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ABSTRACT

NATURE AND THE HUMAN STANDPOINT

IN KANT’S CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY

Kiregci, Mert
M.A., Department of Philosophy

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Elif Cirakman

February 2018, 111 pages

This study aims to explicate what “nature” means after Kant’s Copernican Revolution.
First of all, a presentation of the active contribution of the subject to the experience of
nature, within the context of Critique of Pure Reason, will be offered. After discussing
the regulative status of the principle of causality (the Second Analogy of Experience)
and delineating nature as an a priori concept, the question why pure reason inevitably
falls into contradiction with itself will be our central concern. The third antinomy of
pure reason, i.e. the conflict between mechanism of nature and human freedom, will
be discussed as a case. The source of antinomies will be found in the duality of
cognitive powers, and the standpoint that arises from this heterogeneity will be
presented as the human standpoint. The idea of the human standpoint will be
characterized as both the core and the outcome of Kant’s critical philosophy. Then, the
antinomy between the mechanical and teleological conceptions of nature, namely the
antinomy of teleological judgment will be presented. After an analysis of the debates
surrounding Kant’s solution to the antinomy, his solution will be identified as one that
applies the concept of an intuitive understanding. Through an immanent critique, the
solution will be presented as one that transgresses the boundaries of critical
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philosophy. Finally, the implications of the failure of solution for the critical system

will be discussed.

Keywords: Kant, nature, human standpoint, mechanism, teleology.
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KANT’IN ELESTIREL FELSEFESINDE

DOGA VE INSAN PERSPEKTIFI

Kiregci, Mert
Yiksek Lisans, Felsefe Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Elif Cirakman

Subat 2018, 111 sayfa

Bu ¢alisma Kant’in Kopernik¢i devrimininin sonucu olan “doga” kavraminin igerigini
acimlamay1 hedeflemektedir. Oncelikle, 6znenin doga deneyimine olan etkin katkist
Saf Aklin Elestirisi baglaminda serimlenecektir. Nedensellik ilkesinin (ikinci Deneyim
Analojisi) diizenleyici bir ilke oldugu savlandiktan ve a priori bir kavram olarak
“doga”nin simirlart ¢izildikten sonra saf aklin neden kaginilmaz olarak kendisiyle
celigkiye diistligli sorgulanacaktir. Saf aklin {i¢ilincli antinomisi, yani doganin
mekanizmasi ile insan Ozgiirliigii arasindaki catisma, baglaminda antinomilerin
kaynaginin insanin biligsel yetilerindeki ikilik oldugu gosterilerek bu ikilikten dogan
insan perspektifi diisiincesine deginilecektir. Insan perspektifi Kant’imn elestirel
felsefesinin hem temeli hem de sonucu olarak iraladiktan sonra doganin mekanizmasi
ile erekselligi diistinceleri arasindaki ¢catisma ele alinacaktir. Ereksel yargi antinomisi
ve ¢oziimii konusundaki tartismalar irdelendikten sonra Kant’in ¢oziimiiniin goriisel
bir anlama yetisine basvurdugu gésterilecektir. ickin bir elestiri sonucunda ¢dziimiin
elestirel felsefenin smirlarimi ihlal ettigi gosterilmeye calisilacak ve antinominin

¢cOzlimsiizliigiinilin elestirel felsefe acisindan sonuclar1 degerlendirilecektir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Kant, doga, insan perspektifi, mekanizma, teleoloji.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Kant’s Copernican Revolution and his critical philosophy, marks a turning point in the
history of philosophy. The idea that the knowing subject actively contributes to the
formation of knowledge transformed philosophy. Kant tried to uncover the whole
range of such cognitive contributions of the subject with a critical analysis of cognitive
powers and their relation to the formation of human experience. Following the
example of Kant, philosophers turned their attention to determining the conditions of
human knowledge. Post-Kantian thought offered alternatives to Kant’s analysis of
cognitive conditions. The effects of history, culture, language, social structures,
economic systems and gender have been gradually interpreted and incorporated as
factors into theories of human cognition. The concept of theory-ladenness of human
experience is considered as one of the main assumptions of social sciences. The
implications of the Copernican Turn for social sciences and human experience had
been enthusiastically pursued. However, Kant’s transcendental idealism and the
implications of his thought regarding our experience of “nature” are often neglected

and dismissed.

In the Kantian sense, we are producing the experience of an orderly and lawful
“nature”. The idea of nature has its roots in our cognitive powers and understanding
“nature”, in this systematic and lawful sense, is a distinctly human capacity. It is our
attempt to grasp the diversity of empirical experience by applying concepts. Kant’s
conception of nature however, has also difficulties that require clarification. Kant’s
transcendental distinction between appearances and things-in-themselves allows us to
form two concepts of nature. The first is the concept of “nature as appearance” and the
second is the idea of “nature in itself”. Kant patently limits human knowledge to the

field of appearances and consequently to the concept of phenomenal nature. Yet the



principles of the phenomenal sense of nature presents conflicts of reason which need

resolution.

In terms of Kant’s critical philosophy, the mechanistic view of nature is the result of a
distinctly human capacity that arises from the a priori concept of causality. However,
there are two conflicts of human reason which emerge from this conception of nature,
namely the third antinomy of pure reason (or the antinomy of mechanism and freedom)
and the antinomy of teleological judgment (the conflict of mechanism and
purposiveness of nature). If human beings are active in the formation of “nature”, why
are there conflicts regarding our own way of conceiving? If we are active in the
formation of our experience of nature, why do we fall into conflicts regarding our very
own product? The answers of these questions will be sought out in the course of this

study.

The source of these conflicts will be found in the peculiar features of human cognition.
Critical philosophy detects two distinct sources of human knowledge, namely
sensibility and understanding. The conditions of givenness and the conditions of
thought are separate in human cognition. The discursivity of our knowledge that arises
from this heterogeneity will be identified as “the human standpoint”. However, it
should be noted that the human standpoint is not equivalent to the concept of human
nature. The human standpoint will be shown to be a direct result of Kant’s critical
philosophy and his pursuit of a priori capabilities of human reason. The human
standpoint therefore will be presented as the answer of Kant’s initial question “How

are synthetic a priori judgments possible?”

The aim of this endeavor consists in clarifying the conceptions of nature in Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason (CPR) and in the Critique of Judgment (CJ) with a particular
focus on the two antinomies arising from our contribution to the experience of
“nature”, their solutions and implications in Kant’s critical philosophy. Accordingly,
in the second chapter, the content of the concept of nature and the a priori conditions

of its exhibition will be analyzed in order to understand the activity of human mind in
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the experience of “nature”. Transcendental ideality of spatio-temporality of nature will
be crucial in understanding the contribution of sensibility. Transcendental
apperception and categories will be presented as the conditions of our experience of
nature. The role and status of the principle of causality will also be discussed with
regard to “the Second Analogy” of experience. The results of this discussion will figure

especially in the debate regarding the antinomy of teleological judgment.

The third chapter aims to understand the problem of antinomies and detect their source
as the human standpoint. The contribution of cognitive faculties to conflicts of reason,
the method of discerning their misuse and ways of harmonizing them in these conflicts
will be exemplified in the third antinomy of pure reason which concerns the tension
between mechanism and freedom. In order to fulfill these aims, the distinction of
phenomena and noumena and the relation of this distinction to the human standpoint
will be discussed. This discussion will enable us to characterize the critical project as
a philosophy of the human standpoint.

The fourth chapter will focus on the problems of the antinomy of teleological judgment
and its consequences for the critical project. Kant aims to unify his critical project into
a system by fixing the gulf between nature and freedom in The Critique of Judgment.
In order to overcome this gap, he asserts that we must judge nature to be so organized
as to allow for the realization of human freedom. Another problem to be solved in The
Critique of Judgment is the contingency and necessity implied in the concept of
empirical laws. While principles and concepts of the human understanding determine
the a priori laws of nature, it is not capable of determining the contingent content of
our experience. In the extension of our empirical knowledge however, we have to
assume that nature involves necessary products even though it is not us who determine
them. In order to justify the systematicity of human knowledge and to fix the gulf
between nature and freedom, Kant presents reflective teleological judgment as a
regulative principle. However, it presents us with an antinomy between the principles
of mechanism and teleology. Kant’s solution to the antinomy is highly controversial.

The debates regarding his solution will be presented and the problems of his solution
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will be analyzed in a systematic fashion in order to evaluate its consequences for
Kant’s critical philosophy. The main concern will be to present an immanent critique
by discussing if the solution measures up to the problems that it was meant to solve.
Kantian scholars offer two interpretations of his solution. According to the first of
these, Kant relegates the principle of mechanism of nature to a regulative principle.
The second view asserts that the solution consists in the reference to an intuitive
understanding. | will argue that although the principle of mechanism of nature was
regulative even in the context of Critique of Pure Reason, this does not resolve the
antinomy and that Kant’s solution depends on the concept of an intuitive
understanding. As the solution of the antinomy of teleological judgment presents a
deviation from Kant’s general procedure of resolving antinomies with reference to the
human standpoint, | claim that his solution disrupts the basic principles of the

Copernican turn and fails to solve the problems it addresses.



CHAPTER 2

NATURE AS A PHENOMENON

In this chapter, Kant’s Copernican Revolution (or the Copernican turn) and its
implications for our experience of nature will be presented. The Copernican turn is the
claim that human beings are not just passive observers of nature and that human mind
has a priori structures or forms that it bestows upon its contents. However, Kant has
to justify the objectivity of these a priori forms in order to claim that the experience
of nature as a rule-governed unity is not just imaginary, but on the contrary, empirically
real. The objective enabling conditions of nature and knowledge lie in two distinct
cognitive powers of the human mind, which are sensibility and understanding.
Sensibility gives us spatio-temporal intuitions and understanding organizes the given
objects according to a priori concepts. Among these a priori concepts, the concept of
cause and the principle of its a priori application (the second analogy of experience)
will be the focal point of discussion as they enable us to conceive nature
mechanistically. Establishing the a priori origin of the concept of nature,
understanding the contribution of human mind to experience and evaluating the status
of the principle of causality within the framework of Critique of Pure Reason will
provide a groundwork for understanding Kant’s concept of nature as a phenomenon.
In this way, Kant also prepares the ground for claiming the legitimacy of the

Newtonian mechanistic science.
2.1 The Copernican Turn

The main problem of Critique of Pure Reason! is the failure of metaphysics to achieve

the kind of success and progress achieved by the sciences. Kant aims to detect the

L All citations from the Critique of Pure Reason will follow the page numbers of the Akademie edition.
The paginations of the first and second editions will be referred to as A and B respectively, as is
customary and the references to the Critique of Pure Reason will be given as in-text citations. The
translation used is: Kant, Immanuel. Critique of Pure Reason. Translated by N. Kemp Smith, Palgrave
Macmillan, 2003. (Hereafter CPR).
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distinguishing feature of scientific knowledge and inquire whether the same kind of
success is possible for metaphysics. A decision has to come out of this inquiry
concerning the question whether metaphysics will be “on the secure path of a science”

(B xiv) or it will remain as a battlefield of contradictory dogmatic assertions.

In order to provide an answer, the critical project intends to delineate the limits of
human knowledge. Before attempting at metaphysical knowledge, human reason must
be subjected to a criticism. In this sense, criticism is the opposite of dogmatism which
intends to arrive at knowledge by way of a priori concepts “without having first
investigated in what way and by what right reason has come into possession of these
concepts” (B xxxv). Kant, on the other hand, proposes to analyze the capability of

human reason for knowledge by discerning the conditions for knowledge to arise.

Kant characterizes the success of exact sciences by their use of synthetic a priori
judgments. All judgments are relations between a subject and a predicate (A6/B10).
If the predicate is already implied in the subject, then this judgment is analytic or
explicative, and does not extend our cognitions in any way. “All bodies are extended”
is the classical example Kant uses to exemplify analytic judgments. The predicate of
extension is already contained in the concept of a body. Synthetic judgments, on the
other hand, combine predicates to the subject which were not contained in the concept
of it. Therefore, they are ampliative and they do extend our knowledge. “All bodies
are heavy” is Kant’s example of a synthetic judgment. In this example the predicate
“weight” is connected with the concept of “body”. A priori judgments on the other
hand, display necessity and strict universality (B4) whereas a posteriori judgments are
only concerned with singular and contingent experiential content. While the a priori/a
posteriori distinction is a distinction regarding the source of knowledge, the
analytic/synthetic distinction is a distinction regarding the kinds of judgment. Kant
takes the question “How are a priori synthetic judgments possible?” as “the proper

problem of pure reason” (B19).

Kant, in formulating the problem of synthetic a priori judgments, also intends to

address the problem of causality that Hume’s empiricism left us with. Hume thought

that the source of all knowledge lies in our impressions gained experientially through
6



sensation. Yet he could not locate a simple impression of necessary connection and
claimed that necessary connection comes from a mental habit arising out of the
repeated succession of representations. We can speak of necessity in the relations of
ideas, while for matters of fact we have to rely on experience. Other than association
and habit we have no philosophical ground for supposing necessary connection.
Hume’s challenge on causality undermines the very presupposition of all natural
sciences, namely, that nature is an orderly unity working through the law of causality.

Kant however, undertakes Hume’s challenge.

Based on the distinction of knowledge as regards to its source and kind, Kant
concludes that the proposition that “everything which happens has its cause” is a
synthetic yet a priori judgment. (A9/B13). It has universality and necessity and
extends our knowledge (combines the concept of cause with the concept of that which
happens). Moreover, it cannot be derived from experience as experience teaches us
only what is temporal and contingent. He maintains that an empirical derivation of the
concept would only give us “merely a subjective necessity” (B5) if not make the
concept meaningless altogether. If necessary connection (causality) cannot be found
in experience, its ground must be sought in human understanding. It is, as will be
shown, the condition of having a coherent experience and this means that regarding its
source, it is a priori. The problem of metaphysics, the problem of causality, and the
possibility of an experience of nature based on this causality rest on the possibility of
synthetic a priori judgments. In order to account for a priori (universal and necessary)
knowledge, Kant thinks that we must question our main epistemological

presuppositions. How can a priori knowledge agree with its object?

According to the traditional concept of knowledge, a proposition should reflect the
state of objects which are totally independent of the observer. Kant claims that we
cannot have any certainty and universality if knowledge consists in the agreement of
propositions with observer-independent objects. He proposes a shift in perspective,
known as Kant’s Copernican Revolution or the Copernican Turn. This shift of
perspective resembles Copernicus’ shift from a geocentric model of the universe to a

heliocentric one. Up until Copernicus “astronomers assumed that their observer is
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passive and provides objective records of the actual motions of heavenly bodies™?.
What Copernicus’ hypothesis shows is that the observer’s position effects the
observations. Accordingly, Kant proposes to assume that objects conform to our
modes of knowing rather than the other way around, and to see whether we can explain
the possibility of a priori knowledge on this ground.

Instead of assuming that mind must conform to mind-independent objects, Kant aims
to discern the contribution of the cognizer to the act of knowledge. It should be noted
that in his analysis of knowledge Kant employs the term “judgment” instead of
proposition. Judgment is an act of the subject and, accordingly, Kant asserts that
knowledge is likewise an act, conforming to the hypothesis of the Copernican turn.
Accordingly, he asserts that although knowledge begins with experience, experience
it is not the only source of knowledge. The constitution of human mind and the a priori
principles therein, already determine experience. The rules and conditions of
experience lie in the constitution of our cognitive powers that are prior to experience.
This means that objects of experience are organized according to the constitution of

human reason.

The critical examination of the human powers of a priori cognition is “a special
science which can be entitled the Critique of Pure Reason” (A10/B24). The result of
this critique will be “transcendental knowledge” as Kant entitles it. Transcendental
knowledge is a kind of knowledge “which is occupied not so much with objects as
with the mode of our knowledge of objects in so far as this mode of knowledge is to
be possible a priori” (A11-2/B25). Kant’s transcendental philosophy is an attempt to
demonstrate the a priori capabilities of human cognition or the contributions it makes
to knowledge. Kant therefore clearly defines his object of enquiry as “not the nature
of things . . . but the understanding which passes judgment upon the nature of things”
(Al12-3/B26).

Another assumption is required upon this revolution: the transcendental distinction

between appearances and things-in-themselves. The objects of experience which

2 Robinson, How is Nature Possible? Kant’s Project in the First Critique, pp. 33-4.
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conform to our representational power are called appearances. Since reason determines
the form of possible experience, what we know are things as determined by the
constitution of human reason and not as they are in themselves. Our knowledge of
objects is limited to appearances or phenomena which are human reason’s necessary
and universal constructions according to laws. Although Kant admits that there must
be something that appears, it remains unknowable for us. Things as they are in
themselves are out of the limits of our knowledge, and the thing in itself is only a
limiting concept that is intended to serve to determine the limit our knowledge. This
distinction is not an ontological but an epistemological one or, in other words,
appearances do not constitute an ontological domain.

2.2 Two Stems of Knowledge: Sensibility and Understanding

The Copernican turn implies that the possibility of nature (as appearance) rests on the
cognitive powers of the human mind. Kant will claim that reason is the law-giver of
nature, the lawful and systematic unity which we experience. In a sense, human reason
through its acts of cognition turns the matter of its perceptions into a phenomenal sense
of nature. By synthesizing the appearances, it unites them into a systematic and an
objective whole. The contribution of human reason to the construction of nature is
two-fold. This contribution is based on “two stems of human knowledge” which are
sensibility and understanding. (A15/B29). The sensibility is the receptive side of
human cognitive powers, and the objects of cognition are given through sensibility.
The understanding, on the other hand, is the spontaneous or active side of human
cognition. While the former supplies the a priori forms of intuition, the latter supplies
the a priori pure concepts that are the conditions of possibility of experience.

Although Kant admits that understanding and sensibility may “spring from a common
... root”, he insists that even if that were the case, such a common basis is unknown
to us (A15/B29). The distinct contribution and heterogeneity of these two powers of
human mind is crucial to understanding and interpreting all the problems of Kantian
philosophy. The main tension of CPR and the critical project arises from the dichotomy
of givenness and synthesis (spontaneity). While the Copernican turn implies that we
are active in the formation of experience and knowledge; sensibility (or receptivity)
9



entails our passive reception of representations of the objects of experience. The
transcendental distinction (as an epistemological distinction), the antinomies of pure
reason (which are unavoidable illusions of human reason) and the solutions of the
antinomies (critical examinations which do not remove the illusions) all rest on the

heterogeneity of these two cognitive powers and their unity in human experience.
2.2.1 Conditions of Givenness

Sensibility is the human mind’s capacity for being affected by objects and receiving
representations of them. Kant entitles the science of the principles of a priori
sensibility as Transcendental Aesthetic (A21/B35). The aim of Transcendental
Aesthetic is to show the distinct contribution of human sensibility to the possibility of
synthetic a priori knowledge. Sensibility is the source of intuitions through which the
subject is in “immediate relation” to objects. (A19/B33). The object that is given
through sensibility is an appearance, which Kant defines as “the undetermined object
of an empirical intuition” (A19-20/B33-4). Appearances are undetermined in the sense
that they can be given prior to an act of thinking that organizes and determines their
contents according to concepts. Even before such determination through concepts,
appearances are already given form by sensibility. Although the matter of appearances
IS given a posteriori, their form lies “a priori in the mind” (A20/B34). Since objects
(as appearances) conform to our mode of knowledge the forms of sensibility are the
conditions under which appearances are given. Therefore, they are also the forms of
all appearances. The a priori forms of sensibility are space and time. Appearances are
intuited as spatial and temporal due to these forms inherent in human sensibility. In
order to claim that they are the conditions for appearances, it must be shown that
intuitions of space and time are universal and necessary, and prior to and independent
of empirical intuitions of appearances. In other words, they must be shown to be a

priori and pure intuitions.
2.2.1.1 Space

In the first part of the Transcendental Aesthetic, which is devoted to the form of space,
Kant mainly argues against Newton and Leibniz, as the proponents of the views that
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space is real and that space is a relation among things, respectively. Against them, Kant
claims that space is a form of human sensibility and is part of “the subjective
constitution of our mind” (A23/B38). Space is the form of outer sense which gives us
objects “as outside us” (B37/A22).

Transcendental Aesthetic includes two exhibitions of space, namely the metaphysical
and the transcendental exhibitions. With the metaphysical exposition of space, Kant
intends to exhibit the necessary and a priori character of the representation of space.
Space cannot be empirically “derived from outer experience” (A23/B38). It cannot be
empirical since it is a condition for there to be outer appearances (A23/B38). Space
cannot be considered as the relation of existing outer things either since it is through
space that spatial relations are possible. It is therefore “the condition of the possibility
of appearances” (A24/B39). These characteristics of the intuition of space shows that
it is a pure intuition. As a pure intuition, it is prior to the intuition of empirical objects
or of appearances. It is the condition whereby we come to have empirical data
organized spatially. It is impossible to represent the absence of space, while on the
other hand it is possible to intuit space as devoid of objects (A24/B38). Moreover, the
space so presupposed, is necessarily intuited as a single and infinite space. Relations
between parts of space presuppose the single space containing all the parts that can
have relations. Even if we were to represent different spaces we necessarily intuit them
as contained as parts of a single space which is not made of parts but on the contrary
given as a whole. This point allows Kant to distinguish the contribution of sensibility
from understanding. Space is not a concept but a distinct type of givenness. Concepts
are the common characteristics of different representations. Whereas different
representations are contained under concepts, in the instance of space, every spatial
representation is contained within the representation of space as a part of the same

single and infinite space (B39-40).

Transcendental exposition, on the other hand, aims to exhibit space as a condition of
synthetic a priori knowledge and show how it enables cognition. Geometry is the
science of space and the synthetic a priori propositions of geometry are possible only

if space is a pure intuition. The reason for this is that “from a mere concept no
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proposition can be obtained which go beyond the concept” (B41). Kant on several
occasions points out that for synthesis of two concepts, a third mediating thing is
needed. Between two concepts, in the case of geometry, space as pure intuition, is the

medium which makes the synthesis possible.
2.2.1.2 Time

The second part of Transcendental Aesthetic, deals with the form of inner sense or
time. With the metaphysical exposition of time, Kant intends to exhibit the apriority
of time. The assertions of the metaphysical exposition are similar to that of space.
“Time is not an empirical concept” (B46/A30) because it cannot be derived from
experience. On the contrary, all experience presupposes time and without this form of
sensibility we would not be able to represent duration, simultaneity and succession.
Time must be presupposed in order to grasp empirical intuitions as coexistent or

successive in time.

Time is a necessarily an a priori representation since it is impossible to represent the
absence of time while it is possible “to think time as void of appearances” (A31/B46).
The pure intuition of time is intuited as an infinitely given, single time preceding all
temporal representations. Different times are all part of a single intuition of time. This
would not be possible if it were a concept. Kant thinks that time necessarily “has only
one dimension” and that “different times are not simultancous but successive”
(B47/A31). Since pure intuition of time is unlimited, the determinations of time are
given as limitations of the original representation of time. Temporally determinate
representations can be given in empirical representations but infinitude of time cannot

be grasped through empirical representations.

The transcendental exposition of time has great implications. Key concepts of physics
like alteration and motion, depend upon the representation of time. Change in time
(alteration) and change in space (motion) presupposes time since “only in time can two
contradictorily opposed predicates meet in one and the same object, namely, one after
the other” (A32/B49). It is obvious that the concept of causality likewise requires the
condition of time. The causal relation between a cause and its effect is only possible
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in time. The cause should be invariably represented as being prior to the effect.
However, it also includes the a priori concept of causality which is pure
understanding’s contribution to our experience. Yet the requirement of the condition
of time shows that conditions of givenness precede conditions of thought in Kant’s

theory of knowledge.
2.2.1.3 Transcendental Ideality of Spatio-temporality of Nature

The central argument of Transcendental Aesthetic is that our spatio-temporal
experience of nature stems from the subjective constitution of the subject. Even though
sensibility is passive and receptive (affective) the a priori forms therein organize
appearances spatio-temporally. These forms are not the conditions of the existence of
objects but only the conditions of the appearances as perceived by the human subject.
Therefore, spatio-temporal empirical intuitions are not things in themselves but only
appearances (A49/B66). These a priori forms of appearances are “peculiar to us, and
not necessarily shared in by every being, though, certainly, by every human being”
(A42/B59). Kant is explicit on this point: “It is, therefore, solely from the human
standpoint® that we can speak of space, of extended things, etc.” (A26/B42). We can
readily see that the spatiality of nature is dependent upon the human subject. Although
we perceive a spatial nature we cannot know whether nature is also spatial in itself or
not. Since space is the “special condition” of our sensibility, we have no way of
knowing whether “other thinking beings . . . are bound by the same conditions as those
which limit our intuition and which for us are universally valid” (A27/B43). Although

space is objectively valid for us, it is transcendentally ideal.

The transcendental ideality of space means that as a form of human sensibility, it does
not have objective validity for things in themselves but it is objectively valid for
appearances. It is an enabling condition of knowledge (transcendental) for human
beings and not a real entity independent of our mode of intuition (ideality). It does not
inhere in things or it is not their intrinsic property but only the form of our sensibility,

dependent on our subjective (yet objective in the sense that it is shared and universal)

3 Emphasis added.
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constitution. It has objective validity for human beings since Kant asserts that the
constitution of human mind is uniform in all human beings. If we remove the limitation
of the condition of its objective validity, which is the cognitive power of the human
subject, “it is nothing at all” (A28/B44). In other words, while space is empirically
real, that is valid for all appearances, it is transcendentally ideal.

By the thesis of ideality of space Kant redefines the primary and secondary qualities
which Descartes and Locke were preoccupied with. The pre-Kantian metaphysical
conception shared by the rationalist philosophers, as well as an empiricist like Locke,
was that primary qualities are spatial determinations and properties of external things
while secondary qualities, like color, are only changes of the senses of the perceiver.
Although with the thesis of the ideality of space Kant makes space a form of intuition,
there is still a distinction between primary and secondary qualities. Though the
intuition of space has its source in the faculty of sensibility of the subject, it is
“objective and a priori” (B44/A28) in the sense that the shared constitution of our
sensibility makes it objective. “Sensations of colors, sounds and heat” still belong
“merely to the subjective constitution of our manner of sensibility” (B44/A28), in the
sense that their perception may show difference in particular subjects or even for the
same subject under different conditions. The differences of the body heat of two
persons or even the change of body heat in a single person, shape different perceptions
of heat. The differences in the functioning of visual or auditory mechanisms can
likewise affect the manner of our impressions. In other words, while both primary and
secondary qualities are dependent upon the human sensibility, primary qualities (of
space) are objective for every human being while secondary qualities are only
subjective. Although Kant has been accused of removing the difference between
primary and secondary qualities, he still keeps the distinction, however on a different

basis.

