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TUIIbI COOEP>KAHVIA
ITPEACTABJIEHVN Y KAHTA

X. A. Jlaixo?®

B amom scce 5 ymouHsawo munst codepxanis npedcmabe-
HUIL, KOMOPbLe MOXKHO OMHECHU K KAHMOBCKUM 6033peHUsAM HA
npedcmabaerue. bosee cneyuarvhas yeas saxaouaemcs 6 uc-
cae0oBanuy moeo, Kaxue U3 IMUX Munob cooepxranus mMo2ym
cuumamucs. BosMOKHuIMU 0e3 npumenenus nouwsmui. Iaa
omBema Ha smom Bonpoc A deaato caedyroujee. Bo-nepbuix, a
noxkasviBarn, kaxum odpasom cosepyanue (6 kanmobcxom cmuic-
Ae) MOXHO paccmampubams Kax mo, 4mo 0aem UHOeKCAAb-
Hoe codepikanue He3aBUCUMO Ol IMNUPUHECKUX HOHAMULL.
Bo-6mopuix, a nokasvibaio, 6 kaxom cMmoicae nopoxoerue npo-
cmpancmBentoeo co0epxaniis MOXenl CHUMAMbCA He-Karme2o-
puueckum. Katoueboe pazsunue cocmoum 6 mom, umo nepyen-
myaivHoe paccmompenue 00sekma MoxKem NOHUMAMbCA KaK
yeauxom uybemberroe u uacmmoe, 6 mo Bpems kax noHAMUL-
Hoe onpedeaenue Bceeda cxBampibaemn 0bvexm nocpedcmbom eeo
00001aemuix kanvecmb. B-mpemwvux, s Bui06ueato npednosoixe-
Hue, 4mo uybcmBeHHoCHb U paccyook He MoAbko NPUHYUNU-
AAbHO Pas0eAuMbl, HO U UX ka0 6 HaAuUHOe NOSHAHUE MAKIKE,
6 onpedesenHoM cMblcae, pasauten. A SHAUUT, 13 NOHAMUIHO-
20 onpedeserus obvexma He caedyein, uino obsekm nepecmaen
b1 He-NOHAMUTIHO 00CHYNHbIM 044 B0CNpUHLMAIOUe20, U
amo Oasee HABOOUM HA MblcAb 00 aBmoHomuu wybembernocmu
u ee nepyenmyaivtoeo cooepkanus. Haxorey, 2 yxaswiBato Ha
mpyoHocmu 6 npunucelBaniu He-NOHAMULHO0 COOCPIKAHUA
npedcmabBaenuii KaHmoBeKol  CyskOeHue-yeHmpUcmckoi no-
suyuu 6 omnoweHuy npedcmabaeniis u onvima, 1 0eAar Mo
045 moeo, 4mo0dbl NOOUEepKHY MY, KAK MU MPYOHOCTU C Ae2KO-
cmuio Bedym K HenpabuALHOMY NOHUMAHUIO PYHOAMEHMAAb-
HOe0 KaHmoBcko2o pasiutenus uybembennocmu u paccyoxa u
UX YHUKAALHBIX BK1a006 6 nosHanie.

Katouebuvie croBa: xameeopus, nouwsmue, codepkatile,
cosepyanue, Kanm, uybcmbennocmy, npedcmabaerie.

1. BBemenmne

B xanTOBemeHVIM 1 3a €ro IIpereIaMy CyIecTByeT
B3IJIAJI, COIVIACHO KOTOPOMY IlepLenTyajlbHOe IIpef-
CTaBJIeHVe BKJIIOYaeT MCIIOIb30BaHue HoHaTmii. OnyH
VI3 ITOIXOOB K PeIIeHNI0 3TOV IIPO0IIeMBl — CIIPOCUTB,
KaKvie BVIBI COflep KaHIsI IIpefiCTaB/IeH T BOOOIIe BO3-
MOXXHBIL. KOHIIeNTyaJIMCThl CYUTAIOT, UYTO BO3MOXKHO
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TYPES OF REPRESENTATIONAL
CONTENT IN KANT

H.A. Laiho?

