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Abstract

In chapters two and three of thlis thesis, the distinction
between the subject and object of knowledge and perception in

Kant's Critique of Pure Reason is examlned in terms of what

Kant-calls, "representations." These representations are not,
in general, és the name mlght suggest, pictures in the mind,
or copies of objects., They are 1solated bits of information
which the mind has about the world; or, in other words, ele-
mentary ways in which the subject is related to the objectis
which 1t knows or perceives., The subject 1s constituted by
the grouping of representations into different kinds of repre-
sentations, mainly on the basis of simllarities, so that we
hafe the same sorts of information about different objects.
The object is that which representations relate to when seleect
representations of many different kinds are combined, mainly
on the basis of coherence, so that we have different sorts of
information about the same object.

Chapter one is devoted to Kant's doctrine ofvthe object
in itself, which is discussed in terms of the distinction be-
tween knowledge and bellef., Objects in themselves are objects
apart from our representations of them. 1In splte of the fact
that they cannot be known, objects In themselves are signifi-
cant insofar as the false belief that we can know them 1s an
inevitable result of the capacity of the subject to combine

representations 1n different ways, including the combination

of representations in the concept of an unknowable object.
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Introduction

There is hardly a see¢tion in the Critique of Pure

Reason which does not make use of the subject-object:
distinction., This distinction is for Kant an ever-
present dualism which haunts his more explicit monistic
jdealism, Kant himself says that: a transcendental
idealist may be a dualist.l That thls dualism is pres-
ent’ 18 not suprising considering the overall plan of
the Critigue, for reason is differentiated from logic at
the outset because "it has to deal not with itself alone
but also with ob,‘]ec‘l\:a,"2 because 1t involves the relation-
ships between the thinkingvsubject?and objects, nqt Just
between one thought and another thought without refer-
ence to objects. What 1s suprising is that Kant should
begin wlthout giving an explicit analysis of this dis;
tinction which 1s seemingly more basic tdﬁis theory of
knowledge than the categories or even space and time.
The importance of the subject-object distinétionﬁin
the first Critigue 1s obscured by the extreme emphasis
which is given to the perceiving_subjecttih Kant's term-

inology. Opening the Critique of Pure Reason“atirandom

one comes across term after term concerning the thinking,

N 1A.370. All references are to the standard page numbenrs
of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason., Norman Kemps Smith's
translation 1s used through-out. .

2Bix.
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perceiving subject without a corresponding array of terms
concerning the perceived objects towards which thought: is
directed. On the side of the subject Kant's terminology
distinguishes such faculties of mind as seﬁsibility,
understanding, and reason, as well as such entities and
processes as sensible.impressions, images, schemata,
concepts, ideas, principles, perceptions, intultions, and
Judgmente., On the side of the objectis there are only the
terms "object" and "object in itself."™ There 1s also the
term, "appearénce,“4but it is by no méans obvious whether-
this term belongs on the side of the thinking subject or on
the side of the objects.

Whille this wealth of terms for referring to the sub-

ject reflectis, prima facle, a lopsided preference on Kant's
part for the subject over the object, it is possible to
step back and consider:the problem from another point of
view, namely, from the vantage point of the term, "repre-
sentation." All the aspects of the perceiving subject
which Kantmconsiders-—sensible impressions, categories,
forms of intultion, and so on--have this in common: They
are all repnesentations. From this'perspective the bal-
ance between subject and object 1s restored to the extent

that we can seek our goal of understanding the subject-

oblect distinction quickly by asking some general questions

about representatlons rather than losing ourselves in a
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maze of concepts, schemata, and sensations which seems to
go around ;n circles and keep the objects of perception
which we seek permanently hidden from us. Concerning rep-
resentations, the questions are: What do all representa-
tions have in common which makes them all representations?
What 1s the relationship between a representation and that
which 1s represented? To what extent can problems about
the subject-cbject distinction be clarified, stated, and
resolved in terms of representations?

Three quotations from completelf different pants of
the first Critigue illustrate some of the problems in-
volved in understanding what representations are and how
they relate to other entitles:

All our intultion is nothing but the representation
of appearance,’

How things may be in themselves, apart from the
representations through which they affect4us, is
entirely outslide our sphere of knowledge.
External objects (bodies), however, are mere
appearances, and are tgerefore nothing but a species
of my representations,

What is especlally problematic here are the meanings of

and relationships between the terms, "things in themselves,"

"appearances," and "representations." If representation is

Sa42,

4a190.
5A370.
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"of appearance™ but appearances are still "a species of
my representations” does this imply that appearances are
in turn representations of something else--of the thing
in 1tself? Can representations be representations of
something ﬁhich 1s unknown,as they would have to be if
they were representations of things 1n themselves? Or can
appearance be a special kind of representation which 1s not
a representation of something else? 7T

In any case, I take it as evident that Kant wantis to
make some sort of distinction between the obviously closely
related entities, representations and appearances, as well
as t0 establish some sort of relationshlip between the ob-
viogsly distinct knowable representations and unknowable
things in themselves., I shall therefore base my analysis
of Kant's subject-object distinction on a preliminary ex-
aminatién of the relationships between objects in themselves
and representations,and on a discussion of the nature of

representations,



Chapter One: Objects in Themselves

Kant says that objects in themselves, that 1s, objects
apart from the conditions under which they are sensed, are
completely unknown to human beings:1 Objectes in themselves
are 1.) unknown and 2,) contrasted to objects of sensation,
and thus the object in itself may be properly characterized
only by saying that it ies not an object of sensible intu-
1tion (intuition being direct relation to an objecta).

Perhaps i1t 1s because this bare something-we-know-
nof-what is suth an unpromising topic fpr conversation
that many of Kant's readers have been baffled by the thing
in iiseitlin part;cula§ and Kaptfsvbrbadér'agpésfibism in
general, Why posit that'there 15 something about which we
cannot know anything?‘ If we cannot know anyfhing about
the object in 1tse1f; vhy think that there is an object in
1tself at §1}7, Why does Kant 1hsis£ repeatedly that we
cannot kﬁéw oﬁjgcté in themsglves as ;f tﬁinggfe e signif-
1cant de;iial,; rather than jJust a regdlt of ‘l‘:tlz‘_eﬁ way thing in
1tael£ ie defined. Furthermore, is not agnoéficisﬁ in gen-
- eral the meéningléss élaim that thére ére’things which we
cannot know buiit we can be in doubt that cannot know them

or even know for certain that we cannot know them? How can

Ta42,
2518,
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we know that there 1s somethling we cannot know? How can
the unknown even occur to us so as to make necessary the
agnostic's modest denial of knowledge?

Thie strange unknown object in 1fse1f is important
enough to'Kant for him to have employed at least two terms
to refer to it, for the term “noumenon" is equated to the
term “object in itself" (though: I suspect that there are
connotative differences between the two terms) so that “the
concept of a noumenon® is said to be the concept of "a thing
which 18 not to be thought as objeet of the senses bdt as a
thing in 1tself."

Also, Kant distinguishes between a negative and a pos-
1tive sense of the term "object: in:itself" alias "noumenon"
in which the negative sense means "a thing so far as it is

not an object of our sensible intuition," while the positive
4
"

sense refers to "an object of a non-sensible intuition. It
1s noteworthy thet Kant takes "non-sensible intuition" to
mean "intellectual intultion)' although,on purely logical
grounds, 1t would be possible for "non-sensible intuition" to
be a genus including innumerable specles of intultion,so
that a Spinozistic God with infinite attributes might also
have infinite modes of non-sensible intuition.

However, Kant does not differentiate between non-sensl-

ble intuition in general and intellectual intultion in

Sa254,
4
B307.
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particular, but rather equates non-sensible intultion and
fntellectual intuition. Xant does not speculate about modes
of intuition belonging to non-human faculties of knowledge.
He does speculate about & non-human mode of intuition be-
longing fo a human faculty of knowledge, a faculty of know-
ledge which we actually have but without intuitive powers,
the faculty of understanding. | _

Thus Kant s denial that we can know objects in them-
selves 1s the specific denial that we can intult objects
intellectually, and Kant, far from positing an unknown some-
thing Just for the sake of tautologically denying that we
can know it, i1s on the contrary concerned to show that we
cannot know some things which the very nature of human under-
atanding tempts us to believe we can know: It is only by
considering the distinction between belief and knowledge, in
addition to the distinction between the known and the un-
known, that Kant's doctrine of the object in 1tse1f can be
understood By belief I mean the affirmation or assumption
that something 1s true on the basis of one element of knowl-
edge where knowledge consists of more than one element.

The profundity of Kant's agnosticism is his analysis
of knowledge as the unlion of concebtuai thought and sensory
intuition, so that either element may be present without
the other but without qualifying as knowledge, making 1t
"just as necessary to make our concepts sensible, that 1s,

fo add the object to them in intultion, as to make our
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intuitions intelligible, that is, to bring them under
COnceptB."S Thought and knowledge are to be clearly
distinguished: "To know an object I must be able to prove
1ts posslibility, elther from its actuality as attested by
experience, or a priorl by means of reason. But I can
think whatever I please, provided only that I do not
contradict myself."s

Within this ffamework agnosticism is quite meaningful,
since, although I cannot know something that I‘cannot know,
knowing and not knowlng are not the only alternatives. I
can think something I cannot know, and,inasmuch as thoughf
often actually is fulfilled in sensory intuition, it occurs
to me quite naturally that, when I have only one element of
knowledge, the thought, it might quite well be possible
that there is an object which corresponds to it, and if the
thought is of somethling which cannot be sensed, I will be
tempted to search around for & non-sensory mode of intuitilon,
and since the only other faculty of knowledge I possess
besides sensibility 1s understanding, I shall likely settle
for a supposed intellectual intuition rather than patiently
suspend my Judgment. Within this framework the thought of
the unknown will always be occurring to me, without, of
course, beingwknown to me,

To return to the object in 1ltself, the question was?

5a51.,

6Bxxviig.
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If we cannot know anything about the object in itself, why
think that there is an object in iteelf at all? The an-

swer 1s that we can easily think--indeed, we can't resist
thinking about--much that we cannot know. The tﬁing in
itself does not signify a mere unknown which to deny knowl-
edge of 1s trivial, but a much more specific entity which

we can or can try to think and which we are perpetually
tempted to claim that we can also know. Thought extends
beyond intuition for Kant in the same way will extends beyond
intellect for Descartes,

Kant suggests that there are two general kinds of ob-
Jects of intellectual intuition or noumenz in the positive
sense: "Doubtless, indeed, there are intelligible entities
corresponding to the sensible entitles; there may also be
intelligible entities to which our sensible faculty of

n? This last sort of

intultion has no relation whatsoever.
intelligible entity likely refers to fhe supposed objects

of the transcendental ideas--the concepts of the uncondi-
tioned, such as G664 and the immortal soul, which have no
objects corresponding to them in sense-experience. The
hypostatization of these 1deas results in the transcendental
11lusions, these being illusions which arise not accident-
ally from sophlstry or carelessness, but inevitadbly from

the very nature of reason 1tse1f.8

T5308-309.
8a339.
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What 1s striking here ie the close similarity of the
transcendental illusions in the last half of the Critique
to the thing in itself 174he first half of the Critigue:
The thing in iteself 1s virtually a transcendental 1llusion,
an all but unavoidable temptation to claim to know something
that we can think,but which we cannot know because 1t 1s
unconditioned.

