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Abstract

A fundamental error has dominated philosophy and science since ancient times, the
assumption of the existence of the “unicorn-world”—that is, the existence of one unique
world. It is one of the oldest and most dominant paradigms in human thinking that has
generated many pseudo-problems in philosophy and science. We can identify this
thinking paradigm, the unicorn-world, in the majority of myths, theological doctrines,
philosophical approaches and scientific theories.

In order to avoid this error, in Part I of this thesis, I show that it is necessary to
replace the unicorn-world (in which all entities, such as Gods, minds, bodies, planets,
tables and micro-particles have been placed all together) with “epistemologically
different worlds” (which presuppose that each class of entities forms an epistemological
different world). More than three centuries ago, Descartes was aware of the impossibility
of solving an “anomaly” (the mind-body problem) but did not realize that the cause of
this “mystery” is the unicorn-world. The role of Kantian a priori constitutive elements
(categories and pure intuitions) is extended to the epistemologically constitutive
interactions among classes of epistemologically different entities that belong to
epistemologically ~ different worlds. The consequence of the existence of
epistemologically different worlds is that the famous mind-body problem is a false
problem or a pseudo-problem.

In Part II, from the “epistemologically different worlds” perspective, I analyze
notions from:

(1) The philosophy of mind and cognitive science (the mind-body problem, emergence
and reduction, mental causation and supervenience, levels, etc.)

(2) The philosophy of science (Carnap’s linguistic frameworks, Quine’s and Goodman’s
relativity, Friedman’s relative constitutive a priori principles) and the science of the
twentieth century (the relationship between Einstein’s theory of relativity and quantum
mechanics, complementarity and superposition, entanglement, nonlocality and

nonseparability from quantum mechanics).
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Introduction

One of the most important problems in philosophy, the mind-body (or mind-brain)
problem, is still up in the air. Paradoxically, since Descartes nobody has proposed a
viable alternative solution to this problem. During this time, technological developments
have helped us to deal with complex problems regarding the external world and our own
being. We have made great progress in trying to scientifically explain the origins of our
universe, but we are not able to make progress regarding the mind-body problem. In
recent decades philosophers have offered many approaches to the mind-body problem;
yet none of these approaches has gained the assent of the majority of the thinkers. Even if
the majority of philosophers consider that, ontologically, mind is a physical entity, many
of them do not admit the epistemological reduction of the mind to the brain. The relation
of mind to body remains a mystery. From this paradoxical situation we can draw the
conclusion that something is wrong with the problem itself. Therefore, we should look to
the foundation of the problem, i.e., its conceptual framework.

Throughout history there have been certain key elements that have constituted the
framework of human thinking. The main two elements are the human subject (as in the
Cartesian expression a “thinking thing”) and the world (the real world, the Universe,
etc.). In this sense, there have been different directions in philosophy such as rationalism
(Descartes), idealism (Berkeley), transcendentalist idealism (Kant), etc. There is,
however, a third key element: the conceptual-perceptual framework through which the
subject observes/conceives the world. Let us label this notion the conditions of
observation. Using different conditions of observation, the subject can observe one or
more objects. Such objects are made from a certain substance which introduces the fourth
element in this equation or framework: the substance(s) that make(s) the objects, i.e., all
the objects that belong to the world. Now let me write the equation of this universal
framework: the subject, the conditions of observation (conceptual-perceptual conditions),
the substance(s), and the world. The relationships among all these key elements are very
strong. Practically you cannot discuss one element in isolation from the others. All the
elements are strongly interwoven with each other. In fact these relationships represent the

physical and explanatory causalify among the main elements.



Descartes, the grandfather of the mind-body problem, provides the most
paradigmatic example of the above framework. In Chapter 1 we will see that Descartes’
key elements are: the subject (“I” as “thinking thing”); two kinds of clear, distinct and
complete perceptions/conceptions; two substances - material and immaterial; one world
with different entities like God, angels, and mind, body, animals, and inanimate things
and their relationships. From perceiving clearly, distinctly and completely two
substances, the mind and the body, Descartes infers the existence of those substances.

There is a fundamental issue here which needs to be noticed: Descartes’ approach
is grounded in a pre-existing framework (paradigm) which has dominated human
thinking since the Ancient Greeks. Within this framework, there is one key element that
represents the major error: the postulation of “one world”, one single ontological world in
which everything has been placed (all the entities like Gods, angels, and mind and body,
planets, tables and micro-particles). Paradoxically, everyone before Descartes and after
him, including his critics, has embraced the same framework. And here is, I think, where
the mistake resides: assuming the existence of one world, the universe. Metaphorically, I
call this unique world or “uni-verse” the “unicorn-world” to emphasize its mythological-
religious roots. It is one of the oldest and most dominant paradigms (see below) in human
thinking that has generated many pseudo-problems in philosophy and science. We can
identify this thinking paradigm, the unicorn-world, within the majority of myths,
theological doctrines, philosophical approaches, scientific theories, etc. Since the Ancient
period, philosophers and scientists have tried to find the foundations of this unicorn-
world in which human beings have their own place. Moreover, they have tried to explain
the ontological or epistemological status of the mind and brain. Consequently,
fundamental pseudo-notions such as “levels”, “fundamental particles”, the relationships
between “microparticles and macroparticles” or between “brain and mind”, the “theory of
everything”, “essence of things”, “ontology” and “epistemology” have dominated
philosophy and science precisely because of the unicorn-world paradigm of thinking.

Since Descartes, there have been many alternatives to the mind-body problem and
other related problems. None of these alternatives has been accepted. The main reason for
such inevitable rejections has been, of course, the old framework of this problem, the

unicorn-world. Within the unicorn-world paradigm, some “anomalies” such as the



interaction between mind and brain, levels, the explanatory gap, emergence, mental
causation, supervenience, and reduction have dominated philosophy of mind in recent
decades. The majority of philosophers (including the proponents of identity theory but
not the eliminativists) have believed that mental and physical phenomena somehow
coexist. Thus, within the unicorn-world, all their efforts were towards “saving the
phenomena”. However, nobody offered an alternative to Cartesian dualism until the
beginning of the last century. The reason was that within the same old paradigm, it was
difficult to create a viable alternative. In one ontological world, it has been impossible to
reconcile two ontologically different substances. However, all the approaches from
philosophy of mind since Descartes until our day seem to be wrong because they are
constructed within the unicorn-world.

Everyone who proposed an alternative account to the relation between mind and
body (even those who contradicted Descartes’ dualism — and we have to remember that
Spinoza proposed his monism only few decades later than Descartes) has worked more or
less within the same conceptual framework. Even if these days almost everyone rejects
the dualist approach, there is still an acceptance of the unicorn-world. The Cartesian
framework consists in two different substances (res extensa and res cogitans) together
with the subject who uses different mechanisms of observation for observing these
substances. The main problem for Descartes has been the unity of mind and body within
one individual. What we have here is two substances with contradictory properties, which
are unified within the same subject, situated in the unicorn-world. However, some
questions could be raised here: Is the subject observing two different ontological
substances (Descartes) or two attributes of the same substance (Spinoza)? Moreover, is
the subject observing a real thing (noumena) or real attributes of the substance or only an
appearance (phenomena) (Kant and Bohr) of the thing-in-itself?

The main aim of this thesis is to replace the “unicorn-world” notion or paradigm
with the “epistemologically different worlds” paradigm. I will show that the consequence
of the existence of epistemologically different worlds (EDWs) is that the famous mind-
body problem is a false problem or a pseudo-problem. Moreover, I will show that the

notion of the unicorn-world is the origin of major pseudo-problems in philosophy and



science. The conclusion of this thesis is that we need to abandon this paradigm — the
“unicorn-world” paradigm— in order to avoid all these pseudo-problems.

According to Kuhn, in the history of human thinking, some deeply entrenched
problems have been eliminated by a change of paradigm. However, the most difficult
thing is this process of changing a paradigm. If a paradigm that belongs to “normal
science” creates paradoxes, puzzles, and “anomalies” that cannot be solved, the
accumulation of such anomalies can produce a “revolution”, i.e., the change of a
paradigm. The classical example of such change is the Copernican revolution. In order to
“save the phenomena”, Ptolemy introduced his epicycles, according to which, during
their trajectory around the earth, each planet has rotates around other circles. Copernicus
changed Ptolemy’s paradigm concerning the rotation of the planets. The eradication of
Ptolemaic epicycles was merely a consequence of changing the paradigm: earth and all
other planets from our solar system rotate around the sun. Within the old paradigm, the
problems are pseudo-problems that forced thinkers to create, as rationally as possible,
certain Ptolemaic epicycles. Regarding the mind-body problem, since Descartes, the main
reason for such inevitable rejections has been, of course, the old framework of this
problem, the unicorn-world.

In the Chapter 1, I illustrate Descartes’ religious and philosophical framework
grounded within the unicorn-world. We will see that Descartes was aware of the
impossibility of solving the mind-body problem. Evidently, working within the unicorn-
world, it was impossible for Descartes to find an alternative to this problem.

In Chapter 2, I analyse in detail Kant’s transcendental idealism. I need to do this
just because my approach — the “epistemologically different worlds” perspective — is an
extended transcendental idealism. I will try to grasp the relation between sensibility and
understanding and the role of understanding in constructing the external phenomenal
world. Kant’s transcendental idealism is generalized to all entities that belong to EDWs
by replacing the Kantian role of “understanding” (“conditions of observation”) with

“conditions of interaction”.

In my attempt to reject the unicorn-world framework, in Chapter 3 I try to relate
and to develop some elements from the perspectives of Descartes, Spinoza, Kant and

Bohr. The aim is to replace this framework with a perspective which shows that the



mind-body problem is a pseudo-problem. I continue by introducing a new dimension
given by the role of the observer and the conditions of the observation and I look at the
role of the observational conditions in grasping mental states or neural patterns of
activation. The conditions of observation for a human observer are extended to
epistemologically different interactions that constitute epistemologically different entities
belonging to epistemologically different worlds. The unicorn-world is replaced with
epistemologically different worlds (EDWs). Mental states and neural patterns of
activation belong to EDWs. Applying the EDWs perspective, through an extension of the
definition of existence I show that the “I” has the same ontological status as every entity
from EDWs.

In Chapter 4, I analyse some notions in the philosophy of mind from the EDWs
perspective (“levels” reduction” vs. “emergence”, the “self’, “mental causation” and
“supervenience”) that are related to the mind-body problem.

In Chapter 5, I apply the EDWs perspective to some key elements (levels of
analysis, primitives, processes, structures, threshold, self-organization, bidirectionality,
and emergence) that are related to different approaches from cognitive science
(computationalism, connectionism and the dynamical systems approach). We will see
that these key elements entail certain philosophical distinctions such as continuity-
discontinuity, (state of) motion-(state of) rest, variability-stability, part-whole, and
“micro-macro”. Within this context, I analyze the status of cognitive neuroscience
(implicitly, the relationship between neuroscience and psychology). I end this chapter by
defining the status of any living entity.

The (anti)metaphysical basis of an alternative to the mind-body solution has to
explain the existence of all kinds of entities from the entire “Cosmos”. In Chapter 6, I
analyse the relationship between my approach and other anti-metaphysical approaches of
the last century that try to introduce a new notion of the “relativity of the world”. I offer
an explanation regarding the existence of macro- and micro-entities in EDWs.
Consequently, 1 analyse the relationship between Einstein’s theory of relativity and
quantum mechanics and some old and new problematic concepts from quantum
mechanics. I will show that these notions can be avoided if we replace the unicorn-world

with the EDWs. Through the EDWs perspective, 1 first analyse one philosopher’s study
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(Putnam) about the main interpretations of quantum mechanics. Then I filter through my
perspective certain ideas from physicists (Penrose, Young’s two-slit experiment,
Wheelers’ delayed-choice experiment and his idea that human observer “participates in
deciding whether light is made up of waves or particles”, Feynman’s “sum over histories”
framework, Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle, Schrédinger’s cat, Deutsch’s parallel
universes, Zeh’s definition about wave function) related to some “mysteries” from
quantum mechanics (decoherence and the multiverse approach, superposition of various
states of a particle before our measurement or superposition of wave and particle, non-
locality, etc.) I use these examples to illustrate that, working within the unicorn-world
paradigm, these physicists invented Ptolemaic epicycles in attempting to solve
“infamous” pseudo-problems.

How has it been possible for such a paradigm to frame our thinking for so long a
time? The acceptance of this perspective by scientists and philosophers was quite
understandable when the theory of Newton was an accepted scientific theory that
explained the macroscopic world, that is, until the end of 19" Century. Kant constructed
his transcendental idealism as a foundation of Newton’s’ theory. (Chapter 2) The trouble
is, however, that after the introduction of Einstein’s theory of relativity and the theory of
quantum mechanics at the beginning of 20" Century the error has persisted. Both
scientists and philosophers have remained contented with this paradigm for several
reasons: (a) The projection of a specific human transcendental characteristic—the
singularity of the self or the individuality of each person, the “I” as a single person—onto
external space. (Chapter 3) Each human being perceives/conceives her self as single
person with one identity. The consequence of this is that each individual searches for the
identities of all the external objects in only one external space, i.e., one external world.
(b) The powerful distinction between epistemology and ontology itself leads us to accept
the unicorn-world framework. (Chapter 3) (c) The notion of the threshold (Chapter 3). (d)
In explaining the world, the elimination of human subjectivity and especially of intuitions

as elements of constituting the external world at the end of the 19" and beginning of the

20" Century. (Chapter 6)
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Part1

The “epistemologically different worlds” perspective and its backgrdund
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Chapter 1

The Cartesian framework for the mind-body problem

Descartes’ dualism constitutes the foundation of one essential route of Western thinking,
namely, rationalism. In this section, I present not only Descartes’ dualism but also the
framework in which the French philosopher elaborated his approach. I claim that the
framework in which Descartes created his theory is fundamental for his dualism. Because
the topic of my thesis is the mind-body problem, I begin my presentation with Descartes’
approach and its relation to the unicorn-world.

As is very well known, even Descartes’ contemporaries (like Regius, Gassendi,
Arnauld, Princess Elisabeth, etc.) criticized his dualist perspective. One of the main
problems for Descartes (and he had tried to reply to it) was the union between mind and
body. I think that the source of Descartes’ error is that he created his dualist approach in
the already pre-existent framework of thinking (unicorn-world perspective). This
perspective involves a major error that has produced eternal disputes in philosophy. The
attacks on dualism have been continuing in our day (for instance, identity theory,
eliminative materialism, anomalous monism, property dualism, epiphenomenalism, etc.).
The first step is the application of the universal framework to Descartes. Then we analyse
each member of the equation and the relationships among them. The primitives of
Descartes’ equation are (1) the subject (“I” as “thinking thing”), (2) two kinds of
perceptions, (3) two kinds of substances (on one side God, angels, and mind and on the
other side, the body, the animals, and inanimate things), (4) one world and (5) the

relationships perceptions-substances, mind-body, “I”-world.

1.1 The Cartesian “I”
For Descartes, the first step is the introduction of the demon hypothesis through which he

claims that our knowledge of the existence of all external things and the body is under
doubt because it is produced by our senses or by our dreams. (Descartes 1994, Meditation
I, 74-5) All the external objects and (parts of our) bodies belong to “corporeal nature in
general and its extension”. (p. 76) This kind of knowledge that refers to “composite

objects” (like those of physics, astronomy, medicine, etc.) has a doubtful character. On
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the contrary, sciences that deal with simple and general objects—like arithmetic,
geometry, etc.—are built on indubitable and certain knowledge. (p. 76) Thus, the second
step refers to something that we can know that exists without any doubt, representing the
certain and indubitable Archimedean point: the “I”. Since “I” is deceived then “I” exists.

The conclusion is:

this proposition (pronunciatum) I am, I exist, is necessarily true each time it is expressed by me, or

conceived in my mind. (p. 80)

I mention that this idea appears first in his Discourse on the Method and then in The

Meditations:

. while I was trying to think everything is false, it must needs be that I, who was thinking this, was
something. And observing that this truth “I am thinking, therefore I exist” was so solid and secure that the

most extravagant supposition of the skeptics could not overthrow it, I judged that I need not scruple to

accept it as the first principle of philosophy that I was seeking. (Descartes 1954, pp. 31-32,
Discourse on the Method part IV, Anscombe and Geach 1954)

In the Second Meditation, after the sentence “I am, I exist; that is certain”, Descartes

rejects the similarity between “I” and other entities because we cannot know something

certain about them. He maintains that:

I can only judge of things that are known to me: I am conscious that I exist, and I who know that I exist
inquire into what I am. It is, however, perfectly certain that the knowledge of my existence, thus precisely

taken, is not dependent on things, the existence of which is as yet unknown to me: feign in imagination.

(Descartes 1994, p. 82)

As a thinking thing, “I” has different functions (or properties) such of doubting,
understanding, denying, willing, sensing and imagination. (Descartes 1994, p.82) “Je
pense, donc je suis” (I am thinking, therefore I exist) is “the first principle of the

philosophy I was seeking” (Descartes in AT VI, 32; CSM 1, 127 in Fowler 1999, p. 63) A
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”1

human being is defined as a “thinking thing”'. But what does Descartes understand by the

process of thinking?

By the term thought, I understand everything which we are aware of us happening within us, in so far as we

have awareness of it. Hence, thinking is to be identified not merely with understanding, willing and

imagining, but also with sensory awareness. (Principles, I, p. 9, AT VII 7; Cottingham, Stoothoff
and Murdoch 1984, p. 195)

Descartes’ method is vital: the existence of everything is in doubt except “I” as a

2 . . .
?“. From the certain existence of “I”, we can reconstruct the existence of

“thinking thing
body and then the existence of all the things in the external world. The next step is the

introduction of the body within the equation:

By body I mean whatever is capable of being bounded by some shape, and comprehended by some place,

and occupying space in such a way that all other bodies are excluded; moreover, of being perceived by

touch, sight, hearing, taste, or smell; (p. 68)

Of course, Descartes’ main doctrine is his dualism: mind and body are completely
different substances. The final step (p. 71) is because “I” has certain sensations “I”

perceives corporeal objects that belong to the external world.

