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To My Mother






Foreword

I first became aware of the unique work of Jacob Sigismund Beck when discussing
Kant’s philosophy with Prof. Michael Strauss. I was surprised to come across a
unique view that was very close to my own approach. This first encounter was the
trigger for an intensive research both into the role played by Jacob Sigismund Beck
within one of the most dynamic periods of the history of German Idealism and into
the details of his philosophical position. This research has in turn led me to rethink
and adjust my interpretation of Kant’s Transcendental Idealism as well as a better
formulation of my own epistemological position. This has been a thrilling journey
the products of which are given in the following pages.

I wish to express my deepest gratitude to my two mentors Prof. Oded Balaban
and Prof. Michael Strauss. I was lucky to have two such extraordinary teachers.
I owe you my direction as well as my love for philosophy.

Berlin, Germany Lior Nitzan
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Introduction



Chapter 1
Introduction

The subject of this work is anchored in a core issue of Kant’s theoretical philo-
sophy, namely, the relation between a representation and its object.' The question is
what we should understand by ‘an object’ to which representations are supposed to
correspond and how can a representation immanent to consciousness relate or
correspond to an object which must be considered as distinct from it. This issue
includes the question regarding the status of the object that affects the senses and
which brings about the content of our representations. The issue is whether this
object is the thing-in-itself or the phenomenal object, a combination of both or
neither of the above. The claim that Kant’s critical philosophy does not give a clear
answer to this question, and more importantly the claim frequently raised by Kant’s
critics, that due to its inherent structure this system is utterly incapable of giving a
satisfactory answer to this question, threatens to shake the foundations of Kant’s
entire project.

The claim advanced here is twofold. It consists of a systematic-interpretative and
an historical claim. Based on an historical reconstruction of the views contained in

"The English term ‘representation’, which stands for the German term ‘Vorstellung’ may be
misleading. The dictionaries list ‘image’, ‘notion’, ‘perception’, ‘idea’ or simply ‘presentation’ as
probable translations. The prefix ‘re’ added to the mere ‘presentation’ (a term which refers to the
fact that some meaningful content is present to us) may express a relation to something other than
the presentation itself — its object. The latter implication of the term ‘representation’ is certainly
fitting and forms the core issue of this work. Kant himself uses the Latin term ‘repraesentatio’,
which includes this very implication. However, the prefix ‘re’ may also reflect an intellectualist
unwillingness to acknowledge that element, which is simply given or present to us without
appealing to a spontaneous-creative activity of the understanding. Such line of thought may trigger
talk about representations of representations, where such a talk is out of place. The English term
‘idea’ is used by some authors for the German term ‘Vorstellung’ but in the Kantian context this
term may be misleading as well since Kant has his own technical use for the term ‘Idee’/‘idea’.
Moreover, the use of the term ‘idea’ may be associated with the theory of ideas of Descartes and
the English empiricists, a theory, which Kant rejects. Another term that could be used is ‘image’
but this term also has a technical meaning for Kant and it may be wrongly associated with
imagination. The term ‘representation’ is the most commonly used in the literature and I will
continue to use it throughout this work but the above qualifications should be borne in mind.

L. Nitzan, Jacob Sigismund Beck’s Standpunctslehre and the Kantian Thing-in-itself 3
Debate, Studies in German Idealism 16, DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-05984-6_1,
© Springer International Publishing Switzerland 2014



4 1 Introduction

J. S. Beck’s Standpunctslehre 1 argue that the relation between a representation and
its object is accounted for exclusively by appealing to the objectifying function of
our own understanding. Accordingly, a proper understanding of the basic principles
of Kant’s philosophy shows that it does not require and is incompatible with the
assignment of any positive role to the thing-in-itself in the theory of cognition. By a
positive role I mean referring to the thing-in-itself as a special object or a special
aspect of the object of cognition, more specifically, as reality per-se, or a per-se
aspect of reality, which, as such, is unknown and remains hidden “behind” experi-
ential phenomena, a view which assigns the latter the role of being merely the
appearance of this unknown thing-in-itself. I oppose the duplication of reality into a
reality in-itself and a second-rated reality, a mere appearance of the former, whether
this duplication is intended as a distinction between two ontological domains of
objects (the ‘two-world’ view) or a more moderate distinction between two aspects
of one and the same object (the ‘two-aspect’ view). The thing-in-itself is not at all
an object (let alone an “ultimate” object) but a mere legitimate concept free from
internal contradiction. This merely legitimate concept or thought has no object and
cannot possibly have an object. Not only is it not reality per-se, it is in fact not real
at all. It is the most unreal and ideal concept within our thoughts. The thing-in-itself
has no role in the positive, constitutive part of Kant’s theoretical philosophy, that is,
in the Aesthetic and Analytic of Pure Reason, but only within the negative part of
his theory of cognition, the Dialectic, and within his practical philosophy.” In
Kant’s Dialectic of Pure Reason and in his practical philosophy, what is required,
and what is appealed to, is only the legitimate concept of that which is not a sensible
object (such as the concept of a free agent or the concept of God), but not a special
kind of object or an aspect of an object. The seemingly positive references to the
thing-in-itself within Kant’s theoretical philosophy, as are frequently assumed
within the Transcendental Aesthetic, were only intended to facilitate the reception
of Kant’s critical philosophy by those who have not yet undergone the profound
conversion of presuppositions required to understand the full scope of this new
form of philosophy. With J. S. Beck I argue that the concept of a thing-in-itself — as
an entity or an aspect of an entity, wholly independent of our cognition — is a
propaedeutic concept that can and should be revoked once a comprehensive
understanding of Kant’s new system is achieved. Moreover, this conclusion not
only reflects a systematic understanding of Kant’s philosophy but it expresses
Kant’s own intention which, in my humble opinion and as I will try to show, was
and still is widely misunderstood. Kant, I believe, had good reasons for not openly

2 In other words the merely legitimate concept (but not object) of a thing that is not a sensible
object, has no role in Kant’s reformed metaphysics of nature (his doctrine of the conditions of
possible experience) but merely in his reformed doctrine of traditional metaphysics’ special
treatment of unique supersensible entities (entities, which even on traditional metaphysics’ view
are non-experienceable) such as the concepts of God, freedom and the soul. The thing-in-itself
(to be sharply distinguished from the transcendental object) has no relation whatsoever to the
object of cognition but merely to that which cannot under any circumstances be an object of
cognition.
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acknowledging this conclusion. These reasons have mainly to do with the impli-
cations of this conclusion on religion and the status of God, which Kant equates
with a thing-in-itself. The claims made within this book are asserted mainly
regarding Kant’s theoretical philosophy but I also show their applicability to
Kant’s practical philosophy.

According to the unique doctrine of J. S. Beck, the object, which corresponds
to our representations, the object that affects the senses and brings about the
content of our representations is the phenomenal object. In other words, the object
of the Transcendental Aesthetic is no other than the object, which according to the
Transcendental Analytic is constituted and posited by our own understanding.
Moreover, Beck insists that this view is not threatened by the admitted circularity
involved and does not lead to idealism. This is so since, as Beck says, “the
transcendental statement ‘the understanding posits a something originally’ is what
first of all gives sense and meaning to the empirical statement ‘the object affects
me’”.% This last statement points to a highly important distinction, appealed to at
various states of this work, between an attempt to justify experience and a more
modest attempt merely to expose and explain the conditions that make experience
possible. Kant’s claim that the aim of his critical philosophy is to explain how
experience is possible can be understood in two distinct ways. According to the first
reading, implicit in most interpretations of Kant and therefore usually unstated, the
demand to explain how experience is possible requires that we prove that experi-
ence is indeed real; it requires one to prove that experience is not merely within
consciousness but that it has, at least in some sense, a reality independent of
consciousness and its representations. Note the shift from a demand to show how
experience is possible to a demand to prove that experience is possible. Moreover,
this reading also marks a shift from a demand to prove the possibility of experience
to a demand to prove its actuality.* Such a strong demand requires one of two

3 Jacob Sigismund Beck, Erlauternder Auszug aus den critischen Schriften des Herrn Prof. Kant,
auf Anrathen desselben/Dritter Band, welcher den Standpunct darstellt, aus welchem die critische
Philosophie zu beurtheilen ist/Einzig moglicher Standpunct aus welchem die critische Philosophie
beurteilt werden muss. Riga: Hartknoch, 1796a, 157. Cf. also 13f., 172f. Reprinted in Aetas
Kantiana. Brussels: Culture et Civilisation, 1968. [henceforth EmS]. English translation is taken
from George di Giovanni (di Giovanni and Harris 2000, 229). I refer to this third volume of Beck’s
commentary project as the Einzig moglicher Standpunct.

* The more modest, but far from trivial, task of explaining how experience is possible does include
an element of the character of “proving that”. An account of the possibility of experience indeed
turns mainly on proving, against Humean doubt, the existence and reference of a-priori concepts
and their corresponding synthetic a-priori principles to objects. However, the Critique does not
intend to prove that experience is real; rather it grants that we have experience and intends to prove
something about its structure. Kant’s lectures on metaphysics include some very clear statements
in this regard: “Must there not be certain synthetic a-priori judgments through which synthetic
a-posteriori judgments are possible? And they would certainly be true, because they are the basis
of experience, and experience is true.” (Mrongovius Metaphysics AA 29: 794). “We will show that
they [synthetic a-priori principles] are certain because experience is certain and it rests on them”
(AA 29: 799). “An a-priori proposition that precedes all experience is certain, for what is more
certain than experience, and it is certain only to that extent” (AA 29: 805). All references to Kant’s
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strategies, or a combination of both. Either experience is logically derived from a
single principle considered to be self-evident or experience is anchored in an object
which exists fundamentally, regardless of any relation to cognition, that is, a thing-
in-itself. Without such grounding the reality of experience remains doubtful. These
two strategies are at work in many criticisms of Kant and they also have a central
role in the doctrines of Beck’s two major contemporaries — Reinhold and Fichte.”
I argue that these two strategies — unavoidable when one attempts to justify the
reality of experience — are not only contrary to Kant’s mode of thinking even
15 years prior to the appearance of the first Critiqgue; moreover, they are also self-
destructive and doomed to fail from the very outset. On the other alternative, the
aim of Kant’s critical philosophy requires merely that we expose and explain the
conditions on which experience is de-facto grounded. While the former approach

works, other than the Critique of Pure Reason, are made with reference to the volume and page
number in Kant's gesammelte Schriften. eds. Preussische akademie der Wissenschaften,
Deutschen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin and Akademie der Wissenschaften zu
Gottingen (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1902) [henceforth AA]. English translations of the lectures on
metaphysics are taken from K. Ameriks and S. Naragon (Kant 1997). Kant’s refutation of Humean
skepticism regarding a-priori concepts and principles is based on the non-questionable assumption
that we indeed have experience of objects, which we further regard as subjected to various
synthetic a-posteriori principles (cf. the above citations). Kant here has in mind primarily
empirical science. The structure of Kant’s proof is that of exposing the inevitable conditions of
such experience and showing that they consist in precisely those a-priori concepts and principles
in question. Even if this argument is circular it is nevertheless not a vicious, one. This is so since
the argument is not intended as a justification of experience but merely as explanation of its
character and any explanation must presuppose its subject matter. On the issue of whether Kant
intends to justify or merely explain experience my reading is supported by Graham Bird’s modest
exposition of Kant’s intentions (Bird 2006). Michael N. Forster also argues that Kant’s argument
assumes that we have experience of such-and-such type, a claim, which Kant believes the skeptic
is also bound to accept (Forster 2008, 41f.). Forster, nevertheless, thinks that this assumption is
vulnerable (Forster 2008, 76—82). By contrast I think that as long as the aim of Kant’s argument is
to explain, rather than to justify, objective law-governed, experience, then the assumption, not
merely of subjective, but also of in some sense objective, experience, is unquestionable. Through
this assumption we merely acknowledge that which is in need of explanation. I shall return to these
issues in my comparison between Beck’s and Fichte’s views and in my reconstruction of Kant’s
refutation of idealism in Part IV, Sects. 12.1.2 and 12.2.4 respectively.

5 Reinhold’s Elemenratphilosophie inverts the entire question of Kant’s Critique. In place of
expounding and developing the characteristics of cognition out of its own inherent principles
(i.e., the task of explaining how cognition operates), the task of the transcendental reflection
according to Reinhold becomes one of furnishing a link between the whole of cognition and the
absolute being ( justifying or proving that cognition is related to the thing-in-itself), (Cassirer 1999,
IV:68). The skeptical attacks of Jacobi, Aenesidemus and the entire neo-Humean school are also
grounded in the inability of any kind of philosophy to demonstrate the connection between
representations and things-in-themselves, a task, which they took to be the main issue. Their
radical skepticism thus shows that they — just like the dogmatists against which they argued — took
the above question to be meaningful and relevant. Reinhold’s parallel attempt to derive certain
aspects of cognition out of a single, self-evident, principle is likewise contrary to Kant’s way of
thinking, which does not follow a Leibnizean style of logical deduction but a transcendental
deduction which is merely an attempt to expose the presuppositions of something given —
experience.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05984-6_12
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05984-6_12
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purports to prove the validity of the conditions on which experience is grounded
and it equally attempts to prove the validity of the criterion used to distinguish
reality from illusion, the latter approach accepts the reality of experience as a given
fact and attempts merely to expose the conditions on which it is grounded and the
criterion actually used to distinguish reality from illusion. This may seem as
avoidance from addressing the most intriguing question regarding the actuality of
experience. However, according to the latter view, the role of transcendental
reflection is not to justify or validate empirical thinking. Rather, in reflection we
discover a puzzling question, which requires explanation: since cognition only has
representations at its disposal, how should we even understand the question, prior to
any possible answer, regarding a corresponding object? This is precisely how Beck
starts his entire project. On this view, the transcendental account explains how we
can distinguish subjective state of affairs from objective occurrences, within the
realm of phenomena. In other words, the transcendental account explains how the
experience of objects is possible given that cognition can only rely on its sensible
representations and the tools of its own understanding. It is along this latter way of
understanding the aims of Kant’s philosophy that Beck’s unique interpretation is
structured.

A similar contrast between two approaches can be observed in the context of
Kant practical philosophy. In this context, as well, Kant’s philosophy aims to
explain how morality is possible. This question can once again be understood in
two different ways. According to the first reading, Kant’s practical philosophy
should prove the reality of morality. In other words, it should be proven that despite
the deterministic causality, which reigns throughout nature, freedom of the will,
which is inevitable for the possibility of morality, is nevertheless real. This demand
requires that we either derive the reality of freedom from a single self-evident
principle or that we ground freedom in some in-itself aspect of the self. According
to the alternative approach the aim of Kant’s practical philosophy is merely to
expose the conditions requisite for the possibility of morality, that is, freedom and
the other two postulates of practical philosophy — God and the immortal soul. In the
practical, as in the theoretical, context, it can be argued that the latter approach is
circular and redundant since it merely “exposes” the obvious and evades from
addressing the main issue: whether freedom, and therefore morality, is valid after
all. Furthermore, it can, and actually was argued against Kant, that his practical
philosophy contradicts his theoretical philosophy, since his practical philosophy
requires that which his theoretical philosophy denies. However, if we recognize, in
line with the latter approach, that philosophical reflection accepts the objectivity of
experience in the theoretical context and the reality of morality in the practical
context, as given facts and merely attempts to expose the presuppositions involved
in each of these two aspects of human life, then there is no contradiction. According
to the latter approach the practical context presents us with a puzzling question
similar to the one presented to us in the theoretical context. Since we only have our
own feelings to rely on, how should we understand our appeal to objectively
binding moral laws to which we consider ourselves subjected? Regarding both
contexts I argue that the former approach is contrary to Kant’s way of thinking and
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that it is also destined to fail due to its inherent structure. Moreover, the latter
approach, exemplified in Beck’s thinking, is not the least trivial and valueless. If we
follow the latter approach, apart from the fact that we avoid all the difficulties
inherent in the former approach, we gain an ability to understand how in the
theoretical and the practical contexts alike, cognition can construct an objective
system out of its own internal functions.

The uniqueness of Beck’s doctrine regarding the relation between a represen-
tation and its object can be highlighted by attempting to explain the contention, so
crucial for Kant’s critical philosophy, that we do not know things-in-themselves but
only appearances. This contention can be interpreted in two different ways which in
turn lead to two very different ways of understanding Kant’s stand between
idealism and realism. According to the first interpretation, the above contention
means that the statement ‘we know a thing-in-itself’ is meaningful but wrong. It
means that we came to the conclusion that we do not know things as they are
in-themselves but only as they appear to us. This option leaves open the possibility
that some other observer, an “ultimate observer”, may know things as they are in
themselves. Our cognition, on the contrary, is so constituted that we can only know
things as they appear to us. According to the second interpretation, the above
contention means that the statement ‘we know a thing-in-itself’ is not wrong but
meaningless. Although the words comprising this statement are meaningful, their
combination is not. When properly construed, we recognize that this statement is
not directed at anything, to which we could attach a meaningful content. A
meaningless statement, in this context, is one that in principle does not have a
truth-value. The question whether this statement is true or false is a question for
which no answer could be given (by any knowing subject whatsoever). The reason
that this question cannot in principle be answered resides not in the difficulties of
obtaining an answer but in the very nature of the question itself. The contention that
we do not know the thing-in-itself does not result from the unique constitution of
our cognition but from the very definition of the thing-in-itself. The thing-in-itself is
not included in any representation. The thing-in-itself cannot be represented for to
be represented is to be brought under subjective forms of representation, whether
sensible or conceptual (or any other), and then it is no longer a thing in-itself. The
thing-in-itself is by definition that which is beyond any relation to a knowing
subject, whether human or otherwise. Thus the statement ‘we know a thing-in-
itself’ is equivalent to the statement ‘we know, that which is unknowable’.

The choice between these two interpretations, be it the first or the second one,
has far reaching consequences for the status of the object in Kant’s critical philos-
ophy. According to the first interpretation, the phenomenal object is not reality
per-se but expresses a limited or deficient reality. We would like to know reality
‘itself” but we have to suffice with a substitute of it. According to the second
interpretation, the phenomenal object is no less real than anything else. The
thing-in-itself, the supposed “ultimate reality”, is under this interpretation irrele-
vant. We therefore do not lack anything by not knowing it just as one does not lack
anything by not having a round square in his pocket. Moreover, the first inter-
pretation threatens to undermine what I term ‘the principle of the subjective
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conditions of objectivity’, a principle which I see as the most important aspect of
Kant’s Copernican revolution. Kant wholly reconfigured the issue of objectivity.
Against the traditional view, for which objectivity meant to be wholly independent
of subjective conditions of cognition, Kant argued that objectivity and subjectivity
are inescapably connected. Kant was not the first author to acknowledge that
cognition has its unique forms. But while these subjective forms were traditionally
viewed as impeding factors, which had to be overcome in order to obtain the object
“itself”, Kant’s philosophy is based on the revolutionary idea that there is no
meaning to an object regardless of the subjective conditions of cognition. Conse-
quently, not only are the subjective conditions of cognition not considered as
separating cognition from its object, on the contrary, they alone enable cognition
to refer to an object in the first place. The traditional view is based on the
assumption of the absolute dichotomy between what is subjective and immanent
to cognition and what is objective and therefore must be independent and transcen-
dent of cognition. Kant’s principle of the subjective conditions of objectivity is a
rejection of this dichotomy. The first interpretation mentioned above threatens to
undermine this principle for it continues to hold to a sense of objectivity that is
wholly independent of subjective conditions; furthermore, it sees only this latter
“in-itself” sense of objectivity as reality per-se while the phenomenal world
becomes at best a deficient reality and at worst an illusory world. Thus viewed,
the subjective conditions of cognition, since they only condition the phenomenal
world but not the ultimate reality of things-in-themselves, are no longer regarded as
the subjective conditions of objectivity but merely as the subjective conditions of
subjectivity. This result is valid whether the thing-in-itself is regarded as distinct
ontological entity or merely as a distinct way to consider the very same thing to
which we also refer as a phenomenal object. Still, it was this line of thought that was
prevalent — in one form or another — whether implicitly or explicitly, in both the
interpretations and criticisms of Kant by his contemporaries and it is also at the
basis of most modern interpretations of Kant. These interpretations differ in many
respects but as long as they insist that Kant’s constitutive theory of cognition
requires the concept of a thing-in-itself they all share the difficulties addressed
above. It seems to me that the reason for holding to such readings of Kant is the
widespread belief that without a role for the thing-in-itself in Kant’s transcendental
philosophy it would eventually be reduced to sheer idealism. This idealist worry
indicates that many of Kant’s interpreters still hold to the immanent-transcendent
dichotomy and that consequently they attempt to understand his system based on an
assumption, whose rejection is at the heart of his philosophy. No wonder that such
interpretations lead the reader through an endless maze of paradoxes.

It is this issue of the role of the thing-in-itself in the theory of cognition and the
status of the phenomenal object that is also the main theme of Jacob Sigismund
Beck’s so-called Standpunctslehre. According to Beck the claim that the object of
cognition is phenomenal and not a thing-in-itself, results not from some form of
doctrine of the unreachable thing-in-itself, but from the understanding that
whatever is at all meaningful to us is already conditioned by subjective forms of
our cognition. Accordingly an object can only be regarded as such on behalf of the
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objectifying ability of our cognition and here lies the basis for understanding the
relation between a representation and its object. No less important, since this object
that is dependent on our subjective forms is the only object that is meaningful to us,
then its dependence on our subjective forms does not make it any less objective.
Consequently, the object that affects the senses is no other than the phenomenal
object. Beck’s unique approach accounts for the actuality of the object without
relying in any way on the thing-in-itself. Beck’s Standpunctslehre also involves a
reconsideration of the relation between the understanding and sensibility in Kant’s
theory of cognition. Beck’s approach, I admit, is not easy to grasp and it may leave
the reader with a feeling that the important point has been overlooked in an
oversimplified explanation. It requires patience, first, to understand what is meant
by this doctrine and, second, to see how it is distinguished from sheer idealism.
Doing this is the task of the following research.

Jacob Sigismund Beck was a student of Kant during the early 1780s. In 1791
Kant recommended Beck to his publisher Hartknoch who wished to publish a
commentary on Kant’s philosophy. Beck subsequently published three volumes.
The first two volumes (Beck 1793, 1794) were indeed written as a commentary,
while the third volume (Beck 1796a) was dedicated to Beck’s unique contribution
to the understanding of Kant’s critical philosophy. It is subtitled Einzig moglicher
Standpunct aus welchem die critische Philosophie beurteilt werden muss (The only
possible standpoint from which the critical philosophy must be judged).® In this
volume Beck addressed the issue of the relation of a representation to an object, the
status of the phenomenal object and the role of the thing-in-itself in Kant’s theory of
cognition. In conjunction with the publication of the third volume of his expla-
natory abstracts, Beck also published a more concise companion to this work
intended to be used as a basis for lectures (Beck 1796b). The latter work was titled
Grundrif der critischen Philosophie (An outline of the critical philosophy).” As
Beck later admitted in a letter to Kant dated June 20th 1797, he only intended “to
bar the concept of the thing-in-itself from theoretical philosophy” (AA: 12: 168). It
is important to note that Beck saw his approach not at all as a criticism of Kant. He
insisted that his theory of the proper standpoint is in fact the very meaning of Kant’s
critical teaching although the Kantian method of presentation may mislead us into
thinking otherwise. It is this theory of Beck, presented mainly in his above-
mentioned Einzig moglicher Standpunct and the Grundrif, collectively referred
to as the Standpunctslehre that is at the heart of this volume.

The literature on Jacob Sigismund Beck is sparse. This applies both to the
reactions to his theory at his own time as well as to philosophical works published
until our current time. In Beck’s own time there is the limited reaction of Kant as
well as some scattered references by Fichte. Reinhold dedicated some space to the
discussion of Beck’s Standpunctslehre in his Auswahl vermischter Schriften

S Cf. note 3 above.

7 Jacob Sigismund Beck, Grundrifs der critischen Philosophie. Halle: Renger, 1796b. Reprinted in
Aetas Kantiana. Brussels: Culture et Civilisation, 1970. [henceforth Grundrif3]
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(Reinhold 1797) and Schelling briefly discusses Beck’s doctrine within an essay,
whose subject is Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre (Schelling 1856). In later times there
are mainly short references or at best limited-scope discussions, acknowledging
Beck’s abilities but generally neglecting to appreciate the unique value of his
theory. Richard Kroner argued that “Beck has earned the credit for having brought
out the true principle of the Critique of Reason. He has penetrated deeper into
the transcendental philosophy than Reinhold and his opponent [Aenesidemus].”
(Kroner 1961, 326). Nevertheless, since Beck had little influence on the develop-
ment of contemporary German philosophy, Kroner does not pause to discuss his
doctrine at any detail. And Ernst Cassirer argues that Beck succeeded “with
veritable mastership” to expose that point of view “from which [Kant’s] entire
system can be considered as a gradual development of one unique conceptual basic-
motif.” (Cassirer 1999, IV:66f.). Cassirer further says that “it is Beck’s decisive
credit that he first recognized the truly basic meaning of the doctrine of the Kantian
Analytic” (Cassirer 1999, 1V:66).

Despite such favorable statements, Beck was either dismissed as being “merely”
an interpreter of Kant, or he was regarded as embodying a preliminary stage for the
development of Fichte’s and Schelling’s idealism. Thus, Friedrich Briissow, the
author of one German necrology, regarded Beck merely as a “Kantian satellite”
(Briissow 1842, 925)8 and Max Ernest Mayer, in a dissertational work, claimed
without hesitation that Beck should be regarded as nothing but a commentator of
Kant’s philosophy (Mayer 1896, 51). In his view, Beck has not diverged signifi-
cantly from, or gone beyond, Kant’s critical doctrine. Despite the difference in the
mode of presentation, Mayer argues that Beck leaves Kant’s doctrine itself
untouched (Mayer 1896, 46). He concludes that Beck’s Standpunctslehre intro-
duces nothing new (Mayer 1896, 44). Most authors, however, held to a different
opinion. Wilhelm Dilthey recognized Beck as an “independent Kantian”, who had a
major role in the development of philosophy in Germany, and yet denied him any
originality (Dilthey 1889, 649). Dilthey, nevertheless, argues that Beck introduced
incompatible elements into Kant’s doctrine (Dilthey 1889, 644). Erich Adickes, as
well, holds that Beck “diverges from Kant on essential points” (Adickes 1970,
176, 172),° and that Beck has gone his own way “bending and reinterpreting Kant”
(Adickes 1920, 608).10 This view is shared by more modern historians of

8 According to Briissow (1842, 925), “what constitutes the philosophical character of Beck’s work
is not the invention of a new system, but the independent conception, further development, and
application of something already given.” English text is taken from Wallner (1979, 3f.).

9 Similar view is held by Hanslmeier (1971, 702) and von Prantl (1875, 214). Hanslmeier argues
that Beck’s rejection of the thing-in-itself resulted in subjective idealism due to his overemphasis
on the productive functions of the understanding. Von Prantl similarly argues that Beck relapsed
into Berkeleyanism. The claim that Beck’s interpretation brings Kant’s position closer to Berkeley
is repeated by Wilhelm Stieda (1939, 20).

19 According to Adickes the deviation from Kant is most apparent in Beck’s views regarding the
thing-in-itself (608n2). Other authors share the view that Beck has gone beyond Kant, (Ptschel
1910, 20f.); (Kronig-Buchheister 1927, 26, 52); (Noack 1853, 299f.).
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philosophy like Herman Jean de Vleeschauer and Lewis White Beck.'' In spite of
the wide recognition of his independent contribution to German philosophy, Beck’s
doctrine was regarded by many authors merely as an intermediary stage in a
developmental process, which culminates in Fichte, Schelling and Hegel. Thus,
Johann Eduard Erdmann (1848, 538f.), although declaring that Beck held “one of
the most honorable positions in the Kantian school”, nevertheless labels him as
one who was left behind (Zuriickgebliebener) in relation to Fichte’s
Wissenschaftslehre'? and Friedrich Bouterwek,'® Beck’s colleague, is reported as
claiming that Beck’s work should be seen as a preface to the Wissenschaftslehre
just as Fichte himself argued on more than one occasion.'* This view is shared by
few other authors (Dilthey 1889, 640, 647; Adickes 1970, 175; Krug 1832, 297; von
Prantl 1875, 214; Briissow 1842, 927; Hanslmeier 1971, 702; Potschel 1910, 1f.,
7n)"° Tt is true that “the course of history had no time for the Standpunktslehrer”
(Mayer 1896, 50). It is an historical fact that Beck was overshadowed by Fichte who
was the dominant figure at the time and whose doctrine served as the steppingstone
for the further development of the German Idealism that followed. In fact, as I
intend to show in this work, the spirit of Beck’s unique doctrine was entirely
different from the idealistic, rationalistic winds of his time. Despite the seeming
similarities with Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre, Beck’s Standpunctslehre has an
essentially different theme and it reaches very different conclusions. Richard
Kroner is right to argue that “As a mediator between Kant and Fichte, he [Beck]
is not significant [...] since the Wissenschaftslehre took shape before Beck’s
so-called Standpunctslehre, and thus could not learn anything of substance from
it.” (Kroner 1961, 326). It is nevertheless regrettable that, as Kroner adds, “for this
reason, we shall only remember him here in passing, and dispense with a

' According to de Vleeschauwer (1962, 166) Beck is classed with the Kantian “apostates” who in
“the pursuit of formal correction [...] were unable to avoid making certain doctrinal corrections”.
L. W. Beck (1967, 301) classes J. S. Beck with the “semi-Kantians”, “who were forced by
difficulties in Kant’s position to criticize, reconstruct, and ultimately to some extent to transcend
it”. In a book based on the author’s thesis, Beck is negatively presented with very little discussion.
It is said that Beck’s doctrine is “a model-case of a usurpation of a concept” and that his idea of the
Kantian ‘critique’ had nothing to do with the latter (Rottgers 1975, 78ff.).

12 Erdmann dedicates a relatively large space for a presentation of Beck’s doctrine; however, he
suffices with a mere description of Beck’s work and does not engage himself with a wider-scale
evaluation of Beck’s doctrine.

'3 Friedrich Bouterwek (1766—1828) studied philosophy in Géttingen under Johann Georg
Heinrich Feder. He was a colleague and friend of Beck who made efforts to help the former in
securing a teaching post. A letter from Beck to Bouterwek dealing with these issues is reprinted by
Stieda (1939, 33f.).

!4 Bouterwek’s opinion is reported by Erdmann (1848, 539). On Fichte’s view, cf. Sect. 12.1.2
below.

'3 Pétschel additionally argues that Beck should be seen as a necessary phase in the development
of Kantian philosophy leading up to Schelling (P6tschel 1910, 7f.). An interesting link between on
the one hand Beck and on the other hand Fries and Schopenhauer, is argued by Dilthey (1889,
649). Such a connection seems to me to be fruitful for further investigation; however, I cannot
pursue this path within the scope of this current work.
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presentation of his thought.” (Kroner 1961, 326).'® Despite few arguable influences
and counterinfluences, it is a fact that Beck was indeed passed-over by the history of
philosophy. However, this historical fact should dictate nothing to us when we
attempt to embark on a systematic inquiry into the possible merits of his doctrine
itself. Nor should the characterization of Beck as an interpreter of Kant mean that he
is merely a Kantian satellite who introduces nothing new. I argue with Ingrid
Wallner that “Beck’s ‘doctrine of the standpoint’ is a unique and original contri-
bution, substantially distinct from other systematic post-Kantian development of
his time” (Wallner 1979, 8). However, in contrast to Wallner who sees Beck’s
contribution in going beyond Kant in a way she designates as “phenomenal”,
I argue that, on the main issue of this work which also constitutes the main factor
of Beck’s own doctrine — the relation between a representation and its object —
Beck’s view stands for a legitimate interpretation of Kant. Moreover, I argue that it
is the preferable interpretation of Kant. Beck is in my view highly important
precisely as an interpreter of Kant because he reveals what I think is the core of
Kant’s philosophical revolution, which remains up to these very days, widely
misunderstood.

The last 100 years has known few systematic attempts to discuss Beck’s views
mainly in dissertations written on the subject. These include, in chronological order,
the following'”:

Max Ernest Mayer’s dissertation, “Das Verhéltnis des Sigismund Beck zu Kant”
(1896) is unfortunately very thin in its philosophical analysis. Mayer states the
obvious when he claims that Beck intended to reverse the didactic method of the
first Critique but he fails to see the deeper meaning of this didactic shift. Mayer’s
analysis does not go very deep and in relation to the main issue of this research it
has little bearing if any.

Walter Potschel’s dissertation, “J. S. Beck und Kant” (1910) mainly focuses on
the distinction between mathematical and philosophical concepts in Beck’s under-
standing of Kant. Although this issue touches on a main characteristic of Beck’s
theory of original representing the work remains too focused on this context and
does not give a more comprehensive analysis of Beck’s theory. It too has little
bearing on the issue of this current research.

Gretchen Kronig-Buchheister’s dissertation, “Das Problem des Selbstsetzung in
seiner Entwicklung von Kant bis Fichte mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung von J. S.
Beck” (1927), is written from the Fichtean perspective, which sees Beck’s
Standpunctslehre as an incomplete introduction or an early developmental stage
towards Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre. It judges Beck according to Fichtean criteri-
ons and finds his exposition in many places wanting. Unfortunately, it fails to see
Beck’s unique understanding of Kant regarding the issue of the objective relation.

16 The English translation of Kroner is taken from Wallner (1979, 8).

"7 There is one work (Lodovici 1932) not mentioned here, since, due to language limitations, it was
inaccessible to me.
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Josef Reiser’s dissertation, “Zur Erkenntnislehre J. S. Beck” (1934), as well,
touches very little on the issues of this current research. As Thomas Ludolf Meyer
(see below) indicates, its title is quite misleading as Beck’s name is mentioned less
than half a dozen times in the entire thesis. It focuses on the Kantian problem of
validity (Geltung) and its reference to other aspects of Beck’s theory is rather
limited.

Josef Schmucker-Hartmann’s work, Der Widerspruch von Vorstellung und
Gegenstand/Zum Kantverstindnis von Jacob Sigismund Beck (1976)'® focuses
mainly on a presentation of Beck’s Standpunctslehre. He does that by dividing
Beck’s theory into negative and positive starting points. The former denotes Beck’s
discussion of the emptiness of the concept of a bond or connection between a
representation and its object. The latter denotes his analysis of the original represen-
tation, which fills the empty space left by the negative starting point. This work’s
title suggests its relevance to the research presented here. Nevertheless, Schmucker-
Hartmann’s work is lacking in many respects. In general it presents Beck’s work
with too little patience and he reaches the conclusion that Beck contradicts himself,
which in my view represents no more than the author’s own misunderstanding of
Beck. Schmucker-Hartmann replaces Beck’s original terms with his own which
complicates matters for no reason. He does not consider Beck’s approach to the
thing-in-itself problematic in an historical context and he fails to see the unique
features of Beck’s approach.

Ingrid M. Wallner dissertation, “J. S. Beck’s Phenomenological Transformation
of Kant’s Critical Philosophy” (1979), of all others, is the most relevant to my
current research. It is a systematic analysis of Beck’s Standpunctsiehre aided by
historical considerations. As its title indicates, the key concepts in terms of which
the work’s main claim develops are those of ‘phenomenology’ and ‘trans-
formation’. By the term ‘phenomenal’ the author means not the modern meaning
of the term but the focusing of the theory of knowledge on phenomena, that is,
appearances, the elevating of phenomena from the status of mere illusion and at the
same time distancing it from reality “in-itself”. The author claims that this pheno-
menal tendency has its roots in the work of J. H. Lambert, that it developed through
the critical works of Kant and was then further elaborated and advanced by Beck.
The emphasis on ‘transformation’ highlights the author’s claim that Beck, in spite
of his declared intentions, had nevertheless indicated difficulties in Kant’s critical
philosophy and brought about important changes into it. These difficulties and
consequent changes have to do, according to the author, with Kant’s “‘pre-
suppositional framework’ concerning the possibility of experience” (Wallner
1979, 18). By the ‘presuppositional framework’ she means Kant’s radical sepa-
ration of the understanding from sensibility on the one hand and his adherence to “a
systematic position for transcendent elements of cognition (the thing-in-itself as

'8 This work was simultaneously published as a dissertation under the title “Das urspriingliche
Vorstellen bei Jakob Sigismund Beck. Versuch einer kritischen Darstellung.” PhD diss.,
Universitiat Mainz, 1976.
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well as an unconnected manifold prior to synthesis)” on the other hand (Wallner
1979, 15). The author emphasizes the originality of Beck’s ideas and the distinct-
ness of his approach from those of his Kantian contemporaries — mainly Reinhold,
Maimon and Fichte. In order to account for the uniqueness of Beck’s
Standpunctslehre she addresses the issue of the ‘given’ in transcendental philo-
sophy and Beck’s approach to sensibility. This is followed by an evaluation of the
justifiability of Beck’s theory. The author has chosen to focus her analysis on the
relation between the understanding and sensibility in Kant’s original theory and in
Beck’s version of it. The related but nevertheless distinct question of the role of the
thing-in-itself or transcendent elements in Kant’s philosophy is considered only as
it arises out of the former issue and does not receive a central place in the
exposition.'” By this I do not mean to criticize this work but to indicate a fact,
which distinguishes it from the current work. There is another respect in terms of
which my own work differs from Wallner’s. While Wallner takes a somewhat
conservative interpretation of Kant’s position for granted (regarding mainly the
issue of the given and the role of the thing-in-itself) I devote a significant space for
considering the possible interpretations of Kant’s original intentions. She therefore
presents Beck as modifying Kant’s original position while I think that — as Beck
himself argued — on the main issue of this research Beck was expounding the true
intentions of Kant, which were widely misunderstood. I believe that a deeper
understanding of Kant’s own intentions also enables us to better understand
Beck’s main aims in his Standpunctsiehre. It exposes the profound transformation
of presuppositions brought about by Kant’s transcendental philosophy, which,
when not properly acknowledged, may induce a wholly inverted understanding of
his philosophy. This has to do with Kant’s doctrine of the subjective conditions of
objectivity and consequently the renouncement of the immanent-transcendent
dichotomy, an issue, which stands at the heart of this research.

Thomas Ludolf Meyer’s work, Das Problem eines hochsten Grundsatzes des
Philosophie bei Jacob Sigismund Beck (1991) gives a comprehensive account of
Beck’s philosophical work throughout his entire life. T. L. Meyer explicitly states
that his main point of view is historical. This work includes an extensive exposition
of Beck’s early stages towards his mature Standpunctslehre. It succeeds in identi-
fying few anonymous articles published in L. H. Jacobs’ magazine, the Annalen der
Philosophie und des Philosophischen Geistes written by Beck. The latter publi-
cations show Beck’s early view of Reinhold, Fichte and other contemporary figures.
Meyer’s work addresses the Standpunctsiehre and the reactions to it by Beck’s
contemporaries and it gives a brief exposition of Beck’s works written later in his
life. Although T. L. Meyer’s work is structured along an historical timeline it does
combine the historical analysis with a systematical claim. He presents Beck’s

'Y Cf. also in an article based upon her dissertation in which the issue of the relation between a
representation and its object arises within Wallner’s introduction of Beck’s doctrine only in a
footnote, (Wallner 1984, 297n10). A presentation of Beck’s Standpunctslehre which was undoubt-
edly inspired by Wallner’s research is given by George di Giovanni who acted as the supervisor of
Wallner’s doctorate project (di Giovanni 2000, 36-42).
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theory of original representing as an attempt, similar in intention to that of
Reinhold, to base philosophy on one self-evident principle. While it is understand-
able that one should come to this conclusion, I nevertheless think that Meyer fails to
see the unique character of Beck first principle.”’ I believe that unlike Reinhold
whose motivation was clearly to justify the objectivity of experience, Beck’s
motivation tends more towards understanding the objective structure of experience.
While Reinhold’s attempt at justification pulls him towards foundationalism, pure
speculation and conceptual derivation, Beck’s attempt to understand how cognition
operates directs his search towards pre-conceptual content and here lies a great
difference.

T. L. Meyer’s analysis of Beck’s unique approach to the thing-in-itself is limited
in scope. He cannot devote an extensive space for this discussion since it occupies
only one aspect of one stage — even if it is the main stage — of Beck’s entire
philosophical lifework. In addition, Meyer’s systematic analysis of Beck’s doctrine
regarding the thing-in-itself is based mainly on the views of Gerold Prauss and
therefore it is limited in breadth. He fails to see the unique features of Beck’s
approach as outlined in this current work. Nevertheless, Meyer’s work is important
in many respects and it provided helpful materials for my own research.

In addition to the above, few articles on Beck’s doctrine have recently appeared.
Edmund Heller has published an article titled “Kant und J. S. Beck iiber
Anschauung und Begriff” (1993); Ingrid M. Wallner has published two articles
apparently out of her above mentioned dissertation: “A new look at J. S. Beck’s
‘Doctrine of the Standpoint’” (1984) and “J. S. Beck and Husserl: The new
episteme in the Kantian tradition” (1985); Eckart Forster has written on “Fichte,
Beck and Schelling in Kant’s Opus Postumum” (1990); and finally George di
Giovanni includes reference to J. S. Beck in his “The facts of consciousness”
(2000), the opening article to his co-edited translation volume, Between Kant and
Hegel, which includes an English translation of the main chapters of Beck’s Einzig
moglicher Standpunct. Each of these articles highlights some aspect of Beck’s
theory and thus contributes to the work here presented. Nevertheless, none of
them approaches the issue from the perspective suggested here.