There 1s nothing perverse, then, in repeating over
and over again, as Kant does, that we cannot know something
which we cannot know, provided, as 1s the case with the
thing in itself, that people belleve that it is something
which can be known. The object in itself is not defined as
unknown; It is defined as an object as 1t is apart from the
conditions of human esensiblility, from which it follows as a
matter of fact--or, rather, as a matter of metaphysics--
that it cannot be known by human beings.

For the denlal that we know objects in themselves to be
significant, the human mind must be such that it creates the
belief that we can know objects in themselves, Let us see
how this belief arises.

I have a concept of a book of over 300 pages 1n length
with a green cloth cover, and whose pages are at least three
inches wide and five inches high. Does such a book exlist?
The question 18 over-cautious since doubtless there are

many instances in the world of individual books which fit
this description. I would create even better odds that
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there actually exist books corresponding to my concept by
simply removing one of the conditions, such as the color

of the cover, 8o to think of a book of over 300 pages of

the specified dimensions with a cloth cover of any color.
And one by one I can abstract the other characteristics so-
that at last I am concelving of a book in general, a book

of any number of pages aﬁd any measurable dimensions bound
in any materlial of any color, so long only as 1t qualifiles

as a book. _

On the other hand, I e¢an think of more, rather than
less, specific characteristice. I can conceive of a book
of exactly 300 pages, the pages exactly four inches wide,
with a dark green cover and an ink smudge on page 250 and
with part of page 168 torn out. I do not know whether such
a book exlsts, since I have never seen one fitting this de-
seription; I have only the concept, and not the intuition.

I did not arrive at the concept of this hypothetical book by
describing something I observed,but simply by combining cer-
tain representations which I already possessed.,

These thoughts about books i1llustrate three character-
istics of the human mind: PFirst, it 1s the very nature of
thought to abstract from the conditions under which specific
objects of sensation exist. Second, these abstractions or
concepts are potentlially applicable to new objects never

before intuited as long as these objecte are of the sort
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with which the concept is concerned. Third, the hypothe-
sized not-yet-intulted objects can be more specifically
described by such resources as the understanding has by com-
bining concepts and specifying characteristice of the object.

The concept of a book with a green cover and more than
300 pages, etc.,, can correspond to many instances of actu-
ally existing books Just because it leaves out'many specific
characteristics which a particular book might have. Further,
it is by means of this characteristic of concepts--to be
equally applicable to many particular 1nstances;chat the
concept of a green book applies to future poséible green
books as well as those already percelved. Finglly, by com-
bining in a new way characteristies of already observed
books, the concept of a unique book could be prcduced whether
or not such a book actually exists.

Having 111ustfated three characteristies of thought with
these examples involving an empirical object, I shall now
applj them as a three step thought process to objeéts in gen-
eral. PFlrst, there is the abstraction from partiéular in-
stances, then the suppositlion that there are objects to which
the concept corresponds other than those objects already
experienced on the occasion of which the concept was origin-
ally abstracted, and finally, there is the attempt to con-
celve of the speciflc characteristics of the new objectis

supposed in the second step. These three steps may be
called: apstraction, hypostatization, and specification
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of the hypothesized abstraction.

To concelve of books abstractly is to disregard all
characteristics of certaln objects save only that they are
books. Objects can be conceived in a parallel manner as
abstractly as possible by disregarding everything about ob-
Jects-except that they are objeets, abstracting from all
conditions under which particular objects are perceived.
The abstraction, hypostatization, and specification of ob-
Jects 1in general is as follows:

1. The object considered as abstractly as possible
is the representation of an object. abstracted from the
conditions of sensibility. This may be what Kant means by
the transcendental object = x.

2. The hypostatization of the mere representation of
an object in géneral is the assumption that there are ob-
Jects corresponding to the bare fepresentation of objects
as things outside of ourselves which are not the objects of
sensory intuition. Thils 1s the negative sense of noumenon,

3. The more specific characteristies which are as-
cribed to the hypostatization of the mere representation of
an obJect in general are that these objects are related to
us under the conditions of a supposed Intellectual intul-
tion, This 1s the positive sense of noumenon.

The representation of an object in general corresponds

to innumerable actual objects because 1t does not concern
the specific characteristics of the objects but only
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that they are objects. The concept, "object," like the
concept, "book," applies to new entities other than those
from which the concept was first abstracted because 1t 1is
the very nature of a concept to transcend any particular
instances of that which has been conceptualized. The
difference between these two cases 1s that, whlle the con-
cept of a book in general does not abstraet from the con-
ditions of sensory intuition,the concept of an object in
general does so0 abstract, or so Kant would maintain. Only
because we can think abstraétly can--no, must--it occur to
us that there might be new instances of o0ld concepts.
When the thought abstracts from the conditions of sensory
intuition, as 1s the case with the concept of an object in
general, it is possible that the new instances corresponding
to the concept will not be objects of sensory intuition.

Though falling far short of knowledge, the mere concept
of somethling which 18 not an object of sensory intuition is
sufficient for the bellef that such objects exist to occur,
and insofar as the belief occﬁrs,it 1s significant to deny
that thlis belief could be known to be true, that is, it is
significant to deny that we can know objects in themselves,

If this limitation on our knowledge is ignored,it is
possible to posit different sorts of objects in themselves.
This quixotic attempt to differentiate one object in itself
from another proceeds in two ways: Fither partially ab-

stracted, semi-conditioned concepts of sensory objects are
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hypostatized, or some representatlion or combination of rep-
resentations which were never directly concerned with sen-
sory objects in the first place 1s thought of as an intel-
lectually intuited object. The first alternative concerns
the objects of intellectual intuition .which. ¢orrespond to
sensible entities, and the second, objJjects of intellectual
intuition which do not correspond to sensible entities.9
The first, in attempting to characterize specifically ob-
Jects which are not objects of sensory intultion, falls into
contradiction and the objects are thus unknowable, and the
second avolds contradiction by such utter abstraction from
all conditions that there 18 no way to intult the objects,
which are thus also unknowable,

An example of the first alternative would be the at-
tempt to describe and posit as an object the book in itself
which corresponds to the knowable book as sensory appear-
ance., Since 1t is a book, what slize are 1ts pages? 3 x 5
1nches? But to have size it must be in space and objects
in theﬁselvee are not in space. How many sizeless pages
does this book have? 3007 But in order to know that, it
would have to be possible‘to count the pages, énd counting
takes time, and since objects_in themselves are not in time
we cannot know how many sizeless pages a book in 1tself has.

Then perhaps it doesn't have pages? Then it isn't a book.

98308-309. Cf. p. 9 above.
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An example of the second alternative is the first: anti-
nomy interpreted in terms of its sclution, which states that
we can have no experience of an absolute l1imit, and that the
1dea of an absolute 1limit, though not contradictory, cannot

be known because it cannot be 1ntu1tedz10

We constantly
employ in experience the concépt of something having a be-
ginning in time énd limits in space. By abstracting from
time and space we arrive at the concepts of an unconditioned
beginning and of unconditioned limitations whieh we then at-
tempt to apply to the universe as a whole, so to concelve of
the beginning of the universe and the edge of the universe,
Now beginning and limitation cannot be here thought of as
respectively temporal and spatial since the only way we
reached a degree of abstraction sultable for application to
the universe as a whole in the first place was to remove in
thought the conditions of space and time. If beginning and
limitation are not conceived as temporal and spatial, then,
though there 1s no contradiction in a non-temporal beginning
or non-spatial limitation, we have no way of intulting such
empty concepté. Therefore we could not possibly'know
whether or not the universe has a beglnning or limitations,
As a ﬁatter of strict definition the object in itself
and the noumenon are one and the same, but in connotation

they are different. "Noumenon," suggesting nous, the Greek

104517 ff.
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word for mind, sounds much more removed from sensibility
than "thing in itself" which has a more concrete, physical
sound. Noumena would thus be the objects of intellectual
intuition whileh do not correspond to sensible entities,
the object of the concepts of the unconditioned Kant calls
the transcendental ideas, while objects in themselves would
be something much more specific which we tend to think we
can know when we don't attend to the contradictions in-
volved, something vefy much like physical objects--except
unconditioned: First we experience ordinary objects of
sensation, then we posit the unconditioned existence of

these very same objects, only apart from the conditions of

our sensibility. Whereas "noumenon" suggests coemic pro-
fundities, "thing in 1tself" suggests more substantial
copies of e#eryday obJects.' Whereas transcendental ideas
are unconditioned from the start, objects in themselves
are only conditioned things, things as appearances, con-
sidered as unconditioned at the last moment.

The object in itself, if I may offer the long-awalted
description, is the woman in the Picasso paintings whose
face shows all sides at once. The object 1n itself has
color where there 1s no light and welght where there is no
gravity; 1t has shape which is not distorted by belng viewed
from different éngles, and it appears the same size no
matter how close to it or far from it one is. The object

in itself 1s Just a little bit more vivid and certaln and
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immediate than anything we actually experlience: It is a
feather bed whose softness 1s revealed in the spaces be-
tween the feathers, an anvil which is hard even in the
void between the atoms; 1t 1is sugar’which 18 sweet because
it i1s white and granular without there being any danger of
its being salt; it 1s located in a naive realist's heaven
in which flames are hot because of thelr semi-transparent
orange-red color, where MacBeth's dagger is sharp because
of 1ts metallic glitter, where sticks never bend when
thrust into water, and where the most deafening nolses are
made by trees falling in uninhablted forests millions of
miles from ear or eye or beast or mén or the stealthlest
percepts in the mind of God.

It 1s the third of the steps I mentioned--the attempt
to specify the characterlistics of hypostatized abstractions--
which creates the impression that there is a gradual tran-
sition from the objects of experience to the objects in
themselves which support them. The various degrees of ab-
straction, arrived at as the conditions under which we per-
ceive somethling are removed one by one in thought, are
thought of as corresponding to similar degrees of absense
of conditions in the oblect. Then, since sensory intuition
does not disclose this unéonditioned object as it 1s in
thought, we think of the objects we sense as confused im-
pressions of the objects in themselves, the objects in

themselves consisting of more solid stuff which we half
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expect would reveal itself to us at any moment, 1f only our
senses were a blt sharper or our investigations more thorough.