In this essay, I specify types of representational content
that can be attributed to Kant’s account of representation.
The more specific aim is to examine which of these types of
content can be regarded as possible without the application
of concepts. In order to answer the question, I proceed as fol-
lows. First, I show how intuition (in Kant’s sense) can be
seen as providing indexical content independently of empir-
ical concepts. Second, I show in what sense the generation
of spatial content can be regarded as non-categorial. A key
distinction is that a perceptual examination of an object can
be understood as thoroughly sensible and particular, where-
as a conceptual determination always grasps the object via
its generalisable features. Third, I propose that the faculties
of sensibility and understanding are not only separable in
principle, but that their contributions remain in a certain
sense separate in actual cognition as well. This is to say that
a conceptual determination of an object does not entail that
the object ceases to be non-conceptually available to the per-
ceiver, which further suggests the autonomy of sensibility
and its perceptual content. Finally, I raise difficulties in at-
tributing non-conceptual representational content to Kant’s
judgment-centered stance on representation and experience,
only to emphasise how these difficulties easily lead to a mis-
appreciation of Kant’s fundamental distinction between sen-
sibility and understanding and their unique cognitive con-
tributions.

Keywords: category, concept, content, intuition, Kant,
perception, representation.

1. Introduction

The view that perceptual representation in-
volves the application of concepts emerges in and
beyond Kant scholarship. A way to approach the
issue is to ask what kinds of representational con-
tent are possible in the first place. Conceptualists
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TOJIBKO IIOHSTUWHOE COJlepKaHMe IIpefiCTaBIIeHNT,
HOHKOHIIEIITYaJIMCTEL 3TO oTpunaioT’. CyImecTBy-
10T pas/IMuHble BapMaHThI B3[JISIIOB, KOTOPbIE MOXHO
ObUTO OBbI OTHECTN K KOHIIENTYaJIM3MY VIV HOHKOHIIEIT-
Tya/IM3My; MHOXKECTBO Pas3/INdmii ObUIO IIPOV3BEIEeHO
B HeIaBHVIX OOCY>KIeHVIsIX . YUUThIBas 3TU pasyIndms,
MBI MOYKEM IIPUIyMaTh MHOTO BUJIOB KOHIIENITyaJIM3Ma
VI HOHKOHIIEIITya/IVi3Ma, BK/IIOYasl CMeIIaHHble IT03V-
LMW, a IIOTOMY HesICHO, HaCKOJIPKO, B KOHIIe KOHIIOB,
TIOJIE3HBI BCE TV pasfiesleHNs], He TOBOPS YKe O caMuX
SIPIIBIKAX «KOHLIEITYaJIN3M» 1 «HOHKOHIIEIITYaJI3M>.

Taxoke MOXeT I0Ka3aTbCsl, YTO HE BeCh TPYH, IPOo-
IeJTaHHBIT B paMKax OSTWX «M3MOB», VIMEeT CBOVIM
IIpeIMeTOM OfHO M TO Xe. Tak, Hampumep, XOTs B
KaHTOBeIUeCcKnX gebaTax Ha 3TOT CueT Bce M HauyHa-
JI0Ch ¢ pobremsl cofepxkanms (cM.: McDowell, 1996;
Hanna, 2005), cjto)xHO cKa3aTb, 9TOOBI coiep KaHue
OCTalIoCh B IleHTpe mx BHMMaHms (cM.: Allais, 2016,
p. 4—5)*. CoBceM HemaBHO COIepPKaTeIbHBIV ACIIEKT
Obul sBHO TIOcTaBiieH 1107 Bompoc (McLear, 2016).
Bo3MOXHO, KaHTOBCKOE yYeHMe O IIepLIeNTyaIbHbBIX
IIpe/iCTaBJIEHNSIX Ha caMOM JieJle JIydllle IIOHVMAaTh B
TepMMHaxX OTHOIIEeHVS 3HaKOMCTBA WUIVI, BO3MOXXHO,
Pas3TOBOPEI O COTep KaHMM VI 3HAKOMCTBE IIPOCTO TIe-
peBonmMel OpyT B gpyra. Kak Oer To Hu OpUIO, ecTb
elrle OjfHa CJIOXKHOCTb, KOTOPYIO HY>KHO VIMETb BBUZLY,
npunvceiBasi KaHTy comeprxaTennbHbIn acriekT. Teopmst
npencrasiiennss KanaTa MoxeT OBITH paccMOTpeHa Kak
BKJTIOYAIOITIasl HECKOJIBKO TUIIOB COfepyKaHms (00 3ToM
nogpobHO Hirke). HeKoTOpsIX 113 3TVIX KaHAMIATOB Ha
POJIb COflepIKaHMSI JIETKO CYeCTh He-TIOHATUHBIMY, B
TO BpeMsI KaK JIPYIMX eCTeCTBeHHO Oy[eT CIMTaTh I10-
HATUVHBIMI. BIo0aBoK K 9TOMY HesICHO, KaKuie 113 HVX
cam KaHT cues1 ObI 1OCTATOUYHBIMM Il [TO-HACTOSIIIIEe-
MY COJIep>KaTeJIbHOTO IIpefiCTaBIIeH IS

