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History of Philosophy Quarterly 
Volume 18, Number 1, January 2001 

KANT VS. LAMBERT AND 
TRENDELENBURG 

ON THE IDEALITY OF TIME 

Arthur Melnick 

Kant's 

thesis that space and time are transcendentally ideal can 

be fruitfully understood, I claim, on the model of constructivism 
in the philosophy of mathematics. Just as numbers are not objec 
tive (Platonic) realities but exist in and through procedures or 

constructions such as counting, so too space and time are not ob 

jective (absolute or relational) realities but exist in and through 
"flowing" procedures or constructions. In this paper I develop and 
use this model to answer the long-standing objections of Lambert 
and Trendlenburg against Kant's views, thereby showing the fruitful 
ness of pursuing this model. 

In Section 7 of the Aesthetic Kant states and responds to 

Lambert's objection, that since change is real as shown by the 

succession of our own representations, therefore time too must be 
real. As Lambert puts it, "I think though that even an idealist must 

grant at least that changes really exist and occur in his representa 
tions, for example, their beginning and ending, Thus time cannot 

be regarded as something unreal."1 Perhaps what is outside us is 
not really in space since our apprehension of what is outside us is 

questionable, but surely, according to Lambert, we are aware of our 
own representations as they really are and this awareness includes 
their being temporally successive. In one sense this is an odd objec 
tion since Kant holds that time is real and pertains to our 

representations. Indeed his response is "Certainly time is real, 

namely, the real form of inner intuition." Lambert's objection then 
would have to be that we are directly aware of the succession of our 
own states apart from any mediation of a form of intuition, so that 
in this case at least we are directly aware of time in inner sense 

without any determining of inner sense by the subject. The question 
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80 HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY QUARTERLY 

becomes then how it is that the representation of our own states as 

successive is dependent on some determination of inner sense by 
the subject? 

To get a handle on this question let us first turn to Kant's 

corresponding views regarding space. In the first paragraph of the 

Metaphysical Exposition of Space2 Kant contends that in order for 
us to represent things as outside or alongside one another the 

representation of space is presupposed. Thus for Kant we cannot 

simply sense that one thing is alongside another apart from our 

form of intuition. Spatial relationships such as outside or alongside 
seem then analagous to temporal relationships such as succession, 
and so if we can understand why the former presuppose space as a 

form of intuition, then we can understand why the latter presup 
pose time as a form of intuition (or why the latter is real only in 

relation to a determining by the subject). 

If one thing is outside another then they are separated by a span 
or expanse of space. Further this span or stretch is seamless or 

continuous. Without such an intervening expanse there is no rela 

tion of one thing being outside or apart from another. Now it is 

this seamless or continuous expanse I suggest that is not a matter 

of sensation for Kant, but is contributed by the subject. Kant thinks 

that continuity can only signify that the whole is prior to the parts.3 

Following Leibniz he holds that a continuous expanse cannot be 

composed out of elements or components. But now if an expanse of 

space were an objective whole it would have to be composed of 

elements, since a whole can only exist objectively if all its parts or 

components do. Take away the parts of an objective whole and 
there is nothing left, so the whole indeed is determined by the 

totality of its parts or elements. Since continuity requires rather 

that the whole is not made up of parts, a continuous expanse of 

space cannot be something existing objectively. Leibniz concluded 
from all this that continuous space was a sensory confusion, some 

what like hearing the ocean without hearing the individual 

component waves. Kant could not abide that geometry, the paragon 
of science, was based on or pertained to a confusion.4 He needed 
then an account of continuity, or of a whole that was not made up 
out of parts. Newton's notion of fluxions or flowing quantities may 
have provided the model Kant needed. 

Consider drawing a line, which is a construction that sweeps out 

from a point and continues in a flow until cessation. In construct 

ing this whole I do not construct any parts since construction of a 

part of the line would have to involve a second terminus, and in my 
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KANT ON THE IDEALITY OF TIME 81 

construction there is no terminus until the end. In this fashion my 
construction of the whole is not composed of a construction of any 

parts. Once the whole is constructed I can go back and mark off 

parts, but then the whole is prior to the parts. What I am suggesting 
then is that Kant's model of continuity, and so his model of spatial 
expanse, is construction or, equivalently, the motion of the subject.5 

