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Abstract

The thesis cntically analyses the dominant foundationalist tendency of modem
philosophy, with special reference to the sophisticated antifoundationalist cnitiques of
foundationalism formulated by G.W.F. Hegel and Gilles Deleuze.

It begins by outhmng a gencral methodological aspect of foundationalism.
regarding the necessity of radical selt-cnfique in philosophy, which directly connects
contemporary thought with Cartesianism, via classical German philosophy.

In the plmlosophes of Kant, Fichte and Schelling, this self-cntical project 1s
transformed: they undertake to show that reason can. by examimng 1itself, give an
account ot experience that i1s systematic, or consistent with itself. However, each of
these thinkers fails to accomphsh this, and indeed, the commitment to a prior:
foundations 1s itself undermined in Schelling’s work, where a philosophical crisis of
meaning (a ‘trauma of reason’. philosophical nithilism) emerges.

Deleuze and Hegel’s contrasting cntiques of foundationahism, and their positive
reconstructions ot the standpoint of philosophy, are then interpreted as non-
foundationahist attempts to overcome this internal crnisis of foundationalist thought as
inadvertently exposed by Schelling. Both cniticise certain subjective presuppositions
common to foundationalist phlosophes, which they consider constitute a dogmatic
‘image’ of philosophy, a kind of transcendental illusion that 1s the gmding force behind
toundationalism. Both also aim to replace this with a genminely philosophical image.

The thesis provides an onginal historical contextualisation of Deleuze’s thought
in relation to German Idealism, and Schelling in particular, with whom, it 1s argued,
Deleuze has much in common. Deleuze’s conception of pure ditference is treated in this
regard as a kind of ‘absolute knowledge’. This contextualisation also allows the
sometimes crudely understood antipathy between Hegel and Deleuze to be addressed 1n
a more penetrating fashion, which shows that they have more in common in terms of
their critical onentation than 1s usually supposed.

The thesis concludes with a critical comparison of these thinkers, which argues
that, although both succeed i their own terms, in relaton to a cntenon of self-
consistency, Hegel’s philosophy offers a more satistactory treatment of the ontological
and historical conditions of philosophical activity.
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Chapter One

Introduction: Philosophy, Immanence and Otherness

i) Preliminaries

Thus, because our senses sometimes deceive us,
I decided to suppose that nothing was such as they led
us to imagine. And because there are people who make
mistakes 1n reasoning, committing logical fallacies
concerning even the simplest questions in geometry, and
as | judged that 1 was just as prone to error as anyone
else, 1 rejected as unsound all the arguments | had

previously taken as demonstrative proofs.’

With these hines from the Discourse on Method, Descartes announced the
Reformation of Scholastic philosophy and a decisive redefinition of philosophy’s
conception of itself. The modernity of Cartesianism lies in its confidence in the ability of
the individual reasoning subject to determine the truth about being, and further, in its
confidence in the ability of the individual to prove that it possesses this truth. It 1s this
latter assurance that represents a direct assault on medievalism, for 1t confers final
authonty on the faculty of reason, and thus removes it from the hegemony of tradition
and 1ts institutions, the ulttmate sources of all Scholastic arguments previously accepted
as ‘demonstrative proofs’.

At the close ot the twentieth century. such confidence seems to be at once an
intimately familiar feature of the way we imagine ourselves. and yet somehow outdated.

to be spoken of with 1ronic, even cynical detachment. Over two hundred vears of

' Descartes, 1966, p. 59.



relentless criticism of traditional accretions of authority. stretching from the American
and French Revolutions, and taking in the rise of mass industnal societies and the social
and political convulsions of the twentieth century, have seen Cartesian confidence
replaced by the niven stance of the individual who listens to and accepts the long-famihar
claams of reason, without ever genuinely believing 1n them, seeing reason instead as
stimply another traditional authonty to be cnticised, without knowing where the resources
for such a cntique are to be found. This condition, which Nietzsche referred to as
‘modern mihilism’, finds a particularly suitable home 1n the twentieth century, the time of
genocide carmied out by regimes that employed bureaucratic reason exclusively in the
service of their ‘passions’.

How does this situation make itself telt in Western philosophy? One definition
of 1ts violently altered self-image 1s given by the Bntish philosopher Gillian Rose.
Commentating on a selecion of modern Jewish thinkers within the pantheons of
existentialism, critical theory and post-structuralism, ranging from Martin Buber to
Jacques Dernda, Rose wrote that ‘their different ways of severing existential eros from
philosophical /ogos amount to a trauma within reason itself * The meaning of such a
statement 1S not immediately apparent. 7rauma in its usual meaning refers to the
experiencing of a wviolent physiological or psychological shock that induces a
pathological condition within the organic or the psychic system. What can it mean to say
that reason expenences such a shock and 1s confined by such a condition?

One thing 1s clear from Rose’s remarks, however. This trauma cannot be reduced
to an effect of conditions external to the activity of philosophy. Philosophy, in some
sense, inflicts the wound on 1itself. To anticipate a little, we can say that the trauma of
reason appears in the modern age because ot the nature of the vocation that philosophy
assumes for itself: namely, the Cartesian epistemological project. whose goal is the

discovery of incomgible cnitena for objective knowledge, and along with this, the

’ Rose, 1994 p. 1.



justification of the autonomy of pure reason. The goal of my thesis 1s firstly to outhne a
convincing definition of the philosophical provenance of the trauma of reason, and then.
in the main part of the thesis, to assess the work of two of the most trenchant cnitics of
the modemn Cartesian project, G. W. F. Hegel and Gilles Deleuze, considered as ways of
‘working through’ this condition that provide resources for reconcerving the vocation of

philosophy.

ii) The Ambition of Philosophy: Immanence

Our first object of enquiry has to be the Cartesian revolution itself, with the aim
of penetrating a httle deeper into its meaning as a philosophical event. The sceptical
method i1s a way of redefining philosophy according to Plato’s question in the
T'heaetetus: ‘what 1s knowledge?’. Descartes’ vision thus still affirms philosophy as the
highest discipline of human knowledge, that 1s, as the knowing of the meaning of
knowledge. Cntical epistemology, despite its modemity, remains knotted to the longest
threads of Western thought. A constitutive element of its definition 1s the distinction
between philosophy, which deals with knowledge as such, and specific sciences that deal
with particular modes of knowing: natural science, psychology, political science,
economics and so on. Behind this privilege accorded to philosophy 1s still the complex
Greek notion of /ogos, the ‘gathering’ of being that informs Plato’s conception of
dialectic and Anistotle’s view of metaphysics as first philosophy. Philosophy remains the
discipline whose eros for being 1s pure, and which consequently possesses the logos
absolutely, gathering being for knowledge without presupposing anything specific about
the nature of being. This 1s what divides philosophy from, for example, the natural
sciences, which assume for their purposes the existence of a matter whose nature can be
described mathematically or empincally.

The Anstotehan and Platonic legacy to philosophy is this faith in the essential

purity of reason, and in the umversality of what it, when unhindered, discovers of being.
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There 1s an affinity between reason and being. Reason 1s the most direct form of access
to being, a purer mode of seeing. Being 1s a medium within which reason moves without
hindrance. That which actually exists, the world that enfolds everyday life and constantly
upsets our plans and evades our predictions, possesses an essential, internal order which
reason can reveal precisely because it corresponds to the intermal structure of reason
itself: the discursive i1nterconnection of orderly entailments, of grounds and
consequences. Reason, to use more Platonic language, 1s the true suitor ot being. It 1s
always already 1n unmion with, 1s immanent in being. In relation to reason, our other
faculties through which we become aware of the world, such as our senses, our memory
and so on, must be judged and found wanting as modes of ‘seeing into’ being. Through
them, the world 1s necessanly distorted, tor being resists them. This does not simply
mean that occasionally we may be mistaken about the world, but more radically, that the
world itself appears through our senses and memory as shifting, provisional, elusive —
in short, without certainty. Through our other faculties, the unity of reason with being i1s
lost, and we become aware of the world as an opaque hornizon of awareness; we
recognise it in its otherness. Reassurance, however, 1s provided through reason, betore
which otherness recedes. This, we are sure, 1s because being always already belonged to
reason anyway. It is reason, for example, that allows us to correct the mistakes we make
through relying too much on our senses.

The 1dea of philosophy as an activity intimately bound up with the internal order
of being, and which can therefore do without presuppositions about specific modes of
being, already constitutes an attack on such particular presuppositions. From Parmenides
onward, the implication 1s that, despite their necessity in the subordinate sciences,
specific assumptions about the essence or meaning of being cannot ultimately result in
anything more than a distortion ot pure knowledge. The role of philosophy is therefore a
sceptical one in relation to other sciences. In claiming for itself the role of arch é-science,

philosophy simultaneously withholds from subordinate disciplines the possibility of



justifying their own claims about knowledge. Each ‘infenior’ science 1s linked to a
spectfic region of being, which 1s cut out of the whole, as it were, through the acceptance
of axiomatic presuppositions.