Even in Transcendental Aesthetic we can see that the nature we perceive is not nature
as itisinitself. Our spatio-temporal perception of nature is dependent upon the a priori
forms of sensibility. Transcendental ideality of time and space requires that the spatio-

temporality of nature is likewise is transcendentally ideal; i.e. the spatio-temporality
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of nature is empirically real and objectively valid only for appearances. All
appearances conform to these formal conditions. Nature, as the sum total of all
appearances, is spatio-temporal only under the limitation of human sensibility.
Whether it may be such or not in itself, we cannot have any knowledge. Therefore, this
distinction of a thing as it is in itself from as it appears is primarily on epistemological
grounds. The act of knowledge conditions its objects and the inner constitution of
objects, prior to this determination, are unknowable for us. Any knowledge we could
have, would be already determined by the act of knowledge. Objects are only
encountered as already determined by this constitution and it is impossible to have
knowledge of objects as things-in-themselves.

Through Transcendental Aesthetics, Kant distinguishes his philosophy from idealists
in general and Leibniz in particular. Kant sums up the philosophy of Leibniz as one
that claims that sensible objects are confused representations and the difference
between sensible things and ideas is one of clarity and distinctness. Kant, contra
Leibniz, insists that the distinction between the sensible (objects given through
sensibility) and the intelligible (the thought of objects under the concepts and the
possibility of thinking about possible but not given objects) is a transcendental
distinction. Kant tells us that the difference between the sensible and the intelligible

“is not logical but different in terms of origin and content” (B61/A44).

The representation of time and space as pure intuitions serves two points. It establishes
the heterogeneity of the two elements of knowledge (thereby distinguishes Kant from
traditional idealists) and it is the first step of solving the problem of synthetic a priori
judgments. Pure a priori intuitions of space and time provide the basis of connecting
concepts synthetically. The second stem of a priori knowledge is the human

understanding.
2.2.2 Conditions of Thought

The second source of human knowledge is understanding. While sensibility supplies
the a priori forms of intuition, understanding supplies the a priori concepts which

constitute the forms of thought. The contribution of these two elements to knowledge

15



however, is utterly distinct. Understanding cannot provide intuitions, and senses
cannot think (A51/B75). Still knowledge becomes possible only by the harmonized
contribution of these two sources of knowledge. Kant tells us that “neither concepts
without intuitions in some way corresponding to them, nor intuitions without concepts,
can yield knowledge” (A50/B74) and that “thoughts without content are empty,
intuitions without concepts are blind” (B75/A51).

Kant aims to locate and enumerate the pure and a priori concepts of understanding,
which enable cognition in the first part of Transcendental Logic. He distinguishes
transcendental logic from general logic, which is concerned with the rules (and forms)
of thought. General logic does not distinguish the source of the concepts involved in a
proposition (whether they are of empirical or a priori origin). Transcendental logic, as
Kant envisions it, aims to show how can concepts “relate a priori to objects of
experience” (B81/A56). It is concerned with the conditions of thinking an object a
priori. In this sense, “transcendental signifies, such knowledge as concerns the a priori
possibility of knowledge, or its a priori employment” (B80-1/A56). The
Transcendental Logic is divided into two main parts, namely, Transcendental Analytic
and Transcendental Dialectic. The concepts and principles of the understanding
constitute the content of the Transcendental Analytic. The pure concepts do not rely
on experience and on the contrary they make it possible. If these “principles without
which no object can be thought” (B87/A62) are used without reference to sensible
intuitions dialectic arises. Dialectic is the logic of illusion and Transcendental Dialectic
aims to show the impossibility of extending knowledge only through pure concepts
and thereupon to guard “against sophistical illusions” (A64/B88). Transcendental
Analytic is further divided into two sections one of which is reserved for the pure
concepts of the understanding and the other for the principles of the understanding.

2.2.2.1 From Judgments to Pure Concepts

Understanding does not give us any objects but only the forms of thought applicable
to them. Unlike intuitions, concepts are not in immediate relation to the objects. Since
human cognition requires concepts, our knowledge is mediated through concepts

which help us bring “various representations under one common representation”
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(A68/B93). Our knowledge therefore is “not intuitive but discursive” (A68/B93). Kant
finds the clue to the discovery of the pure concepts of the understanding in judgments.
Since “understanding is a power of knowing by means of concepts” and “to know by
means of concepts is to judge”, the main function of judgments turns out to be giving
unity to the content of our thoughts®. Kant thinks that if the “functions of unity in
judgments” (A69/B94) could be discovered; the pure concepts could be likewise
discovered. What Kant has in mind in this endeavor is that the logical forms of
judgment are “wholly independent of the particular nature of the objects judged” and
since they are only forms which are free of matter, they can enable us to find the pure
concepts that make such judgments possible. This line of reasoning which provides
the clue for deducing the pure concepts of the understanding from the table of
judgments is later referred to, by Kant, as the “metaphysical deduction” in the second
edition of CPR (B150).

The Table of Judgments in A70/B95 gives a complete list of types of judgments. The
table of judgments is a table of the logical forms of thought, which indicate types of
subject-predicate relations and relations of judgments (hypothetical and disjunctive
judgments). The table of judgments is divided into the four groups of Quantity,

Quality, Relation and Modality, each having three moments under it.

Every judgement takes one moment from each group. Thus a judgement may
be universal, affirmative, categorical and assertoric (‘all crows are black’); or
singular, negative, disjunctive and problematic (‘That bird might be neither a

crow nor a raven’); and S0 on®.

From the table of judgments Kant deduces the pure concepts of the understanding
which apply a priori to all possible objects of experience and that supply the conditions
for thinking an object. The pure concepts of the understanding are entitled categories
after the fashion of Aristotle. There are twelve categories under the four headings of

4 Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience. Vol. |, p. 248.
% 1bid., p. 209.
® Gardner, Routledge Philosophy GuideBook to Kant and the Critique of Pure Reason, p. 86.
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quantity, quality, relation and modality and each corresponds to the twelve kinds of
judgments. They are the objectifying conditions of which logical judgments are merely
the expressions. Kant further divides the categories into two groups; the mathematical
and the dynamical ones. The mathematical categories are “concerned with objects of
intuition”, while the dynamical categories are concerned with “the existence of these
objects, in their relation either to each other or to the understanding” (B111). The
category of causality and dependence (cause and effect) under the heading of
“relation” and the principle of its application will be especially relevant to understand
the mechanism of nature. However, we need to understand how concepts relate a priori

to all objects of intuition first.

Deduction is concerned with the question of right (quid juris) and aims to prove the
legal claim of an action. A deduction is therefore the justification of a claim.
Transcendental deduction aims to prove by what right we can claim the a priori
relation of concepts to objects. The question of right and the need for a transcendental
deduction arises out of the heterogeneity of sensibility and understanding. Since
“appearances can certainly be given in intuition independently of functions of the
understanding” (A90/B122) the claim that categories relate a priori to objects have to
be justified or deduced. By proving the objective validity of “subjective conditions of
thought” (A89/B122), Kant aims to prove the universal applicability of the a priori
(universal and necessary) concept of causality to all appearances. Kant’s strategy of
deduction of pure concepts is to justify the a priori claim of categories by proving
“that by their means alone an object can be thought” (A97). This can only be justified
if the categories can be shown to be the conditions of possible experience. Only in this

way can they relate a priori to objects and have objective reality.

There are two versions of Transcendental Deduction. Kant felt the need to rewrite the
section for the second edition published in 1787. The deduction of the first edition is
referred to as A Deduction and the version of it in the second edition as the B
Deduction within Kantian scholarship. The differences between the A and B
deductions will not be discussed in this study since the concern is the unity and

mechanism of nature and in this respect they have the same claims regarding nature.
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The rewritten B Deduction follows a similar path to the A Deduction, in the sense that
it tries to establish “the unity of the manifold” a priori so that the unity of nature would
be given a priori and as not being possible to derive from particular experiences.
Accordingly, they will be treated in a single stroke and the focus will be the common
grounds of both.

2.2.2.2 The Role of Imagination

The distinctness of sensibility and understanding is a common concern for both
deductions as Kant wants to maintain their heterogeneity throughout his critical
philosophy. However, a mediating faculty/power is needed in order to show the
possibility of their relation. Imagination is the faculty/power which unites the manifold
of intuitions and therefore enables the application of concepts to intuitions. Kant’s
theory of perception involves imagination as necessarily an active faculty/power
which is in agreement with the Copernican Turn. The core idea of the Copernican turn
is the activity of the knowing subject in the “act” of cognition. Although intuitions can
be given “prior to all thought” (B132) even this givenness requires an activity of the
imagination since “the combination of a manifold” (an empirical intuition) can never
be given through the senses but only as an “act of spontaneity” (B129-30). The pure
passivity of sensibility and the pure activity of the understanding are thus brought into
relation by the power of imagination.

Kant explains perception of an object through a threefold synthesis of imagination in
the A Deduction. These syntheses of imagination are apprehension, reproduction and
recognition in a concept. Although we have seen that sensibility provides us with
intuitions, as a passive faculty, it cannot present the manifold of intuitions “as a
manifold, that is as contained in one idea, without the help of an active synthesis™’.
Through the synthesis of apprehension, the manifold of intuition is “held together”
(A99) and combined into a single object. Every moment we receive ever anew
impressions of an object yet we do not think it to be a different object at each moment.

This is due to an act of our mind according to Kant. The synthesis of reproduction

" Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience. Vol. |, p. 359.
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enables us to conceive the object as identical although it is subject to time. Kant gives
the example of an imaginary drawn line to illustrate his point. In order for this
imaginary line to be given, the acts that make it up must stand together in time in a
connection for otherwise “if I were to drop out of thought the preceding representations
... and did not reproduce them while advancing to those that follow, a complete
representation would never be obtained” (A102). The synthesis of apprehension and

the synthesis of reproduction work together and are “inseparably connected”®.

However, these two acts are not enough to base causality on, as causality also requires
a rule regarding the time order of appearances. The cause must always precede the
effect. Reproduction “must, therefore conform to a rule” (A121). Even this is not
enough since that rule may be a subjective one (the rule of association). Predicates
must be combined in the object “no matter what the state of the subject may be”
(B142). Accordingly, the last synthesis is the synthesis of recognition in a concept,
which would provide objective rules for apprehending intuitions. Since knowledge is
knowledge of objects, the object must be thought according to rules which are given
by concepts. The condition for concepts to apply as rules to objects, the objects must

be related through a ground or an act. This act is the transcendental apperception.
2.2.2.3 Self-Consciousness

Transcendental apperception is the ground of the claim that it is the subject which turns
its perceptions into an orderly experience of nature. Apperception means
consciousness of self. All objects are objects with regard to a knowing subject. All
unifying acts of concepts are possible if there is a unifying act which supplies the
ground of unity. In order for us to think diversity under concepts so as to unify
experience; the objects have to be given as objects for the same subject. “The
numerical unity of this apperception is thus the a priori ground of all concepts” where
concepts are to be understood as unifying acts (A107). With this act of mind,
appearances “can stand alongside in one experience” (A108). Since “I think” must be

able to “accompany all representations” (B131), the pure apperception has an a priori

8 Ibid., p. 363.
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relation to all intuitions. In order for experience to be, the representations should be
related to other such (possible) representations and representations can only stand in
relation in so far as they are representations of someone (The formal “I” of
apperception). The unity of apperception “precedes all data of intuitions (A 107) and
by this “act of spontaneity” all representations can become my representations and

stand in connection.

Although the move of basing the unity of the objects of experience and of nature on
self-consciousness seems idealistic and Cartesian, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism is
very distinct and peculiar. Kant claims that the knowledge of the subject is not
immediately given, on the contrary “inner experience is itself possible only mediately”
(B 277) as opposed to the thesis of idealism. The given empirical self-consciousness,
is aware of itself as subject to determinations of time. “Pure apperception” on the other
hand, is transcendental which means that it is only thought as an enabling condition of

empirical apperception and never as given.

Through the consciousness of its unity in the process of perceiving the object, the
subject becomes conscious of its own activity as identical in all instances. Therefore,
it is intrinsically tied to the consciousness of objects and is possible only through
consciousness of the unifying act which brings the manifold together. Since what we
have knowledge of are not things-in-themselves but only representations that are
determined by the form of inner sense (time), what we encounter in ourselves as a self
is only an empirical self that is conditioned by time. The subjective unity of
consciousness depends on “objective combination” that is empirically given. In this
sense only “the original unity of consciousness” is “objectively valid” and the
empirical unity of apperception “is merely derived from the former” and has
“subjective validity” (B140). To put it simply; although the unifying act of
transcendental apperception is universal the empirical self-consciousness (ourselves)

is not universal.

Transcendental Idealism, with the distinction of empirical and transcendental

apperception, can claim both that experience of nature is dependent upon

transcendental apperception and that this experience is objective and not merely a
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fiction of an empirical self. Thus what it amounts to say is that instances of the subject
and experience of objects have to be unified in a single consciousness in order to be

referred to as identical in all instances (synthetic unity).
2.2.2.4 Self-consciousness and Nature

Synthesis of imagination and transcendental apperception enable us to form a synthetic
unity of appearances for which all pure concepts will be applicable. The synthetic unity
provides us with the idea of “unity” of nature and the a priori applicability of concepts
to this synthetic unity allows us to justify that the concept of causality is valid for all
appearances and therefore justify the idea that there is a mechanism of nature.
Transcendental apperception by supplying the fundamental unifying act of holding
appearances together, allows us to regard “objects of all possible experience” as nature
(Al114). It is clear that what we refer to as nature is not a thing-in-itself and that what
we know is nature only as appearance. Kant explicitly states that “nature is not a thing
it itself, but merely an aggregate of appearances” (A114). However, as can easily be
seen, this “sum” or “aggregate” cannot be given in a single intuition. The unity of all

appearances (nature) is an a priori concept.

Kant further claims that understanding as the condition of lawfulness and orderliness
of appearances is “the lawgiver of nature” (A126). Through the unity of apperception,
the pure concepts become valid for all appearances. As all syntheses are “subject to
the categories” and ‘“since experience is knowledge by means of connected
perceptions, the categories are the conditions of the possibility of experience” (B161).
Without the understanding, nature “that is, synthetic unity of the manifold of
appearances according to rules, would not exist at all” (A126-7). Categories by serving
as necessary rules for all appearances, prescribe their rules to nature. They provide
“the laws of the combination” of appearances and through prescribing laws to nature,
make nature possible (B 159-60). Moreover, we know that there is only one nature
(A125) and this unity cannot be derived from experience. “This unity of nature has to
be a necessary one, that is, has to be an a priori certain unity of the connection of
appearances” (A125). In other words, the order and lawfulness of nature is the
organization of the human mind. We perceive nature in an orderly manner, according
22



to rules given by concepts. In Kant’s words: “[T]he order and regularity in the

appearances, which we entitle nature, we ourselves introduce” (A125).

Transcendental apperception makes it possible that appearances stand together in one
consciousness thereby being capable of being related. Only through the unifying acts
and law-giving acts of human mind is nature, as the sum total of connected
appearances in a lawful framework, is possible. Human reason is the condition of
possibility of a lawful, orderly totality that is to be called “nature”. Natural laws are
universal conditions and as such their source must be a priori. The conception of
nature as having a causal mechanism therefore depends on our concepts and
transcendental apperception. The concept of “a cause is nothing but a synthesis . . .

according to concepts” (A112).

The idea that there would not be nature without the consciousness of the knowing
subject seems to be a bold claim; however, Kant defines nature in terms of
appearances. Nature in itself is not determined by the human understanding. Human
reason grasps the data/matter of sensibility and conceives it through unifying/ordering
acts of the mind. If, according to the Copernican turn, the perceiver is to be a factor in
the act of cognition, it is necessary that the knowing subject knows the objects
according to the constitution of its own cognitive power. Our cognitive apparatus is
such that we conceive an orderly unity. Actually, for a finite being with finite
sensibility there is no other way of conceiving “nature”. We cannot arrive at the unity
of nature through combining our experiences. Experience is limited by the conditions
of time and space and the spatio-temporally represented unity that is called nature in
its totality could not be given to us (as a whole) in intuition. It is clear that an
experience of nature would not be possible for us without the consciousness of “the
identity of function whereby it synthetically combines it in one knowledge” (A108).
Therefore, when Kant tells us that transcendental apperception is a condition for us to
comprehend nature he is also saying that our empirical self-consciousness is also given
by the same unifying act that gives us “nature” as object. To form an “object”, the

unifying act of consciousness is needed.
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As natural appearances “do not exist themselves but only relatively to the subject”, the
natural laws “do not exist in the appearances but only relatively to this same being”
(B164). This is in complete accordance with the Copernican turn. If the lawfulness of
appearances would likewise be induced from experience, the said lawfulness would be
contingent. But human being orders and unites the appearances in a lawful way by
referring them to the transcendental apperception, that is by keeping the appearances
together and ordering them according to rules. Nature, in its phenomenal sense, “is
dependent upon . . . categories as the original ground of its necessary conformity to
law” (B165).

However, this point brings with it complications regarding empirical laws of nature.
Since causality is a pure concept that is necessarily displayed in the connection of
appearances, what we know through this is that whatever happens will have a cause.
Yet we do not know what will cause what a priori. We need empirical experience to
determine the causes and observe the effects. We know through categories “nature in
general” (B165) that is “its conformity to law of all appearances in space and time”.
The empirical laws (which will be Kant’s concern in Critique of Judgment) “cannot in
their specific character be derived from the categories, although they are one and all
subject to them” (B165). However, all empirical laws of nature are determinations of

a priori laws given to nature by human understanding. (A126).
2.3 Time and Conceptuality: Schematism

Before exploring the principle of causality, the relation between a concept and an
intuition has to be shown. It is obvious that an object corresponding to the category of
cause cannot be given in intuition. We can never point to an object and say “this is
causality”. The subsumption of appearances under concepts requires another cognitive
power. The power of judgment (Urteilskraft) is concerned with the application of
concepts. It subsumes given representations under rules. Schematism of Categories
explains how we subsume particular instances under categories. Kant introduces the
transcendental schema which makes the subsumption of objects under concepts
possible. There must be a third thing, “which is homogeneous on the one hand with

the category and on the other hand with the appearance” which would mediate their
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relation (A138/B177). This schema should in part be “intellectual” and in part
“sensible” (A138/B177). These qualities Kant finds in the form of inner sense that is

time. Kant claims as follows:

application of the category to appearances becomes possible by means of the
transcendental determination of time, which, as the schema of the concepts of
the understanding, mediates the subsumption of the appearances under the
category (A139/B178).

Since categories are applicable only to appearances the categories are related to the
form of inner sense. The forms of sensibility present the conditions for appearances
and therefore the condition for the application of concepts. “This formal and pure
condition of sensibility to which the employment of the concept of the understanding
is restricted” is the schema of a concept (A140/B179). Schematism is the process of
the understanding applying schemata. The schema is a “rule of synthesis of the
imagination” (A141/B180) and is distinguished from the image in the sense that no
exact image of the categories can be exhibited. The schemata are “never completely
congruent with” concepts. (Al42/B181). They are the rules of imagination in
determining sensibility and since they are the enabling conditions they are
“transcendental” in this sense. Kant refers to a schema as “a transcendental product of
imagination” (A142/B181). The function of the schemata is to “realise the categories”
and “limit them to conditions which lie outside the understanding” that is, limit their
use to sensibility. By applying the schema, the appearances become phenomena or
“sensible concepts” (A146/B187).

All schemata are related to the form of inner sense in some manner. They are “nothing
but a priori determinations of time in accordance with rules” (A145/B184). With
regard to the categories of quantity they represent time-series; with regard to the
categories of quality they represent time-content; with regard to the categories of
relation they represent “time-order” and lastly with regard to the categories of modality
they represent “the scope of time in respect of all possible objects” (A145/B184). Since
causality is a category of relation (it is the relation of cause and effect), the schema of
causality concerns the time-order of appearances. According to the schema of cause,
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whenever something is posited another always follows. “It consists, therefore, in the
succession of the manifold, in so far as that succession is subject to a rule”
(A144/B183). In other words, although succession is the conditio sine qua non, a rule
is also needed. If a pencil falls to the ground and the perception of the sound of thunder
follows, although the pertinent perceptions are successive, they do not follow a rule:

thunder does not always follow.

What concerns us is the applicability of causality to all appearances and understanding
the mechanism of nature. Accordingly, the focus of this study is restricted to causality
and Kant’s explanations for each schema of each category will not be discussed.
Regardless, it should not be thought that each schema works independently. It is
evident that without the categories of quantity and their schematic application as
magnitude, the unity of an object would not be given for “the schema of magnitude is
the generation (synthesis) of time itself in the successive apprehension of an object”
(A145/B184). Without being able to refer to an object as identical in the time-series
we would not be able to posit something as a cause. Also according to the schema of
reality, the cause is likewise represented as being in time. And as the concept of a
causal law implies necessity, the schema for the category of necessity/contingency

must be applied for the causal relation.
2.4 Analogies of Experience

In order to understand the principle of mechanism in nature, we will have to refer to
analogies of experience which are synthetic a priori principles regarding categories of
relation. The second part of Transcendental Analytic investigates principles of pure
understanding which are synthetic a priori judgments that follow from the categories
and that are the basis of “all other modes of knowledge” (A136/B175). Kant
distinguishes between two kinds of principles in the understanding, namely the
mathematical and the dynamical. Mathematical principles are concerned with intuition
while dynamical principles deal with the existence of objects. While the former are
unconditionally necessary, the latter are also necessary but only under the conditions,
that is, they are necessary “mediately and indirectly” (B161/B200). Since the
mathematical principles are concerned with intuitions they have intuitive certainty.
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The dynamical principles, on the other hand, are concerned with concepts of relation
which mean that they have certainty through concepts or in others words, a discursive
certainty (A161-2/B201).

The mathematical principles demonstrate the a priori validity of mathematical
synthetic a priori principles and are related to the categories of quantity and quality.
The dynamical principles, on the other hand, are related to categories of relation and
modality and constitute the synthetic a priori principles of natural science. Kant’s
reason for this distinction is the different modes of combination exemplified therein.
In mathematical principles, the combined elements are homogeneous while the
dynamical principles allow us to combine heterogeneous elements. (B201 footnote a).
Since the principle of causality is a category of relation Kant places it under dynamical
principles and investigates it under the title of “analogies of experience” which are

related to categories of relation.

According to Kant, analogy means two different things in philosophy and
mathematics. While mathematical analogy is concerned “with the equality of two
quantitative” relations, the philosophical analogy concerns qualitative relations
(A179/B222). Analogies of experience justify the combination of “appearances only
according to what is no more than an analogy with the logical and universal unity of
concepts” (A181/B224). In other words, the combination of cause and effect is
analogous to that of hypothetical judgments. Paton thinks that analogies are entitled so

because they are analogues of the pure categories®. In his words:

When we, for example, say that effect is to cause as the melting of was is to X,
we do so only in virtue of the schema of necessary succession; and in so doing
we treat the relation of the necessarily succeeding to the necessarily preceding
as analogous to the consequent and ground which is thought in the pure
category™?.

® Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience. Vol. ll, p. 182.
10 Ibid., pp. 181-2.
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The common principle of analogies of experience is that “experience is possible only
through the representation of a necessary connection of perceptions” (B218) as
experience is “a synthesis of perceptions” (B 218). “The aim of analogies is to provide
“an objective time-order as opposed to subjective succession of events which would
prove Hume right”'!. The need for an objective time-order is Kant’s way of
distinguishing his theory from that of empiricists, which he thinks leads to skepticism.
We should be able to assert that the cause “objectively” precedes the effect. It must be
thinkable that:

objects, as opposed to our representations are in time. If [ am to think ‘the sound
of thunder occurred after the flash of lightning’, then I need to be able to think

more than just that a certain succession of representations occurred*?,

The relation of objects to objective time has a priori principles or rules. Since
principles of relation concern the existence of thing and since what we determine
through a priori concepts is not the existence of things but only their relations; the
analogies of experience (or dynamical principles in general) can yield “only regulative
principles” (A179/B222). The analogy gives us the rule of relation and tells us where
to look for. In other words, the principle regulates the understanding in its search for a
determinate cause. It does not constitute the sought for member but only tells us that
there is one. Put in causal terms what we know is just the causal relation. The principle
of causality tells us to look for a cause and that there must be one. However, it does
not automatically give us (or constitute) the cause. Analogies are therefore principles
to regulate the empirical use of understanding. There are three analogies which are
correlates of the three relational categories of substance/accident, cause/effect and
community. Accordingly, three analogies are the three dynamical relations of
“inherence, consequence and composition” (A215/B262). In order to understand the
order of nature, we have to understand how we order our perceptions “objectively” so

that they yield a lawful nature.

11 Gardner, Routledge Philosophy GuideBook to Kant and the Critique of Pure Reason, p. 111.
12 1bid., p. 112.
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2.4.1 First Analogy

Since time is the form of inner sense, all appearances are subject to time as
representations of the subject. We perceive every change and relation of simultaneity
and succession of appearances as in time. However, the time “in which all change of
appearances has to be thought, remains and does not change” (B224-5). Time “is itself
the unchanging framework to which all the change is referred”®. Since time is not an

appearance it “cannot by itself be perceived” (B225).

In the field of appearances, the substratum serves as the permanent which represent
time and serves as the permanent to establish an objective time-order. This is the
application of the relational category of substance-accident. To be able to refer to
change, we must presuppose something, “a ground which exists at all times” (B225),
and since time is not an appearance, substance serves as the referent point of objective
time-order. Of time, we claim that it does not change but all change takes place in it.
Consequently “all existence and all change in time have thus to be viewed as simply a
mode of existence of that which remains and persists” (A183/B227). Since substance
is the appearance which serves as the representation of time, we claim that all change
takes place in the substance and it does not change. So Kant asserts that throughout all
change “substance remains and only the accidents change” (A184/B227) and that this
is a law of nature. All change takes place in a substance as its determination. Kant
makes an exception for the category of substance as being not a relation by itself but
as “the condition of relations” (A187/B230). Alteration on this account is possible only
for what can persist (substance) through change. Substance, on this account, is what
enables the perception of change and therefore it is the basis of causality.