Sensation then is not sufficient for representing one thing as 

outside another. Rather, upon the sensation of the one thing a 

flowing construction (such as a sweeping out of a line with one's 

finger) must intervene at the terminus of which there is sensation 
of the other thing. It is this and only this that represents the 

things as separated by a continuous stretch or expanse, and which 
is the further determination added by the subject that is involved 
in sensing one thing outside another. This construction for Kant 
can as well be in the sheer movement or shift of mental attention 

(as one turns one's head and eyes from one thing to the other), but 
even here it is the active sweep or flow of attention, not sensation, 
that represents an intervening continuous spatial stretch. One 

might object that one can stand back and just see the separa 
tion between one thing and another. What one sees however 
cannot be an objective intervening continuous expanse since, as 

before, an objective whole cannot be prior to its parts and so 

cannot be continuous. What one just sees, that is at all relevant 
to continuous space, is what construction or what intervening 
delineation is performable. As an analogy, when one just sees 

there are four peanuts, what one sees is that a certain pairing 
construction (a certain counting) is performable. 

Let us return now to the succession of our inner states. In anal 

ogy with the space case, one state is separated from the other by 
intervening continuous time. Indeed these states are apart from 
one another in time. As with space, the continuity of time is under 
stood by Kant in terms of its being a whole stretch that is not 

composed out of parts or elements, which once again makes sense 

only for a construction not for an objectively existing time span. As 
an example of a temporal construction consider a conductor who 

paces the orchestra's playing of notes by downbeat gestures (each 
note to be played at the bottom of the downbeat). Intervening be 
tween the successive notes is again a flowing construction (from 

top to bottom of the downbeat) that is not composed of parts or 

sub-intervals, since there is no delay or marking of any terminus 
until the end of the downbeat. All sorts of gestures of pacing, of 

delaying, or marking time are temporal constructions. 
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82 HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY QUARTERLY 

Sensation then is not sufficient for representing one state of the 

subject as before another, since it has to be before the other in 

time, which means it has to be separated from the other by an 

intervening seamless or continuous stretch of time. Thus upon the 

apprehension of the first state a "temporizing" construction must 

intervene, at the terminus of which there is apprehension of the 

second state. It is only by adding this determination to inner sense, 
or to the apprehension of our own states, that one state can be 

represented as preceding the other in time. Thus Kant says6 that 
we represent time by determining inner sense by an act of synthe 
sis that he also calls "motion," and that this act "first produces the 

concept of succession." Again, it is the intervening temporizing 
construction (motion or act of the subject) that is required for 

representing the succession of our own states in time. As Kant 

says, we do not "find in inner sense such combination of the 

manifold," but rather we "produce" it7 (viz. no objective passage 
of time can be found in inner sense, since only constructions 
are such that the whole is prior to the parts, and so only con 

structions can be continuous). 

Kant's answer to Lambert then turns on the very notion of suc 

cession itself. Firstly, succession is succession in time; i.e., an order 

of states separated by an intervening continuous time passage. 

Secondly, a continuous passage has to be one that is not composed 
out of discrete parts or components, and so one in which the whole 

is prior to the parts. Thirdly, only in a flowing or sweeping con 

struction is a whole prior to parts, since the flow is not composed 
of stops and starts marking off any parts. The succession of inner 

states then cannot be represented apart from this active determi 
nation (construction) of the subject. As Kant himself says, the dispute 
with Lambert is not over whether time is real but what the nature 

of real time is.8 Is it something to be found in what is apprehended 
or detected in our cognizance of our own states, or is it rather 

something that exists in the mode or way in which we represent 
these states (viz., by representing them within the course of a 

flowing construction determining an intervening expanse)? The 

continuity of time forces the latter alternative. 

Thus, as Kant holds, there is a complete parity between inner 

and outer sense ("both are in the same position"9), for the issue is 

not the certainty or indubitability of our representations, but rather 

the topological nature of space and time. If we accept Kant's conten 
tion that intervening spatial and temporal separation is continuous, 
and that only flowing construction can be thus continuous, then 
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KANT ON THE IDEALITY OF TIME 83 