2 Kpatkoe M3JI0)KeHVIe ICTOPWUV 3BOJIIOLIMI STVIX CIIOPOB MOX-
Ho Hanty B (Bermuddez, Cahen, 2015).

* HampumMep, ObII0 IIPeIITOI0KeHO, UTO (HOH)KOHIIEIITYasi3M
COCTOSIHMSL ¥ (HOH)KOHIIENTyaIM3M COIep)KaHWsI — pasHbIe
sery (Heck, 2000). Kpwrirdeckit B3IIsi/L Ha 3TO JIeJIEHNE TIpe]l-
crasieH B (Toribio, 2008). ComeprkaHite, B CBOIO O4epelb, MOKET
paccMaTpuBaThCs Kak abCOJIIOTHO VIV OTHOCUTENIBHO (He-)IIo-
asaTuriHoe (Hanna, 2008, p. 47 —49; Speaks, 2005, p. 359 —360).
Kpome Toro, cocras comepkaHMs MOXHO OTIM4YaTh OT 00ja-
maHus UM, a obiagaHve TIOHATUSAMU — OT X VICIIOIb30BaHM
(Crowther 2006, p. 249 —252; Hanna, 2011, p. 336).

* OcHoBomnosiaratorasi pabora XaHHBI MOXET pacCMaTPMBaThCS
KaK peaKLyis Ha IIPeJIITOIOKNTEIbHO KaHTVAHCKIT B3IIs, Mak-
Iay?/Ula Ha OTHOIIEHMe «MUP — CO3HaHWe», HO B TO JKe BpeMs
ona BMecTe co craTheit Berrierrst (Wenzel, 2005) B ievicTBITeIIBHO-
CTV VIHUIMMPOBAJIA 3TOT CIOP B KaHTOBeeHnn. bostee panHme
Ba)KHBIE BKJIa/Ibl BKJIIOYAOT paboTsl Xarus! (Hanna, 2001) n Posa
(Rohs, 2001). Cm. Taxke, Harpumep: (Allais, 2009; Ginsborg, 2008;
Gomes, 2014; Griffith, 2012; Griine, 2009; Hanna, 2008; McDowell,
2009; McLear, 2015; Tolley, 2013; Tomaszewska, 2008).
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hold that only conceptual representational content
is possible. Non-conceptualists deny this.? There are
variants of views that can be called conceptualist or
non-conceptualist; in the recent discussion, plenty of
distinctions have been made.*> With all the distinc-
tions in place, we could come up with many kinds
of conceptualism and non-conceptualism, includ-
ing mixed positions, which is why it is unclear how
helpful all these distinctions are in the end, not to
mention the labels ‘conceptualism” and “non-concep-
tualism” themselves.

It also seems that not all the work done on the
two isms deal with exactly the same subject matter.
In the Kantian debate on the matter, for example,
though it all started with the issue over content (see
esp. McDowell, 1996; Hanna, 2005), content hard-
ly remained a central focus in the debate (see Al-
lais, 2016, pp. 4-5).* More recently, the content view
has been questioned explicitly (McLear, 2016). Per-
haps Kant’s account of perceptual representation
is indeed better understood in terms of acquaint-
ance relation, or perhaps acquaintance- and con-
tent-talk are simply intertranslatable. However that
might be, there is a further complication to be con-
sidered when attributing the content view to Kant.
Kant’s theory of representation can be seen as con-
taining several types of content (to be specified be-
low). Some of these candidates for content are easy
to treat as non-conceptual, while it is natural to treat
others as conceptual. On top of that, it is not clear
which of them Kant himself would count as suffi-
cient for genuinely contentful representation.