2.4.2 Second Analogy

Causality depends upon the change of perceptions. However, Hume can also grant this.
What Kant needs to show is that it is not just perceptual succession according to a
subjective necessity (habit) but according to an objective rule or law. Perceptions of

cause and effect are related or “connected in time” (B233). Still it is not enough that

13 |hid., p. 112.
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two perceptions are combined but they must also be combined in a specific order.
Namely, the effect (consequent) should always follow the cause and the objective
time-order should be irreversible. The second analogy therefore tries to show both the
objectivity of causality and its a priori status as a pure concept of the subject of the
Copernican turn. For Kant combination and synthesis (or the unifying acts) always
require spontaneity and cannot be given simply by the passive matter of the sense. Yet
we must be able to show “the combination of the manifold” is not arbitrary or
whimsical. Kant grants that appearances are already ‘“generated in the mind
successively” (A190/B235) and that objects of experience are only possible under this
necessary rule of succession. Yet for the time-order to be necessary, the object itself
(the appearance) must supply the rule of apprehension of successive representations
(A191/B236). Appearances,

in contradistinction to the representations of apprehension, can be represented
as an object distinct from them only if it stands under a rule which distinguishes
it from every other apprehension and necessitates some one particular mode of
connection of the manifold. The object is that in the appearance which contains

the condition of this necessary rule of apprehension (A191/B236).

Although seeming complex at first sight, what Kant tries to do is to distinguish his
theory from Hume’s. Causality must be object-based (even though those objects are
appearances and not things-in-themselves) and if it were purely subjective what could
only be claimed was that representations follow one another. Kant gives as an example
of the rule which provides an irreversible order of succession by a ship moving down
stream. The perception of the size of the ship should get smaller as it moves away. If
it got larger, the ship would be moving up the stream towards the perceiver. Conversely
a house could be perceived starting from different parts each time and in a different
order. The main difference is that the movement of a ship is an event. Kant tells us that
we would not be able to perceive an event “unless it is preceded by an appearance
which does not contain in itself this” change of states (A191/B237). The example of
the perception of the house is an instance of subjective succession, where the rule of

successive perceptions is not prescribed by the object itself. However, this subjective
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succession has to be derived from an objective succession as making it possible. To
clarify his position Kant contrasts his views with his predecessors in broad terms. If
the rule of succession would be derived from observations, it would be empirical and
contingent. Therefore, it cannot be arrived at by induction. The rule of necessary
succession must be a priori and for synthetic a priori judgments to be possible it must

be a condition for our experience.

Objects are related to each other according to an a priori rule. In the case of events,
the apprehension rests on a preceding state which makes it necessary that the
subsequent state follows. In order to perceive such a relation, we have to be able to
“ascribe a certain determinate position in time” for each thing and event. (B223/A198).
Events and things stand in time relation in respect of preceding states. (B223/A198).
Kant links the necessity of the time-order to the form of time. “The preceding time
necessarily determines the succeeding” (A199/B244). The role of understanding, then
he infers, is to “carry the time-order over into appearances and their existence”
(A199/B244-5). The relation of cause and effect is irreversible and necessary.
Although the order of representations in an event,

refers us to some preceding state as a correlate of the event which is given; and
though this correlate, is indeed, indeterminate, it none the less stands in a
determining relation to the event as its consequence, connecting the event in

necessary relation with itself in the time-series (A199/B244).

In other words; the cause may not always be given directly. It may be indeterminate
what the cause is. But even then, we are able to assert that it follows from another
preceding event. This time-order is objective. Kant expresses it in two ways: “The
order is determined in the object, or to speak more correctly, is an order of successive

synthesis that determines an object” (B246/A201).

Kant’s move might seem circular. He thinks that the time-order must be objective and
that the rule for succession must be found in the object of representation, however what
gives an object in the first place is the unifying (synthesizing) acts of imagination and
understanding. What Kant comes to say is that the unifying acts are objectifying acts,
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they relate appearances according to a priori rules. Causality is valid for all
appearances because it gives the rule for the order of appearances and makes
experience of them possible. All laws of natural science can be said to depend upon

this synthetic a priori principle that whatever happens must have a cause.
2.4.3 Third Analogy

The third analogy is concerned with the category of community. Regarding the time-
order, it is concerned with coexistence. By an example Kant gives, the perception of
the moon and earth may mutually follow one another. This is the relation of reciprocity
or community. For Kant it is obvious that this relation of coexistence or community
cannot be based on experience since in experience the perceptions follow one another
and are never at the same in the same subject. To claim the objective existence of
objects as coexistent, we need the category of community. The category of community
allows us to represent different things as substances mutually determining each other.

This is the basis of reciprocal interaction.

The category of community combines the categories of substance and causality.
Therefore, it is the idea of substances mutually causing determinations in each other.
From the individual perception of things of nature, we would not be able to form their

continuous unity:

Without community each perception of an appearance in space is broken off
from every other, and the chain of empirical representations, that is, experience
would have to begin entirely anew with each new object (A213-4/B260).

Objects of our experience as appearances “stand in community of apperception” and
are “represented as coexisting in connection with each other” and they “constitute a
whole” (A214/B260). This subjective community is not just fictitious but has an
objective basis. The perception of each thing depends and determines other
perceptions. In other words, although the relationality of appearances is a necessary
concept of the understanding, the objects themselves are represented as coexisting and

forming an objective “community of substances” (A214/B261).
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Taken together the three analogies explain the unity and mechanism of nature. By
nature, Kant understands, “the connection of appearances as regards their existence
according to necessary rules, that is, according to laws” (A216/B263). The unity of the
world-whole (nature) (A218/B265, footnote a) thus reflects the category of community
determined in time while its mechanism depends upon the category of causality. We
think nature as a community of substances interrelatedly determining (causing) each

other.
2.5 Nature as Phenomenon

The initial question of this study was “How is understanding of nature possible after
the Copernican turn?” After presenting Kant’s theory of the a priori conditions of
knowledge it is now easier to see how nature is possible for the subject of the
Copernican turn. Nature is the unitary and lawful sum of all appearances, and
appearances are subject to the cognitive constitution of the perceiver. Nature, as an
appearance, is spatio-temporal only on the condition of human sensibility and has a
causal mechanism only on the condition of human understanding. In other words, we
do not arrive at the unity or lawfulness of nature through adding particular natural
things in order to make a whole. The implication of the Copernican Turn and Critique
of Pure Reason is that nature is an a priori concept, which is exhibited (becomes
sensible) in experience. Claiming that the possibility of nature is a priori is to say that
nature is possible for human reason and that reason is the lawgiver of nature. The
condition of our experience of empirical nature turns out to be a priori concepts and

intuitions.

The possibility of nature is linked to the possibility of synthetic a priori judgments. In
order to account for the a priori character of our cognition, Kant tries to determine the
conditions of possibility of knowledge. The conditions are pure forms of sensibility,
transcendental syntheses of the imagination, transcendental apperception and pure
concepts of the understanding. The a priori intuitions and concepts are the enabling
conditions of experience. Due to the fact that they make experience possible, they are
valid of all objects of experience which is exactly what objective validity (therefore
empirical reality) is. Synthetic a priori judgments and nature are possible because the
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perceiving subject has a priori structures in its cognitive powers which it imposes on
the matter. But all this is only valid of nature as it appears or nature as it is known by
human beings. We have no knowledge of the real possibility of nature as it is in itself,

or of the possibility of its non-sensible substrate.

Although the human cognitive capacities make experience possible, by supplying the
form of experience, this is merely a possible experience and matter (sensation) of
experience is likewise needed in order to refer to something as actual. The activity of
the cognizer is limited to determining the order of matter, that is, to give form to it.
The Copernican turn therefore does not claim that we “create” things, or that we are
responsible from the existence of things, but only that we “determine” them as regards
to their form. The first would be an act of intuitive understanding which would be able
to directly intuit its conceptions without the mediation of a sensibility. Such an
understanding would thus give its objects to itself simply by their concepts. Human
cognitive powers, on the other hand, are such that, the given matter must be subjected
to unifying acts in order to be understood. The activity of our understanding consists
not in providing itself an intuition to itself given that our understanding is only
discursive. This indicates that our understanding cannot be source of the existence of
objects that it determines in a conceptual manner. Thus “existence” is not a concept or
a predicate. “In the mere concept of a thing no mark of its existence is to be found”

(A225/B272).

As for the mechanism of nature, empirical observations of causal relations are not
enough to justify the proposition that “all appearances stand in causal connection”. In
contemporary terms, the problem of induction seems to be the Achilles’ heel of
empiricism. To establish something which is true of all appearances regardless of their
mode of existence, we must presuppose a priori conditions in and by which all
appearances are conditioned. It is obvious that causality depends on the condition of
time. Without time, there would be no time-order. From the Kantian standpoint, time

IS not an entity but only a form of human sensibility.

Kant seems to be reducing the mechanism of nature and the principle of causality to

regulative principles. However, he later on seems to say the exact opposite: “In
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Transcendental Analytic we said that dynamical principles are regulative. Yet they are
constitutive in respect of experience possible a priori.” (A664/B692). However, these
claims are not contradictory. It is my contention that causality is constitutive of
experience yet also regulative in the sense that it is not constitutive of objects. What is
meant by this is exemplified in the analogies of experience where Kant contrasts the
dynamical and mathematical principles. The mathematical principles constitute or
construct their objects. Analogies, on the other hand, are principles of relations and
they construct relations. These relations are necessary for experience yet they do not
determine the sides of the relations directly. What we know through the principle of
relation is that whatever happens must have a cause. Then again, the cause may not be
immediately given and it is up to us to find the cause. In this sense, the principle of
causality regulates or directs the human understanding toward the path of finding the
cause, therefore it is regulative. As for the principle of the mechanism of nature
(causality of efficient causes) it should be said that it is not equivalent to the principle
of causality since the latter principle does not define any specific types of causes. Since
the cause is left indeterminate by the principle of causality, the principle that guides us
toward finding efficient causes can only be regulative. The status of the principle of
mechanism will further be discussed in connection with the antinomy of teleological

judgment.

The conclusion to be drawn from Critique of Pure Reason is that nature is an a priori
concept. We could not arrive at unity, totality and necessity of nature empirically. Thus
the synthetic unity should be a priori. Still we are left with conflicts of judgment which
stem from a mechanical conception of nature. If causality strictly determines all
appearances, how can actions of human beings be considered as free? If nature as a
phenomenon depends on the construction and organization of the knowing subject how
can the same subject consider itself to be free? How can the human reason fall into
conflict regarding its own construction? The answer to these questions requires a
further analysis of the heterogeneity of cognitive powers and the discursivity of human
knowledge.
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CHAPTER 3

MECHANISM, FREEDOM AND THE HUMAN STANDPOINT

This chapter will focus on the third antinomy of pure reason, i.e. the antinomy between
the mechanism of nature and human freedom. To understand Kant’s “solution” to the
antinomy will require an explanation of his thoughts regarding the distinction between
phenomena and noumena. His derivation of transcendental ideas will help define the
“idea” of nature as against the concept of nature previously defined. Finally, the
distinguishing feature of his transcendental idealism will be found in the heterogeneity
of human cognitive powers which is required for the question of the possibility of
synthetic a priori judgments. This exhibition will show what “the human standpoint”
consists in, how it is arrived at through the critical project and its contribution to the

antinomy regarding the mechanism of nature and its role in providing a solution.
3.1 The Distinction of Phenomena and Noumena

Kantian scholars seem to be divided on the nature of the distinction of phenomena and
noumena. While some claim that it reflects a dualistic ontology (referred to as the two-
worlds view) others claim that it is only an epistemological distinction based on the
heterogeneity of cognitive powers (referred to as the dual-aspect view)*. According
to the two-worlds view, the conclusion to be drawn from the thesis of the
transcendental ideality of space and time is that things-in-themselves are non-spatial
and atemporal objects. On this account, Kant’s transcendental idealism is interpreted
as distinguishing two ontological domains of spatio-temporal and non-spatio-temporal
objects®®. Accordingly, the concept of phenomenon is thought as referring to the

former set of objects while noumenon is to the latter. The epistemological dual-aspect

14 See Guyer, Kant and the Claims of Knowledge, pp. 333-5 for a defense of the two-worlds view. See
Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism, pp. 6-19 for a defense of the epistemological dual-aspect view.

15 Guyer, Kant and the Claims of Knowledge, p. 334.
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reading on the other hand, insists that the distinction is not an ontological one “between
two ontologically distinct sets of entities”'® and that it merely consist in two
epistemological standpoints. Although due to the a priori conditions of sensibility we
represent things spatio-temporally, the a priori forms of thought of pure understanding
enable us to abstract from these conditions and therefore form non-contradictory
concepts of objects which cannot be given in intuition. On this account, the concept of
phenomena entails objects which are given in intuition while noumenon refers only to

intelligible objects.

This study will follow the epistemological dual-aspect reading of transcendental
idealism. The section that is commonly referred to as Phenomena and Noumena was
rewritten by Kant for the second edition of CPR. In the first edition there are passages
that would strongly support the idea of a two-worlds interpretation of Kant’s
philosophy (See A249-53). However, Kant’s careful rephrasing of the section in B
edition clearly shows that he wants to avoid ontological distinctions. The concern of
Kant’s transcendental idealism is “not the nature of things . . . but the understanding
which passes judgment upon the nature of things” (A12-3/B26). Moreover, he
explicitly states that the presumptions of ontological assertions should be replaced by
an analysis of cognitive powers (See A247/B303). Additionally, the “transcendental”
distinction explicitly refers to “conditions of possibility of knowledge” and it loses its
meaning if interpreted as a metaphysical distinction as the two-worlds interpretation
considers it. It should not be forgotten that Kant’s whole endeavor was to analyze
human mind’s capabilities therefore provide a criticism in order to determine the limits
of knowledge. Lastly, as we will see at the end of this chapter the transcendental
distinction between appearances and things in themselves is not congruent with the
distinction of phenomena and noumena. Although the thing in itself is a noumenal

concept, there are other noumenal concepts.

Kant finds the ground of the distinction of phenomena and noumena in application of

concepts. There are two possible types of employment for concepts, namely the

16 Allison, Transcendental Idealism, p. 16.
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transcendental and the empirical employment (A238/B298). Empirical employment
consists in applying categories to objects of experience, that is, appearances. In their
transcendental employment, on the other hand, concepts are applied “to things in
general and in themselves” (A238/B298), that is, to objects that cannot be given in
intuition or in other words, they are the ways in which we think the non-sensible.

The rightful application of categories is to appearances. In this context, our objects are
phenomena or the sensible objects of experience. “Appearance” was previously
defined by Kant as “the undetermined object of empirical intuition” (A20/B34).
Phenomenon, on the other hand, is an appearance determined by the categories.
However, even if not applied to appearances, the forms of thought still enable us to
“think” objects of which we have no intuition. We can “think™ objects as they might
be in themselves. However, this would indicate merely their logical possibility as
objects of thought but not their real possibility as objects of possible experience. These
objects, which cannot be given but can only be objects of thought, Kant entitles as the

intelligible object or noumena. As H.J. Paton states:

In their transcendental use concepts are applied . . . to things as they are in
themselves and as they can be grasped by understanding without the aid of
sense. Such objects are called “noumena”, that is, understandable or intelligible

(and not sensible objects)?’.

Although Kant’s acceptance of the existence of things in themselves has ontological
implications, this does not mean that there are ontologically two distinct things since
phenomena or things as they appear to us are only representations, that is, they do not
constitute by themselves an ontological domain. We can understand the distinction
between phenomena and noumena as having a basis in the duality of human cognitive
powers. Phenomenon is the concept of an object which can be given in intuition. We
can determine phenomena with pure concepts of the understanding thereby have
knowledge of them. Noumenon, on the other hand, is the concept of an object which

can only be thought but not given. Since such a conception does not refer to conditions

17 Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience. Vol. |1, p. 439.
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of sensibility and since knowledge can only emerge from the combination of the two
conditions of knowledge, we cannot have knowledge of noumena. Therefore, the
distinction of phenomena and noumena refer to the sensible (knowable) and the

intelligible (yet unknowable) respectively.

There are two senses of noumenon, namely the negative and the positive. Noumenon
is “not an object of our sensible intuition” (B307). This is its negative characterization
as not being determinable or knowable by us. Since categories do not have meaning
beyond their application to intuition, in order to understand noumenon in the positive
sense, a postulation of an intuition of a different kind than the sensible human intuition
is required (B 308). We do not know the possibility of another understanding that is
different than ours. However, since the conditions of thought and the conditions of
givenness are separate for our cognition, we can conceive an understanding that does

not have a similar limitation of sensibility.

In the positive sense noumenon is “an object of a non-sensible intuition” (B307). In
this sense, it is thought that a conceivable understanding with a non-sensible intuition
might know things as they are in themselves without the mediation of the senses. It is
obvious that what is meant by this is beyond human cognitive powers. Kant often uses
the example of a conceivable understanding with non-sensible intuition in which
conditions of givenness and thought are not differentiated, in order to emphasize the
peculiarity of human understanding. This non-sensible intuition is also referred to as
intellectual intuition or intuitive understanding in which there is no differentiation

between the possibility of an object and its actuality.

Therefore, the concept of noumenon is an abstraction and the representation of
an object in general. In its negative use, it is only an indeterminate concept. In
its positive sense, it may be a determinate concept for an intuitive
understanding but not for us who have a discursive understanding bound by the

conditions of sensibility?2.

18 Ibid., pp. 452-3.
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In order to ascertain what the concept of noumenon entails we cannot make use of
categories since they are only valid of given objects and if the conditions of givenness
are removed, there does not remain an object for us to apply them to. In other words,
determining the concept of noumenon is beyond the a priori capability of
understanding. The limit of a priori capability of understanding is to determine “the
form of a possible experience in general” (B303/A246). Therefore, its rightful
application is its empirical employment in ordering appearances. Determining the true
nature of things-in-themselves (what they are independent of human understanding
and sensibility) is an impossibility. Therefore, Kant asserts that our knowledge is
restricted to appearances and we have no a priori way of knowing what things are in
themselves. Consequently, ontological claims are baseless and should give their way
to a critical analysis of the contribution of cognitive powers in the formation of

knowledge:

... the proud name of an Ontology that presumptuously claims to supply . . .
synthetic a priori knowledge of things in general . . . must, therefore, give place
to the modest title of a mere Analytic of pure understanding (A247/B303).

Noumenon in human knowledge is to be taken “only in a negative sense” according to
Kant (B309). However, the concept of noumenon has a use for human understanding:
the function of limiting. It serves to “limit the objective validity of sensible
knowledge” so that it is not “extended to thing in themselves” (A254/B310). We see
that the distinction between phenomenon and noumenon does not reflect a distinction
between two ontologically distinct domains but only the limits of human cognition.
What the concept of noumenon negatively shows is that “understanding is not limited
through sensibility” yet the same understanding sets limits to itself through the concept
of noumena (A256/B312-3). It is already seen that the source of the limiting concept
is the understanding and the concept of noumena is not taken from an ontologically
distinct kind of objects. It is a distinction of understanding in the process of
distinguishing its rightful domain. What the concept of noumena is saying is that “our
kind of intuition does not extend to all things, but only to objects of the senses . . . and

that a place remains open for some other kind of intuition, and so for things as its
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objects” (A286/B342-3). Kant is therefore limiting only human knowledge and not all

possible knowledge.
3.2 The Dialectic of Reason

Transcendental Dialectic is concerned with transcendental illusion, which is an illusion
that is caused by extending principles of understanding beyond experience.
Transcendental illusion differs from logical illusion. Logical illusions arise from “lack
of attention to the logical rule” (A296/B353). Transcendental illusion, on the other
hand, continues even after the mistake is realized through criticism, which entails
distinguishing the source regarding human cognitive powers. In transcendental
illusion, the conditions of sensibility which are subjective conditions, are mistaken for
“objective necessity in the determination of things in themselves” (A297/B353). In
other words, they consist in accepting the conditions of givenness (or sensibility) as

conditions of existence of things which gives rise to ontological assertions.

The aim of transcendental dialectic is therefore, not eliminating errors but only to show
their sources and exposing the nature of illusions. Transcendental illusions are
“natural” and “inevitable” (A298/B354). The tendency to such illusions is “inseparable
from human reason” (A298/B354) because it is the human standpoint itself which
produces these illusions. “Transcendental illusion is precisely that our ideas appear to
give us knowledge of . . . transcendent objects, when in fact they do not”*°. Pure reason
infers transcendental ideas from concepts of the understanding and then treats them as

being capable of yielding a priori knowledge.
3.3 Reason

Kant characterizes reason as the highest cognitive power. He tells us that the journey
of knowledge begins with sensibility, passes through the understanding and finally
ends in reason. Reason is a different source of concepts and principles than that of
understanding. Kant refers to reason as a faculty/power of principles. Principles of
reason are synthetic cognitions “derived from concepts” (A301/B357).

19 Rohlf, “The Ideas of Pure Reason”, p. 194.
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Kant asserts that the type of principles that reason seeks are altogether different than
that of understanding. The knowledge acquired through understanding is discursive
knowledge, which is mediated through concepts. Understanding needs intuitions to
apply its concepts to. What this entails is that the knowledge acquired through
understanding “does not depend on thought alone” (A302/B358). Reason, on the other
hand, aims to arrive at knowledge only through principles without the use of intuition
and independently of the conditions of sensibility. While understanding unites the
manifold, reason is the cognitive power which unites the rules of understanding
according to principles (A302/B359). “Reason is then a higher-order faculty that aims
to unify judgments of the understanding under more universal principles?°. Therefore,

application of reason is not to experience but to understanding.

Moreover, the unity of reason is altogether different from that of the unity of
understanding. Kant claims that understanding does not even has a concept of the kind
of unity that reason is after. While understanding is limited by conditions of sensibility,
reason seeks unlimited or absolute principles. Reason seeks absolute universality while

the universality of a rule of understanding is only comparatively so:

The law of causality is Kant’s favorite example of a rule of the understanding.
... The law of causality is not absolutely universal, Kant says, because our
knowledge of this law derives from reflection on the conditions of possible
human experience, which is limited by our forms of intuition. As a result, we
know only that the law of causality is universally true of human experience,
but not whether it applies more universally to things in themselves beyond the

limits of possible human experience?.
3.3.1 The Principle of Reason

The function of reason is to reduce the manifold of knowledge to fewest principles as
possible in order to achieve unity. The principles of reason therefore aim at unity of

the rules of the understanding. They do not determine appearances. The principles of

20 |hid., p. 198.
21 |bid., p. 199.
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reason merely organize the principles of understanding and are subjective. This way
of organizing does not have objective validity. Since it is “merely a subjective law for
the orderly management of the possession of our understanding”, Kant entitles such
subjective principles of reason as “maxims” (A306/B363). The immediate object of

reason is not appearances but only concepts and judgments (A306/B363).

In its logical employment, the principle of reason is to find the condition of conditions
which would itself be unconditioned. However, there is in reason another principle
that arises out of this logical principle. Reason assumes that “if a conditioned is given
.. . the whole series of conditions . . . is likewise given, that is, is contained in the
object and its connection” (A307-8/B364). This principle cannot be a principle of the
understanding because it is related to a synthesis which understanding is incapable of.
Kant tells us that “the conditioned is analytically related to some condition but not to
the unconditioned” (A308/B364) and therefore this principle is a synthetic principle of
reason. However, this principle cannot become part of an empirical employment and
it is a transcendent principle in that it transcends the limits of a possible experience.
The “whole” series of conditions up to the unconditioned cannot not be given in
experience. Understanding on the other hand, has immanent principles, that is, they

are capable of being exhibited in a possible experience.
3.3.2 The Ideas of Pure Reason

Kant claims that reason arrives at its concepts by inference (A310/B366). The concepts
of reason are transcendental ideas. Kant begins his treatment of ideas by showing its
roots in Plato’s thought. He thinks that Plato used:

the expression “idea” in such a way . . . to have meant by it something which
not only can never be borrowed from the sense but far surpasses even the
concepts of the understanding . . . inasmuch as in experience nothing is ever to
be met with that is coincident with it (A313/B370).

Although Kant refers to Plato as the originator of the meaning of “idea”, it should be
noted that Kant does not envisage an ontologically distinct world of ideas. On the

contrary, he thinks that ideas are productions of pure reason which strives to achieve
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completeness and unity of knowledge. “Kant also denies that our ideas govern the
structure of the sensible world, as Platonic ideas were supposed to do and as Kant

holds that our categories and forms of intuition do”?2.

Kant thinks that Plato’s ideas also admit of the teleology of nature, that is, the
conceivability of nature and particulars from their ideas regarded as ends. Although he
greatly admires the use of Platonic ideas in matters of “morality, legislation and
religion” (A318/B375), he finds their proper use in morality where experience cannot
give us rules for it. What we “ought” to do can never be inferred from what “is”. In

Kant’s words, “in respect of moral laws” experience is “the mother of illusion”

(A318/B375).

Kant deduces transcendental ideas from reason’s logical use, much like the
metaphysical deduction of the categories. However, he claims that it is not an objective
deduction but only a subjective derivation (A336/B393). The reason is that they do not
have any relation to an object of possible experience. Therefore, there is no way to
provide an object-ive deduction of these ideas.

Pure reason is a faculty of inferences. The logical form of inference is that of syllogism.
The major premise of the syllogism is given through the understanding as a rule. The
minor premise is a judgment, that is, subsumption of something under the rule of the
major premise. Conclusion of a syllogism is known “a priori through reason” (A304-
5/B360-1). Pure reason always seeks ever higher conditions by which all the rest can
be deduced a priori. Therefore, a syllogism “is extended . . . by a prosyllogism”?3. In
other words, reason seeks for a condition which conditions the major premise by

ascending to higher conditions.