Lambert's mistake is that he isolates the concept of succession 
from succession in (separated by) time. He is left with some sheer 

concept of assymetric order perhaps, but not a concept of temporal 
order. In order to see what is going on, let us concoct a Lambert 
like challenge to the ideality of square-shaped. We detect square 

shapes in outer sense, and so such shapes must be real (recall the 
issue does not turn on any dubitability regarding outer sense). Now 
for Kant again, square-shaped is a constructive notion; indeed it is 
a rule of construction to proceed straightly (produce lines) making 
90 degree turns and proceeding just as far each time. Apart from 

this, for Kant, there is no precise notion of square-shape, and more 

importantly no notion that a square shape has continuous sides. It 
is true that without construction, or even the ability to construct, 
an animal might be able to sense the difference between a square 
and a circle that is presented to it. What it is representing at best, 
however, by its sensory detection is square-like shape or a "quality" 
of square-like-ness, in isolation from any continuity of sides (or 
quantitative equality of sides). Far from such detection showing 
that squares are real, it doesn't even pertain to squares but rather 
to square-like-ness. Similarly, sheer apprehension in inner sense 
does not show that succession is real, since it pertains rather to 
succession-like-ness (order apart from, or isolated from, separation 
by an intervening seamless stretch of time). As a second analogy, 
suppose an animal without the ability to count can discern three 
from four pellets. This by itself does not show that numbers are 

real apart from being places or positions in counting constructions. 
What the animal is representing at best is three-like-ness or four 

like-ness, a quality apart from both three and four having positions 
in a simply ordered series. 

There is nothing in Kant's view, as we have presented it, to 

suggest that square-like, say, isn't a sensory feature, which would 
be the view that the matter of sensation is restricted exclusively to 
"intensive" qualities (perhaps feels, non-extended color qualities, 
etc), and that any extensive-like aspects such as square-like-ness 
are contributed by the subject. Just as a constructivist regarding 
numbers, for whom numbers exist only as termini of countings, 
need not deny a sensory quality of three-like-ness, so too a 

constructivist like Kant, for whom space and time exist only in 

flowing constructions, need not deny a sensory quality of square 
like-ness or successive-like-ness. 

In each of two ways then Kant allows for a detection of succes 

siveness in inner sense. Firstly, without any ability to construct an 
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intervening temporizing flow, one may detect successive-like-ness. 

Secondly, with the ability to construct, that detection of successive 

like-ness may also be a detection of the possibility of performing an 

intervening temporizing flow. Neither of these, however, challenge 
the ideality of succession in time; namely that such succession is 

representable only via a flowing construction contributed by the 

representing subject. 

Kant's claim, that a representation of the succession of our own 

states is thus dependent on a contributing determination by the 

subject, is a sufficient response to Lambert's direct challenge. The 

response, however, opens up a second challenge to the ideality of 

time; namely, doesn't the flowing construction or constructive act 

of the subject itself take time, or take place in time? When the 

conductor performs a downbeat gesture doesn't this performance 
take place within a span of time extrinsic to the performance it 

self? If so, then time cannot be a matter of a flowing construction 

(something that exists only in the acts of the subject), but must 

also be something objectively real as the time in which the flowing 
construction takes place. The challenge then is that time cannot 

merely be a form of intuition, but must also be something objec 
tive. This challenge is akin to Trendelenburg's objection,10 that even 

if Kant's arguments show that space and time are the manner in 

which we intuit things, this does not imply that what we intuit isn't 

also really in space and time. What Trendelenburg calls the "ne 

glected alternative" is that space and time may also be objectively 
real. Our present challenge, in holding that time must be (and not 

merely may be) also objectively real, is a stronger version of this 

Trendelenburg objection. 

To begin with, this issue of whether time is also something ob 

jective is certainly not a neglected alternative in Kant. The 

Mathematical Antinomies are concerned to show that space and 
time are mere forms of intuition, that are not also objective reali 

ties with existence outside the regress of the subject. The issue in 

these Antinomies, that is, is not whether space and time are forms 

of intuition or objective existences (thus neglecting the alternative 

that they are both), but whether our forms of intuition also corre 

spond to objective realities. I have discussed Kant's arguments in 

the Antinomies section elsewhere.11 Here it suffices to say that 

Kant considers his arguments in the Antinomies to be an indirect 

proof of what is directly proved already in the Aesthetic.12 What 

then is the direct proof in the Aesthetic against Trendelenburg? 
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Suppose time were also something objective. Suppose, that is, 
that a temporizing construction itself took place in an objective 
stretch or expanse of time. Such an objectively existing expanse 

would be a whole expanse that is real (all "there"), only if all its 

parts or elements are real (all "there"), and so something that is 
real in virtue of all its parts or components being real. But now 
once again, for Kant as for Leibniz, a continuous whole cannot 
have its being or existence determined by elements or components, 
and so an objective span of continuous seamless time is impossible. 
Thus the same argument from continuity, that the whole precedes 
the parts, that shows time is a form of intuition or a flowing mo 
tion of the subject, shows that it is not also something existing 
objectively. A flowing temporizing construction, then, cannot take 

place in a seamless continuous expanse of time extrinsic to it. 

