for all three Critical systems!
 
 Kant does, however, give one of his clearest accounts of what the transcendental perspective entails as early as Kt1:25 [cf. 185,196-7]: 'I entitle transcendental all knowledge which is occupied not so much with objects as with our Perspective on knowledge of objects in so far as this Perspective on knowledge is to be possible a priori. A system of such concepts might be entitled transcendental philosophy.' Kant elsewhere says his task as a transcendental philosopher is to 'enquire what are the a priori conditions upon which the possibility of experience rests, and which remain as its underlying ground when everything empirical is abstracted from appearances [i.e., from the objects of experience].'[26]A transcendental perspective, then, presupposes the subject-object distinction: it attempts to determine what there is in the subject a priori which makes possible our knowledge of the objects we experience. Because these conditions must be added by the subject to the objects given in intuition to produce such empirical knowledge, they are (both logically and methodologically) synthetic as well as being a priori. That the knowledge arising out of this radically epistemological perspective concerns only a set of synthetic a priori forms embedded in the subject is spelled out explicitly by Kant when he says 'the word "transcendental" ... never means a reference of our knowledge to things, but only to the cognitive faculty' [Kt2:293; s.a. Kt1:74-5].
 
 When Kant finally gets around to describing what transcendental reflection is, he says it is the act of determining 'in which faculty of knowledge [given representations] belong together subjectively-in the sensibility or in the understanding' [Kt1:317]; in so doing one determines whether or not each representation is pure. Accordingly, such reflection is the necessary first step in adopting a transcendental perspective; for it would be impossible to abstract everything empirical from experience without first differentiating between what is pure and what is impure (i.e., empirical) [80-1]. But in a broader sense [see II.4 and IV.2], all the steps involved in determining the synthetic a priori forms of empirical knowledge can be regarded as arising out of transcendental reflection. Thus, transcendental knowledge of 'cause', for instance, refers neither to the actual experience of some particular cause, nor to the ability to determine such a cause through empirical reflection; rather, it consists in the ability to answer the question 'What is the status of causality in the general relation of a subject to an object?' by reflecting transcendentally on the synthetic a priori conditions for the possibility of experience.
 
 Two remaining points should be made concerning the transcendental perspective to help guard against possible misunderstanding. First, some common uses of 'transcendental', according to which the word refers to a special kind of consciousness, or to 'the grasping of things as they are in themselves' [M12:163], or even to 'God's point of view' [C9:84], might lead to the mistake of confusing the transcendental perspective with the 'ivory tower' perspective of typical non-Critical metaphysicians, who assume they can ascend reflectively to such heights as to attain a perfectly objective view of transcendent reality. Kant, having devoted the bulk of the Dialectic in Kt1 to the task of disclosing the error inevitably bred by this 'logic of illusion' [349], explicitly rejects this interpretation in Kt2:373n: 'High towers ... are not for me. My place is the fruitful bathos of experience ...' Indeed, such error is precisely what he believes he can avoid by emphasizing the differences in the various perspectives which can be adopted legitimately in the quest for knowledge. By referring to the synthetic a priori as 'knowledge', he is not claiming to possess a special type of knowledge which is actually known independently of the limitations of experience; rather, like all knowledge, it can be known only when a person experiences a certain kind of reflection.[27] Kant supports this point when, in response to a misunderstanding of his use of the word 'transcendental', he says it 'does not signify something passing beyond all experience but something that indeed precedes it a priori, but that is intended simply to make knowledge of experience possible' [Kt2:373n]. When properly understood, adopting the transcendental perspective can be seen not only to be legitimate, but to be the 'duty' of the philosopher.[28] Far from being a kind of 'ivory tower' perspective, it determines the epistemological foundations on which our knowledge and experience is built [Kt1:195], and in so doing, reveals that all human knowledge is inextricably tied to certain limits it cannot transcend.
 
 The second point is that Kant does not limit synthetic a priori knowledge to the philosopher. On the contrary, as suggested in IV.2, there is a sense in which anyone who has any empirical knowledge must also (unconsciously) possess transcendental 'knowledge'. For instance, Kant says that 'in all theoretical sciences of reason synthetic a priori judgments are contained as principles' [Kt1:14]. Viewing such principles from a transcendental perspective is important (philosophically) because it is only through transcendental reflection that their status can be shown to be synthetic a priori [cf. 81,316-7,749-50]. The extent to which mathematicians, for example, know their principles to be synthetic a priori is the extent to which they have reflected transcendentally on their status. But the word 'know' here refers only in a loose sense to 'transcendental knowledge', insofar as the latter can refer to the (empirical) knowledge that a given proposition is synthetic a priori.
 
 Distinguishing between the empirical and transcendental perspectives is recognized by many recent commentators as being essential to an adequate understanding of Kant's Critical philosophy [see II.2]. Unfortunately, these commentators usually emphasize this distinction so much that another, equally important perspectival distinction tends to be ignored [see e.g., B20: 36-51,140-8; A6:194]. Although it is true that most of the problems Kant attacks in Kt1 are, as Allison says, solved 'by means of the perspectival conception of the relation between the transcendental and the empirical' [A6:203; but see Kt1:189-91], the distinction between the logical and the hypothetical perspectives is, as I shall demonstrate in the remainder of this section, just as vital to the success of Kant's System. The importance of the latter distinction is often recognized only as it applies to the standpoints in Kant's System, since the logical and hypothetical perspectives give rise, respectively, to the theoretical and the practical standpoints [see II.4]. For instance, Wolff has this distinction between standpoints in mind when he rightly says that for Kant reason is 'the faculty both of logic and of ethical judgment' [W21:204]. As usual, Kant is partly to blame for this interpretive problem, since he often mixes the terms which properly refer to perspectives with those which properly refer to standpoints, as when he says in Kt10: 72(80) that 'all our conviction is either logical or practical.'
 
 Immediately after introducing 'transcendental reflection' as a technical term, Kant contrasts it with 'logical reflection'.[29] He says at this point only that the latter 'is a mere act of comparison' which takes 'no account whatsoever of the faculty of knowledge to which the given representations belong' [Kt1:318]. That is, from a logical perspective, there is no need to determine whether the objects of reflection 'are noumena for the understanding, or are phenomena for sensibility' [325], because all that matters is their compatibility with the laws of logic [189-91]. The logical perspective is the 'merely formal' employment of reason which 'abstracts from all content of knowledge' [355]. Logical reflection is like all types of reflection, however, in being ultimately dependent on the 'possibility of experience' [195; s.a. Kt15:81(244)]. It is similar to empirical reflection in that it operates without distinguishing between the subject and object of experience; and it is similar to transcendental reflection in that it seeks to establish a priori truths; but it is different from both in that it 'has nothing to do with the origin of knowledge, but only considers representations ... according to the laws which the understanding employs when ... it relates them to one another' [Kt1:80]. This means the aim of logical reflection is always analytic: it is concerned only with determining whether or not the representations in a given proposition are related in a form which can be reduced to a tautology [see Z2:169-70]. The tools used in such reflection are those enumerated by what Kant calls 'pure general logic' [Kt1:78], and the goal towards which it works is the systematic delineation of the analytic a priori knowledge which is applicable to specific sciences [76].
 
 Just as the a priori-a posteriori distinction makes sense only if one engages in transcendental reflection, the analytic-synthetic distinction makes sense only if one engages in logical reflection (yet, once made, both distinctions relate to the classes of knowledge which arise in all four reflective perspectives); for as Schulze accurately declares, the latter 'division is itself derived immediately from the principle of [non]contradiction' [S7:174; cf. P8: 98-9]. Kant is careful to point out that a proper understanding of the implications of this distinction requires transcendental reflection as well, since general logic is unconcerned with the synthetic a priori [Kt1:824; Kt22:242-5]. But this in no way detracts from the need to stress the logical character of its analytic side in order to bring out the difference between it and the empirical versions of the distinction [see Ap. IV]. For Kant, the status of a proposition can be determined to be analytic only through logical reflection [see O1:336]; therefore, a proposition considered (by means of transcendental reflection) to depend on some synthetic element, such as intuition, may or may not be logically analytic.[30] Consider, for example, the question 'How do you know all bachelors are unmarried?' We cannot show our knowledge to be logically analytic by appealing to experience and answering 'Well, all the bachelors I've ever known, now that I think about it, have been unmarried, therefore ...' ( la Quine), or even by answering 'Being a bachelor is always connected by linguistic convention with being unmarried, therefore ...' ( la Bird);[31] the only way to show such knowledge to be logically analytic would be to answer 'If (given a previously agreed upon use of terms) we map that proposition onto the laws of logic, it eventually reduces to a tautology, therefore ...' ( la Kant). Logically analytic truths might be employed in the context of an empirical version of the analytic-synthetic distinction ( la Bennett [see Ap. IV]), but no one could knowthey are analytic without engaging in logical reflection.
[22] V2:445. Calling reflective judgment subjective is not intended to degrade it, but only to distinguish its 'inner' character from the 'outer' character of ordinary experience. However, van de Pitte misleadingly argues that determinant judgment depends on reflective judgment [450]. A theory of determinant judgment is indeed a product of reflective judgment; but this does not require a person to be aware of even the possibility of reflection before employing determinant judgment [see below]. As Wallace puts it: 'The reflective judgment ... looks at the relation between the mental representation of the object [via determinant judgment] and the general constitution of the human mind' [W5:192].
[23] That is, empirical reflection focuses on what Kant calls 'phenomena' [Kt1:A248-9,306; see VI.3]. Kant clarifies the meaning of 'empirical knowledge' in K2: 11.302(Z1:184) by saying a representation is empirical if 'the object is given in a sensuous representation (which ... includes sensation and ... consciousness ...)' and it is knowledge if the perceived object 'is thought' by means of a 'conception'. Calling this synthesis of intuition and conception 'experience' highlights the fact that, as we shall see in VII.2.A, intuition on its own cannot generate a properly empirical perspective.
[24] Webb neglects Kant's sincere respect for the viewpoint of the common man [see XII.1] when he claims in W13:211 that an 'experience in which the whole of our personality is involved' is for Kant 'somehow inferior in validity to the results of abstraction.' On the contrary, such an experience represents a different, butequally valid perspective, even though some perspectives are more appropriate for the philosopher to adopt while asking certain types of questions. Thus for example, Kant's contrast between 'the empirical' (or 'historical') and 'the rational' (i.e., 'the whole higher faculty of knowledge') in Kt1:863-4 is not intended to diminish the validity of the former, but simply to define a difference between two Perspectives: 'Historical knowledge is cognitio ex datis; rational knowledge iscognitio ex principiis.' The former is knowledge either 'through immediate experience' or 'through instruction', while the latter is knowledge either 'from concepts ['philosophical'] or from construction of concepts [mathematical]' [864-5].
[25] Kt1:316-49. Stressing the significance of transcendental reflection, Allison goes so far as to say it 'can be taken as equivalent to the critical method itself. Consequently, ... the errors of all non-critical philosophies are traceable to a failure to engage in transcendental reflection' [A10:45]. He neglects to point out, however, that this common failure is itself a direct consequence of failing to draw the distinction between the transcendental and empirical perspectives in general-a distinction which he does emphasize in A6. Kant himself stresses the importance of this distinction in the very title of the Appendix, which states that 'The Amphiboly of the Concepts of Reflection' arises 'from the Confusion of the Empirical with the Transcendental Perspective' [Kt1:316; s.a. 345-6]. The disastrous consequences of failing to take into account the perspectival nature of this distinction are evident in many interpretations [s.e. P14].
[26] Kt1:A96. Propositions are transcendental if, as Ewing puts it, they can be 'proved by showing that if they were not true of objects, these objects could not be experienced by us' [E5:26]. The nature and function of Kant's special type of 'transcendental arguments' will be discussed in V.3 and in Appendix V.
[27] See IV.2. Such reflective experience contains certain aspects which can be traced back to a nonempirical source. In itself-i.e., before the philosopher actually comes to know it in transcendental reflection-the knowledge revealed in this 'tracing back' is not really 'knowledge' at all, but the necessary condition for the possibility of both reflective and determinant judgment, which every knowing subject naturally follows unconsciously. Kant's reference to such conditions as 'knowledge' has given rise to various misunderstandings of what he means-misunderstandings which usually lead to a premature rejection of his views [see e.g., my criticism of Walker in Appendix V.3 and of Kitcher in Pq8:9-14].
[28] See Kt1:319. Unfortunately, aside from explaining what he means by 'transcendental', and arguing for the validity of various synthetic a priori knowledge-claims, Kant never gives a detailed explanation of how it is possible for human beings to attain such knowledge. This has made it easier for some philosophers to reject its legitimacy; but Walsh defends its possibility admirably, in my opinion, in W9:249-59.
[29] Kt1:318-9. The neglect of the crucial difference between these two perspectives is one of the central contentions of Kant's polemic with Eberhard [see e.g., Kt22:193-4].
[30] See e.g., Kt22:221,244-5; A7:164; S7:171. Along these lines, Neeman suggests in N2:8-9 'that the distinction between analytic and synthetic propositions rests for Kant on two different kinds of real acts of cognition. For the logical nature of the object is supposed to be discovered analytically and its real nature synthetically.'
[31] See Ap. IV. Because logical reflection is ultimately rooted in experience [Kt1: 195], it is, of course, dependent on linguistic conventions [see note IV.17]. But any analysis of these conventions as such is empirical, and has no part in determining a proposition's logical status as analytic or synthetic. Accordingly, Weitz's assertion that analyticity applies only to 'a statement which [merely] expresses part of the everyday usage of the term[s]' [W15:492] should be regarded as a variant of Quine's empirical perspective on the distinction [see note IV.19].

Figure IV.2:

Kant's Four Reflective Perspectives on Experience

 

The most effective way of demonstrating the integrative coherence of this pattern is to plot all these terms and their intricate relationships onto a single, schematic 'map' of Kant's perspectival methodology, as shown in Figure IV.2. The center of this map is occupied by immediate experience, since each of the four perspectives either stems from it or constitutes its ground. Following the model of the cross [see I.3 and III.3], we then plot on the horizontal axis stretching out from experience in both directions the two perspectives which yield synthetic knowledge: to the right lies a priori knowledge and to left a posteriori knowledge. And on the vertical axis, as it were, cutting into the synthetic axis at the point where it meets experience, we plot the two perspectives which yield analytic knowledge: above experience is the a posteriori belief in a reality which transcends experience, and below it is the abstract a priori knowledge of logic. The manner in which each perspective is connected to experience by a particular sort of reflection can now be represented adequately by making each axis into an arrow. Thus, in the case of transcendental and practical reflection, the arrow points towards experience, since each of these is an attempt to determine the ultimate principles which act as its ground in one way or another;[42] and in the case of empirical and logical reflection the arrow continues in the direction of its counterpart, so that it points out from experience, since in both cases the flow of thought presupposes experience as a basis (either for empirical reasoning or for logical abstraction).[43]
 
Interpreting Kant's System in accordance with this map enables us more readily to detect the short-sightedness of many interpreters, such as Hintikka, who accuses Kant of arguing that 'we as it were look at the world always from the same perspective' [H17:94], or Allison, who tends to underestimate the importance of the other perspectives, as when he claims 'transcendental reflection ... can be taken as equivalent to the critical method itself.'[44] By the same token, it enables us to grasp the appropriateness of other, potentially confusing ways of interpreting various aspects of Kant's System, such as Paton's description of the first half of Kt1 as a 'metaphysic of experience' [P2]. Although systemt is not technically part of Kant's metaphysics, Figure IV.2 suggests an analogy revealing a sense in which Paton's epithet is appropriate. Just as metaphysical reflection operates at the opposite pole of the same axis as logic, transcendental reflection determines the 'metaphysic' at the opposite pole of the axis of our ordinary empirical reflection on experience.[45]
The correspondence between this fourfold division and that between Kant's four faculties [see II.4 and Figure III.10] is fairly obvious, and its importance will become even more evident in Part Three. When the four stages in each of Kant's systems are viewed in terms of the four perspectives from which experience can be interpreted, it becomes clear that they are not gradually improving 'versions' of the same basic argument, repeated in ever new and updated forms, as are the 'stages' in Wolff's interpretation [W21:111]. Rather, they form a progressive development, a set of cumulative conclusions linking the variety of (often seemingly contradictory) steps leading to knowledge, which combine to constitute a single, unified system.[46]
 
 Although our discussion of Kant's reflective perspectives in IV.3 concentrated mostly on their functions in systemt, we saw in II.4 that each of these can also be used as a standpoint from which to view all the perspectives in a given system. Along these lines, our map of Kant's essential perspectival method can also make it easier to explain how the three Critiques fit into the overall plan of his System of Perspectives. Using the Transcendental as a kind of umbrella Perspective for all the other perspectives, Kant begins his Critical philosophy by using the logical perspective as the basis for the theoretical standpoint in systemt. He then proceeds to the opposite pole in Figure IV.2, and uses the hypothetical perspective as the basis for the practical standpoint in systemp. Finally, he completes the circuit by using the empirical perspective as the basis for the judicial standpoint in systemj. Since 'judgment' for Kant is primarily an empirical activity [see E4:480; G6:457], a 'critique of judgment' is bound to be significantly different from the other two types of critique, whose standpoints it attempts to unite in a common, third standpoint.[47] This difference is appropriately represented in Figure IV.2 by placing judgment's empirical perspective on an altogether different axisthan the perspectives of the first two Critiques. Moreover, placing it on the pole opposite to the transcendental perspective suggests the paradoxical nature of the task set for the third Critique: its standpoint is in a sense opposed to, and yet the fulfillment of, the root Perspective of the entire Critical philosophy.
 
 The general picture of Kant's fundamental epistemological perspectives presented in Figure IV.2 is, of course, only one of the preliminary steps towards a coherent interpretation of his System. Fully substantiating my claim that Kant's philosophy is profoundly coherent [see IV.1] will necessitate applying this framework to innumerable problems and ambiguities which arise both in his writings and in those of his interpreters and critics. It will therefore be most suitable to proceed from here to an interpretation of the 'thorny' topic of the transcendental object (which includes notions such as the 'thing in itself', 'appearance', etc. [see Ch. VI]) and from there to the transcendental subject (i.e., the role of intuition, conception, etc. [see Part Three]). We will then be prepared to use this interpretation as a guide to making an accurate assessment of the metaphysical implications of Kant's System [see Part Four]. By constantly keeping in mind the perspectival framework offered in this chapter, our analysis of the elements of this System will perhaps enable it, as Kant hoped, to 'secure for itself the necessary elegance of statement' [Kt1:xliv].
[42] That it is appropriate to locate logic below experience with the arrow of reflection pointing down towards it is intimated by Kant when he says logic always comes 'last of all' in the actual formulation (as opposed to the logical structure [cf. III.2-4]) of any science [Kt1:76].
[43] That it is appropriate for synthetic a priori knowledge to 'point to' experience in this way is suggested by a metaphor of Kant's, according to which 'pure a priori concepts ... must be in a position to show a certificate of birth other than that of descent from experiences' [Kt1:119e.a]. In Kt18:358(98) he uses another metaphor which also alludes to this pattern: 'knowledge has two ends of which you can take hold, the one a priori, the other a posteriori.'
[44] A10:45. Of course, in its broadest sense 'transcendental' does refer to the Perspective of Kant's entire Critical philosophy [see II.4]; yet, as we saw in II.2, the Critical method should be associated not so much with any particular perspective as with Kant's natural tendency to think perspectivally, especially since he was thinking Critically long before he hit upon the insight which led to his new Transcendental Perspective [s.a. Pq12]. In fairness to Allison, however, it should be noted that Kant himself often seems to underestimate the philosophical significance of empirical reflection. (By contrast, most philosophers would now agree that the only way they could fulfill Kant's hope [Kt1:viif] of making philosophy (excluding logic) into a 'science' (at least, the way this term is used today) would be to adopt some type of Empirical Perspective-such as, perhaps, some version of verificationism or linguistic analysis.) Nevertheless, even though Kant stresses the importance of one perspective more than the others, they are all equally essential to a coherent understanding of his overall method.    Incidentally, Kant's emphasis on the transcendental led him, much to the dismay of Husserl and numerous others, to be satisfied with a fairly uncritical view of logic 'as self-sufficiently grounded in its apriority' [S12:49]. Kant would not deny the legitimacy of investigating the foundations of and the justification for logical reflection as such (rather than as speculation), but this task is secondary to the properly Transcendental tasks Kant undertakes in his three Critiques.
 [45] See Kt1:682-3. Ordinary metaphysics regards logic as applicable directly to experience, and therefore uses it to make 'empirical-like' inferences about transcendent reality. This can be plotted onto our map of Kant's methodology by reversing both vertical arrows in Figure IV.2 (as in Figure III.8). Kant's discovery was to recognize that such applications must be preceded by Transcendental Criticism if they are to be properly made.
[46] As mentioned in III.3, this way of organizing Kant's System follows the same pattern as his division of categories [cf. Figures III.4 and IV.2].
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1. Faith and Kant's Transcendental Turn
 
Kant is sometimes reproved for not having devoted more attention to the question of how Transcendental philosophy itself is possible [e.g., W9:249-55]. To compensate for this neglect, Kantian philosophers tend to focus on one or more of three ways of justifying his Transcendental Perspective[1] (and particularly his infamous presupposition of the 'thing in itself'[2]). Interpreters have stressed the role it plays: first, in the overall System to which it gives rise; second, in Kant's special theory of transcendental idealism; or third, in relation to his transcendental arguments. Part Three of this book will provide a version of the first type of justification; a version of the second type will be given in VI.2; and Appendix V considers the possibility of the third type. However appealing Kant's theories may or may not turn out to be once an interpretation of his System brings out their consistency and coherence (and perhaps even their validity), we must concede that such an approach on its own could not provide an entirely conclusive justification for Kant's 'transcendental turn'. In this chapter, therefore, I will touch upon each of these methods, but only in order to demonstrate their secondary importance to Kant's own justification for assuming an unknowable reality as his epistemological starting point. Though almost always neglected by interpreters, this fourth method, I will argue, is his ultimate and indispensable key to justifying the Transcendental Perspective, so it accounts for his failure to justify it explicitly in other ways.
[1] On the general nature of the Transcendental Perspective, its epistemological status, and the role it plays in Kant's System, see II.4, III.1 and IV.3.
 
 [2] Some commentators have criticized Kant for referring to both a 'thing in itself' (singular) and 'things in themselves' (plural) [e.g., S13:3.37]: since the terms are supposed to denote an unknowable reality, how can we know whether there are many or just one? Ewing's reply to such a criticism is that this problem is 'rather a defect of European languages than a philosophical inconsistency' [E5:191]. Although this may be true to an extent, I would add that this concept has to be expressed in a singular or plural form because the reality to which it refers is, for us, an abstraction from empirically knowable objects, which are represented in singular or plural terms. (In support of this Allison cites Prauss' claim [in P12:20; s.a. P13:222-39] that Kant intends the phrase 'thing in itself' (Ding an sich) to be an abbreviated form of the more accurate phrase 'thing considered as it is in itself' (Ding an sich selbst betrachtet) [A9:317n]; thus 'thing' and 'things' both refer—Allison says directly, but I will suggest indirectly [see VI.2]—to the object or objects of ordinary experience [cf. G12:771].) Accordingly, Kant's usage reflects not so much a 'defect', as a potentially (but not necessarily) misleading ambiguity in the meaning of his terms. In order to minimize confusion, I will limit myself wherever possible to the singular form. (This seems particularly appropriate since Kant uses the closely related term 'transcendental object' in the singular everywhere in Kt1 except one passage [A394], where he slips into the plural three times.) The phrase 'thing in itself' will therefore be short for something like 'the thing (reality) which is independent of me (transcendent) and which may or may not be composed of "things"'.
2. Filling the Transcendent 'Space'
In discussing the concept of 'noumenon'—a term related to, but not to be equated with, 'thing in itself' [see VI.3]—Kant says:
 

The relation of sensibility to an object and what the transcendental ground of this unity [i.e., what the thing in itself] may be, are matters undoubtedly so deeply concealed that we ... can never be justified in treating sensibility as being a suitable instrument of investigation for discovering anything save always still other appearances—eager as we yet are to explore their non-sensible cause. [Kt1:334]

 

He concludes on this basis that the only legitimate function of this 'empty' concept is negative: 'to mark the limits of our sensible knowledge and to leave open a space which we can fill neither through possible experience nor through pure understanding' [345; cf. A10:46].
 
 Kant does not explain at this point whether (and if so, how) this 'space' can be regarded by us as filled in any way. But he leaves no doubt about his position when he states that even in systemt 'the supersensible was not mere fancy and ... its concepts were not empty' [Kt4:6]. Furthermore, he says in K2:12.222(Z1:247): 'The sphere of non-sensible objects is ... not quite empty, though from the standpoint of theoretical knowledge such objects must be viewed as transcendent.' Since, as I will argue in VI.3, 'noumenon' is for the empirical perspective what the 'non-sensible cause' of appearances [Kt1:334] is for the transcendental perspective, Kant must regard this space as being 'filled' in some sense by the thing in itself. For us the thing in itself is unknowable by definition [see Ap. V], so it would not fill the space beyond our sensibility with an actual noumenal object, or with any other knowledge of 'the relation of sensibility to an object' [334]; it would merely provide us with a label for the belief that there is a supersensible 'ground' of the world as we know it. The only problem this raises is, of course, how to justify such a belief.
 
Allison defends a view of the thing in itself in A10:49 which might seem to render the above interpretation superfluous:
 
Properly construed, this problem is not, as is generally believed, that of somehow justifying the assumption of the existence of unknowable entities. Rather, it is to show the possibility and the significance of ... considering thing [sic; i.e., empirical objects] as they are in themselves, which means as they are apart from the conditions under which we can know anything about them.
 
On the whole, Allison's interpretation is a good one; for Kant is indeed primarily concerned with investigating the various perspectives from which 'things' (i.e., objects) can be considered. Consequently, a good deal of what he says about the thing in itself can be interpreted as referring to how the concept of 'things apart from our knowledge of them' can be analyzed. But this, surely, is not what Kant has in mind when he talks about the thing in itself as the 'cause' of appearances [as in Kt1:334]. On the contrary, he is regarding the thing in itself as that which fills the transcendent space which is for us unknowable. To regard it in this way is to hypostatize its concept, so that its existence (in some transcendent, but analogously categorial sense of the word) must be presupposed [cf. 855]. And any talk which even alludes to such hypostatization of unknowable conceptsdoes require some justification.
3. Transcendental Arguments or a Concession to the Skeptic?
 Kant himself never uses transcendental arguments on behalf of the thing in itself; instead, he limits their use to determining what must be presupposed to be true about the phenomenal world in order for our experience of it to be possible [e.g., Kt1:38,A402]. Paton thus has good reasons for suggesting that the validity of presupposing the thing in itself 'is not considered by Kant to be in need of proof', and that such a proof would have seemed 'ludicrous' to him [P2:1.70; s.a. M8:56; I1:756]. But this is not entirely fair, since Kant does occasionally supply rather brief arguments for his presupposition, such as that if experience has bounds, then 'that which binds it must lie quite without it' [Kt2:360]. Such comments do provide a possible basis for attempting on Kantian grounds to construct a transcendental argument for the necessary existence of the thing in itself.
 
Chipman constructs such an argument by paying close attention to Kant's own statements. He gathers together a number of fragmented bits of reasoning and forms them into a single, surprisingly complete, transcendental argument:
 
(a) The objects of experience exist only as spatio-temporal appearances,
(b) Insofar as we judge that there are appearances, we must be prepared to judge that there are things appearing,
(c) To speak of a thing appearing is, by implication, to make use of the concept of a thing-other-than-as-it-appears, Ergo,
(d) Objective experience requires us to postulate things-other-than-as-they-appear, or things in themselves. [C8:491]
 
Although Chipman thinks Kant's theory of the thing in itself is 'consistent', he admits that even this reconstructed argument remains 'inconclusive' [489]: 'Kant has not succeeded in establishing that we must postulate things in themselves as a necessary condition for the possibility of objective experience, but ... their possibility must nevertheless be countenanced' [498].
 
 Walker attempts to compensate for the inconclusive nature of such reconstructed forms of Kant's position by straying rather further from Kant's own methods. He maintains that, once we recognize that 'Kant was simply mistaken' to think the thing in itself must be completely unknowable, the way will be open to construct transcendental arguments which can establish some highly significant conclusions about its nature [W3:3]. But, as I will argue in Appendix V, his position is radically incoherent both in itself and as a basis for interpreting Kant. For if his transcendental arguments prove anything, they yield conclusions only about the phenomenal world—conclusions which Kant himself has already established.
 
 Philosophers who attempt to construct a transcendental argument for the validity of presupposing the thing in itself apparently fail to see the reason why 'the formal character of transcendental arguments does not interest [Kant]' [K1:421]; as a result, like 'the critic who dissects a transcendental argument [i.e., one which Kant does give] with merely formal instruments', they 'may miss the heart of the matter' [423]. It is indeed unfortunate that Kant himself does not present his argument as clearly as Chipman has shown to be possible. But it is not surprising that even in its clearest form it is not undeniably conclusive. For Kant never intends his comments to provide anything but good reasons for assuming the thing in itself as the starting point for the transcendental perspective in systemt.
 
 When Kant says, for instance, that the presupposition of the thing in itself is 'not only admissible, but unavoidable' [Kt2:314-5], he is implying not that a transcendental argument could ever prove it to be necessary, but that it is unavoidable for anyone who wants to ask transcendental questions (i.e., questions about the subject and/or object of experience, which assume the transcendental perspective). To ask such questions without presupposing the thing in itself (as in some versions of phenomenalism) is 'to be landed in the absurd conclusion that there can be appearance without anything that appears' [Kt1:xxvi-xxvii]. For, as George rightly says, 'if Kant's theory of objectivity is correct, it is not for us men to say that there are objects of representation but no things in themselves' [G8:194]. It may be that representations are somehow generated out of nothing; but if we wish to construct a coherent theory of the phenomenal world on the basis of the transcendental perspective, then it is more reasonable to presuppose that they are rooted in the thing in itself. Therefore, the 'heart of the matter', which is likely to be missed by those who wish to prove the validity of Kant's presupposition, is that doubt in its validity can in the end be countered only by faith.
 
 This interpretation of Kant's intentions reveals a fundamental point at which he agrees with the skeptic: both Kant and Hume maintain that there is a sense in which objects are unknowable, so that even the philosopher cannot claim to have objectively valid knowledge of them. For Kant this is true only so long as objects are regarded as things in themselves; but this should not be taken as an attempt at entirely refuting the skeptic. For his response to being 'awakened' by Hume was not, as Russell suggests, to conjure up 'a soporific which enabled him to sleep again' [R13:731]. Rather, having realized that the skeptic's doubts can never be entirely satisfied merely by means of logical proof and disproof, he formulated the doctrine of the unknowable thing in itself as his concession to the skeptic [see e.g., Kt2:20 and Kt4:53].
 
 Transcendental arguments are designed to convince the skeptic that experience is possible only if the object is regarded as an appearance conforming to certain synthetic a priori forms of knowledge, supplied by the subject (namely: space, time and the categories). When the role of these arguments is taken into consideration, it becomes evident that Kant's position is not, as Schaper suggests [S3:237], that we must view the world 'as if' these forms of knowledge apply to objects, even though we know that in reality they do not, or that objects of experience 'can be taken "as real" for all empirical purposes'; on the contrary, it is that these forms must really apply to empirical objects and that such objects must be empirically real in order for experience itself to be possible. If the arguments are successful, skeptics are still allowed (indeed, encouraged) to regard the thing in itself as unknowable, but they must now also admit that empirical knowledge of objects is possible so long as it is regarded as representational; for such knowledge is not a direct apprehension of the thing in itself. However, skeptics arenot forced to admit that the representations of experience are grounded in the thing in itself—a view more likely to be rejected by Berkeley than by Hume [see VI.2]. Kant does not construct a transcendental argument on the latter point because he knows the skeptics' acceptance of it depends in the end on their willingness to adopt some amount of faith.[7]
 
 This conclusion enables us to accept Hartmann's suggestion that all systems of transcendental philosophy 'can be explained only from within, not from without' [H3:249], yet without jeopardizing the success of Kant's attack on Hume's skepticism. Kant is here attempting not so much to force skeptics (or any other 'outsiders') to relinquish their position, as to integrate the valid insight acknowledged by the skeptic (that reality in itself is not knowable) with the valid insight acknowledged by the dogmatist (that reality as we know it is necessarily characterized by certain unchanging forms), and in so doing to provide the impartial reader with a coherent alternative to both extremes.
 
 Kant's success, though by no means complete, can be measured by the fact that philosophers who refuse to adopt faith these days are generally not so skeptical (or perhaps, not so forthright) as to admit to drowning their despair in food, backgammon and merriment, as Hume did [H21:1.4.7]; instead they adopt one of several agnostic positions, from which they either ask transcendental questions without committing themselves to belief in the thing in itself (as in phenomenalism), or else simply ignore transcendental questions altogether (as in pragmatism). Kant would have little to say to the latter group: perhaps only that their pragmatism itself only makes sense within the broader context of Critical philosophy. But to the former group he would question the authenticity of their supposedly 'transcendental' questions by pointing out the incoherence of adopting a 'phenomenal' view of the world without assuming something transcendent which necessarily limits our knowledge. Unfortunately, it is unlikely that either group would be anxious to listen.
 [7] A transcendental argument for the existence of the thing in itself would be analogous to an ontological argument for the existence of God [cf. X.2]. Kant rejects both for much the same reason (viz., '... to make room for faith' [Kt1:xxx; s.a. 642-8]). This similarity reveals the inadequacy of Cameron's attempt in C2 to force Kant into a dilemma on this subject, whereby it would be necessary for him either to accept the possibility of an ontological argument or to reject his own theory of the transcendental object (which Cameron wrongly regards as 'extentionally equivalent' to the thing in itself [C2:355n; but cf. VI.2]). Cameron's error is to assume with little or no evidence (a misreferenced quote on the empirical certainty of one's own existence [supposedly from Kt1:356]) that Kant is committed to the view that the transcendental object 'exists' in the same sense that empirical objects exist.
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So the question whether something is a cognizable entity or not, is a question which touches, not the possibility of the things themselves, but the possibility of our knowledge of them. [Kt7:467]
 
A. Transcendental Arguments for the Thing in Itself
 
 Few commentators (if any) would question Schrader's poignant observation that 'the doctrine of the thing in itself presents the single greatest stumbling-block in the Kantian philosophy' [S5:49]. Understanding what Kant meant by the doctrine-i.e., the role it plays both in his overall System and in his transcendental idealism-can help prevent it from being discarded 'as a perversity' [49], inasmuch as it can be interpreted in such a way that it makes quite good sense [see VI.2]. Yet even the most coherent interpretation could not prevent the philosopher who demands knowledge from 'stumbling' over it; for, according to Kant, the thing in itself is by definition unknowable. In V.3 we saw, however, that there is one alternative to faith as the ultimate justification for its employment which, if successful, would satisfy even the most persistent skeptic: viz., to justify the thing in itself by constructing a valid transcendental argument for the necessity of its existence. Since any appeal to faith would thereby be rendered superfluous, we must now examine more carefully the possibility of realizing this goal. For, although Kant himself did not believe he required such a transcendental argument, it may be possible to reconstruct his System on the basis of a slightly different presupposition, such as that the thing in itself can, in fact, be proved to exist and to have certain knowable characteristics. Hence, in this Appendix I shall analyze the logical consistency of an affirmative answer to the metacritical question: Is the thing in itself knowable? Our answer to this question will inevitably determine to a large extent how we should approach the task of interpreting the elements of Kant's Critical philosophy (as in Part Three), so it is important to deal with it seriously.
 