Although “Caius is mortal” is a judgment which can be put forth by the understanding,
in a syllogism it is derived from the major premise of “All human beings are mortal”
and the minor premise of “Caius is a human being”. The major premise, as regards its

quantity, is a universal judgment valid for all human beings. In Michael Rohlf’s

22 |hid., p. 202.
23 |hid., p. 197.
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example of prosyllogism?* the major premise is extended to its conditions by adding
two premises (“All animals are mortal” and “All humans are animals™) so that the
major premise becomes a conclusion of a previous syllogism. Kant’s transition from
prosyllogisms to transcendental ideas is obscure and has been the subject of endless
debates regarding both his method of derivation and his intentions. What he seems to
be doing is to make the transition from the logical form of a judgment to a category
and from the category to the idea. Moving from the universal judgment to the category,
Kant tells us that “in the synthesis of intuitions we have corresponding to this the
allness (universitas) or totality of conditions” (A322/B379). Henry E. Allison thinks
that since category operates “at the level of transcendental logic or the synthesis of
intuitions”, the totality of conditions for the predicate means “the complete collection

of X’s . . . falling under the concept ‘human’” or all human beings?°.

Kant next tells us that “transcendental concept of reason is, therefore, none other than
the concept of the totality of the conditions for any given conditioned” (A322/B379).
From there he infers that either the totality of conditions can be possible by the
unconditioned or the totality itself can be unconditioned. “A pure concept of reason
can in general be explained by the concept of the unconditioned, conceived as
containing a ground of the synthesis of the conditioned” (A322/B379). In order to
survey the series of conditions, reason assumes them “as completed and as given in
their totality” (A332/B388). While categories of understanding deal with the
“synthetic unity of representations”, transcendental ideas “are concerned with the
unconditioned synthetic unity of all conditions in general” (B391/A334). Kant further
refines the totality that reason seeks as an absolute totality. By absolute he means what
i1s “valid without restriction” by contrasting it to “what is valid comparatively”
(A326/B382). This seems to be a better characterization of what transcendental ideas
entail. Transcendental ideas claim to determine their object without the aid of

experience or as it is in itself, without the restriction of conditions of givenness.

24 |bid., p. 197.

25 Allison, Transcendental Idealism, p. 316.
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There are three transcendental ideas of pure reason which are based on the three
relational categories of substance, cause/effect and community. The first is the idea of
soul which is the inference of the absolute unity of the thinking subject and its
substantiality. The second idea, which is the idea of a world-whole, is related to the
category of causality. As the “series of the conditions of appearance” (A334/B391) or
cause-effect relations cannot be synthesized indefinitely, reason infers the absolute
unity these conditions as the idea of a world-whole. The third transcendental idea is
the idea of God. Reason in its attempt to find an unconditioned ground which
conditions all objects, arrives at the idea of God as “the absolute unity of the condition
of all objects of thought” (A334/B391). The first idea is the object of psychology, the
second of cosmology and the third of theology. There are three kinds of dialectical
inferences that are based on these three classes of ideas. The dialectical inferences
regarding soul are paralogisms. Ideal of pure reason is the dialectical illusion arising
out of the idea of God. Antinomies are concerned with dialectical inferences arising

out of the cosmological idea of the world (as the sum-total of all appearances).
3.3.3 Cosmological Ideas and the Third Antinomy

In the following, our concern will be focused on the way in which Kant treats
cosmological ideas and the antinomies of pure reason. Cosmological ideas are the
transcendental ideas which are concerned with “absolute totality in the synthesis of
appearances” (A407-8/B434). In this context, Kant subtly introduces the “idea” of

nature without clearly explaining its relation to the concept of nature.

Kant tells us in the system of cosmological ideas that “reason does not generate any
concept” and that “transcendental concepts can issue only from the understanding”
(A408-9/B435). Transcendental concepts extend the use of concepts of the
understanding beyond possible experience. Cosmological ideas are extensions of the
concept of nature which is a concept of the understanding. The transition from the
concept of nature to the idea of nature requires clarification. It is hard to distinguish
the two since nature as a concept seems to display all the characteristics of an idea.
Ideas “unite all the acts of the understanding, in respect of every object, into an

absolute whole” (A326-7/B383). They are concepts “to which no corresponding object
46



can be given in sense-experience” (A327/B383). Thus, Kant tells us that “the absolute
whole of all appearances . . . is only an idea” (A328/B384). Nature as a concept of
understanding (the sum of all appearances) also can never be given in its totality in

experience.

Kant both in the “Transcendental Analytic” and in the Critique of Judgment refers to
nature as a concept of the understanding. The unity of nature depends on the synthetic
unity of the manifold and transcendental apperception. Given Kant’s refinements in
the Dialectic, we may conclude that nature as a concept of the understanding has only
a “comparative universality”. However, transcendental ideas aim at ‘“absolute
totality”. While concepts of the understanding are valid for all human experience, ideas
claim validity without this restricting condition (i.e., human experience). For the idea
of nature to be “valid without restriction” (A326/B382), it must be thought as
unconditioned, that is, with its own ground. When nature is thought unconditionally,
it is thought as free from of the conditions of sensibility. Thus, Kant upholds that all
reason can do “is to free a concept of the understanding from the unavoidable
limitations of possible experience” (A409/B485). Therefore, what the idea of nature

entails is “nature in itself”.

In the introduction to the antinomies Kant further defines nature. He distinguishes
world and nature, which are sometimes used in the same sense although they signify
different things. World “signifies the mathematical sum-total of all appearances and
totality of their synthesis” (A418/B446). Nature signifies the same world “viewed as
a dynamical whole” (A418/B446). In other words, world signifies magnitude while

nature signifies “the unity in the existence of appearances” (A419/B447).

According to the refinement of the idea of nature above, in antinomies there are
transcendent claims about “nature in itself”. There are four antinomies of pure reason.
In the first pair of antinomies, the assertions about “nature in itself” are based on
mathematical concepts and in the last pair on dynamical concepts. The principle that
Kant follows in solutions will be to undermine the transcendental realist claims by

invoking the transcendental distinction between phenomena and noumena.
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The type of dialectical inference that is referred to as antinomy is a hypothetical
syllogism which has “as its content the unconditioned unity of the objective conditions
in the [field of] appearance” (A406/B433). Antinomies are concerned with the
cosmical concepts. They are “seemingly” contradictory claims which are neither
provable nor deniable.

Antinomies rest on what Kant calls as antithetic assertions. An antithetic is the conflict
of dogmatic assertions which are neither provable nor deniable (A420-1/B448). The
sides of the conflict are thesis and antithesis. Each side of the antinomy is defensible
yet they are unable to prove that the opposite assertion is invalid. Kant characterizes
the position of the antitheses as that of empiricism and the theses as dogmatism since
the latter presuppose (without prior criticism of cognitive powers) intelligible
beginnings. While the transcendental dialectic, through showing their sources, aims to
render them harmless, they are unavoidable and continue to deceive us even when their

illusory nature is exposed.

The conflicting assertions of the antinomies are directed to ascending in the series of
appearances up to the unconditioned. The totality that reason seeks is concerned with
the condition of appearances “in so far as these conditions constitute a series”
(A416/B443). Completing the synthesis of conditions require either an unconditioned
first member of the series or an infinite regress in the series. These two kinds of regress

are exemplified in the theses and antitheses of the antinomies respectively.

Kant’s method for laying bare the conflict is the skeptical method which he conceives
as allowing the conflict of assertions in order to detect the source of conflict. He insists
that this is a method aiming for certainty and which is completely different from
skepticism. The skeptical method is essential for transcendental philosophy
(A424/B452). The reason for this is that transcendental philosophy aims at
distinguishing sources of knowledge and error. Since transcendental assertions “lay
claim to insight into what is beyond the field of all possible experiences”, “what is
erroneous in them can never be detected by means of any experience” (A425/B453).
This is exactly the reason why they cannot be refuted or confirmed. The critique then
aims to discern (krinein) their source. There are four antinomies of pure reason. The
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third antinomy is related to the relational category of causality. The category of
causality “presents a series of causes of a given effect” (A414/B441-2). The
cosmological idea corresponding to causality is “absolute completeness in the

Origination of an appearance” (A415/B443).

The thesis of the third antinomy asserts that other than the causality of nature there is
another causality which is that of freedom. The proof of the thesis rests on the thought
that the series of causes could not go on indefinitely. If that were so, the completeness
of the series would not be possible. Therefore, there must be an initial cause which is
undetermined by any other condition. This causality which is needed to complete the

series is transcendental freedom which posits a cause with “absolute spontaneity”.

The antithesis is that there is no freedom and everything happens through causality of
laws of nature. The proof of the antithesis is that assuming freedom disrupts the unity
of experience by presupposing a beginning which cannot be given in experience. In
order for this free cause to effect subsequent states, it must have a preceding state in
time in which it has no causal relation. This however, is against the mechanism of
nature and such an unconditioned cause cannot be given. Therefore, freedom is an
illusion which prevents understanding from seeking a cause. In the observations of the
antithesis, we encounter the argument that even if there is freedom, it cannot constitute
a part of the series of appearances. Assuming freedom in nature disrupts the very idea
of nature. If freedom were to be accepted, “that connection of appearances determining
one another with necessity according to universal laws, which we entitle nature . . .
would almost entirely disappear” (A451/B479). In other words, freedom and nature
are irreconcilable according to the antithesis.

Pure reason has a practical interest in the thesis of the antinomy. Practical interest of
reason is that we are “summoned to action” and to be able to act, we must assume
freedom (A475/B503). Kant always has this practical interest in view. If the antithesis
is granted, “moral ideas and principles lose all validity” (A468/B496). However,
reason also has a speculative interest in the assertion of the antithesis. Understanding

i1s encouraged to expand its knowledge on the basis of natural laws. “There is no
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necessity to leave the chain of the natural order and resort to ideas, the objects of which

are not known, because . . . they can never be given” (A469/B497).
3.4 The Solution of the Third Antinomy: Nature and Freedom Reconciled

For Kant, only transcendental idealism provides solutions for the antinomies of pure
reason. In transcendental idealism, objects are treated as appearances as opposed to
transcendental realism, which claims that the objects we cognize are things in
themselves. Although the solutions of the antinomies all depend on transcendental
idealism, their solution differ depending on the types of syntheses they aim at. As Kant
had shown in “Transcendental Analytic” the mathematical and the dynamical
categories are different with regard to the syntheses they enable. They are the syntheses
of homogeneous and heterogeneous things respectively. Since antinomies result from
transcendent application of categories the same distinction with regard to types of
syntheses are applicable to them. In mathematical synthesis of appearances “no other
than a sensible condition is admissible”, that is to say, none that is not itself a part of
the series (A530/B558). In dynamical series, however, as they concern the synthesis
of heterogeneous elements, “a heterogeneous condition, not itself a part of the series,
but purely intelligible . . . can be allowed” (A530/B558). Accordingly, Kant divides

antinomies into two groups of mathematical and dynamical antinomies.

The mathematical antinomies (which are concerned with the beginning and the limit
of the world and the completeness of divisibility) are resolved by claiming that
assertions of both the theses and the antitheses are false since they take the world as a
thing in itself. Conversely, dynamical antinomies allow of being resolved “to the
satisfaction of both parties” (A530/B558) as the opposing judgments may be thought
of as both being true. As the third antinomy of pure reason is concerned with the
dynamical concept of causality, it is a dynamical antinomy. Therefore, in the solution
of the third antinomy Kant intends to reconcile the practical and speculative interests
of reason. Freedom can be allowed although not as an appearance or as part of the
series of appearances but as an intelligible cause therefore fulfilling the practical
interest of reason. And since this assumption causes no disruption to the synthesis of
appearances according to laws, understanding may still continue its business of
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empirical synthesis as the unconditioned is never to be met with in experience. It does
not interrupt the “continuity of the empirical regress” to the causal conditions
(A531/B559, footnote a). In this way, unconditioned could be thought as “prior to
appearances” (A531/B559) yet still not be given. In other words, the conditions of
givenness and thought can be applied in different contexts.

Kant defines the cosmological meaning of freedom as “the power of beginning a state
spontaneously” (A533/B561). Since the chain of causes cannot be pursued
indefinitely, reason in order to arrive at totality, infers the idea of freedom as capable
of starting a series of events spontaneously. The solution of the third antinomy
therefore turns on the issue of the compatibility of mechanism of nature and the
concept of freedom. Is it possible to assert that there are free actions if all world of
sense, including human beings, is conditioned by the law of causality? The problem
is, in Kant’s words, “whether [freedom] can exist along with the universality of the
natural law of causality” (A536/B564). Or is it possible to say that “in one and the
same event, in different relations” both mechanism of nature and freedom can be
found? (A536/B564)%. The different relations consist in the two different standpoints
of phenomena and noumena. One and the same thing can be considered as regards its
intelligible and phenomenal (sensible or empirical) character. In its intelligible
character the cause can be considered free while in its effect might be regarded as an

appearance, bound by the conditions of sensibility.

The subject is viewed in its intelligible character in the first sense and in its empirical
character in the second sense. This distinction rests on the distinction of noumena and
phenomena which depended on the heterogeneity of cognitive powers or in other
words, the difference of conditions of givenness and conditions of thought. It may be
granted that since the intelligible cause is outside the series of appearances, an event
may be viewed as free in its intelligible cause while determined according to causality
in respect of appearances.

26 Emphasis added.
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Acts are only observable in their empirical character or in their conformity to the world
of sense. In other words, freedom in its intelligible aspect is thought noumenally.
Considered as something as it is in itself it is free from the condition of time and of
causality. Therefore “no action begins in this active being itself . . . but we may . . .
say that the active being of itself begins its effects in the sensible world” (A541/B569).

Claiming this would not be contradictory to the law that whatever happens must have
a cause. Events in phenomenal world still need causes to begin. Freedom and
mechanism of nature is compatible on the view that freedom may be thought as the
intelligible character of the action while the mechanism of nature refers to its empirical

character.

Since freedom is not something which is or can be given it should not be thought under
conditions of givenness. What the solution of the third antinomy claims is that freedom
is only an idea, which does not rest on experience and which cannot be given in
experience. Accordingly, the two kinds of causality (the causality through freedom and
the causality of nature) can be thought as “at least not incompatible” (A558/B586).

Kant concludes that freedom cannot be accepted on the premise of transcendental
realism. “Nature will then be the complete and sufficient determining cause of every
event” (A536/B564). If transcendental idealism is assumed, on the other hand, it could
be claimed that appearances as representations can have a ground other than the
sensible since they are viewed as representations only. On this view, it is conceivable

that an intelligible cause which is not itself an appearance may determine appearances.

This solution allows Kant to represent another order of things; that is freedom and
morality. Morality (practical use of reason) involves the thought that something “ought
to have happened”. The causality and mechanism of nature do not exclude freedom,
for we are capable of acting “independently of those natural causes” (A534/B562).
This is due to the fact that we regard our person as capable of acting freely. As Kant
says, “the action is ascribed to the agent’s intelligible character” (A585/B583). Kant’s
following remark on the solution of the antinomy is essential for it claims that the
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admittance of freedom does not entail its knowledge or existence but only its

intelligibility:

The reader should be careful to observe that in what has been said our intention
has not been to establish the reality of freedom as one of the faculties which
contain the cause of appearances of our sensible world. For that enquiry, as it
does not deal with concepts alone, would not have been transcendental. And
further, it could not have been successful, since we can never infer from
experience anything which cannot be thought in accordance with the laws of
experience (A557-8/B585-6).

The lesson to be drawn from the antinomies is that the ideas do not represent things as
they are. The totality of conditions cannot be achieved by ideas. The conditions of
appearances are always given through the regressive synthesis. In the series of
subordinated causes “prior to [the] regress [causes] can have no existence in
themselves as self-subsistent series of things” (AS506/B534). If the claim of
transcendental realism is dropped, then all that is left for ideas are to serve as regulative

principles.

On accepting this view, since the totality of the series cannot be given as an object, the
achievement of this totality remains as a “task” or “problem” for understanding.
(A498/B526 and A508/B536 respectively). Accordingly, the ideas of reason regulate
understanding in this task of completing the synthesis. The regulative principle of
reason guides the understanding to continue in the process of synthesis as far as
possible without ever coming to a completion. What this principle requires is the
“greatest possible continuation and extension of experience” (A509/B537). Opposed
to this characterization of regulative would be a constitutive principle of reason which

would be the assertion that totality of conditions is given in the object.

What the solution of the third antinomy of pure reason and the regulative principle of
reason show us is that although the concept of causality is constitutive of experience
(and regulative for extension of knowledge), applied to the things in themselves it does
not admit of knowledge but only of contradictions. Consequently, while we must
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continue to look for those (indeterminate) causes of things in the field of appearances
and continue the synthesis of series of causes we must never assume causality to reflect
“pature as it is in itself”. As a dynamical principle it is constitutive of human

experience yet it is not constitutive of “things”.
3.5 The Human Standpoint

As we have seen the antinomies result from an illegitimate extension of pure concepts.
Such transcendent use goes beyond the limits of possible experience. Kant’s critical
philosophy on the other hand, by distinguishing the elements of knowledge and
showing the conflicts arising from the illegitimate extension of their principles, urges
us to restrict knowledge claims to possible experience. Although human mind is
capable of objective knowledge, such knowledge always stays within the limits of the
human standpoint. Kant’s first reference to “the human standpoint” is in
“Transcendental Aesthetic” where he claims that “solely from the human standpoint
we can speak of space” (A26/B42). The term embodies the basic tenets of the
Copernican turn and transcendental idealism. In Béatrice Longuenesse’s

characterization the human standpoint is

that standpoint on the world which, according to Kant, is proper to human
beings as opposed to non-rational animals, on the one hand, and to what a

divine understanding might be, on the other hand”?’.

Kant frequently characterizes the peculiarity of the human standpoint in contrast to a
conceivable understanding that is not bound by the conditions of sensibility. In this
context, an intuitive understanding is thought as one in which conditions of sensibility
and thought are not separate. The heterogeneity of the passive character of sensibility
and active character of understanding is peculiar to the human standpoint.
Consequently, human beings are not capable of apprehending things the way they are.
What is given as conditioned by sensibility is processed by conditions of thought. Only
through their combination cognition becomes possible for us. Henry E. Allison refers

to this distinction of cognitive powers and the cognition arising out of this duality as

27 onguenesse, Kant on the Human Standpoint, p. 3.
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“discursivity thesis” 28, Allison’s characterization of “discursivity thesis” converges
with Longuennesse’s focus on “the human standpoint” in that they both refer to the
heterogeneity of cognitive powers and its importance in Kant’s critical philosophy.
Kant realizes his initial aim of showing the limits of human knowledge by displaying
its discursive character and using the concept of an intuitive understanding as a
limiting concept. In this sense, the reference to the concept of an intuitive
understanding has the function of showing the finitude of human mind and the limits
of its knowledge. The point of view of transcendental idealism is more sharply
reflected in the phrase “the human standpoint™ as it only determines the conditions of
human knowledge and refrains from extending these conditions to all possible

knowledge.

It should be noted that the human standpoint does not refer to a single way of looking
at things. The human standpoint consists in our limitation to consider objects from a
“two-fold standpoint” due to our cognitive powers. We can consider objects either
phenomenally or noumenally. Phenomenal and noumenal interpretations, however,
have their bounds. The phenomenal way of conceiving is bound to possible experience.
The noumenal or intelligible perspective on the other hand, does not yield knowledge.
Nevertheless, regulative principles of reason and morality require the noumenal
perspective. According to Allison, this is what distinguishes Kant from his rationalist
and empiricist predecessors. While empiricists reduce cognition to sensations,
rationalists reduce sensations to confused ideas or imperfect forms of cognition that
has as its basis in rational ideas®®. Kant refrains from such reductions and affirms two
distinct elements of knowledge. Based on this description of the human standpoint, the
argument of the present section can be presented in its whole. The dialectic of reason
arises out of the confusion of two distinct cognitive powers. Transcendental idealism
or critical philosophy consists in distinguishing (krinein) the two elements of

knowledge thereby showing the limits of knowledge and sources of confusion.

28 Allison, Transcendental Idealism, p. Xiv.
29 |bid., p. xv.
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On this reading, the concept of noumena is not congruent with the thing in itself as an
ontological concept. Although the distinction of appearance and the thing in itself, is
partly an ontological one (as it assumes that there must be something that appears) the
phenomena/noumena distinction is purely epistemological. The thing in itself is surely
a noumenal concept, however it is not the only one. Freedom, likewise, is an
intelligible (noumenal) concept and no “existence” is implied in the concept of
freedom. Kant is very explicit on this point and moreover he claims that if he were to

attempt to prove “existence” of freedom he would surely fail in this endeavour.

The transcendental distinction between appearances and things in themselves or the
two-fold standpoint of the phenomenal and noumenal, the conflicts of reason and their
solution all depend on the duality of human cognitive capabilities. However, the
human standpoint itself is the outcome of Kant’s initial question of the possibility of
synthetic a priori knowledge. The insight into the condition of the human standpoint
is not empirically given but is an achievement of Kant’s critical project. It should not
be merely thought as human nature or what is merely empirical. Kant’s enquiry
consists in criticizing reason in order to determine its capability for a priori knowledge.
The heterogeneity of elements and the limits of human reason are “demonstrated from
principles, and not merely arrived at by conjecture” (A761/B789). It is the result of
Kant’s initial question: How must our cognitive powers be arranged in order for us to

have synthetic a priori knowledge?

In other words, Kant exhibits the relation of human cognitive powers through the
question of the possibility of synthetic a priori knowledge. If we have to merely assert
their limits and content through particular experiences, it would be anthropology or
psychology but not transcendental philosophy. He, on the other hand, derives or
deduces them transcendentally by asking the question of what must be the case (the

conditions) in order for us to have knowledge.

Antinomies both arise out of and are solvable by the distinction of cognitive powers

or with reference to the human standpoint. In the solutions of antinomies, Kant

identifies the source of conflict as the ontological commitment (or the transcendental

realist claim) of the arguments and undermines such claims with reference to the
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human standpoint that signifies only an epistemological standpoint incapable of
determining things in themselves. Kant’s philosophy of human standpoint therefore,
consists in refraining from transcendental realist claims and accepting the finitude and

limitation of human knowledge.

The application of transcendental idealism in the solution of the third antinomy shows
that the mechanism of nature is also dependent on the constitution of human reason.
Nature as such need not be mechanical; it is the human understanding which
synthesizes and combines it in such an order as to yield a causally-ordered and an
interrelated concept of nature, that is, a mechanically understood nature. Kant’s
novelty is in introducing mechanism of nature also as the result of human standpoint.
Only by justifying the mechanism of nature with regard to our cognitive powers, that
IS, by undermining its ontological status and asserting its epistemological status is Kant
able to claim that the mechanism of nature and freedom are compatible, or at least not
incompatible. Although within the context of CPR, Kant is able to show that we can
think freedom without contradiction he still needs to justify that freedom is realizable

within nature. Kant tackles this issue in the Critique of Judgment.
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CHAPTER 4

MECHANISM AND TELEOLOGY

This chapter’s focus will be the antinomy of teleological judgment. The antinomy has
a notorious reputation regarding its complexity and consequences. There is no
agreement even what the antinomy consists in, much less its solution. For these
reasons, in the first half, a summary of Kant’s view of teleology will be given. The
second half will deal critically with the problems of the antinomy. These problems
include locating the antinomy and identifying its solution. On the surface, judging
natural objects with regard to the conflicting principles of mechanism and
purposiveness constitute the content of the antinomy. However, it has a deeper source
and outreaching implications. The necessity and systematicity of empirical laws and
consequently the understandability of nature is at stake. The idea that practical human
freedom is realizable within nature would also be threatened if the solution of the
antinomy fails. My claim is that Kant’s method of resolving the antinomy goes beyond
the limits set by Critique of Pure Reason and contravenes his philosophy of the human

standpoint.
4.1 The Aim of the Critique of Judgment®

In CPR, Kant undertook the task of determining the limits of a priori knowledge. He
arrived at the conclusion that understanding prescribes a priori laws to nature. He
determined the function of reason as providing regulative principles which guide the
understanding in its search for empirical knowledge. He justified the regulative
principle of freedom which enables reason to determinate the will practically.
However, the third antinomy of pure reason and the subsequent moral theory of the
Critique of Practical Reason creates a gulf between nature and freedom. We represent

30 Al references to the Critique of Judgment will be according to the Akademie edition pagination.
However, the translation used is Kant, Immanuel. Critique of Judgment. Translated by Werner S.
Pluhar, Hackett Publishing, 1987. Hereafter, CJ. All references to CJ will be given as in-text citations.
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ourselves as part of the lawful unity of appearances, that we call nature, through our
understanding. Our reason however, presents us with a moral order (kingdom of ends)
of which we are a part of. We thereby treat nature and freedom “just as if they were
two different worlds” (CJ, Ak. 176). In order for us to think that freedom is realizable
within nature, we must also be able to think a ground that unites the supersensible
(therefore unknowable) substrate of nature and the practically assumed supersensible
character of freedom (CJ, Ak. 176). In other words, we must be able to think that
nature is so organized as to allow human purposes to be realized within it. In the
Critique of Judgment, in order to fix the “gulf” between nature (the world of
phenomena) and freedom Kant presents the power/faculty of judgment (Urteilskraft)
as the power that mediates understanding and reason. As a mediator, the power of
judgment is linked both to cognition and the power of desire (which reason has the
capacity to determine). The question Kant asks is whether this power of judgment has
a priori principles of its own and if so, then whether they are regulative or constitutive
principles. Accordingly, CJ examines two kinds of judgment which are based on

subjective principles, namely, the aesthetic and teleological judgments.

Kant defines the power/faculty of judgment “as the ability to think the particular as
contained under the universal” (CJ, Ak. 179). He introduces a division regarding the
manner of subsumption. If the universal is given prior to the particular, the resulting
judgment is determinative. If, on the other hand, the particular is given and the power
of judgment has to find the universal to think the particular, the judgment is reflective
(CJ, Ak. 179). This distinction addresses the problem of the status of empirical laws,
which is one of the main problems of CJ. In CPR, understanding was described as
providing the a priori laws of nature however, it only provides the forms of thinking
and there are many aspects of nature that are left undetermined. Kant tells us that even
though the territory of empirical concepts is nature, they do not legislate a priori and
they are contingent (CJ, Ak. 174). Therefore, the concept of “empirical law” seems to
indicate a contradiction for Kant. The concept of law implies necessity while
“empirical” implies contingency. Kant thinks that these laws “may indeed be
contingent as far as our understanding can see; still if they are to be called laws (as the

concept of a nature does require)” they must be considered necessary by some
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principle “even though we do not know this principle” (CJ, Ak. 180). He asserts that
this principle is to be found in reflective judgment as a law that the power of judgment
gives to itself. The subject perceiving an order and lawfulness in seemingly contingent
aspects of nature which it cannot explain, applies this principle which “refers the
natural thing to the uncognizable supersensible” (CJ, Ak. 169). However, is to be used

“for cognizing nature only in relation” to the subject (CJ, Ak. 169).

