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ABSTRACT

TIME AS THE GROUND OF TRANSCENDENCE: A DIALOGUE BETWEEN
KANT AND HEIDEGGER

Beskardesler, Sedef
Ph.D., Department of Philosophy
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Murat Bag

March 2020, 121 pages

In this dissertation, I attempt to present a critical dialogue between Immanuel Kant
and Martin Heidegger in terms of time. Heidegger sees his own project of the
interpretation of Critique of Pure Reason as a retrieval (Wiederholung) of the
problem of the ground laying of metaphysics. I do aim at furthering the dialogue
first by basing my reading on the way that Heidegger interprets Kant and second by
tracing what Heidegger should have thought within the relevant context. In this
regard, my project is to pursue the way that Heidegger derives his understanding of
temporality and transcendence from his reading of Critique of Pure Reason which
at the same time offers a novel evaluation concerning the main yet subtle themes of
the latter, such as time as pure image. Although it is commonly acknowledged that
Heidegger is indebted to Kant for his own understanding of temporality, the
resultant view he came up with has given rise to strong approvals or rejections.
Although those reactions definitely have significance in the literature, Heidegger’s
methodology seems to remain unquestioned to a great extent. The dissertation in its
culmination aims to fill this lacuna in the relevant literature — and it does so, on the

one hand, by putting Heidegger’s methodology into question and, on the other, by
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indicating an alternative reading regarding the relationship between temporality and
transcendence. | suggest that Heidegger’s derivation of temporality from Kant’s
threefold synthesis is untenable, yet — as he says for Kant — he indeed does have
insight into the inconspicuous, i.e., the pure image of time, which I take to be the
only possible background against which Heidegger should and could have

characterized temporality as transcendence.

Keywords: Transcendence, Temporality, Imagination, Pure Image, Time
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ASKINLIGIN ZEMINI OLARAK ZAMAN: KANT VE HEIDEGGER
ARASINDA BIR DIYALOG

Beskardesler, Sedef
Doktora, Felsefe Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Murat Bag

Mart 2020, 121 sayfa

Bu caligmada, Immanuel Kant ve Martin Heidegger arasinda “zaman” baglaminda
bir diyalog sunulmustur. Heidegger, Saf Aklin Elestirisi’ne dair yorumunda kendi
projesini  metafizi§in zemininin  olusturulmasina dair bir “yineleme”
(Wiederholung) olarak goriir. Ben de bu tezde, oncelikle Heidegger’in Kant
yorumuna yer vererek, ikincisi ise alakali baglam icinde Heidegger nereye
varabilirdi sorusu iizerinden ilerleyerek bu diyalogu gelistirmeyi hedefliyorum. Bu

3

acidan, Heidegger’in kendi “askinlik” ve “zamansallik™ diistincelerini Saf” Aklin
Elestirisi’nden nasil tiirettiginin yolunu izlerken, temel ve incelikli baz1 konularda
da alternatif bir okuma sunabilmeyi hedefliyorum ve burada da bu proje adina “saf
zaman resmi” methumunu 6ne ¢ikarmayr planliyorum. Heidegger’in zamansallik
diistincesini Kant okumasindan tiirettigi cogunlukla bilinse de vardigi sonug
itibariyle giiclii kabul ve redlerle karsilagsmistir. Siiphesiz bu degerlendirmelerin
literatiirde onemli bir yeri vardir ancak belirtmeliyim ki Heidegger’in yontemi
biiyiik oranda ele alinmadan birakilmistir. Bu proje literatiirdeki iste bu boslugu

doldurmay1 amaglar: bunu yaparken hem Heidegger’in yontemini ana eksene

oturtur hem de askinlik ve zamansallik iliskisi baglaminda alternatif bir yorum
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sunmay1 hedefler. Onerim ise en temelinde sudur: Heidegger’in iiclii sentezden
zamansallik tliretmesi makul bir yorum olmamakla beraber, daha orijinal olana dair
sezgisi — onun Kant i¢in sdylemis oldugu gibi — cok giicliidiir. Burada Heidegger
adma “sdylenmemis” olan ise “saf zaman resmi”dir. Iddiam odur ki Heidegger’ci
anlamda askinlik olarak zamansallik ancak ve ancak saf zaman resminden

tiretilebilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Askinlik, Zamansallik, Imgelem, Saf Resim, Zaman
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

What then is time? If no one asks me, I know; if I wish to explain it to one that

asketh, I know not.!

How would one philosophically encounter time when it is ordinarily the most
familiar? The question concerning time has long occupied the minds of certain
distinguished philosophers. The present dissertation is an attempt at staging a
dialogue between two of them, Immanuel Kant and Martin Heidegger, with regard
to time with a specific philosophical focus as will be explained below. In this regard,
part of my project is to pursue the way that Heidegger derives his understanding of
temporality and transcendence from his reading of Critique of Pure Reason. The
dissertation, then, critically assesses Heidegger’s methodology for such a derivation
by asking the guiding question whether his method of doing so is tenable. The
significance of this question lies not so much on a directly-provided answer to the
question, as it does in examining Heidegger’s methodology. This examination is
indispensable with regard to two aspects: first, it opens to question what has so far
remained out of focus in the relevant literature; and second, it carries within itself
the opportunity for an alternative, i.e., a novel evaluation that attempts to further the
dialogue from a point where Heidegger himself left untouched. This point is nothing
other than Kant’s understanding of time as pure image. In this regard, I will critically
scrutinize Heidegger’s original way of deriving temporality — and transcendence
— from his reading of Kant’s threefold synthesis as I also point to time as pure

image as an alternative interpretation for the ground of transcendence.” The problem

! Saint Augustine, The Confessions of Augustine (New York: Wiley, 1860). 315.

21 should at the outset remark that Heidegger uses the word ‘transcendence’ for Kant’s understanding of
“transcendental.”
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of transcendence is crucial from two viewpoints which for the main thesis of the
dissertation are seen to be intertwined. From a Kantian perspective, it signifies the
conditions of the possibility of cognition. Second, from a Heideggerian perspective,
it delineates the openedness of Dasein to the “world” — strictly speaking, it
represents that and how Dasein is the world. The frame of the study, then, is
determined by the problem of transcendence in the aforementioned twofold sense.
In this regard, the usage of “transcendence” throughout the dissertation refers to

these two senses at once, i.e., both condition and openedness.

The methodology I undertake in this dissertation is systematic textual reading and
discussion. By this means, I attempt to provide a hermeneutical account of
Heidegger’s interpretation of Critique of Pure Reason centered around the theme of
“time.” In order to achieve this I offer a close reading of some of Heidegger’s most
basic readings which are Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, Phenomenological
Interpretation of Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason,” Being and Time, The Basic
Problems of Phenomenology and Logic: The Question of Truth. For Kant’s own

understanding of the relevant themes, I utilize Critique of Pure Reason.>

Now I want to make certain remarks regarding the relevant background to
familiarize the reader with the structure. During the years 1927-29, Heidegger had
a growing interest and engagement with Kantian critical philosophy. The year of the
publication of Being and Time (1927), has been the same with the lecture course
The Basic Problems of Phenomenology,* which was followed by another one
delivered in the winter semester of 1927-28 titled Phenomenological Interpretation
of Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason.” Just after these, Kant and the Problem of
Metaphysics which interpreted the Critique as laying the ground for metaphysics,
appeared in the year 1929.

31 present an interpretation of Critique of Pure Reason up to the “Transcendental Dialectic” part.

4 Heidegger permitted the text of the course to be published almost half a century later. See Translator’s
Preface in Basic Problems of Phenomenology.



The planned first division of the second part of Being and Time was devoted to
Kant’s doctrine of the schematism and of time, which was not published as so.’
However, the finished version (of Being and Time), taken together with Kant and
the Problem of Metaphysics and Basic Problems of Phenomenology, may have been,
in three volumes, closest to the outline Heidegger had planned.® Therefore, these
three and Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason”
can be taken as consisting a coherent totality, each approaching the similar theme
from another subtle aspect. Accordingly, my reading and interpretation are mostly

based on these primary sources in what follows.

In Chapter 2 of the dissertation, I begin with a general remark concerning
Heidegger’s specific interest in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, during the late
1920s. Heidegger’s interpretation of the Critique, 1 point out, has a twofold
significance. Firstly, regardless of how much Heidegger’s reading is criticized for
doing “violence” to the Critique, it sheds a new light onto the much-debated issues
within the latter. In this regard, I believe it opens up a path that will in turn be a
fertile ground for the generation of novel philosophical discussions. Secondly,
Heidegger’s interpretation of the Critique provides the reader with an occasion to
probe into his own thinking around that period within the context — which otherwise

runs the risk of being unduly marginalized.

In the supposed dialogue with Kant, Heidegger’s approach comprises laying bare
what remains in darkness — in his words, what is “unsaid.” Broadly construed,
Heidegger’s interpretation consists in positioning the Critique into an ontological
framework. In Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, Heidegger refers to this
project as “laying of the ground for metaphysics.” Whether this framework is in
accord with Kant’s original understanding or it is Heidegger postulating it that way

will be a matter of concern throughout that chapter.

5 The published version of Being and Time consists of only two divisions of the first part compared to the
planned version.

6 Martin Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology (Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1988).
Translator’s introduction. Xvii.
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According to Heidegger, Kant did have insight into time in its originality. However,
Heidegger contends, Kant, in the second edition of the first Critique, shrank back
from what he had discovered, namely, the transcendental power of imagination as
the root of the two stems of our knowledge which are sensibility and understanding.
This mostly has to do with the way that Kant, and the traditional philosophy before
him, apprehended “Logic.” In this regard, I take up Heidegger’s treatment of Kant’s
logic in comparison to what the former refers to “logic as amopaivesfair.” After a
broad outline in order to render the reader familiar with how Kant handles logic in
relation to the categories, I will claim that Heidegger’s ontological assessment of
the Critique rests in reading the a priori conditions of experience that find their seat
in the faculties of sensibility and pure understanding as primordially rooted in the
transcendental power of imagination. Here, Heidegger’s ontological assessment of
what Kant calls as the transcendental conditions constituting the possibility of
experience will lead us to the question of transcendence. In order to clarify the
Heideggerian assessment of the Kantian transcendental conditions as a matter of
transcendence, I will first critically examine whether Heidegger himself is a
transcendental philosopher in the Kantian sense. In order to do justice to the
ontological and the transcendental problematic, I attempt at a clarification of
Heidegger’s usage of the notions of “ontology,” and “transcendental philosophy.”
There, I point out that although one may set as their goal a disentanglement of the
obscurity that surrounds these notions, it will soon be seen that the problematic is
more than a linguistic one. Eventually, the chapter arrives at the point of realization
that an examination concerning methodology becomes indispensable. This is still
related with the subject matter at its core since Heidegger asserts that the unique
method of ontology is nothing else than phenomenology. Hence, the discussion
turns out to be one that has to do with the question whether Heidegger’s
interpretation of the Critique by means of a phenomenological method is tenable.
This, I assume, can be handled only as long as one gets a grasp on what each
philosopher understands from the a priori. In broad terms, whereas for Kant the a
priori signifies the universal and necessary, Heidegger interprets it as “always
already.” The latter lays bare the indispensable relation (for Heidegger) between a
priori and time which at the same time points to the problem of finitude to be

handled in Chapter 3. In a nutshell, for Heidegger, the a priori structure of Dasein
4



expresses its finite being — what is a priori in Dasein’s structure is what makes it

finite.

Having its departure from the project of ground-laying, Heidegger explores the main
theme of the Critiqgue as “finitude.” In order to render this element within the
Critique visible, in Chapter 3, I first juxtapose this theme with Kant’s famous
“Copernican Revolution.” One may get a grasp of Kant’s account of finitude with
regard to both his limitation of knowledge with the scope of possible experience,
and the sensible nature of human intuition. However, as far as Heidegger’s challenge
is concerned, Kant’s understanding of finitude remains within the bounds of the

traditional philosophy.

Heidegger conceives the indispensable component of finitude as transcendence, for
a finite being must transcend itself in order for experience to be possible. Here,
Heidegger interprets the Kantian notion of the “transcendental” indicating the a
priori conditions of the possibility of experience in line with the issue of
“transcendence” which preliminarily means “stepping beyond”. I accordingly bring
transcendence to the fore in order to explicate its presumed relation to the Kantian
notion of the “transcendental” by displaying and discussing the pertinent
perspectives of Kant, Heidegger, and also “Heidegger’s Kant”. Again, Heidegger
will not be content with Kant’s understanding of transcendence which brings him to
search for what he calls a more originary ground that enables the transcendence of
a finite being, namely, Dasein. This ground, as will be seen, can only be laid bare
within the structure of “being-in-the-world” — as Heidegger understands it. Thus
Heidegger characterizes Dasein as the mode of the being of the human which
designates never an inner worldly extant or entity, but rather an issue of existing
“always already” in-the-world. Before giving place to the human being’s
fundamental structure from Heidegger’s viewpoint as being-in-the-world, I touch
upon Heidegger’s notion of “existence” (of Dasein) in contrast to the notion of
“extantness”. Thereby, I refer to Heidegger’s challenge against traditional
philosophy that assesses as extant what indeed exists (from his own point of view).
Thus, for Heidegger, existence is only specific to Dasein’s mode of being, and

further it is always an issue for Dasein. The issue of existence as “being-in-the-
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world” indicates the intimate connection of finitude and transcendence in
Heidegger’s thinking. Finally, in chapter 3, I explicate Heidegger’s understanding
of “being-in-the-world” as laying bare the ground of transcendence and point how
“transcendence”, as indicating the issue of being-in-the-world, is the manner of our
finite existence. Given this assessment that the ground of transcendence can only be
laid bare through the notion of the world, I shall conclude this chapter by raising
Heidegger’s remark that the phenomenon of the world is what is left “unthought” in

Kant.

Above all, the third chapter concludes by hitting upon what Heidegger conceives as
“unthought” in Kant, namely, being-in-the-world as an “always already” (a priori)
structure of our finite existence. This, as we shall see in the fourth chapter, paves
way to Heidegger’s encounter with Kant with regard to the notion of time.
Heidegger, in order to retrieve what is glimpsed but left “unthought” in Kant’s
transcendental philosophy, traces the transcendental conditions of possible
experience back to an originary and a unitary source that becomes the horizon of

being, namely, the original time.

Chapter 4 begins with the remark that Heidegger’s understanding of original time
(temporality) and his interpretation of Kant’s transcendental power of imagination
are mutually implicative. That chapter’s task, then, turns out to disclose what
Heidegger precisely realized in Kant’s account of imagination. To explore the seeds
of Heidegger’s notion of temporality, I first explicate the function of transcendental
imagination within Transcendental Deduction (in A edition) and Schematism,
respectively. There, I attempt to explore its significance in Kant’s system, in order

to be then followed by Heidegger’s.

There are two distinguished, though not entirely clear cut, sides within
Transcendental Deduction — namely, objective and subjective. I will offer a
treatment of both in order to provide the reader with a broad picture concerning
transcendental imagination in its functionality. The chief aim of the objective side
(or the “objective deduction”) is to account for the categories’ necessary

applicability to the objects of experience — and this Kant designates as “objective
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validity” of the categories. Kant views the account thus provided as pertaining to
“quid juris.” Subjective deduction, on the other hand, deals with those sources —
sense, imagination, apperception — that make cognition possible. Kant attributes
distinct functions to each and I treat these in the fourth chapter. The kernel of the
subjective deduction, concerning the subject matter, is the “threefold synthesis™: the
synthesis of apprehension in intuition, of the reproduction in imagination, and of

recognition in the concept — hence I cover them in detail.

If Transcendental Deduction undertakes to bring forth the necessary application of
categories to the appearances that are given under forms of sensibility — arguing
that they must be so applied — then the task of the Schematism involves
highlighting the sensible condition under which their necessary application is
determined. In other words, it is only the schemata that make the “subsumption” of
appearances under pure concepts possible. Transcendental power of imagination, by
means of the schemata, determines time in a transcendental fashion. This in turn is
possible, as far as I see, only by means of providing a “pure image” in accordance
with the rule grounded in the pure concepts of understanding. In this regard, I

contend that different layers of time must be distinguished.

According to Heidegger, Kant’s notion of the “possibility of experience” signifies
that (and brings to bear how) a finite being is able to know, namely, to “transcend”
itself. Now Heidegger touches upon two basic requirements in order for cognition
—and hence for truth — to be possible: firstly, the object must be given which
entails Dasein’s preliminary “turning-toward” to it which in turn presupposes that
there be some prior “horizon” that makes this very encounter (between the subject
and the object) possible. This horizon, he will then contend, is “ecstatical
temporality.” Thus, I introduce there Heidegger’s understanding of ecstasis and

temporality within broad lines.

To turn back to the principal matter, I address Heidegger’s reading of both
Transcendental Deduction and Schematism. Since Heidegger’s fundamental

outlook concerning imagination is to evaluate it as the common root of sensibility



and understanding, I explicate his interpretation by heavily relying on his stance

concerning the deduction and schematism.

I critically examine Heidegger’s interpretation of Kant’s threefold synthesis since it
is the basic source for Heidegger to arrive at his understanding of temporality. After
an explication of Heidegger’s standpoint concerning the synthesis, I move on to the

next chapter.

The fifth chapter, again, handles the threefold synthesis and schematism with a focus
on the pure image of time. This latter is the kernel of my evaluation of the supposed
dialogue between Kant and Heidegger. In this regard, I first indicate my discontent
concerning Heidegger’s methodology for his derivation of temporality. In a nutshell,
I argue that the threefold synthesis cannot be the decisive source for deriving
something like temporality — in relation to various reasons that I articulate in detail.
In that chapter, I also point to the problem regarding Heidegger’s way of putting
forward imagination by means of what I see to be a reduction of understanding to

imagination.

I then draw attention to Heidegger’s appropriation of Kant’s understanding of
“significance.” The parallelism laid bare there allows me to discuss what can be
posited as the original source behind transcendence, as well as behind something
like a horizon. There, one can clearly see how for both Kant and Heidegger the

problems of significance and transcendence are intertwined.

In the same chapter, I also provide my reading of Kant’s “Principles” that is to be
assessed as the completion of the task inaugurated by Transcendental Deduction. As
fundamental synthetic judgments a priori, the principles ground all other judgments
whether synthetic or analytic. Although Kant gives prominence to the principles,
Heidegger seems to remain in silence concerning these until the mid-1930s — the
period when the famous so-called Kehre in his thought begins to take place.
Although Heidegger then analyzes the principles in detail, I hold my reserve

concerning its place within the dialogue; that is, I believe it no longer can be taken



as an indispensable component for the question whether Heidegger is still a Kantian

philosopher can no longer be replied with confidence.

Examining the principles enables me to spell out an encounter with the unique
structure of time that I explicate in that chapter. I owe this derivation to the
observation of the four principles in relation to the pure image of time. Once this
relation is established, I believe, one has a more acute sense of what remains

“unsaid” — this time in Heidegger’s thought.



CHAPTER 2

AN ONTO-PHENOMENOLOGICAL READING OF CRITIQUE OF PURE
REASON

2.1. Interpretative Violence?

Beginning with the late 1920s, Heidegger had a profound interest in Kant’s Critique
of Pure Reason. This preoccupation of Heidegger’s in Kant’s critical philosophy, I
believe, has a dual significance. On the one hand, it sheds new light on the usual
assessment of the Critique, and on the other it helps one better comprehend
Heidegger’s central project during these years. This project, broadly construed, is to
demonstrate the centrality of time in human experience. One may see Heidegger as
a disciple of Kant in this respect yet this manner of reducing the issue to a mere
legacy would be missing the entire edifice Heidegger builds up anew from within
the Critique. Instead, Heidegger, to put it more accurately, regards his own project
as entering into dialogue (Auseinandersetzung) with Kant.” This dialogue has not so
much to do with what Kant did say as with what Kant “had wanted to say.”® This
strategy has been the target of many criticisms initiated most notably by Ernst
Cassirer, who accused Heidegger of “doing violence” to the text: “[In the Kantbook]

Heidegger speaks no longer as a commentator, but as a usurper, who as it were enters

7 Martin Weatherston, Heidegger’s Interpretation of Kant: Categories, Imagination and Temporality
(London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002). 3f.

8 Martin Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, 5th ed. (Indiana: Indiana University Press,
1997). 141. Aka. Kantbook.
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with force of arms into the Kantian system in order to subjugate it and to make it

serve his own problematic.”

On the other hand, others who are more sympathetic to Heidegger’s reading assert
that he derives this interpretation from within the “context of the Critique.”'
Strikingly enough, Heidegger admits doing some violence to the text. However, his
manner is already shaped by venturing beyond getting a clearer picture of what Kant

simply says. Indeed, doing violence is a part of his strategy reading the Critique:

in order to wring from what the words say, what it is they want to say, every
interpretation (Interpretation) must necessarily use violence. Such violence,
however, cannot be roving arbitrariness. The power of an idea which shines
forth must drive and guide the laying-out (Auslegung)."

For Heidegger, the “violence” that every interpretation must use in order to grasp
the phenomena cannot be due to the commentator’s will. On the contrary, one must
be driven by the idea that forms the text. To this aim, at the very beginning of the
Kantbook, Heidegger articulates the theme of his investigation as having to do with
interpreting the Critique as “laying of the ground for metaphysics and thus of
placing the problem of metaphysics before us as fundamental ontology.”!'? As is
seen, the theme of the Kantbook is comprised of a twofold task connected to each
other. In this regard, one needs both to understand the sense of ground-laying for
metaphysics and what this ground-laying has to do with what Heidegger calls

“fundamental ontology.”

% Ernst Cassirer, “Kand Und Das Problem Der Metaphysik,” Kant-Studien 36, no. 1-2 (1931): 1-26. (Tr.
by Martin Weatherston)

10 Charles M. Sherover, Heidegger, Kant and Time (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1971). 133.

" Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 141.

2 Ibid. 1.
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2.2. Laying the Ground for Fundamental Ontology

To begin with, the meaning of the Heideggerian usage of ‘laying the ground’ must
be clarified. At this point, Heidegger gives the example of a building. Alluding to
what Kant says of metaphysics, namely his seeing metaphysics as a “natural
predisposition,”!* he contends that one must still avoid the representation of this
ground-laying as a foundation of an “already-constructed building,” or substitution
of one for the other. Rather, for Heidegger, the significance of the ground-laying
lies in “projecting of the building plan itself” in order to grant its agreement
concerning how the building will be grounded.'* In this sense, the Kantbook’s main
objective is to follow Kant in his ground-laying. Strictly speaking, Heidegger sees

his own project as a retrieval (Wiederholung)."> He clarifies this as follows:

By the retrieval of a basic problem, we understand the opening-up of its
original, long-concealed possibilities, through the working-out of which it is
transformed. In this way it first comes to be preserved in its capacity as a
problem. To preserve a problem, however, means to free and keep watch over
those inner forces which make it possible, on the basis of its essence, as a
problem.'®

Thus, Heidegger’s interpretation of the Critique attempts to retrieve the core
problematic of the latter by setting its possibilities free. What comes to the fore when
this is done so will be treated in due course; yet I should initially point out that
Heidegger’s attempt to lay bare the fundamental ontology of Dasein (specifically in
Being and Time) and his interpretation of the Critique goes hand in hand. Kant and
the Problem of Metaphysics thus arises out of a merging-together of Kant’s critical

philosophy with what Heidegger maintains in Being and Time. The latter, so to

13 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998). B21.

14 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 11.

15 Sherover, Heidegger, Kant and Time. 12n. Sherover suggests that the literal meaning of the original
‘Wiederholung’, derived from the verb ‘wiederholen’ means “to hold again.” In this sense, translating this
term as ‘repetition’ incorrectly connotates to a mechanical kind of sense. Thus, following Richardson and
Sherover, I keep the French derivative ‘retrieve.’

16 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 143.
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speak, can be read as an attempt to go beyond Kant while at the same time grounding
on the very insight gained from him. This central insight that Heidegger takes notice
of and undertakes the task to transform so as to uncover a phenomenological account
of the constitution of Dasein is nothing but the all-pervasiveness of time throughout

the Critique.

Nevertheless, Heidegger time and again maintains that Kant shrank back from what
he indeed saw since he was still oriented within the remnants of traditional western
philosophy in a double sense. Firstly, Heidegger contends that Kant followed the
Cartesian tradition in the sense of the latter’s neglecting of the subjectivity of the
subject. While Descartes asserted that he put philosophy on a novel and firm ground
with his “cogito ergo sum,” what he left untouched in his radical beginning was to
account for the Being of the res cogitans, i.e., “the meaning of the Being of the
‘sum.””!” Likewise, for Heidegger, Kant fails to give an ontology of Dasein,
although he had gone beyond the former concerning the essential respects. And
secondly, for Heidegger, even if Kant positions time within the subject, his analysis
of it remains bound again within the traditional understanding of time as now-

sequence, which eventually prevented him from elucidating his schematism (as-

transcendental determination of time).'®

Keeping these in view, Weatherston underlines that the first Critique is undoubtedly
crucial for Heidegger. According to him, Heidegger’s interest is shaped not only by
Kant’s insight into the relation between time and the problem of Being, but also by
Kant’s hesitation — or equivocality in manner — for deepening what he
discovered.!” The reason why this is so mostly has to do with how Kant and the

traditional philosophy before him apprehended “logic.”

17 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time (New Y ork: Harper Perennial, 2008). 24. References for this edition
to German pagination.

18 Ibid. 45.

19 Weatherston, Heidegger’s Interpretation of Kant:Categories, Imagination and Temporality. 14.
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2.3. Logic and Ontology

If, understood traditionally, the basic signification of the term ‘logos’ is discourse,
this will not still mean much until the significance of discourse itself is to be
determined. The real sense of discourse gets more and more covered up by what
comes as subsequent interpretation of the word ‘logos.’ It gets translated, (and so
always gets interpreted) as “reason, judgment, concept, definition, ground, or

relationship” among others.?

For Heidegger, this variety of difference exposes the susceptible nature of discourse
to modification. He contends that even if logos is understood as “assertion,” and
“assertion” in the sense of “judgement,” that will still be missing something essential
about the term, especially if judgement is to be taken in a sense of contemporary
theory of judgement. Logos, Heidegger argues, does not primarily mean judgement,
if one understands by it a way of “‘binding’ something with something else” or the

taking of a stand.””?! What logos as discourse rather signifies is to make manifest

what one is “talking about” in one’s discourse.