In relation to the fundamental philosophical faith in reason, Scholasticism
represented for Descartes a negative development. Scholastic philosophy, from his point
of view, did not allow itself to be guided solely by the reason of the individual, but was
instead assured of its status by Church dogma, a corpus of traditional beliefs whose
authonty was simply assumed. Consequently, the idea of the punty of the philosophical
eros tor being takes on an active, ascetic aspect in the Cartesian sceptical method. The
certainty of reason’s immanence in being cannot be secured simply through traditional
doctrine and belhief. It has to be demonstrated, and this can only occur through a free
process of reasoning that 1s sceptical about all accepted beliets, and which results in the
discovery of an objective foundation of the umity of reason and being. Unless this
certainty 1s secured in this way, then it will itself remain a belief, a matter of faith. If thus
1s the case, then the Cartesian view of philosophy as archeé-science 1s no difterent from
that which it cniticises. The need to prove that individuals, simply because they reason,
have a priori knowledge without the need to rely on tradition, thus addresses two 1ssues:
a) whether a cnitical viewpoint can be taken upon accepted belhet and tradition, and b)
whether this viewpoint can, once 1t has raised the 1ssue of the legitimacy of common
assumptions, justify its own assumption of the unity of reason and being.

Importantly, this unity 1s interpreted by Descartes as the correspondence of the
subject’s own representations of the world (sensory, mnemonic, conceptual etc.) with a
reality that is really extemal to or other than the subject. All knowledge of the world, of
the soul or of God necessarily implies the presence ot subjective representational content
of one form or another. Thus 1t 1s from this content that a foundation must be extracted.

No specific content (doxa) can be assumed to be such a firm foundation until it has been



subjected to a test, designed to expose any content whose correspondence with reality

could be conditional or accidental.

It 1s Descartes’ third methodological hypothesis. the excessive gesture which
(temporanly) transforms God (the theological guarantee of correspondence) into an evil,
decerving demon, that makes the question of conditional knowledge decisive: anything
that objectively (1n all cases of its occurrence as an opinion or doxa) presupposes either
pre-given conceptual knowledge, as in the case of a proposition like ‘man is a rational
animal’,’ or the intervention of faculties other than thought, as with all opimions that rely
upon sensory evidence, can be considered to be only doubtfully valid. Such opinions are
objectively dependent for their validity upon conditions, and as long as this is the case,
we cannot know that we know them to be true, for the possibility of deception is held
open as long as there remains a difference between an opinion and the criteria of its truth.

This problem of certainty requires its solution to be in the form of unconditional
knowledge, foundational knowledge that we immediately know to be true without further
critena. The Cartesian cogito 1s supposed to serve as such immediate knowledge by
virtue of both its content and its form: the proposition ‘I am thinking’ (je pense) together
with the immediacy of the self-reflection that constitutes this thought 1s indubitable proof
of my existence. When 1 entertain the proposition ‘I am thinking’ 1 know this without
reference to criteria that may be doubted; indeed, to doubt the truth ot this proposition is
to produce a contradiction. Thought and the nature of an existent here correspond
pertectly, if only temporanly, for the immediate certainty that guarantees the cogito,
precisely because 1t 1s constituted 1n an act of attending that 1s supposed to be a direct
seeing into the soul, only endures so long as this attending 1s maintained.

It 1s thus necessary to go further. The cogito grants formal certainty, for it gives
us criteria for the objective correspondence of representation and reality, namely ‘clanity’

and “distinctness’, which are possessed by different classes of representation in various

3 Descartes, 1996, p. 17



degrees, with the highest degree belonging to concepts. The move from the cogito to the
proof of the existence of God is thus motivated by the needs of method, for in addition
to formal cnitena of certainty, it i1s necessary to establish the necessary existence of an
objective ground of the necessary correspondence between all clear and distinct ideas and
reality." Again, this can only be achieved through the examination of subjective
representations. Now, however, 1t 1s possible to go directly to the subject’s store of
conceptual representations, for these possess the required degree of clanty and
distinctness. The notion of God, Descartes reports, 1s unique among these concepts, for it
alone represents a pertect being. Through the notorious ‘ontological prootf’, Descartes
connects the 1idea of the infinite perfection that necessarily belongs to the idea of God
with the idea of necessary existence: 1t God were to be thought as non-existent, then he
would be impertect and would not be God. Given that this premise produces a

contradiction, God necessarily exists, as a real ground of the objective correspondence of

our clear and distinct representations with reality.

Descartes believes that this result 1s a justificaion of the unmity of subjective
representation and reality, qualified by the restriction of this unity in its full sense to
representations of reason. If this 1s so, then Cartesian reason proves its autonomy: it will
have demonstrated that it possesses genuine knowledge of being (ot the res cogitans and
God), without requiring specific presuppositions about being in order to do so. The
immanence of reason in being will have been proven, and otherness will have been
domesticated.

The charge made against Descartes’ rationalism by those who brought a parallel
and also characteristically modemn form of thought, namely empincism, to fruition,
however, is that his cntical method 1s not cntical enough. Despite beginming correctly,
within the representations of the subject, 1t fails to adequately address the question of its

own presuppositions, for in order to begin as Descartes does, it 1s necessary above all to

* See Cottingham, 1995, pp 64. 70-1.



maintain a faith in the autonomy of reason in order to eventually demonstrate it. This
faith 1s not simply a temporary postulate, but is, in the form of Descartes’ reliance on
innate ideas as tools of method, actually an assumption that goes acknowledged. The
ideas of the res cogitans and the infinitely perfect God are held to have a natural, a priori
relation to being because of their content, for the content of either, when doubted,
produces a contradiction. However, the idea that such concepts, because of their
representative content, thereby possess a special ontological status, i1s placed under
suspicion by the empiricists, and above all by Locke and Hume.

This 1dea 1s 1itself, for the empiricists, an unwarranted assumption about the
nature of reason, indicating a residual and reassuring faith in the immanence of a priori
reason that remains unquestioned, which means that effectively Descartes already knows
the answer to his enquiry when he sets out upon it. Pure reason only grasps being because
being has already been gathered by reason, via an unacknowledged presupposition, and
the boldness of the reason that makes God into a devil 1s simply show. Against this
background assumption of the immanence of reason in being, the empincist method
concerns the genesis of representations, and of concepts in particular. The question of
how representations come to be present in the mind at all 1s prnivileged as more
fundamental than the problem of how i1t 1s possible that these representations could
adequately represent being, and be a source of objective knowledge.

Through his account of the ongin of ideas in sensibility, the passions, and the
associative principles that act as natural laws of the mind, Hume above all others
constructs on an empirical basis a notion of reason as concerned only with belief in the
regularity of our subjective expernience, as opposed to objective knowledge of the
uniformity of the order of external being. Reason 1s theretore heteronomous, a
subspecies of passion, an eros without any overtones of ‘gathenng’, its function instead

being to support those beliefs about expenience that are based upon good evidence

> As when Hume (1990, Bk 1, pt 3, §1) distinguishes matters of fact from relations of ideas.



(constant conjunctions of impressions). The issue i1s no longer the correspondence of
representations with what exists outside the subject. For Hume. the meaning of the 1dea
of necessary connection is not dependent upon its reference to, say, a causal power that
inheres n substances. Instead, its meaning comes from the relations that exist between
1deas imprinted in the memory by constantly repeated instances of pairs of impressions.
The only relation of representation exists between impressions and the ideas that literally
re-present them.® Hence reason confronts mental contents that retain for it a certain
opaqueness or otherness, for they are somehow given to it. and are indeed its own
wellspring. The 1dea that it can overcome this opaqueness is the result of a
misapplication of reason beyond the bounds to which it 1s limited by its contingent.
merely given onigin.

The empincist cntique of Descartes’ defence of the immanence of reason in
being 1s important for our theme of the trauma of reason. For Hume, reason is dependent
on an empirical contingency that 1t cannot itself account for. The possibility of there
being a regulanty that 1s internal to the source of impressions, whatever it may be, cannot
be thought without abstracting from the contents of the mind. The othermess of external
reality 1s here seen as the genetic condition of reason itself, for it somehow provides an
opaque stimulus that gives nise to the habit of reasoning.

With Kant, the validity of a priori reasoning 1s detended 1in a way that cedes
ground to the empincist critique, but then goes on to undermine it. The methodological
stance reason takes with respect to itself 1s no longer sceptical in Descartes’ sense, where
one only has to nd oneself of the conditionally certain in order to ascend without
difficulty to the unconditional. Kritik as method signifies that the verv capacity of reason
for knowledge must itself be examined and cniticised. Kant agrees with the empincists
that pure ideas alone cannot provide an adequate measure of what constitutes genuine

knowledge of objects. Sensibility has to have a role, and so 1if reason 1s to be

el Pl —
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autonomously capable of providing a priori knowledge, it must itself be the condition of
possibility for making judgements about the external world to which sensibility gives
access. Hence Kant, in agreeing with the empiricists, simultaneously turns against them.
For Kant, it 1s the spontaneous and discursive-rational structure of the representing
subject’s consciousness that makes possible the kind of discriminating power that enables
Hume’s subject to even tell the difference between two impressions. For Kant,
transcendental subjectivity is necessary in order to make subjective presentations
possible, without which the thought of real externality and of re-presentations would be
impossible.

For Descartes, the immanence of reason in being (the autonomy of philosophical
reason) had to be demonstrated with reference to the content of our representations of
what 1s. This provoked the empiricist response. Kant, however, understands the
demonstration of the immanence of reason in being, of the right of reason to determine
what 1s, 1in a formal sense. Our very consciousness of external objects, and even of
individual impressions, is only made possible by the structure of our reason. If we can
determine this conditioning structure, we will have proof of the autonomy of reason. The
capacity of reason to determine ‘what is’ 1s thus conditioned by its capacity to determine
itself, to be immanent to itself. In this way, Kant sees reason as having the power to
recognise 1ts own limits as immanent to it — as necessitated by 1ts own structure, rather
than being forced upon it from outside, as in Hume’s account. Reason has the nght to a
priori knowledge because 1t also has the power to legislate the forms of possible
experience, under which alone objects can be presented. Knowledge of these forms thus
constitutes objective a priori knowledge ot expernience. Once this rnight has been proved,
pure reason will have, through a consistent critical epistemology, demonstrated that it
alone has the right to assess truth-claims about being.