But, alas, the object in itself has always just left
when we turn tb look at 1t; 1t evades our grasp like a
monster escaping to the depths and leaving behind his foot-
prints in the delicate fresh-fallen snow of our sensory in-
tuition. We can only walt and hope for its eventual emer-
gence into the realm of knowledge like an iceberg rising
from still green fathoms to float, not Just its tip, but its
full volume, on the restless, swelling surface of the sea of
apﬁearances, like a dinosaur slowly awakening from ages of
petrification and emerging with massive awkward steps out of
the oozing mud pilts of the unknown into the sunlight of the
categories shining down upon the land of intuiltion.

Kant warns against such searching or waiting for ob-
Jects in themselves: What "objects may be in themselves
would never become known to us through the most enlightened
knowledge of that which 1s alone given to us, namely, their
appearance."!! "It 1s not that by our sensibility we can
not know the nature of things in themselves in any save a
confused fashibn; we do not apprehend them in any fashlon
whatsoever, "2

By 1nsist1ng on calling the objects which we can know,

12A44.
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"gppearances," Kant forces us to constantly think of what
we can know in contrast to what we cannot know, of objects
as appearances 1in contrast to objects in themselves, While
on the one hand, thls puts us ever on gaurd against mis-
taking something we can at best merely think for something
we can fully know, on the other hand, 1t is confusing inas-
much as in ordinary usage "appearance" often means "1llu.-
sion" or "hat which seems," whereas Kantian objects as ap-
pearance are Just what are not illusory objects or seeming
objects,

Kant 1s hardly to be praised for such unfortunate
terminology. Still, by careful attention we can understand
what he means, for Kant recognized that his distinction
between objects in themselves and appearances might be con-
fused with another, but "merely empirical," distinction
which could be made using the same terms--the distinction
between essential and accldental intuition, between that
which "holds for sense in all human beings" and that which
"is valid not in relation to sensibility in general but only
in relation to a particular standpoint or to a peculiarity
‘of structure in this or that s.xense."13

On a dark night my friend's coat might seem to be black,
but in better light I realize that it 1s really dark blue.

As 1 am passing the display window of a clothing store one

13A45.
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of the manikins appears to move, but on closer inspection

I see that it is really one of the workers at the store
dusting off the inanimate objects. The distinction made
in these examples could be indicated by saying that the
black coat and the anlmate manikin were appearaﬁces and the
dark blue coat and the hired help were the objJects in them-
selves,

Perhaps some of those who are baffled by Kant's
pronouncements that we cannot know objects in themselves
are thinking of examples of thls sort: They think that
Kant 1s denying that we can correct mistakes arising from a
limited point of view by relating such a polnt of view to
the more general conditions under which it occurs. However,
it is not the conditioned but the unconditioned, not the
transition from limited to general conditions but the leap
from general conditions to the unconditioned, which Kant
wants to disallow.

If someone wants to claim that it is obvious that we
can know objects in themselves and that Kant denied some
everyday event, he will do well to check what he means by
"object in itself" against what Kant meant. Likely he will
find that Kant referred to this everyday-event-object-in-
itself by some other term such as "essential intuition" or
"object as appearance." This helps us understand the dis-
finction between objecfs in themselves and appearances in-

sofar as we are careful not to confuse this distinciion
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with the distinction between essential and accidental
intuition.

4 nie 18

The categories apply only to appearances,
not to say, however, that categorles apply to sense-~data-
like entitles. "Appearances" are not, in Kant's diction-
ary, "the way objects seem," as the distinction between
essenfial and accidental intultion shows: Accidental intu-
ition, an object seen from a particular standpoint only, is
the way a thing seems. In Kant's example, the rainbow is
the way the rain seems from a pérticular standpoint, while
the rain is the object as appearance: "Rain will then be
viewed only as that which, in all experlence and in all its
various positions relative to the senses, 1s determined thus,

and not otherwise, in our 1ntu1tion."15

Thus to say that
appearances are things which we take as objects of our
senses16 is to say more than that appearances are what 1s
given to one sense in one position (which may be what some
people mean by "sense-data"), but 1s also to include among
appearances full scale objects such as raindrops perceived
from various positions (plural) relative to fhe senses
(plural). |

Objects in themselves are reified patterns of thought.

Their relationship to the knowable objects as appearances 1s

145039,
16,3,
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the relationship between that which appears'and the appear-
ance, Though thls relationship can only be thought, not
known,17 Kant thinks that the presence of this thought in
all our experelence 1is so important that we should constantly
think of what we know as depending on what we do not know,
though of course this way of thinking can never be knowl-
edge. Thus Kant speaks of objects as appearances as ﬂ%ng
the mode in which we are affected by “that something" which
appears.18 This is confusing, since being "affected by some-
thing" suggests that a physiological explanétion is wanted.
But if "that something" which appears is the object in 1it-
self, physiologlcal explanations are irrelevant, since the ob-
Jects of physlology are objects as appearances: It 1s the
flame as appearance which burns my flesh as appearance, while
the flame 1n itself and the flesh in itself are irrelevant.
O0f course, I do not know the physiological explanations of
most of my perceptions. This, however, 1s mainly because I am

not particularly interested in physiology, not becanuse such

explanations are in principle unknowable.

Perhaps the confusion of the relationship between sense
organs and the objects which affect them, both considered as
appearances, with the relationship between objects as appear-
aﬂces and the corresponding objects in themselves contributes

to the impression already noted that there is a gradual

1TBxxvi.
18au4,
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transition from the object in 1tself to the object as ap-
pearance., At any rate, whereas any causal relationship
between objects in themselves and objects as appearances
are in principle unknowable, any causal relationship between
sense organs as appearances and other objects as appearances
which affect the senses, while in principle knowable, are
irrelevant to metaphysics, since to discover causal rela-
tionshlps between objects and sense organs is an empirical
matter which presupposes that 1t 1s already possible to know
objects (including sense organs as observed by other sense
organs) and to percelve caussal relatiopships, whereas 1t 1is
Just these possibilities which metaphyslics seeks to under-
stand: How 1s it possible to know or experience objects or
to percelve causal relationships? Of course, Kant and other
eplstemologists constantly refer to the senses, but they do
this primarily to identify different sorts of sensory in-
formation as experienced by the percelving subject, not to
discuss the physical nature of the sense organs as objects
of perception.

The purpose of the doctrine of objects in themBelves

is to show that the ability to think much that cannot be
given in sense experlience does not involve the capacity to
knovw objects as they are apart from the conditions of
sensory intuition. Kant shows that we cennot know while at

the same time we can hardly help but belleve that objects
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look exactly the same when no one 1s looking at them as
when someone 1s, that there 1s something more empirical
than sensation hidden under the shapes and colors of the
world, that there are 1ntelligible entities corresponding
tc the objects which we sense--in short, that there are

noumena supporting the phenomena.



Chapter Two: Representations and Appearances

Cbntrasted to the objects in themselves which cannot
be known are the objects as appearances which can be
known, because, unlike objects in themselves, they do come
within the range of esensation: The objects which we can
know are objects as they appear under the conditions of
human sensibility.

How are the objects which we ecan know related to the
representations of them? In attempting to differentiate
these objects as appearénces from the representations of
them, Kant says that "that which lies in the successive ap-
prehension is here viewed as representation, while the ap-
pearance vwhich is given to me, notwithstanding that it 1is
nothing but the sum of these representations 1s viewed as
their object."' How much of & distinction does this make?
If, as 1s not clear from this passage alone, the sum of
representations which constitutes an object as appearance
18 1tself a representation, then, as Kant says in an entirely
different passage, "mere appearances" are "nothing but a
specles of my repreéentations.“2

A distinction has still been made, of course, even 1if
"appearances" are just another species of the genus "repre-

sentations." But this modest distinction does not always

Ta191.
2p370.
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seem adequate to Kant's theories. In the "Refutation of
Idealism," for instance, Kant says that there is something
permanent in perception and that

this permanent is possible only through a thing
outside me and not through the mere representation
of a thing outside me; and consequently the deter-
mination of my existence in time 1s possible only
through the existence of actual things which I
perceive outside me,>

These "actual things" are presumably objects as appearances,
in which case objects as appearances would be as distinct
from representations, and thus no mere species of repre-
sentations, on the one hand, as they are distinct from ob-
Jeets in themselves, on the other hand.

The questién, "What is tﬁe distincfion between repre-
sentations and appearances?", provokes the more general
questions, "What is the reiationship between a representa-
tion and that which is represented?" and "What is a repre-
sentation?" That there are such a great variety of entities
included émong representations makes these questioha both
especially interesting and difficult.

When Kant deliberately classifies representations, he
includes among representations the following: Perception,

sensation, knowledge, intuition, concept, and 1dea.4 Else-

where Kant refers to Judgmentss and schemata6 as repre-

3B275.
320,
5a68.
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sentations., Space and time,as species of intuition, and
principles, as a type of Judgment, are also representations.
It may seem strange to include, say, knowledge and space
among representations, but nonetheless Kant does so. That
we are concerned with a diverslity of sorts of things here
can be seen by considering that representations may be
active or passive, a priori or a posteriori, universal or
particular, and mediate or immediate., Thus Kant contrasts
the spontaneitykof conceptual thought with the receptivity
of intuition, and, while the categories are a priori and

universal, sensation 1s a posteriori and particular, space

and time are particular and a priori, and concepts and intui-
tions are respectively mediate and immediate knowledge of ob-
Jects,

The case of concepts will serve to i1llustrate what I
mean by the relatlonship between a representation and that
represented. To the concept of a book as an abstraction
correspond many instances of particular books as objects in
space and time present to sensation. It is because the
concept 18 concerned only with what these particular objects
have 1n common, with no references to the endless differences
in detall, that the concept can apply to many cases. Here,
the concept 1s the representation,and the particular books
are those things which are represented. This is the

familiar relationship between unliversals and particulars.
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Obviously the relationship between universals and
particulars is not the relationship between representations
of all kinds and the respective sorts of things represented,
since some representations, for instance, space and time,
are themselves particular in nature. Kant himself makes
this comparison between concepts and forms of intultion as
-concerns space (and in a similar pacssage as concerns time):
Space 1is nét a discursive or, as we say, general
concept of relations of thinge in general, but a
pure intuition., For. . .we can represent to
ourselves only one space; and 1f we speak of

diverse spaces, we mean thereby only parts of one
and the same unlque space.