Although this much shows that Trendelenburg was quite wrong 
as to there being some alternative that Kant neglected, it doesn't 

quite fully answer the challenge that the act of the subject can take 

place only because there is, objectively, time for it to happen in. To 

respond that there cannot be such time leaves us still with the 

position that there must be such time. Kant's own thinking on this 
matter is that the idea that space and time must also be something 
objective is a "transcendental illusion."13 Kant's arguments expose 
it as an illusion but, even according to Kant, they do not dispel the 
illusion. This I believe is unsatisfactory, and so in the rest of this 

paper I shall try to dispel the illusion that the temporizing act of 
the subject must take place in time. 

Again we consider the issue first in relation to space, where 

equally it seems that a spatial construction such as sweeping out a 

line has to take place in objective space. Our question concerns the 
source of this idea that a construction must flow through a space 
that is already there. Part of the answer I suspect derives from 
visual perception, for it seems that I can visually detect the space 
upon which my construction can be carried out prior to carrying it 
out. I simply see the expanse laid out before me within or through 
which I can trace out a line. I do not deny that this is the case with 
vision phenomenologically, so dispelling the illusion will have to 
mean dispelling the phenomenology of vision as a guide to what is 
so. Note that a blind person can carry out spatial constructions 

and, more generally, can have a fully adequate representation of 

space. Something is in space if it is possible to reach it or get to it, 
or if there is a motion that ends in contact with it, whether or not 
it is possible to see it from afar. If so, then the visual aspect of an 
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expanse already laid out is not a component of the representation 
of space, but more like a secondary quality. As an analogy, consider 
that the visual detection of shape involves an aspect of color con 

trast between the shape and its background. One wouldn't conclude 
from this that color contrast is a feature of the representation of 

being square, since once again a blind person can perfectly well 

represent shape without it. 

Besides visual perception of an expanse before one, another deeper 
source of the illusion, I suggest, is the idea that motion is a change 
of relation to space outside it. If one holds a substantivalist theory 
of space, then motion is a change of relation to portions of that 

space where these portions maintain their relations to each other. 
If one holds a relationist theory of space, motion is a change of 
relation to elements of a system of objects that maintain their 
relation to each other. Kant, of course, rejects both accounts of 

space as objectivist, but if motion is extrinsic (requires a constant 

system of external places or other objects in relationships to vary 

against) then it would seem that at least one of these accounts is 

presupposed by motion. Granted now that spatial construction is a 

motion specifically of the subject, it still seems that this motion too 
is extrinsic, or has to be understood as a change in relation to 

(absolute or relational) space. The ideality of space however re 

quires rejecting such an extrinsic space. 

Dispelling this source of the illusion requires dispelling the idea 
that motion is extrinsic or relative. Once again there is a purely 
visual component to this idea, in that perhaps one cannot see mo 

tion except against some relatively stable background. However, as 

before, blind people can very well represent motion so this visual 
feature seems irrelevant. Beyond the visual component, however, 
there is the idea that the very essence of motion itself, apart from 
its detectability, is extrinsic. What else can motion be but a varia 
tion in relation to what is outside or extrinsic to the moving thing? 
Just as an object by itself or intrinsically cannot be taller than, so 
an object by itself or intrinsically cannot be in motion (varying its 

spatial relationships). Note that on a constructivist account motion 
is intrinsic, since I do not draw a line by that construction varying 
in relation to other constructions. How then are we to understand 
this idea of intrinsic motion? 

In relativistic physics the geodesic motion of an object is intrin 
sic motion. That an object is "following" a geodesic, is a matter of 
there being no mechanical or electromagnetic forces locally acting 
on it. This dynamical conception of motion is indeed intrinsic, since 
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it does not depend on how the object is varying spatially with re 

spect to other objects. Further, in relativistic physics space is built 

up out of, or is nothing more than, the full possibilities of geodesic 
motion. Rather than motion having to take place through (in rela 
tion to) space, space itself is just the structure of the full possibilities 
of geodesic motion. On this account, then, motion does not presup 
pose space. Now it may be empirically that certain bodily reference 
frames exist cosmically that allow us to talk somewhat of a fixed 

space or space-time system ( in analogy to relationist or 

substantavilist accounts), and so allow us to introduce a notion of 
extrinsic motion. This however is secondary to the existence of 

space or space-time itself, which is just the structure of the full 

possibility of canonical intrinsic motion (geodesic motion). It is 
then the purely dynamical conception of motion that dispels the 
illusion that motion presupposes space. 