Reason is thus, for Kant, immanent to our experience of objects, and this is

demonstrated by an immanent self-examination on the part of reason. But this
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determination of ‘what is’ is our experience. our presentations ot objects: an element ot
externality or otherness remains, in the Ding-an-sich, the thing-n-itself, which s never
an object of experience, only a limit on the extension of objective knowledge and the
source of sensation, the material of experience.’ Nevertheless, this limit is immanent to
reason’s own structure, for it establishes the boundanes of objective knowledge. While
reason has this proper (de jure), autonomous or immanent limit, it nevertheless tends to
transgress it, and mire itself not in error, but in transcendental illusion. by claiming
knowledge of the nature of the thing-in-itself, as in the modemn rationalist tradition from
Descartes to Wolft. However, reason 1s sovereign within its own limits, and must defend
its domain (ditio) (CJ 174/13) by showing how it 1s possible to determine concrete a
priori knowledge of both theoretical and practical or moral matters (what /s and what
ought to be, finite necessity and infimite freedom) within these limits, thus demonstrating
that both natural science and ethical life can be accounted for by self-cntical reason.
Kant’s defence of a priori knowledge develops as a response to the German
Enhghtenment (Aufkldrung), by taking a stand against the resurgence of an unprnincipled
faith 1n reason. As such 1t 1s coeval with a more direct and negative reaction against the
Enlightenment, beginning with Hamann and Herder. Nevertheless, Kant remains allied
with the Aufkldrer, raising the standard of independent, protestant reason against all
traditional forms of authonty, whether Church, State or academy. The struggle for the
right to use one’s own reason brings to light the implicit political dimension of the
modemn epistemological tradition: all claims to authority must present themselves betore
the tribunal of reason and be judged. But first, as Kant acknowledges, reason has first to
criticise its own excesses, in order to provide cniterta by which illegiimate claims can be
exposed, and in order to justify the authority of its own tribunal. This 1s the central

import of our presentation thus far.

"See P §9
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Despite Kant’s restrictions on reason’s right to determine ‘what 1s’, however. the
problem of presuppositions returns, concemning the self-consistency of the cntical
method. If cntical reason alone is to determine the validity of its claim to a priori
knowledge, then a question arises: how 1s reason’s right to criticise itself justified? Chief
among the tenets of critical reason i1s that everything can be cniticised, except the
immanent relation of reason to itself that defines the very concept of criticism.” This
relation seems to testify to a residue of otherness, for reason’s right to examine itself 1s
accepted as given. The immanence of reason to itself has not been demonstrated, and so
neither has the nght of reason to determine ‘what 1s’, even within certain limits.

Massing behind the vanguard of the direct reaction against the Enlightenment
and 1its supporter Kant, and appalled at the political and theological consequences of
unrestrained critique, opponents of the cntical turn gave a different form to the sceptical
question: they raised doubts about the supposedly singular nght of reason to question
everything else. One such thinker, F. H. Jacobi, gave a name to a pathological condition
of modern thought, exemplified by Kantian philosophy and defined by a need always to
validate values, to provide sufficient reasons for beliefs: nihilism.” The major symptom
of this condition 1s an infinite regress of justifications, which results from the attempt to
locate a first principle capable of grounding knowledge. Reason’s right to critique must
be established, and then the night of reason to establish the nght of cntique, and so on.

This impossible labour creates an abyss of meaninglessness mnto which all behets and
values disappear.

At this point, the question of a trauma of reason that s truly — immanently, one

might say — a pathology of reason can be raised. The modern epistemological tradition.

by allying itself at a fundamental level with scepticism. has courted this condition n

S Beiser, 1987, pp. 1-2; Cutrefello, 1994, pp. 1-5.

? Beiser, op. cit., pp. 81fT.

' 1bid . pp. 30-1.



various partial forms. We have still not yet armved, in this account, at the point where 1t
instnuates itself into reason itself, perhaps finally severing, in Rose’s words, eros trom
logos. We have, however, seen reason driven back into itself, from an imtiallv assumed
posttion of confidence, forced to become ever more wary of its own pretensions, until.
with the reaction against the Enlightenment, the political and philosophical desire for
freedom from illegitmate authority becomes paralysed by the self-defeating attempts of
reason to justify itself as a umiversally competent judge, capable of stopping the desire
for freedom from becoming arbitrary and mired 1n violence and cynicism.

Nevertheless, a further step remaimns to be taken in this narrative. Almost a
century after the struggle between Kant and his opponents reached its height, Nietzsche,

in thematising ‘modern nihilism’ as the most pressing problem of the age, described 1t as
an antagonism between two tendencies — ‘not to esteem what we know, and not to be

allowed any longer to esteem the lies we should like to tell ourselves’, a ‘process of
dissolution’.'' The philosopher finds herself faced with a fabricated world to which she
has ‘absolutely no nght’ simply by virtue of her reason, * and must confront it through
the medium of a force that is like a surging ‘otherness’ at the heart of reason itself,
namely the will-to-power. The next chapter will give an account of how Western
philosophy comes to be faced by this situation, by showing how reason, at the height ot
its ambition in German Idealism, subjects itself to this its own deepest pathology. As we
will see, the result of Fichte and Schelling’s attempts to provide foundational
justifications for the right of reason to examine itself result in the discovery of an
irrational ‘remainder’ that is not simply other than reason, but is an otherness that 1s

‘inside’ reason. and indeed is its own condition. This will threaten reason with the

possibility that it cannot be immanent even to 1itself.

'' Nietzsche, 1968, §5

‘2 1bid . §12.



Before we take this step, a word about the choice of Hegel and Deleuze as
mediators between ourselves and the trauma of reason. The significance ot this choice
can only ultimately be proven by the rest of the thesis. However. a few prehminary
remarks about the general approach I am taking in relation to these figures are 1n order.
Given that my presentation of the trauma of reason i1s completed with an examination of
Schelling, with whom the development of the trauma is consummated, the peniod of
historical time in which the trauma could be said to be the central if not always
acknowledged problem 1n Western thought 1s one in which Hegel and Deleuze stand at
opposite ends, and also one in which Hegel’s intfluence has, up to the present, been
largely decisive.

Deleuze’s desire-to break radically with the Hegelian tradition 1s, I think,
particularly suggestive of the difficulties that philosophical thought faces in the wake of
Schelling’s cnitique of a priori reason, for the redefinition of crnitique that Deleuze
undertakes 1s, in method, execution and result (as I shall show), directly related to the
results of Schelling’s crnitique. I shall argue in Chapters Three and Four that Deleuze’s
ontological turn against Kantianism (and its phenomenological legacy) in general
performs a sumilar philosophical role to Schelling’s ontological turn against Fichte. My
emphasis will be on the continuity of Deleuze’s thought, from the early ‘historical’
writings to What is Philosophy?, more specifically, the way in which 1t 1s an attempt at a
fully rigorous meditation on the role of the Absolute in philosophy. This stress on
continuity, and the foregrounding of the Absolute, is in my opimon absolutely necessary
in order to grasp the uniqueness of Deleuze’s position in post-war French philosophy as
an ontological thinker of difference. For reasons of space, given this concentration on
continuity, | have unfortunately had to omit any extended investigation ot the specific
social-theoretical concerns of the two volumes of Captitalism and Schizophrenia,

without, 1 believe, doing any excessive violence to Deleuze’s multifaceted oeuvre, n so

far as its development is concerned.
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The relationship between Hegel and Deleuze has often been viewed, by both
Hegehian and Deleuzean commentators, as one of utter incommensurability.13 However.
by reading their work together in the context of a common thematic territory, 1 hope to
dispel inaccuracies, or rather, illusions emanating from both camps. The notion that
Deleuze 1s simply a bad reader of Hegel, and the opposed 1dea that Deleuze gets Hegel
absolutely rnight and can thus dispense with him, both evince equally Oedipal attitudes
(with a conservative and a radical inflection, respectively). Deleuze’s own remarks on the
aesthetic effect of Hegehianism upon him (D 21-3/12-15) should alert us to the
possibility that his ‘creative misreadings’ of philosophers such as Spinoza and Nietzsche
might stand alongside an equally strategic treatment of Hegel. This means that, in re-
reading Hegel, it 1s necessary to point out how Deleuze distorts his work, but this does
not immediately serve as a justification for discarding Deleuze. The overnding 1ssue will
be the trauma of reason, and how this crisis which, as 1 suggested at the outset, has
become intimately familiar to Western philosophers, might be overcome. Hence the
philosophies of Hegel and Deleuze must be understood for themselves 1n relation to this

1ssue, before they can be assessed in relation to each other.