1.2 Clear, distinct and complete perceptions

In Descartes’ framework, perception has three features: clear, distinct, and complete.
Perception presupposes the relation between the subject who is able to perceive and the
objects that are perceived. The substance from which the objects are made is taken for
granted. In this equation we have three elements: the subject as a perceiver, the
mechanisms of perceiving, and the objects (substances) that are perceived. One of the
foremost Cartesian ideas is that something exists only if we can perceive that entity

clearly and distinctly. From perceiving clearly and distinctly two substances, the mind

! Descartes repreats many times the expression “thinking thing” in the Mediation II.
2 Cottingham translates the term “thought” as something which I am immediately aware. (Cottingham,
1986, p. 34) However, in one footnote, Anscombe and Geach remark that the definition of “thinking?” is

blurred. (Descartes 1954, Anscombe and Geach 1954)
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and the body, we infer the existence of those substances. “These claims about distinct
perception are important because Descartes very consciously held the position that only
clear and distinct perceptions or conceptions will suffice as the basis for positive
affirmations about the nature of a thing (see especially Notes on a Programme, AT VIII
351-2 [CSM 1299], and AT III 215 [CSMK 155].” (Wilson 1998, p. 188)

Again, the Cartesian idea is that mind and body are two distinct substances
because we perceive both clearly and distinctly. The role of perceiving clearly and
distinctly (to use Descartes’ term) is fundamental because it makes “a connection
between thinking and existing”. (Wahl 1998, p. 185) We can now infer that Descartes
creates a strong interdependence between epistemology and ontology. Besides, at the
beginning of the Third Meditation and Forth Mediation, we can notice that even
semantics has a direct relationship with epistemology: “Whatever I perceive very clearly
and distinctly is true”. (Third Mediation and Forth Meditation, in Wahl 1998 and
Descartes 1954, Anscombe and Geach, p. 76)

The old objection against this idea is its vicious circularity: 1 exist only if 1
perceive my self clearly and distinctly. But I perceive myself only if I exist. This circle,
specified by Arnauld, is available between “I” and external objects too. There is a gap
between subjective cognition and objective reality that has been difficult for Descartes to
bridge. (Cottingham 1986, p. 245) Therefore, to break this circle Descartes needs to
introduce another element in this circle, namely God. The Fourth Meditation proves the
existence of God; meanwhile the Fifth Meditation is about the nature of material things
and again about God’s existence. In the Sixth Mediation we understand that we perceive

material things and ourselves clearly and distinctly just because of God’s willing:

And I never judged that anything could not be brought about him, except for the reason that it was

impossible for me to perceive it distinctly. (AT VII 71; CSM II 50 in Wilson 1998, p. 189)

We can remark that this vicious circularity remains even if Descartes tries to avoid it: the
existence of God proves the existence of “I” and vice-versa. Nonetheless, Gaukroger
shows that Descartes applies the principle of “the essence before the existence” to God.

(Gaukroger 2002, p. 73) We can identify something when we grasp the essence of that
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thing. And Descartes applies this rule to his fundamental substances: God, the mind, and
the external world. (Gaukroger 2002, p. 73) The role of God is to guarantee the very clear
and distinct perceptions; these perceptions “cannot come from nothingness, but must
have God for its author”. (Descartes 1954, Forth Meditation, p. 100, Anscombe and
Geach) What does clear and distinct perception mean for Descartes? When we use one of
our senses (including thinking) we perceive something and to perceive this thing clearly
means that that object is in front (or inside) of us and this presence has a tangible effect

upon us. Distinct means that we can distinguish that thing from all other things.

I call a perception clear when, if the mind attends to it, it is present and manifest; just as we say we see
clearly what is present to the gaze of our eye and has sufficiently strong and manifest effect upon it. I call a

perception distinct if it is not only clear but also precisely distinguished from all others, so that it contains

no element that is not clear. (Descartes, Principle of Philosophy, I, XLV, p. 190, in Descartes,
Anscombe and Geach 1954)

There are different types of perception since we can perceive different substances like the
mind and the body. For instance, a human being has mental perception and sensory
perception. The fundamental characteristic of rationalism is that sensory perception
cannot grasp the real nature of things, the only essential property of matter being
extension (Principle, II). We can truly understand even this property, extension, not by
sense but only by mental perception. In this sense, mental perception has the major role
in justifying the existence of entities, more exactly the essences of entities. To support his
idea, Descartes offers the famous example with wax (Second Meditation). We can
understand the real nature of wax not through the information received by the senses but
only by “purely mental perception”. (Descartes, Second Mediation, p. 73, Anscombe and
Geach) The essence of this material thing, wax, is its extension in three dimensions that is
a geometrical property. “And for an understanding of this we must look not to the senses,
but to abstract mathematical reasoning.” (Cottingham 1986, p. 80) If God guaranties for

us clear and distinct perceptions, we have to apply this principle first to institute the

3 We will see below the mixture between philosophy and Christian doctrine in Descartes’ theory.
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“possible existence of “physical things conceived as the object of pure mathematics’.”
(Wilson 1998, p. 189)*

As ] said above, clear and distinct cognitive perception is our guide to reality. God
guarantees the veridicality of clear and distinct ideas that offer us information about the
world and ourselves and not the veridicality of sensations. (Gaukroger 2002, p. 74) Why
does Descartes insist on this idea that represents in truth the crux of rationalism? The
main argument is that the human mind and God have the same nature. As a consequence,
the mind is an immaterial substance. Only through the mind can we understand/perceive

the essences of things.

1.3 The two substances and the bi-directional relationship between epistemology
and ontology

1.3.1. The epistemological argument

If we already have in Descartes’ equation “I” and perceptions what we can say about
substances? What does substance mean for Descartes? “We can mean by substance
nothing other than a thing existing in such a manner that it has need of no other thing in
order to exist.” (Descartes 1954, Principle I, LI, p. 192, Anscombe and Geach) To
understand Cartesian dualism, we need to clarify this definition. “I”” clearly and distinctly
perceives/conceives two substances, mind and brain, one without the other (Descartes
1954, Pr, I, LX, p. 193, Anscombe and Geach 1954) and as we saw above God
guarantees our perception. Here is one of the most quoted passages from Descartes in

which Wilson identifies the epistemological argument:

Because I know that all that I clearly and distinctly understand can be brought about by God as I understand
it, it is enough that I can clearly and distinctly understand one thing apart from another {[unam rem absque
altera], for me to be certain that one is different from another, because they can be placed apart [seorsim
poni] at least by God; and it doesn’t matter by which power this is done in order for us to judge them to be
different; and thus, from this fact that I know I exist, and that meanwhile I notice nothing else to pertain to
my nature or essence, except this alone that I am a thinking thing, I rightly conclude that my essence

consists in this one [thing] that I am a thinking thing. And although probably (or rather as I will afterward

* “The difference between information offered by sense and mathematical reasoning is made clear by the
example between a triangle and a chiliagon that presupposes the difference between imagination and pure
understanding.” (Descartes, Meditation VI, Anscombe and Geach)
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say, certainly) I have a body, which is very closely conjoined to me, because nevertheless on the one hand I
have a clear and distinct idea of myself, in so far as I am only a thinking thing, not extended, and on the

other hand I have a distinct idea of body, in so far as it is only an extended thing, not thinking, it is certain

that I am really distinct from my body and can exist apart from it. (AT VII 78 [CSM II 54] in Wilson
1998, p. 189)°

What do we understand from this passage? We can distinguish the following string of
ideas: “I” can perceive clearly and distinctly two different substances, the mind and the
body; the conjunction of between mind and body (see below) and the relation between
the essence and existence. We comprehend again the Cartesian argument as to why the
mind is distinct and different from the body: “because they can be placed apart at least by
God; and it doesn’t matter by which power this is done in order for us to judge them to be
different”.

We judge those two substances as different substances because God has created
this power in us. Even if the “I”, as an Archimedean point, is the point of reconstruction
of the world, for Descartes, God remains the foundation of his edifice.® In fact, God and
faith represent for Descartes (of course, before Kant) the leap of human beings beyond
their perceptual/conceptual limits.

Each reality has specific properties that represent the essence of that thing. The
existence of a particular thing is guaranteed if we understand its essential properties.
(Gaukroger 2002, p. 74) But understanding means perceiving: the subject understands the
nature of a thing by clear and distinct perception, intellectual perception, of it. (Descartes,
Sixth Mediation, and Wilson 1998, p. 184)” As we saw above this is available for
understanding the wax. However, for the mind it is a little bit problematic: “we clearly

know the existence of the mind, and this means we must somehow already understand its

5 In another passage “I” can perceive only two “realities’: “intellectual or mental (cogitativarum) realities,
i.e. such as belong to a mind or conscious (cogitaten) substance; and material realities, i.e. such as belong to
extended substance, a body.” (Descartes 1954, Pr. I, XLVIIIL, p. 190)

6 We will see in the last section that even for the unity of mind-body Descartes appeals in the end to God.

7 We will see in Chapter 3, that there are essential correlations between the properties of the perceived

object and the properties of tools of observation.

19



essence clearly”.® (Gaukroger 2002, p. 74) But even in this case the knowledge of the
mind, our mind, is given by its properties and not by its existence.

It is very clearly known through the natural light [of reason] that no properties or
qualities belong to nothingness; whenever we perceive some properties or qualities, we
must necessarily find a thing or substance to which they belong; and that the more
properties or qualities we perceive in the thing or substance, the more clearly we know it.
However, it is obvious that we perceive more properties or qualities in the mind than in
any other thing, since absolutely nothing can cause us to know something other than our
mind, without at the same time bringing us with even more certainty to the knowledge of
our mind itself.” (AT VII, 359 in Gaukroger 2002, p. 74)

Let us carry on the role played by the “great differences” between the properties
of the mind and body that constitute an argument for their difference in nature. Mind is
“wholly” indivisible. In being aware of myself I cannot distinguished any parts within
myself. Descartes perceives “myself” or “I” as a single and complete thing. Body is
always divisible “in thought”. “This would be enough to show me the total difference
between mind and body”. (Descartes, Second Meditation, 121, Anscombe and Geach or
AT VII, 86; CSM 11, p. 59) Mind and body are not only distinct but also “defined in
mutually exclusive terms”.'® (Cottingham 1986, p. 116) If the main property of the body
is its extension, the mind, having the property of thinking, is a non-corporeal thing. We
perceive the body and external objects with our sensory systems; they are located in a
spatio-temporal framework and, consequently, they are divisible. Meanwhile, the mind

has no spatial framework.

1.3.2 Complete things/knowledge
From an epistemological point of view, clear and distinct perception/conception of one

thing is not enough to guarantee the existence of that thing apart from others. Wilson

® Descartes replies to Gassendi: “I am surprised that you should say here that all my considerations about
the wax demonstrate distinctly how I exist, but not that I know what I am or what my nature is for the one
cannot be demonstrated without the other.” (AT VII, 359 in Gaukroger 2002, p. 74)

® This argument corresponds to Searle’s argument for the rediscovery of mind: we cannot clearly make the
distinction between the existence and the appearance of the mind because mind is in this case the perceived
object and the perceiver.

19 Another passage: “We cannot conceive of half of a mind while we can always conceive of half of a body,
however small.” (AT VII 13; CSM Il in Cottingham 1986, p. 117)
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shows us the importance of the new distinction between complete and incomplete
beings/knowledge, introduced by Descartes in replying to Caterus’ first set of objections.
(Wilson 1998, pp. 191-2) Descartes’ example—a thing that is in motion—reflects this
distinction. We can understand the concept of “motion” apart from that of “thing” (or
vice-versa). This understanding would be an incomplete knowledge of that thing in
motion. Nevertheless, we cannot completely understand the motion apart from that thing
in motion. On the contrary, the body is completely understood without the appeal to the

mind (and vice-versa). (AT VII 120, [CSM II 85-6] in Wilson p. 191)

But I completely understand what body is [French version: that is to say, I conceive of a body as a complete
thing] merely by thinking that it is extended figure, mobile, etc., and denying of it all those things which
pertain to the nature of the mind; and vice versa I understand the mind to be a complete thing, that doubts,

understand, wills, and so forth, although I deny that any of those things contained in the idea of body are in

it. (AT VII 120 [CSM II 85-6] in Wilson 1998, p. 192)

Wilson (Wilson, 1998, part IIT) emphasizes that to understand the expression “they can
be placed apart, at least by God”. (AT VII 78 [CSM II 54]) we have to add to the main
features of perception /conception as clear and distinct that of completeness. (Wilson
1998, p. 192) She presents Arnauld’s objection to the distinction between complete and
incomplete understanding. Arnauld asks Descartes whether it is possible to exclude the
body from the essence of the self even when we have complete and adequate knowledge
of the mind. (AT VII [CSM 141] in Wilson 1998, p. 193) As Wilson remarks, Descartes
replies to Arnauld (that to presuppose complete knowledge means exhaustive knowledge)
by showing the difference between these kinds of knowledge. Complete knowledge
means the knowledge that is sufficient for someone to recognize something as a
substance. (See the quotation from previous page AT VII 219 [CSM I 154] in Wilson
1998, p. 194) The existence of a particular complete being is given by our complete

knowledge about it.
1.3.3 The relationship between ontology and epistemology

Again, we can see the crucial relationship between the epistemology and ontology in

Descartes’ philosophy. The identification of one thing, and thus its ontological status, is

2]



furnished by our capacities for knowledge. If we have a complete knowledge about one
thing then we do not need to add more attributes to that thing in order to understand its
essence. The essence of a thing represents its ontological status. Thus, our complete
knowledge about one thing eliminates all other possibilities for that thing to have a
different ontological status. If our object of perception- that is clear and distinct - is just
the body or the mind then they are completely different things. Thus, they are different
substances because we can perceive clearly and distinctly that they have different
properties.

We now understand better why mind and body are different substances for
Descartes: we have for both things clear, distinct and complete knowledge. If the terms
“clear” and “distinct” terms refer to the epistemological status of our knowledge,
“complete” refers to the ontological status of those known objects. This specific property

of knowledge assures a different ontological status for mind and body.

Mind can be perceived clearly and distinctly, or sufficiently for it to be considered a complete thing,
without any of those forms or attributes by which we recognize that body is a substance, as I think I have

sufficiently shown in the Second meditation; and a body is understood distinctly and as a complete thing

without those which pertain to mind. (AT VII 223 [CSM II 157]; emphasis added by Wilson in
Wilson 1998/1975, p. 194)

There is a relation of bi-directionality between two elements: we can conceive the mind
and the body as complete things and the “mind” and the “body” are defined in “mutually
exclusive terms”. (Cottingham 1986).

If Kant introduces noumena and leaves space for faith, it seems that Descartes
somehow reduces ontology to epistemology. In what sense? God assures the existence of
all the objects. But as we saw above, God guarantees the process of clear and distinct
perceptions of objects. At the first level'!, avoiding theology and pure
metaphysics—mainly because of his scientific research from the beginning of his
career' “—Descartes tries to establish a direct relationship between ontology and

epistemology. In this sense, “I” is the first entity that can avoid the action of the demon

! For the second level, the role of metaphysical conceptions of substance, see Gaukroger (2002, p. 86).
12 For Descartes’ original programme and his “rational medicine” in Wilson (2002, Part 1).
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that deceives us. “I”, as a thinking thing, is the entity that, using mechanisms of
perception/conception, can convert one epistemological entity (“I perceive myself”) into
one ontological entity (the “I” exists). Then, this epistemological argument is applied for
the existence of everything, from mind and God to the body and external world. We can
identify the interwoven relationship between epistemology and ontology just by
analyzing their definitions. At the epistemological level, distinct perception stands for
what is “precisely distinguished from all others”. At the ontological level, substance
means what “it has need of no other thing in order to exist”. These definitions overlap on
the expression that indicates the relationship between the thing that is identified and other
things. Complete being (at the ontological level) presupposes complete knowledge (at the
epistemological level) and vice-versa. The identification of one thing simultaneously
implies epistemological and ontological elements. Thus we have a bidirectional
relationship between epistemology and ontology.

In what sense are the properties of mind and body evidently opposite? Descartes
emphasizes that the mind is indivisible and the body is divisible. (Descartes, Sixth
Meditation) Moreover, in the Synopsis, he insists on the difference between the mind and

the body. (Fowler 1999, Ch. 8)

This conclusion is confirmed in the same Meditation [the sixth] by the fact that we cannot understand a
body except as being divisible, while by contrast we cannot understand a mind except as being indivisible.
For we cannot conceive of half of a mind, while we can always conceive half of a body, however, small;

and this leads us to recognize that the nature of mind and body are not only different, but in some way

opposite. (AT VII; CSM II 9-10, in Fowler 1999, pp. 274-75)

The opposition between the nature of mind and body is reflected by their opposite
properties, materiality and immateriality. (Fowler 1999, p. 276) Thus we are aware of and
we understand these properties (that are at the ontological level) only through our
capacity of perceiving two substances as clear, distinct and complete things. By these
processes of perceiving if we identify two different sets of properties that belong to

different entities, then evidently the substances that correspond to those objects exist.
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1.4 One world and the relationships between all primitives (the union between mind
and body, the “I” and the “world”, etc.)

In this section I discuss the most important primitive, the “world”, and the relationships
among certain primitives. To understand the mind-body relation, we have to clarify the
primitive “one world” in the Cartesian equation.

In the introduction, I mentioned a fundamental issue which needs to be noticed:
Descartes’ approach is grounded in a pre-existing framework (paradigm) which has
dominated human thinking during the whole of history, the unicorn-world perspective. I
claim that within this framework there is one key element that represents one of the most
important errors: the postulation of “one world”, one single ontological world in which
everything has been placed. In fact, there are two factors (psychological and religious)
that have shaped this unicorn-world. I presented in the introduction the psychological
factor (the projection of a specific human transcendental characteristic onto the external
space). The religious argument is for the existence of God. If we believe in his existence
then, even if he has no spatiotemporal dimensions, he has to be present in the “whole
universe”. The power of God implies the existence of only one Cosmos or Universe. God
exists everywhere, and this “everywhere” means one Universe.

In Descartes’ framework, we can notice another bidirectionality between two
primitives: “I” and the “world”. As a thinking thing, the “I” perceives/ conceives the self
as one and only one entity (being). But at the same time the “I” perceives/ conceives the
external world as one world. The nature of our thinking is reflected by this
bidirectionality: one being presupposes one world or unique external space.

How do we identify these two entities, the “I” and the world? In the first step we
identify “I”, the self. This is done by two kinds of perceptions: the mind (and/or
consciousness) through introspection, etc., and by visualization, of the body within a
spatio-temporal framework. Both concur during individual development. In the second
step, during the same development period, we identify, within the same spatio-temporal
framework, the external world. The identification of “I” and the world are two bi-
directional processes. The single “I” identifies one external world; in that single world
there is only one “I”. Essentially, the “I” is in that single world. Later, human beings

introduce God(s) within the same world. It is, again, the same single world because
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God(s) entail(s) localisation; and their localisation takes place in the same single world.
The localisation of Gods in Ancient Greece was Mount Olympus; in Christian doctrine,
the localization of God is within the same Universe as us. Because the origins of this
unicorn-world are mythical and religious, we can straightforwardly find certain religious

arguments for this unicorn-world:

(a) If God exists, God is continuously in contact with each of us and he perceives our
actions and judges our behaviour. Thus he has to be somehow in the same world or
universe as us even if he has no spatiotemporal dimensions. Multiple worlds/universes
would entail limits to God’s existence. If there were multiple ontological worlds, and
even if God has no spatiotemporal frame, in what world would God exist? Existence
assumes a certain (spatiotemporal or not) location. If God exists, then he necessarily has a

location: he is somehow located in this unique world.

(b) In Ptolemy’s view, which is followed by Descartes, there are different spheres
encapsulated one in other. This world, of course, does not consist of only the world that
we can visualise- the first sphere. It includes the part of the world that we conceive, too-
i.e., other spheres (the Ptolemaic-Aristotelian model). Nevertheless, not only does
Christian doctrine have this image but the majority of religious doctrines, philosophers
and scientists throughout the history of human thought have been creating their
doctrine/approach/theory within and for explaining one world, the unicorn-world. The
main element is the unicorn-world, the unique world or unique Universe in which we
have to find everything- from God, angels and “I” to body, animals and inanimate things.
Let now return to Descartes’ equation. The Cartesian primitives are one “I”, two
perceptions/conceptions, two kinds of substances, and one world. One human person,
being in one world, is composed from wo substances, mind and body. Thus, the question
is how is it possible to situate within the same entity two completely different substances?
Descartes’ main problem is the unity of mind and body. Even if mind and body are
separate substances that have opposite properties, their unification is necessary. It is

necessary because of the uniqueness of both the “I” and the world.
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Descartes was aware by the difficulty of the mind-body union. Contemporary
thinkers to Descartes, like Regius, Arnaud, Gassendi, Princess Elisabeth, etc., greatly
criticized his idea of the union of mind and body. They all detected that the problem has
no logical answer. Descartes was trying to justify almost fanatically the union between
mind and body. What are then the arguments that generate Descartes’ belief? I think there

are two lines of argument that support this belief: religious and philosophic arguments.