The character of Kant's theory of space is, I believe, parallel to 
the above characterization of relativistic space-time. There are ca 

nonical basic motions (constructions of the subject) that are intrinsic, 
in that they are governed only by (the internal "force" of) rules for 

constructing apart from extrinsic mechanical forces. Thus, when I 
draw a line my hand is governed by a rule of construction undis 
turbed by extrinsic pushes or pulls. The structure of space itself 
then is just the structure of the full possibility of such canonical 
intrinsic motions. Secondarily,14 and empirically, there may be rela 

tively cosmic reference frames or spatial systems that arise from 
how matter is situated in terms of the canonical motions, which 
frames "simulate" relational space, and allow for attributions of 
extrinsic motion (change of relations relative to such frames).15 

The situation with respect to time now is essentially parallel to 

space. The "illusion" is that activity or performance (including tem 

porizing construction) takes time extrinsically; viz. various elements 
of the activity relate to an external system of events unfolding (as 
per relational time), or moments unfolding (as per substantival 

time), and it is only via these relations that activity can take place 
or progress in time. The dispelling of the illusion, once again, is 

simply the existence of intrinsic time-exhaustive processes. In rela 
tivistic physics the unfolding of local clocks (processes), so long as 

there are no interfering external forces, is local time, and the struc 
ture of time is just the structure of the full possibility of intrinsic 
local clocks. What we have then is a dynamical conception of activ 

ity or process (in analogy to a dynamical conception of motion) 
that is intrinsic, in that it doesn't take up time by being related to 

This content downloaded from 92.242.59.41 on Tue, 11 Nov 2014 07:22:43 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


88 HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY QUARTERLY 

any external flow of events or moments. Once again it may be 

possible, based on the empirical (accidental) distribution of matter, 
to secondarily define a cosmic time, and thus to reintroduce extrin 
sic attributions of time-taking relative to cosmic time. Fundamentally, 
however, unfolding in time (everywhere locally) exists whether or 

not there are such temporal systems. Similarly, again, on Kant's 
view there are basic canonical activities (temporizing constructions) 

unfolding only according to the rule of construction without dy 
namical disturbances. The structure of the full possibility of such 
activities is time. Indeed a temporizing construction, such as the 
conductor's marking time, can be regarded as the subject's being a 

local clock. It is thus again a dynamical (force free) conception of 
local process that dispels the illusion that taking up time can mean 

nothing other than varying in relation to something (absolute or 

relational time) that is extrinsic to the process. Much of the force 
of this illusion probably derives from thinking of time on the model 
of space (both perceptually and kinematically), so that the dispel 
ling of the illusion in the case of space really is the heart of dispelling 
it in the case of time. In neither case do we need any extrinsic back 

ground or goings on relative to which motion or process takes place. 

The response then to the Trendelenburg objection is that the 

temporizing activity or construction (motion of the subject) does 
not take place in a further objective time because, for Kant, time is 
continuous and only constructions (flowing motions) can be con 

tinuous. The idea that, nevertheless these activities must take place 
in objective time (or in objective space), is an illusion due in part to 

projecting qualities of visual perception onto things, and in part to 

the idea that motion in its nature is inherently relative and extrin 
sic. The fact that the temporizing activity, or motion of the subject, 
does not take place in objective time does not imply that it is, 

therefore, a timeless activity, or an activity that is a-temporal (apart 
from time altogether). The supposed objection, that the transcen 
dental act of the subject (viz., temporizing construction) has to be 
either in objective time or else has to be a-temporal,16 is no more 

cogent than the objection to the constructivist regarding numbers, 
that the procedure that constructs numbers (say reciting or count 

ing) has to either take place in relation to objective (Platonic) 

numbers, or else has to be a-numerical. This latter is not an 

objection to the constructivist regarding numbers, but a bald 
statement of objectivism (Platonism) regarding numbers. Simi 

larly, once the visual perceptual illusion and the illusion of the 
extrinsic nature of motion is removed, the idea that a construc 
tion that is not related extrinsically to objective time is thereby 
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timeless is not an objection to a constructivist regarding time, but 
a bald statement of temporal objectivism. 