This work is divided into three main parts (aside from the Introduction and the
Epilogue). Following the Introduction (which forms Part I), Part II discusses the
issue of the relation between a representation and its object as it arises within Kant’s
original doctrine and sets the stage for the later analysis of Beck’s unique interpre-
tation of Kant’s transcendental idealism. This part is divided into two chapters. In
the first chapter, I present and discuss the principle of the subjective conditions of
objectivity, which I see as the key to understanding Kant’s revolutionary approach

I my view Beck’s Standpunctslehre is essentially opposed to the foundationalism of Reinhold
and Fichte. I therefore side with Ingrid Wallner when she argues that “Beck’s epistemological
enterprise cannot be correctly understood if it is interpreted as an effort to build a deductive system
on the basis of a first principle from which other principles are supposed to ‘follow’, being entailed
in a process of inferential reasoning.” (Wallner 1979, 20). While Meyer does not present Beck as a
foundationalist, he nevertheless fails to emphasize the distinct character of Beck’s first principle.
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to the issue of the relation of a representation to an object. The sections comprising
this chapter are built as an historical reconstruction of the development of Kant’s
views along approximately two decades stretching from the early seventeen-sixties
until the publication of the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason. I attempt to
show how the development of Kant’s views eventually led to the idea of the
subjective conditions of objectivity. It is crucial to bear in mind that by the latter
principle I do not mean any ontological statement, but rather an epistemological
one. The principle of the subjective conditions of objectivity should not be under-
stood as a statement about being as such but rather about the notion of being and
about the way in which this notion functions for human cognitive subjects. Regard-
ing Kant’s works during the seventeen-sixties, I discuss his theory of space in which
we can detect a shift from a rational, material, object-oriented, and contingent view
of space towards a sensible, formal, subject-oriented, and necessary view of space.
I also discuss Kant’s recognition, as early as 1766, of the limits of metaphysics and
the inability of human reason to determine the existence of anything without
reliance on observations derived from experience. In continuation to the above
I discuss Kant’s important recognition of the distinction between the real and the
ideal with special emphasis on the concept of causality, which as a real ground
cannot be derived from the logical principle of identity and contradiction. I also
discuss Kant’s commitment to the internal principle of order and coherence, which
is essential for his understanding of our view of nature. All of these discussions are
directed at demonstrating Kant’s emphasis on observable experience and his
reluctance to go beyond a reality, which can be empirically investigated. It is this
empirical reality, in which human forms of cognition are inevitably embedded.
I then discuss the Inaugural Dissertation, which, on the one hand, reinforces the
defense of the reality and internal cohesiveness of the experiential world, but, on the
other hand, seems to reintroduce the same kind of metaphysics, which was rejected
by Kant only few years earlier. I propose a reading of the Inaugural Dissertation,
which, at least partly, neutralizes the tension between these two themes. In the
works of the seventeen-sixties Kant mainly argued against the tendency of meta-
physics to interfere with the affairs of science. It follows from the Inaugural
Dissertation’s strict separation between the sensible and the intelligible world
that the metaphysical doctrine of intelligible entities does not pretend to offer an
insight into the deeper properties of nature overlooked by science. It also leaves
completely intact the internal order of the sensible world and our ability to construct
true judgment within this world. Moreover, the recognition of the two modes of
knowledge — the sensible and the intelligible — is not derived from an ontological
view of two domains of objects. Rather the opposite is true. The two worldviews are
derived from an epistemologically held doctrine about two modes of representation
available to us. In my reading of the Inaugural Dissertation 1 emphasize the
influence of Leibniz’s New Essays published for the first time in 1765. Neverthe-
less, the Inaugural Dissertation has an undeniable dogmatic theme in that it does
purport to give us access to a world of things-in-themselves entirely beyond the
natural world. In the Inaugural Dissertation Kant also contrasts the phenomenal
world which is merely subjective since it is dependent on the receptivity of our



18 1 Introduction

sensible faculty and the subject’s ability to be affected in a certain way, with the
intelligible world which is purely objective. The dichotomy between the subjective
and the objective world and the identification of the world of things-in-themselves
with the latter, inevitably portrays the sensible world as a world of diminished
reality. On the one hand, the Inaugural Dissertation does go a long way in the
direction of a recognition of subjective conditions of objectivity since time and
space, despite the fact that they pertain merely to the sensible world, are neverthe-
less considered as ultimate conditions within this world, without which no object
can appear to us within experience. What was required to view time and space as
truly subjective conditions of objectivity was therefore only to renounce the
relevance of a higher form of reality pertaining to the world of things-in-them-
selves. The case with the forms of the understanding was more complicated. In their
case, the conversion of the point of view required that we consider whether they
indeed have a pure use wholly independent of sensibility. I argue that while the
main innovation of the Inaugural Dissertation was the strict separation of the
sensible and the intelligible faculties, the theme of the silent decade, which even-
tually led to the publication of the first Critique, was the mutual interdependence of
the two cognitive faculties. Slowly Kant came to realize that the forms of the
understanding have no use other than in application to sensible intuitions and that
their pure use in relation to things-in-themselves must be relinquished. Addition-
ally, we can only account for the ability of cognition to relate representations to an
object on behalf of the mutual interaction between the sensible and the intelligible
faculties. Consequently, the object of cognition is only a phenomenal one,
constructed by the application of the forms of our sensible and intelligible faculties,
both considered as subjective conditions of objectivity.

The second chapter of Part II is designed to present the various contexts, which
pose obstacles for the reading of Kant’s philosophy as based on the principle of the
subjective conditions of objectivity, a reading which portrays the thing-in-itself as
irrelevant for this philosophy. These contexts set forth both the theoretical argu-
ments, arising from within Kant’s own texts, which pose an obstacle for the
interpretation I advanced above and also the historical background against which
J. S. Beck’s Standpunctslehre is a reaction. In this chapter I discuss the receptivity
of sense perception including various paragraphs from Kant’s works, which suggest
that the thing-in-itself “hides behind” appearances and causes representations
to emerge in our minds as a result of being affected by these things-in-themselves.
I point to the famous criticism of F. H. Jacobi and G. E. Schulze based on the
incompatibility, and yet what they saw as the inevitability, of the thing-in-itself for
Kant’s theoretical philosophy. I discuss the constant claim raised against Kant by
both empirically and rationally oriented critics that his philosophy cannot escape
the charge of subjective idealism. I mention the claim that the interpretation of
Kant, along the lines suggested in the first chapter of this part, neglects to take into
account the extension of the categories beyond sensibility and especially the claim,
frequently raised by Kant, that, while things-in-themselves cannot be known, they
nevertheless can, and even must, be thought of. I also point to the role of the thing-
in-itself for the transcendental dialectic and most importantly for Kant’s practical
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philosophy. In all these contexts I do not intend — at this stage of my argument — to
exhaust the discussion of these difficulties but rather merely to raise the questions,
which any interpretation along the lines suggested above must address. As I noted,
the discussion of these contexts sets both the systematic and the historical back-
ground for the exposition of the views of J. S. Beck, which follows next.

Part III is devoted to a detailed exposition of J. S. Beck’s Standpunctslehre.
I think that a major fault of previous works written on the subject of Beck’s
Standpunctslehre and its relation to Kant, is first, that they take the interpretation
of Kant’s theory for granted, and second, that they discuss the legitimacy and
uniqueness of Beck’s doctrine within its initial presentation. I believe that in
order to properly evaluate the legitimacy of Beck’s doctrine as an interpretation
of Kant we must first dedicate a separate space for a detailed presentation of Beck’s
doctrine, its presuppositions and the process through which it came about. I think
that Beck’s doctrine has a unique internal structure and I believe that without a
patient effort to analyze both its details and its overall outlook we may come to the
wrong conclusions when we attempt to evaluate its merits.>! Part III, therefore,
starts from an historical reconstruction of the development of Beck’s thought
leading up to the publication of the Einzig moglicher Standpunct. It comprises the
correspondence between Kant and Beck during the period in which Beck wrote the
three volumes of his explanatory abstracts. It also includes a discussion of several
review-articles concerning the works of some of Beck’s contemporaries, written by
Beck at around the same time. The reconstruction of the development of Beck’s
thought proves to be — at least in my mind — a good introduction to his later more
mature views. Through this developmental process, we can already see Beck’s
preoccupation with the issue of the relation of a representation to its object and his
view that the object that affects the senses is no other than the phenomenal object.
Following the discussion of the early development of Beck’s views, I discuss the
course of argument, which Beck follows in his major work, the Einzig moglicher
Standpunct. First, 1 discuss the issue, which is the core of Beck’s doctrine: the
problem of the bond between a representation and its object. Beck argues that since
we only have representations within our consciousness to begin with, it seems
unclear what we mean by an object that is supposed to be distinct from them and to
which representations allegedly correspond. The next stage in Beck’s argument is
to show that without accounting for the relation between a representation and an

2tA major difficulty with Wallner’s discussion of Beck’s Standpunctslehre derives from
embarking on an evaluation of Beck’s doctrine without preceding this evaluation with a detailed
exposition of the doctrine itself. It follows that many of Wallner’s formulations of Beck’s ideas
may seem unintelligible to a reader who is not already familiar with Beck’s thought. This is
evident not only in the introduction to her dissertation but even within the text itself. Immediately
in the opening chapters of her work, Wallner cites Beck’s commentary on the Critique of Pure
Reason, contained in the fourth and last part of Beck’s Einzig moglicher Standpunct. Thereby,
Wallner appeals to various distinctions used by Beck, which only make sense when construed on
the background of the wider context of Beck’s detailed exposition of his entire doctrine in the
second and main part of his Einzig moglicher Standpunct.
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object all of Kant’s most important distinctions and principles remain inexplicable.
Such is the case with the distinction between the a-priori and the a-posteriori, the
distinction between appearances and things-in-themselves, analytic and synthetic
judgments, the critical theory of time and space, the distinction between intuitions
and concepts, the concept of transcendental logic and the principle of the possibility
of experience. Beck then presents the principle, which in his mind expresses the
only standpoint from which Kant’s philosophy can be properly understood. This is
the postulate to represent originally. In order to explain the meaning of original
representing, Beck gives the example of the geometer who, when asked to explain
the three-dimensionality of space, does not appeal to conceptual arguments and
definitions but simply requires that one represent space to oneself. Beck argues that
as long as we operate with mere concepts the problem of the relation between a
representation and its object remains inexplicable. This is so since a concept is a
representation, whose object is considered as distinct from itself. Therefore, any
attempt to account for the relation between a representation and its object by
appealing to concepts, already assumes this very relation. The problem with
concepts is not merely in terms of their validity, that is, their relation to an object,
but also in terms of their meaningfulness. In order to explain the meaning of a
concept we have to define it. However, this definition requires the use of other
concepts, which in turn require definition and so on. If we merely appeal to concepts
we are confined to an endless line of regression. According to Beck, both the
meaningfulness and the validity of our concepts rely on a pre-conceptual cognitive
process, which he indicates by the term ‘original representing’. Beck then proceeds
to explain the categories as original modes of representing and the principle of the
original-synthetic, objective-unity, of consciousness. My discussion of Beck’s
unique doctrine emphasizes the fact that it has two aspects: one pertaining to the
relation between sensibility and the understanding and the other pertaining to the
relation of a representation to an object. These aspects are related and yet they are
distinct and the legitimacy of Beck’s doctrine must be later evaluated separately
regarding each of these two aspects. The heart of Beck’s unique doctrine is the
claim that the relation between a representation and its object is explicable only
in terms of an original activity of our cognition, through which we combine
representations and posit them as an object. We can only understand what we
mean by ‘an object’ by appealing to the objectifying function of our own under-
standing. It follows that the thing-in-itself is irrelevant for Kant’s theoretical
philosophy (at least for its positive, constitutive part). In Part III, I also discuss
Beck’s extension of this argument to Kant’s practical philosophy.

The aim of Part IV is to evaluate the legitimacy of Beck’s Standpunctslehre as an
interpretation of Kant. I discuss this issue mainly in the context of Kant’s theoretical
philosophy but also in the context of Kant’s practical philosophy. In the context of
Kant’s theoretical philosophy, I divide my discussion into the two aspects of Beck’s
doctrine: the relation of sensibility and the understanding and the relation between a
representation and its object. Although only the latter aspect is the proper issue of
this research, I think that no evaluation of Beck’s doctrine can avoid referring to the
former aspect, which in addition to its central role within Beck’s doctrine has also
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important implications on the issue of the relation between a representation and its
object. My argument is that Beck’s doctrine, which practically merges the forms of
the understanding with formal and even empirical intuition, obviously goes beyond
the limits of a legitimate interpretation of Kant. Nevertheless, the analysis of the
differences between Beck’s and Kant’s doctrines regarding the relation of sensibil-
ity and the understanding is helpful in furthering our understanding of the views of
both these authors. It is also helpful in revealing the advantages and disadvantages
that each of these views may have from a general epistemological point of view.

Before embarking on a detailed analysis of the legitimacy of Beck’s inter-
pretation of Kant regarding the relation between a representation and its object, I
dedicate two sections to the emphasis of the uniqueness of Beck’s doctrine in this
regard, by contrasting it with his two major contemporaries: Reinhold and Fichte.
Beck devotes a significant part of his Einzig moglicher Standpunct to a criticism of
Reinhold’s theory of the power of representation. The exposition of Beck’s criti-
cism of Reinhold and also Reinhold’s criticism of Beck, which fortunately is also
available to us, is helpful in understanding Beck’s unique stand on the issue of the
relation between a representation and its object. The contrast with Fichte, whose
Wissenschaftslehre seems at first to have much in common with Beck’s
Standpunctslehre, is also highly important in order to expose the uniqueness of
Beck’s views. I attempt to show that both Reinhold and Fichte assume — either
implicitly or explicitly — the absolute dichotomy between the immanent existence
of representations in consciousness and the transcendent existence of things-in-
themselves. Reinhold’s defense of realism in his early Elementarphilosophie has
therefore an irresistible appeal to the existence of things-in-themselves, without
which he cannot account for the content of the representation. Fichte, accepting
Jacobi’s and Schulze’s criticism and attempting to rid transcendental philosophy of
this inconsistent element, conceded that the transcendental explanation — at least
within theoretical philosophy — must remain within immanent bounds. In the
case of Fichte, we shall see that despite his official position, which eliminates the
thing-in-itself entirely, some remnants of this notion keep creeping into his theo-
retical philosophy, and are mostly apparent in his practical philosophy. Even if
within his theoretical philosophy the non-ego is merely posited by the ego’s own
activity and according to its own rules — and even this much is highly controversial
— it seems that within the practical context the free activity of the ego must be
understood against the background of some truly independent reality, which also
provides the medium for the realization of our moral duties. There is thus some
room for the view that Fichte appeals to practical reason in order to provide a proof
of the existence of a representation-independent world, a task that could not be
accomplished by an appeal to theoretical reason alone. Both Reinhold and Fichte,
therefore, operated with the representation—thing-in-itself dichotomy in mind.
Neither opponents nor supporters of Kant’s critical philosophy saw any other
alternative. To be exact, none other than J. S. Beck, whose views I contrast with
those of both the above authors.

I start my analysis of the legitimacy of Beck’s interpretation of the Kantian
doctrine of the objective relation by charting a general map of possible Kantian
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interpretations. The two extreme positions on this map are idealism and realism and
the question is how to locate Kant’s position on this scale. I argue that both idealism
and realism have a shared assumption, according to which there are only two,
diametrically opposed, modes of existence — either that of representations imma-
nent to cognition or that of things-in-themselves wholly independent of cognition.
I further argue that the two rival interpretations of Kant’s distinction between
appearances and things-in-themselves — the ‘two-world’ and the ‘two-aspect’
view — share this basic assumption. Therefore, both schools insist that reality is
ultimately something in-itself. Since authors operate under the assumption of the
absolute dichotomy between appearances and things-in-themselves, then, in their
minds, realism can suffice with nothing less than a thing-in-itself or an in-itself
aspect of ordinary objects. In other words, the object of knowledge must ultimately
be considered as an ontologically-distinct entity, or at the very least, an entity that
has an in-itself aspect. Without an ontologically-distinct entity or an ontologically
distinct aspect of ordinary objects, we are left with nothing but representations and
Kant’s position deteriorates into sheer idealism. Authors of both schools — with very
few exceptions — thus insist on the existence of things-in-themselves and their
inevitable role for Kant’s theory of experience. Insisting on the central role of the
thing-in-itself in Kant’s theory of experience naturally motivates some authors to
discuss, even if only minimally, not only the existence but also the nature and
function of things-in-themselves. I raise two basic objections against this commit-
ment to things-in-themselves, or things, considered as they are in themselves. The
first has to do with the dogmatism involved in this commitment and what appears to
me to be a breach of the limits that Kant has so meticulously laid down for human
cognition. How can we know anything about either the existence or the constitution
of that which is supposed to be beyond the limits of possible knowledge? This
objection is especially pressing when we recognize that what we usually mean by a
‘thing-in-itself’ is a thing wholly independent of any kind of relation to any kind of
knowing subject. Thus understood it is, by definition, beyond any sensible or
intelligible cognitive form. As such it can neither be sensibly represented nor
even be thought, except for its nominal definition. The second objection has to do
with the fact that contrasting empirical reality, accessible to us, with an ultimate,
in-itself form of reality, that is denied us, inevitably leads to a view of empirical
reality as a lesser kind or degree of reality. Or worse, it might even promote the
view that only things-in-themselves are real and phenomenal objects are nothing
but sensible representations combined in certain ways by our understanding. In
contrast to the two commonly acceptable interpretations — the two-world and the
two-aspect view — [ humbly propose an alternative, which I term anthropocentric.
According to this view, the thing-in-itself is entirely irrelevant for Kant’s doctrine
of objectivity. An in-itself mode of existence is not required to ground appearances
and it plays no role in Kant’s theory of the influence of an object on our senses. Nor
can we say that things-in-themselves are that which appear to us in the appearance.
None of the categories apply to them and all questions, prior to any possible answer,
about either their existence or their nature, are empty questions. Despite the above, I
argue that a certain notion of the thing-in-itself — when it is understood as a mere
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logically-possible concept for which no object could possibly be given (Kant’s
notion of a negative noumenon, on which the Ideas of pure reason are modeled) —
does play a role in Kant’s Transcendental Dialectic and in his Practical Philosophy.
The following chapters of Part IV are designed to address two major objections to
the above-proposed anthropocentric interpretation, a form of which, I argue, is
defended by Beck. One has to do with the proper understanding of the Kantian
distinction between cognizing an object, which can only be a sensible one, and
merely thinking an object through pure, unschematized, categories, which allegedly
allows a relation, even if a merely thin one, to things-in-themselves. Such a
distinction is indeed employed by most authors who claim that things-in-them-
selves have a role in the theory of experience. The second objection has to do with
the charge that without some role for things-in-themselves in Kant’s theory of
experience, the latter is reduced to sheer idealism and is moreover inexplicable.
The analysis of the issue of the extension of the categories beyond sensibility and
the proper meaning of Kant’s distinction between thinking and cognizing is
conducted in the form of a criticism of Henry E. Allison’s and Erich Adickes’
versions of the ‘two-aspect’ view. The latter two doctrines are based precisely on
the distinction between thinking and cognizing. According to both authors, the
thing-in-itself cannot be eliminated from Kant’s theoretical philosophy and some
form of transcendental affection must be accepted, otherwise Kant’s philosophy
would be reduced to sheer idealism. The distinction between thinking and cogniz-
ing provides them with the way to explain how the thing-in-itself can be consis-
tently upheld within the Kantian system. Against this view I argue that according to
Kant, it is impossible to think any object whatsoever in complete abstraction from
intuition. Moreover, according to Kant’s own text, pure, unschematized categories,
considered in abstraction from even the forms of intuition, are not only devoid of
any possible relation to an object they are also devoid of meaning. In fact, without
intuition, which provides thought with content, it is impossible to think at all. This
was Kant’s position as early as 1763. The extension of the categories beyond
sensibility is not to be accounted for by appealing to an alleged logical or intelli-
gible content, which is an aberration, but by recognizing that thought, whose unique
feature is the function of synthesis, can synthesize sensible representations in ways,
which either complies with or disregards the formal conditions of intuition. In
thought we can connect sensible representations in ways, which are free from
internal contradiction but yet are incompliant with the formal conditions of intui-
tion. Such concepts, or better ideas, are thinkable since they are free of contradic-
tion but they are non-cognizable since they cannot be sensibly represented. Within
this discussion I also point out that in relation to experience Kant uses the concept
of the thing-in-itself merely in the role of a transcendental object. The latter is not
an object considered as transcendent but merely a projection of the unity of
apperception in front of itself. It is the highest principle of unity, which derives
from the transcendental unity of apperception, and which grounds the specific
functions of unity, the categories. The transcendental object can be viewed as a
presupposition according to which beyond the contingent, subjective connection of
representations in the individual consciousness, there is also a necessary, objective
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connection of representations. Although it is merely an assumption it is neverthe-
less an assumption that is inevitable for the construction of experience. The result of
these considerations is that the notion of the thing-in-itself is legitimate and even
required but only in one of the following two senses: either it is considered as a
mere Idea of Pure Reason, that is, as a thought-construction, which despite the fact
that it is free from internal contradiction, cannot be sensibly represented and
therefore cannot possibly have an object; or it is considered as a transcendental
object which is nothing other than the expression of the objectifying function of our
own understanding. Neither of these two legitimate notions refers to a transcendent
entity, which plays a role in ontologically grounding appearances, in the theory of
the influence of external objects on our senses and in general in explaining the
possibility and genesis of experience.

Following the above argumentation it becomes pressing to consider whether
without any role for the thing-in-itself within the theory of cognition, Kant’s
philosophy is not indeed reduced to sheer idealism. I therefore dedicate a specific
section to present my reading of Kant’s refutations of idealism, in his various
writings, which in my view succeeds without any reference to the thing-in-itself.
One must remember, though, that Kant does not pretend to provide a proof for the
reality of experience based on a factor independent of all consciousness but merely
to show how the criterion actually employed by our empirical thinking is indeed
useful to distinguish reality from illusion within experience. On my view, Kant’s
response to idealism builds on the tools already established in the Analytic of
Concepts and the Analytic of Principles and I reconstruct it under the titles of
externality, reality, objectivity and actuality. The discussion of externality, reality
and objectivity is intended to demonstrate that the question regarding the status of
external objects can only be considered within the realm of appearances and that
each and every outer object is immediately, without inference, perceived as exter-
nal, as real and as objective, that is, as epistemologically, rather then ontologically,
independent of cognition. The discussion of actuality is intended to show how we
can indeed distinguish the genuine from the illusive within the phenomenal realm,
and only within it. The framework of my reconstruction is based on showing why
the appeal to a transcendentally independent reality is completely misconstrued and
irrelevant and how Kant’s view of empirical reality provides all the tools to explain
our notions of objectivity and truth.

In spite of the above, it can be argued against Beck’s and against my own
view that assuming that this is indeed the correct interpretation of Kant’s intentions,
why had he not made this absolutely clear. In order to address this difficulty I offer
a two-fold argument based on a methodological-propaedeutic consideration
also provided by Beck himself, and a religious-political consideration. Part IV
also includes a discussion of some important omissions in Beck’s account of
the relation between a representation and its object. Towards the end of Part IV
I address the historic and systematic facets of Kant’s personal response to Beck’s
Standpunctslehre. Finally, I discuss the consequences of Beck’s elimination of the
thing-in-itself on the proper understanding of Kant’s practical philosophy and the
legitimacy of Beck’s interpretation in this latter context. I defend the view that, as
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Beck argued, Kant’s practical philosophy does not require a special kind of object
but only the legitimacy of a special kind of concepts. Even the objective reality
given to these concepts, the postulates of practical reason, within the practical
context does not imply the existence of any kind of non-sensible objects but merely
the role that such concepts — or better ideas — which cannot be sensibly instantiated,
play as conditions of practical reason.

Kant’s philosophy was in his own time, and, in my humble opinion, still is today,
widely misunderstood. The reason for this predicament lies in the fact that Kant’s
philosophy is read while implicitly holding to a certain assumption, the rejection of
which was, in my view, the cornerstone of his philosophical revolution. The
principle of the subjective conditions of objectivity replaces the implicit assump-
tion, which accepts only two dichotomized modes of existence — the immanent
existence of representations in consciousness and the transcendent existence of
things-in-themselves. According to the assumed immanent—transcendent dichot-
omy, for an object to be distinct from a representation it must eventually be
considered as a thing-in-itself. If it has no “in-itself” mode of existence then it is
ultimately reduced to the immanent existence of representations in consciousness.
As I have already argued, we are driven to this dichotomy when we attempt to
justify the reality of experience. I think that Kant’s theoretical philosophy has a
more modest objective, which is merely to explain how experience is possible, that
is, to expose its presuppositions. When we view the problem of the relation of a
representation to its object in terms of the immanence-transcendence dichotomy
then the problem is impossible to solve, but no less important, it is also irrelevant.
Since things can only come before us in appearance, as Kant frequently tells us, the
question what things would be in themselves and in complete abstraction from all
relation to a knowing subject is completely irrelevant.

Interpretation in general faces an inherent difficulty. The interpreter cannot
approach the original text without carrying with him at least a minimal set of
presuppositions. The difficulty arises when the basic assumptions of the interpreter
(which are usually unstated and even unconscious, specifically because of their role
as basic presuppositions), do not match, or even oppose, the presuppositions
assumed by the text he is attempting to interpret. In such cases, proper understand-
ing is impossible and the interpretative task of explaining the original text soon
turns into hostile criticism. In my view, this was the fate of Kant’s transcendental
philosophy and also of Beck’s unique interpretation of this philosophy. I cannot
hide my fear that my own approach will suffer the same misfortune.

I therefore ask that my reader make the distinction between an illegitimate
interpretation and an interpretation that one may not accept although one admits
its legitimacy. I think that any philosophical doctrine has more than one, but less
than an infinite number, of legitimate interpretations. For an interpretation to be
considered legitimate its presuppositions must be at least plausible, it must be free
of internal contradiction and it must have sufficient basis in the original text. I hope
that my interpretative approach in this work will at least be regarded as legitimate
even if one does not accept it as his or her preferred interpretation.



Part 11
Kant’s Transcendental Idealism and the
Notion of the Thing-in-Itself

The argument of this part in divided between two chapters. Chapter 2 presents and
analyzes what I regard as the basic principle of Kant’s transcendental idealism — the
principle of the subjective conditions of objectivity. In Chap. 3, I set forward the
major contexts, within which the main objections against a reading of Kant along
the above principle of the subjective conditions of objectivity could be raised.

By the ‘subjective conditions of objectivity’ I mean that unlike other metaphys-
ical theories which view the object as a thing-in-itself, wholly independent of the
knowing subject, Kant concedes that an object is only such as is already conditioned
by the subjective forms of our sensible and intelligible faculties. Additionally, it
includes the claim that an object thus understood is no less objective because it is
dependent on subjective conditions. This is so, first, since on this view the object
can still be distinguished from a representation, and it offers the only way to make
this distinction without becoming dogmatic; and second since the alternative of a
thing-in-itself is completely irrelevant. An object that is wholly independent of our
representations is nothing for us. It cannot serve as a criterion of truth and our
inability to know it does not deprive the object that can be known of its objective
status. At this early stage of the discussion, this reading of Kant’s transcendental
idealism may still seem obscure or it may raise the objection that it is either wrong
or fails to vindicate Kant of the familiar charge of idealism. As it is the main theme
of this book I hope that it shall become clearer as the discussion advances. In the
following chapters, I introduce the issue of the subjective conditions of objectivity
from a combined historical and systematic point of view.

When attempting to offer even a limited historical reconstruction, one is faced
with two major dilemmas: the first confronts us with the question of where to begin;
the second has to do with the tension between historical continuity and the recog-
nition of innovative new beginnings. Regarding the first of the above dilemmas, I
believe that for the purposes of exposing the roots of Kant’s critical thought, the
balance between overstretching the historical dimension on the one hand and
overlooking important milestones on the other hand directs us to start the exposition
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with Kant’s thought during the early 1760s." It is at that time that the major seeds
for Kant’s critical thought started to crystallize and become evident. Obviously, one
could look for further hints within even earlier periods. However, since I use the
historical discussion merely to provide the necessary background for a systematical
analysis, it seems to me that stretching this discussion to earlier periods shall not
serve my purposes well.” Regarding the second dilemma, I shall attempt to balance
the search for historical connectivity with the admission of innovative milestones.
Although the period stretching from the early 1760s until the publication of the
Critique of Pure Reason in 1781 shows signs of gradual development it is also
marked by the emergence of some originally new ideas and I shall do my best to
account for these aspects.

For the purposes and aims of my own discussion, I divide the relevant time
period into two major subsections: first, from the early until the late 1760s (Sect.
2.1); second, the period stretching from the publication of the /naugural Disserta-
tion in 1770 (Sect. 2.2.1), through the so-called silent decade, until the publication
of the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason in 1781 (Sect. 2.2.2).

Chapter 3 puts forward the challenges that must be faced by any interpretation of
Kant’s transcendental idealism, which claims that the notion of the thing-in-itself
plays no role in relation to the possibility of experience and in relation to the proper
understanding of the notion of the object of knowledge. This chapter deals with
issues such as the receptivity of sense perception and the origin of the empirical
content of sensibility, the charge of subjective idealism, the extension of the
categories beyond sensibility, the requirements of the Dialectic of Pure Reason
and those of Practical Reason. The discussion in this chapter is not intended to solve
these obstacles at this early stage of the analysis. Rather, it is intended to set the
stage for the detailed systematic analysis (Part IV) and to set the historical back-
ground against which Beck’s Standpunctslehre (Part III) is a reaction.

' Some references will, nevertheless, be made to earlier periods.

2Tt should nevertheless be noted that the principle of the internal order and coherence of
experience, which I discuss below, derives from Kant life-long defense of physical science as
based on the idea of real interaction as opposed to pre-established harmony. This important aspect
of Kant’s philosophy goes back to his very first publication of 1747 (cf. Chap. 2, note 2) and its
centrality for Kant’s critical philosophy shall become evident as I continue to develop my
argument. Alison Laywine indeed attempts to explain the emergence of Kant’s critical philosophy
out of his defense and commitment to the idea of real interaction (Laywine 1993).
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Chapter 2
The Subjective Conditions of Objectivity

2.1 From the Early Until the Late 1760s

In the current subsection, I describe the development of Kant’s thought regarding the
following issues: the theory of space; the question of the possibility of metaphysics;
the distinction between the real and the ideal; the inability of reason to determine the
existence of an object regardless of experience; and the significance of the principle
of internal order and coherence for understanding the notion of nature. These aspects
form the background for Kant’s later development of his critical theory.'

2.1.1 Kant’s Theory of Space

In Living Forces (1747),” his first published work, Kant still held to the Leibnizian
view that space is a function of the interaction between substances.” He explains
extension out of the attractive and repulsive powers that exist between substances.

' Of course these are not the only issues that arise out of Kant’s works of this period. But in my
view these are the main issues that are required for understanding the later development of Kant’s
critical philosophy.

2 Gedanken von der wahren S chatzung der lebendigen Krifte und Beurtheilung der Beweise, deren
sich Herr von Leibniz und andere Mechaniker in dieser Streitsache bedient haben, nebst einigen
vorhergehenden Betrachtungen, welche die Kraft der Korper iiberhaupt betreffen. (AA Ol:
1-181).

*Kant was never a follower of any previous author but a Selbstsdenker (a free thinker). From an
early age his thought was original, critical and innovative. While he may have accepted some of
Leibniz’s ideas, Kant’s support of real interaction against pre-established harmony always kept
him away from Leibniz. To this we can add the fact that Kant was never dazzled by the rationalist
syllogistic method of deduction. Ironically, Kant only slowly learned to appreciate Leibniz’s
metaphysics as he was beginning to work out the ideas that eventually lead him to the Critique
of Pure Reason (cf. below Sect.2.2.1 dealing with Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation).

L. Nitzan, Jacob Sigismund Beck’s Standpunctslehre and the Kantian Thing-in-itself 29
Debate, Studies in German Idealism 16, DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-05984-6_2,
© Springer International Publishing Switzerland 2014
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The three dimensionality of space is thus deduced from the laws of motion
governing matter.* Space in general is derived from the essential order governing
matter; geometry from physics. When this view is combined with the Leibnizian
view of possible worlds we arrive at the additional conclusion that had God created
a different kind of matter with a different kind of order within it, space too would
have different characteristics.” Thus at this stage of the development of Kant’s
thought, space as a form of order was still embedded in matter and with matter,
space too, was considered to be contingent. This view of space is still present in
New Elucidation (1755)° and in Physical Monadology (1756).” In The Only Pos-
sible Argument (1763)® we detect some changes. There, within Kant’s argument for
the necessary existence of God we also see a shift in his view of space. In this work
Kant argues that the very possibility of thought in accordance with the law of
identity and contradiction requires there to be some data that can be thought. This
data constitutes the material element, of which our concepts are made and which
can either be internally consistent or internally self-contradictory. Thus possibility
— even when taken as a mere logical possibility (the absence of internal contradic-
tion) — presupposes the existence of matter in general, without which nothing can be
thought at all. Kant concludes that something must absolutely and necessarily exist
for its negation is at the same time the negation of all data that can be thought.” This
is in brief Kant’s a-priori argument for the existence of God in The Only Possible
Argument. Kant then adds an a-posteriori consideration according to which the
unity and harmony in nature could not be understood to encompass such an
immense variety of individual things as we find in nature were not the unity and
order in nature grounded, along with the very possibility of matter itself, in a
common ultimate principle — God. Thus the unity and order that prevails in nature
along with the existence of matter in general is deduced from a single ground so that
space as part of the entire unity of nature is intimately tied to the matter to which it
applies. Despite the fact that in this work space in particular and natural order in
general are still tied up with matter itself,'" there is nevertheless a noteworthy

4Compare this with Kant’s opposite claim in the Prolegomena that Newton’s law of universal
attraction derives from the spatial characters of spherical surfaces of different radii, (Prol, AA 04:
321).

3 In this work, Kant therefore recognizes the possibility of non-Euclidean geometries, (GSK, §10,
AA 01: 24).

6Principiorum primorum cognitionis metaphysicae nova dilucidatio. (AA 01: 385-416).
7Metaphysicae cum geometria iunctae usus in philosophia naturali, cuius specimen I. continet
monadologiam physicam. (AA 01: 473-487).

8 Der einzig mogliche Beweisgrund zu einer Demonstration des Daseins Gottes. (AA 02: 63—-163).
°The critically mature Kant had a quite different view. In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant no
longer speaks of the objective existence of God but merely of the Idea of God, which must not be
regarded as an existing thing if we are to avoid the fallacy of hypostatizing a mere legitimate
thought for which no object could possibly be given. For Kant’s mature view on this subject,
cf. Sect. 12.2.5.

1Note that in The Only Possible Argument the order that prevails in nature is not deduced directly
from the possibility of matter in general but both are deduced from a common ground — God.
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change of views, for space and natural order in general are no longer considered to
be contingent but necessary. Kant makes a distinction between God as the Supreme
Being and God as a willful Author of the world. Although the will and free choice
of God is responsible for the existence of specific things — so that the possibility of
other worlds with different objects occupying them is admitted — Kant still claims
that the possibility of matter in general presupposes the laws of motion governing
it. “That is to say: If the possibility of matter is presupposed, it would be self-
contradictory to suppose it operating in accordance with other laws. This is a logical
necessity of the highest ground.” (BDG, AA: 02: 100)."" Therefore, at this stage
Kant has already abandoned the view that the laws of motion, and with them the
Euclidean character of space, were contingent. In this work we also witness the
beginning of a shift from a rationalistic, analytic paradigm of explanation found in
Leibniz towards recognition of fundamental, non-analyzable concepts. Kant notes
that the word ‘representation’ is one example of terms, which cannot be analyzed by
means of a definition (BDG, AA 02: 70). In another passage he admits that “the
whole of our cognition ultimately resolves itself into unanalyzable concepts”
(BDG, AA 02: 73).12 That space is, or includes such “unanalyzable concepts” is,
in this work, not stated but it is explicitly claimed in Inquiry (1764)"* (UTM, AA:
02: 280f.). It seems to me that the recognition of the indefinability and
unanalyzability of space is a sign of a shift from a conceptual towards a
pre-conceptual and therefore sensible view of space. The view of space as sensible
and yet not contingent takes a clear and open form in the short but very important
Directions in Space (1768)."* Here space and especially directions in space are
explained as fundamental, non-analyzable principles, which prove to be quite
resistant to analysis by means of reason although they are very easily grasped
intuitively (GUGR, AA 02: 383).'> While in Living Forces the three dimensionality
of space was derived from Newton’s inverse-square law of universal attraction, in
Directions in Space it is derived from the human sense of directionality. Thus
Kant’s preliminary insight into the indefinability and unanalyzability of space
becomes here an explicit statement in favor of the sensible character of space and
its contrast with conceptual analysis. Kant does not yet make the further step of
arguing that space is the form of our sensible intuition — this move had to wait until
the publication of the Inaugural Dissertation (1770)'° — but he nevertheless does

Al English translations of this work are taken from David Walford and Ralf Meerbote (Kant
1992).

12 A similar claim recognizing original fundamental principles which cannot be conceptually
analyzed is made in Dreams, cf. note 21 below.

13 Untersuchung iiber die Deutlichkeit der Grundsitze der natiirlichen Theologie und der Moral.
(AA 02: 273-301).

“Von dem ersten Grunde des Unterschiedes der Gegenden im Raume. (AA 02: 375-383).

15The concepts of ‘above’, ‘below’, ‘right’, ‘left’, ‘in front of” and ‘behind’, some of which were
already discussed in /nquiry as unanalyzable and indefinable, are here emphasized as crucial for
human orientation and for the visual representation of an object, (GUGR, AA 02: 379).

1% De mundi sensibilis atque intelligibilis forma et principiis. (AA 02: 385-419).
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state that “space is not an object of outer sensation; it is rather a fundamental
concept which first of all makes possible all such outer sensations” (GUGR, AA 02:
383)."

The main theme of Directions in Space is to establish the reality of absolute
space. This is not at all to be understood in terms of independence of cognition,
since Kant argues that space is intimately tied to human sensibility. What Kant sets
out to establish is that “Absolute space, independently of the existence of all matter
and as itself the ultimate foundation of the possibility of the compound character of
matter, has a reality of its own.” (GUGR, AA 02: 378)."® The fundamentally new
view that this work presents is therefore the distinction and independence of space
as a formal principle of order from the matter to which it is applied. Kant achieves
this by reference to the idea of directions in space which is an essential aspect of
space but which cannot be reduced to the relations existing between different parts
of space. The relations between the parts of a figure remain unaltered even when
viewed as a mirror image. The directionality of space can only understood in terms
of the relation of a whole figure to “universal space as a unity, of which every
extension must be regarded as a part” (GUGR, AA 02: 378).

Kant’s view of space in Directions in Space can be put into the following main
points: (a) the characteristics of space derive from human sensibility and to a large
degree resist conceptual analysis; (b) Absolute space is a formal principle of order
that is independent of the matter to which it is applied; (c) Absolute space has a
reality of its own; (d) The characteristics of space are not contingent but absolutely
certain. The first and second of the above features do not oppose each other; on the
contrary, their combination may have led Kant, only 2 years later, to his revolu-
tionary new theory of space as a form of our sensible intuition. In this way space
was still regarded as sensible and yet independent of the content or matter of
sensibility. The real and non-contingent character of space did nevertheless harbor
potential conflicts with the sensible character of space. It can be argued that Kant’s
arguments in this work support the subjective and ideal character of space much
more than prove its realty or independent character. It seems that this tension
resulted in the Inaugural Dissertation in the waiving of the real character of
space and the acceptance of its ideality. The absolute certainty of space was
nevertheless upheld by admitting that space is only applicable to objects as they

"7Kant also argues that “This relation to absolute space, however, cannot be immediately
perceived, though the differences, which exist between bodies and which depend exclusively on
this ground alone, can be immediately perceived.” (GUGR, 02: 381). All English translations of
this work are taken from David Walford and Ralf Meerbote (Kant 1992).

'8 think that by ‘absolute space’ Kant mainly indicates the independence of space from the matter
to which it applies. While I do admit that in Directions in Space Kant refers to space thus
understood as real, this is not the main thrust of his argument for absolute space as it is not the
main thrust of this whole work. Kant mainly argues against the Leibnizian theory to which he
himself held in the earlier stages of his carrier, according to which space is derived from the
interaction of substances and thus is not something on its own behalf. The objective reality of
space which in this work is taken for granted is another aspect of Kant’s current view of space but |
think it should not be confused with the meaning that Kant’s attributes to the term ‘absolute space’.
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appear to our senses and not to objects as they are in themselves. In this way Kant
could retain the main features of his view in a fully consistent way. Space as the
form of sensibility is independent of the matter which fills it; space is indeed
subjective and ideal but nevertheless universally applicable with absolute certainty
to sensible objects.

2.1.2 The Possibility and Limits of Metaphysics

Kant’s awareness of the question regarding the possibility and limits of metaphysics
can obviously be traced back to Dreams of a Spirit-Seer (1766)."” Although earlier
signs can possibly be argued for,”’ Dreams shows an explicit awareness of this
issue. The context of the discussion in Dreams is the possibility of spirit-beings,
which are active in space without filling it. Kant aims to establish that we have no
means through which to discuss, much less decide, either the possibility or impos-
sibility of such beings. Experience cannot help in this regard since all objects,
which present themselves to our experience exercise resistance on behalf of filling
the space, which they occupy. Regarding spirit beings, which are active but not
filling space “I would have deprived myself of a concept by means of which the
things which present themselves to the senses are otherwise thinkable for me; and
the inevitable result must, therefore, be a kind of unthinkability”. Kant adds that the
above “cannot be regarded as a known impossibility” (TG, AA 02: 323). Since the
concept of a spirit deviates to such a degree from what we are accustomed to in
experience, we cannot form a judgment based on experience regarding either its
possibility or its impossibility. While the concept of a spirit remains free of
contradiction we are unable to discuss its possibility any further. On the basis of
the above considerations Kant concludes that “from now on it will be possible,
perhaps, to have all sorts of opinions about but never knowledge of such beings”
(TG, AA 02: 351).”!

Y Triume eines Geistersehers, erliutert durch Triume der Metaphysik. (AA 02: 315-373).

2°In his previous works Kant had discussed the general state of metaphysics and its ability to
become a science (Living Forces), the foundations of metaphysics and its main principles (New
Elucidation), and its methods (The Only Possible argument, Negative Magnitudes, Inquiry). But
only in Dreams does he discuss the possibility and limits of metaphysics. Michael N. Forster
convincingly argues that Kant was triggered into this stage of skepticism of a Pyrrhonian character,
around 1765, by considering the nature and earlier version of the Antinomies (Forster 2008,
16-20).

2! Kant notes that even within the bounds of experience the investigation eventually comes to a
stop once we reach certain fundamental, non-analyzable concepts. We can recognize such
principles but not understand them, neither by experience nor through reason. Examples of such
principles are the resistance exercised by material bodies (TG, AA 02: 322) or the concept of a
cause (TG, AA 02: 370). All English translations of this work are taken from David Walford and
Ralf Meerbote (Kant 1992).
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The alternative to experience would have been to turn to metaphysics, which
may, by the power of sheer reason, be able to determine something about the
possibility of spirit beings. Metaphysics indeed seems to offer such insights into
the hidden properties of things. But such a promise is all too often disappointed by
the outcome. Alas, metaphysics consists merely “in knowing whether the task has
been determined by reference to what one can know, and in knowing what relation
the question has to empirical concepts, upon which all our judgments must at all
times be based. To that extent metaphysics is a science of the limits of human
reason” (TG, AA 02: 367f.).>> One would thus do better to “spare himself the
trouble of all futile research into a question, the answering of which demands data
which are to be found in a world other than the one in which he exists as a conscious
being” (TG, AA 02: 369).% To establish the possibility of anything — beyond the
mere absence of contradiction — what are required are observations, which can be
subsumed under laws of sensations. Without such evidence neither the possibility
nor impossibility of a thing can be asserted (TG, AA 02: 369-372).* It is striking,
that even at this stage of the development of his thought Kant did not regard
metaphysics as leading us beyond experience but as merely charting the limits of
possible experience.

2.1.3 The Inability of Reason to Determine the Existence
of a Thing

In continuation of the discussion above regarding the possibility of metaphysics and
its merely negative role in exposing the limits of what can be known, we can add
that after 1766 Kant is fully aware that reason alone cannot determine the existence

22Kant therefore sees metaphysics as mainly a reflection on the limits of empirical knowledge;
rather than producing knowledge of things it aims at the knowledge of the knowledge of things. In
a passage that could easily have been lifted out of the Critique of Pure Reason Kant argues that
philosophy should aim at “knowledge not only of the objects themselves but also of their relation
to the human understanding”. (TG, AA 02: 369). Similar views are found even prior to Dreams of a
Spirit-Seer, in Kant’s personal notes on his own copy of his 1764 Beobachtungen iiber das Gefiihl
des Schonen und Erhabenen (Observation on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime) probably
written in late 1764 or early 1765. There he writes that “One could say that metaphysics is the
science of the limits of human reason” (AA 20:181). And in another passage he says that “the final
end is to determine the vocation of mankind”. (AA 20: 175. Cf. also AA 20: 41, 45). Translations
of Kant’s personal notes are taken from C. Bowman, P. Guyer and F. Rauscher (Kant 2005).