 Walker's recent arguments in favor of the knowability of the thing in itself can serve as a sounding board for our discussion of this issue.[1] He insists in W3:3 that 'even the most dedicated Kantian must admit that ... there is no reason in principle why transcendental arguments should not establish conclusions about how the world must really be, and not just about the phenomenal world ... Here Kant was simply mistaken.' He frequently alludes to the same position in W2 [e.g., 122-3,126,134]; but his detailed elaboration and defense of just what this view entails occurs in W4, in which he argues that 'Kant never saw ... that there is no general reason why truths established [by transcendental arguments] should always have to be read into the world: instead they may be conditions which must hold independently of us [and thus, must be true of the thing in itself], but without which experience would be impossible for us' [20]. After analyzing the implications of Kant's notion of 'synthesis', he concludes:
 
All we can infer is that things in themselves must exist and must (therefore) have properties; and, no doubt, that some of them are subjects of experience. This much knowledge about the noumenal world is indispensable for transcendental idealism, if it is to retain its transcendental character and keep itself distinct from idealism of a more radical, but less satisfactory, kind. [27]
 
 Walker's position is enigmatic, however, inasmuch as it is difficult to understand how anyone can both suggest that the thing in itself is to any extent knowable (in the Kantian sense of the word [see below]) and also unequivocally call oneself a Kantian. In order to bring to light the discrepancy between these two views it is necessary neither to presuppose an exhaustive understanding of the intricacies of Kant's doctrine of the thing in itself [see VI.2], nor to discuss thoroughly the well-worn issue of the nature and limitations of transcendental arguments. For the inadequacy of the position Walker represents can be established independently of a detailed knowledge of the elements of Kant's System. Accordingly, I will first examine the validity of the claims Walker believes would be most likely to constitute knowledge of the thing in itself, and I will then attempt to determine why he regards his revisionary interpretation of Kant's doctrine as so obviously compatible with the remainder of Kant's philosophy. My goal will be to demonstrate that one cannot, in fact, both claim to be a 'dedicated Kantian' and maintain that the thing in itself is knowable 'in principle'-if, that is, one wishes to remain self-consistent.
 
B. The Status of the Four Basic Knowledge-Claims
 
 The four most eligible candidates for election to the honorable status of 'knowledge of the thing in itself' can be expressed in the following propositions:
 
 (1) The thing in itself exists.
 (2) I am a thing (or self) in itself.
 (3) The thing in itself has spatio-temporal properties.
(4) The thing in itself has properties conforming to the principles of pure understanding.
 
All other possible knowledge-claims could be subsumed under one or more of these fundamental assertions. Therefore, it will suffice for our purposes to examine the merits of each of these four in turn.
 
 Before we can determine whether or not (1) constitutes knowledge of the thing in itself, we must take careful notice of what the word 'knowledge' (Erkenntnis) means for Kant. He uses this word in a number of different ways [see IV.1-2]; but he is clearly referring to empirical knowledge when he limits knowledge to phenomenal objects. And he repeatedly defines empirical knowledge as consisting of judgments in which 'concepts' and 'intuitions' are synthesized with each other [see VII.3.A and Kt22:209-10]. This is the point, for example, of his famous claim that 'Thoughts without content [i.e., concepts without intuitions] are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind' [Kt1: 75]. Kant's various transcendental arguments, however, are intended to yield knowledge of the 'synthetic a priori' conditions for the possibility of experience (i.e., of empirical knowledge); and it is apparently this transcendental type of knowledge which Walker thinks can in principle be gained in regards to the thing in itself. (Other kinds of transcendental knowledge, such as the type Kant thinks is manifested in Euclidean geometry, can be ignored at this point [but see Pq14].) Like empirical knowledge, transcendental knowledge must also be connected with intuition, otherwise it could not be 'synthetic' [see IV.2-3; Kt21:164; S7:171]. A transcendental argument can make this connection, and thus yield knowledge, only if the concepts with which it deals are 'schematized'-i.e., only if they are made to be 'homogeneous on the one hand with the category, and on the other with the appearance' [Kt1:177]. Therefore, if such an argument is to provide knowledge of the thing in itself, it must synthesize an intuition-or at least reveal how an intuition can be synthesized-with the concept of the thing in itself.[2]
 
 A transcendental argument for the existence of the thing in itself would maintain that experience is possible only if something real, to which this concept refers, can be said to 'exist' (in some loose sense of the word [cf. Ap. VI]), and that, since experience undoubtedly is possible, the thing in itself must exist. That Kant would support some such argument is evident from the fact that what little argument he does give in support of the thing in itself tends to take the form of a transcendental-type argument. Any doubt about this was dispelled with the help of Chipman in V.3. So we can agree with both Kant and Walker that something along the lines of a transcendental argument can provide a good reason for presupposing the reality of the thing in itself. But we cannot agree with Walker when he parts company with Kant by inferring from this that a bit of knowledge about the thing in itself can thereby be gained. For, in spite of his use of transcendental-type argumentation on its behalf, Kant does not believe he has (or could gain) any knowledge of the thing in itself. On the contrary, he always stresses that the concept 'merely characterizes a something in so far as it should be distinguished from objects of the senses', and of which therefore 'we cannot have the least knowledge': 'for us [it] remains entirely unknowable' [Kt22:209; cf. Kt1:45].
 
 But if Kant does not think a transcendental argument (or indeed, anything resembling one) can yield knowledge of the thing in itself, then what is such an argument supposed to prove when used to support this concept? Does it attempt to prove that the thing in itself is a necessary condition for the possibility of experience in the same sense as Kant's three 'analogies' (also proved by transcendental arguments [Kt1:218-65]) are supposed to be? I think not; for the analogies-and indeed, all his categorial principles-constitute, or define, what experience is, whereas the thing in itself has to do with what experience is not. Unknowability is a covert, yet analytic ingredient in the concept of the thing in itself:[3] to talk about the thing in itself which is knowable is like talking about the 'red' which is not a color. So the most any argument can prove conclusively about the thing in itself is that it is indirectly related to the possibility of experience-that is, that the thing in itself is the necessary starting point which must be presupposed if transcendental reflection is to be possible.[4] The difference in arguing about the status of the principles is that they are related to intuition (via the schematism of the categories), whereas the thing in itself by definition cannot be related in any positive sense to intuition, at least of the human type [see Kt1:72,306-9 and VII.2.A].
 
 Rather than proving the objective validity of the thing in itself, Kant intends his arguments to prove the rational coherence, and thus to secure the subjective validity, of presupposing the 'existence' of the thing in itself. He clarifies the difference between these two types of truth in Kt1:850, where he says only a judgment which is both objectively and subjectively valid constitutes knowledge (Wissen), while one which is merely subjectively valid constitutes belief (Glauben). Such belief, however, is by no means groundless, as we have seen in Chapter V. At present it will suffice to recall that such faith, which is required for the acceptance of the unknowable thing in itself, is similar to-though not the same as-that required for the acceptance of the ideas of reason, and employed by Kant throughout systemp. Walker himself gives some attention in W2 to the role of belief, but he limits his discussion to empirical belief, i.e., to beliefs about what we can experience [122-5]. As a result, he inevitably concludes, reference to belief 'is not good enough. The argument is not transcendental' [122].
 
 Therefore, although Walker is right when he says Kant admits 'certain conclusions about the independent character of things in themselves can be established by transcendental[-type] arguments' [W4:20], he is nevertheless mistaken to think such conclusions can be regarded in any Kantian sense as constituting knowledge. For a transcendental argument would be no more capable of providing knowledge of the thing in itself than an ontological argument could provide knowledge of God [see X.2 and note V.7]: in both cases the most such arguments could accomplish with respect to their unknowable subject matter would be to encourage rational faith in the reality of something corresponding to the concept, in spite of its lack of intuitive content.
 
 Having now demonstrated the incoherence of the claim that the Kantian must affirm that (1) can in principle constitute knowledge, it hardly seems necessary to apply our findings to the other three propositions; for if I am right in ascribing an analytic status to the proposition 'The thing in itself is unknowable',[5] then all propositions claiming to convey knowledge of the thing in itself are ipso facto meaningless, if not false. Nevertheless, a brief account of the other three will point up the radically un kantian nature of such claims.
 
 That Walker would insist that something like (2) can in principle constitute knowledge of the thing in itself can be unambiguously inferred from his statements quoted at the beginning of this Appendix [s.e. W4:27; cf. W2:123, 133-4]. This contrasts sharply, however, with Kant's repeated warning that 'we know our own subject only as appearance, not as it is in itself' [Kt1: 156e.a.]. (The only apparent exception to this-the self-awareness produced by 'the synthetic original unity of apperception'-is said by Kant to be 'a thought, not an intuition' [157], so it does not constitute knowledge. This point, which Kant himself emphasizes, seems to be missed by Walker when he states that in this passage 'The flood-gates are opened; the principle that I can have no knowledge regarding things in themselves has been breached' [W2:134].) Kant would want to add, of course, that some sort of transcendent self must be postulated in thought in order to help bring 'systematic unity' [Kt1:596] into the structure of one's overall philosophy; but he would not interpret this to mean such a self as a real object is a synthetic a priori condition for the possibility of empirical knowledge (i.e., is transcendentally knowable). The existence of a transcendent self is neither empirically nor transcendentally knowable, because it can never be anything for us but a non-intuitable concept in which we may or may not believe.
 
 That Walker would insist that something like (3) and (4) can constitute knowledge of the thing in itself is implied in his claim, quoted above, that 'there is no general reason why truths established [by transcendental arguments] should always have to be read into the world ...': for he thinks space, time and the categories could, in principle, be proved to be properties inhering in the thing in itself, rather than a priori forms of knowledge inhering in the knowing subject.[6]In both cases Walker is closer to Kant's position than it might seem at this point; yet in both he allows one step further to be taken than Kant would allow.
 
 Concerning (3) Kant admits, as Allison points out, 'that space and time have objective as well as subjective grounds, and that their ultimate objective grounds are things in themselves', which, however, 'are not themselves in space and time and are therefore unknowable' [A7:93; cf. Kt22:207]. If space and time are grounded objectively in the thing in itself, then the latter must be conceived of as having something analogous to the spatio-temporal properties of phenomenal objects. But to refer to this unknown something with the word 'properties', as Walker does [W4:27q.a.], is misleading, if not contradictory, since the word 'properties' can be meaningful to us only if it refers to an object with intuitive content-which it does not when it refers to the thing in itself.[7] (Walker's contention that 'the conception of things in themselves without any properties is simply absurd' [23] seems to result from a misinterpretation of Kant's theory of perception, which we shall discuss in the next section.) Thus, although Kant would never agree that (3) can constitute knowledge, he might affirm the conceptual consistency and subjective validity of the less presumptuous assertion:
 
(3') The thing in itself has something analogous to the spatio-temporal properties of phenomenal objects.
 
 Similarly, with respect to (4), Kant does not deny that we can use the categories to think about the thing in itself: what he denies is that we can apply them as principles in such a way as to produce knowledge. To suppose we can apply them in the latter sense would be to ignore Kant's view that the categories can produce knowledge only when used in connection with intuition and applied to an empirical object as represented. Thus, whereas Walker would presumably affirm the possibility of knowing (4) to be true (as long as a sufficiently rigorous transcendental argument were formulated on its behalf), Kant would affirm no more than the conceptual consistency and subjective validity of:
 
(4') Thinking about the nature of the thing in itself makes use of our categories of thought (but produces no knowledge).
 
 None of the four basic propositions cited at the beginning of this section has proved to be a legitimate candidate for knowledge of the thing in itself, unless we are prepared to make a radical departure from the meaning Kant gives to his terms. Yet there is no need to take this unkantian alternative, for as Findlay says, 'in such cases we do not, according to Kant's usage, have knowledge, only a rational presupposition of knowledge. There is no reason to reform Kant's usage, provided we clearly understand it' [F3:8]. The quandary which has yet to be resolved is why a 'Kantian' philosopher such as Walker should insist on the legitimacy of an obviously unkantian position. Therefore, to this problem I shall now turn.
 
C. Three Common Interpretive Errors
 
 The claims argued against in the previous section would appear to be legitimate to an interpreter who first commits one or more of three common errors. The first is an equivocal use of the word 'knowledge'; the second is a misapplication of transcendental arguments; and the third is a (covertly) unkantian rendition of Kant's theory of perception. As we shall see, each of these stems from a failure to distinguish clearly between Kant's transcendental and empirical perspectives. Although we have already looked briefly at the first two errors, a closer look at the extent of Walker's commitment to each is in order here, inasmuch as he is by no means alone in his tendencies.
 
 A popular way of defining 'knowledge' nowadays is in terms of 'justified true belief' [see e.g., F4:1.10; K4:35; M8:56; W18:516n]. Helpful though this may be in many contexts, it can be a dangerous stumbling block to a clear understanding of Kant's philosophy. For when Kant defines the thing in itself as unknowable, he does not intend to preclude justified true belief in its reality. On the contrary, he is affirming that knowledge in this sense-as the subjective conviction that one has sufficient rational reasons for believing certain propositions to express truth about the way things are-is not only possible, but indispensable to the Critical philosopher. When he says he must 'deny knowledge, in order to make room for faith' [Kt1:xxx], he is acknowledging the necessity of differentiating between what is known through the synthesis of intuition and conception and what cannot possibly be known (because it cannot be intuited [265]), but nevertheless can become an object of justified true belief.
 
 When Walker refers to the 'knowledge about the noumenal world [which] is indispensable for transcendental idealism' [W4:27] he may unintentionally be using 'knowledge' in its popular contemporary sense, in which case Kant would be largely in agreement with him: (1), (2), (3') and (4') are the justified true beliefs which Kant would regard as being indispensable to his transcendental idealism. Only in this sense could Walker be consistent (though not entirely accurate) in saying: 'Officially all that Kant allows we can know about things in themselves is that they are somehow the source of the data we receive in intuition' [18e.a.]. For if 'know' in this context is intended in its strict Kantian sense, then Walker's claim is simply not true: as we have seen, the thing in itself is a matter of rational belief, not knowledge. Indeed, the only actual knowledge Kant would regard as indispensable for transcendental idealism would be the transcendental knowledge of the necessity of the 'principles of pure understanding' for empirical knowledge (i.e., the necessity of synthesizing the pure intuitions of space and time with the categories [see VII.3.A]). So Walker's supposition that he has shown Kant's limitation of knowledge in its strict sense to be untenable would in this case simply reveal an equivocation in Walker's use of Kant's terms. This may well be the full explanation of why he makes this supposition;[8] but I suspect it only scratches the surface. For the second of the above-mentioned errors seems to take us closer to Walker's main intentions.
 
 Anyone who holds a position such as Walker's, yet is not misled by the various meanings of the word 'knowledge', must believe some sort of intuitive data concerning the thing in itself is actually available (perhaps by using transcendental arguments). For only in this case would one's use of the word 'knowledge' in reference to the claims we are considering be consistent with Kant's usage.[9] But what could it mean for a transcendental argument to connect the concept of the thing in itself with a corresponding intuition? The thing in itself is by definition not intuitable. Or, if it is associated with that which is presented to us in intuition-as some interpreters would suggest-then it would in so doing become an appearance for us [see VI.2]. In the previous section I have already questioned the legitimacy of extending the application of transcendental arguments to the thing in itself by pointing out that Kant limited their use to the proof of transcendental (as opposed to transcendent) truths. Transcendental arguments cannot prove anything about 'conditions which must hold independently of us' as Walker seems to think they can [W4:20], because by 'independent of us' Kantwould mean 'independent of our knowledge'; and if we suddenly knew about such conditions, they would no longer be independent (in Kant's transcendental sense). The only way one could continue to maintain the legitimacy of such an extension of the scope of transcendental arguments would be by regarding the thing in itself-as well as the process of perception in general-in a radically unkantian manner. This third suggestion takes us, I believe, to the very heart of Walker's divergence from Kant.
 
 Walker reconstructs Kant's theory of perception and of the role of the thing in itself by analyzing 'the character of the given' in Kant's system [W4: 23]. In particular, he investigates 'the relationship that may obtain between the properties of things in themselves and the qualities we ascribe to things' [24]. But throughout his discussion he treats the thing in itself in much the same way as Kant treats the appearance when viewing it from the empirical perspective. (Kant's use of the term 'appearance' is thoroughly discussed in VI.2 and VII.2.A; it refers to 'the undetermined object of an empirical intuition' [Kt1:34], which is 'outside us' when regarded from an empirical perspective [A373] even though it is 'only in us' when regarded from a transcendental perspective [59], and which is the root cause of our most primitive awareness of the material sources of our empirical knowledge [207].) In one of his clearest explanations of the 'given data' with which the transcendental philosopher deals, Kant says: 'Appearances are the sole objects which can be given to us immediately, and that in them which relates immediately to the object is called intuition. But these appearances are not things in themselves; they are only representations' [A108-9]. In sharp contrast to this warning, Walker's reconstruction of Kant's theory, as I shall demonstrate, ignores the part played by such appearances and instead treats their 'given data' as a property of the thing in itself.
 
 Walker points out, quite correctly, that 'the data given to us in intuition must possess a character of their own' [W4:18]. But he then intimates that this 'character of their own', which has a 'substantive role to play in determining the character of the [empirical] world of appearances', is derived from 'things in themselves' [21], not from appearances. Later he makes the same point rather more explicitly: 'given the ways of ordering [or synthesis] that we do use, what the world of appearances turns out to be like depends on the character of things in themselves' [23]. The vital role of appearances as such in perception is wholly ignored, to the extent that he considers synthesis-which for Kant concerns a manifold of intuited appearances-to be concerned directly with the thing in itself. But what he is really doing, I suggest, is redefining the thing in itself so that it takes over the role Kant assigns to the appearance in his theory of perception. This explains why Walker thinks it 'is simply absurd' to conceive of 'things in themselves without any properties' [23]: for Kant the appearance does have properties, and these are what we map 'into our own quality space' [24] through empirical synthesis. Walker, however, declares that empirical synthesis is 'guided by' the properties of the thing in itself, and that it 'can be thought as governed by a function which maps the intrinsic properties things have in themselves into our own quality space' [24].
 
 The reason Walker himself gives for putting forward this view is commendable: he urges that unless 'some relationship does obtain'-i.e., can be known to obtain-between the thing in itself and objects in the phenomenal world, there will be nothing to prevent 'the given element' in perception from being 'dropped out as otiose' [W4:25], as in 'more radical' forms of idealism. What he misunderstands is that this 'given element' is for Kant the appearance: Kant would agree that some relationship must obtain between it and the object as empirically known (the phenomenon); but this frees the thing in itself to fulfill quite a distinct function as the rationally presupposed starting point for the transcendental perspective. Thus Kant would agree that we have good reasons to believe, as Walker says, that 'What happens in the world of appearances is dictated not by ourselves alone but by the character of the an sich' [25]; but that this is true can never be a matter of knowledge for us-not even transcendental knowledge. What could be a matter of knowledge-and it is this well-known Kantian view which I suspect Walker is actually leaning towards in the above suggestion-is that empirical knowledge must be composed not only of the form of experience (i.e., space, time and the categories), but also of its matter (i.e., appearances).
 
 If this criticism of Walker's interpretation of Kant is accurate, then such an approach actually turns out not to extend the scope of transcendental arguments at all: it merely affirms (covertly) that they can be applied in just the way Kant applies them (viz., as yielding conclusions about empirical objects). The trouble is that in so doing it inevitably uses Kantian terms in unkantian ways-most notably, 'thing in itself' in place of 'appearance'. Perhaps in the end this muddled reconstruction of Kant's theory of perception is responsible for Walker's willingness to declare that various (patently unkantian) assertions must be affirmed by 'even the most dedicated Kantian'.
 
D. Caveat and Conclusion
 
 The foregoing criticism of Walker's interpretation of Kant has had to be rather selective, and hence has not been entirely fair to his general approach. Walker readily admits, for example, that although the thing in itself should 'in principle' be regarded as knowable, he himself is unable to construct a transcendental argument which can demonstrate the validity of such knowledge. Thus, it could even be that when he says 'in principle' he means something like 'from God's perspective', in which case his position would be (for us mortals) irrefutable. But it seems unlikely that this is his intention, since he makes it fairly clear that he simply wants to acknowledge that Strawson and others have come closer than Kant thought possible to establishing the validity of certain claims, and that, however 'improbable' it might be [W2: 126], there is nothing which necessarily prevents some future philosopher or logician from going even further. In any case, the bulk of Walker's interpretation suffers surprisingly little from the views criticized above. The main reason for concentrating on them here has been to clarify the nature of Kant's most basic presupposition, and in so doing, to point up the danger of rejecting and/or revising his theories without first adopting such presuppositions as one's own, so that the precise meanings he gives to his many technical terms can be accurately understood. But a secondary reason has been to purge Walker's approach of those features whose inconsistency renders them unable to fit coherently into his otherwise helpful interpretation of Kant's philosophy. My focus on these features, therefore, is ultimately intended to render his interpretation more tenable, rather than to dispense with it completely.
 
 One does not have to be an expert on the formulation and/or criticism of transcendental arguments to see their inapplicability to the thing in itself. For even a partial understanding of their form and the scope of their application is sufficient to reveal that for an expert transcendental logician to try to extend his proofs to cover that which is transcendent is as thoroughly unkantian as it would be for him to try to prove by transcendental arguments that, for example, the logical law of noncontradiction is true, or that God exists. As I have tried to demonstrate, transcendental arguments can be applied properly only to prove that certain principles instantiated in empirical objects are in fact 'synthetic a priori conditions for the possibility of experience'. So the only way to maintain that such arguments can be extended to cover transcendent reality is to contend that we grasp transcendent reality itself in empirical knowledge; yet this entails a denial of the validity of 'transcendental idealism', and with it, the label 'dedicated Kantian'.
 
 The essence of my criticism of such an approach, at least when it is connected in any way with Kant's philosophy, is that it requires the acceptance of two incompatible positions. It tries to allow for some form of direct, knowable contact with transcendent reality, and yet to defend transcendental idealism (which itself is the view that nothing we know empirically is 'ultimate' in this transcendental sense). To render these positions compatible would involve at the very least the clarification of those views which lack coherence even if they are not regarded as Kantian: viz., an equivocal use of the word 'knowledge', an extension of the limits Kant puts on transcendental arguments, and the association of a theory of perception such as Walker's with the name 'transcendental idealism'. But even if somehow they were to be made compatible, I cannot see how anyone holding them could legitimately be regarded as a Kantian. For the only Kantian answer to the question 'Is the thing in itself knowable?' is that it must be radically unknowable. Indeed, anyone who wishes to insist otherwise is likely to find a friendlier atmosphere in the rationalism of (for instance) the Leibnizian camp, or in the empiricism of (for instance) the more recent phenomenalist camp, than in the strange borderlands occupied by the transcendental idealism of the Kantian camp.


 [1] Other attempts to make sense of the notion of the thing in itself, such as Prauss' stress on the phrase 'Dinge an sich selbst betrachtet' [see e.g., P13:225; cf. note V.2] or Hintikka's reconstruction in terms of the structure of our language-games" of seek in gand finding'[H17:88], might help to renderit more acceptable; but they attempt more to correct than to justify Kant's presupposition of it in the more traditional, 'reified' way of interpreting it [see Ap. VI]. As we shall see in the third section of this Appendix, the same holds true for Walker's reconstruction as well.
 [2] Kant stresses the conceptual nature of the thing in itself when he says the Aesthetic in Kt1 distinguishes 'between the knowledge of things as appearances and the conception of them according to what they are as things in themselves' [Kt22: 208e.a.]. Merely thinking about the thing in itself, of course, cannot provide us with an intuition of it.
 [3] See IV.2 and VI.2. The unobvious nature of the analytic connection between unknowability and the thing in itself explains why Kant repeatedly emphasizes its necessity. And its analytic nature explains why he never bothers to support it with a rigorous argument: his primary concern is with synthetic, not with analytic, judgments [see A9:319-20 and P4:154].
 [4] I call such an argument a 'transcendental-type argument', rather than simply a 'transcendental argument', because the latter technically deals not with the possibility of transcendental reflection, but only with the possibility of empirical knowledge.
 [5] This proposition is not a 'judgment' in Kant's technical sense, for it does not connect an intuition with a concept [see VII.3.A and note IV.13].
 [6] See also W2:130. Although he regards this as a reasonable possibility, Walker himself would not wish to describe the thing in itself as being in space and time [W3:25-6]. He does suggest, however, that Kant's proofs of the objective validity of the principles might need to be extended to apply to the thing in itself as well as to the world of appearances if they are to succeed [26].
 [7] See above, note 2. When Kant says (arguing against Eberhard) that an intuition 'does not provide us with the properties which pertain to it as it is in itself'[Kt22: 209-10e.a.], he is not implying that there might be some other way for us to fix a reference for such properties, and thus make them knowable (e.g., by examining the simple constituents of appearances á la Eberhard, or by perfecting a transcendental argument á la Walker); on the contrary, he is implying that the question as to whether or not the thing in itself has 'properties' can for us be a matter only for speculation, not knowledge.
 Walker comes close to this position when he says 'there must be something in the things in themselves which corresponds to redness and is responsible for the similarity of our recurrent sensations of red' [W3:19]; but he gives the impression that the 'must' means something more for him than 'must be believed to be', which is what it would mean for Kantinthiscontext.AreviewofKant'sarguments in the Postulates [Kt1:265-74] would reveal the thoroughly unkantian nature of Walker's claim in W3:18e.a.: 'There are also conditions which the noumenal world must satisfy if experience is to be possible for us.'
 [8] If it is, then much of the remainder of this section is superfluous, inasmuch as Kant, Walker and I would all agree on everything except how loosely the word 'knowledge' should be used in Critical philosophy.
 [9] The same could be said for Walker's use of the word 'must' [see above, note 7].
== http://staffweb.hkbu.edu.hk/ppp/ksp1/KSP6.html == полностью! = 
Reason proceeds by one path in its empirical perspective, and by yet another path in its transcendental perspective [Kt1:591].

1. Kant-s Six -Object-Terms-
Kant-s use of the word -object- (Objekt or Gegenstand) is a potential source of much confusion and ambiguity. Sometimes he uses it in a broad sense, either nontechnically to refer to an ordinary -thing- encountered in immediate experience, or technically to refer to anything which stands in some potential, actual or necessary relation to the knowing subject. At other times he uses it in a narrower sense to refer to an object in general as it is viewed at one of several stages in the knowing process. Consequently, its meaning is not always evident when Kant uses it without a qualifying adjective [cf. B20: 76 and G12:778]. The first step to coping with this situation is to recognize that he explains the role of the object in his theory of knowledge (i.e., in systemt) primarily by implementing six technical -object-terms- (as I shall call them). A clear understanding of these special terms and of their perspectival interrelationships will provide an interpretive framework for understanding Kant-s use of the word -object- when it appears on its own.
 
 Throughout Kt1 Kant makes frequent use of three object-terms: -thing in itself-, -transcendental object- and -appearance-. Because he does not describe their relationships univocally, his interpreters and critics have made numerous proposals as to how these terms should be treated. Oftentimes they are defined in conjunction with one or more of three other, less used object-terms (viz., -phenomenon-, -negative noumenon- and -positive noumenon-), which Kant formally introduces towards the end of the Analytic.[1] These six terms, to which I will limit my attention in this chapter, compose one of the most obscure, yet most fundamental, conceptual networks in Kant-s entire System. Of course, the Copernican Perspective, upon which Critical philosophy is based, emphasizes the way experience is constructed a priori by the subject. But by establishing here a framework for understanding Kant-s conception of the object, a great deal of complexity can be avoided in Part Three, so that we will be fully prepared to concentrate there on the various conditions imposed on experience by the subject in each of Kant-s three Critical systems.
 
 Most interpreters take two or more of Kant-s six object-terms to be synonymous. Certainly the most commonly equated terms are -appearance- with -phenomenon- and -thing in itself- with -noumenon-; but other synonymies have also been suggested.[2] Among those who admit the possibility of distinguishing between one or another of these pairs, many would nevertheless agree with Weldon that the difference -is not of any great importance- [W16: 107]. Such tendencies reflect a widespread neglect of what should be regarded as an important fact when interpreting Kant-s usage: that he does not make any significant use of the second set of object-terms until his elaboration of the main tenets of systemt (using only the first set) is nearly complete [see note VI.1]. In light of the considerable effort Kant put into constructing his System according to an architectonic plan, in relation both to the particular terms in which it is expressed and to its general outline [see Kt1:xxxvii-xxxviii and III.3-4], it seems likely that such a sudden change of terminology could serve as a -clue- of some sort to help us understand his theory. The introduction of a new set of object-terms in the middle of Kt1 would be redundant unless their meanings were designed to be distinguished from those of the original set.
 
 Although some commentators do distinguish between all or most of Kant-s object-terms [see Ap. VI], I have been unable to find any who try to account for the gap (which is rarely even acknowledged to exist) between his introduction of the two sets.[3] This neglect, though unfortunate, is only a minor problem, however, since the task of determining what Kant means by each term is fundamental, and is not necessarily dependent on an understanding of why he introduces them in the order he does. Indeed, the main purpose of this chapter will be to determine the extent to which each term can be given a distinctive meaning without misrepresenting Kant-s intentions; the explanation of the late introduction of the second set of terms will be significant only insofar as it aids in this task.
 
 The conceptual key which can, as I have argued in Chapters II-V, unlock many of the complexities, ambiguities and apparent inconsistencies in Kant-s System is the -principle of perspective-. By recognizing its thoroughgoing influence, especially as applied to the fundamental distinction between the transcendental and empirical perspectives in systemt(to which the object-terms have their primary application), it should be possible to render his theory of the object of knowledge at least intelligible, if not to establish its validity. As explained in IV.3, adopting an empirical perspective in one-s search for knowledge involves examining particular experiences in order to determine what -is true- (synthetic a posteriori) about them, without necessarily distinguishing between the subject and object of knowledge. But adopting a transcendental perspective involves carefully distinguishing the subject from the object and examining experience in general in order to determine what -must be true- (synthetic a priori) about it-i.e., in order to determine the conditions of knowledge which make experience (i.e., the -empirical knowledge-) possible [Kt1:28-9]. Since Kant-s theory is couched in these -radically epistemological- terms [A10:44], his discussion of -different objects- should be interpreted as referring not so much to ontological distinctions [cf. P14:74-5] as to -different perspectives- on one object, encountered in ordinary (immediate) experience. Thus, as Allison puts it, -the general distinction between the transcendental and the empirical...is not intended as a distinction between two kinds of being, but between two perspectives or manners in which we can consider one and the same thing- [A6:194; s.a. B20:29].
 
 Throughout Kt1 Kant frequently discusses the implications of the transcendental and the empirical perspectives together in the same passage. This gives the impression that all such passages are equally concerned with establishing the elements applicable to both sides of this perspectival distinction. In one sense this is quite true. For it is possible to pinpoint transitions from one perspective to the other in specific passages, such as Bird does in B20:14 with regard to Kt1:A121. Moreover, as we shall see in Chapter VII, Kant does introduce both empirical and transcendental elements at virtually every step in systemt. Nevertheless, as we saw in III.4, each of Kant-s systems is divided into four -stages-, each of which is defined by a specific perspective [see Figure IV.2], and the shifts between these stages can be correlated quite closely with four of the major divisions of the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements [Kt1:33-732].
 
 Kant starts by focussing in the Aesthetic on the transcendental perspective. For, although he asserts that objects are both -ideal- when viewed from the transcendental perspective and -real- when viewed from the empirical perspective, the primary goal of his exposition is to elaborate the basis and implications of the former claim. Thus, as Bird hints in B20:47-51, the Aesthetic more or less assumes the empirical reality of space, time and objects, but argues for their transcendental ideality. The first shift occurs in the transition from the Aesthetic to the Analytic of Concepts. In the latter section Kant takes a step back from the perspectives concerned with transcendental ideality and empirical reality and adopts a logical perspective, from which objects are viewed as relating not to sensibility-not to time and space-but to the understanding and its concepts. Thus in this section the transcendental and empirical perspectives are more or less of equal importance, both being subordinate to the main goal of establishing the status of the categories as -pure concepts of understanding-.
 
 In turning from the Analytic of Concepts to the Analytic of Principles, Kant is modulating from the logical to the empirical perspective. This is evidenced first by the reintroduction of time in the Schematism chapter and then by the reintroduction of space in the chapter on the Principles (especially in the second edition, where it includes the revised Refutation of Idealism). The Analytic of Principles focuses primarily on the empirical perspective in the sense that its primary target is the description of the synthetic a priori principles which determine objects in the ordinary physical world to be empirical objects (a task quite different from that of the Aesthetic, which seeks to establish the synthetic a priori -form of appearances-). The reader of Kt1 who fails to realize that Kant intends the -objects- dealt with in the Refutation of Idealism and throughout the Analytic of Principles to be regarded as empirical objects [cf. E3:107n] is bound to misunderstand the significance of Kant-s arguments in these sections.
 
 Finally, having completed both the empirical and the transcendental sides of systemt, Kant modulates in the Dialectic from the empirical to the hypothetical perspective, where he considers the illusions resulting from the speculative attempt to adopt a quasi-logical perspective, which is actually a conflation of the transcendental and empirical perspectives. Both the dogmatic acceptance and the skeptical rejection of numerous speculative knowledge-claims are shown to result from an improper confusion of these two key perspectives. The alternative is to view such notions as God, freedom and immortality as practical ideas which serve the end of unifying knowledge, rather than as legitimate transcendental and/or empirical objects of knowledge. Thus systemt ends by giving equal weight once again to the transcendental and empirical perspectives, for both are subordinated to the hypothetical perspective, in preparation for adopting the practical standpoint in systemp.
 
 One way of assessing the plausibility of this overview as an account of the perspectival organization of Kt1 is to compare the relative frequency with which Kant uses the terms -transcendental-, -logical-, -empirical-, -hypothetical- and -practical- in the Aesthetic, Analytic of Concepts, Analytic of Principles and Dialectic of Kt1. Table VI.1 uses Pq10 to make just such a comparison. The results, predictably, are not altogether conclusive, because of the above-mentioned fact that Kant often develops the transcendental and empirical implications of his theories side by side. Moreover, the five key words are not always used in their strict, perspectival senses, so the most we can expect out of such a statistical analysis is a rough idea of Kant-s tendencies. Nevertheless, the tendencies revealed by the table confirm that the correlations I have made are at least possible, and in some cases even probable.
 
 The following conclusions (in order of probability) can be drawn from the table. (1) The Transcendental Doctrine of Elements undoubtedly emphasizes the transcendental-empirical distinction more than the logical-hypothetical (or -practical) distinction: the former pair of terms is used over seven (or six) times more frequently than the latter. (2) If -hypothetical- and -practical- are to be specially associated with the perspective assumed in any one part of the Doctrine of Elements, it must be with the Dialectic; for all but seven of the 63 occurrences of these two words come in this section-by far the highest percentage of occurrences on the entire table. (3) The -logical- cannot be associated with the Aesthetic, but is used significantly in the other three sections. Of these, it seems to be associated most closely with the Analytic of Concepts, where it is used half again as many times per page as in the two subsequent sections. Moreover, it has a higher percentage of use in the Analytic of Concepts than any of the other terms in that column. (4) Because of the ubiquity of -transcendental- and -empirical- (each occurring an average of more than once per page), they are the terms most difficult to 
 Table VI.1: Frequency of Perspectival Labels in the
Transcendental Doctrine of Elements (TDE) of Kt1a
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NOTES:
aThe boxes with thick borders indicate the set of figures which should be most significant for each column and row, in order for Kant-s usage of these key terms to support my overview. (Page numbers refer to Kemp Smith-s translation of Kt1.)
bThe average numbers per page provide an accurate means of assessing the relative importance of a given word indifferent sections (as listed in the rows), because the differences in the number of pages in each section are in this way taken into account. However, these figures are not as useful for comparing figures in a column, because the five terms differ widely in their total numbers of occurrences.
cThe percentages provide an accurate means of assessing the relative importance of all five words in a given section (as listed in the columns), because the differences in the overall usage of each word are in this way taken into account. However, these figures are not as useful for comparing figures in a row, because the four sections differ widely in the number of pages they occupy.
associate with any one section in particular. The most significant difference between their frequencies of use comes in the Analytic of Principles, where -empirical- is used nearly half again as often as -transcendental-. The percentage of the former is also higher, though the percentage of -logical- in this section surpasses both-a reflection of the close connection between the two parts of the Analytic [cf. note VII.8]. (5) Finally, the frequency of -transcendental- and -empirical- in the Aesthetic is almost identical. But because the former is in general used by Kant slightly less frequently than the latter, its percentage of total usage ends up being slightly higher (5.1% as compared with 4.7%). Thus Table VI.1 supports all four of the proposed correlations between perspectives and sections of text-though admittedly with varying degrees of probability.
 