Alluding to Aristotle, Heidegger gives place to this function of loyog as
amopaiveoBou, that is, to bring into appearance. In this sense, logos lets something
be seen: “it lets us see something from the very thing which the discourse is about.”?
Only within carrying over this function (that Aoyoc is seen as amdpavrio) can the
logos have the structural constitution of gdvfeois. One should understand synthesis

here not in a sense of mere binding together of the so-called psychical with the

external physical. Rather, Heidegger contends, “the ouvv has a purely apophantical

20 Heidegger, Being and Time. H32.

21 Tbid. H32.

22 Tbid. H32.
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signification and means letting something be seen in its togetherness (Beisammen)

with something — letting it be seen as something.”*

Heidegger’s above-mentioned analyses hold a central place within the broader
context of his attempt at drawing fundamental ontology. He explicates this as

follows:

the analysis of assertion has a special position in the problematic of
fundamental ontology, because in the decisive period when ancient ontology
was beginning, the Aoyog functioned as the only clue for obtaining access to
that which authentically is [zum eigentlich Seienden], and for defining the
Being of such entities. Finally assertion has been accepted from ancient times
as the primary and authentic ‘locus’ of truth.**

What we initially grasp from the quotation above is a dual relation to Being whose
inextricably linked parts are assertion and truth. Heidegger’s scrutiny into the
intricate nature of this relationship is meant to serve as a basis for his task of the
destruction of traditional ontology. By means of this analysis, he attempts to
pinpoint, as it were, the way that Kant comes to derive his fundamental assertions

against the tradition.?’

According to Heidegger, Kant does question into the foundations of logic although
it is not initially visible from the outside.?® As is well known, Kant’s main goal in
the first Critique is to inquire into the possibility of articulating true assertions about
nature and this task specifically belongs to the deduction of the categories. As
Heidegger elucidates, assertion is traditionally supposed to be articulated by the
categories. Going back to the ontology of the ancients, Heidegger states that the

entities one discovers within the world are to be taken as the basic instances of the

2 Tbid. H33.

24 Ibid. 196.

25 1 use ‘against’ here in a double sense in order to make it connotate with being contrary to something
and having something against the background of (something else).

26 Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology. 222.
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interpretation of Being. Entities are said to be accessed within Aoyoc. Heidegger

elucidates his point as follows:

the Being of these entities must be something which can be grasped in a
distinctive kind of Aéyerv (letting something be seen), so that this Being
becomes intelligible in advance as that which it is — and as that which it is
already in every entity. In any discussion (loyog) of entities, we have
previously addressed ourselves to Being; this addressing is koatyyopeioQai ...
When used ontologically, this term means taking an entity to task, as it were,
for whatever it is an entity — that is to say, letting everyone see it in its Being.
The xatnyopior are what is sighted and what is visible in such a seeing. They
include the various ways in which the nature of those entities which can be
addressed and discussed in Aoyoc may be determined a priori.*’

Assertion had been formed in terms of categories which entails that any examination
on philosophical logic must be an inquiry into the nature of the categories. Kant’s
fundamental quest, in this regard, is to account for how the “subjective” categories
of assertion can make “objective” judgements about nature. Broadly, his solution to
this problem lies in his Copernican Revolution, and in specific, his Transcendental
Deduction and Analytic of Principles. Thus, he advances that the categories as the
basis of assertion are indispensable for constituting the very experience itself. And
so, the argument goes, that the categories must be counted among the basic
conditions of experience, which make them to be assessed more than mere functions
of thought. How the categories are to have this function of constituting experience
is to be justified by their relation to intuition. Weatherston holds that this point is
the one where Kant makes the critical break with the tradition. Hence, what is
distinctive concerning the categories in Kant is their necessary relation to intuition

unless they are to remain as mere forms of thought.?

It is this emphasis on intuition that Heidegger admires in Kant. Indeed, Heidegger’s

reading of Kant argues for the priority of sensibility over understanding, which

%7 Heidegger, Being and Time. 70.

28 Weatherston, Heidegger’s Interpretation of Kant:Categories, Imagination and Temporality. 12.
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renders the latter’s function as being in the service of the former.?” What Heidegger
also derives from Kant is the priority of time over space since it is time that is the
form of sensibility of all objects whatsoever.>* The problem of the relation of pure
concepts to intuition then specifically turns out to be a problem concerning the
categories to time. This relatedness carries within it the potentiality of casting light
into the relationship between logos and Being in Kant. Alluding to Kant’s design of
the Critique, Heidegger points out that understanding’s possible relation with time
fundamentally remains within the boundaries of the “Transcendental Logic,”
notwithstanding this relation becomes a problem from the “Analytic of Principles”
onward. He further emphasizes the fact that this second book’s (“Analytic of
Principles”) appearing within the “Transcendental Logic” itself indicates the
beginning of a new problematic which is no longer reserved merely for the “Analytic
of Concepts.” This problematic is the possible a priori unity of intuition and
thinking. And out of this theme, there emerges ontological knowledge as a “new
central issue.” What is undoubtedly crucial for Heidegger here is that Kant deals
with the problem of the possibility of ontological knowledge in the “Transcendental
Logic” which for Heidegger implies that Kant’s understanding of ontology is

grounded in logic.

What is noteworthy is that the question of being or the inquiry into the
ontological constitution of beings, ontology, is primarily guided by Logos, i.e.,
by the true statement about beings. This traditional grounding of ontology in
logic reaches so far that even the traditional designations for the ontological
structures of beings is taken from the field of Logos: categories, katnyopiot.
But Kant, under strong pressure from traditional motives, centers ontology in
logic in a new way.’!

To turn back to the initial subject-matter, i.e., the problem of ground-laying in
relation to fundamental ontology, certain questions need to be raised. To begin with,

in the Kantbook, Heidegger asks “Why for Kant does laying the ground for

2 Martin Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (Indiana:
Indiana University Press, 1997). 57. See A19/B33.

30 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A34/B50.

31 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 114f.
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metaphysics become the Critique of Pure Reason?** Although the basic Kantian
answer to this question lies in pure reason’s interrogating itself, asking this question
takes Heidegger to fundamental ontology, that is the ontological analytic of Dasein.
This can be elucidated by having recourse to the notion of metaphysics. If
metaphysics (za peta ta pvoikoe) signifies a passing beyond, and in Heidegger’s
sense, if it means specifically to pass beyond (transcend) beings to Being, then one
is able to account for how Heidegger sees that project as belonging to fundamental
ontology. This kind of an account, for Heidegger, needs to be grounded
phenomenologically since it requires to render Dasein — as the inquirer —

“transparent” in its own Being,*’ i.e., to let Dasein show itself from itself.

This move for Heidegger is tantamount to uncovering the horizon from out of which
Dasein shows itself from itself. At this point, Richardson notes that “the sense (Sinn)
of anything for Heidegger is the non-concealment by which it appears as itself.”3*
Accordingly, the sense (or as sometimes translated as “meaning”) of the Being of
Dasein is that which makes possible the non-concealment by which Dasein appears
as itself. This point is crucial since it hints at temporality as the meaning of the Being
of Dasein, or in other words, the “horizon” within which Dasein can show itself
from itself. I will treat the issues such as “meaning” and “horizon” in Chapter 5 of

the dissertation. I now analyze Heidegger’s broad reading of the Critique in terms

of phenomenological ontology.

It should be noted that Heidegger’s manner of developing his own ideas by means
of the interpretation of other texts is prevalent — and his ontological reading of the
first Critique is not exempt from it. Such a reading can be assessed either on the
grounds of how Heidegger comes up with an ontology of human Dasein taking its

cue from Kant’s transcendental philosophy — more precisely, how Heidegger

32 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 3.

33 Heidegger, Being and Time. H7.

34 William J. Richardson, Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought, 4th ed. (New York: Fordham
University Press, 2003). 7.
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himself is a transcendental philosopher — or it can allude to the way in which the
first Critique itself can be seen as an inquiry into ontology, in terms of the possibility

of it. I will critically examine each approach respectively in what follows.

2.4. Onto-Phenomenological Critique or Transcendental Heidegger: The a Priori

Concerning the first aspect, William Blattner maintains that Heidegger’s ontology
is transcendental in a strictly Kantian sense,> for it is occupied not with the objects
themselves but our mode of knowledge towards them. Rachel Zuckert argues that
Heidegger’s interpretation of the Critiqgue is not only a “translation” of the
problematic of the latter to his own philosophical concerns, but is “an exercise in
transcendental philosophy.”*® She further contends that Heidegger’s way of doing
so is a challenge to Kant with regard to the former’s claim that Kant failed properly
to analyze the conditions for the possibility of knowledge — and this for Heidegger

entails a transformation concerning the a priori:

Heidegger transforms Kant’s conception of the a priori, an epistemological,
evidentiary term, into a characterization of our manner and activity of
apprehending objects, namely, as that which we understand ‘in advance’ or
‘beforehand,’ that which we ‘anticipate’ in empirical judgments, or our ‘pre-
ontological understanding’ (everyday practical engagement with the world).*’

Steven Crowell, in his “Facticity and Transcendental Philosophy,” challenges the
view that Heidegger’s understanding of facticity, i.e., his claim as to the situatedness
of Dasein itself as being already surrounded in a world, cannot accord with a
transcendental demand for a priori cognition. According to him, this kind of
assumptions betray the idiosyncrasies of a common tendency which sticks to the

idea that “philosophy as a form of inquiry that is both autonomous and cognitive is

35 William Blattner, “Ontology, the A Priori, and the Primacy of Practice,” in Transcendental Heidegger,
ed. Steven Corewell & Jeff Malpas (California: Stanford University Press, 2007). 21.

36 Rachel Zuckert, “Projection and Purposiveness: Heidegger’s Kant and the Temporalization of
Judgment,” in Transcendental Heidegger, ed. Steven Corewell & Jeff Malpas (California: Stanford
University Press, 2007), 215-31. 215.

37 1bid. 216-18.
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impossible.”*® Mark Okrent’s point has close affinities with that of Crowell. Okrent
defends the view that Heidegger is a transcendental philosopher in the Kantian sense

t3° And similar to Zuckert, Okrent maintains that

as well as he is a pragmatis
Heidegger’s transcendentalism is related mainly to his understanding of the a priori
— and arises out of a challenge to Kant’s who (for Heidegger) misses a more
primordial a priori. This a priori, in turn, has two sides. The first concerns the a

priority of Being over beings which Heidegger expresses as follows:

In early antiquity it was already seen that being and its attributes in a certain
way underlie beings and precede them and so are a proteron, an earlier. The
term denoting this character by which being precedes beings is the expression
a priori, apriority, being earlier. As a priori, being is earlier than beings. The
meaning of this a priori, the sense of the earlier and its possibility has never
been cleared up.*

In relation to the previous one, the second priority that Okrent indicates is the
priority of “intentions directed toward being in relation to intentions directed
towards beings.”*! This point basically discloses Heidegger’s stance concerning that
unless one is familiar (albeit nonthematically) with what it means to have intentions,
it would not be possible to carry out that act towards any beings themselves. The
two senses of a priori relate to a final one — and that is the science of Being for
Heidegger, “a science which itself makes use of an a priori mode of cognition, that
is, a kind of intending that is independent of all intentions directed towards things
that are.”* As is widely acknowledged, Heidegger’s name for this science is

“phenomenology” which is “the analytic description of intentionality in its

38 Steven Crowell, “Facticity and Transcendental Philosophy,” in From Kant to Davidson :Philosophy
and the Idea of the Transcendental, ed. Jeff Malpas (London: Routledge, 2003), 100—121. 100.

39 Mark Okrent, “Heidegger in America or How Transcendental Philosophy Becomes Pragmatic,” in
From Kant to Davidson: Philosophy and the ldea of the Transcendental, ed. Jeff Malpas (London:
Routledge, 2003), 122-38. 122-24.

40 Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology. 20.

41 Okrent, “Heidegger in America or How Transcendental Philosophy Becomes Pragmatic.” 124.

42 1bid. 125.
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apriori.”® This point will be of significance in what follows yet now I critically
delineate the way in which the claim concerning the Critiqgue as on ontological work

1s reflected in the literature.

Heidegger himself articulates both his debt to and appropriation of the standpoint of
the Critique by stating that the fundamental problematic of Being and Time
comprises a radicalizing of the Kantian problematic of the foundation of ontological
knowledge taken differently from the issue of judgment and without the constraint
to that of the positive sciences. In this regard, Camilla Serck-Hanssen’s article is a
representative one with regard to her defense of Heidegger’s assertion that the main
question of the Critique is the question of Being — emphasizing that, this also holds

for Kant himself.**

Nevertheless, Heidegger’s claim needs clarification. What does Heidegger mean by
“ontology?” The Kantbook implies that he uses the term to conform to at least two
distinct meanings. Hence, the need for clarification has not so much to do with a
linguistic one as with gaining a sense of the term within the context in which it is
used. Due to the scholastic conception (which has been dominant throughout),
metaphysics is divided into two realms which are called “general metaphysics”
(Metaphysica Generalis) and “special metaphysics” (Metaphysica Specialis). The
former which concerns being in general is also termed ‘“ontology.” Special
metaphysics, on the other hand, is divided into three realms as God (Theology),

nature (Cosmology) and human being (Psychology) as its proper domain.* In the

43 Martin Heidegger, History of the Concept of Time, ed. Theodore Kisiel (tr) (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1985). 79.

4 Camilla Serck-Hanssen, “Towards Fundamental Ontology: Heidegger’s Phenomenological Reading of
Kant,” Continental Philosophy Review 48, no. 2 (June 4, 2015): 217-35, https://doi.org/10.1007. 220.

4 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 5T.
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“Architectonic of Pure Reason,” Kant remains faithful to this division saying that it

is prescribed by the pure reason itself and in this regard, is by no means accidental.*®

For Heidegger, special metaphysics necessarily leads back to ontology, since, to
begin with, the former is ontic and needs to be grounded by the ontological.*” At
this point, he still seems to refer to the traditional understanding of ontology which
concerns being in general, in the sense of general metaphysics. The issue, however,
begins to get complicated when Heidegger points out that “Kant uses the designation
‘Transcendental Philosophy’ for Metaphysica Generalis (Ontologia).”*® The
complication arises because there seems to remain no room for taking Kant’s
Transcendental Philosophy as something revolutionary (for Heidegger), if it can
simply be equated with traditional ontology. Nevertheless, understood within the
context, Kant does by no means equate his understanding of Transcendental
Philosophy — used in the sense of our mode of knowledge of the objects — with
that of ontology as traditional metaphysics, although he seems to suggest so:
“[transcendental philosophy] considers only the understanding and reason itself in
a system of all concepts and principles that are related to objects in general, without

assuming objects that would be given (Ontologia).”*

Heidegger yet alludes to one other sense when he uses the term ‘ontology,” and it
seems to be the sense in which he identifies Kant’s genuine understanding of

transcendental philosophy to be similar to his own understanding of ontology:

the laying of the ground for ontological knowledge certainly strives — over
and above a mere characterization of transcendence — to elucidate it in such

46 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A846-7/B874-5.

47 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 7.

“ Ibid. 11. See A845-6/B873-4.

4 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A845/B873.

22



a way that it can come to be developed as the systematic totality of a
presentation of transcendence (transcendental philosophy = ontology).>

Still, in Being and Time, Heidegger uses the term ontology both in the sense of
general metaphysics, e.g., when he refers to “The Task of a Destructuring of the
History of Ontology” in §6 — and in the sense of another, as it were, genuine
ontology, when he alludes to his own way-making through the question of Being.

The twofold usage can be seen below:

Basically, all ontology, no matter how rich and firmly compacted a system of
categories it has at its disposal, remains blind and perverted from its ownmost
aim, if it has not first adequately clarified the meaning of Being, and conceived
this clarification as its fundamental task.”’

By means of the passage above — and for the sake of clarification — I suggest to
take Heidegger’s usage of “ontology” in a broad and a narrow sense — respectively
to correspond to the “general metaphysics” and to “genuine ontology” as I name
within the framework of our discussion. After this parenthesis, it seems clear that
for Heidegger, Kant’s transcendental philosophy is indeed ontology in the narrow,
genuine sense. At least this is what one can gather from the Kantbook. However,
Being and Time holds fast to the claim that the Critique falls short of providing an
ontology (in the narrow sense): “[Kant] altogether neglected the problem of Being;
and, in connection with this, he failed to provide an ontology with Dasein as its
theme or (to put this in Kantian language) to give a preliminary ontological analytic
of the subjectivity of the subject.”>? In the Phenomenological Interpretation, on the
other hand, Heidegger alludes to the structure of ontology while he provides an

almost word-for-word definition of Kant’s transcendental philosophy:

0 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 62.

5! Heidegger, Being and Time. H11. Emphasis removed.

52 Ibid. H24.
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What in advance determines a being as a being, the constitution of being which
first makes possible a being as the being that it is, is what in a certain sense is
‘earlier’ than a being and is a priori.>

And eventually, Heidegger once again equates transcendental philosophy with
ontology (in the narrow sense) when he contends that “[t]ranscendental knowledge
is ontological knowledge, i.e., a priori knowledge of the ontological constitution of
beings. Because transcendental knowledge is ontological knowledge, Kant can

equate transcendental philosophy with ontology.”>*

Although the characterization of broad and narrow senses of ontology provides a
clarification to a certain point, we are still left with an ongoing obscurity here. In
this regard, Blattner points out to “a philosophical aporia that besets [Heidegger’s]
early conception of ontology.”>* This aporia stems not only from fact that Heidegger
uses the term ‘ontology’ in various senses, but also that his allusions to Kant’s
understanding of the “transcendental” (which Heidegger uses as “transcendence”)
is equivocal. Béatrice Han-Pile points to a similar problem in her article, questioning
whether and to what degree Heidegger can be thought as a transcendental
philosopher. Referring to Heidegger’s contention that Being is that which
determines entities as entities and through which the latter are already understood,®
Han-Pile argues that what is left undetermined is “the extent to which Heidegger
modifies the Kantian definition of the a priori.”>” This observation seems to be one
of the cruxes of the subject matter. That is, to my mind, the debate on whether Kant’s
transcendental philosophy is ontology (in the narrow sense) or whether Heidegger’s

ontology may be read as an instance of the Kantian transcendental philosophy can,

>3 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 26.

54 Ibid. 127.

55 Blattner, “Ontology, the A Priori, and the Primacy of Practice.” 27.

56 Heidegger, Being and Time. H6.

57 Béatrice Han-Pile, “Early Heidegger’s Appropriation of Kant,” in A Companion to Heidegger, ed.
Hubert L. Dreyfus & Mark Wrathall (Blackwell, 2007), 80—101. 80.
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to a great extent, be assessed on the grounds of each philosopher’s understanding of
the a priori. This, however, points to a much more overarching vision than a mere
juxtaposition of Kant’s and Heidegger’s usage of the a priori could provide. This
vision, to begin with, has to do not with the “what” but the “how” of the a priori. In

this regard, the latter signifies nothing but methodology.

In the preface to second edition, Kant refers to the Critique as a “treatise on the

method, not a system of the science itself.”®

Heidegger, likewise, underlines the
significance of the methodology of the investigation into the question of the
meaning of Being — and he enunciates this method to be phenomenology which
finds its basic motto as “to the things themselves!” In light of this very brief but
fundamental emphasis on the method, the question guiding the fundamental
problem can be raised anew concerning the tenability of Heidegger’s evaluation of
the Critique in terms of ontology.®® This again, can be tackled only as long as one
keeps sight of the methodology of the Heideggerian ontology: “Phenomenology is
our way of access to what is to be the theme of ontology, and it is our way of giving

it demonstrative precision. Only as phenomenology, is ontology possible.”®!

This statement above signifies Heidegger’s devoted stance in favor of
phenomenology not only in his magnum opus but also in the lecture courses around
that period. His attitude is at times so acute that he says “any appeal to Kant against

phenomenology basically collapses already in the first sentence of the Critique.”®

38 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. Bxxii.

% Heidegger, Being and Time. H27-8.

% However, my strategy here is not to take part in either of the initially mentioned intellectual polarization
concerning whether the Critigue is an ontological inquiry or not. This kind of an attitude, I suspect, will
run the risk of unduly reducing the Critiqgue — and the transcendental methodology therein — to one of the
parties, be it ontology or epistemology. What is rather needed is to preserve transcendental philosophy in
its originality — an approach which does not at all imply that other ways of access to it must be closed.

6! Heidegger, Being and Time. H35.

%2 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 57.
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The alluded first sentence, in turn, is as reads: “In whatever way and through
whatever means a cognition may relate to objects, that through which it relates
immediately to them, and at which all thought as a means is directed as an end, is
intuition.”%

In this regard, Chad Engelland sees Heidegger’s “turn” to Kant’s transcendental
philosophy to be related with the former’s interest in phenomenology: “[t]he
promise of phenomenological Kant, then, is what interests Heidegger in
transcendental philosophy.”® In the Phenomenological Interpretation, this

approach is apparent from the outset:

In its basic posture the method of the Critique is what we, since Husserl,
understand, carry out, and learn to ground more radically as phenomenological
method. That is why a phenomenological interpretation of the Critique is the
only interpretation that fits Kant’s own intentions, even if these intentions are
not clearly spelled out by him.®

There is something radical here: While Heidegger’s viewpoint evidently provides a
phenomenological interpretation of the Critigue — which is quite plausible — he
also does regard phenomenology as the method of the Critique itself — which is
quite open to question. The latter is all the more so given that Heidegger’s argument
in favor of it is almost every time entangled with his treatment of the Critiqgue with
a phenomenological method. Thus, the question of whether, at a certain point,
Heidegger is exposing the way Kant does phenomenology or Heidegger is reading
Kant in his own way by means of phenomenology for the most part remains

undecided

8 Kant, Critiqgue of Pure Reason. A19/B33. For Heidegger, this sentence not only promises to
phenomenology but it also points to what he calls the primacy of intuition. The so-called primacy will in
turn be the source of what Heidegger calls “finitude” throughout his reading of the Critique. I will be
zeroing in on finitude and its relation to transcendence in the chapter follows.

6 Chad Engelland, “The Phenomenological Kant: Heidegger’s Interest in Transcendental Philosophy,”
Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology 41, no. 2 (2010): 150-69. 151.

% Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 49.
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Recall the bifurcation initially made concerning the relevant literature, i.e., the
difference between the commentators who see Heidegger as a transcendental
philosopher and those who take the Critique to be an ontological work. Although
their departure points are distinct, what is common to both perspectives seems to be
an indispensable reference to the a priori. I attempted to handle the problem of the
a priori with reference to what it signifies, i1.e., methodology — and that brought the
present chapter to the debate concerning phenomenology. In what follows, I
examine the characteristics of the a priori for Kant and Heidegger with regard to the

problem of the transcendental and the ontological.

Kant opens B edition of the Critique saying that all our cognition, without doubt,
begins with experience. However, it does not follow that all it all arises from
experience. The question then turns to whether there is any cognition “independent
of all experience and even of all impressions of the senses,” — where this kind of
cognition is called a priori.®® Although there are two kinds of a priori judgments —
analytic and synthetic — Kant’s main focus is on the latter since only synthetic
judgments a priori are ampliative in the sense of extending cognition. Now, the
whole Critique can be read around the question of the possibility of synthetic a priori
judgments as Kant’s chief aim comprises this question proper, yet this kind of an
attitude would be beyond the confines of the present dissertation. For the time being,
I believe it suffices to say that Kant’s transcendental philosophy heavily lies on the
possibility of those judgments where the question becomes that and how experience
is constituted with regard to them. Hence, the “how” of the a priori in Kant’s
understanding may be better grasped when it is acknowledged that this a priori is

responsible, by means of transcendence, in the constitution of cognition.

Although Heidegger refers to a priori in his texts and lecture courses, one doubts
whether it is the same a priori as Kant’s or it gets totally transformed. As I have
referred above, for Heidegger, Being has priority over beings as it is that what makes
intelligible the entities qua entities. Although this is a very broad and fundamental

claim, one can make sense of it by having recourse what Heidegger designates as

% Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. B1-2.
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“average understanding of Being.”®’ Briefly, this understanding characterizes a
“pre-ontological” basis upon which we human beings make sense of things, e.g.,
when we use hammer as a hammer, or when we form a sentence such as “the table

is brown.”

However, Heidegger’s reflection concerning the a priori is much broader than
confining a priority to Being itself. In other contexts, he refers to the priority of e.g.,
the existential structure of Dasein as “care” or the “world” as such. However, again,
the problem is to manifest the “how” of the a priori — and in this regard I propose
that Heidegger has an ambivalent position. To explicate, on the one hand, Being in
general, and the world in particular, are prior in the sense that Dasein has no chance
but to be thrown into an already-constituted world; however, on the other hand,
Dasein is that which does the transcendence, and in this sense, is the a priori as such.
Admittedly, in contradistinction to Kant’s account, Dasein is always an attached
being (in the world of appearances and other Dasein) and does not constitute
experience from the beginning. Nevertheless, Dasein is at the same time that on

which temporality is founded and, on this account, it is the a priori par excellence.

All in all, I suggest that the question as to the plausibility of Heidegger’s reading of
the Critique as an onto-phenomenological work remains — and necessarily remains
— undecided to a great extent for the reasons I attempted to explicate above which
chiefly has to do with the ambivalence of the notions of ‘ontology’ for Heidegger
on the one hand, and ‘transcendental’ on the other. Secondly, the question whether
Heidegger’s philosophy can be taken as transcendental, at least in the period that I
analyze, is one that seems to promise a clearer answer. To my reading, Heidegger
remains as a transcendental philosopher in the Kantian sense although he transforms

the significance of the what and the how of the a priori.

7 Heidegger, Being and Time. H5.
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CHAPTER 3

FINITE TRANSCENDENCE AND BEING-IN-THE-WORLD

In this Chapter of the dissertation, my strategy concerning the subject-matter
consists in presenting a dialogue [Auseinendersetzung] between Kant and Heidegger
with regard to two central themes, that are, finitude and transcendence. Due to his
hermeneutical approach, Heidegger says that it is not so much an attempt to
understand what has been said as it is an attempt to disclose what has not been said.®
Hence, it is clear that Heidegger does not have an “antiquarian interest” in Kant but
rather the interest is on what Kant has to convey to him as a spur for the still current
metaphysical problems.®” Accordingly, Heidegger’s preoccupation with Kant gains
a novel significance for what he takes over from Kant is very much based on what
Kant did not spell out but tacitly presupposed, or better, has to presuppose. In this
regard, Richardson characterizes Heidegger’s project as a re-trieval that has not to
do with merely explicating what has been said by Kant but rather to disclose “what

he did not say, could not say, yet nevertheless laid before our eyes as unsaid.””°

In this chapter, by virtue of my narrative plot, I step back from Kant’s conditions of
the possibility of knowledge to shed light on Heidegger’s condition of these
conditions. In order for this attempt to be intelligible, I begin by reminding the reader
of the basic traits of Kant’s finitude and transcendence in sequence. Following this,
I refer to Heidegger’s understanding of these two, in order then to draw out the basic

characteristic of Dasein as Existence. This latter will also be paving the way for the

8 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 175.