The power of judgment is not a power that is capable of determining nature a priori.
In other words, reflective judgment supplies principles “for reflection rather than
determination” (CJ, Ak. 180). Since understanding determines a priori but is unable
to determine the particular completely, in order to account for empirical laws Kant
thinks that we must conceive them “as if they too had been given by an understanding
(even though not ours)” (CJ, Ak. 180). Although we cannot claim to have knowledge
of such an understanding, we are in a sense, forced to think in this way in order to
account for the systematicity of laws of nature. This is only a regulative idea for
reflective judgment. By this principle “judgment gives a law only to itself, not to
nature” (CJ, Ak. 180).

The principle of reflective judgment (purposiveness), which is used in aesthetic and
teleological judgments, requires definition. Kant defines purpose as a concept which
is the basis of an object’s actuality (CJ, Ak. 180). “A thing’s harmony with that
character of things which is possible only through purposes is called the purposiveness
of its form” (CJ, Ak. 180). The distinction between purpose and purposiveness allows
Kant to put forward the purposiveness without a purpose that is characteristic of
aesthetic judgments. Teleological judgment, however, deals with the purposiveness of
nature and its empirical laws. With the concept of purposiveness of nature, “we present
nature as if an understanding contained the basis of the unity of what is diverse in
nature’s empirical laws” (CJ, Ak. 180-1). In other words, purposiveness of nature
entails the idea that even if we judge the form of natural things and their relations to
be contingent, we must presuppose the necessity and systematicity of natural laws. In
order to do so, we need to conceive an understanding which necessitates them.

However, Kant stresses that we do not need to assume such an understanding since the
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principle of purposiveness is not determinative but only reflective (CJ, Ak. 180). We
apply the principle solely for reflection on nature in order to conceive the empirical

laws as necessary (CJ, Ak. 181).

Kant asserts that the principle of formal purposiveness of nature tells us “how we ought
to judge” and the necessity implied shows that it is not derivable from experience (CJ,
Ak. 182). It therefore, needs a transcendental deduction. Universal laws depend on the
categories and they are the conditions for us to cognize nature. “All change has its
cause” (CJ, Ak. 183) (the principle of causality) is a necessary and universal law of
nature. However, “objects of empirical cognition are still . . . determinable in all sorts
of additional ways” (CJ, Ak. 183). In the case of empirical laws, we must be able to
think that even though we cannot know the law a priori, nature is lawfully ordered. In
other words, we have to be able to assume lawfulness even in what we cannot
determine a priori (i.e., the empirical). This principle is “the principle of purposiveness
for our cognitive power” (CJ, Ak. 184). It is not a concept of nature or of freedom;
therefore, Kant posits it as a principle of judgment. Since it does not attribute anything
to the object but is only a principle for judgment’s reflection on particulars, Kant calls
it as a subjective principle or a maxim (CJ, Ak. 184). It is a requirement for our
cognitive power in order to have a coherent experience. This line of reasoning
constitutes the transcendental justification of the principle of judgment. What the
power of judgment presupposes through this principle is the “harmony of nature with

our cognitive power” (CJ, Ak. 185).

Although we make the assumption that nature has an order that is discoverable or by
us, Kant admits that it is thinkable that the diversity of nature “might still be so great
that it would be impossible for our understanding to discover in nature an order it could
grasp” (CJ, Ak. 185). Since we know discursively through concepts by reducing
diversity to identity, in order to assume what we encounter is reducible, we have to
make a necessary assumption. The reducibility of particulars to concepts does not
reflect how nature is but only how we think. In other words, the formal purposiveness
of nature refers only to our cognitive powers and therefore, it is a subjective principle.

However, if we judge that it is the form of an object which requires “a prior concept”
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of it we make an objective use of this principle (CJ, Ak. 192) and it constitutes the

basis of teleological judgments.
4.2 The Role of Teleological Judgment: Objective Purposiveness

In teleological judgments, the natural products to be subsumed under the concept of a
purpose must be given. Kant asserts that teleological judgment is not a special power
but “only reflective judgment as such proceeding according to concepts” (CJ, Ak.
194). Its peculiarity, as opposed to aesthetic reflective judgments, consists in judging
by the concept of purpose although it is not a determinative but reflective judgment.
Kant further defines purpose as “the object of a concept insofar as we regard this
concept as the object’s cause (the real basis of its possibility)” (CJ, Ak. 219-20).
Purposiveness then, is “the causality that a concept has with regard to its object” (CJ,
Ak. 220).

If the exhibition of a concept in a particular takes place through nature, the judgment
is concerned with the technic of nature, which is characterized by Kant as “nature’s
power to produce in terms of purposes” (CJ, Ak. 390-1). In such a judgment a natural
object is judged as nature’s product or as a natural purpose. In such representations of
objective purposiveness, judgment aims to “orient itself” in the diversity of nature by
“attributing to nature, on the analogy of a purpose, a concern . . . for our cognitive
power” (CJ, Ak. 193).

Subjective purposiveness is a transcendental principle that allows us to conceive nature
as being commensurate with our cognitive powers and to think that empirical laws can
be connected into a system of nature. However, Kant upholds that we have no such a
priori basis for assuming that nature has objective purposes in its natural products. The
concept of purpose is not analytically related to the concept of nature. Yet we have
reasons to introduce teleological judgments into our inquiries. The mechanism of
nature is not sufficient for us to understand certain natural phenomena. Kant’s main
case for this is organisms. The relation between anatomical parts of a bird allows it to
fly and Kant insists that the anatomical constitution of such an animal would have to
be thought as contingent if it is to be thought as based solely on the mechanism of
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nature. “Nature, considered as a mechanism, could have structured itself differently in
a thousand ways without hitting on” this configuration (CJ, Ak. 360). In such cases we

seek the object’s cause in a purpose therefore going “beyond the concept of nature”

(CJ, Ak. 360).

In teleological judgments we judge the objects “by analogy with the causality in terms
of purposes” (CJ, Ak. 360). Kant however, expounds that the causality of purposes
(nexus finalis) does not produce knowledge. Teleological judgments are not
determinative but reflective judgments that are based on the faculty/power of
judgment. However, they allow us to “bring nature’s appearances under rules in those
cases where the causal laws of nature’s mere mechanism are not sufficient to allow us
to do so” (CJ, Ak. 360). In teleological judgments, we judge with an analogy to our
own power of producing objects according to concepts. Art (tekhne) is our mode of
producing according to concepts. When we think that a natural object is possible only
by being based on a prior concept of it (and that its form cannot be accidental), we
judge nature as having a technic, that is, as having a capacity to produce things
according to concepts. “If . . . we did not attribute to it such a way of operating; we
would have to present its causality as blind mechanism” (CJ, Ak. 360). However, we
cannot attribute the intentionality of design to nature which would then make it a
constitutive principle of nature. In Kant’s words: “we only borrow this causality from

ourselves” (CJ, Ak. 361).

Kant characterizes teleological judgment as real (material, as opposed to formal) and
intrinsic (as opposed to relative or extrinsic) objective purposiveness. In distinguishing
formal and material objective purposiveness his aim is to characterize teleology as
having a content “not easily explained in reference merely to our own internal

constitution and conceptual projections™3L,

Material objective purposiveness can either be intrinsic or relative. Teleology is
concerned with natural objects, which cannot be known a priori, in a cause-effect

relation. This cause-effect relation needs to be such that we cannot account for it only

31 Wicks, Routledge Philosophy GuideBook to Kant on Judgment, p. 189.
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on the basis of mechanism32, We also need to consider the concept of the effect as an
“underlying condition under which the cause itself “can produce that effect” (CJ, Ak.
367). In other words, the effect must be thought as being produced according to an
idea. In this relation of cause and effect, the effect can either be the purpose or it can
be a means for another purpose. The former kind of purposiveness is intrinsic
purposiveness and the latter is “usefulness (for human beings) or benefit (for any other
creature)” (CJ, Ak. 367).

We can envision purposive relations within the biosphere or an ecosystem. However,
thinking that an animal exists for the purpose of being eaten by another is not
teleological thinking proper. Only if the existence of the predator is an intrinsic purpose
can we speak of such teleology. This line of reasoning guards us against
anthropocentrism. Human beings, due to their freedom, can “consider all natural things
beneficial” (CJ, Ak. 368). However, the only way to claim that all natural things exist
for the sake of human beings would be only possible under the condition that human

being is a purpose of nature. “This . . . we can never tell by merely examining nature”

(CJ, Ak. 368).

Kant further defines what teleology entails through refining the relation of cause and
effect in an object considered as a natural purpose. A teleological judgment claims that
“a thing 1s possible only as a purpose” and cannot have brought about accidentally
through mechanism (CJ, Ak. 369-70). Yet this definition also fits the effect of human
actions. To consider natural purposes Kant thinks that we need to think “that a thing
exists as a natural purpose if it is both cause and effect of itself” (CJ, Ak. 370). He
claims that a tree can be considered both as a cause and effect of itself in three senses.
A particular tree, in causing the existence of another tree, is thought as cause and effect
of itself with regard to its species. Kant has “growth” in mind, in the second sense of
cause-effect relation. A tree, in this process, combines all material it processes

according to its own form. In the third sense, he considers a tree as having such an

32 Nuzzo, Kant and the Unity of Reason, p. 332.
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organic unity that there is a “mutual dependence between the preservation of one part

and that of the others” (CJ, Ak. 371).

The proper objects of teleological judgments are organisms. In organisms the
possibility of parts depends on the idea of the whole (CJ, Ak. 373). To distinguish this
kind of part-whole relation in nature from human products, Kant uses the example of
a watch. Although all parts of a watch depend on the idea of the whole, parts do not
produce other parts; the final cause is outside the watch in human beings; and the watch
IS not self-subsisting in the sense that it does not repair itself. Kant’s comparison builds
on the distinction of living things and inanimate matter. Through this example Kant
establishes the limit of the causality of mechanism and its insufficiency for explaining
organisms. While machines have a motive force, organisms have a formative force

that enables them to produce (and reproduce), sustain and heal themselves.

The peculiarity of self-organization of nature offers two analogies. However, neither
of them is accurate according to Kant. The first is the analogy of art. Kant thinks that
“we say far too little if we call this an analogue of art, for in that case we think of an
artist (a rational being) apart from nature. Rather, nature organizes itself” (CJ, Ak.
374). If we think organisms with an analogy of life however, there are only two
explanations which are hylozoism (the conception of a living matter) and the soul (as
an alien principle to nature). Kant asserts that neither options make nature more
understandable and concludes that the “organization of nature has nothing analogous

to any causality known to us” (CJ, Ak. 375).

The material, intrinsic and objective purposiveness of organisms is not a constitutive
principle of understanding or of reason. Kant allows it only as a regulative principle
for reflective judgment (CJ, Ak. 375). He characterizes it as “a remote analogy with
our own causality in terms of purposes” that we use “to guide our investigation of
organized objects and to meditate regarding their supreme basis” (CJ, Ak. 375). This
shows that natural purposiveness has two functions. It is meant to be a regulative
principle for mainly biological sciences. The second function is that of reflecting on

the supersensible ground of nature. Kant with these considerations limits the use of
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regulative principle of purposiveness to organisms. Its objects are inexplicable by

simply referring to the mechanism of nature.

The objective reality of the concept is given through beings which are organisms.
Therefore, the principle must be based on experience. However, Kant thinks that the
principle still claims universality and necessity and “must be based on some a priori
principle” (CJ, Ak. 376). He redefines organisms as the “product of nature . . . in which
everything is a purpose and reciprocally also a means” (CJ, Ak. 376). Since in
organisms, every organ is thought to have a function regarding the whole, this idea is
necessary (CJ, Ak. 376). Nevertheless, in the investigation of natural phenomena, the
principle of causality cannot be given up. We would then be left “without any

experience whatsoever” (CJ, Ak. 376).

Kant previously propounded that external objective purposiveness cannot be justified
and we cannot regard natural things which are beneficial for other organisms as
purposes. To claim that something is a purpose of nature we would have to know the
final purpose of nature (CJ, Ak. 378). This, in turn, requires us to refer to the
supersensible because “the purpose of the existence of nature itself must be sought
beyond nature” (CJ, Ak. 378). Such a line of reasoning however, goes beyond the
limits of our knowledge. Therefore, we cannot have “a categorical purpose” (CJ, Ak.
379) because we do not know why anything should have to exist. Nonetheless, since
the possibility of a purposive product is based on an idea and since reason demands

the unconditioned, the idea is expanded to encompass all nature (CJ, Ak. 377).

This leads to the idea of nature as a system of purposes. In this idea, the mechanism of
nature is subordinated to the final causality. As an idea, it has only a regulative function
of a subjective principle (maxim). The expression of its maxim is as follows:
“Everything in the world is good for something or other; nothing is gratuitous” (CJ,
Ak. 379). Although we cannot know any natural thing (including human beings) to be
a final purpose of nature, the maxim allows us to consider the interrelation of nature
in terms of the concept of nature. This serves as a guiding principle for extending
natural science “without detracting from the principle of mechanism in the causality
of nature” (CJ, Ak. 379). Under the idea of the systematic unity of purposiveness, Kant
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thinks that we are “entitled” to “judge products as belonging to a system of purposes
even if . . . they do not require us” (CJ, Ak. 380-1). The systematicity of nature refers
us to its supersensible basis as the ground that makes such systematicity possible
thereby allowing us to consider that teleological judgments are not valid for only
“certain species of natural beings, but just as much for the whole of nature as a system”
(CJ, Ak. 381). Paul Guyer thinks that one of Kant’s reason for extending the concept

is the idea of a purposive designer:

His assumption must be that insofar as we conceive of a purposive designer for
anything in nature at all, we must conceive of it as unitary, so we must conceive
of it as a purposive designer for all of nature: for its non-organic as well as its

organic parts®,

Although Kant later pursues the implications of the supersensible basis, he thinks that
introducing teleology to natural science is not equivalent to introducing the idea of
God. The idea of God makes the purposiveness in nature understandable yet the same
principle is used to prove God which results in a vicious cycle. Moreover, it would be
a foreign principle to natural science. Nevertheless, Kant depicts the conception of
purpose of nature as an indigenous or inherent principle of natural science. “Even
before we inquire into the cause of nature itself, we find that nature contains”

purposive products (CJ, Ak. 382).

Accordingly, Kant tries to limit the use of teleological judgment. On the one hand, it
is used in theology and metaphysics. On the other hand, it is an integral part of natural
science. Nonetheless, it is only a regulative principle to be used when natural objects
are not explainable through mechanism. In other words, natural purposes should have
to be conceived as cognizable only with reference to purposes, only within “special
class of its objects” (CJ, Ak. 382). Kant refers to the principle of teleology as a method
to be used in the course of investigation of nature (CJ, Ak. 383). The expression
“natural purpose” he claims, helps to keep the idea of god from interfering with

physical-mechanical explanations. He frequently stresses the regulative use of

3 Guyer, “Kant’s Teleological Conception of Philosophy and its Development”, p. 89.
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purposiveness to prevent a confusion of the principle with an ontological claim, that
nature is in itself purposive. However, it is likewise true of the mechanism of nature:
“necessity in the [causal] connection concerns nothing but the connection of our

concepts, and does not concern the character of things” (CJ, Ak. 384).
4.3 The Antinomy of Teleological Judgment

The introduction of teleology presents an antinomy. However, it is not an antinomy
regarding determinative judgments. In determinative judgments the law, which the
given is subsumed under, is given by the understanding. When the universal is not
given, judgment subsumes the given according to its own principles. The antinomy is
concerned with reflective judgments, which are principles of the power of judgment
rather than laws of understanding. In the antinomy of teleological judgment there are
two conflicting maxims of the power of judgment. “If two conflicting maxims both
have their basis in the nature of our cognitive powers, then this dialectic may be called
a natural one” (CJ, Ak. 386).

Kant tells us that judgment does not need maxims for universal laws in determinative
judgments. Particular, empirical laws on the other hand require maxims as their
universal principle is not given. The two conflicting maxims of judgment are the
mechanism and purposiveness of nature. The first of these maxims is given a priori
by understanding (CJ, Ak. 386). For teleology on the other hand, an experience of

organisms is required.

The first maxim is the thesis of the antinomy. The thesis claims that “all production of
material things and their forms must be judged to be possible in terms of merely
mechanical laws” (CJ, Ak. 387). The antithesis upholds that “some products of
material nature cannot be judged to be possible in terms of merely mechanical laws.
(Judging them requires a quite different causal law- viz., that of final causes” (CJ, Ak.
387).

Kant, first of all, stresses that they are not determinative judgments that evaluate the
possibility of things. They are not claims about whether natural products are possible

through mechanism or not. They are concerned with the possibility of our judgments:
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whether we can judge things only with regard to the principle of mechanism or do we
need the principle of teleology as well. Were they determinative, the antinomy would
be an antinomy of reason. In its determinative version the thesis would claim “All
production of material things is possible in terms of merely mechanical laws” and the
antithesis would assert that “Some production of material things is not possible in

terms of merely mechanical laws” (CJ, Ak. 387).

Kant insists that if they are taken only as reflective judgments, they do not cancel each
other. The first maxim, then, is only taken to say that we “ought always to reflect” on
natural events with the principle of mechanism of nature (CJ, Ak. 387). Without this
principle “we can have no cognition of nature at all” (CJ, Ak. 387). The second maxim,
does not assert that natural things are not possible without final causes. If human
reason follows solely the principle of mechanism it “will never be able to discover the
slightest basis for what is specific in a natural purpose” (CJ, Ak. 388). Nature, in itself,
can proceed according to a different principle that serves as the common ground of

both. It is only human reason, which cannot reconcile the two into a single principle.

Kant asserts that, we can have no insight into the possibility of nature because the
principle of this possibility “lies in the supersensible” (CJ, Ak. 388). For this same
reason, we cannot claim that organisms are not possible through the mechanism of
nature without ever requiring final causes. Human reason, in order to account for the
necessity of empirical laws, reflects on them based on the maxim of the antithesis
without claiming its objective reality. Kant thinks that “the semblance of an antinomy”
arises only if we take reflective maxims as determinative judgments (CJ, Ak. 389). If
the assertions were taken as determinative judgments, their opposition would be
irreconcilable as “they are incompatible and annul each other” (CJ, Ak. 391). Also the
antinomy arising out of their contradiction would then have to be considered as an
antinomy of reason (CJ, Ak. 387).

4.4 Kant’s Views on Teleology

In order to distinguish his position on teleology, Kant first of all analyzes dogmatic
theories of teleology. He thinks that the technic of nature can either be considered as
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intentional or unintentional. There are four possible theories arising from dogmatic
(assertive without prior criticism of cognitive powers) interpretations of
purposiveness. ldealistic interpretation considers purposiveness as nature’s
unintentional technic. This means that nature does not have purposes but we
mistakenly attribute purposes to nature: purposes are ideal and not real. Idealistic
interpretation has two forms which are casualistic®* and fatalistic. For Kant, Epicurus
and Democritus represent the casualistic interpretation which claims that the natural
forms arise out of the motion of lifeless matter. Kant attributes the fatalistic
interpretation to Spinoza. Fatalistic interpretation is the claim that the seemingly
purposive connections stem from a supersensible basis although they are not the
intentions of an understanding but are only necessary connections in the nature of
original being. The realistic interpretation, which claims that the technic of nature is
intentional and real, has two forms. The first of these is the physical interpretation
which attributes purposes to living matter (hylozoism). The second is the hyperphysical
interpretation which attributes the intentions to an “intelligent being” which is the

cause of the universe (CJ, Ak. 392). This is the view of theism.

Kant thinks that all four possible interpretations are unsuitable for his critical system.
He thinks that casualistic interpretation of teleology explains nothing and relies on
“blind chance” of mechanism. Although Kant admits that Spinoza’s system provides
the unity behind the forms by envisioning them as inhering in a substance, he thinks
that Spinoza disregards contingency. Kant holds that the unity of purpose “cannot be
thought unless the natural forms are also contingent” (CJ, Ak. 393). The reason for
this is that natural forms are given by empirical experience and are not known a priori.
Therefore, there always has to be a seemingly contingent element for us in order to
inquire into purposes. Without that contingent element we would be judging natural
objects as necessary and hence based on a mechanism of nature. However, Spinoza’s

system does not even allow that since the relation between natural things and substance

3 The German original “Kasualitit” is translated as “casualistic” by Werner S. Pluhar. Paul Guyer, on
the other hand, translates it as “accidentality” (Kant, Immanuel. Critique of the Power of Judgment.
Translated by Paul Guyer and Eric Matthews, Cambridge UP, 2000).
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is not a causal relation but implies merely subsistence of accidents in necessary being
(CJ, Ak. 393). This exclusion of causal relation also eliminates intentions thereby
depriving “the original basis of natural things of all understanding” (CJ, Ak. 393). As
teleology entails the idea that it is concepts which enable the production of forms and
since concepts refer to an understanding, for Kant the concept of purpose specifically
refers to “a cause that has understanding” (CJ, Ak. 393).

Kant disregards hylozoism since he thinks that the concept of living matter is a
contradiction in terms. Moreover, he thinks this alternative presents only a vicious
cycle. We acquire the concept of life from experience of organisms. To derive the
purposiveness of organisms from the life of matter therefore, ends up referring to
organisms in order to explain the latter. In other words, the ground of explanation
requires what it needs to explain. Among these alternatives Kant obviously favors
theism. Theism, according to Kant, has the advantage of “rescuing” purposiveness
from idealism and accounting for intentional causality. However, he thinks that theism
too, falls short of an explanation since we can have no determinate judgement proving

that purposive arrangements of nature could not have arisen only through mechanism.

What “the character and limits of cognitive powers” forces us is to judge natural
purposes “in terms of a supreme understanding as cause of the world” (CJ, Ak. 395).
Although this seems as equivalent to theism, Kant defends that it does not entail a
determinative and dogmatic assertion but only a reflective principle which we are

“absolutely incapable of justifying” objectively (CJ, Ak. 395).

Although we can claim the objective reality of the mechanism of nature and causality
through purposes in human productions (CJ, Ak. 397) we cannot assert the objective
reality of natural purposes. Causality of final causes and an intelligent being outside
nature, cannot be given through experience and we cannot claim their objective reality.
Nor they are “required to make experience possible” (CJ, Ak. 397). Even if we could,
Kant tells that the concept of a natural product loses its meaning since natural objects

are then displayed not as products of nature but as products of a divine being.
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Accordingly, Kant asserts that the maxim of teleological judgment does not establish
anything about the object but only is concerned with the cognitive power and
limitations of the judging subject. He limits its transcendent extension to the whole
nature on the grounds that “the whole of nature is not given us as organized” (CJ, Ak.
398). Still as a regulative principle it is useful for judging organisms. What all this
amounts to is that when we try to understand organisms, we cannot help but think
through the concept of purpose. The representation of purpose necessarily involves the
concept of contingency. The contingency of forms and empirical laws require the
application of teleological maxim. Kant thinks that through teleological judgments, we
represent as “the world as a whole” as contingent (CJ, Ak. 398). Accounting for this
contingency leads to the idea that “this whole depends on and has its origin in a being
that exists apart from the world and . . . is moreover intelligent” (398). In this context

teleology becomes a theological principle.

However, Kant tries to keep his critical system apart from theology. Teleology does
not prove the existence of an intelligent world cause. For Kant what it proves however,
is that due to the limitation of our cognitive powers “we are absolutely unable to form
a concept of [how] such a world is possible except by thinking of it as brought about
by a supreme cause that acts intentionally” (CJ, Ak. 399). What Kant claims then, is
that our cognitive powers are such that we are unable to grasp organisms unless we

connect their concept with a purpose and conceive an intelligent cause of the world.
4.5 The Peculiarity of Human Cognition

Kant insists that if teleology is critically limited, it is “perfectly satisfactory for all
speculative and practical uses of our reason from every human point of view” (CJ, Ak.
400). This way of thinking is attached “inescapably to the human race” (CJ, Ak. 401).
We cannot however, prove it to be necessary for all beings. It merely shows the
limitation of human cognitive powers. Kant propounds that not even “another Newton”
could explain how even a single blade of grass is possible without referring to any
intention (CJ, Ak. 400). After saying this he concedes that still it is impossible for us

to judge that “there simply could not be in nature a hidden basis adequate to make
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organized beings possible without an underlying intention (but through the mere
mechanism of nature)” (CJ, Ak. 400).

Kant explains his point by reference to regulative ideas. Although understanding can
judge only with regard to what is given, reason has a tendency to aim at completeness.
In this endeavor, it applies its ideas transcendently while they are only meant for
regulative use. Understanding “restricts the validity of those ideas of reason to just the
subject, yet in a universal way, i.e. for all subjects of our species” (CJ, Ak. 401). So
when we apply a regulative principle we do not make a knowledge claim but only
judge “in accordance with the subjective conditions for exercising [our] cognitive
powers, conditions that attach necessarily to our (i.e. human) nature” (CJ, Ak. 403).
Judgments that arise from this viewpoint are not constitutive and determinative. Kant’s
basic point is that although the idea of an intelligent world cause can be employed
regulatively, it does not give us any determinate knowledge. We cannot assert either
its possibility or actuality. Understanding this point requires the consideration of

modal concepts.

In CPR, Kant analyzes modal concepts and concludes that modal categories
(possibility, actuality and necessity) add no content to a concept but they “only express
the relation of the concept to the faculty of knowledge” (CPR, A219/B266). They
require the distinction of sensibility and understanding, presuppose possible
experience and refer to the specific ways in which representations are related to
conditions of experience. Possibility implies that the concept of an object “agrees with
the formal conditions of experience” therefore involves “the conditions of intuition”
(A218/B265). Actuality consists in either having a perception of an object or having a
connection with the perception of another object®. Therefore, possibility implies
possibility of being given in intuition while actuality additionally requires something
that is given. The modal category of necessity also implies existence of an object and

as existence is not derivable from a concept but requires perception, “the necessity of

% Kant has magnetism in mind when he claims that actuality “does not . . . demand immediate
perception” (A225/B272). Therefore, he allows “a connection of the object with some actual
perception” (A225/B272).
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existence can never be known from concepts, but always only from connection with
that which is perceived” (A227/B279). With these “Postulates of Empirical Thought”
in mind Kant asserts that “the distinction between possible and actual things holds
merely subjectively, for human understanding” (CJ, Ak. 402). Since conditions of
givenness and thought are separate from the human standpoint, we necessarily
distinguish actuality and possibility. Accordingly, the idea of an intelligent cause (or
God) cannot even imply its possibility as it cannot be given to intuition. It is “for
human understanding an unattainable problematic concept” (CJ, Ak. 402). However,

there is an interesting conclusion of this depiction of the human standpoint.