'3 See in particular Williams, 1997 (Hegehian), and Hardt, 1993 (Deleuzean)
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Chapter Two

Kant, Fichte and Schelling: the Trauma of Reason

i) Introduction

For Kant, the emphasis placed by the Enlightenment upon the entitlements of pure.
dismterested reason requires that these entitlements be proven. Hume's account of the empirical
ongin of ideas, and his disinction between mere relations of ideas and matters of fact.
compromise any rationalist faith in pure reason and mean that a justification of the validity of ¢
priori judgements 1s needed before the Enlightenment’s all-encompassing critique of tradition
can claim any degree of success. The polincal content of this critique has been well-
documented: a revolution directed against ‘superstition” by a freethinking élite in the name of
the powers of umversal reason. But in order not to contradict its own aims, the political critique
requires an epistemology founded upon an objective foundation of reason’s authority in
disputes concerning legitimacy. This project of justification drives Kant’s mature thought,
throughout the three Crifigues and beyond. By outhining Kant’s critical project, and the ways in
which Fichte and Schelling address 1ssues arising out of this project, this chapter will determine

the meaning of what has already been referred to as the ‘trauma of reason’.

ii) Kant’s Critique of Knowledge

Kant’s famous remark that it was the philosophy of Hume that first caused him to awake
from the ‘dogmatic slumber’ into which Wolthan rationalism had cast him gives us a starting
point for our enquiry. Hume’s demal of objective vahdity to a priori judgement. and

particularly to the rationalist keystone, the principle of causality or of sufficient reason (1n both

its ‘strong” and ‘weak’ senses ) exemplifies for Kant the danger radical scepticism poses to its

' On the ‘weak’ sense (every event has a cause), see Hume, 1983, §§ 4-3. 7. on the ‘strong’ sense (similar

events have similar causes), see Hume, 1990, Pt. 11l
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parent, pmlosophy: an ‘anarchy’ (CPuR Aix) of the kind he himself was subsequently accused
of creating, where no sure foundations of knowledge exist.

With Hume, psychology becomes a sceptical weapon: reason’s functions are constituted
according to habit and the rationally unaccountable and contingent passions. An adequate
response to Hume must show that knowledge through reason alone does necessanly or de jure
possess objective validity. Thus Kant’s ‘subjective turn’ entails an examination of reason
conducted by reason itself, in order to, following Locke, ‘examine our own powers, and see to
what things they [are] adapted’.* The first move is to distinguish between this preliminary task
of inmanent critique and real knowledge (metaphysics) itself: the possibility of objective «
priori knowledge must be established by enumerating all the principles without which such
knowledge would be impossible, a negative canon of principles as opposed to a positive
organon of actual knowledge (CPuR A12/B25-6; A62-3/B87-8).

For example, Hume argues that the principle of causality cannot be objectively valid
independent of empirical experience, given that 1t is only through recurring experiences of
conjunction that we become conscious of it in the first place. This principle is thus only an
abstract 1dea, the means by which consciousness represents to itself a feeling connected with the
character of 1its expenences, and 1s thus only contingently vahd. Kant questions the
presuppositions of Hume’s genetic account of the ‘feeling’ of reason. by asking how 1t is
possible that conscious experience should itself be of such a character as to contain such things
as conjomed representations. The empiricist fabula rasa brackets out the question of the
possibility of experience, that 1s, of its necessary formal constituents, 1n favour of the question
of its actual, contingent onigins. For Kant, as for Leibmz, the 1abula rasa must 1itself already
possess a certain structure if it 15 to be capable of representatonal consciousness, 1.e.

consciousness of real externahty. This structure would in fact be presupposed by any enquiry

hike Hume’s.
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* Locke. 1990, Introduction, §7.
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Kant entitles this deep structure the transcendental region of subjectivity, through
which the determination of the empirical, conscious subject, the object of psychology. 1s itselt
made possible. The principles that govern ftranscendental subjectivity are the necessary
conditions of any experience of real existence, whether that of an independent object or that of
the subject itself. If these principles can be completely enumerated (CPuR A13/B27) and
proven to be necessary formal constituents of expenence, then reason’s nght to o prior
knowledge, and hence 1ts autonomy. will have been justified.

Important to both the Leibmzian and empincist Iimes of post-Cartesian descent 1s the
distinction between knowledge of matters of fact and knowledge of relations of 1deas The
problem of objective vahdity only anses in the former case. as relations of ideas merely imply
analytic relations of entailment, whereas synthetic propositions about matters of fact have a
bearing on the actual content of experience, which 1s given 10 the subject 1in some sense. and
which, as Hume mn particular emphatically points ouf, cannot therefore be assumed to be
structured 1n accordance with the formal. discursive rules that determne conscious reasoning.

Kant’s response is that the very presentation (Darstellung) of the content of expenence
itself 1s only made possible by formal transcendental pnnciples or structures. These structures
are necessary condifions of all actual empirical knowledge of objects and thus our knowledge of
them constitutes foundational knowledge of the nature of all possible expernience. Our
knowledge of them will be both synthetic, 1n that the structures that are 1ts object purport to
describe the inner structure of the given, and yet a priori, m that these structures are the
necessary conditions of all empuirical expenence and knowledge. If objective knowledge through
pure reason alone can be had, then the discursive or rational components of these formal
structures must ultimately be the necessary conditions of the possibility of the non-discursive
formal components. While Kant affirms the traditonal dichotomy of reason and twiion. via
his methodological distinction between spontaneous and receptive faculties (CPuR AS1/B75).

he also affirms the inseparability of their respective functions n relation to knowledge under the

overall dominance of reason.
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This is not the limit of Kant’s project. if reason must determine what 1t can know about
real entities, and thereby limit itself, it must also establish 1ts own freedom, by showing that it
can prescnbe forms of principled action beyond the hinmts imposed on human bewngs by the
present. This practical dimension 1s both moral and political, for 1t imphes both regulation of an
individual’s own actions, and the possibibty of cnticising prevailing institutional constraints on
individual agency. Human being has two major aspects, the powers of cogmtion and desire (CJ)
167/3-4), each related through reason to a different object: the theoretical object, which is given
to the subject as actnally exasting, and the practical object or end, that which ought 10 be, which
the subject produces (CPuR Bix-x). Reason thus has a theoretical and a practical form, and
Kant’s project must be to determine two sets of conditions, for cogmtive and for moral
experience. A full justification of reason must show that, in both cases, the condiions under
which an object can be objectively known are themselves unconditionally knowable through
pure reason alone, an aim that Kant sometimes describes as the discovery of the ulimate umty

of these two forms of reason, a proof of its final autonomy (e.g. CPuR A326/B382-3; A333-

4/B390-1).

a) Theoretical Knowledge

The ultimate conditions of theoretical knowledge are those discursive forms which
alone present (darstelien) an object as existing in relation 1o subjectivity 1n general. Objective
theoretical knowledge is thus only knowledge of objects as determined for the subject under
these forms. To represent (vorstellen) an object as 1t 1s in ilself 1s not at all contradictory.
However, precisely because this represents the object without relating it to the discursive and
non-discursive conditions of real objective knowledge, Kant assigns to 1t the status of the purely
thinkable. that which accords with the rules of formal logic but not with those of the

transcendental logic that governs the conditions of the possibihity of expenence (CPuR A50-
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7/B74-82). Nevertheless, Kant does not entirely follow Hume’s injunction to commit such 1deas
to the flames,” as we shall see.

Rationalist metaphysics assumes that reason 1s immanent 1n bemg, as we saw in Chapter
One with respect to the doctrine of ‘innate ideas’. The ontological proof is the capstone of this
assurance: metaphysics, down to Kant’s own day, 1s saisfied that its objective vahdity 1s
ultimately analytic. 1t believes 1t can have objective and a priori knowledge of a thing-in-itself.
because, above all, the ontological proof demonstrates that reason is capable of proving the
existence of the highest entity by simply examimng iself and its own idea of God. But the
empiricist crifique forces a re-evaluation of this assurance, by pointing out that the mere analysis
of an 1dea, even when this 1s an 1dea of God, can only evaluate its logical vahidity and not its
relation to matters of fact. Kant’s response 1s to give ground to empiricism, by denying
objective vahdity to representations of things-in-themselves. Metaphysics assumed that reason,
considered as an ‘intellectual infuihon’ mdependent of sensibility, can objectively represent
things-in-themselves. For Kant, this 1s a wholly unrestrained and therefore ranscendent use of
pure reason (CPuR AS569/B597). to which objectivity must be demed.

With this 1 mind, we can now examme Kant’s attempt to iventory the condiions of
possible experience, beginning with the non-discursive. For Kant, the forms inherent to intuition
allow us to both present a given sensation to ourselves in empirical experience as something
manifold or differentiated, and to present a priori intumiions of objects, as in geometry. These
forms are a priori because they cannot be abstracted from empincal objects; instead. they are
necessary if any presentation of an empirical object 1s to be even possible. If 1t 15 possible to be
conscious of an object as distinct from anything else, including ourselves, it must first be
distinguishable according to its spatial and temporal location; mimmally, we must be able to
mark it as ‘here” and ‘now” (CPuR A23-4/B38-9; A30-1/B46-7). The divisible umnes of space

and time are thus not given to us within an mtuifion of an object, and so they must “come first’

Y Hume, 1983, §12. Pt. 3, p. 165



as formal intuitions, constituting the a priori conditions of the possibility of any intwition. This
means, though, that they are simply forms of our mtmtions, and that the manifold of intuiion 1s
only the appearance (Erscheinung) of objects in relation to us (phenomena), while stll being
given to mtuihon and not somehow generated subjectively as an illusion (Schein) (CPuR B69-
70).

Kant needs to show, however, that 1t 1s reason that legislates the forms of possible
expenience. The opportumty to demonstrate this 1s offered by the fact that the possibihity of
formal intuitions, 1.e.. intuitions of the form of space and time in general, cannot be explained
solely with reference to mmtuition. From the standpoint of mtmtion, it i1s not possible to examme
is essential forms 1n order to account for them in any way. This 1s because intuition, bemg non-
discursive and passive, 1s only ‘in” its forms. Reason, on the other hand, 1s spontaneous and
capable of reflecting upon iself. In CPuR’s “Transcendental Deduction’, Kant develops
reflexive arguments to show that, from the standpoint of reason, formal intuitions are only made

possible by reason’s own structure.