% Sherover, Heidegger, Kant and Time. 10f.

70 Richardson, Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought. 158.
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very ground that make both finitude and transcendence possible for Heidegger.
Hence, from that point on, it will be of essential importance to merge them together
as finite transcendence, which is only a possibility whose condition lies in Dasein’s

Being-in-the-world.

3.1. Finitude

I begin with explicating Kant’s Copernican Revolution with regard to human
finitude.”! At this point, it will be apt to briefly remind the reader of the Copernican
Revolution in order to show its relation with finitude. In trying to secure
metaphysics’ position as science that relies on synthetic judgements a priori, Kant
offers a model in allusion to Copernicus. That is, basing on Copernicus’ primary
hypothesis, which substituted geocentric model in favor of the heliocentric one that
enabled explaining the motions of the heavenly bodies, Kant’s model reverses the
traditional subject-object relation, as it were. That is, due to the fact that the
philosophers’ attempt before him to secure the certainty of knowledge ends in
failure (for Kant), he bases his model not on the conformity of the subject’s
knowledge to the object; but rather on the conformity of the object to the subject’s
faculty of intuition. This way, Kant asserts, it would be possible to have knowledge

a priori of objects.”

As I mentioned above, what I will attempt to do is to interpret the Copernican
Revolution with regard to human finitude. I offer to take finitude — and then
transcendence — as the two sides of the same Revolution. I begin by finitude. It
should be seen as a characteristic of the Revolution that features the limitations
brought to cognition. That is, from that point on, a certain demarcation is drawn that
limits cognition to appearances where it is evaluated on the base of the human

standpoint, as mentioned above.

"I Hereafter I will be using “Copernican Revolution” to mean Kant’s Copernican Revolution.

72 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. Bxvi-xvii.
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Appearances, in addition, are necessarily taken under the forms of sensibility, i.e.,
space and time. This limitation of the possible experience to that of appearances
secures for Kant the a priori status of knowledge, for reason can know a priori of
objects merely what it has put into them.” That is, when reason’s interest to venture
beyond these appearances — in order to gain knowledge — to things in themselves
is strictly to be limited, the way, Kant asserts, is paved for synthetic knowledge a

priori, which in turn promises metaphysics as a science.”

These two factors above — the limitation to appearances and space-time —
determine human intuition as finite in Kant. That and how intuition is finite can be

seen within the following lines:

In whatever way and through whatever means a cognition may relate to
objects, that through which it relates immediately to them, and at which all
thought as a means is directed as an end, is intuition. This, however, takes place
only insofar as the object is given to us; but this in turn, is possible, only if it
affects the mind in a certain way.”

From above, one can get an initial grasp on what human finitude consists of in Kant.
That is, as he clarifies, in order for there to be knowledge, the object must be given
— the mind must be affected. In other words, unlike divine intuition (intuitus

originarius), human (finite) intuition (intuitus derivativus) does not create its object;

it solely takes in what has already been given.”®

Now, a question can be raised as to why Kantian finitude matters. I should remark
that the significance of the Kantian finitude primarily lies in its relation with the

Copernican Revolution’s norm-giving characterization. As Allison puts forward,

73 Ibid. Bxviii.

74 Tbid. Bxviii.

5 Tbid. A19/B33.

76 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 18. Here, as will be explicated, another characteristic
of the Kantian finite intuition takes place as being ‘noncreative’.
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pre-critical philosophy assessed knowledge as if it should conform to a theocentric
norm.”” This, in turn, means that human knowledge was degraded to a secondary
position in comparison to God’s-eye-point-of-view. In contrast to theocentric view,
Kantian critical philosophy marks a shift concerning the norm for human beings:
from that point on, human knowledge is to be the unique norm that one can rely on.
Kant’s contribution regarding the human-standpoint is that it is of no deficiency, but
it is the sole source that one can judge, concerning knowledge. Since human mind
is the very source for the rules or formations under which an intuition of an object
is to be possible, it is elevated to the first-degree that constitutes the norm. From that
point on, human finite knowing is the authority, so to speak, to assess what counts

as human knowledge.

The project of the Critique of Pure Reason is concerned with the possibility of
metaphysics as a science, which is in Heidegger’s words, “laying the ground for
metaphysics.”’® In his Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason, Heidegger asks the question, which will be decisive for his entire
interpretation of the Critique, as follows: “Why is laying the foundation for science
a critique of pure reason?”’”’ Understanding this question, as far as I can see, amounts
to focusing on the very grounding or foundation itself. This grounding, in turn, is
human pure reason so that, strictly speaking, it is the “humanness of reason, i.e., its
finitude” that is fundamental for the entire groundlaying.®® Thus, Heidegger is quite
clear that the project of the Critique, from the outset, is determined with the certain

theme of the finite essence of the human being.®' This in turn signifies that the

" Henry E. Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism: An Interpretation and Defense (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2004). 38.

8 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 1.

7 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 8.

8 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 15.

81 Ibid. 18.
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problem of the possibility of metaphysics as a science turns out to be the problem
that is concerned with fundamental ontology — the ontological analytic of Dasein
in its finite essence since the ground-laying problem brings one to a more primordial
question of what the human being is.®* Accordingly, in what follows, I take into
account this analytic of Dasein as a prerequisite when I am concerned with the
Kantian problematic as ground-laying. And to begin with, I explicate the related
assumption of Heidegger’s with reference to Critique of Pure Reason. That is, |
discuss the Kantian finitude which in turn brings one back to fundamental ontology
that is a preparatory study for the ground-laying — the project of the Critique from

Heidegger’s stance.

As I noted above, finite intuition is noncreative intuition, and Heidegger bases his
interpretation of the Kantian understanding of finitude mainly on this aspect of the
latter. When disclosed, this aspect is tantamount to saying that the object must be
given, “at hand,” or in other words, the mind must be affected. This affection, again,
is what factually determines human intuition as finite.®* In other words, what takes
place here is a “referential dependence on the givenness.”® From another aspect,
that at the same time explicates why finite intuition is “intuitus derivativus,” i.e.,

having the character of deriving the intuition from the given.®®

Concerning the aforementioned limitation of the possible experience to that of
appearances, Heidegger’s remark is to be kept in mind that the problem with finite
intuition has not much to do with the problem of unknowability of things in
themselves, as having to do with the unintelligibility of any statement concerning

what is beyond possible experience.®® My emphasis on the possibility of experience

82 Ibid. 1.

8 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 60.

8 Ibid. 265.

8 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 18.

8 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 108.
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alludes to the fact that the limitation drawn is at the same time what makes the non-

limited; that is, objects of appearance possible.

Moreover, Heidegger points out that human finitude should not be understood
merely or primarily with regard to the fact that human reason shows various
deficiencies; but rather that finitude should be understood as lying within the
“essential structure of knowledge itself” so that the limitedness is fundamentally an
implication of this essence.’’ This essence, in turn, will be discussed under the

consideration of “existence.”

So far, I have focused on the Kantian finitude, which I denoted as the
characterization of the Copernican Revolution as a shift concerning possible
experience. Doing this more or less amounts to concentrating on the “objective side”
of the experience; that is, the prerequisite as to the givenness of the object which
affects human mind. However, this is only one side of the picture which does not
yet by itself give a clue on the Kantian contribution concerning the subject-matter.
This latter, I assert, is comprehensively to be understood when human finitude, the

first characterization, is taken with the second one, which is human transcendence.

3.2. Transcendence

In what follows, I base my interpretation of “transcendence” in Kantian critical
philosophy as the second aspect of the Copernican Revolution. The answer to the
question as to why it is so lies in human transcendence’s being constitutive
concerning possible experience. That is, human transcendence determines the way,
i.e., the mode under which an object is to be experienced. In this regard, I shall

remind the reader of Kant’s transcendental philosophy and its basic features:

I call all cognition transcendental that is occupied not so much with objects but
rather with our mode of cognition of objects insofar as this is to be possible a

87 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 15.
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priori. A system of these concepts would be called transcendental

philosophy.*®
Transcendental philosophy indicates a stepping-back from the experience and going
back to these conditions of experience. In this regard, it has been clarified that for
Kant the condition of all knowledge is the ego; as “I think.”®® Considered with
“finitude,” the problem turns out to be as follows: How is it possible that a finite
being transcend itself so that it becomes open to a being that it has not produced?”’
This question ought to be borne in mind as we proceed in this chapter because

understanding it is tantamount to getting a grasp on the very ground that at the same

time makes asking this question possible.

As I have posed the question why Kantian finitude matters, now I pose the similar
question from the aspect of the Kantian transcendence: Why does the Kantian
transcendence matter? More specifically, why does the Kantian transcendence
matter for Heidegger? I assert that the core answer to this question lies within the
lines of what is known as the conditions of the possibility of experience, in Kant’s
transcendental viewpoint. To begin with, experience in Kant does not take place in
a haphazard way but it needs to conform to certain rules — rules that are constitutive
and regulative due to forms of sensibility and understanding. In this regard, Kant
focuses on, as the quote above indicates, the mode of knowledge itself insofar as it
determines the conditions for the possibility of experience. For Heidegger, this
withdrawal from experience to the very conditions of experience is of significance,
first because, this withdrawal has to do with the ontological rather than the ontical,
and second because Heidegger will be following Kant in his scrutiny into the

necessary conditions of experience — but this time, as to be seen, Heidegger will

88 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A11-12/B25. Sherover notes that “in Heidegger's discussion this
reference to the transcendental elements of experience is usually expressed by the substitution of the noun
'transcendence’' for the adjectival 'transcendental.”” See Sherover, 16.

% Ibid. B131-132.

% Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 30.
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be taking the investigation further — if only by going even one step back, to the

condition of the conditions of the possibility of experience.

Now what I focus on is Heidegger’s stance on Kant’s transcendental philosophy. At
this point, it is apt to remind the reader of the previous parts’ question as follows:
“Why is laying the foundation for science a critique of pure reason?” I noted that
this question is decisive in Heidegger’s reading of the Critique in such a way that
taking this question into account means to disclose the finite essence of the human
being. Still, I pointed out that human finitude is only one side of the picture, and that
at the other side there lies transcendence. At this point, Heidegger is quite clear in
claiming that “finitude is placed at the point of departure for transcendence” for
Kant,’! and indeed Heidegger goes even further claiming that transcendence is the

finitude itself.*?.

To begin with, Heidegger puts forward that in traditional philosophy, the
transcendent is what lies beyond; i.e., the otherworldly. In epistemology,
transcendent is what remains beyond the subjective realm, e.g., thing in itself. Taken
this way, what transcends — what does the “stepping beyond” is the object, the non-
ego.”> However, Heidegger contends, what is transcendent in the strict sense of the
word is Dasein itself: “Transcendence is a fundamental determination of the
ontological structure of the Dasein.”®* At this point, he challenges both the
subjectivist and objectivist accounts of intentionality. Heidegger maintains that
intentionality is neither some type of extant relation between two isolated entities

nor something that belongs to a so-called immanent sphere within the subject.”®

%! Tbid. 51. And the claim continues as saying that for this very reason the attempts both at a subjective
idealism and an objective realism are misguided.

%2 Tbid. 64. To understand this claim will amount to getting a grasp on the phenomenon of the world that
will be explicated.

93 Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology. 298f.
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Rather, intentionality is grounded in the specific transcendence of Dasein. This
position of Heidegger’s opens to question the traditional approaches to the “subject”
as an isolated ego and the inner sphere of this so-called subject to whom belongs
something like intentionality. In this regard, Heidegger contends that it is an entire
misunderstanding to posit an inner and an outer sphere as distinct from each other.
Rather, as 1 will be explicating soon, what is needed is to undermine these
approaches while at the same time to pave the way for an explication of Dasein’s

constitution (Dasein-analytic).

To proceed, Heidegger indicates that Kant uses the term ‘transcendental’ to mean
“ontological.”® That is, since the problem of metaphysics — ontology in
Heidegger’s understanding — is the problem of the possibility of synthetic
judgements a priori, and since the latter is what is ampliative — or in other words,
what discloses the Being itself — for Heidegger, transcendental philosophy is

ontology.”’” This identification is expressed by Sherover as follows:

Viewed from the side of the perceiving subject, the conditions are
transcendental; from the side of the object they are ontological. But, however
regarded, their source is in us. Because the possibility of knowing the objects-
that-are in our experience constitutes the be-ing of these objects for us, the
knowledge of these necessary characterizations of objects as known, in
advance of any particular encounter, is a knowledge of their ontological
characteristics, namely, ontological knowledge.”®

The identification and the above quote make more sense when what is denoted as
transcendence is understood as a stepping-beyond: beyond beings that are, to the
constitution or the possibility of these beings.” In this regard, Heidegger suggests

that “the expression ‘transcendental’ refers not only to a priori knowledge of the

% Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 40. See A845 / B783.

97 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 9.

%8 Sherover, Heidegger, Kant and Time. 31.

% This will be a matter of debate in Chapter 5.
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possibility of synthetic knowledge a priori, but also to this possibility itself,”'*

where the latter refers to ontology. To explicate, transcendence is not primarily the
stepping beyond of the knower to the known; but the very constitution of the knower

that renders such an encounter possible.!*!

In addition, Heidegger contends, the problem of transcendence does not refer to a
theory of knowledge in place of the old metaphysics; rather what is questioned is
ontology and the inner possibility of it.!% This point once again emphasizes the
constitutive role of transcendence, put in different words. Taken this way, Heidegger
states, what the Copernican Revolution expresses basically is that “ontic knowledge
of beings must be guided in advance by ontological knowledge.”!”® Heidegger
admits that Kant recognizes this correlation between the ontic and the ontological,
yet could not express it in a sufficiently radical way, for reasons we will be
discussing. If, once again, the problem is on the possibility of that “in advance”ness
— the transcendence of the finitude, a much more basic and primordial approach is
needed, and for this Heidegger is quite precise: “Beings are in no way accessible
without an antecedent understanding of being.”!% In other words, in order for one
to experience the object as an object, one must have a pre-ontological understanding
of what it means to be an object. Admittedly, this referred-accessibility lies within
the transcendence of Dasein, yet one step back, it very much depends on a more
genuine phenomenon, that is Being-in-the-world. To explicate the latter, I shall

touch upon the way Dasein exists.

10 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason. 127.

101 Richardson, Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought. 113.

102 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 11.
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3.3. Existence and Being-in-the-World: The Unsaid?

I now move on to the matter of the constitution of Dasein. This is indispensable
since for Heidegger it has been misconceived so far in Western Philosophy yet there
is the need to raise it anew in a novel way. To understand Dasein’s constitution is
first and foremost tantamount to undermine the hitherto-made assumptions on the
subject as an isolated ego.!® For Heidegger, the problem lies in missing the original
constitution of Dasein as existence: “Humans exist, whereas things in nature are
extant.”'% However, he contends, the problem in the Kantian ontology is that it still
remains within the lines of the ancients and the medievals in the sense that Kant still
comprehends both persons and things within the same ontological category, namely
res, things [Dinge].'"” Accordingly, Heidegger says, Kant uses the expressions for
existence (“Dasein and Existieren”) in the sense of “extantness” [Vorhandenheit].'"
However — despite the very contribution Kant makes to the subject-matter — from
a Heideggerian perspective the problems of both finitude and transcendence remain
superficial in Kant, for concerning the former, finitude still refers to being-created;
i.e., producedness, which in turn implies extantness, and concerning the latter,
transcendence (of a finite creature), taken by itself, gives rise to the problem of the

difficulty of explaining the “stepping out” from an ego-sphere.

Then what does it mean to say that Dasein exists? First and foremost, it means that
Dasein has a world. That is, Dasein is not an entity that merely and/or primarily

occupies space within the world as an object does. Literally speaking, Dasein is a

195 For Heidegger, various problems, such as skepticism about the ‘external world’, arise within the bounds
of the separation of the subject and the object, and taking the former within the same category as the latter
— that is, as extant.

106 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 13.

197 Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology. 139 and 152. Heidegger remarks that this assertion
does not miss the Kantian disjunction of seeing persons and things as “two different kinds of beings,” that
are peculiar to metaphysics of morals and metaphysics of nature.
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being that is in-the-world, a structure which is distinct from being an intraworldly

entity.

To begin with, when Heidegger differentiates between Dasein and things in nature,
he denominates the characteristic of the former as Being-in-the-world whereas for
the latter he uses the term Being within the world, that is, being intraworldly, as a
possible determinant.'” 1 emphasize the term ‘possible’ on purpose because
Heidegger points out that the way the intraworldly occurs within the world is not
due to a necessity. However, when Dasein is, it is necessarily in-a-world. In this
regard, it is a misunderstanding to posit a Dasein first which then “steps beyond” to
the world. Rather, Heidegger contends, existence means having been already
“stepped beyond.”!'® Accordingly, Dasein is always already in the world as a
necessary determinant of its existence: “Dasein is its Da, its here-there.”!!! Thus the
answer to the question whence rises the necessity on the one hand and possibility on
the other has to do with Being-in-the-world’s being an “essential ontological
structure.”!!'? Unlike Dasein, the intraworldly is not bound by such a determinant;
being within the world is not an ontological structure and does not belong to the

former’s being.!'!?

Having briefly pointed out the basic difference between “Being-in” and “being-
within” the world, now I will approach the phenomenon of the world. To begin with
the negative, Heidegger says that world is not nature; and certainly not the extant. It

is not the totality of those items surrounding us. However, the fact we understand

199 1bid. 168.

110 bid. 300.
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12 Tbid. 169.
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something like nature in our encounters entails that we do indeed understand the

world.!'* In this sense, world has the character of a priority.!'>

Being-in-the-world, as Heidegger hyphenates it, stands for a unitary phenomenon.
In Being and Time, Heidegger remarks that though this compound expression is a
unitary one, which does not come together in a piecemeal fashion, the constitutive
items can be analyzed one by one in order to see the significance of the structure.
The way Heidegger analyzes the components is respectively as follows: first, “in-
the-world,” which entails understanding worldhood as such; second, that entity
which is determined by Being-in-the-world; third, “Being-in” as such, which alludes

to understanding inhood itself.!'®

To pursue the order Heidegger puts forward, I begin by explicating worldhood as
such. From the beginning, Heidegger clarifies that worldhood must be seen as an
ontological phenomenon; as an existentiale, which once again implies that Dasein’s
character is determined existentially by Being-in-the-world.!'” Thus, questioning
worldhood itself is by no means abandoning Dasein analytic; rather, understanding
worldhood is in indispensable component for unveiling the latter which Heidegger

characterizes as fundamental ontology.

In order to make a grasp on worldhood as such possible, Heidegger begins with what
it is not, and in that context, he exemplifies four usages of the “world.” First, he

mentions the ontical sense when one uses “world” as a totality of those entities

114 Tbid. 165.

115 Heidegger, Being and Time. H65.

116 Ibid. H53.

17 Ibid. H64.
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possibly occurring within the world. Here he refers to the extan
intraworldly that makes up the totality. Second, “world,” this time in an ontological
sense, signifies the Being of those entities in the first usage. This Heidegger
exemplifies as any realm that refers to the unity or multiplicity of those entities, such
as in the “world” of a mathematician; “world” signifies any realm of possible objects
that possibly occur within the lines of mathematics. Third, “world” is used in still
another ontical sense. Here the usage implies not the intraworldly entities but the
very space in which the factical Dasein may live. World here, says Heidegger, has
a “pre-ontological existentiell signification.”'!” Fourth, and last, “world designates
the ontologico-existential concept of worldhood.”'? In this last sense of the word,
worldhood comprises any understanding of the first three usage for it comprises the
grounding; i.e., the a priori character of worldhood in general.!?! It is this
ontological-existential signification that I will be clinging to in due course when I
refer to something like a world, for it is both the ground of the first three and the

basic characteristic that Heidegger refers to whenever he makes any assertion on

Dasein’s Being-in-the-world.

Now that I briefly brought worldhood to the fore, I move on to an examination of
that entity, i.e., Dasein.!?? To begin with, one of the central themes in Heidegger
throughout his entire study is Being. Hubert Dreyfus explicates this central theme

as a study of what it means for something fo be; and specifically, what it means to

118 The present edition of Being and Time translates Vorhandensein as present-at-hand. I prefer to stay
within the lines of the “extant” for the sake of consistency throughout the text; and at times I will be using
present-at-hand where it is compared with ready-to-hand [Zuhandensein].

119 Heidegger, Being and Time. 65.

120 Ibid. 65.

121 Tbid. 65.

122 1 emphasized entity in the way Heidegger does since Dasein is not an entity in the usual sense at all. I
guess he uses this term to allude to a kind of natural attitude.
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be human.'?® Being, in turn, is “always the Being of an entity.”'?* And this one
entity, for whom Being is an issue, is Dasein itself.!* In this regard, Dasein has a
pre-ontological understanding of Being and every access towards the intraworldly
and the other Dasein is based on this understanding.'?® That means, once again,
Dasein is always already in-the-world before any knowing-comportment takes

place, where the latter arises from out of the world.!?’

To proceed, in its average everydayness, Dasein is “absorbed in the world.”'?® That
is, Dasein is engaged in other Dasein and the intraworldly so much so that the world
becomes self-evident to some degree. However, and exactly because of this self-
evidence, this state of being absorbed is by no means obvious; that is, Heidegger
says, even if it is ontically apparent that Dasein is that which is in each case I myself,
the ontological significance of what Dasein is remains hidden.'” Ontologically
speaking, Heidegger points out that Dasein is not an ego-self; not an isolated I.
Rather, he points out that the self and the world are merged together in one single

entity, i.e., Dasein.!* In this regard, what is called self in turn is determined by its

123 Hubert L. Dreyfus, Being-in-the-World: A Commentary on Heidegger’s Being and Time, Division I
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1991). 1. Recall here Heidegger’s reading of the Critique as laying the ground
for metaphysics which in turn brings forth the question of what is human being.

124 Heidegger, Being and Time. 9.

125 Tbid. 12.

126 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 20.

127 This point is significant for it amounts to a shift from the Kantian understanding of experience. And |
will be elaborating on it in what follows.

128 Heidegger, Being and Time. 113.

129 Tbid. 115f.

130 Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology. 297.
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very comportment to the world."*! Hence Dasein is always already in a world that
comprises Being-with and Dasein-with [Mitsein und Mitdasein].'*? That is, Dasein
is in a world with the extant and other Dasein: “a bare subject without a world never
‘is’ proximally, nor is it ever given.”'* In this regard, for Heidegger, Kant’s failure
lies in this very point that he misses the phenomenon of the world in his taking what

(for Heidegger) is Being-in-the-world as an isolated subject.!*

For Being-in as such, as the third component of Being-in-the-world, I shall merely
remark that Being-in is what makes the essential structure of Dasein and in this

sense, it is distinct from the extant’s being “inside” something.'’

By means of a basic comparison between Dasein and the intraworldly, i.e., the
fundamental structure of Being-in-the-world on the one hand and Being within the
world as a possible state on the other, I have attempted to provide a transition and
to pave the way for more elaborated understanding of Being-in-the-world with
regard to both finitude and transcendence. And accordingly, I move to the ground

of these: Being-in-the-world.

I will first give an account of Heidegger’s understanding of finitude and
transcendence in order to show their belonging togetherness as finite transcendence

which in turn bases its ground in Being-in-the-world.

I now try to explicate what I have so far attempted to hint at. Initially, Kant’s

understanding of finitude has been discussed with regard to the necessary limitation

131 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 14.

132 Heidegger, Being and Time. 114.

133 Ibid. 116.

134 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 14.

135 Heidegger, Being and Time. 132.
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of experience to that of appearances in terms with finite intuition. There, I have
pointed out that, for Kant, human intuition is intuitus derivativus, i.e., it derives its
knowledge from what has already been given by means of affection. So far so good.
However, as Heidegger asserts, Kant’s primary motivation concerning human
finitude lies within the very fact that it has been created. It is this very grounding of
Kant’s that Heidegger’s phenomenon of the world challenges. For Heidegger, it is
again a misdirected attempt to make sense of finitude with regard to createdness.
Rather, it can basically and genuinely be explicated with reference to Dasein itself
— its characteristic as Being-in-the-world.!*® In this sense, the world is the
necessary determinant of Dasein whence the latter is identified with finitude.
Specifically, and literally speaking, Dasein is thrown into the world and by means
of this thrownness the former gains its characteristic as being finite.'*” Hence,
Dasein’s identification with finitude is concerned with the fact that Dasein is

always-already in-the-world so much so that a self without a world is unintelligible.

Moving on to Heidegger’s understanding of transcendence, I remark that, for
Heidegger, transcendence does not signify a subject’s being related to an object, as

in Kantian philosophy, as much as it means “to understand oneself from a world.”'¥*

b

That is, Dasein already is beyond itself; it is its “Da,” as has been indicated.
Accordingly, Heidegger adds that transcendence in this regard is also the
prerequisite for Dasein’s being a self: “The ‘toward-itself” and the ‘out-from-itself’
of transcendence are implicit in the concept of selthood.”!* This point is the very
onto-epistemological break from the Cartesian dualism of the subject and object
which is also implicit in the Kantian stance, as Heidegger time and again reminds

the reader of. In this regard, one is no more in a position to discuss how it even

becomes possible that the subject reaches beyond, as in Cartesian philosophy, since

136 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 107 Also see. 278.

137 Heidegger, Being and Time. 383.

138 Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology. 300.

139 Tbid. 300.
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Dasein is already beyond. Furthermore, as I noted, Heidegger’s break also marks a
shift from Kant’s understanding of transcendence, for there is no more an isolated

ego-sphere as the departure point.