(a) The religious arguments

As I noted above, both directions (religious and common knowledge) have in common
the same point: one world. Descartes was born and elaborated his approach in a period in
which Christian doctrine controlled the whole society. It is improper to interpret
Cartesian philosophy independently of Christian doctrine.”® In that period practically
nobody asked if God existed or not. The question was only how you can prove God
exists, what relation exists between God and human beings, etc. Descartes considers that
if human beings have the idea of infinity then God exists. God exists in the same world as
us because there is this unique world. As Fowler shows (Fowler 1999), the Christian
doctrine from that time makes certain authoritative demands:

The idea of one person as ens per se requires the unity between those two
different substances, mind and body. Christian doctrine follows Aristotle’s idea that the
soul is the form of the body; thus the Platonic view in which ens per accidens unity
between soul and body is rejected. “The substantial unity of the human soul and body has
been formally secured for Catholic doctrine by a decree of the Council of Vienna (1311-
1312) which had defined the rational soul as the forma corporis.” (Fowler 1999, p. 310)**

By the seventeenth century, the Catholic Church asserted that the nature of the
human soul is explained by Scriptures and demonstrable by reason. Both theology (with
faith) and philosophy (capacity of reason) offer explanations for the soul. (Fowler 1999,
pp. 2-3) However, there is only one truth revealed by the text of the Bible and

philosophers had to resonate with this theological frame. In this context and sincerely

" For a very detailed book on the relation between theology and philosophy in Descartes see Fowler

(1999).
'* Or the immortality of the soul (Fifth Lateran Council in 1513) and the resurrection of the body

(introduced in 1212-2 by Council). (Fowler 1999, p. 311)
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believing in God, Descartes elaborates his theory on the mind-body problem. Following
Christian doctrine, Descartes rejects the Platonic view and accepts the main idea that a

person is one entity ens per se.'

(b) The philosophical arguments
How can someone figure the union between two different substances within the same
person? Descartes’ solution evolves during his controversies with other thinkers such as
Regius, Arnauld, Gassendi, and Princess Elisabeth. This development is reflected mainly
by the debate between Descartes and Regius. (Fowler 1999)

Regius was a medical student at Utrecht University and a disciple of Descartes.
“The most dramatic exchanges” on the mind-body problem with theological implications
in 1641-1642 were between Descartes and Regius. (Fowler 1999, p. 314) In the first step,
Regius pursues Plato’s view that the union between mind and body is ens per accidens.
Accused of supporting Plato’s conception, Regius moves from an “extremely Platonic
dualism” to “materialist monism”; with his background in medicine, Regius claims that
the mind is a mode of the body. In this way, the unity of the mind and body is assured but
the immortality of the soul in a dangerous position. (Fowler 1999, p. 347)

Descartes totally critiqued Regius’ position. Regius admitted mind and body as
distinct substances; his problem was the union between them. However, Regius’ mind-
body unity as ens per accidens is against Christian doctrine and Descartes’ philosophy.

Descartes, in a letter to Regius, repeats the ideas from the Second and Forth Meditations:

You agree that thought is an attribute of a substance which contains no extension, and conversely that
extension is an attribute of a substance that contains no thought. So you must also agree that thinking
substance is distinct from an extended substance. For the only criterion we have enabling us to know that
one substance differs from another is that we understand one apart from the other. And God can surely
bring about whatever we can clearly understand; the only things that are said to be impossible for God to do
are those which involve a conceptual contradiction, that is, which are not intelligible. But we clearly
understand a thinking substance that is not extended, and an extended substance that does not think, as you

agree. So even if God conjoins and unites them as much as he can, he cannot thereby divest himself of his

15 For the Cartesian’s mind-body union and Christian Doctrine, see Chapters 9 and 10 from Fowler (1999).
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omnipotence and lay down his power of separating them; and hence they remain distinct. (AT I1I, 567,

CSM 111, 214 in Fowler 1999, p. 343)

In this paragraph we can see, again, the same ideas that I presented above about the
existence of two substances, with opposite properties. We can, once more, comprehend
why those substances differ: “we understand them one apart from the other” and God
assures the existence of these substances because of this understanding! Furthermore, we
can “clearly understand” (using Descartes’ words) the shift from epistemology to
ontology. The intermediary ingredient between epistemology and ontology is the
presence of God. Conceptual contradiction, in which a substance has two opposite
properties, is impossible even for God. The nature of our intellect is divine, and thus we
are able to understand God’s properties. The epistemological argument has the following
route: we perceive first our mind and its attribute thought; then we perceive,
intellectually, the body and external objects. Having the idea of the infinite, the intellect
can prove the existence of God. God guarantees the existence of both mind and body and
the external objects. Human intellectual logic is our guide to reality because our intellect
is divine and God guarantees the reality.'® Nonetheless, even with this track of reasoning
the mind-body union remains still an unsolved problem.

In reply to the objections, Descartes introduces the distinction between a simple
and a composite entity. Mind and body are different substances because of their different
properties, thought and extension, respectively. A person is a composite entity with two
attributes “that we understand one apart from the other”. Thus: “That which we regard as
having at the same time both extension and thought is a composite entity, namely man.”
(Descartes in Notae in Programma Quoddam [AT VIIB, 351, CSM 1, 299] in Fowler
1999, p. 375)'7 If we perceive separately mind or body, then we have complete
knowledge of those substances. If we perceive a person as a whole then mind or body are
incomplete substances. (AT VII, 222; CSM 11, 156-57 in Fowler, p. 381)

Christian doctrine demands the union between mind and body. Nevertheless, for

everybody (theologian or philosopher) one question remains unsolved: what kind of

'S We will see in the Chapter 6 that this argument is erroneous.
'7 For more details on this topic see Fowler (1999), part 10.4.
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union can exist between mind and body if both things have completely different
properties? Replying to Arnauld, Descartes considers that “the mind is substantially
united with the body”. Thus there is a substantial union between these two substances.
(AT VII, 227-28; CSM 11, 160 in Fowler 1999, p. 380)'® If the pineal gland, as a physical
substance, realizes this union then how can we find within the pineal gland the
immaterial property of the mind?"’

The point that I want to highlight is that Descartes was aware of the fact that the
union between mind and body is difficult to explain because two contradictory substances
have to be located in one entity, the human entity. In this sense, Princess Elisabeth asks
Descartes how it is possible for the soul to move the body if there are two different
substances. (Elisabeth to Descartes, 6/16 May 1643 [AT, 661 in Fowler 1999, 10.4.8 D
and the Princess Elisabeth, pp. 399- 406) Descartes replies to Princess Elisabeth that
there are three categories or notions: extension, thought, and the union of mind and brain.
(Descartes’ letters to Elisabeth, 21 May 1643 in Cottingham, 1986, p. 127) The union
means the interactions between psychological and physical substances; certain examples
of these interactions are sensations and passions. (AT VII 665, K138, Letter to Elisabeth-
28 June 1643: At II1 691, K 141 in Cottingham, p. 127) In Cottingham’s terms, Descartes
introduces this triad in order to respond to the phenomena of sensory experience.
However, sensation and feeling are not primitive substances but attributes that are
irreducible to mind or body. (Cottingham 1986, p. 127) Thus these three primitives are
not all three ontological but only attributively categories, i.e. they refer to “a distinct
aspect of a thing’s nature not to a distinct type of thing.” (Cottingham 1986, pp. 130-131)

As Fowler emphasizes in the conclusion of his book, Descartes, preserving a
traditional relation between doctrine and philosophy, rejects Regius’ alternative of the
“double-truth option”, i.e., of separating the truth of revelation from the truth of reason.
Reaching the stage in which he was aware that the unity between mind and body couldn’t

be proved scientifically or philosophically, Descartes pronounced, “the union of mind

18 It seems that this idea contradicts Cottingham’s thesis (see below) that the union between mind and body

is an attribute and not a substance.
19 Gassedi’s objections were along this line. (Fowler 1999, pp. 383-86)
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and body is a reality which escapes philosophical discourse.” (Descartes to Elisabeth, 21
May 1643 in Fowler, p. 385)
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Chapter 2

Kant’s anti-metaphysics, empirical knowledge and objective reality

I highlight the fact that that my perspective of “Epistemologically Different Worlds” is,
somehow, an extension of Kant’s transcendental idealism. Therefore, it seems necessary
for me to introduce a general view abut Kant’s Critiqgue of Pure Reason (CPR) and
Prolegomena. In this chapter, I present certain ideas about Kant’s theory from Parvu’s
theoretical reconstruction of CPR (Parvu 2004) and that of other authors including
Friedman, Allison, Brook, Gardner and Waxman.

Let me briefly consider the pre-Kantian period. In that period, philosophers and
scientists tried to explain the foundations of nature. Two prominent persons, Newton and
Leibniz, had created exciting debates by offering different answers to central questions of
that time. They worked in different frameworks.

Newton developed a scientific, inductive method—starting from empirical data and
principles—that reflects a skeptical empiricism. However, he believes in non-scientific
notions of absolute space and time that are prior to and independent of all objects.
Because objects in general are located in space and time, all objects have the properties of
these elements like extension and continuity. The interactions between objects are
immediate and simultaneous. There is action-at-a-distance that corresponds to
gravitational attraction.

Leibniz used a deductive method—from metaphysics and mathematics to empirical
data—that mirrors rationalist dogmatism. Within the Leibniz system, reality consists of
non-spatial and non-temporal entities, the monads. The monads do not interact with each
other, their evolution being produced by internal forces. The appearance of interaction is
given by pre-established harmony among the monads, God being the creator of this pre-
establish harmony. Rejecting the idea of absolute space and time, Leibniz asserts that the
relations among objects create space and time.

Kant starts building his system immediately after Newton elaborated his gravitational
theory and Leibniz built his Monadology. Trying to reconcile Leibniz metaphysics with
Newton’s natural philosophy, Kant begins constructing his transcendental idealism in his

Dissertation. In The Critique of Pure Reason, Kant tries to offer the foundations of
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Newton’s theory of gravitation and mathematics (Euclidean geometry and arithmetic). He
asks three intimately interrelated questions (that appear in Prolegomena and CPR): “How
is metaphysics in general possible?”, “How is pure mathematics possible?”” and “How is
pure natural science possible?” The first question asks not if metaphysics is possible but
how it is possible. However, Kant needs to change the definition of metaphysics. As a
science, metaphysics needs to be strongly related to human cognition and experience
(empirical knowledge). He rejects transcendent metaphysics and replaces it with
“transcendental metaphysics” or more specifically with “transcendental ontology”. The
role of this new kind of metaphysics is to analyse our intellectual abilities and certain
elements of reasoning that are a priori and contribute to the constitution of external and
internal objects. As we shall see below, the synthetic a priori and necessary judgments
make mathematics and physics possible as disciplines that explain the structure of reality.

Speculative or transcendent metaphysics is eliminated since judgments about nature
that is beyond our experience have no objective reality. As we see below, experience is
given by the interactions between the things-in-themselves and our sensorial and
intellectual mechanics. You can know an object only when you access it directly by
experience. Thus, metaphysics has to deal only with objects that we can know; it is about
the so-called metaphysics of experience.’

Kantian transcendental idealism is of course different from other approaches like
Locke’s empiricism, Berkeley’s idealism and Descartes’ rationalism. However, Kant
borrows certain elements from each important approach in constructing a new one. For
explaining reality or empirical objects, Locke focuses on sensorial data, Berkeley
emphasizes the content of mental states, and Descartes accentuates the role of ideas. In
the pre-Kantian period, philosophers believed that we could acquire knowledge about the
real nature or real external objects.

Kant generates the Copernican revolution in philosophy. Changing the pre-
Copernican perspective, he claims that objects (internal and external) conform to our

modes of cognition in our process of knowing them. This means that the subject

! The title of Paton’s book is Kant’s Metaphysics of Experience, in Allison (1983, p. 174) and Gardner
mentions this expression in his introductory book on Kant. (Gardner 1999, p. 24)

32



constitutes the objects.” (See Friedman 1992; Parvu 2004) It does not mean that the
external objects do not exist at all.> While they exist, we cannot know them “as they are”
but only “as they appear to us” and this is because of the conditions of experience’ that
are a priori in relation to the objects. The notion of “conditions of experience” is
equivalent to that of “transcendental”. (Parvu 2004, 51) Any knowledge presupposes
certain conditions of experience. Thus, what we can know are phenomena but not
noumena or things-in-themselves. The limits of our knowledge are identical to the limits
of our experience: “what can be known is what can be experienced, and what cannot be
experienced cannot be known.” (Gardner 1999, p. 24) Thus, the traditional distinction
between ontology and epistemology is again blurred.” (Gardner 1999, p. 39)

In order to avoid Humean scepticism, Kant offers serious arguments for the objective
reality® of our knowledge. The phenomena, as constituted by the subject, have objective
reality. The objects are objects of our experience, but the conditions of experience—pure
intuitions of space and time and categories—offer us the objective reality of our
knowledge. If we accept the noumena-phenomena distinction, then the conditions of our
experience provide our knowledge with objective reality. This notion of objectivity takes
for granted the human subjectivity given by our conditions of experience. Following
Descartes on this point, Kant reduces ontology to epistemology. The world that we can
perceive and with which we interact directly is our world and not the world-in-itself. The
interaction between our pure forms of intuitions, categories and noumena produce
phenomena or appearances. Due to the a priori intuitions (space and time) of sensibility
and to the categories of understanding, human beings cannot access noumena (things-in-
themselves). These forms structure the external or internal raw material. Evidently,

“objects that conform to our mode of cognition are exclusively objects of sense

2 In the preface to the second edition Kant writes that the fundamental law of motions (Newtonian
attraction) that holds the universe together “would remain undiscoverd if Copernicus had not dared, in a
manner contradictory of the senses, but yet true, to seek the observed moments, not in the heavenly bodies,
but in the spectator.” He makes a parallel between this position and his view from the Critique. (Kant 1958,
p. 25)

3 Berkley’s idealism reduces the existence of external things to our mental states.

* This is the title of Parvu’s book about Kant.

5 As I presented in Chapter 1, Descartes is the pioneer of this movement.

¢ The distinction between objective validity (that refers to the truth-value of judgments) and objective
reality (that refers real objects) is well known. (Or Caimi’s distinction between “formal objects” and “real

objects”. Caimi, p. 61 in Parvu 2004, p. 398)
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experience.” (Gardner 1999, p. 44) Thus, the distinction between appearances and things-
in-themselves corresponds to the distinction between the metaphysics of experience and
transcendent metaphysics. Pure intuitions applied to things-in-themselves produce
empirical intuitions. The subject interacts with the things-in-themselves. From their
interaction, we have the appearances that involve the empirical synthesis in imagination
that is possible due to the synthetic unity offered by pure forms of space and time. For us
these are the appearances. Even if the synthetic unity of pure intuitions is necessary for
our appearances, because pure intuitions are imperceptible, the appearances have no
determination (Waxman 1995, p. 851) or empirical objectivity in respect of time and
space. (Waxman, p. 848) If the appearances do not occupy or contain any space and time,
they cannot be an object of cognition. They do not conform to the original synthetic
unity, which means they cannot be accompanied by the “I think”. The manifold of
appearance is just a kind of associated perception in “Humean style bundle by
imagination” (Waxman 1995, p. 856) but not fixed existence within space and time. The
manifold of such appearance needs a coherence or necessity (affinity) (Waxman, p. 856)
offered only by the schemata. For instance, we have a successive apprehension (associate
perceptions) of a tree but it lacks this unity of reflection on appearances; they do not have
determinations with respect to space and time (p. 851) and ordering predicated on
existence. (Waxman, p. 854) We can construct only judgments of perception.

Following Friedman, the application of understanding to intuitions represents the
transcendental apperception. (Friedman 1992) Pure intuitions and categories are applied
to the external manifold creating the objects of experience, i.e., empirical objects. The
philosophy that analyses the conditions of experience is called “transcendental

philosophy”.

I entitle transcendental all knowledge which is occupied not so much with objects as with the mode of our

knowledge of objects in so far as this mode is to be possible a priori. (A11-12/B25)
However, for Brook, transcendental apperception represents “the ability to tie together

‘all appearances’ together into ‘one experience’”. (Brook 1994, p. 133) Brook quotes a

passage from CPR:
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This transcendental unity of apperception forms out of all possible appearances, which can stand alongside

one another in one experience, a connection of all these representations according to laws. (A 108)

In fact we can find in Brook’s book another passage from Kant in which transcendental
apperception is related with the unity of consciousness: “This pure original unchangeable
consciousness I shall name transcendental apperception”. (A107) Thus, Brook claims
that transcendental apperception represents both a unified recognition ability and the
unity of consciousness. (Brook 1994, p. 137) As we see below, recognition implies
synthesis of recognition in a concept. However, for all the processes we have to include
the subject.” (See below)

For my approach, there is an essential notion from Kant’s CRP that I have to
explain it in detail. Before presenting the table of categories, Kant defines the essential
notion of synthesis (A77/B103) which, when associated with other elements, appears
under different definitions. Synthesis is similar to the above definition of functional
unity: it is the act of putting the manifold of something (intuitions or representations)
together. Regarding the representation, to put together different representations in one
representation means to grasp their manifold in one act of knowledge. As Brook writes,
synthesis is a) the combination of different elements into a unified representation and b)
the combination of representations and their objects into one item of knowledge. There
are three kinds of synthesis: synthesis of apprehension (locating something in space and
time), synthesis of reproduction (associating a series of representations) and synthesis of
recognition in a concept (unification of different characteristics of a representation or
different representations under a concept). (Brook 1994, p. 35) We have to preserve this
idea that synthesis unifies the manifold of intuitions and representations; this is the first
process that gives rise to knowledge. Then to what do these representations refer? They

can refer to different individual objects that have to be synthesized in “one experience”;

7 I mention from the beginning one of the main ideas of Brook. He underlines the main mistake made by
those who try to explain mind: they fail to include the subject in the equation. “In Fodor or Pylyshyn, for
example, the mind as a whole is nothing beyond an assembly of representations; they say little or nothing
about synthesis, unity, or representations of self, certainly nothing to match the sophistication of their
accounts of mental contents and functons. The leading alternatives to representational realism such as
Dennett’s or the Churchlands’ do no better. On the mind as a whole, Kant still as things to teach us.”

(Brook 1994, p. 209)
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moreover, all these representations of “one experience” belong to the single common
subject. Thus everything must be synthesized! “We must synthesize if we are to
recognize anything as synthesized (even space and time)” (Letter of July 1, 1797, Ak. XI:
514 in Brook 1994, p. 122) Synthesis is a transcendental process that belongs to the
subject. If knowledge has two aspects, the forms and the content, then synthesis (i.e., the
process of unifying the manifold) creates the content to which the forms are applied.
Kantian distinction between pure and empirical is applied to synthesis, too: it is pure
when the manifold is given a priori. When the manifold is given empirically, we have

empirical synthesis.