 In Chapter VII I shall examine in detail the extent to which the theories elaborated in Kt1 support this interpretation of the perspectival modulations in systemt. If it is accurate, then it would seem reasonable for Kant to introduce a new set of object-terms at some point in the Analytic of Principles. This would help the reader to know whether the -object- referred to at any given point is meant to be viewed transcendentally or empirically. As it turns out, this is precisely what he does: -thing in itself-, -transcendental object- and -appearance-, I propose, refer to various ways of considering the object from the transcendental perspective, while -phenomenon-, -negative noumenon- and -positive noumenon- refer to parallel ways of considering the object from the empirical perspective. The latter set is introduced at the end of the Analytic of Principles, once the synthetic a priori rules governing the empirical perspective have been fully established. Moreover, the Appendix [Kt1: 316-49] added after the chapter on Phenomena and Noumena emphasizes the perspectival nature of his theory as it is worked out to that point [cf. note VI.3]. What more appropriate place could there be for these sections than just before the Dialectic, where Kant always assumes the two perspectives are fully compatible?
 
 This perspectival interpretation of the progression of Kant-s argument in Kt1 seems far more plausible, and accords to him a great deal more integrity as a philosopher, than the alternative interpretations which tend to depict him as unknowingly propounding contradictory and incompatible theories in the Aesthetic, the Analytic and the Dialectic. For the purposes of this chapter, I shall therefore adopt it as a tentatively valid hypothesis. In accordance with its description of the general movement of Kant-s thought from the transcendental to the empirical, I will examine the terms applicable to the former perspective in VI.2, and those applicable to the latter in VI.3.
 
2. Kant-s Transcendental Object-Terms
 
 Kant-s transcendental perspective in systemt is concerned not with particular objects but with -objects in general-. When an empirical act of knowing is viewed from the transcendental perspective, it is therefore described in terms not of specific facts, but of a knowing subject -representing- to itself an unknown thing in the form of a -representation-. This unknown thing, Kant argues, cannot be represented as it is in itself, because its original representation must stand in some relation to the person perceiving it; that is, a thing in general, regarded from the transcendental perspective, must become an object of experience in order for it to be known by a subject.[4] The original representation of an unknown thing, which in this form is nothing but a completely indeterminate -something in general=x- [e.g., Kt1:A104], is called -the transcendental object- [e.g., 236, A109]. Bird observes that -the unknown- as a description of the transcendental object -is not a reference to any mysterious realm of intelligible objects- [B20:79]; rather it refers to the general epistemological requirement of -having experience-. Thus it presents -a philosophical task to solve- [79]: viz., how does the unknown -x- (an object of possible experience) come to have the status of a real object of empirical knowledge? The steps from the former to the latter point, and the rules governing them, will be examined in full in VII.2-3. For now it is enough to point out that to view a subject-s experience of a real empirical object from the transcendental perspective is to -posit- the object as existing -in itself, beyond the [mere] thought of it- [Kt1:667t.b.]-i.e., to view it as a transcendental object which is believed to be in some way based on the unknowable -thing in itself-. The latter is Kant-s term for an object as considered in its original, unrepresented, and so -transcendent-, form: -The true correlate of sensibility, the thing in itself, is not known, and cannot be known, through [any] representations; and in experience no question is ever asked in regard to it.-[5]
 
 The problem which inevitably arises for the interpreter of Kant is that, if the thing in itself is unknown and unknowable, it would seem to be difficult, if not impossible, to defend Kant-s use of it as the transcendent starting point for systemt. One reaction to this difficulty is to conclude that -Kant was simply mistaken- [W3:3], and that the thing in itself is knowable after all; but, as I demonstrate in Appendix V, this approach is radically untenable, both in itself and as an interpretation of Kant. Another reaction is to drop the thing in itself altogether, regarding it as superfluous [see e.g., S17:38-42]. However, this phenomenalist approach, though a coherent alternative, does not solve the problem, but merely ignores it or denies its existence [see Ap. VI]. As an alternative to these approaches, I have argued in Chapter V that faith is an adequate justification for our initial assumption of the thing in itself; but in order fully to understand its function (and hence, its legitimacy), it is still necessary to present a clear and coherent interpretation of the System to which it gives rise. We can now begin this task by demonstrating that Kant-s theory of the object of knowledge is self-consistent, even when it comes to his assumption of the thing in itself.
 
 Much of the unwillingness of Kant-s interpreters to accept his starting point results from a common misunderstanding about what the unknowability of the thing in itself entails. When Kant denies the knowability of the thing in itself, he is not denying empirical knowledge, for the thing in itself does not directly -affect- the senses: the affection of a subject-s sensibility by an object occurs only in immediate experience.[6] (Hence empirical knowledge of the thing in itself would be a contradiction in terms.) In fact, from an empirical perspective the objects of everyday experience (of which we certainly do have knowledge) can be regarded (nontechnically) as things in themselves [see VI.3]. But in its technical sense, the concept of the thing in itself is implied by a limitation which arises once a person reflects on affection from a transcendental perspective. This limitation is that transcendental knowledge of the conditions and sources of empirical knowledge is not possible unless one regards the object as an object of experience. Accordingly, it is the possibility of gaining transcendental knowledge of the thing in itself which Kant denies. Empirical knowledge is based on our experience of real objects, but transcendental knowledge is based on our reflection on the transcendental object (which is itself empirically unknowable [Kt1:641-2]).[7] Considered in its transcendent state, however, as a thing in itself, even its existence is open to legitimate doubt. (This, I believe, is Kant-s concession to the skeptic [see V.3].) But once it is accepted as a valid assumption, its unknowability is self-evident and unproblematic [see A9:319-20]. For the unknowability of the thing in itself simply means nothing can be known about empirical objects if they are considered apart from all relation to the forms by which a knowing subject experiences them.
 
 Unfortunately, Kant-s doctrine of the transcendental object is no less obscure than his doctrine of the thing in itself. The former is certainly closely related to the latter-indeed, so closely that the two are sometimes wrongly interpreted as merely synonymous terms. Ewing, for example, follows Vaihinger and Kemp Smith in claiming that -it is hardly possible to doubt that the transcendental object is identified with the thing-in-itself- [E5:101; cf. W2:107]. Nevertheless, others interpret it as related more closely to the determinate forms of the object-s representation in experience [see Ap. VI]. For example, Paton suggests (with some uncertainty [P2:2.449]) that the transcendental object should be identified with the concepts produced by the unity of apperception [443f]. But Paton-s dubious interpretation of Kt1:A250 ignores the fact that Kant says the transcendental object is the -correlate of the unity of apperception- [e.a.], and that it -cannot be separated from the sensible data- [A250]. Kant-s point, then, is that the transcendental object does for the object what the unity of apperception does for the subject: each provides in its own way the basis for the unity of experience.
 
 If it can be identified neither with the thing in itself nor with any of the determinate forms of an object-s representation, then the transcendental object must be regarded as a preconceptual, nonsubjective (but none the less transcendental) element in systemt. Kant implies this in a reference to reason-s pursuit of an unconditioned object, which can also be applied to the relation between the thing in itself and the transcendental object:
 
reason relentlessly seeks the unconditionally necessary and sees itself compelled to assume it [cf. the thing in itself], though it has no means by which to make it comprehensible and is happy enough if it can only discover the concept [viz., the idea; cf. the concept of the transcendental object] which is consistent with this presupposition.... [Even though] we do not indeed comprehend [it,]...yet we do comprehend its incomprehensibility...[8]
 
Along these lines Buchdahl argues in B27:77 that the transcendental object -is not the sort of thing which as such has or lacks a constitution but is always the aspect of the object still awaiting acquisition of such a constitution via a process of realization [i.e., via intuition and conception].-
 
 Findlay also puts forward a plausible account of these object-terms when he says Kant mainly uses the term -Transcendental Object- when he conceives of such objects...as being what we have to conceive as being the underlying, unknown ground of appearance and experience; while the term -Thing-in-itself- is mainly employed when he conceives of them as existing independently of whatever we may conceive or believe. [F3:3; cf. Kt1:A190-1]
 
Similarly, Allison says Kant-s purpose in introducing the transcendental object is to show that the thing in itself -for us can be nothing more than a mere something=x- [A10:60n]. Indeed, only when the thing in itself is regarded as a transcendental object (i.e., as an element of systemt, given in immediate experience) does its -existence- take on a literal meaning for us [cf. Kt26:(68)]. Yet in spite of these clear distinctions, both Findlay and Allison tend to use the terms indiscriminately [e.g., F3:16-24; A10:69; s.a. Ap. VI].
 
A metaphor which can help us avoid such inconsistency is to picture the mediating function of the transcendental object as a doorway between the thing in itself and the subject: although it is directly related to both, it cannot be wholly identified with either. As such, it refers to an object, considered transcendentally, as it would be just at the point of being apprehended by a subject (hence, not to the thing in itself), but without taking into account the subject-s determining influence. Only this object is -given-, though not as a determinate object of -experience- [Kt1:522-3,642]. Thus Kant equates  - an object in general- (i.e., a transcendental object) with an object as it may be given in intuition- [411ne.a.] - an option denied to the thing in itself. Since the transcendental object bridges the gap between the indeterminable thing in itself and the determinate forms of a represented object, it is not surprising that Kant regards it as similar at times to the thing in itself and at other times to the determinate object.[9]
 
 Once we have a clear understanding of Kant-s initial assumption that the thing in itself can be represented to a knowing subject only as a transcendental object, it becomes easier to understand his elaborate theory of how the transcendental object comes to be represented in a determinate form through intuition and conception. Most of the details of this theory will not concern us until Chapter VII; but Kant does make use of yet another object-term, which we must examine if our analysis of his transcendental perspective on the object is to be complete. That term is -appearance-.
 
 In Kant-s primary transcendental sense appearances are objects intuited in time and/or space by a subject [Kt1:A384]. Since -the transcendental object of our...sensible intuition gives [such] intuition- [585], the resulting appearances must in some way -conform to- the former [522-3]: indeed, -the transcendental object [lies] at the basis of appearances- [641; s.a. A104-10], which in turn reflect -the way in which our senses are affected by this unknown something- [Kt2:314-5; s.a. B20:78]. Inasmuch as the -transcendental appearance- (as I shall call it) is -grounded- in an unknown something which exists independently of the subject [Kt2:314,354; cf. B20:4-5,76], the transcendental object (and so also the thing in itself) can be regarded as -the cause of appearance-.[10]
 
 Notwithstanding their transcendental relationship with the thing in itself, such appearances -constitute an object which is merely within us- transcendentally [Kt1:A129]: from the transcendental perspective these transcendental appearances -do not exist in themselves but only relatively to the subject- [164] as -possible perceptions- [246; cf. A250,A375n,527]. Kant defines an appearance as an -undetermined object of an empirical intuition- [34], and explains that we -have no knowledge of any object as thing in itself, but only in so far as it is an object of sensible intuition, that is, an appearance-.[11] The result is that the one aspect of an object viewed from the transcendental perspective which we do encounter in experience-viz.,the transcendental appearance-is -ideal- rather than -real-(hence the name -transcendental idealism-[12]).
 
 Kant employs the term -appearance- in several other ways as well, which I will expound briefly in hopes of dispelling any tendency to regard them as incompatible. Applying the principle of perspective to his use of this term will reveal that its meaning is not -incoherent- or -absurd-, nor is it -nonsense- arising out of a -verbal gymnastic-, as some commentators have suggested [S8:43; P14:75-6; H8:19; s.a. E3:103], but is merely a reflection of the complexities inherent in a rigorous investigation of the epistemological underpinnings of human experience. The word-s primary sense, as portrayed above, is as a transcendental term employed in the context of the transcendental perspective. Another equally straightforward sense is as an empirical term employed in the context of an empirical perspective. Kant clearly distinguishes in Kt1:69-71 between an ordinary empirical appearance and his special transcendental type: the former is a partial or even illusory perception, whereas the latter is that aspect of a real empirical object which, being -inseparable from the [act of] representation of the [empirical] object, is not to be met with in the object [=thing] in itself, but always in its [perspectival] relation to the subject- [70n; cf. B20:51,192]. Likewise, in Kt69:269 he distinguishes between a thing-s -physical appearance- (Apparenz) and appearances as -Phenomena- [see VI.3]. But Kant uses the term -appearance- in the former, empirical sense only on rare occasions [e.g., Kt1:428].
 
 The trap into which the interpreter must be careful not to fall is to think these two senses of -appearance- provide an exhaustive account of Kant-s usage. On the contrary, two other, more subtle senses are discernible. First, an empirical appearance can be regarded from a transcendental perspective. The appearance would then be nugatory, since illusions play no part in constituting empirical knowledge (as transcendental appearances do). Consequently, Kant mentions this possibility only in order to pass it off as insignificant, or to warn against adopting an incorrect epistemology.[13] But the second subtle use plays a crucial role in systemt: a transcendental appearance can be regarded from an empirical perspective. In this case appearances are the things and objects which make up the natural world of our everyday experience.[14] Only when this transcendental term is viewed from the empirical perspective, then, is Grabau correct in suggesting that -for Kant appearance in experience is the mode in which we grasp reality- [G12:771]; for when it is viewed from the transcendental perspective it implies our inability to grasp reality. Likewise, only from the empirical perspective is it proper to say -the domain beyond the sphere of appearances is not full of things in themselves, but is empty- [775; cf. Kt1:310; Kt2:361; see V.2]; for the transcendental appearance, viewed from the empirical perspective, is a -real- rather than an -ideal- constituent of knowledge (hence the equally valid name, -empirical realism-[15]).
 
 Neglecting the difference between the two perspectives from which a transcendental appearance can be viewed will almost always render an interpreter-s account of Kant-s theory inadequate. Barker, for instance, sees the two ways Kant has of talking about appearances, but, ignoring their perspectival relationship, regards them as -by definition mutually exclusive- [B2:281]. He accuses Kant of unknowingly contradicting himself [289], inasmuch as he -decisively embraced neither the [empirical] theory of appearing nor the [transcendental] theory of appearance, but oscillated between them without recognizing any need for making a choice- [283]. But when the principle of perspective is taken into consideration, we can see that no -choice- has to be made, since both theories have their own valid sphere of application. This interpretive key enables us to reconcile such claims of Kant-s as that appearances are -in us- (i.e., transcendentally) even though they exist as objects of perception -outside us- (i.e., empirically) [cf. Kt1:59 and A373].
 
 Kant-s varied use of such an important term inevitably gives rise to some confusion. The foregoing account of the four ways in which -appearance- can be used is an attempt to dispel some of this confusion. It may be helpful at this point, therefore, to summarize the results:[16]
 
(1) A transcendental appearance viewed from the transcendental perspective is a representation in the knowing subject which, though undetermined, is ready to be assimilated into a perceptual experience. This is an appearance in Kant-s primary technical sense.
(2) An empirical appearance viewed from the empirical perspective is an ordinary perceptual illusion. Kant uses the word in this nontechnical sense only occasionally.
(3) To view empirical appearances from the transcendental perspective would be to attempt to include perceptual illusions in an explanation of the possibility of experience. Kant explicitly warns against this use of the word.
(4) A transcendental appearance viewed from the empirical perspective is a real object of empirical knowledge. This is an appearance in Kant-s secondary technical sense.
 
Fortunately, Kant helps to reduce the chances of confusion by introducing, at the end of his discussion of the conditions and rules governing the empirical perspective, a new object-term denoting an appearance in the fourth sense. This new term, -phenomenon-, is the first member of the empirical set of object-terms to be examined in VI.3; but before turning to this task, I will attempt to clear up some possible misconceptions regarding the thing in itself and its relation to the other transcendental object-terms.
 
 Many interpreters who ignore the perspectival relationship between Kant-s object-terms interpret them as referring to things which are somehow actually different objects [e.g., K3:217-8; P14:75-6; S17:90-1]. Such an interpretation finds support in Kant-s occasionally careless use of the word -object- [see VI.1]. For he sometimes calls the thing in itself an -object- [e.g., Kt1:70n] even though-inasmuch as it is -in itself- before it is represented to a subject-it is strictly speaking no more than a possible object (i.e., a thing which might become an object through representation [cf. G12:778]). But interpreting the thing in itself as an object which transcends the object given in experience, yet stands in some sort of -causal- relationship to it, creates the insurmountable problem of explaining what this means without assuming a transcendent employment of the categories, which would contradict Kant-s own Critical principles [see VII.2.B and B20:75-6].
 
 Fortunately, the perspectival interpretation of Kant-s System reveals a more coherent picture. The various stages in the determination of an object of knowledge all result from the taking up of some perspective by the subject; the thing in itself, however, is independent of any perspective, because it is not actually viewed by the subject at all [S8:42]. Kant has this in mind when he speaks of the thing in itself and its representational determinations as two equally legitimate ways of referring -to the very same thing- [Kt2:344; s.a. Kt1:xxvii and G12:771n]. In relation to the -appearance-, -the thing in itself...is not itself a strange [absonderlicher] object, but only a special [besondere] perspective (respectus) for constituting [the thing in] itself as an object- [Kt9: 22.44; cf. A3:653; B27:97; H11:37-9]. In this sense we can say that -the thing in itself is...given in its appearance- [G2:471]. The latter is -a thing considered in a certain relation, in virtue of which it falls under a certain description-, and the former is -the same thing, considered in abstraction from this relation, and therefore as not falling under this description- [A10:54]. Those who ignore or overlook Kant-s principle of perspective, and continue to refer to the thing in itself as an object, often end up using the term in a way closer to Kant-s use of -phenomenon-, in which case (as we shall see in VI.3) the object under consideration isknowable in principle.
 
 When the thing in itself is interpreted from the transcendental perspective as referring to an empirical object insofar as it is not an object of any subject-s knowledge, it becomes a more reasonable (indeed almost a trivial) notion to maintain; for, whatever else might be required for the possibility of empirical knowledge, we obviously cannot know a thing empirically without encountering it as a represented object. -To state that we know only appearances and not things in themselves is-, as Schrader rightly asserts, -to state an obvious tautology, namely that objects are known only as they are known- [S4:173]. Moreover, if the thing in itself were interpreted in this way and yet rejected, it would be impossible to give any plausible account of the source of -the empirical differences in shapes and sizes- of the objects of everyday experience [P2:1.139; cf. E5:191-2]. Only what is common to all representations is, for Kant, supplied a priori by the subject in the act of representing. So the thing in itself must be posited and assumed to determine in some sense the raw material for any possible object of knowledge.[17] In other words, a thing other than us must be represented to us in a perceivable form, otherwise we could never become conscious of it; and this, Kant assures us, -would practically amount to the admission of [its] non-existence- [Kt1:A117n].
 
 In accordance with this interpretation, Kant-s claim that things represented in the form of transcendental appearances or of the transcendental object also exist apart from the subject in the unrepresented form of the thing in itself can be understood (and hence accepted) as an argument against Berkeleyian idealism. Berkeley-s view-sometimes attributed to Kant, usually by those who reject the thing in itself [e.g., S17:242,246]-is that the existence of a thing is due only to the nature of the knowing subject (possibly with some help from God). But Kant-s view is that a subject-s knowledge of a thing, and so also the representations which constitute that knowledge, exist only in the subject. Whereas for Kant the existence of a real object is ultimately derived from the thing in itself which exists independently of any subject, for Berkeley objects have no nature at all -in themselves- [Kt1:69-71; cf. V.3]. Berkeley-s error results from his failure to see the difference between regarding an object from an empirical perspective and regarding it as a thing in itself. Kant-s modulation to the empirical perspective in the Analytic of Principles is intended at least in part to point up this important difference; hence it is to his often neglected empirical object-terms that we shall now direct our attention.
 
3. Kant-s Empirical Object-Terms
 
 Why does Kant wait until the last chapter of the Analytic of Kt1 to introduce his empirical set of object-terms? As suggested in VI.1, he has a very specific reason: empirical terms for his primary transcendental distinctions are now required because the same object which he began by viewing from the transcendental perspective is now being viewed from the empirical perspective. The empirical status of the object under consideration in the Analytic of Principles, and so also the function of this section in systemt, could perhaps have been conveyed more clearly by introducing these new terms at the beginning of this section, rather than postponing their introduction until after the principles governing the empirical perspective had been fully elaborated. However, as we shall see in VII.3.A, the position of the chapter on Phenomena and Noumena does have a basis in the architectonic structure of systemt.
 
 Kant hints rather early on that, whereas an appearance (i.e., a transcendental appearance regarded from the transcendental perspective) is -an empirical intuition...which becomes experience- (i.e., becomes empirical knowledge) through -the concept of understanding arising from it- [Kt66:142(22)], a phenomenon- is an appearance which is already -in agreement with the category- [Kt1:186]. In his secondary writings he uses -phenomenon- in much the same sense: it refers to -an object of experience- [Kt23:401n(179n)] or -...of the senses- [391n(165n)], the detailed knowledge of which -can be confirmed by experience- [Kt55:318(83); s.a. Kt53:76(156)]. Although in these works he prefers this term to the term -appearance- [see e.g., Kt46:435(101),440(109), 453-5(130-3); Kt55:318(83); Kt57:234(45)], he does explain the difference between them in Kt19:394: -in phenomena that which precedes the logical use of the intellect is called appearance, and the reflective cognition which arises when several appearances are compared by the intellect is called experience.... [Thus] the objects of experience are called phenomena...- Kant-s first proper definition of -phenomena- in Kt1 agrees with his usage elsewhere: phenomena are -appearances, so far as they [i.e., the appearances] are thought as objects according to the unity of the categories- [A248-9].
 
 An appearance, then, is the undetermined or -nondescript- form of what is destined to be regarded as an empirical object, while a phenomenon is such an object -into which appearances may be discriminated by means of the understanding- [B20:56-8,53; cf. Kt1:34]. When the two terms are interpreted as names for -the same things, only viewed in different ways- [B20:54], it becomes evident that phenomena are always transcendental appearances viewed from an empirical perspective (i.e., -categorised appearances- [55]), but that appearances viewed from the transcendental perspective are not phenomena because they are regarded as if they are not yet categorized (and thus, not yet known empirically). Therefore, just as the transcendental object is transformed into an appearance only when the transcendental forms of intuition are added to it, so also the appearance is transformed into a phenomenon only when it has been synthesized with concepts in such a way as to become a real, determinate object of empirical knowledge.
 
 This interpretation reveals that Kant does not intend -phenomenon- to be -pejorative- merely because he contrasts it with -noumenon-, nor to -imply that the reality we elaborate in judgment is somehow defective-.[18] On the contrary, of all Kant-s object-terms, it is the only one which refers straightforwardly to -objects- proper [Kt1:137]-i.e., to the objects of everyday experience with which science is concerned, which are -immediately perceived- in sensation [A371]. But it does so in such a way as to remind the reader that if an empirical phenomenon were to be viewed from a transcendental perspective, then it would have to be regarded (but not -condemned- [F3:20]) as an appearance. Accordingly, it would be doubly misleading to claim with Weldon that the thing in itself (as such) is -the necessarily unattainable goal of empirical investigation- [W16:140e.a.]; for Kant maintains not only that the goal of empirical investigation is always and only the phenomenon, but also that this goal is adequately attainable [see B20:24]. Although -the complete determination of an individual [object] is an infinite task- [W25:41e.a.; cf. Kt7:418], Kant allows that for empirical purposes -the cognition of [phenomena] is most veridical.-[19] Furthermore, although we could say with Ewing that phenomena -should be treated in science as if they were things-in-themselves relatively to us as empirical beings [20] this empirical use of the term must be clearly distinguished from its technical use, according to which phenomena viewed from the transcendental perspective must be regarded merely as appearances. In other words, -empirically construed, an object "in itself" just denotes the correlate (Phänomena) of empirical judgments- [P7:375; cf. A10:67]. Of course, this is the case only because the objects we think of empirically as independently existing -things- are the same entities as those which must be called -appearances of a thing in itself- from the transcendental perspective.[21]
 
 If the phenomenon is the final goal of empirical investigation, then why does Kant also introduce the -noumenon- at this point [Kt1:306]? His expressed reason is not to stress the importance of the change from the transcendental to the empirical perspective, which these terms signify; this he does in the Appendix to the Analytic [316f]. Rather, he introduces the -noumenon- in order to emphasize that the transcendental elements in his account of the synthetic a priori construction of empirical knowledge can be applied only to objects of possible experience. To elucidate this limitation, he needs a specifically empirical object-term not only for the transcendental appearance, but also for the object in its unknowable state. The former need is clearly fulfilled by the word -phenomenon-; but it is not so clear in what sense the word -noumenon- can be an empirical equivalent of either the transcendental object or the (transcendent) thing in itself.
 
 As we saw in VI.2, the thing in itself is the reality which is knowable as represented to us in the form of a transcendental appearance, but which is by definition unknowable in its unrepresented form. Once the unknown thing is considered to be a transcendental object standing in some relation to a transcendental subject, it can be determined through intuition to be a transcendental appearance, and through conception and synthesis to be an empirical object [see VII.2-3]. With this progression in mind, it seems natural to infer in empirical reflection that the empirical object, which we can now call a phenomenon, must be related -to something, the immediate representation of which...must be something in itself, that is, an object independent of sensibility- [Kt1:A252e.a.]; hence it must be related to -an object determinable through mere concepts [341], or to -an object of a nonsensible intuition- [A249]. In other words, -something which is not in itself an appearance must correspond to [the phenomenon]. For appearance can be nothing by itself, outside our mode of representation- [A251].
 
 To regard a phenomenon as released from the subjective conditions of appearance which particularized it (viz., from -our mode of intuition- [Kt1:307]) -i.e., to regard a particular object of knowledge as if it could be an object without being represented-is to form the concept of what Kant calls a noumenon. This -entirely indeterminate concept of an intelligible entity- [307] accompanies a phenomenon [A251] whenever an object is judged empirically to have -objective reality-;[22] for this judgment consists precisely in determining that the phenomenon has such an independent (and thereby in itself unknowable and indeterminate) nature. -The understanding, when it entitles an object from an [empirical] perspective mere phenomenon, at the same time forms, apart from that perspective, a representation of anobject in itself--i.e., a noumenon [Kt1:306; s.a. B20:74]. Hence-much as in the case of -phenomenon- and -appearance--a noumenon is always a thing (i.e., an object) in itself, but a thing in itself is not a noumenon unless its representation is considered to be particularized as an object in a subject-s phenomenal experience. In both cases the new terms are brought in as empirical equivalents for the original, transcendental terms. This explains why Kant never uses -noumenon- until the third chapter of the Analytic of Principles, and then occasionally equates it with -thing in itself- in subsequent sections: in these sections Kant is exposing the mistake of viewing the thing in itself as an object -or vice versa-so he naturally treats -thing in itself- as synonymous with -noumenon-.
 
 Kant is careful to warn, however, that the concept of -noumenon- arises out of an -ambiguity- which -may occasion serious misapprehension- [Kt1: 306; cf. B20:71-3]. For although -even the wisest of men- has a tendency to speculate on this basis [Kt1:397], it is a mistake to conclude that the noumenal aspect of objectively real phenomenal objects opens up to us -a world which is thought as it were in the spirit (or perhaps intuited), and which would therefore be for the understanding a far nobler...object of contemplation- [Kt1:A250]. Such a conclusion would require us to view the noumenon in a literal way as -an intelligible object- [311e.a.] or an -object of pure thought- [393e.a.]; but when viewed from mankind-s limited, empirical perspective, -noumenon- is -not the concept of an object, but is a problem unavoidably bound up with the limitation of our sensibility- [344]. As phenomenal beings, we can acquire empirical knowledge only by means of sensible intuition: -our kind of intuition does not extend to all things, but only to objects of our senses,...consequently its objective validity is limited [342-3]; yet we can infer from this that -a place therefore remains open for some other kind of [non-human] intuition, and so for things as its objects- [343].
 
 Our ignorance of that -space- in which we could experience the noumenon as an empirical object raises yet another problem. Such ignorance is required by systemt, because from the transcendental perspective a thing can be an object of knowledge only if it is represented intuitively to our senses as an appearance, and not directly to the understanding as a thing in itself [Kt1: 307]. Yet something like noumenal knowledge seems to be necessary in order for us to judge an empirical object to be independent from the empirical subject, and thus to be an objectively real phenomenon. Rather than eliminating this difficulty by retracting one of his claims, Kant uses our natural but unattainable desire to know the phenomenon as a noumenon to uncover a number of long-standing philosophical illusions in the Dialectic. But before doing so, he refines his terminology by proposing one further distinction, in order to clarify how it is possible to know the objective reality of phenomenal objects in spite of our necessary ignorance of their noumenal nature.
 
 The meaning of the general distinction between phenomenon and noumenon, as well as the particular sense in which -noumenon- is intended to be regarded solely as an empirical object-term, remains in somewhat of a muddle [cf. W9:159-67] unless we take into account Kant-s distinction between the negative and positive aspects of the noumenon-a distinction which, as I shall demonstrate, is closely related to, though not synonymous with, his distinction between the thing in itself and the transcendental object.[23] In its negative sense, the noumenon is -a thing so far as it is not an object of our sensible intuition-; and in its positive sense, it is -an object of a non-sensible intuition- [Kt1:307].
 
 The positive noumenon would supply direct, quasi-perceptual knowledge of the thing in itself without requiring the knower to represent it in terms of time, space and the categories [Kt22:208; s.a. F3:3-4 and S8:43]. Although the possibility of such knowledge for other types of beings -must not be absolutely denied- [Kt1:344], Kant insists it is of no use so far as our empirical knowledge is concerned: -What things-in-themselves may be I do not know, nor do I need to know, since a thing can never come before me except in appearance- [332-3]. The assumption that our knowledge of empirical objects is a knowledge of things in themselves, and thus of positive noumena, is what Kant believes gives rise to illusions such as those he tries to dispel in the Dialectic, where he argues that the closest metaphysics can come to such knowledge is to put faith in an -idea of practical reason- as a guide to the unification of empirical knowledge [385,498; cf. IV.3, V.4 and VII.3.B]. It is important, therefore, not to equate the thing in itself with the positive noumenon: the former is the unknowable basis of transcendental appearances, while the latter is (for us) an unrealizable concept denoting an immediate empirical knowledge of the thing in itself. Al-Azm describes this difference succinctly when he says: -The noumenon is a strictly epistemological concept; the thing-in-itself is an ontological concept- [A4:520].
 
 Although his moral philosophy puts certain qualifications on his theory of knowledge [see e.g., Kt4:48 and VIII.1], Kant-s position in Kt1 is that, because our intuition is necessarily sensible, -a "noumenon" must be understood as being such only in a negative sense- [Kt1:309]; it -is not indeed in any way positive, and is not a determinate knowledge of anything- [A252]. The positive noumenon is epistemologically useless: -our understanding...cannot know these noumena through any of the categories, and...it must therefore think them only under the title of an unknown something- [312]. Nevertheless, the negative noumenon serves an important purpose as a limiting concept:
 
[It] is necessary, to prevent sensible intuition from being extended to things in themselves, and thus to limit the objective validity of sensible knowledge... [For] the domain that lies out beyond the sphere of appearances is for us empty [i.e., from the empirical perspective; but cf. V.2]... The concept of noumenon is thus a merely limitingconcept... [Yet] it is no arbitrary invention; it is bound up with the limitation of sensibility... [310-1]
 
To apply the concept of -noumenon- negatively, therefore, is merely to recognize that a phenomenon has a -non-phenomenal- aspect-i.e., that it is not a mere phenomenon (an empirical appearance)-and that, as Bird warns in B20: 75, this aspect -must not be supposed to refer to any object.- As such, the negative noumenon in systemt -is not only admissible, but as setting limits to sensibility is likewise indispensable- [Kt1:311].
 
 The negative noumenon corresponds to the transcendental object in much the same way as the positive noumenon corresponds to the thing in itself, and the phenomenon to the transcendental appearance.[24] Just as the transcendental object is -the thought of an object in general- [B20:80] as it is originally represented pre-conceptually from a transcendental perspective in its undetermined but determinable state [Kt1:A250,A253], so also the negative noumenon is the final representation of that same object, which, though previously determined, is now regarded conceptually from an empirical perspective as indeterminate once again. The latter is -the concept of the "concretization"...of the transcendental object-; it is the transcendental object -construed empirically, or "in terms of" actual empirical knowledge- [P7:377; s.a. B27:77]. We can therefore call the transcendental object the first possible representation of an undetermined object as it -comes in- to systemt (the thing in itself not being a representation at all), and the negative noumenon its last possible representation as it -goes out- of that system.
 
 Kant-s solution to the problem of how to determine a thing-s objective reality-i.e., its independence from the knowing subject-has both a subjective and an objective side. The former will be discussed in VII.3.A, in terms of the role of -conceptual rules, and agreement in the application of concepts- in conferring objectivity [B20:80]. But Kant-s view of what it is in the object which enables it to be regarded as objectively real is now evident: a thing has objective reality if it can be viewed from the transcendental perspective as rooted in the transcendental object and from the empirical perspective as limited by a corresponding negative noumenon. Kant explicitly says the function of the transcendental object is to -confer upon all our empirical concepts in general relation to an object, that is, objective reality- [Kt1:A109; see B20: 78]. Similarly, he implies that a negative noumenon must correspond to a phenomenon if the experienced object is to be regarded from the empirical perspective as independent of all subjects [Kt1:306-7].
 
 The need for the negative noumenon to accompany the phenomenon in order for the object to be regarded as objectively real is parallel to the need for a concept to accompany an intuition in order for a judgment to be regarded as objectively valid [see note VI.22]. This is because -phenomenon- alludes primarily to the intuited aspect of a known object (though, as an object of empirical knowledge, it must also have been conceptualized), whereas -negative noumenon- alludes primarily to its conceptualized aspect (though, being empirical, it is related to intuition via the phenomenon). The negative noumenon is that aspect of an object which is experienced as nonsensible, so it refers to our -experience- of its concept. Likewise the phenomenon is that aspect which is apprehended by our senses; without an awareness of its noumenal aspect, we could not distinguish a phenomenon from an empirical appearance (i.e., from an illusion). Therefore, the negative noumenon, like the transcendental object, functions as an element in systemt by conferring on the empirical object an actual (independent) form.
 
4. A Summary and Three Models of Kant-s Six Object-Terms
 
 The foregoing interpretation of Kant-s six object-terms consists mainly of the claims that the terms -positive noumenon-, -negative noumenon- and -phenomenon- are the empirical correlates of the transcendental terms -thing in itself-, -transcendental object- and -appearance-, respectively, and that the perspectival distinctions between them are as vital to the proper interpretation of systemt as are the similarities. In reconstructing Kant-s theory of objective reality we have seen that in systemt the judgment that a thing is an objectively real constituent of empirical knowledge is described in systemt as the judgment that a phenomenon has a negatively noumenal aspect. (This empirical judgment is also described transcendentally in terms of a transcendental appearance which is determined to be a phenomenon by virtue of the fact that it is related transcendentally to-i.e., it is a representation of-the thing in itself through the mediation of the transcendental object.) In making this judgment we require no knowledge of what the object is in itself; it is only necessary to know (or indeed, to believe [see V.1-2]) that a given phenomenal object has the noumenal mark of independence. The possibility and necessity of regarding the phenomenon in this limited manner is precisely what Kant wishes to defend by introducing the concept of a negative noumenon; for its purpose is to guarantee the objective reality of a phenomenal object by establishing its connection with the transcendental object, but without requiring any knowledge (transcendental or empirical) of the object as it is in itself.
 
 Although Kant-s presentation of his empirical set of object-terms serves (among its other functions) as -a summary statement- of his theory of knowledge [Kt1:295], it will be necessary to examine more closely the subjective side of systemt before elaborating in any greater detail just what it means to judge a phenomenon to be objectively real. This difficult task will be undertaken in Chapter VII. But before our present considerations come to an end, it will be helpful to schematize the basic progression in the foregoing interpretation of Kant-s theory of the object in the form of two reciprocal models. This should make it easier to understand and cope with the occasional inconsistencies and ambiguities which really do occur in Kant-s discussion of the object of knowledge. (In Appendix VI I will then give some examples of how the foregoing interpretation can resolve some apparent problems, which are in fact due not to Kant himself but to the failure of his interpreters to grasp the principle of perspective.)
 