When we conceive an intuitive understanding for which there is no distinction between
actuality and possibility; “such a being could have no presentation whatever of the
possibility that some objects might not exist after all” for its representations would be
actual (CJ, Ak. 403). Since it is not bound by separate conditions of givenness,
whatever it represents is given to its intellectual intuition through this act. The
conclusion to be drawn from this is that, the intelligent cause that Kant envisions
cannot know nature either as mechanical or as purposive. Mechanism of nature
requires the actuality of external objects that causally (therefore, necessarily)
determine each other. An intuitive understanding can have no representation of
actuality as it requires givenness of an object through sensibility. Moreover, it cannot
even intuit externality since space is characterized as a pure form of human sensibility
in Kant’s philosophy. As it turns out, for an intuitive understanding modal concepts
can have no meaning as they require sensibility. In other words, since nature involves
modal concepts and forms of sensibility, both mechanical and purposive conceptions

of nature are possible only from a human standpoint.

Kant concludes that the distinction between mechanism and technic of nature rests on
our cognitive apparatus. “Unless we had the kind of understanding that has to proceed
from the universal to the particular, we would find no distinction between” them (CJ,
Ak. 404). Human understanding “has to proceed from the universal to the particular”

(CJ, Ak. 404). While the universal is given by the understanding, the particular is given
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through sensibility. Therefore, judgment through its regulative principles tries to

account for the particular in order to subsume it under a universal.

The idea of purposiveness is different from ideas of pure reason because it is the
extension of a principle of judgment. “In this respect this idea is distinguished from all
others” (CJ, Ak. 405). In general, the object of ideas cannot be given in experience.
Although the purpose is only an idea an object is given as a natural purpose. Its objects
are given in experience (organisms) yet “we cannot even determinately judge” (CJ,
Ak. 405). Kant invokes the idea of another understanding that is different than the
human understanding to overcome the difficulties arising from the antinomy of

teleological judgment.

Since we cannot derive the particular from the universal, we have to subsume it under
a universal to arrive at cognition. Kant asserts that to conceive the possibility of
harmony between our cognitive powers we have to conceive an understanding which
can see the “harmony between the [particular] natural laws and our judgment as
necessary” (CJ, Ak. 407).

The human understanding in the case of empirical laws and natural products has to
“wait until the subsumption of the empirical intuition under the concept provides . . .
determination” (CJ, Ak. 407). In other words, we conceive the parts first and grasp the
whole only after subsumption under a concept. The imagined problematic intuitive
understanding, however, can theoretically conceive the whole without starting from

the part. Therefore, there would be no contingency for such an understanding.

Kant claims that we cannot represent the whole “by having the whole contain the basis
that makes the connection of parts possible” (CJ, Ak. 407). When we try to represent
that the parts depend on the whole, we think that both the whole and the parts are made
possible by a representation. This representation is the concept of purpose. Therefore,
Kant claims that the conception of final causes are the result of our limited capacity
for representing wholes. In mechanical representation of a whole, the whole is thought
as being a “product of its parts” (CJ, Ak. 408). Our representation of a purpose does
not rule out the possibility that organisms are possible through mechanism. We cannot
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claim the inconceivability of this simply with reference to our understanding. Kant’s
conception of causality through purposes is based on an intuitive understanding.
Although we can only represent nature as appearance, we can still think nature “as a
thing in itself . . . and . . . this thing in itself as based on a corresponding intellectual
intuition” (CJ, Ak. 409). In this picture, we neither know the supersensible basis of

nature, nor its originator.

Kant accepts that starting an explanation from an intelligent cause does not explain
anything for we have no knowledge regarding its acts and ideas (CJ, Ak. 410). Starting
from empirical products of nature and explaining their purposiveness with “appeal to
cause that acts according to purposes” is again of no use as it leads to transcendent
claims “where our cognition of nature cannot follow us and where reason is seduced
to poetic raving” (CJ, Ak. 410). Yet investigation into organisms requires the principle
of purposiveness as a heuristic principle. The mechanism and teleology of nature
cannot be reconciled if they are taken as constitutive principles of nature (CJ, Ak. 411).
They must “be linked in a single higher principle and flow from it together, since
otherwise we could not consistently use both in considering nature” (CJ, Ak. 412).
Since both maxims refer to nature and nature must have a supersensible basis, they can
only be reconciled in the supersensible. However, we do not have a determinate

concept of the supersensible.

All then left for us to do is to explain natural objects through mechanism and apply
teleology where mechanism does not provide sufficient explanation. Although what
Kant points to is a transcendent principle as the ground of their reconciliation, he
asserts that “we still cannot reconcile the two principles in an explanation of the same
natural product” (CJ, Ak. 413). And since without the principle of mechanism “we
could not judge . . . a product to be a product of nature at all” (CJ, Ak. 413) he offers
to subordinate the principle of mechanism under the principle of purposiveness. In this
sense, the purposive products are still possible through mechanism although the
mechanism is only to be considered as the means of a telos that is unknown for us. The
conclusion he arrives is that the common basis of mechanism and teleology may be

thought of as the supersensible substrate of nature although we have no knowledge of
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it. Even though “our (human) reason cannot fuse these two ways of conceiving how
such objects are possible”, we can judge that they are “based . . . on a supreme
understanding” (CJ, Ak. 414).

4.6 The Solution of the Antinomy: Review of the Debates

The antinomy of teleological judgment is highly problematic and controversial. There
are discussions about what exactly the antinomy is, and what exactly the solution is.
Kant presents the thesis and the antithesis of the antinomy in CJ, Ak. 387. However,
he gives both regulative and determinative versions of each. If the antinomy were a
conflict between the determinative form of the assertions, the resulting antinomy
would be an antinomy of pure reason and not of judgment. The contradiction should
be between the regulative forms if the antinomy is to be an antinomy of reflective
judgment. However, the question then becomes “are the maxims of judgment
contradictory?” Robert Butts claims that “as regulative principles, they cannot
logically conflict”®, If the antinomy is located in the conflicting maxims they must be
actually conflicting and the conflict must be resolved. If they are not contradictory,
then there is no antinomy of teleological judgment. Even after the antinomy is defined
as the conflict of maxims, therefore being properly an antinomy of reflective judgment,
it is not altogether clear what the solution of the antinomy is. The first type of solution
considers that the antinomy is resolved by appeal to the two maxims’ status as
regulative principles. The second type of solution considers the appeal to intuitive

understanding as the proper solution of the antinomy.

The solution of regulative principles is put forward mainly by Robert Butts in his Kant
and the Double Government Methodology. He thinks that determinative versions of
the assertions would conflict and Kant averts contradiction by relegating the principles
of mechanism and teleology to regulative principles. If this is true and if both maxims
are merely regulative principles, there would be no real antinomy. Still Butts claims
that:

3 Butts, Kant and the Double Government Methodology, p. 272.
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Kant's discussion of the dialectical clash between teleology and mechanism in
Critique of Judgement pits one regulative principle against another. That, for
Kant, the teleology/mechanism issue is one concerning the preferred

methodological employment®’.

Since different methodologies can be pursued accordingly, Butts thinks this solves the
problem. Moreover, Butts claims that the principle of mechanism was a regulative
principle even in the context of CPR® and his claim has been considered as
controversial. Aside from the dispute about relegating the principle of mechanism to a
regulative principle there still remains the question of whether the regulative status of

mechanism would solve the antinomy or not.

Werner S. Pluhar disagrees with Butts in the context of the status of the principle of
mechanism. Pluhar asserts that “the principle of necessary efficient (mechanical)
causality [is] legislated to nature by our understanding and hence is constitutive and
determinative, not regulative”®°. He thinks that the regulative principle of mechanism
is only invoked with regard to cases where it is concerned with sufficiency or
insufficiency of its explanatory power®. He also claims that a contradiction between
“a necessary mechanism and a contingent teleological principle . . . cannot be resolved
by turning the two into maxims”*!. The problem lies in that we judge something as
both necessary and as contingent since teleology also requires mechanism. Judging so
will involve a contradiction in terms. So Pluhar takes Kant to be saying that “it must
be at least possible that the “necessity” is not in fact a necessity or that the
“contingency” is not in fact a contingency”*?. Pluhar locates the solution in the appeal

to an intuitive understanding for which the contingency is not objective.

3 Ibid., p. 34.

% Ibid., p. 272.

% Pluhar, “Translator’s Introduction” in Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. xc.
40 Ibid., p. xc.

41 Ibid., p. xc.

“2 1bid., xci, footnote 94.
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Pluhar is correct in that relegating the principle of mechanism to a regulative principle
actually does not resolve the antinomy because it is actually concerned with our
apprehension of necessity and contingency. However, | agree with Butts in that the
principle of mechanism was a regulative principle all along, although this does not

resolve the antinomy.

The second analogy of experience explained in the first section of this study and Kant’s
solution to the third antinomy of pure reason can be shown as proofs of this view. The
second analogy of experience justifies the principle of causality and justifies its a
priori application. However, it leaves the concept of cause undetermined. The
principle of causality is constitutive for experience; the principle of mechanism is not
since second analogy does not define types of causes. Actually, the third antinomy of
pure reason was able to be solved due to this indeterminateness. Angelica Nuzzo
claims that “For Kant . . . causality is not coextensive with mechanism”*3. There are at
least three kinds of causality: causality of mechanism (of efficient causes), causality

through freedom and causality of final causes*.

Kant’s main difference is his conception of mechanism. Nuzzo, considers Laplace as
an example of pre-Kantian conception of mechanism®. According to Laplace: “it is
always . . . possible to find the term that constitutes the first principle or cause” and “it
is always . . . necessary to start from that first principle or cause in order to explain all
the intermediary terms of the causal chain”*®, However, in the Kantian conception of
mechanism “we must always start from an actual, empirically given perception” and
search for its cause or condition*’. The possibility of arriving at a first cause in the
realm of appearances is not possible. This conception of causality allows room for
freedom and teleology. Causes are not given but it is the task of human understanding

to find. Kant in CPR, limits mechanical causality to appearances.

4 Nuzzo, Kant and the Unity of Reason, pp. 343-4.
% |bid., p. 344.
% |bid., p. 344.
% |bid., p. 344.
47 |bid., p. 344.
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The defense for the constitutive status of the principle of mechanism is based on a
distinction of several senses of mechanism. Henry Allison asserts that mechanism in
Kant has at least two meanings prior to the Critique of Judgment and still yet acquires
another meaning in its context®®. In its first meaning “it refers to causality by means of
interaction between moving particles in space™®. The second meaning is the
mechanism of nature described in Critique of Practical Reason which describes “all
necessity of events in time according to natural law”°. In its first sense Allison asserts
that it is contrasted with psychological explanations. In the second sense, it is
“contrasted with transcendental freedom”>?. In the context of CJ, Allison believes that
it refers to the “explanation of wholes solely in terms of the causal interaction of their
component parts”®2. Mechanism in the last sense refers to the limitation of our
cognitive powers in explaining organisms and therefore displays an “extended sense

. characterized purely in negative terms” as what “operates non-purposively”®3.

Therefore, Allison insists that the regulative principle of mechanism and the

constitutive mechanism of nature signify different meanings.

I think it is not necessary to distinguish several senses of mechanism in order to save
the constitutive role of the principle of causality. Even if the principle of mechanism
is thought of as regulative, this does no harm to the Second Analogy since it does not
specify the type of cause. Moreover, as it was claimed in the first chapter, the Second
Analogy states that we have to construct relations in order to have experience at all. It
does not constitute “objects” but only “relations of objects”. We cannot claim to know
things unless we have determined a cause for them. Causality in this sense, is
constitutive for knowledge yet it is not constitutive of objects. Objects are given to us

even if we cannot determine a cause for them. When Kant says causality is constitutive

48 Allison, “Kant’s Antinomy of Teleological Judgment”, pp. 220-1.
49 Ibid., p. 221.
% |bid., p. 221.
5 bid., p. 221.
52 1bid., p. 221.
% 1bid., p. 222.
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for experience it should also be held in mind that he regards experience as a kind of
empirical knowledge. Causality therefore is constitutive for knowledge (and

experience; even in contemporary sense of the term).

Actually Kant’s conception of mechanism in this way also allows for and explains the
past mistakes of human beings. It sure took a while for human beings to determine the
cause of thunder as electricity. The ancients must have specified a cause for thunder
since causality is constitutive for our experience. They used purposive relations by
referring the natural phenomena to gods in order to establish a coherent experience. If
Kant actually claims that the constitution of human reason is universal and
unchangeable (and he does) he should have constructed his theory accordingly and
obviously he did. However, Pluhar’s point is right with relation to the solution of the
teleological antinomy. Taking mechanism as a regulative principle does not resolve
the antinomy because we still cannot solve the problem of contingency/necessity of

empirical laws on that account.

The other candidate for the solution of the antinomy is the appeal to an intuitive
understanding. Pluhar asserts that Kant unites the supersensible substrate of
appearances and reason that deals “with the ‘world’ of appearance as it ought to be
and also tell us about the supersensible conditions of making it so”>*. In other words,
Critique of Judgment is supposed to unite the references to the supersensible of
different cognitive powers. Pluhar thinks that the thought that conflicting judgments
are only maxims has led many commentators to suppose that Kant’s solution to the
antinomy consists in showing that the conflicting judgments are regulative
principles®. Pluhar disagrees that is the solution since Kant tells that they are
regulative principles in the section entitled “preliminary to the solution”. Still he agrees
with Butts’ claim that regulative principles cannot logically conflict. Pluhar thinks that
in the strict sense of contradiction Butts is right and that if they did involve a

contradiction “it could not be solved”’*®. However, he thinks that the antinomy and its

% Pluhar, “Translator’s Introduction” in Kant, Critique of Judgment, p. Ixxxviii.
%5 Ibid., p. Ixxxix.

% Ibid., p. Ixxxix, footnote 90.
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solution involve “the threat of a contradiction” between two ways of judging “in the
very same context”’. We cannot judge a thing to be necessary and contingent at the
same time. The solution therefore appeals to the supersensible. Pluhar sees a common

ground for Kant’s solution to “all” antinomies: “by invoking the supersensible”8,

Kant’s reference to the supersensible comes right after he emphasizes the uniqueness
of the human standpoint and that is the point Pluhar stresses: “Our human
understanding has the peculiarity of determining the universal while leaving the
particular contingent”®°. This brings in the discussion of an intuitive understanding in
which conditions of givenness and thought are not separate. Such an understanding,
for the determination of particulars, would not require “a harmony between itself and
some other, separate cognitive power (an imagination dealing with a passive
intuition)”®. For such an understanding “nature in itself would simply be the
intellectual (supersensible) intuition of this intuitive understanding” and it would not

cognize it as produced®:,

For Pluhar, the solution to the antinomy lies in the contrast between human reason and
an intellectual understanding. This contrast allows us to treat the antinomy as a
dialectical illusion “for us” but we can also think that it is not “objectively” a
contradiction since we can conceive that for an intuitive understanding, what we judge
to be as contingent might also be necessary. We think that the contingency “as in fact
being a necessity legislated by an intuitive understanding”®?. In Pluhar’s formulation
“we have recourse to the idea of a supersensible intuition as necessitating the

particular”®3,

57 1bid., p. Ixxxix, footnote 90.
58 Ibid., p. xci.

%9 Ibid., p. xci.

€0 Ibid., p. xcii.

®1 Ibid., p. xcii.

62 |bid., p. xciii.

8 Ibid., p. xciv.
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There are also problems with this solution. Angelica Nuzzo also seems to support the
solution by appeal to an intuitive understanding yet she sees its dangers. Nuzzo thinks

that what is

at stake is the distinction between the notion of an understanding that thinks
intuitively, that is, differently than our human understanding, and the notion of
an architectonic understanding as the ontological ground of nature’s organized
forms. The former is a limit idea that confirms and reinforces the perspective
of transcendental philosophy; the latter is the dogmatic notion that brings

philosophy back to metaphysics®.

She believes that Kant’s transcendental philosophy “reframes these issues in a
thoroughly new way because it makes them dependent on the peculiarity of the human
cognitive faculty”®®. The reason for this is that, Kant’s remark which claims an
intuitive understanding would not conceive its objects as contingent and therefore
would not conceive natural purposes as the product of an other intelligence. The
concept of natural purposes therefore belongs specifically to human reason. Nuzzo
believes that the possibility of thinking an intuitive understanding rests in the
heterogeneity of our cognitive powers. Understanding is capable of applying the forms
of thought in abstraction from the confines of sensibility therefore producing (not
knowledge) but ideas. According to her, “so formulated, the possibility of thinking of
an intuitive understanding is the highest act of transcendental philosophy and the seal
of its closure”®. Moreover, she contends that the intuitive understanding “is not a
transcendent idea but a confirmation of the limiting condition of the discursive
character of human thinking®’. In another words, Nuzzo claims that the antinomy of
teleological judgment properly restricts the conception of an intuitive understanding

within the confines of human reason. In this sense, Kant’s characterization of teleology

64 Nuzzo, “Kritik der Urteilskraft §§76 77: Reflective Judgment and the Limits of Transcendental
Philosophy”, p. 159.

6 |hid., p. 159.
% |hid., p. 160.
57 |bid., p. 164.
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Is in line with the Copernican turn in that the principle lies not in nature but is brought
about by the human judgment. Yet this characterization is not enough to solve the

antinomy and Kant’s solution fails for four main reason.

Firstly, he appeals to an intuitive understanding because it is “an understanding for
which no antinomy and no dialectic arise”®®. How could the reference to an intuitive
understanding solve the antinomy for us, who are clearly faced with an antinomy? We
obviously do not have an understanding which is capable of resolving the antinomy.
We have no insight into its solution except we can imagine an understanding having
no problems in representing everything as necessary. Still Kant seems to claim that in
the teleological antinomy, the assertions of both the thesis and the antithesis are true.
The problem is whether they might be thought as true for an intuitive understanding
or for us. The projected intuitive understanding, although it is a conception of the
human standpoint as Nuzzo’s analysis shows, it still does not resolve the antinomy for

us.

Secondly, the conception of an intuitive understanding has highly problematic
consequences. An intuitive understanding is thought as one that is free of the
conditions of sensibility. However, this would have awkward consequences regarding
what this understanding can conceive. As we have previously seen, the modal concepts
would have no meaning for an intuitive understanding. It should not be able to
represent any necessity or contingency whatsoever for possibility and actuality are
valid concepts only from the human standpoint. Therefore, it cannot conceive either
the mechanism or purposiveness of nature. We do not have a firm basis for supposing
that it could represent another ground which makes both conceptions of nature
possible. As Nuzzo is aware, in the intuitive understanding “the universal would not
be a concept but an intuition”®, We also saw that Pluhar makes a similar observation.
We have no basis for assuming that an understanding without intuitions of space and
time and therefore, without synthesis of apprehension can apprehend its objects as

% |hid., p. 148.
% |hid., p. 166.

84



distinct from itself. Robert Wicks in his guide to the Critique of Judgment makes a

brilliant point with regard to this idea and is able to derive its consequences.

... One can ask what the relationship between God’s thoughts and God’s being
happens to be, for if the natural purposes that God actualizes are not distinct
from God, this would move us in the direction of hylozoism or pantheism, since
the natural purposes in nature would be the manifestations of God’s very own
thoughts (i.e., God’s substance) and the sharp distinction between nature and
God would start to dissolve. So, despite his efforts to develop the theistic
alternative, Kant’s reasoning suggests that a more consistent analysis would
locate the teleological ground of natural purposes within nature itself,

conceived somehow as the embodiment and presence of a divine intelligence.

Thirdly, as a concept of the human mind, an intuitive understanding is problematic.
We cannot know even if it is possible or actual as modal concepts involve conditions
of sensibility. It is hard to see how it can be thought of as necessitating the contingent
when it is only a problematic regulative idea. A problematic concept of it is not enough
for us to think that. Without assuming its possibility or actuality or without determining
it in some manner we cannot appeal to an intuitive understanding as necessitating
anything for we do not even know if it is possible much less that it exists. As Nuzzo
feared, we must also think it as an actual being for without assuming its actuality
merely the concept of it is not enough to solve the antinomy and would not allow us
to represent it as legislating to nature. We therefore, fall back to the kind of

metaphysical claims that Kant advised against.

Lastly, although it is difficult to see how an intuitive understanding solves the
antinomy, Kant’s solution of the intuitive understanding goes against his philosophy
of the human standpoint. He believes himself to have solved the antinomy however,
not through the powers of human cognition (the human standpoint) but through an
understanding which is conceivable from a human standpoint. Up until the antinomy

of teleological judgment, Kant insisted on that antinomies arise from the constitution

0 Wicks, Routledge Philosophy GuideBook to Kant on Judgment, p. 227.
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of human mind and are resolvable (although not eliminable) by our own cognitive
powers. The solution of the antinomy of teleological judgment therefore, seems to
tread on the claims of his critical philosophy which always kept the antagonism of

human cognitive powers in view.
4.7 The Kantian Antinomies and the Human Standpoint

As we have seen the solutions of the third antinomy of pure reason and the antinomy
of teleological judgment is utterly different. Kant nonetheless thinks that there is
actually a similarity both in source and “solution” of the antinomies even if they are
related to different cognitive aspects of the knowing subject. Each cognitive power has
different principles. Yet reason requires the unconditioned for each of them. There are
three kinds of antinomy that are related to three cognitive powers of understanding,

judgment and reason. For Kant, they

all . . . are still alike inasmuch as they force reason to abandon the otherwise
very natural presupposition that objects of sense are things in themselves and
force reason to regard them instead as mere appearances that are based on an
intelligible substrate (something supersensible, the concept of which is only an

idea and precludes cognition proper) (CJ, Ak. 344).

Kant claims that antinomies “compel us against our will to look beyond the sensible
to the supersensible” (CJ, Ak. 341). Antinomies are unavoidable if “we do not rely on
[the assumption of] a supersensible substrate for the given objects [and take the latter]
as appearances (CJ, Ak. 345). The three kinds of antinomies regarding three cognitive
powers leads to three ideas of the supersensible. For the power of understanding this
is the idea of supersensible as the substrate of nature. Faculty of judgment leads to “the
idea of the same supersensible as the principle of nature’s subjective purposiveness for
our cognitive power” (CJ, Ak. 346). The third idea is “the same supersensible as the
principle of the purposes of freedom and of the harmony of theses purposes with nature
in the moral sphere” (CJ, Ak. 346). In other words; although the solutions of the
antinomies depend on the distinction between appearances and things in themselves,

in these solutions a relation to the supersensible is always implied. In other words,
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Kant shows the transcendental distinction as the key to the solution of the antinomies.
There can be also a negative reading of these passages: the antinomies refer to the
human understanding and the human standpoint. Wicks makes a similar point when

he says:

Kant’s resolution of . . . tension will reside in distinguishing different ways that
the world appears to us relative to the mental faculties we have. For the faculty
of understanding, all material things admit of a mechanical analysis; for the
faculty of judgment, some admit of a teleological analysis’.

In his “solution” Kant insistently reiterates that purposes require understanding. This
was the primary reason for his rejection of Spinoza’s system. In his final comments on
teleology, he admits that we think the supersensible cause of existence as one having
an understanding although only by analogy to a human understanding (CJ, Ak. 483-
5). We do not have any knowledge of this projected cause, its properties, its aims or
purposes. Guyer stresses the same point when he explains Kant thought as the claim

that “we can only conceive of an intelligence in analogy with our own”"2.

Butts summarizes Kant’s position as one that claims: “It is because we look designedly
at nature that we come to see it as exhibiting design”’. It is human beings which
introduce the concept of purposes to nature. “It is our urge to understand nature that
imputes design as a principle of understandability””*. Butts thinks that the crucial point

of Kant’s argument is that

it is because we are literally designers of the objects we will study —remember,
we construct the objects of possible experience—that some features of nature

come to be estimated by us as designed”.

™ 1bid., p. 185.

2 Guyer, “Kant’s Teleological Conception of Philosophy and its Development”, p. 85.
73 Butts, Kant and the Double Government Methodology, p. 276.

™ 1bid., p. 276.

™ 1bid., p. 277.
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The upshot of Kant’s argument is that human beings cannot conceive the world’s
possibility other than envisioning an understanding which is similar in its active part
but yet not limited by sensibility’s passivity. Unless one is committed to the theistic
worldview it is difficult to accept Kant’s arguments which claim that the conception
of an intelligent world cause is satisfactory for “human standpoint”. It should be noted
that he conceives the human standpoint to be unchangeable, universal and valid for
“every human being” or “for the human race”. His point is that teleology and
mechanism do not reflect the principles of “nature itself” but are only perspectives of
the human standpoint. Although the idea that reflective teleological judgments on
nature depend on the constitution of human cognitive powers seems to comply with

the Copernican turn, it presents many dangers.

The teleological conception of nature is Kant’s way of fixing the gap between the
mechanism of nature and freedom. Kant believes that we must judge nature to be
organized (by an intuitive understanding) in such a way that human freedom can be
realized in phenomenal nature. Moreover, the systematicity of empirical laws is also
at stake as we have no way of representing their contingency and necessity at the same
time unless we resolve the antinomy of teleological judgment. However, resolving the
antinomy by reference to an intuitive understanding goes against Kant’s philosophy of
“the human standpoint”. Kant claims in CPR that dialectic arises from human
cognitive powers and is to be solved with a critical examination of the same powers.
The systematicity and unity of the critical enterprise is threatened by the alleged
solution of the antinomy of teleological judgment as the gulf between nature and
freedom remains as distant as ever since the solution is not a proper solution for human
understanding. Furthermore, if the systematicity of empirical natural laws is based on
an intuitive understanding, then, all the positive contribution of the Copernican turn
would be lost as human knowledge would be necessitated by an intuitive
understanding. As it turns out the antinomy of teleological judgment is irresolvable
within the bounds of critical philosophy. Although we aim to reduce diversity of nature
to identity through our concepts, accepting the limitation of our knowledge of nature
is the wiser alternative. We are presented with a diversity so great that it is “impossible

for our understanding to discover in nature an order it could grasp” (CJ, Ak. 185).
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This study emerged from the question of what nature meant after Kant’s Copernican
Turn. Kant’s Copernican Revolution is the idea that human beings are not just passive
observers of nature but on the contrary, that the human understanding makes active
contributions to the world that it experiences. Even if one takes the Copernican turn as
granted, there still remains the question of why we become confused with regard to
our own representations. In other words, why does the mechanical conception of nature

lead human reason to conflicts? And what does this imply for our cognitive powers?