Recall that to assess the project I attempt to undertake, transcendence is to be seen
as the other side of finitude, carrying equiprimordial significance. I pointed out that
Heidegger is quite precise at this point. Understanding finitude without
transcendence carries with it the risk of taking one back to the pre-critical
approaches, e.g., Locke’s tabula rasa where the human being is still finite in the
sense of being have to be affected, yet the subject has nothing to do except taking
what hits, as it were, the blank slate. On the other hand, trying to understand
transcendence without finitude would be unintelligible since it will be ignoring the
basic constitution of Dasein as Being-in-the-world, in Heideggerian terms, and will
be positing an isolated ego-self which is distinct from the affection that the extant

and other Dasein determines.

As I brought forth the mutually dependent structure of finitude and transcendence,
hereinafter I take these two together as finite transcendence; an attitude that is to be
the guiding thread throughout what follows, which in turn necessitates the ground

that has been implied so far.

As indicated above, transcendental philosophy is another formulation of ontology
for Heidegger. It is to say that, one can take transcendental philosophy’s constitutive
role, that is, its feature as determining the conditions of possibility of experience on
the same footing with having pre-ontological understanding (that is, “knowing”
beforehand e.g., what it means for an extant to be an extant) of the necessary
provision for an experience to be an experience. This pre-ontological understanding
signifies that Dasein pre-scientifically comports towards the extant before the latter
even becomes a problem for scientific investigation.!*® This kind of formulation is
another expression of the fact that ontic knowledge must be guided by ontological

knowledge, as mentioned above. Likewise, Heidegger clarifies that ontology means

140 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 171,
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to philosophize transcendentally, that is, to problematize ontology is to inquire into
something like transcendence that characterize the very understanding of Being.'*!
In this regard, Heidegger remarks that the subject-matter of ontology turns out to be
the essential ground of transcendence, out of which there arises the possibility of
something like a priori synthesis.'** This, I assert, is tantamount to Kant’s
problematization that all knowledge begins with experience though it does not
follow from the former that it is all derived from experience,'* for this experience
in turn is constituted by means of the rules of synthesis that are essentially

transcendental.

Recall, once again, the main problem: how can a finite being transcend itself so that
it becomes open for a kind of “stepping beyond” from out of itself? Thought
traditionally, one may give this question its due as a fair one, yet I still assert that
the formulation of the problem this way deviates one from a genuine path to be
taken. What I mean is this: once the problem is brought forth as above, one has
already missed the grounding that entails understanding Dasein as an entity that has
already stepped beyond, as I have tried to explicate with regard to the phenomenon
of the world. Otherwise, one has no chance but to remain stuck within the lines of
traditional approaches whence arises the inextricable problems of solipsism and
dualism, to name but two. It is from this perspective that Heidegger’s Being-in-the-
world marks a shift concerning the point of departure: it undermines the
misformulation in the very question. The primary reason for the misformulation is
that the question presupposes an isolated self to begin with. Thus, the fundamental
subject-matter is henceforth no more limited to how it is possible that a finite being
transcends itself but it is rather concerned with the ground which makes both
finitude and transcendence possible, that is, Being-in-the-world. This very
possibility, as Heidegger contends, is what remains hidden from Kant. I initially

remarked that Heidegger’s attitude towards Kant is primarily shaped by delving into

141 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 10f.

142 Tbid. 30.

143 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. B1.
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what Kant did not explicitly say but rather presupposed, or actually, had to
presuppose. Specifically, Heidegger undertakes the task to disclose the unthought
in Kant for him to arrive at the conditions of the possibility of knowledge. And this
phenomenon, call it either the presupposition or the unthought, is nothing else than
the world. That is, the world constitutes the intelligible background thanks to which
something like conditions of possibility of knowledge become possible. This
basically amounts to saying that the Heideggerian world is the condition of the

Kantian conditions of the possibility of experience.

All in all, I began with underlining the task I undertake in the present chapter, which
is staging a critical dialogue between Kant and Heidegger with regard to human
finitude and transcendence. To this aim, I mentioned the basic traits of the
Copernican Revolution whose aspects 1 took as finitude and transcendence,
respectively. While doing this, I also explicated Heidegger’s position regarding the
subject-matter that turns out to be decisive for the project of the dissertation. Then,
“Existence” came to the fore as the essential structure of Dasein, by means of which
I drew out the fundamental differences between Being-in and within the world. I
discussed Heidegger’s understanding of finitude and transcendence in order then to
show their belonging-togetherness as finite transcendence. There, I also explicated
the phenomenon of the world so that it became possible to show what I merely
hinted at initially: Being-in-the-world is the ground that makes finite transcendence
possible. In this regard, once again, the phenomenon of the world is the unthought
in Kant’s critical philosophy whose primary concern is to interrogate into the basic

conditions that make experience possible.
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CHAPTER 4

TRANSCENDENTAL FACULTY OF IMAGINATION AND
TEMPORALITY

Heidegger’s claim that the meaning of the Being of Dasein (as in-the-world) is
temporality and his interpretation of Kant’s transcendental faculty of imagination as
the common root of sensibility and understanding are mutually-implicative; that is,
only against the background of his Kant interpretation does temporality as meaning
of the Being of Dasein gain its significance which in turn is structured as the core of
his treating of Kant’s transcendental synthesis. Hence, what seems as distinct
interpretations should be seen as belonging to one complete project. Following
Heidegger’s ontological reading of Kant in the second chapter, in the third chapter
I have analyzed the problem of finitude which brought me to the phenomenon of the
world. Thus, I am now at a position to dig deeper into the nature of Kant’s
transcendental power of imagination. I will basically do this first from Kant’s and
then Heidegger’s point of view. Hence, this chapter’s task amounts to displaying
how specifically Heidegger interpreted the significance of Kant’s account of
imagination — that will also turn out to be the ground of temporality as the meaning
of the Being of Dasein. As Richardson claims, “[Heidegger’s] argument for such an
interpretation has two moments: the analysis of the ‘transcendental deduction of the
categories,” where the role of the pure imagination is first discovered; the analysis
of ‘schematism,” where it is examined in operation.”'** Hence, I will first analyze
Kant’s understanding of imagination in both places only then to be followed by

Heidegger’s.

144 Richardson, Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought.124.
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4.1. Transcendental Deduction

Before probing into the Transcendental Deduction, it may be helpful to introduce
the basic classifications Kant draws with regard to the Deductions. The first
bifurcation concerns Metaphysical and Transcendental Deductions and the second
one relates to Subjective and Objective Deductions (indeed, sides of deductions)
within the Transcendental Deduction. The “Metaphysical Deduction” — a term
coined only in the second edition — is titled “The Clue to the Discovery of all Pure
Concepts of the Understanding” which constitutes the first chapter of Book I of the
Transcendental Analytic, and that Book is titled the “Analytic of Concepts.”'** The
second main chapter of the “Analytic of Concepts” is ‘The Deduction of the Pure
Concepts of the Understanding’ and it may be called the “Transcendental
Deduction” proper.'4¢ Briefly, Kant says that the Metaphysical Deduction proves
the a priori origin of the categories in total agreement with the “universal logical
functions of thinking,” and the Transcendental Deduction shows these categories’
“possibility as a priori cognitions of objects of an intuition in general.”'*’ More
specifically, the Metaphysical Deduction seeks to explain the categories’ origin in
the nature of understanding by determining the list of categories; the Transcendental
Deduction shows that it is not only possible but also necessary that the categories
“of such an origin” apply to objects of experience: in short, the latter has to do with
their objective validity, which also concerns the legitimate use in their extent and
limits.'*® For Kant, the Transcendental Deduction — which in his own words has
costed him the greatest labor and likewise deserves special concern — has two sides:

the objective and the subjective. Kant at times refers to these subjective and

145 This usage as ‘Metaphysical Deduction’ can be found in B159.

146 H.J. Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience Vol I. (London: Routledge, 2002).239. For Paton,
designating the first book of the Analytic of Concepts as Metaphysical Deduction should be seen as an
afterthought that corresponds to the Metaphysical and Transcendental Expositions in the Aesthetic —
which is itself an afterthought.

147 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. B159.

148 Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience Vol I. 240.
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objective aspects as if there were two deductions: the Objective Deduction and the
Subjective Deduction.'*® The former “refers to the objects of the pure understanding,
and is supposed to demonstrate and make comprehensible the objective validity of
its concepts a priori” and the latter examines “the pure understanding itself,
concerning its possibility and the powers of cognition on which it itself rests.”!>
Paton contends that one should keep separate both Metaphysical and Transcendental
Deductions and Subjective and Objective Deductions (or sides of deductions) within
the latter as well, since Kant does not clearly make this separation, especially in the
first edition. He continues by saying that it is not even clear where one needs to
“draw the line between the two.”!3! All one can do, he suggests, is to take the

references to imagination as an exact sign that one is dealing with the Subjective

Deduction.'>?

Kant goes on to say that the subjective side, though “is of great importance”, does
not constitute an indispensable part for his fundamental purpose. “For,” he says,
“the chief question always remains: ‘what and how much can understanding and
reason cognize free of all experience?’ and not: — ‘how is the faculty of thinking
itself possible?’”!>* At this point, Paton says that he prefers the substitution of asking
“how the power of thinking can be a power of a priori knowledge,” and showing
how the latter is yielded by the collaboration of imagination and sense for being
concerned with the possibility of the power of thinking itself.'** A.C. Ewing, on the

other hand, accuses Kant of doing injustice to his own Subjective Deduction, saying

149 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason.Axvi.
150 Thid. Axvi-xvii.

151 Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience Vol I. 241.
152 Tbid. 241.

133 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. Axvii.

154 Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience Vol I. 241.
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that “it is not by empirical introspection but by analysis of what must be involved in

any possible experience that he arrives at the threefold synthesis.”!>

Now, Metaphysical Deduction is comprised of three sections; the first deals with the
understanding in its logical employment, the second with the forms of judgement
and the third one with the pure concepts of understanding, namely, the categories.
This suggests that the first two are preparatory, and belong, so to speak, to General
Logic whereas the categories’ section carries out the specific problem of
Transcendental Logic which makes it apt to be referred as the Metaphysical
Deduction proper.!>® The second stage which draws out the table of judgements
should be seen as providing the clue for the categories.!>” Remarkably enough, the
Metaphysical Deduction proper opens up — just after a brief reminder about
General Logic — with the implication that the categories must be schematized — an
early sign of what will later constitute the kernel for understanding the

Transcendental Deduction:

Transcendental logic, on the contrary, has a manifold of sensibility that lies
before it a priori, which the transcendental aesthetic has offered to it, in order
to provide the pure concepts of the understanding with a matter, without which
they would be without any content, thus completely empty.'*®

Paton notes that if “the categories have objective validity only when they are
schematized,” Kant, “by anticipation, gives to them names which belong properly
to schematized categories.”!® So, the schematized categories are not yet empty

forms of thought. For this, they must receive their content from their relation to the

155 A C Ewing, “Kant’s Transcendental Deduction of the Categories,” Mind 32, no. 125 (1923): 50-66,
http://www jstor.org/stable/2249498. 53.
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forms of sensibility; space and time. This content, in turn, should be “gone through,
taken up, and combined in a certain way” — required by the spontaneity of our
thought.'® This very act, Kant calls “synthesis.”!®! Kant continues by saying that
the synthesis is what first engenders knowledge and that it should be treated
accordingly.'®? And what yields this synthesis is the transcendental power of
imagination: “a blind though indispensable function of the soul without which we

would have no cognition at all, but of which we are scarcely even conscious.”!®

Pure concepts, in turn, are given by “the pure synthesis, generally represented.”!®*
Paton explains this as being tantamount to the assertion that “the category is a
concept of ‘the pure synthesis.””!% He further elaborates this point by saying that
the categories for Kant are the rules of pure synthesis which constitutes their
content.'®® Thus for Kant, the three-factored-narrative for knowledge goes this way:
firstly, the manifold should be given in intuition; the second factor, namely
imagination, synthesizes this manifold, which does not still generate knowledge.
The concepts’ giving unity to this synthesized manifold which “consist solely in the

representation of this necessary synthetic unity” is the third factor involved; and that

is grounded on the understanding.'¢’

The same function which gives unity to the various representations in a
judgment also gives unity to the mere synthesis of different representations in

160 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A77/B102.

161 Ibid. A77/B102.

162 Tbid. A77-8/B103.
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an intuition; which, expressed generally, is called the pure concept of
understanding.'®®

Kant’s assertion above is of cardinal importance since it reveals the function of the
categories within the same act. It is one and the same understanding which supplies
two results by strictly the same act. Paton explains this by referring to the
transcendental logic’s fundamental difference than formal logic. On this account,
the understanding, on the one hand, brings forth the logical structure of a judgement
by means of the analytic unity; and on the other, this same understanding provides
the manifold of intuition with a transcendental content by means of the synthetic

unity.!®

At this point, I would like to note that though Kant’s architectonic somehow entails
the Schematism Chapter under Book II of the “Transcendental Analytic”; namely,
the “Analytic of Principles,” it is implicit in the Transcendental Deduction. In this
regard, Paton suggests that it is crucial to keep in mind that “the reference to time is

not a late interpolation, but is essential to Kant’s argument.”!”°

Before beginning with the Transcendental Deduction, Kant touches upon the
“Principles of any Transcendental Deduction” by emphasizing the distinction
between the question of right (quid juris) and the question of fact (quid facti), saying
that the proof of the former is entitled the deduction. Transcendental Deduction,
then, aims to show by what right the categories are to be applied to objects of
experience. It might in this sense “be called a ‘justification’ rather than a
‘deduction’, of the categories.”'’! A basic outline of Kant’s presentation of the

problem can be summarized under three main characteristics: (1) that the deduction

168 Ibid. A79/B104-5

169 Paton, Kant's Metaphysic of Experience Vol I. 287.

170 Ibid. 261.
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must be transcendental and not empirical;'’”> (2) that the deduction is
indispensable;'’”* and (3) that the deduction of the categories is subject to difficulties

which space and time are relatively exempt from.!”*

To begin with, Kant says that there are empirical concepts, which necessitate no
deduction since experience is always there for the proof of their objective validity.!”
However, there are some concepts — such as cause and effect — which are
“destined for pure use a priori.”'’® Experience, in this sense, does not supply the
necessary and universal characteristics that these concepts supposed to possess, but
only the fact whence this possession arises. Hence, Kant says that one is faced with
the problem of from where to derive these concepts’ objective validity: that is, how
they can relate to objects which are not acquired from experience. The account to
be provided for how they can relate so Kant entitles the Transcendental

Deduction.'”’

The Transcendental Deduction of the categories is both indispensable and difficult
(compared to that of space and time) for similar reasons which give us occasion to
handle the indispensability and the difficulty together. That is, unlike space and

time, they are not concepts under which an object must be given; so, they are not

172 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A85-7/B117-19.
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immediately and obviously related to objects.!”® The question for Kant is, then, by
9179

what right “subjective conditions of thought should have objective validity.
Now, in addition to the intuition of the senses, by means of which something is
given, all experience comprises a “concept of an object.”'® In this regard, Kant
contends that the concept of an object in general differentiates itself into different
concepts. To be an object in this sense is, for instance, to have a certain quality,
quantity, to be a substance with accidents, to have causal interaction with the other
ones, etc. These concepts of objects (or of an object) in general, are the categories. '8!
At this point, the contention of the objective deduction becomes visible: if it can be
shown that “concepts of objects in general lie at the ground of all experiential
cognition as a priori conditions,”!®? the objective validity of the categories will be
established insofar as it is shown that without them no object can be thought. That
for Kant is the objective side of the deduction: objects must be thought under the
forms of thought, namely, the categories.!®} But, says Kant, more than the faculty of
thought, i.e., the understanding, is required if we are to know a priori the objects of
experience. What also needed is to explain how understanding, as a faculty of

knowledge, is meant to have this very possibility of relation.'®* And this constitutes
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the subjective side of the deduction.'®® I now handle these subjective sources of

knowledge that are needed for a possible experience.

Kant points to three basic sources — sense, imagination, apperception — on which
all our knowledge depends; and then notes that each of these have empirical
employment as they have transcendental ground.'®® As there are three sources of the
mind, there are basically three main tasks as follows: “(1) the synopsis of the
manifold a priori through sense; (2) the synthesis of this manifold through
imagination; finally (3) the unity of this synthesis through original apperception.”!®’
The word synopsis, rather than synthesis, is applied to sense, since the “synthesis
involves an active uniting of the manifold, while sense is passive and does not unite
its manifold.”'® This synopsis is taken through imagination and brought into unity
by the original (transcendental) apperception. Receptivity for Kant can yield
knowledge possible “only if combined with spontaneity.”'®® This spontaneity, Kant
argues, is the basic ground of a threefold synthesis: “the apprehension of the
representations as modifications of the mind in intuition; of the reproduction of them
in the imagination; and of their recognition in the concept.”'®® Kant refers to the
unitary structure of knowledge, saying that if each representation were isolated from

each other, nothing as knowledge could have arisen.!®! For this reason, one should
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direct their attention to this structure and to synthesis in particular. Now synthesis

in general “is the mere effect of the imagination.”!"?

Kant says: “one must assume a pure transcendental synthesis of [imagination] which
grounds even the possibility of all experience.”!”® Paton notes that this core of the
doctrine is preserved throughout the Critique but with one crucial modification: the
transcendental synthesis of imagination is referred as productive (instead of
reproductive) elsewhere.!** However, as Paton goes on, the two doctrines, as it were,
of imagination are not so different prima facie, since in both cases it is a prerequisite
that a transcendental synthesis of the pure manifold of time is regarded as the

necessary condition of all knowledge.'*®

To begin with, every representation, as it belongs to inner sense, is subject to time.
In time, the manifold is distinguished and represented in a sequence. This act Kant
calls the synthesis of apprehension “since it is aimed directly at the intuition, which
to be sure provides a manifold but can never effect this as such, and indeed as
contained in one representation, without the occurrence of such a synthesis.”'*
Ewing explains this dense phrase by saying that we are conscious of something as

necessarily a process in time. Thus, we must be conscious of the stages of the

procedure while discerning the times at which each take place.!”” The synthesis of

192 A78/B103. Heidegger follows Kant in this treatment yet gives prominent place to A-Deduction
considering that in the B-Deduction, imagination is reduced merely to a function of the understanding.
See also note b in the same pagination.

193 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A101.

194 Paton, Kant's Metaphysic of Experience Vol I. 364. See A118; A123; B152.

195 Ibid. 365.

196 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A99.

197 Ewing, “Kant’s Transcendental Deduction of the Categories.” 51. My emphasis.
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apprehension is “inseparably combined with” the synthesis of reproduction.!*® One
is familiar with that reproduction from empirical association. However, this mere
empirical connection presupposes that the appearances in fact are subject to an a
priori rule, i.e., lawful reproducibility. Kant exemplifies this rule by saying that
whenever I try to draw a line in thought, it is obvious that the manifold must be
apprehended by me as following each other; yet if I were to lose the preceding
representations in thought — cannot reproduce them during the process — I would
never get a thorough representation.'” The synthesis of recognition in a concept,
then, basically amounts to the consciousness that the manifold — successively
apprehended and reproduced — is combined into one representation.?”® No matter
how clear or faint the awareness of this consciousness may be, it is sine qua non for
knowledge-generation. Hence, it should be noted that one not only apprehends and
reproduces the parts of the line, so to speak, but also represents (in apprehending
and reproducing) the time itself since every representation is given in time — that
is what one already gains from the Transcendental Aesthetic. Thus, the pure
synthesis of the reproduction of time (as bound with the apprehension of it) is a
necessary condition of knowledge. The recognition of the synthesis of apprehension
and reproduction of time, in connection to the former, is tantamount to the fact that
the time successively apprehended and reproduced alike belongs to one identical

consciousness.

At this point, there arises the need to understand the matter of “an object of
representations.” Reminding the reader of that what we sensibly represent are mere
appearances and not things in themselves, Kant envisages the object in question as,
on the one hand, corresponding to and, on the other, distinct from cognition. He
thereby contends that this object must be thought of as nothing else than “something

in general = X,” for outside our cognition, there is nothing that could stand over

198 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A102.

199 Tbid. A101-2.

200 Tbid. A103.
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against us as corresponding to it.2! Since the relation of our cognition to that of its
object bears an element of necessity, so the object is viewed as that which guarantees
the regularity in this very cognition. On the other hand, the unity that the object
renders necessary can be nothing else than the “formal unity of consciousness in the
synthesis of the manifold of the representations.”?*> Now, since for Kant every
necessity has a transcendental ground as its condition, this unity of consciousness
concerning the synthesis of the manifold of intuitions, too, entails a transcendental
condition which is nothing other than the transcendental apperception. This
condition is not only the ground of the unity of the synthesis of the manifold in one
consciousness, but also it is the ground of concepts of experience in general and
therefore of the objects of possible experience. That and how this is possible is

elucidated as follows:

Thus the original and necessary consciousness of the identity of oneself is at
the same time a consciousness of an equally necessary unity of the synthesis
of all appearances in accordance with concepts, i.e., in accordance with rules
that not only make them necessarily reproducible, but also thereby determine
an object for their intuition, i.e., for the mind could not possibly think of the
identity of itself in the manifoldness of its representations, and indeed think
this a priori, if it did not have before its eyes the identity of its action, which
subjects all synthesis of apprehension (which is empirical) to a transcendental
unity, and first makes possible their connection in accordance with a priori
rules.?”

What corresponds to this condition above Kant now designates as the
“transcendental object = X whose pure concept renders objective reality possible.
It fulfills this task by means of the providing the ground for empirical concepts’
necessarily relation to an object. Moreover, this pure concept of the transcendental
object cannot contain any determinate intuition except the unity that a cognition
must possess if it were to relate to an object. This relation, again, is nothing other
than the unity of consciousness with regard to synthesis of this manifold undertaken

in order to render the representation as representation where it belongs to one

201 Tbid. A104.

202 Tbid. A105.

203 Tbid. A108.
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consciousness. This combination in one representation is necessary since without
this condition, our cognition would be devoid of an object. The condition of this
relation, again, is based on a priori rules concerning the synthetic unity of
appearances. This, however, is grounded on nothing other than transcendental

apperception.

4.2. Schematism

Up to schematism, Kant’s main strategy is to show that the categories must apply to
all objects of experience, that is, the manifold given must be combined due to the
principles of synthesis comprised in judgement.?** What Kant ventures to do at this
point is to expose the “schematism of the pure understanding” that deals with the
“sensible condition under which alone pure concepts of understanding can be

employed.”?%

Kant calls this analysis of schematism as one that has to do with subsumption.
Woods explicates this as follows: “To identify a particular as something or other is,
according to Kant, to ‘subsume’ it, to bring it under a rule of organization” — since

2206 __ that enables one

Kant defines a concept as “something that serves as a rule,
to acknowledge a particular image as the image of something in general.”*” In the
case of empirical concepts — such as a house — there is no difficulty concerning
subsumption, for the fact that the particular house which is the object of sensible
experience shall easily be subsumable under the empirical concept of ‘house’ and

shall be quite homogeneous with it. However, the need for a doctrine of subsumption

appears for the fact that the categories and the intuition of the manifold are totally

204 HL.J. Paton, Kant’s Metaphysic of Experience Vol II (London: Routledge, 2002).17.

205 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A136/B175.
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207 Michael Woods, “Kant’s Transcendental Schematism,” Dialectica 37, no. 3 (1983): 201-19,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/42968953. 203.
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heterogeneous compared to each other. Strictly speaking, no object of experience
will support the case concerning the same procedure with pure categories, since they

99 <¢

are never to be revealed as pure concepts; e.g. as “a reality,” “a plurality.” The
question for Kant is then how pure concepts are to be rendered homogeneous with
intuition.?® Keeping with the terminology of the Transcendental Deduction, Kant
is now to show the way that the categories possess “objective validity” or “function
as concepts which are applicable to intuition”:2% and that will be possible for Kant
by showing how objects of experience subsume under the pure concepts of

understanding.

For the fact that one can never intuit the categories, e.g., causality itself by the senses
and in the appearance, Kant introduces his doctrine of transcendental schematism
by saying that “there must be a third thing” which is intellectual (so, homogeneous
with the category) on the one hand and sensible (so, homogeneous with the intuition)
on the other.?! The schemata is both intellectual and sensible since it is both
spontaneous (for it determines and not determinable); and receptive (for it is related

to time which is the form of the givenness of the representation).

Just after this opening, Kant entitles the schema as the transcendental time-
determination.?!! To explicate, he reminds us what the concept of understanding
comprises, namely, “pure synthetic unity of the manifold in general.”?!> And it is
time, as the form of sensibility of the given manifold in inner sense, that contains an
a priori manifold in pure intuition. Now, again, a transcendental time-determination,

insofar as it is universal and bases upon an a priori rule, is homogeneous with the

208 Tbid. 205.

209 Tbid. 205.
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category; it is homogeneous with the appearance insofar as it is time that is contained

in every representation of the manifold.?!

Referring to the Transcendental Deduction, Kant summarizes what has so far been
done. In this regard, he reminds us that the categories are (in addition to the
empirical) also of transcendental use; and their empirical use is restricted to the
appearances, it cannot be extended to things-in-themselves. Again, the only manner
that an object can be given to us is by modification of our sensibility. This is
followed by the contention that the pure concepts a priori — unless they be devoid
of content — must comprise the a priori conditions of the inner sense which in turn
carry the condition under which alone the categories can be applied to any objects
of experience. This a priori and formal condition of sensibility whence the use of
the pure concepts is restricted, Kant entitles the schema of this concept of
understanding; and concerning the “procedure of the understanding with these

schemata”, he entitles the schematism of the pure understanding *'*

Now, for Kant, the schema is always a product of [the transcendental power of]
imagination.?!> To explicate, Woods reminds that, for Kant, the imagination
functions both empirically and transcendentally. In its empirical employment, it is
reproductive in enabling an image to be created out of manifold of impression one
has at a particular moment. For this certain content to be an object of knowledge, in
turn, it must be ordered due to certain a priori forms — and this function belongs to

the transcendental imagination.*!¢

Here, the procedure of imagination is schematic: by means of it the (pure)
categories become schematized, i.e. the transcendental imagination in its
schematic procedure, produces a schema for each category such that is

213 Tbid. A138-9/B177-8.

214 Tbid. A139-40/B178-9.

215 Tbid. A140/B179.

216 Woods, “Kant’s Transcendental Schematism.” 205.
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becomes materially operative. But generally speaking the schemata, as
transcendental time determinations, are the conditions under which the
categories are brought to bear on inner sense. Time is ‘determined’ in a number
of ways so that sensible intuition is received under various temporal modes in
accordance with categories. Schemata therefore, in guaranteeing the
employment of the categories, restrict their application to inner sense.'”