23 This statement is highly important for my argument that whatever exceeds possible experience
is irrelevant and pointless. Cf. also my following discussions regarding the internal order and
coherence of nature.

24 Cf. also Kant’s letter to Mendelssohn April 8, 1766, (AA 10: 69-73, especially AA 10: 70, 711.),
a letter written in response to Mendelssohn’s discomfort from Kant’s Dreams of a Spirit-Seer, in
which Kant repeats the same convictions and argues boldly against the false pretentions of
speculative metaphysics.
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of anything. For the establishment of the existence of a thing there are required
sensible observations capable of being subsumed under universal laws.>> Without
such evidence we are left with no more than a mere logical possibility. The
recognition of the inability of reason to establish the existence of things without
relying on sensible observation is of major importance for the purposes of the
argument of this work. Following this recognition of the limits of reason, any
refutation of idealism and any argument for the reality of external things will
have to work without relying on reason to prove the absolute existence of objects
regardless of experience (Beiser 2002, 42; Ameriks 2000, 110). This view of the
limits of reason is obviously based on the acceptance of the empiricist presuppo-
sition according to which sensation provides the data for all positive thought and
that the senses constitute the ultimate foundation of all our judgments (TG, AA 02:
351f., 357). The recognition of the reliance of all our cognitions on our sensible
representations has an obvious implication for the issue of realism and idealism.
Signs for this important insight were evident even prior to the publication of
Dreams. In his lectures from 1762 to 1764 Kant refers specifically to Berkeley
and concedes that since appearances of outer bodies are mere representations in us,
it remains unclear whether these appearances can testify to the existence of real
objects. Since additionally all knowledge requires the data of the senses it follows
that idealism cannot be refuted on logical grounds (Metaphysik Herder, AA 28:
42£.).%° In other words, reason cannot refute idealism by proving the existence of
objects independent of sensible experience.

25 The dependency of existence on sensible observations was already implicit in The Only Possible
Argument where Kant notes that in order to demonstrate the correctness of an existential judgment
one points to the sources of one’s cognition and says “I have seen it” or “I have heard it” (BDG,
AA: 02: 72f.). The additional requirement that observations be subsumed under universal empir-
ical laws is of utmost importance for Kant’s defense of empirical realism in spite of the depen-
dence of phenomena on subjective forms of our cognition. The issue of the compatibility of
observations with universal laws is of course tied to Kant’s defense of the principle of real
interaction.

%$In these lectures Kant argues that idealism which admits merely the existence of the self and
other spirits is only a small step from egoism (what we would call solipsism), which admits only of
the existence of the self. Since idealism cannot be refuted by an appeal to reason and since its
decline towards egoism poses a serious danger to theology, it can and should be refuted by an
appeal to one’s personal convictions. Ironically this line of thought is reminiscent of Jacobi’s
argument that reason inevitably leads to egoism and that the only alternative is faith. While it is
clear that Kant never abandoned the appeal to reason it is nevertheless clear that at this stage of his
development he didn’t yet have a better solution. Kant’s early awareness of the difficulties of
relying on pure reason for the refutation of idealism strengthen my conclusion that Kant’s
subsequent solution given in the Fourth Paralogism of the first edition of the Critigue of Pure
Reason (to be discussed in Sect. 12.2.4) reflects a rejection of the thing-in-itself as the criterion of
objectivity and truth. Otherwise one falls back to the same confusion that Kant describes in his
above-mentioned lectures.
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2.1.4 The Distinction Between the Real and the Ideal

Another aspect that becomes explicit in Kant’s works during the 1760s is the
distinction between the real and the ideal. Already in 1755, in the New Elucidation,
it is clear that Kant is aware of Crusius’ important distinction but his attention there
is not focused on this matter. The issue is explored at length in Negative Magnitudes
(1763)27 where it constitutes the main theme of the work. There, Kant distinguishes
between logical opposition, which is reducible to the law of identity and contra-
diction and real opposition, which cannot be similarly expressed. Kant discusses
forces operating in different directions as a physical example of real opposition and
feelings of pleasure and displeasure as a psychological example of real opposi-
tion.”® Kant notes the analogous distinction between a real and a mere logical
ground. In the concluding section of this work, he discusses the concept of causality
as an example of a real ground. We cannot understand by reference to the law of
identity and contradiction why since something is, something else also is. Kant
claims that the concept of causality is a fundamental and non-analyzable concept. If
one insists on analyzing this concept into yet simpler concepts one shall end up with
concepts “the relation of which to their consequences cannot be rendered distinct at
all” (NG, AA 02: 204).>° Kant’s awareness of the distinction between a mere logical
ground and a real ground is highly important and it anticipates his later distinction
between analytic and synthetic judgments.*®

2.1.5 The Internal Order and Coherence of Nature

Finally I wish to emphasize an issue that goes back to Kant’s early works of the
1750s (and even to his very first work of 1747), an issue which crystallized and
became central to the works of the 1760s and which is crucial for Kant’s later

2"Versuch den Begriff der negativen GroPen in die Weltweisheit einzufiihren (AA 02: 165-204).
%8 Compare with Kant’s discussion of the Amphiboly of the Concepts of Reflection (K7V, A260-
292/B316-349). All references to the Critique of Pure Reason (KrV) are given with the common
reference to the first edition of 1781 (A) and to the second edition of 1787 (B) with the page
number of the original publication.

29 All English translations of this work are taken from David Walford and Ralf Meerbote (Kant
1992).

30Kant’s awareness of the difference between analytic and synthetic judgments in general and in
particular the view that time, space and force are synthetic is evident in the Reflexionen of the
mid-60s. For example: “All ideas of metaphysics are analytic, except for space, time, and force.”
(Refl 3716, AA 17: 257); Kant’s preoccupation with the analytic-synthetic distinction and even the
emerging awareness of the importance and possibility of synthetic a-priori judgments is traceable
to other Reflexionen of the same period (Refl 3738, 3744, 3914, 3944). The mention of Crucius in
these fragments is of course not a coincidence. English translations of the Reflexionen are taken
from C. Bowman, P. Guyer and F. Rauscher (Kant 2005).
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defense of empirical realism — the internal order and coherence of nature. In The
Only Possible Argument Kant’s explicit aim is to prove the existence of God but on
a closer look we can see that as far as scientific inquiry of nature is concerned, God
is moved to infinity and becomes in most cases — though not all — irrelevant. This
result is brought about first by distinguishing between a moral and a non-moral
dependence on God. Kant designates the dependency of a thing on God as moral
when God is the ground of that thing through his will. In other words, a dependence
of a thing on God is moral when that thing owes its essence and/or being to God’s
direct intervention in the world (BDG, AA 02: 100). In these cases the thing or
event in question is either partially or completely independent of natural order and
is therefore classed as supernatural.’’ The important point is that according to Kant
these situations are very rare indeed. Nature abides by universal laws; harmony and
order are its intrinsic qualities, which cannot be undermined without thereby
undermining nature itself.”> The bottom line is that Kant reduces God’s interven-
tion in the world to such a minimum that his recognition of some such remote cases
could arguably be regarded as an empty lip service. But even this is only half of the
picture. Kant urges us to seek to explain the order that prevails in nature according
to ever more general laws and not through a direct appeal to the divine will. This is
the main criticism that Kant directs at the common version of the physico-
theological proof of God’s existence. According to the common view, God’s
existence is deduced from the order of nature conceived of as contingent.
According to Kant an inevitable feature of nature is its internal dependency on
ever more general laws. Thus according to Kant’s version of the physico-
theological argument, God’s existence is deduced from the unity of nature con-
ceived of as necessary.” Kant’s version of the physico-theological argument thus
reduces the relevance of God to scientific explanation to a minimum. First God’s
direct and indirect intervention was limited to a minimum and now even the
designation of God as the source of the possibility of matter in general and of the

3 Kant distinguishes two kinds of supernatural events. An event is either materially or formally
supernatural. In the former case “the immediate efficient cause is external to nature, that is to say,
the divine power produces it immediately”. In the latter case, while the immediate cause is within
nature, nevertheless, “the manner in which the forces of nature are directed to producing the effect
is not itself subject to a rule of nature.” (BDG, AA 02: 104). In the former case the event is
completely independent of nature while in the latter case it is only partially so.

32 Kant argues that minimizing God’s direct and indirect intervention in the world does not
undermine God in any way. Only those who “have fallen into complete savagery, or when their
eyes have been sealed by stiff-necked wickedness” recognize the existence of God based only on
their belief in miracles (BDG, AA 02: 116).

3 God’s existence can be deduced from the order that prevails in nature either when this order is
conceived of as contingent or necessary, although the nature of the dependency on God is different
in the two cases. When God’s existence is deduced from natural order conceived of as contingent,
the dependency on God is of a moral kind since we rely on God’s choice. When God’s existence is
deduced from natural order conceived of as necessary, the dependency is non-moral since here we
rely not on God’s will (his role as a willful Author of the world) but on God as a supreme being, the
ultimate ground of the possibility of matter in general.
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lawfulness of nature is pushed to infinity. While on Kant’s view God is necessary to
explain both the possibility of matter in general and the possibility of the infinite
harmony and order found in nature, nevertheless, God should not all too easily be
invoked to explain phenomena which seem to be contingent. We should always
seek to show how events, which at first sight seem to escape natural order are,
nevertheless, subsumed under necessary laws. The common physico-theological
view thus “constitutes a serious impediment to the dissemination of philosophical
knowledge” (BDG, AA 02: 119) for it turns to God’s will instead of searching for
more general laws of nature. In this fashion Kant attempts to provide a scientific
explanation for the origin of the solar system, which Newton thought could only be
attributable to the will of God.** Exempting ourselves from the search for an
orderly explanation of events is nothing but “lazy self-complacency” (BDG, AA
02: 121). Kant recognizes an appeal to the divine will only in cases, which are
“obviously artificial” (BDG, AA 02: 126).>® The end result of Kant’s arguments in
this work is that while God’s necessity as an ultimate ground of the world is
forcefully argued, nevertheless, his relevance for scientific explanations of nature
is minimized and pushed to infinity. This vigorous defense of the internal coherence
of nature and its dependence on necessary universal laws is repeated in Dreams.
Once more Kant claims that the “different appearances of life in nature, and the
laws governing them, constitute the whole of that which it is granted us to know”
(TG, AA 02: 351). Scientific inquiry should limit itself to what can be brought under
universal laws of sensation. Anyone who ventures to invent things and properties
“without having any proof from experience at his disposal, he would have justly
deserved to have been treated as a fool and made the object of mockery” (TG, AA
02: 371). While it is true that the complexity of natural phenomena, even the
simplest ones, can never be fully exhausted by scientific explanation, nevertheless,
this inexhaustibility should not be confused with the futile attempt to obtain
knowledge of that which in principle cannot be brought under laws of sensation
(TG, AA 02: 351). Kant’s insistence in Dreams on the limits of both experience and
reason echoes a familiar passage from the Critique of Pure Reason which reads:
“Observation and analysis of the appearances penetrate into what is inner in nature,
and one cannot know how far this will go in time. Those transcendental questions,
however, that go beyond nature, we will never be able to answer, even if all nature
is revealed to us” (KrV, A278/B334). The final paragraphs of Dreams argue that not
only are such inquiries, which go beyond the lawful order and internal coherence of
nature impossible, they are also unnecessary. As yet another passage of the first

34 Cf. the seventh reflection of the second section of The Only Possible Argument. This is in fact a
restatement of views that Kant published as early as 1755 in his Universal Natural History
(Allgemeine Naturgeschichte und Theorie des Himmels oder Versuch von der Verfassung und
dem mechanischen Ursprunge des ganzen Weltgebdudes, nach Newtonischen Grundsdtzen
abgehandelt. AA 01: 215-368).

35 Cf. also the following paragraph in which Kant concedes that “there are, of course, innumerable
arrangements in nature which are, from the point of view of the universal laws of nature,
contingent.” (BDG, AA 02: 121).
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Critique, argues: “what the things may be in themselves I do not know, and also do
not need to know, since a thing can never come before me except in appearance”
(KrV, A2761/B332f.). In Dreams of a Spirit-Seer Kant argues that these questions,
which transcend our experience of nature are superfluous for science and they are
also redundant for morality.® “What”, Kant asks, “is it only good to be virtuous
because there is another world?”’; “Does not the heart of man contain within itself
immediate moral prescription? Is it really necessary, in order to induce man to act in
accordance with his destiny here on earth, to set the machinery moving in another
world?” (TG, AA 02: 372). We shall later see how the rejection of all that exceeds
experience and the complementary defense of the internal order and coherence of
experience became the two main pillars of Kant’s unique combination of transcen-
dental idealism and empirical realism.

2.2 From the Inaugural Dissertation Until the Critique
of Pure Reason

2.2.1 The Inaugural Dissertation — A Defense
of Conventional Metaphysics or a Defense
of the Experiential World?

The Inaugural Dissertation must seem surprising and perplexing to anyone familiar
with Kant’s works from the 1760s. Against his arguments in Inguiry and in
Negative Magnitudes, arguments which received a bold emphasis in Dreams, that
metaphysics must renounce its pretension to knowledge which exceeds the bounds
of experience, Kant now openly proclaims — as the title of the Inaugural Disserta-
tion “On the form and principles of the sensible and the intelligible world”
immediately reveals — that metaphysics can offer us knowledge of an intelligible
and supersensible world. How can we explain the fact that Kant doesn’t even
mention his previous insights and puts forward a theory of the supersensible
world when only four years earlier he made such a systematic case against the
false pretensions of speculative metaphysics? We cannot but assume that Kant
didn’t think that his new theory regarding the sensible and the intelligible worlds
contradicted his previous views but, on the contrary, that it was in line with his
previous insistence on the limits of reason. We must ask ourselves what exactly was
Kant ruling out in the works of the 1760s and whether the Inaugural Dissertation
could be interpreted as not exceeding those limits.

36 By this Kant does not mean to restrict morality to the boundaries of possible experience. He only
means that morality is not dependent on any knowledge of what exceeds experience but on our
inherent disposition toward the good. That morality is dependent on reason but not on reason’s
capacity for knowledge, is one of the main achievements of Kant’s mature practical philosophy.
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If we look closely we shall see that what Kant was opposing in Dreams was the
use of reason “to spy after the more hidden properties of things” (TG, AA 02: 367).
He was against the tendency of metaphysics to meddle with the affairs of science by
pretending to offer us insights into the supposed deeper or more essential truths
about nature; truths that are inaccessible to science, which inevitably relies on
sensible observations. If we now look at the thesis of the Inaugural Dissertation we
see that Kant does not promote some mysterious ability of reason to penetrate into
the hidden properties of nature. The strict separation between the forms of the
sensible and the intelligible worlds ensures that whatever is said about the intelli-
gible world does not have any negative effect on our ability to construct true
judgments within the sensible world, regulated by its own unique forms. Moreover,
we do not derive our different modes of knowledge from a dogmatically held
picture of two ontologically distinct worlds, as did Plato. Rather, it is the other
way around — we derive the two different worldviews from an epistemological
recognition that we have two distinct modes of representation. An interpretation
along these very lines is offered by Ernst Cassirer whose reading of the Inaugural
Dissertation is part of a larger account of the historical-developmental process
through which Kant came to see things in this light (Cassirer 1981, 92-115).*”
Cassirer notes that the years between 1765 and 1770 witnessed a renewed interest in
Leibniz’s thought due mainly to the publication in 1765 of Leibniz’s until-then
unpublished and unknown New Essays in Human Understanding. The latter work
has been buried in the library of Hanover for 60 years and its publication brought
Leibniz once more to life and to the forefront of academic discussions. According to
Cassirer, Kant was extremely influenced by this work.*® Cassirer argues that in the

37 Cassirer’s account is based on the following stages: (a) the influence of Leibniz’s New Essays in
Human Understanding which was only rediscovered and brought to public attention in 1765. On
reading Leibniz’s New Essays Kant was able to see metaphysics not as sheer speculation but as
grounded in a distinct faculty of the mind. Accordingly he could now recognize the role of pure
concepts not derived from sensibility. (b) Kant’s struggle with the status of space and time and
consequently with mathematical reasoning. If space and time are pure concepts of the understand-
ing they possess universality and necessity but their application to experience is a mystery. If on
the other hand they are empirical concepts derived from observations than their application to
natural things is understood but they lose their necessity and universality. The solution was
eventually achieved by regarding them as the forms of sensible intuition. (c) Kant’s discovery
of the antinomies that exist between the sensible and the intelligible modes of representation. Here
Cassirer notes only the influence that Leibniz’s work had on Kant while many other authors (such
as Manfred Kuehn, Frederick Beiser, Lewis White Beck and de Vleeschauer) emphasize the
influence of Hume’s work.

38 The evidence for the influence of Leibniz’s New Essays on Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation is not
explicit but Cassirer’s account is, nevertheless, quite plausible given the impact made by the
publication of the New Essays; additionally, some aspects of the /naugural Dissertation do indeed
seem to echo Leibniz’s ideas. This is mostly apparent in Kant’s account of pure concepts. Cassirer
even puts Kant’s text next to Leibniz’s to demonstrate the similarity between the two (Cassirer
1981, 103n95). L. W. Beck as well refers to the possible influence of Leibniz’s New Essays on
Kant prior to the compilation of his Inaugural Dissertation, (Beck 1969, 457). L. W. Beck also
notes (1969, 476) that some of Kant’s basic formulations in the first Critique mirror Leibniz’s in
the New Essays.
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New Essays Kant saw Leibniz for the first time not as a philosopher of nature or a
speculative metaphysician but as an epistemological critic.>” He now saw Leibniz’s
theory of the monads not as an alternative description of nature rival to that given by
physicists but as expressing a unique mode of representation distinct from the
sensible one and which is, nevertheless, presupposed by experiential knowledge.*’
As Kant described it years later, in his Metaphysical Foundations of Natural
Science, Leibniz’s monadology ‘“has nothing at all to do with the explanation of
natural appearances, but is rather an intrinsically correct platonic concept of the
world devised by Leibniz, insofar as it is considered, not at all as objects of the
senses, but as a thing in itself, and is merely an object of the understanding, which,
however, does indeed underlie the appearances of the senses” (MAN, AA 04:
507).*' What is important to notice for the purposes of our current discussion is
that Kant viewed Leibniz’s monadology not as a speculative theory of the inner
nature of things in a dogmatic and ontological sense, a view according to which the
understanding has some mysterious capability to represent the ultimate nature of
things completely independent of experiential observations. Rather than something
transcendent, the world of the understanding expresses the immanence of our own
self-consciousness. Thus understood it now becomes clear how this view of the
intelligible world could be seen as compatible and continuous rather than contra-
dictory of Kant’s views in the 1760s. What he rejected then, as well as now, is only
the speculative pretension of reason to possess knowledge of the nature of things
regardless of any data given by sensibility and this is the reason why Kant rejected
the common form of metaphysics. With Leibniz he now found a different kind of
metaphysics, which bases its contentions not on unrestrained speculation but on
immediate awareness of our inner self.*? This view is compatible with Kant’s new

*Tt is widely recognized that Kant’s view of Leibniz had many flaws. In a certain sense it is
understandable given that important parts of Leibniz’s works were not published during the
eighteenth century and even the rest was scattered and not readily available to the scholars of
the time. But more than that, if our current task is to clarify Kant’s own thought then what is
important to know is how Kant understood Leibniz and it is hardly relevant whether this
understanding is more or less adequate to the historical Leibniz. This attitude applies both to
Kant’s earlier view of Leibniz and to his new view after reading the New Essays. It is quite
probable that Kant interpreted this work in an overly epistemological way due mainly to his own
course of theoretical development and it is possible that he read some of his own ideas into
Leibniz. Nevertheless, as long as it is Kant’s thought that we are after we need not settle these
issues here.

“OIn the Inaugural Dissertation Kant indeed argues that experience presupposes the application of
reason in its logical use to appearances. This issue shall be discussed below.

! English translations of the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science are taken from Michael
Friedman (Kant 2002).

2 As already noted (note 39 above), it is irrelevant if this view correctly represents Leibniz’s own
intentions. Regarding Kant’s view of metaphysics at that time I refer to the many notes where Kant
argues that metaphysics is a science not of things but of the laws of reason itself (Refl 3716, 3952,
3964, 3970, 4152. Cf. also after 1770, Refl 4284, 4368, 4369, 4445, 4453, 4455, 4457). Addition-
ally there is a multitude of notes in which Kant stresses time and again the merely subjective
validity of the principles of pure reason in contrast with the objective validity of empirical



42 2 The Subjective Conditions of Objectivity

conception of Leibniz’s theory of pure concepts. Rather than being innate concepts
that on account of a peculiar pre-established harmony relate to objects considered
independently of all consciousness, they merely express the laws immanent in the
mind itself (MSI, §8, AA 02: 395).43 On the occasion of reading Leibniz’s New
Essays Kant probably realized that something important was indeed lost in his
exposition of metaphysics in the mid 1760s. In accordance with his long lasting
insights he could now put forward a systematic theory of those concepts, which
cannot under any circumstances be derived or abstracted from sensibility. The
concepts of possibility, existence, necessity, substance, cause, etc., contain univer-
sality that cannot be abstracted from particular and concrete sensations although we
can only become aware of them “by attending to its [the mind’s] actions on the
occasion of experience” (AA 02: 395. Cf. also Refl 3930, AA 17: 352).** The
understanding of Kant’s development towards the /naugural Dissertation is thus
important since it alone can guard us from an overly dogmatic interpretation of
this work.

Frederick Beiser also offers a reading of the Inaugural Dissertation, which
presents it as compatible with, rather than contradictory to, Kant’s works of the
1760s. Beiser views Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation as ontology but nevertheless
such as

does not speculate about a distinct kind of entities, but simply determines the necessary
laws by which our reason can think any object whatsoever. Although Kant sometimes
loosely speaks of his noumena as if they were a kind of entity, we must be careful not to
reify them. They are not a type of existing thing, but simply the forms or structures to which
any existing or possible thing must conform. (Beiser 1992, 49)

Beiser concludes that this form of ontology “does nothing more than determine
those concepts that are necessary limits and conditions of reason” (Beiser 1992, 49).
As Beiser writes, and I agree, this reading is supported by many Reflexionen of the
same period (Refl 3946, AA 17:359; Refl 3931, AA 17: 353; Refl 3959, AA 17:367).
It should be noted, though, that Beiser does not base his view on an assumption
regarding a relation between Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation and Leibniz’s New
Essays, as does Cassirer. Beiser convincingly shows that Kant had appealed to

concepts, which arise from the influence of an object on the senses (Relf 3716, 3747, 3914, 3938,
3942, 3948, 3954, 3969, 3977, 3988).

3 The important distinction here is between a law or a function and a thing.

“*The above-cited passage is highly important for as we can see Kant recognized from the very
beginning that pure concepts, despite the fact that they are not abstracted from sensation, are
nevertheless only recognizable when they are applied to sensible intuitions. In this regard
cf. Kant’s distinction between two senses of the term ‘abstraction’: “Properly speaking, we
ought, namely to say: fo abstract from some things, but not: to abstract something. The former
expression indicates that in a certain concept we should not attend to the other things, which are
connected with it in some way or another, while the latter expression indicates that it would be
given only concretely, and only in such a way that it is separated from the things which are jointed
to it. Hence, a concept of the understanding abstracts from everything sensitive, but it is not
abstracted from what is sensitive.” (MSI, §6, AA 02: 394). All English translations of the
Inaugural Dissertation are taken from David Walford and Ralf Meerbote (Kant 1992).
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metaphysics, from his very first publication in 1747, as a means to salvage freedom,
and therefore morality, from the bitter fate of deterministic mechanism. Beiser thus
argues that in the Inaugural Dissertation “Kant gives the intelligible or noumenal
world a strictly moral meaning, just as he had done in the Dreams of a Spirit-Seer”
(Beiser 1992, 50). Accordingly, the dogmatic use of reason of the lnaugural
Dissertation is to be understood in a regulative rather than a constitutive sense,
within the moral rather than the theoretical domain. According to Beiser, the
intelligible world does not state what exists but what ought to exist (Beiser 1992,
50). Beiser and Cassirer offer alternative accounts but both reach similar conclu-
sions regarding the pure use of reason within the Inaugural Dissertation and the
compatibility of the latter work with Kant’s skeptical references to metaphysics in
the works of the 1760s. Not only is there no contradiction between the two
accounts, I think that they in fact complement each other. By separating the sensible
and the intelligible worlds Kant was able to achieve two goals at the same time.
Kant could now explain why metaphysics — which object is the intelligible world —
has no implications whatsoever on the natural world, the object of science; and
similarly he could explain how the mechanistic determinism of the natural world
has no implications whatsoever on the possibility of morality and religion.
Nevertheless one cannot ignore the fact that there is a double theme in the
Inaugural Dissertation. On the one hand it defends the autonomy of the sensible
world based on its own unique forms and principles and on the other hand it
promises to give us access to a world of things not merely as they appear but as
they are in themselves.*> This dual theme is reflected on another level. The
Inaugural Dissertation harbors two very different models of reason.*® The first is
expressed by what Kant calls the ‘logical use’ of reason and the other by what he
calls the ‘real use’ of reason. The logical use is manifested by comparing concepts
and by subordinating specific concepts to general ones, regardless of the origin of
these concepts, whether sensible or intelligible (MSI, AA 02: 393). Already in the
Inaugural Dissertation Kant recognizes that the activity of the understanding on
sensibility is required to transform appearances into experience. By appearances he
means raw sensible representations “which precede the logical use of the under-
standing” while experience “arises when several appearances are compared by the
understanding” (MSI, §5, AA 02: 394). Within its logical use, the understanding is
therefore part of the conditions of constructing experience out of mere appearances.
According to this epistemological model of reason, the intelligible world stands for
the ground of appearances not because it represents the ultimate characteristic of
natural objects, which lies beyond the reach of ordinary science but because it

43 This form of dogmatism is referred to by Kant as his “dogmatic slumber” from which Hume’s
skepticism has awoken him (Prol, AA 04: 260). The claim that by his “dogmatic slumber” Kant
refers to his views of things-in-themselves in the period between 1770 and 1771, a view from
which he has awoken around 1772, is supported by more than a few authors, (Beck 1969,
439, 465); (Beck 1978, 101-110); (de Vleeschauwer 1962, 64f.); (Beiser 1992, 54, 60n40).

“1n the Inaugural Dissertation Kant does not make a distinction between reason and the
understanding and so in this context I too will use them as synonyms.
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stands for the ultimate conditions under which alone cognition can represent
objects.*” On this view the thing-in-itself is not to be understood as something,
which transcends all powers of our consciousness, but as a Leibnizian monad,
whose essence and existence is drawn from within itself, and we once more return
to the paradigm of self-consciousness.*®

Alongside the logical use of the understanding, Kant also recognizes a ‘real use’.
By the real use of the understanding “the concepts themselves, whether of things or
relations, are given” (MSI, AA 02: 393).49 Within the real use of the understanding
pure concepts of reason do not serve as part of the conditions of experience but as an
independent source of knowledge in a way quite reminiscent of the old dogmatic
kind of metaphysics, that which Kant is supposed to have renounced.’® The dual use
of the understanding, here presented, and the corresponding duality in Kant’s
concept of reason runs back to the works of the 1760s (Cassirer 1981, 76f.).
There we can trace two very distinct models of reason. While in Inquiry, in
Negative magnitudes, and especially in Dreams, Kant presents a model of reason
that is confined to the role of elaborating and analyzing what is given to it through
sensible observation, in The Only Possible Argument he presents a model of reason,
whose unique prerogative is to ground and give evidence to the necessary existence
of an absolute being, lying far beyond the bounds of all possible experience.
Equivalently in the Inaugural Dissertation, aside from the role of reason in relation
to experience, reason is also related to God as the absolute being. God conceived of
by the principles of pure understanding plays the roles of noumenal perfection in
the theoretical sense and of moral perfection in the practical sense (MSI, §9, AA 02:
395f.). God is thus the ultimate anchor in both the theoretical and the moral senses
similar to the roles assigned to God in The Only Possible Argument. This
unresolved duality harboring two quite incompatible paradigms of reason played
a crucial role in the further development of Kant’s thought towards the Critique of
Pure Reason, to be discussed in the next section.

47 Cf. also Refl 3980 dated to 1769 in which Kant states that “there are in reason further conditions,
without which we cannot conceive certain objects through reason, even though these conditions
are not determinations of the objects themselves”. (AA 17: 355).

“8 In the Paralogisms of Pure Reason in the first Critigue, Kant explains that it is self-consciousness
by which we become aware of our transcendental self in contrast with the phenomenal self.

91t is worth noting that Kant’s above distinction between the logical and the real use of reason is
exactly opposed to his usage of these terms in the first Critique in which the logical use of reason
abstracts from any relation to an object and therefore from any relation to experience and the real
use of reason pertains merely to experience and not to any alleged supersensible realm.

30 One should nevertheless note the restrictions Kant puts on the intellectual cognition of things as
they are in themselves. In §10 of the Inaugural Dissertation Kant argues that intuition is the only
means by which we can obtain singular concepts in the concrete. Since intuition is for us only
sensible, intellectual cognition is limited to symbolic cognition of universal concepts in the
abstract. The latter are devoid of content, which can only be given to us through the senses.
Although in the Inaugural Dissertation Kant still thinks that the cognition of the noumenon is
nevertheless not annulled, the rejection of intellectual intuition leaves the intelligible cognition of
the noumenon hanging on a thin thread.
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In connection with the above-discussion of the more dogmatic model of reason
present in the Inaugural Dissertation we can add that the very separation of the
sensible and the intelligible worlds, designed to prevent the sensible world from
being negatively evaluated by reference to principles that relate to the intelligible
world, nevertheless does contribute to this undesirable consequence. This is so
since on the background of the purely objective intelligible world of things as they
are in themselves, the phenomenal world is viewed as a world of deficient reality. In
the Inaugural Dissertation, after establishing the basic opposition between sensi-
bility and the understanding and their irreducibility, Kant turns to discuss the
character of these two faculties.”’ He defines sensibility as “the receptivity of a
subject in virtue of which it is possible for the subject’s own representative state to
be affected in a definite way by the presence of an object” (MSI, AA 02: 392). His
definition of intelligence is of negative character as “the faculty of a subject, in
virtue of which it has the power to represent things which cannot by their own
quality come before the senses of that subject” (MSI, AA 02: 392).° Kant then
argues that each faculty has its own object. The object of sensibility is the sensible
or phenomenon; the object of the intelligence is the intelligible or noumenon.
Sensible cognition is dependent on the special character of the subject and his
ability to be affected by the presence of an object. The phenomenon is therefore
subjective. The noumenon is cognized by the understanding and one would expect
it to be dependent on the understanding’s unique character. Nevertheless, Kant says
that the intelligence is “exempt from such subjective conditions [that is, sensible
forms] and relates only to the object” (MSI, AA 02: 392).53 We should note the
explicit dichotomy that is introduced here between the subjective and the objective,
a dichotomy that runs through the whole of Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation and shall

5! The central aspect of the distinction between sensible and intelligible cognitions derives from
the singularity and concreteness of sensible intuitions in contrast with the general and abstract
character of concepts of the understanding. In §10 of the Dissertation Kant stresses that “There is
(for man) no intuition of what belongs to the understanding, but only a symbolic cognition; and
thinking is only possible for us by means of universal concepts in the abstract, not by means of a
singular concept in the concrete.” (MSI, AA 02: 396. Cf. also Log, §§11-16, AA 09: 97-101). Kant
stressed the basic opposition between the universality of concepts and the concreteness of
sensibility as early as the mid 60’s (Refl 5716, AA 17: 255).

52 In his famous letter to Herz of February 21, 1772 Kant remarks on the insufficiency of a merely
negative definition, which leaves open “the further question of how a representation that refers to
an object without being in any way affected by it can be possible”. (AA 10: 130f.). All English
translations of texts from Kant’s correspondence are taken from Arnulf Zweig (Kant 1999).

33 Here is the origin of an issue that will be further discussed in this work regarding a possible
distinction between the noumenon as the correlate of the understanding and the thing-in-itself as a
transcendent entity which is supposed to be beyond any relation to the subject, regarding both the
subject’s sensible and intelligible faculties. Kant here follows the Platonic tradition, in line with
traditional rational metaphysics, according to which the understanding knows things regardless of
any subjective condition. In this regard cf. Markus Hertz’ review of Kant’s Dissertation to be
discussed below. Note that my distinction is different from another distinction, which exists in the
secondary literature where the thing-in-itself is a thing that appears and the noumenon is a wholly
distinct entity unrelated to appearances.
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also be in the focus of the transition to the Critique of Pure Reason. Phenomena, as
a result of the nature of sensibility, are only subjective. Noumena, as a result of the
nature of the intelligence, are exempt from any subjective conditions and are
therefore purely objective. What is subjective cannot, as such, be also objective.
What is objective, as such, is purely devoid of any admixture of the subjective. It
follows that we must assume two distinct worlds; one is only subjective, a world of
“things as they appear”, the other, a purely objective world of “things as they are”
(MSI, AA 02: 392).>* T emphasize the word ‘only’ since according to this line of
thought it is clear that there is a real alternative to the subjective world and therefore
its reality is somewhat diminished.

The central role of the intelligible world is strengthened when we observe that
Kant refers to the supersensible world as the ground of the sensible world, not
merely epistemologically but also in a quite ontological way. In §11 of the
Inaugural Dissertation, Kant argues that phenomena, “as things caused, witness
to the presence of an object, and this is opposed to idealism” (MSI, AA 02: 397).
There are two ways to understand the status of this object, whose presence Kant
takes as opposed to idealism. It can either be an object of experience as opposed to
mere appearance or it can refer to a distinct ontological entity.>> This interpretative
dilemma — including its varieties — follows any attempt to interpret Kant’s refuta-
tions of idealism throughout his critical writings. But if this case is inconclusive,
other passages of the Inaugural Dissertation seem to be more explicit in their
support of the dogmatic alternative. These passages may in turn incline us to
view the above citation as well in a more ontological light. In another passage
Kant notes that the sensible world, as a world of things merely as they appear, does
not embrace the cause of this world. “Since it is in virtue of this cause that mind
itself exists and is active through all its senses, that cause cannot be an object of the
senses” (MSI, §13, AA 02: 398). The argument is clear. The existence of the mind,

54 Kant here uses the term ‘things as they are’ which is also repeated in some places in the Critique
of Pure Reason. This term is in most cases synonymous with the term ‘things as they are in
themselves’. In other places in this work Kant uses the term ‘things as they exist in themselves’.
Note that some paragraphs of the Dissertation suggest that it is the same world viewed in two
different ways, either as it is in itself or as it appears to us. See the following paragraph: “But the
world, in so far as it is regarded as phenomenon [...]”; “Accordingly, whatever the principles of
the form of the sensible world may be, in the end, its embrace is limited to actual things, in so far as
they are thought capable of falling under the senses.” (MSI, §13, AA 02: 398). The distinction
between a ‘two-world’ view and a ‘two-aspect’ view shall be discussed later in this work.

55 The question is more complex. We must be clear how to understand (a) that which bears witness
to the presence of an object, (b) the object to which reference is made and (c) the relation between
the two. The various views in the secondary literature are discussed and evaluated by Luigi Caranti
(2007, 24f.). Caranti proposes the view that, in the above context, phenomena which bear witness
to the presence of an object are to be understood as mental-entities or modifications of our mind
and the object to which the former bear witness are noumena understood as extra-mental. My own
assessment is close to that of Caranti. In addition to the attempt to explain the proper interpretation
of the text, Caranti also attempts to relieve the tension brought about by the fact that Kant appeals
in the Dissertation to a causal argument despite the fact that according to Caranti Kant had already
rejected this kind of argument against idealism in his works from the 1760s (Caranti 2007, 26f.).
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and, we may add, its affecting objects, cannot be accounted for by the phenomenal
world since the latter presupposes the former. The cause of the sensible world in
virtue of which the mind itself and the objects that affect it exist in the first place,
must be found beyond the phenomenal world. This is not all. In a concluding
remark to the chapter on the form of the intelligible world Kant somewhat hesi-
tantly notes that the discussion of the intelligible world may have an added value of
shedding light on “the causes of sensitive intuition, which may be known through
the understanding alone” (MSI, AA 02: 409).

For, indeed, the human mind is only affected by external things, and the world is only
exposed to its view, lying open before it to infinity, in so far as the mind itself, together with
all other things, is sustained by the same infinite force of one being. Hence, the mind only
senses external things in virtue of the presence of the same common sustaining cause. (MSI,
AA 02: 4091.)

Kant’s reference to the “infinite force of one being”, and a “common sustaining
cause”, apparently God, is reminiscent of the role assigned to God in The Only
Possible Argument.”® The attempt to ground the validity of the phenomenal world
in an ontological anchor beyond the bounds of experience seems like an attempt to
overcome the limitations of the use of reason that Kant himself imposed on
metaphysics only a few years prior to the Inaugural Dissertation, in Dreams.

However, alongside the defense of the sensible world by appealing to a super-
sensible world, we also find a defense of the sensible world by appealing to its
internal coherence and order. Despite the superiority of the intelligible cognition of
things-in-themselves, the Inaugural Dissertation makes a very strong case for
sensible cognition and objects of experience. First, each of the two cognitions has
its own kind of object so that sensible cognition is measured as to how well it attains
the phenomenal object regardless of the intelligible cognition of things-in-them-
selves. Second, sensible and intelligible cognitions each have a distinct principle of
order. The principles of order in sensible cognition are time and space while the
principles of order of intelligible cognition are the ideas of reason. The distinction
between the two faculties and their corresponding objects allows Kant not only to
safeguard metaphysics from any sensible admixture but also to offer a strengthened
defense of the internal unity of the sensible world. Against Leibniz, Wolff and the
Platonic tradition, Kant argues that sensible cognitions are not confused cognitions
of things-in-themselves but distinct cognitions of appearances.”’ Geometry, the
paradigm of sensible cognition is more successful in achieving distinct cognitions
than metaphysics where much effort is devoted to dispelling clouds of confusion.
Moreover, Kant argues that even though phenomena provides knowledge of

36The presence of the doctrine of God as presented in The Only Possible Argument in the
Inaugural Dissertation is most evident in §9 in which God is described as the paradigm of
noumenal perfection both in the theoretical and the moral contexts. Within the former context
God is the Supreme Being and in the latter context he stands for moral perfection. This presen-
tation mirrors the double role assigned to God in The Only Possible Argument discussed above.

57 An early allusion to this view is found in Refl 3717 (AA 17: 262).
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appearances and not of ideas in the Platonic sense and even though they do not
express “the internal and absolute quality of objects” they nevertheless enable us to
construct true judgments; that is, they provide knowledge, not illusions. This result
is to a large degree dependent on the new theory of time and space as the forms of
the sensible world.”® Although time and space have no application to the world of
things-in-themselves, nevertheless in relation to the sensible world they express
truth of the highest degree. For nothing can come before the senses unless it accords
with the laws inherent in the mind and according to which alone things can appear
before it. Time and space are therefore the universal conditions of all sensible
things. On behalf of the universality of time and space the sensible world constitutes
one unified whole. This theory enables us to explain first, the absolute certainty
ascribed to arithmetic and geometry and second how even the empirical sciences,
primarily physics, are possible at all. In the first case, since the axioms of arithmetic
and geometry directly express the nature of time and space and since the latter are
absolutely necessary in relation to the sensible world it is easily seen how arithmetic
and geometry obtain the highest level of certainty in relation to objects of experi-
ence.”” In the case of the empirical sciences, even though their judgments are not
directly derived from time and space, nevertheless, the very possibility of
constructing true empirical judgments requires that the predicates and the subjects
of such judgments be both governed by the same principles so that they at least
could be related to one another (MSI, §11, AA 02: 397). In other words, although
relations between objects of experience express more than the relations between
empty parts of time and space, they nevertheless do express relations, which are
spatial and temporal in character. If we could not rely on the absolute applicability
of time and space to empirical objects, the very search for spatial and temporal
relations between objects would be in vain. We could then be looking for relations
that are not to be found at all. In order for some judgments to be probable, other
judgments must be more than probable.®” The above arguments substantiate Kant’s
claim for the non-illusory character of the sensible world by appealing to internal
arguments from within the phenomenal world. The Inaugural Dissertation thus
strengthens the case for the internal order and coherence of experience, which we
have already seen present in Kant’s earlier works.

38 Some signs anticipating this new theory were already present in Kant’s previous works of the
1760s. Directions in Space in particular holds key factors in this regard, most notably the sensible
character of space, its contrast with conceptual analysis and its independence of the matter, which
fills space. Evidence for the development of the theory of space and time in the period between the
publication of Directions in Space and the Inaugural Dissertation is given in Kant’s notes from
around 1769, (Refl 4077, 4078, 4188-4191, 4315, 4316).

9 Kant repeatedly argues that only as subjective forms of sensibility can we explain how time and
space have apodictic certainty. If we explain them empirically as arising out of the content of
experience then we have to grant that they are as certain — or as uncertain — as any empirical
judgment.

SOCf. also in the Prolegomena where Kant argues that “since truth rests upon universal and
necessary laws as its criteria, for Berkeley experience could have no criteria of truth, because its
appearances (according to him) had nothing underlying them a priori” (Prol, AA 04: 375).
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Looking back on the drastic dichotomy between the subjective world of things as
they appear and the objective world of things as they are in themselves we may
conclude that there is yet no clue for the radical idea of the subjective conditions of
objectivity. Nevertheless, the innovative theory of time and space as the ultimate
forms of the sensible world was already a major step towards acknowledging them
as subjective conditions of objectivity. First, as we have seen, although the sensible
world was described as subjective, still it was far from being characterized as a
world of illusion and dream for it has its own principles of order. The truth of
particular judgments within this world is not dependent on their correlation with
things-in-themselves but rather on their internal compatibility with other judgments
within the sensible world. The emphasis on the internal order of the sensible world
lays the ground for the transition from correlation to coherence model of objectivity
and truth.®" Second, Kant’s phenomenal world, based on the formal principles of
time and space, includes the sciences of geometry, algebra and all of the natural
sciences, primarily physics. It is clear that Kant, an admirer of the achievements of
the natural sciences, did not regard these sciences as illusory. Third and most
important, since time and space were already regarded as subjective and yet at
the same time as the universal conditions of the sensible world, what was required
to view them as subjective conditions of objectivity was to renounce the alternative
of a noumenal world which in the Inaugural Dissertation was alone regarded as
truly objective. The phenomenal world would thus be seen as the real world and not
as a world of things merely as they appear. Regarding the status of the formal
conditions of the understanding, we should note that within the logical use of the
understanding, pure concepts were already treated, although to a limited extent, as
part of the conditions of experience. What was therefore required to view them too
as subjective conditions of objectivity was once again to renounce the real use of
the understanding and additionally to extend the recognition of their role in relation
to experience.®>

2.2.2 The Transition from the Inaugural Dissertation
to the Critique of Pure Reason

While the core idea behind the Inaugural Dissertation is the basic opposition
between the sensible and the intelligible faculties, the main theme motivating the

! For the issue of the transition from correlation to coherence model of objectivity and truth,
cf. Sect. 12.2.4 below.