2.1 Transcendental deduction

In this section, even if I roughly present Kant’s transcendental deduction, I emphasize
certain Kantian ideas and concepts that I will apply later to the “perspective of the
observer” in Chapter 3. We have to consider two things for understanding the
transcendental deduction:

a) In general, each notion has two meanings, pure and empirical.

b) The main point for Kant is to determine the conditions of possible experience.
Again, these distinctions are transcendental ones. As I noticed above, it is without sense
to check for empirical elements corresponding to these notions.

I will show below the general frame of Parvu’s theoretical reconstruction of CPR,
and will try to insert the ideas of other authors about Transcendental Deduction within his
framework. The title of Parvu’s book expresses his main Kantian topic: the possibility of
experience. This book is not a presentation of certain Kantian ideas (from CRP and
Prolegomena) but instead, is a theoretical reconstruction of Kant’s theory in a
structuralist framework. In this sense, the CPR is seen as a “theory”; the CPR is about a
“theoretical form” of a “new science” proposed by Kant. (Parvu 2004, p. 6) Kant’s theory
is reconstructed within a framework offered by the structuralist approach (meta-
theoretical approach) that has been usually applied to scientific theories (J.D. Sneed, W.
Stegmueller, C.U. Moulines, W. Balzer, etc.).8 Kant’s theory from CPR (with its

® I will not introduce this approach in detail but try to extract some ideas and notions that are useful for my
approach.
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elements: the pure intuitions and categories, the schematism and the principles of the
Analytic of Intellect) is projected onto a structuralist meta-theory. One paragraph from

CPR that appears four times in Parvu’s book reveals his main framework:

We then assert that the conditions of the possibility of experience in general are likewise conditions of the

possibility of the objects of experience, and that for this reason they have objective validity in a synthetic a

priori judgment. (Kant A157/B197 in Parvu 2004, pp. 17, 153, 407, 410)

Let me introduce the general scheme of Parvu’s interpretation.” In order to apply
structuralism, Parvu needs to consider that the CPR is a kind of theory-frame. The main
concept in such a frame is the “structure of the theory”. Kant’s theory is both a
philosophical and scientific. Its structure is given by the conditions of possible experience
that cannot be projected directly (either inductively or deductively) over a determinate
experience. (Parvu, p. 48) The theory-nucleus (core) is category-theory and
transcendental principles that rationally reconstruct the world and cognitive experience.
The main concept is “transcendental conditions” or “conditions of possible experience”
that reflect, at the same time, the possibility of cognition and possibility of experience.
The transcendental methodology includes the transcendental exposition of pure forms of
intuition, transcendental deduction of categories and transcendental proof of principles.
(p- 49) Parvu analyses the Kantian notion of "transcendental” that seems to be equivalent
to “conditions of possibility”. (p. 51) The supreme principle of transcendental philosophy
is transcendental apperception with its synthetic function. “This represents the pure
structural form of the transcendental.” (p. 55) Parvu considers that the CPR is a
structural-abstract theory. It is about a structural theory of possibility, because such
structure entails the conditions of possible experience. Essentially, it is the idea that the
structure of a theory is not directly projected to a particular determinate experience.
(Parvu 2004, p. 48) The nucleus of the Kantian program is the transcendental categorical
theory that is a frame-theory of a project of rational reconstruction of both world and
cognitive experience. (Parvu 2004, p. 48) The transcendental apperception with its

synthetic function represents the structural pure form of the transcendental. The structures

® This general scheme is a summary from Parvu’s introduction to his book.
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are ontologically primordial and they generate the events and entities in the world.
(Weinert 1995, p. 49 in Parvu 2004, p. 57) As an abstract-structural theory, the frame-
theory of CPR is just a theoretical matrix that determines a structure of possibility (a set
of possible models in the structuralist approach). This theory is “a formal one in a
structural sense, a science of which the object is determined immanent through structural
constraints or conditions (“the form of law-likeness in general”) and because of this it
contains an immanent ontological project.” (Parvu, 61)

The “conditions of possibility” notion appears at two levels, mathematical and
physical:

1) Axioms of intuition and anticipations of perception are the conditions of application of
mathematics to experience determining the possibility of different mathematical
formalization of physical laws. (Parvu 2004, p. 67)

2) The Analogies of experience, i.e. the transcendental laws of nature, are—as a whole—
the determinative matrix (i.e. the structure of possibility) for special laws. It is not only
the possibility, but mainly the structure of possibility that offers us the “transcendental
laws of nature” (Kantian expression) which are the foundation of the entire Newtonian
theoretical system. The principle of the Analytics of intellect or the principle of
“conditions of possibility”, which appears in both “modules” of Transcendental
Analytics, the theory of categories and principles, synthesizes the action of the elements
of structure. The structure of possibility is actualized by special laws. (Parvu 2004, p. 63)
The transcendental program means the conditions of possibility of the constitutive
relationship between pure representations and reality.

Kant’s theory is beyond the eternal debates between empiricism and rationalism
because in his theory both elements are strongly related: the conditions of possibility
(abstract-theoretical) and the experience (empirical). Pushing further Heidegger’s
interpretation of CPR, Parvu reconstructs one of Kant’s main ideas, that is, searching for
the conditions of possibility, the theoretical structure of the CRP’s frame-theory is
ontologically loaded. The possibility of experience becomes actual, real in interaction
with noumena. Kant’s theory establishes the structure of experience, it constitutes “the

form of any possible knowledge” (Pippin 1982, p. 13 in Parvu 2004, p. 264)
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With this frame of Parvu’s interpretation of CRP, let us return to Kant’s
transcendental deduction. In the first edition, the general framework of deduction
contains three notions'%: intuition that belongs to sensibility (the notion is analysed in the
Aesthetic), imagination, and categories that belong to apperception. Applying Kantian
distinction between pure and empirical we have: pure and empirical intuitions (as we saw
above), pure and empirical imagination, and pure and empirical apperceptions. All these
elements are interrelated or overlapping with (pure and empirical) consciousness and
(pure and empirical) understanding. At (A95), Kant prepares the framework for these
three elements, “the original sources” or “the conditions of the possibility of all
experience”, sense, imagination and apperception. Each element corresponds to a
particular process: the synopsis of the manifold a priori through sense; the synthesis of
this manifold through imagination; and the unity of this synthesis through the a priori
apperception (A115).

"' the main notion is “the original synthetic unity of

In the second edition
apperception” (the OSUA) (16&17) related to self-consciousness (18). Applying Kantian
distinction between pure and empirical to the apperception we have:

a) OSUA or pure (transcendental) apperception, or the transcendental condition of
experience. More important for me is that transcendental apperception is related to the
“recognition of the identity of the ‘I think’ that accompanies diverse representations”.

(Allison 1983, 274)

b) Empirical apperception or ordinary introspection (Allison 1983, p. 274) or the
problematic identification with inner sense (see Allison, p. 273).

The OSUA is one of our a priori faculties that belong to understanding and not to
sensibility. It is an act of spontaneity and not an act of receptivity (B132). What does
Kant more exactly mean by OSUA? Each normal human being is always in contact with
the surrounding environment and this relationship generates certain representations in our
mind. In normal conditions (when we are not sleeping, etc.), we are aware of some of

these representations. In this case, it means that it has to be possible for the representation

1% 1 always use “term” or “notion” for indicating the Kantian terms; I avoid the term “concept” because it is

one of the main Kantian terms.
' Tn this presentation, I follow the second edition of the Transcendental Deduction.
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“I think” to accompany all my representations (B132). “I think” accompanies with
certainty those representations—for example, the representation Y—that I am conscious
or aware at one moment. This means that I can think in one moment “In this moment I
think that Y”. My opinion is that if we change the point of view, OSUA is nothing more

than the unity of self-consciousness that can generate this representation “I think”.

The unity of this apperception I likewise entitle the transcendental unity of self-consciousness, in order to

indicate the possibility of a priori knowledge arising from it. (B133)

All the representations are “my” representations because they belong to my self-
consciousness and it is possible for “I think” to accompany them. In fact, the unity of
apperception presupposes the unity of the self. Thinking requires this unity. Without this
unity, we would not be able even to think. In consequence, the OSUA includes the
process of unification of all my representations in one consciousness, my consciousness
and the aptitude that represents the possibility of “I think” to accompany all “my”
representations. In this case, synthesis is the process of unifying the manifold of
representations.12 However, for understanding what the “I think” means, we have to
clarify the analytic unity of apperception and its logical functions. Because of the
synthetic unity of pure forms of sensibility (space and time), the analytic unity of
apperception is possible. The ground of analytic unity is the synthetic unity of
apperception (pure intuition). (Waxman, 1995, p. 853) However, at this stage, there are
only judgments of perception but not yet judgments of experience. The “I think” is the
“logical act in terms of form without content” (Waxman 1995, p. 843) or it is “as analytic
unity of apperception, (...) a concept of which synthetic unity of pure intuition is object”
(p. 850) but not the concept through which the objects appear to us in experience (p.

843). The analytic unity of apperception requires pure intuitions.

Analytic unity ... is a concept of pure intuition irrespective of its particular character (space, time, and so
forth). Hence any synthesis of perceptions (the real of appearances) subjected to the categories would

thereby be brought into agreement with conditions for an I think; and since this is just to say that such a

12 Allison points out that the “apperception involves the actual consciousness of an identical ‘I think’”, i.e.,
the role of this thought “I think™ is to unify different representations in a single consciousness. (Allison
1983, p. 142)
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synthesis would produce synthetic unity of manifold, it would indeed be a proper surrogate, or exponent,

for synthetic unitary pure intuition (space and time). (Waxman 1995, p. 849)

A concept is a synthesis, and therefore the “I think” functions as a rule of synthesis for
the manifold. Do we have too many syntheses here, one from pure intuitions and one
from the “I think”? Not at all; we have to remember that such syntheses (and others) are
transcendental. Through its logical functions, the “I think” extends its own identity to the
appearances. (Waxman 1995, p. 850) It expands the “scope of synthetic unity” (p. 850)
or, in other words, the analytic unity of apperception “introduce[s] the missing unity into
the real of appearances” (p. 852). Otherwise, “the pure intuition alone, would lack it, and
so be uncognizable by me”. (p. 850) In this sense, the appearances have no determination
with respect to space and time, i.e. they lack determinate existence in space and time.
(Waxman 1995, p. 851) They have a spatio-temporal structure but not a fixed existence
within a spatio-temporal framework.

Logical functions are rules of synthesis of imagination that produce the universals
but “they also subject it to conditions of that special unity characteristic of the
individuality of pure intuition (space and time)”. (Waxman 1995, p. 853) The “I think”
accompanies all my representations. “The analytic unity of apperception is a
representation of the thinker’s own identity in relation to all the representation of his
sensibility.” (Waxman, p. 826) One’s own identity in relation with all representations is
self-consciousness, which is the same thing as the capacity for universal representation
(concepts). This is the analytic unity of apperception that “ha[s] one and the same
condition of possibility: the original a priori synthetic unity of the manifold in one
consciousness.” (Waxman, p. 827)

Applying Kantian distinction between pure and empirical once again, we have
pure and empirical consciousness."> The former means the possibility to be conscious of
certain representations that offer us our identity; the latter accompanies not only those

representations that I am aware of but also conjoins them, the individual being conscious

I3 Kant makes an analogy between the application of Kantian distinction between pure and empirical to
consciouness and intuitions: “the empirical consciousness of a given manifold in a single intuition is
subject to a pure self-consciousness a priori, just as is empirical intuition to a pure sensibile intuition,

which likewise takes place a priori.” (B144)
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of this synthesis (B134). It represents the empirical apperception.

What then is the relationship between “I think” and “my representations”? This
relationship requires the identity of apperception. (Allison 1983, pp. 138-9) For being
aware of a set of discrete representations during one interval of time, the possibility of

becoming conscious of its own identity is necessary for the subject.'* (B138)

We are conscious a priori of the complete identity of the self in the respect of all representations which can

ever belong to our knowledge, as being a necessary condition of the possibility of all representations. (A

116)

We have to take into account again that the distinction between OSUA and the identity of
the subject is a transcendental one. I am aware of my identity, i.e., of “I” that thinks, only
by being aware of my representations. (Again see B133 from above.) Nevertheless, at the
same time, “apperception can be said to be impossible apart from the consciousness of
synthesis.” (Allison 1983, p. 143)

However, following Allison (1983, p. 155), we have to analyse the difference
between unity of consciousness (subjective unity) and unity of self-consciousness
(objective unity). The unity of self-consciousness is objective because it offers us the
identity of “I think” and a thought is implied but not an “empirical knowledge through
inner sense of the ‘me’”. (Allison 1983, p. 125) The former, the unity of consciousness, is
subjective because as a determination of inner sense it is non-objective and non-
representational. (Allison 1983, p. 156) The order of occurrence in inner sense is
equivalent to the order of association that it is not necessarily and universally valid.
(B140) For Brook, a representation that is located with others in one self-consciousness is
equivalent to the fact that this representation is accompanied with “I think”. (Brook 1994,
pp. 217-8)

The OSUA is the most important principle in the Kantian system (B135; B136)
because it puts together the relations between intuitions and categories within one

consciousness, the self. As I said above, while there are other notions that are equivalent

4 We have here again the Cartesian 'I’. “So construed, the argument posits a kind of Cartesian
consciousness of our numerical identity as a necessary condition of knoweldege.” (Allison 1983, p. 140)
We will see below more details about numerical identity and personal identity.
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to this term, their definitions are different because they are given from different points of
view. This principle—OSUA—is a kind of function that is the foundation of the unity of
rational functions that is assumed by categories. In this sense, categories are functions
that realize the synthesis of phenomenal manifold for constitution of possible experience
and the possibility of objects of experience. (Parvu 2004, p. 108)

I am interested mostly in the Kantian notion of “application” related to empirical
knowledge and its objective reality, and the relationship between self and all “my
representations”. " Understanding is the faculty of knowledge of external or internal
objects. An object corresponds to certain representations of our mind. The unity of
consciousness unifies these representations. In this sense, the objective validity of these
representations rests on the unity of consciousness, i.e., the OSUA (B137). More
precisely, the OSUA is “an objective condition for all knowledge” (B138). The OSUA
involves the categories and thus we can acquire objective knowledge only through the
application of categories to the manifold of intuitions.

For Kant, one of the main epistemological questions is “How do we know an
external object”? It is essential to specify again that such experience implies only
empirical knowledge. The knowledge of an object requires pure intuitions and OSUA
with its categories (and/or the unity of consciousness). These are the principles of our
knowledge, i.e., the conditions of our experience. Even the mathematical concepts are

knowledge only if we consider them as objects that conform to pure intuitions (B147).

... with the aid of [pure] intuition, the categories do not afford us any knowledge of things; they do so only

through their possible application to empirical intuition. ... they serve only for the possibility of empirical

knowledge; and such knowledge is what we entitle experience. (B148)

Taking into account that experience means empirical knowledge, the relationship
between intuition and concept, i.e. the interdependence between sensibility and

understanding, is essential. Here is one of the most quoted paragraphs from Kant’s

Critique of Pure Reason:

13 There is no special section dedicated to these notions; they appear thourghout the whole paper. I extend
these notions to the “epistemologically different worlds” perspective.
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Without sensibility no object would be given to us, without understanding no object would be thought.
Thoughts without content are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind. It is, therefore, just necessary to

make our concepts sensible, that is, to add the object to them in intuition, as to make our intuitions

intelligible, that is, to bring them under concepts. (A 5 1/B75)16

We can conclude here that the objective reality—that presupposes the unity of self-
consciousness, the categories, and the application of categories to the manifold offered by
intuitions—is available only for empirical knowledge (experience). However, the
understanding of internal or external objects (i.e. the application of categories and
intuitions to raw material) is represented by the power of judgment. Allison wrote that the
experience consists not only in receiving sensorial data but also in judgments. Thus, an
object of possible experience is correlated to a judgment of experience. (Allison, pp. 118-
9 and Parvu, pp. 345-51) In this context, Allison discusses the cryptic passage A79/B104-
105, in which Kant claims that the same function offers unity to a), some representations
or logical form of concepts in one judgment and b), synthesis of manifold in one

intuition.

2.2 The role of original synthetic unity of apperception for internal and external
objects
In this section I want to analyse the relationship between OSUA and the knowledge of
representations that correspond to external objects. Again, I strongly emphasize that Kant
is interested mainly in the conditions of experience, i.e., the conditions of empirical
knowledge. Moreover, we have to take into account that the Kantian distinction between
noumena and phenomena is available for both external and internal objects even if the
knowledge has objective reality only when the a priori conditions of experience are
applied to external objects.

Through pure intuitions, external objects produce empirical intuitions and the

OSUA is applied to this manifold of sensible intuitions. In this case, related to the OSUA

1S In CPR there are numerous paragraphs in which Kant directly expreses the same idea of the application
of categories to intuitions. (A few examples are AS51, B75; B147; section 22 and 24; A239/B298,
A240/B299; A241/B300; B306; A254/B309; A258/B314; B407)
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17 (B151)) or the “transcendental synthesis of imagination”.

is the “figurative synthesis
This notion creates the relationship between sensibility and understanding in the
following sense. On one side, being the capacity to represent an (empirical) object in its
absence (B151), the imagination belongs to intuition. Through transcendental synthesis of
imagination, space and time are determined. Through imagination we are able to
represent the past, present and future time or successive parts in drawing a line in space.
On the other side, this synthesis applied to the intuitions is an act of spontaneity (called

»18) "and thus it belongs to understanding that contains

19

by Kant “productive imagination
the categories. The possibility of categories to determine the sensibility is a priori.
According to Waxman, the appearances have to conform to the pure intuitions of space
and time, but because these intuitions are imperceptible, the appearances are devoid of
determinate existence in space and time. The categories insert the space and time
necessary for the appearances to become objects of experience.”’ (Waxman 1995, p. 814)

These two notions are unified in one expression, “transcendental synthesis of
imagination”, which represents the relationship between understanding and sensible
intuitions. The meaning of this notion is similar to that of transcendental apperception or
figurative synthesis and thus we can say that these terms represent “an action of
understanding on sensibility and the first application of the understanding (at the same
time the ground of all the rest) to objects of our possible intuitions.” (B151-152)
Therefore, transcendental apperception entails the interdependence between pure
intuitions and categories and their application to objects of experience.

However, we have to acknowledge the distinction between the synthesis of

apperception (that is intellectual and belongs to the categories—see footnote B162) and

17 K ant makes the distinction between this synthesis (figurative) and intellectual synthesis that is realized
by understanding without any intuition. (B152)

¥ In opposition to productive imagination is reproductive imagination that has an empirical synthesis, the
association.

19 The titles of section 22 and 24 reflect this idea: “The Category as no other Application in Knowledge
than to Objects of Experience” (22); “The Application of the Categories of the Senses in General” (24). I
emphasize an essential point of view here. The understanding determines the sensibility. However, as we
see below, the understanding depends on sensibility too, and thus there is a transcendental bidirectionality
of dependence (i.e. an epistemological bidirectionality of interdependence) between understanding and
sensibility. This bidirectionality is just transcendental and not empirical. (See Kant’s footnote from B161b)
20 1h a footnote, Waxman writes that “Kant’s Copernican experiment makes the trancendental
understanding itself the foundation of all order and coherence in appearance; CPR, Bxvi-xvii”. (Waxman

1995, p. 814)
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the synthesis of apprehension (that is empirical and must conform to the synthesis of

apperception).