 First, if the transcendental perspective is regarded as the starting point (as is the case for someone whose primary concern, like Kant-s, is with determining the transcendental roots of knowledge), then the model will begin with the thing in itself and progress through the phenomenon to the positive noumenon. Conceived in this way (as I have done in this chapter), the progression follows a -synthetic- (or -progressive-) method [Kt2:276n], and can be depicted as follows:
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Figure VI.1:
Kant-s Six Object-Terms, Progressing Synthetically
 
Neither 1A nor 1B can ever be known by the human understanding (hence the gaps in the first and last arrows). 1A is presupposed to be the transcendent root of all real objects of experience. 1B is the unattainable -space- occupied by -intelligible objects-, objects which can be thought but cannot be intuited; the space can be filled only through faith in an idea of reason [see V.2,4]. The concepts of 2A and 2B both refer to the object in its transition between an unknowable and a known form.[25] 2A is the unknown -x- of a possible experience, awaiting to be transformed into 3A through intuition. 2B is the independent aspect of an actual experience; it is the -limit- which remains when all intuitive determinations are abstracted from 3B. And finally, 3A and 3B are two names for the object as experienced. Viewed from the transcendental perspective the object (3A) is -in us- and ideal. Viewed from the empirical perspective the object (3B) is -outside us- and real.
 
 The obvious limitation of the synthetic approach is well expressed by Bossart: -Every attempt to begin from the side of the transcendent falls short of philosophical knowledge since we must first believe in the existence of the transcendent if we are to recognize its appearance- [B24:302]. If we wish to engage in transcendental reflection despite this limitation, two options remain open to us. The first is to ask whether and to what extent faith is a sufficient justification for transcendental reflection. This option has been discussed in Chapter V. The second is to start from the empirical perspective, in which case the schematic progression would begin with the phenomenon, and proceed on the one hand to the noumenon and on the other to the object-terms which function within the transcendental perspective.
 
 Conceived with emphasis on the empirical, Kant-s theoretical progression follows the analytic (or -regressive-) method [Kt2:276n], and can be depicted as follows:
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Figure VI.2:
Kant-s Six Object-Terms, Progressing Analytically
 
 In this case, 1A is the object as experienced, and as such is in principle completely knowable. It can be converted into 2A or 1B by abstracting from it the forms of intuition or conception, respectively. 1B can then be converted into 2B by abstracting from it the forms of intuition, and 2B likewise into 3B by abstracting the very notion of objectivity. Finally, 3A results from abstracting conceptualization from 2A, but remains empty because of our lack of an -intellectual intuition- [see e.g., Kt1:307].
 
 We need not decide here as to the relative value of these two versions of Kant-s progression, for this would depend to a large extent on the perspectival bias of any particular philosopher.[26] (Moreover, when all four perspectives are taken into consideration in VII.4, a more complete model of systemt will be constructed.) Kant seems to oscillate somewhat confusingly between both versions, though he feels most at home with the first. My own opinion is that, once the two versions are clearly distinguished and their relationship to the transcendental and empirical perspectives on knowledge is taken into account (thus minimizing the danger of confusion), they are equally legitimate.
 
 One possible way of combining these two perspectives into a single model without favoring either perspective would be to map both sets of object-terms onto intersecting triangles, with the mediating term (or -limiting concept-) in each case occupying the synthetic (x) position. Picturing the transcendental perspective as a triangle pointing upwards and the empirical perspective as a triangle pointing downwards gives rise to the following -sixfold compound relation-, or -6CR- (i.e., half of a 12CR):
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Figure VI.3: Kant-s Six Object-Terms as a 6CR
 
This model has several advantages over the models favoring either the empirical or transcendental perspectives, though I will not dwell on these here. Instead I will merely point out that in this model each term is placed directly opposite its perspectival counterpart.
 
 Rather than arguing for the superiority of one of the above three models, I shall now conclude Part Two by addressing a topic I have virtually ignored so far: namely, how my interpretation is affected by Kant-s actual inconsistencies. I have side-stepped this issue until now, not because I am unaware of the difficulties it presents, but because I believe the only way to understand a deep and profound thinker such as Kant is to devote one-s primary attention to the extensive consistency of the overall picture he portrays. I would be the first to admit that there are passages in his works which remain ambiguous and/or contradictory even when read with a clear understanding of the epistemological underpinnings presented here in Part Two, and that even some of his clearer statements could be taken to contradict my interpretation. This is particularly true with respect to my interpretation in VI.3 of Kant-s special set of empirical object-terms. For if we disregard the chapter he devotes to the task of explaining their meaning [Kt1:294-315]-which I maintain should by no means be done-then there is little evidence left to support the foregoing interpretation of their function. Such an interpretation would have been confirmed if Kant had made a special effort to use his empirical object-terms frequently and carefully in the remainder of Kt1; but he did not. On the contrary, he employs them in comparatively few instances, and occasionally in such a way that they seem to be virtually synonymous with their transcendental counterparts.[27]
 
 Two points can be raised in explaining this inconsistency. First, because the transcendental perspective is the foundation upon which the empirical perspective is built [cf. Figures II.1, III.8 and IV.2], Kant always tends to favor his transcendental terminology, even in empirical contexts. As a result, in Kt1 he freely uses his transcendental terms as synonyms for his empirical terms when referring to an object viewed from the empirical perspective (especially -appearance- for -phenomenon-), but rarely if ever uses his empirical terms as synonyms for his transcendental terms when referring to an object viewed from the transcendental perspective. In Kt2, by contrast, Kant starts with the empirical perspective and modulates to the transcendental perspective (as in Figure VI.2); consequently, he more regularly uses the terms -phenomenon- and -noumenon-. An equally important point is simply that Kant was obviously not fully aware of the potential clarity which can be achieved through a consistent use of empirical object-terms in passages which assume the empirical perspective and transcendental object-terms in passages which assume the transcendental perspective. (Kant apparently regarded systemt as clear enough without giving the reader what he would have viewed as a concession [cf. Kt1:Axvii-xix]!) Whether or not these points adequately explain the passages which are or seem to be inconsistent with my interpretation, I believe the epistemological framework established in this chapter provides with sufficient clarity a plausible account of some of the fundamental aspects of our knowledge of objects.[28]
 
 However one chooses to explain Kant-s apparent terminological inconsistency, it must be regarded as truly unfortunate that he did not always express his theories in a clear and consistent form, particularly if the (hopefully more straightforward) interpretation given above is accurate; for if he had done so he would have saved countless hours of fruitless toil by subsequent interpreters, and escaped innumerable unwarranted claims to have refuted his position.[29]The fact that he did not do so, but contradicts at one point or another virtually every interpretation ever given of his technical terms, indicates not the falsity of any particular interpretation,[30] but only that Kant himself was struggling to form (rather than to interpret) his theories as he wrote. Thus, he can be excused for his obscurity as long as we remember with Paton that he -is opening up a world of altogether new ideas; that Kant is undertaking the most difficult task ever undertaken on behalf of metaphysics; and that the human mind does not, in an enterprise of this kind, detect at first sight the shortest path towards its goal- [P2:1.47; cf. Kt1:vii]. My perspectival interpretation of the epistemological underpinnings of Kant-s System here in Part Two has been intended not so much to detect a shorter path from his starting point to his goal, as to clear away some of the rubble which tends to trip us up, and some of the overgrown -thorns- [xliii] which impede our ability to see his vision, on -the secure path- [xiv] which he himself exposed. By using the conclusions established in Parts One and Two as a basis for examining in Part Three the architectonic content of the System, my further aim will be to -aid in making this footpath [Fußsteig] into a highway [Heereßtraße]- [884alt.].


 [1] Kant defines these termsinthethirdchapteroftheAnalyticofPrinciples [s.e. Kt1:A248-9,306-7]. He never uses -noumenon- or its derivatives in previous sections of Kt1, but he does use -phenomenon- or one of its derivatives in eight earlier passages [viz., Kt1:Axi,155,186,A166,209,227,250,251], all but two of which occur in the first two chapters of the Analytic of Principles. The placement of these terms in the text will play a significant role in my interpretation of their meaning.
 

 HYPERLINK "http://staffweb.hkbu.edu.hk/ppp/ksp1/KSP6.html" \l "_ftnref2" [2] See Ap. VI.In each case interpreters equate such terms because Kant himself treats them synonymously at various points. Unfortunately, Kant-s reason for sometimes equating yet elsewhere differentiating every object-term in the two sets with almost every other has never to my knowledge been adequately explained. Most commentators who try to explain it at all simply opt for the easy alternative, which is to say Kant frequently expressed himself in -inconsistent- ways, apparently forgetting his -official- meaning [e.g., A4:520]. As I shall explain below, my goal in this chapter will be to apply the principle of perspective to this puzzle, in such a way as to provide a more complete explanation of his apparently contradictory use of these terms. Equating -phenomenon- and -noumenon- with their counterparts is attractive prima facie not only because Kant himself sometimes uses each pair interchangeably [e.g. Kt1:423n], but because -phenomenon- and -noumenon- are transliterations of Greek words meaning -a thing which appears- and -a thing perceived by the intellect-, respectively [L4:1912,1180-1]. Although Kant was the first to draw such a sharp distinction between them, Plato and Aristotle did make roughly the same distinction between -- (-the visible world-) and -- (-the intellectual world-) [e.g., P9:508c1,509d7-8; A14:1073b36-7,1074b16].
 [3]PippinreportsPrauss-awarenessofsomesuchproblem[inP12]whenhesays-the chapters on Phenomena and Noumena, and the Amphibolies [are] both oddly out of place in the architectonic- [P7:377]; unfortunately, the only explanation offered for their position is that it is -a superior example- of Kant-s failure to -think through- the implications of his own -analysis- and -methodology-. I will attempt to show, on the contrary, that Kant has a good reason to put them where they are.
  

 HYPERLINK "http://staffweb.hkbu.edu.hk/ppp/ksp1/KSP6.html" \l "_ftnref4" [4] The activityof representationanditsformsrelateprimarilytothesubjective side of systemt [see Ch. VII]; they are relevant here only indirectly, insofar as they serve to define the object.
  

 HYPERLINK "http://staffweb.hkbu.edu.hk/ppp/ksp1/KSP6.html" \l "_ftnref5" [5] Kt1:45;s.a.V.2andAp.V.C-D.Assuch,thethinginitselfcouldbe called the -transcendent object- [cf. G11:198], although this would be using the word -object- in a way which, as we shall see in VI.3, Kant regards as illegitimate (though he himself occasionally slips into such usage). Viewed as the nature of an object before it becomes an object, the thing in itself is, as Deleuze affirms, the -starting point for the [first] Critique- [D2:6].
  

 HYPERLINK "http://staffweb.hkbu.edu.hk/ppp/ksp1/KSP6.html" \l "_ftnref6" [6]Thefamous-doubleaffection-theorypopularizedbyAdickesappearstocontradict this claim by interpreting Kant as proposing a set of -transcendental acts- over against ordinary -empirical acts- [W21:169-70]. But to conceive of the former in any literal sense would be absurd, since the word -acts- loses its meaning if it refers to something which (somehow) -takes place- outside of the spatio-temporal framework of experience. The only way to make sense out of it would be to say, with Findlay, that Kant uses such terms -analogically, and in respect of a parallelism of logical structure which transcends knowledge- [F3:12]. And in such a case it still would not be accurate to say the thing in itself -affects- the senses in any empirically meaningful way. I will discuss this topic further in Appendix VI and Appendix VIII.
 [7]Findlay-s failure to distinguish clearly between transcendental and empirical knowledge gets him into somewhat of a muddle on this matter. He states that for Kant -what we regard as a necessary condition of a certain sort of knowledge is not itself capable of being known-, because -we can never be said to know what we only conceive emptily and without fulfilling intuition. We cannot therefore be said to know that there is a Transcendental Subject or that there are Transcendental Objects, though both are necessary to the existence of empirical knowledge- [F3:7]. Although it is true that for Kant empirical knowledge requires intuition and so the object and subject as they are in themselves-i.e., as transcendent (which Findlay wrongly calls -transcendental- [see Ap. VI])-are notempirically knowable, Findlay ignores the fact that truly transcendental knowledge is something we possess whether or not we know it empirically [see IV.2]. That is why, as we shall see in VII.2-3, the thing in itself and the -self- in itself are not elements in systemt in the way space, time and the categories are. These latter, as truly -necessary conditions-, are known through pure intuition: systemt is in fact the attempt to bring this transcendental knowledge into the realm of our empirical awareness (e.g., by means of transcendental arguments), on the assumption that only the thing in itself must remain entirely unknowable.
 

 HYPERLINK "http://staffweb.hkbu.edu.hk/ppp/ksp1/KSP6.html" \l "_ftnref8" [8]Kt5:463. Kant often refers to the concept of the transcendental object, and discusses this notion primarily outside the Aesthetic, where it would seem to belong. In such cases it refers not to the transcendental object as such, which, as Buchdahl argues against Bird in B27:64f, has its primary function in relation tosensibility, but rather to the general assumption that some aesthetic element is assumed as given throughout systemt. This matter is discussed more fully in Appendix VII.B.
 [9] Birdusesasimilar-bridge-metaphorinaB20:73:-Suchnotionsasthatofa"thing in general" [i.e., a transcendental object] form the bridge across which philosophers may carry admitted truths of a conceptual kind, until they become totally unrelated to any possible experience.- From a rather different tradition, Lao Tzu uses a -seed- metaphor to serve a parallel function: -The concept of the seed takes up a position between the world of ideas and the corporeal-material world- [W19:22]. The notion of the -Dao-, which Wilhelm here associates with the Platonic notion of -the world of ideas-, also bears a resemblance to Kant-s notion of the thing in itself [see 70,72]. Although a direct influence from the Chinese tradition is unlikely, it is interesting to note that, according to Collins in C11:90, Kant gave -summer lectures on Oriental religions...throughout his teaching career.- Perhaps there is more truth than is often recognized in Nietzsche-s reference to Kant as -the Chinaman of Koenigsberg- [N3:210]!
[10]Kt1:344; cf. Kt2:287. Gotterbarn points out in G11:202 that the transcendental object -is that which allows us to represent [appearances] to ourselves as referring to objects.- He infers from this that the transcendental object -is not the cause of appearances-, but only their -ground-. The transcendental object would then be the referential ground of appearances while the thing in itself would be their transcendent cause. Although Gotterbarn is right to distinguish the thing in itself from the transcendental object, I believe it would be more in line with Kant-s (rather ambiguous) usage to say these two object-terms both refer to different aspects of the cause (or ground) of appearances.
 The justification for employing this notion of a transcendent cause was discussed in V.2. Appendix VIII will consider some of the problems associated with its use. It will suffice here to say Kant prefers such -fundamental relations- to be -taken from experience alone- [Kt18:369(117)]; those who persist in using them in a transcendent (albeit metaphorical or -non-literal- [B20:117]) sense must recognize that -philosophy has no business any more- [Kt18:369(117); cf. B20:76].
[11]Kt1:xxvi. The role of intuition in the formation of appearances, and the reason such intuition is qualified by Kant as -sensible- and -empirical- will be made clear in VII.2.A.
[12]-Transcendental idealism-refers primarily to Kant-s doctrine of sensibility[S17: 112]; yet inasmuch as it determines the path followed throughout Kt1 [see e.g., K9:118; S17:21], it is sometimes used as a title for the entirety of systemt. Kant defines his idealism as -the doctrine that appearances are to be regarded as being...representations only, not things in themselves- [Kt1:A369], so that apart from the subject-s knowledge (or -ideas-) they -are nothing- [A370; cf. 518-9; s.a. B20: 46-7 and P2:1.144]. This follows from his Copernican assumption that the subject imposes on the object certain transcendental forms [see III.1], while its material is derived mysteriously from the thing in itself [660-1; cf. E3:119; G11:197]. Paton explains that the mind -is the source only of what is common to [all objects of experience]-, not of the -empirical differences- between such objects [P2: 1.557n; s.a. K2:11.380-1(Z1:198)]. Thus, the transcendental appearance, which is the only source for our knowledge of such differences, must be regarded as a mere mental construction out of these formal elements only when we view it from the transcendental perspective.
[13]Kt1:69-71,278-9,349-50,A376; s.a. B20:15-6. Philosophers at least as far back as Plato had often suggested that the philosopher-s task is to see through the illusions of appearances to their underlying truth. Kant argues in Kt3:555, by contrast, that in metaphysics -the question is not of the transformation of illusion [Schein] into truth, but of appearance [Ersheinung] into experience.- Meerbote discusses Kant-s view of the non-epistemic character of -sensory illusions- in M9:197.
[14] Kemp Smith-s repeated insertion of-[field of]-before the word-appearance-sometimes obscures Kant-s meaning by making his reference to an individual transcendental appearance, viewed from the empirical perspective, look like a reference to appearance in general, viewed from the transcendental perspective. But Weldon clearly distinguishes between these two senses of the word -appearance-, as referring either to -physical bodies in space- or to -data of empirical sensibility- [W16:149] and suggests using Kant-s rather cumbersome phrase -appearance of the appearance- [see Kt9:22.339,363-5] to distinguish the former from the latter.
[15] -The transcendental idealist-,Kant insists,-is an empirical realist,and [therefore] allows matter, as appearance, a reality which is immediately perceived- [Kt1: A371; s.a. A375; B20:43-7]. Although transcendental idealism maintains that space and time are -absolutely independent of things in themselves-, -at the same time- it guarantees -their complete reality in respect to the objects of the senses- [Kt69:268]. The transcendental character of knowledge is not under consideration in experience, so the question of the existence of the thing in itself does not even arise [Kt1:45].
[16] These four uses of -appearance- constitute the following 2LAR:
[17] See VII.2.A. Kant suggests in Kt22:215 that -the objects as things in themselves give the matter to empirical intuition..., but they are not the matter of these intuitions.- The matter as such is the transcendental appearance [Kt1:207].
[18]W9:165. Walsh mentions this interpretation of the word -appearance- again in W8:193,205-6, but argues against it: -there is nothing in [Kant-s theory of phenomena and noumena] which demands that we agree that one is better than the other- [207].
[19] Kt19:397.The -necessarily unattainable- task, according to Kant, is not to gain knowledge of any one phenomenon, but to know the totality of all phenomena. -Our right to aim at an explanation of all [i.e., the totality of] natural products on simply mechanical lines is in itself quite unrestricted-, though it will never be completed [Kt7:417]. In K2:11.37(Z1:140) he states that -to recognize the real essence of matter...far exceeds the capacity of human powers.- But this is only because such knowledge would require either knowledge of the transcendent ground of matter, or knowledge of the totality of material things (or both); it in no way prevents us from having adequate empirical knowledge of particular objects.
[20] E5:179;s.a. Kt2:353 and B20:42.As Kant himself says:-In the language of experience, the objects of the senses are regarded as things in themselves- [Kt69: 269]. Kant may be speaking from this empirical perspective (rather than simply contradicting his later views) when he writes in 1763 that -things themselves...constitute the raw materials of nature- [Kt15:308; s.a. 232-3].
[21] These two perspectives on the object are, for Kant, mutually interdependent.For on the one hand he says the empirical object (the phenomenon) is -the one species of knowledge which is capable of imparting reality to any nonempirical synthesis- [Kt1:196e.a.]-i.e., to the object as viewed from the transcendental perspective. Yet on the other hand he says that, although -transcendental truth- exists in virtue of its -relation to possible experience-, it -precedes all empirical truth and makes it possible- [185]. There is no contradiction here, as long as we remember he is talking about empirical reality in the former quote and transcendental ideality in the latter [see notes VI.12,15].
[22] -Objective reality-and-objective validity-are two phrases which Kant never defines with sufficient clarity. In K2:11.496(Z1:216) he does suggest a helpful way of understanding the latter. He stresses that -feeling...in itself cannot be communicated- (because it is only subjectively valid), whereas anything which is -valid for everyone- through relation to -an object- will be -communicable-. This is consistent with Allison-s claim that for Kant -every judgment, simply qua judgment, is "objectively valid"-, since this term is meant to distinguish -a judgment from a mere association of ideas, which only possesses "subjective validity"- [A11:23]. Buchdahl notes that Kant establishes the -real possibility- of judgments by proving their -objective validity- [B28:131n; see Kt1:xxviii,122]. The problem arises in trying to isolate a distinct meaning for -objective reality-. For Kant often discusses this phrase in terms deceptively similar to those he uses for -objective validity-. For example, he equates it with -meaning and truth- in Kt3:478, with -practicability- in Kt32:356, and with proving the -real possibility- of a concept-s referent in Kt69:325. Meerbote attempts to solve this problem by stressing that -objective validity- does not mean -true-; rather it denotes that the conclusions of transcendental arguments establish -the justified belief...that we possess, i.e. know, (some) true judgments which cannot be disputed- [M8: 56]. He then opines -that Kant identifies "objective reality" with "truth"--i.e., with correspondence to a real object [57]. Although this is probably the most adequate way of translating these two phrases into contemporary philosophical terms, I have warned against the danger of equating -justified belief- with Kant-s concept of -knowledge- in Appendix V.C. Moreover, Kant strays from the usage Meerbote describes on several occasions, as, for example, when he equates -objective reality- with -transcendental validity- in Kt22:190.
[23] Kant makes this further distinction in both editions of the chapter on Phenomena and Noumena; but in the first edition it is between -noumenon- and -transcendental object- rather than between -positive noumenon- and -negative noumenon-. His reasons for making this change have been a matter of some debate. Kemp Smith uses his -patchwork- theory to infer that -the doctrine of the transcendental object is...a pre-Critical or semi-Critical survival-, ultimately rejected by the mature Kant [K3:204-5; s.a. P4:177-8]. And Vleeschauwer claims that an inherent ambiguity, wherein -the transcendental object oscillates ceaselessly between the thing in itself and apperception-, led Kant to suppress it in the second edition [V4:109]. Yet we have seen that this -oscillation- is not an ambiguity, but part of the essential task fulfilled by the transcendental object: the task of bringing the thing in itself to the subject. Moreover, such views do not explain why Kant did not omit all references to the transcendental object if, in fact, he had decided it was a useless or incoherent concept by 1787.  In light of the overview of the organization of Kt1 given in VI.1, we can offer an alternative explanation which preserves the proper function for the transcendental object: between 1781 and 1787 Kant must have noticed he had inappropriately carried one of his transcendental terms over into his discussion of the empirical perspective; so he omitted the references to the transcendental object and clarified the empirical character of the distinction, by distinguishing between two aspects of the noumenon. (Buchdahl hints at this solution in B27:78.) Since this -terminological shift- [A10:59] would in this case represent a definite improvement in the consistency of his explanation of the two perspectives, I will adopt the second edition version both here and in VII.3.
[24]Kt1:344-5,A358. This perspectival correspondence between each transcendental object-term and its empirical counterpart explains why Kant so often treats as equivalent terms which he elsewhere differentiates, thus misleading many interpreters [see Ap. VI]. Kant-s usage is legitimate since, for example, a phenomenonis a transcendental appearance, only viewed from an empirical perspective; the object is not different, but only the perspective of the subject. (Thus, as we saw in VI.2 with the thing in itself and the appearance, and earlier in this section with the appearance and the phenomenon, it is also legitimate to say the phenomenon and the noumenon are -merely different aspects of one and the same thing- [O4:160-1; s.a. W13:107].) Kant could have made his position easier to follow not by omitting such -careless- identifications, as is sometimes suggested [e.g., A4:520], but by stressing how the principle of perspective affects his use of object-terms.
[25] 2A and 2B are for the object what Strawson says apperception is for the subject: they are -the tangential point of contact between the field of noumena and the world of appearances- [S17:173].
[26]The phenomenalists- rejection of the noumenal [see Ap. VI], for instance, is directly related to their preference for the empirical analysis of the phenomenon (which does not require the presupposition of the thing in itself) and to their consequent exclusion of any reflection on the object in terms of transcendental synthesis (which does).
[27] Seee.g.,Kt1:423.In contrast to the hundreds of occurrences of each of Kant-s transcendental object-terms in Kt1, -phenomenon- and its derivatives are used only 41 times, and -noumenon- and its derivatives only 54 times [Pq10:250,280].
[28] Itmightbecontestedthat Kant himself did not purposefully emphasize the principle of perspective as much as I have done, or that he was not himself as clear as I have portrayed him to be on the interrelationships between his six object-terms. No one, of course, will ever know precisely what Kant would think of all the various interpretations which have been given to his philosophy. So my response to this objection would be that even if some aspects of my interpretation are not deemed to be acceptable as a straightforward explanation of what Kant intended to say-which I believe they all are-their value can be preserved by regarding them as revisionary aspects of the interpretation [see note I.23]. That is, even if Kant himself seems at times not to be aware of some of the distinctions I have been making, I would maintain that he was in fact working towards them as he wrote: had he been able to reconstruct systemt in a clearer and more precise manner after having completed his Critical works, something like my interpretation would have been made more evident.
[29] Kant may have been overly optimistic to believe the danger in leaving the task of clarification to others -is not that of being refuted, but of not being understood- [Kt1:xliii; s.a. Kt2:261]. Yet ironically, if he had not done so, he would probably not have come to be regarded as quite such a great philosopher, since his writings would have been less likely to hold the reader spellbound as they have managed to do in their present form for two centuries.
 
[30] It is unlikely that any interpretation of such a diverse thinker as Kant will ever gain universal acceptance; so the value of the interpretive presuppositions with which his philosophy is approached [see Part One] in the end cannot be wholly justified by logical arguments, but only by measuring the extent to which they are able to render Kant-s System as a unified and self-consistent whole [see Part Three].
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Resolution of Problems
Associated with Kant's Object-Terms
 
 The interpretation in Chapter VI of the perspectival relationship between Kant's six object-terms can serve not only to resolve numerous problems pointed out by interpreters relating to the intended meanings of these six terms, but also to clarify many ambiguities, both major and minor, in other aspects of his theory of knowledge. In this Appendix I will discuss various examples of both these issues, beginning with the first. I should make it clear at the outset of this primarily negative task (i.e., the task of clearing up misunderstandings in previous interpretations) that in many cases the writings of these same interpreters have provided me with invaluable help in my own attempts to understand the intricacies of Kant's theories. The extent of my indebtedness to them should be evident from the frequency of my references to their ideas in the main text.
 
 The basic perspectival distinction between the thing in itself and the appearance, as referring to 'one and the same object considered from two perspectives' [S4:173]-or, more properly, to a distinction between the subject's perspective on an object and the lack thereof-has been made by quite a few interpreters in recent years.[1] But in most cases it is not sufficiently set in the context of the distinction between the transcendental and empirical perspectives in general. Some writers, for example, tend to equate the two distinctions, or simply neglect the difference. Yet this gives rise to a tendency to regard the thing in itself as transcendental, when in fact it is transcendent, and to regard the appearance as empirical, when in fact it is transcendental. In such cases the interpretation falls victim all too easily to criticisms such as those put forward by Gram [G13:6-9]. His objections, which are based on empirical reflection [see below], can be overcome only by recognizing that for Kant all these distinctions are ultimately based on transcendental reflection [cf. A10: 43-5,55,66]. There is, of course, an empirical sense in which the very same terms can be used, such as when Kant speaks of appearances subjectively as mere empirical ideas or images in the mind, and of things in themselves objectively as independently real material objects [see Kt1:45,70,313-4]; but such usage must be carefully distinguished from the transcendental usage [as in A8:227-8], and is best reserved for Kant's explicitly empirical set of object-terms.
 
 As well as recognizing Kant's basic perspectival distinction, some interpreters have suggested perspectival relationships between other sets of object-terms [see note VI.24]. However, no one to my knowledge has consistently applied the principle of perspective to all six terms. Findlay's initial explanation of the meanings of Kant's object-terms [F3:3-4] is the closest I have found to the position I have put forward. Unfortunately, after carefully discriminating Kant's meanings for each term, he proceeds to conflate them in his actual usage, reducing them in effect to a single distinction between the 'Transcendental Object', as referring generally to transcendent reality, and the 'appearance', as referring generally to empirical reality [e.g. 16-24,27; s.a. note VI.7].
 
 Other interpreters have introduced an almost unending stream of varying suggestions as to how these terms ought to be used. A handful of examples will be sufficient to make this point clear, without any claim to represent an exhaustive overview. Perhaps the most commonly accepted view is expressed by Paulsen, who equates 'thing in itself' and 'noumenon', equates 'appearance' and 'phenomenon', distinguishes 'positive noumenon' and 'negative noumenon', and treats 'negative noumenon' as equivalent to 'transcendental object' [P4:148-50,154-5,192]. Al-Azm and Wolff also seem satisfied to equate 'phenomenon' and 'appearance', though they both carefully distinguish 'thing in itself' from 'negative noumenon' and 'positive noumenon' [A4:520; W21:165, 313-5; s.a. W9:162]. Gotterbarn similarly equates the former pair, as well as 'thing in itself' and 'positive noumenon', but distinguishes between 'transcendental object', 'negative noumenon' and 'thing in itself' [G11: 201]. By contrast, Bird and George both distinguish between 'appearance' and 'phenomenon', but not between 'thing in itself' and 'noumenon' [B20:18,19, 53-7; G7:513-4n]; and Bird sometimes blurs the distinction between 'thing in itself' and 'transcendental object' as well.[2] Gram equates 'thing in itself' not with 'noumenon', but with 'phenomenon' [G13:1,5-6]! Allison cites different official meanings for each term, yet he tends to equate 'thing in itself' at times with 'negative noumenon' and at times with 'transcendental object', usually ignoring the role of the 'positive noumenon' [A7:94; A10:58,69]. And Buchdahl responds to the fact that the thing in itself seems to be connected in some way with each of the other object-terms by regarding it as 'Kant's umbrella term'.[3]
 
 Let us now look more closely at some of these positions, beginning with Allison's. His assertion that the noumenon'has a basis in transcendental reflection' [A10:55], though in a sense true, is misleading. Of course, all the basic elements in each of Kant's systems are transcendental in the broad sense that the entire Critical philosophy adopts the Transcendental Perspective [see II.4 and III.4]. In the narrower sense, Kant's discussion of the transcendental set of object-terms does form the basis for his discussion of the noumenon [cf. 56-8]; nevertheless, 'noumenon' itself is anempirical object-term, so its function is more closely related to empirical reflection. Kant himself explicitly denies that we possess 'a transcendental perspective' from which we can view 'the noumenon as an object' [Kt1:313].
 
 That Allison himself does not fully appreciate the empirical status of the noumenon is evident at several points in his discussion. For instance, in a rather obscure passage [A10:58] he quotes from Kt1:A253 as evidence of Kant's intent to distinguish between the noumenon and the transcendental object; yet he then plays down the importance of this distinction. After hinting at Kant's recognition, even in the first edition, of the correspondence between the transcendental object and the negative noumenon, he passes this off as insignificant, claiming that 'the noumenon in the negative sense is not really a noumenon' [A10:59-60]. His failure to grasp the perspectival character of this distinction leads him to regard the first edition version of the chapter on Phenomena and Noumena as more adequate than the second. By contrast, I have argued in note VI.23 that the second edition is indeed an improvement for just the reason Allison overlooks: the positive-negative noumenon distinction allows for a clearer explanation of the difference between the object as viewed from the transcendental and empirical perspectives. Even the passage Allison quotes [Kt1:A253] emphasizes that 'the transcendental object ... cannot be entitled the noumenon', because the former is related to 'appearance in general' (via the transcendental perspective), so 'I know nothing of what it is in itself', whereas the latter would require such knowledge (via the empirical perspective).
 
 Furthermore, the very notion of a particular 'transcendental appearance' (i.e., a transcendental appearance viewed from the empirical perspective) would be called into question by adhering too rigidly to Allison's identification of the transcendental-empirical with the general-particular distinction. Such an association is misleading as long as it ignores the two different perspectives from which Kant refers to appearances. Allison claims in A10:70-1, for example, that any reference to 'the cause of a given appearance or representation ... is always an empirical matter' and that any reference to 'appearances in general' is always a transcendental matter. Although this is usually true, it should not be regarded as an absolute rule (especially in light of Kemp Smith's habit of inserting 'field of' [see note VI.14]). For Kant sometimes refers to the function of 'appearances in general' from within the empirical perspective (i.e., in the Analytic of Principles), as well as to the cause of particular appearances from within the transcendental perspective (i.e., in the Aesthetic).
 
 Gram thinks he has discovered a fundamental contradiction in Kant's theory, according to which the 'thing in itself' must 'generate an appearance', yet cannot 'be an object of sensory awareness' [G13:1]. In fact, as we have seen, the thing in itself does not generate the appearance directly, but only through the mediation of the transcendental object. Nevertheless, it would be possible to render both of these predications compatible by regarding the former as referring to the thing (i.e., object) in itself as viewed from the empirical perspective (i.e., to the phenomenon), and the latter as referring to the same object as viewed from the transcendental perspective. Gram does indeed favor the empirical perspective in interpreting Kant's terms, for he equates 'things in themselves' with 'phenomenal substances'! Thus, he naturally rejects the former term as superfluous; yet the 'thing in itself' he so rejects is not the one which plays a key role in Kant's theory [see note VI.20], so his interpretation is actually a consequence of his failure to engage fully in transcendental reflection.
 
 Bird engages more fully in transcendental reflection when he states in B20:49 that 'the transcendental notion [of appearance] explicitly rejects the existence in our experience of any ... (transcendental) object.' This statement, though technically correct, could unfortunately mislead readers into a muddle such as Gram's. If we interpret Bird as saying that we never have empirical knowledge of the transcendental object as such, but only as it appears in phenomenal form, then his interpretation is obviously correct. But he seems also to be suggesting that the transcendental object itself transcends our experience in such a way that it is in no sense an element in empirical knowledge. Yet, as I argue in VII.2.A, the transcendental object is in fact the first and foremost element in systemt. The thing in itself, by contrast, is not an element in systemt. So Bird is probably using '(transcendental) object' to refer loosely (and so, inaccurately) to the thing in itself [s.a. 48-51], in which case he should have referred to it as transcendent.
 
 Regarding the phenomenon as the final goal of empirical reflection, as I have done in VI.3, must be carefully distinguished from the typical phenomenalist interpretation of Kant which, after rejecting the thing in itself, conceives of the phenomenal world as a construction out of sense data. Such an approach entirely annuls Kant's revolutionary 'Copernican Perspective' [see II.4 and III.1] by conflating the transcendental and empirical perspectives. Phenomenalists fail to recognize that objects are properly viewed as constructions out of sense data only from atranscendental perspective (in which case the assumption that they are rooted in the thing in itself is unproblematic [see VI.2]) and as independently real entities only from the empirical perspective (in which case the thing in itself need never be mentioned [see note VI.15]). They misunderstand the role of the thing in itself because they erroneously take a transcendental construction to be empirical; and, as we saw in VI.3, the thing in itself is indeed problematic when it is viewed as a potential empirical object (i.e., as a positive noumenon). By properly distinguishing between these two perspectives, the phenomenalist theory of sense data would not be completely falsified; rather it would be rendered inefficacious, for it is transcendentally true (but trivially so) and empirically false.
 
 Strawson is a good example of a phenomenalist interpreter of Kant. Alluding to Kant's doctrine of the noumenon, he argues: 'In order to set limits to coherent thinking, it is not necessary, as Kant ... attempted to do, to think both sides of those limits. It is enough to think up to them' [S17:44; s.a. W5:178]. This criticism is invalid, however, not only because it presupposes the inadequate interpretation of the thing in itself according to which it is equated with the noumenon and regarded as a separate object from the appearance [S17:90-1,238-9,245], but also because it depicts Kant as trying to set limits to 'coherent thinking' rather than to 'empirical knowledge'. Kant himself says coherent thinking is limited only by the law of noncontradiction, which cannot be overruled [Kt1:191]. Likewise, he holds that we cannot know both sides of the limits of empirical knowledge. As Paulsen rightly argues in P4:184-5, such views do not preclude the need to think both sides of the limits of knowledge by means of a concept such as the thing in itself.
 
 Only because they conflate Kant's views on knowledge and thinking do interpreters such as Michalson see a 'discrepancy' between Kant's doctrine of the categories and his hypothesis of the noumenal [M11:39]. Moreover, as we have seen, the negative noumenon does not pass beyond the 'bounds of sense' at all, but merely marks the boundary. Rejecting it would make it impossible, in the context of Kant's theory, to establish the objective reality of any objects of knowledge whatsoever! Only the positive noumenon passes beyond this boundary, and must thereby be accepted by faith, if it is accepted at all [see V.4]. But even though it is epistemologically useless, the positive noumenon is not logically incoherent: as Bird contends, 'to think them as things in themselves'-that is, as positive noumena-is simply to admit 'that intelligible objects are conceivable, that is to say not logically impossible' [B20:192].
 