ﬁo; évér} éoﬁcép% ﬁust be thought of as a repre-

sentation which 18 contained in an infinite number

of different possible representations (as their

common character), and which therefore contains

these under itself; but no concept, as suech, can be

thought as containing an infinite number of repre-

sentations within itself. It i8 in this latter way,
however, that space is thought. :

These relationships of being subsumed under a concept
and being contained within space have this in common: In
both cases there 1s a relationship of unity to diversity,
even though 1n the case of space the unifying factor is as
particular as are the dlverse objlects contained within 1it,
However, the relationship of unity to diversity cannot be
the general relationship of representations to that repre-
sented,sinee it does not apply to sensations, which are

also representations,

Ta25. Cf. A31-32.
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Through sensation we acquire a diversity of informa-
tion concerning detailed characteristics of objects. The
few examples Kant gives of sensatlons showi: that he is con-
cerned primarily with qualitatively different sorts of
information of a fleeting, contingent sort, rather than
with the processes by which objects affect the sense or-
gans.8 For instance, in one passage Kant ldentifies as
belonging to sensation, impenetrability, hardness, and
color,9 and in another passage, again colors and also sounds
and heat, 10

Sensation, as supplying detalled informatlion about ob-
Jects, has in common with conceptualization the relationshilp
of beling about a limited aspect of what is belng represented.
The weight and color of a heavy green book are isolatable
sorts of information about the book, yet they are still
about the book. Both concept and sensatlon are about iso-
lated characteristics of that which is represented. Since
space and time are not characteristics of objécts but ways
in which objects are ordered, the relationship between a
representation and that represented cannot be éo specific as
"x i1s about isolated characteristics of y." However, though
the ways objects are ordered are not characteristics of the

objects, they are still about or concerned with objects.

8Cf. Pp. 23-24 above.
9p21.
10,08,
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This relationship, "x is about y," the relationship between
representations and that represented, I shall call, "trans-
itivity."
Again and again Kant refers to representations in
terms of funetion and purpose. Representations are said

to relate to, to be directed towards, and to apply to ob-

Jects or to other representations. Thus Kant says that all
thought is directed as a means to intuition and intuition in
turn relates to obJects,11 and again that "thought is the
act which relates given intuition to an object."12 Also:
"Pure reason never relates directly to objects, but to the
concepts which the understanding frames in regard,tovob-
Jects;“13 Here the relationship to objects is indirect, but
st11l present. "Even space and time. . .would yet be with-
out objective validity, senseless and meaningless, 1f thelr
necessary application to the objects of experience were not
established, " 14

The function of a representation is its direction to
something outside itself so as to be of or about something.
In order for a representation to fulfill this function there
must be something outside that representation--perhaps only

other representatlions--to be represented. Certaln verbs

Ha1g,

]2A247.
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are called transitive 1f they require a grammatical object
to complete thelr meaning. Analogously, representations
are transitivq,since they require that which is represented
to complete thelr meaning. So space and time could not be
ways in which other representations or appearances are
ordered if there were no such other entities to be ordered.
Nor could a concept refer to an isolated characteristic of
various particular objects,if there were no such objects to
be conceptualized.

If representations require something that is repre-
sented to complete their meanings, they are, insofar as they
can be isolated, incomplete, and, though likely too primitive
to be strictly definable, they may at least be characterized
in a manner complementary to the transitive relationships
they enter into. So a representation is an incomplete ref-
erence to that which 1s represented; it characteristically
refers to that which 1s outside itself.

To return to the distinction between appearances and
representations, since appearances are something that is
represented, and that which is represented is what repre-
sentationsvrequire to complete thelr meaning, appearances
are among the things which may complete the meanings of
representations. This follows from the general nature of
representations and their relationship to that which is
represented. However, some questlions about the specific

nature of representations and appearances remain: There is
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the question whether appearances are completely outside
our representations or not, and the gquestion of just what
are these objects as appearances to which Kant constantly
contrasts objects in themselves,

Appearances are something, though not the only things,
which are represented. Since representations can be repre-
sented by other representations and thus be the thing which
is represented, 1t may be the case that appearances are a
specles of representations, but it does not follow just
because the thing represented may be a representation that
appearances as something represented actually are of this
sort. Are appearances a specles of representations or not?
Are appearances distlinctive collections of representations'
or something completely different from representations?

That Kant contradicts himself on these points,thefe is
no doubt, though assertions that appearances are a species
of representations are far more frequent than assertions to
the contrary. It may turn out, however, that the infrequent
denial that appearances are representations leads to a more
acceptable interpretation of Kant's philosophy. The typ-
ical statement on this matter is that "appearances, as mere
representations, are in themselves real only in perception,
which perception is in fact nothing but the reality of an

empirical representation, that 1is, appearance."15

1504973,  ¢f. A491, A498-9, AS08.
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The untypical statement is that of the "Refutation of
Idealism," in which it 18 quite emphatically asserted that
the things which we perceive outside ourselves are actually

16 of coufse,

things, not mere representations of things.
the term "appearance" is not used in this passage, but there
can be no>doubt that the things which we perceive outside
ourselves are the empirical objects which we can know in
contrast . to the objects in themselves which we cannot know--
and 1t is Just these knowable empirical objects to which the
term, "appearances," refers.

Another reason, other than consideration of the "Refu-
tation of Idealism," for doubting that appearances are repre-
sentations 1s the difficulty of accounting for intransitivity
if appearances are representations. The difficulty arises
in this way: Representations are always about something
other than themselves, and this something may be another
representation., For instance, an "idea," in Kant's technical
sense of this term, 1s about the concepts of understanding,
and in its proper empldyment represents as much unity as
possible among concepts., This mekes ideas representations of
representationgsince ideas and concepts are both represent-
atlions and the one represents the other. Since concepts are
representations, they will also represent something other
than themselves, so that i1t 1s evidently possible to have a

series of representations in which the first representation

represents a second representation, the second representation

'ega 75,
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belng in turn a representation of a third representation, . . .
And so on, 1hdefin1te1y? No. The series of repre-
sentations has its terminatiﬁg point in the intransitive
appearances: That 1s what appearances are--those things
which are represented without in turn being representations of
something else. The point is not that transitivity implies an
intransitive starting point. There might, for all I know, be
a universe in which representations are representations of
representations In an infinlte serles,or in a finite series
80 that a represents b, b represents ¢, and ¢ 1s again a
representation of a. The point is that human experience of
this universe--or at least Kant's theory of such experience--
requifes intransitive objects tdwards which the series of
representations is directed. Kant distingulshes different
kinds of representations from each other by the manner 1
which they relate to the objects as appearances which term-
inate the series.
How 18 this intransitivity of appearances to be ac-~
acounted for? A straight-forward way would be to suppose
that appearaﬁces are entirely distinct from the representations
of them so that the intransitivity of appearances would be
as primitive a part of the universe as the transitivity of
representations. If appearances are a spécies of repre-
sentations, however, intransitivity must somehow be derived
from transitivity.

Is intransitivity primitive or derived? Are appearances
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primitive or derived? Are appearances completely distinct
from (though still rélated to) representations, or are
they a specles of representations? It is easy to find
material in the first Critique to support apparently op-
posing answers to these questions, In ordér to help de-
termine the significance of such opposing trends in Kant's
philosophy,and to discover to what extent the contradict-
ory materlal can be reconclled, I shall develop these
diverging tendencies into two distinct interpretations of
the relationship between representations and the objects as
appearances répresented. I shall call these two interpret-
ations, respectively, the "correspondence theqry of ob-
jects," and the "coherence theory of objects."

Suppose that appearances are not representations.or
combinations of representations. Then the object as ap-

pearance is both distinect from the representation of the

oblect as appearance,and distinet from the object in itself.
From the denial that we can know objects apart from the way
we percelve them, 1t does not necessarily follow that ob-
jects as we do know and perceive them are in our minds. The
third alternative, 1n addltion to objects existing completely
apart from the mind or existing only in our representations,
18 that they exlst as related to us without being 1in us, se¢
that the objects would exist separately from but correspond-

ing to our representations. This 1s the correspondence

theory of objects.
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Suppose that appearances are representations--or at
least combinations of representations, which 1s presumably
what Kant means when he says that appearances are a mere
specles of representations. Then the objJect as appearance
is reduced to combinations of representations. Appearances
would still be distinct from representations, but only as
distinct as representations in general are from specified
combinations of representations, so that the objects would'
be distinguished from the representations of them only as
being more consistent, interrelated serles of representations
which are grouped in certain ways. This 1s the coherence
theory of objects.,

Of course, considerations of coherence are not absent
in the correspondence theory., Even 1f objects are separate
from the sum total of all the representations of them, the
ability to combine_and separate representations would still
be a necessary condition for experience to be possible.
Likewise, in the coherence theory there would still be the
correspondence between the representation and the object
represented. The difference between the two theories is not
that they respectively assert the existence of one of the
relations, coherence or correspondence, and deny the exist-
ence of the other, but that they offer completely different
interpretations of the nature and existence of objects as
appearances,

In the correspondence theory, representations are
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combined and separated, and compared and contrasted, in
accordance with the greatest coherence, but the objects
represented are distinct from these coherently interrelated
representations. The object 1s that in the external world
which corresponds to the combination of representafions.
No amount of coherence among representations 1s a substi-
ture for the independently existing, externally given ob-
Ject, in relation to which representations and combinations
of representations allke are merely means to perception.
In the coherence theory, there is still the correspondence
between representations and that represented, but it is only
the correspondence of the part to the whole, of isolated
representations to the ways in which those same represent-
ations are combined.

In the correspondence theory, it 1s of the very nature
of the objlects that they correspond to the representations
of them, and the bare coherence of those representations
does not determine whether or not they correspond to the ob-
Ject., In the coherence theory, objects are nothing other
than the ways in which representations are combined, and the
correspondence of representation to ob)Ject occurs only when
an isolated representation can enter into a coherent combl-
nation of representations.

What does Kant say which Justifies my differentiation
of two such distinct ways of interpreting the role of ob-
Jects as appearances and thelr relationship to the repre-

sentations of them?
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As far as the correspondence theory is concerned,
independently existing objects are given to intuition:
"Objects are glven to us by means of sensibility."17 "our
ﬁode of intuition 18 dependent upon the existence of the ob-
ject, and is therefore possible only if the subject’s fac-
ulty of representation is affected by that object."18

In the correspondence theory, then, objects as appear-
ances are externally given, but still conditioned, the cond-
itions being, primarily, relation to, rather than coherence
among, the representations of the subject: "Representation
in 1tself does not produce its objJect in so far as exist-
ence is concerned, for we are not here speaking of its
causality by means of the will., None the less the repre-
sentation 18 a priori determinant of the object, if it be
the case that only through the representation 1s 1t possible
to know anything ggmgg_object.“19 According to the corre-
spondence theory, understanding does not make the existence
of objects possible, but only makes knowledge of objects
possible.