If this is so, then certain discursive deterrmnations will be necessary to stabihise any
possible intuitive presentation. These must be a fimite set of lawhke pninciples, n order to
safeguard the regularity of experience by giving it defimte himits. Kant differentiates these finite
principles of knowledge from the infinite (but unsecured) possibihties aftorded by pure thought
with the aid of Wolff's distinction between two spontaneous, rational faculties:” Understanding
(Verstand) and pure Reason (Vernunfi). The Understanding’s a priori elements, the rules that
stabilise the manifold of intuition, comprise Kant’s table of twelve a priori concepts or
categories, which mirror, within transcendental logic, the purely formal functions of judgement
in general logic (CPuR A70/B95: A80/B106). The transcendental syntheses of the manifold
made possible by these rules will be synthetic in an analogical sense: they will constitute the

identity of heterogeneous elements (CPuR A79/B104). of the non-discursive and the discursive.

1 Caygill, 1995, p. 347.



Kant’s use of Deduktion as the title for the central section of CPuR does not, then.
imply a deductive argument based on an unconditionally true proposition. instead, the sense of
this term as employed by German jurists of Kant’s time is intended: the de jure right of reason
to the matter at hand, objective knowledge. must be proven or deduced (CPuR A84-5/B116-7).
The deduction of the categories will be completed by a final, discursive foundation of
possibihty: a condition of all the other conditions that requires no further proof of its own
possibility.

The A and B versions of the Deduction, despite differences of approach and emphasis.
both argue that the discursive concept, as a predicate of synthetic judgement. is a necessary
condition of both the unity of the mamfold in the presentation of an object. and of the
possibility of 1ts being subsequently recognised by the subject or reproduced in acts of
remembernng. Each version also proposes that a foundational condition of possibility must
entail the necessary formal unity of all possible contents of consciousness. Kant calls this
condition the franscendental umty of apperception, a thought or representation of the
fundamental umty of the subject with iself that i1s necessary if consciousness is to be
determinate at all. This umty 1s thus the umty of all the possible presentations which the subject
can have of an object, or the sense 1n which all these contents (whether a priori or empincal)
must necessarily belong to the same subject in order for them to be synthesised m the first place.
This umity cannot be explained as either a product of mechanical causation or as an attnbute of
noumenal substance, as it 18 a /ogical unity required by any representation, mcluding those
representations determined according to the categones of causation and substance. As such, it 1s
the most fundamental form of regulanty to which the intuited mamfold 1s subject, and can only
be a relation of the subject to 1ts own activity that does not itself presuppose any of the
conditions enumerated so far. Kant thus shows that n order for there to be experience of
objects, it is necessary for the subject to be imphcitly conscious of its own determining activity

with respect to the object, that 1s, of the fact that it ‘takes’ itself to be determining an object in



such-and-such a way.” This self-consciousness is neither knowledge of the subject as a
phenomenal object. nor some ‘intellectual intuition” of the subject as 1t 1s n itself.

Kant remarks in the second edition of CPuR that the representation ‘| think’, which can
potentially accompany all representations as a mark of self-consciousness and thus identify
them as belonging to a single subject, i1s always itself accompanied by the subject’s
indeterminate empirical sense of its own existence (CPugR B422-3n)°. This intuition of existence
1s, unlike empincal intuitions of subjective states. not given through the mediation of other
formal conditions (‘existence’ here is ‘not a category’). Neither, however. is it an intellectual
infuition of a thing-in-itself. Instead, it 1s represented by the purely intellectual representation ‘1
think’, a representation that denotes (bezeichner) the reality of the foundational spontaneity of
the subject.” The ‘1 think’ does not therefore express a priori knowledge of the essence of a
substance, as 1t did for Descartes. 1t ssmply pomts to an actuahity that can never be determined
for consciousness under the rules that make objects of expenence possible, as it 1s itself the
condition of all conscious representation. This logical and negative (as opposed to metaphysical.
substantial and positive) result completes the formal deduction of the categones and the first
part of Kant’s justification of reason.

The Deduction, however, only demonstrates that a certain formal umity of the subject 1s
necessary for the conscious experience of an object in general to be possible. 1t does not show
that this unity 1s actually specified as synthetic a priori knowledge of the determinate form of an
object. Kant undertakes this task in the Schematism and the Analythc of Principles, where he
aims to show that the categories understood as purely logical functions do provide determinate

rules for the synthesis of mtuitions. This would demonstrate that the rules of synthesis they

* Pippin, 1987, pp. 459-60.
¢ See also Makkreel, 1991, p. 105.

" Pippin, ap. cit., pp. 454-5.



represent are actually transcendental condifions, and not merely logically possible modes of
synthesis.

Time 1s the form of inner intuition in which all appearances are given. Each category 1s
thus shown to represent a general rule for a synthesis of time. The applicability of this rule to
particular intuitions has to be established, in order to knot together the faculties of intuition and
Understanding within a synthetic unity. This is ensured by the role of the productive
imagination, a mediating faculty that partakes of the natures of both the other faculties (CPuR
A138/B177), and which produces a schema, a determination of time that is given g priori by
the imagination to each category. For example, the schema of permanence applies to the
category of substance, while that of irreversible succession applies to causality. Insofar as the
schema participates in the sensible, intwition gives it specificity in time or particularity; insofar
as 1t participates 1 the conceptual, the Understanding grants it universality. The schemata show

that the categones do, in actuality, constitute a priori knowledge of the form of an object in

general.

b) The Ideas of Pure Reason

The forms of mntuition, the categonies, the spontaneous umty of consciousness, and the
schemata, complete Kant’s mventory of the transcendental conditions that are immanent 10 or
constitutive of posstble objective experience (appearance). The first Critigue’s ‘Transcendental
Dialectic’ uses this inventory to cnhcise the Understanding’s natural tendency to extend the use
of the forms of mfmtion or the categories beyond the limits of their legiimate employment to
appearances or phenomena. This tendency consists 1n the conviction that the formal conditions
of knowledge also apply to judgements about things-in-themselves or noumena, as in the
proposition that the basis of consciousness 1s an enduring soul-substance. To claim either that
space and time (instead of bemng forms of owr intuitions) actually inhere in the substance of
things-in-themselves, or that they do not although we can nevertheless objectively determine

things-in-themselves as. say, causes or substances. 1s to contravene the immanent restrictions
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upon vahid ¢ priori knowledge. Such contraventions are not, therefore, erroneous judgements
about real thing-in-themselves. For Kant, they are distortions of the immanent role of reason in
expenence, or franscendental illusions that illegitimately presuppose an entitlement for reason
that 1t cannot justify.

Despite this, representations of thing-in-themselves do have a transcendental role with
respect to objective knowledge. This concerns the sense in which, as a concept of an object
isolated from the conditions (Bedingungen) of objective knowledge, the concept of a thing-in-
iself 1s connected to the logical value of the unconditional (das Unbedingte). Following Plato,
Kant entitles such a representation an Idea (/dee) rather than a category. Whereas the category
has objective vahdity becaunse it determines the intuited manifold, the 1dea by definition does
not relate to any possible intuition. As a concept of pure reason, it is only related to other
concepts, via general logical principles.

However, Kant finds that he has to give an epistemological role to the ldea in order to
provide a truly comprehensive answer to Hume. By denying objective validity to the principle
of necessary connection, Hume attacked the notion of causality on two fronts. The principle of
necessary connection, for Hume, conceals the presupposition of the umformmty of nature.
Behind the "weak’ sense of causality, 1.e., that every event has a cause, lies the ‘strong’ sense.
1.e., that effects of type y necessanly have causes of type x, and so future occurrences of x will
necessartly be followed by cases of y. Kant recogmses these two aspects, arguing that
‘appearances are themselves subject to {a fixed] rule, and that in the mamfold of these
representafions a coexistence or sequence takes place in conformity with certain rules [...}
(CPuR A100).

In order that experience should not be, at bottom, essentially chaotic, it 1s necessary that 1t
possess a unmity both formal and matenal: 1t should be subject to a fixed, general order, and
should also happen ‘in conformity with certain rules’. In other words, expernience should exhibit
an overall regulanty. together with a concretely specified umformity. Kant's Transcendental

Deduction and the schematism of the category of causality in the Second Analogy demonstrate



that conscious experience exhibits, from moment to moment, a formal regularity.” However.
this only demonstrates that causality in the ‘weak’ sense 15 a principle that i1s constituhve of
experience and therefore objectively vahd a priori. 1t does not show that similar events have
similar causes, and cannot therefore demonstrate that the umformty of nature 1s a necessary
condition of expernience.

A further problem is that a proof of the franscendental status of the uniformity principle
would require that nature 1s in ifself umform. Kant’s restriction of properly a priori knowledge
to the canon of conditions that make experience possible means that such a proof could not be
given ¢ priori, as the entirety of nature cannot be given to the subject as the object of a single
intuition (CPuR A328/B384). In this case, 1t seems that a complete justification of the principle
of necessary connection i1s not possible. Nevertheless, the arpument 1n the Second Analogy
cannot be the last word, as Kant has stated from the outset that the cnifical philosophy must
show how natural science 1s possible (CPuR B17-18). Science presupposes the possibility of the
objective existence of a regular or umfied empincal mamfold, which 1s guaranteed by the
category of causahity.