 Findlay recognizes the importance of affirming the reality of the thing in itself, but he fails to distinguish properly between Kant's transcendental idealism and his empirical realism [cf. notes VI.12,15]. A perspectival interpretation of Kant's theory reveals the inadequacy of Findlay's (somewhat Hegelian) assertion that Kant sees 'a continuous spectrum from appearances which depart far from the reality of Things-in-themselves to appearances in which Things-in-themselves declare themselves more adequately' [F3:28]. For Kant always insists, on the contrary, that everything we encounter in experience is equally an appearance when considered transcendentally, and yet at the same time, when considered empirically, some objects prove to be independent (phenomenal) realities which are in principle completely knowable [see VI.3]. Only when limiting himself to the empirical perspective does Kant postulate such a spectrum of the real [e.g., in Kt1:209-11]. For 'the real in the appearance' [210] refers not to the thing in itself, but to the 'realitas phaenomenon' [209]-that is, to everything in our experience of an object which can be viewed from the empiricalperspective as 'objective' by virtue of its conforming to the principles of pure understanding [see VII.3.A]. Other than in this empirical sense, Kant gives no hint that some appearances, as Findlay suggests, may be 'more' real or 'less' real than others.
 
 A view similar to Findlay's is proposed by Carus, who distinguishes between the thing in itself and the noumenon by regarding the latter as 'man's subjective conception of the thing in itself' [C4:181]. He explains that noumena, 'as creations of thought ... are intended as models of the objects themselves ... We may fitly call the realities for whose designation noumena ... have been intended ... objects [i.e., things] in themselves' [229]. Unfortunately, he diverges from Kant when he suggests that 'the ideal of science' is to construct 'the noumenal world, the world of thought' [235]. For as we saw in VI.3, the task of science is to come to know the phenomena not the noumena; our ideas about the latter can at best serve as heuristic tools for the regulation of scientific inquiry [see VII.3.B and XI.4].
 
 Let us turn now to look at some broader issues in Kant's epistemology which are also clarified by the interpretation of Kant's theory of the object offered in Chapter VI. A good example is the effect it has on the disagreement over the question of whether or not pure concepts can be instantiated in appearances. Those who stress their lack of homogeneity appear to be following Kant [see e.g. E3:103,107-10 and P2:2.438; cf. Kt1:177]; yet so does Chipman, who insists that concepts such as 'cause' and 'possibility' clearly are given in many common experiences [C7:104-5]. Without going any further into the arguments for one view or the other (both of which can be supported from Kant's own writings), we can integrate the two positions, settling the debate by bringing out the truth in both views: a representation which is intuited and determined only to the point of being a transcendental appearance is heterogeneous with all pure concepts; yet this same appearance, once it is conceptualized and known as a phenomenon from the empirical perspective, not only canbut (according to Kant) must instantiate certain pure concepts [Kt1:595-6]. Kant can hold both views consistently by virtue of the principle of perspective which permeates his System.
 
 Another example concerns the question of whether the thing in itself is supposed to constitute (1) the indescribable, perspectiveless root of all perspective-bound experience, or (2) reality as it would be viewed from the 'perfectly correct' perspective of God. Kant seems to contradict himself by supporting both notions at various points. A perspectival interpretation, however, renders his reason for doing so immediately apparent: perspectivelessness (as in (1)) refers to the thing in itself viewed transcendentally, while the 'God-perspective' (as in (2)) refers to the positive noumenon viewed empirically (which, of course, is impossible for mere human beings). The common interpretation, which conflates these two meanings, frequently leads to the rejection of both notions. But the perspectival interpretation makes both notions palatable by demarcating the field of reference to which each can be applied.
 
 In addition to clarifying specific ambiguities, a perspectival interpretation facilitates a defense of the coherence of Kant's general way of expressing his position. For example, it effectively removes the stinger from a common and long-standing criticism of Kant's System, first put forward by Jacobi (one of Kant's contemporaries), who reports that in reading and re-reading Kt1 'I was continually confused, since without that assumption [i.e., the assumption that things in themselves 'produce sense impressions'] I could not enter the system, and with it I could not remain in it' [q.i. Z1:228-9; s.a. 243]. The problem is that such a relationship between the thing in itself and the appearance seems to require the application of categories (such as causality) to transcendent reality-a practise which seems clearly to break Kant's insistence that the categories be applied only to phenomenal reality.
 
 Paulsen sketches a solution to this problem which appeals implicitly to the principle of perspective. He proposes the following in P4:156: 'A double meaning of the categories must he distinguished,-a pure logical transcendent, and a transcendental physical.' He is referring here to the difference between the two versions of the categories presented by Kant, from the logical perspective in the Analytic of Concepts, and from the empirical perspective in the Analytic of Principles. The suggestion, then, is that when Kant limits the categories to the phenomenal realm, he is thinking only of the categories as principles of knowing, not of the categories as forms of thinking. When this distinction is kept in mind, as we saw earlier in this Appendix, Kant's assumption of the thing in itself becomes far more coherent. Although this perspectival solution thereby eases the pain of Jacobi's sting, it does not seem quite capable of actually removing the stinger itself.
 
 In a letter to Kant Beck foreshadows Allison's approach [see below] by claiming Jacobi's problem can be solved only by stipulating that 'the object that affects me must ... be appearance and not thing-in-itself' [q.i. Z1:229]. I would suggest, by contrast, that both parts of Jacobi's statement can actually be affirmed without undermining the credibility of systemt. For once the correlation between Kant's transcendental and empirical perspectives is recognized, two points emerge: first, that the thing in itself must indeed be presupposed at the beginning of the former perspective; and secondly, that it is ultimately regarded as problematic from the latter perspective (in the form of the positive noumenon), to the extent that phenomena can even be viewed as if they were things in themselves [see note VI.20]. The long life of this criticism, then, is due to the fact that it contains a valid insight into the nature of systemt; so it is unfortunate that it is generally used against Kant as a charge of inconsistency.
 
 Recognizing the reciprocity between transcendental idealism and empirical realism [see note VI.15] also renders superfluous one of most common suggestions as to how Kant's Copernican Perspective can be made more palatable. Webb claims in W13:211-2 that in order to do 'full justice to the realism implicit in his idealism', we should interpret Kant's 'doctrine that in knowing Nature we discover the structure of Mind as a recognition that this structure is in fact the structure of [transcendent] Reality itself.' (A similar reinterpretation lies behind Walker's view that the thing in itself ought to be regarded as knowable, a view I have criticized in detail in Appendix V.) What such suggestions ignore is that Kant would agree that the structure of empirical reality (the only reality we can know theoretically) is in fact primary and does coincide with the structure of the mind in just the way Webb suggests.
 
 Finally, we can now offer a plausible account of Kant's theory of 'affection' [see note VI.6]. Allison carefully explains how a perspectival interpretation (though he doesn't call it by this name) can make sense out of this potentially confusing theory [A10:61-76]. The question (as Prauss puts it in P12:192-204) is whether Kant intends the reader to understand the thing in itself in the 'transcendental-philosophic' sense or in the 'transcendent-metaphysical' sense [see P7:374]. Adopting the former view, Allison argues against those who adopt the latter, according to which Kant is interpreted as postulating various 'transcendental acts' in which the transcendental object (or the thing in itself) 'affects' the subject to create appearances [A10:69n; s.a. E3:107n; F3:9-15; G13:5-6,9-10; W17:74-9]. He claims that there is in the entire account of affection no reference to entities other than those which are known in spatio-temporal terms (empirical objects). The point is only that in so far as such entities are to function in a transcendental context as material conditions of human cognition, they cannot, without contradiction, be taken under their empirical description. [A10:69]
[For] just as the thought of the simplicity of the I of apperception is a merely analytic truth, and is not to be taken as yielding any knowledge of the transcendental subject of experience ...; so too, the thought of the affecting object as ground or cause of our representations is a merely analytic truth ..., and is not to be taken as yielding any knowledge of the transcendental object of experience [76; cf. P8:210].
 I am for the most part in agreement with Allison in denying the legitimacy of the typical 'double affection' interpretation, which 'hypostatizes' the thing in itself by regarding transcendental affection from an empirical perspective [A10:66]; but I do think he has gone too far in categorically denying that Kant intends to establish any knowledge whatsoever in regard to his transcendental set of object-terms. Although his transcendental arguments are not intended to yield empirical knowledge, they are intended to reveal transcendental knowledge. And this transcendental knowledge is not merely a set of analytic truth-claims implied by a certain type of philosophical reflection. Allison must be reading with interpretive blinders on if he really finds 'no reference to [nonempirical] entities' in Kant's theory; for, true as it is that Kant puts an important (and often neglected) emphasis on considering a 'thing' (=object) as it is in itself, it is just as evident that he also emphasizes the importance of considering the 'thing in itself' as a metaphysical 'entity' which mysteriously 'becomes' a transcendental object for us on its way to 'becoming' an appearance and eventually a phenomenon. How else are we to understand clear statements such as that 'behind the appearances things in themselves must stand as their hidden ground'?[4] Indeed, Kant says it 'would evidence a logical defect in our classification' if we regarded the sensible world as lacking 'a non-sensible counterpart' [K2:12.222(Z1:247)]. To ignore this emphasis is to take the second model of Kant's theoretical progression mentioned in VI.4 [see Figure VI.2] as the only legitimate way of interpreting him; and this can lead directly to interpreting the thing in itself as nothing but a 'philosophical fiction' [S3:233; cf. notes V.9,10].
 
 But a perspectival interpretation does not require us to ignore or 'interpret away' Kant's 'synthetic' or 'metaphysical' way of expressing himself, as Allison seems to believe; this would be inconsistent with his overall Critical purposes, especially as evinced in Kt4. Instead, it enables us to regard both ways of seeing the matter as plausible, depending on whether the transcendental or the empirical perspective is regarded as most fundamental. When starting from the transcendental perspective, the thing in itself is not merely a 'thought' with a certain regulative employment;[5] it is also our necessarily inadequate way of referring to reality itself-i.e., to that which is beyond the limits of categories such as 'reality' [cf. Kt1:629]. Abstracting all the forms of knowing from the objects of our experience would in this case leave the concept not of a useful thought, but of the way things really are, which, for us, remains unknowable, because it consists of neither thought nor intuition. Therefore, just as the object considered from the transcendental perspective can be interpreted ( la Allison) as the empirical object viewed transcendentally, so also the object considered from the empirical perspective can be regarded as the thing in itself viewed empirically. For in transcendental reflection the phenomenal object which affects us in experience must be thought of as (i.e., believed to be) the result of something which transcends experience affecting the subject in some way. 'Double affection', properly construed, thus refers not to two separate events, but to two ways of reflecting upon the one event of coming to know an object in experience.


 [1] A9:317; A10:54; B20:37; B27:54,68-9; G2:471; P2:1.61; P3:228; P7:375; P8: 195-201; P12:52-61,136-47 and passim; V4:190; W9:162-3. In addition to these Schrader refers to works by Adickes, Fischer, and Erdmann, which put forward a similar interpretation [S4:173n]. Pippin's list includes works by Roussett and Melnick [P8:191n,197-8n]. And Scruton traces this approach back to one of Kant's own pupils, J.S. Beck [S8:42; cf. W6 and note II.21].
 [2] B20:47-51; but cf. 79-80. Buchdahl rejects Bird's tendency to regard the transcendental object as 'a logical myth' [B27:64], exclaiming 'nothing could be further from the truth.'
 [3] B27:51; s.a. 69. The thing in itself could safely be regarded in this way, however, only in the sense that it 'covers' all the other object-terms by transcendingthem, not by being somehow identified with each of them-a point which Buchdahl does not make sufficiently clear.
 [4]Kt5:459; s.a. Kt1:178,667; L2:130; R13:735; S13:3.35. In an earlier paper Allison admits that this element is present in Kant's theory, but is unable to make sense out of it [A5:217]. Schrader also acknowledges both strands, but assigns the troublesome one to 'Kant's private [i.e., metaphysical] views' [S4:174,184]: 'This twofold employment of the thing-in-itself', he declares, 'represents one of the fundamental inconsistencies in the Critique' [174]. By contrast, a thoroughgoing perspectival interpretation can reveal its consistency [see X.1].
 [5] Although Pippin agrees that Kant's usage is not purely 'methodological' [P8:199- 201], he sides with Prauss and Allison in connecting Kant's metaphysical tendencies solely with his theory of transcendental ideas [cf. P7:378]. He says, for instance, that when the thing in itself is regarded as 'the intellectual substrate of phenomena', Kant is referring 'only to a regulative way of thinking about appearances, a noncognitive assumption made for the sake of systematic efficiency and even the extension of empirical knowledge, but not meant to be [a] description of some factual or metaphysical relation between appearances and things in themselves' [P8:210]. This view reflects the bias for the empirical perspective mentioned in VI.4.
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Reason's nature is such that it can never conceive anything except insofar as the latter is determined under given conditions. Consequently, inasmuch as it can neither rest with the conditioned nor make the unconditioned comprehensible, nothing remains for it, when thirst for knowledge invites it to grasp the absolute totality of all conditions, but to turn back from objects to itself in order to investigate and determine the ultimate boundary of the capacity given it, instead of investigating and determining the ultimate boundary of things. [Kt3:564-5]
Kant's System of Theoretical Perspectives
When one has thought according to a method and then expressed this method and distinctly stated the transition from one proposition to the next, then one has treated a cognition systematically. [Kt10:148(149)]

 

1. The Four Stages of Representation in General
 
 The task set before us here in Part Three is to fill the formal structure of Kant's architectonic, as outlined in III.3-4, with the content provided in the part of each Critique called the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements.[1] This will require us to put forward a more detailed interpretation of Kant's Critical philosophy, beginning in this chapter with his system of theoretical perspectives (as developed mainly in Kt1). One of the risks of modulating from formal to transcendental logic in this way will be that of oversimplification-i.e., of making distinct what Kant (perhaps purposefully) left obscure, or vice versa. Consequently, I shall not pretend to have discovered texts in Kant's writings which match perfectly with each of the twelve formal components in Figure III.6, nor to have accounted adequately for all of his multitude of apparently technical terms. Instead, I shall pick out those arguments which seem to constitute the essential elements of his system (and which must therefore, in the case of Kt1, be common to both editions [see note I.21]), in hopes of determining the extent to which each can be correlated with one of the components given in Figure III.6. (The goal of such a procedure is to develop a schematic outline of systemt which can be used as a map to guide us through Kant's text, and which can therefore simplify the task of those who wish to reformulate Kant's arguments in contemporary terms [see I.1].) Such correlations are not always as straightforward as we might wish, so in some cases they must be advanced tentatively, as the best choice presented in the text. Nevertheless, I believe the correspondence between the elements Kant put forward and the twelvefold pattern described in III.3 is sufficiently close to establish my claim that he was working towards such an ideal pattern, but was unable to elaborate its structure precisely enough in his own mind to pass it on unambiguously to his reader [see Kt1:862-3].
 
 As suggested in III.4, the form of my interpretation of systemt will be as follows. Its four major 'stages' are concerned with the analysis of the nature of sensibility [VII.2.A], understanding [VII.2.B], judgment [VII.3.A] and reason [VII.3.B]. Each stage has three 'steps', arranged in a synthetic pattern. Thus, I will interpret Kant's presentation of the 'conditions of knowing' in systemt as containing a total of twelve steps. Each step is itself established as necessary by means of a threefold (synthetic) argument. The various 'elements' which operate in each step of Kant's overall argument (and which, taken together, constitute the 'Doctrine of Elements') can therefore be regarded as constituting a ninefold pattern in each stage. The formal structure of such 'second-level synthetic integration' is discussed in Pq18:4.1, but does not need to be described here. Instead, a very general, but also very important, example will be used to demonstrate the threefold structure of each step in Kant's presentation. Once this is done, we will discuss the general character of each of the four stages in systemt and their structural relationship. These two introductory tasks will prepare us for a detailed study of each stage.
 
 As we saw in VI.2, Kant's whole theory of the synthetic progression of the elements of knowledge is based on the assumption that the knowing subject must 'represent' to itself an unknown thing in the form of a 'representation'. The power to perform this function is attributed to the 'faculty' of representation. Two ambiguities concerning this claim, which could give rise to much confusion and hamper our understanding of almost every step in systemt, are discussed in Appendix VII.A.
 
 An examination of representation makes a good introduction to Kant's way of arguing not only because it reveals these typical ambiguities, but also because he uses the term in connection with almost every step in his theory [cf. Kt1:94,376-7]. Representation itself 'cannot be explained at all', since it 'would have to be explained again through another representation': human knowledge 'always presupposes representation' [Kt10:34(38)]. 'All representations', he insists, 'can themselves become objects of other representations' [Kt1:A108]. So his entire discussion of the conditions of knowing can be regarded as an account of the faculty of representation applying a series of conditions (+) to the object which is to be conditioned (-), so that the latter is represented in a more and more determinate form of representation (x), until all such steps eventually lead to the fully determined knowledge of the represented object. The format chosen to summarize this most general function of knowing can therefore be adopted as the pattern for summarizing the steps in each of Kant's systems.[2] The synthetic structure of this basic argument can be depicted straightforwardly by using the following schema:
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 Kant defines an 'organism' in Kt7:376 as 'an organized natural product in which every part is reciprocally both end and means.' Taking this comment, together with his subsequent claim that the interrelationships between the parts of an organism are 'founded upon ... the causality of an architectonic understanding' [388-9], to apply not only to physical organisms, but to rational systems as well (as he suggests in Kt1:xxii,xxxvii-xxxviii), can help us to understand the formal relationship between each of his twelve successive threefold arguments (or steps). Following the format given above, the first part of each step will specify the material given, i.e., the conditioned element (-), which is carried over from the conclusion of the previous step; the second part will specify the formal function, i.e., the condition (+), which is supplied by the subjective faculty involved;[3] and the third part will specify the synthetic unity (x) of these, thus yielding a new level in the determination of the object. The 'end' of each argument (i.e., the third part) is then presented to the 'means' (i.e., the second part) of the next step: that is, the object at this new level of determination serves as the material for the next step; and the process continues until the object is finally represented as fully determined. Such reciprocal development is what Kant means by 'the causality of an architectonic understanding'. Kant alludes to this synthetic pattern when he notes that a transcendental argument is required whenever 'an a priori determination is synthetically added to the concept of a thing' [Kt1:286]. But even though the Critical philosopher is concerned primarily with the transcendental aspects of the elements defined by each argument, Kant often discusses their empirical aspects as well. I shall mention this empirical side of many of the arguments discussed, but concentrate mainly on their transcendental character (using 'transcendental' here in the broad sense in which all the conditions of knowing, regardless of the stage in which they arise, are transcendental [see II.4, III.4 and IV.2].
 
 Two methodological clarifications must be made before we discuss the structural relationship between the four stages of systemt. The first is simply that its twelve progressive steps must be taken to determine only the transcendental-logical order of the elements which constitute experience, and not the empirical-temporal order in which they are experienced.[4] But the second is rather more complex: ignoring the fact that Kant is interested more in the formal conditions of knowing[5] than in actual experienced knowledge could lead an interpreter to confuse the synthetic method, which analyzes how empirical knowledge is possible [see Ap. IV and Kt2:276n], with actual 'synthetic a priori knowledge' as such. Inasmuch as we can discover the twelve conditions of knowing only through transcendental reflection on the way in which empirical knowledge arises, Kant's synthetic method in Kt1 can be thought of as an analysis of the elements of such knowledge, organized according to the (architectonic) form of their logical synthetic progression [see F1:114-6]. Once it is taken as given that weknow something, any investigation of that knowledge will be analytic; but such an investigation can be presented in a synthetic form by theoretically putting all empirical knowledge in abeyance and asking what syntheses logically gave rise to the possibility for analysis.[6] Thus, although the series of arguments which constitutes the synthetic method will reveal at some point the content of some synthetic a priori knowledge, it will also reveal other types of knowledge [see Figure IV.2]; for the series itself is intended to trace all the conditions which, when regarded as syntheses from the Transcendental Perspective, explain the possibility of the empirical knowledge being analyzed.
 
 The first and second stages of systemt deal with the faculties of sensibility and understanding. Kant describes the functions of these 'two sources of representation' [Kt1:327] in the Transcendental Aesthetic[7] and in the (Transcendental) Analytic of Concepts,[8] respectively. He defines sensibility as 'the capacity (receptivity) for receiving representations through the mode in which we are affected by objects' [Kt1:33; cf. 75 and Kt6:211n]. In other words, 'the senses' are 'the first foundation of all judgments' [Kt18:361(102)], so that the aim of the first stage is to discover how the material for knowledge (i.e., sensation) arises through the function of intuition. Special attention is paid to the role of 'representations which are not empirical' [Kt1:A99]; thus the faculty of sensibility adopts the transcendental perspective in systemt.[9] However, Kant defines understanding in a number of different ways. Indeed, he assigns to 'understanding' almost as wide a variety of possible meanings as he does to 'representation'. So it is important to determine which of his meanings applies to the second stage of systemt and how the understanding in this sense is related to sensibility.
 
 'Understanding is, to use general terms, the faculty of knowledge' [Kt1: 137]. As such, it is 'the mind's power of producing representations from itself, the spontaneity of knowledge' [75]. Kant analyzes this general meaning in Kt66:138(19):
 
understanding (in the most general sense of the term) ... must include: 1) the power of apprehending given [representations] to produce intuition ..., 2) the power of abstracting what is common to several of these to produce a concept ..., and 3) the power of reflecting to produce knowledge of the object.
 
As we shall see, this threefold division of the general powers of the understanding directly corresponds to the first three stages of systemt (i.e., to intuitive sensibility, conceptual understanding and determinate judgment, respectively). But Kant later distinguishes this general type of understanding from sensibility by calling the former 'the higher cognitive power' and the latter 'the lower'. He then specifies that, as 'the higher cognitive power', the faculty of understanding 'consists in understanding, judgment, and reason' [196-7 (68-9); s.a. Kt7i:201 and Kt39:476(182)]. And these three terms refer directly to the second, third and fourth stages of knowing (i.e., to conceptual understanding, determinate judgment and inferential reason, respectively). In its most general sense, therefore, the understanding is equally well describable 'as a spontaneity of knowledge ..., as a power of thought, as a faculty of concepts, or again of judgments', as a 'faculty of rules' and as 'the lawgiver of nature' [Kt1:A126]; indeed, it is involved in some sense in every stage of knowing, so that, as Beck says in a note to Kt4:9, it is itself 'the faculty of empirical knowledge'.
 
 The terms sensibility, judgment, and reason all refer in their own right to stages in systemt, so the sense of 'understanding' we shall adopt-that is, as referring to the second stage-will be its narrow sense, according to which it refers to one aspect of the higher cognitive power in general. Kant uses the word in this sense when he says 'the understanding ... thinks only, and does not intuit' [Kt1:139]. But within this specific usage, the word 'understanding' is occasionally utilized even more specifically as a description of any one of the three functions which combine to make up the second stage [e.g., 134n]. Fully aware of its multifarious meaning, Kant observes that 'the proper task of a transcendental philosophy' is the 'dissection of the faculty of the understanding itself, in order to investigate the possibility of concepts a priori' [90-1]. Rather than discussing every variation at this point, let us now examine the relationship between understanding and sensibility.
 
 As the second stage of knowing, understanding is always closely related to sensibility. In fact, Kant himself speculates that these 'two stems of human knowledge' may 'spring from a common, but to us unknown, root' [Kt1:29]. Whereas sensibility provides the transcendental material for empirical knowledge, understanding in the second stage provides 'thelogical form of all judgments' by forming self-conscious thoughts which correspond to sensations [Kt1:140e.a.; s.a. 143]. Understanding in this context is therefore always conceptual understanding. Like sensibility, understanding is an abstract function, in the sense that it is concerned not with concrete objects of real experience, but with one aspect of our knowledge of such objects in isolation from the other. The faculty of sensibility considers intuition in abstraction from the corresponding power, which I shall call 'conception' [see note VII.28], and is always 'passive, consisting in receptivity'; the faculty of understanding, by contrast, considers conception in abstraction from intuition and is 'active and manifests power' [Kt66:140(21)]. This relation of passive to active, or matter to form, suggests the former can be correlated with - and the latter with + [see III.4].
 
 The third and fourth stages of systemt deal with the faculties of judgment and reason, and are presented in the Analytic of Principles and in the Dialectic, respectively. Kant defines judgment as 'the mediate knowledge of an object, that is, the representation of a representation of it' [Kt1:93]: it is the empirical realization of the understanding in its concrete relation to sensibility. Thus, the role of the third stage in clarifying how judgments are possible can be depicted as a simple synthetic integration, as shown in Figure VII.1. 'The judgment indicates what use is to be made of the understanding.'[10] For, as Kant says in Kt7:407: 'understanding must wait for the subsumption of the empirical intuition ... under the conception, to furnish the determination [of an empirical object] for the faculty of judgment.'
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Figure VII.1:
The 'Lower' Cognitive Powers as a 1LSR
 Kant defines reason in a deceptively similar way, as 'the faculty of inferring, i.e., judging mediately' [Kt1:386; s.a. Kt14:59(93)]. Rational inference, or 'syllogism',[11] refers to the subjective function whereby certain universal conditions are determined to apply to an object of judgment which cannot be discovered through judgment alone [Kt1:360-1]. 'Concepts of understanding', he explains, 'first provide the material for making inferences' [366-7]; judgment, which now 'mediates between the other two faculties' [Kt7i:202], serves as the form (+) under which such conceptual material (-) is subsumed in order to be synthesized in an inference (x) [Kt1:360-1]. Thus, for Kant 'a syllogism shows in its conclusion something more than the activity of the understanding and judgment required by the premises, viz., a further particular activity belonging to reason' [K2:345(Z1:112)]. The synthetic relation between these three higher stages is depicted in Figure VII.2. Kant summarizes the synthetic relation between these three faculties in Kt39:472(171): 'Under standing is the knowledge of the universal. Judgment is the application of the universal to the particular. Reason is the faculty of perceiving the union of the universal with the particular.
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Figure VII.2:
The 'Higher' Cognitive Powers as a 1LSR
Because the role of sensibility drops out in this fourth stage [Kt1:363; cf. R11:65], inferential reason, as we shall see, often tends to be employed speculatively. This occurs when the understanding adopts sensibility's transcendental perspective, rather than the logical or empirical perspectives which properly belong to it; as Kant puts it in Kt1:345, 'employing the understanding transcendentally' is 'contrary to its vocation'. But in their proper employment, the objects ultimately determined through inference 'serve only for the completion of reason's empirical perspective' [Kt1:593; cf. 714]-i.e., only to complete our systematic understanding of the nature of empirical objects. As we shall see in VIII.3.B and Appendix IX, the fourth stage in each of Kant's systems functions in this same way, revealing the ultimate fulfillment or purpose of what might already seem to be complete at the end of stage three.
 
 The most comprehensive way of mapping the stages of systemt, however, is not to isolate sets of three which form simple syntheses, but rather to include the relations between all four, in the form of a 2LAR.[12] By doing so, the four stages in systemt can be correlated on a one-to-one basis with the four perspectives mapped onto Figure IV.2. Each of these perspectives has as its task the defense of one type of synthetic a priori (and in this broader sense, transcendental) condition for knowing, as shown in the following table:
 
Table VII.1: Basic Perspectival Relations in Systemt
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Each of the conditions of knowing (i.e., 'transcendental forms') listed above serves as the formal element in its respective stage, so in each case it will appear as the second step in that stage [see III.4 and Kt19:389-92]. The focal point in each stage, therefore, will be the task of determining rationally 'how an empty form acquires the content which fills it', rather than merely observing empirically (as in a non-Copernican philosophy, such as Aristotle's) 'how a given content acquires its form' [G10:92n]. When that content fills the form, the empirical goal of the stage is reached, just as in the example of representation, given above. This means each stage will start with a kind of transcendental 'object' (or matter), proceed from there to a transcendental 'subject' (or form), and conclude with an empirical synthesis of the preceding two elements.
 
 One way of mapping these stages onto the cross is to regard them as arising out of two 1LARs: between the axes, representing the receptive (-) faculties of intuitive sensibility and determinate judgment and the spontaneous (+) faculties of conceptual understanding and inferential reason; and between the end points of each axis, representing the abstract (-) faculties of sensibility and understanding and the concrete (+) faculties of judgment and reason. This gives us the model shown in Figure VII.3.
 
 We can now see that the synthetic relation mapped in Figure VII.1 attended only to the first term in the two-term components describing sensibility and understanding. Likewise, Figure VII.2 made use only of the second term in the corresponding two-term components specified in Figure VII.3. Moreover, the close affinity, as well as the marked distinction, Kant saw between the Analytic of Concepts (conceptual understanding) and the Analytic of Principles (determinate judgment) [see note VII.8] is reflected by the fact that these two stages are represented in Figure VII.3 by the two secondary, or mixed components, while stages one and four are represented by the two primary, or pure components. (Kant's important distinction between the 'logical' and 'real' employments of the understanding refers to the contradictory, i.e., +- vs. -+, relation between these two stages.)
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Figure VII.3: The Four Stages in Systemt
 Keeping in mind this description of the formal relations between the four main stages of systemt will help us to steer a straight course through the rough waters of Kant's terminology. In VII.2 we will examine the six steps which constitute the first two stages of this system, the stages dealing with intuition and conception in abstraction from each other; and in VII.3 we will examine the third and fourth stages, which deal with our concrete judgment and reasoning concerning real objects of empirical knowledge. Once this arduous task is completed, we will be in a position in VII.4 to look back over our exposition in order to determine the extent to which the interpretive tools given in Parts One and Two have enabled us to discern order in the actual content of systemt.
 
2. The Abstract Conditions of Knowing (-)
 A. Intuitive Sensibility (--)
 
 Kant's exceedingly broad understanding of terms such as 'representation' and 'understanding' makes it necessary for him to introduce other terms to describe both the objective and the subjective elements which operate at each particular step of systemt. Since we have already considered at length in Part Two several of the most important of these more specific terms, I will assume with only brief reminders that their meanings are already sufficiently understood. Two such terms come up in the first step of Kant's twelvefold progression.
 
 We saw in VI.2 that 'thing in itself' is a label for that aspect of an object of knowledge which transcends our modes of representation, and is therefore unknowable [s.a. Ap. V]. Since it does not have the status of a formal condition of knowledge [see notes VI.12,17], it cannot be correlated with any of the components listed in Table III.5 (though we can label it with a neutral component, 0). When considered as determined only to the extent of being represented by a subject through an 'original' act of representation, the thing in itself can be called the 'transcendental object'.[13] This first representation of reality in the form of an undetermined object is entirely negative with respect to our knowledge, so it is appropriate that this material (-) step in the sensibility (--) stage is correlated with the purely negative component, ---.[14]
 
 Although he uses phrases such as 'original representation' and 'immediate representation' only occasionally [e.g., Kt1:40,41], Kant seems to regard this condition as a necessary starting point. For he frequently uses 'original' in close proximity to 'representation', usually when referring to the original (i.e., non-empirical [Kt1:72]) representations of space [40] and time [48], in contrast to the 'original apperception' in which the second stage culminates [see e.g., A107]. He also speaks in Kt1:A99-100 of the 'original receptivity' through which the representations of sensibility become possible. Here 'original' indicates the bare fact that a thing must first of all be represented as an object in order for us to know it empirically [33; s.a. W6:297]. Indeed, intuition itself is 'possible only if the subject's faculty of representation is affected by that object' [Kt1:72], yet this 'transcendental object remains unknown to us' except, as we shall see, through the mediation of the 'forms of our sensible intuition' [63]. Moreover, in Kt10:64(71) he calls representation 'the first degree of cognition', thus suggesting its role as the first step in systemt. Using the method suggested in VII.1, we can now summarize step one as:
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The next step maintains that the transcendental object must be represented as an 'appearance' through the process Kant calls 'intuition'. Once again, the meaning of the third term of this argument was fully explained in VI.2, where we referred to it, when viewed from the transcendental perspective of systemt (i.e., sensibility), as a 'transcendental appearance'; but the role of intuition as the 'form of appearances' [Kt1:223; s.a. 323-4] has yet to be explained. This process of intuition is neither an imaginative activity nor a capacity for 'mystical insight' [R7:240-5], but the function whereby the undetermined object is interpreted by the subject as a mass of unorganized representations called the 'manifold [Mannigfaltige]' (i.e., 'multiplicity' or 'variety'). Once the original given, the transcendental object, is intuited [Kt1: A394], so that it has the formal (+) limits of sensibility (--) imposed upon it, it becomes a manifold of appearances (--+) and can serve as 'the data for a possible experience' [A119,298]. 'Possible experience' is Kant's way of referring to immediate experience [see IV.1] as viewed from the theoretical standpoint. But another formal limit, as we shall see, must be imposed by the understanding in the second stage [A119] before the contents of this possible experience can become 'data for a possible knowledge' [296]. Kant holds these formal limits to be 'concepts which are of two quite different kinds ..., namely, the concepts of space and time as forms of sensibility, and the categories as concepts of understanding' [118]. The former, as given here in stage one, are the source of our immediate 'awareness of individual entities', while the latter, to be given in stage two, are the source of our awareness of their general nature, as mediated through thinking.[15]
 
 The manifold of appearances is sensible only when it appears in the context of space and/or time-i.e., only when these intuitive 'forms of sensibility' [Kt1:522] are applied to it. (Since this is 'the only kind of intuition we possess' [302], Kant calls a (transcendental) appearance 'the undetermined object of an empirical [or 'sensible'] intuition' [34].) Kant says: 'The faculty of sensible intuition is strictly only a receptivity, a capacity of being affected in a certain manner with representations, the relation of which to one another is a pure intuition of space and time' [522]. Thus time and space, the two pure forms of all human intuition, 'come before appearances and before all data of experience, and are indeed what make the latter at all possible.'[16]
 
 Kant proposes two ways in which this sensible intuition can be manifested in the human subject: through 'inner sense' (i.e., the soul) and through 'outer sense' (i.e., the body).[17] He proposes:
 
Space is nothing but the form of all appearances of outer sense. It is the subjective condition of sensibility [Kt1:42].
 
Time is nothing but the form of inner sense, that is, of the intuition of ourselves and of our inner state [49].
 
Time is the formal a priori condition of all appearances whatsoever [50].
 
This means all objects which appear to the inner sense-i.e., 'the sum of all representations' [220]-are intuited in the context of time, while both time and space are required for an object to appear to outer sense.[18] 'Time and space, taken together, are the pure forms of all sensible intuition, and so are what make a priori synthetic propositions possible' [55-6].
 
 Because the pure intuitions of time and space are not forms 'inhering in things in themselves as their intrinsic property' [Kt1:45], but exist 'only in us',[19] they cannot claim 'absolute reality'.[20] As Kant explains, 'these a priori sources of knowledge, being merely conditions of our sensibility, just by this very fact determine their own limits, namely, that they apply to objects only in so far as objects are viewed as appearances, and do not present things as they are in themselves' [56; cf. A9:320]. This limiting function explains why such spatio-temporal intuition is the core element in the transcendental perspective of systemt. Pure spatio-temporal intuition fulfills the transcendental function of enabling the representations of the first step, which could otherwise be regarded only in terms of the transcendental object, to be represented as a manifold of appearances here in the second step. That is:
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This second condition not only determines the intuitive form of sensibility, but also enables the matter provided by the transcendental object to be revealed in the appearances; for as Kant says, 'appearances contain in addition to intuition the matter for some object in general [i.e., for the transcendental object]' [Kt1:207]. The third condition of sensibility (--), therefore, must be to actualize these formal (+) and material (-) conditions in a synthetic unity (x); that is, the appearances, orsensible intuitions must actually be sensed, thus representing the manifold of appearances as a discrete sensation.[21] This process can be summarized as:
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 Kant does not devote much attention to this third step in his argument, perhaps because its conclusion is so obvious.[22]It is important to point out, however, that the sensations in this third step, as viewed here from the transcendental perspective, are not sensations as we actually experience them, but refer only to the level of determination of the object produced by the faculty of sensation in abstraction from the understanding. (Kant does sometimes view sensibility empirically, in an active sense-as, for example, when he says 'inner sense presents to me ...' [Kt1:321]. But when viewed transcendentally, sensibility is the purely passive capacity for receiving objects, some of which will eventually help constitute knowledge.) This third step completes the sensibility stage of systemt and establishes sensation as 'the material of sensible knowledge'.[23] Of course, those sensations which are never conceptualized in such a way as to produce possible knowledge will never become conscious [C1:1.352-5]. Inasmuch as unconscious sensations are not epistemologically interesting, Kant ignores them and concentrates instead on those destined to help make up empirical knowledge [Kt1:A111].
 