Furthermore, Kant occasionally refers to that which
corresponds to sensation in a manner which cannot be under-

stood in terms of the sort of correspondence which 1is

Ta19.
18372.
19A92.
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possible within the coherence theory of objects: "That in
the appearance which corresponds to sensation I teﬁm its
matter. "0 "Reality. . .is that which corresponds to a
sensation 1nwgenera1."2‘ "What corresponds in empirical

"22 If Kant had consis-

intultion to sensation is reality.
tently thought of objects in terms of the coherence theory
tendencies in his philosophy, he need only have said, "that
in the appearance which is sensation i1s the matter of ap-

% and, "reality is sensation in general." The

pearance,
phrase, "that which corresponds to sensation," suggests some-
thing both dlstinct from sensation and distinct from the
combinations of representations Into which sensations can
enter;

And as for the coherence theory, far from always main-
taining that our intuition depends on externally glven ob-
Jects, Kant soB€9times says that appearances are reﬁresent-
ations, and as such "must not be taken as objecfs capable of
existing outside of our power of representation.“23 Con-~
trasting to the assertion that representationsAmake knowl-

edge, as distinct from the existence of, objects possible,

Kant says that apart from conscliousness "appearances could

never be for us an object of knowledge, and so would be

20400,
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nothing to us; and since 1t has in itself no objective
reality, but exists only in being known, it would be
nothing at all."24 Here representations are still only
sald to concern.knowledge of objeects, but the existence of
that knowledge is sald to constitute the existence of the
objects known. It is this reduction of existence to knowl-
edge which gilves rise to interpretations of Kant in which
the mind is saild to create objects,

Whereas, in the correépondence theory, appearances form
an intervening realm between the representations of the mind
and the objects in themselves, according to the coherence
theory, the only alternative to something's being as object
in itself is for it to be an object in thé mind: "What ob-
Jects.may be in themselves, and apart from all thié recep-
tivity of our sensibllity, remains completely unknown to us,

n25 The

We know nothing but our mode of perceiving them.
object in itself would, of course, be unknown 1n any inter-
pretalition of Kant. But the object in itself need not be
equated with the object which affects the senses,as 1t seems
to be 1n this passage. Here Kant is seemingly attempting to
reduce that which is received to receptivity, that which is
perceived to a mode of perception, and actuality to capacity.

Since, whatever objects as appearances may be, it is by

meansg of Judgment that representations relate to their

245 120.
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objects, I shall have to introduce an interpretation of
Kant's views on judgment. Then I can further develop this
comparison of the coherence theory of objects and the corre-
spondence theory of objects, with a view to 1llustrating and

evaluating these opposing tendencies in the Critique of

Pure Reason.

' Consider the procedure of a geologlst confronted with a
strange rock spegimen. In order to find out what kind of
rock 1t is he may first note some ordinary facts about the
rock, 1ﬁ:§ color and texture, as well as the natural setting
in which the specimen was found. Perhaps he will break the
rock to see what kind of pattern results, whether the planes
of fracture result in jJagged, conchoidal, or flat surfaces.
For more exact identification he will determine‘how hard the
specimen 18 on an established scale by attempting to scratch
the rock with implements or other rocks whose degree of hard-
ness 18 already known. Finally, the ecrystal structure of the
specimen can be examined under a microscope.

I shall interpret this procedure of identification in
terms of the Judgments involved, since it is in terms of
judgments that representations are related to objects,
whether these objects are combinations of representations or
quite distinect from such combinations. It is possible, of
course, that the geologist will not literally say out loud or
even to himself, "This rock is black and smooth and has a

perfect conchoidal fracture," but this does not matter, since
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Judgments, for Kant, are not defined by the words or sen-
tences whiéh may or may not be used to express and
comnunicate the judgments.

Judgment is "the mediate knowledge of an object, that
is, the representation of a representation of it. 1In every
judgment there 1s a concept which hoids of many represent-
ations, and among them of a given representation that is
immediately related to an object.“26 Thus, in, "this rock
is black," "black" applies to many objects, but is here ap-
plied to a particular object, "this rock."

Since Kant defines judgment in terms of representations
and in terms of the relationshlip between the thinking sub-
ject and objeets, the judgment, "this roek is black,"
though I cannot write it out here without using words, need
not take a lingulstic form to qualify as a judgment. The
geologlist, having wondered what kind of rock he has Jjust
picked up, might suddenly realize that one clue to the iden-
tity of the rock is that it is black--and he might realize
thlis without having put hie realization into words. This
realization would qualify as a Kantian judgment. Something
happened in the geologist's mind: At first he just perceived
"this rock," then he noticed that it was a black rock; an
immediate oﬁject was represented and subsumed under a more
general representation without a word having been said or
thought. The ability to put this judgment into words might

be a necessary condition for the jJjudgment's haying been made,

A6p63.
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but this actual judgment need not thereby be put into words,
Judgment, as the representation of a representation, though
not necessarlly belng expressed in language, may still be
quite deliberate, as it is in the example of the geologist.

"This rock" i1s an object as appearance. Only through
the médiating activity of the mind is the knowledge that
this rock 1s black possible, since it is only by representing
in one's mind this object and further subsuming this repre-
sentation under the more general representation, "black,"
that one can realize that "this rock is black;" otherwise
the immediate object, "this rock," would be forgotten before
there was time to realize or judge or know anything about it.

The geologist's procedure, then, can be interpreted as
80 many deliberatevjudgments. "Phis rdck has a conchoidal
fracture," "This rock is extremely hard on a standard
scale," "This rock is flint," are all judgments which consist
of mediate and general fepreéentations of the immediate and
particular object as appearance which i1s being represented,
and about which the judgments are made.

However, Kant is concerned less with judgments, such as
those in the above examples, which are made in the course of
inguiry, than he 1s concerned with the conditions which must
be met before there is even the poselbility of making Jjudg-
ments.

Above I discussed the judgment, "This roek is black."
What if it is asked how we even know "this is a rock"?
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Doubtless there are occasions on which this Judgment could
be made, but usually there 18 no discernable passage of
time in one's experience of a simple object like a rock
between one;s perceiving the object and perceiving it as a
rock. In the case of the geologist, he recognized the rock
as a rock as soon as he saw it (by hypothesis); He did not
see an indeterminate object first, wonder what it was, and
then have it dawn upon him suddeniy that it was a rock; He
saw it as a rock from the start. Surely this happens
countless times every day with simple objects with which we
are familiar,

In spite of the fact that the geologist percelved a
rock immediately, there 1s still somethlng mediate and syn-
thetic about this perception for several reasons. First, 1t
is possible, say for a child who has never seen, or at least
never attended to, a rock, to see an indeterminate object
first, and only later learn that it is a rock. Second, 1%t
is possible, in theorz,to make a Judgment here, even though
one already knows what the object is; it 1s possible to
distinguish "this' as something which is immediately present,
from "a rock" as a general concept, and then to re-combine
the two into the judgment, "this is a rock." Third, it is
possible to be mistaken, so that what one immediately
perceived as a rock turns out later to be a papier-méche
imitation of a rock which some evil genlus has put there

to deceive us. BSuch a mistake could be analyzed in terms of
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Judgments, since it would stlll be true that one percelved
"this," something immediately present, but not true that
"this 18 a rock."

So hefe is é peculiarity of perception: When I con-
front a strange object, I become familiar with i1t by making
a number of judgments, not necessarily linguistically
expressed, but quite conscilous and deliberate. Thereafter,
when I encounter the object, I perceive it immediately as a
rock, or as a tree, or as whatever it 1s, without making
Judgments.

Though this sort of perception of objects with which we
are familiar is not a judgment, it does involve a combination
of elements of the perceptlion,which can be analyzed in terms
of the cgpacity to Judge. This is why judgment 1s relevant
to perception: The conditions which make it possible to
make a Judgment like, "This rock 1s black," are the very
same conditions which make 1t posslible to percelive something
immediately as a rock without making a Judgment.

The whole routine of Judgments, which the geologlst
makes}presupposes a number of conditions, such as the ability
to percelve distinct objects enduring in time and located in
space, without which the judgments would be impossible., For
instance, 1f the geologist wants to examine rock crystals
under a microscope in order to base a sophisticated judgment
on the magnified image, he will have to be able to recognize

and adjust a microscope., He could not recognize a microscope
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were he not capable of apprehending certain very general
characteristics about it which are so general that they
apply to any other object coming within his experience also.

At a given moment the geologist sees the microscope
from--say--a side-view: He sees quite clearly the way the
base is attached to the neck of the microscope, with the
stage for holding slides attached at the bottom of the neck,
and a vertical, adjustable tube with an eyepiece at the top
and a lense on the bottom, attached at the top of the neck.
Now suppose he turns the microscope so that he sees the
adjustable tube from the front. The tube 1s closer to him
than the neck, which 1s almost entirely hidden by the tube
so that the only part of the neck that can be seen is through
the gap below the lense and above the stage. Then again,
seen from the back,the neck blocks much of the lower part of
the tube from view, as well as the center of the edge of the
stage., From the side, back, and front, only a thin plate-
like edge of the stage can be seen, though the stage looks
circular looking straight down from the top.

Between the side, front, back, top, and bottom views of
the microscope there are an infinite number of intermediate
views., Thus there 1s a view at an angle half way between a
side and a front view, at an angle turned three-gquarters of
the way towarde the front from the side, seven-eighths of
the way towards the front, and so on.

Any one of these views may be considered as a unlt, and
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any number of them as a plurality of units, and any series
of these units which go together to form a significant
pattern, as a totality of units. In this case, the side
view of the microscope is a unit. The series of views
between the side view and the front view is a plurality.
This plurality is further unified in a totality, since there
are significant similarities between the different views in
the series, For instance, the neck of the microscope seems
to be a slightly different shape in a full side view than it
does in a view from the side turned one-quarter of the way
towards the front. If the one-quarter angle view 18 com-
pared to the one-eighth angle view, there will also be a
slight difference. But as the angle chosen gets smaller and
smaller, there will eventually be two points of view between
which there is no difference 1n the way the shape of the
neck of the microscope seems in one view and in the other.
It might, for example, be impossible to distingulish a differ-
ence in the distortion of the side view (taking the side view
as undistorted) between the neck of the microscope as seen
at an angle which is turned 5/32nds towards the front, and as
seen from an angle which is turned 6/32nds towards the front.
It is thus with all the views of the microscope: Since there
are an infinite number of angles from which the microscope
may be viewed, for any two views, no matter how diverse, |

there wlll always be a series of views in transition from one

view to the other, such that, at any point in the transition,
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there are two views which are so similar as to be indistin-
guishable in normal perception. '

It is not as if a microscope when turned at a slight
angle changed into a baked potato, and when turned just a
bit more suddenly became a two-headed talking giraffe;
rather, there are complex interrelationships among views of
varylng degrees of difference and similarity. It 1is such
complex interrelationships which make a totality, not just
a plurality of views. The plurality of views, "microscope,
baked potato, giraffe," suceeding one another within a
fraction of a second could not really occur at éll, since
there would not be time to recognize the first view as a
view of a microscope, or even as a view of anything at all,
and likewlse for the succeeding views., But the series of
views, "microscope seen from the side, microscope seen as
turned 1/32nd of the way towards the front, as seen 2/32nds
turned towards the front, as seen 3/32nds turned towards
the front, etc."--thls series could easily be apprehended if
it continued for a few seconds (within the largef experience
of a living person, of course),because 1t is not Just a
plurality of individual units, but a totality in which there
1s something which all the units have in common which makes
them all go together.

In this example I have utilized the first set of
categories, the constitutive categories of quantity, and the

development of these categories into schemata and principles.