62 Kant’s recognition of the role of pure concepts as requisite conditions of experience in the
Inaugural Dissertation was still very limited. The logical use of the understanding was only
required to combine appearances, referred to by Kant as raw sensible representations into
experience. Kant would later recognize that the original synthesis of the understanding is requisite
for having representations in the first place. Thus, even the possibility of having sensible repre-
sentations presupposes the original synthesis of the understanding.
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further development of Kant’s thought is the mutual dependency of the two
faculties. While Kant never changed his mind about the inherent opposition
between the two faculties, he gradually became more appreciative of the extent to
which each faculty is dependent on the other. Although in the Inaugural Disserta-
tion Kant recognized the role assigned to reason in elaborating raw sensible
intuitions thereby producing general empirical concepts out of them,* he still did
not see the extent to which sensible cognitions themselves and especially their
characterization as arising out of the influence of an object are dependent on
intelligible principles.** Furthermore the profound dependency of intelligible on
sensible cognition was in 1769-1770 little recognized. As we shall see below the
transition from the Inaugural Dissertation to the Critique of Pure Reason was
marked by a dual aspect process, at the heart of which stand the recognition of
the extensive interdependency of the two cognitive faculties: first, the renounce-
ment of the real use of the understanding and with it the possibility of an intelligible
cognition of things-in-themselves; second, the acknowledgment that only the
mutual interaction between the two faculties can account for the ability of cognition
to relate its representations to an object. The combined effect of this dual aspect
process is the recognition that the object of cognition is only phenomenal and that
the forms of our sensibility as well as the forms of the understanding are the
subjective conditions of objectivity.

Kant’s recognition that space and time are not merely subjective but at the same
time also objective was obtained from his views at the time of the Inaugural
Dissertation with relative ease. Already in 1769 Kant repeatedly argued that
space and time, as the sensible conditions without which an object cannot be
given to us, are for this very reason objective (Refl 3747, 3942, 3952, 3969, 3988,
4292). He qualifies this statement merely by adding that this is so only “under the
hypothesis of sensibility” (Refl 3747, AA 17: 281. Cf. also Refl 4292), that is, as
long as the reality of the sensible world is admitted. In the Inaugural Dissertation as
well, Kant’s characterization of time and space as subjective is not intended to rule
out their application to objects but is only meant to indicate that as fixed laws of the
mind they are not derived from the objects themselves. Only as subjective laws of
the mind could Kant defend their absolute certainty regarding the sensible world. If
they were considered as objective (in the sense of being derived from the objects),

83t §5 of the Inaugural Dissertation, in which Kant makes the distinction between appearances,
that is, sensible cognitions “which precede the logical use of the understanding” and experience
“which arises when several appearances are compared by the understanding”. (AA 02: 394).

5We should note that sensible representations depend on the synthesis of the understanding not
only for their connection in constructing an object but also for their intrinsic unity. This is the role
of the mathematical principles under the categories of quantity and quality. Cf. also Kant’s
distinction between the forms of intuition and formal intuition. The latter presupposes a unity
that derives from the unifying function of the understanding (the categories) not from the senses
although this unity pertains to time and space themselves; only in accordance with this synthetic
function do time and space become themselves intuitions capable of giving rise to representations
(KrV, B161, Footnote).
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they could not be differentiated from the matter of sensibility, sensations, and the
sciences built upon them would loose their unique validity and certainty. Therefore,
within the discussion of the sensible world there was no obstacle to regard them as
both subjective and objective. Already in the Inaugural Dissertation Kant stressed
that although time and space are subjective conditions of the mind, they are
nevertheless at the same time the highest principles of truth in the phenomenal
world. What was required in order to say that time and space are subjective
conditions of objectivity was to view the phenomenal world as the real world and
not as a world of things merely as they appear contrasted with the world of things as
they are. Thus, to complete this new conception of time and space as subjective
conditions of objectivity, a complementary alteration of the view of the nature of
the forms of the understanding was required. This change of views will be discussed
below. At any rate I believe that in the case of the forms of sensibility a relatively
small step was required to view them as subjective conditions of objectivity and
thus to solve the riddle of their nature.

Regarding the dual status of space and time it is also illuminating to consider the
objections of J. H. Lambert and Moses Mendelssohn to Kant’s view in the Inau-
gural Dissertation of time as subjective.®> Both these men argued that if changes in
time are real, so is time too. If on the contrary time is not real then changes in time
are also not real. Kant addresses this objection in his February 21, 1772 letter to
Marcus Herz. His response reflects the renunciation of the traditional view of
objects as things-in-themselves with the implicit dichotomy of the subjective and
the objective. If we assumed that changes in time apply to things-in-themselves
then indeed one could not both hold that these changes are objective and real while
time itself is subjective and ideal. But since changes in time pertain not to things-in-
themselves but to objects as appearances then there is no contradiction in holding to
both claims. In this case there is no difficulty in accepting that although time is
subjective and ideal, changes in time are objective and real.*®

There is another important aspect regarding Kant’s reply to Lambert’s and
Mendelssohn’s objection. In his above-mentioned letter to Herz, Kant wonders
why is it that this objection is made regarding the ideality of time but not that of
space. His response exposes the fact that the objection implicitly accepts the basic
premise of skeptical (problematic) idealism: that while the reality of objects in

5 Cf. Lambert’s letter to Kant of 18 October 1770, (AA 10: 103-111, at 106f.); Mendelssohn’s
Letter to Kant of 25 December 1770, (AA 10: 113-116, at 115); Another objection to the
subjective nature of time and space was made by J. G. Sulzer in his letter to Kant of 8 December
1770, (AA 10: 110ff., at 111).

6 Cf. also K7V, A36f./B53f. (the Elucidation to the discussion of time), in which Kant explicitly
refers to the criticism of Lambert and Mendelssohn and explains his solution. If objectivity is
understood as the objectivity of phenomena then there is no problem to accept that time is both
transcendentally ideal and empirically real. For it is empirically real only on behalf of being a
subjective condition of the phenomenal world. So it can be both subjective and objective, but only
as long as ‘objective’ means empirical reality and not absolute reality. Cf. also KrV, A27{f./B43f.,
including Kant’s note on his own copy referring personally to Mendelssohn (AA 23: 44).
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space has to be inferred from our representations and is therefore uncertain, the
reality of changes in time is given with the representations themselves. In contrast,
Kant argues that both time and space have the same status as subjective conditions
of the sensible world. The reality of objects in space need no more be inferred from
our representations than the reality of events in time for the objects of both outer
and inner sense are not things-in-themselves but phenomenal objects and their
reality is given with the representations of them. This argument, crucial for
Kant’s refutation of problematic idealism in the Forth Paralogism of the first edition
of the Critique of Pure Reason, is one that has been and still is widely misunder-
stood as inevitably leading to radical idealism. We shall return to consider this
argument and the blame of idealism later in this work (Sect. 12.2.4 below).

Regarding the nature of pure concepts, the first issue to be noted is their
dependency on the forms of sensibility. Despite the Inaugural Dissertation’s strict
separation of the forms of sensibility and the forms of the understanding we find in
Kant’s notes from around 1769 evidence for his awareness of the dependency of the
forms of the understanding on the sensible principle of time. Regarding causality
Kant argues that without “ideas of time one will find no explanation that does not
include a circle, and there seem to be no others” (Refl 3942, AA 17: 357). In another
passage he makes a more general claim that “because everything is represented in
time, all of our concepts of reason are always at the same time thought under the
condition of phenomena.” (Refl 3976, AA 17: 372). This line of thought is contin-
ued in the Inaugural Dissertation itself, where despite the strict separation of the
cognitive faculties Kant argues that the principle of contradiction, the relation of
substance and accident and the causal relations, all require the principle of time to
be represented.®” At the end of the chapter on the forms of the sensible world Kant
says that

Time, on the other hand [in contrast to space], more nearly approaches a universal and
rational concept, for it embraces in its relations absolutely all things, namely space itself

7 «For A and not A are not inconsistent unless they are thought simultaneously (that is to say, at the
same time), about the same thing, for they can belong to the same thing after one another (that is to
say, at different times).” (MSI, AA 02: 401, Also cf. MSI, AA 02: 406). Under item 5 of §14, (MSI,
AA 02: 400), he says similar things about the relation of the concept of substance to the principle
of time: “And, thus, the concept of time, as the principle of form, is prior to the concepts of
substance and accident.” Regarding causality Kant argues that “In the case of all objects, however,
whether they are external or internal, it is only with the assistance of the relation of time that the
mind can be instructed as to what is earlier and what is later, that is to say, as to what is cause and
what is caused.” (MSI, AA 02: 406). In the same place he also says similar things regarding space:
“Above all, if we focus our understanding on experience, we shall see that the relation of cause and
caused, at least in the case of external objects, requires the relations of space.” Note that in the
Critique of Pure Reason Kant makes clear that the principle of contradiction — unlike the real
relations of cause-effect and substance-accident — is essentially not conditioned by time. There,
Kant emphasizes that a contradiction between the subject and the predicate concepts does not
require the condition of time and thus signifies the purely logical (analytical) aspect of the
principle of contradiction. The latter is differentiated from a contradiction between two predicates
in which case the contradiction only arises if the two predicates are predicated of the same object at
the same time. (KrV, A150-154/B189-193).
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and, in addition, the accidents which are not included in the relations of space, such as the
thoughts of the mind. Furthermore, whereas time does not dictate laws to reason, it does,
nevertheless, constitute the main condition in virtue of which the mind is able to compare its
notions, in accordance with the laws of reason. (MSI, AA 02: 405f.)

On the basis of the dependency of pure concepts on time, Kant’s friend Johann
Schultz objected to Kant’s claim that intellectual intuition is impossible.®® Schultz
claimed that time was not just a form of sensation for Kant, but also of thinking.
Although the claim of intellectual intuition may seem odd, Schultz’s arguments
contributed to the reconsideration of the real use of the understanding. For it may
rightly be asked what then remains of the real use of the understanding if so much of
it requires the condition of time and in some cases also the condition of space.
Schultz’s claim that time may not be just the form of the sensible world but also of
the intelligible world, if its force is recognized, requires one of two strategies: either
to let go of the distinction between the sensible and the intelligible world, a
direction that Kant could hardly have taken; or at least to accept the extensive
dependence of the understanding on the forms of sensibility and to wonder whether
the understanding has indeed a pure use which is wholly independent of sensibility.

In 1771 Marcus Herz published a commentary on Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation.
Some of his comments were directed against the separation between the forms of
sensibility and the forms of the understanding and they at least reemphasize the
dependence of the latter on the former. Herz brings up this issue in relation to the
concept of causality:

So much seems certain: the repeated observations of two successive events is the only thing
that provided us the occasion to expect them, in accordance with the rules of probability, as
constantly conjoined with each other, and to call that which was prior in time cause, and
that which was later effect. The concept of time, which has entered into both concepts, and
which thus belongs to them just as it belongs to all experiential knowledge, is so conjoined
with them in our representation that we cannot think cause and effect without space and
time even in pure rational cognitions where space and time are not present. (Herz 1990,
64f.)

Although Kant said basically the same things in the Inaugural Dissertation,
these lines of Herz emphasize that the concept of causality seems to lose all
meaning when stripped of spatial and temporal relations. While Kant only meant
to say that the logical use of the understanding, that is, the understanding’s
application to experience, is conditioned by the forms of sensibility, the above
remarks, nevertheless, may have triggered him to consider whether we can still
speak of a real use of the understanding regardless of time and space. It may be that
the reemphasis, by Schultz and Herz, on elements that were already present in
Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation and even prior to it, stressed for him the extent of the
dependence of pure concepts on time and space.

In addition to the dependency of pure concepts on sensible principles, there is
much evidence that the characterization of the intelligible faculty as purely

%8 Schultz’s review of Kant’s Inaugural Dissertation was published in the Konigsberger gelehrte
und politische Anzeigen on November 22 and November 25, 1771.
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objective reflects only a part of Kant’s views on this matter. In Kant’s notes prior to
the publication of the Inaugural Dissertation we find a multitude of passages in
which Kant repeats the claim that the pure forms of reason are merely subjective
(Refl 3716, 3747, 3914, 3938, 3942, 3948, 3954, 3969, 3977, 3988). He argues that
in contrast to empirical cognitions, which arise from the influence of an object on
the senses and are therefore objective, the principles of reason stand only for the
rules of thought. These rules merely determine the conditions “without which we
cannot conceive certain objects through reason” (Refl 3938, AA 17: 355)° but they
do not determine anything about the objects themselves. While as the ultimate rules
of thought they are universal they nevertheless do not necessarily have application
to an object. This view is accompanied by the repeated claim that metaphysics has a
merely negative role of expressing the limits of reason, that is, the confinement of
the latter to the elaboration of given experiences (Refl 3716, 3952, 3964, 3970,
4152. And after 1770, Refl 4284, 4368, 4369, 4445, 4453, 4455, 4457). Kant
therefore characterizes metaphysics as “only a science of the subject” (Refl 3948,
AA: 17:361).”° He argues that logic, since it deals with merely analytic judgments,
which can be abstracted from the concepts of which they are asserted, is objective.
But metaphysics, which deals with synthetic judgments, which do not arise from the
influence of an object on the senses, is only subjective.”! Kant is torn between two
poles: on the one hand synthetic, real grounds must be derived a-posteriori on the
basis of experience but on the other hand, since these principles — mainly causality —
include a necessary connection they must be derived from reason (Refl 3972). In
one passage Kant argues that “ground and consequence is not any property of things
that is given by means of reason alone, but rather is given only by means of
experience. It is, however, a law of reason to look for this relation; all general
rules of reason about cause and effect have no validity whatsoever for objects.”
(Refl 3977, AA 17: 373). By distinguishing the a-priori forms of sensibility and the
understanding and recognizing that both are synthetic, Kant is slowly driven to
formulate the crucial question regarding the possibility of synthetic a-priori judg-
ments.”” The latter are especially problematic regarding pure reason. Kant is clearly
aware that there are pure concepts of the understanding and even though they can be

9 Kant therefore concludes that “All synthetic judgments of pure reason are accordingly subjec-
tive, and the concepts of them signify actions of reason toward itself.” (AA 17: 355)

70 Cf. also Refl 3716: “Metaphysics is not a philosophy about objects, for these can only be given
by means of the senses, but rather about the subject, namely, the laws of its reason.” (AA 17: 259).
! For the contrast of logic, which is analytic and objective with metaphysics, which is synthetic
and subjective, cf. Refl 3747, 3950, 3954, 3974, 3976.

72 Kant initially recognizes only analytic-a-priori and synthetic-a-posteriori judgments — Refl 3716,
3738, 3744, 3747 (this note includes a later addition which shows a recognition of synthetic
a-priori principles of both the understanding and sensibility), and Refl 3750. These notes are from
around 1764—1766. Refl 4633 dated to 1772—-1773 shows Kant’s awareness of the importance of
a-priori cognitions relating to objects, despite the fact that these a-priori cognitions are not derived
from the experience of objects. In Refl 4634 we find an explicit exposition of the problem (and
solution) of the possibility of synthetic a-priori judgments.
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applied to sensible representations, they are not derived from them but from pure
reason (Refl 3930, 3988, 4172). Since they are not derived from experiences Kant,
in some passages, even finds it difficult to admit that they are synthetic (Refl 3988
and earlier Refl 3738). This evidence shows that despite the explicit thesis of the
Inaugural Dissertation Kant was seriously questioning the objective character of
the understanding. But presenting the issue as a dilemma between either objective
or subjective status of the understanding misses the point. The dilemma is rather
between two different models of objectivity. According to the first model objectiv-
ity is understood in opposition to subjectivity. In other words objectivity is under-
stood as transcendence from cognition and it is opposed to subjectivity, which in
turn is understood as immanence to cognition. On the other model objectivity is not
opposed to subjectivity; on the contrary, some subjective aspects are recognized to
be inevitable conditions of objectivity. On this model, objectivity is understood as
dependent on some subjective grounds and never independent of them. These two
models of objectivity correspond to the two models of reason present in Kant’s
thought, which we have already discussed in the previous section. Kant was now
reaching the point when he would have to decide between the epistemological and
the ontological models of reason and with it the kind of objectivity that follows.

An important criticism against the thesis of the strictly objective character of the
understanding, and especially the relation of pure concepts to things-in-themselves,
was made by Marcus Herz within his above mentioned commentary:

I believe, however, that I can maintain with great persuasiveness that there exists a much
too great difference even between the relations of things as we determine them in accor-
dance with the laws of pure reason and what is true of these things independently from our
cognition. I base this on nothing less than the nature of our cognition in general. Locke
shows that it never extends further than the qualities which these things have [...] But what
makes the substrate, which has all these qualities, can itself not be a quality again [...] It
thus ceases to be an object of our cognition [...] (Herz 1990, 64)

While Herz, in his reliance on Locke, confuses the concept of substance (the
substrate, as that to which qualities belong) with the issue of the possible knowledge
of things-in-themselves, still he does have a point. The understanding, just like
sensibility, is a faculty of our cognition, and an object known through the under-
standing is no less dependent on cognition, and therefore no less subjective, than
one that is represented through our sensitive faculty.”® Indeed according to Kant’s
own arguments prior to the Inaugural Dissertation the pure principles of reason
may even be more problematic and subjective than the pure forms of sensibility.
This line of thought was strengthened by Hamann who on July 1771 published
anonymously two articles, which were a translation of the concluding chapter of

73 In his letter to Herz of June 7, 1771 Kant acknowledges that the principles of the understanding
are just as subjective as the principles of sensibility. He argues that it is important “to distinguish
with certainty and clarity that which depends on the subjective principles of human mental powers
(not only sensibility but also the understanding) and that which pertains directly to the objects”.
(AA 10: 122).
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Book I of Hume’s Treatise on Human Nature.”* In that part of his book, Hume
points out to the subjective nature of the causal relation; he stresses that the causal
relation “lies merely in us”, and that it is nothing but a “determination of the mind”.
There is a controversy among scholars whether Kant had read the article and
whether he knew Hume to be its true author.” If he did read it — even without
knowledge of the identity of its original author — it might have contributed to his
doubts about the validity of various metaphysical ideas.”® In any case, as I have
discussed above, Kant had already acknowledged the subjective nature of pure
concepts of the understanding even prior to the Inaugural Dissertation.

While the objections that pointed to the dependence of the understanding on
the conditions of time and space threatened to ruin all hopes for a real use of the
understanding, a use that would give us things as they are in themselves, the
emphasis on the subjective nature of pure concepts was far more devastating. As
subjective principles that do not arise from the influence of an object on the senses,
they appear to be merely fictional, and their relation to an object — even a pheno-
menal one — becomes a mystery.’’

There is good reason to believe that in late 1771 or early 1772 Kant finally
conceded that the real use of the understanding as presented in the Inaugural
Dissertation could no longer be upheld. In his famous latter to Herz of February
21, 1772 Kant reports of his newly “turn of mind”. He then lays out the following
question: “What is the ground of the relation of that in us which we call ‘represen-
tation’ to the object”.”® He argues that “if a representation comprises only the

74 The text was published anonymously and without any indication that it was a translation. For a
long time it was thought to have been written by Hamann. The first to recognize that it was a
translation was Rudolf Unger (1925, 932).

7> Those supporting the claim that Kant read the article are Kuehn (1983) and Gawlick and
Kreimendahl (1987); Those contesting this claim are Falkenstein (1995) and Beiser (2002, 46f.).
Even if Kant did not read Hamann’s essay he may have been triggered to consider Hume’s skeptic
views about the validity of the causal principle and its implications for metaphysics due to the
1772 publication of a German translation of Beatie’s An Essay on the Nature and Immutability of
Truth in which Hume’s views from the Treatise were discussed. There seems to be a wide
recognition (Forster 2008, 24) that the translation of Beatie’s work was read by Kant and made
Hume’s views on the validity of the causal principle available to him (such views were not
contained in Hume’s Enquiry, a German translation of which was available to Kant as early as
the 1750s). Forster refers to B. Erdmann, N. Kemp Smith, R. P. Wolff, and L. W. Beck as authors
who support the latter view, (Forster 2008, 107n20).

o1t is interesting to note that in his July 9, 1771 letter to Kant, Herz is struck by the report
delivered to him by David Fridldnder (a distinguished Jew from Ko6nigsberg who later moved to
Berlin and became a prominent member of the city’s Jewish community) according to which Kant
is “no longer such a great devotee of speculative philosophy” as he used to be. (AA 10: 124).

77 “These concepts may lie in us where they will: whence do they derive their connection [?] Are
they revelations, prejudices, etc. [?]” Refl 4634 (AA: 17: 617).

78 This is the exact same question that J. S. Beck makes the center of his philosophizing.
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manner in which the subject is affected by the object, then it is easy to see how it’*
is in conformity with this object, namely, as an effect accords with its cause, and it
is easy to see how this modification of our mind can represent something, that is,
have an object.” (AA 10: 130).% On the other hand the relation of intellectual
representations to an object is much more problematic. In this regard he analyzes
two alternatives. If the understanding would either create the object (intellectus
archetypus) or if it could intuit it directly (intellectus ectypus), then there would be
no problem to conceive of the relation of an intelligible representation to an
object.®' But our intellect neither creates its object nor can it intuit it independently
of sensibility. Kant accepts the claim that pure concepts of the understanding “have
their origin in the nature of the soul” and since “they are neither caused by the
object”, as sensible representations are, “nor do they bring the object itself into
being”, their relation to an object is left open. Thus the question is

How my understanding may formulate real principles concerning the possibility of such

concepts, with which principles experience must be in exact agreement and which never-

theless are independent of experience — this question, of how the faculty of the understand-

ing achieves this conformity with the things themselves is still left in a state of obscurity.
(Kant’s letter to Hertz of February 21, 1772, AA 10: 131)*

7 There is some confusion in meaning resulting from Kant’s use of pronouns. The little word “it”
is in the German original “er” which must be a mistake. As noted by Arnulf Zweig (Kant 1999,
137n2) in his notes to his English translation of Kant’s correspondence, “es” is possible in which
case the correspondence would be between the subject and the object causing its state. But “sie”
would even be better, for then the correspondence would be between the representation and the
object as its cause. In my view the latter is the preferred reading for the question with which Kant
deals is that of the relation of the representation to its object.

80Kant, at this stage, takes for granted that sensible representations, since they arise out of the
influence of an object on the senses, have a relation to an object. Later in the Critique of Pure Reason
he will recognize that even the relation of a sensible representation to an object is more complicated
than may at first seem; “for through mere intuition nothing at all is thought, and that this affection of
sensibility is in me does not constitute any relation of such representation to any object at all.” (KrV,
A253/B309). “With us understanding and sensibility can determine an object only in combina-
tion.” (KrV, A258/B314). All English translations from the Critique of Pure Reason are taken from
Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood (Kant 1998). J. S. Beck clearly sees this point. Beck emphasizes that
in basing the relation of a representation to an object on the influence of the object on our senses, we
employ a concept of an ‘affecting object’. But this ‘affecting object’ is itself a representation and it
can rightly be asked whether the representation of such an affecting object is itself valid (whether the
latter representation indeed has an object). For Beck’s views on this subject, cf. Chap. 6 below.

81t is important to note that in both cases the so-called “object” would not be a thing-in-itself. If
the object is created by the understanding, then obviously the object is dependent on the under-
standing in which case it cannot be a thing-in-itself (at least as long as the latter is construed as a
transcendent entity). On the other alternative, the intellectual representation (as an intuitive one) is
taken to be identical with its object and therefore fully adequate with it. But then again this so
called “object” cannot be a thing-in-itself for if the representation is identical with the object then
the object is also identical with the representation. And what is identical with a representation can
hardly be a thing in-itself. It would seem that this kind of intuitive understanding knows nothing
more than itself or its own representations but not something independent of it.

80n the significance of this paragraph see the exchange of papers between L.W. Beck and
Wolfgang Carl in Forster (1989, 24f.).
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Very similar considerations are evident in Kant’s notes of the same period.** In
my view, as | have already noted, there is here a double sided problem. First, how
can we account for the real use of the understanding through which things as they
are in themselves are supposedly given; and second, how can we account for the
relation of pure concepts of the understanding to an object at all, be it even a
phenomenal one. While the former question casts doubt only on the real use of the
understanding, the second threatens to overthrow the use of the understanding
altogether. In his letter to Herz, Kant does not disclose his solution to this difficulty
but it does appear in his notes. In Refl 4473 Kant explains that “experiential
cognitions are not mere impressions”, that is, they presuppose certain activities of
the mind.® “We must ourselves think something in the case of impressions so that
such cognitions can arise. Thus there must be cognitive actions that precede
experience and by means of which these cognitions are possible.” (Refl 4473, AA
17: 565). In Refl 4634 he adds that “if certain concepts in us do not contain anything
other than that by means of which all experiences are possible on our part, then they
can be asserted a priori, prior to experience, and yet with complete validity for
everything that may ever come before us.” (Refl 4634, AA 17: 618). It now becomes
clear that

In that case, to be sure, they [pure concepts] are not valid of things in general, but yet of
everything that can ever be given to us through experience, because they contain the
conditions by means of which these experiences are possible. Such propositions would
therefore contain the condition of the possibility not of things but of experience. However,
things that cannot be given to us through any experience are nothing for us; hence we can
very well treat such propositions as universal from the practical point of view, only not as
principles of speculation about objects in general. (Refl 4634, AA 17: 618)

In another passage Kant explicitly states that even though pure concepts are
merely subjective, “these subjective conditions are objective with regard to the
employment of reason with respect to experiences”. (Refl 4292, AA 17: 498).*° The
solution was therefore to apply to pure concepts of the understanding the same
principle of subjective conditions of objectivity, which Kant applied to the forms of
sensibility. The transition regarding the understanding was of course much more
complicated. While time and space were already acknowledged as subjective, the
same recognition regarding the understanding must have been difficult as the above
evidence shows. Nevertheless once this new understanding was settled, all that
remained was to apply to the forms of the understanding the same solution already

83 Cf. Refl 4473 dated to 1772 and Refl 4634 dated to 1772-1773.

84 Cf. also Kant’s early recognition that analysis presupposes synthesis, Refl 3716 (AA: 17 261).

85To avoid confusion one should note that in this note Kant refers first, to the conditions without
which objects cannot be given (the forms of sensibility) which Kant regards as objective. Second,
he refers to the conditions without which objects cannot be understood (by this he means the
logical-analytical aspect of reason). In accordance with other notes of the same period he regards
these conditions as objective as well. Third, he refers to the conditions without which we cannot
have insight into things. The latter are the pure concepts of reason (the synthetic principles of
reason) which he regards as subjective and yet in application to experience objective.
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applied to the forms of sensibility. The dependence of intelligible cognitions on
sensible ones must have facilitated this result. Both forms, of sensibility and of the
understanding, were now seen as determinations of the knowing subject, and, at the
same time, as conditions of objectivity. Finally, the renouncement of a real use of
the understanding, and with it a positive world of things-in-themselves, have
rendered the phenomenal world the only world to which both sensibility and the
understanding refer.*® While Kant has not given up the distinction between
the sensible and the intelligible faculties, he did give up the relation, so crucial to
the thesis of the Inaugural Dissertation, of each faculty to its own object. No longer
is there a subjective world of things as they appear in contrast to an objective world
of things as they are. There is only one world — the experiential world.

To recapitulate, then, the transition from the Inaugural Dissertation to the
Critique of Pure Reason was made on the basis of two main lines. First, subjectivity
and objectivity, which were initially seen as two dichotomized poles, are now
crucially interconnected. The subjective forms of sensibility and of the understand-
ing are now at the same time also conditions of the objective world. The very idea of
objectivity can no longer be conceived regardless of subjective conditions. Second,
whereas in the Inaugural Dissertation Kant only emphasizes the distinctness of the
faculties of sensibility and the understanding, he now adds to it an inevitable
interdependence. Neither sensibility nor the understanding has a relation to an
object without the other.®’

86 . Refl 4012, the date of which is unclear, either 1769 or 1770-1771, or 1773-1775 or even
1776-1778. Here Kant explicitly states that the principles of reason are only valid for objects of
experience.

81t is interesting to note another aspect regarding the distinction between sensibility and the
understanding. In the Dissertation Kant is more concerned to protect the intelligible world from
sensible infection while in the Critique — since a real use of the understanding has been given up —
he is concerned with reason crossing its boundaries and attempting to provide knowledge inde-
pendent of intuition.



Chapter 3
The Seemingly Inevitable Roles
of the Thing-in-Itself

In the previous chapters I have presented a reading of Kant’s transcendental
idealism as based on the principle of the subjective conditions of objectivity
according to which the thing-in-itself, as an object considered in complete abstrac-
tion from any subjective conditions, is irrelevant for Kant’s philosophy. Against
this view I want to discuss some important contexts in which it seems that the thing-
in-itself has an inevitable role, not only for epistemology at large, but also speci-
fically for Kant’s transcendental philosophy. This chapter is therefore designed to
put forward the obstacles, which Beck’s interpretation, and indeed any inter-
pretation along similar lines, has to overcome. It should be borne in mind that the
following chapters are not intended as a conclusive analysis of these contexts, the
problems that arise within each of them and Kant’s actual or possible replies; I defer
such detailed discussions until after I have presented Beck’s interpretation of Kant.
The following chapters are intended first to present and set forward the various
contexts within which the difficulties arise and second to set the historical back-
ground against which Beck’s Standpunctslehre is a reaction.'

3.1 The Receptivity of Sense Perception

Under this title I list two related issues: first, the issue of the object that affects the
senses and second, the issue of the origin of the matter of appearances.

'J. S. Beck’s Standpunctslehre should be regarded, not only within the context of Kant’s
empiricist and rationalist critics, but, to a very large degree, against the background of the new
wave of followers-turned-critics, predominantly Reinhold and Fichte, who, in the first half of the
1790s, were at the forefront of the philosophical discussion regarding the status of critical
philosophy. I shall discuss Beck’s understanding of the thing-in-itself in relation to Reinhold’s
and Fichte’s views on the same issue in Part IV of this work (cf. below Sects. 12.1.1 and 12.1.2
respectively).
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The definition of sensibility as “the capacity (receptivity) to acquire represen-
tations through the way in which we are affected by objects” (KrV, A19/B33) opens
up a troubling question regarding this ‘affecting object’. Since this ‘object’ cannot
itself be a mere appearance it seems that the only open alternative is that is a thing-
in-itself, a thing independent of consciousness and its representations. This consid-
eration opens up the notorious problem of transcendental affection.

The Transcendental Aesthetic is full of statements that attempt to distinguish
things as they appear to us from things as they are in themselves. It is implicitly
suggested that things as they are in themselves “hide behind” the experiential world
of things as they appear. There are passages where it seems that Kant refers to
things-in-themselves as a different world unknown to us and there are other
passages where it seems that appearances and things-in-themselves are just two
ways of referring to the same things, either as they appear or as they are in
themselves (KrV, A38/B55). But in both cases the existence of things-in-them-
selves seems to be implied. Thus Kant says

[...] that objects in themselves are not known to us at all, and that what we call outer objects
are nothing other than mere representations of our sensibility, whose form is space, but
whose true correlate, i.e., the thing-in-itself, is not and cannot be cognized through them,
but is also never asked after in experience. (KrV, A30/B45)

And

[...] about these appearances, further, much may be said a priori that concerns their form,
but nothing whatsoever about the things-in-themselves that may ground them. (KrV,
A49/B66)

Similar passages in other works also suggest a positive role for the thing-in-itself
within Kant’s theory of sensibility. For example in the Groundwork of the Meta-
physics of Morals Kant says that

[...] we must admit and assume behind appearances something else that is not appear-
ances, namely things-in-themselves, although, since we can never become acquainted with
them but only with how they affect us, we resign ourselves to being unable to come any
closer to them or ever to know what they are in themselves. (GMS, AA 04: 451. The
emphasis is my own. Translations of texts from the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of
Morals are taken from Mary J. Gregor (Kant 1996a)).

This citation seems to openly declare the existence of things-in-themselves
“behind” appearances as that, which affects the senses and brings about represen-
tations in us. A similar statement can be found in the Prolegomena:

Idealism consists in the claim that there are none other than thinking beings; the other
things that we believe we perceive in intuition are only representations in thinking beings to
which in fact no object existing outside these beings corresponds. I say in opposition: There
are things given to us as objects of the senses existing outside us, yet we know nothing of
them as they may be in themselves, but are acquainted only with their appearances, i.e.,
with the representations that they produce in us because they affect our senses. (Prol, AA
04: 288f. English translations of texts from the Prolegomena are taken from Gary Hartfield
(Kant 2002))
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This citation, like may others, allows few interpretations and I shall address them
in due course. Still, on the face of it, it seems to imply that objects as they are in
themselves, which remain unknown to us, affect the senses and bring about
representations in us.”

An issue that is closely related to that of the affecting object is the issue
regarding the origin of the matter of appearances. Kant defines the matter of
appearances as “that in the appearance, which corresponds to sensation”. In contrast
to the form of appearance, which lies a-priori in the mind, the matter of appearances
“is only given to us a-posteriori” (KrV, A20/B34). But where does the matter of
appearances, or sensations, originate? If they are not produced by the mind, they
must originate in something independent of the mind.

In Kant’s essay against Eberhard’s attack on his system, the work titled On a
discovery whereby any new Critique of Pure Reason is to be made superfluous by
an older one ( 1790),3 we find the following statement:

Having raised the question (p. 275): “who (what) gives sensibility its matter, namely
sensations?” he believes himself to have proclaimed against the Critiqgue when he says
(p. 276): “We may choose what we will — we nevertheless arrive at things-in-themselves.”
Now that, of course, is the constant contention of the Critique; save that it posits this ground
of the matter of sensory representations not once again in things, as objects of the senses,
but in something super-sensible, which grounds the latter, and of which we can have no
cognition. It says that the objects as things-in-themselves give the matter to empirical
intuition (they contain the ground by which to determine the faculty of representation in
accordance with its sensibility), but they are not the matter thereof. (UE, AA: 08: 215.
Cf. also UE, AA: 08: 207). All English translations of this work are taken from Henry
Allison (Kant 2002).

The assignment of a positive role to the thing-in-itself within the theory of
affection is not only incompatible with the interpretation of Kant along the lines
I suggested above. The main difficulty is whether Kant’s philosophical system has
any means of avoiding self contradictions.

2Ironically this rather trivial and dogmatic interpretation of Kant’s transcendental idealism was
how Kant was understood even by some of his defenders (Cf. for example Schaumann 1789, 131—
175). The referred to pages of the latter work were written as a letter to J. G. H Feder in response to
Feder’s attack on Kant in his Raum und Causalitat (1788). In attempting to defend Kant against the
charge of idealism, Schaumann argues that despite Kant’s limitation of knowledge to appearances,
transcendental idealism nevertheless insists on the existence of things-in-themselves, which affect
the senses. Despite the fact that things-in-themselves remain unknown to us they still prove the
reality of the external world and thus refute idealism. By this Schaumann pushed transcendental
idealism straight into the arms of Jacobi’s famous criticism (detailed below). According to this
understanding of Kant’s critical philosophy, Kant has not abandoned the fundamental view of
objectivity and at best he is proposing a third alternative to the realistic-idealistic dispute but one
which still assumes the dichotomy between the subjectivity of representations and the objectivity
of things-in-themselves.

3Uber eine Entdeckung, nach der alle neue Kritik der reinen Vernunft durch eine dltere
entbehrlich gemacht werden soll (AA 08: 185-251).



64 3 The Seemingly Inevitable Roles of the Thing-in-Itself

F. H. Jacobi’s criticism of Kant in the addendum to his David Hume (Jacobi
1787, 209-230), exploits exactly this difficulty.* Jacobi’s criticism of the thing-in-
itself consists of two steps. First, he refers to the question of what affects the senses
and causes representations. He dismisses the empirical object since the latter is
itself no more than a representation. He then argues that the cause of representations
equally cannot be an object that is beyond our representations. Jacobi uses the term
‘transcendental object’ but I am rather skeptical whether Jacobi indeed meant the
specific meaning that this technical term occupies in Kant’s terminology.” He
argues that the cause of our representations cannot be the transcendental object
since Kant explicitly argues that we cannot have any knowledge of it. If we have no
knowledge of it then we also cannot know it to be the cause of our representations.
The next step in Jacobi’s argument is the claim that while an object that causes our
representations is inconsistent with Kant’s philosophy it is nevertheless inescap-
able. An object independent of our representations is necessary for Kant for he
argues that our sensible faculty is receptive and passive and therefore something
must act upon it. In Jacobi’s view Kant postulates a passive faculty only to avoid the
otherwise inevitable result that all reality collapses into the content of conscious-
ness. Without upholding the concept of the thing-in-itself Kant’s critical idealism
becomes sheer idealism and even worst — solipsism (the term used by Jacobi is
‘egoism’). Jacobi stated the result of his criticism in the famous formula that one
needs the assumption of things-in-themselves in order to enter the Kantian system
but with this assumption one cannot remain in it (Jacobi 1787, 223). It should be

“The text appears in the addendum to this work, titled “On Transcendental Idealism”. This
criticism had an enormous effect on the understanding of Kant’s stand on the issue of idealism
and realism and it had a great influence on the development of post-Kantian philosophy. Jacobi’s
criticism stems from his attack on reason on behalf of faith and it boldly expresses the presupposed
dichotomy between the immanence of representations and the transcendence of things themselves.
Jacobi argues that Kant has discovered “the principle of subject-object identity” which is in fact
the paradigm of all knowledge. This principle states that we can only know a-priori what reason
creates of its own accord. The paradigm of all knowledge is therefore that of self-knowledge.
According to Jacobi this principle results in nihilism. When self-knowledge is made into the
paradigm of all knowledge the result is ‘speculative egoism’, that is, solipsism, which dissolves all
reality into representations of our own cognition. This solipsism is the result of Kant’s philosophy
for according to Kant we only know our own representations. It follows that we do not know any
reality that exists apart from, or prior to, the activity of reason. Jacobi leaves philosophy only two
alternatives. Either this principle is infinite which leads to the inevitable result that all reality
dissolves into nothingness or this principle is finite and then we have to admit that we only know
ourselves while reality remains unknown to us. If both options are unfavorable then we have to
abandon reason altogether and uphold faith in its place.

3 Jacobi is obviously influenced in his use of terms by Kant’s usage of the term ‘transcendental
object’ in the Fourth Paralogism, which Jacobi cites at length and which serves as his main target
of criticism. The distinction between the thing-in-itself and the transcendental object is highly
important for the argument I intend to develop later in this work and, as I will show, it is not a
coincidence that Kant uses it in the context of the argument of the Fourth Paralogism. It is clear
that Jacobi made no such distinction. It should be noted, though, that this omission is rather
widespread, even with modern Kant interpreters (and even when some distinction is made it is
usually not the one I point to).
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noted that Jacobi’s understanding of the issue was influenced by the presupposition
of the absolute dichotomy between the immanence of representations and the
transcendence of things-in-themselves. Without the latter he sees no middle option
other than a negation of reality altogether.’

Similar criticism was put forward by G. E. Schulze. In his Aenesidemus (Schulze
1792)" Schulze criticizes mainly Reinhold but this work also includes important
criticism of Kant’s critical philosophy in its original form. Schulze argues that Kant
cannot consistently hold to the concept of the thing-in-itself. He mainly targets the
view that the thing-in-itself affects the senses and brings about representations in
us. He argues that this view assumes a causal relationship between things-in-
themselves and the whole of the experiential world while according to Kant’s
critical philosophy all of the categories including that of causality apply only within
the experiential world between appearances.® According to Schulze, Kant’s critical
philosophy can only be consistent if it not only gives up the concept of being
affected, and not only refrain from asserting anything regarding the thing-in-itself,
but more than that, it must explicitly renounce the thing-in-itself and make clear its
impossibility. It should declare this concept a self-contradictory one. It is important
to note that Schulze himself does not abandon the concept of the thing-in-itself.
However, he argues that it cannot be consistently held by supporters of the critical
philosophy and he uses this argument against them. Schulze does not abandon the
thing-in-itself for two related reasons. The first reason is his adherence to the
correspondence theory of truth, which states that a representation is true only if it
corresponds to an object, as it exists apart from consciousness. The elimination of
the thing-in-itself would result in the destruction of the principle of truth for there
would be nothing outside consciousness with which our representations could be
compared. Schulze argues that this is indeed the result of Kant’s and Reinhold’s
versions of the critical philosophy. The second reason for not eliminating the
concept of the thing-in-itself is that without it the real world is reduced to an

6 Jacobi thinks that in order to avoid the perversion of language and public confusion, we must be
clear that an object is only such as is independent of our representations. “For according to the
general use of language, the object must signify a thing that exists outside of us in the transcen-
dental sense, and how would we arrive at such a thing in the Kantian philosophy?” (Jacobi 1787,
227f.) Cf. also: “what we realist call actual objects [are] things that are independent of our
representations” (Jacobi 1787, 216). The English translation is taken from Sassen (2000,
175, 171). Throughout his short criticism it is repeatedly emphasized that what a realist calls
truth or “truly objective significance” is only the correspondence of appearances with things-in-
themselves.

7 This work was published anonymously in the spring of 1792. For a while the name of its author
remained unknown and other writers referred to him by the name of the work itself — Aenesidemus.
The true author was Gottlob Ernst Schulze, the then little known but respectable professor at the
university of Helmstadt. This work quickly became well known and had a remarkable influence on
the philosophical scene of the time.

8Contrary to the common view, it was Schulze and not Jacobi, who pointed out the fact that
according to Kant the category of causality is not applicable to things-in-themselves and their
supposed relationship with the whole of the experiential world.
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aggregate of forms, which are the effects of the mind. Schulze thus accuses Kant
and Reinhold of formalism and subjectivism. On Schulze’s understanding, without
the concept of the thing-in-itself Kant’s critical idealism cannot be distinguished
from Berkeley’s idealism placing all reality within the realm of consciousness. It is
clear that Schulze too presupposes the absolute dichotomy between representations
and things-in-themselves.’

3.2 The Thing-in-Itself and the Charge of Subjective
Idealism

The subjectivist interpretation of Kant’s transcendental idealism according to
which without the thing-in-itself Kant’s system collapses into the immanent
realm of consciousness was shared by almost all of Kant’s early critics. It goes
back to the Critique’s first significant review — the notorious Garve-Feder review in
the Gottingische gelehrte Anzeigen."® According to this review Kant’s idealism
cannot be distinguished from the idealism of Berkeley since like the latter, Kant’s
philosophy limits our knowledge to representations and therefore it reduces experi-
ence to a dream or illusion.'' The authors of the review admit that they cannot

Regarding the principle of truth Schulze fails to notice that Kant has in fact abandoned the
correspondence theory in favor of the principle of the unity and cohesion of experience. This issue
was already mentioned above and it shall be discussed at length in Sect. 12.2.4 below). This claim
is supported by Beiser (1987, 283f.). Regarding the realism-idealism dispute, Schulze does not
recognize, as most of Kant’s contemporaries failed to recognize, that Kant had abandoned the
subjective-objective dichotomy. The dependence of experience on the subjective conditions of
cognition does not lead to the conclusion that objects of experience are any less objective or that
they express a deficient reality. The subjective forms of sensibility and understanding do not
separate cognition from the real world but on the contrary they are what make the relation of
cognition to an external world possible in the first place. These issues shall be addressed in detail in
Part IV below.

19 Appeared anonymously in Zugaben zu den gottingischen Anzeigen von gelehrte Sachen
3 (January 19, 1782), 40-48. Reprinted in Karl Vorlidnder’s edition of Kant’s Prolegomena
(Kant 1951, 167-174). The review is also reprinted with original pagination by Albert Landau
(1991, 10-17). For a historical and systematic discussion of the Gottingen review, cf. Beiser (1987,
172-177) and Beiser (2002, 88-92). For a recent English translation along with the original Garve
review, cf. Sassen (2000, 53—77). All below English citations from the Géttingen review are taken
from Sassen’s translation.