 B. Conceptual Understanding (+-)
 
 As mentioned in VII.1, the aim of the understanding in the second stage is to provide the abstract conceptual form for the abstract matter presented to it by sensibility. This does not mean 'All intuitional process is conceptually controlled' [E3:89e.a.], but that in order to produce empirical knowledge, such material processes must submit to the formal 'control' of conceptual processes. In Kt1:A94 Kant lists three 'conditions for the possibility of experience', which must hold true in order for thoughts to arise out of a manifold of appearances : '(1) the synopsis of the manifold a priori through sense; (2) thesynthesis of the manifold through imagination; finally (3) the unity of this synthesis through original apperception' [s.a. 104,A115]. He then reminds us that the Aesthetic (i.e., the first stage) culminates in the first of these conditions, sensation [A94-5]. The second stage, as expounded in the Analytic of Concepts, now assumes the logical perspective (+-), which culminates in the formation of self-conscious thought; therefore, the other two conditions listed in Kt1:A94 should function as two of the steps in this second stage.
 
 Kant's account of the fourth step of systemt is somewhat muddled by his use of several terms in very similar ways with no clear explanation of their relationship. In particular, the terms 'imagination', 'perception' and 'apprehension' are easily confused, because they all take part in the function of synthesis, which Kant regards as the 'first application' of the understanding to sensibility [Kt1:152], and which he defines as 'the act of putting different representations together, and of grasping what is manifold in them in one [act of] knowledge.... Synthesis of a manifold ... is what first gives rise to knowledge' [103]. 'The understanding does not', according to Kant, 'find in inner sense such a combination of the manifold, butproduces it, in that it affects that sense.'[24] This 'synthetic influence of the understanding upon inner sense' is what Kant ordinarily refers to as 'the transcendental act of imagination' [154]. In itself, apart from the illumination provided by the fifth and sixth conditions as they 'bring this synthesis to concepts', the imagination is 'a blind but indispensable function of the soul, without which we should have no knowledge whatsoever, but of which we are scarcely ever conscious' [103]; it simply 'connects the manifold of sensible intuition' [164] in such a way as to form an inner image of the sensations involved.[25]
 
 This application of imagination to sensations results in a conscious 'association of representations',[26] which Kant callsperception [Kt1:160,164]. Perception is the act in which appearances are 'combined with consciousness' [A119-20] to produce 'objects of perception' [207]; it 'contains sensation' as its 'matter' [208-9]. Accordingly, a perception can be described as a 'representation accompanied by sensation' [147], as long as it is a 'sensation of which we are conscious' [272]. In short: 'Perception is ... a consciousness in which sensation is to be found' [207; cf. Kt22:217]. Since this consciousness, which forms sensations into perceptions, arises only through the synthesis of imagination, 'perception' can be thought of as a general description of the whole process (i.e., the four steps) leading up to and including this synthesis. Kant suggests this when he describes the entire second stage as that in which 'our faculty of knowledge ... advances from particular perceptions to universal concepts' [Kt1:118; cf. Kt7i:203n]. As the material (-) step in the second stage (+-), perceptions can therefore be correlated with the +-- component in Figure III.6 [s.a. Table III.5].
 
 An accurate summary of the complexities of this fourth condition would have to take into account Kant's variety of expression [see Ap. VII.E], which would be too cumbersome for our purposes. Instead, we need only express the essential function of this 'first principle of the human understanding' [Kt1: 139; s.a. 152] in stage two:
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No matter which terms we use to describe it, this fourth step serves, by means of a transcendental synthesis, to 'bring the manifold of intuition on the one side into connection with the condition of the necessary unity of pure apperception on the other' [Kt1:A124; s.a.164].
 
 Apperception, however, does not follow synthesis immediately in systemt (i.e., it does not function as the form to be imposed upon the perceptions represented in the material step); rather this function is fulfilled by the 'pure concepts of the understanding' (i.e., the 'categories') [see e.g., Kt1:A119], while apperception, as we shall see, acts as the synthetic condition of stage two.[27] For 'our understanding ... can produce a priori unity of apperception solely by means of the categories' [145e.a.]; indeed, such 'transcendental unity ... is thought in the categories' [151]. The categories, as 'the conditions of the necessary unity of apperception', and not apperception itself, can be regarded therefore as doing for stage two what 'the formal conditions of space and time' do for stage one [A110e.a.; s.a. A111,136]. Whereas 'the categories contain, from the perspective of the understanding, the grounds of the possibility of all experience in general' [167], space and time contain the grounds for the same possibility, from the perspective of sensibility. Since Kant believes 'All synthesis ... is subject to the categories' [161], he describes the latter as categories of synthesis, to which the object as given in step four, that is 'perception, must completely conform' [162], and which as such prepare the way for the unity of apperception in step six. 'Consequently, all possible perceptions ... must be subject to the categories' [164-5].
 
 Whereas the second condition of the first stage gave rise to objects of intuition (i.e., appearances), that of the second stage gives rise to objects of thought or conception (i.e., concepts). Kant defines thought rather loosely as 'knowledge by means of concepts' [Kt1:94], but more precisely as 'the act which relates given intuition to an object' [304]. In Kt1:A124 he explains that 'concepts ... are brought into play through the relation of the manifold to the unity of apperception', thus implying that they arise out of the application of categories to conscious perceptions here in step five. The connection between the concepts produced by this activity of 'categorial conception'[28] and the categories through which this task is achieved is frequently made explicit, as when Kant refers to the categories as 'forms of thought' [e.g., 150, 289,305] (as opposed to space and time as 'forms of intuition'[29]), or as 'the pure form of the conceptual perspective on objects in general' [305]. As such, categories are 'concepts of objects in general' [K2:11.301(Z1:183); s.a. Kt1: 158], which suggests a correlation between the intuitive determination of the transcendental object in stage one and its conceptual manifestation in stage two [see Ap. VII.B]. Since the categories function as 'the law of the synthetic unity of all appearances' [A128], a concept produced by such conception 'is always, as regards its form, something universal which serves as a rule.'[30]
 
 Kant often stresses the necessary, reciprocal relationship between intuition and conception: 'Now there are two conditions under which alone the knowledge of an object is possible, first, intuition, through which it is given, though only as appearance; secondly, concept[ion], through which an object is thought corresponding to this intuition' [Kt1:125; see also Kt69:325; K2: 11.302(Z1:184)]. Just as intuitions are intelligible only when related to concepts, so also concepts are objectively valid only if they are related to intuitions via perception [Kt1:272]. Even though in experience these two are always combined, Kant believes that, by theoretically abstracting from the particular content of all perceptions and examining their general content [A245], he can compile a complete list of all the a priori categories of pure understanding.[31]Moreover, as we saw in III.3, there is a sense in which the twelve categories correspond directly to the twelve steps in systemt-a correspondence which Kant himself begins to elaborate in Kt1:742-3 when he says quantities (--) can be 'exhibiteda priori in intuition', while qualities (+-) can be known 'only through concepts'. In any case, our need to abstract from experience in order to arrive at the categories [Kt1:165] does not contradict the fact that they function in systemt as 'independent cognitive acts' [R11:89]. For as Wallace says: 'The pure or abstract categories have their home in logic' [W5:171]-i.e., in the logical perspective of systemt. So we can summarize the general function[32] of this formal (+) step in the logical perspective (+-) of systemt as:
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 Even though Kant establishes the categories by abstracting all sensibility from experience, he is careful to remind us that 'the categories, in themselves mere forms of thought, obtain objective reality' only when they are applied 'to objects which can be given us in intuition' [Kt1:150-1]. That is, since 'the categories are not in themselves knowledge, but are mere forms of thought for the making of knowledge from given intuitions', it follows that 'no synthetic proposition can be made from mere categories' [288-9]-in themselves they define the formal character of the logical perspective in systemt. So, although in the second stage Kant occasionally exaggerates the certainty of his choice of categories, he is careful to warn elsewhere that 'the pure category does not suffice for a synthetic a priori principle' [304]. Categories enable us to know things 'only through their possible application to empirical intuition' [147]-a process which will not be fully explicated until the third stage.
 
 In the sixth step of systemt the faculty of 'transcendental apperception' synthesizes the material perceptions (-) with the formal concepts (+) developed by the understanding: only through a 'synthesis according to concepts' can 'apperception demonstrate a priori its complete and necessary identity' [Kt1:A112]. Whereas categorial conception functions as the 'form of thought' (i.e., of stage two), the unity of apperception realizes the whole purpose of the understanding in the second stage, so it 'constitutes the form of all knowledge of objects; through it the manifold is thought as belonging to a single object' [A129e.a.]. Its function as the synthetic step in this formal stage of systemt leads Kant to characterize it as 'the radical faculty of all our knowledge' [A114]. Indeed, he goes so far as to say: 'The principle of apperception is the highest principle in the whole sphere of human knowledge' [135]; 'this faculty of apperception is the understanding itself' [134n; s.a. A119 and W21: 145].
 
 Kant defines transcendental apperception as a 'pure original unchangeable consciousness' [Kt1:A107], and as 'the thoroughgoing identity of the self in all possible representations' [A116]. As Paton suggests, its original character indicates that 'the unity of objects is derivative' [P2:2.71]. Indeed, from the theoretical standpoint of systemt, 'the original synthetic unity of apperception' [Kt1:135] is 'the source of all combination [i.e., synthesis]' [154e.a.] and so 'lies a priori at the foundation of empirical consciousness' [220; s.a. A116]. The categories themselves are said to impose 'synthetic unity' on the objects of perception, thus converting what is varied and manifold into a more-or-less unified object (via the concept). But the object is not fully unified until it is assimilated into one person's consciousness: 'it is only because I ascribe all perceptions to one consciousness (original apperception) that I can say of all perceptions that I am conscious of them' [A122]. Apperception is therefore the synthetic condition for determining the material presented by the imagination's synthesis of the manifold, as well as the concepts produced by the categories, to be elements in which I participate (i.e., self-conscious thought).[33] Of course, imagination might be able to synthesize, and the categories to conceptualize, without ever arriving at the unity of apperception; but such a non-unified combination of the manifold would be irrelevant to systemt, since it could not give rise to empirical knowledge.
 
 As Bird points out, Kant relates transcendental apperception 'both to the notions of a personal and a conceptual unity' [B20:115; s.a. 121,174,176]. The conceptual unity is determined by the categories in step five. Apperception unifies the twelve categories (and so also the structure of transcendental logic itself [R11:10]) in a single, 'bare' or empty representation of the self [Kt1:A117n], thereby allowing all the abstract thoughts which arise in step five to be united in the I think. (In this analytic sense apperception can be regarded as 'the ground of the possibility of the categories' [A401], for its I think'accompanies all categories as their vehicle' [406].) The personal unity of apperception, then, is 'the synthetic unity of appearances' which alone, Kant argues, enables the manifold of appearances to become known as 'one experience' [281]. For it is the unity 'to which everything that is to belong to my knowledge ... has to conform' [220e.a.]. 'The synthetic unity of consciousness is, therefore, an objective condition ... under which every intuition must stand in order to become an object for me' [138]. In its most basic form, 'the consciousness of self' involved here is revealed in 'the simple representation "I"' [68]. Kant himself explains the nature and implications of the personal unity of apperception with unusual clarity:
 

pure apperception ... or, again, original apperception ... is that self-consciousness which, while generating the representation 'I think' ..., cannot itself be accompanied by any further representation [132].

 

For through the 'I', as simple representation, nothing manifold is given; only in intuition, which is distinct from the 'I', can a manifold be given; and only through combination in one consciousness can it be thought [135].
 
 An important implication of the personal function of apperception is that in itself 'the representation "I am" ... does not so include any knowledge of that subject', because it 'is not an intuition, but a merely intellectual representation of the spontaneity of a thinking subject' [Kt1:277-8]. The 'I'-i.e., the concept of a conscious self-is supplied by a faculty of the understanding (viz., apperception) rather than by sensibility, so empirical knowledge of the self 'as it is in itself' is impossible [156]. For only that which can be intuited in time and space is empirically knowable: 'The determination of my existence can take place only in conformity with the form of inner sense ... Accordingly I have no knowledge of myself as I am but merely as I appear to myself' [157-8]. Therefore, through the activity of 'the synthetic original unity of apperception, I am conscious of myself, not as I appear to myself, nor as I am in myself, but only that I am' [157].
 
 But Kant's immediate purpose in establishing the centrality of apperception is not to explore its many implications for the concept of 'self'. For he treats this subject more thoroughly in the Paralogisms section of the Dialectic. Rather, his main reason for insisting at this midpoint of systemt that all the previous steps must be united in one person is to provide a firm basis for establishing empirical knowledge in the third stage [A110]. In much the same way that sensation actualizes the transcendental function of sensibility in the first stage, pure apperception actualizes the logical function of the understanding [134n] in the second stage (+-) by synthesizing the material (-) state of the object in step four (perceptions) with its formal (+) determination in step five (concepts) in the form of a unified network of self-conscious thought (x) here in step six.[34]So we can summarize the fulfillment of this final abstract condition for the possibility of experience as:
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With this sixth step, the second stage of knowing is completed, thus bringing us to the midpoint of systemt.
 
 The first stage of knowing supplied the sensible material (--) for a possible experience. The second stage has now informed us that 'the pure understanding, by means of categories, is a formal and synthetic principle of all experience' [Kt1:A119]; as such it has supplied the intelligible form (+-) for a possible knowledge.[35] Kant summarizes his analysis of the first two stages of 'the act of knowing' in Kt7:238: 'a given object [step one], through the intervention of sense [steps two and three], sets the imagination at work in arranging the manifold [step four], and the imagination, in turn, [sets at work] the understanding in giving this arrangement the unity of concepts [steps five and six].' To complete systemt, these two epistemological building-blocks must be synthesized (-+) in judgment; and the resulting empirical knowledge must be grounded in the ultimate unity (++) of the rational ideas. In the next section, we shall follow Kant's argument through these two final stages.
 
3. The Concrete Conditions of Knowing (+)
 A. Determinate Judgment (-+)
 
 A source of possible confusion in interpreting the third and fourth stages of systemt is that Kant sometimes seems to suggest that empirical knowledge has already been actualized in the first two stages [e.g., Kt1:94,104; cf. W21: 159,227]. For example, he asserts: 'Intuitions and concepts constitute ... the elements of all our knowledge' [Kt1:74]. But this does not mean the separate functions of intuition and conception as such are sufficient to constitute empirical knowledge, as some have assumed [see Ap. VII.H]. For he continues: 'These two powers or capacities cannot exchange their functions. The understanding can intuit nothing, the senses can think nothing. Only through their union can knowledge arise.'[36] Although there is, as mentioned above, a sense in which the first stage supplies us with possible experience and the second with possibleknowledge, the essential Critical doctrine is that actual empirical knowledge arises only in stage three, wherein the first two stages are combined from the empirical perspective of determinate judgment.[37]
 
 The synthetic role of the third stage[38] in relation to the first two implies that 'a third something is necessary' in order for an object to be judged. This third thing, Kant says, is the 'possibility of experience' [Kt1:194-5]. By this he means that the intuition and conception of an object must be able to be synthesized in actual (determinate) experience. The object can then be said to 'exist', as long as 'the perception can, if need be, precede the concept' [272]. An object of thought can thus become empirically known as an object of judgment only if it is possible for that object to be given in intuition [146].
 
 On this basis we must qualify Kant's claim that thinking 'is the same as judging' [Kt2:304; s.a. Kt1:106] before his intended meaning can be rendered intelligible. Rather than regarding thought and judgment as strictly synonymous terms, we should view judgment as thought which makes use (or at least can make use) of intuition. A clear understanding of their perspectival relationship will guard against the temptation to assume a strict 'identification of thinking and judging' [H4:xlvi; see Ap. VII.H]. For the two faculties refer to different levels in the determination of the object by the understanding: 'Now the only use which the understanding can make of these concepts [i.e., those arising out of the logical perspective] is to judge by means of them'; so from the empirical perspective, 'we can reduce all acts of understanding to judgments, and theunderstanding [in its broad sense] may therefore be represented as a faculty of judgment.'[39]
 
 Kant concisely summarizes the first two steps of this third stage in Kt1: 175: first, the schematism [176-86] 'will treat of the sensible conditions under which alone pure concepts of understanding can be employed' (-); and second, the principles[187-294] 'will deal with the synthetic judgments which under these conditions follow a priori from pure concepts of understanding' (+). The third step, though neglected by Kant in this preview of the content of the third stage, is expounded just where we would expect to find it, in the third chapter of the Analytic of Principles [294-315]. By providing 'a summary' of the theory through the distinction between 'phenomena' and 'noumena' [295], this chapter explicates how the actual judgmentof objects establishes objectively valid empirical knowledge (x). As we shall see, the new terminology introduced in this ninth step also points directly to the fourth stage.
 
 Kant's seventh condition of knowing, 'the schematism of the pure understanding' [Kt1:179], specifies just how the categories are applied 'to sensibility in general' [A245]. The second stage has already shown that the categories stand in a necessary relation to sensibility, for the former arise out of the abstraction of all spatial and temporal content from the latter [Kt1:161-2; cf. P2:2.67-8]. But in order for these categories, and the concepts they determine, to be used validly in experience, they must be grounded in something concrete once again [171]. Consequently, the third (synthetic) stage begins by positing something
 
which is homogeneous on the one hand with the category, and on the other hand with the appearance, and which thus makes the application of the former to the latter possible. This mediating representation must be pure, that is, void of all empirical content, and yet ... sensible. Such a representation is the transcendental schema [177].
 
Kant describes this first 'condition of judgment (the schema)' [304] as that in which the object is determined to be a 'manifold and an order of its parts' [861]. To fulfill this function, schematism must furnish abstract, self-conscious thought (step six) with the transcendental unity of one time.[40]
 
 Just as he believed the transition from the first to the second stage to have been accomplished by the transcendental imagination in the fourth step, so also Kant bases the transition from the second to the third stage on the work of this most mysterious of human powers here in the seventh step. He says, for instance, that a 'schema is in itself always a product of imagination' [Kt1:179]. As with the first application of imagination, he confesses he cannot explain how it works, because 'schematism ... is an art concealed in the depths of the human soul, whose real modes of activity nature is hardly likely ever to allow us to discover, and to open to our gaze' [180-1]. But he does warn that the schema 'has to be distinguished from the image', because, although it may be represented in an image, it is fundamentally the 'representation of a universal procedureof imagination [viz., 'schematism'] in providing an image for a concept'.[41]
 
 Kant summarizes the fourfold, categorial division of the schemata rather concisely in Kt1:184-5, where he defines them as 'a priori determinations of time in accordance with rules', and relates them 'in the order of the categories to the time-series, the time-content, the time-order, and lastly to the scope of time in respect of all possible objects'. By limiting the categories in these four ways, the schemata, each of which is itself a 'sensible concept of an object in agreement with the category' [186], insure that the abstract concepts of stage two 'are altogether impossible, and can have no meaning, if no object is given for them' [178]. This means thoughts can never be more than subjectively valid if they do not correspond to a possible object of outer intuition; for as Paton says in P2:2.393, when an object is objectively valid, 'the matter of inner sense is derived from outer sense.' Thus, the seventh step in systemt, expressed as
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is the material beginning (-) of the synthetic procedure of judgment (-+), whereby 'sensibility ... realises the understanding in the very process of restricting it' [Kt1:187].
 
 Once schematism is shown to have secured the necessary relation between sensibility and understanding, Kant turns his attention to what is often regarded as the most important part of systemt: 'the judgments which understanding ... actually achieves a priori', which he calls 'principles' [Kt1:177]. Although he is not entirely consistent in his use of these terms, he ordinarily refers to the particular, empirical laws of the understanding as 'rules' and reserves the word 'principle' for the transcendental laws of judgment to which all rules must conform.[42] 'Principles a priori', he explains, 'are so named not merely because they contain in themselves the grounds of other judgments, but also because they are not themselves grounded in higher and more universal modes of knowledge' [188]. However, Kant is not interested at this point in every type of a priori principle. Inasmuch as the principles of mathematics, for example, 'are derived solely from intuition, not from the pure concept of understanding' [188], they do not qualify as principles of judgment. Similarly, the analytic principles of formal logic can be excluded, because, as we shall see, every principle of judgment must be synthetic.[43] But regardless of which type of principle is under consideration, the schematism requires that 'all principles ... have significance and validity only as principles of the empirical, not of the transcendental, perspective' [223], and that as such they will inevitably contain some non-pure elements [cf. IV.1 and C14:253]. For 'outside the field of possible experience there can be no synthetic a priori principles' [Kt1:304-5].
 
 The principles whose functions Kant discloses in step eight are the formal 'conditions of the unity of empirical knowledge in the synthesis of appearances' i.e., in the synthesis of the third stage [see note VII.38]-which of course, 'can be thought only in the schema'.[44] Since they function as 'rules for the objective employment of the [categories]' [Kt1:200], they can be completely revealed under four headings, each corresponding to one category: the principles of quantity are 'axioms of intuition', of quality are 'anticipations of perception', of relation are 'analogies of experience', and of modality are 'postulates of empirical thought in general'.[45] As we saw in III.3, Kant divides these four types of principles into two basic groups: mathematical principles are those 'involved in the a priori determination of appearances according to the categories of quantity and quality', and dynamical principles are those correlated in a similar fashion to relation and modality [Kt1:200-1; see Figure III.4]. The former deal with the synthesis of various homogeneous aspects of an object and can be known with 'intuitive certainty', while the latter deal with the synthesis of heterogeneous aspects and 'are capable only of a merely discursive certainty.'[46]
 
 A detailed account of the nature and role of each of the twelve principles which can be derived from the basic four is unnecessary here, since our primary concern in this study is not with Kant's specific arguments [see I.1]. It will suffice instead merely to state each of the main synthetic a priori propositions which Kant believes he has shown to be necessarily constitutive of all empirical objects. In the order of the categories, these principles are:
 
(1) Axioms: 'All intuitions are extensive magnitudes' [Kt1:202].
 
(2) Anticipations: 'In all appearances, the real that is an object of sensation has intensive magnitude, that is, a degree.'[47]
 
(3) Analogies: 'Experience is possible only through the representation of a necessary connection of perceptions' [Kt1:218].
(a) Substance: 'In all change of appearances substance is permanent' [224].
(b) Causality: 'All alterations take place in conformity with the law of the connection of cause and effect' [232].
(c) Reciprocity: 'All substances, in so far as they can be perceived to coexist in space, are in thoroughgoing reciprocity' [256].
 
(4) Postulates: (No general principle specified).
(a) Possibility: 'That which agrees with the formal conditions of experience ... is possible' [265].
(b) Actuality: 'That which is bound up with the material conditions of experience ... is actual' [266].
(c) Necessity: 'That which in its connection with the actual is determined in accordance with universal conditions of experience, is ... necessary' [266].
 
Kant omits any mention of the three derivative principles for the axioms and anticipations, as well as the general principle for the postulates, though Paton suggests these gaps can be filled easily enough [P2:2.64-5; but cf. M3:76-7]. In any case, Kant's neglect is not detrimental to the unity of the system itself, since the function of step eight is clear whether or not its own architectonic structure as a 12CR is fully described.
 
 The key element supplied by the principles is the determination of an outer context into which the inner representation of the object as schematized (step seven) can be placed. Just as the form of time was reintroduced in step seven, so also the form of space is reintroduced here in step eight, so that at this point 'intuitions ... are in all cases outer intuitions'.[48]Establishing that, if the object is to be empirically knowable, it must be represented in terms of the formal conditions of quantity (extensive magnitude) and quality (intensive magnitude), and that it must stand in a possible, actual, and necessary relation to the subject, is, no doubt, an indispensable part of this task; but outweighing all of these is the task of establishing that the object must be represented as a permanent substance which is both cause and effect in a reciprocally interdependent nexus of substances. It is for this reason that the analogies, whose purpose is to 'declare that all appearances lie, and must lie, in one nature' [Kt1:263], occupy well over half of the space Kant devotes to the proof of the principles.
 
 Taken together, the four principles provide 'the ground of experience itself, and therefore precede it a priori' [Kt1:241]; for their application requires us to assume that our representations have a certain 'relation to an [empirical] object', through which they 'acquire objective meaning' [242]. As such, this eighth step provides the transcendental foundation for all scientific, empirical investigation (i.e., empirical investigation which aims at knowledge): 'We can extract clear concepts of [the principles] from experience, only because we have put them into experience, and because experience is thus itself brought about only by their means.'[49] This formal function (+) of the empirical perspective (-+) of systemt can be summarized accordingly:
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 Kant's final task here in the third stage of his argument is to clarify the sense in which our time-schematized principles are actually employed in the production of empirical knowledge [cf. B20:152]. The synthesis of an object's inner determination in time (-) via schematism, and its outer determination in space (+) via application of the principles, constitutes 'an empirical judgment' (x) [Kt1:246]-i.e., an item of empirical knowledge. (Since this is Kant's system of theoretical perspectives, he sometimes refers to this as 'theoretical knowledge' [e.g., Kt7:195], a term we can treat as synonymous with 'empirical knowledge'.) The ninth condition of knowing is that such knowledge (x) arises only when an empirical object actually conforms to a person's determinate judgment (-+) that it is empirically real. This step can therefore be summarized quite simply as:
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However, Kant is often less than clear about how this function actually operates. He suggests at one point, for instance, that 'judgment is a peculiar talent which can be practised only, and cannot be taught', and that 'the one great benefit of examples' is that they sharpen the judgment [172-3]. Fortunately, he does occasionally offer a more precise explanation of his intended meaning.
 
 Kant defines judgment as 'the faculty ... of distinguishing whether something does or does not stand under a given rule' [Kt1:171]. From the empirical perspective, all the judgments which result can be called 'rules' [304]; even the principles themselves are rules insofar as they are manifested in real judgments [Kt2:305]. But in its transcendental use as one of the twelve steps in systemt, 'judgment' refers to the act of using the principles to determine an objectively valid relation between two representations: Kant gives the example of combining the representations 'body' and 'heavy' in the judgment 'The body is heavy'. The word 'is' in such a proposition expresses the primary role of judgment, which is to bring 'given items of knowledge ... to the objective unity of apperception', and thus 'to distinguish the objective unity of [such] representations from the subjective' [Kt1:141-2]. This means the objects of knowledge are no longer regarded as being merely in the subject, as they were in the first two stages, but are now acknowledged also to have an independent reality of their own; for their representations are 'combined in the object, no matter what the state of the subject may be'.[50]
 
 But this claim on behalf of judgment raises a problem which is not easily solved: If representations exist only in the subject, and if the object (i.e., the thing) cannot be known it itself, then how can we know that two representations are actually united in the thing represented, or indeed, that they would always be so united for any subject? In hopes of reaching a convincing answer to this question here at the end of the third stage of his synthetic progression, Kant takes a new look at the first stage in light of what has now been revealed in the second and third. It is here that he introduces his now famous (or infamous) distinction between noumena and phenomena.
 
 The terms 'noumenon' and 'phenomenon' have been discussed at length in VI.3, where they were clearly differentiated from terms such as 'thing in itself' and 'appearance', which, as we saw in VII.2.A, relate mainly to the first stage of systemt. Kant's official introduction of the new 'object-terms' here in the third stage is intended to summarize the theory as it now stands by pointing up the difference in the perspective from which the object is viewed in the first and third stages, and in so doing to prepare the way for the fourth and final stage of his theory. The clarification achieved by the new terms can be evinced by revising the foregoing account of steps eight and nine.
 
 The phenomenon, as we saw in VI.3, is the empirical object viewed from the empirical perspective (-+). We can now see that the phenomenon first comes to be determined as such through the formal, determining function of the principles (+) in step eight. We can therefore revise our summary of the eighth condition accordingly:
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This modification stresses that the object, which is determined to be an object by the principles (and the objective reality of which is to be determined through judgment in step nine), is not a thing in itself, but only a phenomenon represented in outer sense as an object in space. A thorough investigation of the function of the principles (especially that of substance, in which all the others are rooted) would be necessary before we could fully understand just how Kant thinks they can fulfill their task of determining an appearance to be a phenomenon [Kt2:304]. But such a detailed treatment would be an unnecessary digression from our general line of inquiry. Instead, assuming that they do, in fact, succeed in their function, we will focus our attention on the main function of the phenomenon-noumenon distinction, which is to shed light on the ninth condition and its relation to the fourth stage.
 
 As we concluded towards the end of VI.3, our judgment of a thing to be 'objectively real' from the empirical perspective depends on the extent to which we can validly represent it as a 'negative noumenon'. Just what this 'mark of independence' is, however, is not altogether clear. It has to do with abstracting the conditions (and the resulting material) of sensibility from the object just enough to judge whether it can be conceived to exist independently of the subject. Accordingly, in the process of realizing the goal of the empirical perspective (-+) in stage three, the synthetic (x) function of judgment also determines how the object, as a real item of empirical knowledge, will be presented to the fourth and final stage-i.e., its noumenal character is at this point judged to be either positive or negative. The former will give rise to a speculative perspective, and the latter to a hypothetical perspective, in stage four [see IV.3]. This revised form of the ninth step can be summarized as:
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As such, judgment prepares the way for the fourth stage, where the object is released from sensibility and treated, so far as is possible, as a noumenon. That is why Kant begins the Dialectic by reminding us 'truth or illusion is not in the object, in so far as it is intuited, but in the judgment about it' [Kt1:350].
 
 One of the main uses to which Kant puts his distinction between phenomena and noumena is to emphasize that the understanding can produce valid empirical knowledge only when it is applied within the phenomenal realm, the realm of 'possible experience' [see note VII.37]. The importance of this maxim for systemt can scarcely be overemphasized, since the 'possibility of experience' not only makes possible our ordinary a posteriori knowledge of the world, but also 'gives objective reality [in the transcendental sense-see note VII.3] to all our a priori modes of knowledge.'[51] This unifying function of experience was depicted in IV.4 by placing it in the center of the map of Kant's four main perspectives in Figure IV.2. For experience itself (i.e., as immediate) is not one of the twelve conditions of knowing; it is, as it were, the 'hub' around which all the formal conditions must revolve in order for us to know an object. We have seen that sensibility views the object transcendentally as it appears (stage one), and understanding views it as it is, either logically, in abstraction from sensibility (stage two), or empirically, in synthetic union with sensibility (stage three). Our only remaining task in interpreting systemt, therefore, is to consider the fourth stage, in which Kant explains how reason views the object hypothetically, as it may be.
 
 B. Inferential Reason (++)
 
 Both the subject-matter and the organization of Kant's Dialectic in Kt1 [349-732] tend to obscure rather than illuminate the nature of its role in presenting the fourth stage of systemt. For, although it occupies far more space than the sections which describe each of the other three stages [see Table VI.1], the Dialectic concentrates comparatively less than the others on expounding the relevant steps in the synthetic progression of the formal conditions of knowing. Instead, that which is only a secondary task in the other sections-namely, the specification and discussion of various philosophical implications of the revolutionary aspects of the theory-becomes Kant's primary task in the Dialectic. This, of course, is a change Kant has to make in order to prove the inadequacy of traditional rational metaphysics. But as a result many commentators ignore the fact that the theory he affirms in place of traditional metaphysics is an integral part of systemt [but see E3:116 and IV.3]. They tend to detach the Dialectic from the rest of Kt1 as if it could do just as well standing on its own as a self-sufficient set of arguments. But, because our interest here in Chapter VII is limited to the essential content of that portion of the Doctrine of Elements which evinces the architectonic form of Kant's theory of knowing, we shall ignore the main part of the Dialectic, Book II [Kt1:396-670], where Kant exposes and dispels the illusory 'dialectical inferences' which uncritical human reason naturally tends to make;[52] we shall focus instead on Book I [349-96] and the Appendix [670-732], where Kant offers his own alternative to the former.
 
 The goal of reason in the fourth stage is to complete what remains incomplete in step nine-i.e., to determine, as far as is possible, the noumenal basis of phenomenal objects. Given the fact that stage three judges all objects of knowledge to have some sort of noumenal character (i.e., either negative or positive), the fourth stage is not just an optional extra, added to fulfill the requirements of the architectonic, or to pose some philosophically interesting points about the nature of human reason; on the contrary, it is the final set of conditions without which our empirical knowledge would risk losing its objective reality. The function which fulfills this task Kant calls 'inference'; and, as we might expect, it is itself the result of a three step process. Thus, here in the fourth stage we become conscious of existence 'mediately through inferences which connect something with perception' [Kt1:629]. (Concluding systemt with inferential reason is rather appropriate, since the German word for inference (Schluss) also means 'conclusion' or 'end' [but see note VII.11].) As Kant explains in Kt14:58(92), 'a distinct concept is possible only by means of a judgment, a complete concept only by means of an inference.'
 
 The problem inherited by the fourth stage from the third is that 'no experience [i.e., object of empirical knowledge] is unconditioned' [Kt1:383]; yet the very judgment which yields empirical knowledge depends on our ability to determine an object's participation in some sort of unconditioned (noumenal) reality. So the first task of reason in the fourth stage is to 'prescribe to the understanding [regarded as judgment (step nine)] its direction towards a certain unity ... in such a manner as to unite all the acts of the understanding, in respect of every [empirical] object, into an absolute whole' [383]. The abstract representation involved in establishing the unifying 'direction' of reason in its relation to phenomenal objects is what Kant calls 'a schema' of reason [698]. Just as the schema of understanding (step seven) requires concepts (step six) to be applied only in the field of experience, so also the schema of reason (step ten) requires ideas (see step eleven) to perform their unifying function only 'from reason's world-perspective' [726]-i.e., only in relation to real objects of judgment (step nine).
 
 The object as determined by the schematism of reason here in the tenth step acts as the material element (-) for the fourth stage (++); Kant calls it 'the unconditioned'.[53] The object as unconditioned is that 'to which reason leads in its inferences from experience, and in accordance with which it estimates and gauges the degree of its empirical employment, but which is never itself a member of the empirical synthesis' [Kt1:367-8]. The tenth condition of knowing can therefore be summarized as follows:
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Kant asserts that this activity of finding 'for the conditioned knowledge obtained through the understanding the unconditioned whereby its unity is brought to completion' is 'a principle of pure reason [which] is obviously synthetic; the condition is analytically related to some condition but not to the unconditioned.'[54]
 
 Positing the object as unconditioned in step ten does not in itself establish the ultimate unity of all empirical knowledge; for the unconditioned object 'can never come before us, since it cannot be given through any possible experience.'[55] As a result, reason must exert its unifying influence on the unconditioned in much the same way as the faculty of understanding does (by means of the categories) on the perceptions of the second stage and as the faculty of judgment does (by means of the principles) in the third stage [378,383,692-3]. This means the schematism of reason must construct its object 'in accordance with the conditions of the greatest possible unity of reason' [698]. Such unity is 'not the unity of a possible experience ..., which is that of understanding' [363]; rather it is 'an a priori [read: 'analytic'-cf. 358 and IV.3] unity by means of concepts', imposed directly on the understanding [359; cf. 392]. Reason in this step establishes itself as 'the faculty of principles' [356]: 'Knowledge from principles is, therefore, that knowledge alone in which I apprehend the particular [an a posteriori fact] in the universal through [analytically related] concepts' [357].
 