—
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That each isolated view of the microscope is a unit, that®
there are a plurality of such units, and that these units
are interconnected into a totallity--all this is an applica-
tion of the categorlies, Unity, Plurallity, Totality, in
their development in the section, "Axioms of Intuition."
This section i1s concerned with showing that "all intuitions
are extensive magnitudes," that is, that for ordinary ob-
Jects of experience there are certain parts of the object
for which "the representation of the parts makes possible,
and therefére necessarlly precedes, the representation of
the whole:"27 It is impossible to become familiar with a
whole microscope unless one sees it from all sorts of d4if-
ferent angles first, in addition to sensing it in other ways.
Each of these isolated representations of a mlcroscope 1is
subsumed under the more general representation, "miecroscope."
Though there are 1solated points of view of a micro-
scope which are perceived one after another, these views are
not perceived like the stop-action in a movie; they are not
percelved Jjerkily or with a vacuum between each point of view,
Rather, there 1s a continuous experlence of a microscope as
it 18 turned from one angle to another. Though Kant mentions
this continuity of experience in the section, "Anticipations
of Perception," he is partly referring back to the "Axioms

of Intuition" when he says that all appearances "are

2T p162.
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continuous magnitudes, allke in their intultion, as exten-
slve, and in their mere perception (sensation and with it
reality) as intensive."2® It 1s the continuity of extensive
magnitudes which I am now 1llustrating with the microscope
example.

So, the number of views of the microscope between a
side view and a front view cannot be apprehended before the
continuocus experience of a microscope, since there are an
infinite number of such intermediate views, and if all of
them had to be apprehended before the whole mieroscope was
apprehended, this would take an infinite length of time, and
we could never come to perceive the microscope. It is as if
the infinite points of view (which we experience as contin-
uity) were subsumed under the common representation, “miero-
scope."

(it is easily seen that the microscope exn only be per-
ceived in space and time, since the views of the microscope
could not be percelved as views of different parts, such as
the neck, and the lense, and the eyeplece, without perceliving
them spatlially, as existing outside of one another, besilde,
in front, in back, above, below one another, etc.; also, the
different views follow one another in the experience of the
perceiver, and the mlcroscope endures: It is perceived in

time.)

285 470.
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In Interpreting these 1llustrations of judgment and
perception in terms of the correspondence theory of objects
and the coherence theory of objects, it might seém that the
correspondence theory 1s more appropriate for the examples
of actual Judgment, while the coherence theory deals better
with the cases of perception presupposing the capaclty to
Judge. So, the procedure of identifying a rock would be
analyzed in terms of coherence. The geologist examining a
rock would already be aware of the rock as being present
outside him when he undertook the identification of 1t. His
Jjudgments, "this rock is black," "this rock has conchoidal

' would simply be a matter of forming representations

fracture,'
which adequately corresponded to the facts he discovered about
the object. As for his immedlate perception of something as a
rock, which preceded this identification, that would not depend
so much on whether there was something outside him as on hils
ability to percelve a diversity of sensory impressions as
separated into various groups or combined into more or less
distinct shapes. If correspondence and coherence were limited
to dealing with such separate aspects of experience, they would
not be in competition, but would simply be two different
theories about different toples.

However, the coherence and correspondence theories of ob-
Jects cannot be so easily reconciled., I have already said
(pp. 37-38) that there are coherence and correspondence

considerations in both theories. It is true that the geologlst
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would form Judgments corresponding to the facts he discovered,
but in the final analysis, his discovery might be only that
the only way that the diversity of his representations
could be unified at a certain time was under the concept of
a black rock with conchoidal fracture, the correspondence
being between the representations, "rock," "black," and
"conchoidal fracture," as they are when considered in 1sol-
ation, and as they are'when considered in combination. Or,
concerning the lmmediately percelved rock, 1t might turn
out that the capaclity to represent sensible impressions as
shaped objects situated in space 1s only a necessary con-
dition for actually perceiving such objects, the added con-
dition for perception being the external presence of the
objects,

In either case,one can always attempt to analyze corre-
spondence in terms of coherence or subordinate coherence to
a more profound borrespondence. And as far as the nature
of objects as appearances 1s concerned, it i1s important to
be careful what sort of coherence or correspondence is being
consldered. The only relevant type of coherence or corre-
spondence here is that which is a sufficient condition for
the existence of objects as appearances as things which are
represented without in turn being representations of some-
thing in turn, while other sorts of coherence or corre-
spondence, as for instance in the coherence and correspond-

ence theories of truth, would not be immediately relevant.



~5be

The problem is whether the intransitivity of objects
as appearances is derived from the combination of repre-
sentations in our minds, or whether this intransitivity
is a primitive element of perception which our represent-
ations come up against outside the mind. In the case of
the perception of a microscope as an object: as appearance,
various limited viewpoints serve as exapples of isolated
representations. From the top, the eyepiece is seen as a
round piece of glass encircled by the top of the cylindri-
cal adjustable tube, and with parts of the stage and base
and neck of the microscope visible below. Seen from the
front, the stage and the tube will be closest to the ob-
gserver and hide parts of the mlcroscope from view. From
the back, the connection of the tube to the stage and base
by the neck of the microscope will be most obvious. Other
representations are the intermediate points of view
between top, front, back, etc.

The transitivity of these representations is clears::
%A microscope as seen from the top" 18 a representation
which requires a microscope to complete its meaning, since,
if there were no such thing as a microscope, there would be
no way of seeing a microscope from the top. Although a
representation of a microscope from the top is not the same
thing as a more comprehensive representation of a micro-

scope, the former, as a limitatlon of the latter, presupposes
the latter.
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However, this may seem artificlsl, since I deliberately
chose repregsentations which required a microscope as their
object. What if these representations are in turn analyzed
in terms of other representations? A representation of an
eyeplece might be part of a repreéentation of some other
instrument other than a microscope. A representation of a
circular piece of glass need not be a representation of
part of an eyepiece. A representation of a smooth, trans-
parent surface need not be a representation of a circular
plece of glass., But, evidently, no matter how lsolated and
limited a representatlion is it is still perceived as some-
thing: Something smooth, something transparent, a surface,
a circular shape.

It 1s further evident that experlence does not consist
of the consciousness of an 1isolated smoothness in a vacuum,
followed by an interval of complete absense of conscilousness,
and then by consclousness of a circular shape in a vast
emptiness, not even emptiness, but an unsupported circular
shape with no relationship to the previous smoothness, no
memory or expectation of any other representations, then
another period of unconsciousness, then a cbmpletely new
consciousness of a timeless transparency with no reference
to smooth or round. Rather, experience involves continuous
conscliousness of related representations.

On the one hand, a representatlon of something smooth
need not be a representation of something which 1s also
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circular, much less be the representation of the surface
of the eyeplece of a mlcroscope. On the other hand, the
representation of something smooth cannot be the represent-
ation of nothing smooth, that is, of smoothness unrelated
to any other representations. If we can be consclous of
something, it can be represented in various relationships
with other things we are conscious of, and if we actually
are conscious of it, 1t must actually be represented in some
specific relationships: It i1s simllar to some representations
and different than others, simultaneaushith some, before
some, and after others.

As far as the coherence theory of objects i1s concerned,
1t is much easier to see the manner in which isolated,
transitive representations would yield intransitive objects
in combinatlion, than it is to show that thls combination is
actually the source of objects: It 1s simply a matter of the
parts being incomplete by themselves, but complete when
forming a part of the whole. The representations, "circle,"
"something smooth," "surface," do not necessarily constitute
a specific intransitive object, since they can be combined
in different ways, so that "cirele" could just as well be
about a table, a coin, or a piece of glass which is part of
a microscope. But 1f enough representations are combined,
eventually the point is reached where the things represented

are represented as specific combinatlions of representations

which are not representations of something else in turn.
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For instance, though the representations, "cirecle," "sur-
face," "transparent," do not necessarily go together,
when fhese representations are gilven and ordered in time
and space, when they not necessarily but in fact go to-
gether, the representation of a smooth, transparent, cir-
cular surface arises without being a representation of some-
thing else. Though a sum of representations, it is not
1tself a representation, but is the object represented.
Likewise, while the representation of a circular plece of
glass need not be the representation of part of an eyepiece
of a microscope as seen from the top, a mlicroscope of which
one also has various other views from the side, front, and
back, if it is in facy so represented, it is so,not as a
means to representing something else, but as an intransitive
object as appearance of the sort towards which all repre-
sentatlions are directed.

It 1s not combinations of representations into one ob-
ject rather than another with which the coherence theory of
object’s 1s concerned, but with the possibility of combination,
and of objects at all, If one has enough representations of
a microscope, including concepts, spatio-temporal position,
and a wealth of sensory impressions, one 1s, as far as the
coherence theory 1s concerned, in the presence of the object
without having gone.outside one's own representations. It is

as if, when enough vaporous representations wrap around each

other, they condense into an object.
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Insofar as representations can be combined so as to
form in unison the goal towards which the isolated repre-
sentations are directed, they form the sort of object
required by the coherence theory of objects. Since there
i1s nothing in the requirement that representations be
grouped into consistently inter-related wholes which demands
one way of grouping rather than another, as long as the
resulting totality of representations is something that is
represented without representing something else in turn, the
coherence theory of objects supplles only a necessary but
not a sufficient condition for the existence of objects as
appearances which.are distinet from other objects as ap-
pearances,

When I perceive a microscope, I have many other sen-
sations other than those which are represeﬁted aé sensations
of a'microscope, and, of course, I always have aécess to a
lot of other concepts besides the concept of a microscope,
Why cannot some of the sensations,which can form'part of the
représentation of a microscope,be combined with soﬁe of the
other representations in my perceptual field, and these
sensafions be re-arranged to form a completely different ob-
Ject other than a microscope? As long as the coherence of
representations is supposed fo be the sufficient condition
for the existence of one object rather than another, I can

not see why this wouldn't happen. If, however, the
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existence of objects 1s constituted, not in mere combina-
tlons of representations, but in something outside these
combinations which correspond to them, this correspondence
could determine which of the possible coherent combinations
of representations actually indicated an existing object at
a gilven time.

There 18, then, a sense in which, after all, the
coherence theory of objects and the correspondence theory
of objects are complementary and not competitive. The ques-
tion, "What is the sufficient condition for the existence of
objects as appearances?", contains this ambigulity: 1Is 1t
the existence of any objects at all which is in question, or
the existence of one objlect rather than another? 1Is it the
existence of a rock rather than an unintelligible jumble of
representations, or is 1t the existence of a rock rather than
a microscope, which 1s in question? The coherence and corre-
spondence theories are compatible insofar a8 coherence deter-
mines the exlstence of representations as objectss, and "L
correspondence determines the existence of objects as rocks
and microscopes and other things as diverse.