"' The review argues that Kant’s new system “is a system of higher or, as the author calls it,
Transcendental Idealism” which “encompasses spirit and matter in the same manner [and] trans-
forms the world and ourselves into representations. ..” (Sassen 2000, 40). Note that the authors
argue that Kant transforms the world into mere representations. The authors thus implicitly assume
that we can start the discussion by referring to an independent world, a question, which Kant
makes into the problem of all problems, the possibility of which must be analyzed before we can
continue our discussions. The review goes on to argue that since on Kant’s view all our cognition
springs from sensations which are nothing more than modifications of ourselves, about which
causes or origin we know nothing, then we can only assume that there are objects and we believe
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comprehend how the distinction between the actual and the merely imagined can be
based on no more than the application of concepts of the understanding to sensible
intuitions without the latter containing in itself any mark of actuality (Sassen 2000,
42)."> They protest against what they see as Kant’s blurring of the distinction
between inner and outer sensations and his attempt to refute idealism not by
defending the reality of external bodies (by which they mean objects independent
of our representations) but by the negation of the privilege that our consciousness of
our own existence has over our consciousness of outer objects (Sassen 45, 47f.).13
Feder continued this line of argument in his Raum und Causalitat (1788). In this
work Feder repeats the claims of the Gottingen review in more details. He argues
that Kant cannot refute idealism by relying on the empirical reality of objects in
space for on Kant’s own terms space is nothing but a form of our own represen-
tations. The idealist would easily concede that we have representations of objects
in space but the question is not about that but whether the latter correspond to
something independent of consciousness, which Kant fails or refuses to establish
(Feder 1788, 61-83%*, 114—118).14 Feder himself concedes that we know nothing
more than appearances of things-in-themselves and on this account he complains
against what in his opinion is Kant’s careless language. If Kant agrees that external
objects in space are actual, not merely imagined, and if he agrees that they continue
to exist even when we do not perceive them, then why does he insist on saying that
these external objects in space are nothing more than representations in us!? If on
the contrary he stands by his latter claim then he should drop the strange language

that we know them only because appearances have something in common. The review ends with
an even bolder accusation of idealism: “and when, to assume the most extreme position with the
idealist, everything of which we can know and say something is merely representation and law of
thought, when representations in us, modified and ordered in accord with certain laws are just what
we call object and world, why then the fight against this commonly accepted language, why then
and from where this idealist differentiation?”” (Sassen 2000, 48).

12 This shows that the authors demand a material criterion of actuality based on the correspondence
of our representations with something wholly independent of them, rather then Kant’s formal and
subjective criterion (for Kant’s characterization of his modal principles as subjective cf. KrV,
A233f./B286). It also shows their strong empiricist inclination. Cf. also the authors’ own convic-
tion at the bottom of page 47 of the review that “we have to adhere to our strongest and most
enduring sensations or the strongest and most enduring semblance [Schein] as our reality”. In this
regard I point to Kant’s distinction between reality and actuality (to be discussed in Sect. 12.2.4
below).

DIt is clear that the authors confuse what Kant calls the empirical and the transcendental
distinction between the inner and the outer. To them inner representations are immanent while
outer representations are, or at least supposed to be, transcendent and only by proving the latter
case (what they refer to as the existence of outer objects) can idealism be refuted. Kant sees this
way of putting things as the ground of skeptical idealism, which he hopes to solve by showing that
both inner and outer representations have the same status and that the thing-in-itself is wholly
irrelevant for the theory of objectivity (cf. Sect. 12.2.4 below).

“Note that some pagination in this work was transposed when printed so that what should have
been page 97 is marked as 79 and all the following pages are marked consecutively.
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he has adopted and admit that he is an idealist (Feder 1788, 83f., 81n).15 Feder does
not argue for the incompatibility of the things-in-themselves with Kant’s system
and he equally fails to see the difference between Kant’s and Berkeley’s principle
for distinguishing reality from illusion within experience. I shall return to discuss
these objections following the presentation of Beck’s interpretation of Kant and the
possible answers contained therein. What is important for my purposes at this point
is only to stress the widespread view according to which the thing-in-itself is
required to prevent Kant’s transcendental idealism from collapsing into sheer
idealism and even solipsism.

Adam Weishaupt — Feder’s ally in his battle against Kant — was another proponent
of the subjectivist interpretation. His arguments in his Griinde und Gewissheit des
menschlichen Erkennens (1788) defending the charge of subjective idealism against
Kant can be put into the following main points'®: (a) Kant limits all knowledge to
appearances and he further claims that appearances are nothing but representations
“in us” (Weishaupt 1788, 119f.); (b) the existence of things-in-themselves is incom-
patible with Kant’s critical principles and therefore in order to remain true to his own
system Kant must embrace idealism (Weishaupt 1788, 62f., 125f.); (c) Kant claims
that objectivity consists in the conformity of a representation to a rule but even if this
is granted it is still possible that the representation does not correspond to reality itself
(Weishaupt 1788, 20f., 107, 157, 164); (d) Kant’s claim that causality is only a
subjective rule of the understanding implies that we can never get outside of our
representations to know their causes or origins (Weishaupt 1788, 171f.).

H. A. Pistorius, a critic most respected by Kant himself (OP, AA 21: 416; KpV,
AA 05: 06, 08), argued along similar lines. He too claims that if it wished to be
consistent, Kant’s idealism could not be distinguished from that of Berkeley. Like
Garve, Feder and others he reads Kant’s system into the presupposition that reality
refers to things-in-themselves. His main dissatisfaction with Kant therefore centers
on the inevitable conclusion of this interpretation according to which Kant deprives
us of any access to reality itself and limits our knowledge to an internal world of
illusion and dream no matter how orderly and harmonious this world of appear-
ances may be (Pistorius 1786, 107f., 115f.). Pistorius continues to argue that

'3 Feder’s whole attempt to defend realism is at the end based on the immediate testimony of
common sense and he openly admits that. He argues that in some matters — and the idealist-realist
dispute is one of them — one should not push his inquiry further then what common sense tells
us. Otherwise, one will find oneself in complete embarrassment (Feder 1788, 64f.). In §19 (89-93)
Feder explicitly raises Berkeley’s and Kant’s objection that since all that cognition has at its
disposal are sensible representations and since the latter are obviously ‘in us’ then it remains a
disturbing question how these representations ‘in us’ can nevertheless refer to and object ‘outside
us’ conceived of as wholly independent of our representations. Being unable to respond to this
objection, he insists that the idealist may not be allowed to raise this question and that the
philosopher should suffice with the evidence of common-sense that we do have such objects
before us. This repeats an earlier claim that “The undeniable assertions of common sense are never
absurd.” (Feder 1788, 79). All English translations of Feder’s Raum und Causalitdt are taken from
Sassen (2000).

161 take this division from Beiser (1987, 187).
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although incompatible with his system, Kant is obliged to retain things-in-them-
selves “because all things-in-themselves must after all lie at the ground of appear-
ances that indicate their existence whether we know something of them or not”
Pistorius (1786, 108).!7 It follows that “if it was not the case that the author’s whole
unsettled system had to be given a kind of composure and foundation, we would
simply not require anything at all but apparent objects, and no other subjects but
merely logical ones.” (Pistorius 1786, 114).

According to Pistorius, there are in Kant’s system only appearances but these are
neither appearances of something nor are they appearances for someone. Appear-
ances are not of something for that would be to assume that they represent things-in-
themselves, a claim that violates the limits of knowledge according to Kant.
Appearances are also not for anyone since the self in Kant’s critical system does
not denote any existing substance but merely the formal unity of apperception
(Pistorius 1786, 93, 114n). 18 Aside from his criticism of Kant’s ethical theory to be
discussed below, Pistorius is known for his criticism of Kant’s refutation of
idealism in the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (Pistorius 1788).
Reminiscent of Jacobi’s dichotomist dilemma, Pistorius inquires about the nature of
‘objects in space’, whose reality is supposed to refute idealism. If by ‘objects in
space’ Kant merely means objects represented by outer, rather than by inner sense,
then he begs the question against the idealist. The idealist does not doubt that we
have representations of external objects in space, but that these external represen-
tations correspond to an independent reality. If, on the other hand, by ‘objects in
space’ Kant means objects independent of consciousness, then he flatly contradicts
his own doctrine.

Regarding the above critics it is clearly visible that they all assume the absolute
dichotomy between the immanence of our representations and the transcendence of
things-in-themselves and therefore for them to refute idealism one must rely on the
existence of things-in-themselves.'”

3.3 The Extension of the Categories Beyond Sensibility

Time and space are limited by their own nature to objects of experience, that is, to
objects that can appear before our senses. This is clear since time and space are the
forms of sensibility and therefore as Kant says “they are only in the senses” (KrV,

7 All English translations of Pistorios’ work are taken from Sassen (2000).

'8 Alternatively if the knowing subject is only an appearance, which on Pistorius’ view is the only
acceptable claim that can be made within the Kantian system, then it follows that all we ever know
are appearances of appearances and Pistorius begs Kant to explain what that should mean
(Pistorius 1784, 345).

19 Other critics, rationally rather than empirically inclined, also shared the same basic criticism,

according to which Kant’s system is reducible to subjective idealism (Eberhard 1788, 28f.;
Schwab 1796, 121f.; Flatt 1792, 78f.).
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§23, B148). In contrast, the categories as the pure forms of the understanding “are
free from this limitation and extend to objects of intuition in general, whether the
latter be similar to our own or not, as long as it is sensible and not intellectual” (KrV,
§23, B148). The categories are not only separated from everything empirical. They
are also totally separated from the forms of intuition (KrV, A65/B89). The catego-
ries are the forms of thought of an object in general and include within themselves
no limitation of any specific forms of intuition. The categories include intrinsically
only the condition that they are to be applied discursively to intuition. Since
intellectual intuition is denied them, they must rely on an external faculty of
sensible intuition but they include no limitation or internal relation to any specific
type of intuition such as our own.

The categories can extend further than sensibility since they originate from a
separate source in our cognition. While intuition supplies the manifold, the under-
standing supplies the principle of unity. Accordingly, when abstracted from sensi-
bility, the manifold is missing but there still remains “the form of thinking, i.e., the
way of determining an object for the manifold of a possible intuition” (KrV, A254/
B309). Thus, without sensibility there remains the capability of the understanding
to bring about unity. The categories, as the modes through which the understanding
brings about unity, therefore seem to allow a reference beyond the conditions of
time and space. In this way the allusion inherent in the receptive character of
sensibility to a super-sensible object is linked to the extension of the categories
beyond sensibility and thus arises an inclination to connect the understanding with
an intelligible object, a noumenon, and assign to it the roles of a thing-in-itself that
were left open within the Transcendental Aesthetic (KrV, A249f., A251f,
B306f.).° This issue is connected with Kant’s distinction between thinking
(denken) and cognizing (erkennen), (KrV, §22, B146ff.) and with his parallel
distinction between the intelligible synthesis of pure categories and the figurative
synthesis, expressed by the schemata of pure categories (KrV, §24, B150ff.). This
gives rise to the view that while the thing-in-itself cannot be known it can,
nevertheless, be thought through pure, unschematized, categories.

3.4 The Thing-in-Itself in the Transcendental Dialectic

Within the Transcendental Dialectic, the thing-in-itself is required to explain
transcendental illusion. Without the distinction between appearances and things-
in-themselves the illusion inherent in the paralogisms, the antinomies and the Ideal
of pure reason would be impossible. While the dialectic does not require, and
indeed negates, a positive role of the thing-in-itself as an existing entity it

20The emergence of this line of thought can already be recognized in the Inaugural Dissertation
(MSI, AA 02: 409f.).
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nevertheless requires a meaningful concept of a thing-in-itself to account for a
region that is inaccessible but yet meaningful beyond the domain of experience.

3.5 The Thing-in-Itself and Practical Philosophy

The thing-in-itself as a special kind of object seems to be required for the possibility
of freedom, indispensible for morality. Kant claims that if the distinction between
appearances and things-in-themselves had not been made then the principle of
natural causality would be applicable to all things without distinction. The human
soul as part of this world would then be subjected to the universal law of natural
causality and we could not refer to it as free, that is, as a first cause not determined
by prior causes. It is only on behalf of the distinction between appearances and
things-in-themselves that we can say that the self as an appearance in space and
time is indeed subjected to the deterministic mechanism of natural causal laws but
as a thing-in-itself it is not subjected to such laws for causality has no application to
things-in-themselves. A very bold expression of this view is given in the preface to
the second edition of the first Critique (KrV, Bxxvii—xxviii), as well as in the
Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Moral (GMS, AA 04: 451ff.). So it seems that
without the notion of the self as a thing-in-itself it would be impossible to uphold
morality. Moreover, morality also presupposes God as a thing-in-itself to ensure the
compatibility of nature with the moral law. Thus, not only the self but also God as a
thing-in-itself seems to have an inevitable role for morality.

Like the issue of the object that affects the senses, the issue here is not only
whether Kant does or does not assign a role for the thing-in-itself within his
practical philosophy, but the more troubling question of whether Kant can avoid
the inconsistencies which arise therefrom. This argument was already exploited by
some of Kant’s early critics. It was argued that the reliance of Kant’s practical
philosophy on the thing-in-itself is on the one hand inescapable but on the other
hand puts Kant’s practical philosophy in conflict with his theoretical philosophy
and the limits it imposes on possible knowledge. H. A. Pistorius indeed argued that
the dependence of Kant’s moral theory on the self as a thing-in-itself requires us to
go beyond the limits of knowledge set forth by Kant’s theoretical philosophy
(Pistorius 1786, 109ff.). Thomas Wizenmann used subtle arguments to insist that
similar contradictions can be found between Kant’s theory of rational faith and
Kant’s theoretical philosophy.?' According to Kant the existence of God is required

2! Thomas Wizenmann is known for his involvement in the Pantheism dispute between Mendels-
sohn and Jacobi. He published anonymously in 1786 the work titled Der Resultate Jacobi’ schen
und Mendelssohn’ schen Philosophie kritisch untersucht von einem Freywilligen in which he
analyzed the opinions of both sides of the dispute. Kant finally entered the controversy, following
frequent demands from his friends with his Was heifst sich im Denken orientieren? (What does it
mean to orient oneself in thinking?), also published in 1786. In this latter work Kant referred to
Wizenmann as “the acute author of the Resultate”. Wizenmann (1787) responded to Kant with an
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for morality not merely hypothetically, as a regulative principle, but actually, as a
constitutive principle (KpV, AA 05: 122ff., 134ff.).”? But this requirement seems to
put practical reason in contradiction with theoretical reason and the limits it set
forth on speculation.

It may be that the distinction mentioned above between the cognition of things-
in-themselves, which is ruled out, and the mere thought of things-in-themselves,
which is granted, holds the solution to the apparent contradiction. Nevertheless, this
path is not as straightforward as it may seem. I shall in due course address the issue
of thought through pure, unschematized, categories and the question whether
objects as things-in-themselves can indeed be attained by such a cognitive mode
(Sects. 12.2.2 and 12.2.3). I shall also address the question whether the possibility
of the moral law indeed requires the notion of the thing-in-itself as a special kind of
object (Chap. 13).

essay titled, “An den Herrn Professor Kant von dem Verfasser der Resultate jakobischer und
mendelssohnscher Philosophie kritisch untersucht von einem Freywilligen”. In the Critique of
Practical Reason Kant referred to Wizenmann by name as “a very subtle and clearheaded man”
and attempted to answer Wizenmann’s objections (Kant’s footnote on KpV, AA 05: 143).
Unfortunately this fruitful dialogue was abruptly interrupted due to Wizenmann’s untimely
death in 1787. For more details on the Pantheism dispute, cf. Beiser (1987, 44-108). On
Wizenmann’s and Kant’s exchange of views cf. Beiser (1987, 109-126).

22 The moral law does not commands us to act in such a way that we would be happy but to act in
such a way that we would be worthy of happiness (KrV, A806/B834; KpV, AA 05: 130).
Nevertheless, if happiness in natural life would be incompatible with the moral law then morality
would be an unattainable ideal. Morality therefore requires a benevolent author of the world — God
— who, by combining the highest good will with control over nature, ensures that happiness in
nature and the moral obligation shall be compatible. God is therefore a constitutive postulate of
morality, not indeed for the authority of the moral law itself (for which only freedom is a
condition) but for the compatibility of nature with the moral law (KrV, A810f./B838f.; KpV, AA
05: 124f.; WDO, AA 08: 139).
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Part 111
Jacob Sigismund Beck’s Standpunctslehre



Chapter 4

The Development of Beck’s Thought,
Leading Up to the Publication of the Einzig
moglicher Standpunct

The genesis of Beck’s explanatory abstracts of Kant’s writings goes back to the year
1791. On April of that year Kant received Beck’s Magister’s Dissertation,' to which
Beck apparently appended some considerations regarding Kant’s critical philoso-
phy.? In his reply, Kant complemented Beck: “You have understood my concepts
far more correctly than many others who otherwise applaud me” (Kant’s letter to
Beck, May 9, 1791, AA 11: 256). When, only few months later, in mid-August or
early-September 1791,” Kant was approached by his publisher Hartknoch, who was
interested in finding a suitable person, both able and willing, to take on himself the
task of composing an integrated summary of Kant’s writings, Kant did not hesitate
and recommend Beck for the task (Kant’s letter to Beck, September 27, 1791, AA
11: 289). Hartknoch initially asked Beck to write an abstract in Latin of Kant’s
complete writings. Beck confessed to be insufficiently competent in Latin (Beck’s

In this part of this research I am concerned with the development of Beck’s own thought. I discuss
Beck’s correspondence with Kant and his early reviews of Reinhold, Fichte and other
contemporary writers, in order to expose the main issues with which Beck’s own mind was
occupied. The discussion of the differences between Beck’s views and Kant’s original doctrine,
as well as the distinguishing marks between Beck’s Standpunctslehre and the views of his two
major contemporaries — Reinhold and Fichte — deserves a separate discussion and shall follow in
Part IV. In the following chapters I shall occasionally make references to the relation between
Beck’s views and Kant’s text, however, I do so only to facilitate the understanding of Beck’s
intentions, for a reader who, I assume, is far more acquainted with Kant’s critical project than with
Beck’s.

! Dissertatio de Theoremate Tayloriano, sive de lege generali, secundum quam functionis mutetur,
mutatis a quibus pendent variabilibus (Halle, 1791). From the beginning of his studies, Beck was
interested in both mathematics and philosophy. This dissertation is in the field of mathematics
regarding a theorem by Brook Taylor (1685-1781).

2Beck’s dissertation was attached to his letter to Kant dated April 19, 1791 (AA 11: 252). Kant’s
reply dated May 9, 1791 (AA 11: 255-257), indicates that “some theses” were appended to it
regarding his own critical writings.

3 The exact date is unknown since the relevant letters exchanged between Kant and Hartknoch are
not extant.
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letter to Kant, October 6, 1791, AA 11: 292)4 but suggested writing an examination
of Reinhold’s theory of the faculty of representation or a treatise comparing the
Humean and the Kantian philosophy. Beck also expressed his willingness to write
an abstract of Kant’s Critique (Beck’s letter to Kant, October 6, 1791, AA 11:
292ff.).

Beck had initially started working on the review of Reinhold’s theory. It was
intended to be an essay against Reinhold, upholding the worthlessness of his new
theory against the truth of Kant’s Critique. Beck had even sent Kant a preliminary
draft for review but had eventually dropped the project. It could not have escaped
Beck that such a polemic would put Kant in a very awkward position since both
Beck and Reinhold were his friends.® Regardless of Kant’s unappreciative com-
ments about Reinhold’s theory of the power of representation (Kant’s letter to
Beck, September 27, 1791, AA 11: 291),7 Kant was forever indebted to Reinhold
for his contribution to the extensive acceptance of Kant’s philosophy.® As Kant
emphasizes to Beck, he did not want Reinhold to get the impression that he, Kant, in
any way encouraged Beck to write a polemic against him. Above all, one must

4 Following his refusal to embark on a Latin abstract of Kant works, as Hartknoch initially planned,
Beck recommended his friend, Magister Rudolph Gotthold Rath from Halle, for this task. Rath
indeed set to work on this project and even sent a sample of his translation of the Transcendental
Aesthetic to Kant (Rath’s letter to Kant, September 8, 1792 and Kant’s reply on October 16, 1792).
The plan did not materialize though. The translation of Kant’s works into Latin was eventually
carried out by Friedrich Gottlob Born in Leipzig 1796, under the title of Immanuelis Kantii opera
ad philosophiam criticam.

3 Cf. also the preface to Beck’s first volume of his explanatory abstracts (Beck 1793). There, Beck
reveals that he initially intended to write a third volume in which he planned to answer some of
Kant’s critics. This plan eventually turned into the work known as the Einzig moglicher
Standpunct. For more details regarding the events that led to the birth of Beck’s project
cf. Dilthey (1889, 592-650).

S Kant’s hesitation from Beck’s planned criticism of Reinhold is clearly apparent from his letter to
Beck dated November 2, 1791 (AA 11: 303ff.).

7 In this letter Kant admits that Reinhold’s theory is not yet intelligible to him. Cf. also Kant’s letter
to Beck, November 2, 1791 (AA 11: 304), in which Kant is more explicit that “Reinhold’s theory
of the faculty of representation is so weighed down with obscure abstractions, making it impos-
sible to explain what he means by examples, that even if the theory were correct in every part
(which I am really unable to judge, since I have so far been unable to penetrate his thoughts), these
difficulties would still make it impossible to have any extensive or permanent effect.”

8 This was due mainly to Reinhold’s publication of the Letters on the Kantian Philosophy. These
Letters were first published as a series of articles, in Der Teutsche Merkur, in issues from August
1786 to September 1787. These articles were republished as a book in 1790. The 1790 book
version not only adds new letters (12 instead of the original 8) but also changes passages in the
previous edition, making reference to Reinhold’s later Elementarphilosophie. A second volume of
the book appeared in 1792 discussing new topics. In 1923 the two volumes of the book were
mechanically reprinted and published together, edited and introduced by Raymund Schmidt
(Reinhold 1923). An English version recently appeared (Reinhold 2005). This translation distin-
guishes between the original letters as they appeared in the Teutsche Merkur and the 1790 book
version and gives useful tools to compare them, although it does not attempt to make a full
reference to all changes made in the later version.
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remember the overly tensed polemic atmosphere of the time. At that period, Kant’s
philosophy was under constant attack from both empirically, as well as rationally,
oriented critics. It was a period of friends against foes of the critical philosophy and
any quarrel between Kant’s disciples would have obviously damaged Kant’s cause.

Thus, Beck devoted himself to a thorough analysis of Kant’s critical project.
From the very beginning it was clear that while Beck was a loyal supporter of Kant,
he always retained an independent stand.” On Kant’s encouragement he insisted on
discussing issues that did not satisfy his reflective analysis.

When we look at the correspondence between Beck and Kant we observe that
the issue of the relation of a representation to its object was the major issue that
occupied Beck’s mind from the very beginning. In a letter dated November
11, 1791, he objects to the Critique’s definition of intuition as a representation
that relates immediately to its object (KrV, A19/B33). Since it is only on behalf of
the application of the categories to intuitions that the latter acquire a reference to an
object, Beck is “in favor of leaving out that definition of ‘intuition’ that refers to it
as a representation relating to objects” (AA 11: 311). He adds: “I find in intuition
nothing more than a manifold accompanied with consciousness (or by the unique
‘I think’), and determined by consciousness, a manifold in which there is as such no
relation to an object.” (AA 11: 311)."° Beck similarly rejects the definition of a
concept as a representation mediately related to an object. “Both intuitions and
concepts acquire objectivity only after the activity of judgment subsumes them
under the pure concepts of the understanding” (AA 11: 311). A relation to an object
is the function of the categories and prior to their introduction no representation can
be said to have a reference to an object.

Kant acknowledged the importance of Beck’s remarks. In response to Beck’s
letter of November 11, 1791, and a non-extant letter by Beck of December 9, 1791,
he replied on January 20, 1792: “You have presented me with your thorough
investigation of what is just the hardest thing in the whole Critique, namely, the
analysis of an experience in general and the principles that make experience in
general possible” (AA 11: 313). Kant adds that he already made plans for a system
of metaphysics to address this difficulty and to begin with the categories. He agrees
that it should be emphasized that “no experience of objects of the sense is possible
except in so far as I presuppose a priori that every such object must be thought of as
magnitude, and similarly with all the other categories” (AA 11: 313f.).

Kant then reverts back to the distinction between the principle of synthesis or
unity, which must be produced and the manifold to be unified which can only be

° Throughout his carrier Beck has never criticized Kant. He even saw his Standpunctslehre as an
exposition of the true intention of Kant’s own work.

10 Although Kant frequently says that even without assuming the activities of the understanding an
object can be given to us in intuition, he nevertheless stresses (KrV, §14, A93/B125f.), that
properly speaking what is given to us in intuition are only appearances (which he elsewhere
defines as the undetermined object of an empirical intuition, KrV, A20/B34). In order to regard that
which is give in intuition as an object, the application of concepts of the understanding, and
therefore also the application of the categories, must be presupposed.
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given. This distinction between, on the one hand, the principle of unity, grounded in
the spontaneity of the understanding, and, on the other hand, the manifold that is
given in the receptivity of intuition, was at the core of Kant’s theory of cognition
since his 1770 Dissertation. The strict separation between spontaneity and recep-
tivity always channels Kant back to refer to intuition as immediately related to an
object on behalf of the object’s affect on our sensibility.'' Beck repeats similar
concerns in a letter of May 31, 1792:

It seems to me that one ought not to define ‘intuition’, in the Transcendental Aesthetic, as a
representation immediately related to an object or as a representation that arises when the
mind is affected by the object. For not until the Transcendental Logic can it be shown how
we arrive at objective representations. (AA 11: 338)'?

While Kant’s reply of July 3, 1792, shows an appreciation of Beck’s attempts at
new definitions, this reply too, reiterates the distinction between the a-priori form,
in accordance with which the given manifold is synthesized, and the manifold itself,
which can only be given (AA 11: 347f.). Kant’s letter of October 16 (or 17), 1792,
repeats similar concerns (AA 11: 376).

The issue of the relation of a representation to its object is at the heart of Beck’s
difficulties with the Critique. This relation must be original. It must be the initial
stage of the cognitive process without which we could not account for the objective
relation of either intuition or concept. At this time the full scope of this issue was

"' My concern here is only with the understanding of the development of Beck’s thought. At this
stage of my discussion I do not attempt a comparison of Kant’s original view and Beck’s new
ideas. Such a comparison, and an evaluation of the legitimacy of Beck’s view as an interpretation
of Kant, shall follow in Part IV.

12 Following the above-cited paragraph, Beck suggests defining intuition as “a thoroughly deter-
minate representation in relation to a given manifold”. By this definition of intuition, Beck
attempts to avoid any reference to an object and only indicate the determination of some
meaningful content and the consciousness of this content being given or imposed on us (cf. also
the passage cited above, from Beck’s previous letter to Kant, November 11, 1791). Kant’s reply in
his letter of July 3, 1792, insists that “the thorough determination must be understood as objective,
not merely as existing in the subject (since it is impossible for us to know all determinations of an
object of empirical intuition)” (AA 11: 347). Beck accepts this remark and repeats Kant’s words,
almost to the letter, in his preface to the first volume of his explanatory abstracts (Beck 1793,
8. Note that the preface is not paginated in the original). Interestingly, on page 7 of the preface to
the first volume, Beck notes that he gave the manuscript to a person he does not name, but known
to the public as an “examiner and defender of the critical philosophy”. Beck reports that this person
also gave him a remark regarding his unique definition of intuition. As is evident from Beck’s
letters to Kant and from the preface to the first volume, it was highly important for Beck to remain
as loyal as possible to Kant’s original intention and text. This may explain the obedient manner
Beck adopted in the early stages of his project. It is also worth noting that in his third volume, the
Einzig moglicher Standpunct, Beck explicitly renounces his above-mentioned initial definition of
intuition, on the ground that it is discursive. In other words, Beck’s initial definition attempted to
define intuition by attributing properties to its concept rather than by directing our attention to the
postulate to represent originally (EmS, 204). The full extent of Beck’s meaning by ‘original
representing’ and its contrast with discursive thinking shall be better understood as the exposition
of Beck’s thought advances.
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not yet clear to Beck and we shall trace its development until the publication of his
third volume of his explanatory abstracts, the Einzig méglicher Standpunct."?

By the end of 1792 Beck has made much progress with the first volume of his
explanatory abstracts. He sent Kant the part dealing with the deduction of the
categories and asked for Kant’s opinion. Kant reviewed it, made but few remarks
and complemented Beck on the correctness of his presentation.'* In his letter to
Kant dated November 10, 1792, the letter to which Beck appended the transcribed
pages of his commentary on the deduction of the categories, Beck also reports of a
visit of Garve to Halle and of a conversation Beck had with Eberhard, who held a
position in Halle, regarding Garve’s visit.'> Beck reports that while Garve strongly
defends the Critique, he is nevertheless “forced to admit that Critical Idealism and
Berkeleyan Idealism are entirely the same” (AA 11: 384). Beck’s reaction to the
latter statement is very important for the understanding of his future views:

I cannot understand the way these worthy men think and I am in truth convinced of the
opposite opinion. Even if we assume that the Critique should not even have mentioned the
distinction between things-in-themselves and appearances, we would still have to recall
that one must pay attention to the conditions under which something is an object. If we
ignore this, we fall into error. Appearances are the objects of intuition, and they are what
everybody means when they speak of objects that surround them. But it is the reality of just
these objects that Berkeley denied and that the Critique, on the other hand, proved. (Beck’s
letter to Kant, November 10, 1792, AA 11: 384)

Beck’s response shows, that despite his characteristic negative stand regarding
the role of the thing-in-itself in Kant’s theoretical philosophy, he nevertheless did
not think that this stand commits Kant to idealism. Moreover, as can be seen from
the first part of the above citation, Beck holds that a distinction between appear-
ances and things-in-themselves is not required to substantiate the Kantian claim that
the surrounding objects are appearances and not things-in-themselves. The conven-
tional approach to critical idealism presupposes, either explicitly or implicitly, the
existence of things-in-themselves. It assumes that reality is something in-itself, that

B Beck’ s correspondence with Kant between 1791 and 1793 includes important discussions of
few other issues. Amongst those is an aspect of moral philosophy regarding whether there could be
actions required by the moral law, but, nevertheless, incompatible with natural law. Another issue,
which occupied a large part of the correspondence, refers to the relation between space, and matter,
which fills space. In my current exposition I am obliged to focus only on those issues of the Kant-
Beck correspondence, relevant to the current study.

14 For a detailed unfolding of the events, cf. Beck’s letter to Kant, November 10, 1792 and Kant’s
letter to Beck, December 4, 1792. Beck had initially sent Kant the part that deals with the first
Critique up to the Transcendental Dialectic. Following a misunderstanding of the deadline by
which Beck needed to get the manuscript back, Kant had returned the work without reviewing
it. On Kant’s advice, Beck had the part dealing with the deduction of the categories transcribed and
sent it again to Kant. This time Kant reviewed the text and sent his remarks back to Beck.

15 Christian Garve, as is known, was the original author of the notorious ‘Garve-Feder’ review of
Kant’s first Critique in which Kant was accused of idealism and his philosophy equated with that
of Berkeley. Johann August Eberhard was a rationalistically oriented philosopher and a prominent
critic of Kant. Eberhard was the founder of the Philosophisches Magazin (later replaced by the
Philosophisches Archiv), a journal whose explicit aim was to attack Kant’s critical philosophy.
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is, something wholly independent of the knowing subject and his or her represen-
tations. The conventional approach argues roughly along the following lines: we
would like to know things as they are in-themselves but we have to suffice with
mere appearances. It follows from this line of thought that the objects of ordinary
experience are of diminished reality, precisely because they are contrasted with
things-in-themselves. On the other hand, according to Beck, the restriction of
knowledge to appearances does not rely on an appeal to an alleged ultimate reality
beyond the reach of human cognition. Rather it only appeals to the cognitive
conditions under which alone something can be an object for us. The recognition
of the inevitable contribution of cognition to what we call ‘an object’ suffices to
deduce that the objects that surround us are appearances. Beck’s approach avoids
demoting appearances to a lesser kind or degree of reality, specifically because it
does not oppose the reality of ordinary experiential objects to an ostensible higher
form of reality. I believe that the above difference brings out the uniqueness of
Beck’s approach in comparison to the conventional explanation.'®

In line with the above analysis, Beck argues that Kant’s idealism is distinguished
from Berkeleyan idealism by Kant’s insistence, in comparison to Berkeley’s denial,
of the reality of objects as appearances. Beck’s exposition of the Kantian limitation
of knowledge to appearances, by relying on the conditions of our own cognition
rather than on the contrast between that which can be known by us and an alleged
knowledge of things-in-themselves, opens the way to a defense of the reality of
objects as appearances without thereby diminishing the reality of these very objects.
Nevertheless, this important shift of focus does not yet specify exactly how the
defense of the reality of objects as appearances should be accomplished.

Below the above-cited paragraph Beck mentions the actual argument on which
Kant bases his support of the reality of objects as appearances, and thus distin-
guishes himself from Berkeley. This has to do with Kant’s and Berkeley’s concept
of an object. For Berkeley an object is simply an association of sensible represen-
tations. In comparison, for Kant, “the dignity that representations acquire in refer-
ring to objects consists in the fact that thereby the synthesis of the manifold is
thought of as necessary” (Beck’s letter to Kant, November 10, 1792, AA 11: 385).17
This is a highly important recognition. Kant’s concept of objectivity, indeed, does
not rely on an alleged relation to a thing-in-itself. Rather, it relies on the formal
criteria, whereby in accordance with an a-priori rule of the understanding, we refer
to a certain connection of representations as necessary. Thereby we distinguish the
arbitrary association of representations in the individual mind from a necessary
connection of representations in the object. I shall return to this unique, and
commonly ignored, feature of Kant concept of objectivity in Sect. 12.2.4 below.

'®The above considerations shall be better understood once we advance in the exposition of
Beck’s Standpunctslehre.

'7 Compare this with Kant: “If we investigate what new characteristic is given to our representa-
tions by the relation to an object, and what is the dignity that they thereby receive, we find that it
does nothing beyond making the combination of representations necessary in a certain way, and
subjecting them to a rule.” (KrV, A197/B242).
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Beck’s commentary project appeared under the title ‘Erlauternder Auszug aus
den critischen Schriften des Herrn Prof. Kant aus Anraten desselben’ (Explanatory
abstracts of the critical writing of Prof. Kant, prepared in consultation with the
same).'® The first volume of this series appeared in 1793 including the Critique of
Pure Reason and the Critique of Practical Reason." The second volume appeared
in 1794 and includes a commentary of the Critique of the Power of Judgment and
the Metaphysical Foundation of Natural Science® This second volume also
includes parts of Kant’s, non-published, extended introduction to the Critique of
the Power of Judgment, which Kant had entrusted with Beck.”!

The early development of Beck’s third volume, the Einzig mdglicher
Standpunct, can be seen in a letter written to Kant on June 17, 1794, as well as in
Beck’s introduction to the second volume of his explanatory abstracts.”> In the
above-mentioned letter, Beck seeks Kant’s opinion on his planned third volume of
his explanatory abstracts. His ideas, stemming from the issue of the relation
between a representation and its object, are better shaped but they are still in a
state of preliminary development. Beck claims that the Critique leads the reader
only gradually to the highest point of transcendental philosophy and thus its main
statement is obscured. The Critique, Beck argues, speaks of intuitions by means of
which something is given and concepts by means of which something is thought. It
presents the categories initially as concepts and only later does it explain that the

181 take the translation of the English title from di Giovanni and Harris (2000).

19 As noted by T. L. Meyer (1991, 33), the disproportioned space given in Beck’s first volume to
the Critique of Pure Reason (378 pages) in comparison to the space given to the Critique of
Practical Reason (102 pages) is indicative of Beck’s interests. Nevertheless, I tend to put less
emphasis then Meyer on such quantitative distinctions.

20 According to J. E. Erdmann (1848, 537) the first two volumes of Beck’s explanatory abstracts
were praised by Kant and his followers (though no sources are cited by Erdmann for this
statement). Erdmann also notes that Reinhold’s student, Friedrich Karl Forberg (1770-1848),
based his lectures of Kant’s philosophy, given in Jena in 1795, on Beck’s and Reinhold’s
publications. Erich Adickes also commends Beck for his praiseworthy commentary in the first
two volumes (Adickes 1920, 608).

2 Kant promised and indeed sent to Beck the original Introduction to the Critique of the Power of
Judgment, which Kant had discarded due to its length (Kant’s letters to Beck, December 4, 1792
and August 18, 1793). Beck published parts of this text as an appendix to his second explanatory
volume under the title ‘Uber Philosophie iiberhaupt, zur Einleitung in die Kritik der Urteilskraft’
(On philosophy in general, towards an introduction to the Critique of the Power of Judgment). The
full text of this original introduction was published by Ernst Cassirer in 1914, as part of his edition
of Kant’s works. An English translation of the full introduction was published as part of the
Cambridge Edition of the Critique of the Power of Judgment (Kant 2000). The translator’s
introduction to the latter also includes a description of the history of this manuscript, (xlii—xliii).

22Some clues for the next stage of the evolution of Beck’s thought can already be seen from his
letter to Kant dated August 24, 1793. In this letter Beck reports to Kant that his extensive study of
Kant’s works has brought him to a clearer understanding of “the highly important distinction
between thinking and cognizing, between playing with concepts and concepts having objective
validity, and more than anything I have learned to view as synthetic, the connection thought in the
moral law, which is often represented as analytic [...]". (AA 11: 442).



82 4 The Development of Beck’s Thought, Leading Up to the Publication of. . .

categories are “actually the activity of the understanding through which it originally
creates for itself the concept of an object and produces the ‘I think an object’
(Beck’s letter to Kant, June 17, 1794, AA 11: 509). This is again Beck’s complaint
that the Critique does not start with an explication of the objective relation. He
states that he has become used to calling this activity of the understanding,
expressed by the categories, through which the synthetic unity of consciousness is
created, as the “original attribution” (urspriingliche Beilegung).>* He compares this
original activity by which we initially create for ourselves the concept of an object,
to the postulate of the geometer. “He starts his geometry from the proposition
‘Conceive of space’ and no discursive representation whatsoever could take its
place” (AA 11: 509). In the preface to the second volume of his explanatory
abstracts, written on April 3, 1794, just two months prior to the above-mentioned
letter to Kant, Beck explains his intentions at greater length. From this preface we
can extract that by ‘discursive representation’ Beck means the thought of an object
by means of concepts or general properties. Beck argues that discursive represen-
tation presupposes an original activity from which it is derived. Discursive repre-
sentation must always be traced-back to the original attribution, to which Beck also
refers by the term ‘representation of a fact’, if it is to become a cognition. He claims
that the Critique refers to this postulate as the production of the synthetic unity of
consciousness and that this principle expresses what the Critique means when it
says that every analysis presupposes synthesis. Beck’s ideas are presented here in
raw form and they would obviously seem confusing to anyone who is introduced to
them for the first time. We can see from Kant’s reply to Beck that he too was unsure
about Beck’s intentions. “Could you”, he asks, “also make clear what you mean by
the word ‘Beilegung’ in Latin?” (Kant’s letter to Beck, July 1, 1794, AA 11: 515).
Kant’s uncertainties are clearly expressed in a paragraph at the end of his short
letter, in which, following some remarks, he adds: “I notice, as I am writing this
down, that I do not even entirely understand myself and I shall wish you luck if you
can put this simple, thin thread of our cognitive faculty under a sufficiently bright
light.” (AA 11: 515). Despite of the preliminary form in which Beck’s ideas are
presented, we can, I believe, see its main characteristics. Beck, as we have seen, was
from the very beginning concerned with the relation of a representation to an object.
He now argues that this issue should be approached by appealing to an original
activity of cognition whereby the relation to an object is first created and which

23 The term ‘urspriingliche Beilegung’ (original attribution) is a term that Beck will change in his
FEinzig moglicher Standpunct to the term ‘urspriingliche Vorstellen’ (original representing). In the
Einzig moglicher Standpunct he uses the term ‘attribution’ exclusively for discursive representing,
the representation of an object by means of a concept, that is, the predication of general properties
to a reference point. In the work of one author I have found a translation of the term ‘Beilegung’ as
‘reconciliation’. (Thandeka 1995, 46). This dictionary-translation misses the point entirely. The
term ‘attribution’, chosen by Arnulf Zweig in his recent translation of Kant’s correspondence as
part of the Cambridge Edition of Kant’s works, seems to me to be far better. Additionally,
Thandeka does not notice that in his Einzig moglicher Standpunct, Beck no longer uses the
term’ beilegung’ in the context of the original representing.
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should serve as a starting point for the epistemological analysis. Beck expresses his
conviction that “the postulate ‘to conceive of an object by means of the original
attribution’ is the highest principle of philosophy as a whole” (Beck’s letter to Kant,
June 17, 1794, AA 11: 509). He argues further, that only by means of this principle
can we account for the Critique’s distinction between analytic and synthetic,
a-priori and a-posteriori, judgments.>* Moreover, this principle alone can explain

What it really is that affects us — whether it is the thing in itself or whether this expression
only means a transcendental Idea, or, instead, the object of empirical intuition itself, that is,
appearance — and whether the critique argues circularly when it makes the possibility of
experience into the principle of synthetic a-priori judgments and yet conceals the principle
of caugglity in the concept of this possibility. (Beck’s letter to Kant, June 17, 1794, AA 11:
510f.)~

The acknowledgment that we can only refer to an object on behalf of an original
activity of the understanding brings Beck to the clear conclusion that the object that
affects the senses is not a thing-in-itself but an appearance. He has therefore stated,
although in general terms, what would later become the main thesis of his
Standpunctslehre.

At the time when Beck worked on his explanatory abstracts of Kant’s critical
philosophy, he was working as a private teacher at the University of Halle.?® He
became a close friend of L. H. Jacob, a Kantian professor in Halle. In the time
period between the appearance of the second and the third volumes of his com-
mentary project, Beck published anonymously a series of review-articles in the
Annalen der Philosophie und des philosophisches Geistes, a journal founded by
Jacob. These reviews, in chronological order are: Review of J. C. C. Visbeck’s Die
Hauptmomente der Reinholdichen Elementar-Philosophie (Beck 1795a)”"; Review

24In the preface to the second volume (Beck 1794, 8. The preface is not numbered in the original),
Beck confesses, that since he only became aware of the significance of this principle, after the first
volume has already been published, it follows that some of his own explanations do not in fact
explain but merely repeat Kant’s text.

%5 Similar ideas are contained in Beck’s preface to the second volume of his explanatory abstracts
(Beck 1794, 9).

261t was customary that following the submission and successful defense of a dissertation, one
would attain the title of a ‘Magister’ and be allowed to offer lectures to students. A Magister
offering such courses for students’ fees was called a ‘Privatdozent’ (Private teacher). Unlike the
appointed professors who received a steady salary from the university, a Privatdozent was
depended on the number of students who attended his classes. Students’ fees were usually not
enough to make a living and it was common for young Magisters to supplement their income by
having a second job, usually as teachers at local schools. Through his friendship with L. H. Jacob,
Beck received a teaching position at the local Gymnasium. In his younger years Kant too had a
second job as a sub-librarian in Konigsberg.