 The 'pure concepts of reason' which produce this rational unity when applied to the unconditioned object are called 'transcendental ideas' [Kt1:378]. Kant explains that 'the idea is posited only as being the perspective from which alone [the unity of reason] ... can be further extended' [709]; it is the concept of an object which 'transcends the possibility of experience' [377]-i.e., 'a necessary concept of reason to which no corresponding object can be given in sense-experience' [383]. 'Just as the understanding unifies the manifold in the object by means of concepts, so also reason unifies the manifold of concepts by means of ideas ...'.[56] These 'concepts derived from pure reason', Kant insists, 'cannot be obtained by mere [i.e., empirical] reflection without inference.'[57] Hence 'it is a necessary maxim of reason to proceed always in accordance with such ideas' [699]; for this procedure of using ideas to infer the systematic unity of reason [394] provides the form (+) of stage four (++), which, when applied to the object as unconditioned, brings us one step closer to the ultimate unification of empirical knowledge.[58] This eleventh step can be summarized as:
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 Each member of Kant's favorite trio of metaphysical concepts (God, freedom and immortality [see X.1-2]) is represented by one of the three primary ideas of reason: the Paralogism of Pure Reason [Kt1:A341-A405,399-432] assesses the idea of the soul (including immortality); the Antinomy of Pure Reason [432-595] assesses the idea of the world (including freedom); and the Ideal of Pure Reason [595-670] assesses the idea of God.[59] Each of these has a legitimate employment, but tends to be used to draw 'pseudo-rational' conclusions [397]. As mentioned above, we shall omit from this chapter any detailed discussion of these ideas. The three chapters in Part Four correspond, in reverse order, to these three ideas. So it will suffice at this point to note that they can be used to construct either a legitimate or an illegitimate version of the twelfth and final condition of knowing. Both versions are concerned with realizing the object which is represented in an idea by actually reasoning as to its validity. The difference between them arises 'not [from] the idea in itself, but [from] its use only, [which] can be either transcendent or immanent' [671; cf. 697-8].
 
 The transcendent, or 'constitutive' use of the inferred ideas is employed by those who adopt the speculative perspective, and inevitably leads to metaphysical illusion [Kt1:352-4,537; see IV.3]. Speculative metaphysicians mistakenly take the judgment of the negatively noumenal character of the object in step nine to be a positively noumenal judgment about the object as it is in itself. As a result, they naturally assume 'that there is an actual object corresponding to the idea' [510]. This 'objective employment of the pure concepts of reason is ... always transcendent' [383]; for it attempts to establish rational principles 'which profess to pass beyond' the 'limits of possible experience' [Kt1:352]. The goal of such 'speculative' reasoning is 'the ascribing of objective reality to an idea that [properly] serves merely as a rule' [537]. Establishing such objective reality in regard to a transcendent object would yield synthetic a priori knowledge of reality (i.e., of the positive noumenon) [see e.g., 386]. Such a 'representation of an individual existence as adequate to an idea' can be called 'an ideal' [Kt7:232]. Thus we can summarize this illusory version of step twelve as:
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 Kant leaves no doubt that this use of the ideas invariably ends in failure: 'The cause of failure we must seek [not in the unconditioned object, but] in our idea itself. For so long as we obstinately persist in assuming that there is an actual object corresponding to the idea, the problem [of establishing objective knowledge of the object] ... allows of no solution' [Kt1:510]. At the root of the problem raised by the speculative ideas lies a mistaken, transcendent use of the categories:
 
once we recognize these categories and their origin, merely as the form of thinking, we shall be convinced that they do not by themselves provide genuine knowledge, and that, when supplied with intuitions, they do not give us any supersensible theoretical knowledge, though they can be used for practical ideas without stepping outside their proper sphere. [K2:11.38-9(Z1:142, alt.)]
 
 The solution to this problem, then, can be found only by adopting a hypothetical perspective, according to which the ideas are employed immanently in inference, as regulative principles [see IV.3 and V.4]. Kant explains in Kt10:86-7(94) that 'speculative cognitions ... [are] those from which no rules of behavior can be derived ... [They] are always theoretical, but conversely, not every cognition is speculative; viewed from another standpoint, it can at the same time be practical.' The hypothetical perspective, which, as we have seen, is the perspective in systemt which gives rise to the practical standpoint of systemp, requires that the unconditioned object represented in the form of an idea be 'viewed as if it were a real [object]' [Kt1:712; cf. 699] for the purposes of empirical inquiry and systematic unity. But this use of an idea is 'valid only in respect of our rational perspective on the world':[60] 'For the regulative law of systematic unity prescribes that we should study nature as if systematic and purposive unity, combined with the greatest possible manifoldness, were everywhere to be met with, in infinitum' [728]. This activity differs from the speculative reification of the object inasmuch as it is performed only hypothetically, without assuming that objectively valid knowledge of transcendent reality can be established in this way.[61]All we can legitimately do is to 'ascribe [to an idea], from the [hypothetical] perspective of this unity, such properties as are analogous to the concepts employed by the understanding in the empirical perspective' [705-6; cf. D4:264-5]. (Examples of how this might be done will be explored in Pq20 [cf. Ch. X].)
 
 This alternative perspective for step twelve accepts that an idea can be properly applied only when the object in step nine is judged to have a negatively noumenal character. For 'the idea instructs us only in regard to a certain unattainable completeness, and so serves rather to limit the understanding than to extend it to new objects' [Kt1:620]. Since the idea is now confined within such negatively noumenal limits, its validity 'can be proved through experience' [830] by demonstrating in hypothetical inferences how 'an actual case' [387] (a posteriori) is subsumed (analytically) under the idea in question, even though 'the object of [the idea] can never be given empirically' [390]. Far from having a mere '"donkey's carrot" validity' [M2:248], Kant argues: 'The practical idea is ... always in the highest degree fruitful, and from the perspective of our actual activities is indispensably necessary' [Kt1:385; s.a. 544-5]. The goal of hypothetical reasoning, as the synthetic step (x) in the fourth stage (++), is therefore to establish analytic a posteriori belief [cf. IV.3]. This legitimate version of the twelfth condition, then, is:
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Once philosophers accept that each of their ideas must be regarded 'as an idea only and not as an entity', they will be able to replace the old (supposedly synthetic a priori) 'Logic of Illusion' with a new (analytic a posteriori) 'Logic of Regulative Principles' [R11:86]. For reason's entire pure endeavor has 'its source exclusively in the practical interests of reason' [Kt1:825].
 
 Imposing the unity established by hypothetical reasoning in the fourth stage onto the empirical objects of the third stage secures the objective reality of all empirical knowledge. For in this final stage, we see how 'pure reason combines all its epistemological perspectives into a system' [Kt1:394]. Although the extent of an object's participation in the thing in itself is still unknown, we have at this point established the conditions necessary for empirical knowledge to arise from the theoretical standpoint. For the determination of the object has come full circle: that which began merely as a transcendental object is now treated as if it were subsumed under its unconditioned cause. The idea of the systematic whole, of which each object of knowledge is a conditioned part, provides the necessary context for objective theoretical knowledge-a context which could not be provided by the unknowable thing in itself. The twelfth condition therefore concludes not only the fourth stage, but the entire system of theoretical perspectives. However, our interpretive task is not quite finished. Lest we lose sight of our main purpose in sifting through the many details of systemt, we must now summarize our findings and determine the extent to which they accord with the formal model developed in III.3.
 
4. An Analytic Summary and a Synthetic Model
 
 By asserting that all experience is dependent transcendentally on certain forms of knowing, even though knowing is itself dependent empirically on the reality of the things known [cf. Kt1:1], Kant maintained in systemt the a priori centrality of the human mind while at the same time upholding the perspective of ordinary human beings. The foregoing interpretation of this system has followed the synthetic method of Kt1. But it may be helpful, now that the conditions which determine our knowledge have been fully explicated, to summarize systemt according to the analytic method, using the four reflective perspectives discussed in IV.3 as an analytic framework. Listing summaries of each of the twelve steps in reverse order, as in the following four paragraphs, provides a concise, 'tabular' analysis of the elements of Kant's system. (In a 'tabular' method, Kant notes in Kt10:149(149), 'an already finished doctrinal edifice is presented in its entire context.') This will enable us to diagram the relationships between each step [see Figure VII.4], and in so doing to reveal 'the unity of the manifold modes of knowledge under one idea'-viz., that of 'the form of a whole' [Kt1:860; cf. 673].
 
 Stage four. The hypothetical perspective (++) is concerned with viewing an experience (a posteriori) as if it is contained (analytically) in a regulative idea of an unconditioned object. Practical belief (x), the legitimate goal of reason's unifying influence on experience, arises as a result of such hypothetical reasoning. (Speculative reasoning, the illegitimate alternative to hypothetical reasoning, is believed by speculative metaphysicians to yield synthetic a priori knowledge through a direct apprehension of the unconditioned object, by means of a constitutive idea.) The idea (+), which is the formal aspect of inferring reason, provides a way of seeing the empirical world as a rational unified whole; such unity is inferred to exist on the basis of an idea of the whole. The material aspect (-) is the object as unconditioned (and thus, as such, unknown), which itself arises out of the application of the schematism of reason to items of empirical knowledge. In this way reason guides and limits the understanding (stage two) in its formation of judgments (stage three).
STAGE STAGE: ONE (--) TWO (+-) THREE (-+) FOUR (++)
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Figure VII.4: Schematic Analysis* of Systemt
 Stage three. The empirical perspective (-+) is concerned with the real objects (synthetic) presented to us in experience (a posteriori). Empirical knowledge of an object (x) is attained by judging its negatively noumenal (i.e., independently permanent) character. (Speculative reasoning requires the object to be viewed here as a positive noumenon.) Such a judgment is 'objectively valid' in virtue of its conformity to the principles of pure understanding, through which the object first comes to be determined as a phenomenon (+) in space and time. The principles are applicable only to objects which have been schematized-i.e., only to those categorized appearances which have been synthesized according to the imagination's inner determination of time. The schematized object (-) can therefore be analyzed into its conceptual (stage two) and its intuitive (stage one) components.
 
Stage two. The logical perspective (+-) is concerned with the conceptual form (analytic) of an object as abstracted completely from experience (a priori). Self-conscious thought (x) arises out of the imposition of the bare 'I' (pure apperception) onto the various concepts a person forms on the basis of his or her experience. These concepts (+) are formed through categorial conception, in which pure categories are applied to conscious perceptions (-). The latter, in turn, are produced as a result of the imagination's transcendental synthesis of the sensations presented to it by sensibility (stage one).
 
Stage one. The transcendental perspective (--) concerns that which must hold true of an intuited object (synthetic) before it can be processed (a priori) by the synthetic functions of the understanding in stages two and three. The object at this point is therefore merely a sensation (x), which is to say, it is a manifold of appearances (+) received by the senses. An appearance is an object represented to the inner and/or outer sense through the function of pure spatio-temporal intuition. If it is an appearance of something real, it will be related in this way to the transcendental object. The transcendental object (-) is the general and totally undetermined original representation of the thing in itself. And the thing in itself (0) is the unrepresented and thus unknowable form of an object of experience, considered apart from the conditions which enable us to experience it. We can have no knowledge of it, because there is no perspective from which we can view it as such.
 
 Having now analytically summarized and diagrammed the interpretation of systemt put forward in VII.2-3, we can assess the extent to which it corresponds to the ideal, architectonic model constructed in III.3. The legitimacy of distinguishing between the four main stages in systemt, and of relating them according to the 2LAR pattern, seems to me to be beyond doubt. The account of their relationships in III.4, IV.3 and VII.1 has, I hope, demonstrated this with sufficient force. Since the first two terms in the components appended to each of the summaries of the twelve steps refer solely to one of these stages, any doubt about my interpretation or about the appropriateness of the component attached to any particular condition must arise out of the way I have correlated the steps within each stage-i.e., out of the way the third term in each component is assigned. Now I freely admit there is plenty of room for debate concerning the way I have applied the matter-form-synthesis pattern [see III.4] to the details of Kant's text. The scarcity of textual evidence for the third step in some of the stages (especially stage one) could be used to argue that there should really be only two steps in each stage, yielding a total of eight (though this would create quite a problem as to how the synthetic (threefold) character of Kant's method in Kt1 should be understood). Alternatively, one could argue that 'form' should in each case precede 'matter', or that 'synthesis' should precede both (in which case the components would be correlated in different ways, but the whole would exhibit the same 4x3=12 pattern). Or again, one could question whether such a clear-cut, 'sausage-factory' approach to systemt does not misrepresent Kant's intentions: perhaps he intentionally presented the 'elements' of each stage as blurring into each other, without ever wanting to suggest any clear distinctions (though this would seem to contradict his emphasis on architectonic neatness).
 
 The most such objections would require is relatively minor rearrangements in the interpretation of systemt as I have presented it. One might remain unconvinced, for example, by my arguments for associating the transcendental object with sensibility rather than understanding, or for associating the imagination with the latter instead of the former. To all such suggested revisions I would be open, provided the proponent of such a change is able to collect sufficient textual evidence for the alternative interpretation and is able to explain how the texts I have used can be adapted to fit the alternative interpretation.
 
 To simplify the task of checking whether or not each element in my interpretation is accurately described by the logical component assigned to it, I will review briefly what the terms in each component represent. The first term in each three-term component signifies that the element in question functions in a receptive (-) or a spontaneous (+) stage: for this purpose, the stages directly involving the elements of sensibility are receptive, while those which do not are spontaneous. The second term in each component signifies that the element in question functions in an abstract (-) or concrete (+) stage: the perspectives concerned with isolating the fundamental constituents of empirical knowledge contain abstract elements, whereas those requiring these constituents to be combined in empirical knowledge contain concrete elements. The third term in each component represents the material (-), formal (+) or synthetic (x) function of the condition within its particular stage: the material condition determines the bare necessities for an object to be viewed from a given perspective; the formal condition determines the limits which define each perspective; and the synthetic condition fulfills the purpose of its perspective by uniting the material and formal conditions.
 
 The schematic representation of systemt in Figure VII.4 might give the impression of being rather too rigid to represent accurately Kant's intentions. For this reason we can supplement that analytic flowchart with a synthetic model, using 'the circle of experience' [Kt1:8; cf. I.3 and Figure III.6] to reflect the fact that in the text of Kt1 the twelve steps tend to flow into each other in one continuous motion. Representing the function of each step by a curved arrow and labelling the inside of each curve with its corresponding roman numeral gives rise to the following model:
 
[image: image26.png]the thing in itself
a practical befief
aregulative idea.

the transcendental abject

anitem of empic
sical knowledge

aphenomenon a conscious petception

aself-conscious
thought




Figure VII.5: Kant's Circle of Experience
 
The four perspectives now correspond to the four quadrants delineated by the axes of a cross, rather than to their end points, as in Figure IV.2. The outside of the diagram is labelled with Kant's terms for the state of the determination of the object between each function.[62]
 
 The first and last points of the arc in Figure VII.5 are separated by a gap (thus converting the circle to one cycle of a spiral) for several reasons. First, this gap can represent Kant's contention that the original presupposition of the thing in itself is not definitely confirmed to be an empirically known object through hypothetical reasoning, but only to be a regulative idea of what it might be if it could be represented in itself as an object. As such, the gap suggests that, although systemt is theoretically complete (i.e., it has succeeded in describing, from the theoretical standpoint, the nature and possibility of empirical knowledge), it is teleologically incomplete (i.e., it fails to provide an adequate basis for the reality of the objects to which its ideas refer). Thus the gap shows that systemt points beyond itself to some other standpoint, from which ideas of 'totality' (especially Kant's three favorite metaphysical ideas [see X.1-2]) can be more firmly grounded. In addition, this gap provides a way of representing the differences between the hypothetical and speculative perspectives. The latter could be represented by a slightly different kind of arc, which bends outward (towards 'ultimate reality') rather than inward (towards immediate experience [cf. Figure IV.2 and IX.2]). Such a spiral would accord well with Kant's own metaphorical description of speculative reasoning as an attempt to rise 'to dizzy heights where [reason] finds itself entirely cut off from all possible action in conformity with experience' [Kt1:717]. Whereas from the speculative perspective knowledge of reality is regarded as ever transcending our experience of the thing in itself, from the hypothetical perspective the thing in itself is regarded as transcendent, and knowledge of reality is regarded as legitimate only when it is directed towards experience.
 
 These two ways of positioning the gap in Figure VII.5 can also help to clarify a possible ambiguity in labelling Kant's System 'Copernican': Copernicus' astronomy takes humanity out of the center of the universe, yet Kant's emphasis on the subject seems to do just the opposite. However, Kant gives this impression only because of his bad habit of occasionally exaggerating various claims. For his theory of the subject is, in fact, intended to convey the notion that it is the subject's representational determinations which separate the thing in itself from the objects of our knowledge. And this role, far from contradicting Copernicus' principles, establishes their philosophical equivalents as valid [see III.1]. For just as the sun does not revolve around the earth, but vise versa, so also the subject does not look directly out upon the thing in itself revolving around it (as philosophers formerly assumed), but looks only inward, towards the 'earth' of experience, while the transcendent 'gravitational fire' of the thing in itself mysteriously holds everything together.
 
 Numerous ways of interrelating various combinations of steps could be discussed at this point (indeed, almost ad infinitum!)-e.g., by connecting the twelve points in Figure VII.5 with three squares or with four triangles [see Pq18:6.3-4]. (The formal similarities revealed in the former case [see e.g., note VII.55] can also be seen in Figure VII.4 by reading down each column rather than following the arrows across.) One such possibility would be to relate the four main categories to the four main stages in systemt [cf. Figures III.4 and VII.3]. Thus quantity might have some special association with sensibility, quality with understanding, relation with judgment, and modality with reason.[63] Similarly, the twelvefold progression of systemt could be correlated with the twelvefold structure of the categories, or likewise of the principles, both of which can be regarded as representing the twelve points of the diagram in Figure VII.5, as viewed from the perspective of a single point. In other words, each category could be depicted as arising, in turn, out of the influence of one of the twelve elements on the fifth element. But to elaborate the implications of such proposals in sufficient detail would be to stray too far from our overall goal.
 
 The theory put forward and defended in this chapter, especially as represented graphically in Figure VII.5, relates to the preparatory considerations dealt with in Parts One and Two in several ways. First, the four perspectives examined in Chapter IV, especially as represented graphically in Figure IV.2, delineate the basic perspectival structure of systemt. Likewise, the special object-terms examined in Chapter VI, especially as represented graphically in Figure VI.1, turned out to constitute a cross-section of the whole system: we can now see that these terms relate only to stages one and three (i.e., to what is different about an object if it is regarded on the one hand only as intuited, or on the other hand as intuited and conceptualized, but without considering conceptual understanding (stage two) or inferential reason (stage four) on their own). Finally, systemt has been shown to contain a step-by-step argument which corresponds with a surprising degree of accuracy to the architectonic structure of formal logic, especially as represented graphically in Figure III.6. These correlations are sufficient to establish the principle of perspective [Chapter II] and its representation in models [I.3] as valuable tools, not only for the interpretation of Kant's Critical philosophy, but also for philosophical thinking in general. Nevertheless, in order to appreciate more fully the extent of their usefulness, and thus of their applicability to the three ideas of reason [see Part Four], we must also apply them to the other two systems which, together with systemt, establish the Transcendental elements of Kant's System of Perspectives.


 [1] Kant's use of the term 'elements' here implies an analogy between his philosophy and the geometry developed in Euclid's Elements. (Lambert suggests this kind of an analogy in his 1766 letter to Kant [K2:10.63-4(Z1:52-3].) Moreover, just as the Elements section in Kt1 begins with an exposition on how to view Euclid's Elements in its proper perspective, so also it continues by doing the same with three other classical traditions. The Analytic of Concepts develops a doctrine of categories which enables us to view Aristotle's classic book, Categories, in its proper perspective. The Analytic of Principles develops a doctrine of principles which enables us to view Newton's classic book, Principia, in its proper perspective. And the Dialectic develops a doctrine of ideas which enables us to view the corresponding classical theory of Plato (as expressed in his Dialogues) in its proper perspective. The first Critique is an attempt to show that each of these classical theories has a proper role to play in a complete system of theoretical philosophy, but that the validity of each can be established only by limiting each to a specific perspective [see XI.2]. Without a clear recognition of Kant's Critical attitude towards his tradition (an attitude which always includes both negative and positive aspects), the significance of this modern classic cannot be fully understood.
 [2] In B27:45-6 Buchdahl uses arrows in a similar way to summarize the 'movement' of steps in Kant's argument [39]. He stresses that it is 'of the utmost importance to present Kant's arguments in such summary fashion, to avoid getting lost in the usual style of endless distinctions heaped upon distinctions [54].
 [3] It is important to note that, from the transcendental perspective, Kant considers something to be 'objective' if it is grounded a priori in the subject, and 'subjective' if it is grounded a posteriori in the object (i.e., in the world of appearances) [see Kt1:139-40]. Only from the empirical perspective does 'objective' refer to a grounding in outer objects and 'subjective' to inner states. Kuehn makes a similar point in K14:158, and goes a step further: 'Something that is subjective in a transcendental sense ... may very well be objective in an empirical sense (e.g., space and time). Moreover, "subjective" and "objective" have different meanings, depending on whether they are used in theoretical or practical contexts.' See also C6:154n.
 [4] Kt1:91; Kt2:304; cf. E3:111 and P2:1.77-80,548. The empirical elements Kant does introduce in connection with many of his transcendental considerations must therefore be regarded as simultaneous elements into which one and the same experience could be analyzed. That is, from the empirical perspective intuitions (for example) do not necessarily come before empirical concepts; on the contrary, they could just as well arise together.
 [5] As pointed out in III.4, these conditions are formal from the Perspective of transcendental logic, even though they combine to make up the content of Kant's System when viewed from the Perspective of general logic.
 [6] E5:40; B6:35. Critics such as Bennett, who either reinterpret Kant's theories as 'analytic but untrivial' [B17:83], or else reject them as trivial or false, tend to be unaware that Kant himself would have regarded large portions of systemt as analytic (in method) when viewed from the empirical perspective. Since Bennett starts from the presupposition that every question must be analyzed from the empirical perspective, in terms of 'abilities' [71], it is not surprising that he finds only falsities and analytic truths in Kant's system.
 [7] The word 'aesthetic' comes from the Greek '', meaning 'of or for sense-perception' [L4:1.42].
 [8] Kant groups this section together with the Analytic of Principles under the first division of the Transcendental Logic, which he entitles the Transcendental Analytic [see Table III.1], because both sections deal with 'the principles without which no object can be thought' [Kt1:87]. This unfortunately obscures its equally important relationship to each of the other stages. Indeed, as should become clear in VII.2-3, the first and second stages and the third and fourth stages are in some respects more closely related than the second and third. Kant acknowledges this in Kt1:169 by explaining that the Aesthetic and the Analytic of Concepts deal with 'elementary concepts' while the Analytic of Principles and the Dialectic deal with 'their employment', and that his 'division by numbered paragraphs' can therefore be discontinued at the end of the Analytic of Concepts.
 [9] See II.4, VI.1 and note IV.23. Another way of making clear the sense in which sensibility assumes the transcendental perspective while judgment (as we shall see) assumes the empirical is to note that in this use the terms relate primarily to the subject's perspective on the object, whereas the broad use [see II.4 and IV.2] refers to Kant's general emphasis on the subject (in which case all four stages are transcendental). In the Aesthetic Kant refers to objects as being ideal and 'in us', while in the Analytic of Principles he refers to these same objects as being real and 'outside us' [see VI.2]. The reason for this apparent discrepancy is that the former way of looking at objects is transcendental [see e.g., Kt1:45,61-2] and the latter, empirical. Moreover, the titles of the four principles themselves clearly indicate their empirical orientation (referring, as they do, to intuition, perception, experience and empirical thought).
[10] Kt7i:476. This picture of judgment accords with Rotenstreich's account in R10:10 of 'the fundamental paradox of knowledge: by one and the same activity [viz., judgment] the distance between the subject [via understanding] and object [via sensibility] is both established and bridged.' Likewise, the distinction commonly made between 'sense', 'meaning' and 'reference' is highly suggestive of Kant's distinction between the faculties of sensibility, understanding and judgment.
[11] The important role of inference in defining the fourth stage of systemt is unfortunately obscured by the difficulty of translating 'Schluss' and related words consistently. For example, when 'Schluss' is translated as 'conclusion' [see e.g., Kt10: 114-36(120-39)], or 'Vernunftschluss' as 'syllogism' (admittedly legitimate renderings in themselves), the reader is left unaware (aside from occasional notes by translators) of the fact that both terms literally refer to the function of inference. As a result, the parallel relationship between inference and its counterparts in the previous stages (viz., judgment, conception and intuition) can easily go unnoticed [e.g., Kt1:378]. For the sake of clarity, therefore, I shall henceforth alter the translation of Kant's use of such terms whenever appropriate.
[12] Kant does this, though not in an entirely clear way, in K2:10.471-2(Z1:125) and K2:11.300-1(Z1:182). A model of this 2LAR has already been given in Figure III.10; but the following discussion specifies the derivation of this division more precisely than in III.4.
[13] Kant's doctrine of the transcendental object was thoroughly examined in VI.2. The reasons for placing the transcendental object here in the first stage rather than in the second stage are discussed in Appendix VII.B.
 [14] See Kt1:347. As Allison rightly says, 'unconceptualized representations' are for Kant the 'materials for knowledge' [A11:25; cf. K2:17.616-7]. Thus sensibility, the home of such representations, is the material (--) stage in systemt [see note VII.23].
[15] E5:18,37. Walsh notes that intuition 'can be described as awareness of particulars only proleptically, since strictly it is not a species of acquaintance' [W9:15]. That is, an intuition provides such an awareness only when it comes under some concept. Thus, although Kant sometimes refers to space and time as 'concepts', his official view is that spatial and temporal relations 'lie entirely outside the concepts of understanding, strictly regarded' [Kt1:159]. For an excellent discussion of Kant's theory of intuition, see A7:68-72,75-92. The important point to remember is that intuitions always convey singular representations immediately, whereas concepts convey common representations mediately [see e.g., Kt1:136n,298, 377; Kt10:91(96); Kt69:325].
[16] Kt1:323; s.a. 208 and Kt19:399; Kt69:266; cf. P2:1.112. Kant also regards certain mathematical (especially geometrical) judgments as dependent on pure intuition [Kt1:16-7,A24,40-1,64-6,749-50]. Some problems concerning this assumption are discussed in Appendix VII.C.
[17] Kant explains: '"I", as thinking, am an object of inner sense, and am called "soul". That which is an object of the outer senses is called "body"' [Kt1:400; s.a. 50,69]. Soul and body, then, are not two essentially separate realities, but two manifestations of one and the same human sensibility. (In Kt69:270 Kant makes a similar point about the 'twofold self, the I as subject and the I as object', which arises in the second stage; he stresses that this self is a unity, not 'a double personality'.) When the perspectival character of Kant's theory is recognized, we can see that such statements do not support the traditional assumption that, as Walsh puts it [W9:192], Kant 'worked generally within Cartesian assumptions about the relations of mind and body.' On the contrary, Kant explicitly criticizes Descartes' assumptions in Kt1:A341-405.
[18] Kt1:182; s.a. Kt6:214 and Kt19:396-405. Some ambiguities relating to Kant's use of the term 'inner sense' are discussed in Appendix VII.D.
[19] Kt1:59. This, of course, applies only from the transcendental perspective (stage one), in which case it implies that 'thinking in spatial [and temporal] terms ... is a purely human way of thinking, determined by the nature of human experience' [M6:136]. Kant points out that 'other thinking beings' might be able to intuit space (and time) in a way different from the way humans do [Kt1:43]. To deny the subjective necessity of the inner forms of representation would be, for Kant, tantamount to claiming we can attain a wholly perspectiveless knowledge which somehow exists outside the boundaries of time and space (and the categories). (Yet this would require a perspective from which we could view the whole space-time continuum at a single glance.) From the empirical perspective (stage three), outer appearances are distinct from us in the sense that they are objects which are outside of our inner sense [cf. VI.2 and B20:51]. Similarly, although the intuitions of time and space logically precede the appearance transcendentally, they are chronologically simultaneous with it empirically.
[20] Kt1:52. Thus, Kant's doctrine of pure spatio-temporal intuition, which regards space and time as 'the relations in which our sensa are given' [P2:1.103], revises the then popular notion of 'absolute space', so that pure space is now 'nothing at all belonging to the existence of things', but 'merely to the determination of concepts' [Kt3:563].
[21] Kt1:74; s.a. Kt19:96. It is impossible to imagine how something could appear without being sensed, because we experience appearances and sensations simultaneously. (The alternative would be to say 'sensations are elements of appearances' [as in G7:513]; yet this is absurd, since it would require a sensation of something which has not yet appeared!) When we recall that these distinctions are logical and not necessarily chronological [see VII.1], we can nevertheless regard the third (synthetic) function in stage one as that of representing appearances as sensations.
[22] Another reason may be that he regards the investigation of actual sensations as an empirical task. His transcendental task in this first stage, by contrast, is to discover the formal conditions which must pertain in order for any sensations to arise.
[23] Kt1:74; cf. 270,286,323. Kotzin wrongly takes Kant's classification of sensation as the 'material' element in knowledge to refer to its place within the first stage, rather than to the role of the first stage itself in systemt as a whole [see note VII.14]. She says 'sensation is the determinable, material factor in empirical intuition', which 'remains in our account when we are considering the sensible, intuitive side of empirical cognition and when Space and Time, as formal factors, are not taken into account' [K10:114-5e.a.]. But she fails to explain on the one hand how sensations would be possible outside the context of space and time, and on the other how her understanding of sensation differs from what the present interpretation regards as the material element in the first stage (viz., the transcendental object).
[24] Kt1:155. Wolff points out that 'the assertion that a synthetic unity of representations cannot be given, but must be produced by the mind ... is so basic to Kant's philosophy that he never attempts to prove it', except by elaborating its implications for systemt [W21:69n]. This assumption is indeed an integral part of Kant's Copernican revolution.
[25] Heidegger believes the imagination's role as mediator between sensibility and understanding makes it the 'common root' mysteriously uniting these two faculties [H11:144-8; cf. Kt1:29]. This is supported by Kant's view of the imagination as an 'original' faculty [A94], intimately connected with both sensibility and understanding [see W21:77 and Ap. VII.D-E], yet also, as we shall see in VII.3.A, playing an important role in stage three.
[26] Kt1:A121. In A113 Kant explains: 'The ground of the possibility of the association of the manifold, so far as it lies in the object, is named the affinity of the manifold.' It is this affinity, and not (as Walsh suggests [W9:116]) the synthesis which brings it to light, which can be described as 'connectibility'. Moreover, affinity is directly dependent on apperception (step six) [Kt1:A122], and is therefore the basis of the 'objective deduction' [see Ap. VII.G].
[27] Kant does seem to suggest at certain points that apperception follows synthesis immediately [see e.g., Kt1:A94,A124]. Moreover, his overall exposition in both editions of the Deduction is misleading, because he discusses apperception and synthesis before discussing the role of the categories [cf. A98-111,129-42 and A111-30,143-69]. But this analytic procedure is to be expected from a deduction: in order to deduce the necessity of the categories, Kant argues for the necessity of the material step (synthesis of imagination) and of the synthetic step (pure apperception), then shows how the categories are required as the formal step which leads from the former to the latter [see e.g., A119]. Allison attests to the 'analytical' character of much of Kant's argument in the Deduction [A12:9], and emphasizes the same three steps we have chosen as the key to stage two: 'the transcendental synthesis of the imagination and its relationship to apperception and the categories constitutes the real nerve of the Deduction' [10]. The close relationship between the categories and apperception leads Wolff to proclaim that 'the categories ... are the unity of apperception' [W21:178]. But, as we shall see, such an identification is not strictly accurate.
[28] Because of its affinity with 'intuition', I have been using 'conception' as a technical term referring to the power of forming concepts, even though this word appears only nine times in Kt1 [see Pq10:67], and never in connection with 'intuition' [but see K2:11.302(Z1:184)]. In this sense 'categorial conception' refers to the operation of the categories, which, as Kant says, 'contain ... the logical function for bringing the manifold under a concept' [Kt1:A245]. Other, less comprehensive terms could just as well have been used to name this power, such as 'thinking' (which produces thought), 'conceptualizing' (which produces concepts) or 'categorization' (which uses categories to make concepts).   My interpretation of categorial conception contradicts Paton's claim in P2:2.82 that 'the lack of homogeneity between appearance and category indicates that the [direct] subsumption ... of appearances under the categories is impossible.' I would argue that this is precisely what Kant has in mind when he refers to the activity of 'thinking'. He brings up this 'lack of homogeneity' in the third stage of his argument [see VII.3.A] in order to show it is impossible to produce empirical knowledge by means of such direct subsumption alone.   The word 'concept' in contexts such as this can denote either an empirical or a pure concept. Allison defines 'a concept (analytic universal)' in A11:35 as 'a set of marks (themselves concepts), which are thought together in an "analytic unity," and which can serve as a ground for the recognition of objects. These marks collectively constitute the intension of a concept.' Because Kant largely ignores the role of empirical concepts, most commentators follow suit [e.g., E5: 133]. Schrader does mention that they 'are not derivable from the categories but must conform to them' [S6:142-3]. And Pippin devotes a great deal of attention to the subject [P8:103-23,143-50]; but the maze of problems he raises is of little help in determining how Kant understood such issues.
[29] E.g., Kt1:305. Although the pure intuitions of space and time are sometimes called 'concepts' [e.g., 37,46; cf. A7:72], and although the term also has empirical [Kt1:A111,A125] and other applications [367,377,434], Kant uses it most often in its strict logical sense to designate an object 'not of intuition and sensibility but of pure a priori thought ..., apart from all conditions of sensibility' [120].
[30] Kt1:A106. Wolff regards this definition as the essential tenet of the entire Analytic [W21:viii], and devotes much of his commentary to expounding its implications [s.e. 121-31]. At one point he lists the 'three characteristics of rule-governed activities' as: (1) they 'can legitimately be said to proceed correctly or incorrectly'; (2) 'the order of the steps of the activity is not haphazard'; and (3) they are characterized by their 'coherence' [122-3]. Whereas empirical concepts are 'first-order' rules, pure concepts are 'second-order' rules [124-5]. Raschke distinguishes between rules and laws by saying the former provide general guidelines which are not universal or necessary, while the latter are obligatory [R3:18-24].
[31] These categories 'are nothing but the condition of thought in a possible experience, just as space and time are the conditions of intuition for that same experience' [Kt1:A111]. They comprise 'all original pure concepts of synthesis that the understanding contains within itself a priori' [106], and through which 'appearances have a necessary relation to the understanding' [A119]. Paton describes them as 'the ultimate predicates which universally and necessarily apply to every thing so far as it is a thing' [P2:1.257]. But the categories are not just highly general and all-encompassing empirical concepts: when functioning as the formal condition for all conception, they cannot themselves be empirical. Hence Kant describes their status further as 'concepts which prescribe laws a priori to appearances, and therefore to nature, the sum of all appearances ... [These] laws do not exist in the appearance but only relatively to [the subject], so far as it has understanding.... [They] instruct us in regard to experience in general, and as to what it is that can be known as an object of experience' [Kt1:163-5]. Like space and time, these natural laws must therefore 'lie in ourselves', for 'the understanding does not draw its laws (a priori) from nature, but prescribes them to nature' [Kt2:320].
[32] The details of Kant's choice of categories will be examined in more detail in VII.3.A, where we will discuss their application to appearances in the form ofprinciples [see also III.3]. Some of the many specific problems and ambiguities raised by Kant's discussion of the categories are discussed in Appendix VII.F.
[33] Kant refers to this 'transcendental consciousness' [Kt1:A117n] as the 'abiding and unchanging' faculty of 'pure apperception' [A123] in order to distinguish it from 'empirical apperception'. The latter refers to one's actual awareness of the 'always changing' manifold of one's own perceptions [A107]. Although Kant sometimes seems to equate it with inner sense [e.g., A107], they should technically be distinguished [cf. P2:1.399-400]. Inner sense as such denotes the unorganized manifold of transcendental appearances which present themselves to a person's inner intuition [but cf. Ap. VII.D]; empirical apperception refers to one'sconsciousness of these perceptions as they are synthesized in thought. Hence, they denote the same object, but viewed either from the transcendental or the empirical perspectives of systemt.
[34] Although the function of the fourth step in relation to the third is the synthesis of imagination, it nevertheless plays a material role in the second stage. For the purpose of synthesizing the sensations presented by the third step is to bring them to a level of determination (viz., as perceptions) which can be used by the understanding as the matter for its conceptual synthesis. Recognizing the material status of the fourth condition can help us to understand why 'Combination [or synthesis] serves the same function [in the arguments of the Deduction in B] as the transcendental object [the material step in the first stage] did in A' [G11:200]. And this, in turn, helps us explain why the second edition is an improvement on the first, since the transcendental object belongs primarily to stage one.
[35] Allison equates 'possible experience' and 'possible knowledge' in A12:5. But the two should be kept distinct, as referring to the goals of the first and second stages, respectively.
[36] Kt1:75; s.a. 314 and P2:2.21n,27n. The word 'understanding' in this context must be interpreted narrowly, since Kant also portrays the understanding (in its broadest sense [see VII.1]), as involved with pure intuitions as well.
[37] This, no doubt, is why Kant stresses in Kt1:244 that 'Understanding is required for all experience and for its possibility', even though he elsewhere talks loosely as if sensibility on its own can be called 'possible experience' [199]. Evidently, sensibility can only properly be referred to in this way when its necessary connection with the understanding is taken into account. The same holds, of course, for understanding as 'possible knowledge' in its connection with sensibility. Both phrases look forward to the development of empirical knowledge, which includes 'all synthetic unity of perceptions' [226; cf. K3:52].
[38] This application of synthesis should be distinguished from the synthesis of imagination in step four, from the synthesis in synthetic (as opposed to analytic) judgments, and from the synthetic method in general [see III.3 and IV.2]. The lucidity of interpretations such as Wolff's, which emphasize the role of synthesis, could be substantially increased by recognizing the differences between these types of synthesis [cf. W21:180,201 and H4:xxii-cxv].
[39] Kt1:93-4. Pippin suggests that this association between concepts and judgments is the 'clue' Kant intends the Metaphysical Deduction to provide [P8:94,97]. Although I believe the nature of Kant's clue goes beyond this [cf. note III.17], Pippin's view does point up Kant's misplacement of this section, inasmuch as the transition it hints at is not between the first and second stages, but between the second and third.
[40] Kt1:178; cf. P2:2.40. Kant's reasons for singling out time are relatively clear. In the second stage both space and time were abstracted from the appearance. But the goal towards which the third stage works is the empirical knowledge of outer objects; so Kant re-introduces time as its first component in order to establish the inner framework into which all objectively real objects must fit.
[41] Kt1:179-80e.a. Kant says the schema of a sensible concept may be accompanied by an image; but 'the schema of a pure concept of understanding can never be brought into any image whatsoever' [181]. As an example of the latter he says the schema of 'the concept of a triangle in general' is beyond any particular sensible image: 'The schema of the triangle can exist nowhere but in thought' [180]. Thus Allison explains that, 'unlike the image, the schema is not something extraneous to the concept, but is really the concept itself qua realized in intuition' [A7:89; cf. P8:140]. Heidegger draws a helpful distinction along these lines between an 'image' and a 'schema-image' [H11:97-108], and explains that the unifying procedure of the latter 'is never apprehended in itself', but only 'in the exercise of its regulative function' [101].
[42] Cf. Kt1:195-7,355-9, and note VII.30; s.a. P2:1.495. In Kt1:187-8 Kant says 'the pure understanding ... is itself the source of principles', and the natural laws, or rules of experience, 'stand under higher principles of understanding.' In Kt1:359 he gives a slightly different account of their relationship: 'Understanding ... secures the unity of appearances by means of rules, and reason ... secures the unity of the rules of understanding under principles.' (As we shall see, this reflects the parallel between the third and fourth stages.) Bennett expresses the role of principles more simply [B17:61]: they define 'what our intuitions must be like in order to be intellectually manageable.' In so doing, 'principles ... proceed from concepts to intuition, not from intuition to concepts' [Kt1:199].
[43] P2:1.220. 'The principle of [non]contradiction', Kant says, 'must therefore be recognised as being the universal and completely sufficient principle of all analytic knowledge; but beyond the sphere of analytic knowledge it has, as a sufficient criterion of truth, no authority and no field of application' [Kt1:191].
[44] Kt1:223. Because the categories as applied in the principles are always schematized (i.e., restricted by the schema), the principles can be called 'schematized categories' [P2:2.19n,182], though Kant himself never uses this phrase. Ewing gives a good summary of the relationship between pure categories, schemata and schematized categories in E5:134-5.
[45] Kt1:200. Although Kant sometimes speaks loosely as if the principles themselves were axioms, anticipations, etc. [cf. 760-1 and P2:2.124n], they are strictly speaking the ultimate principles which make possible these specific types of principles [cf. note VII.46].
[46] Kt1:200-1. Kant explains: 'It is through these principles of pure understanding that the special principles of mathematics and dynamics become possible. I have named them ... on account rather of their application than of their content' [202]. Thus, they are not themselves principles of mathematics and dynamics, but are the bases of these sciences.
[47] Kt1:207. Whereas axioms determine that objects will have characteristics directly related to their appearance in time and space, anticipations determine 'that an object is more than the space which it occupies and the time through which it lasts' [P2:2.139].
[48] Kt1:291. Kant is perhaps not clear enough in his explanation of the role of space in the chapter on the principles. Nevertheless, it is this reintroduction of space which makes the chapter a suitable place for him to insert his second-edition revision of the Refutation of Idealism [274-9], where the necessity of outer objects in space is firmly established (from the empirical perspective). The role of the principles in determining how it is that empirical objects (viewed from the empirical perspective) stand out from the subject as independent realities in the outer world of space and time could be referred to, albeit rather fancifully, as 'extuition'. Along these lines, we could add, in a Heideggerian vein, that it is only because the principles enable a representation to be e-jected from the subject that it can become an ob-ject (i.e., can stand opposite the subject) [cf. H11:35-6].
[49] Kt1:241. This Copernican assumption [cf. III.1] helps explain why Kant's special type of 'transcendental argument' [see V.3, Ap. V and note IV.26] can insure that the principles 'are not only true a priori, but are indeed the source of all truth (that is, of the agreement of our knowledge with objects)' [296]. Kant's assumption here is not that we all decide to prescribe certain a priori principles to our experience, but that human knowledge necessarily presupposes such principles, regardless of a person's conscious recognition of them.
[50] Kt1:142; s.a. P2:1.571; cf. Kt7:20. Bird notes that something objectively real 'can be conceived independently of any particular experience, but not independently of every experience' [B20:145].
[51] Kt1:195; cf. P2:2.88-9,93-6. As Kant says in Kt1:303: 'the Transcendental Analytic leads to this important conclusion, that the most the understanding can achieve a priori is to anticipate the form of a possible experience in general.'
[52] Kt1:353-4,397. Rotenstreich disagrees with Kant's emphasis on reason's natural tendency towards illusion, and regards it as a result of the historical influence of rationalism on Kant [R11:66-7]. 'That there is no necessity' in committing such errors, he explains, 'is clearly shown by Kant himself in his attempt to replace traditional systems of metaphysics by regulative concepts' [70]. Although this is a good point, I would suggest in Kant's defense that by calling these illusions 'natural' he may not mean that reason unavoidably succumbs to them, but only that the source of errors is such that they will always, as it were, temptreason to fall for them when it asks questions about ultimate reality. Such temptation is unavoidable because of the opposition between sensibility (--) and reason (++), as the first and last stages of systemt: if we are not careful in using our reason, we will naturally tend to forget the sensible ground upon which alone it is able to stand.
[53] Kt1:379. Kant's notion of 'the maximum' [693] is roughly equivalent to that of the unconditioned. Thus he says 'the idea of [the maximum of] reason is an analogon of a schema of sensibility; but with this difference, that the application of the concepts of understanding to the schema of reason does not yield knowledge ..., but only a principle for the systematic unity of the entire conceptual perspective' [693e.a.]-i.e., only an 'idea' (in its technical sense, described below). The implications of this limitation of knowledge will be examined shortly.
[54] Kt1:364; cf. 358. This does not contradict my proposal in IV.3 that hypothetical reflection yields analytic a posteriori knowledge (or belief); for Kant is here describing the role of the tenth step in his overall system of conditions (all of which proceed synthetically), and so is best understood as referring to the syntheticmethod which must be employed to advance from step nine to step eleven. As applied to inferences in general, Kant refers to the synthetic method as 'a parte priori' (ascending from conditioned to unconditioned) and the analytic method as 'a parte posteriori' (descending from unconditioned to conditioned) [389].
[55] Kt1:511. This characteristic of the unconditioned object is also true of the transcendental object, the synthesis of imagination, and the schematism of understanding, all of which arise in the first step of their respective stages in systemt.
[56] Kt1:672; s.a. 368,595-6,670. 'An idea is nothing else than the concept of a perfection which has not yet been met with in experience'; but it is not 'for that reason impossible' [Kt39:444(109)].
[57] Kt1:366, alt. Kemp Smith, incidentally, paraphrases the latter quote as '[can] be obtained ... only by inference', which could be taken wrongly to imply that inference is itself the only element in the fourth stage.
[58] Dister points out a similarity between the schema's influence on the understanding and the idea's influence on reason [D4:262-3]. But a more direct parallelism exists between the influence of the categories (+-+) on the manifold of appearances (--+) and that of the ideas (+++) on the phenomenon (-++), both being the influence of a stage's formal step on the formal step in the preceding stage (as symbolized by the change from + to - in the first term of each of the corresponding logical components). Kant alludes to this parallelism in Kt1:368: 'just as we have entitled the pure concepts of understanding categories, so we shall give a new name to the concepts of pure reason, calling them transcendental ideas.' In order to make this parallelism clear the summary of step eleven regards ideas as both functions and products: just as conception uses the categories to form concepts, inference uses the ideas (or we might say 'ideation') to form ideas.
[59] Kt1:391-2. Kant says the 'transcendental ideas ... follow the guiding thread of the categories' [392]; however, they are actually arranged in three groups of four (rather than four groups of three) because they are based on the synthetic relation between the three analogies, each of which is expounded in terms of a 2LAR [397]. The only exception to the fourfold structure of the analysis of each is Kant's treatment of the Ideal of Pure Reason [595-670], which I shall discuss briefly in X.2 and in more detail in Pq20.
[60] Kt1:726. The phrase emphasized by Kant indicates he is thinking here of the hypothetical perspective, which looks towards the world, as opposed to thespeculative perspective, which looks beyond the world.
[61] Rotenstreich is correct in stating: 'Dialectic in Kant mainly means the reification of ideas, the trend of reason towards hypostatic assumptions' [R11:63]. However, he unfortunately fails to distinguish sufficiently between this and the hypothetical 'acting as if' which Kant puts in its place. Only from the latter perspective are objects properly regarded as 'the ever-unattainable goal of investigation' [W5:182]. As I hope to demonstrate in Pq21 [s.a. XI.4], Kant's hypothetical perspective is much more relevant to modern conceptions of science and scientific inquiry than most interpreters recognize.
[62] Kant sometimes hints at something like this sort of diagram (at least as an 'archetype' [see I.3]), as when he refers to 'ascending' from the conditioned (step nine) to the unconditioned (step ten) by the synthetic method [e.g., Kt1:394]. Likewise, he says in Kt7:410 that to move 'downwards' from God to nature 'is a priori', while to 'move from below upwards' is 'a posteriori'-a metaphor which is consistent with my placement of the two a priori perspectives on the downward arc, and the two a posteriori perspectives on the upward arc.
63] Schrader seems to be hinting as some such associations when he says in S6:139 that 'the categories of quantity and quality are constitutive of the space-time manifold as such [just as intuitions and concepts are constitutive of judgments], while the relational categories are constitutive of objects in space and time [i.e., phenomena].'
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A. The Faculty of Representation
 