"That which lies in the successive apprehension is here
viewea as representation, while the appearance which is
given to me, notwithstanding that it 1s nothing but the sum
of these representations, 1s viewed as their objec’c“’:""29 I

pick up a rock, look at it from various angles, and make

295191,
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some simple experiments, and in so doing discover that it

is black, has concholdal fracture, and 1s-hard on a standard
scale, My knowledge of the object grows step by step in
this process of famillarization. Each bit of information

I hold in my mind is a representation--it 1s about something
and 1s different than the thing it 1s about. But if I add
together, one by one, each of these representations into an
inter-related whole, I end up with a sum which 1is indistin-
gulshable from the object. Once I become thoroughly famil-
iar with an object by sensation, conceptualiiation, and
location in space and time, I cannot distinguish the object
from the sum of these representatlions.

Since it 1s equally true of any object that it is, in
the sense 1llustrated in the above paragraph, a sum of
representations, insofar as an object 1s a sum of represent-
ations, no twoyobjects are different. But, as it 1s evident
that the objects which we perceive and know about and exper-
lence are not all 1dentical, but diverse, the differences
among objects willl have to be accouﬁted for in some other
way than as a result of objects being a sum of representations.
The principles in Kant's "Transcendental Analytic" cannot
account for the differénces, since these principles are the
same for every object, and not a differential. Differences
in sensatlons alone cannot account for the differences
between objects, because sensations, such as, "black,"

"emooth," "hard," can be combined in different ways, and one
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always has so many different sensations that various
combinations would be possible. There would be no reason
why one combination would be preferred to another, unless
it so happens that the abllity to receive and combine
representations establishes a relatlionshlp of these repre-
sentations and combinations of representations to something
which corresponds to them in the objects outside our repre-
sentations,

How are the objects which we can know related to the
representations of them? What i1s the distinction between
appearances and represeﬁtations? Fach of these questions
may be given two answers., If tﬁe objects as appearances in
-these two questions are objectis as opposed to complete
chaos, then the relationship between representations and
their objects is the relationship of one aspect of an object:
to the whole object, of the part to the whole, of one unit
of perception to an inter-related totality of perception,
and the dlstinction between representations and appearances
is that the representaﬁions concern an incomplete aspect of,
or iaolated relationships between, the appearances, while
the appearance 1s that which completes the meaning-of the
representation and which enters into various relationships.
If the objects are objects as opposed to other objects,
then the relationship of representations to thelr objects,

and the distinction between representation and appearance,
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i1s that the representation 1s about something in the ob-
ject as appearance which corresponds to it, and while the
appearances do not exist separately from thelr relation-
ships to the representations of the subject, they are some-
thing outside of the subject, and quite distinct from the
representations of them, if only while they are being
represented.

Is the intransitivity of appearances primitive or
derived? Agaln there are two answers: The intransitivity
1nvolved in combinations of representations 1s derived
from separate representations by combination. The intrans-
1tivity of the objects outside of our representations 1is
primitive. Are appearances a speciles of representations?
Here again one may say, yes, in regard to coherence consid-
erations, and, no, as concerns correspondence, However,
considering that appearances as combinations of represent-
atlons have such distinct characteristics from uncombined
representations, Kant's insistence that appearances are
representations remaiﬁs baffling.

If the coherence and correspondence theory tendencieé
in Kant's thought are reconcilable, they are still not
actuallﬁ reconciled by Kant. Thelr presence 1s revealed
less by open opposlition than by ambiguity. For instance,
when Kant says that nature "is merely an aggregate of ap-

pearances, so many representations of the mind,"3° doesg he

304114,
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mean that the varlous objects which we come across in the
course of experience are all in our minds, or that these ob-
jects are related tobbut distinct from the mind, while nature,
as that 1deal totality of objects in thorough-going inter-
relationships with each other, is only in the mind, since thils
totality far transcends experience? When Kant says that "an
object is that in the concept of wﬁich the manifold of a glven
intuition is united,“31 does he mean that there would be no ob-
Ject at all 1f the céncept didn't impose order on the intui-
tions, or that the intuitions aﬁe unified in a manner so as to
correspond to the object, which 1s distinet from the intul-
tions, the concept, and the combination of the two?

In spite of such ambiguities, some definite cdnclusions
about representations and the objects which they represent can
be made. The representation is always about the appearance,
which is the goal towards which the representation 1s directed
in perception and knowledge. The representation concerns iso-
lated characteristics of the object in the cases.of conceptis
and sensatlons, and relationships between obﬁects or parts of
objects In the cases of space and time. The object is the
thoroughly experienced goal of perception, that which is per-
celived as an end, and not as a means to perceiving something
else, that which 1s exhaustively interpreted in terms of the
different kinds of representations: It 1s located in space

and time, sensed in various ways, and conceptualized,

31p137.



Chapter Three:: Subject and Object

In discussing objects in themselves and objects as
appearances, I put the emphasis on the fact that it was
objects that I'was concerned with. I7did not deal directly
with the subject: as a definite entity contrasted to objects,
but I dealt with the subject only insofar as 1t is implied
by. objects. I do not here wish to give an exhaustive treat-
ment of the thinking, perceiving subject in Xant's philo-
sophy. However, I will attempt to make more explicit some-
thing which is implicit in chapters one and two-=that sub-
Jeet and obJject cannot exist or be described separately
from one another,

To say nothing more of objects in themselves as opposed
to objects as appearances, than that the former are in
principle unknowable and that the latter are in fact known,
is already to involve the subject, for it i1s the subject
which knows or does not know. And in the case of Kent, to
introduce the question of whether or not something is in
principle knowable i1s to bring in, not only the subject,
but also a relationship of the subject to objects, for some-
thing cannot be known merely in belng thought; there must:
also be an intuition of--an immediate relation to--the ob-
Jeet, It 1s because there is no intuition of objectis apart

from sensibility that objects in themselves are unknown.

Moreover, in further specifying the reasons why objects
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as appearances can be known and objects in themselves can

not, the subject is mentioned in specific relations to ob-~
Jects: Human intulitlion consists of sensation and the a
priorl representations of space and time, and so only those
objects outside us which can be sensed and are in space and
time can be known.

In spite of the fact that objects in themselves are
unknowable, it is still significant to go to the trouble of
denying that they can be known insofar as bellef iIn objects
in themselves arises from the very nature of thought. We
have the ability to abstract, to remove conditions in thought,
so that, concerning a book of 300 pages measuring 3 X 5 inches
and with a green cover and hard binding, we can ignore some
characteristics and attend to others and conceptualize the
book merely as, say, having 300 pages without specifyling any
other characteristics. We can also add conditions in thought,
even to the extent of constructing a concept of something we
have never perceived, even of something which couldn't
possibly be percelved, of an objJect in itself which we can
believe to, but not know to, exist on the insufficient basis
of one element of knowledge, on the basis of an empty concept.
All this again involves the subject even though it is objects
which are beling discussed.

More comprehensive than the specific relationships

between bellef and knowledge and their objects 1s the
relationship between representations in general and thelr
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objects. Here the inter-relationships between subject and
object are most obvious, for belng represented by a subject
is at least a necessary condition for the existence of ob-
Jects at all. So far I have referred 4o "isolated repre-
sentations" and "combinations of representations" inbrder
to contrast representations as they are separate from one
another and as they are in the combinations which relate to
objects as appearances. Something needs to be sald about

"isolated representations,"

since I have been using this
expression only in a negative sense, to mean, “representations
insofar as they are not combined so as to relate to objects

as appearances,"

Isolated representations, in a positive sense, are not
completely isolated, but more or less isolated. Represent-
ations do not exist in complete separation from all other
representations or separate from the continuous experience
of the world by a thinking, perceiving subject. One case in
which representations are more or less isolated is that in
which an objJect 1s seen from a certain angle. In thls sense,
“"a microscope as secen from the top" is a representation. A
case of a greater degree of isolatibn is that of represent-
ations which could enter into any one of-a number of combi-

nations. Representations such as, "circle," "smooth,"

"plack," and "surface," are of this sort.
How are representations of this last sort related to

one another when they are separated from the combinations
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which relate to objects as appearances? They are, I think,
related in afhmanner such that they can be classified in
hierarchical order. By saylng that representations can be
classified, I mean that there are distinct kinds of repre-
sentations: A circle as a répresentation without respect
to any particular object as appearance 1s not just a circle;
it is a figure contrasted to triangles, squares, and other
figures. Llikewlse, smoothness 1s not just smoothness, but
1s a texture contrasted to roughness, and black is not Just
black, but is a color distinguishable from white and red and
yellow. This 1s not to say that I have a chart of repre-
sentations hovering before my mind, but only that in order
to be consclous of isolated representations, so that objects
as appearances would not be the only things I sm=conscious
of, I must be able to relate representations to other repre-
sentations of the same kind, and that such classifications
are part of the meaning of the representations. Part of
what "black" means is: Not some other color. Isolated
representations do not float away when thelr reference to a
particular object as appearance 1s cut away, only because
they are still tied to other representations by various
inter-related similarities and differences.

By the hierarchical order of representations, I mean
that representations may be about other representations only
in the sense that representations which are more remotely
related to objects as appearances can represent other

/
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representations which are less remotely related to objects
ag appearances. This means partly that black is a color
but color 1s not a black, but mainly that one can concept-
ualize sensory impressions but one cannot have a sensory
impression of a concept (though one can sense the object
of a concept)., Ideas, in Xant's technical sense, are a way
of representing categories, and categories are a way of
representing things in space and time, but things in space
and tlime cannot represent categories, nor can categoriles
represent ideas.

Representations, in order to qualify as representations,
must be capable of entering into two kinds of relationships
with othef representations: They must be able to enter into
combinations which relate to, if not constitute, objects as
appearances, and they must be capable of fitting into the
hierarchical classification of different sorts of represent-

" and “"hard," can

ations. So, "black,"™ “econchoidal fracture,'
be combined in the representation of a hunk of flint, and can
also be related to other representations as being specles of
sensible impressions, of colors, of the concept of fracture,
and so on. The flint could not be black if "black" could

not be meaningfully contrasted to "white" and "yellow," nor

could such a contrast be made if there were no instances of

colored objects.
Objects as we know them would cease to exist if we were

unable to combine representations of different kinds, while
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we would be unable to combine representations of different
kinds, if representations 4id not have similarities which
permitted them to be classified into kinds of represent-
ations. We could not stand back and make jJjudgments about
objects if there were no objects, and there would be no ob-
Jects 1f we could not stand back and make judgments. Thus
Kant is a very un-Cartesian dualist: Subject and Object,
unlike mind and body, are thoroughly inter-dependent and
cannot exist separately from one another.

From this point of view, the greatest difficulty in
concelving of immortality is: What would the subject think
about if separated from the ob)ects of sensation? My
experience of my own subjectivity occurs only under the con-
ditions of a continuous experience of the world. Since I
can remove conditions in thought, I can form the transcen-
dental idea of a subject in itself, a subject apart from
the conditlons of experilence, but since the object of this
idea cannot be intuited, I cannot have knowledge of this
unconditioned unity of the thinking subject.