The temporal modes — as Woods call them above — amount to the schemata which
are “a priori time determinations in accordance with rules.”?!® These are, following
the categories’ order, time-series, the content of time, the order of time and finally
the sum total of time in regard to all possible objects.?!” Broadly, time-series as time-
determination demands that “an object has extensive quantity which is apprehended
as a unity.”??° Time-content, as the second mode, determines time by filling it
concerning it to be representable “as a quantum.”??! Time-order demands necessary
succession which entails that objects relate to each other causally; and finally, the

sum total of time determines objects either as possible, actual or necessary.?*?

Time, as we have already seen, is the form of sensibility immediately for inner sense
and therefore mediately for outer sense. Thus, it is the form of sensibility for all
senses whatsoever. In addition to being a form of sensibility, time is itself a pure
intuition. Following from this latter point put forward in the Aesthetic, Kant
continues by saying that time is the pure image “for all objects of the senses in
general.”??> Now 1 assert that this contention of Kant’s is quite the crux of the

schematism in the sense that Heidegger should have had in mind this

217 1bid. 212f. Emphasis mine.
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characterization of time when he derives temporality from transcendental
imagination. To explicate, what follows when time is seen not only as pure intuition
but also as the pure image for all objects of sensibility in general is that it constitutes
a temporal horizon within which the categories are rendered objectively valid. Thus,
when Kant says transcendental schemata determine time, it must be taken as pure
image. | suggest that time in this sense must come to mind whenever Kant refers to
the transcendental schemata as time-determinations. Otherwise, one cannot but run
the risk of confusing time as pure intuition and time as pure image, as I believe
Heidegger does. Admittedly, it is one and the same time in each case — however,
different layers are at work in these two different characterizations of time. Then, it
follows that whereas time as pure intuition assumes its being also the form through
which an appearance is given, time as pure image characterizes the way in which
time as pure intuition — hence, the pure manifold of time — is determined in
accordance with a rule that the pure understanding prescribes.??* In other words,
time as pure intuition indicates the pure manifold of time, whereas time as pure
image indicates the way in which this pure manifold of time is always already in a
synthetic unity thanks to the indispensable role of schematism. Hence, once again,
the schematism of the power of imagination makes possible the mediation between
pure categories and time — the former is rendered sensible and the latter is rendered

intelligible by being determined.

Still, how is one to understand pure image here? Certainly, it is not an image of
something in particular. Rather, as Woods contends, “[a] pure image is best regarded
as a temporal aspect, produced by the transcendental imagination, under which a
sensible manifold is apprehended.”??> Hence, the pure concepts in their necessary
relation to time are rendered “temporally operative” in accordance with the

transcendental schematism.??° Being temporally operative amounts to the fact that

224 Tbid. A145/B184.
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what we have as pure “now-sequence” is objectified in such a way that we are aware
of something external, as it were, as present and enduring. This is made possible in
accordance with the execution of the transcendental schemata demanded by
transcendental apperception.”?’ Therefore, a pure subjective succession is made
objective by the cooperation of transcendental imagination and transcendental
apperception. By this means, “a sequence of impressions in a subjective time-order
becomes an object of appearance when it submits to ‘I think substance, cause, etc.’,
i.e., the consciousness, in such a way that the object is present.”?*®> What makes this
possible, as Woods elaborates, is “by submitting to a commonly experienced

temporal matrix in which, for example, duration is measurable.”?%’

4.3. Transcendence for the Possibility of Cognition

In Heidegger’s terminology, Kant’s “possibility of experience” denotes what a finite
creature is able to know, as it were, of a being that it did not created, i.e., how this
creature is able to stand-out-of itself. This I have already indicated in detail in
Chapter 3. Now Heidegger remarks that there are two fundamental conditions for
this possibility of experience. The first begins with the already-known fact that the
object must be given. Heidegger asks what one needs to understand from this fact.
Referring to Kant, our first clue is that it means to “relate [the object’s]
representation to experience.”?*® What this further means for Heidegger is that there
must be an in advance “turning-toward” to this object that is already able to be

“summoned.”*! This initial “turning-one’s-attention-toward” takes place, as the

27 1bid. 217.

28 Tbid. 217.
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231 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 83.
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Transcendental Deduction opens up and the Schematism expounds, in the

ontological synthesis.?*? So, this brings about the first condition.

The second condition is concerned with the truth value of knowledge. For Kant,
truth means “agreement with the object.”**® Heidegger claims there must be
something in advance like a “with-what” of the possible encounter — something
which renders this encounter possible by giving a principle, as it were. This
something, again, “must open up in advance the horizon of the standing-against, and
as such it must be distinct.”*** It is this horizon, Heidegger concludes, that is the
condition of the possibility of the object [Gegenstand] in its “being-able-to-stand-
against.”?> What is more, it is this same horizon that brings the transcendental
power of imagination — in its enabling of the “pure look of objectivity in
general,”?*% — together with the anticipation of an understanding of temporality

that forms this very horizon on the other.

Heidegger argues that these two conditions above determine transcendence in its
essence and for him it is expressed sufficiently in Kant’s formulation of the “highest
fundamental principles of all synthetic judgments,” which reads as follows: “the
conditions of the possibility of experience in general are at the same time conditions
of the possibility of the objects of experience.”?*’ At this point, Heidegger makes a
radical move and emphasizes the phrase “at the same time”. The way Heidegger

elucidates “at the same time” is to evaluate it as giving clue to the “essential unity

22 1bid. 83.
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of the full structure of transcendence,” namely, temporality, that forms something
like a “horizon of objectivity in general” in its letting the object to stand-against.>*8
What is new here is that this “constant standing-out-from” is what Heidegger calls
Ecstasis. Additionally, this ecstasis forms a horizon where this outlook lets
Heidegger denote transcendence as “ecstatic-horizonal.” The highest principle of
Kant’s account then marks this structure of transcendence for Heidegger which is a
unity in itself.?3° This unity, which Heidegger calls “care” is explicated in Being and

Time as follows:

The future, the character of having been and the Present, show the phenomenal
of the ‘toward-oneself,” the ‘back-to,” and the ‘letting-oneself-be-encountered-
by.” The phenomena of the ‘towards...,” the ‘to...,” and the ‘alongside...,’
make temporality manifest as the exotatcov pure and simple. Temporality is
the primordial ‘outside-of-itself’ in and for itself. We therefore call the
phenomena of the future, the character of having been, and the Present, the
‘ecstases’ of Temporality.**’

4.4. Transcendental Deduction and Schematism from Heidegger’s Aspect

After these general remarks, I now analyze Heidegger’s treatment of the
Transcendental Deduction. The mainstream interpretation of the Transcendental
Deduction relies on the above-mentioned perspective of quid juris**' However,
Heidegger’s stance on the issue is quite different. He both questions the juristic form
that the problem is supposed to take and of the dimension of objective validity it
acquires. At this point, Heidegger notes that his interpretation will not be following
“the twisted paths” of the Transcendental Deduction. What he rather ventures to do

“is to lay bare the original impetus for the problematic” of the Deduction.’* If, the
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problem of the “origin and truth” of the categories be determined,?** as he says is
demanded by Kant, “then the quaestio juris cannot as such be taken as a question of
validity.”?** Rather, Heidegger continues, “the quaestio juris is only the formula for
the task of an analytic of transcendence, i.e., of a pure phenomenology of the
subjectivity of the subject, namely, as a finite subject.”?*’

However, when Heidegger questions the tendency that Kant has for the juridical
form of the inquiry, what he first sees is Kant’s polemical orientation against
theoretical dogmatic metaphysics which takes the pure concepts’ employment for
granted. In contrast to this, Kant’s position concerns grounding the legitimacy of the
supposed authority of the usage of these concepts. No matter how natural it may
seem, for Heidegger, Kant sustains his most genuine insights such as “time”, “the
power of imagination” and even the “transcendental analytic” itself at this position.
Seen in this juridical form, Heidegger contends, Transcendental Deduction is
nothing but the most untenable part of Kantian philosophy.?*® Why this inevitably
turns out to be so, according to Heidegger, lies in the isolation of the pure concepts
of understanding from its original unity with pure intuition, namely, time. Indeed,
Heidegger sees that Kant’s apprehension of the pure concept of understanding
vacillates between meaning sometimes only notions and sometimes categories, SO
to speak.>*’” And where Kant understands them as mere notions, he attempts to re-

build the already-distorted unity between them and the objects of intuition. Cut off
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from its relation to time, Kant needs to re-pose the problem of the contents of pure

thought’s relatedness to objects of experience.?*

Put in other words, the main difficulty of the transcendental deduction — which at
the same time directs the inquiry to a juridical one — has to do with Kant’s
understanding of the a priori. That is, when what is a priori is understood in the
sense of lying ready in the mind, within the sphere of the pure subject, and so
“accessible therein prior to any move to ob-jects,” the manner of the determination
of the of what is objective by the subjective requires an explanation of objective
validity, namely legitimacy in a juridical fashion. Thus in Heidegger’s perspective,
what misdirects the attempt of the Transcendental Deduction has mostly to do with
Kant’s understanding of a priori as what lies in the isolated subject as well as his

cutting of the categories from their intrinsic relation to pure intuition, time.**’

Nevertheless, Heidegger admits that Kant’s “actual procedure” is far superior than
his own awareness of it. That is to say, on the one hand, Kant’s ambivalence with
the Transcendental Deduction is grounded in his deeper “insecurity” concerning
method — he “vacillates between psychology and logic.”?*° However, on the other
hand, he has the distinct insight for the need of a phenomenological methodology
which also grounds the former two. That and how these two stances intertwine is
clear when one concerns the two sides of the deduction. Exactly at the point where
he first speaks of a juridical deduction of the objective validity of the categories,
what he chiefly has in mind is the phenomenological disclosure of the essence of

251

the categories,”" — and that alludes to what is known as the subjective side of the

deduction. One can see this as follows:
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[1]t is already a sufficient deduction of [the categories] and justification of their
objective validity if we can prove that by means of them alone an object can
be thought. But in such a thought there is more at work than the single faculty
of thinking, namely the understanding, and the understanding itself, as a
faculty of cognition that is to be related to objects, also requires an elucidation
of the possibility of this relation, we must first assess not the empirical but the
transcendental constitution of the subjective sources that comprise the a priori
foundation for the possibility of experience.?

Taking this quotation into account and keeping in line with the Kantian terminology,
Heidegger argues that what lies at the heart of the problem of the Transcendental
Deduction is not a quaestio juris but a quaestio facti. To be sure, one should not take
it as facts in the sense of empirically verifiable data but in an ontological sense, what
is at stake here is the phenomenological disclosure of the ontological constitution of
Dasein, that is, the rendering of the transcendental structure of Dasein transparent
in itself. And this, Heidegger contends, is far from a juridical mode of inquiry into
validity.??

Now we are at a position to see anew two sides of the Transcendental Deduction.
Reminding the reader of these two sides, Heidegger confidently says that Kant
misrepresents the fundamental task of the both sides of the deduction. That is to say,
in giving priority to the objective side of the deduction, Kant relatively downplays
the subjective side; yet Heidegger maintains that Kant overlooks the fact that “by
radically carrying out the subjective side of the task of the deduction, the ob-jective
task is taken care of.”** In other words, if Kant had followed this radical path that
Heidegger takes notice of, the objective side would not have appeared in this form.
So once again, what is at stake here is to give a phenomenological account of the
transcendental constitution of Dasein. This phenomenology, in turn, should make

intelligible the intrinsic connection of the subjective sources of cognition and

252 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A96f.

253 Heidegger, Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. 224.

254 Ibid. 225.
71



centered in the pure power of imagination, how these render possible the

transcendence of the finite Dasein.

4.5. Understanding Transcendental Faculty of Imagination and Synthesis

If the subject-matter of the Transcendental Deduction for Heidegger is
transcendence, then it is crucial to ask on what ground this transcendence is to be
established. This ground, it will be examined, is none other than the transcendental
schemata rendered possible by transcendental imagination. Heidegger’s originality
concerning his interpretation of Kant begins to show itself at the very moment one
asks this question of the ground of transcendence. For Richardson, “the acceptance
or rejection of his reading depends on this, and this alone.”** Likewise, Sherover
says that “[t[ranscendental imagination is itself transcendence; it is the possibility
of experience as the complete integrated unity of the elements that constitute the
possibility of human knowledge.”*® And Heidegger himself says that the
Schematism chapter must be the kernel of the whole Critique. However, for
Heidegger, Kant’s treatment of this chapter as one that has to do with subsumption
of the appearances under pure concepts directs the analysis to a more superficial
form.”” And this again is intrinsically connected with his treatment of the
Transcendental Deduction as having to do with a quaestio juris. Although
Heidegger admits that the first approach to the problem as one of subsumption may
be an acceptable one, it covers up the fundamental vision of the Schematism to a
certain degree. On the explication of Kant’s schematism, I have indicated that the
problem of subsumption concerns the heterogeneity between the pure concepts of
understanding and the objects of experience. As a result of this, in Kant, some
mediating representation were called in, to bridge, as it were, the gap between two
poles, which will in turn secure the application of the former to the latter. This was

the general idea behind “subsumption.” However, the moment that the subject-
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matter becomes to be dominated by subsumption, the same problem that I addressed
above (concerning objective validity) occurs. Thus, rather than going forward by
subsumption, Heidegger’s strategy in interpreting Schematism is to feature the

temporalizing character included there.

Now Heidegger elaborates on how this comes to be possible. He begins with a dense
statement as follows: “[the transcendental schematism] forms [bildet] that which
stands against in the pure letting-stand-against in such a way that what is represented
in pure thinking is necessarily given intuitably in the pure image [Bilde] of time.”**
As we know that it is the schema that forms schema-images for the categories, now
Heidegger contends that what is represented by means of the categories which is at
the same time given in pure intuition is made possible by transcendental
schematism. And since these transcendental schemata are nothing but time-
transcendentally-determined, he says that the possibility of overlapping of intuition
and thinking lies in this very determination. In technical words, Heidegger
continues, it is time that “gives a preliminary enclosedness to the horizon of

transcendence.”?*® That is, it is time and the temporal-ontological horizon granted

by it that makes possible the ontical encounter within the object as an object.

I have pointed to time as “pure image” above and claimed that Heidegger should have
in mind this form of time while deriving temporality from transcendental imagination.
Now Heidegger says that “as ‘pure image,’” time is the schema-image” — a
phenomenon which differentiates itself either from a mere look or a “likeness.”*®° This
is the sole possibility for him that the pure concepts possess “a certain look™ and this

possibility in turn is “nothing other than always just time and the temporal.”?¢!
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Recall that the project that Heidegger undertakes is to interpret the Critique as laying
the ground for ontology. This ground-laying — in Heideggerian terminology —
shows itself as fundamental ontology; i.e., the analysis of the structure of Dasein,
which amounts to laying bare transcendence in its finitude. Understood technically,
this task is nothing other than accounting for the possibility of a priori synthesis.
Whence this synthesis arises, as I have indicated, is the transcendental power of

imagination. A parenthesis may be opened here.

For Heidegger a faculty in the transcendental sense should not be understood as a
““basic power’ [‘Grundkraft’l which is at hand in the soul.”*%? In this sense, both
Richardson and Sherover point out to the meaning of the term transcendental
imagination by means of going back to the stem of it. Transzendentale
Einbildungskraft: first, it is an indispensable power (Kraft) within the knower; (and
not simply an act) and it indicates what the knower is capable of / can achieve.?®
Moreover, though it is conventionally referred to as a faculty, it is not faculty
[Vermogen] in the ordinary sense. In order for a better understanding, the literal
sense should be kept in mind: “ein/bilden = 'to form in(to),' 'to form in,' 'to in-form,'
'to picture in,' 'to structure in.” The word ‘Einbildungskraft’ must then be understood
in its full literal sense as joining to 'imaginative structuring' the kraft, the power to
do so, i.e., 'the power of imaginative structuring,’ or 'the power of the
imagination.”?** Thus in order to avoid misrepresentation, one should keep in mind
that ‘imagination’ is merely the abbreviated form of what is originally referred as
the “transcendental power of imagination.” In this regard, it means what something

is “able to do” in the sense of enabling the structure of ontological transcendence.?®
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Heidegger further contends that the notion ‘faculty’ means “possibility” in the sense
he has referred to when considering Kant’s “possibility of experience.” Understood
this way, transcendental power of imagination is not primarily a middle faculty
between pure intuition and pure thinking, it is rather a fundamental ability of the
human soul “that grounds all cognition a priori”.?® With this contention, one can see
that Heidegger begins to render conspicuous what he has been building up until this
point. That is to say, from this point on in Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, he
lays bare one of his central arguments concerning imagination. Heidegger suggests it
in a question-form as follows: “what if [imagination] was that ‘unknown common
root” of both stems?”?%” This question indeed is partly given rise by the seemingly
equivocality of the fundamental sources in Kant. One the one hand, there is the
bifurcation of the sources as sensibility and understanding which is all in accord with
receptivity and spontaneity again differentiated within “Transcendental Aesthetic” on
the one hand and that of “Logic” on the other. Within this picture, the transcendental
power of imagination has no place at face value at all, leaving aside the interpretations
of it as a middle faculty. However, the path that Heidegger’s interpretation takes us is
beyond the dilemma of the number of the sources, juxtaposed respectively. Because
his reading of the Critique from the beginning depends on what it hints at, rather than
what it says actually, Heidegger focuses on the “unknown common root” alluded by
Kant. That is, what is hinted at is the transcendental power of imagination for
Heidegger. And what supports this claim in his reading is again his interpretation of
the Critique as having to do with the transcendence of a finite being, which then finds
its true source in ontological synthesis; i.e., the “original unity” whence the two

elements, so to speak, spring from.2?

266 Ibid. 94f. See Critique of Pure Reason A124.

267 Tbid. 96.

268 Ibid. 96. Nevertheless, Heidegger declines the possible objections in advance, saying that his argument
in no way suggests that pure intuition and pure thinking is a “product of the imagination” and in this sense
they are merely imaginary. Rather — this time building up the same argument from reverse — Heidegger
says that the transcendental power of imagination can only “imagine” something from out of the union of
those two. See 97.
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In what follows, Heidegger maintains that pure intuition and pure thinking depend
on the transcendental power of imagination, respectively. For the former, what
Heidegger does is to basically go back to Kant’s understanding of space and time as

“original representations,”*®

where “original” needs to be apprehended not
ontically or psychologically as if something innate in the soul. Instead, he suggests,
one should remind themselves of the term ‘originarius’ in the “intuitus originarius”
where it means “to let spring forth.”?’° Doubtless, as having to do with human
finitude, this letting-spring-forth is not creative in the ontical sense yet the forms of
sensibility are “formative” in the sense that they determine “the look of space and
time in advance as totalities which are in themselves manifold.”?’! They intuit what
is given as it presents itself. Due to their essence, pure intuitions are “original” in
the sense of re-presenting. There lies the essence of the transcendental power of
imagination in this presenting since pure intuition “can only be ‘original’ because
according to its essence it is the pure power of imagination itself which formatively
gives looks (images) from out of itself.”?’> On the other hand, Heidegger’s treatment
of the dependence of pure understanding on transcendental imagination is much
more intricate than that of sensibility. To begin with, Heidegger stresses the so-
called dependency of understanding upon intuition. Then, he refers to the schemata
which is produced by the power of imagination. Alluding to Kant’s usage of “the

99273

schematism of our understanding, where understanding works with them,

Heidegger now claims as reads:

this working-with of the understanding, however, is not a way of putting-into-
practice, which it also carries out on occasion. Rather, this pure schematism,
which is grounded in the transcendental power of imagination, constitutes

269 Tbid. 99.
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271 1bid. 99. Emphasis mine.

272 bid. 99.

273 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A141/B180.
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precisely the original Being of the understanding, the ‘I think substance,’ etc

.... Now if Kant calls this pure, self-orienting, self-relating to..., ‘our thought,’

then ‘thinking’ this thought is no longer called judging, but is thinking in the

sense of the free, forming, and projecting (although not arbitrary) ‘conceiving’

of something. This ‘original’ thinking is pure imagining.”*”*
Apparently, Heidegger attempts at a phenomenological disclosure of the “origin” of
understanding which finds its authentic possibility in the “turning-toward.” This, to
my reading, has its point of departure in the spontaneous nature of understanding.

However, Heidegger also asserts that understanding is not only spontaneity but it is

spontaneous receptivity, yet I find the lines below in no way plausible:

On the other hand, in the domain of pure knowledge, i.e., within the problem
of the possibility of transcendence, the pure taking-in-stride of that which gives
itself, i.e., the taking-in-stride which gives to itself (spontaneously), cannot
remain concealed. But must not precisely a pure receptivity now emerge, just
as compelling and with all its spontaneity, in the transcendental interpretation
of pure thinking? Apparently.?’

However, what Heidegger argues so far is still introductory concerning his central
claim that the transcendental power of imagination is the root of both stems. That
this is so becomes clear when he says that what instead serves as the decisive proof
is to show the essentially temporal character of what Kant’s threefold synthesis.
Accordingly, Heidegger first treats the fashion Kant expresses his syntheses of
apprehension, of reproduction and of recognition. What is the meaning of these
“synthesis of?”” At this point, Heidegger is precise in repudiating that apprehension,
reproduction, etc are subject to a synthesis as well as declining that either one of
these bring about a synthesis. What the threefold synthesis rather signifies is that
“synthesis as such has the character of either apprehension or reproduction or
recognition. Hence the expressions mean Synthesis in the mode of Apprehension,
Reproduction, and Recognition, or synthesis as apprehending, as reproducing, as

recognizing.”*’® Then, Heidegger remarks that the main objective of the three modes

274 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 106.

275 bid. 108.

276 Tbid. 124f.
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of synthesis — though not usually expressed precisely enough — lies in showing
their essential belonging-togetherness in the original pure synthesis as such.?’”” And
as a final note, he reminds the reader of Kant’s contention that all our representations
are finally subject to time.?’”® Keeping these in mind, for Heidegger the decisive
question becomes that if all representings are carried out by the threefold synthesis,
“then is it not the time-character of this synthesis which makes everything uniformly

submissive in advance?”27°

In the section where the threefold synthesis took place, I already noted that the
synthesis in the mode of apprehension occurs due to the mind’s distinguishing every
sequence in the sense of “now and now and now.” Heidegger contends that, while
empirical intuition is directed to the being that is present in the now, the pure
(apprehending) synthesis is directed to the now, i.e., the present itself. From out of
this, what Heidegger derives is that the pure synthesis as apprehension is present-
forming and by this means it has a “temporal character.”?®" Likewise, synthesis as
reproduction which represents “no-longer-now” is what first creates “having-been-
ness” in the first place.?®! The last analysis — of synthesis in the mode of recognition
— Heidegger admits is the most compelling given Kant’s decline of all the temporal
references to the ‘I’ of pure apperception.?®> He then argues that what seems the
latest in the empirical generation of conceptual development of synthesis is indeed
the first which directs the synthesis of apprehension and reproduction. Alluding to

the way Kant depicts understanding as being “always busy poring through the

277 1bid. 125.
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27 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 125.

280 Ibid. 126.

281 bid. 127.

282 Tbid. 128.

78



appearances with the aim of finding some sort of rule in them,”?** Heidegger arrives

at the following result:

if this pure synthesis reconnoiters, then at the same time that says: it does not

explore a being which it can hold before itself as selfsame. Rather, it explores

the horizon of being-able-to-hold-something-before-us in general. As pure, its

exploring is the original forming of this preliminary attaching, i.e., the future.

Thus the third mode of synthesis also proves to be one which essentially is

time-forming.***
For Heidegger, the reason that the pure modes of synthesis are three in number are
not that they refer to three sources of knowledge but rather that “originally unified
in themselves, as time-forming, they constitute the ripening of time itself.”?*> He
further contends that it is because of this very fact that “[instances of] ontological
knowledge are ‘transcendental determinations of time.”>?¢ That is, only because the
pure modes of pure synthesis are unified in the “threefold -unifying of time,” is there
also to be ground in them the unification of the three elements of pure knowledge
as a condition of possibility. For that reason, Heidegger’s argument goes, the
apparently-mediating-faculty of the transcendental power of imagination is indeed
nothing other than original time. And again, it is only in this being-rooted in time
9287

that the transcendental power of imagination is the “root of transcendence.

Heidegger thus brings together what he has so far maintained as follows:

The interpretation of the transcendental power of imagination as root, i.e., the
elucidation of how the pure synthesis allows both stems to grow forth from out
of it and how it maintains them, leads back from itself to that in which this root
is rooted: to original time. As the original, threefold-unifying forming of
future, past, and present in general, this is what first makes possible the
"faculty" of pure synthesis, i.e., that which it is able to produce, namely, the

283 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A126.

284 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 130.
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28 Tbid. 138.
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unification of the three elements of ontological knowledge, in the unity of
which transcendence is formed.?*®

In a nutshell, I analyzed Transcendental Deduction and Schematism with regard to
the transcendental power of imagination from both Kant’s and Heidegger’s stances.
The next chapter will continue with covering this fundamental problem with a much

more critical stance.