What the category of causality does not guarantee, however, 1s the actual or matenal
regularity of the mamfold. There is thus no guarantee that empirical nature exinbits an overall
systematic regularity, or in other words, that empirical concepts of nature can have necessary
interconnections. As John H. Zammito puts it, while Kant ‘argned agamst Hume that the
concept of causality was necessary at the transcendental level, he acknowledged at the same
time that Hume has every right to consider any empirical application of that pnnciple
contingent.” ~ Hence Kant has not shown that natural science is indeed based on firm
foundations. and has thus not shown that reason s capable of a priori knowledge. Uniess the

assumption of the uniformity or systematic umty of the mamfold can be deduced as a

® On the aim and scope of Kant’s argument in the Second Analogy, see Allison, 1983, Pt 111, Ch. 10, esp.

p. 216.

> Zammito, 1992, p. 159
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transcendental condition of the actual employment of the Understanding. then, as Kkant

recogmises, not only will there be ‘no coherent employment of the Understanding”, but also ‘no
suthicient criterion of empinical truth® (CPuR A651/B679).

Kant attempts to solve this problem in CPuR by showmg that pure reason 1s the faculty
that directs the empirical use of the Understanding. This would prove that the a posteriori
discovery of the real forms of the umiformity of nature 1s possible for science, while avoiding
the illegitmate conclusion that these forms can be known a priori. In the Transcendental
Dhalectic, Kant tries to show that the ldea of the uniformity of nature 1s a necessary condition of
any empirical use of the Understanding. If this 1s successful, then Kant has demonstrated that
pure reason can furmish the g priori principles of natural science.

Because the thought of an object in general depends upon the a priori concept of
causality. Kant can argue that reason, understood as that faculty whose role i general logic 15 to
determine the analytic relafions between pure concepts, has the transcendental vocation of
enabling specific empincal relations of ground-and-consequent to be determined between
objects of the Understanding, with the overall purpose of umfying empincal scientific
knowledge. General or formal logic relates propositions to each other by means of syllogisms.
In any given syllogism, the truth of its conclusion is condifioned by the truth of its premses,
which can be thought of as determmined by other syllogisms, and so on to infimity. But we have a
non-contradictory idea of the totality of truth-conditions, which 1s itself subject to no further
condition (CPuR A321/B377ff). This unconditional logical /dea has to be distingmshed from
the categories. Whereas the categories are transcendental versions of the logical functions of
judgement, the unconditional logical 1dea 1s the formal basis of the three pure transcendental
concepts or Ideas. We are aware of our own state and the state of independent objects, forming

two series of conditioned objective determinations. We can represent with an ldea (sou/ and

cosmos) the unconditional totality of conditions in each case, and can also represent the umty of

the two series in another ldea (God) (CPuR A333-4/B390-1), preserving the overall umty of the

natural order.



The unconditional allows, in formal logic, the construction of senes of syllogisms m
ascending or descending directions. Ascending, these determine the condihons of the premises
at increasing levels of generality: descending, these situate each conclusion as a premise of a
new syllogism. In its transcendental role, reason determines appearances i a simlar twotold
way — subsuming them under empirically deterrmned principles ot classification at levels of
increasing generality, or enabling future cases to be mmferred on the basis of previous
regulanties.

However, Kant 1s careful to withhold from the Ideas the objective and constitutive
epistemological status attnbuted to the categones. The unconditional totality of conditions
cannot be given 1n an infuition, for the Idea of it represents, not just a fimte aggregate of objects,
but a umty with imfimite extension that cannot itselt be conceived of as conditioned by, or
subject to, the forms of space and tume. Hence the Ideas do not represent an Hllegitimate use of
reason, but are instead regulative rules for the systematic investigahon and mapping of
empirical experience. In this, they are analogues of the schemata (CPuR A664-5/B692-3), but
are not constitutive as they are denved from the merely subjechively vahid pnnciples of general
logic, which operates independently of intuition (CPuR A336/B393). It 1s thus a necessary
condition of empincal science that we should assume that the order of nature 1s structured to
conform to our reason. We do not therefore know that nature is in itself systematically
structured, but we do know that reason is capable of discovening conditions (the ldeas) that
justify our assuming this so that we can go on to discover actual regulanties mn pature a
posteriori. The 1deas of pure reason, while not being constitutive conditions of any possible

experience, are regulative conditions of empincal expenence.

¢) Practical Knowledge

Kant sets out to explain the possibility of the objective vahdity of representational
consciousness. which requires that he divide the actual expenential domam into experience of

objects that exist and experience of objects that ought to exist. Experience of existing objects
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requires consciousness of necessary connection to be a condition of the manifold of intuition.
which would prove that natural science is possible. The second kind of expenence demands that
it be proven that consciousness of freedom is a condition of purposive action, which would
demonstrate that morality is possible.

Kant’s analysis of the practical employment of pure reason in CPrR and GMM is
intended to demonstrate that there are secure foundations for a priori knowledge of an objective
morality, which would both prescribe a umversal duty for all rational beings, and demand that
the authonity of this moral order be recogmsed as supreme over and above that of existing
polifical arrangements. A universal morahity would only be objectively possible if reason
possesses by nght a concept of causality that is objectively valid without the schema of
succession, an unconditional, free and purposive mode of causation (GMM 397-400/10-13).

The ldea of purposive or rational freedom 1s central to Kant’s resolution of the Third
Antinomy of Pure Reason in CPuR, where it is discussed as the purely thinkable, hypothetical

causahity that we can attribute to the unconditional or thing-m-itself (CPuR AS538/B566). The
Third Antinomy 1s an undecidable conflict between two theses on causality: a) that freedom is
the necessary ground of appearance, and b) that the only form of causation 1s mechanical. The
first thesis dogmatically posits the ldea as an objective ground of existence, while the second
assumes that such a ground cannot exist. Kant’s answer to this conflict refuses the former as
transcendent and the second as agamst the interest of reason in morality. Instead, he gives a
negative presentation of freedom as the merely thinkable ldea of the regulative umty of all
causal conditions, in the manner discussed m the previous section.

If this negative, formal defimtion of freedom could be objectively justified 1n the sphere
of practical reason, then pure reason would be shown to have an objective practical component
that would buttress the regulative role of pure reason. The assumption that the natural order is
inherently uniform would therefore not only be theoretically necessary in order for empirical
scientific investigation to be possible. It would also be an indefeasible moral duty to assume the

overarching existence of such a umty, which imphes not merely mechanical uniformity, but a
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purposive totality. Kant thus refers to freedom as ‘the keystone of the whole architecture of the
system of pure reason and even of speculative [theoretical] reason (CPrR 3/3). exphaitly
elevating practical reason above the theoretical form (CPrR 120-1/124-6). The final umty of
reason would thus consist n this hierarchical relation.

So Kant must show that we can know a priori that we can act freely to produce real
effects in the world, independently of natural causal series. All motivations that prescribe
particular goals, such as hunger, sexual desire and so on, belong to such natural causal senes.
These senies generate subjective inchinations towards the satisfaction of needs. Such inclinations
are heteronomous moftives for action to which, for Kant, we freely accede. They are actual
determinations of the empincal subject, rather than transcendental conditions of all practical
experience.

A determining mofive with an absolute, objective value as opposed to a conditional,
subjective one would have value only through iself. A candidate for this role is the love of
duty, a will to act i accordance with the moral law out of respect for the law alone._ rather than
in the service of a particular goal — a disinterested practhical mterest to mirror the theoretical
interest in disinterested, objective truth. For this mofive to be objectively possible, reason must
be able to freely determine the will to act wathout imposmg a particular content upon 1t as its
conditioned object. In other words, the will must be capable of being given a purely formal
determination. Kant formulates this condition of possibihity as the ‘categorical imperative’ n its
first, canonical form: ‘ Act only according to that maxim whereby you can at the same time will
that it should become a umversal law’ {(GMM 421/30). The only condition to which this
principle refers is the purely formal, and therefore unconditional, rule of non-contradiction.

The categorical imperative plays the role of foundational condition of possibility for
morality, just as the unity of apperception does n relation to science. It is, for Kant, that which
enables us to assume that we are free. the ratio cognoscendi of freedom (CPrR 5/4) that
requires no further explanation of 1ts possibihty. The imperative operates as a foundation both

objectively and subjectively: objectively. the critenon of umiversality it presents is the condition
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of action as such, for it expresses the ultimate necessity of an action, the rule that something
ought objectively to be the case (GMM 449-50/51). In such wise, 1t forms the unconditional
condition for any action. whether autonomous or heteronomous, for all wilhing aims to create an
objective existence. Its possibility cannot be explained further because it has the form of pure
universality, which is a priori binding on all rahional subjects because 1t 1s the formal defimtion
of pure reason itself, and is thus ‘an apodictically certain fact, as 1t were, of pure reason” (CPrR
47/48).

Subjectively speaking, the law 1s a disinterested motive, determiming the will to want
only the umversal (GMM 401/14n; CPrR 75/77). This affirmanton 1s felt as an immediate.
unconditioned determination, namely respect or reverence (Achtung), which the subject directly
associates ‘with the consciousness of [its] own exastence’ (CPrR 162/166). Respect 1s the
subjective recognition of the unconditionality of duty, and affirms that no obligaton outweighs
that to obey the moral law. 1t is also the feeling “that 1t 1s beyond our ability to attain to an 1dea
that is a law for us’ (CJ §27,257/114).