... by synthesis of apprehension I understand that combination of the manifold in an empirical intuition,

whereby perception, that is, empirical consciousness of the intuition (as appearance) is possible. (B160)

Empirical knowledge of external objects involves certain elements: pure intuitions and
OSUA (that presupposes the categories), the external material (the manifold operated by
intuitions and categories), the empirical intuitions and synthesis of apprehension, i.e., the
applications of the pure elements to the noumena. Again this distinction is a
transcendental one. However, objective reality is guaranteed by synthesis of apperception

through the categories.

Kant has to answer one question that would immediately arise: where do the
processes generated by OSUA take place? Evidently they occur within one subject. Thus
Kant moves forward and establishes a kind of transcendental correspondence between
OSUA and synthetic unity of self-consciousness. The last notion represents the
“condition under which every intuition must stand in order fo become an object for
me”.2! (B138) The above correspondence is given by the synthesis because this process
unifies, at different levels, the manifold of intuition in one and the same consciousness of
a subject. With this idea, we return to the relationship between OSUA, self-consciousness

and all “my” representations.

Now all unification of representations demands unity of consciousness in the synthesis of them.

Consequently it is the unity of consciousness that alone constitutes the relation of representations to an

object, and therefore their objective validity and the fact that they are modes of knowledge. (B137)

In fact, the unity of self-consciousness “is a necessary condition for the representation of
an object.” (Allison 1983, 146) At the same time, apperception needs the representation
of objects. Thus, there is bidirectionality between these two terms (or what Allison calls

the “reciprocity thesis”). (Allison 1983, p. 144)

2! This expression “to become an object for me” reflects again Kant’s interest only in empirical knowledge,
as mentioned above.
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2.3 The schematism

It is believed that the schematism is the third thing that makes possible the application of
categories to the appearances. (A138/B177) However, Waxman considers that there are
three “false paths” in attempting to create the relationship between understanding and
sensibility: transcendental schematism, pure imagination and pure space and time.
(Waxman 1995, p. 816-25) Because the categories and the intuitions are completely
different notions, in order to unify them, it is necessary for there to be a third element that
has to be homogeneous with both. (I emphasize again the same idea that Kant is
interested mainly in explaining what mechanisms are necessary for human beings to
acquire empirical knowledge.) The schematism unifies sensibility with understanding
because the “sensible conditions under which alone pure concepts of the understanding
can be employed.” (A136/B175) Through comparison, reflection and abstraction, the I
think” constructs the universals, the empirical concepts that constrain and control the
imagination (with its synthesizing). In this way, the schemata (universal procedures of
synthesis) are produced. (Waxman 1995, p. 854) These schemata exhibit and govern an
empirical concept. Logical functions, as rules for synthetic operations of imagination
produce the universals and, in this way, we have schemata (universal procedures of
synthesis). However, these schemata cannot be directly subordinate to logical functions,
but only via empirical concepts. A concept subordinates to logical functions, i.e., to
analytic unity. Logical functions act as principles of synthetic unity constituting the
phenomena. In this way, the heterogeneity (amphiboly) between intuitions and concepts
is avoided. Schemata and all the synthesis must satisfy the conditions for synthetic unity
of apperception. (Waxman 1995) Allison emphasises, that “pure concepts have ‘logical
use’ (as logical function of judgment), but not a ‘real use’, that is, an application to ‘real’
objects.” (Allison 1983, p. 174)

The transcendental determination of time is homogeneous with both empirical
intuition and categories. (A139/B178) Why does time create the relationship between
intuitions and categories? It is because it is present in the processes that include
intuitions, categories and the self. However, both intuitions represent the formal

conditions of sensibility; they are the universal conditions “under which alone the
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category can be applied to any object.” (A140/B179) The empirical faculty of
reproductive imagination generates the image of an object. The schema, that is the
product of a priori imagination, makes the connection between that image and its
corresponding concept. Kant makes a clear distinction between two things: “the lower
cognitive power is characterized by the passivity of inner sense of sensations; the higher,
by the spontaneity of apperception”. (An Ak. VII: 140-1 in Brook 1994, p. 104) The
schemata determine the projection of the abstract structure of categorical operators to the
structure of phenomena (objects of possible experience). (Parvu, 2004, p. 152) For
mathematical concepts, the scheme determines “our pure sensible concepts”; the
construction of images produces these concepts. (Parvu, 150)

Transcendental cognition deals with our mode of cognition of objects—that has to
be a priori—and not with the objects. As we saw above, this means that intuitions are
applied to the objects of experience. I think that it is not the knowledge of those objects
that is a priori but the intuitions, the categories and the possibility of their applications™
to the objects of experience. The antecedent element to the application is the possibility
offered by a priori knowledge (intuitions and concepts) to empirical knowledge. The
relation between pure intuition and objects is given by the empirical intuition. Pure
intuition and concepts lead to schemata and transcendental apperception, while empirical
intuition and objects lead to particular images. Schemata are used for the proof of the
universality of geometry. (Friedman 1992, p. 89)

To explain the relationship among categories, intuitions and phenomenal objects,
Parvu analyses the paragraph A245-246. He highlights the fact that this paragraph
appears just before the chapter “The ground of the distinction of all objects in general
into phenomena and noumena” in which the conversion of ontology into “immanent
thinking” takes place. Within a structuralist framework, the role of categories is to
construct the structural definition of this concept: “an object of possible experience”. The
categories, as “functions of thinking” (Kant, A535 in Parvu, 120)%, structurally define
the object of possible experience. Again, Parvu considers that the structural determination

of an object in general is not the determination of an object through relations but “the

%2 This idea follows the line given by the expression “the conditions of possible experience”.
2 Parvu quotes A247/B304, A679/B707.
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determination of an ‘object of possible experience’ (= the principle of transcendental
vision in general) through structural constraints that are the determinative conditions of
foundation”. (Parvu 2004, p. 118) Thus the categories are the conditions of possibility of
(objects of) experience or they are “the formal conditions of scientific experience”.
(Cohen 1885, 410 in Parvu 2004, p. 336) They are the functional foundation of
experience, or in other words, the foundation of “immanent ontology”.

In Parvu’s interpretation, categories represent the structural functions or operators
that realize the synthesis of manifold of phenomena for constituting possible experience
(the possibility of experiential objects), i.e., the “formal unity of an experiential object”.
The principles are forms of law-likeness in general that determine any particular law.
(Parvu, p. 67) Kant constructs the table of categories for determining the conditions of
possibility of a priori forms of synthetic judgments that correspond to the intellectual
principles of the foundation of transcendental laws of Newton’s science. (Cohen 1885, p.
410 in Parvu, p. 336)

However, the functions of categories are the result of transcendental apperception

that has the function of synthesis.

Apperception is itself the ground of the possibility of the categories, which on their part represent nothing

but the synthesis of the manifold of intuition, in so far as the manifold has unity in apperception. (A401)

The categories have two kinds of functions: logical functions of the intellect as the
capacity of judgment (“categorical operations”, in Parvu’s words) and ontological-
immanent functions, i.e., the constraints that structurally define the object of possible
experience. (Parvu 2004, p. 129) For Waxman, the concepts of metaphysics are logical
functions that synthesize (p. 811) concepts to form judgments. (Waxman 1995, p. 810)
The last functions structurally determine the organization of categorical operations.
(Parvu, p. 130) In Waxman’s terms, the categories occur when logical functions of
understanding are applied to sensibility through “original acquisition”. (The categories
are functions or conditions, not ontological predicates. Parvu 2004, p. 135) Thus the
relationship between categories and principles, from one side, and intuitions and

experience, from the other side, is not a direct relationship. From the viewpoint of a
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theory, Kant is interested in general laws of structure but not in the nature or interactions
(relations) of those entities.”* (Parvu, p. 390) Even if the functions of categories are
“principles of possible experience in general”, we cannot understand in which sense the
experience is determined as possible through categories. The answer to this question is
the definition of judgment (second edition of CPR). Only through categories, an object is
thought as determined in relation to the function of a judgment. (Kant, 475 MANW in
Parvu, p. 390) Analysing the experience as the product of intellect and sensibility, Kant is
interested only in logical-structural elements: the forms of judgments (from which the
categories are derived) and the pure forms of intuition. (Parvu 2004, p. 391)

To explain the relation between intuition and cognition (the schemes) more
precisely, we need to see the Kantian distinction between forms of intuitions, formal
intuition and the notion of understanding that implies the unity of apperception. (Parvu
2004, 154; Friedman 1992, the end of Ch. 2 and Ch. 4) As Parvu writes, the main role for
formal intuition is to mediate between pure concepts and pure forms of intuition, space
and time. These last forms are converted into determinate intuitions. The rational
generalization transforms the material content of sensible intuitions in “transcendental
matter” that can correspond to formal intuitions. “The concept of transcendental matter is
the ontological-transcendental support of methodological prediction proper to the
transcendental theory of CPR.” (Parvu, p. 154) The schematism inserts within the
categories certain mathematical elements that are necessary for the construction of
fundamental laws. These laws determine not only the conditions of the possibility of
objects of experience in general but also the conditions of the existence of spatial-
temporal objects. Thus, the Axioms of intuition and Anticipations of perception
transform the qualitative concepts of experience in metric (mathematic) concepts. The
schematism — with the principles of applied mathematics to phenomena — mediates
between abstract structure (categorical schema) and general laws (Analogies of
experience). (Parvu 2004, p. 158)

The forms of intuition yield only the manifold of a priori intuition without any

cognition. (Kant, B137-8) Friedman insists on showing us the dependence of geometrical

** Einstein recognizes Kant’s influence on the idea regarding the relationship between the theoretical part of
a system and reality: there is no logical way from empirical data to teh conceptual framework. (Parvu 2004,
p- 386)
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construction on the action of understanding quoting the famous passage B154:

We can think no line without drawing it in thought; we can think no circle without describing it; we can

absolutely not represent the three dimensions of space without setting three lines perpendicular to one

another at the same point”. (See also B137-138; A162-163/B203-204)

For explaining Kant’s approach as abstract-structural theory, the next step is a general
justification of the relationship between possibility and objects. It is the step from abstract
structure to a model. Parvu borrows this idea from structural-abstract theories in which
the general theorem of representation assures the transportation of general structure on
determinate domain (a model). In this view, Kant wants to offer the possibility of the
relationship between abstract structure and objects of experience. The “same function”
involved at both levels—intellect and sensibility—makes this structural transfer. Parvu
shows that the next step is the insertion of categories—that means the application of
categories to objects of experience. The categories are the conditions of possible
experience. “[T]he categories are conditions of possible experience and therefore are a
priori valid for all objects of experience.” (B161) They determine the form of experience
which depends upon a priori principles of its form, i.e., upon universal rules of the unity

in the synthesis of appearances. (A157/B196 in Parvu, p. 406)

The general theorem of representation ascertains the transfer from abstract
structure to its models. This transfer means not only to establish an isomorphism between
certain “relational systems” but also to transfer the action of “transcendental form”

through which the knowledge receives its objective validity. (Parvu, p. 407)

We then assert that the conditions of the possibility of experience in general are likewise conditions of the

possibility of the objects of experience, and that for this reason they have objective validity in a synthetic a

priori judgment. (Al 58)%

In Parvu’s framework, the insertion of categories within the frame of conditions of

25 Or “These grounds of the recognition of the manifold, so far as they concern solely the form of an
experience in general, are the categories.” (A 125)
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possible experience reflects their constitutive role for the form of experience (formal
conditions of possible experience). (Parvu, p. 407) The categories are at the same time
operations and conditions. In this context, Parvu focus on Kant’s principle: “The highest
principle of all synthetic judgments is therefore this: every object stands under the
necessary conditions of synthetic unity of the manifold of intuition in a possible
experience.” (A157/B197) This principle makes structural connections that reflect the

determinative structural function of the form of experience.

Synthetic a priori judgements are thus possible when we relate the formal conditions of a priori intuition,
the synthesis of imagination and the necessary unity of this synthesis in a transcendental apperception, to a
possible empirical knowledge in general. We then assert that the conditions of the possibility of experience

in general are likewise conditions of the possibility of the objects of experience, and that for this reason they

have objective validity in a synthetic a priori judgment. (A 158/B197 in Parvu 2004, p. 410)

On the other hand, the synthesis applied to the intuitions is an act of spontaneity that
belongs to understanding with its categories. Now, we have to add something from the

next footnote—the same page of CPR:

[T]he synthesis of apprehension, which is empirical, must necessarily be in conformity with the synthesis
of apperception, which is intellectual and is contained in the category completely a priori. It is one and the

same spontaneity, which in the one case, under the title of imagination, and in the other case, under the title

of understanding, brings combination into the manifold of intuition. (B162b)

The synthesis of apprehension that involves the imagination needs the same spontaneity
as the synthesis of apperception that implies the understanding. And this spontaneity
brings combination into the manifold of intuition. But this combination of the manifold of
intuition determines the unity of representations. Thus, spontaneity would determine the
unity of representation that, as I said above, is given by formal intuition. To avoid this
confusion, we have to understand this spontaneity as referring to imagination, not
understanding. However, it is still not enough to explain formal intuition. The claim that

“space and time are first given as intuitions, the unity of this a priori intuition belongs to
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space and time” is equivalent to “Space, represented as object (as we are required to do in
geometry), contains more than a mere form of intuition; it also contains combination of
the manifold”. The combination is equivalent to the unity and both presuppose the same
spontaneity that determines two kinds of synthesis. Syntheses are subject to categories

that involve spontaneity and thus imagination and understanding.

This synthetic unity can be no other than the unity of the combination of the manifold of a given intuition
in general in an original consciousness, in accordance with the categories, in so far as the combination is
applied to our sensible intuition. All synthesis, therefore, even that which renders perception possible, is
subject to the categories; and since experience is knowledge by means of connected perceptions, the

categories are conditions of the possibility of experience, and are therefore valid a priori for all objects of

experience. (B161)

We return to two essential points:

1) The distinction between these syntheses is a transcendental one. This is the reason that
all syntheses are subject to categories because the categories are the main conditions of
the possibility of experience. Experience again means empirical knowledge. Even for
space as an object, we need the unity of the combination of the manifold of a given
intuition.

2) The correspondence between transcendental synthesis of imagination, OSUA, self-

consciousness and their relationship with all “my” representations.

Now all unification of representations demands unity of consciousness in the synthesis of them.

Consequently it is the unity of consciousness that alone constitutes the relation of representations to an

object, and therefore their objective validity and the fact that they are modes of knowledge... (B137)

In this case, we have space represented as an object and thus we have the representation
of space. The unification of this representation requires not only the unity of
consciousness and its synthesis but also the categories. The fact that space is given as
intuition, the unity of this a priori intuition belongs to space. Therefore, there are
different transcendental levels of synthesis: the synthesis (i.e., the unity) of intuition

(formal intuition), the synthesis of imagination, and then the synthesis of understanding.
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Consequently, all possible perception, and therefore everything that can come to empirical consciousness,

that is all the appearances of nature, must, so far as their connection is concerned, be subject to the

categories. (B165)

The axioms and anticipations are the mathematical aspect of the relations among objects
established by the analogies of experience. The analogies of experience are, in fact, the
transcendental laws of nature. They determine, transcendentally, the formal Nature.
(Parvu 2004, p. 163) In A216/B236, Kant indicates that the analogies represent the unity
of nature in relation to all phenomena, that is, time in relation to the unity of
apperception. They constitute the objective structure of possible experience, i.e., the
determination of conditions for the existence of objects. The form of possible experience
or form of objective experience in general—in Kant A220/B267 and A225/B272 that is
understood as “formal experience”—corresponds to the coherence of experiential
phenomena under the universal laws. (Parvu, p. 176) In this way, Kant’s theory is
ontologically loaded. (Parvu, 170) The rules of syntactic unity of apperception determine
the formal unity of possible experience and realize the regimentation of empirical
extension of theory. The structure of theory constitutes the form of experience or the
structure of experience in general (formal possibility of experience, A250) involved in
any empirical extension. (Parvu 2004, p. 214) The analogies (the “principles of objects”)
realize the “transcendentalisation” of ontology in “immanent thinking”! Kant’s theory is
about the “immanent metaphysics” (Paton), the results of dependence between the
phenomenal world and a priori forms of cognition. The transcendental laws are the
foundation of nature, in general. The principles of intellect are the conditions of the
possibility of physical laws. However, the experience in general follows the supreme
principle of transcendental apperception. Therefore, the common point for OSUA,
synthesis of apprehension, and experience or empirical knowledge is the subject. Now we
can understand why all such correspondences are only transcendental: because they
belong to the same subject. Waxman considers that due to transcendental idealism, the
synthesis “cannot come to us via the senses (and, a fortiori, via the object existing in

itself) but must always be generated through “an act of the self-activity of the subject”.
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Synthesizing action (spontaneity) of imagination and understanding synthesizes the
sensation in consciousness. (Footnote 135, p. 851, CPR B130) Therefore, the spontaneity
(synthesizing action of imagination and understanding) unifies the sensations in
consciousness. In fact, consciousness—because of its unity—produces the unity of

sensation. Otherwise, someone can

have as many-colored and diverse a self as I have representations of which I am conscious” and “a

multitude of perception, indeed even an entire sensibility... would be found in my mind, but separately, and

without belonging to a consciousness of myself;. (CPR 134 and A122 in Waxman 1995, p. 851)

The subject’s actions are essential for mathematical postulates (construction of figures)
and for transcendental philosophy (the action of power of knowledge that is realized in
empirical reason). (Parvu 2004, p. 174)

Brook strongly emphasizes the role of the subject in the Kantian system in all the
processes of the mind, i.e. its role in explaining the mind in general. I agree completely
with this idea. It has no sense to try to explain how the representations are computed in
the mind without taking into account the subject to which the mind belongs, with its
computations and representations. Against Hume, Kant claims that the “associations of
representations” is the empirical unity of consciousness. (Brook 1994, p. 91) However, as
we saw above, Kant emphasizes the role of transcendental unity of consciousness, i.e.,
the transcendental apperception. The apperception of self, that is the common subject for

all the representations, has nothing empirical.

This representation [of the self as common subject of all of its representations] is an act of spontaneity, ...

it cannot be regarded as belonging to sensibility.” (B132 in Brook 1994, p. 91)

As we can see in A108, only the transcendental unity of apperception, i.e. the unity of the

subject, offers the synthesis of all possible appearances in one experience or one nature.