2 For a compact story of the evolution of this controversy, see
Bermudez & Cahen, 2015.

3 For example, it has been suggested that it is one thing to
speak of state-(non-)conceptualism, and quite another thing to
speak of content-(non-)conceptualism (Heck, 2000; for a criti-
cal view of this distinction, see Toribio, 2008). Content, in turn,
can be regarded either as absolutely or relatively (non-)con-
ceptual (Hanna, 2008, pp. 47-49; Speaks, 2005, pp. 359-360).
In addition, the composition of content can be distinguished
from the possession of content, and concept-possession from
concept-use (Crowther 2006, pp. 249-252; Hanna, 2011, p. 336).
¢ Hanna’'s seminal paper can be seen as a reaction to
McDowell’s supposedly Kantian view on the mind-world re-
lation, but it also really brought the debate to Kant scholar-
ship, together with Wenzel’s 2005 paper. Earlier important
contributions include Hanna, 2001, and Rohs, 2001. See also
e.g. Allais, 2009; Ginsborg, 2008; Gomes, 2014; Griffith, 2012;
Griine, 2009; Hanna, 2008; McDowell, 2009; McLear, 2015; Tolley,
2013; Tomaszewska, 2008.
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B aToMm 3cce g paccMoTpIO, Kak mpes: He-TIOHATUM-
HOT'O COJlep>KaHMsl COOTHOCUTCS C KaHTOBCKMM yUeHM-
eM O TIepHeNnTyaybHBIX IPeCTaBIeHIX, HeCMOTpS
Ha TOJILKO YTO YTIOMSIHYTBIe ITpoOsiembl. VIsHauaiib-
HOe ITpeJIIIoJIoKeHle 3aK/IIoYaeTcsl B TOM, YTO yueHue
KanTra MOXeT OBITH yCIEIIHO HpOaHAIN3MPOBAaHO B
TepMMHaX CofiepXaHMs MpeacTaBieHun. Hampumep,
CKas3aTh, YTO BBl BOCIIPUHIMAaeTe JepeBo, 3HauNUT CKa-
3aTh, YTO BBl HAXOMTECh B TAKOM IIeplelTyaIbHOM CO-
CTOSIHVM, KOTOpOe IIpefIcTaBIsieT IV JiejlaeT I Bac
BO3MOXXHBIM IIPeICTaBUTh Ballly HeIoCpelICTBEeHHYIO
Cpemy Kak ITOKa3BIBaIOIIYyIO OIpefesleHHBIM 00pa3oM
BBITVISIAIINT OOBEKT, PaCIIOIOXKEHHEI B OIIpefie/IeH-
HoM MecTe. CoflepKaHVe 3TOr0 BOCIIPUATHSL, 10 CYTH,
€CThb CIIOCOD IpeJICcTaB/IeHNs Balllero HelloCpeCTBeH-
HOTO OKPY’KeHVIs 3TVM OIIpefie/leHHbIM 00beKT-CIIel -
dpvraeckrm oOpazoMm. [Ipyroe mpenronoskeHe 3aKIo-
JaeTcs B TOM, UTO JII0OOe IleplenTyaIbHoe ITpescTaB-
JIeHVIe YaCTHOTO 00beKTa ecTh IIprMep Toro, uto Kant
HasblBaeT SMIVPUUYECKVM co3epliaHveM’. [J1aBHBII
BOIIPOC 3aKJIIOYaeTcsl B TOM, BO3MOYKeH JIV TaKOWl BUJL
comepkaHMs IHpencTasieHuy, cornacHo Kaxrty, Oes
PVIJIOXKEHVSI ITOHSI T