 Two ambiguities arise out of Kant's habit of referring to the 'faculty of representation'. The first concerns his frequent use of the word 'faculty'. This and many of the terms used in connection with it are often condemned by modern critics as reflecting Kant's unphilosophical acceptance of 'the imaginary subject of transcendental psychology' [S17:97]. The only proper response, they say, is to 'de-psychologize' his theory in order to purify its truly philosophical content [H5:288]. And this, of course, involves analyzing the arguments in modern terms in hopes of finding consistent and/or conclusive bits of reasoning-a procedure the interpretive value of which I have already assessed in I.1. In defense of Kant's general habit of using such unusual terminology, it should be noted that, although it appears to the twentieth-century reader as if he is arbitrarily inventing words at nearly every step, most of these terms were familiar to philosophers in Kant's own time. 'Indeed', Weldon tells us, 'it is not too much to say that all Kant's leading conceptions ... and much of his greatly abused architectonic are clearly foreshadowed in the [works of his predecessors]' [W16:52; s.a. P2:1.100n and V4:82-8]. This alone, of course, does not justify our continued use of such terms; but it does suggest they are meaningful in their own context, so they cannot simply be discarded by the interpreter without seriously misrepresenting Kant's System.
 
 The specific reason why we should continue to use Kant's faculty terminology when interpreting his philosophy is that it is not, in fact, intended to be psychological. (Kant clearly distinguishes on several occasions between transcendental philosophy and empirical psychology [e.g., Kt1:152].) Instead, as Vl eeschauwer points out, Kant's use of apparently psychological terminology assumes a 'different perspective' [V4:88]. It is simply the way he has chosen to refer to the subjective functions of human knowing in his radically perspective-bound philosophy. Because philosophical analysis is always limited to one perspective at a time (at least, if it is to be coherent), the functions can be regarded as distinct even though each faculty performs its own function on 'one and the same territory of experience'.[1] Van de Pitte defends Kant in much the same way when he says:
 
Kant is unable to define sensibility (except as receptivity), the categories, or the imagination (except as the agency of synthesis).... [Yet] this inability does not at all trouble him. For ... it is not the faculties of the mind [as such] that he is concerned with, but the functions which must be fulfilled if experience is to be possible. [V3:1024-5]
 
 The second ambiguity to be considered here is that the term 'representation' can be used either as a verb to name an a priori function of knowing, or as a noun to name the state of the object once it is determined by this function. This means the effect on an object of the faculty of representation (i.e., of the function of representing) is to determine that it is a representation (i.e., a represented object) [cf. A11:21; F7:xxxi; P8:72-3]. The same ambiguity arises with many of Kant's other terms as well, and may explain, at least in part, why, as Wolff points out, 'statements about knowing and statements about knowledge tend to be interchangeable' for Kant [W21:73n]. Fortunately, as long as both possible meanings are kept in mind, Kant's intentions can usually be determined from the context with a fair amount of certainty.
 
 Perhaps in an attempt to avoid the ambiguity in this example, some translators and commentators translate Vorstellung as 'idea' rather than 'representation'. Although the word 'idea', when 'taken in the ordinary English sense' [P3:93n] is admittedly an accurate translation of Vorstellung, it is inappropriate when interpreting Kant for several reasons: (1) Deliberate ambiguity in the original should be preserved, as far as possible, in an accurate translation. Substituting 'idea' in some passages takes away the possibility of interpreting Vorstellung as referring to a mental function, since 'idea' does not also mean 'act of having an idea'. (2) Vorstellung has such a wide variety of applications for Kant that the rather narrow word 'idea' is too specific in many contexts. (3) Kant has another technical term (Idee) which must be translated 'idea'. Since he does not intend to identify Vorstellung and Idee, it is misleading to use the same word in translating both. As Kant himself pleads: 'I beseech those who have the interests of philosophy at heart ... [to] be careful to preserve the expression "idea" [Idee] in its original meaning, that it may not become one of those expressions which are commonly used to indicate any and every species of representation [Vorstellung]' [Kt1:376]. To avoid confusion, therefore, whenever a text which renders Kant's Vorstellung as 'idea' (or any word other than 'representation') is quoted in this book, I have substituted the word 'representation' without further notice.
 
 The suggestion that Vorstellung should be translated as 'presentation' [W8:192; H4:xi; P14:27n] would be suitable when it is used in the context of the original representation which arises in the first step of systemt; but in all of its other uses, the 're' connotes a repeated determination of the same object, and should therefore be preserved. Rotenstreich's rendering of the term as 'image' [R11:134], however, is wholly unacceptable, except perhaps in steps four and seven, where representation takes the form of imagination.
 
B. Placement of the Transcendental Object in Systemt
 
 Another source of possible confusion is that Kant discusses his doctrine of the transcendental object more in the Analytic than in the Aesthetic [see note VI.8], yet I have placed it in the first stage of systemt [see VII.2.A]. That it belongs in the first stage should be evident in light of its mediating role between the thing in itself and the various determinate forms of representation [cf. VI.2]. As Kant says in Kt6:218n, 'the architect of a system' must begin by positing 'an object as such' as the basis for all other divisions. Moreover, it would not make sense to place it aftersensibility, since Kant clearly says in Kt1:522-3 that 'this transcendental object ... is given in itself prior to all experience.' This original representation differs from representations which constitute appearances, inasmuch as it remains 'necessarily unknown' [523-4]. Thus, the transcendental object is a pre-intuitive representation of sensibility in much the same way that a perception is a pre-conceptual representation of the understanding.
 
 Some interpreters have recognized, in varying degrees, the connection between the transcendental object and the first stage of systemt. Gotterbarn alludes to its primary position in the logical order of Kant's theory when he says it 'is a preliminary concept which prepares for the conception of "affinity" and the transcendental deduction of the categories' [G11:199]. Buchdahl insists it 'is the central notion with which to begin' in interpreting systemt [B27:52]; its 'essential function is ... as the starting point of realization procedure which involves, to begin with, sensibility' [78]. Weldon connects it with sensibility by saying 'the transcendental object is not itself a possible object of knowledge. It denotes simply the formal characteristics which render intelligible the manifold of pure or empirical sensibility, the ground of synthetic unity in phenomena' [W16:178n]. Likewise, Walsh refers to the transcendental object as 'awaiting application ... [to] the data of the senses' [W9:162; see Kt1: A394,411n]. All these comments suggest that there is an important sense in which the transcendental object lies at the very basis of the Aesthetic, even though it is not discussed at length therein.
 
 Kant employs the concept of the transcendental object in the arguments of his second, third and fourth stages primarily as a way of referring to the influences of the first stage on the others. That is, the concept of the transcendental object stands for the assumption that some Aesthetic element (i.e., some experience in general) is given, without presupposing anything about its intuitive or sensible character. Thus in Kt1:A290 Kant says 'the concept of an object in general [is] taken problematically, without its having been decided whether it is something or nothing.' The first step, however, is concerned not so much with the concept of the transcendental object as with the transcendental object itself-i.e., with that radically undetermined state of objects (as such), which confirms the reality of their existence. Thus, Bird is correct when he says Kant devotes more attention to the concept of the transcendental object than to the transcendental object itself [B20:5]; but this does not necessarily mean the former is more important to the system. On the contrary, the transcendental object is an element in systemt, whereas its concept is not.
 
 The transcendental object, being itself neither a concept nor an intuition, must therefore lie at the base of both the Aesthetic and the Analytic of Kt1. It could be called 'the ultimate recipient of all the predicates we bear', in the sense that it is equal and opposite to the giver of all predicates (the transcendental subject). Kant could have made this more clear by naming the pre-Logic section of Kt1 'Transcendental Sensibility', and including in it first a chapter on 'Transcendental Object', to be followed by the existing 'Transcendental Aesthetic' as Chapter Two. This would have shown that the transcendental object is not part of the Aesthetic, any more than it is part of (i.e., an element in) the Analytic.[2]
 [1] Kt7:175. Thus, when comparing understanding and reason Kant says 'neither can interfere with the other' [175; cf. Kt1:33]. The importance of distinguishing each function is especially evident when Kant explains that 'error is brought about solely by the unobserved influence of sensibility on the understanding' [350].

 [2] I am thankful to Rollin Workman for helping me to clarify many of the points raised in this section in a series of letters.
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Glossary of Kant's Technical Terms
 

 The following Glossary lists Kant's most important technical terms, together with a simple definition of each. (The terms 'judicial', 'perspective' and 'standpoint' are the only ones Kant himself does not use as technical terms.) It was originally written as a study aide to help make the intricate web of Kant's terminology comprehensible to students who had little or no familiarity with Kant's writings. Where relevant, the opposite term is given in curved brackets at the end of the definition. When a word defined herein (or a slightly different form of such a word) is used in the course of defining some other word in this Glossary, its first occurrence in that definition will be in italics.

 
a posteriori: a way of gaining knowledge by appealing to some particular experience(s). This method is used to establish empirical and hypothetical truths. (Cf. a priori.)

 

a priori: a way of gaining knowledge without appealing to any particular experience(s). This method is used to establish transcendental and logical truths. (Cf. a posteriori.)

 

aesthetic: having to do with sense-perception. In the first Critique this word refers to space and time as the necessary conditions for sense-perception. The first half of the third Critique examines the subjective purposiveness in our perception of beautiful or sublime objects in order to construct a system of aesthetic judgment. (Cf. teleological.)

 

analysis: division of a representation into two opposing representations, with a view towards clarifying the original representation. Philosophy as metaphysics employs analysis more than synthesis. (Cf. synthesis.) 

 

analytic: a statement or an item of knowledge which is true solely because of its conformity to some logical laws. (Cf.synthetic.)

 

appearance: an object of experience, when viewed from the transcendental perspective. Though often used as a synonym for phenomenon, it technically refers to an object considered to be conditioned by space and time, but not by the categories. (Cf. thing in itself.)

 

architectonic: the logical structure given by reason (especially through the use of twofold and threefold divisions), which the philosopher should use as a plan to organize the contents of any system.

 

autonomy: an action which is determined by the subject's own free choice (see will). In the second Critique, moral action is defined as being autonomous. (Cf. heteronomy.)

categorical imperative: a command which expresses a general, unavoidable requirement of the moral law. Its three forms express the requirements of universalizability, respect and autonomy. Together they establish that an action is properly called 'morally good' only if (1) we can will all persons to do it, (2) it enables us to treat other persons as ends and not merely as the means to our own selfish ends, and (3) it allows us to see other persons as mutual law-makers in an ideal 'realm of ends'.

 

categories: the most general concepts, in terms of which every object must be viewed in order for it to become an object of empirical knowledge. The four main categories (quantity, quality, relation and modality) each have three sub-categories, forming a typical example of a twelvefold, architectonic pattern. (Cf. space and time.)

 

concept: the active species of representation, by means of which our understanding enables us to think. By requiring perceptions to conform to the categories, concepts serve as 'rules' allowing us to perceive general relations between representations. (Cf. intuition.)

 

conscience: the faculty of the human subject which enforces the moral law in a particular way for each individual by providing an awareness of what is right and wrong in each situation.

 

constitutive: playing a fundamental role in making up some type of knowledge. (Cf. regulative.)

 

Copernican revolution: in astronomy, the theory that the earth revolves around the sun; in philosophy, the (analogous) theory that the subject of knowledge does not remain at rest, but revolves around (i.e., actively determines certain aspects of) the object. Thus, the formal characteristics of the empirical world (i.e., space and time and the categories) are there only because the subject's mind puts them there, transcendentally.

 

Critical: Kant's lifelong approach to philosophy which distinguishes between different perspectives and then uses such distinctions to settle otherwise unresolvable disputes. The Critical approach is not primarily negative, but is an attempt to adjudicate quarrels by showing the ways in which both sides have a measure of validity, once their perspective is properly understood. Kant's system of Critical philosophy emphasizes the importance of examining the structure and limitations of reason itself.

 

Critique: to use the method of synthesis together with a critical approach to doing philosophy. This term appears in the titles of the three main books in Kant's Critical philosophy, which adopt the theoretical, practical and judicialstandpoints, respectively. The purpose of Critical philosophy is to prepare a secure foundation for metaphysics. (Cf.metaphysics.)

 

disposition: the tendency a person has at a given point in time to act in one way or another (i.e., to obey the moral lawor to disobey it). (Cf. predisposition.)

 

duty: an action which we are obligated to perform out of respect for the moral law.

 

empirical: one of Kant's four main perspectives, aiming to establish a kind of knowledge which is both synthetic and a posteriori. Most of the knowledge we gain through ordinary experience, or through science, is empirical. 'This table is brown' is a typical empirical statement. (Cf. transcendental).

 

experience: the combination of an intuition with a concept in the form of a judgment. 'Experience' in this 'mediate' sense is a synonym for 'empirical knowledge'. The phrase 'possible experience' refers to a representation which is presented to our sensibility through intuition, but is not yet known, because it has not been presented to ourunderstanding through concepts. 'Experience' in this sense is 'immediate' and contrasts with 'knowledge'.

 

faculty: a fundamental power of human subjects to do something or perform some rational function.

 

faith: a rational attitude towards a potential object of knowledge which arises when we are subjectively certain it is true even though we are unable to gain theoretical or objective certainty. By contrast, knowledge implies objective and subjective certainty, while opinion is the state of having neither objective nor subjective certainty. Kant encouraged a more humble approach to philosophy by claiming to deny knowledge in order to make room for faith-i.e., by distinguishing between what we can know empirically and what is transcendent, which we can approach only by means offaith.

 

formal: the active or subjective aspect of something-that is, the aspect which is based on the rational activity of thesubject. (Cf. material.)

 

heteronomy: an action which is determined by some outside influence (i.e., some force other than the freedom given bypractical reason, such as inclination) impelling the subject to act in a certain way. Such action is nonmoral (i.e., neither moral nor immoral). (Cf. autonomy.)

 

hypothetical: one of Kant's four main perspectives, aiming to establish a kind of knowledge which is both analytic anda posteriori (though Kant himself wrongly identified it as synthetic and a priori). Most metaphysical knowledge is properly viewed from this perspective, instead of from the speculative perspective of traditional metaphysics. 'There is a God' is a typical hypothetical statement. (Cf. logical).

 

ideas: the species of representation which gives rise to metaphysical beliefs. Ideas are special concepts which arise out of our knowledge of the empirical world, yet seem to point beyond nature to some transcendent realm. The three most important metaphysical ideas are God, freedom and immortality.

 

imagination: the faculty responsible for forming concepts out of the 'manifold of intuition' and for synthesizing intuitions with concepts to form objects which are ready to be judged.

 

inclination: the faculty or object which motivates a person to act in a heteronomous way. Following inclinations is neither morally good nor morally bad, except when doing so directly prevents a person from acting according to duty-i.e., only when choosing to obey an inclination results in disobedience to the moral law.

 

intelligible: presented to the subject without any material being provided by sensibility. It is more or less equivalent to the terms supersensible and transcendent. (Cf. sensible.)

 

intuition: the passive species of representation, by means of which our sensibility enables to have sensations. By requiring appearances to be given in space and time, intuitions allow us to perceive particular relations between representations, thereby limiting empirical knowledge to the sensible realm. (Cf. concept.)

 

judgment: in the first Critique, the use of the understanding by which an object is determined to be empirically real, through a synthesis of intuitions and concepts. The third Critique examines the form of our feelings of pleasure and displeasure in order to construct a system based on the faculty of judgment (= the judicial standpoint) in its aestheticand teleological manifestations. (Cf. reason.)

 

judicial: one of Kant's three main standpoints, relating primarily to experience-i.e., to what we feel, as opposed to what we know or desire to do. Judicial reason is virtually synonymous with 'Critique' itself, and is concerned with questions about the most profound ways in which we experience the world. Finding the source of two examples of such experiences is the task of the third Critique. (Cf. theoretical and practical.)

 

knowledge: the final goal of the understanding in combining intuitions and concepts. If they are pure, the knowledge will be transcendental; if they are impure, the knowledge will be empirical. In a looser sense, 'knowledge' also refers to that which arises out adopting any legitimate perspective.

 

logical: one of Kant's four main perspectives, aiming to establish a kind of knowledge which is both analytic and a priori. Hence it is concerned with nothing but the relationships between concepts. The law of noncontradiction (A is not -A) is the fundamental law of traditional, Aristotelian logic. (If we call this 'analytic' logic, then 'synthetic' logic would be based on the opposite law of 'contradiction' [A is -A].) 'All bachelors are unmarried' is a typical logical statement. (Cf. hypothetical.)

 

material: the passive or objective aspect of something-that is, the aspect which is based on the experience a subjecthas, or on the objects given in such an experience. (Cf. formal.)

 

maxim: the material rule or principle used to guide a person in a particular situation about what to do (e.g., 'I should never tell a lie'). It thus provides a kind of bridge between a persons inner disposition and outer actions.

 

metaphysics: the highest form of philosophy, which attempts to gain knowledge of the ideas. Because the traditional,speculative perspective fails to succeed in this task, Kant suggests a new, hypothetical perspective for metaphysics. Metaphysics can succeed only when it is preceded by Critique. (Cf. Critique.)

 

moral law: the one 'fact' of practical reason, which is in every rational person, though some people are more aware of it than others. The moral law, in essence, is our knowledge of the difference between good and evil, and our inner conviction that we ought to do what is good. (See categorical imperative.)

 

noumenon: the name given to a thing when it is viewed as a transcendent object. The term 'negative noumenon' refers only to the recognition of something which is not an object of sensible intuition, while 'positive noumenon' refers to the (quite mistaken) attempt to know such a thing as an empirical object. These two terms are sometimes used loosely as synonyms for 'transcendental object' and 'thing in itself', respectively. (Cf. phenomenon.)

 

object: a general term for any 'thing' which is conditioned by the subject's representation, and so is capable of being known. The thing in itself is a thing which cannot become an object. (Cf. subject; see thing in itself.)

 

objective: related more to the object or representation out of which knowledge is constructed than to the subjectpossessing the knowledge. Considered transcendentally, objective knowledge is less certain than subjective knowledge; considered empirically, objective knowledge is more certain. (Cf. subjective.)

perspective: a way of thinking about or considering something; or a set of assumptions from which an object can be viewed. Knowing which perspective is assumed is important because the same question can have different answers if different perspectives are assumed. Kant himself does not use this word, but he uses a number of other expressions (such as standpoint, way of thinking, employment of understanding, etc.) in precisely this way. The main Criticalperspectives are the transcendental, empirical, logical and hypothetical.

 

phenomenon: the object of knowledge, viewed empirically, in its fully knowable state (i.e., conditioned by space and time and the categories). (Cf. noumenon.)

 

practical: one of Kant's three main standpoints, relating primarily to action -i.e., to what we desire to do as opposed to what we know or feel. Practical reason is a synonym for will; and these two terms are concerned with questions of morality. Finding the sources of such action is the task of the second Critique. (Cf. theoretical and judicial.)

 

predisposition: the natural tendency a person has, apart from (or before having) any experience, to be morally good or evil. (Cf. disposition.)

 

pure: not mixed with anything sensible. Although its proper opposite is 'impure', Kant normally opposes 'pure' to 'empirical'.

 

rational: grounded in the faculty of reason rather than in sensibility. (See also intelligible.)

 

reality: if regarded from the empirical perspective, this refers to the ordinary world of nature; if regarded from thetranscendental perspective, it refers to the transcendent realm of the noumenon.

 

reason: in the first Critique, the highest faculty of the human subject, to which all other faculties are subordinated. It abstracts completely from the conditions of sensibility. The second Critique examines the form of our desires in order to construct a system based on the faculty of reason (= the practical standpoint). Reason's primary function ispractical; its theoretical function, though often believed to be more important, should be viewed as having a secondary importance. (Cf. judgment.)

 

regulative: providing important guidelines for how knowledge should be used, yet not itself playing any fundamental role in making up that knowledge. (Cf. constitutive.)

 

religion: the way of acting, or perspective, according to which we interpret all our duties as divine commands.

 

representation: the most general word for an object at any stage in its determination by the subject, or for thesubjective act of forming the object at that level. The main types of representations are intuitions, concepts and ideas. In the first Critique, the understanding is the dominant faculty in processing representations, while in the third Critique the faculty of imagination is dominant. Sometimes translated as 'presentation'.

 

schematism: the function of the faculty of imagination, through which concepts and intuitions are combined, orsynthesized, according to a rule (called a schema). In the first Critique, this function is presented as one of the steps required in order for the understanding to produce empirical knowledge.

 

sensibility: the faculty concerned with passively receiving objects. This is accomplished primarily in the form of physical and mental sensations (via 'outer sense' and 'inner sense', respectively). However, such sensations are possible only if the objects are intuited, and intuition depends on space and time existing in their pure form as well. (Cf.understanding.)

 

sensible: presented to the subject by means of sensibility. (Cf. intelligible.)

 

space and time: considered from the empirical perspective, they form the context in which objects interact outside of us; considered from the transcendental perspective, they are pure, so they exist inside of us as conditions ofknowledge. (Cf. categories.)

 

speculative: the illusory perspective which wrongly uses reason in a hopeless attempt to gain knowledge about something transcendent. Sometimes used loosely as a synonym of theoretical.

 

standpoint: the special type of perspective which determines the point from which a whole system of perspectives is viewed. The main Critical standpoints are the theoretical, practical and judicial.

 

subject: a general term for any rational person who is capable of having knowledge. (Cf. object; see alsorepresentation.)

 

subjective: related more to the subject than to the object or representation out of which knowledge is constructed. Considered transcendentally, subjective knowledge is more certain that objective knowledge; considered empirically, subjective knowledge is less certain. (Cf. objective.)

 

summum bonum: Latin for highest good. This is the ultimate goal of the moral system presented in the second Critique; it involves the ideal distribution of happiness in exact proportion to each person's virtue. In order to conceive of its possibility, we must postulate the existence of God and human immortality, thus giving these ideas practical reality.

 

supersensible: see intelligible and transcendent.

 

synthesis: integration of two opposing representations into one new representation, with a view towards constructing a new level of the object's reality. Philosophy as Critique employs synthesis more than analysis. On the operation of synthesis in the first Critique, see imagination. (Cf. analysis.)

 

synthetic: a statement or item of knowledge which is known to be true because of its connection with some intuition. (Cf. analytic.)

 

system: a set of basic facts or arguments (called 'elements') arranged according to the order of their logicalrelationships, as determined by the architectonic patterns of reason. Kant's Critical philosophy is a System made up of three subordinate systems, each defined by a distinct standpoint, and each made up of the same four perspectives.

 

teleological: having to do with purposes or ends. The second half of the third Critique examines the objectivepurposiveness in our perception of natural organisms in order to construct a system of teleological judgment.

 

theoretical: one of Kant's three main standpoints, relating primarily to cognition-i.e., to what we know as opposed to what we feel or desire to do. Theoretical reason is concerned with questions about our knowledge of the ordinary world (the world science seeks to understand). Finding the source of such knowledge is the task of the first Critique, which would best be entitled the Critique of Pure 'Theoretical' Reason. (Cf. practical and judicial; see speculative.)

 

thing in itself: an object considered transcendentally apart from all the conditions under which a subject can gainknowledge of it. Hence the thing in itself is, by definition, unknowable. Sometimes used loosely as a synonym ofnoumenon. (Cf. appearance.)

 

time: see space and time.

 

transcendent: the realm of thought which lies beyond the boundary of possible knowledge, because it consists ofobjects which cannot be presented to us in intuition-i.e., objects which we can never experience with our senses (sometimes called noumena). The closest we can get to gaining knowledge of the transcendent realm is to think about it by means of ideas. (The opposite of 'transcendent' is 'immanent'.)

 

transcendental: one of Kant's four main perspectives, aiming to establish a kind of knowledge which is both syntheticand a priori. It is a special type of philosophical knowledge, concerned with the necessary conditions for the possibility of experience. However, Kant believes all knowing subjects assume certain transcendental truths, whether or not they are aware of it. Transcendental knowledge defines the boundary between empirical knowledge and speculation about the transcendent realm. 'Every event has a cause' is a typical transcendental statement. (Cf. empirical.)

 

transcendental object: an object considered transcendentally insofar as it has been presented to a subject, but is not yet represented in any determined way-i.e., not yet influenced by space and time or by the categories. Also called an 'object in general'.

 

understanding: in the first Critique, the faculty concerned with actively producing knowledge by means of concepts. This is quite similar to what is normally called the mind. It gives rise to the logical perspective, which enables us to compare concepts with each other, and to the empirical perspective (where it is also called judgment), which enables us to combine concepts with intuitions in order to produce empirical knowledge. The first Critique examines the form of our cognitions in order to construct a system based on the faculty of understanding (= the theoretical standpoint). (Cf. sensibility.)

 

will: the manifestation of reason in its practical form (see practical). The two German words, 'Willkür' and 'Wille' can both be translated in English as 'will'. Willkür refers to the faculty of choice, which for Kant is just one (empirical) function of the more fundamental faculty of practical reason (= Wille).