To evaluate our active contribution to our experience of nature, Kant’s analysis of our
cognitive powers had to be presented. Chapter 2 focused on Transcendental Aesthetic
and Transcendental Analytic of Critique of Pure Reason. The former dealing with the
conditions of human sensibility and the latter with the conditions of thought show the
extent and limit of our cognitive apparatus. In Transcendental Aesthetics, theses of
transcendental ideality of space and time showed us that human cognition is restricted
to appearances and that we are incapable of representing things as they are. The
transcendental distinction between appearances and things-in-themselves showed us
that the spatio-temporality of nature is due to the form of human sensibility. We

represent nature spatio-temporally and nature in itself need not be spatio-temporal.

Transcendental Analytic, on the other hand, presents the forms of thought which allow
us to think the objects of intuition. Categories, which are pure concepts of the
understanding, are not derivable from experience. Yet we are able to relate our
concepts to objects of experience in an a priori fashion. Without categories, we would
not be able to form the concept of an object. Among categories, the primary concern
of this study was the concept of causality since it is the basis which enables us to
conceive nature as rule-governed. With this unifying act of human mind we are able

to organize phenomena. Another crucial aspect, which allowed us to see that nature is
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an a priori concept, is the transcendental apperception. The diversity we find in our
intuitions is so great that it is impossible for us to comprehend a unity based on this
diversity. However, on the basis of the Copernican turn, treating the content of our
knowledge only as representations, we are able to claim that they stand together in an
act of human mind, which is the transcendental apperception. It enables us to unify the
experience of appearances and refer to their sum as nature. It was important to note
that our empirical selves are likewise given through this unifying act of human mind
and that we are capable of representing ourselves as identical only through the unity
of objects. This showed us Kant’s difference from Cartesianism and traditional

idealism.

The most important part of the second chapter was the subject-matter of Analogies of
Experience. Here we found out the regulative status of the Second Analogy of
experience which is concerned with causality. We saw that even though we have to
presuppose a cause for whatever happens, the cause is indeterminate and cannot be
known a priori. In Kant’s philosophy, the conditions of givenness precede the
conditions of thought. In other words, an object or event might be given to sensibility
but we may not be able to detect the cause. Mathematical principles of understanding
are constitutive of objects. However, the dynamical principles, which are related to
categories of relation and modality, provide us with regulative principles for empirical
use of our understanding. With the category of causality, we construct the relations of
objects but do not construct objects. We know a priori that whatever happens must

have a cause and this principle regulates our search for the cause.

By the theses of transcendental ideality of space and time, a priori application of
categories to all experience and the transcendental apperception that enables us to
conceive nature, we have seen that it is through our a priori capabilities that we form
a concept of nature and that it is not possible to arrive at such a concept through
induction. In these senses, we contribute to our experience of nature. However, our
contribution is limited in the sense that we do not produce the matter of objects of
intuition. Restricting our contribution to form enables Kant to steer away from other

idealist positions. Moreover, the experience of our empirical selves is not immediate
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but also given to us by the same act that gives us nature. In other words, we are not the
cause of the existence of things or nature. Our contribution is only limited to
determining the form of appearances and our experience. Nature in itself and its

possibility is beyond the limits of our cognition.

The third chapter focused on the third antinomy of pure reason, which is a conflict
between the mechanism of nature and human freedom. If we are to claim that every
event is conditioned by a cause, we have no philosophical grounds for justifying
human freedom. Kant’s solution of this conflict is based on his distinction of
phenomena and noumena. Kant construes human cognition on the basis of two
separate cognitive powers. Phenomena are the objects of sensible intuition.
Understanding is able to think objects, which are not given, without contradiction. The
concept of such intelligible objects is noumenon. The distinction of phenomena and
noumena are based on the heterogeneity of the passive character of sensibility and
active character of understanding. With this distinction Kant was able to assert that we
can think freedom without contradiction. Yet he had to concede that we can have no
knowledge of it. What this meant to say is that we can consider ourselves as free from
an intelligible standpoint, whereas we can consider the effect of our actions as
determined by the laws of nature. Freedom is not an object of sense which means that
it does not have to be thought according to the conditions of sensibility. The twofold
standpoint that we are able to assume is the human standpoint. The human standpoint

was presented as the essence of Kant’s critical philosophy.

In the third chapter, we characterized Kant’s philosophy of the human standpoint as
arising from the question of the possibility of synthetic a priori judgments. Kant does
not merely take the human standpoint for granted but deduces it from the problem of
objective knowledge. This was important in the sense that it distinguishes his
enterprise from anthropology or psychology and enables us to comprehend it as strictly
transcendental in the sense that it lays bare the conditions for us to have knowledge.
We also touched upon the problematic concept of an intuitive understanding which
Kant uses to stress the heterogeneity in our cognitive powers. An intuitive

understanding is a concept that is arrived at by abstraction from human cognition. The
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distinctness between the passivity of sensibility and activity of understanding enables
us to conceive an understanding which is free of the limitations of sensibility.
However, the resulting conception of such an understanding is merely derived from
our own understanding and we have no grounds for claiming the existence of such an
understanding. It serves merely to stress the finitude of human knowledge by

accentuating the limiting condition of sensibility.

In the fourth chapter, we have observed Kant’s analysis of teleological conception of
nature. Kant makes his case for the use of purposive concepts in the investigation of
organisms by claiming that we cannot account for organisms simply by the mechanism
of nature. With the introduction of purposiveness of nature Kant intends to form a
system of nature thereby justifying the idea that human freedom is realizable within
mechanical nature. Another reason for his appeal to a purposiveness of nature was to

account for empirical laws of nature.

The expression “empirical law” implies a contradiction for Kant. “Law” implies
necessity while “empirical” implies contingency. In order to account for the
contingency in our knowledge and in order to claim that nature has an order
discoverable by us (even where we cannot expressly cognize such an order) he resorted
to an intuitive understanding. His claim was that we can conceive the contingent as
necessary if we think it as being necessitated by another understanding than ours.
However, such a conception is against the basic claim of the Copernican turn: whatever
knowledge we have should be necessitated by our own understanding. The problematic
aspect of this assumption was revealed more fully in the antinomy of teleological
judgment.

We saw that the principle of mechanism and the purposiveness of nature (teleology)
presented an antinomy for us. Kant appealed to a conceivable understanding for which
there is no antinomy. There is no antinomy for an intuitive understanding for it does
not have separate conditions of knowledge (sensibility and understanding) which it has
to reconcile. The reference to an intuitive understanding does not resolve the

conflicting judgments for several reasons.
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First of all, imagining an antinomy-free understanding would not resolve the antinomy
for us unless we are that intuitive understanding. This is exactly the way German
idealism interpreted Kant’s solution’®. Since we are not able to judge of one and the
same thing to be contingent and necessary at the same time, the antinomy is left intact
for us. We found out that Kant’s solution to the antinomy is far from satisfactory and

moreover it goes against his philosophy of the human standpoint.

Secondly, we saw that the intelligent cause that Kant envisions is highly problematic.
Whatever it thinks must be actual since it is thought of as not being bound by
sensibility. Since actuality and possibility are distinctions which have their basis in
human mind, the distinction is not applicable to an intuitive understanding. Therefore,
Kant asserts that it does not represent any contingency. However, it should also not be
able to represent necessity either and modal concepts should have no meaning for an
intuitive understanding. This means that it cannot represent mechanism or teleology
of nature. Resorting to a principle of generation that would be the basis of our
mechanical and teleological explanations is still not enough to resolve the conflict of
two maxims since we cannot even conceive what such a principle might be. Moreover,
we have no reason to suppose that an intuitive understanding can distinguish its objects
since synthesis of apprehension is the act of human reason which is faced with a
diversity or manifold, given through the sensibility, to be united. Nature need not be
spatio-temporal and natural things need not be even differentiated (that is, represented
as distinct objects) for such an understanding. It is the synthesis of apprehension which
enables us to perceive distinct objects. It is doubtful that an intuitive understanding can
even conceive of nature. Kant seems to overlook his explication in the deductions in

his conception of an intuitive understanding.

Thirdly, an intuitive understanding is a concept of human mind. In treating it as
necessitating the contingent we thereby treat it not as merely a concept but as a being.
Merely the concept of such an understanding is not enough to solve the antinomy

unless its actuality or reality is likewise granted. However, we cannot even establish

6 See Nuzzo, “Kritik der Urteilskraft §§76 77: Reflective Judgment and the Limits of Transcendental
Philosophy”, p. 149 and footnote 20.
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the possibility of such an understanding as it does not conform to conditions of our
sensibility. The only use such a limiting concept of an intuitive understanding may
have within critical philosophy is to discern the limits and finitude of human
understanding. Any other use would be transcendent. Kant’s solution then, goes
beyond the limits he had drawn. In his attempt at a solution he oversteps the limits of
knowledge. There is a fine line between extending knowledge through a regulative use
of a concept and a transcendent use. In his attempt to extend human knowledge to all
of nature, Kant seems to pass that boundary. Still we might interpret it as exemplifying

the finitude of human knowledge and the impossibility of grasping the whole of nature.

Fourthly, we have seen that antinomies should be solved by reference to the human
standpoint. The essence of transcendental philosophy was characterized as based on
the claim that all our knowledge and confusions should have their roots in our
cognitive powers, including their solutions. If we bring in an intuitive understanding
to solve the problem that emerges from the constitution of our own reason, we betray
the Copernican turn. Kant claims that we can conceive the unity of nature “as if” an
understanding “is the basis of the unity of what is diverse” in it (Kant, CJ, Ak. 180).
In such a conception we think that the necessity of empirical laws can be thought of as
being necessitated by another understanding. While it is true that we cannot determine
the whole extent of phenomenal nature a priori, rendering the intuitive understanding
the condition of necessity in nature is against the assumption of the Copernican turn.
Whatever we perceive should be necessitated by our cognitive powers alone. Although
Kant shows that we cannot fully determine the particulars and that we are unable to
know particular aspects of nature a priori due to the discursive character of our

knowledge, he fails to solve the antinomy by human cognitive powers.

The failure of the solution of the antinomy threatens the critical system. It means that
Kant’s fails to fix the gap between nature and freedom and justify the systematicity of
empirical laws. To account for the understandability of nature and systematicity of its
laws (its reducibility to principles and concepts) he assumes a problematic

understanding. Kant first draws the limits to human reason and knowledge, and then
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in his quest to make nature understandable through concepts of understanding, falls

victim to the pretensions of reason by overstepping the limits he has set.

If we cannot properly legislate a priori, or are incapable of comprehending the
necessity of the contingent, we might as well accept that our knowledge is finite or
that nature displays such a great diversity that is beyond our powers of representation.
The reducibility of particulars to concepts does not reflect how nature is but only how
we think. The conception of nature (as appearance) as a law-governed unity is a
distinctly human capacity. The heterogeneity between our cognitive powers produces
a confusion with regard to diversity and identity. We need a representation of identity
(concepts) to conceive diversity and vice versa. We represent difference and diversity
as what cannot be subsumed under a concept. In order to preserve the positive
contribution of Copernican turn, the teleological antinomy should be grasped as
unresolvable and can be seen as another implication of the limitation of human
sensibility which has to distinguish possibility and actuality, therefore the contingent

and the necessary.

In CJ, Ak. 185, Kant admits that it is possible to think that diversity of nature might
be so great that we may not understand it. However, he later on equates such an idea
with superstition and asserts that nature should be understandable by us (CJ, Ak. 294).
The failure of the solution of teleological antinomy however, shows that although we
know by reducing diversity to identity through concepts (discursively), we cannot
grasp nature in its whole extent. The subject of the Copernican turn perceives and
arranges the diversity in an orderly fashion, that is, it turns the manifold into a cosmos.
Nature in itself may very well be a chaos. Instead of imposing understandability by

reducing diversity to identity, we might as well leave nature in itself as an enigma.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: TURKCE OZET

Kant’in Kopernik¢i Devrimi ve elestirel felsefesi, felsefe tarihinde bir doniim
noktasidir. Bilen 6znenin bilme siirecine katkida bulundugu ve yalnizca pasif bir
alimlayic1 olmadig1 disiincesi felsefeyi geri doniilmez bir bicimde doniigtiirmiistiir.
Kant 6znenin bilme edimine olan katkisini bilissel yetilerin elestirel bir analizini
yaparak ve bu vyetilerin insan deneyimindeki kurucu rollerini arastirarak ortaya
cikarmaya calismistir. Bu diisiinsel devrimin izinden giden filozoflar bilme siirecini
kosullayan diger kosullar1 da belirleme cabasina odaklanmislardir. Kant-sonrasi
diisiince Kant’in one siirdiigii bilissel kosullara alternatif kosullar sunmaktadir.
Tarihin, kiiltiirlin, dilin, sosyal yapilarin, ekonomik sistemlerin ve cinsiyetin bilissel
siireclerdeki etkisi giiniimiiz bilgi kuramlarmin bir parcas: haline gelmistir. insan
deneyiminin kuram-yiiklii oldugu diisiincesi sosyal bilimlerin temel varsayimlarindan
biridir. Kopernik¢i devrimin sosyal bilimler agisindan sonuclart biiylik bir hevesle
incelenmis olsa da Kant’in askinsal idealizmi ve diislincesinin “doga” deneyimimize

iliskin sonuglar siklikla gozardi edilmekte ve yok sayilmaktadir.

Bu calisma Kopernik¢i devrimin bir sonucu olan askinsal felsefe baglaminda
“doga”nin ne anlama geldigini arasgtirmak amacindan dogmustur. Kantc1 anlamda
diizenli ve yasali bir “doga” deneyimini olusturan 6znenin kendisidir. Doga fikrinin
kokleri bilissel yetilerimizdedir ve sistematik ve yasali bir “doga” anlayis1 insana 6zgii
bir anlama bi¢imidir. Bu fikir empirik deneyimin cesitliligini kavramlar yoluyla
indirgeyerek kavrama ¢abamizin bir sonucudur. Bu sekilde 6zetlenebilecek Kant’in
doga kavrayisinin agiklamaya ihtiyag duyan bazi zorluklar1 da vardir. Kant’in
goriingtiler ve kendinde-seyler arasinda yaptigi askinsal ayrim iki farkl doga kavrami
kurmamiza olanak verir. Bunlarin ilki “goriiniis olarak doga” kavramiyken ikincisi ise
“kendinde doga” idesidir. Kant insan bilgisini goriintisler alaniyla yani goriingiisel

doga kavramiyla smirlar. Ancak ilging olan 6znenin kendi iirettigi kavramlardan
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birinin yine ayni 6zne i¢in ¢eliskiler ve ¢atigsmalar sunmasidir. Goriingiisel anlamdaki

doga kavrami akli ¢6ziilmesi gereken catigkilara itmektedir.

Kant’in elestirel felsefesine gore mekanistik doga anlayist insanin bilme yetisinde
yatan a priori nedensellik kavramina dayanmaktadir. Bu doga kavrayisi ise iki ¢atiski
(antinomi) ortaya c¢ikarmaktadir. Bunlarin ilki 6zgiirlik ve mekanizma arasindaki
antinomi yani saf aklin {iciincii antinomisidir. ikincisi ise ereksel yargi antinomisi yani
mekanistik ve ereksel yargilar arasindaki antinomidir. Eger insan “doga” deneyiminin
olugmasinda etkin bir rol oynuyorsa kendi kavrama bi¢imlerimiz arasindaki ¢atisma
nasil olanaklidir? “Doga” deneyimimiz bizim {riiniimiiz ise kendi iirlinlimiiz
karsisinda neden g¢eligkili fikirler {iretiyoruz? Bu calismada bu sorulara yanit

aranmigtir.

Bu catismalarin kaynagi insan bilissel yetilerinin kendine o6zgii farkliliklarinda
yatmaktadir. Elestirel felsefe insan bilgisi i¢in iki farkli kaynak belirlemektedir;
duyusallik ve anlama yetisi. Verililigin ve diisiinmenin kosullarinin farkl: tiirde olmasi
insan bilisselligi agisindan belirleyicidir. Bilissel yetiler arasindaki bu ayrilik ve bu
ayriliga dayanan gidimli (diskursif) bilgi Kant’1n elestirel felsefesinin temelinde yatan
“insan perspektifi’nin temelini olusturmaktadir. Insan perspektifi kavrami insan
dogas1 kavrami ile aym igerige sahip olarak diisiinlilmemelidir. Bu perspektifin
Kant’in elestirel felsefesinin yani insan aklimin a priori becerilerini belirleme
arayisinin dogrudan bir iiriinii oldugu ve “sentetik a priori yargilar nasil olanaklidir?”

sorusuna verdigi yanita bagli oldugu calisma igerisinde serimlenmeye calisilmigtir.

Bu bilgiler 15181nda caligmanin temel amacinin Kant’in Saf Aklin Elestirisi ve Yargi
Giiciiniin Elestirisi adli eserlerindeki “doga” kavrayisini agik kilmak, “doga”nin
deneyimini ve bilgisini olanakli kilan kosullardan dogan iki antinomiye odaklanarak
bunlarin ¢6ziimlerinin Kant’in elestirel felsefesi agisindan sonuglarina deginmek
oldugu soylenebilir. Bu tasar1 dogrultusunda tez ii¢ temel béliime ayrilmistir.
“Gorilingli Olarak Doga” adli ikinci bdliimde doga kavraminin igerigi ve doga
deneyiminin a priori kosullar1 serimlenerek doga deneyiminin olugmasinda insan
zihninin etkinliginin &l¢iisii anlasilmak istenmektedir. “Mekanizma, Ozgiirliik ve

Insan Perspektifi” adli iiciincii bolim doganin nedensel bir mekanizmasi oldugu
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diistincesi ile insanin 6zgiir oldugunu fikri arasindaki ¢atismay1 Kant’1in nasil ¢ozdiigii
incelemekte ve ¢oziim yonteminden hareketle insan perspektifi diisiincesini elestirel
felsefenin 0zl olarak sunmaya gayret etmektedir. “Mekanizm ve Teleoloji” adl
dordiincii boliim ise doganin mekanizmasi ile ereksel olarak diisiiniilmesi arasindaki
catigsmaya, yani ereksel yargi antinomisine, odaklanarak Kant’in bu geligkiye dnerdigi
¢Ozlimii elestirel olarak incelemekte ve askinsal felsefe ile insan perspektifi diisiincesi

acgisindan sonuglarini irdelemektedir.

Bu taslaga uygun olarak Oncelikle askinsal felsefe baglaminda 6znenin doga
deneyimine etkin katkisini degerlendirebilmek i¢in Kant’in biligsel yetileri analizinin
serimlenmesi gerekiyordu. Bu amagla ikinci boliim Kant’in Saf Aklin Elestirisi’nin
“Askinsal Estetik” ve “Askinsal Analitik” boliimlerine odaklandi. Bu boliimlerin ilki
insan duyusalliginin kosullarin1 ele alirken ikincisi ise diigsiincenin kosullarii ele
alarak biligsel araclarimizin erimini ve sinirni gostermeyi amaglar. “Askinsal
Estetik”in temel savi uzam ve zamanin insan duyusalliginin saf formlar1 olan saf
goriiler (Anschauung, intuition) oldugu yani uzam ve zamanin agkinsal idealligi
savidir. Kant’a gore uzam ve zaman deneyimden tiiretilemez ve aksine tiim
deneyimimiz bu formlar1 varsayar. Uzam ve zamanin kavramsal olarak tanimlamaz ve
ancak “goriilebilir’. Bu formlar olmaksizin bir deneyim tasarlayamamamiz ve
kavramsal olmayan tasarimlama bi¢imleri olmalarindan hareketle Kant bu formlari
anlama yetisinden farkli bir bilgi kosulu olarak yani duyusalligin formlari olarak
rralamaktadir. Bilginin kosulu olmalar1 “agkinsal” olmalar1 ve insan duyusalligindan
bagimsiz olarak nesnelerin i¢kin 6zellikleri olmamalar1 (reel degil ideal olmalar)
“Askinsal Estetik” baglaminda duyusalligin doga deneyimine katkisini betimlememizi
saglar. Kant insan bilgisinin duyusallik yoluyla verilen goriiniisler ile sinirli oldugunu
ve seylerin duyularimizdan bagimsiz olarak sahip olabilecekleri 06zelliklerin
tarafimizdan bilinemeyecegini iddia etmektedir. Bu baglamda yapilan goriiniisler ile
kendinde-seyler arasindaki askinsal ayrimin sonucu doganin uzamsal-zamansal
olusunun insanin duyusalligimmin saf formlarina dayandigi ve doganin kendiligine
iligkin bir bilgimiz olamayacagidir. Dogay1 zorunlulukla, nesnel ve evrensel olarak,
uzamsal-zamansal formda tasarimlasak da kendinde-doga uzamsal-zamansal olmak

zorunda degildir. Doganin uzamsal-zamansalliginin askinsal idealligi diisiincesi, insan
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duyusalliginin doga deneyimine katkisini1 anlamak agisindan 6nem arz etse de “doga”
kavramsallastirmasina nasil vardigimizi anlatmamakta, yalnizca doganin “goriisiiniin”
olanagmi temellendirmektedir. “Askinsal  Analitik” ise gorlii nesnelerini
distinebilmemize ve kavramsallastirmamiza olanak veren diisiinmenin formlarini

serimler.

“Askinsal Analitik”in doga tasarimi ile ilgili sonuglarinin serimlenmesinde askinsal
tamalgr (Apperzeption, apperception) ve saf anlama yetisinin kavramlari olan
kategorilere odaklanilmistir. Anlama yetisinin kategorileri ve askinsal imgelemin
sentezleri doga deneyiminin diisiinsel kosullarini olusturmaktadir. Kant “Askinsal
Analitik’te kategorilerin, yani anlama yetisinin saf kavramlarinin, deneyimden
tiiretilebilir olmadiklarin1 ve deneyimin kosullar1 olduklarini iddia etmektedir. Bu
kavramlar deneyim nesneleriyle a priori olarak iligkilenmekte yani ‘“nesne”
diisiincesini kurmaktadirlar. Kategoriler olmaksizin bir nesne kavrami olusturmamiz

olanakli degildir.

“Doga”nin a priori bir kavram oldugunu gérmemizi saglayan bir diger 6nemli bilissel
Oge askinsal tamalgidir. Goriilerimizde karsilastigimiz ¢esitlilik dylesine muazzamdir
ki bu cesitlilik temelinde bir birlik gormemiz olanaksizdir. Ancak Kopernik¢i devrim
temelinde, bilgimizin igerigini tasarimlar olarak ele alarak, tiim bu ¢esitliligin insan
zihninin igerigi olarak bir arada durmasii saglayanin askinsal tamalgi oldugunu
sOylemektedir bize Kant. Askinsal tamalgi goriiniislerin deneyimini birlestirmemizi ve
goriiniislerin biitiinligiinii “doga” olarak tasarimlamamizi saglamaktadir. Ancak
empirik 6znelerin de insan zihninin bu birlestirici edimi yoluyla verili oldugunu ve
kendimizi 06zdes olarak tasarimlamimizin nesneleri tekil ve 06zdes olarak
tasarimlamamizdan gegtigini belirtmek Kant’in Kartezyen felsefe ve geleneksel

idealizmden farkini ortaya koymak adina 6nemlidir.

Kategoriler arasinda bu ¢alismanin asil ilgisi nedensellik kavrami olmustur ve ikinci
boliimiin en 6nemli kismini olusturmaktadir. Nedensellik ilkesinin rolii ve bir ilke
olarak statiisii ise “Ikinci Deneyim Analojisi” baglaminda tartisilmis ve bu tartismanin
sonuglar1 o6zellikle ereksel yargi catiskisinin degerlendirilmesi agisindan onemli

olmustur. Nedensellik kavrami dogay1r yasali olarak kavrayisimizin temelidir.
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Hume’un felsefesinde yalin bir izlenimi bulunamayan nedensellik sorunsal hale
getirilmis, Kant ise nedenselligin asla deneyimden tiiretilemeyecegini ve deneyimi
olanakli kilan a priori saf bir kavram oldugunu iddia etmistir. Kant Saf Aklin
Elegstirisi’nin “Ikinci Deneyim Analojisi” adli boliimiinde ise nedensellik kavraminin
i¢csel deneyimin formu olan zaman baglaminda ifadesini irdelemektedir. Insan zihninin
bu birlestirici edimi yoluyla goriingiileri kurall1 bir zaman-dizisi olarak tasarimlariz.
Bu zaman-dizisi iligkisinde neden daima sonugtan 6nce gelecek ve sonucu zorunlu
kilacak sekilde tasarimlanmaktadir. Ancak Kant’in felsefesinde verililigin kosullari
diistinmenin kosullarindan 6nce gelmektedir. Diger bir deyisle, bir nesne veya olay
duyusalliga verilmis olsa da nedeni tespit edemeyebiliriz. Her olayin bir nedeni oldugu
ilkesi evrensel ve nesnel bir ilke olsa da nedenler a priori olarak verili degildir. Neyin
nedeninin ne oldugunu bulmak yine anlama yetisinin empirik kullanimina diisen bir

gorevdir. Bu baglamda nedensellik ve mekanizma ilkelerinin rolii tartisilabilir.