2. HPEJICTaBJ'IEHVIe 0e3 MBIIIUIEHMS: IMIITPpUIECKHMe
co3epnaHnmsa Oe3 IMIIMPUIECKMNX IIOHATUN

ITosBorbTe MHe HavaTh C yKazaHIA Ha TO, B KAKOM
CMBICITe TIePIIENTYIIbHOE IIpefiCTaBIIeHyie (TO eCTh SMIIV-
pudeckoe cosepriaHyie) MOXKHO CUUTATh He-TIOHSTWUV-
HBIM cofiep>KaHmeM c Touku 3speHmst KarTa. CaMbIv Bax-
HBIII MOMEHT B 3TOM pasfiefle 3aK/II09aeTcsd B TOM, UTO
IIpeficTaB/IeHVe KaK TaKOBOE€, B TOM CMBICIIE, KOTOPHIN
npumaer emy KaHT, He 00s3aTesTbHO HOJDKHO paccMa-
TPpUBaThC KaK VCIOIb30BaHVe OHATUV, VIV MBbIIIIIe-
Hue. bortee Toro, HaMm cj1elyeT MMeTh B BUITY, UTO TOJIBKO
cosepiiaHme, corsiacHo KaHTy, MOXeT cBs3aTh Hac ¢ MH-
OVBUAYaIbHBIMI ITePIIENTy &JTbHBIMU OObeKTaMA.

B «Kpuruxe uncroro pasyma» KanT yTBepxmaer,
YTO «BO3MOYKHO JIMIIB OIHO YIOTpeOseHMe paccyi-
KOM... TIOHSTHUI: Yepe3 VX IOCPeICTBO OH OCYIIeCT-
BiIsieT cyxxnaeHue» (A 68 / B 93; Kanr, 2006a, c. 157). 1
TeVICTBUTEIILHO, OH OITpefIesIseT pacCyIoK Kak CIIoco0-
HOCTB CyIWUTb U MbiCAUNIb, @ MBIIIUIEHVIE €CTh JeVICTBIIe
yMa ¥ KOHKPeTU3MPYeTCs UM KakK «II03HaBaHIe uepes
nousaTHs» (A 69 / B 94; Kant, 2006a, c. 159). B o0rmiem,

° I He yTBEPIK/IAI0, YTO BOCIIPUSITIS — 3TO IIPOCTO SMIIVIPIIYe-
CKIe CO3epIIaHVs VIV YTO STV TePMWHBI TOX/IeCTBeHHBI. VIHo-
rga Kanrt oTtoxpmectsisieT mx (cMm., Harpumep: AA 04, S. 283;
KanT, 19946, c. 37—38), a nHOrma HeT (cM., HarlpuMep: B 162;
Kamnrt, 20064, c. 239). B o011eM, I0X0XKe, UTO OH MCIIOJIb3YEeT 3T 1
HeKOTOpbIe POFICTBEHHEIE TEPMIHEI ITO-Pa3HOMY B pa3HbBIX KOH-
TeKCTax.
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In this essay, I examine how the idea of
non-conceptual content fits Kant’s account of per-
ceptual representation despite the just-mentioned
worries. The initial assumption is that Kant’s ac-
count can be successfully analysed in terms of rep-
resentational content. For example, to say that you
perceive a tree is to say that you are in such a per-
ceptual state that represents, or makes it possible
for you to represent, your immediate environment
as featuring an object that is located in a certain
place in relation to you, looking a certain way. The
content of your perception is, basically, the way of
representing your immediate environment in this
particular object-specific manner. Another assump-
tion is that any such perceptual representation of a
particular object is an instance of what Kant calls
empirical intuition.’ The main question is whether
the kind of representational content just described
is possible without the application of concepts ac-
cording to Kant.

2. Representing without Thinking: Empirical
Intuitions without Empirical Concepts

Let me start by showing in what sense percep-
tual representation (i.e. empirical intuition) can be
treated as non-conceptual content in Kant’s view.
The most crucial element in this section is that rep-
resenting as such does not need to be regarded as
concept-use or thinking in Kant’s demanding sense
of the term. Moreover, we should keep in mind that
according to Kant only intuition can connect us with
individual perceptual objects.