In Kant’s words:

55



The original and necessary consciousness of identity on the side of the self is thus at the same time a

consciousness of an equally necessary unity of the synthesis of appearances according to the concepts, that

is, according to rules. (A108 in Brook 1993, p. 146)

Brook points up that when the “I” is aware of myself as subject “I”’ must appear to myself
to be one and not multiple. (Brook 1993, p. 159) Then the question is how do I appear to
myself? What are the properties I have access when I appear to myself? “I””, as a whole,
must be represented without any properties or qualities. If all the representations are
accompanied by “I think” then “I”, that is included in this expression, has to be somehow
represented to the subject! But this representation of “I” has no qualities because it
accompanies all other representations that represent different qualities®®. Kant used a few
times (A342= B400, B155, B157, and B161 in Brooks 1993, 82) the expression “bare
consciousness” to illustrate consciousness without qualities. “Through the “I”, as simple
representation [or ‘bare consciousness’ (A346=B404 and B158)], nothing manifold is
given.” (B135 in Brook 1993, p. 88) Why are there no qualities to this representation?
Because the sensibility is not involved in its construction, we do not have sensibility
involved in such “empty representation”.?” Moreover, the absolute unity of the subject is
necessary “only because otherwise we could not say, ‘I think’ (the manifold in one
representation)” (A353 in Brook 1993, p. 168) For Brook, I think” is both an act and a
representation. “As an act, it is spontaneous pure apperception and does not belong to
sensibility. Thus, having ‘a necessary relation’ to ‘I think’ is having a relation to an act of
transcendental apperception, an act that also yields a representation of self, ‘I think’.”
(Brook 1994, p. 222)*

All the syntheses and representations of internal or external objects require the
intuition of time and thus the subject is strongly related to the notion of time. Analysing
in details the B159 above, I wrote that the understanding makes the combination of the
manifold in the condition imposed by inner sense. The combination is made intuitable,

i.e., the combination is made following the form of inner sense, as temporal. This process

%% As we will see in Chapter 5, the representation about self involves implicit knowledge.

%7 As we see in Chaper 5, implicit knowledge does not involve sensibility at all.

?® More details from Brook: “In his words, the use of ‘I’ to refer to oneself as subject designates ‘only
transcendentally...without knowing anything of [the subject].” (A355). It ‘denotes’ but does not ‘represent.’
(A382)” (Brook 1994, p. 73)
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represents the inward affection that implies self-consciousness. The understanding, i.e.,
its categories, determines sensibility when we are inwardly affected. “For we intuit
ourselves only as we are inwardly affected...” (B153), which means the affection of our

inner sense by ourselves (B156).

Now it is imagination that connects the manifold of sensible intuition; and imagination is dependent for the
unity of its intellectual synthesis upon the understanding, and for the manifold of its apprehension upon
sensibility. All possible perception is thus dependent upon synthesis of apprehension, and this empirical

synthesis in turn upon transcendental synthesis, and therefore upon the categories.... [A]ll appearances of

nature, must, so far as their connection is concerned, be subject to the categories. (B165)

In this paragraph, we see clearly the relationship between apperception, apprehension
categories, and empirical knowledge. (We return again to the main Kantian interest:
empirical knowledge.) Because the subject is the common point of all these elements,

Kant needs to generalize the notion of experience.

When we speak of different experiences, we can refer only to the various perceptions, all of which, as such,

belong to one and the same general experience. ...it is nothing else than the synthetic unity of appearances

in accordance with concepts. (A111)

Kant specifies (A113) that all representations belong to the totality of a possible self-
consciousness that is a transcendental representation and the numerical identity is
inseparable from this representation. The combination of all representations is only as the
result of a unified act of transcendental apperception in which it is possible for me to
become aware of my identity. The unity of consciousness “precedes all data of
intuitions... This pure and original unchangeable consciousness I shall name
transcendental apperception.” (A107) In fact, the mind can think a priori “its identity in
the manifold of its representations” only because all syntheses of apprehension are

subordinate to the transcendental unity. (A108) Again, [ emphasize the essential role
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played by “I”, the ‘common subject’. To analyse together some Kantian concepts, I quote

an important passage from CPR:

The identity of the consciousness of myself at different times is ... only a formal condition of my thoughts
and their coherence, and in no way proves the numerical identity of my subject. Despite the logical identity
of the “I”, such a change may have occurred in it as does not allow of the retention of its identity, and yet
we may ascribe to it the same-sounding “I”, which in every different state, even in one involving change of

the subject, may still retain the thought of the preceding subject and so hand it over to the subsequent

subject. (A363)

Brook believes that by using the same word “I”, we grasp the “logical identity of the ‘I’”
which means that “I” refers to the same being when I refer to the earlier and actual
subject, myself. (Brook 1994, 192) However, even if the memory is involved here it does
not require the identity of the self. Thus, the “numerical identity” is not provided by
identity of the consciousness. Brook stresses that Kant only supplements Hume’s idea
about mind adding the unity of consciousness®. Only fait not knowledge guarantees
personal identity! (Brook 1994, p. 195)*° The belief of the existence of “I””, with all its
characteristics intuitions, categories, and ideas guarantees (to the same “I”’) the existence
of a Newtonian and Euclidian external world. I believe that “I” exist because “I” appear
to myself.*! As we saw above, the “I” is represented 7o the “I” without any qualities, i.e.,
as a bare consciousness. “1” appear to myself without any of my qualities; in such a
situation, we have only that “me includes my transcendental aspect.” (Brook 1993, p. 92)
Thus, if we extend Brook’s idea, we can say that formal intuition is my transcendental
aspect. Can we say that the existence of “I” and the world is my transcendental aspect?
How then we can explain these notions of “the existence” and “my” that appear in the

same statement? This transcendental aspect guarantees the existence of both “I” and the

%% This point is so important that I will return to it in my perspective of the observer.

3% Regarding personal identity, Brook makes an essential observation: Kant rejects Descartes’ and Leibniz’s
ideas but not Hume’s idea (as Strawson suggests) showing that it was Hume who missed the unity of
consciousness, but his treatment of personal identity was right. (Brook 1994, p. 193; regarding personal
identity in CPR—see Chapter 8, Brook 1994)

1 Again, Brook stresses the role of the subject as a whole in explaining the functioning of the mind, its
processes (computation) and its entities (representations), writing that “we are talking about representations
representing fo themselves, not being of themselves or their subject.” (Brook 1994, p. 210)
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world. It is what makes the foundation of Kant’s attack on rational psychology. It is the
application of the categories to the intuitions and external or internal raw material. It is, in
the end, the distinction between transcendental versus empirical apperception. Empirical
apperception involves the empirical consciousness that is “the result of ‘empirical laws,
the laws, namely, of association’. (B152)” (Brook 1994, p. 243) Transcendental
apperception involves the application of the categories to the intuitions and the raw

material.

2.4 Apperception and existence

For the perspective of the observer, one of the most important topics from CPR is the
relationship between apperception, categories, and existence. As I presented at the
beginning of the section on Transcendental Deduction, Parvu emphasizes two steps of
rational generalization between abstract-possible and empirical entities. The second step
represents the “transcendental matter” that corresponds to transcendental ontology
(Buchdal 1992 in Parvu 2004, p. 270) or ontology of possibility. More exactly, what is
the relationship between the conditions of possibility and existence? For the first term of
this relation, specifying that “the conditions of possibility” do not refer to propositional
presupposition or the subjacent conceptual frame of one theoretical construction, but to
the determinative structure of one set of operations and thus (returning to paragraph

A157/B197, our note), Parvu claims that

(T)he “dependence” between the conditions of the possibility of experience and the conditions of the
possibility of the objects of experience is not a propositional implication. It indicates the “formal identity”
(in a specific meaning given by the transcendental of “formal”), the “transposition of a structure” or the

possibility for abstract structure as having a model, an “instantiation” of one abstract structure within

organized system. (Parvu, p. 271)32

The second term, the experience, is under a transcendental umbrella. Within this

framework, the transcendental experience — in collaboration with certain constraints that

321n other words, the form of law-likeness in general constitutes the possible condition of objects of nature
as objects of experience. (Parvu 2004, p. 290) (All paragraphs from Parvu, 2004, are my translation.)
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are proper to the power of judgment (the form of sensibility, and the categorical matrix

the object of real possibility) — is the result of the synthesis of perceptions.

The idea of synthesis indicates to us the fundamental meaning of these “conditions of possibility”; they are

nothing more than the determinative structure of the acts of synthesis that offers them objective

intentionality. (Parvu, p. 271)

Moreover, the unity of apperception implies the unity of nature. The unity of nature
represents the possibility of some particular laws. (Parvu, p. 204) From a regulative point
of view (not constitutive), this determinative matrix is founded by the principles of
reason, the transcendental ideas. (A680/B708 in Parvu, p. 230) However, the reason
entails the “absolute unity of thinking subject”. (A335/B392) The relationship between
thinking and ontology is not similar to Berkley’s idealism simply because the structure
that is a formal one reflects formal nature not empirical nature. The expression “The
ontology is immanent thinking” means that the experience of empirical objects is possible
only if any such object can be thought a priori as a measure and similar to all the other
categories. (Kant in a letter to J. Beck (20.01.1792), Parvu, p. 247) Thus, the form of
intellect in relation with space and time constructs the “transcendental invariant” of
objectivity in Kant’s theory. It is the foundation of ontology as “immanent thinking”.
(Parvu, p. 261) However, the analogies reflect the unity of nature, all phenomena (the

determination of objects and the processes) must lie in one nature®:

Our analogies therefore really portray the unity of nature in the connection of all appearances under certain
exponents which express nothing save the relation of time (in so far as time comprehends all existence) to
the unity of apperception -- such unity being possible only in synthesis according to rules. Taken together,
the analogies thus declare that all appearances lie, and must lie, in one nature, because without this a priori

unity no unity of experience, and therefore no determination of objects in it, would be possible.

(A216/B263)

33 Parvu shows that in section 38 from Prolegomena Kant points out the internal form of his general
theorem from CPR: the constitution of nature as “object of possible experience” in accordance with the
form of law-likeness in general of nature. (Parvu 2004, p. 294)
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For my perspective, there is an important relationship between this notion, “one nature”,
and the “global object”. In this sense, Parvu discusses the role of categories from
Prolegomena. (Parvu, p. 401) The deduction of categories is not in abstractio but inside
of the internal model of Kant’s theory. It is the transformation of general concepts
(arguments and theorems) from the deduction of categories into proper concepts of this

model that has—as structural theory—a global object, “nature as object of experience”.

Thus the concept of “object of possible experience” would become, within this model, “nature as object of
experience” (IV: 297), and “the possibility of experience” would be transformed in “the universal law-
likeness of nature” or “form of law-likeness in general”, or “general laws of nature that exist a priori”

(296); “formal experience” or “formal conditions of experience in general” would be projected in this

model-theory through “nature in formal meaning”. (Parvu 2004, p. 401)

Parvu introduces two Kantian ideas: the conditions a priori of possible experience are at
the same time the sources from which all universal laws of nature must be derived (IV:
297); and the object “constructed by a priori conditions of possibility of experience will
be this time nature as integral object of possible experience”. (Idem) (Parvu, p. 401) In
this context, the insertion of categories in determination of the general structure of
experience is related to the distinction between judgments of perception and experience.
In Prolegomena, the problem of objective validity of categories is transformed into a
problem of possibility of universal law-likeness of nature that is related to the possibility
of pure physics. Thus, the question is “how is it possible to use the abstract structure of
formal nature for the determination of this integral object, nature as object of scientific
experience, or as Kant asks in #36, “How is nature possible?* (Parvu, p. 402) Parvu
considers that the final step is the justification of a set of categories that determine the

general principles of a pure science of nature.

Apperception (as spontaneity of thought) involves the awareness of existence.

Against Descartes, the last concept is not equal with the knowledge of oneself as thinking

being. (Allison, p. 278) Allison quotes two paragraphs:
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[I]n the transcendental synthesis..., and therefore in the synthetic unity of apperception, I am conscious of

myself, not as I appear to myself, not as I am in myself, but only that I am. (B1 57)*

The ‘I think’ expresses the act of my existence. Existence is already given thereby, but the mode in which I

am to determine this existence, that is, the manifold belonging to it, is not thereby given. (B158n)

The second paragraph (B422n) is too large to include here but I present Allison’s
interpretation for these two paragraphs. Following Spinoza and Leibniz, Allison indicates
that the first idea is that Descartes’ cogito ergo sum is a tautology. The second idea is that
“I think” as a thought is an empirical proposition. This idea is a direct attack on the
Kantian distinction between empirical and transcendental apperception. (Allison, p. 280)
The cogito needs sensibility and thus “the apprehension of some sensible content (as
modification of inner sense) is a necessary condition of the awareness of existence that is
presumed to be presumably inseparable from the consciousness of thinking”. (Allison, p.
280) However, this sensation is not an empirical one. Thus, the thinking thing can be
represented only as something “purely intellectual” as an empty thought. (B157) In this
case, there is only an “indeterminately given object” (“indeterminate perception” or a
“bare consciousness” (A 346/B404)) that is incorporated in that act of thought and we
cannot apply the categories. We cannot claim the existence of a subject that has this
thought, “I think”, from only the act of thinking. Along the same lines is a third idea, the
critique of “rational psychology”. Rational psychology deals only with a transcendental
subject.” The existence of something requires the process of individuation for the subject
(or, as we see in Chapters 3 and 6, for other entities). Something exists only if it has some
limits. Brook writes that Kant says “strangely little about individuation, at least by
name.” (Brook 1994, p. 244) For Brook, in Kant’s approach the individuation is related to

the process of recognition. Recognition means the application of the categories and

34 The same idea occurs in A355: “In attaching ‘I’ to our thoughts [in using ‘I’ to refer to myself as me, as
the subject of my thoughts] we designate the subject...only transcendentally, without noting in it any quality
whatsoever, in fact without knowing anything of it either by direct awareness or by reasoning.” (Brook
1994, p. 72)

35 Against this idea, Kant introduces his Paralogisms. In general, in Cognitive Science and even in
Philosophy of Mind, the authors try to explain the mind/brain without taking into account the role of the
subject. Brook emphasizes Kant’s idea in whole his book: it means that I can be aware of myself, as
myself, as an “empty representation” without any quality. (Brook 1994, pp. 73-6 and see above)
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intuitions to the raw material; it presupposes transcendental apperception. Thus, we have
to relate transcendental apperception to individuation and existence. Above, I asked
whether we could claim that the existence of “I” and the world is “my” transcendental
aspect. Brook asserts that the subject using the categories processes the recognition, and
the categories and thus the recognition “are not optional; that is one reason why Kant
called them transcendental.” (Brook 1994, p. 244) Indifferent what categories do we have
and use in recognition and in all mental processes, it seems that after the critical period of
development their application is not optional. Through this idea, as we see in Chapter 3,
we can reject Hume’s scepticism and its application to the existence of “I” and the
external world. Brook claims “Our synthetic activities must individuate particular
representations and unify them as global representations... my representations must be
located in time and combined with others in a global representation.” (Brook 1994, p.
244)* He highlights that the distinction between empirical and transcendental
apperception reflects the mixture of freedom and constraint. (Brook 1994, p. 245)
Synthetic a priori knowledge is based on this mixture and this knowledge produces
Euclidian geometry and Newtonian physics. The objective reality of the external and
internal objects and of “I” rests on the conditions of experience’’. Returning to Descartes’
framework, Kant asserts that even if “I” is a composite entity “I” exists as indivisible.

(Brook 1994, p. 168)°®

Although the whole of [a] thought could be divided and distributed among many subjects, the subjective

“I” [the “I”” pictured from its own point of view] can never be thus divided and distributed.”

(A 354 in Brook 1994, p. 168)

36 Brook introduces certain notions. This notion, global representation, is essentail in explaining CPR. It
means “a representation that has a number of particular representations and/or their objects or contents as
its single global object”. (Brook 1994, p. 133)

37 We will discuss this kind of objective reality in Chapter 3. If the intuitions of space, time and the
categories are the results of the species’ evolution and individual development in contact with a “standard
environment”, then we can believe in the external and internal objects as we believe the existence of ‘I’, i.e.
of ourselves.

3 Being one of the main ideas for him, Brook insists on it writing that “appearing to myself to be a single
subject is a requisite of thinking of myself at all; it is a ‘form of apperception which belongs to ....every
experience.” (A354) And this is all. I “have no right to transform [this] merely subjective condition ... into a
concept of a thinking being in general’ (A354)”. (Brook 1994, p. 172)

39 This idea is essential for the perspective of the observer. We will extend it from human beings (that are

indivisible even if composite entities) to all entities.
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Waxman considers that the role of categories is, through our reflection on appearances, to
conceptualize them. The phenomena “are the result of conceptualizing appearances in
accordance with the categories”. (See CRP, A249 in Waxman 1995, p. 843, footnote 114)
They are objects in the sense specified in the Transcendental Deduction: that in the
concept of which the synthesis of a given manifold is united (see CRP, A108 and B137);
and such concepts count as cognitions (see A103-10).” (Waxman 1995, p. 843, footnote
114) The categories are constitutive of objects (the synthesis of a given manifold is
united) and they institute the laws of objects. (p. 845) We have seen that without the
categories, the objects lack reality and have no spatial or temporal dimensions in relation
to me. As exponents of synthetic unity, the categories “act as a surrogate for space and
time in the field of appearances by bringing sensation-reality of appearances to synthetic
unity, and thereby endow space and time with objective validity.” (Waxman 1995, p.
848) In this way, data apprehended perceptions “become something for me”. (p. 853)
Categories are in and of themselves just logical functions of judgment. However, these
judgments are determinative not only of the analytic unity of judgment but also of the

synthesis of ifnagination. (Waxman 1995, p. 852)

The same function which gives unity to distinct representations in a judgment also gives unity to the bare

synthesis of distinct representations in an intuition; and this unity, expressed universally, we entitle the pure

concept of understanding. (Kant, CRP A79/B105 in Waxman 1995, p. 853)

Categories are the logical functions and therefore the appearances are accompanied by
me. (Waxman 1995, p. 854)

The intuitions of space and time have two exigencies: they are imperceptible and
inconceivable. (p. 846) It is for this reason that the appearances have no spatio-temporal
reality or determinations with respect to space and time. It means they do not occupy or
contain pure space and time and therefore “they necessarily lack all determinations and
ordering predicated on existence in space and time”. (Waxman 1995, p. 846) If space and
time are inconceivable then the intellect cannot grasp an object under a concept, can
“have nothing predicated of it in a judgment, and so cannot even be so much as thought,

much less cognized as an object.” (pp. 846-7) Through its categories that refer to logical
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functions and unity of apperception, understanding (Waxman 1995, p. 847) offers these
determinations, i.e., the synthetic unity that solved those two exigencies.

For Kant, “the categories acquire objective validity and are constitutive principles
of nature” (Waxman 1995, p. 849) and the categories “overcome the obstacles posed by

the imperceptibility and inconceivability of space and time. (p. 849)

... by subjecting the synthesis of perceptions in reproductive imagination to the logical functions, as a
priori rules determining all association of perceptions in fixed relations of space and time, the
understanding is able to embrace this real, and thereby expand the universal scope of its I think to a whole

new class of representations-objects of possible experience. Thus are humans uniquely cognizing beings.

(Waxman 1995, p. 852)

Categories fulfill this unity through the unity of consciousness. Categories are
constitutive of objects in the sense that “constitutive” means to conceive an object of pure
intuitions. Conceivability presupposes the formation of a concept of composite that is an
act of synthesis of the manifold in conformity with pure intuitions. (Waxman 1995, p.

848)

AN

Synthetic unity of apperception, the supreme function of understanding, reunifies
pure intuitions, categories as logical functions of analytic unity of apperception schemata
and consciousness. Schemata conform to synthetic unity of apperception through the
transcendental schemata. Transcendental schemata are pure synthesis or pure
consciousness that produces particular schemata as synthetic unity of all manifolds in one
consciousness. (Waxman 1995, p. 857) Otherwise, particular schemata would be nothing
for me. It is the principle through which understanding determines sensibility and the
judgments of perceptions are transformed into judgments of experience. The categories
produce the synthetic unity of the manifold or of perceptions within the conditions of the
“I think”. Therefore, this synthesis would be a surrogate or exponent (A126/B263) for

synthetic unitary pure intuition (space and time). (Waxman, p. 849) The order of nature

itself is given by the categories.