288 Ibid. 137.
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CHAPTER 5

PURE IMAGE OF TIME

Heidegger’s interpretation of the transcendental power of imagination culminates in
two fundamental results, the first of which is that the transcendental power of
imagination is the root of both sensibility and understanding. This first contention,
as will be seen, is generated from a more fundamental insight that the transcendental
power of imagination itself is rooted in original time,?*” which at times turns out to
the more radical thesis that it is original time,>** namely, temporality.?®! Admitting
Heidegger is a keen interpreter of the history of philosophy, it should still be noted
— as Stephen Kéufer also cautiously does — that the moment he begins to interpret
Kant, he concurrently advances his own views.””? Given that Heidegger’s
philosophy within the late 1920s is confined to his profound involvement in the

% it becomes all the more difficult to discern what belongs to the

Critique,?
interpretation and at what point Heidegger’s original ideas intervene. Placed at this
very juncture, the present chapter should be seen not as an attempt at an endeavor
of mere disentanglement but as at furthering the dialogue from a critical vantage

point.
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5.1. Introduction to the Main Problematic: Heidegger’s Contention

Concerning Imagination and Temporality

The argument — that imagination is original time — will be of central significance
throughout what follows not only for it is the fundamental upshot of Heidegger’s
interpretation of the Critique in that period but also for it is the very background against
which the present chapter grounds its own thesis concerning the aforementioned
interpretation. My thesis is not so much shaped by a major disapproval of Heidegger’s
main result as much as it is shaped by a discontent concerning his methodology. In other
words, what I would challenge is not whether transcendental power of imagination is
itself original time — instead, I recognize such an outcome in its full force,
notwithstanding the fact that I do question the way that he arrives at such a conclusion.
Stated more precisely, Heidegger — in both the Kantbook and Phenomenological
Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason — regards and highlights Kant’s
“threefold synthesis” as the main point of departure for deriving “original time” and
identifying it with the transcendental power of imagination. However, such an
approach, I suggest, is untenable from at least two regards. Firstly, as is seen in the
previous chapter, Heidegger takes Kant’s threefold synthesis to coincide with the
dimensions of past, present and future. Recall that in this regard each mode of synthesis
corresponds to one dimension of time: synthesis as apprehension to past, synthesis as
reproduction to present and synthesis as recognition to the future. Although I refrain
from a repetition of each mode’s structure since I have already handled them, it should
be noted that this for Heidegger is the basic means for coming up with the distinctive
result in his Kant interpretation. By means of bringing forth the “inner temporal
character” of each mode, Heidegger believes to have derived “the ultimate, decisive
proof” concerning the transcendental power of imagination.”** Nevertheless, I argue
that it can by no means be the decisive proof, reserving my concern regarding the
strangeness of such a proof by Heidegger, considering his otherwise phenomenological
approach. The reason I argue so has not so much to do with the insufficiency of such a
proof as it has with the supposed motivation behind it. Indeed, Heidegger seems to make

a hasty postulation from the threefold synthesis to original time, where each mode

294 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 124.
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corresponds to one dimension, as mentioned above and elucidated in the previous
chapter. I however contend that it is by no means genuine albeit it can serve well for
heuristic purposes. Basically stated, this postulation is nothing but concocted in its

methodology. In what follows, I articulate the reasons behind my challenge.

5.2. Threefold Synthesis and Temporality

To begin with, I suggest that in his derivation, Heidegger confuses the different
layers of “time” — that are time as pure intuition and time as pure image. As
explicated in the previous chapter, he refers to the temporal function of each aspect
of the threefold synthesis. For Heidegger, then, the modes of the synthesis are
temporal, i.e., time-forming, in the sense that each constitutes a horizon thanks to
which something like past, present or future is formed. However, the problem is, he
uses time as pure intuition to mean time as pure image. The way I read it, the time
whose a priori synthesis is the condition of possibility of a threefold synthesis of the
representations is nothing other than time as pure intuition.””> Nevertheless,
Heidegger takes pure intuition of time which is nothing but the “pure succession of
nows” to unjustifiably substitute for something like pure image which I suggest is

the unique source of something like a horizon.

I already noted that for Heidegger understanding is rooted in transcendental
imagination. Moreover, in the previous chapter, I indicated to Heidegger’s claim
that Kant unduly sets apart the faculties of sensibility and understanding from each
other. For him, then, what Kant should have maintained is to show the “inner

dependency” of understanding upon time:

But if the synthesis of understanding, as synthesis of recognition in the concept,
is related to time and if categories emerge from just this synthesis as activity
of understanding, that is, if the three syntheses are interrelated on the basis of
time, then the origin of the categories is time itself.*°

295 One point that in my opinion supports my claim concerns the structure of the Critique: the threefold
synthesis takes place at a point where Kant had not yet introduced “pure image.”
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Admittedly, the threefold synthesis of representations take place only against the
background of the synthesis of time itself — this is what Kant already maintains.
However, the synthesis of time itself is not confined merely to the function of
imagination by itself. I assume that Heidegger has in mind the following passage

when he allocates synthesis exclusively to imagination.

Synthesis in general is, as we shall subsequently see, the mere effect of the
imagination, of a blind though indispensable function of the soul, without
which we would have no cognition at all, but of which we are seldom even
conscious. Yet to bring this synthesis to concepts is a function that pertains to
the understanding, and by means of which it first provides cognition in the
proper sense.””’

However, he seems to take the passage at its face value and downplay the role of the
understanding that is stressed in the second part of the passage. Due to my reading,
on the other hand, Kant is sufficiently clear here concerning the independence of the

faculties, notwithstanding their cooperation.

In the previous quotation from the Phenomenological Interpretation, Heidegger, |
observe, again confounds two distinct levels — he seems to attribute the function of
the schematism to the threefold synthesis. For Kant, it is the task of schematism to
render pure concepts of the understanding meaningful, i.e., related to intuition
(time). However, the schemata are able to do so only by following the rule that the
pure concepts of understanding prescribe: thus arises the categories as categories
within the same procedure that time is transcendentally determined. Hence it is one
thing to say that (I suggest as Kant does) time is determined within the same act,
namely schematism, that at the same time renders pure concepts’ relation to the
sensible content possible. Nevertheless, it is something entirely different to suggest
that (as Heidegger does) the origin of categories is time itself. This is the schematism
level in the Critique. 1 propose that even if Heidegger is alluding to this level, his

manner of doing this is, at best, reductive.

It should further be noted that what for Heidegger serves as decisive is “preliminary”

for Kant — which by no means is supposed to constitute the core in the latter’s

27 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A78/B103.
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understanding of the transcendental power of imagination. From my point of view,
Heidegger’s analysis here should be taken as nothing more than positing an original
time behind the objective temporal order. This approach, however, is still indebted
to the Kantian approach given that it inherits and appropriates time as a

transcendental condition that renders the objectivity of objects possible.

What I also criticize is the fact that many commentators have no problem with an
attempt at a repetition of Heidegger’s conclusion, leaving his strategy unquestioned.
Duane Armitage, in his “Imagination as Groundless Ground: Reconsidering
Heidegger’s Kantbuch” articulates his point of departure as an endeavor to
substantiate Heidegger’s claim concerning the ‘“un-thought identity” of
transcendental imagination and time.?’® In his article, Armitage has no problem at
all with following the way that Heidegger derives his proof. Another article with a
similar attitude is from Stephen Kéaufer. In “Schemata, Hammers, and Time:
Heidegger’s Two Derivations of Judgment,” Kéufer also relies on the analogy of
temporality built on the threefold synthesis.>”® As I indicated, this analogy may hold
to a certain degree, however, a focus confined to it would be missing a much more
authentic alternative, which I will be discussing. Michael Woods, on the other hand,
has a strategy that is much more in line with what I will attempt to point out.
According to Woods, if “time” that is determined by means of the transcendental
schemata is to be interpreted as “pure form of intuition,” it would make little, if any,
sense. Thus, he contends, it should be taken as “pure image of all the objects of
experience.” However, I dissent from his perspective the moment he equates “time
as pure image” with “pure succession.”**® The motivation behind my challenge of
his reading is that, to begin with, we have no textual evidence that Kant identifies

pure image with pure succession, and secondly, even assuming that Woods alludes
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to the modes of time, Kant clearly expresses that there are three of such modes,
which are “persistence, succession, and simultaneity.”*°! And this brings the present
chapter to the second point that I tackle concerning the problem with Heidegger’s
postulation. The latter, I argue, covers above a more genuine approach which in my
opinion sheds light to the supposed dialogue between Kant and Heidegger with
regard to the subject matter. My strategy, in this sense, departs from that and how
Heidegger inherits his understanding of “significance” from Kant and appropriates
into his own onto-phenomenological project. One out of the various passages

whence one can have a sense of Kant’s “significance” runs as follows:

Without schemata, therefore, the categories are only functions of the
understanding for concepts, but do not represent any object. This significance
comes to them from sensibility, which realizes the understanding at the same
time as it restricts it.**?

A careful reading of the above passage within the context of the Schematism will
show that, in Kant, the significance of the categories is established by means of
schematism. Thus, in Kantian terminology, the objective validity of the categories
is secured only within this sensible condition of possibility. With a Heideggerian
terminology, this “significance” is to be taken as referring to that which makes
transcendence possible. Stated precisely, significance and transcendence are

intertwined together.

For Heidegger, the nature of the subject matter turns out to be more intricate,
although the fundamental stance is preserved: “We shall point to temporality as the
meaning of the Being of that entity that we call ‘Dasein.””*** Keeping this in mind,
one should direct their attention now to a second passage from the Kantbook which

reads as follows:

301 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A177/B219.

302 1bid. A147/B187. My emphasis. For the other passages covering “significance,” see B149, A139/B178,
A146/B185, A147/B186.
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The going-out to ..., which was previously and at all times necessary in finite
knowing, is hence a constant standing-out from ... (Ecstasis). But this essential
standing-out-from ..., precisely in the standing, forms and therein holds before
itself a horizon. In itself, transcendence is ecstatic-horizonal >**

And already in Being and Time, what is pointed out as ecstatic-horizonal is

temporality:

The existential-temporal condition for the possibility of the world lies in the
fact that temporality, as an ecstatical-unity, has something like a horizon....
The unity of the horizonal schemata of future, Present and having been is
grounded in the ecstatical unity of temporality.**

Considered together, the three passages above lays bare the relationship between
ecstatic-horizonal temporality as meaning (of the Being of Dasein) and in turn,
“meaning” as transcendence. Heidegger’s claim that the “transcendence ripens in
original time” is a further contribution to what I attempt to establish at this point.>*
Stated precisely, for Heidegger, as well as for Kant, what is marked as the meaning
(of something) is that which uncovers the structure of transcendence of this very
being. In this sense, to say either that something has meaning or that its meaning is
such and such, is to render the enabling condition of the possibility of this meaning
transparent in itself. In this sense, the project that Heidegger undertakes both in the

Kantbook and in the Phenomenological Interpretation can be viewed as rendering

this structure, namely, transcendence visible from out of itself.

As has been indicated, transcendence is made possible by the transcendental power
of imagination that constitutes schemata which in turn furnish the categories with
meaning. These schemata, again, are transcendental time-determinations. In

Heidegger’s words, this is explicated as follows:

304 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 84. My emphasis.
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What is to be determined is time as a pure manifold. Or to put it more precisely:
What is to be determined is the manifold that has the character of time thanks
to a pre-view of this manifoldness, ‘time.”*"’

At this point, there emerges a need to delve specifically into that time which is
transcendentally determined by means of the transcendental power of imagination. In
other words, if, from the beginning, the schemata are what transcendentally
determined time is, then the sense in which “time”” should be understood here must be
delineated. Kant provides us with the clue to pinpoint, as it were, the aforementioned
sense that time needs to be taken at this point, albeit subtly: “the pure image of all
magnitudes (quantorum) for outer sense is space; for all objects of the senses in
general, it is time.”*°® Now from the beginning of the Critique, and specifically in
“Transcendental Aesthetics”, one is familiar with the theme surrounding “time”
characterized as form of sensibility and/or as pure intuition. The emphasis on time as
pure image, however, is novel. Time in this sense, as Heidegger also contends, is not
only the form of sensibility that stands over against the categories, but as pure image,
it is the “schema-image.”?” However, if Kant already notes that the schema cannot
be brought to an image at all,>'° then it is all the more urgent that one acquire a keen
understanding of what characterizes that time (as transcendentally determined) which
can never be depicted as an image yet serves as pure image. From my reading of
Heidegger, the sense in which the former is the case can be discerned not through

what the pure image is, but through what it does, i.e., what it enables:

The imagination forms the look of the horizon of objectivity as such in
advance, before the experience of being. This look-forming [Anblickbilden] in
the pure image [Bilde] of time, however, is not just prior to this or that

307 Martin Heidegger, Logic: The Question of Truth, 2010. 254,
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3% Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 73.

310 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A142/B181.

88



experience of the being, but rather always is in advance, prior to any possible
[experience].’!!

This passage above is well in accord with Heidegger’s most general appropriation
of Kant’s transcendental standpoint, that is, with the former’s claim that ontic
knowledge must be guided beforehand by ontological knowledge. This point is what
one already gets from the previous chapters. However, what is peculiar to the one
above is the contention that the so-called “ontic experience” entails a prior horizon.
In other words, it is this horizon that permits something like experience to come
forth in the pure image of time. Already in Being and Time, Heidegger explicates
Dasein as that which understands Being — and whenever this tacitly happens —
with time as its standpoint. Thus, he argues, time — which in this case must be
distinguished from the way that it is ordinarily understood — must be originally
brought to light as the horizon for all understanding of Being, “and in terms of

temporality as the Being of Dasein, which understands Being.”*

A parenthesis will be useful at this point. Though Heidegger’s usage of the terms
‘time,” ‘temporality,” and ‘original time’ are for the most part intertwined, I am
inclined to think that he uses the notion ‘temporal’ generally as belonging to that
which is time-forming. In the Kantbook, e.g., he refers to the temporal
characterization of pure imagination for the very reason that it is time-forming: the

former is that which generates time in the mode of either past, present or future.*!3

The basic reason I bring “time as pure image” to the fore has to do with the
aforementioned problematic of significance, or meaning. By this means, I suggest

that what constitutes the inkling for Heidegger in his radical identification of

imagination and the original time, must be nothing else than Kant’s insight into time
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as pure image.’'* Heidegger indeed realizes the importance of this sense of time
within the Critique, yet he 1s much more occupied in deriving his understanding of
original time from the threefold synthesis which is indeed “preliminary” for Kant
for his further inquiry into the nature of the synthesis that is needed for the meaning
of the pure categories.’’> Indeed, it is still a broad beginning to present the
transcendental power of imagination as the fundamental root of transcendence.
What one should further advance, I emphatically suggest, is the idea that the former
possesses this authority only against the background assumption that the schemata
generated — more precisely, the time that is to be determined thereby — is not the
time as such, but time qua pure image. As far as I see, Heidegger did not venture to
ground his otherwise meticulous approach on this subtle sense of time, although it

was apparent to him to some degree.

Why did Heidegger rely so much on the aforementioned postulation while another
possibility was already visible to him? Was it Heidegger who shrank back this time,
and if so, why? Is not Kant’s time as pure image — if wringing what is hidden from
what is conspicuous is the task, as Heidegger already remarks — the original source
behind Heidegger’s “temporality?” In any case, one thing is certain: a lacuna is left
behind. In other words, although Heidegger does not explicitly say so, I suggest that
the only source behind his understanding of temporality can be the pure image of
time. This, however, by no means implies that the dialogue between Kant and

Heidegger is exhausted.

Now, according to Heidegger, the Chapter on Schematism is the kernel of the
Critique >'® However, the task that the schematism undertakes is not and cannot be
exhausted in that specific chapter. The chapter that follows — Chapter 2 of the

Analytic of Principles — is also of crucial importance for completing the function

314 It should be remarked that I do not identify time as pure image with the original time itself.

315 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A98.

316 Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. 63.
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of the former, and that is the “System of All Principles of Pure Understanding.” As
Schematism provides the pure understanding with the sensible condition under
which alone the latter can be applied, the Principles “deals with those synthetic
judgments which flow a priori from pure concepts of the understanding under these
conditions and ground all other conditions a priori'” In other words, having
established the conditions upon which the transcendental power of judgment is
permitted to employ the pure concepts of understanding for synthetic judgments a
priori, Kant now ventures to present (systematically) the judgments that the pure
understanding actually generates, confined by the former (sensible) conditions,*!'®

and these are called the “principles of pure understanding.”

Before getting into an elucidation of these principles at the juncture wherein it
becomes indispensable for the present chapter, some introductory remarks are
needed. To begin with, Kant analyzes these principles under four headings which
respectively are as follows: Axioms of Intuition, Anticipations of Perception,
Analogies of Experience and Postulates of Empirical Thinking in General. These in
turn correspond as well in sequence to quantity, quality, relation and modality. Kant
gives prominent place to the principles within transcendental philosophy by arguing
that the latter has as its main task to “correct and secure the power of judgment in
the use of the pure understanding through determinate rules.”*!” He further contends
that the first group of principles (Axioms and Anticipations) are mathematical
whereas the latter group (Analogies and Postulates) are dynamical. What this
signifies is not the fact that they are either principles of mathematics or of dynamics
but that they are the very principles which make either mathematics or physical

sciences possible.*?’

317 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A136/B175.

318 Tbid. A148/B187.

319 1bid. A135/B174.

320 Tbid. A162/ B201-2.
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Despite the distinguished place that the principles occupy within the Critique, there
have been relatively few commentaries on these matters. Drawing attention to this
very fact, Frank O’Farrell remarks that the principles, however, deserve a special
scrutiny in order to uncover the “genuine meaning” that they do carry within Kant’s
critical system. O’Farrell further contends that the Critigue must be interpreted anew

in light of the principles section for that is the center of the former.3?!

Indeed, it is not until the mid-1930s that Heidegger undertakes the task to feature a
systematic interpretation of these principles, although Kant’s Transcendental
Philosophy has been his main area of interest in the 1920s — as has been indicated
from the beginning. His treatment of the principles, then, takes place during 1935-
36, chiefly by means of the lecture course that Heidegger delivers, which is
translated into English as “The Question Concerning the Thing: on Kant’s Doctrine
of the Transcendental Principles.”*** Admittedly, Heidegger of the Thing is no
longer the Heidegger of Being and Time and the Kantbook, among others. More
precisely, the Thing stands in the middle of the transition — namely, “the turn” (die
Kehre) — from a period of the centrality of temporality in finite human
transcendence to the rise of Heidegger’s distinct treatment of the notion “event”: the
unfolding of Being itself by means of various epochs within its history. Leaving the
debates whether there really is a turn aside, I take the Thing into account, not in the
sense of how it represents and reflects Heidegger’s appropriation of Kant which
would serve as one main thread within the dialogue, but only when and in the sense

of which it becomes helpful as an attentive commentary.>?

If, as noted above, the task that the schematism undertakes is completed by means

of the principles, then the sense in which the latter does so must be clarified. Recall

321 Frank O’Farrell, “Kant’s System of Pure Understanding’s Principles,” Gregorianum, Vol. 64, No. 1,
accessed January 3, 2020, https://www jstor.org/stable/23576677. 55.

322 Martin Heidegger, The Question Concerning the Thing: On Kant’s Doctrine of the Transcendental
Principles, ed. James D. Reid (London: RLI, 2018).

323 That is to say because, to begin with, Heidegger no longer develops his ideas as he simultaneously

interprets Kant — which is a sign that one cannot read the former in the light of how he reads Kant any
more.
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that the schematism is the name given to the function of the transcendental power
of imagination, thanks to which time is transcendentally determined in accordance
with the rules that the categories prescribe. This latter marks the way in which the
determination at issue originates systematically, due to the spontaneous nature of
the understanding. That is, the time determined in the schematism is always
necessarily determined in some certain fashion: either as time-series, the content of
time, the order of time or the sum total of time. What then comes to forefront as the
principles — that lie at the basis of all synthetic judgments a priori — are nothing
but certain articulations of the way in which time is determined, in this instance as
itself a synthetic judgment a priori. Take, e.g., the principle of the Axioms: “all
appearances are, as regards their intuition, extensive magnitudes.”*** To begin with,
this synthetic a priori principle reckons all appearances in terms of their quantity,
i.e., extensive magnitude. The schema, however, for all magnitudes, is number,
which represents the successive addition of homogenous units to one another.’%
This also points to the synthesis of time itself within this process. Thus, what an
appearance — in terms of being an extensive magnitude — represents is nothing but
time that is generated in accordance with rules, and in this case, with rules that render
it possible to be synthesized as time-series. The other three principles also follow
the same pattern in terms of the remaining distinct articulations of time. What must
be noticed, however, in all these cases is the fact that time is necessarily represented
in a certain form. The necessity stressed here signifies a twofold sense: first, for an
appearance to be an appearance (for finite human intuition) means that it necessarily
is received in a definite timely form — and that one already knows from
Transcendental Aesthetic — and second, time itself must be represented in such
form — and it necessarily needs to be so — since “time cannot be perceived in
itself.”3?® Hence there is a correlation here — and indeed a circle, which is by no

means vicious — between the appearance and time: none can be reckoned without

324 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. A162/B202.

325 Tbid. A142/B182.

326 Tbid. A183/B226.
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the other. This circularity concerning the principles points to nothing but the
supreme principle of all synthetic judgments: “The conditions of the possibility of
experience in general are at the same time conditions of the possibility of objects of
experience, and on this account have objective validity in a synthetic judgment a
priori.”*?" For Heidegger, this circularity concerning the proof of the principles is
indeed a necessary one that alludes to the “in-between” character of the experience
that culminates as the supreme principle (of all synthetic judgments).*?

The First Analogy also underlines the structure of time as that which cannot be
perceived yet makes possible the appearance to be perceived in a certain mode. Its
principle is concerned with the substance which is the permanent throughout all

alterations and the relevant proof thereby begins as follows:

All appearances are in time; and in it alone, as substratum (as permanent form
of inner intuition), can either coexistence or succession be represented. Thus
the time in which all change of appearances has to be thought, remains and
does not change. For it is that in which, and as determinations of which,
succession or coexistence can alone be represented.’”

In a nutshell, I suggest that the threefold synthesis cannot by itself be the ground for
temporality. Heidegger’s attempt do so is misguided for the reasons I provided
above. Rather, one should focus on Kant’s understanding of the pure image of time,

if they were to derive something like a horizonal original time.

327 Tbid. A158/B197.

328 Heidegger, The Question Concerning the Thing:On Kant’s Doctrine of the Transcendental Principles. 166.

329 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason. B224-5. My emphasis.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

The main axis of discussion for this dissertation has been to present a supposed
dialogue between Kant and Heidegger with a focus on time. Accordingly, in Chapter
2 of the dissertation, I begin with revealing the nature of the dialogue which is
broadly determined by Heidegger’s ontological interpretation of the Critique. Since
an explication to be provided in this regard necessitates going back to the ground, I
evaluate Heidegger’s interpretation with a focus of the way that he features “logic”
in its originality and the way it gets covered up by signifying terms like ‘assertion,’
‘judgment,’ and so forth. However, he contends, logic originally signifies nothing
else than “to make manifest.” Thus, from the beginning, Heidegger’s
phenomenological method has been implicit. However, in most of his books and
lecture notes, his phenomenological outlook was much more conspicuous, most
notably in his contention that the Critigue could only be assessed
phenomenologically. Thus, again in the second chapter, I critically examine
Heidegger’s contention (that the Critique is an onto-phenomenological work) well
in accord with taking into account the other side of the picture; that is, I question
whether Heidegger himself carries transcendental elements dominantly in his

thought.

The result of the debate on the former side remains undecided to a great extent which
has to do with Heidegger’s ambivalence concerning the notions such as “ontology,”
“transcendental philosophy,” and “a priori” — one that also prevails regarding the
possible relations between them. However, I do maintain that the formal structure
remaining the same with Kant’s transcendental philosophy — which Heidegger
appropriates as the ontological priority over the “ontic” — the “what” and the “how”

of the a priori undergoes an essential transformation in Heidegger’s thinking. That
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is, Kant goes back to the conditions of the possibility of experience and what
determines these conditions is a priori for him. As he clarifies, what we apprehend
as nature cannot be the main source behind the regularity but only its illustration.
Empirical examples, strictly speaking, are denied from providing any justification
concerning for our a priori forms and concepts. Heidegger, on the other hand, has a
broader approach in his usage of the a priori. Although his general contention is that
Being has priority over beings, he at times gives relative priority to various other

2 <6

sources such as the “world,” “Dasein,” “temporality” or “care.” Consequently, I
suggest that the question regarding Heidegger’s transcendentalism can be assessed
more clearly relative to the question whether the Critiqgue i1s an onto-

phenomenological work.

Chapter 3 undertakes to feature another characteristic of Heidegger’s reading of the
Critique, namely “finitude.” For Heidegger this theme determines the Critique from
the outset. As is seen within the chapter, the problem of finitude cannot be handled
in distinction from “transcendence.” Accordingly, the problem indicated there turns
out to give an account of the way that a finite being transcends itself so that in order

for experience to be possible.

The third chapter serves as a mediator for it links Heidegger’s onto-
phenomenological interpretation to the present dissertation’s more specific interest,
namely, time. It has this task with regard to its problematization of transcendence of
a finite being. It also has a peculiarity concerning the manner I adopt: there, I mostly
interpret the problematic from Heidegger’s stance, and speak, as it were, as a
Heideggerian in this respect. This has to do with an attempt to see the subject matter
through Heidegger’s viewpoint, in trying to apprehend the background against
which he lies in developing one of his most insightful notions — and that is the
“world.” However, for Heidegger, Kant’s understanding of finite transcendence
remains within the bounds of the traditional philosophy no matter how much he

intended otherwise — world remains as the “unsaid” in Kant’s thinking.

By the fourth chapter, I believe I have already established the general framework.

Hence, 1 focus on the fundamental issue — the relation concerning the

96



transcendental power of imagination and temporality. Explicating the former
through Transcendental Deduction (in A edition) and Schematism has brought the
present dissertation to a point where it has the foresight concerning the initial
question: what did Heidegger specifically see in transcendental imagination so that
he could derive from it something like original time? The answer to this question, I
conclude, mostly lies in the synthesis that the transcendental imagination enables.
What Heidegger saw in synthesis, then, can be apprehended against the background
of what it enables — and this is nothing else than transcendence. This is what /
derive from my reading of Heidegger’s interpretation of the Critiqgue. However,
Heidegger seems to be much more critical concerning the deduction and
schematism, and in this regard, he concentrates on what Kant could not take notice
of. What for him Kant could not see, again, is the “subjectivity of the subject,”
namely, existence. Put more precisely, what Kant could not maintain, he contends,
is to provide a purely phenomenological account of the deduction and the

schematism.

Nevertheless, this time carrying a more critical approach against Heidegger, I
suggest that it is not a matter of what Kant could not see but a matter of a lack of
clarity on the side of the former. More explicitly, as I contend from the fourth
chapter onwards, Heidegger fails to distinguish different layers of time — mainly,
time as pure intuition and time as pure image. Accordingly, in the fifth chapter, I
zero in on how Heidegger confuses and misrepresents these two. To explicate, I
contend that Heidegger uses time as pure intuition in Kant’s threefold synthesis to
characterize time as pure image. However, this reading is untenable for, firstly, it
confuses pure intuition with pure image, and secondly, it relies heavily on a

reduction of pure understanding to the transcendental imagination.