2 The ascription of this essay to J. S. Beck is based on Meyer (1991, 44, 208-210n3). Meyer bases
the ascription of this review to Beck on methodological, thematical and terminological arguments.
The methodological argument points to the fact that in all of the reviews ascribed to Beck, the
author commences the review with a characterization of the contemporary situation of Kantian
oriented philosophy and he locates the reviewed author within this general picture. This method-
ological argument would appear to be circular since all other reviews ascribed to Beck were also
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of J. G. Fichte’s Uber den Begriff der Wissenschaftslehre and Grundlage der
gesammten Wissenschaftslehre (Beck 1795b)*%; Review of the second volume of
C. L. Reinhold’s Beytrdge zur Berichtigung der Mifiverstindisse der Philosophen
(Beck 1795¢)*; Review of J. H. Abicht’s Hermias, oder Auflésung der die giiltige
Elementar-Philosophie betreffenden Aenesidemischen Zweifel (Beck 1795d).*

In all three reviews, which deal, either directly or indirectly, with Reinhold’s
theory of the power of representation, we witness the centrality of the question
regarding the status of the object which affects the senses and which brings about
the content of our representations. Beck targets the implicit assumption that this
‘object’ is the thing-in-itself. He repeatedly mentions the objection of
Aenesidemus-Schulze regarding the role of the thing-in-itself in Kant’s and espe-
cially in Reinhold’s version of critical philosophy. It is quite clear that
Aenesidemus’ objection had a decisive influence on the development of Beck’s
thought. This is evident, for example, in the Visbeck review. Beck begins his
review by mentioning the current debate regarding the alleged cognition of
things-in-themselves. He presents Reinhold’s attempt to reach the same result as
Kant’s Critique through his famous proposition of consciousness (der Satz des
Bewusstseins) which reads: “In consciousness, the representation is distinguished
from, and related to, the subject and object, by the subject” (Reinhold 1790,

published anonymously. Nevertheless, as shall be discussed below, the ascription of the Fichte
review to Beck is quite certain and there are other corroborating arguments for the designation of
Beck as the author of the currently discussed, as well as the other, reviews. The thematical
argument is based on the author’s repeated reference to Reinhold’s reshaping of Kant’s transcen-
dental philosophy as fragile in light of the objections raised by Aenesidemus-Schulze, an argu-
ment, which is repeated in all of the reviews associated with Beck. More than all, the terminology
used is very characteristic of Beck. No other contemporary writer other than Beck, used terms and
phrases like the following ones: “Verbindung der Vorstellung mit ihrem Gegenstand”,
“urspriingliche Vorstellungsart der Kategorien”, and “urspriingliche Synthesis”. Moreover, no
other cotemporary writer used these terms in the exact same context and meaning as Beck did.
The combined effect of the above arguments brings Meyer to the conclusion that Beck was the
author of the Visbeck review. I support Meyer’s conclusions in this regard.

8 The ascription of this review to Beck is based on Beck’s own testimony (Beck’s letter to Kant,
June 24, 1797, AA 12: 175), as well as L. H. Jacob’s letter to Kant (June 22, 1795, AA 12: 26). The
ascription of these reviews to Beck is also supported by Adickes (1970, 175) and Dilthey (1889,
642n31). Jacob’s letter also confirms that the Reinhold and the Abicht reviews were written by
Beck. Fichte was also aware of the identity of the reviewer of his works (cf. Erste Einleitung in die
Wissenschaftslehre, J. G. Fichte, Sammtliche Werke. Edited by Immanuel Hermann Fichte. Berlin:
Veit und Comp. 1845-46, 1:469. [henceforth SW]). The ascription of the Fichte review as well as
the Reinhold and Abicht reviews is also supported by the editors of the 13th volume of Kant’s
Akademie Ausgabe (AA 13: 396). It should also be noted that Beck reviewed the first edition of
Uber den Begriff der Wissenschaftslehre, which appeared in 1794.

2% The ascription of this essay to J. S. Beck is based on the editor of the 13th volume of Kant’s
Akademie Ausgabe (AA 13: 396) and L. H. Jacob’s letter to Kant (June 22, 1795, AA 12: 26).
Style and content make this ascription quite certain.

30 The ascription of this essay to J. S. Beck is based on the editor of the 13th volume of Kant’s
Akademie Ausgabe (AA 13: 396) and L. H. Jacob’s letter to Kant (June 22, 1795, AA 12: 26).
Style and content make this ascription quite certain.
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168£f.).>! According to Reinhold, the representation refers to an object on behalf of
the matter of the representation, which the object brings about. Against this, Beck
points out to the objection raised by Aenesidemus regarding this very relation
between the representation and its object. “Since the representation and its object
are not the same thing, then a question arises regarding the connection between the
latter two; and prior to answering this question, claims of the sort made by the
theory of the power of representations are a mere play with words.” (Beck 1795a,
85f.). Beck concludes his review by arguing that Visbeck’s attempt to free Reinhold
from the commitment to the thing-in-itself as that which affects our receptive
faculty and brings about the content of our representations, is futile, ineffective
and contrary to Reinhold’s own text. Beck brings few citations from Reinhold in
which the latter explicitly argues for the inevitable role of the thing-in-itself (Beck
1795a, 87f.).%

In his review of Reinhold’s Beytrdage, Beck similarly argues that Reinhold failed
to respond properly to Aenesidemus’ objection and that in this work, no less than in
his previous publications, Reinhold understands by the affecting object, the thing-
in-itself (Beck 1795c¢, 443, 469). It follows that Reinhold cannot defend himself
against Aenesidemus’ objection to the circularity included in the principle of the
possibility of experience. “If the application of the categories to objects is derived
from the principle of the possibility of experience, then the deduction of the
categories is circular; this is so since the explanation of the principle of the
possibility of experience already presupposes the validity of the law of causality.”
(Beck 1795c¢, 430).*® In other words, the objective validity of the principle of
causality is derived from its being a necessary condition for the possibility of
experience. However, experience is only objective and real on the non-stated and
yet indispensible assumption that it results from the influence of the thing-in-itself
on the subject’s sensible faculty. Since the objectivity of experience presupposes
the causal law then the deduction of the categories from the possibility of experi-
ence is circular. All difficulties, Beck argues, can be traced back to an assumption
shared by skeptics and dogmatists alike. “To the essence of all dogmatism, regard-
ing which there is a consensus between the skeptic and the positive dogmatist,
belongs the covertly assumed and yet self-contradictory claim, that objective reality
is constituted by the agreement between the representation and the thing-in-itself.”
(Beck 1795c, 469). Beck claims that Kant, on the contrary, explains objective
reality and the possibility of philosophy as a strict science, without any commitment
to an alleged cognition of things-in-themselves.*

31 Cited by Beck (1795a, 85). The English translation of texts from all of Beck’s reviews discussed
below is my own.

32 Beck refers to Reinhold (1789, 248, 376). 1 shall discuss the details Beck’s arguments against
Reinhold in Sect. 12.1.1.

33 Beck has already mentioned the circularity claim in his letter to Kant, June 17, 1794, and in his
preface to the second volume of his explanatory abstracts.

34 By rejecting the relevance of an alleged cognition of things-in-themselves for Kant (“Kant
has demonstrated [...] that objective truth is possible without absolutely any cognition of
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The Abicht review repeats arguments similar to the previous two reviews. This
review in its entirety is built around Aenesidemus’ objection, which in Beck’s
words is translated into the by now familiar claim that neither Reinhold nor Abicht
can demonstrate the connection between a representation and its object. The
attempt to solve this riddle by appealing to the influence of the object on our senses
is a futile one since it can still be objected that no connection has been demonstrated
between the representation of this affecting object and the affecting object itself.
This argument is the core of Beck’s objections to Abicht’s attempt to defend the
objective reality of our cognition by appealing to the principle of contradiction.
Abicht argues that we necessarily refer to our representations as caused by the
influence of an object. The claim that no object corresponds to them would
contradict an absolutely necessary thought and he deduces from this the general
correspondence of objects to our representations with apodictic certainty. Against
this Beck points out, basing himself on Aenesidemus, that Abicht’s argument at
best proves the necessity of thought. Nothing, however, follows from this argument
regarding the existence of an object distinct from our thoughts.

I believe that the question with which Beck was concerned in these reviews, a
question around which, in Beck’s view, Kant’s entire critical philosophy revolves,
is quite clear. This is no other than the question regarding the relation of a
representation to an actual object and the related issue of the role of the thing-in-
itself in Kant’s theoretical philosophy. Equally clear is the relation of this system-
atic issue to the contemporary debate regarding the role of the thing-in-itself in
Kant’s critical philosophy. This debate centered around the objection, forcefully
voiced by Aenesidemus-Schulze and Jacobi,* but shared by many other critics of
Kant, that without the thing-in-itself Kant’s system is reduced to sheer idealism,
while any attempt to retain even the slimmest role for the thing-in-itself, contradicts
the basic tenets of Kant’s critical philosophy.

While the issue with which Beck was concerned is clear, the solution, to which
Beck alludes in these reviews, is far from being clear. Beck recommends to Visbeck
to turn his attention to “the original manner of representation in the categories, the
original synthesis towards objects” (Beck 1795a, 88). Similarly he expects
Reinhold to carefully analyze “the original synthesis in the categories, which
comprises the true transcendental standpoint, from which alone the spirit of the
Kantian deduction of the categories can be accomplished” (Beck 1795c, 54). In
another passage of the Reinhold review, Beck deals with the objection regarding the

things-in-themselves”, (Beck 1795c, 469)), Beck entirely rejects the relevance of the thing-in-
itself for Kant’s positive theory of cognition. See also my discussion of Kant’s defense of objective
reality, Sect. 12.2.4 below. Beck does not mention the possible distinction between cognition and
thought in this regard. I shall, in due course (Sect. 12.2.2 below), analyze this issue at length to see
how we should understand Kant’s claim that although we cannot cognize things-in-themselves we
can, and in contexts must, think them. In light of this analysis we shall be able to reevaluate Beck’s
interpretation of Kant.

35 For the significance of Jacobi and his famous dilemma for Beck’s thought, cf. Beck’s letter to
Kant June 20, 1797 (AA 12: 165). For a brief discussion of Jacobi’s and Aenesidemus-Schulze’s
objections, cf. Chap. 3 above.
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perplexing persistence of substance in general. He argues against an attack on this
principle that: “It [the objection] requires intuition for the substance, since this
objection does not notice that the original composition of the homogeneous, (the
intuition), is yet not the original positing of a substrate, whereby time itself can first
be represented.” (Beck 1795¢, 440). In the Abicht review, Beck demands attention
to the “true transcendental point, on which the whole use of the understanding is
founded, that is, the postulate: to represent something originally; the latter is the
spirit of the category and its schema, whereby it is an original composition and
original recognition” (Beck 1795d, 559).>° These passages must have seemed
enigmatic to anyone of Beck’s contemporaries who, ipso facto, could not have
been familiar with Beck’s not yet published Einzig méglicher Standpunct.

Beck’s review of Fichte’s Uber den Begriff der Wissenschaftslehre and the
Grundlage der gesammten Wissenschaftslehre focuses mainly on a criticism of
Fichte’s foundationalism, that is, Fichte’s attempt to uncover the highest principle
of all philosophy.’” Fichte argues that all scientific truths should be grounded on
basic principles inherent within each of the specific sciences. The basic principles

36 Here Beck mentions for the first time the ‘original synthesis’ and ‘original recognition’, which,
as we shall soon see, constitutes the two aspects of each and every category.

37 Beck makes it clear in the very beginning of his review that he is disappointed from Fichte’s line
of thought. His tone and his arguments throughout the review emphasize his negative attitude.
L. H. Jacob, the editor of the Annalen, added a note below Beck’s review mentioning that another
review, by a different reviewer, follows the current review. This may indicate Jacob’s discomfort
from Beck’s negative attitude and his intention to balance this with another review of a different
tone. No such second review of Fichte’s above-mentioned works was published. At least since
1797 Fichte was aware of the identity of his reviewer, as is clear from a note in the Erste Einleitung
in die Wissenschaftslehre (SW, 1:444f.)) and also a note in the Zweite Einleitung in die
Wissenschaftslehre (SW, 1:469). Fichte expressed his dissatisfaction and even bitterness regarding
the review on various occasions: (a) the separately published introduction to the first edition of the
Grundlage der gesammten Wissenschaftslehre which appeared in July-August 1795, (SW, 1:89);
(b) the above mentioned notes to the Erste and Zweite Einleitung in die Wissenschaftslehre; (c) the
introduction to the second edition of Uber den Begriff der Wissenschaftslehre, published in
September 1798, (SW, 1:34f.). Beck’s review was appended by Fichte to the second edition of
Uber den Begriff along with another review which strangely was not a review of Fichte’s latter
work but a review of a work of Schelling; (d) a letter written to L. H. Jacob, March 4, 1799
(J. G. Fichte, Gesamtausgabe der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Stuttgart:
F. Frommann, 1962-2012, III(3): 205 [henceforth GA]). This letter was translated into English
by Daniel Breazeale (1988, 424). I concur with Fichte that Beck’s review did not penetrate deep
into Fichte’s intentions (for a more detailed discussion of Beck’s understanding of Fichte in the
above-mentioned review, cf. Meyer (1991, 57-67)). Beck was convinced that his own
Standpunctslehre alone represented the correct view of critical philosophy. Since he recognized
at the very beginning that Fichte’s doctrine, in contrast with the Standpunctslehre, is a form of
foundationalism, which concerns itself only with conceptual analysis and conceptual derivation
(as opposed to Beck’s emphasis on original, pre-conceptual, representation), he adopted a rather
dismissive attitude and did not pay much attention to the details of Fichte’s ideas. Finally, it should
be noted that this review of Fichte’s early works contributes relatively less to the understanding of
the development of Beck’s thought towards the Standpunctslehre than the previously mentioned
reviews, which aim, directly or indirectly, at Reinhold’s theory of the power of representation.
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of the specific sciences should be grounded on the principles of the science of
knowledge (the science of all sciences), which in turn are grounded on the basic
principle of the science of knowledge itself. Fichte recognizes that the varieties of
the individual truths of the specific sciences cannot simply be derived from or
reduced to one basic principle of the entire science of knowledge. Fichte therefore
argues that the science of knowledge determines principles that are necessary but of
general character. The science of knowledge, therefore, leaves it to the specific
sciences to determine how these necessary principles are to be realized in each and
every case. Fichte demonstrates the above by the relationship between the science
of knowledge and the specific science of geometry. The science of knowledge, he
argues, determines space and the point as necessary absolute limits. It nevertheless
prescribes complete freedom to the imagination in determining how to posit and
move the point in space. Thus, the doctrine of how the point describes a line through
its movement in space belongs to the science of geometry, which operates within
the general boundaries or conditions set by the science of knowledge (Beck 1795b,
129-136). Beck objects to Fichte’s method, which consists of combining and
analyzing mere concepts and of deriving and grounding conceptual principles on
one another (Beck 1795b, 122, 133). Regarding the example of the relationship
between the science of knowledge and the specific science of geometry, Beck
argues that space is not given prior to the drawing of lines in it; rather space is
only given with the synthetic activity through which a lined is drawn. According to
Beck it is impossible to separate space from its synthesis, that is, from the original
composition of the homogeneous (Beck 1795b, 139f.). In contrast to Fichte’s
doctrine of deriving truths from higher and higher principles Beck speaks of the
importance of an original representing. Beck does not elaborate on the meaning of
the term ‘original representing’ and his intentions therefore remain unclear. The
issue of the thing-in-itself is mentioned in this review only once. Beck refers to
Fichte’s remark in the introduction to the first edition of Uber den Begriff der
Wissenschaftslehre (SW, 1.29) according to which although we represent things
only as appearances we nevertheless feel them as things-in-themselves. Beck notes
that this view presupposes that we have cognition of the thing-in-itself, which
supposedly affects our feelings.*® In his characteristic manner Beck asks what
connects this cognition with its object (Beck 1795b, 124).*° The distinction

38 Although Fichte claims that the thing-in-itself is related to our feelings (rather than to our
representations), nevertheless this claim itself is a theoretical claim, which presupposes the
existence of the thing-in-itself including its relation to our faculty of feelings.

3 According to Meyer (1991, 54) this criticism of Beck’s caused Fichte to exclude this footnote
from the second edition of Uber den Begriff der Wissenschaftslehre. In my view, whatever reasons
Fichte had to remove this note from the second edition of Uber den Begriff, it cannot be concluded
that he renounced the doctrine behind it. First, the appeal to feeling is repeated in the Grundlage
der gesammten Wissenschaftslehre (SW, 1:279). In reply, it can be argued that since the latter
appeared in 1794/1795, only shortly after Uber den Begriff, then the reference to the Grundlage is
inconclusive. However, the idea behind the appeal to feeling is rooted deep in Fichte’s doctrine. In
his 1798 System der Sittenlehre he uses the appeal to feeling (Gefiihl) as part of his argument for
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between representing and feeling in relation to the thing-in-itself constitutes only a
part of Fichte’s stand on the issue of the thing-in-itself and it shall be better
understood on the background of the larger context of Fichte’s doctrine. I therefore
defer further discussion of this issue to Sect. 12.1.2, dedicated to the comparison of
Beck’s and Fichte’s views on the issue of the thing-in-itself.

The third volume of Beck’s explanatory abstracts (Beck 1796a) appeared under
the sub-title: ‘Einzig méglicher Standpunct aus welchem die critische Philosophie
beurteilt werden muss’ (The only possible standpoint from which the critical
philosophy must be judged). Although this work was not, strictly speaking, a
commentary of Kant, Beck nevertheless believed he was expounding the true,
essential, intention of Kant himself. Beck therefore published the book under the
same title as the first and second volumes: Erlduternder Auszug aus den critischen
Schriften des Herrn Prof. Kant aus Anraten desselben’ (Explanatory abstracts of
the critical writing of Prof. Kant, prepared in consultation with the same).*’

Beck’s Einzig moglicher Standpunct comprises four parts. The first part is
intended to unfold the difficulties and contradictions, with which the dogmatic
form of thinking is entangled and the entirely dogmatic character that Kant’s
critical philosophy must inevitably assume when viewed from the common stand-
point. For this purpose Beck first presents the perplexing status of the concept of the
bond between a representation and its object. In order to demonstrate the centrality
and inescapability of this issue Beck undertakes two tasks. First he discusses
various Kantian distinctions or concepts, and he attempts to show that these
concepts must remain unintelligible to us as long as the main question regarding
the bond between a representation and its object remains unresolved. Secondly,
Beck devotes a large section of his work to demonstrating the inability of
Reinhold’s theory of the power of representation to overcome these difficulties
and the inherent circularity of its arguments due precisely to its inability to address
the main issue of the bond between a representation and its object. The second part
of the Einzig moglicher Standpunct presents and discusses the details of Beck’s
theory of original representing. This part could be compared with the Transcen-
dental Aesthetic and Transcendental Analytic of the first Critique. The third part of
Beck’s work is devoted to demonstrating how the other parts of Kant’s critical
project are equally dependent for their intelligibility on our ability to master the
transcendental standpoint, which, according to Beck, is the highest principle of the

the belief in the existence of the external world where it is also tied to Fichte’s concept of drive
(Trieb). The ego knows itself as an active being through its drives and it perceives its drives
through feeling. Fichte argues that insofar as I think and will, I am free. However, insofar as I have
drives and feelings I am constrained for in the latter case I am part — and only part — of nature (SW,
IV:109f.). Within a larger context, the appeal to feeling is part of Fichte’s doctrine of the primacy
of practical reason and this is another reason to doubt whether Fichte’s exclusion of the above-
mentioned note from the second edition of Uber den Begriff signifies any change of opinion.

“0This issue, especially the use of the words “prepared in consultation with the same [Kant]”,
which gave the wrong impression that Kant authorized this work of Beck’s, later became the
formal trigger of the deterioration of the Kant-Beck relationship. Cf. Sect. 12.2.7 below. The
English translation of the title and the subtitle are taken from di Giovanni and Harris (2000).
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whole of critical philosophy. This part includes discussions of the Metaphysical
Foundations of Natural Science, the Dialectic of the first Critique, practical phi-
losophy as in the second Critique, and the power of judgment as in the third
Critique. The fourth and last part is a commentary of the first Critique from the
introduction up to the end of the analytic of principles, undertaken from Beck’s
unique standpoint.

In the following chapters I focus mainly on those parts of Beck’s work, which
concern his analysis of Kant’s first Critique and more specifically its analytical
parts. These parts occupy by far the largest aspect of Beck’s work. I therefore base
my discussion mainly on the first, second and fourth parts of Beck’s Einzig
méglicher Standpunct.*' 1 shall also devote some space to the discussion of
Beck’s view of Kant’s practical philosophy. Due to limitations of scope I am
obliged to leave out the discussion of other parts of Beck’s work which are less
relevant to the systematic question of this current study and which in addition do not
constitute the main focus of Beck himself.

41T defer the comprehensive discussion of Beck’s criticism of Reinhold and the comparison
between these two authors, to Part IV. This shall allow me, in the following chapters, to present
Beck’s own ideas in a more fluent manner, as well as to discuss Beck’s criticism of Reinhold
within a larger systematic context. In the following chapters I base my presentation of Beck’s
views mainly on the third volume of his explanatory abstracts, the Einzig moglicher Standpunct
(Beck 1796a). I supplement this with references to Beck’s Grundrif3 der critischen Philosophie
(Beck 1796b), which Beck intended as a more concise guidebook to his view of transcendental
philosophy.



Chapter 5
The Problem of the Bond Between
a Representation and Its Object

Beck starts his discussion in the Einzig moglicher Standpunct by posing a paradox,
the recognition of which is, in his mind, the first step to unraveling the secrets of
critical philosophy and indeed of the whole use of our understanding:

What could be stranger than the claim that a certain concept lies firm in our minds,
whenever our faculty of cognition is active, and that all of our representations represent
something to us only insofar as we operate with this concept, and yet this concept itself is
completely empty and has no object whatsoever? Nevertheless this is indeed the case with
the concept of the relation of our representations to objects. (EmS, 8)!

Beck notes the peculiar status of the statement that “I relate my representation to
an object” or the similar statements that “to my representation there corresponds an
object” or that “it [my representation] is objectively valid” (EmS, 8). Since we only
have representations and yet the object that corresponds to them must be distinct
from them, it seems unclear what we mean by saying that our representations relate
or correspond to an object. Beck adds that it is of no use to appeal to the influence of
the object on the senses. The bewilderment reemerges immediately when attention
is paid to the question of the bond or connection between the concept of this
‘affecting-object’ and this ‘affecting-object’ itself. The concept of ‘an affecting-
object’ is a concept like any other. The object of this concept is distinct from the
mere concept. The concept of ‘an affecting-object’ is, therefore, no less dependent
on the general question regarding the relation between representations and objects.’

It equally does not suffice to say that a representation, as such, refers to an
object.” This is of course true, but since a representation is distinct from its object, it
still remains open whether a representation in fact has an object. “Not only that an

! Unless otherwise mentioned, the translation of texts from Beck’s Einzig moglicher Standpunct is
taken from George di Giovanni (di Giovanni and Harris 2000, 204—-249) where such is available,
with minor changes.

2 Beck already brought up this argument against Abicht (Chap. 4 above).

3“The issue here does not depend on whether we analyze the concept of a representation in a
certain way and it cannot suffice to say, in response to the above question, that that the very
concept of a representation entails that it represents an object” (EmsS, 9). This is clearly a reference
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object is being represented through it, which is valid of any representation, but also
that it has an object.” (EmS, 130)*

It should be noted that the problem is not the connection of a specific empirical
representation to its object. Many empirical representations turn out to be devoid of
objects. However, the very question whether a specific empirical representation has
or has not an object already presupposes that such a question can be asked. In order
to look for such a connection in any particular case, the possibility of relating
representations to objects is presupposed. It is the concept of such a connection in
general that is a condition for thinking such a connection in any concrete case. In
Kantian terms it would be the issue of the transcendental condition that makes
possible the connection of any empirical concept with its object.

Dogmatism assumes such a bond between a representation and its object without
being able to account for it and, as Beck notes, the idealistic move to renounce any
such bond has an undeniably reasonable force.” Dogmatists assume the existence of
an object as an entity wholly independent of our representations of it. It is therefore
no other than the assumption of the existence of a thing-in-itself; this is a petitio
principii since the existence of an entity distinct from our representations — and all
the more so a thing-in-itself — is exactly what is in question here. Idealists, unwilling
to succumb to such dogmatism, renounce the existence of an entity independent of
cognition and are then left with nothing but representations. Both dogmatists and
idealists alike assume that an object distinct from our representations, an object to
which representations correspond, can only be a thing-in-itself. Otherwise the object
could not stand over and against our representations. Both parties operate with only
two dichotomized types of existence — either that of a transcendent thing-in-itself or
that of representations immanent to cognition. Both dogmatism and idealism alike
fail to appreciate the possibility of an object distinct from a representation, and yet
not a thing-in-itself. Neither side of the argument attempts to find the source of the
bond between a representation and its object. They fail to comprehend what is meant
by the Kantian claim that the objects of cognition are appearances. Beck admits that
the claim that we know objects only as they appear to us and not as they are
in-themselves may seem to equate Kant’s critical idealism with Berkeley’s idealism.
It may seem to follow that our cognition is nothing but mere dreaming. ‘“For how
else, after all, are we to understand the Critique’s own statement that the objects of
our cognition are not things-in-themselves but mere representations?” (EmS, 12)°

to Reinhold and his followers. Cf. also the discussion of Beck’s reviews of Reinhold and Abicht,
Chap. 4 above.

* This statement could be restated as follows: ‘The representation of an object is not the same thing
as the object of a representation’.

SBeck is far from advocating idealism. His note is only made to emphasize a step in the
construction of his argument (EmsS, 10f.). Compare this with Kant’s respect for skeptical idealism
in the Fourth Paralogism (KrV, A3771.).

SThis is, in so many words, the constant objection shared by the majority of Kant’s critics and
which is usually based on the text of the Fourth Paralogism of the first edition of the first Critique
(Chap. 2 above). I shall return to the issue of the immanence-transcendence dichotomy and its
perils in Sect. 12.2.1.
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Beck insists that no solution to the perplexing problem of the relation of a
representation to its object is possible by means of discursive representation, that
is, by the use of concepts. Discursive representation, by which Beck intends thought
by means of concepts, cannot get around the problem of the bond between a
representation and its object for such a bond is already presupposed by any usage
of discursive representation. A concept is a representation of an object. Since any
object is regarded as distinct from its mere concept, discursive representation
already presupposes that an answer has been given to the main question under
discussion — the relation of representations to objects in general. The solution to this
paradox must be found in a cognitive process that is different from discursive
representation. Both the meaning and the validity of our concepts lie in what
Beck calls ‘original representing’. Only the clarification of the process of original
representing — in contrast to discursive representation, which is only derived — can
clarify for us the meaning of the Critique’s statement that we do not know things as
they are in themselves but only as they appear to us.

We need to note, Beck argues, that the concept of the connection between a
representation and its object is only empty as long as we operate with discursive
representation that is “as long as the thing in-itself is being represented in it” (EmS,
13).” From this perspective, Berkeley’s denial of the existence of objects in space is
completely understandable and irrefutable. One should not expect to find in Kant’s
refutation of idealism a statement diametrically opposed to Berkeley. In other
words, one should not expect to find in Kant, a proof of the relation of a represen-
tation to an object using conceptual analysis. Such an argument would amount to an
attempted proof of the existence of things-in-themselves. The relation between
representations and objects can indeed be substantiated, but this can only be
accomplished by appealing to the original representing and the principle of the
original synthetic unity of consciousness. Appealing to such a principle, pertaining
to the knowing subject, would of course mean that the object, whose reality is
proven, is not a thing-in-itself but a phenomenal one.

In this preliminary stage of his exposition, Beck cannot yet disclose the full
meaning of his notion of ‘original representing’ and his aim is only to make the
reader attentive to the complications that arise when we remain by discursive
representation. The next stage of his argument is therefore devoted to showing
that as long as the relation of representations to objects remains unaccounted for, all
of the major distinctions of Kant’s critical philosophy must seem unintelligible
to us.

7 Since discursive representation cannot account for the relation to an object, the existence of this
object is therefore presupposed as prior to, and regardless of, all activity of our cognition. It is then
inevitably seen as a thing-in-itself.



Chapter 6

The Requisiteness of Resolving the Problem
of the Bond Between a Representation and Its
Object, for Making Intelligible the Critique’s
Main Concepts and Distinctions

6.1 The Distinction Between A-Priori and A-Posteriori
Cognitions

The main difficulty with the familiar distinction — common to both dogmatic as well
as critical philosophy — between a-priori and a-posteriori cognitions is revealed
immediately when we attempt to clarify for ourselves what in general is meant by
the term ‘cognition’. The answer, in Beck’s words, is that to cognize something
means “to represent to ourselves the connection between a representation and its
object” (EmS, 16).' It follows that any cognition, as such, whether a-priori or

The following chapters correspond to §3—§9 of the first part of the Einzig moglicher Standpunct.
These sections of Beck’s work were not included in di Giovanni’s translation and therefore all
translations of passages from these sections are my own. In general I make an effort to follow
Beck’s text as closely as possible. In order to make the discussion short and clear, I try to make the
arguments more concise and orderly, when required. I admit that in the following series of chapters
there is some repetition of arguments, both between the arguments of these chapters themselves,
and in respect of the arguments discussed above within Beck’s correspondence with Kant and
within Beck’s review-articles. I have chosen to present Beck’s discussions of these issues, despite
the repetition involved, for the following reasons: (a) the repetitions are included in Beck’s
original work and since Beck is a relatively less known author it is, in my view, preferable to
adopt a general attitude of widening rather than narrowing down the exposition of his views;
(b) the majority of the arguments in the following chapters are directly relevant to the main issue of
this research. In spite of some repetitions, they highlight this rather slippery issue from different
angles and thus they are helpful in providing a better understanding of the issues in question.

" Beck’s formulation has the disadvantage that it implies a reflective attitude since it follows that
cognition is not the representation of an object (or a representation connected to an object) but the
representation of the connection of a representation to an object. This clearly was not Beck’s
intention by this definition. After all, the point, which Beck wishes to establish, is that in cognition
there is a gap or distinction between the representation and its object. He does not mean that in
cognition we represent this gap itself (which would make cognition into a second-order represen-
tation), but only that this gap is present in any cognition. It seems that Beck — knowingly or
unknowingly — follows a similar unfortunate definition made by Kant himself, cf. KrV, A68/B93:
“Since no representation pertains to an object immediately except intuition alone, a concept is thus
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a-posteriori, already presupposes the general validity of the connection between a
representation and its object. Since the latter has been shown to be merely imagi-
nary, then “one can do nothing less than to deny all cognitions, be them empirical or
pure” (EmS, 16). Directing the attention of the reader to this issue could have been
enough to show that without resolving the general question regarding the bond
between a representation and its object, one could not even begin to discuss the
distinction between a-priori and a-posteriori cognitions. However, Beck points out
further difficulties, which become apparent when we attempt to clarify the specific
distinction between a-priori and a-posteriori intuitions and similarly between
a-priori and a-posteriori concepts.

It is commonly argued that a-priori or pure intuition is distinguished from
a-posteriori or empirical intuition by the fact that the latter does while the former
does not arise from the influence of an object on our senses. This formulation leaves
both kinds of intuition in a very vulnerable state. As Beck has already shown, the
appeal to the influence of the object on us cannot, under any circumstances, account
for the relation of empirical intuitions to an object. The state of pure intuitions
seems to be even worse. The appeal to the influence of an object is irrelevant in this
case and there does not seem to be any other possible solution. Another difficulty
arises when one attempts to justify the claim that a pure intuition is distinguished
from an empirical one by the fact that the former can, while the latter cannot, be
converted into a universal concept. But how can we vouch for this unique feature
of pure intuitions? Regardless of their distinction from empirical intuitions, pure
intuitions are nevertheless concrete, singular representations. One must be able to
account for the construction of universally valid propositions upon them, as in the
case of the axioms of geometry. It would seem that the state of empirical intuitions
is better than the state of pure intuitions. In fact, unless we can explain the general
relation of representations to their objects, and in particular the relation of both pure
and empirical intuitions to their objects, then both kinds of intuitions shall remain
empty for us (EmS, 19).”

Similar difficulties emerge when we turn our attention to the distinction made
between empirical and pure concepts. Empirical concepts are said to arise from
experience. However, this explanation is nothing more than a restatement of the
appeal to the influence of an object, an appeal, which we have already analyzed.
The state of pure concepts, like the state of pure intuitions, seems to be even worse.
“How in the world have we come by these pure concepts when experience could not

never immediately related to an object, but is always related to some other representation of it
(whether that be an intuition or itself already a concept).” Kant only intends to say that a concept is
not directly, but only indirectly, related to an object, through intuition. Nevertheless, Kant’s
statement may imply that while intuition is a representation of an object, a concept is the
representation of a representation of an object. The latter formulation transforms a concept into
a reflective representation, which clearly was not Kant’s original intention.

2 One must remember that Beck does not mean that these questions are in principle unanswerable.
Rather, he wants to convince his readers that these questions are unanswerable as long as we
operate with mere concepts.
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have been their source?” (EmS, 21). The answer of dogmatic philosophy that these
concepts are innate is in Beck’s mind, nothing more than qualitas occultas, that
is, a mysterious answer, which hides more than it reveals. For it still remains
unaccounted for, how we came to posses these concepts completely independent
of experience. The answer of critical philosophy that these concepts make experi-
ence itself possible does not fare any better. On its own, this answer too does not
explain how it is possible that we posses in us a-priori the conditions for the
possibility of experience.

Beck’s discussions may at first seem as nothing more than preliminary remarks
designed to trigger the uninitiated student to pay attention to the main questions of
critical philosophy. Nevertheless, Beck thought that many of Kant’s supporters
were doing no more than repeating the Critique’s words without being able to
explain the essential doctrine behind these words. It is indeed not enough to say that
pure intuitions are universally valid for objects since they are the forms to which all
intuition must comply. The latter explanation remains no more than a mere play on
words unless it can be demonstrated that pure intuition is the universal form of the
intuition of objects. It is not enough to show that pure intuition is a condition of our
own sense perception. The requirement is to show that it applies to actual objects.
Similarly, to attempt to ground the validity of pure concepts of the understanding in
the claim that they stand for the very possibility of experience is on its own no
explanation at all. Without being able to show what authorizes us to relate repre-
sentations to actual objects, the above statements remain no more than an empty use
of words since the main issue here is the distinction between something merely
represented and something actual.

6.2 The Distinction Between Appearances and
Things-in-Themselves

In this chapter Beck’s discussion is directed at showing that as long as the question
regarding the connection between a representation and its object remains
unaccounted for, then Kant’s critical idealism is doomed to fluctuate between two
equally extreme positions: either that of dogmatic realism or that of material
idealism.

Beck first presents the main dogmatic claim according to which we know things
as they are in themselves when we abstract from our representations all that which
belongs merely to our own sensibility. Similarly, according to dogmatism, we know
things as appearances when we attribute to them what in truth belongs only to our
own manner of sense representation. Against the dogmatic distinction between
appearances and things-in-themselves Beck brings the following objections. First
and foremost, we must acknowledge that, as representations, intellectual represen-
tations are just as dependent on the validity of the relation between representations
and objects, as sensible representations. As long as this relation remains
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unaccounted for, intellectual representations cannot be said to relate to any kind of
object, all the more so a thing-in-itself. Second, even dogmatism confesses that we
cannot attribute any positive characteristic to the noumena. In this respect Beck
argues that as long as an object is represented through mere negations, then this is as
good as admitting that thereby no object is represented at all. Third and last, Beck
argues that when we abstract from our representations all that which belongs to our
sensibility, there is left nothing at all and we can no longer represent any object
whatsoever (EmS, 24f.).3

Beck now claims that when taking all of the above considerations into account,
the dogmatic claim for the alleged knowledge of things-in-themselves becomes
much closer to the claim of critical idealism, which limits our knowledge to
appearances. Nevertheless, Beck continues, there seems to be an important distinc-
tion between dogmatic and critical philosophy. According to dogmatic philosophy,
truth consists of the agreement of our representations with things-in-themselves,
while according to critical philosophy truth consists of the agreement of our
representations with appearances. Dogmatic philosophy takes for granted that
things-in-themselves, notwithstanding the inability to attribute even a single posi-
tive characteristic to them, exist as something independent of our representations
and constitute the substrate which lies at the basis of our appearances. In contrast,
critical philosophy, although it mentions things-in-themselves, nevertheless speaks
of appearances and posits the reality of our cognitions in the consciousness of
objects as appearances. However, the latter move seems to commit critical philos-
ophy to idealism. Although the reader of the Critique ultimately expects its author
to ground the reality of appearances in the existence of things-in-themselves and
thereby to openly oppose itself to Berkeleyan idealism, the Critique suffices with
proving the existence of appearances only. It therefore proves the existence of that
which no one doubts.

Everyone must admit that all our cognition has no reality whatsoever, when one denies
from it that through which it is related to things-in-themselves. In the end, critical idealism
amounts to the claim that appearances (mere representations) exist, and therefore there can
be no more striking agreement than that between the claims of critical and Berkeleyan
idealism. (EmS, 27)

Although a closer consideration of the dogmatic claim for the cognition of
things-in-themselves would convince us that it is an empty cognition — for it
actually consists of mere negations — nevertheless dogmatic philosophy at least
maintains that our representations are related to something that is not a represen-
tation and this latter relation constitutes what is in fact real in our cognition. The
critical philosopher must admit that what he calls empirical truth is nothing more

3 This is indeed a frequent claim of Kant, which is commonly ignored. This issue is related to the
proper interpretation of the Kantian claim that the understanding extends beyond sensibility. This
issue shall be discussed at length in Sects. 12.2.2 and 12.2.3 below. In this regard, cf. also Kant’s
claim in The Only Possible Argument of 1763, that without content, thought itself is annulled
(discussed in Sect. 2.1 above).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05984-6_12
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05984-6_12
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05984-6_2

6.3 The Distinction Between Analytic and Synthetic Judgments 99

than a mere wordplay since according to him reality is no more than an inter-
connection of representations (EmS, 28, 30).

The two alternatives, between which the interpretation of critical philosophy
oscillates, can most easily be brought out when attempting to explain the statement,
with which the Critique begins its exposition. It says that objects influence us and
that this influence triggers our cognitive powers into action and that as a result
representations arise within us. Most expositors have understood under this
‘influencing object’, the thing-in-itself. Beck acknowledges that this interpretation
is very understandable, “for it would be very strange indeed to say that the
representation produces itself, which would follow had we understood these objects
to be appearances” (EmS, 30). Critical philosophy therefore has only two alter-
natives. If it wishes to uphold the reality of our cognitions, it must side with
dogmatism and suffer all of the latter’s inherent contradictions. If, on the other
hand, it chooses to avoid the difficulties, with which dogmatic philosophy is
inevitably entangled, then it must admit that it is not different from the material
idealism of Berkeley.

In this entire section of his work — the first half of the first part of the Einzig
méglicher Standpunct (EmS, 15-58) — Beck makes an effort to make the best case
possible against critical philosophy. This is obviously done for methodological
reasons only. By making the strongest case against the view he intends to defend,
Beck shows that he is fully aware of what may be the most persistent and irritating
objection against critical philosophy. He puts in plain sight the issues that need to be
addressed if the demands of this objection are to be met with. He also builds up the
tension and the expectation for his promised solution to this difficulty.

At the end of his discussions in this chapter, Beck makes a statement that is
highly important for my own argument in the current research:

The following [continuation of this work] shows very clearly, that the understanding thinks
an object in itself only as a transcendental object, regarding which it remains completely
unknown, whether it is found in us or outside of us, and whether it is annulled along with
sensibility or whether something would be left over when the latter [sensibility] is removed.
(EmS, 31. The italics are my own)

Beck does not expand on this statement and I can neither do so at this stage.
I shall, however, return to the issue of the transcendental object later in this work
(Sects. 12.2.2, 12.2.3, and 12.2.4 below).

6.3 The Distinction Between Analytic
and Synthetic Judgments

Beck’s argument regarding the Kantian distinction between analytic and synthetic
judgments employs a similar tactic to the one used in the previous chapters. In an
analytic judgment we ascribe to an object a predicate that was already thought in the
concept, which functions as the subject of the judgment. In a synthetic judgment we
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ascribe to an object a predicate that was not included in the subject concept. Beck
emphasizes the fact that in both cases we presuppose an object as a reference point
to which predicates may be attached, regardless of the further question of whether
these predicates were or were not already thought in the subject concept of the
judgment in question. Since this reference point cannot be accounted for then the
whole discussion of the above distinction is irrelevant.

Beck’s discussion — according to which both analytic and synthetic judgments
include a relation to an object — may seem to blur the distinction, so crucial for
Kant, between the logical and the real. Analytical judgments express a merely
logical relation and they therefore abstract from any relation to an object. A relation
to an object is included in synthetic judgments only. This relation to an object in
synthetic judgments is due to their reliance on intuition, either empirical or pure
(KrV, A247f./B304). Nevertheless, Beck is correct to argue that any judgment, as
such, expresses a connection of concepts, and it therefore presupposes a reference
point. This is just as true for analytic, as it is for synthetic, judgments even though
this reference point is, in the case of analytic judgments, merely tentatively or, to
use Kant’s terms, problematically presupposed. Conceptual thought, as such, pre-
supposes a reference point to which predications can be attached.

Beck’s emphasis, within his discussions in the current chapter, on the objective
relation included in synthetic judgments — both a-priori and a-posteriori — shows
that he is aware of the central role that this relation has within the latter kind of
judgments.* The discussion of the objective relation in synthetic a-posteriori judg-
ments points back to the complexities we have already discussed regarding empir-
ical intuition and its relation to an object. The issue of the objective relation in
synthetic a-priori judgments points back to our discussion, above, of the objective
relation within pure intuition. It is also linked to the issue of the possibility of
experience, an issue that will be discussed below.

6.4 The Critical Theory of Space and Time

In order to demonstrate the difficulties in understanding the Critique’s doctrine of
space and time, Beck discusses the complexities inherent in various aspects of this
doctrine. Beck discusses, first, the Critique’s claim that time and space are the pure
forms of our own intuition. This critical claim stands in contrast to the dogmatic
claim according to which space is the order of things as simultaneous and time is the
order of things as successive. The dogmatic doctrine is clearly vulnerable to the
objection regarding the missing link between a representation and its object. For I

* The relation to an object is essential for synthetic judgments. In contrast, the analytic judgment,
despite the fact in it the relation to an object is still presupposed, abstracts from the concrete
consequences of the relation to an object. An analytic judgment indeed refers to something but it
completely disregards the question of whether this thing has or has not objective reality.
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must ask myself “what connects my representation of things in this or that order and
[my representation of] this order with the same things and the same order as
objects” (EmS, 36). In other words, my representation of space and time is distinct
from space and time themselves. I refer to them by means of my representations, but
that to which I refer — time and space as objective — are distinct from the mere
representation of them. “One must consider that it is beyond the point to think and
to connect representations as it pleases us; rather, hereby we have in mind a
reference point, an object, that determines us to think in this and no other way.”
The question remains “how we stand in regard to this reference point, and what it is
that connects our representation to it, that is, to the object” (EmS, 36f.).