[O]nly through the subordination of the synthesis of perceptions in imagination to the categories, as

exponents of synthetic unity, can data apprehended in perception become something for me (that is, be
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accompanied by an identical I think), and, at the same time, acquire a determinate reality of their own, as

existent events or enduring things (phenomena), distinct from and independent of their appearance in

immediate intuition. (Waxman 1995, 854)

and

The categories “contain nothing further than the unity of reflection on appearances insofar as they belong

necessarily to a possible empirical consciousness”; (A310/B366-7) they serve merely to “spell out

appearances according to synthetic unity.” A314/B370 (Waxman 1995, p. 856)

For Waxman, the role of understanding in representing the world for Kant is this one:

Thus do the categories become effectively the template of the sensible universe. More strikingly still: the
understanding, in implementing this Bauplan by means of imagination, and thereby extending the scope of
consciousness (that is, of that which is something for me), is actually doing nothing more than furnishing
the I-concept with an expanded instantiation. The outcome of Kant’s theory of understanding could

therefore be expressed as follows: the world is not simply my world, as with other subjective idealist

philosophers; the world, for Kant, actually is the self. (Waxman, 1995, p. 857)

The empirical laws depend on a transcendental principle, the systematic unity of nature,
from Critique of Power of Judgment (Buchdal, Guyer, Allison, etc. in Parvu, p. 198) This
principle is the result of reflexive judgment and mediates between formal structures
(formal intuitions and categories) and particular empirical laws. Thus the determination
of empirical laws is given by a reflexive judgment that is a component of the “I”’. We can

say that the “I”, even if it cannot be proven to exist, reflects the unity of nature.

2.5 Apperception and the noumenal self

Allison presents two versions of this topic. The first one is official and incoherent: the I
that thinks” is a “transcendental object of inner sense”. (Allison 1983, p. 287) More
interesting for me is the second alternative: the apperception is a consciousness of the
activity of thinking in which the objects of the inner sense are contents of the mind. Thus,
inner sense is the consciousness of the objects of the mind (“subjective objects™) and

apperception is the consciousness of the activity of thinking. (Allison, p. 290) This view
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is compatible with Kant’s critique of rational psychology. Again, just knowing that
something thinks it is not enough to prove its existence. In order to prove the existence of
“I” of the “real” self we need certain empirical constituents. “I”, continues Allison, as an
“existence that is determined in time” is the subject with the body, memory, and history.
Moreover, this “I” is different from the rational psychological “I”. The “I that thinks” is
just a “bare consciousness” that cannot completely prove its existence. We saw above
that the “I think” is related to the analytic unity of apperception. The last notion is devoid
of any content being “a wholly indeterminate consciousness of one’s identity in respect
of all the manifold of an intuition in general.” (Waxman 1995, p. 838) As we saw above,
the analytic unity of apperception which produces the universal, depends on the synthetic
unity of all manifold — that is the individuality of pure intuition — in one consciousness.

Therefore,

[T]he 1 is nothing more than the universal (analytic) expression of the same original unity of which pure
space and time are the individual (synthetic) expression. Hence, even if it is impossible to conceive pure
space and time in their own right, the unity they create of all representations in one consciousness (that is,
one sensibility, synthetic unity of apperception) finds its complete and adequate intellectual expression via

consciousness of our own identity in respect of all the manifold (it is in this sense, I believe, that Kant

spoke of a “pre-éstablished harmony” between sensibility and understanding). (Waxman 1995, p. 839;

his italics)

Regarding the same topic, Allison introduces Wittgenstein’s position from the Tractatus.
Because later I will need Wittgenstein’s view, I continue presenting the details from

Allison’s chapter. There are few sentences quoted by Allison from the Tractatus:

There is no such thing as the subject that thinks or entertains ideas. (5.631, 117)

The subject does not belong to the world; rather, it is a limit of the world. (5.632, 117)

The philosophical self is not the human being, not the human body or the human soul, with which

psychology deals, but rather the metaphysical subject, the limit of the world—not a part of it. (5632, 117)

Even if Wittgenstein was interested in solipsism, Allison regards his “philosophical self”

or “metaphysical subject” as equivalent to Kant’s transcendental subject. In this sense,
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the transcendental subject (that is an object of inner sense) is not an object of the world
and thus it cannot be identified with the noumenal self. To justify this alternative, Allison

quotes three passages from Kant:

[Clonsciousness in itself is not a representation distinguishing a particular object, but a form of

representation in general, that is, of representations in so far as it is to be entitled knowledge; for it is only

of knowledge that I can say I am thereby thinking something. (A346/B404)

Self-consciousness in general is therefore the representation of that which is the condition of all unity, and
itself is unconditioned. We can thus say of the thinking “I” (the soul) which regards itself as substance, as
simple, as numerically identical at all times, and as the correlate of all existence, from which all other
existence must be inferred, that it does not know itself through the categories, but knows the categories,
and through them all objects, in the absolute unity of apperception, and through itself. ... I cannot know as
an object that which I must presuppose in order to know any object, and that the determining self (the

thought) is distinguished from the self that is to be determined (the thinking subject) in the same way as

knowledge is distinguished from its object. (A 402)

The subject to the categories cannot by thinking the categories acquire a concept of itself as an object of the

categories. For in order to think them, its pure self-consciousness, which is what was to be explained, must

itself be presupposed. (B422)

Allison points out that the general conclusion of all these passages is that we cannot think
or know the “I” of apperception because it cannot be a sensorial object to which we can
apply the categories. Kant—like Hume—considers that the self is not an object of

perception. (Waxman 1995, p. 827)

The I is indeed in all thoughts; but there is not the least intuition combined in this representation which
would distinguish it from other objects. (A350) The representation / is completely simple and, in and of
itself, devoid of content. ... This consciousness is not so much a representation which distinguishes a
particular object, but a form of representation in general. (A346/B404) This I is as little intuition as concept
of any object, but the mere form of consciousness which accompanies both sorts of representation, and is

capable of raising them to cognitions insofar as something else is given in intuition which furnishes

material for a representation of an object. (A382) (Waxman 1995, p.827)
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For Allison, the “I” is just an “object in general”, i.e., an intellectual object but not a
sensorial one. The categories cannot be applied to the object because they belong to this
object. Allison stresses that it is not only a case in which there is no intuition to which the
categories are applied but also there is no concept for the subject of apperception! (p.
292) And this critique is available for Descartes’ cogito. The subject of apperception
(consciousness) cannot seize itself as an object because it would negate “its character as
subject” and that “through which alone there can be objects (whether of mere thought or
of experience), it must be thought as already on the scene, doing conceptualising”.*’
(Allison, p. 292) Thus, the subject of apperception cannot think itself either an object or a
noumenal object. (Allison 1983, p. 293) The problem then will be the relationship
between two pairs of concepts: inner sense-apperception and phenomenal-noumenal.
How, then, is the object of inner sense phenomenal (that is not identical with the

appearance of the soul) and the subject of apperception is intelligible, but is not the

noumenal self?*!

2.6 Against Kant’s perspective |

It has been shown that Kant’s perspective is wrong from a theoretical point of view (by
the mathematical construction of the non-Euclidian geometries) and empirically (through
Einstein’s general theory of relativity). Non-Euclidian geometries and Einstein’s physics
do not involve human perception. After polyadic logic and non-Euclidian geometries
appeared, the perception and cognition of human thinking used in geometry and physics
have been separated. In fact, the human perceptual field is not Euclidian space. If a
human being observes two parallel lines that are long enough that person perceives those
two lines in two different ways: a) when the two lines are close to the observer, they are
parallel lines, but b) if the distance from the observer increase enough the lines become
progressively closer and closer unifying at the horizon. Einstein’s theory was proved by
the fact that solar light follows the curved space that exists near planets, i.c., they are

geodesic lines.

Friedman mentioned Hopkins who invokes “visual” or “phenomenal” geometry to

40 Allison makes an analogy with Wittgenstein’s idea of the eye and its visual field.
# Using the perspective of the observer, I reinterpret Kant’s approach and thus I manage to deal with some

of Kant’s problems emphasized by different authors.
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explain Kant’s preference for Euclid. (Friedman 1992, p. 103) Against Kantian pure
intuition of space, he asks how, through pure intuition, is it possible to distinguish
between the sum of the angels of two triangles, one being 180° and the other being
180.000001°? Thus, in the post-Kantian period we have completely rejected both a) the
necessity and the universality of certain principles (basic principles of geometry and
mechanics) and b) the necessary relationship between the intuitions and concepts that are
applied in exact science and the their apriority.

Many philosophers, from Carnap to Friedman, have tried to save certain elements
from Kant giving up on the necessity and universality of these principles. With Einstein’s
theory, it becomes clear that, in physics, a scientific theory is true even if it does not
directly involve any spatio-temporal framework. Moreover, within quantum mechanics
the existence of micro-entities are proved, indirectly, through empirical results or through
pure theoretical elements offered by mathematics. Thus, since Wittgenstein, philosophers
have discussed linguistic frameworks or scientific theories and not physical entities or the
real external world. For logical positivism, language is a pre-condition for any science.
(Romanos 1983, p. 23) For instance, Carnap tries to save the distinction between analytic
and synthetic judgments by introducing the concept of a “linguistic framework”—against
the necessity and universality of principles in science. Moreover, along the same lines,
Kuhn brings in the concept of a “paradigm”, while Goodman introduces “worldviews”,
and so on.

From another point of view, evolutionary epistemology (Lorenz, Popper,
Campbell, Wuketits, etc.) contradicts the Kantian notion of the “thing-in-itself”. For
instance, Lorenz considers that the evolution of our species has taken place in direct
contact with external reality and thus that our cognitive abilities and our knowledge are

generated by the interaction between the body and the environment. (Lorenz 1941)

We are convinced that the “a priori” is based on central nervous apparatuses which are just as real as our
hand or our foot, just as real as the things of the external world existing in itself, whose form of appearance
they determine for us. This central nervous apparatus in no way prescribes laws to nature, any more than
the hoof of the horse prescribes form to the ground. Like the horse's hoof, this central nervous apparatus
stumbles over unforeseen changes in the task posed to the organ. But just as the horse's hoof is adapted to

the ground of the steppes with which it interacts, so our central nervous world-depicting apparatus is
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adapted to the varied real world with which human beings interact, and like any organ, it has reached its

form, geared to preserving the species, during an evolutionary development lasting for acons, by means of

this interaction of the real with the real. (Lorenz 1941, p. 8)

We will see in the next chapters how we can extend and what we have to reject from
Kant’s perspective when we turn to the perspective of the observer (the epistemologically

different worlds perspective).
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Chapter 3

The epistemologically different worlds perspective

As we saw in the previous chapters, since Descartes (i.e., in the last 350 years!) nobody
has offered a plausible solution to the mind-body problem and other problems from
philosophy of mind. In this chapter, I will show that the mind-body problem and many
other problems from philosophy of mind are in fact a pseudo-problem. For doing this, I
need to change the framework of the mind-body problem. This framework does not
involve only the relationship between mind and brain (body), but also all the problems
that flow from the singular conception of the world, the universe, or reality. As I showed
in the introduction, the world or the unicorn-world is a wrong concept. In this chapter, I
will construct something that has to replace the unicorn-world: the epistemologically

different worlds (EDWs).

3.1 Epistemologically different worlds’

As I presented in the introduction, the framework in which Descartes elaborated his
dualism is wrong. Rejecting the unicorn-world view, we can see that the mind-body
problem is a pseudo-problem. The unicorn-world has to be replaced with something that
rejects the main characteristic of the world or universe—its unicity. This is the main
reason I replace the unicorn-world with epistemologically different worlds (EDWs). The
principles of the “epistemologically different worlds” perspective are constructed on an
epistemological dimension (our knowledge of ED entities and their interactions) and then
extended to an ontological dimension (the existence of ED entities and their interactions).
This smooth extension excludes the strong distinction between epistemology and
ontology that implies, among other things, the realism-antirealism or the Kantian
noumena-phenomena distinctions. In fact, the EDWs perspective represents an extension

of the Kantian transcendental notion in the sense that we humans are not the only

! The EDWs perspective with the first five principles can be found in Vacariu (2005). However, the
framework is different in this thesis. In that article, I showed that the mind-body (brain) problem is a
pseudo-problem that is a consequence of adherence to the unicorn-world.
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“observers” that observe (or interact with?) other objects/entities, but there are other
classes of entities in which the components of each class interact only among themselves.

There are three elements within the EDWSs perspective that need to be taken, into
account, epistemologically: the subject, as an observer of both the external world and an
internal world; the conditions of observation or conditions of “having something” that
include certain external and internal tools of observation; and the observed object or
entity. These elements constitute a framework that is not new. However, let me consider
the mistake that has been made in some cases in the past regarding the continuity of
partition among these elements. As we will see below, in certain cases, the new condition
of observation involves a new entity that cannot exist in the same world as a different
entity/substance that necessitates a different condition of observation. It means that
changing the conditions of observation involves the change of the “world”. Preserving
this continuity of the partition of elements, the rejection of the unicorn-world, i.e. of its
unicity is inevitable.

Let me point out something about “conditions of observation”: where Descartes
empbhasizes the role of perception in identifying two different substances, the mental and
the physical, in the EDWs perspective, I replace the notion of perception with “conditions
of observation” for external entities and “conditions of having” for internal entities.
However, in this case regarding the relationship between the subject and the object
(external or internal), these notions are equivalent. Usually, when the notion of
“perception” is used, we think, immediately, of the sensorial system. However, within the
EDWs perspective, the term “conditions of observation for human beings” stands for
conceptual and/or sensorial mechanisms. From one side, with different conditions of
observation (that involve different tools of observation), a human being can observe
external entities with different structures. The external tools of observation are those
instruments or devices that enhance or expand our perceptual mechanisms and help us to
perceive external objects. For instance, through perceptual mechanisms, it is possible to
observe different parts of a dissected brain. Moreover, expanding these perceptual
mechanisms through different devices such as PET or fMRI, certain aspects of neural

activation patterns can be observed. From the other side, each human “has” certain

2 A5 we will see in this section, the notions of observation and interaction are equivalent.
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internal entities like mental representations and processes.” Certain internal tools enable
us to be aware of certain mental states involving our own consciousness or inner
experience. Internal tools are the means we have to channel our inner world, such as
introspection or the mechanisms of accessing memory. Even if the distinction between
internal and external tools of observation is apparently unproblematic, working within the
unicorn-world, Descartes failed to grasp its significance. The fatal consequence for
Descartes was that he allocated the mind and body (two ontologically different
substances) to the same entity, a human subject or a person.4 As can be seen below, it is
not possible to locate two epistemologically different ontological substances within the
same world. In this case, the partition of elements must be preserved: new conditions of
observation require new entities within the new worlds.

The idea of partition is also available in some cases for the pairing of external
conditions of observation with external entities. The subject can use different tools of
observation for external entities. For instance, from one side, using her eyes, a subject can
observe a table. On the other side, with the help of an electron microscope, she can
observe the micro-particles that “compose” or are “identical” with the table at another
ontological “level”. The question is, what does “compose” or “identical” or “levels”
mean? What really exists, the table or the microparticles? Do both a planet and the
process of gravity produced by it really exist? The notions of “composition” or
“identical” or “levels” do not preserve the continuity of the partition. In order to avoid the
realism-antirealism debate, the notion of the “world” and its principal characteristic,
unicity, need to be changed. The microparticles and macroparticles and their

corresponding forces (that differ from each other) really exist, but not in the same unique

3 As we saw in Chapter 1, Descartes considers that we perceive external and internal entities. However,
regarding internal entities, I replace “observing” with “having” in order to avoid the “notorious
homunculus”. “What these doctrines have in common is the mistake of assuming that we apprehend our
mental states rather than just have them. It is clear why such an implicit conception leads to positing a
representational format-sentences or pictures—which is paradigmatically the sort of thing requiring an
external, intelligent observer—the notorious homunculus (see Slezak 2002a).” (Slezak 2002b, p. 210) I
would like to thank very much to Peter Slezack for the discussion that I had about this topic. However, in
section 3, I will replace “has” with “is”: “The ‘I’ has mental states” will be “Mental states are the ‘I’”.

* As we saw in Chapter 1, Fowler emphasizes that Descartes, preserving a traditional relation between
doctrine and philosophy, rejects Regius’ alternative of the “double-truth option”, i.e., of separating the truth
of revelation from the truth of reason. Reaching the stage in which he was aware that the unity between
mind and body couldn’t be proved scientifically or philosophically, Descartes pronounced, “... the union of
mind and body is a reality which escapes philosophical discourse.” (Descartes to Elisabeth, 21 May 1643 in
Fowler 1999, p. 385)
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world. They belong to different worlds and the problem is that there is only one spatio-
temporal framework (with different metrics). Therefore it can be said that the micro- and
macro-particles belong to epistemologically different worlds. From an epistemological
viewpoint, we can introduce the first principle, the principle of epistemologically

different worlds (EDWs):

Under different conditions of observation, the human subject observes

epistemologically different worlds.

If this principle is adopted, it can be assumed that mind and brain or micro— and
macro—particles belong to epistemologically different worlds. For instance, using
different tools of observation (the eyes, fMRI and PET vs. introspection and memory),
we can either observe external entities like parts of the brain, patterns of neurons, and
neurons or we have internal mental representations and processes. These internal and
external entities belong to EDWs. We can now easily understand Descartes’ error. He
thought that using different conditions of observation we can observe various substances
like mind and body that belong to the unicorn-world. Moreover, if this principle is
correct, we can claim that some of the errors within the heterogeneous domain of
cognitive science are due to the confusion of these epistemologically different worlds.
More precisely, the confusion consists either in mixing different concepts that belong to
epistemologically different worlds or in considering that different terms represent the
same phenomena. For example, “pain” is a concept that belongs to the psychological
world that is identified with some kind of neuronal pattern. As we will see below, we can
avoid such errors by taking into account Kant’s notion of “conceptual containment” as
Kaiser (1993) interprets it. To put it here briefly, each epistemological world possesses a
class of entities (primitives) that have the same structure, properties, relations, processes,
and so on.

At this point I would like to bring the ontological dimension into the discussion.
“Conditions of observation” have an epistemological dimension, but the idea needs to be
extended to the ontological dimension. In order to address the ontological dimension, we

replace “conditions of observation” with “conditions of interaction”. These notions are
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equivalent in the sense that every epistemological entity (micro or macro, neural pattern
or mental representation, human being or cell) “observes” or interacts with other entities
that belong to the same EW.’ In this sense, it is important to emphasize that the
replacement of the “world” with EDWs entails that we humans are not the only
“observers”. However, there is an essential difference between observation and
interaction. If using different tools of observation, we can observe macro and micro
particles, one can ask: do the tables and the microparticles, with their conditions of
interaction/observation, “observe” us? Physically, a table (and its macro parts which we
will call “organizationally different parts”) can interact with/observe a human being.
Using an electron microscope, a human subject can observe an electron but the electron
does not interact with/observe that person. The electron interacts with other
microparticles that correspond to a table but not with the table itself just because the table
and “its” microparticles exist in EDWs. Therefore, the persons’ observation is a
unidirectional process (one element observes another element but not vice-versa), while
interaction is a bi-directional process (both elements interact). Someone can introduce an
objection to the EDWs perspective. If, using an electronic microscope, the subject
interacts with an electron then the subject, the tool of observation, and the electron are in
the same world. From an EDW perspective, this is not a real objection. The electron does
not interact with the subject but it interacts with an amalgam of microparticles that
corresponds to the electronic microscope. The subject cannot observe at the same time
the microscope (as macro-object) and the electron (as micro-object). According to the
principle of conceptual containment, we have to include the microscope in the definition
of the electron even if the electron really exists without our observation. Our essentia:l
mistake was that we consider ourselves to be the only “observers” (entities that interact
with other elements) in the “world” and this was a reason for us to believe in the unicorn-
word. We are not the only observers of our corresponding “world” and therefore there is
not a unique world. Various macro particles and micro particles are epistemologically
different entities with epistemologically different interactions that belong to EDWs. We

can declare that the existences of epistemologically different entities determine

* For supporting the extension of “conditions of observation” to “conditions of interaction”, I introduce
Putnam’s words: “Measurements are a subclass of physical interactions—no more or less than that.”