Another problem with what I take as Heidegger’s hasty postulation has to do with
its covering above what I suggest to be a more genuine alternative. This alternative,
I suggest, can be derived from Kant’s understanding of the significance of the
categories. Kant posits schemata as the only way that the pure concepts gain
significance which otherwise are nothing but mere forms of thought. Then, to call it

in a Heideggerian way, “transcendence” is impossible without schemata as
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transcendental time-determinations. Likewise, for Heidegger, the structure of
transcendence and the notion of “significance” have close affinities. To put it
precisely, significance of the being of Dasein is possible only by means of the
ground that it transcends itself — whose possibility in turn lies in temporality. The
parallelism in these philosophers’ apprehension of the relation between
transcendence and significance is for me the component by means of which alone
the derivation of temporality from the transcendental imagination could be possible.

Heidegger does not follow this path.

I then examine Kant’s principles with regard to the way that they accomplish the
problem concerning transcendence to a great extent. That they are able to do so is
grounded in their very structure — as fundamental synthetic a priori judgments
which are certain articulations of the way that time is determined (as schemata), they

ground all other synthetic judgments.

To conclude, despite Heidegger’s all efforts to derive temporality hastily from the
threefold synthesis, I attempted to show that the latter by itself cannot be taken as a
source that corresponds to the intended outcome. In this regard, I believe that the
pure image of time is the original ground that Heidegger must have paid attention
in order to arrive at the supposed outcome concerning temporality. In other words,
time as pure image is the unique source that can be assessed as the “horizon” of

transcendence.

This horizon was visible to Heidegger — albeit subtly — yet it remains as the
“unsaid.” Why did Heidegger not follow this more genuine path? Was it a matter of
carelessness? Not at all. Or was it his approach of searching for what Kant must
have said, more than focusing on what he indeed said. It may be so. However, it is
not still entirely clear where the “violence” stops and genuine interpretation begins.
Besides, it is far from being obvious from Heidegger’s texts whether at a certain
point it is Kant that is speaking, or Heidegger’s Kant, or still, Heidegger himself.
Notwithstanding all these obscurities that may hinder one’s access to the subject
matter, the dialogue between Kant and Heidegger is an invaluable source for the

opening up of a philosophical path, which can by no means be exhausted.
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B. TURKISH SUMMARY/TURKCE OZET

ASKINLIGIN ZEMINI OLARAK ZAMAN: KANT VE HEIDEGGER
ARASINDA BIR DIYALOG

Glindelik olarak bize en yakin ve tanidik olgu olan “zaman” ile felsefi bir karsilasma
nasil miimkiindiir? Saint Augustine “Oyleyse zaman nedir? Bana hi¢ kimse
sormazsa, onun ne oldugunu biliyorum, ancak sorulacak olursa, bilmiyorum™3°
derken tam da “zaman’in burada ifade edilen dogasina isaret etmis goriinmektedir:

en tanidik ve en bilinemez olana.

Bu calismada Immanuel Kant ve Martin Heidegger arasinda “zaman” konusunda bir
diyalog gelistirilmistir. Bu baglamda, projemin ana eksenlerinden biri, Heidegger’in
zamansallik (temporality) anlayisint Kant’in Saf* Aklin Elestirisi kitabindan
(6zelinde de “li¢lii sentez”den) nasil tiirettigi — daha acik olarak, buradaki yontemi
— olmustur. Tez boyunca sorguladigim ana konu Heidegger’in buradaki
yonteminin ne kadar savunulabilir oldugudur. Bu sorgulamanin ana eksenine
yerlestirmek istedigim tez, Heidegger’in vardigi sonucu tiim giicii icinde kabul

ediyor oldugumdur.

Yonteme dair bu inceleme, bana gore iki agidan degerlidir. Birincisi, literatiirde
Heidegger’in Kant yorumuna — 0Ozelinde de zaman konusunda — genis yer
verilmesine ragmen, yontemine dair bir sorgulamaya neredeyse rastlanmamastir.
Ikincisi ise, bu sorgulamanin bizi, bastan beri kurmaya ¢abaladigim diyalogu belirli
acilardan gelistirecek olmasina dair inancimdir — ki bu gelisim noktasinin dinamigi
bana kalirsa Kant’in “saf zaman resmi” diisiincesinden baska bir sey degildir.
Oyleyse, tezin izleyecegi yolu bu noktada daha agik ortaya koymak yerinde
olacaktir. Heidegger’in zamansallik (ya da orijinal zaman) tliretiminde ve bunu

esasen askinligin zemini olarak ortaya koyusunda onun Kant yorumunun, 6zel

330 Saint Augustine, The Confessions of Augustine (New York: Wiley, 1860). 315.
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olarak da ti¢lii senteze dair okumasinin, agirhigi var midir ve varsa ne oOlgiide
belirleyici olmustur? Kuskusuz bu soruya verilecek yanit pozitiftir ve bu etkinin
neredeyse tartisma gotlirmez bir 6l¢iide baskin oldugu yoniindedir. O zaman, bir
sonraki soru su olmalidir: Heidegger’in zamansallik tliretiminde bir dnceki kadar
gbze carpmayan, ancak bir o kadar giiclii olan s6z konusu baska etkenler var midir?
Bu soruya yanitim, ayni zamanda tezin temel iddiasini belirleyecek onem ve
niteliktedir. Bana gore, ilk okuyusta belirgin olmayan ancak Heidegger’in
zamansallik anlayisinda Kant’in ti¢lii sentezinden daha etkili oldugunu diislindiigiim
faktor, yine Kant’ta gordiigiimiiz “saf zaman resmi” ya da bagka bir deyisle, “saf
resim olarak zaman” anlayis1 olacaktir. Daha acik sdyleyecek olursam, tezin temel
iddias1, zamansalligin arkasindaki esas kurucu zeminin ilk basta one ¢ikan ti¢li
sentez degil sadece saf zaman resmi olabilecegi — daha net bir ifade ile, olmas1
gerektigi — yoniindedir. Peki Heidegger neden ve nasil ii¢lii sentezi bu denli 6ne
cikarmis ve gecmis-simdi-gelecek zaman formlarinin esas kaynagini burada
gormistiir? Buradaki yaklasimim sezgisel olarak gecerli goriinse de bahsi gegen
yorumun savunulamaz oldugu seklinde olacaktir. Diyebilirim ki, Heidegger’in
buradaki yontemi, belki bir noktada kendi fenomenolojik yaklasimina da ters
diisecek bicimde aceleci ve varsayimsaldir. Heidegger’in kendi deyimi ile, iiglii
sentezin belirli zaman formlarina denk distligiinii gostermek, orijinal zaman
cikarimi adina “nihai kanit”tir. Ancak tezimde savundugum gibi, bu ¢ikarim nihai
olmaktan uzaktir; zira burada Kant’taki farkli zaman katmanlarinin Heidegger
tarafindan birbirine karistirilmasi ve bir anlamda i¢ ige gecirilmesi s6z konudur.
Bahsettigim farkli katmanlar, ayn1 “zaman’1n bize verecegi farkli anlam ya da agilar
olarak anlasilmalidir. “Saf gorii olarak zaman” ve “saf resim olarak zaman” bu
noktada ayirt edilmek durumundadir. Temel olarak, ilki ti¢lii sentezde karsimiza
cikan saf-simdi-dizisi iken, ikincisi daha sonra sematizm bolimiinde
karsilastigimiz, askinsal olarak belirlenmis zamandir. Bunlarin her biri askinsal
imgelem yetisinin islevidir ve bana kalirsa Heidegger bunun esasen orijinal zamani
dogurdugunu sodylerken genel ¢ergevede oldukca haklidir. Ancak, belirttigim gibi,
dogrudan Ttg¢li sentezden yapilan bir zamansallik tiiretimi, Kant’taki zaman
anlayisinin farkli agilarinin ayirt edilmemis oldugu anlamina gelecegi ol¢iide,
savunulamaz hale gelmektedir. Bunu gerekcelendirmek i¢in, Heidegger’in

zamansallik anlayisinin “ekstatik” dogasina bakmak yerinde olacaktir. Zaman,
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kendi disina uzanan bir niteliktedir Heidegger i¢in ve de bu baglamda Dasein’in
varligiin anlamina isaret eder. Zaman kendi disina uzanan bir nitelikte oldugu
kadar, Dasein’in da kendi disina uzanmasinin, yani onun askinliginin, kosuludur.
Daha net bir ifade ile, zaman, bu varligin anlaminin ufkudur. Heidegger’de boylece
anlam, agkinlik ve zaman anlayislari, ayrilamaz bigimde birbirine baglidir. Burada
yine Kant’a donecek olursak, kategorilerin gegerliliginin, yani onlarin “anlamli™
olabilmesinin kosulunun, zaman baglaminda oldugunu goriirliz. Yani, zaman ile
dolayimlanmamis kategoriler, sadece diisiinmenin kosulu olarak islev goriirler
ancak objektif referanslar1 ya da gecerlilikleri yoktur. Kisaca, kategorilerin ayni
zamanda “duyusalliga gelebilir” olmasi demek onlarin zaman cinsinde olmasi
demektir. Boylece her ne kadar farkli kanallardan ilerleseler de Kant ve
Heidegger’in anlam ve zaman disiinceleri arasinda bir paralellik gormek
miimkiindiir. Bu paralellik sayesinde bastan beri kurmakta oldugum diyalogu bir
adim ileri tasiyabilecegimizi ve sunu sdyleyebilecegimizi diisiiniiyorum: Kant ve
Heidegger’de anlami kuran sey zaman olsa ve anlamin kurulmasi bir sekilde
askinliga isaret etse de Heidegger’de zamanin ekstatik bir ufuk olarak agilmasini
saglayan sey de Kant’in saf zaman resmi anlayis1 olmalidir. Benim yorumuma gore,
ancak ve ancak bu saf zaman resmi, kendi i¢inde ufuk tanimlamasina uygun bir seyi
barindirabilecek niteliktedir. Iste Heidegger’de “sdylenmemis” olan, belki de iistii
ortiikk kalan budur. Zira saf gorii olarak zaman, saf-zaman-dizisi olarak kendini
gostermektedir ve bahsi gecen ufku kurabilmekten uzaktir. Bunu kurabilecek olan
ise, kendisi kendinde algilanmayan ancak deneyimin vuku bulmasini saglayan —

bir nevi arka plan islevi goren — saf zaman resmi olmalidir.

Bu noktada “zamansallik™ ile ne kastedildigi agik kilinmalidir. En basit ifade ile,
Heidegger icin “zamansal” demek, zaman1 meydana getiren / doguran anlamina
gelmektedir. Ornegin Heidegger Kant’in aksmsal imgelem giiciiniin zamansal
oldugunu soylerken, buradan anlamamiz gereken sey, bu yetinin zaman-dogurucu

oldugudur.

Bu c¢aligmada kullandigim esas metodoloji, sistematik metin okumasi ve metne
dayali tartisma bi¢imindedir. Temel olarak, Heidegger’in Saf Aklin Elestirisi’ne dair

yorumu, hermeneutik bir yaklasimla “zaman”1 merkeze alarak degerlendirilmistir.
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Bunun i¢in bagvurdugum temel kaynaklar Heidegger’den Kant and the Problem of
Metaphysics (Kant ve Metafizik Sorunu), Phenomenological Interpretation of
Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason” (Kant'in “Saf Aklin Elestirisi” Kitabinin
Goriingiibilimel Yorumu), Being and Time (Varlik ve Zaman), The Basic Problems
of Phenomenology (Goriingtibilimin Temel Sorunlart) ve Logic: The Question of
Truth olmustur (Mantik: Hakikat Sorusu). Kant’in konu hakkindaki anlayisi i¢in ise
Critique of Pure Reason (Saf Aklin Elestirisi) kitabina basvurulmus ve “Askinsal

Diyalektik”e kadar olan bdliimler dikkatlice incelenmistir.

Tezin ikinci bolimiinde baslangi¢ olarak Heidegger’in 1920’lerin sonlarina dogru
yogunlasan Kant yorumunun énemi vurgulanmistir. Bu yorum iki agidan degerlidir.
Birincisi, Kant’in anlayisinda temel yer tutan imgelem giicli, sematizm, askinsal
dediiksiyon gibi kavramlara yeni bir yaklasim gelistirmekle beraber, Heidegger
literatiirde ¢okga tartigilacak yeni bir yol agmistir. Bununla beraber, ikinci olarak,
Heidegger’in Kant yorumu, Heidegger’in o yillardaki temel diisiincelerini —
“zamansallik” basta olmak iizere — yeni bir 1sikta gorebilmemizin ve
anlayabilmemizin yolunu da agmis olacaktir. Boylece Heidegger diisiincesini

alakal1 bir baglam i¢inde gérmek ve degerlendirmek olanakli hale gelecektir.

Esas bir soruya donersek, tezin temel eksenini olusturan agkinlik problemi neden ve
ne sekilde 6nemlidir? Buna Kant’in ve Heidegger’in perspektiflerinden iki ayr1 yanit
verilmis ve bu yanitlar esasen ¢alisma boyunca bilingli olarak i¢ ice gecirilmistir.
Oncelikle belirtmeliyim ki, Kant bu kavrami kullanmanustir; onun igin deneyimi
kuran sey, askinsal kosullardir ve yine bu baglamda “deneyimi agan”dan bahsedilir
ki buna da “askin” ad1 verilir. Yine de Heideggerci “askinlik” kavraminin kullanimu,
benim goriisiime gore yerinde ve Kant’in problematiginin ruhuna uygun haldedir.
Oyleyse diyebiliriz ki, Kant i¢in askinlik problemi, deneyimin kurucu kosullarina
bir geri ¢ekilis iken, Heidegger i¢inse Dasein’in “diinya”ya agilmisligini — daha net
bir ifade ile, Dasein’in esasen diinya-i¢inde-olmaklik durumunda olusunu — imler
haldedir. Tez boyunca bu iki anlam beraber kullanilmistir: bdylece bu kavramin
kullanim1 bir yandan kosullara bir geri ¢ekilis, diger yandan da “diinya”a acilis

demektir. Daha derinlemesine baktigimizda ise, zaten bu ¢ekilme ve agilma
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hallerinin birbirini ¢agristirdigint goriiriiz. Kisaca, diinyaya agilmak, kosullara da

cekilmek anlamina gelecektir.

Bu noktada, konuyla ilintili tarihsel-felsefi baglam hakkinda okuyucuyu
bilgilendirmek yerinde olacaktir. 1927-29 yillar1 boyunca, Heidegger’in Kant’in
elestirel felsefesine dair ilgi ve alakasi goze c¢arpar niteliktedir. Being and Time’1n
yaymlandig1 yil, Heidegger’in Basic Problems of Phenomenology adi altinda
verdigi ders ile ayni yildir. Bunu da Phenomenological Interpretation of Kant’s
“Critique of Pure Reason” isimli gliz doneminde verdigi ders izler. Hemen
bunlardan sonra ise, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics yayinlanir (1929). Esasen
Being and Time’m ikinci boliimiiniin ilk alt baslig1 Kant’in sematizm ve zaman
anlayislarina ayrilacak sekilde planlanmis olmakla beraber bu sekilde yayinlanmadi.
Yine de diyebiliriz ki, bu kitabin bitmis versiyonu, Kant and the Problem of
Metaphysics ve Basic Problems of Phenomenology ile beraber diisiiniildiiglinde,
Heidegger’in planina uygun bir taslak sunar. Boylece bahsi gecen bu ii¢ kitap,
Phenomenological Interpretation ile de birlikte el alindiginda tutarli bir biitiinliik

sunar.

En genis anlamda sdyleyecek olursak, Heidegger’in Kant okumasi, Saf Aklin
Elestirisi’ni onto-fenomenolojik bir baglamda yorumlama seklinde karakterize
edilebilir. Bu okumanin Kant’in kendi anlayis1 ile uyum i¢inde olup olmadigi ikinci
boliimde tartisilmistir. Esasen Heidegger’in Kant okumasi “hermeneutik siddet”
barindirdig1 gerekgesi ile sikga elestirilmistir. Yani, bazi elestirmenlere gore
Heidegger, Saf Aklin Elestirisi'ni yorumlamaktan olduk¢a uzakta, bu metin
iizerinden kendi diisiincesini gelistirmektedir. Ote yandan Heidegger’in yorumuna
daha 1liml1 bakanlar agisindan, Heidegger’in okumasi savunulabilir bir okumadir ve
radikalligi “siddet” anlamina gelmek durumunda degildir; zira onun ¢ikarimlar1 Saf
Aklin Elestirisi’nin baglamu icerisinden gelistirilmistir. {lgingtir, Heidegger kendisi
de metne bir nevi siddet uyguladigini kabul etmis, hatta belirli durumlarda bunu
savunmustur. Ona gore felsefi bir yorum, metnin ne soyledigini aktarmakla kalmaz,
bunun 6tesinde ve daha agirlikli bir bicimde metnin “ne s6ylemek istedigine” bakar.
Bu noktada Onemli olan ise metni yoneten temel diislinceyi cekip ¢ikarmak

olmalidir. Saf Aklin Elestirisi’nde ise bu temel, Heidegger’e goére metafizigin
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temelinin kurulmasidir. Bu temelin kurulmasi da onto-fenomenolojik bir sekilde
yapilmahidir ve Heidegger’e kalirsa Kant’in yaptigi da bundan baska bir sey
degildir. Ote yandan, Heidegger’in Saf Aklin Elestirisi'nden hareketle kendi
diistincesini gelistirdigi elestirisi ¢ok da haksiz sayllmamali diye diisiinmekteyim —
her ne kadar buna negatif bir anlam yiiklemesem de. Zira Heidegger’in 1920’lerin
sonlarindaki diisiincesini ve perspektifini belirleyen sey cogunlukla onun Kant

yorumu ile i¢ i¢e gegmis ve beraberinde gelistirilmistir.

Tezin sorunsali igerisinde kisaca hatirlatacak olursam, Heidegger’e gore Kant
esasen “orijinal zaman”a dair sezgi sahibidir — yani bunun askinsal imgelem
yetisinden tiiretildigini gérmiistiir — ancak sezdigi seyden bir nedenle geri ¢ekilmis
ya da bunu tam olarak gelistirmemistir. Heidegger’e gore bunun en énemli nedeni,
Kant’in geleneksel mantik anlayisini takip etmis olmasidir. Heidegger’e gore
geleneksel mantik (skolastik donem ve sonrasi) Antik Yunan felsefesi doneminden
beri ¢okca farkli sekillerde yorumlanmis ve boylece temel anlayista degisime tabi
tutulmustur. Heidegger’e gore mantigi “iddia” ve “iddia”y1 da “yargi” olarak
anlamak demek, onun 6ziine dair temel bir 6zelligi kagirtyor olmak demektir —
ozellikle ¢agdas anlamda bir yarg: teorisinden bahsediliyorsa. Mantik, Heidegger
icin “baglayici” bir islevi olan ya da “belirli bir konum almak” demek olan bir ¢esit
“yarg1” anlamina gelmez. Oziinde, sdylemin “neye dair oldugu” anlamia geldigini
vurgular Heidegger; Aristoteles’e gondermede bulunarak, mantigin, “meydana
getirmek” / “goriiniir kilmak™ gibi islevlerine isaret eder. Yine bu baglamda
Heidegger, Antik Yunan’daki anlayis1 daha agik kilarak, Varlik, hakikat ve mantik
kavramlarmin i¢ igeligine vurgu yapar. O zaman Kant’in mantik ile iligkisi
Heidegger’in goziinden nasil kendini gosterir? Bilindigi gibi, Kant’in Saf Aklin
Elestirisi’ndeki temel meselelerinden biri doga hakkinda nasil gecerli / hakiki
yargilarda bulunabilecegimizin zemininin agiga ¢ikarilmasidir. Bu agiga ¢ikarma
bi¢imi, en temelinde Askinsal Dediiksiyon’a aittir. Daha agik ifade edecek olursak,
saglanmast  amagclanan agiklama, kategorilerin  objektif  gecerliliginin
kanitlanmasidir. Heidegger’in buradaki yorumu, kategoriler ve mantik arasinda,
“iddia” ve “yarg1” lizerinden yola ¢ikarak baglanti kurmaktir ve vardigi nihai sonug
ise Kant’in mantifinin geleneksel ontolojik zeminden kopamadigi seklinde
olacaktir. Ancak yine de belirtmeliyim ki, kategorilerin tek basina bize hakikati
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vermiyor olusu da Kant’in geleneksel rasyonel bakis agisindan kopusunun net bir
ornegidir; zira kategoriler ancak ve ancak duyulanim ile iligkili bigimde ve bu iligki
dolayist ile bize dogru yargiy1 verebilirler. Heidegger esasen bu noktada daha ileri
gidip — tciincii boliimde de isleyecegimiz “sonluluk™ kavramini da 6ne ¢ikaracak
sekildle — Kant’ta duyulanimin anlama karsisinda daha o6ncel oldugunu
savunacaktir. Aslinda, Kant’in Heidegger’de ilgisini ¢eken de bir yandan bu
ikiliktir, yani, ona gore Kant bir yandan geleneksel mantigi takip etmis bir yandan

da ona yeni bir yon kazandirmigtir.

Boylece bu boliimde Heidegger’in Kant okumasindaki mantik ve ontoloji iligkisini
incelemek, bu tartismanin esasen bir “kosullar” tartismasi olduguna bizi ikna
edecektir — kisaca bu iki filozofun anlayislarindaki “a priori”ye gotirecektir. Kant
icin a priori, bilmenin bagimsiz ve zorunlu kosullarina bir ¢ekilis — yani agkinsal
bir inceleme — iken, Heidegger i¢in bunun da kosulu sayilabilecek bir a priori
vardir ki bu da “Varliktir, bunun incelenmesine dair ¢alisma da Heidegger’e gore

fenomenolojik olmak durumundadir.

Saf Aklin Elestirisi Heidegger’in iddia ettigi gibi onto-fenomenolojik bir ¢alisma
mudir? Bu soru, bir diger agidan soruldugunda, Heidegger’in 1920’lerin sonlarina
dogru olan temel diisiincesinin askinsal baglamda degerlendirilebilir olup olmadig1
ile de beraber ele alinmistir. A priori tartismasi bize tam da bu sorularin yiiriitiilmesi
gereken zemini ¢izmekle beraber, ikinci soruya dair yanitin biiyiik oranda pozitif
olmasina isaret eder. Yine bu tartigsma, ilk sorunun ise dogasi geregi — ki bu da
cogunlukla Heidegger’in bahsi gecen donemde ontoloji’ye ve oOzelinde Kant
ontolojisine dair yaklasiminin ¢ok-anlamli olmasindan kaynaklanir — digeri kadar
kararli bir sekilde yanitlanamayacagini sdyler. Ancak bu kararsizlik, benim
goriistime gore, bir “eksiklik™ olarak gdstermez kendini. Zira bu konuda yiiriitiilen
ve yiritilebilecek olan tartigmalar, nihai bir sonuca ulagsmay1 amag¢ edinmekten
ziyade, tartigmanin dogasi ve yontemi bakimindan bir degerle kendilerini

gosterebilirler.

Babhsi gecen ¢ok anlamliligi anlasilir kilmak i¢in tezimde “genis” ve “dar” anlamda

“ontoloji” terimlerinden faydalandim. Kisaca agacak olursam, gelencksel bati
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felsefesinde Kant’in da sadik kaldig1 bir ayrimi1 gézettim. Bu ayrim, 6zel metafizik
ve genel metafizik olarak kendini gosterir. Ozel metafizik ¢alisma alan1 bakimindan
iice ayrilir: Tanr1 (Teoloji), Doga (Kozmoloji) ve Insan (Psikoloji). Genel metafizik
ise “ontoloji” adin1 alir. Heidegger Kant’in ontolojik bir ¢aligma yaptigini sdylerken
yer yer genel anlamda ontolojiye gonderme yapiyor gibi goriinmektedir —
Heidegger’in Kant “genel ontoloji” i¢in “askinsal felsefe” adinm1 kullaniyor
soyleminde  gorebilecegimiz  gibi. Ote  yandan,  Phenomenological
Interpretations’da ayn1 Heidegger, varolan1 varolan olarak belirleyen sey onceldir
derken, neredeyse askinsal felsefenin tanimini yapmaktadir. Heidegger, Kant
ontoloji yapiyor derken, “genis” anlamda genel metafizikten mi bahsetmektedir,
yoksa “dar” anlamda ve kendisinin de 6ne ¢ikardigi “hakiki” denebilecek bir
ontolojiden mi? “Hakiki” ontoloji, tahmin edilecegi iizere, Heidegger’e gore
“Varlik” sorusunu giindeme getiren ve 6zelinde de bu Varlig1 dert edinebilen

Dasein’1t merkeze alan bir ontolojik sorusturma olmalidir.

Tezimde, her ne kadar faydali olsa da bu kullanimin da soruna bir parca 151k
tutmaktan Oteye gecemeyecegini, zira temel problemin dilsel bir noktada
yatmadigini belirtmeye ¢alistim. Ancak bana kalirsa bu tartigmanin 6nemi, daha
cok, bizi yonteme gotiirmesinde yatiyor olmalidir. Yonteme iligkin bu soru da bizi
a priori’ye; ancak bu iki filozofun anlayislarinda neyin a priori oldugundan cok, a
priori olanin “nasil”liina gotiirlir, yani kisaca, Kant ve Heidegger’in hareket
noktalarinin anlamlarinin ve farklariin sorgulanmasina. Bu da en temelinde yine
fenomenoloji ve elestirel felsefe arasindaki farki acik eder. Birinin bir digerine
indirgenebilir olup olmamasi ise farkli bir ¢alisma konusudur ve bu tezin kapsami

disinda kalir.

Saf Aklin Elestirisi’nin Heidegger tarafindan ontolojik bir ¢aligma olarak, daha net
sOyleyecek olursak, temel ontolojinin zeminini kurmak olarak yorumlanmasi ne
anlama gelecektir? Oncelikle bu, Heidegger’in okudugu sekli ile Kant’in ve
Heidegger’in kendi projesinin paralelligine isaret eder, zira temel ontoloji “Dasein-
analitigi”’nden baska bir sey degildir. O zaman sdyle diyebiliriz, Heidegger her ne

kadar Kant’in “6znenin 6znelligi”ni dikkate almayi ihmal ettigini, ya da daha
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dogrusu, bunu fenomenolojik olarak agimlayamadigini sdylese de bir yandan da

Kant’1in temel ontolojinin yolunu agtigini soylemektedir.