The Critique, of course, does not refer to time and space as objective relations
completely independent of the knowing subject. Nevertheless, the Critique does
refer to time and space as objective. Although time and space are not themselves
things, they are nevertheless inevitably thought of as connected to things; that is,
things, which stand in this or that relation to one another. Whether time and space
are thought of as empirical or as pure intuitions, they are, in both cases, assumed to
be valid for objects. We are, therefore, brought back to the problem of the bond
between a representation and it object. As already demonstrated, this relation to an
object is just as pressing regarding a-posteriori as it is regarding a-priori intuitions.
It may be argued that the Critique is exempt from this criticism since it speaks of
time and space rather than of representations of time and space. However, Beck
argues, this claim appears to be meaningless. We only operate with representations
and it would be self-contradictory to say that a representation represents nothing.
Although the Critique refers to time and space as the forms of our own intuition,
nevertheless, the Critique cannot but argue that what it tells us about the nature of
time and space is not arbitrary but is determined by the real nature of time and
space.

Beck’s discussion above implicitly includes two distinct arguments. The first is
based on the fact that since according to critical philosophy time and space are valid
for objects (they are not merely subjective but are also objective), then the doctrine
of time and space is still dependent on the general question regarding the relation of
representations to their objects. The second argument is based on the fact that a
reflective representation is no less related to an object distinct from itself, than a
non-reflective representation. Critical philosophy is not concerned with objects but
with the mode of the knowledge of objects, and it is therefore reflective, or second-
order, in kind. Nevertheless, even in reflection there exists the same gap between
the second-order reflective representation and its object (the first-order,
non-reflective, representation). In terms of the gap between a representation and
its object, a reflective representation is not distinguished from a non-reflective
representation.

In his discussions, Beck, in fact, alludes to a possible way out of this circularity.
What is required is that the way to make something meaningful to ourselves would
not presuppose the gap between a representation and its object. However, it is yet
unclear how such a cognitive relation could be possible.
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Next, Beck discusses the Critique’s claim that time and space are necessary
representations. The stages of Beck’s argument in this regard are similar to those we
have just discussed in the previous context above. Necessity, according to the
critical doctrine, does not reside in things but in our relation to things. The
representation of a thing is unaffected, whether we think of its object as possible,
actual or necessary. Thus, we need only remember that time and space, as some-
thing objective, are distinct from the representations of time and space, and addi-
tionally note that necessity does not reside in the things themselves, to see that we
cannot account for the ascription of necessity to time and space (as something
objective). Since necessity is related by the subject to an object then its validity to
objects collapses together with the concept of the connection of representations in
general to objects. As in the previous context, it could be said that the Critique may
be exempt from this criticism by the claim that time and space are themselves
representations. The Critiqgue would thereby attempt to avoid the gap between time
and space as objective and the mere representations of them. However, in this case
we once again come face to face with the self-contradictory claim that we operate
with a representation, which represents itself, in other words, that a representation
represents nothing at all.

Beck also remarks that the Critique’s reference to time and space as given
quantities must seem unintelligible when closely considered. One cannot explain
the meaning of the statement that an object is given as long as the question
regarding the connection between a representation and its object remains un-
accounted for (EmS, 42).

Finally, Beck argues that unless we can account for the relation of representations
to their objects, then the Critique’s claim that time and space are the subjective
conditions of intuition, leads to the inevitable conclusion that critical idealism is no
different from radical idealism. It seems that the Critique admits the emptiness of
the relation of a representation to its object and therefore argues that time and space
are themselves mere representations. According to the Critique, time and space, as
well as the objects in time and space, are not things-in-themselves, which would
remain if we abstract from the subjective conditions of our own sensibility. It
therefore follows, despite the Critique’s protests, that what it calls appearance
(Erscheinung) is nothing more than mere illusion (blo Schein). We can say no
more than that we imagine that our representations of time, space and objects in time
and space have corresponding objects, but not that they have or even could have
actual objects.

It [the Critique] gives not a single proof for the existence of things-in-themselves, but rather
claims (although it does say that when one posits appearances, one must also posit
something which appears), that in the end we cannot possibly know where to posit this
thing, whether it is in us or outside of us, and whether in general such a statement is even
meaningful. (EmS, 45)
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6.5 The Distinction Between Intuitions and Concepts

Under the above title, Beck discusses the Critique’s principal statement that
intuitions and concepts are the two elements of which our cognition consists.
Through intuitions an object is given to us in the receptivity of sense perception
and through concepts an object is thought in relation to the former intuitions.

Beck first notes that since we cannot account for the connection between the
representations that we have of our own self and our real self as an object, then we
cannot possibly base any claim regarding the elements that constitute the faculties
of our own self. By this Beck applies the general question regarding the connection
between a representation and its object to the current issue of the elements, which
constitute our own cognition. We must distinguish what our cognition seems to be
made of and what it actually is made of. Since we cannot account for the general
question regarding the connection between a representation and its object we
equally cannot base our claims regarding our own self, but only what it seems to be.

Beck then analyzes the Critique’s more specific claim that intuitions are distin-
guished from concepts by the fact that the former are singular while the latter are
general representations. Once more Beck points out that as long as we operate with
representations of something, that is, as long as there is a distinction between the
representation and its object, and we, in addition, cannot show what connects our
representations to their objects, then all of our distinctions made by means of
representations are nothing but mere imagining. We cannot say that intuitions are
singular and concepts are general but only that we represent them as such; more-
over, we arbitrarily represent them as such. If I cannot compare my representation
against its object then I can represent whatever I want. Since my own individual
representations depend only on my own free will, then I can even represent a
singular representation to be at the same time a general representation.’

Lastly, Beck discusses the Critique’s claim that through intuitions an object is
given to us and through concepts it is thought and cognized. Beck argues that if this
statement is to be meaningful then it can only be interpreted as meaning that an
intuition is a representation regardless of whether it corresponds to an object, that is,
regardless of whether it is objectively valid. Accordingly, an intuition acquires
objective validity, that is, it becomes related to an object, when a concept is applied
to it.° However, Beck asks, how is this distinction related to the previously
discussed one? In other words, Beck asks, how can it be explained that intuition
as a singular representation acquires objective validity simply because it passes into

5 One could object to this last statement by saying that it would be self-contradictory to refer to a
representation as both singular and general. Nevertheless the important issue for Beck here is
merely to note that without an object, which determines us to think in a specific way, our thoughts
are only arbitrary.

Beck rules out the prima facie reading according to which in intuition an object is given to us,
since it is obvious that for Kant, an object, as such, is never given but must be constituted. Cf. also
Beck’s attempts, discussed above, in the correspondence with Kant, at defining intuition in such a
way, which does not include a relation to an object.
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a general representation? Furthermore, if we consider that the Critique refers to the
object of a representation as itself a representation then its claim to have found the
origin of the objective validity of our representations is very deceptive indeed.
“What can be stranger than to claim that the object of a representation is a mere
appearance, consequently nothing but a representation, and nevertheless to believe
to have found the origin of cognition.” (EmS, 48).”

6.6 The Concept of Transcendental Logic

Beck argues that it is common for critical philosophers to distinguish transcendental
logic from general logic by defining the latter as a science, which abstracts from the
distinctness of the various objects and makes the thought of an object in general as
its object. However, as Beck notes, this manner of explanation seems void, for
transcendental logic, as well, abstracts from the distinctness of the various objects.
A better formulation would be to say that “general logic abstracts from all content
of cognition, that is, from all relation of cognition to an object. In contrast, the
object of transcendental logic is precisely this relation.” (EmS, 49). According to
this mode of explanation, transcendental logic is nothing other than the science of
the objective validity of our concepts. However, as we have repeatedly showed, the
concept of the connection between a representation and its object is an empty one. It
therefore follows that there is no object for that science called transcendental logic.
The attempt to avoid this difficulty by arguing that the appearance is the much
sought after object, leads to an internal contradiction. Since an appearance is
nothing more than a representation (KrV, A104, A191/B236, A250, A370), it
therefore follows from the above mode of explanation that a representation,
whose definition requires that it represent something, in fact represents nothing
at all.

From the above also follows that the Critique’s distinction between transcen-
dental analytic and transcendental dialectic is also inadmissible. The transcendental
analytic should, according to the Critique, list all a-priori concepts which, despite
being completely independent of experience, are nevertheless objectively valid. In
comparison, the transcendental dialectic is designed to dispel the ungrounded and
yet deceptively appealing objective validity, which we erroneously attribute to
other a-priori concepts. As we have discussed above, even the more basic distinc-
tion between a-priori and a-posteriori concepts is annulled by the emptiness of the
general concept of a connection between a representation and its object. It follows
that the attempt to make a further distinction between two kinds of a-priori
concepts, one which is, and another which is not, objectively valid, is completely
baseless. When we recognize that the general issue of the connection between a

7By the term ‘cognition’ at the end of the above citation Beck, of course, means the representation
of an object, distinct from the representation itself.
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representation and its object cannot be resolved, then the distinction between these
two kinds of a-priori concepts collapses as well.

6.7 The Possibility of Experience as the Principle
of the Deduction of the Pure Concepts
of the Understanding

In this chapter Beck repeats in greater details the claims he has already made in his
earlier letters to Kant and in the reviews of Reinhold and his followers. Beck argues
that as long as the connection between a representation and its object remains
unaccounted for, then the deduction of the categories out of the principle of the
possibility of experience is circular and begs the question it was designed to answer.

The Critique argues that a special kind of representations — pure concepts of
the understanding — have objective validity simply because they are the general
conditions that make ordinary experiential concepts possible in the first place.
However, this manner of explanation presupposes — without providing any
justification — the objective validity of experiential concepts. It presupposes that
there is indeed a connection between a concept, which arises out of experience and
an object. We must nevertheless remind ourselves that this object of experience is a
mere appearance, namely, nothing more than a representation. It follows from the
above that the deduction of the categories out of the principle of the possibility of
experience is a mere game. We say that a representation of an object is objectively
valid if an object corresponds to it. If, however, the Critigue admits that the
representation of an object corresponds to nothing but a mere representation, then
this admission annuls the very meaning of objective validity. Moreover, as Beck
has already noted, to say that a representation corresponds to nothing but a mere
representation, contradicts the very concept of a representation and therefore this
statement violates the basic requirements of the principle of contradiction. The
bottom line is that the deduction of the categories out of the principle of the
possibility of experience can have no more validity than the concept of the
connection between a representation and its object.

It would seem that the connection between an experiential object and its
representation could easily be demonstrated by appealing to the influence of the
object on the senses. The object affects us and thereby causes representations to
arise within us, and this is the explanation commonly given for the connection of an
experiential concept and its object. However, as soon as one poses the question
regarding that which connects the concept of this affecting object with the affecting
object itself, then it immediately becomes clear that such an appeal to the affect of
the experiential object on the senses amounts to no answer at all.

Beck summarizes the objections that can be made against the deduction of the
categories out of the principle of the possibility of experience, in the following
points:
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1. Even granted that the categories express the ultimate conditions of the possibil-
ity of experience, they can have no more objective validity than that of experi-
ence itself. The attempt to deduce the objective validity of experience from the
analysis of its very concept — by appealing to the influence of the object on the
senses — fails. Thus, the actuality of experience is merely presupposed without
providing any justification. One can therefore deny the validity of experience
itself and with it the validity of the categories.

2. The categories are supposed to account for the connection of representations to
their objects. However, the categories are themselves representations and their
own objective validity presupposes the validity of the concept of the connection
of representations to their objects.

3. The objective validity of the categories derives from the objective validity of
experience. Yet at the same time, the objective validity of experience depends on
the objective validity of the categories.

4. The concept of causality is one of the categories and as such its objective validity
derives from role of the categories as conditions for the possibility of experience.
Nevertheless, the concept of the possibility of experience already presupposes
the causal relation (as part of the doctrine of the influence of objects on our
senses). The whole argument is therefore circular.

5. The concept of possibility is also listed as one of the categories. It is therefore an
obvious tautology to attempt to derive its validity from the concept of the
possibility of experience.®

6. Since one cannot demonstrate the basis for the actuality of experience it follows
that one equally cannot base anything on the principle of the possibility of
experience.’

7. The Critique criticizes dogmatic philosophy for its characterization of pure
concepts as innate. It is clear that the term ‘innate’ simply indicates the igno-
rance of dogmatic philosophy regarding the origin of these concepts. However,
the Critique does not fare any better than dogmatic philosophy in this regard, for
it equally cannot account for the origin of these pure concepts.

As a last step in his discussion of the deduction of the categories, Beck argues
that we should also consider the role of the transcendental schematism in this
regard. Although the deduction of the categories is not directly dependent on the
transcendental schematism, Beck argues that “with this schematism the Critique
intends to put a crown on top of its deductive enterprise” (EmS, 55) and therefore it
deserves attention.

Beck brings two arguments against the schematism. First, he reminds us of the
Critique’s claim that time is that which connects pure concepts to empirical
intuitions (more precisely the empirical aspect of intuition). However, one can

8 The fourth and fifth objections are clearly specific statements of the third one. For the inherent
circularity in the attempt to deduce the objective validity of the categories from the mere concept
of the possibility of experience, cf. also EmS, 196.

°This objection is clearly a restatement of the argument included in item 1.
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further ask what connects empirical intuitions with time and similarly what con-
nects pure concepts with time. These questions shall require us to interpose a new
mediator between empirical intuitions and time as well as between pure concepts
and time. It is easily seen that this objection leads to an endless regression. The end
result is that the main issue from which we started — the question regarding the
connection between intuitions and concepts — remains unanswered. '°

The second objection argues that the Critique transforms the unanswerable
question, regarding the connection of a representation to its object, into a new
one. The Critique refers to the empirical intuition as the object of the representation
and it refers to pure concepts as the representation of the object. Thus it converts the
question regarding the connection of a representation to its object into the question
regarding the connection between mere representations to one another. Not only is
this course of argument self-contradictory for it follows that a representation in fact
represents nothing at all; moreover, when shedding the mystical cloud behind the
strange claim that the object of the representation is itself a representation, we are
left with nothing more than the obvious claim that a representation is a represen-
tation — in other words, that we have representations of objects — a claim which no
one doubts.

1 The main issue behind this objection is not so much the relation between a representation and its
object but that the issue of the relation between conceptual and pre-conceptual meaning. Beck’s
main claim can be restated as claiming that as long as we operate with concepts alone, we are
incapable of elucidating the transition from pre-conceptual to conceptual meaning. The recogni-
tion of pre-conceptual meaning and its irreducibility to conceptual structures requires that we
acknowledge the limitation of what can be converted into concepts and words. The claim that
everything that can be sensibly perceived can afterwards, fully and without any residue, be
described and explained by means of concepts, is a defining characteristic of rationalism. As we
shall later see, Beck’s objection to this line of thought is an important feature, which distinguishes
him from his contemporaries.



Chapter 7
The Highest Principle of Philosophy — The
Postulate to Represent Originally

At this stage of the development of his theory of the standpoint, Beck analyzes the
idea of a highest principle in philosophy, widely appealed to by his contemporaries.'
While a principle is “a cognition which grounds certain other cognitions” (EmsS,
120), a principle, assumed to be the highest, should be a principle, which is not itself
derived from any logically prior principle. Unfortunately, as soon as we consider
closely the very idea of a highest principle, we discover that it leads to an inherent
difficulty. This is so since any connection of concepts within such a principle,
necessarily requires further reflection or rethinking in order to demonstrate its
validity. Even the principle of contradiction, which can be stated as follows: ‘no
object can be represented through mutually contradicting determinations’, requires
some rethinking in order to demonstrate its validity (EmS, 121).> However, by
appealing to any such further rethinking in order to provide the alleged highest
principle with justification, it is easily seen that the principle, thought to be the
highest, is not self-evident after all. Moreover, not only does the objective validity of
the connection of concepts in such a principle require further consideration, the very
concepts, which constitute the principle in question, also require explanation. If we
appeal once more to the principle of contradiction, “the meaning of the expression
‘object’, which appears quite comprehensible to any student of philosophy, is a
source of embarrassment to any man who has began to philosophize independently.”

"The significance given to the issue of the highest principle on which philosophy is grounded,
obviously did not originate from Kant’s own way of philosophizing. It is grounded in the spirit of
the time (the late 1780s and the first half of the 1790s), triggered initially by Reinhold’s and later
Fichte’s method of presenting the challenges facing critical philosophy. As Beck himself notes
(cf. EmS, 122 in which Beck cites Aenesidemus, Schulze 1792, 53f.), the centrality of this issue is
also grounded in Aenesidemus-Schulze’s criticism of the attempts to ground philosophy on a self-
evident first principle.

2 Although not explicitly stated by Beck, it can nevertheless be argued, based on his own ideas, that
it is one thing to recognize that our own thinking is subordinated to the principle of
non-contradiction, but it is quite another thing to argue that the actual objects are also subordinated
to the same principle. Any proposition, which aspires to be objectively valid, requires some
justification.
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(EmS, 121). Yet another consideration, which must be taken into account, is that in
many cases the principle considered to be the highest, although not derived from
prior principles, nevertheless presupposes some such prior principles. The principle
of contradiction argues that no object can be represented through mutually
contradicting determinations; however, it presupposes that in general objects can
be represented through the attribution of various determinations to them. We can
also look at Reinhold’s proposition of consciousness, which argues that “Conscious-
ness is the being referred of representation to object and subject, and it cannot be
separated from any representation” (Reinhold 1789, 321; EmS, 121f.). Regarding
this principle, one can rightfully ask what is meant by the concept of ‘being referred’
to something. Reinhold argues that a representation refers to an object on behalf of
its content, which the object produces or brings about. We can accordingly ask
whether the concept of ‘being referred’ is to be understood in terms of this produc-
tion and further what this ‘production’ itself means.

The above considerations lead Beck to argue that the failed attempts to find the
highest principle of philosophy, in fact point us to the only direction where this
principle can truly be found. We can observe that in all such principles it is required
that their certainty follow from the very representation of the object of these
principles. The conclusion is that we expect the validity of the highest principle
of all philosophy to be grounded in an original mode of representation. If we take
the example of the principle of contradiction, then in order to be convinced of its
validity we need only attempt to represent an object through mutually contradicting
properties. In the example of Reinhold’s principle of consciousness we need to
represent to ourselves the concept of a ‘representation’ in order to be convinced of
the inherent relation included in this concept to both subject and object.

In order to understand what is meant by ‘original representing’ Beck gives the
example of the geometer. The geometer draws both the meaning and the validity of
his axioms of space by simply representing space to himself. When asked how his
science commences he replies that it starts with the requirement to represent space
to oneself. No other explanation or foundation can be given to the basic tenets of
geometry save this requirement or what mathematicians call a postulate. No
explanation by means of concepts can clarify the meaning of the geometric
axiom according to which space has only three dimensions. To understand this,
one has to represent space (EmS, 120-131; Grundrif, §8, 6f.). As we have seen
above, the same requirement stands at the basis of all principles assumed to be the
highest. Beck therefore states that the basic principle, not merely of all philosophy,
but in fact of all understanding and meaningfulness, is expressed by the postulate to
represent originally. It is highly important to note the unique features of Beck’s
basic “principle” as a postulate, in contrast to the prevailing pursuit by his contem-
poraries of a basic principle of all philosophy.® Regular principles, taken to stand at

3Beck himself notes various versions of such alleged highest principles (EmS, 136): (a) the
principle of contradiction which could apply to rationalistically oriented authors as well as
Schulze; (b) the principle of consciousness, by which Beck refers to Reinhold; (c) the principle
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the peak of all philosophizing, are propositions stated by means of concepts. If you
ask their advocates what grounds their principles, they say that their basic principle
is a ‘fact’.* Beck argues that by appealing to ‘facts’ without attempting to elucidate
what a fact really means, these authors show that they have completely misunder-
stood Kant’s intention to direct our attention towards the way through which facts
expressed by means of concepts first acquire their meaning. General logic indeed
concerns itself merely with thinking through concepts. General logic starts from the
mere fact that we have concepts. It completely disregards the question of what a fact
itself is or similarly the question of how we came to have concepts in the first place.
Transcendental philosophy, in contrast, is the science, whose object is the original
representing itself. In other words, it is the science of the origin of meaningfulness
since original representing should account for the process through which we first
make something meaningful to ourselves. Transcendental logic, according to Beck,
aims at “the presentation of the original generation of concepts [...] This science
[transcendental logic] will not aim at definitions, or the unfolding of concepts, or at
drawing up lists of determinations which we attribute to objects when we think of
them; for in all this the actual fact of thinking is not taken into consideration at all.”
(EmS, 137).° Beck therefore concludes that authors who only offer conceptual
formulations for the highest principle, authors who argue that their principle is
self-evident since it is recognized as a fact, without analyzing the very meaning of
‘a fact’, are operating merely on the level of general logic. They thus miss the
essential meaning of transcendental philosophy. When we inquire more about what
we mean when we say that a certain principle is simply a ‘fact’, we discover that it
eventually means that one is only required to represent this principle to himself, to
become aware of its meaning and truth. Thus it seems that all principles offered as
basic principles, in fact point to the only one which is truly so. This is no other then
the postulate to represent originally. A postulate is distinguished from a regular
principle in that the latter is a proposition and is therefore constructed by means of
concepts. A postulate — although it has to be stated by concepts — is a requirement to
act, to transpose oneself into this unique mode of representing. As a postulate, it is

of animation (Beseelung). According to George di Giovanni, Beck may be referring here to
Maimon and also to other authors influenced by the romantic revival of Spinoza and Leibniz as
well as to Herder and the neo-Spinozistic movement in general (di Giovanni and Harris 2000,
247n20). In another place di Giovanni mentions that by the principle of animation Beck refers to
J. H. Abicht, the review of whose work by Beck we have discussed above (di Giovanni and Harris
2000, xvi); (d) the principle of determinability, which according to di Giovanni refers to Maimon
(di Giovanni and Harris 2000, 247n21); (e) the principle of selfhood (Ichheit) which applies to
Fichte.

4 As noted above, Beck has in mind, mainly Reinhold’s Elementarphilosophie, but also other
authors who developed a philosophy of the basic elements (EmS, 169).

3 Cf. also EmS, 139: “It is only on that basis [of original representing] that any train of thought
enjoys the dignity of being understandable, and in the absence of this standing, anyone who deals
with mere concepts does not even understand himself. We can very aptly call transcendental
philosophy, therefore, an art of understanding oneself, and we can consider our postulate as the
principle of all intelligibility.”
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irrelevant to ask what an ‘object’ is and similarly what we mean by ‘original’ or by
‘representing’ something. Any attempt to give a verbal account of these terms
would require us to resort to concepts and thus it would lead us astray and further
away from the true meaning of original representing. The best answer to the above
questions is simply to require that one represent originally (EmsS, 124f.). Beck
emphasizes that “there can never be any question of an ‘original representation’,
but only of an ‘original representing’, for what we want to signify by this expression
is truly the act by which we generate for ourselves the representation of an object,
and not the representation which we already have of it and through which we think
it.” (EmS, 130).6 The distinction is between the act of representing and its end result
— the representation. An act is better expressed by a verb than by a noun. It is
important to note that Beck’s postulate to represent originally puts an emphasis on
pre-conceptual meaning which grounds all conceptual meaning.” “Undeniably the
mistake made in every age was to neglect the understandable and to strive only
after the conceptualizable” (EmS, 138).

Another aspect of original representing becomes clear when we contrast it with
its opposite. Discursive or derived representing, namely, the thought of an object by
means of concepts, is defined by Beck as follows:

When I think an object, a reference point is given to which my representing subject stands
in relation through an activity which can be best designated by the expression ‘attribution’
[Beilegung].8 For I attach determinations to this reference point, and this attribution is what
we have in mind whenever we say that we have a concept of an object. (EmS, 134).°

Beck, in my view correctly, notes that when we predicate properties to an object
we do not simply connect properties to one another. Rather, we connect properties
by referring them to a common reference point. Beck therefore argues that in the

6 As Beck later stresses (EmS, 141) there can be no original representing of an object, but only
original representing.

7" The pre-conceptual character of the original representing is emphasized in a brief discussion of
Beck’s Standpunctslehre by Thandeka (1995, 41, 45-50), and by Klotz (2002, 24ff.). Thandeka’s
exposition, nevertheless, fails to properly distinguish the cognitive stage of original representing
and the cognitive stage of conceptual, derived, representation. She argues that the act of original
reconciliation (her term, cf. Chap. 4, note 23) “produces the awareness of the conceptualized
object [...] The same activity, Beck suggested, thus generates concepts and produces conscious-
ness by means of reconciliation through the concepts of that which is conceptualized.” (Thandeka
1995, 47). Thandeka also fails to recognize the distinction made by Beck between the act of
original representing and the original-synthetic, objective unity of consciousness (below Chaps. 8
and 9). According to Beck, the latter is the result of the former and neither has anything to do with
concepts.

81n contrast to his views when he only began to work on the Einzig moglicher Standpunct, Beck
now dedicates the term ‘attribution’ (Beilegung) to discursive representation only. This term is
completely inadequate to describe the activity of original representing. Beck therefore does not
make any more use of his earlier term ‘original attribution’ (urspriingliche Beilegung). Cf. also
Chap. 4, note 23 above.

° This is Beck’s first detailed exposition of what he means by ‘discursive representing’ in contrast
to ‘original representing’. Cf. also Grundrify §1, §4 (Grundrif3, 1, 2f.).
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judgment ‘the air is pure’ we do not simply connect the property of ‘being pure’
with the property of ‘air-ness’. Rather, we have in mind a reference point, to which
we attribute the properties of ‘pure’ and ‘air’, whereby we represent the object of
‘pure air’. Beck recognizes that we always require a reference point for the
construction of a concept, regardless of whether the concept in question has or
has not an actual object (EmS, 134).'° Beck gives as an example the concept of
matter, which exists merely on behalf of its extension in space.'' According to Kant
this is an empty concept. As Beck notes, the statement that in such a case we do not
really have a proper concept, is indeed correct, although it must be further quali-
fied.'? Nevertheless, even such an empty concept requires a reference point in order
to be thought. This is equally true of an object represented through mere negations.
In this case as well, we can say that we do not have a proper concept of such an
object; however, the appeal to a reference point cannot be avoided. It is only on
behalf of this operation of fixing a reference point that we can say that we have a
concept of something.

Original representing has the advantage over discursive thinking and proposi-
tions by means of concepts that regarding original representing the question
regarding the connection of a representation to its object cannot even arise. Dis-
cursive representing, that is, thought by means of concepts, always presupposes an
object as a reference point to which determinations can be attached and therefore it
is locked in a vicious circle when it attempts to account for such an object
(Grundrifs, §7, 4f.). Original representing escapes this vicious circle since within
it meaning is first created without there being a gap between the representation and
something distinct from it (the object). Thus, Beck emphasizes that “there really is
no original representing ‘of an object’, but simply an original representing. For
whenever we have representations of an object, it is already every time a concept,

'OThis is a very important observation. Thereby we can understand the Kantian distinction
between the constitution of the content of a concept and the attribution of a modal status. The
first stage of the cognitive process is the stage by which we attribute sensible properties to a
reference point, an operation by which we appeal to the first three groups of categories. Only after
this operation is concluded does the question arise regarding whether there is an actual object
corresponding to our concept. The latter process of modal status attribution does not affect the first
stage for which a reference point is required (the positing of this reference point is achieved by the
categories of relation), even in cases where we later conclude that the concept in question does not
have an actual object.

" This example is borrowed from Kant’s constant claim that an actual object cannot exist merely
on behalf of its extension in space. An object requires some matter, which fills space.

12 Beck explicitly defers the elucidation this statement, namely, whether we do or do not have a
concept of such an object, to a later stage of his exposition. Nevertheless, in order to facilitate
understanding, I can add that in such cases we have a concept only in the technical or nominal
sense. We understand the definition of this concept. However, since we cannot trace this concept
back to an original representing, as Beck insists every concept must be capable of (in Kantian
terms, since the connection of the properties in this concept cannot be sensibly represented), we do
not really understand the meaning of this concept (EmS, 175). We have only a nominal, but not a
real, concept of it. This explanation shall be better understood as we continue the discussion of
Beck and later its comparison with Kant’s original views.
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that is, it is already always the attribution of certain determinations by means of
which we fix for ourselves a reference point.” (EmS, 141). In original representing
we do not represent an object; otherwise stated — we do not represent something
distinct from the representation itself. Rather, within original representing we
immediately make some meaning present before us without there being a gap
between the representation and its object. Therefore, “the question, i.e., ‘what
joins the representation of an object with its object?’ can appear to have meaning
and to be very crucial only to somebody who fails to take to heart the original mode
of representing.” (EmS, 130f.).

When we reflect on Beck’s presentation of the original representing, it seems
that two distinct functions can be extracted, which this unique cognitive mode is
designed to perform.'? The first involves the general relation between the under-
standing and sensibility, and more specifically, the relation of meaning to the
bearers of meaning in application to concepts of the understanding on the one
hand and to sense perception on the other hand. The second issue refers to the
relation of a representation to its object. Within both these aspects there is a
difficulty, which arises from the presence of a gap. In the first case, the gap is in
terms of meaning, between that rowards which we intend and that by means of
which we intend. In the second case, the gap is in terms of status, between the
subjective and the objective.'* Within the first aspect, original representing is
expected to explain how our concepts acquire meaning, in other words, how they
can function as bearers of meaning. Within the second aspect, original representing
is expected to explain how our concepts acquire objective status, that is, how they
acquire a relation to an object. Regarding the first level of consideration, the
problem is as follows. Thought is conducted by the means of concepts. These
concepts acquire their meaning through their definition. However, the definition
of concepts appeals to other concepts, which in turn must also be provided with a
definition through yet other concepts. This inevitably leads to an infinite regression.
It follows that in order to understand how concepts acquire their meaning we must
eventually appeal to some pre-conceptual cognitive function, which does not
depend on definitions. The problem, to be more precise, resides in the relation of
meaning to a symbol as the bearer of meaning. A concept makes use of the
cognitive function of symbolization in which there is a distinction between the
symbol as the bearer of meaning and the unit of meaning for which the symbol
stands. This distinction or gap is expressed by the fact that the meaning is not
embedded in, or given immediately with, its carrier. Due to this gap, the cognitive
function of symbolization, which forms the basis for our conceptual thinking,

13 At this stage of the discussion Beck does not yet make a clear distinction between these two
functions of his original representing but it is important that we become aware of it at this early
stage in order to enable a detailed and nuanced analysis of his theory. Later on we shall observe
how these two functions of the original representing correspond to Beck’s distinction between
original synthesis and original recognition.

41 making the distinction between these two spheres of discussion I am indebted to Strauss
(1977, 11-21; 1984, 36-61).
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cannot by itself account for the ability of a symbol to function as a carrier of
meaning. There must be another kind of meaning-bearing function whereby mean-
ing is embedded within its carrier. This latter kind of meaning-bearing function is to
be found in sense perception. The further development of this issue extends far
beyond the scope of this work.'> My intention in bringing this issue up is only to
clarify what Beck’s original-representing is intended to solve and to distinguish this
level of discussion from the other one. It is clear that by the postulate to represent
originally, expressed by the example of the geometer, Beck points out to a
pre-conceptual (namely, sensible) cognitive function in which meaning arises
with, and is embedded within, the representation itself. The second aspect of
Beck’s original representing refers to the relation of a representation to its object,
which we have discussed at length. On this level we note that due to the distinction
between the concept of an object and the object itself, conceptual thought cannot
account for the relation of a representation to its object, and, as Beck argues, the
uniqueness and advantage of original representing is expressed by the fact that
within this mode of representing this gap does not yet exist. This is, in my view, the
second function, which Beck’s original mode of representing is supposed to
perform.

1 recommend as further reading, the invaluable work of Michael Strauss mentioned above and
also volume 3 of Ernst Cassirer’s The Philosophy of Symbolic Forms (Cassirer 1957). Note
Cassirer’s distinction between the meaning-bearing functions of representations and expressions
and Strauss’ development of these very issues. Especially important is Strauss’ explication of the
ability of a symbol to function as a bearer of meaning by appealing to a special kind of expression
(in which meaning is embedded in its bearer) which he calls the symbolic expression (Strauss
1977, 41-58; 1984, 135-196). Of course, Beck’s discussion is not even remotely close to revealing
the complexities of the issue as they become apparent from the work of Cassirer and Strauss as
well as the larger scene of the discussion of meaning in the twentieth century. A detailed
discussion of these issues shall obviously take us far beyond the subject of this research.
Nevertheless, I think that by noting the relevant systematic issues involved in the issue of
Beck’s original representing, we can at least locate Beck’s concerns within a more detailed
systematic context. In the next part of this work, in which I evaluate Beck’s views against
Kant’s original intentions, the distinction between the context of the relation of the understanding
to sensibility (to which the current discussion of the meaning-bearing function belongs), and the
context of the relation of a representation to its object, shall enable us to make a more nuanced
comparison of Beck’s and Kant’s views.



Chapter 8
Original Representing and the Categories

Undoubtedly the presentation of the categories is the heart of Beck’s Einzig
moglicher Standpunct. All previous discussions were only meant to serve as an
introduction, in order to prepare the reader for this main stage. The current task is to
bring the reader directly to what Beck considers to be the highest principle of all
philosophizing. In other words, we now come to the detailed analysis of the
postulate to represent originally. Beck repeatedly argues that although this presen-
tation, in his mind, represents Kant’s true intentions, the Critique, nevertheless,
leads its reader to this point only gradually. True to his plan, Beck intends to reverse
this method. Original representing consists of the categories, and therefore the
analysis must commence from the exposition of the categories themselves.

Beck explains that the categories are essentially not concepts but modes of
original representing. The categories can be used as concepts but then they are
not original but derived. As concepts, as derived representations, they are not
different than any other concept. To attribute to some object the characteristic of
being a substance or a cause of some event is not different from attributing to it the
characteristic of having a red color or of being liquid or solid. In both cases a
reference point is implicitly assumed and characteristics are being attributed to it
(EmS, 140)." As concepts the categories are just as vulnerable as empirical concepts
to the objection regarding the relation between a representation and its object. If we
refer to the categories as concepts we miss their unique role “to bestow intelligi-
bility and status [Haltung] upon our concepts” (EmS, 140).” Intelligibility or
understandability on the one hand, and status or validity on the other hand,
correspond to the two functions of the original representing discussed in the
previous chapter. Keeping in mind the two functions of original representing, it

! Unlike Kant, Beck does not discuss the role of the categories in judgment but starts immediately
from their role in the construction of experience, an exposition, which corresponds to Kant’s
discussion of the Principles of Pure Reason. This already shows his tendency to refer to the
categories in their schematic rather than pure meaning.

2The German term ‘Haltung’ in this context means either status or validity.
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becomes clear that the categories cannot be viewed as concepts. In the latter case
they would lose their ability to account, first for what is understandable in our
concepts, and second for the objective validity of regular concepts. Moreover, these
two concerns would arise anew regarding the categories themselves. As concepts it
would remain open how they acquire their meaningfulness as well as their objective
validity.?

In accordance with the two functions of original representing, Beck speaks of
two aspects inherent in any category — original synthesis and original recognition.
Through the first, meaning is first constituted, while through the second, this
meaning acquires determinacy and thus objectivity (EmS, 142f.; Grundrifs, §9, 7).
We shall now see how these two aspects are exemplified in the detailed analysis of
each and every category.

Beck refers collectively to the categories of quantity as magnitude® and he
defines it as the original synthesis of the homogeneous which proceeds from the
parts to the whole. He identifies it with space itself. (EmS, 140; Grundrifs, §10, 7f.).5
Beck refers to space, or this mode of original synthesis, as pure intuiting. He notes
again the difference between pure intuiting and pure intuition. The suffix ‘ing’
emphasizes the fact that the original synthesis is an act and not a concept of
something. Beck repeatedly stresses the distinction between a concept and an
original representing. For example, a concept of a straight line is something quite
different from the drawing of the line, namely, its original synthesis. Within this
original synthesis space is generated. Space itself is this synthesis, rather than its
end result. Space is thus not something of which we have a representation, as in
discursive representation. Rather, space is this act of original representing.

In this synthesis of the homogeneous, which proceeds from the parts to the
whole, time arises. The determination or fixating® of time is the act of original
recognition.” The determination of time in the original recognition results in the

3 Cf. the corresponding discussion of the nature of pure concepts in Kant’s original doctrine, in
Sect. 12.2.2 below.

“Beck uses the term ‘Grofe’ (magnitude) instead of ‘Quantitit’ (quantity), although later in his
exposition he also uses the term “Quantitdt” for the same purpose.

5 The identification of the category of quantity with space itself makes explicit Beck’s view of the
categories as schematic forms rather as ‘mere categories’ (what Kant terms ‘die bloe Kategorie’),
that is, the category in its mere logical form. I shall address this issue in further details as part of the
comparison of Beck’s and Kant’s views in Part IV.

SBeck uses alternatively the terms ‘bestimmen’, ‘festmachen’ or ‘fixieren’ (EmS, 143). The
appropriate English terms are ‘determining’, ‘securing’ (in the sense of solidifying), or ‘fixating’,
respectively.

7 According to this presentation of the category of quantity, time, unlike space, is not identified
with the original synthesis of the homogeneous, which proceeds from the parts to the whole.
Rather, time has a role only within the original recognition, equally present in all categories. It
should, nevertheless, be noted that in another passage (Grundrif3, §10, 8) Beck does mention time,
as well as space, as belonging to the original synthesis in the category of quantity: “Time itself is
hence an original synthesis of the homogeneous which proceeds from the parts to the whole.” All
English translations from the Grundrif3 are my own.
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determination of the original synthesis. What Beck means, is that the original
synthesis is a process that has an extension in time and could in principle extend
indefinitely. The determination of its extension in time is at the same time the
determination of the synthesis itself. Through the original recognition in the
category of quantity, space, which is created within the original synthesis, acquires
a specific figure. Thus original synthesis and original recognition together constitute
the whole of the original representing in the category of quantity.® Beck gives the
following example. I see a house. We ignore, at this time, the fact that we think this
object through the concept ‘house’; that is, we ignore the fact that we think this
object by relating the characteristics, which constitute the content of the concept
‘house’, to a reference point. When I see a house, I synthesize originally and in this
synthesis space is generated. Space, as was mentioned above, is this synthesis.
During this synthesis, time arises for me. The original recognition is the fixing of
the time through which the synthesis is constituted. Through the determination of
time I also fix or determine the original synthesis itself and thus I obtain the specific
figure of the house in front of me.

The category of reality is defined by Beck as the original synthesis of the
homogeneous, which proceeds from the whole to the parts (EmS, 145; Grundrif,
§11, 8f.).” The category of reality is the original synthesis of sensation (EmsS,
145)." Once again, Beck prefers referring to reality as empirical intuiting, rather
than as empirical intuition. As in the category of quantity, in this synthesis as well,
time arises. The determination of the time, which arises during this synthesis, is the
original recognition in the category of reality. The determination of time brings
about a determination of the original synthesis and thus we acquire a sensation of a
specific degree, or intensive magnitude.

Beck stresses repeatedly that space, time, and sensation as the real in things, are
in no way a manifold given prior to the original synthesis and original recognition
(EmS, 142, 149, 170f.). To say this is to speak for example of space as something
existing and meaningful regardless of all activity of cognition. It is to speak of it
discursively as something, which we describe by attributing determinations to it. It
thus becomes paradoxical — an “existing non-thing” (EmS, 149). The moment we
leave the field of original representing we return to the puzzling question of what
connects our representation with its object. For if space exists prior to the original
representing then it can first be asked how we know that it exists, and second how
we know its characteristics. If we have a representation of space rather than a
representation that is space then we are once again faced with the perplexing

81 disagree with di Giovanni’s explication of Beck’s original recognition as “a reflective moment”
(di Giovanni 2000, 39), a claim that is also to be found in Wallner (1979, 324-327).

° Beck refers here to reality, which in Kant’s table of categories is the positive aspect of quality. In
the Grundrif3 Beck refers to this category also as thing-hood (Sachheit). Compare with the Critique
of Pure Reason (KrV, A143/B182) where Kant, as well, refers to reality as thing-hood.
' Once more it should be noted that Beck’s identification of the category of reality with sensation
itself (in a similar manner to his identification of the category of quantity with space), shows his
schematic, or even outright sensible, understanding of the categories. Cf. note 5 above.
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question regarding what connects our representation of space with space as an
object.

Space, as Beck says, is a “connected manifold” and prior to this connection there
is nothing that is connected (EmS, 142)."" This highly important observation has
two aspects, which Beck discusses jointly but which I wish to distinguish.'* The
first aspect refers to meaning and its construction while the other refers to the
relation of a representation to its object. Regarding the first aspect, Beck refers to
the familiar Kantian claim that analysis presupposes synthesis (KrV, §15, B130;
EmS, 144). By this statement Kant opposed the classic theory of ideas associated
with Descartes, the English empiricists and also with Leibniz, Arnauld and Male-
branche. Kant rejects some of the main tenets of this theory, amongst which is the
assumption that an independent idea or an impression is something complete and
self-sufficient. According to Kant an individual idea acquires its significance from
the role it plays within a whole. It is one of Kant’s most important insights that a
principle of unity is presupposed by the very meaningfulness of the individual parts.
In a sense it can be said that the whole of Kant’s Copernican revolution is based on
the holistic idea that the whole is logically prior to its parts. The manifold, therefore,
is not meaningful to us prior to, and independently of, its synthesis. We can only
recognize the manifold as an aggregate of separate parts as a result of a process of
abstraction and analysis, which follows a more basic process of synthesis (Beiser
2002, 135)."% In light of the above we can recognize the importance of Beck’s
characterization of space, not as a manifold given independently of all synthesis but
only as a manifold of which we become aware within the synthesis. Similar
considerations apply to the discussion of sensation and its synthesis (Cassirer
1999, IV:73f.).

I believe that part of what further complicates matters is the entanglement of the
issue of meaningfulness with the issue of the relation of a representation to an
object. The latter aspect regards the question of the origin of the manifold. It seems
that there are only two diametrically opposed alternatives. Either the manifold is a
direct product of the synthesis itself, a view which results in radical idealism, or the
manifold is given to us in complete independence of the synthetic activity of
cognition, in which case it is viewed as a thing-in-itself (or as originating from a
thing-in-itself). Beck’s unique interpretation enables us to view Kant as avoiding
this dichotomy. The claim that the manifold is distinguishable from the synthesis
but nevertheless recognizable only within it enables us to refer to this manifold as
originating from an object, which is neither a representation nor a thing-in-itself.
The crucial point regarding the idea of a ‘connected manifold’ is that this

" The German term used by Beck is “verbundenes Mannigfaltiges”. Note also that the term ‘prior’
should be understood as logically prior.

121 am not arguing that these two aspects are totally disconnected but only that we can distinguish
between them.

13 Beiser’s entire discussion of Kant and the way of ideas (Beiser 2002, 132-147) is in my view an
excellent exposition of Kant’s position on these matters.
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connection lies in an act of consciousness, and not in an assumed thing that would
then become a thing-in-itself. The statement of the Critique, according to which we
know things, not as they are in-themselves, but only as they appear to us, acquires
its meaning from the analysis of the original representing. This statement “says no
more and no less than that the understanding combines originally and that we
therefore err if we posit this combination in the things” (EmS, 150)."* The meaning
of the claim that we know things only as they appear to us — and the distinction of
this claim from radical idealism on the one hand and from dogmatic realism on the
other — shall become clearer as we discuss, in due course, the categories of relation.