(Putnam 2005, p. 618)

76



epistemologically different interactions or epistemologically different interactions are
constitutive (in Kantian sense) in creating epistemologically different entities.

Each epistemological world (EW) has its own epistemological entities with its
own properties and its own epistemologically different interactions (or epistemologically
different laws). However, with the exception of human beings, there are no other entities
that can observe/interact with epistemologically different entities from other
epistemologically different worlds. Each member of an epistemologically world exists
only for those entities that belong to that EW alone. Form an ontological viewpoint, we

can now introduce the principle of objective reality:

The determining epistemologically different entities and their corresponding
constitutive epistemologically different interactions represent the epistemologically
different worlds. Each epistemologically different world has the same objective

reality.

Kant wrote that the possibility of experience is the condition of the possibility of the
objects of experience. (A157/B197) In our case, the conditions of the possibility of
epistemologically different interactions are the conditions of the possibility of
epistemologically different objects. The epistemologically different interactions are
constitutive in synthesizing, in the Kantian sense, the corresponding epistemologically
different entities. Indeed, even the space of each EW is synthesized by the corresponding
epistemologically different interactions. For Kant, the “space, represented as object ...,
contains more than a mere form of intuition; it also contains combination of the
manifold”. For me, space is given, in the Leibnizian sense, by the relationships among
epistemologically different entities. These relationships are in fact the epistemologically
different interactions among the corresponding epistemologically different entities. These
interactions combine the manifolds, i.e., the epistemologically different entities.
However, in the case of mental entities, “space” or their combination (that is equivalent
to their unity and presupposes the spontaneity) determines the synthesis—is the “I”. (See

2.3) Mental representation and neural patterns of activation are not the same entity
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described at different “levels” of description. They are epistemologically different entities
that belong to EDWs.®

Regarding the external entities, in some cases such as mind-brain or
macroparticles-quantum microparticles, we have to apply the partition: different
conditions of observation show us epistemologically different entities. To clarify the
cases where we do need to apply the partition, I introduce the distinction between
organizational threshold and epistemological-ontological threshold. This distinction is
available only for us as observers of external entities. Organizational thresholds help us to
differentiate between entities from the same EW and their corresponding organizationally
different parts. An epistemological-ontological threshold means that changing the
observational conditions or passing the epistemological threshold, the subject moves
from observing one EW to another. An essential difference is that the organizationally
different parts follow the same epistemological interactions (epistemological laws), while
epistemologically different entities follow epistemologically different interactions
(epistemologically different laws). If we do not make the distinction between these two
thresholds, then we work under the umbrella of the unicorn-world. In general, different
concepts refer to entities that belong to either EDWs or organizationally different parts of
the same EW. If they refer only to levels of analysis or levels of description’ what do
these concepts mean? Within the unicorn-world, in some cases these notions refer to
organizationally different parts (or different “aspects” of reality of the same world). In
other cases, such as “the mind is the brain” or “a table is a collection of microparticles” or
“mind and brain (microparticles and macroparticles) exist at different levels” one notion
(mind or brain, microparticles or macroparticles) can be considered to be an “empty

concept”.® However, from the EDWs perspective, in the first cases the continuity of

® The EDWs perspective is beyond any kind of relativism. The distinction between the epistemological and
ontological dimensions offers me the possibility of avoiding the classic dilemma of relativism. This
distinction shows that the EDWs perspective is not based on a circular argument. Epistemologically, the
human subject observes and defines the EDWs and its entities in terms of observation but, ontologically,
they exist without these processes of observation.

7 The notion of “levels of description” is similar to Carnap’s “linguistic frameworks” or actual “conceptual
frameworks”.

8 Eliminative materialism considers all notions of folk psychology “empty concepts”. From an EWs
perspective, because of the unicorm-world, they were right to eliminate one set of notions that refers to an
EW. What really exists, table or microparticles, is a topic of debate between realist-antirealist approaches.
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partition is not necessary, whereas in the latter cases it is necessary, but it is not followed.
I emphasize here that the notion of “levels” is completely different then “EDWs”. Both
“ontological levels” and “epistemological”/“description”/“analysis levels” are erroneous
concepts when applied to mind and brain or microparticles and macroparticles! In the
first case we have dualism, in the second there are empty concepts.

Outlined below is an example of the difference between “organizational
threshold” and “epistemological-ontological threshold” and their relation to the
continuity of partition. A table, as a macro-object, exists in the macro-epistemological
world. A subject observes the table with her eyes. If we split the table into its legs and its
top, we conclude that all the parts are in the same macro-EW.” The subject still uses her
eyes to observe the parts of the table. If we divide the table into 100 parts (or even if we
think about macro-macromolecules), we believe that these 100 parts (or macro-
macromolecules) are in the same world. The subjéct uses a standard microscope for
observing the macro-macromolecules. The difference between the table and its macro-
macromolecules is just an organizational threshold and therefore both kinds of entities
belong to the same EW. In such cases, we do not apply the continuity of partition because
there is not an epistemological-ontological threshold between the table and its macro-
macromolecules. The issue here is that the theoreticians have gone too far regarding this
continuity of divisibility (see the Ancient’s turtle game, Kant’s infinite divisibility,
Newton and Leibniz’s infinitesimal calculus, and the paradoxes created by the notion of
infinite'®), considering that a table and the elements that “composed” it (the
microparticles) are in the same world. In order to observe the electrons and protons that
correspond to a table, the subject has to use an electron microscope. There is an
epistemological-ontological threshold between our eyes and a standard microscope on
one side, and an electron microscope on the other. Thus we can say that in such cases,
through different tools of observation, we observe EDWs. I emphasize that it would be

completely wrong to apply the notion of organizationally different parts or different

The EDWs perspective is beyond the eternal realism-antirealism debate. (I used the Kantian expression
“empty concepts”. As we saw in Chapter 2, Kant criticized the dogmatism for using empty concepts!)

°1 emphasize here that it is meaningless to ask if one leg “observe”/interact with its table! (See 4.4.)

10 A scientific example against this division is Planck’s constant.
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aspects or reality to the mind-brain or table-microparticles “relationships”. This
alternative was possible only within the unicorn-world framework.

Now I can introduce a new concept, the hyperworld or hyperverse.
Epistemologically, the hyperworld would be all the EDWs “observed” simultaneously by
a human being. The hyperverse, an abstract notion, represents the hypervisualisation of
one hyperbeing, that is, the combination of all EDWs in one image. Ontologically, the
hyperverse represents the epistemologically different entities and epistemologically
different interactions that take place in the same time. The number of EDWs that human
beings can observe is not fixed but it is given by the subject’s ability to develop new tools
of observation, which can reveal to us new EDWs. However, it is difficult to say how
many different observational conditions there are. The existence of EDWs does not
depend on our conditions of observation but on the existence of epistemologically
different entities and their interactions. In general, within an epistemological world,
epistemological entities and their organizational different parts follow the same
epistemologically different interactions. If, using new tools of observation, we pass an
epistemological threshold, we discover a new external EW and its entities but we do not
“shape” the phenomena, as Kant and Bohr thought. I strongly emphasize that in
answering the question, “How many EDWs exist?”, we can only use heuristic and
scientific methods. Therefore, the identification of EDWs is a scientific and not a
philosophical problem.

Under a single set of observational conditions, a subject can observe the
constituents of only one EW. Following Bohr, and considering that a subject cannot use
two or more tools of observation at the same time, we can postulate the next principle —

the principle of complementarity:

As human attention is a serial process, the human subject cannot simultaneously

observe EDWs.

Moreover, an observer cannot pay attention simultaneously to an entity and its
organizationally different parts. Avoiding the unicorn-world, a researcher, as an observer,

can try to see only the correspondences between the entities that belong to EDWs
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described by different concepts.'' For instance, we can find only the rough
correspondences between mental states/processes and neural patterns of activation that
belong to EDWs. In the next section, from an epistemological viewpoint, we have to
emphasize the role of the conditions of observation in defining all epistemologically

different entities.

3.2 The role of the conditions of observation in the defining of physical and mental

phenomena

It is generally accepted that the conditions of observation play a major role in explaining
an external phenomenon. One of the best ways to make this idea more explicit is to look
at Kant’s philosophy and Bohr’s physics. Both of them consider that through the
conditions of observation (pure intuition of space and time for Kant and measurement
apparatus for Bohr) we have access only to phenomena and not to noumena (or “closed
systems of objects” for Bohr). As part of the problem of grasping the relation between the
subject (human being) and “reality” (the unicorn-world), the following approaches need

to be discussed.

3.2.1 The influence of Kant on Bohr’s approach

Kaiser analyses the strong influence of Kant’s approach on Bohr’s way of thinking
(Kaiser, 1992).'2 He emphasizes how the Kantian notion of “conceptual containment” >
can be identified in Kant’s theory. For Kant conceptual containment means: a judgment is
objective with respect to empirical knowledge “if we add to the concept of the subject of
a judgment the limitation under which the judgment is made” (Kant 1929, p. 72 A27/B43
in Kaiser 1993, pp. 218-219). For Kaiser, conceptual containment is the inclusion of the
conditions and the limitations within the concept of a judgment (Kaiser 1992, p. 219). For

empirical judgments such conditions and limitations are given by the sensible intuition,

"1 change “Bohr’s view that quantum mechanics and classical physics are complementray aspects of
nature” (Dyson 2004, p. 76) into quantum mechanics and classical physics are descriptions of EDWs!
12 Bohr accepts, as does Heisenberg, the Kantian noumen-phenomen distinction that implies the unicorn-

world.
13 «Conceptual containment” is Kaiser’s expression. (Kaiser 1992, p. 219)
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i.e., by empirical intuitions of space and time.'* These empirical intuitions refer to
phenomena; they result from the interaction between pure intuitions of space and time
and the noumena (or thing-in-itself). Thus, the pure intuitions of space and time are
conditions of possible experience. Human beings can come to know only phenomena;
noumena are unknown forever. Kaiser quotes another passage about conceptual

containment from the Critique of Pure Reason:

[N]o object is determined through a pure category in which abstraction is made of every condition of
sensible intuition... the employment of a concept involves a function of judgment whereby an object is
subsumed under the concept, and so involves at least the formal condition under which something can be

given in intuition. If this condition of judgment... is lacking, all subsumption becomes impossible. For in

that case nothing is given that could be subsumed under the concept. (Kant 1929, A 247-B304, in
Kaiser 1992, pp. 219-220)

According to Kaiser, “one must include the conditions under which an object is perceived
in order for judgments regarding the object to remain meaningful.” (Kaiser 1992, p. 220)
The judgments that relate “uncontained concepts” (i.e., those concepts that ignore the
conditions and limitations of sensible intuitions) produce no empirical knowledge; this
knowledge is beyond our possible experience.

Bohr applies the same distinction between noumena and phenomena to the
quantum level. He introduces the idea of complementarity for quantum phenomena:
because of the conditions of the measurement apparatus the position and the momentum
of a particle cannot be observed simultaneously; or the properties of light (wave and
corpuscular) cannot be grasped simultaneously. “The wave-particle duality of light...
invokes mutually exclusive concepts relating to either wave behaviour or particle
behavior.” (Kaiser 1992, pp. 220-221) Conceptual containment is for Bohr a requirement
which says that we have to include the conditions of the observation (i.e. the
measurement apparatus) in the definitions of quantum phenomena. Without such a rule,

our judgments relate uncontained concepts and thus these judgments have no objective

reality.

14 For the relation between intuitions and concepts in forming judgments in Kant’s approach see, for
instance, Friedman (1992).
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[I]t is therefore only proper for practical reasons as well as epistemological reasons to include the
observations themselves in the definition of the phenomena. Above all, we obtain by such definition a
description that involves no reference to the observing object. Indeed, in account of the experiments, we

need not say that we have prepared of measured something, but only that under certain conditions certain

measurable effects open to observation and reproduction by anybody have been obtained. (Bohr 1957 in

Kaiser 2003, p. 230)

Finally I introduce Bohr’s reply to Einstein's ontological realism: “... I advocated the
application of the word phenomenon exclusively to refer to the observation obtained
under specified circumstances, including an account of the whole experimental

arrangement.” (Bohr 1949)

3.2.2 The principle of conceptual containment
Let us now apply the notion of “conceptual containment” to the perspective of the
observer. It follows that a specific set of observational conditions offers us a particular
epistemological world. Specific judgments describe the phenomena of each
epistemological world. These judgments must follow the rule of conceptual containment.
As we saw above, for Kant conceptual containment means the inclusion of the conditions
and limitations within the concept of the judgments. These conditions and limitations are
given by the empirical intuitions. I introduced the internal and external tools of
observation (observational conditions) that offer us EDWs. The conditions of observation
represent, in a Kantian sense, the conditions of possible experience. Due to the evolution
of species, and the development and experience of each individual in a “standard” or
normal environment, human beings have certain empirical intuitions that correspond to
external tools of observation, but also certain mechanisms of internal observation. Thus,
we can also extend the rule of conceptual containment to the internal tools of observation.
In my view, the process of “perceiving an object/entity” means to perceive
internal or external objects. Internal and external tools of observation play the same role
for perceiving internal or external phenomenal objects. Thus, the judgments of internal
knowledge must follow the conceptual containment rule given by the properties of

internal tools of observation that involve mental states (representations). For empirical
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(external) knowledge the conceptual containment is given by empirical intuitions; for
internal knowledge this rule is governed by the properties of mechanisms that observe
internal mental states. In both cases, we deal with a process of observation of internal or
external objects. Using different conditions of the observations we can observe either

mental states or neural patterns of activation.

Up to this point, the aim of this entire argument has been to allow us to introduce

the principle of conceptual containment specific for our analysis:

The set of judgments that describe the phenomena of each epistemological world
must follow the rule of conceptual containment that is given by the conditions and
limitations within the concepts of the judgments. These conditions and limitations

are governed by the properties of (internal or external) tools of observation.

Different properties of the tools of observation lead us to different epistemological
worlds. Not only do internal and external tools of observation offer us EDWs but also
different external tools of observation can grasp EDWs. The external tools of observation
are different because they have different properties; in consequence, they present us with
EDWs. For instance, fMRI and PET grasp certain neural patterns of activation.
Epistemologically, in Kantian terms, the conditions of observation are the “transcendental
conditions” or “conditions of possible experience” that reflect, at the same time, the
possibility of mental states and possibility of experience of external entities.

We can say that constructing judgments that presuppose genuine, direct
relationships between psychological items and neuronal items (or between microparticles
and macroparticles) is a mistake, because such judgments that relate uncontained
concepts do not follow the conceptual containment rule and therefore do not have
objective reality. Working under the unicorn-world’s umbrella, researchers in philosophy
of mind (or even in science) construct Ptolemaic epicycles for proving or denying the
existence of, ontologically or at least epistemologically, two different substances. In their
constructions, the researchers have used either empty concepts within the unicorn-world,
or they eliminate concepts that are valid within the EDWs perspective. The similarity

between Descartes and the proponents of identity theory (and all other approaches) is that
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they all work under the unicorn-world’s umbrella. The difference is that dualism has
notions like “mind” and “brain” that represent two different substances within the
unicorn-world, while the identity theory has empty concepts like “mind” and ‘“‘brain”
within the same unicorn-world. For Descartes, two kinds of perception represent the
constitutive conceptual-intuitive conditions of observation of mind and brain. Without
using constitutive elements (that are, for Kant, the intuitions and the categories), the
identity theory has not only one erroneous concept, the “unicorn-world”, but also at least
one empty concept, “mind” or “brain”. In this framework, mind and brain belong to
different conceptual schemes/frameworks (that is a completely different notion than
Kant’s possibility of conditions of existence). Within such conceptual frameworks there
are, in Kantian terms, no constitutive elements. If for constructing such elements as mind
and brain, someone were using constitutive elements within the same unicorn-world, then
there would be a contradiction.”” For avoiding such contradictions but preserving the
unicorn-world, philosophers (following Wittgenstein and Carnap—see Chapter 6) and
scientists have introduced different linguistic frameworks that explain the same reality. I
emphasize here that the same argument is available for the distinction between two
essential notions in philosophy, ontology and epistemology.

What we can do instead to avoid these errors is to try to see only the
correspondences between the concepts that describe different phenomena that belong to
EDWs. A particular concept describes a specific object/phenomenon that belongs to one
epistemological world. A different concept describes an object/phenomenon that belongs
to a different epistemological world. These two concepts under discussion do not refer to
the same object/phenomenon because each object/phenomenon described by them
belongs to the epistemologically different worlds. Therefore, in the best case, we can try
to find a correspondence between objects/phenomena described by those different
concepts that belong to EDWs. At this point, it is useful to clarify the notion of
correspondence between objects/phenomena described by mind and for brain (body)

terms within different EDWs.

'* This line is common to the “conceivability” argument that infers the metaphysical possibility of the
existence of entities. (Chalmers 2003, p. 5) It seems to show us the impotence of attempting to prove the
existence of both mind and brain within the unicorn-world.
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3.3.3 The physical human subject or the “I”

The point here is to see how a phenomenon from one epistemological world corresponds
to a phenomenon from a different epistemological world. For example, we may ask what
neural or physical processes correspond to human subjectivity as it is understood by
Searle or human experience from Chalmers’ perspective. (Searle 1992; Chalmers 2003
and 1995) In my terms, human experience or subjectivity are equivalent notions for the
“17.

We saw above that we can become aware by human subjectivity only through
internal tools of observation. Evidently there is a difference between the notion of
“awareness” and that of “knowing”. The “I” can have clear, distinct, and complete
internal or external perceptions for internal or external entities. Until the end of 19"
Century, within the Cartesian method, thinkers had identified external entities through
clear, distinct and complete perceptions. From the beginning of last century until our day,
this method has not been possible to be applied—especially in modern physics. In modern
physics, explaining certain entities and processes requires not only empirical data but also
theoretical knowledge. We can “identify” certain entities without having clear, distinct,
and complete perception. In these cases, the theoretical part or “conceptual scheme"
becomes essential for defining the existence of such entities. However, I think that the
framework of conceptual schemes offers us the possibility of using “empty” concepts in
different theories that explain various entities and processes. In this sense, these theories
have an epistemological character but not an ontological one.

The internal entities are more difficult to identify. For describing the mental states
and processes, we have to include in their definitions the “conditions of observation” or
“conditions of having” them. From the first person-ontological viewpoint, this means
finding the relationship between the mental rep<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>