Kant states in the Critique of Pure Reason that
“understanding [Verstand] can make no other use
of [...] concepts than that of judging by means of
them” (KrV, A 68 / B 93; Kant, 2000a, p. 205). In-
deed, he defines the whole faculty of understand-
ing accordingly as a faculty of judging and thinking
(Denken), which action of the mind he specifies as
“cognition through concepts [Begriffe]” (KrV, A 69 /
B 94; Kant, 2000a, p. 205). In all, Kant can be seen
as tying judgment-making and concept-use togeth-

* 1 am not saying that perceptions are empirical intuitions
tout court or that the two terms are identical. Sometimes Kant
does identify perception with empirical intuition (e.g. Prol,
AA 04, p. 283; Kant, 2002b, p. 79). Sometimes he does not (e.g.
KrV, B 162; Kant 2000a, p. 262). In all, he seems to use the two
terms and a number of related terms slightly differently in dif-
ferent contexts.



MBI MOXKeM cunTaTh, 4To KaHT cBs3bIBaeT CyXxieHue
VI VICTIOTb30BaHMe TIOHSTUI C MBIITUIEHMeM TaK KpeTl-
KO, YTO HW OAVH JIPYTOVl BUJ IT03HABATEJILHOV VI
TIPEJICTABIISIIONIel JIesITeIIBHOCTM He JJOJDKEH OTOX-
IecTBIIAThCS ¢ MbltuieHneM. Cosepyanue s Kanra —
TaKas IIpeJICTaBIIAIONIAs IeATeIbHOCTD, VTV BV ITPerl-
CTaBJIEHVS], KOTOPBIVI MOXeET «CYIecTBOBATb... paHb-
IIre, yeM MBI HeuTo IoMbIcmM» (B 67; Kant, 2006a,
c. 129, cm. Taxke: B 132; KarT, 20064, c. 203). Cozepira-
HIIe KaK TaKOBOE eCTh He-TIOHSATUVIHOE ITpeZICTaBlIeHIe
IO OIIpeeJIeHNIO: 3TO He TIOHSTIE, a HEeTIOCPeICTBeH-
HOe, JTafolllee OOBEKT IIpeficTaB/IeHVe YyBCTBEHHOCTI
(A 15/ B 29; Kart, 20064, c. 83—85; A19 / B 33; Kawr,
20064, c. 89).

TvmvaHBT BBIBOA, KOHIENTYaINCTOB IO 3TOMY
BOIIPOCY COCTOUT B TOM, YTO HVI MBICIIV (TIOHSTVIS), HUA
cosepliaHMs He MOTYT UI'PaTh CBOV POJIM B IIpEICTaB-
sleHvn camu 110 cebe (cm. McDowell, 1996; Gunther,
2003, p. 1). KaaT, Kak M3BeCTHO, CUUTAJI, UTO MBICIIb,
JmIIeHHas cosepuanws, mycra (A 51 / B 75; Kanr,
2006a, c. 139). DTo O3Ha4aeT, IO CyTW, YTO IIOHATHE,
BOBJIEUEHHOE B TaKyIO MBICI/Ib, HE VIMeeT OTHOIIIEHVIS K
4yBCTBEHHOMY O0OBeKTY®. B ToM e yxe cosepiiaHmue
KaK YTO-TO, YTO IIPEITOJIOKUTEIIBHO JOJDKHO obecrie-
4BaTh OTHOIIIEHVE K UYBCTBEHHOMY OOBEKTY, HeJlaTh
MBICITb COTIepKaTeJIFHOVI, CJIETIO, eC/IVI TOJIBKO He TIOA-
BEJIEHO «IIOZ] IIOHATVS» (TaM JXKe).

Ho nevicTBUTENIBHO M CIT€TIOTa CO3ePIIaHMII O3Ha-
4JaeT TO, YTO O Hevl OOBIUHO JIyMalOT, a UMEHHO — YTO
He3aBUCUMOe OT IIOHSATUII IeplenTyaJbHOe Ipef-
CTaBJIeHIe HeBO3MOXKHO? Sl Tak He JIyMalo, 1 5 B 3TOM
OTHOIIIEHM He OOMHOK (cM., Harrpumep: Allais, 2009,
p. 395; Burge, 2010, p. 154 —155; Hanna, 2005, p. 257;
Tolley, 2013, p. 127). Ha Mot B3DJISIII, STUMM CIIEIIbI-
MM CO3epLIaHMSIMM ¥ IyCTBIMU MbIcIIMM KaHT xoder
yKasaTb Ha ciemytorree. C OTHOV CTOPOHBI, pacCyIOK
IIOJDKEH ITOCTOSTHHO O0pallaTbcs K UyBCTBEHHOCTV,
4TOOBI M30€eXKaTh IJITATOHMYECKOTO JIETaHMs «Ha KpPbl-
nesax upev» (A5 / B9; Kant, 20064, c. 59), koTopsle /115
KaHra — moHSATIS, He MIMeOIIe OTHOIIEHNS K 1yB-
CTBEeHHBIM OOBeKTaM (cM., HarrpuMep: A 336 / B 393;
Kant, 2006a, c. 503). C npyrovt CTOpPOHBI, IS MBIIII-
JleHnst 00 oOBeKTaxX OFHOTO JIUIIL CO3epLIaHMS HeJo-