Thus Kant’s defence of freedom 1s simultaneously a defence of an indefeasible
obligation. The fundamental Kantian methodological principle, that experience necessanly
depends upon the structure of the transcendental subject, i1s transformed for the practical sphere
via the notion of a self-legislating moral subject. In this concept of self-legislation 1s imphed
both a) the free causality of the will, that 1s, the noumenal subjective agency that gives the law,
and which is guaranteed by the objective deduction of the law as a fact of reason, and b) the
receptivity of moral feeling, the reverential affirmation of an obligation through which the
phenomenal self is given, or subjected to, the law, and constrained nto suppressing inchnation.

Kant derives from the law itself conditions of possibility for the fulfilment of the
obligation it stands for, given that all acion must take place agamst a background of
‘imperfection’, the realm of nature, incorporating natural needs and inchnations. These
‘postulates of practical reason (immortahty, freedom and God) are no longer regulative

transcendental Ideas as they were for theoretical reason. but are presuppositions that
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give objective reahity to the 1deas of speculative reason
in general (by means of their relation to the practical sphere).
and they justnfy it in holding to concepts even the possibility of

which 1t could not otherwise venture to affirm.

(CPrR 132/137)

Therefore, Kant’s justification of practical reason and objective morality i1s meant to
make the regulative ldeas not just regulative conditions of empirical scientific investigation. but
objectively valid, constitutive conditions of the possibility of moral experience. The assumption
of the umformity of nature, and the affirmation of the ultimate umty of reason. are both

demanded of us msofar as we are conscious beings.

iii)  Fichte: the Circularity of Transcendental Philosophy

That kant was not himself satisfied with his achievements mn the first two ( ritigues 1s
mdicated by his attempts m the third Cririgue to redefine the umty of reason n terms of a
principle of reflective judgement to which both theoretical and practical knowledge are
epistermcally related. Perhaps more important however, historically speaking. were the
objections to Kant’s method put forward by thinkers identified with the Srurm und Drang such
as Herder and Hamann. The first and second Cririgues both attempt to show that a priori
synthetic knowledge of objects 1s possible. They proceed by proving that the formal conditions
of possibility for speculahve or moral expenence are structures that reason itself possesses de

Jure. Kant thus demonstrates that expenence 1s only possible because the mntuited mamfold 1s

'__,.}J
t-J



subject to the discursive structure of transcendental subjectivity. The othemess of the mamfold.

its stable objectivity, is thus shown to be made possible by reason itself '

Kant admits that his project begins from empirical expenence, and 1s bound up with

fundamental interests of reason. In this, it is not presuppositionless in Descartes™ sense. but this
1S not a problem insofar as Kant is not attempting to begin from metaphysical first principles.
but 1s instead trying to show how metaphysics 1s in fact possible (CPuR Bxxn-xxiit). However.
Kant has assumed a certain content for the term ‘metaphysics’, by assummng that the field of
possible expernience 1s restricted to the expenence of an object as defined by Newtoman natural
science, or the expenence of a moral object as defined by a Protestant morality. When the
foundational conditions for the possibility of a metaphysics of nature or of morals are
determined, they are presented as facts whose possibility needs no further epistemological

explanation. However, the content that they condition has simply been assumed. and their own

formal structures reflect this content (Deleuze, as we shall see, ponts this out).

For example, the first Critigue’s mventory of conshtutive transcendental conditions
comprises the divisible unities of space and fime, together with the table of twelve categones.
These forms are derived from Newtoman science and Anstotehan logic respectively. Kant's
arguments show that 1t 1s possible to deduce formally necessary foundational conditions, such as
the interplay of intuition, imagination and Understanding as subject to the umty of apperception,
that make possible these particular accounts of what expenence 1s hke. What they do not show

is that these accounts of expenence are anything more than parficular descniptions of the nature

of the content of representational consctousness. They can certainly be shown to be umversally
possible forms of experience, but they have not therefore been shown to be unchanging and

necessary forms of expernience for all rahonal beings. Hamann and Herder's cntiques of Kant

concerned the way in which the forms of expenence that the cnfical pmlosophy set out to

1% This reading of Kant is not uncontroversial, Allison (1983) insists on a ditterent interpretation of Kant's

account of intuition, focusing on the possibility of “pure intuitions’

' d

v



ground could themselves be said to be made possible by preconscious. social or historical
conditions.'' If this were so, then Kantian method would be heteronomous and in fact uncritical,
insofar it would be incapable of knowing the source of its own interests.

The first generation of Kant’s sympathetic cnhics hinked the weaknesses of the cnncal
philosophy to two related problems. Firstly, by hmiting philosophy to the negative task of
enumerating a canon of the necessary conditions of expenence, Kant was unable to demonstrate
the real necessity of scientific and moral expenence. In order to prove their necessity and
umversahty as modes of expernience, an organon of principles would have to be constructed. a
complete system of all the forms of experience that are inherent mm representational
conscrousness. Secondly, the real difference between the faculties of mmtuition and reason, which
1s a condition of the specific problem 1dentified by Hume that Kant’s project 1s meant to solve,
suggests that they are really heterogeneous. But this 1s an epistemological presupposition that 1s
common to both Newtonian science and Chnistian morality: Kant 1s perfectly happy to assume
that a thing-in-itself influences the receptive faculty of intwition 1 some occult way (P §9:
CPuR A19/B33), in both speculative and practical expenence.

One way of cnticising Kant while recogmising the vahdity of his overall epistemological
aims would be to question the foundations of the difference between intuition and
Understanding, given that in conscious expenience, both are subject to the umty of
apperception. This is the approach of K. L. Reinhold, for whom philosophy had to begin with
self-consciousness, the umity of apperception itself, as the objective presupposition of all
representational consciousness, and then derive the forms of experience from this fact as from
an unconditional first principle (Grundsatz). =

This effectively tumns the crifical phlosophy upside down, as it makes the umty of

apperception into an unconditional principle by positing it as both the formal ground of the

'l See Beiser, op. cil., pp. 17-22 and pp. 142-4.

12 gee ibid.. Ch. 8.



possibihity of experience, and the matenial ground of its actuality. Formally or negatively

speaking, experience is impossible without it, and materially or positively speaking. if this unity
Is above all rational, then the forms that knowledge and experience take must follow necessarily
from the actual nature of consciousness, which can be discovered via an immanent examination
of self-consciousness. This would, it was hoped, avoid the Kantian problem of heteronomy, as
no determinate or positive content would have been assumed as essential to experience.
Philosophy would begin from a wholly indeterminate first principle.

Fichte differentiates his own stance regarding the foundation of an organon from that of
Remhold in responding to criticisms of Reinhold advanced by G. E. Schulze in 1792. Fichte
agrees with Schulze that the facr of the unity of consciousness, as deduced in CPuR. cannot be
foundational as there is no absolute certainty that such a pure fact does not depend on a further
material or formal condition. To define the unconditional, Fichte follows Spinoza in talking of
that which 1s the formal condition and material ground of itself, only then to invert Spinoza's
concept of substance by recasting it in terms of subjectivity.”

For Remhold, the fact of consciousness 1s meant to remove Kant’s division between
mtmtion and Understanding, which 1s shll haunted by the thing-mn-itself. Yet the pure fact of
consciousness 15 only the abstracted subjective half of this opposition. For Schulze and Fichte.
Reimnhold, hke Kant, 1s still gmided by presuppositions about the essenhal nature of experience.
His unconditional principle 1s still determined in opposition to the object, and represents
consciousness as the merely abstract foundation of a particular form of experience. For Fichte,
this represents a regression, insofar as the abstracion of consciousness as a formal condition 1S

also an abstraction from subjective freedom. The entire practical sphere would thus remain
unaccounted for. In his earhiest attempts at a cntique and successful completion of the Kantian
project, Fichte stresses that the Absolute or truly unconditional 1s essentially a principle of

practical reason. The genuine unconditional must be conceived of as that which underlies all
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representation, the Absolute Subject, ‘the representing subject which would not be represented’
(RA 9-10/65).
This Absolute Subject would be the ground of all the forms of consciousness by virtue

of the free causality that defines the practical will. As a principle, it would be

a transcendental 1dea which 1s distingmished from other
transcendental 1deas by the fact that 1t 1s realised through
mtellectual ntwtion, through the / am, and indeed. through the

1 simply am, because 1 am {ich bin schiechthin, weil ich bin)

(RA 16/70)

‘Intellectual mtumtion’ designates the mode of this subject’s indeterminate and
immediate unity or famhanty with itself, prior to any determinate representation, and 1s thus
‘that whereby | know something because | do 1t (WL 463/38). 'The ‘I think", as a representation
of the subject’s own spontaneity and synthetic umty_ 1s seen to depend upon an indeterminate
and absolute ‘I am’, which is a synthefic unity produced through the subject’s own act. 'This 1s
the practical essence of apperception: the Absolute Subject produces itself through its own
freedom, bringing itself into existence or enacting itself. The subject’s ‘being entirely depends

upon 1ts absolutely free act’,” and so the subject 1s not {unhke Spinoza’s substance) a selt-

grounding metaphysical entify. Instead, it is directly opposed to ‘being’ or givenness as a pure
deed of bringing-into-being.”” For the early Fichte, this practical causality on the part of the
subject secures the umty of theoretical and practical reason by making theoretical consciousness

dependent on the practical subject. The self-generating subject 1s thus genunely unconditional,

" Ibid.. p. 8.

15 Gee Williams, 1992, pp. 36-7.
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for Fichte, unlike Reinhold’s subject. which remains, like Kant’s, determined in relation to
assumptions about what constitutes the essential, positive content of conscious expenence.