The original representing in each category consists of the two aspects: original
synthesis and original recognition. All categories as original synthesis and original
recognition are not representations of something but modes or functions that must
be used.'” When they are applied in any particular case they generate the original-
synthetic objective-unity of consciousness. It is important to distinguish the modes
of representing from the product of their application. The original-synthetic objec-
tive-unity of consciousness stands for the meaningful content that is generated in
any particular case as a result of using our cognitive powers. Regarding the
categories of quantity and quality presented above, this original synthetic unity is
the specific spatial figure and specific degree of sensation that fills space, which
were generated in the original synthesis and original recognition in these categories.
The original synthetic unity of consciousness must be clearly distinguished from
the analytical unity of consciousness, which expresses thinking by means of
concepts. Analytical unity stands for the construction of a concept by attributing
general properties to a reference point. For example: I attribute the property ‘red’
(and then other properties) to a reference point to create the concept of a rose. ‘Red’
is here a general property which can be applied to any concept whatsoever. But the
general property ‘red’ is an abstraction. It first came to our consciousness as part of
an original representing where it was inevitably connected with other properties.
Only on behalf of abstracting properties from an original synthetic unity can we
then use them in an analytical unity.'® This original synthetic unity is the source of
all meaning of which we are aware. From this original synthetic unity the under-
standing then abstracts general properties and constructs concepts by attributing
these properties to a reference point. Both the properties and the reference point
have their original meaning in the original-synthetic objective-unity of conscious-
ness to which they must always be capable of being traced back (EmS, 144f,;

4f space, time and the real in things were something prior to the introduction of the original
representing they would exist in complete independence of the activity of cognition and thus they
would be things ‘in-themselves’.

15 Beck refers to the categories as “urspriingliche Vorstellungsarten” (original modes of represen-
tation) or “urspriingliche Verstandsgebrauch” (original employment of the understanding). When
referring to the categories as modes we do not err if we say that they are modes of representation
instead of representing. As modes it is clear that they are not themselves representations but only a
way to achieve representations.

16Compare with Kant’s discussion of the same distinction (KrV, B133f., footnote).
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Grundrif3, §15, 12ff.). The transition from the original-synthetic objective-unity of
consciousness to the analytical unity of consciousness shall be discussed in further
details in the next chapter.

Another distinction made by Beck is between the original synthesis, which is
only subjective and the original recognition, which is the ground of all objectivity
(EmS, 155f.). The original synthesis is by itself merely subjective. It is only
perception. The original recognition, which gives the original synthesis its deter-
minacy, transforms the mere perception into experience, which is objective.'” If we
take the examples of the categories of quantity and quality then we see that the
original synthesis is only the non-determined synthesis of the homogeneous. This
synthesis has not yet acquired a specific figure and a specific intensive degree. The
determining or fixating of the original synthesis is what accounts for its specificity
and thus objectivity. The original synthesis on its own therefore stands for the
original but merely subjective unity of consciousness while the dignity of objec-
tivity is attained by the original recognition, by the time determination, which also
determines the original synthesis (EmS, 155f.).""

The category of substantiality is the original positing (setzen) of something
persistent in respect to which time itself is first represented (EmS, 150f.)."” The
original synthesis of this category consists of the synthesis of sensations, namely, in
the unification of various sensations together. Unlike the category of reality where

7 This is reminiscent of Kant’s distinction between judgments of perception and judgments of
experience in the Prolegomena §18 (AA 04:298). However, in making the above distinction, Beck
does not intend judgments, concepts and objects, which, in his view, properly pertain to discursive,
derived representation only. Cf. also note 18 below. Beck views the function of the original
recognition as expressing the “transcendental schematism of the category” (EmS, 142).

'® One must note that by the above distinction between the subjective and the objective unity of
consciousness Beck refers only to the determinacy of our synthesis. The objective character
obtained through the original recognition should be distinguished from the positing of a certain
synthesis as something persistent or as a cause, a result achieved by the categories of relation, to be
discussed in the following paragraphs. In my view, such confusion occasioned Adickes’ criticism
of Beck, which — regardless of its validity — should be directed at Beck’s doctrine of the act of
positing rather than against his notion of original recognition. Adickes argues that “The original
recognition, and the creation of the concrete which it affects are the darkest points in Beck’s theory
[...] It is not readily intelligible how Beck, with this standpoint in theoretical philosophy, could
reject the Fichtean conclusion, that the understanding makes the thing [...]” (Adickes 1920, 610;
1970, 175). The English translation of Adickes is my own. Another author, who similarly conflates
the function of original recognition and that of original positing, is Dilthey, (1889, 647). Moreover,
the objective character obtained through the original recognition should not be confused with a
representation of an object, which is obtained only through conceptual, discursive representing
rather that within the primitive stage of original representing. We must take care not to be misled
by the terminology used and be attentive to the inner structure of Beck’s thought (for such a
confusion followed by a criticism of Beck, cf. Edmund Heller (1993, 93f.)). Beck himself
constantly reminds us that although we cannot but discuss the original representing by resorting
to words and thus to concepts, the subject of our discussion is an original mode of representing in
which there is yet no distinction between the representation itself and a distinct object.

19Cf. also in the Grundrif3 (§12, 91.), where Beck describes all three categories of relation in a
single paragraph.



8 Original Representing and the Categories 123

the original synthesis is the synthesis of sensation itself, an act, which generates its
intensive magnitude, the original synthesis in the category of substantiality is the
synthesis of various sensations to form a unity. The activity of original recognition
in this category consists of positing the subject as something persistent and by
relating its changes over time to it. Thus time itself is first represented as a
continuum. To represent time we need something that undergoes changes. This
means that we must represent something persistent and some changes as ifs states at
different times. If there were not something persistent in relation to which various
states could be represented then time itself would not be a continuum and repre-
sentations would not make out one unity.

Beck once more warns us not to think of substance in terms of concepts. It is not
the thought of some thing through its characterizations but an original activity that
is prior to the use of concepts. As mentioned above, Beck sees the categories as
originally expressing a schematic-figurative synthesis rather than a purely intellec-
tual synthesis.”’ Beck therefore refers to the categories as much closer to sensible
intuition than Kant describes them to be. The example of the representation of space
by the geometer helps to understand Beck’s intentions.”' Keeping this in mind helps
one to understand Beck’s insistence that the categories, as original mode of
representing, are not to be confused with concepts.

The following example used by Beck (EmS, 151f.) may help to illuminate
matters. I see a piece of wood. We completely ignore the fact that I think this
object through the concept ‘wood’ and we concentrate our attention only on the
original representing through which this thing is at all an object for me. First, space
is generated in the original synthesis of the homogeneous that goes from the parts to
the whole. This synthesis obtains its determinacy by the original recognition in the
category of quantity through the determination of time that arises in this synthesis.
Thus I obtain a specific figure. Second, we notice the original synthesis of the
homogeneous that goes from the whole to the parts. This accounts for the reality,
that which fills space. It is the synthesis of sensation. Through the original recog-
nition — the determination of time — this synthesis acquires a specific degree, an
intensive magnitude. Third, I posit a ‘something’ as the foundation of this synthesis.
It is this ‘something’ in which we unify the extensive and intensive magnitudes

20Cf. Kant’s distinction between the figurative synthesis (synthesis speciosa) and the intellectual
synthesis (synthesis intellectualis), (KrV, §24, B151).

2 The example of the geometer also demonstrates the growing difficulties with this view as we
move from the mathematical to the dynamical categories. It is one thing to think of the synthesis of
space as united with space itself but it is quite another to think of substance, causality and
reciprocity as something sensible. Beck later explains this discrepancy between his view and
Kant’s text by the method used by Kant to bring the reader slowly to the highest point of his critical
philosophy. The detailed comparison between Kant’s and Beck’s views shall be done in Part
IV. At this stage of the discussion I wish to focus on the presentation of Beck’s doctrine and I only
note these aspects to enable better understanding of Beck’s own intentions.
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(space and sensation) as its properties.?? This positing is the original synthesis of the
category of substantiality. The original recognition of this category consists of
viewing this posited thing as persistent in time and relating all its states in different
times back to it. The original representing of the persistent in relation to its
changing states is the representation of time itself.

The category of causality consists of an original positing that fixes the original
synthesis of my sensations as successive (EmS, 154). In this category as well, the
original synthesis consists of the connection of my sensations and the original
recognition is the addition of the dimension of time, in this case fixing this synthesis
of sensations as successive in time. A stone falls from the roof. In the original
synthesis of the category of causality I connect the two states of the stone, on the
roof and on the ground below. In the original recognition the temporal relation of
the two states is fixed. I view one as before and the other as after. This fixating of the
temporal relation is made on behalf of positing a ‘something’ as a cause, which
determines the temporal relation of the synthesized states.

The category of reciprocal action (community) is an original representing in
which the synthesis of my sensations is fixed as an arbitrary one (EmS, 164). As
with the previous two categories of relation, here too the original synthesis consists
of the connection of my sensations. The original recognition fixes the relation
between the connected sensations as reciprocal. In temporal terms this means that
each equally determines the other as successive. Their temporal relation — which
comes before and which after — is therefore arbitrary.

Beck emphasizes that while the categories of quantity and quality are identified
with intuiting, the categories of relation are distinguished from it. “The categories
of relation just expounded concern the existence of things.” (EmS, 156).>* In the
categories of relation we posit that which fills space as persistent in time. We posit
an object as in front of us and as that, which affects us and brings about sensations
in us. The usage of the term ‘object’ should not confuse us. It is not an object
thought through the attribution of determinations to a reference point but the
recognition of an object in general.** The recognition of an object in general is

22 Strangely Beck describes the original synthesis in the category of substance by referring to
predicates or properties. These terms seem more appropriate to conceptual thought rather than to
the original mode of representing. I think that this aberration indicates Beck’s difficulties in
referring to substance in sensible terms.

2 Compare KrV, B110, where Kant distinguishes the categories of quantity and quality, which he
calls ‘mathematical’, from those of relation and modality, which he calls “dynamic”. The
mathematical categories are “concerned with objects of intuition (pure as well as empirical)”
while the dynamical categories are “directed at the existence of these objects (either in relation to
each other or to the understanding)”.

2*In order to understand what is meant by arelation to an object “in general” Beck suggests to us to
imagine that we are transposed into a world completely unknown to us. Nothing we see can be
described in the terms known to us. In such a situation we could not refer to the objects in front of
us by using concepts for no concepts in our possession would apply to them. However, these
objects would still be objects to us. They would be objects simply due to our ability to represent
whatever appears to us as an object or something in general. I must note that such a drastic
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the result of the generation of meaningful content in the process of original
synthesis and the determination and objectification of this content within the
original recognition. The categories of relation concern the existence of things
and this is expressed by the positing of something. Through the act of positing,
the real in space acquires its independent status. It thus becomes something to
which we refer as independent of cognition, as something “in front of us” and as
capable of affecting us externally.

Condensed in few pages of Beck’s discussion of the categories of relation is a
clear exposition of the main thesis of the Einzig méglicher Standpunct, which is
also at the core of this current research.

Existence then is an original representing. This assertion must seem as the height of
idealism to anyone who deals with mere concepts. It should however be noted that our
concepts first obtain their sense and meaning in this original representing. (EmS, 162)

Whenever I am asked how I arrive at the representation of the object that I see in front of
me, [ answer: ‘the object affects me’. The object that I see or touch brings about a sensation
in me through the medium of light or due to its impenetrability. In spite of this, however,
I shall also say that the understanding synthesizes originally in the generation of the
original-synthetic objective-unity; in this original synthesis it is I who posits something
persistent in respect to which I represent time itself. It is I who posits something (a cause)
through which my own subjective states. . .obtain their temporal determination. There is
nothing contradictory in all this. It must be remembered that the transcendental statement
‘the understanding posits a something originally’ is what first of all gives sense and
meaning to the empirical statement ‘the object affects me’. (EmS, 156f. Cf. also EmS,
172f., and Grundrif3, 13f.)

The last two sentences in the above-cited paragraph are highly important. On
Beck’s view the transcendental and the empirical accounts are not contradictory
since the transcendental account is only intended to explain the empirical account.
Rather than attempting to justify the empirical account by appealing to a thing-in-
itself wholly independent of cognition, the transcendental account is only intended
to expose and explain what is meant by the empirical account. According to Beck’s
view, cognition first creates meaning by positing that which fills space as something
in front of us, as something that affects us and that brings about sensations in
us. Critical philosophy, then, agrees with common sense when it says that the object
affects us. However, it reminds us at the same time that we can only speak of some
object in front of us on behalf of the original representing in the category of

situation is quite impossible. As strange as this world would be we could always use some basic
and general concepts to refer to whatever we encounter there (one could still characterize what he
sees in terms of shape, color, etc.). Still I think that this example is useful to understand Beck’s
intentions. He means something, which we find very hard (even if not impossible) to characterize
and yet it is an object for us.
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substance. Likewise we can only say that this object affects us on behalf of the
original representing in the category of causality (EmS, 348, 367, 369, 402f.).*
Admitting that it is cognition that does the positing does not land us in idealism.®

25 Compare my reading of Beck against the view of Angelica Nuzzo (2007). She argues that
similarly to Maimon, “Beck rejects the idea of all true “affection” [...] For Beck, there are no
things in themselves, and hence no affection through them is possible.” This way of posing the
problem already makes clear that Nuzzo understands the issue of affection in metaphysical terms.
Otherwise she would not have deduced from Beck’s rejection of the thing-in-itself the strange
conclusion that Beck allegedly rejects all “true affection”. She then continues: “And yet, since
there must be (somehow) an affection in order for representations to be produced, Beck concludes
that this affection must come from appearance. This is a clear circle: we produce appearances
through the “original act of representing”, and we are affected by appearance, whereby represen-
tations are produced in us.” (Nuzzo 2007, 163). Beck’s account seems to Nuzzo to express a
vicious circle since she expects the transcendental account to justify the empirical appeal to an
object distinguished from our representations by anchoring this appeal in a thing-in-itself, wholly
independent of cognition. However, once we recognize that on Beck’s view, the role of the
transcendental account it not to justify the empirical account but merely to explain its inner
structure, then the circularity involved is no longer an obstacle. A similar view to Nuzzo was
held by Friedrich Ueberweg (1866, 191). Ingrid M. Wallner also addresses this issue by asking
whether “Beck’s solution of ‘empirical affection” — of appearances causing appearances — entail
that the cause of the given is itself something given, does not lead to an infinite regress (and
consequently to a ‘bottomless transcendental idealism’, as Fichte would have it)?” (Wallner 1984,
308). Wallner thinks that the difficulty is avoided by recognizing that the complete elimination of
the thing-in-itself in Beck’s doctrine results in viewing the phenomenal object as not merely a
shadow of the thing-in-itself but as a “full-bodied sensible object, which is not reducible to our
consciousness of it” (Wallner 1984, 308). Although more needs to be said, I believe that Wallner’s
view is an important step in the right direction. On the charge of circularity and of subjective
idealism cf. Sect. 12.2.4 below.

261 completely reject di Giovanni’s labeling of Beck’s doctrine as “immanentism”, and even,
“absolute immanentism” by which di Giovanni intends a doctrine which confines knowledge to the
inner circle of consciousness (di Giovanni 2000, 40). In this light di Giovanni claims that “Beck’s
project [...] is as consistent an attempt to reduce critical philosophy to phenomenalism as
possible” (di Giovanni 2000, 41). The view of Beck’s doctrine as “immanentism” and as consistent
“phenomenalism” is also found in Wallner (1979). I also reject di Giovanni’s interpretation of
Beck’s doctrine of original representing as “unwillingness to grant that any content is given to
consciousness” and similarly denying that mere thought is dependent on sensibility in that respect
(di Giovanni 2000, 40). First, we must remember that according to Beck, mere thought — that is,
conceptual-derived representation — is indeed empty when it cannot be traced back to the original-
synthetic, objective-unity of consciousness. Beck’s latter claim corresponds to Kant’s claim that
thought is empty without the content supplied to it by sensibility. Second, Beck’s explication of the
real, which fills time and space, as a form of original representing does not mean that we literally
create this real out of thin air. It only means that we become aware of such content within our
original synthesis and not in complete abstraction from any cognitive activity. Third, there is
nothing in Beck’s Standpunctslehre, which prevents him from referring to the empirical intuitive
content, as well as the object of cognition, as given. The latter statement should only be qualified to
mean that the reference to an external object implied by the term ‘given’ should be understood in
light of the positing included in the categories of relation. Indeed in sensation “we feel our sense
being impinged upon by external things” and di Giovanni recognizes that Beck intended to save
this fact. However, di Giovanni argues that according to Beck the saving of this fact “cannot be
done by appealing to some supposed factor external to consciousness, as if the impinging began
outside it” (di Giovanni 2000, 41). Di Giovanni similarly argues that Beck failed to recognize that
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This is so for the simple reason that the transcendental consideration should not be
viewed as an alternative to the empirical consideration. Rather, the transcendental
consideration is only intended to explain the possibility of, and give meaning to, the
empirical consideration. As long as we ignore the contribution of cognition to the
constitution of the object, then the question regarding the connection between a
representation and its object turns into a question regarding the connection of a
representation to an object viewed as a thing-in-itself (EmS, 179). Thus construed,
the question itself is, according to Beck, meaningless. It has been the task of the
entire first part of Beck’s Einzig mdglicher Standpunct to demonstrate this mean-
inglessness.”” As long as we ignore the cognitive act of positing representations as
an object, then the question regarding the objective validity of the concept of the
connection between representations and their objects is not merely an unanswered
question. The very question is meaningless. It is Beck’s constant claim, that since
we only have representations and yet the object must be something distinct from
them, then it is unclear what we mean when we ask for an “object” which may or
may not correspond to them. The question regarding an object can only be mean-
ingful if we take into consideration the transcendental explanation, which accounts
for the way by which cognition constitutes an object. However, in the latter case
there is really no question to be solved, since the answer is given within the proper
understanding of the question itself. This is exactly how Kant treats the question
regarding the reality of external objects. As long as this question refers to the reality
of objects as things-in-themselves then this question is insolvable. On the other
hand, if properly construed, as a question regarding the reality of objects as
appearances, then given that we do not doubt the reality of our own representations,
there really is no question regarding the reality of external objects either.”® Beck’s
important contribution is that he makes an explicit distinction between an unan-
swered question and a meaningless question. (EmS, 146f., 158).

The statement, ‘This question is not directed at anything’ means something quite different
from ‘This question is unanswerable’. The latter applies whenever a question actually has
an object; it has meaning, therefore, because it actually aims at something. It is unanswer-
able, however, because the object it is enquiring about is so constituted as to be inaccessible
to our cognition. An example of this kind of question is the one regarding the constitution of
the matter at the center of the earth. For some sort of matter is surely there; but since to

“consciousness [...] is constantly transcending itself” (di Giovanni 2000, 41f.). On di Giovanni’s
view Beck never explained how “in the synthesis of ‘reality’ we find ourselves affected by external
things [...] this is the heart of the problem of consciousness, and Beck ends up ignoring it
altogether” (di Giovanni 2000, 42). On the contrary, I think that Beck only rejects an appeal to a
factor completely independent of any contribution on behalf of cognition and he upholds an appeal
to an object external to consciousness as long as the latter is understood as external in space and its
independence from consciousness is understood as the result of being posited within the applica-
tion of the categories of relation. On these issues cf. also Sects. 12.1.1 and 12.1.2 where Beck’s
view of contrasted with the views of Reinhold and Fichte respectively as well as Sect. 12.2.4 which
presents my understanding of Kant’s defense against the charge of subjective idealism.

27 Cf. above Chaps. 5 and 6.

28 Cf. Sect. 12.2.4.1 below.
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examine it, as it truly is, surpasses our means, the question is unanswerable. The true sense
of the proposition, ‘This question is not directed at anything’, will gradually emerge for the
reader from the analysis of original representing. For it will become clear to him step by
step, that the entire sense and meaning of our concepts rests on the original representing;
original representing constitutes all meaning. (EmS, 146f.)*°

The object does not become an illusion because we recognize the role of
cognition in constituting it. On the contrary, this is the only meaningful object
that we can have. This is how cognition operates: it synthesizes originally in the
categories of quantity and quality, and then, through the categories of relation, it
posits this meaningful content as something persistent in time and as something that
affects us (Grundrif3, §84, 66f.). This ‘thing’ — the empirical object — is the only
object that is ever meaningful to us. Ignoring the fact that it is our cognition that
does the positing is just the other side of ignoring the fact that the activity of
cognition consists precisely of positing something as independent of us, as persis-
tent in time and as something that affects us. The two kinds of ignorance are just the
two faces of the same coin. The first ignores the contribution on behalf of cognition
and ends in dogmatism while the other is dissatisfied with cognition’s inability to
reach an object as a thing-in-itself and therefore regards the object posited by
cognition — for which cognition has no meaningful alternative — as an illusion,
and ends in idealism. The idealist request — in both its skeptical and radical dress —
that a relation between our representations and things-in-themselves be demon-
strated, tacitly presupposes that a request for such a relation is meaningful, and here
lies its very fault (EmS, 158; Grundrif3, §19, 16-19).%°

2Tt must be admitted, though, that if a question is meaningful then it is in principle answerable,
even if only remotely so. The distinction, to be more precise, should be made between a question,
which seems, at the current time, to be unanswerable, and a question, which is, in principle,
unanswerable and therefore, as Beck says, it is a question that aims at nothing. Take for example
the question regarding the constitution of the matter at the center of the earth, or a similar question
offered by Beck as an example of the same sort regarding whether there are inhabitants on the
moon (EmS, 158). These questions are, in Beck’s terminology unanswerable. Both questions may
have sounded far beyond the reach of science at the eighteenth century although they would not
look the same way even to a layman in the twenty-first century. Moreover, it must be borne in mind
that scientists need no more reach the center of the earth or the moon to make an intelligible
conclusion about what lies there, than historians need to go back in time to make empirically
reasonable statements about past events. We can infer from that which is offered for observation to
other realities not directly observed, as long as all of our judgments can cohere together under
universal empirical laws (cf. KrV, A225f./B273; Prol, AA 04: 290f.). This note is not intended as a
criticism of Beck. I assume that he would accept this minor adjustment had it been presented to
him since it does not affect the main issue at hand according to which we need to distinguish a
question which aims at something meaningful but cannot yet be answered and a meaningless
question. The latter is a question, which aims at nothing since we do not even understand what it
could be about.

30 For further discussion regarding the question of whether Beck’s view leads to radical idealism,
according to which the object is “created” by cognition, cf. also Sect. 12.1.2, in which I compare
Beck’s and Fichte’s views. Compare my above arguments in defense of Beck’s view against the
charge of subjective idealism, with the analysis of Ingrid M. Wallner. She does not emphasize the
act of positing in the categories of relation and she fails to recognize the significance of Beck’s
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According to Beck, Kant’s defense of realism becomes clearer when his views
are compared with those of Berkeley. Both Berkeley and Kant recognize that
cognition has only representations at its disposal. Since any inference regarding
the reality of external bodies can rely on nothing other than our representations,
then it is clear that we cannot justify the existence of objects as things-in-them-
selves.®! Berkeley, who assumes that external bodies can only be real if they are
taken to be something ‘in-itself’, completely independent of cognition and its
representations, concludes, therefore, that the reality of external bodies can never
be established. Kant, according to Beck’s interpretation, recognizes that the desire
to find a relation between our representations and an object as a thing-in-itself is
meaningless and therefore irrelevant. Kant’s denial of our ability to know things-in-
themselves does not lead to the denial of the reality of external objects. On the
contrary, it is the only consistent way to uphold the reality of external objects. For,
as Beck argues, without the transcendental account we do not even understand what
we mean when we speak of ‘an object’ and its ‘influence’ on our senses. The
transcendental account is not in conflict with the empirical account. On the con-
trary, it is only intended to give sense and meaning to the empirical account.
“According to the critical system, external objects affect us. They are the causes
of our sensations...” and consequently “we live in a real world — not in an
imaginary one.” (EmS, 172).>> Our modes of original representing delimit the
domain of experience, which is also the domain of meaningfulness. “From these
original representing follows all meaning of our concepts and therefore the question
regarding the cause of our specific representations, either has no meaning at all or it
has meaning only within the boundaries of meaningfulness, that is, in the domain of
experience.” (EmS, 163»).3 3 The bottom line of the above considerations is that “the

highly important statement that the transcendental account is only intended to explain the
empirical account (this claim of Beck’s is mentioned by Wallner as a matter of fact (Wallner
1979, 227-237) but she fails to see its importance).

31 “If appearances were things-in-themselves, then no human being would be able to assess from the
succession of representations how the manifold is combined in the object. For we have to do with
our representations; how things-in-themselves may be (without regard to representations through
which they affect us) is entirely beyond our cognitive sphere.” (KrV, A190/B235). Note that by the
words in the brackets, Kant does not mean to imply that things-in-themselves affect us. He only
intends to say that regardless of our representations, through which objects affect us, we can say
nothing about these objects. Therefore what we call objects cannot be things-in-themselves.

32Cf. also the text surrounding the above citation (EmS, 172f.).

33 As 1 already stated, my current discussion is focused at the presentation of Beck’s views rather
than on their evaluation. Nevertheless, in order to better serve the purpose of understanding Beck’s
views, I wish to note the following. Although I think that Beck properly interprets Kant when he
argues that any distinction between truth and falsehood can only be decided within the realm of
empirical experience (and consequently that any question whether experience as a whole conforms
to a world ‘in-itself” is meaningless and irrelevant), I nevertheless think that Beck does not
properly explains the criterion according to which the distinction between truth and falsehood is
made in each particular case. Beck attempts to address this issue (EmS, 163), but I think that his
explanation is lacking, especially since a better account can be found in Kant’s own work. This
issue shall be analyzed in details in Sect. 12.2.6.
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appearances (and not things-in-themselves) affect us and produce sensations”
(Grundrif3, §84, 67).>* “The appearances are the objects of our cognitions; they
are truly existing objects, and it is not illusion but truthfulness when we say about
our representations of them [of these objects] that they correspond to objects.”
(Grundrifs, §85, 67).

On Beck’s account, Kant can defend the reality of objects as appearances
without ever mentioning the alleged existence of things-in-themselves, neither
positively nor negatively:

Critical idealism [. . .] is entirely in agreement with common sense. Just like common sense

it declares that the objects affect us and generate sensations in us. But it secures the rightful

claims of common sense by deriving the original representing done in the category of

causality from the very employment of the understanding, and by exhibiting this
representing as the original synthesis of the states of a permanent substratum, and as an
original recognition through which, in being fixated, the synthesis becomes objective [. . .]

This kind of idealism is expressed by the Critique through the proposition that we know

things, not as they are in-themselves, but as they appear to us. Appearances are the objects

of cognition that affect us and bring about sensations in us. Thereby nothing is thought
about things-in-themselves. (EmS, 158f. Cf. also Grundrif3, §14, 12)

According to Beck, we say that we know things only as they appear to us simply
on behalf of acknowledging that a ‘thing” and all that is meaningful to us is already
conditioned by our modes of representing. Whatever is an object for us can only be
such an object on behalf of the activity of our own cognition and therefore it is not a
thing-in-itself but an appearance. According to Beck’s view we do not need to
contrast our experiential knowledge with an alleged knowledge of things-in-them-
selves, which we lack, to argue that we only know things as they appear to us. We
need only to pay attention to the transcendental inquiry into the original modes of
representing which are our own and without which all meaning is lost (Grundrifs
§55, 43f., and §58, 46). This is a reaffirmation of the views Beck expressed in his
letter to Kant, November 10, 1792 (AA 11: 384) discussed above in Chap. 4. As we
have emphasized there, the advantage of Beck’s view is that it avoids demoting the
reality of ordinary experiential objects to a lesser kind or degree of reality.

It is indeed true that Beck does say that we know objects as they appear to us and
not as they are in themselves. It can thus be argued that Beck too does not avoid the
contrast with things-in-themselves. However, Beck’s argument which determines
that what we refer to as objects are appearances, does not rely on the contrast
between the knowledge of appearances available to us and another kind of knowl-
edge which evades us. Beck’s argument only mentions things-in-themselves in
order to distinguish critical philosophy from dogmatic philosophy. The important

*Beck also explains himself clearly in his commentary of the Critique of Pure Reason in the
fourth part of the Einzig moglicher Standpunct (EmS, 3471f., as well as EmS, 367f.). Cf. also:
“Thus the object, which produces sensations in us, is the appearance, and this whole ‘production’
is the original positing of a something, (cause), which stands for the fixation of the original
synthesis of my perceptions.” (EmS, 369). Cf. also EmS, 397 as well as Beck’s letter to Kant
June 20, 1797 (AA 12: 165): “the object that affects me must therefore be an appearance and not a
thing-in-itself”.
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point is that Beck’s view does not contrast the knowledge of objects as appearances
with an alleged knowledge of things-in-themselves and therefore he does not appeal
to a real or positive distinction between two domains of objects, one that is and
another that is not accessible to us. I refer to Beck’s explicit distinction between the
contrast between intellectual and sensible concepts, which is admissible and the
contrast between intellectual and sensible objects, which is inadmissible. The
former distinction employs the thing-in-itself in the limited sense of a negative
noumenon, while the latter distinction employs the thing-in-itself in the sense of a
positive noumenon (Grundrifs, §57, 45f., and §58, 46).3 3 According to Beck we do
not lack anything by not knowing things-in-themselves for the very desire for such
knowledge turns out upon reflection to be meaningless. In the Grundrif3, §56, Beck
further argues that “the very question, whether noumena exist, is senseless”
(Grundrifs, 44). Beck explains that the concept of a thing-in-itself — in the sense
of a negative noumenon — abstracts from our original modes of representing and yet
existence is only meaningful as a form of original representing. It follows that the
very question whether the thing-in-itself exists or does not exist is meaningless
(Grundrif, 45f.). In the Einzig moglicher Standpunct Beck similarly argues: “what
may be the case with things-in-themselves, in abstraction from all original use of
the understanding, is not only unknown to us but completely meaningless, because
in this case we abstract from the use of the understanding” (EmS, 398). On Beck’s
view, therefore, the statement that we know objects only as they appear to us does
not turn ordinary experiential objects into a diminished kind or degree of reality.

Finally Beck discusses the modal categories. Possibility, according to Beck, is
the tracing of a mere concept through which an object is thought, back to the
original representing in the categories of quantity, quality and relation (EmS, 165;
Grundrif3, §13, 11, in which Beck describes all three categories of modality). Beck
repeatedly emphasizes that every concept must find its source in original
representing if it is to have meaning at all. Accordingly, a concept that can be
traced back to the original representing (in other words, a concept which is
compatible with the original modes of representing) is a possible concept. A
concept that cannot be so traced-back is an impossible concept.®’

35 Beck’s distinction corresponds to Kant’s distinction between a logical distinction and a real
distinction. When I say that we know objects only as appearances, it therefore logically follows
that these objects are not things-in-themselves. This logical distinction, however, implies no real
distinction. For more details, cf. Sect. 12.2.2 below, especially the discussion of the noumenon in
its mere negative sense.

36 At this stage of this work I focus on presenting Beck’s doctrine and the arguments he himself
brings forward in its defense. In Part IV, as part of the comparative discussion of Beck and his two
major contemporaries (Reinhold and Fichte) and as part of the evaluation of Beck’s doctrine
against Kant’s original views, I shall bring out more arguments to support Beck’s view regarding
the status of the object and the alleged roles of the thing-in-itself.

37 Notice that Beck does not differentiate between the general conditions of intuition on the one
hand and those of thought on the other. This is so since Beck views the categories as originally
unified with the forms of intuition.
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Actuality is the original representing itself upon which the concept of an object
initially follows. Actuality consists of the original representing (in the categories of
quantity, quality and relation) itself rather than in the mere capability of being
traced-back to it. What this means is that the existent thing must be actually present
in original representing so that its concept is shown to have been drawn out of the
original representing.

Beck’s distinction between possibility and actuality may seem marginal. George
di Giovanni (2000, 40) therefore argues that according to Beck ‘“the sphere of
‘possibility’ [...] is ultimately reducible to the sphere of ‘actuality’”. Di Giovanni
even thinks that according to Beck the mere logical possibility (distinguished by
Kant from real possibility, expressed by the category of possibility) is coextensive
with actuality (di Giovanni 2000, 40). In my view, Beck intends Kant’s distinction
between possibility as compatibility with formal conditions and actuality as con-
formity with concrete observations. Although Beck does not distinguish the cate-
gories from intuition, his theory still allows him to distinguish the mode or manner
according to which cognition constitutes an object and the concrete result of the
application of this ability in any particular case. In Beck’s terms it is the distinction
between the categories as modes of original representing and the original-synthetic
objective-unity of consciousness. It follows that possibility, in Beck’s terms, is the
tracing back of a concept to the modes of original representing while actuality is the
tracing back of a concept to the original-synthetic objective-unity of consciousness.
Although not stated by Beck, this reading seems to me to be the only way to
understand his distinction between possibility and actuality. My reading is to some
degree supported by Beck’s definition of actuality in the Grundrif3, as “the gener-
ation of a concept of an object out of this original use of the understanding”
(Grundrifs, §13, 11). Further support for my reading is found in §17 (Grundrif3,
15) in which Beck defines objective validity as the tracing back of the analytical
unity of a concept to the original-synthetic unity of consciousness. Nevertheless in
the exposition of the principles of pure understanding in the Grundrif3, the distinc-
tion between possibility and actuality is once again blurred (Grundrif3, §50-§51,
41f,).3®

Necessity is the original positing of an object represented only through a
concept, that is, not in original representing. Necessity signifies that through a
concept of one object (that is not originally represented) we posit originally the
objective validity of another concept. In other words, the object of the latter concept
is originally posited on behalf of the mere concept of the former. We assume the
actuality of one concept and from this we deduce the actuality of another.

The relation of Beck’s definitions of the modal categories to Kant’s original
definitions can certainly be recognized. However, it seems that Beck’s distinction
between the original synthesis and the original recognition is, in the case of the

38 Regarding the distinction between original representing and the original-synthetic objective-
unity of consciousness, cf. above in this chapter and also in more details in Chap. 9 below.
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modal categories, rather loose and that it is necessitated only by the systematic
structure of Beck’s theory. Regarding the category of possibility he argues that the
original synthesis consists of the tracing of the concept to the categories of quantity,
quality and relation while the original recognition in the category of possibility
consists of the determination of this tracing-back. Presumably the original recog-
nition is the determination of whether the relevant concept can or cannot be so
traced-back. Regarding the category of actuality the original synthesis consists of
the categories of quantity, quality and relation themselves (rather than a mere
capability to be traced back to them) and the original recognition likewise consists
of the original recognition of these very categories. In the category of necessity the
original synthesis consists of the representation of one object through the mere
concept of another while the original recognition in this category consists of the
final determination of this synthesis, that is, the actual positing of an object.



Chapter 9
Synthetic and Analytic Unity
of Consciousness

This chapter focuses on the transition from the original-synthetic objective-unity of
consciousness to the analytical unity of consciousness. The discussion shall empha-
size Beck’s view of the distinctions between a-priori and a-posteriori concepts,
between analytical and synthetic judgments and finally between synthetic a-priori
and synthetic a-posteriori judgments.

The categories, according to Beck, are original modes of representation and they
must be distinguished from the original-synthetic objective-unity of consciousness,
which is the product of their application in any concrete case. The categories are the
expression of the postulate to represent originally. A postulate is a requirement to
act and accordingly the categories must be applied. Through their application
cognition synthesizes originally and through the determination of this synthesis in
the original recognition we create the representation of a specific figure with a
specific intensive degree (sensation), which we then posit as persistent and as a
cause of the alterations of our sensations. The result of the application of the
categories is the original-synthetic objective-unity of consciousness. But the
original-synthetic objective-unity of consciousness is not yet a representation of
an object. The original-synthetic objective-unity of consciousness is a
pre-conceptual awareness of meaning. It is not a representation of something in
which there is inevitably a distinction between a representation as a symbol and an
object as the symbolized. We can only represent an object to ourselves through the
attribution of characteristics to a reference point as in discursive thinking. In order
to represent an object, consciousness picks characteristics out of the original-
synthetic objective-unity and attributes them to a reference point. Thereby part of
the content of the original-synthetic objective-unity of consciousness is separated
and converted into a general property. The characteristics picked out of the original-
synthetic unity of consciousness must be abstracted from their concrete form to
allow them to be used as general properties. The process of attributing properties to
a reference point constitutes the analytical unity of consciousness. In order to
attribute redness to something we must abstract the property ‘red’ from the
original-synthetic unity of consciousness where it is present as a sensation, which
is always connected to other sensations. The above describes the transition from the

L. Nitzan, Jacob Sigismund Beck’s Standpunctslehre and the Kantian Thing-in-itself 135
Debate, Studies in German Idealism 16, DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-05984-6_9,
© Springer International Publishing Switzerland 2014



136 9 Synthetic and Analytic Unity of Consciousness

original-synthetic unity of consciousness, which results from the application of the
categories as modes of original representing, to the analytical unity of conscious-
ness, of which thinking subsists (EmS, 185f.).

We can use the above description to explain the distinction between a-priori and
a-posteriori concepts. The categories are original modes of representation but they
can also be used as concepts. As concepts the categories — like all other concepts — are
based on the analytical unity of consciousness. Whether I say of an object that it is red
or [ say that it is a cause of some event, I assume — in both cases — a reference point to
which I attribute the characteristics of either being red or of being a cause. The
connection of concepts in a judgment is always based on the analytical unity of
consciousness. What then distinguishes the concept of a cause as an a-priori concept
from that of the concept of redness as an a-posteriori one? The concept of redness is
based on the original synthetic unity of consciousness, from which it was picked out
in order to be used as a property that can be attributed to a reference point. By
contrast, the concept of causality cannot be traced back to the original synthetic unity
of consciousness. Rather, it is grounded directly in the original representing through
which the original synthetic unity of consciousness is created. In other words, when
we look for the validity and meaningful origin of our concepts we find that a-priori
concepts are an expression — a conceptual reconstruction — of our original modes of
representation. A-posteriori concepts are not grounded directly in our original modes
of representation but in the synthetic unity of consciousness that is the result of their
application. As concepts, the categories are an immediate expression of the original
modes through which we initially create representations. The categories as a-priori
concepts are grounded in the categories in their true and original sense. A-posteriori
concepts, by contrast, express specific contents created by the use of the categories as
our original modes of representation (EmS, 178f., 184; Grundrifs, §22, 21).

According to Beck, the distinction between analytic and synthetic judgments is
made wholly within the realm of thought; that is, the realm of discursive
representing by means of concepts. Both kinds of judgments — as such — stand for
the connection of concepts and therefore they are only derived rather than original.
The process of constructing a concept by the attribution of properties can be broken
into two stages: first, the construction of a basic, general concept and second, the
adjustment the basic concept for the purpose of the subsuming a specific object
under it. The exposition of those characteristics through which we constitute the
basic concept is the analytical judgment. After we have attributed those character-
istics that make out a concept we thereby have a basis. Without altering this basic
concept that we have in mind, we need to add or abstract certain characteristics in
order to adjust this concept to particular cases with which we are confronted. The
addition or subtraction of characteristics from an already determined analytic unity
stands for the synthetic judgment (EmS, 186f.; Grundrif3, §23-§24, 22f.). Beck
gives an example that helps to illuminate the above explanation.

I see a tree. Thereby the understanding synthesizes originally and the transcendental time-
determination (original recognition) fixes this synthesis. Through this original representing
the objective synthetic unity of consciousness is created. In this synthetic unity, I still do not
represent an object to myself; rather, for this to happen, the understanding lifts certain
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characteristics out of the original synthesis and by attributing them, it fixes the objective
unity, which is called by the Critique “the analytical unity of consciousness”. Thereby, the
original representing has passed into thinking. The objective unity is fixed through char-
acteristics as such a figure, this reality, etc. The exposition of these characteristics, which
constitute the analytical unity, make out the analytical judgment. Once the analytical unity
has been secured, the understanding can join other characteristics to it, or separate charac-
teristics from it, without thereby disturbing it. For example, the understanding thinks of the
tree, which now is covered with leaves, as it will be stripped from them in the autumn, etc.
This representation of the object through characteristics that are alien to its analytical unity
is what constitutes the synthetic judgment. The synthesis of the latter is merely derivative
and is not to be confused with the original synthesis of the category. It is a connection of
concepts which analytical unity always presupposes an original synthetic one. (EmsS, 187f.)

Discursive thought first creates the general concept ‘tree’. This concept includes,
among other properties, the property of being covered with leaves. The property of
having leaves is not inevitably included in the general concept ‘tree’, nor is any other
property. The question of which properties would be included in the basic concept is
to some degree arbitrary.' The important point is only that according to Beck thought
operates in two stages. At first a general concept is created, whatever its properties
may be. Then, while still keeping the general concept in mind, we attempt to apply
this concept to experience and for that purpose we must, in each case, make some
adjustments. The exposition of the properties, which are included in the general
concept, is the analytical judgment. The addition or subtraction of properties to allow
the concept to be applied in any concrete case is the synthetic judgment.

Beck’s reconstruction of the distinction between analytic and synthetic judgments
may seem odd, but it nevertheless does emphasize a major aspect of the analytic-
synthetic distinction often overlooked by Kant’s critics and interpreters. While
analytic judgments merely relate concepts to concepts, the role of synthetic judg-
ments is to relate concepts to objects. In this latter respect, Beck’s explanation of
analytic and synthetic judgments emphasizes the importance of this distinction for
Kant. The distinction is not merely a logical one between essential and accidental
properties, whereby the former are necessarily included in the subject concept while
the latter are only contingently included in it.> The distinction between analytic and
synthetic judgment does not merely reflect the relations of subject and predicate but it
has to do with the grounds for their connection. Either the connection is purely

"The decision regarding which properties to include in the basic concept may serve practical
purposes and is not here the issue. It is practically comfortable to have a general concept, which
requires as little adjustment in its application to the widest variety of objects with which we are
confronted. Beck does not discuss this issue at all and I mention it just to complete the picture and
prevent irrelevant questions from diverting the discussion from its proper course.

2 Compare my exposition with that of Ingrid M. Wallner. She fails to distinguish between on the one
hand the contrast between analytic and synthetic unity of consciousness and on the other hand the
contrast between analytic and synthetic judgments. Furthermore, she describes the analytic judgment
(which she conflates with the analytic unity of consciousness) as having to do with essential properties
in contrast to the synthetic judgment, which has to do with accidental properties. Her entire exposition
of the issue of the transformation from the originally synthetic unity of consciousness to the analytic
unity of consciousness is, unfortunately, confused and unclear (Wallner 1979, 198ff.).



138 9 Synthetic and Analytic Unity of Consciousness

logical, an arbitrary connection based solely on the non-contradiction of the subject
and the predicate, in which case it is an analytic judgment; or it is a real connection
based on experience, in which case it is a synthetic judgment.’

On the basis of the above we can now present the distinction between synthetic
a-priori and synthetic a-posteriori judgments. A synthetic judgment is a-posteriori
when the connection of concepts of which it consists, is grounded on the original
synthetic unity of consciousness. The judgment is a-priori when the connection of the
concepts, which are thought through it, rests on the original representing itself. This
can be exemplified with reference to the above-cited example. The judgment that the
tree is now without leaves is synthetic a-posteriori. It is based on the lifting of
characteristics out of the synthetic unity of consciousness that were not already thought
in the basic analytical unity. When, on the contrary, I say that an event must have a
cause, this judgment is synthetic a-priori. The latter judgment is not grounded on the
synthetic unity of consciousness, which is the product of the application of the original
representing in the categories but on the original representing itself.

General pure logic deals with concepts. It does not inquire into the origin of these
concepts but only deals with their connection and interaction. Transcendental logic
on the contrary, deals with the meaningful origin of our concepts; it is the science
whose object is the original representing itself. According to Beck, the understand-
ing and the power of judgment have a role in both general and transcendental logic.
The understanding in its mere logical sense is the capacity for concepts. It deals
with the connections of concepts, with the construction of complex structures fr