Bu baglamda, Heidegger’in Kant okumasinda kendine bictigi islev ise Kant’1in agtig1
olanag1 yeniden giindeme getirmek, adeta onda sakli olan1 bulup ¢ikarmak ve bunu
stirdiirmektir. Sakli olanin ve siirdiiriilmesi gerekenin ne oldugu, ayn1 zamanda bu
caligmanin da hareket noktasini belirlemistir. Baslangi¢ olarak sdyleyecek olursak,
bu hareket noktasi, Heidegger’in Kant’ta gozlemledigi kurucu bir roldiir; daha

ozelinde ise zaman’1n insan deneyimindeki belirleyiciligi ve kuruculugudur.

Bahsetmis oldugumuz Varligin 6ncelligi Heidegger’de “hali-hazirdalik” vurgusu ile
one ¢ikar. Yani, kosullar her ne ise, hali-hazirda-olagelmis’in i¢cinden dogmak
durumundadir: geri ¢ekilebilecegimiz baska bir “bagimsiz” alan yoktur. A priori
olarak Varligin bu niteligi, esasen “zaman” fenomenine isaret eder, zira hali-

hazirdaligin kendisi burada zaman baglami ve ufkuna bir gondermedir.

Oyleyse iiciincii boliimde ele alinan “sonluluk” ve “askinlik” problemlerinin zaman
ve a priori ile olan baglantis1 en bastan acik kilinmis olur. Kisaca deginmem
gerekirse, zamani imleyen hali-hazirdalik diisiincesi, ayni1 zamanda insan varliginin
sonlulugunun ac¢imlamasindan baska bir sey degildir. Burada “sonluluk™ insan
yasaminin sonlu olmasi anlaminda degil, daha ¢ok bilginin sinirli olmasi anlaminda
kullanilmistir. Sonluluk ve askinlik Heidegger’in Kant yorumunda 6ne ¢ikardigi ve
ayrilamaz bi¢imde bir arada ele aldigi sorunsallardir: Dasein sonludur ve hali-
hazirda agkin olandir. Bu iki fenomen, o zaman, Heidegger’de yansimasini “diinya”
methumunda bulacaktir. Heidegger’e gore Kant’ta “sdylenmemis” olan da zaten
budur. Bir baska ifade ile, Heidegger i¢in Kant, sonluluk ve agkinlik problemlerini
gbérmiis ancak bu sorusturma felsefi anlamda geleneksel ¢er¢evede kalmistir. Yani
kisaca Kant, sonluluk problemini “yaratilmis olmak™ baglaminda ele alirken
askinlik konusunda yine geleneksel baglamdan ¢ikamamig ve bunu 6znenin hali-
hazirda bulundugu durum olarak ortaya koymamustir. Yine de sdylemeliyiz ki,
Heidegger i¢in Kant’in bu probleme isaret etmesinde dikkate alinmasi1 zorunlu olan

bir seyler vardir ki bu da esasen Kant’in bilmenin zorunlu ve evrensel kosullarina
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yaptig1 vurgudur. Bu kosullar ise Kant i¢in ancak ve ancak 6znede bulunur. Kant’in

meshur “Kopernik¢i Devrim”inin anlami da en sade ifade ile budur.

Hatirlayacak olursak, Kant diinya merkezli modelin yerine glines merkezli modeli
oneren Kopernik’e dair bir benzetmede bulunur ve insan bilgisinin nesnenin
bilgisine denk diismesi gerektigi geleneksel savindan ayrilarak, nesnenin insan
bilgisinin kosullarina denk diismesi gerektigini One siirer. Doga adi verilen
diizenlilik ise, insanin bilme modunun bir karsilig1 olmasindan 6te bir sey degildir.
Ucgiincii béliimde iste bu devrim, Heidegger’in sonluluk ve askinlik yorumunun
kaynagi olarak ele alinmistir. Temel olarak iki a¢i vardir Kant’in Kopernikgi
Devrim’inde: miimkiin deneyimin goriingiilere smirlandirilmast  sonlulugu
imlerken, bu deneyimin kosullarinin 6znede bulunuyor olmasi askinliga isaret eder.
Burada dikkatimizi ¢ekmesi gereken bir diger nokta da Kant’in kendi devrimi ile,
insan bilgisine dair sliregelen “norm”u yerinden etmis olmasidir. Kisaca, Kant
oncesi geleneksel rasyonel ya da deneyimci felsefelerde, insan bilgisi bir nevi
Tanrisal bilgi ile kiyaslanir ve ikincil ya da tiiretilmis bir bilgi konumuna diiserdi.
Kant’in Devrimi ile basarmis oldugu bir diger sey de insan bilgisinin yargilanmasi
icin tek normun yine insan bilgisinin kendisi oldugu sdylemiydi. Heidegger’in sik¢a
sordugu, “Bilmenin zemininin kurulmasi neden saf aklin elestirisidir?”” sorusu da
bana kalirsa bu noktada anlam kazaniyor, zira bunu kurabilecek olan sadece insan

aklinin kendisi, daha farkl bir ifade ile, aklin insancillig: olarak karsimiza ¢ikiyor.

Heidegger de sonlu askinlik incelemesinde tam bu noktadan yola ¢ikmis ve bu
incelemeyi Saf Aklin Elestirisi’nin temel temasi olarak ortaya koymustur.
Diyebiliriz ki “diinya” mefhumu da bu baglamda gelismis; Kant’ta Heidegger’e
gore “sOylenmemis” olarak kalan sey Heidegger’in ilgili donemdeki en 6nemli
atilimlarindan biri olmustur. Bu boliimde Dasein’in diinya-i¢cinde-olmast ile
dogadaki seylerin “yer kaplamasi” arasindaki fark giindeme getirilmis, ilkinin
Dasein’in zorunlu bir yapist oldugu vurgulanmistir. Dasein higbir suretle “yer
kaplama”ya indirgenemeyecek olandir; o hep ve hali-hazirda diinya-i¢indedir.
Kant’ta sezilen ancak sdylenmeyeni ¢ekip ¢ikararak Heidegger, boylece, miimkiin
deneyimin kosullarinin sorgulandig1 askinsal arastirmaya yeni bir yon kazandirir:

bu kosullar diinya-i¢cinde-olmaklik iizerinden okunmak durumundadir ve daha da
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onemlisi, “diinya” methumunun da agilabilmesine olanak saglayan ufka isaret eder

— bu da kendisine gore orijinal zaman’dan baska bir sey degildir.

Doérdiincii boliim iste bu orijinal zaman1 Kant ve Heidegger’in diisiinceleri
tizerinden derinlemesine kavrama amaciyla ile acilir. Burada yine i¢ ice gegen
okuma ve yorumlar s6z konusudur: Heidegger’in ele aldigimiz donemindeki Kant
yorumu — en temelde de agkinsal imgelem giiciiniin orijinal zaman oldugu goriisii
— ile Heidegger’in bir o kadar 6zgilin olan zamansallik diisiincesini Dasein’in
varliginin ufkuna yerlestirmesi birbirine isaret eder ve birbirini besler niteliktedir.
Oyleyse izlemememiz gereken eksen kendini gdstermistir: diinya-iginde-varolan
Dasein’in utku olarak agilan “zaman” ile askinsal imgelem giiciiniin dogurdugu —
hatta ve hatta Heidegger’e gore kendisi oldugu — “zaman” bir ve ayni sekilde
anlasiimalidir. Iste bu ekseni daha iyi kavramak icin bu boliimde sirasiyla Kant’m
“Askinsal Dediiksiyon” ve “Sematizm” anlayislarina yer verilmistir. Bunu

izleyecek olan ise, Heidegger’in bu bdliimlere dair goriisiiniin agimlanmasi

olacaktir.

Oncelikle “Askinsal Dediiksiyon” icindeki, birbirinden keskin bir sekilde
ayrilmamis olsa da iki ayr1 “a¢1” sunan, nesnel ve 6znel olarak adlandirilan yonlere
yer verilmistir. Ilkinin agirh@ kategorilerin deneyim nesnelerine zorunlu
uygulanmasinin, yani bir diger ifade ile, onlarin “objektif olarak gecerli” oldugunun
gosterilmesindedir. Saf kavramlar, temel olarak, deneyimin arkasinda yatan “nesne
kavramlar1”dir. Ancak bunu gozlemliyor olmak bir gerekcelendirme, yani
dediiksiyon, degildir; bu gozlem sadece bir ornekleme olabilir. Askinsal bir
dediiksiyondan beklenen ise, bu kavramlarin evrensel ve zorunlu olarak nesneye
dair deneyimin arkasinda yattigi ve Oziinde bu deneyimi miimkiin kildiginin

kanitlanmasindan baska bir sey olamaz.

Bunu kisaca netlestirdikten sonra “temsillerin nesnesi” ne demektir anlamaya
calisalim. Yukarida nesnel ve 6znel dediiksiyonlarin birbirinden keskin bir sekilde
ayrilmadigindan bahsetmistim. Bu noktadan itibaren, yine keskin olmayan bir

sekilde, 6znel dediiksiyona gecis yapilmaktadir. Bunun isareti de asagida
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bahsedecegimiz agkinsal nesne, askinsal farkindalik ve ii¢li sentez olarak

anlagilabilir.

Yukarida bahsedilen “nesne” anlatimina geri donecek olursak, burada kastedilenin
belirli bir nesne olmadiginin alt1 ¢izilmelidir. Bu nesne, bir yandan bilmemize denk
diiserken Gte yandan biligselligimizden ayr1 olandir. Kant bunun “genel olarak bir
sey = X” olarak diislintilmesi gerektigini sdyler — bu vurgu gerekli ve dnemlidir
zira bilmemiz disinda ona denk diisebilecek baska bir sey yoktur. Bu “sey” ayni
zamanda, bilme halimizin nesnesine olan iligskisi her zaman bir zorunluluk
tastyacagindan, bu bilmedeki diizenliligi saglayan “sey” olarak goriilmelidir. Bunun
yaninda, biliyoruz ki nesnenin zorunlu kildig1 birlik, bilincin temsildeki sentezinin
birliginden baska bir sey degildir. Kant i¢in her tiirden zorunluluk, askinsal bir kosul
gerektirdiginden, buradaki kosul da “askinsal farkindalik”tir. Bu farkindalik hem
sentezin hem de sentezin kosulunun (yani “ben”in 6zdesliginin) farkindaligidir. O
zaman Kant’in kurdugu bir sonraki baglant1 su olacaktir: bu farkindaliga denk diisen

ve yukarida “genel bir sey” olarak ifade edilen kosul, “agkinsal nesne =X"dir.

Ote yandan, 6znel dediiksiyon, bilmeyi ve esasen saf anlamay1 de miimkiin kilan
0znel kosullarin fonksiyonlari ile beraber ortaya ¢ikarilmasinin da ¢aligmasidir. Bu
oznel kosullar, “duyulanim,” “imgelem giicii” ve “farkindalik”dir. Bu boliimde
bahsettigimiz kosullara yer verilirken, 6znel dediiksiyonun Heidegger diistincesinde

bir nevi kalbi olan iiclii senteze de ayrintili bir sekilde yer verilmistir.

“Sentez” fikri Kant diisiincesinde temel bir rol oynar. Ona gore bilmeyi doguran ilk
faktor sentezdir ve bu sekilde dikkate alinmahdir. Uglii sentez olarak bahsi gegen
islev de kisaca su fonksiyonlardan olusur: 6ncelikle cesitlilik goriide verilmeli, daha
sonra imgelemde sentezlenmeli ve sonrasinda ise kavramlar araciligi ile birlik
verilmelidir. Kuskusuz “Oncesi” ya da ‘“sonrast” ifadeleri burada zamansal bir
oncelik-sonralik iligkisi 6nermez; zamansal olarak bu bir ve biitiin bir eylemdir.
Uglii sentezi daha agacak olursak, goriide s6z konusu olan, temsillerin edinilmesidir
(apprehension); yine bu temsiller imgelemde yeniden iiretilir ve kavramlar araciligi
ile de taninir. Tim bu siire¢ kapsaminda esas olan zamanin sentezleniyor olmasidir.

Kisaca, goriideki toparlama, zamanin “simdi ve simdi” seklinde, belirli bir halde
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ayirt ediliyor olmasina baglhidir — edinmede s6z konusu olan basitce budur.
Yeniden liretmede ise, deneyimsel ¢agrisim aligkanligimizin esasen arkasinda yatan
askinsal kosulu anlamaya ¢alisabiliriz. Belirli bir durum ya da olayin hep bir digerini
takip ediyor olmasi ve bunun kesin bir sekilde bu sekilde gerceklesecegini
bildigimiz ve “doga yasas1” olarak kabul ettigimiz ilke, esasen askinsal diizlemdeki
ardigikliga tekabiil eder. Bunun deneyimsel diizlemdeki karsiligini ise, eger bir
onceki diisiincemi bir sonraki anda kaybediyor olsaydim, esasen “temsil” diye bir
seyin olanagindan bahsedemeyecek oldugum gergeginden yola ¢ikarak
aciklayabiliriz. Son olarak, tim bu temsilin “benim temsilim” oldugunun taninmasi
gerekir: temsilin kavramda taninmasi bu anlama gelir. Yine bu taninmada s6z
konusu olan, bilmenin miimkiin olmasi i¢in c¢esitliligin bir ve biitlin olarak
sentezlenmis olmasi gerektigi gergegidir. Heidegger i¢in, “iiclii sentez” ad1 altinda
anilan, esasen tek bir sentezin ii¢ yoniidiir — ki Kant agisindan da diistindiigiimiizde
bu yorum olduk¢a gecerli goriiniiyor. Bununla beraber, “edinmenin sentezi,”
“yeniden liretmenin sentezi” ve “taninmanin sentezi” olarak kullanilan yapi, yine

2 <

Heidegger’e gbre su anlama gelir: “edinme modunda sentez,” “yeniden liretme
modunda sentez” ve “taninma modunda sentez.” Kisacasi, dilsel olarak ilk basta
anlasildig gibi, edinme ya da taninma bir senteze tabi tutuluyor gibi diisinmemek
daha yerinde olacaktir. Tiim bu temsil sentezinin arkasinda yatan esas kosul ise,
zamanin sentezidir. Zamani edinir, yeniden iiretir ve taniriz. Burada s6z konusu

olan, temsillerin ya da zamanin sentezinin farkinda olunup olunmadig: degildir;

ancak bunun bilme i¢in zorunlu askinsal kosul olusudur.

Askinsal Dediiksiyon’un temel islevi kategorilerin, duyulanim formu altinda verili
olan deneyim nesnelerine zorunlu uygulanisi ise, Sematizm’in temel fonksiyonu da
bu uygulanisin hangi kosullar — daha net sdyleyecek olursak, hangi “duyarlilik
kosulu” — altinda oldugunu aciga ¢ikarmak olacaktir. Kant diisiincesinde
Sematizme duyulan zorunlu gereklilik, en temel olarak, saf anlamay1 ve duyarlilik
arasindaki “heterojenlik” probleminden yola ¢ikar. Kant’in da belirttigi gibi,
deneyimsel alanda belirli nesnelerin belirli kavramlar altina koyulmasi problemli
olmayacaktir. Ancak saf kategoriler s6z konusu oldugunda bu durum problemli hale
gelir; zira deneyimimiz bize tek basina “neden-sonu¢” ya da “cogulluk” gibi saf
kategorilere dair duyumsama saglamaz. Kisaca, bunlar1 “duyulayamayiz.” Ancak
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Askinsal Dediiksiyon’un bize gosterdigi gibi, dogada bu kategoriler zorunludur.
Daha dogrusu, dogadaki diizenlilik olarak duyumsadigimiz sey, bu kategorilerin
dogaya zorunlu uygulanmasindan baska bir sey degildir. Oyleyse problem,
tekrarlamak gerekirse, bu zorunlulugun duyusal kosuluna gitmek ile ¢oziilecektir.

Bu ise, semalarin islevini kavramaktan gecer.

Kant, askinsal sematizmi “iigiincii bir sey”in gerekliligi baglaminda tanitacaktir. Bu
ticlincii sey, bir yandan duyulanimsal 6te yandan diistinsel olmalidir. Bu baglamda
askinsal sema hem “spontane” (¢iinkii belirleyicidir) hem de “alic1” olacaktir (¢iinkii
aliciligin formu olan zaman ile iligkilidir). Boylece sema, duyulanim ve anlama

arasinda adeta bir koprii gérevi gorecektir.

Kant’a gore, semalar “askinsal zaman belirlenimleri”dir. Daha basit soyleyecek
olursak, semalar aracilifi ile “zaman” askinsal olarak su ya da bu formda belirlenmis
olur (ki bu islev de yine agkinsal imgelem giiciine ait olacaktir). Bunun miimkiin
kilinmasi demek — yani zamanin askinsal olarak belirlenmesi — ise saf
kavramlarin belirli bir saf zaman resminde ifade edilmesi demektir. Oyleyse saf
zaman resmi denen sey, kendisi aracilig ile, deneyimin su ya da bu sekilde belirli
bir formda vuku bulmasidir diyebiliriz. Yine, Kant’a gore, drnegin, nedensellige
dair duyumsamamiz yoktur. Ancak belirli olaylar dizisi arasinda nedensellik
kurabilmek demek, neden-sonu¢ kategorisinin duyumsanabilir hale getirilmesi
demektir. Bu ayn1 zamanda zorunlu bigimde kurulan bu nedenselligin saf zaman
resmi aracilig1 ile, ya da arka planinda gergeklesmesi anlamina gelir. Bu noktada,
“saf zaman resmi”’nin “saf gorii olarak zaman”dan ayirt edilmesinin 6neminin alti

tekrar ¢izilmelidir.

“Askinsal Dediiksiyon,” Heidegger icin ciddi bir elestiri odagi olmustur. O, bu
noktada Kant’in nesnel ve 6znel taraflar1 hatali olusturdugunu sdyler ve “eger 6znel
dediiksiyon Kant tarafindan gercek bir fenomenolojik yaklasim ile yiiriitiilebilse idi,
nesnel dediiksiyona gerek kalmazdi” diye de ekler. Burada Heidegger ic¢in soz
konusu olan yargisal bir karar — yani kategorilerin deneyim nesnesine
uygulanabilir olmasinin hakli ¢ikarilmast — degildir. Kant’in ileri siirdiigliniin

aksine, Heidegger icin buradaki mesele bir “olgu” meselesidir ve bunun haklica
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yiriitiilmesi ancak saf anlamanin kaynagina dair fenomenolojik bir yaklagimla

mumkiin olur.

Ayni sekilde, Sematizm boliimii Heidegger icin her ne kadar Saf Aklin Elestiri’nin
“kalbi” olsa da buradaki problematigin, “kategorilerin altinda toplanma” olarak dile
getirilmesi de sematizme dair Kant’in esas i¢ goriisiinii perdeleyecek niteliktedir ve
bu anlamda talihsizdir. Zaten Heidegger icin de Kant’in esas olarak kendi
sezgisinden geri ¢ekildigi nokta burasi olmustur, yani Kant en temelinde “zaman’in

neligine dair agimlamay1 yapmis ancak bunu yeterince ileri gétiirmemistir.

Besinci boliim, yine iiclii sentez ve sematizmi ele alirken bu kez saf zaman resmi
iizerinde daha ¢ok yogunlasir. Bu nokta 6nemlidir ¢iinkii basta da belirttigim {izere,
tezin temel iddiasi tam da bu ag {izerinden kurulur. Bu bodliimde Askinsal
Dediiksiyon ile acilan islevi tamamlayici nitelikte olan “Prensipler”e de deginilir.
[lging olan sudur ki, Heidegger sematizm ve dediiksiyon iizerine bu kadar gitmisken,
Prensipler konusunda neredeyse 1930’larin ortasina kadar adeta sessiz kalir — ki
bu donem de az ya da cok Heidegger’in diisiinlisiindeki “doniisiim” olarak
adlandirilan evreye denk gelir. Bu nedenle Heidegger’in bahsi gegen donemde
Prensipler iizerine yazdiklarina dogrudan yer vermemeyi tercih ettim, zira — yine
her ne kadar tartigmali bulunsa da — Heidegger’i o donem civari1 ve sonrasinda
askinsal bir filozof, daha da 6zelinde Kant¢1 bir filozof olarak adlandirmak pek

yerinde olmayabilir.

Bu parantezi kapattiktan sonra sunu sdylemeliyim: Prensipler’in 6nemi, temel
olarak Dediiksiyon ile baslatilan ve Sematizm ile kosullanan goérevin
tamamlanmasinda yatar. Yukarida bahsettigim gibi, Kant’in elestirel felsefesinde
sematizme duyulan ihtiyag, saf anlama ve duyarlilik arasinda bir nevi kopriiye gerek
duyulmasindan ¢ikariliyordu. Askinsal zaman belirlenimleri olan semalarin islevi,
esasen duyulanabilir olan ve diisliniiliir olan1 zaman dolayiminda birlestirmekten
geciyordu. Iste prensipler de sematizm aracilig1 ile saglanan duyusal kosullarin
temel sentetik a priori ifadeleri anlamina gelir. Bunlar yine kategorilere denk
diisecek sekilde nitelik, nicelik, iliskisellik ve modaliteyi ilgilendirirler. Kant, ilk iki

prensibin matematiksel, i¢ ve dordiincii prensiplerin ise dinamik prensipler
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oldugunu soyler. Burada s6z konusu olan, prensiplerin yapisinin matematiksel ya
da dinamik olmas1 degil ancak onlarin matematigi ve dinamik doga bilimlerini
mimkiin kiliyor olmasidir. Ayni sekilde, semalar tarafindan kosullanan zaman da
burada temel bir sentetik a priori yarg: araciligi ile ifade edilmis olur. Bu temel
yargilar ise tiim diger (analitik ya da sentetik) a priori yargilarin temelini olusturur.
Ifade edilen zaman ise, dort ayr1 grup altinda incelenir: zaman-dizisi, zaman-igerigi,

zaman-Sirasi vE Zaman—toplaml.

Toparlayacak olursam, bu ¢alismanin amaci, Kant ve Heidegger arasinda “zaman”
baglaminda elestirel bir diyalog kurmakti. Bu iki filozofun ilk bakista oldukca farkl
gorlinen yaklasimlar1 goz oniline alindiginda, “Heidegger’in ekstatik zamansallik
diisiincesi nasil oluyor da Kant’in askinsal imgelem giiciinden ¢ikabiliyor?” sorusu
daha yakici1 bir bicimde kendini gosteriyordu. Belirtmis oldugum gibi, burada
zamansalliktan “zaman-meydana getirme”’yi anlamamiz gerekiyorsa, soru, imgelem
giicliniin zamani nasil meydana getirdigi sorusuna donmiis oluyordu. Heidegger’in
bu noktaya dair yaniti, {iclii sentezin her bir yoniiniin, ayr1 ayr1 ge¢mis-gelecek-
simdi formlarin1 kuruyor olmasinda yatiyordu. Ancak, belirttigim gibi, mesele
benim yorumuma goére burada son bulmamaktadir. Uclii sentezin her bir
fonksiyonunun farklt zaman formlarina karsilik distiigiinii soylemek sezgisel
anlamda kolaylastirici bir okuma yolu olsa da “bir ufuk olarak zaman” diisiincesini
aciklayabildigini savunmuyorum. Bana gore, burada iizerine gidilmesi gereken,
ticlii sentezle beraber — hatta belki de daha yogun bir sekilde — “saf resim olarak
zaman” olmaliydi. Heidegger farkli baglamlarda bahsi gecen saf zaman resmine
deginmis olsa da iiclii sentezin zamansalligin esas kaynagi oldugu diisiincesini
israrla savunmustur ve dahasi literatiirde de ¢ogunlukla bu savunma sonucu
acisindan gerekcelendirilmis ya da reddedilmistir. Benim dikkat ¢cekmeye calistigim
ise Heidegger’in vardigi sonugtan ¢ok, bu sonuca varmakta kullandigi yontemdir.
En genis hali ile tekrarlayacak olursam, Heidegger’in liclii sentez ve ekstatik-
zamansallik arasinda kurdugu bag bana gore yetersizdir ve dahasi, savunulabilir
degildir. Daha gecerli oldugunu diisiindiigiim yol ise, saf zaman resmi ve
zamansallik arasinda kurulabilecek bag olmasi geregidir. Bu noktaya varmak icin,
tezimde Kant ve Heidegger’in “anlam” anlayislar1 arasindaki genel paralellige
vurgu yaptim. Kant i¢in kategorilerin anlamli olmasini saglayan sey, onlarin zaman
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ile baglantilarinin kurulmasidir. Bdylece kategoriler sadece diistiniilebilir degil ayn1
zamanda duyulanabilir de olacaklardir. Bu esasen, bastan beri giindeme getirdigim
askinlik problemine isaret eder. Heidegger i¢in de benzer sekilde, askinligin utku
zamansalliktir. Bu diistinceler 15181nda, su fikri ifade edebiliriz: eger kategorilerin
anlamli olmas1 demek onlarin ayn1 zamanda duyulanabilir olmas1 demek ise ve bu
da en temelinde askinlik problemi ile baglantiliysa; bu anlami en temel olarak
saglayan sey saf zaman resminden bagka bir sey degildir, zira ancak ve ancak bu
resim bize diisiiniilebilir olanin duyulanimsal karsiligim verecektir. Uglii sentezde
bahsi gecen zaman ise, saf gorii olarak zamandir. Bu tez boyunca en temel olarak
vurgulamaya calistigim nokta, Heidegger’in Kant’taki bu iki farkli zaman anlayisini
yeterince ayirt etmedigi yoniinde gelismektedir. Bu ayni zamanda, Heidegger’in
sematizm ve U¢lii sentez boyutlarin1 da net bir sekilde ayirt edemedigine isaret

etmektedir.

Tiim bunlarla beraber, sdylemeliyim ki, Heidegger’in Kant yorumunun gercek
anlamda orijinal bir yorum olarak kalacagina siiphe yoktur. Dahasi, bu yorum, Kant
ve Heidegger arasinda gelistirilebilecek olan bir¢ok farkli diyaloga gebe olmasi
bakimindan da olduk¢a degerlidir, zira askinlik problemi, bana kalirsa,
tiiketilemeyecek bir problemdir. Hem Kant’in hem de Heidegger’in bunun iistiine
bu denli giiclii bir sekilde gitmesi bunun gostergesinden bagka bir sey degildir. Yine
ayni sekilde, askinliginin zemininin, ya da utkunun — her ne sekilde ifade ediyor
olursak olalim — “zaman” olmas1 bir yandan kadim felsefe tarihi sorunsallar1 bir
yandan da inceledigimiz iki filozof agisindan sunuldugu sekliyle bir o kadar 6zgiin

ve orijinaldir.
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