Intellectual intuition 1s not, then, an expression of dogmatic faith in the existence of an
absolute substance, but of the absolute certainty for the subject of the subject’s own
indeterminate existence as a knowing. The existential proposition it implies ‘is valid only for the
I itself . rather than being ‘valid in itself (RA 16/71). But by being absolutely certain for the
subject, it is therefore a formal condition of all possible experience, as all forms of
representational consciousness are determinations of the indeterminate synthetic umity of
CONSCIOUSNESS.

Or put another way: every determinate synthetic proposition about experience possesses
mediated vahdity. positing a state of affairs which can have meaning only relatively to other
states of affairs represented by other propositions. The validation of such propositions. if it is
possible only with reference to other such propositions, would have to be an infinite process in
order to be complete, thus destroying the very possibihty of adequate proof. The only
alternative, if objective knowledge 1s to be possible, 1s a secure rational foundation that is the
necessary condition of any synthetic proposition.'® For Fichte, intellectual intuition provides
such a foundation, as it represents, not a relative synthetic proposition of existence hke ‘1 built
this house’, but rather an absolute or thetic proposition of existence,' = which depends solely
upon the proposition ‘1 am’ bemg made, and not upon any further objective condition.
Nevertheless, this proposition is only vahd for the subject who has the mntellectual intuition, and

-i8

1s not an ‘objectifying thesis’ ° that posits the absolute subject as a transcendent substance,

which ts how Fichte is often misinterpreted.

16 76ller, 1995, pp. 119-20.
' Pfau, 1994, p. 17

‘2 Makkreel. 1994, p. 8.
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Even though the subject as the absolute enactment (Tathandlung)” of itself is thus. for

Fichte, the formal presupposition of all representation, 1t cannot mnitially be understood as more

than a postiated ground of consciousness. Why is this? The individual subject can be

absolutely certain that its experience of intellectual intuition shows it its own formal ground. but
the way in which the absolute subject is a ground, that is, what materially makes 1t a ground.
remains unknown. The absolute subject has not yet been posited for subjectivity-in-general, that
1s, 1n the totahity of the forms under which it can determine itself. At this point, the Kantian
problem of the relation between canon and organon is being raised. Postulating the absolute
enactment as a thinkable ‘noumenon’ that underhes all representation provides representation
with a formal foundation, but does not demonstrate that the Kantan forms of experience, or any
others, are necessary, umversal and unchanging conditions of objective expenence. The absolute
enactment may be the beginning of all consciousness, but 1t remams an abstract or subjective
beginning until we can draw out the rational forms inherent n it, thus discovenng the totality of
necessary laws through which the Absolute Subject determines consciousness as CONsClOusness
of something, and thus acts as a matenial ground of experience. 0

Fichte thus recognises that, given Herder and Hamann’s criticisms of Kant, 1f we are to
demonstrate that reason can have synthetic a priori knowledge, we must deduce a complete
system of the necessary forms of experience from a foundational principle. The subject must be
understood in two guises: as the unconditional, canonical thesis. and as the totahty of the forms
of theoretical and practical experience, an absolute organmic synthesis. The transition from the
one to the other, from canon to organon, cannot be effected immediately. A method 1s required
in order to ensure that this transition remains immanent to the foundational principle. In Fichte's

early work, this consists in the analysis of the pre-representational subjective umty represented

1% 1 have used ‘enactment’ as a translation of Tathandlung (Ierally *deed-act’) to suggest both the act ot

the subject and its decree of bringing-into-being, thus mirronng the two aspects of Kantian self-

legislation.

% Breazeale, 1994, pp. 44-3.
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by the ‘I am’, and a subsequent deduction of the necessary forms of experience that follows
rules derived from the preliminary analysis, thus showing that the forms of expenence are

necessary because they are forms immanent to the Absolute Subject, forms of 1ts own

appearance.

But would this really be a deduction in the Kantian sense of Kritik, rather than a

metaphysical method of derivation that assumes the existence of entities? In the first version of
WL. Fichte endows his method with a specific criterion of completeness. Completion entails
proof that the absolute enactment is the objective condition of consciousness-mn-general. This
proof will consist in a system of forms, where each form is the condition of possibility for the
one that precedes it, and which returns, in a grand circular movement to the absolute enactment
itself. understood now. not as a postulate, but as an objective foundation and real ground. This
will show that the principle of the system 1is indeed self-grounding, proving its status as
Absolute by actually demonstrating that it 1s the ground of all forms of expernience. There 1s no
metaphysics here: unfil the system 1s complete, its principle can only possess hypothetical
objective validity. The method 1s an epistemological experiment (CC 54/113), for the critenon
of circulanty implies that, 1in the mtennim, we can only assume that what 1s deduced from the first
principle 1s objectively vahid, and that the principle 1s indeed capable of serving as the
Grundsatz of a system: ‘There is thus a circle here from which the human mind can never
escape. 1t 1s good to concede its presence explicitly, in order to avoid being confused later by its
unexpected discovery’ (CC 61-2/119).

Fichte’s method aims to demonstrate that the absolute enactment must support relative
synthetic forms and thus become determinate as discursive consciousness, and that this follows
analytically from its nature as a umty. The indeterminate identity of the subject, expressed by
the thetic proposition =1 (‘1 am 1'). 1s the absolute beginning. Fichte claims that this unity.
which represents the source of the formal law of identity (A=A), cannot be thought without

passing to the thought of its opposite, the source of the formal law of non-contradiction

(A#=~A), 1.e., the proposition I#~1 (" am not not-I'). The I cannot at one and the same time posit



itself absolutely as both | and not-l. The second proposition thus represents a necessary, but
antithetical act by which the absolute subject produces or posits its own outside as absolutely
independent of it. This absolute other is the postulate of the enactment of the not-l. the basis of
all knowledge or consciousness of the objective world, which follows necessarily from the
freely posited unity of the subject.

The independence of the second postulate arises as the result of a necessary
contradiction: the 1, gua absolute, cannot be simultaneously 1 and not-1, for then it would not be
absolute. But this independence produces another contradiction: if the absolute subject and the
not-1 are both posited absolutely, then they are absolutely external to each other or
incommensurable, and would be equipnimordial. However, the absolute other depends upon the
absolute subject, and so cannot be absolutely different and equiprimordial. Paradoxically, if the
not-1 1s utterly independent of the 1, then it must simultaneously be absolutely dependent upon
1t, as the two postulates are hinked by analytical necessity.

A third act of the | 1s the condition needed to make the positing of | and not-1 possible.
It cannot be formulated via further analysis, given that an absolute contradiction has arisen.
Instead, 1t 1s thought as a freely generated synthetic product of reason that relates | and not-I to
each other in a non-contradictory way. This new relation 1s one of opposition, where each term
has a himited degree of reahity with respect to the other: each is insofar as the other is not. This
general synthesis, which completes a tniad of postulates, states that in general subject and non-
subject can only be related without contradiction mn a relation of mutual quantitative hmitation.
Fichte’s method, then, defers to Kant by recognismg that the result of attempting to think the
uncondifional i1s necessarnly an antinomy. Like Kant, Fichte holds that an anfinomy can be
dialectically resolved once the terms under which 1t 1s conceived are explicitly related to the

subjective condifions of expenience. Unhke Kant however, Fichte sees dialectic as having a
positive role in elucidating exactly what these conditions are — initially, simply this general

relation of reciprocal limitation.
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With respect to the Absolute Subject itself. these three postulates show that, n order to
posit itself freely at all, it must necessarily posit itself as relatively different to and relatively
identical with something else. Synthesis in general, as the form of positing that subsumes
relative difference and identity, is thus deduced as the necessary form under which the Absolute
Subject freely determines itself. Fach determination of the Fichtean organon will, within the

overall hypothetical unity of the activity of the transcendental subject. constitute a synthetic
relation between a finite, conscious subject and a presentation of an object — a form of

objective expenence or knowledge.

The philosopher must methodically reconstruct the totality of forms — which must all

be postulated as posited simultaneously within the umity of the Absolute — via a deduction. in

time, of the senes of tnads that constitute these modes, repeating the mitial deduction of
postulates: the analytic (necessary) deduction of antinommcally related opposed terms, and the
spontaneous (free) generation ot a synthesis that resolves the antinomy with a new form of
expenence. Each tnad thus reflects Kant's conception of practical autonomy, by embodying
autonomous selt-legislation, the umty of freedom and necessity. In each and every case, the
synthesis 1s a condition of the possibility of the thesis and antithesis, yet can itselt be further

analysed into a thesis and antithesis that also demand reconcihation. In this way, successive

syntheses, as well as being conditions of the mamiestation of the absolute enactment, are

conditions of previous syntheses.

Reconstruction begins with the third postulate, the most general and least determinate
form of synthesis. | and not-1 are posited as hrmting and deterrmming each other, and so either 1)
the not-1 limits the [, or 11) the 1 hmits the not-1 (WL 125-6/121-3). This antinomy is the basis of

the distinction between theoretical and practical philosophy. In the first case the conscious 1 wall

feel itself determined by an object, while 1n the second this I will come to know itself as the
cause of determinations in the object. In the early Fichtean system, this antinomy can only be
resolved by the completion of the system — in other words, only the absolute relaton between

the totality of necessary forms of knowledge can be a synthesis adequate to the resolution of the
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antinomy. The conscious | must come to know itself not as determined by the presented object.
or as that which determines the presented object, but as the absolutely free act that determines
all presentation in consciousness, the subject-i<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>