Kant kategorileri matematiksel ve dinamik kategoriler olarak ikiye ayirmaktadir. Bu
calisma ic¢in dnemli olan iligskisel ve modal (kipsel) kategoriler dinamik kategoriler
simifinda yer almaktadir. Bu ayrima gore Kant matematiksel kategorilerin kurucu
ilkeler (consitutive principles) yani nesnelerini kuran ilkeler verdiklerini, dinamik
kategorilerin ise deneyimi kuran degil diizenleyen ilkeler (regulative principles)
sunduklarin1 sdylemektedir. Anlama yetisininin matematiksel ilkeleri nesnelerini
kurar ancak iliski ve kip kategorileriyle ilintili dinamik ilkeler ise anlama yetisinin
empirik kullanimini diizenleyici ilkelerdir. Ancak Kant Saf Aklin Elestirisi’nin
“Transandantal Diyalektik” kisminda ise bu ilkeleri daha dnce diizenleyici ilkeler
olarak 1ralamigsa da yine de kurucu ilkeler olduklarini iddia etmektedir. Bu ¢elisik
goriinen iki ifadenin nedenini anlamak ve bir ¢eliski arz etmedigini gostermek ¢alisma
acisindan dnemliydi. Bu amagla “Ikinci Analoji” ilkesinin “neden”i kurmadigin1 ancak
nedeni bulma siirecimizi “diizenleyen” bir ilke oldugunu gostererek hem nedensellik
ilkesinin hem de doganin mekanizmas ilkesinin birer diizenleyici ilke oldugu ikinci
boliimde gosterilmeye calisildi. Nedensellik kategorisiyle nesneler degil nesneler arasi
iliskiler kurmaktayiz. Bu baglamda “Ikinci Deneyim Analojisi” her olay: bir nedeni
oldugunu sdylemekle birlikte “neden”i belirlenmemis olarak birakir. A priori olarak

her ne oluyorsa bir nedeni olmasi1 gerektigini biliriz ancak nedenin kendisi dogrudan
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verili olmayabilecegini i¢in bu ilke bizim bir neden tespit etme siirecimizi
diizenlemektedir. Kisacas1 nedensellik deneyim ve bilgi agisindan kurucu bir 6ge
olmakla birlikte, nesneleri kurmamakta ve nesneler arasi iliski kurma siirecinde
anlama yetisine yone vermektedir. Bu baglamda hem kurucu hem de diizenleyici bir
ilke oldugu soylenebilir. Mekanizm ise daha spesifik bir ilkedir ve Ikinci Analoji
nedenleri belirsiz birakmis oldugu i¢in mekanizm ilkesi diizenleyici bir ilkedir.
Nedensellik ve ona dayanan doganin mekanizmasi ilkesi ile ilgili varilan bu sonug
caligmanin ilerleyen bolimlerinde, Ozellikle de ereksel yargi antinomisinin

¢Oziimiiniin degerlendirilmesinde 6nemli bir rol oynamistir.

Bu bilgiler 1s1¢inda askinsal idealizmde uzam ve zamanin agkinsal idealligi,
kategorilerin a priori olarak tiim deneyim i¢in gegerli olmasi ve askinsal tamalginin
birarada “doga” kavramini olusturmamizi sagladig: goriildii ve doga kavramina dogal
seyleri tek tek birbirine ekleyerek tlimevarim yoluyla varmamizin olanakli olmadigi
sonucuna varildi. Ancak Kopernik¢i devrimin 6znesinin etkin kurucusu oldugu
deneyime katkis1 yalnizca goriiniislerin ve deneyimin formu belirlemek ile sinirlidir
yani gorii nesnelerinin maddesini iiretemez. Bu katkinin yalniz form ile siirh
tutulmas1 Kant’1 diger idealist konumlardan uzaklastirmaktadir. Kisacas1 Kant’in
elestirel felsefesi cercevesinde “doga” denilen kuralli ve yasali bir biitiinliik
tasarlayabiliyor olmamizin kaynaginin bilissel yetilerimiz oldugu gdsterilerek
“goriingli olarak doga” kavrami igeriklendirilmeye calisildi. Doganin kendisi ve nasil
olanakli oldugunun bilgisinin ise askinsal idealizme gore bilgimizin smirlar1 diginda

kaldig1 goriildii.

Kurucu 6znenin kendi tasarimi hakkinda nasil ¢eligkili yargilar tiretebildigi sorusu
ticiincli boliimiin ana motivasyonunu olusturdu. Bu baglamda doganin mekanizmasi
ve Ozgiirliik diisiincesi arasindaki goriiniirdeki geligkiyi (saf aklin ti¢lincii antinomisini)
ve Kant’in bu soruna ¢6ziim onerisini ele almak gerekiyordu. Eger her olaym bir
(etkin) neden tarafindan kosullandigi ileri siirliliirse insan Ozgirliigiini
temellendirecek felsefi bir zemin kalmaz. Kant’in bu soruna ¢oziimii goriingii ve
noumenon arasinda yapti§i ayrima dayanmaktadir. Antinomilerin kaynagini ve

¢ozlimiinli anlamak amaciyla goriingli (fenomen) ve noumenon arasindaki ayrim, bu
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ayrimin insanin bakis agis1 diisiincesiyle iligkisi tartisildi ve bu tartisma Kant’in

elestirel projesini insan perspektifi felsefesi olarak iralamamiza olanak sagladi.

Kant insan bilgisini iki farkli bilissel gili¢ etrafinda kavrar. Goriingiiler duyusal
goriiniin nesneleridir. Anlama yetisi ise verili olmayan nesneleri ¢eliskisiz diislinebilir.
Anlama yetisinin diisiinebildigi ancak verili olamayan nesneleri Kant noumenon adi
altinda kavramsallagtirir. Bdylelikle, goriingi ve noumenon ayrimi duyusalligin
edilgen karakteri ile anlama yetkisinin etkin karakteri arasindaki farklilikta
temellenmektedir. Bu ayrim yoluyla Kant oOzgiirligi celiskisiz olarak
diisiinebilecegimizi iddia eder. Diisiiniilebilir bir bakis agisindan kendimizi 6zgiir
olarak degerlendirebilecegimiz gibi edimlerimizin etkilerinin ise doga yasalari
tarafindan belirlendigi savunmaya devam edebiliriz. Ozgiirliigiin duyusal bir nesne
olmamasi duyusalligin kosullarina tabi olmadan diisiiniilebilecegini gostermektedir.
Ancak bu yorumun tutarliligini korumak adina Kant 6zgiirliigiin bilgisinin olanakli
olmadigint kabul etmek durumunda kalir. Antinominin kaynaginin ise duyusal
kosullar ile diistinsel kosullarin birbirine karistirilmasina dayandigini savlar. Yalnizca
diisiinsel olan1 duyusalligin kosuluna indirgemek veyahut duyusalligin kosuluna tabi
olarak verili olanin kendinde-sey imis gibi diisiiniilmesi antinomilere yol agmaktadir.
Goriingli ve noumenon’u ayiran elestirel felsefe ise bu celiskilerden kaginma olanagi
sunmakta ve insan aklinin iddialarini disipline etmektedir. Goriingiisel ve noumenal
yorumlama bigimleri ikili bir perspektif sunmakta, bu ikili perspektif ise insan

perspektifi kavraminin igerigini olusturmaktadir.

Bu analizler sonucunda biligsel yetilerin ayrilifina dayanan insan perspektifi
diisiincesinin sentetik a priori yargilarin olanagi sorusundan tiiretildigi ve bu
diistincenin Kant’in elestirel felsefesinin 6zii oldugu gosterilmeye ¢alisilmigtir. Kant
insan perspektifi diigiincesini verili kabul etmemekte aksine nesnel bilgi sorunundan
tiretmektedir. Bu onun felsefesini empirik verililiklerle is gdren antropoloji ve
psikolojiden ayirmak agisindan ve bilgiye sahip olmamizin kosullarimi ortaya
cikartmasi anlaminda askinsal felsefe olarak iralamak acisindan onemlidir. Insan
perspektifi kavramiyla yakindan ilintili sorunsal bir kavram olan goriisel anlama

yetisine (intuitive understanding) de bu boliimde kisaca deginildi ve Kant’in bu

104



kavrami biligsel giiclerin ayriligini vurgulamak tizere kullandiginin alt1 ¢izildi. Goriisel
anlama yetisi insan bilisinin kosullarindan yapilan bir soyutlamayla ulasilan bir
kavramdir. Duyusalligin edilgenligi ve anlama yetisinin etkinliginin farklilig:
duyusalligin kosullarindan bagimsiz bir anlama yetisi diisiincesine izin verir. Ancak
Kant’a gdre bu tlir bir anlama yetisi kavrami yalnizca kendi anlama yetimizden
tiiretilen bir kavramdir ve bdyle bir anlama yetisinin varligini 6ne siirmek ig¢in bir
zeminimiz yoktur. Bu kavramin asil islevi duyusalligin kosullarini vurgulayarak insan
bilgisinin smirhligmin  altmi  ¢izmektir. Ozgiirliik ve goriisel anlama yetisi
kavramlarini bu sekilde betimledikten sonra ise ¢calismanin bu kisma kadar varilan tim

sonuglarini ilgilendiren bir soruna yani ereksel yargi sorununa yonelindi.

Kant o0zgirliigiin celiskisiz olarak diisiiniilebildigini gostermis olsa da insan
Ozgurliigiinin mekanik doga icerisinde gergeklestirilebilecegini de gostermesi
gerekiyordu. Bu amacla Yargt Giiciiniin Elestirisi adl1 yapitinda doga ve ozgiirlikk
arasindaki ucurumu asarak elestirel projesini bir sistemde birlestirmeyi amaglar. Bu
ucurumu asmak i¢in 6nerisi doganin insan 6zglirliigiiniin gerceklesmesine uygun bir
yapilanmasi oldugu yargisiyla hareket etmemiz gerektigidir. Yarg: Giiciiniin
Elestirisi’nin ¢dzmeyi amagladigi bir baska sorun ise empirik yasalar sorunudur.
Insanin anlama yetisinin ilke ve kavramlar1 dogay: a priori olarak belirlememize ve
kurmamiza olanak verse de deneyimimizin olumsal icerigini belirleme giiciinden
yoksundur. Yine de Kant empirik bilgimizi genisletirken insan deneyiminin olumsal
igeriginin zorunlu oldugunu varsaymamiz gerektigini, aksi takdirde dogal nesne ve
iliskilerin zorunlulugunun bilgisini arayamacagmmizi ileri siirmektedir. Iste bu
nedenlerden otiirii, insan bilgisinin sistematik yapisin1 temellendirmek ve doga ile
ozgurlik arasindaki ugurumu kapatmak amaciyla Kant reflektif ereksel yargiyi
deneyimi diizenleyici bir ilke olarak sunar. Ancak bu ilkenin ortaya konmasi
sonucunda doganin mekanizmasi ilkesi ile doganin erekselligi ilkesi arasinda bir
catisk1 ortaya ¢ikar. Kant’in bu antinomiyi sunusu ve ¢dzme girisimi ise bir hayli

tartismal1 yonler icermektedir.

Dordiincii boliim igerisinde ereksel yargi antinomisinin ¢oziimiine iligkin tartismalar

ve sorunlar sistematik bir bi¢imde analiz edilmekte ve Kant’in elestirel felsefesi

105



acisindan sonuglart degerlendirilmektedir. Asil amag¢ ¢oziimiin ¢ézmeyi vadettigi
sorunlar1 ¢ozlip ¢6zemedigini anlamak {izere ickin bir elestiri sunmak yani Kant’in

felsefesini kendi ortaya koydugu 6l¢iitlere uygunlugu bakimindan degerlendirmektir.

Bu plana uygun olarak dncelikle Kant’in ereksel doga tasariminin temelleri incelendi.
Kant ereksel kavramlarin kullanimimi savunmak {izere organizmalar1t o6rnek
vermektedir. Kant’a gore organizmalarin 6zellikleri yalnizca doganin mekanizmasi ile
aciklamaz. Bir organizmadaki her organin bir isleve yariyor olmasi Kant’in bunu iddia
etmesindeki temel nedenlerden biridir. Ciinkii organ ve organizma arasindaki parca-
biitlin iliskisi Kant’a gore farkli bir yorum gerektirmektedir. Kant canlilarin birer islev
goren organlara sahip olduklar1 gbzleminden hareketle pargadan biitiine giden
mekanik agiklamalarin yetersiz kalacagini, biitiinden-parcaya giden bir iliski i¢erisinde
kavranmalar1 gerektigini yani sanki canlilarin kavramlart oluslarindan Once
geliyormus ve organlar yaradiklari ise uygunluk amaciyla varolmuslar gibi yargida
bulunmamiz gerektigini iddia etmektedir. Kant’a gore arastirmalarimiza bu ilkeyle
yon vermeden doganin bazi yoOnleri bizim igin anlasilmaz kalacaktir. Doganin
erekselligi diisiincesiyle Kant ayn1 zamanda baska sorunlar1 da ¢6zmek istemektedir.
Doganin erekselligi fikri ile mekanik doga icerisinde insan Ozgiirliigliniin
gerceklestirilebilir oldugu bir doga sistemi kurmak amaclanmaktadir. Doganin
erekselligi fikrinin ¢6zmeyi amagladig bir diger sorun ise doganin empirik yasalari

sorunudur.

“Empirik yasa” terimi Kant i¢in bir celiskiyi ifade eder. “Yasa” zorunlulugu imlerken
“empirik” ise olumsalligi imlemektedir. Bilgimizdeki olumsal 6genin hesabini
verebilmek ve doganin tarafimizdan kesfedilebilir bir diizeni (bdyle bir diizeni
goremedigimizde dahi) oldugunu iddia etmek iizere goriisel bir anlama yetisine
bagvurur. Kant’in bu konudaki temel sav1 eger olumsal olarak kavradigimiz bir nesne
veya olayin bir bagska anlama yetisinin zorunluluguna tabi oldugunu diisiiniirsek
olumsal olanin ardinda bir zorunluluk oldugu diisiincesine vararak dogayi
diistinmemiz i¢in gerekli olan zorunluluk kavramini koruyabilecegimizdir. Ancak
bdylesi bir diisiince Kopernik¢i devrimin temel savina aykiridir. Kopernik¢i devrime

gore ne olursa olsun bilgimizi zorunlu kilanin kendi anlama yetimiz olmasi
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gerekmektedir. Kant’in savinin sorunsal yonii ereksel yargi antinomisinde daha net

gorilebilmektedir.

Dogayr hem mekanizma ilkesine gore hem de ereksellik ilkesine gore yargilamak
bizim i¢in bir antinomi olusturmaktadir. Kant uzmanlar1 antinominin Yarg: Giiciiniin
Elestirisi’'nde nasil ¢0ziilmiis olduguna dair iki temel farkli yorum getirmektedir.
Bunlarin ilkine gére Kant antinomiyi doganin mekanizmasi ilkesini deneyimi kuran
bir ilke olmaktan ¢ikartip deneyimi diizenleyen bir ilke konumuna indirgeyerek
¢dzmektedir. ikinci goriise gore ise Kant’in onerdigi asil ¢oziim goriisel bir anlama
yetisine gonderme yapmaktadir. Dordiincii boliim igerisinde doganin mekanizmasi
ilkesinin Saf Aklin Elestirisi baglaminda dahi diizenleyici bir ilke oldugunu iddiasi
desteklenmis ancak bu ilkenin diizenleyici bir ilke olmasinin antinomiyi ¢6zmedigi
gosterilerek Kant’in asil ¢oziimiiniin goriisel bir anlama yetisi kavramina dayandigini
serimlenmeye c¢alisilmistir. Kant antinomilere diismeyecek, disiiniilebilir bir tiir
anlama yetisine bagvurmaktadir. Goriisel anlama yetisi i¢in bir antinomi s6z konusu
olamaz ¢ilinkii bagdastirmak zorunda olacagi duyusallik ve anlama yetisi gibi iki farkli
bilgi kaynag1 ve kosuluna sahip olmayan bir anlama yetisi olarak diisliniilmektedir.
Boyle bir anlama yetisine bagvurmak yargilar arasindaki bu ¢atismay1 ¢dzmeyeceginin

nedenleri ¢alismanin son kisminda irdelenmistir.

Oncelikle, antinomisiz bir anlama yetkisi tasarlamak biz bu anlama yetisinin kendisi
olmadigimiz siirece antinomiyi ¢6zemez. Alman idealizmi de Kant’in ¢oziimiinii
goriisel bir anlama yetisi gibi yargilayabildigimiz diisiincesi olarak yorumlamigtir’’,
Bir ve ayni seyin ayni zamanda hem olumsal hem de zorunlu oldugu yargisina
varmamiz olanaksiz oldugu i¢in antinomi bizim i¢in ¢ozlilmemis olarak kalmaktadir.
Kant’in antinomiye Onerdigi ¢6ziim tatmin edici olmaktan uzak oldugu gibi insan

perspektifi felsefesine de aykiridir.

Ikincileyin, goriisel anlama yetisi kavrami olduk¢a sorunsaldir. Goriisel anlama

yetisinin diisiindiikleri ayn1 zamanda gercek olarak kendisine verili olmalidir ¢iinkii

" Bkz: Nuzzo, “Kritik der Urteilskraft §§76 77: Reflective Judgment and the Limits of Transcendental
Philosophy”, p. 149 ve dipnot 20.
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duyusallikla smirli degildir. Gergeklik ve olanaklilik ise Saf Aklin Elestirisi’nde
kavramin igerigine bir sey katmayan ve yalnizca duyusallik ile anlama yetisinin iliski
bicimlerine dayanan kavramlar olarak tanimlandigi i¢in bu ayrim goriisel anlama
yetisine uygulanabilir degildir. Bu nedenle Kant boyle bir anlama yetisi igin bir seyin
olanakliliginin anlamsiz oldugunu (¢ilinkii her diisiindiigii gergek olarak verilidir ona)
iddia etmektedir. Ancak ayni nedenle zorunlulugu da tasarimlayamamalidir ve modal
(kipsel) kavramlarin bdyle bir anlama yetisi i¢in hi¢cbir anlami olmamalidir. Boyle
bakildiginda ne doganin mekanizmasini ne de erekselligini tasarimlayabilir. Doganin
hem mekanizmas1 hem de erekselligi insan perspektifinin kavramlaridir. Goriisel
anlama yetisinde her ikisine temel olabilecek bagka bir olusum ilkesi olabilecegini
savlamak da iki ilke arasindaki ¢atismay1 bizim i¢in ¢dzemez ¢iinkii boyle bir ilkenin
ne olabilecegini dahi tasarimlamamiz olanakli degildir. Dahasi goriisel anlama
yetisinin nesnelerini birbirlerinden ve kendisinde ayirabilecegi dahi siiphelidir ¢linki
goriide kavrayis sentezi (Synthesis der Apprehension in der Anschauung, synthesis of
apprehension in intuition) duyusallik tarafindan kendisine birlestirecegi bir ¢okluk ve
cesitlilik verili olan insan aklinin bir edimidir. Boylesi bir anlama yetisinin dogay1
uzamsal-zamansal kavramasi ve hatta dogal seyleri birbirinden ayrik nesneler olarak
tasarimlamasi  bile zorunlu degildir. Birbirinden ayr1 ve se¢ik nesneler
tasarimlayabilmemiz aklin sentezleyici yani birlestirici etkinlii yoluyladir. Bu
baglamda goriisel bir anlama yetisinin bir “doga” tasarimlayabilecegi bile siiphelidir.
Kant goriisel anlama yetisini diisiiniirken askinsal analitikteki analizlerini gozardi

etmektedir.

Ucgiinciileyin, goriisel anlama yetisi insan zihninin bir kavramidir. Bir varlik olarak
diistinmeden yalnizca bir kavram olarak olumsali zorunlu kildigini diistinmek olanakli
degildir. Gergekligini varsaymadan yalnizca kavramiyla antinomiyi ¢0ziime
kavusturamayiz. Ancak bunu yapmamiz da olanakli degil c¢iinkii boyle bir anlama
yetisinin olanakligin1 bile ileri siiremeyiz. Bunun nedeni Kant’in olanakliligin,
“Empirik Deneyimin Postiilatlar1” baglaminda, modal (kipsel) bir kavram olarak
nesnenin icerigine birsey katmadigini ve yalnizca bilme yetilerinin iliskisini imledigini
ileri siirmesidir. Olanaklilik bir nesnenin deneyimde verilebilecegini yani duyusalligin

ve diisiinmenin kosullarina ayni anda tabi olabilecegi diisiincesidir. Bu tanima gore
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goriisel anlama yetisi ne kendisi i¢in ne de bizim i¢in duyusalliga verili olamayacagi
icin olanakliligindan dahi bahsetmemiz miimkiin degildir. Bu kavramin elestirel
felsefe icerisindeki yegane mesru islevi insanin anlama yetisinin sonlulugunu ve
smirliligint gosterecek sinirlayict bir kavram olarak kullanimidir. Bagka bir tiir
kullanim “askin” bir kullanim olacaktir. Oyleyse Kant’in ¢oziimii felsefeye kendi
¢izdigi smirlarin digina tagsmakta, bilginin siirlarim1 agsmaktadir. Bilgiyi genisletmek
tizere bir kavramin diizenleyici ide olarak kullanilmasi ile agkin kullanimi arasinda

ince bir sinir vardir ki Kant’in bu sinir1 gectigi goriilmektedir.

Dordiincii olarak ise, Kant’in antinomilerin insan zihninin yapisindan kaynaklandigi
ve yine oradan hareketle ¢oziilmesi gerektigi diisiincesi antinominin ¢oziimiiyle
bagdagmamaktadir. Kopernik¢i devrim ve insan perspektifi diisiincesi bilgimizin
oldugu kadar yanilgilarimiz ve karsamalarimizin da hem kaynagmi hem de
¢oziimlerini kendi bilme yetilerimizde bulmalidir. Eger kendi aklimizin yapisindan
kaynakli (olumsallik ve zorunluluk sorunu) bir sorunu ¢ézmek iizere goriisel bir
anlama yetisine basvurursak Kopernik¢i devrime ihanet etmis oluruz. Kant doganin
birligini kavramamiz i¢in ¢okluk ve ¢esitliligin temeli bir anlama yetisiymis gibi
diisinmemiz gerektigini sOylemektedir (Kant, Critique of Judgment, Ak. 180).
Empirik yasalarin zorunlulugunun bir bagka anlama yetisi tarafindan kuruldugu
diisiincesi insan perspektifi acisindan olanakli bir diistinme bi¢imi olsa da, elestirel
felsefe acisindan celiskilidir. Gorilinglisel anlamda dogayr a priori olarak
belirlememizin olanakli olmadigi dogru olsa da, baska bir anlama yetisini
zorunlulugun kosulu kilmak Kopernik¢i devrimin varsayimina aykiridir. Algimizin
tim zorunlulugu biligsel giiciimiize dayanmalidir. Kant tekilleri tiimiiyle
belirleyemedigimizi ve bilgimizin gidimli (diskursif) karakteri nedeniyle doganin
nesnel ve zorunlu olarak bilemedigimiz yonleri oldugunu yani antinominin
zihnimizden kaynaklandigi gosterse de ¢Oziimii insan zihninde bulamiyor

goriinmektedir.

Caligmanin sonucunda ereksel yargi antinomisinin ¢oziimiiniin Kant’1in diger antinomi
coziimlemelerinde yaptigi gibi insan perspektifine dayanmadigini gosterilerek

Kopernikg¢i devrimin temel ilkelerine aykiri oldugu ve ¢6zmeyi amagladigi sorunlara
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vadettigi ¢Oziimleri sunamadigini yargisina varilmistir. Antinominin ¢oziimiindeki
basarisizlik ise tiim elestirel sistemi tehdit etmektedir. Doga ve 6zgiirliik arasindaki
ucurumu gidermek, doganin anlagilabilirligi ve yasalarinin sistematigini (yani ilkeler
ve kavramlara indirgenebilirligini) temellendirmek i¢in Kant sorunsal bir anlama yetisi
varsayar. Once insan akli ve bilgisine smirlar cizer sonra ise doganin insan akli

tarafindan kavranabilecegini temellendirmek tlizere ¢izdigi sinirlar1 asar.

Olumsalin zorunlulugunu kavrayamiyor isek bilgimizin sinirimi kabul edebilir yani
doganin tasarimlama giliciimiiziin otesinde bir ¢okluk ve c¢esitlilik sundugunu
sOyleyebiliriz. Tekillerin kavramlara indirgenebilirligi doganin nasil oldugunu degil
bizim nasil diisiindiigimiizii géstermektedir. Yasali bir birlik olarak doga kavrayist
insana Ozgii bir anlayistir. Ancak bilissel yetilerimizdeki ayrilik bizi ¢okluk ve
Ozdeslige dair karmasaya diisiirmektedir. Coklugu kavramak i¢in 0Ozdeslige
(kavramlara) ve 6zdesligi kavramak icin ¢okluga ihtiya¢ duyariz. Fark ve cesitliligi
kavrama tabi kilinamayan olarak tasarlariz. Kopernik¢i devrimin pozitif katkisini
korumak iizere ereksel yargi antinomisinin ¢oziimsiiz oldugu yani olanakli ile gergek,
olumsal ile zorunluyu ayirmak zorunda olan insan bilgisinin smirlarini1 imleyen bir

sorun olarak kaldig1 ¢alismanin sonucu olarak ileri siiriilmektedir.

Kant doganin ¢esitliliginin anlamamiza olanak vermeyecek kadar muazzam oldugunu
diistintilebilecegimizi de soyler (Kant, Critique of Judgment, Ak. 185). Ancak daha
sonra doganin akil tarafindan bilinemeyebilecegi diislincesini bir batil inan¢ olarak
niteleyip insan aklinin dogay: anlayabilecegini savunur. Ereksel yargi antinomisinin
¢coziimsiizligi ise ¢oklugu 6zdeslige indirgeyerek yani kavramlar yoluyla (diskursif)
edindigimiz bilginin doganin biitlinlinii kavramamiza yetmedigini gostermektedir.
Kopernik¢i devrimin oznesi gesitlilik ve c¢oklugu organize ederek bir kozmos’a
doniistiiriir. Doga ise kendinde pekala kaos olabilir. Cesitliligi 6zdeslige indirgeyerek

anlasilabilirligi dayatmak yerine kendinde dogay1 bir gizem olarak da birakabiliriz.
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APPENDIX B: TEZ FOTOKOPISi iZiN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiist

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii -

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisii

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiist I:I
YAZARIN

Soyadr : Kiregci

Adi : Mert

Bolumu : Felsefe

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : Nature and the Human Standpoint in Kant’s Critical
Philosophy

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans - Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir. -

Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIHI:
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