Though I cannot unconditionally intult my own thoughts,
I can conditlonally intuit them, the condition-being "inner
sense," that 1s, time. Or, as Kant puts it, I do not know

myself'as I am in myself but only as 1 appear to myself:1

1868, B153 fr.,
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I have no knowledge of myself as I am but merely

as I appear to myself. The consciousness of self

i1s thus very far from belng a knowledge of the

self. . .I exist as an intelligence which is

conscious solely of its power of combination; but

in respect of the manifold which i1t has to com-

bine I am subjected to a limiting condition (en-

titled inner sense), namely, that this combina-

tion can be made intultable only according to

relations of time.?

I mention this distinction between the "I" which thinks
and the "I" which intuits itself, not because I wish to
discuss it at any length, but because it lnvolves a sort of
object which I have 80 far sald nothing of, a knowable ob-
jeect which 1s in time without being 1n space or being
capable of affecting our senses. In fact, our own minds, as
distinct entities as they appear to ourselves,are not the
only such objects, for "everything," Kant says, "every repre-
sentation even, in so far as we are conscious of'it, may be

entitled object. n3

In this broad sense, in which an object
is something onelis conscious of, more or less l1solated
representations and spatlo-temporal-sensory objects would
both be objects.

Confusion may arise if there are passages where Kant
refers to obJects ambliguously, so that the reader cannot
tell whether objects in the very general sense of something

one 1s consclous of (including, I suppose, mathematical

equations, concepts, dreams, and hallucinations) is meant, or

2B158-159.
3a189.
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if the more specific sense of something sensed in space and
time is meant. However, there 1s no problem in principle,
since the nature and significance of objects in the general,
and in the more specifictsense are qulte distlnet. Something
insofar as we are consclous of it is one thing, and something -
insofar as we are conscious of it by means of sensation and
as located in space and time is another, much more specifie,
thing.

That the spatlo-temporal-sensory object plays a much
more significant role 1n the Critigue than that which 1s an
object merely because we are consclous of 1it, 1s easily
shown considering that Kant says that we have synthetic
a priori knowledge of outer appearances--that is, of spatio-
fmporal-sensory objects--only and not inner appearances,4
and that the question of how a priorl synthetic judgments
are possible is "The General Problem of Pure Reason,"5 and
the question to which the entire Critique is the answer, a
question which concerns knowledge of spatio-temporal-sensory
objects. When Kant says that the proper employment of the
categories is to appearances, not things in themselves, he
means outer appearances, spatio-temporal-sensory objects,
only: "The categories have meaning only in relation to the

unity of intuition in space and time."6

4A.381.

5B19.

68308,
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One further point I shall deal with, by way of 1llus- .
trating the distinction between, and the inter-dependence
of, subject and object, is the contrast between mental and
physical representations. By mental representations, I
mean nothing more unusual than, and, indeed, nothing other
than, the types of representations which I have been dis-
cussing all along: Ideas, concepts, time, sensations, judg-
ments, and so on. By physical representations, I mean éuch
things as photographs, paintings, drawlngs, maps, and diagrams.

It may seem strange that I did not mentlion physical
representations in order to help understand mental repre-
sentations. If I hold up a photograph before me at the spot
from which 1t was taken, I can compare the photograph as a
representation to the scene photographed as that represented.
There is a house in the photograph which looks like the
house before me, and a large evergreen tree, twice as tall as
the house and to the left of the house, in both the photo-
graph and in the scene before me. There are two smaller
deciduous trees to the right of the house in both the repre-
gentation and the scene represented.

Does this not offer a perfect analogy for the discerning
eplstemologist, so that, in the same way that a photograph
can be compared to the scene which was photographed, the
concepts, images, and sensations of the perceiver can be com-

pared to that in the external world which 1s conceptualized,

imagined, and sensed? I think not, for the concept is not
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compared to the thing conceptualized, but is something by

means of which comparison is possible. In order to compare

the scene as 1t appears in the photograph with the scene as
1t appears to a pérson on the spot, I must be able to recog-
nize the photograph as a photograph, and the houses and
trees as houses and frees, rather than as unconnected
phenomena. Also, I must be able to perceive similarities
in shape, texture, relative position, and proportion between
such diverse entitles as a tree and a house in a photograph
and a real tree and house,

The photograph is as much an object of sensation
located in space and time as are the trees and the house
of which the photograph was taken. The photograph 1s a
definite size, shape, and weight, and it is possible to
consider the arrangement of shapes and colors on it just
as an arrangement of shapes and colors, not as a represent-
ation of something. Mental and physical representations
are both about something that 1is représented, but while a
physical representation has additional characteristics of
its own of the same sort as the thing represented; the
mental representation has ho other characteristic than its
being about something other than 1tself.

Since a physical representation has physical character-

istics of 1ts own, in addition to its being a representation,

it can be described in detail without the fact that it is
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a representation being mentioned. There is, for instance,
on page 170 of a certaln text-book something which is three
inches wide and two inches high. In this space there are
some lines 1n black ink varying in width from 1/16th to %
of an inch. ©Some of these lines are curved and some ‘
straight, some interconnected and some isolated, some faint
and some dark. Incidentally, these lines can be taken as
a representation of the human heart.

Far from the understanding of physical representations
being necessary for the understanding of mental represent-
ations, physical representations presuppose mental repre-
sentations. For the representation of a rectangular plece
of paper. with varlous colored shapes,in a definite relationso
to one anothen’on it to be perceived as a photograph and not
a8 a series of unrelated phenomena, the percelver must be
able to recognize the markipgs on the paper as shapes of a
particular sort distingulshable from other shapes. And the
photograph must be there in a definite place in order for
sensation and conceptualization to be stimulated into
action. The relationship between mental and physical repre-
sentations in which the mental representations take physical
representations as their object 1is no different than the
relationship between the mental representations of the
perceiving subject and any other object. The physical

representation 1s jJust another object, and not a basis for

theorizing about "pictures in the mind."
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In terms of this comparison of mental and physical
representations, 1t can be seen why I think that Kant's
"immediately given object" can be equated both to the
spatio-temporal-sensory object and to that which is repre-
sented without representing something else in turn. The
mental representation, though an object in the weak sense
of being SOmething we are conscious of, 1s neither an ob-
Ject in the sense in which synthetic a priori judgments
apply to objects, nor isg 1t immediately givén, rather it is
that--in relation to other representations in the hierarch-
ical order of different kinds of representations which form
the subject--to which objects are given. And physical
representations do not offer a counter-example of a spatio-
temporal-sensory object which 1s not only represented but
also represents, because the sense in which physical repre-
gentations represent is completely different from the sense
in which mental representations represent. A mental repre-
sentation is a way in which the subject relates to objects,
while a physical representation, as a representation,
beyond being an object, 1s a relationship between two ob-
Jects in which the perceiver interprets certain character-
istics of one object as corresponding to characteristics

of the other.



Conclusion

Kant's subject-object distinction can be understood in
terms of fepresentations. The subject consists of repre-
sentations insofar as they are related to other represent-
ations of the same kind and the various kinds of represent-
ations enter into hlerarchical order, and these classifiable,
orderable representations are compared, contrasted, and
inter-connected as a means to perception.. The object 1is
that which representations relate to as an end by entering
into combinations of representations from different levels
in the hierarchical order; i.e, the combination cannot be of
senegations only, but also of the representations, space and
time, and of concepts.

Besides the spatio-temporal-sensory object, there are
two other kinds of objects according to Kant: There is the
object as anything we are consclous of, and the object in
itself, Both of these kinds of objects can only be under-
stood by relating them to the subject-object distinction:as
stated above. Anything so far as we are conscious of it
includes even 1solated representations, but isolated repre-
sentations can only exist insofar as they maintain some
relationship to the hierarchical order of representations

in the subject; they are more or less isolated: They do
not necessarily relate to an object present to the perceiver

at a given time, but they do have definite similarities
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and differences with other representations, and are, com-
pared to other representations, more, or less, remotely
related to spatiodemporal-sensory objects.

The importance of something which is an object only
insofar as we are conscious of it 1s limited, because it is
not in any sense an object which 18 ocutside ourselves, nor
is 1t believed to be putside us. The significance of the
object in itself 1s that 1t is an object which we do believe
to be outside ourselves, in spite of the fact that it cannot
be sensed or located 1n space and time.

It is easier to point out and differentiate the various
kinds of objects dealt with by Kant than it 1is to show just
how he thought the different kinds of objects are related.

I discussed the problem of how representations are related
to appearances, of whether the objlects which we can know
are combinations of representations or something outside of
those combinations to which the combinations of represent -
ations relate. If one can never be sure which alternative
Kant would prefer, there are similarities in the distinection
made in either case: The object as appearance, whether
outside of our representations or a mere combination of
representations, is still that within the realm of the know-
able which is perceived as an end and not as a means to
perceiving something else. |

Kant's views of the relationship between objects as

appearancés and objects in themselves are confusing, since
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the former are sometimes referred to as 1f they were the
knowledge we have of the latter, even though the latter
are unknowable. Thus Kant says that "appearances are only
representations of things which are unknown as regards
what they may be in themselves."1 This seemingly contra-
dicts my often repeated opinion that the appearances are
represented wlthout representing anything in turn. How-
ever, the contradiction diésappears, if we consider how
Kant constantly forces us to compare our modest bit of
knowledge with the vast regions outside of knowledge which
surround and threaten to engulf us: It is within the realm
of the knowable that appearances are represented without
representing something else in turn, and only in the frame-
work of thoughts and beliefs, with no corresponding intu-
1tions, that appearances are representations of objlects in
themselves.

We can no more know that appearances are represent-
ations of things in themselves than we can not believe that
they are. To know that appearances are representations of
objects in themselves we would have to know objects in them-
selves. But objects in themselves are objects as they are
independently of our knowledge of them, so, we can neither
know objects in themselves nor that appearances are repre-

sentations of them. In order not to tend to believe that

t5164,
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appearances are representations of objects in themselves,
we would have to be lncapable of abstract thought and the
ability to concelve of things We have never experienced,
and to conceive of things we do experience apart from our
experience of them.

An appearance may be an appearance to someone or an
appearance of something. As far as knowledge is concerned,
objects as appearances are objects as they appear to the
subject which knows, and only within the wilder context of
belief in the unconditioned are objects as appearances the
appearances of objects in themselves. Appearances may be
representations of things which are unknown, but we cannoti:
know they are. Within the realm of the knowalbe, repre-
sentations are representations of appearances, To say that
these appearances are in turn representations 1s to forsake
the knowable for thayﬁhich can be bglieved, in spite of the
fact that it 1s in pfinciple,unknowable.

For Kant, the complexity and precision of knowledge
occurs as a limltation on, and a discipline of, the tempt-
ation--inseparable from the ability to think abstractly--
of bellef in the unconditioned. The land of truth is an
island "surrounded by a wide and stormy ocean, the native

home of 1llusion."?

2p035,
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