The fundamental transcendental act for Kant is the production 
(synthesis) of the pure manifold of space and time. What we have 
now seen is that this notion of such a transcendental act is per 

fectly coherent in just the way that constructivism generally is a 

coherent position. Indeed, my contention is that Kant's idealism 

regarding space and time is simply a version of constructivism, on 
a par with mathematical constructivism (constructivism regarding 
numbers). Hence, the idea that the transcendental acts determin 

ing space and time must themselves be outside of space and time 

(noumenal and mysterious) is no more convincing than the idea 
that the acts of counting must be beyond all number (numberless 
and mysterious).17 Just as the counting procedure itself is serially 
ordered, non-repetitive, etc. ( viz.is numerical or has numerical 
character within it) so, too, the temporizing flowing procedure it 
self is extensive, divisible, etc. (viz., is temporal or has temporal 
character within it). Just as for the numerical constructivist, every 

thing else (like beans in a bag) has numerical character by being 
subject to counting, or to the procedure that originally constructs 

numericality, so too, for Kant, everything else (including our own 

inner states) has temporal character (being a succession in time) 

by its being subject to temporizing, or to the procedure that origi 
nally constructs temporality. 

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 

NOTES 

1. Lambert's objection is made in a letter of October 13, 1770, to Kant. 
It is reprinted in Kant's Philosophical Correspondence edited and trans 
lated by Arnulf Zweig ([Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1967], p. 
63). For a contemporary discussion of the objection see James van Cleve, 
"The Ideality of Time," in Proceedings of the Eighth International Kant 

Congress, Vol. I Part 2, ed. Hoke Robinson (Marquette University Press, 
1995). My position in this paper is that Kant takes what van Cleve calls 
the "radical line" that our own representations by themselves are not 
successive. He finds this difficult to accept and hardly imaginable. In 
what follows I shall claim that if we understand succession to entail separa 
tion by a continuous expanse of time, the radical line is easy to grasp. 

2. Critique of Pure Reason (CPR), trans. Norman Kemp Smith (Boston 
and New York: St Martin's Press, 1929), p. 68= A 23, B 38. 

3. CPR A 25, B 39. 
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4. See Kant's Innaugural Dissertation of 1770, trans. William J. Eckoff 
(New York: Ams Press Inc., 1970), p. 53= Sec II Paragraph 7. 

5. CPR B 154-155. 

6. Ibid. 

7. Ibid. 

8. CPR A 37, B 54. 

9. CPR A 38, B 55. 

10. The Trendelenburg objection is discussed by Hans Vaihinger, 
Kommentar Zu Kants Kritik Der Reinen Vernunft, Vol. 2 (Berlin and 

Leipzig: Union Deutsche Verlagessellschaft, 1892), p. 268. See also Norman 

Kemp Smith, A Commentary to Kant's Critique of Pure Reason (Humani 
ties Press International, 1992), pp. 113-114. For a more recent discussion 
see Henry Allison, Chapter 1 of Idealism and Freedom (Cambridge Uni 

versity Press, 1996). Allison's position (following Lome Falkenstein) is 
that since things in themselves can have only a comparative order of 
internal relations (which is not a spatial order), they cannot be in space. 
This, I believe, still effectively begs the question against Trendelenburg 
since it doesn't explain why things in themselves cannot have extrinsic 
order. 

11. See D. Reidel, Space Time and Thought in Kant, 1989, Part IV 

Chapter 2. 

12. CPR A 491, B 519. 

13. CPR A 504, B 532. 

14. Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, trans. James Ellington 
(Indianapolis and New York: Bobbs Merrill, 1970), pp. 120-121= Proposi 
tion 1 of Chapter 4. 

15. Kant's distinction of motion of the subject as transcendental vs. 
"motion of an object in space" as empirical (see CPR Footnote a to B 155) 

may indeed be coextensive with intrinsic vs. extrinsic motion, only the 
former of which is fundamental to space. 

16. For this type of objection, see P. F. Strawson The Bounds of Sense 

(London: Methuen, 1966), pp. 247-249. 

17. Although for Kant there certainly is this transcendental act of the 

productive imagination producing the manifold of space and time, this is 
not a component of some transcendental psychology. Firstly, 
conceptualization is not a matter of further acts (syntheses), but a matter 
of governing acts of the imagination by rules (which are the unity of 

syntheses). Secondly, a constructivist account of the representation of 
space and time is a semantic theory, not a psychological one, just as 
constructivism in the philosophy of mathematics is not a psychological 
doctrine. Having said this, it still seems to me that the objection against 
a transcendental psychology, that it has to involve some mysterious 
noumenal (non-temporal) agency, is not an objection to the ideality of 

time, but a sheer denial of it (viz, if acts don't take place in extrinsic 

objective time then they must be timeless). 
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