¢ HampnmMep, MOXXHO IIpeCTaBUTh, YTO CyOBEKT [IyMaeT O YeM-
TO B aDCTpaKTHOV MaHepe, 0e3 MUTIOCTPALNIA IV KOHKPETHBIX
IIPVIMEPOB, XOTSI OH MJIVI OHA C TeM XK€ YCIIeXOM MOTJIV ObI feJ1aTh
9TO ¢ HUMM (CM. aHATOMMUYECKIIT ITpuMep B TpeThert «Kputike»:
AA 05, S. 343; KanT, 2001a, c. 495). VI, Hampumep, Koryia Ipo-
CTO HeT JIOCTYIIHOTO CO3€PLIAHNS IS IIOHSTS, BBIPaKEHHOIO
MBICJIBIO, JIOO ITIOTOMY, YTO y HAaC HET CPECTB IS IIPeIOCTaB-
JIEHVIS] ITPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOTO IIpuMepa [IjIsl Hee, JIbo
IIOTOMY, YTO He MOXXET OBITh COOTBETCTBYIOIIIETO UYBCTBEHHOTO
co3epriaHmsi Taxe B IPUHIIAIIE.
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er with thinking so tightly that any other kind of
cognitive or representational activity should not be
identified with thinking. Intuiting (Anschauung) for
Kant is such a representational activity or a kind
of representing that can “precede any act of think-
ing” (KrV, B 67; Kant, 2000a, p. 189; see also KrV,
B 132; Kant 2000a, p. 246). As such, intuition is a
non-conceptual representation by definition: it is not
a concept, but an immediate object-providing rep-
resentation of sensibility (Sinnlichkeit) (KrV, A 15 /
B 29; Kant, 2000a, p. 135; A 19 / B 33; Kant, 2000a,
p. 155).

A typical conceptualist observation at this point
is that neither thoughts (concepts) nor intuitions can
play their representational roles on their own (see
esp. McDowell, 1996, and Gunther, 2003, p. 1). Kant
famously regards a thought that lacks intuition as
empty (KrV, A 51 / B 75; Kant, 2000a, p. 193). This
means, basically, that the concept involved in such
a thought has no relation to a sensible object.® In the
same vein, intuition, as something that is supposed
to secure the relation to a sensible object, to make
the thought contentful, is blind if it is not brought
“under concepts” (KrV, A 51 / B 75; Kant, 2000a,
p- 194).

But does the blindness of intuitions really mean
what it has been commonly taken to mean, name-
ly that concept-independent perceptual representa-
tion is impossible? I think not, and I am not alone
in this (see also e.g. Allais, 2009, p. 395; Burge,
2010, pp. 154-155; Hanna, 2005, p. 257; Tolley, 2013,
p- 127). Instead, as I see it, with his blind intuitions
and empty thoughts, Kant wants to underline the
following. On the one hand, understanding must
constantly turn to sensibility to avoid Platonic flying
“on the wings of the ideas” (KrV, A5 / B 9; Kant,
2000a, p. 129), which for Kant are concepts that have
no relation to sensible objects (see e.g. KrV, A 336 /
B 393; Kant 2000a, p. 406). On the other hand, more
than mere intuition is required for thinking about
objects. This is because the senses do not judge (see
e.g. Anth, AA 07, p. 146; Kant, 2009, p. 258) and be-
cause any use of understanding that is not support-
ed by intuitions lacks access to worldly objects. So,

¢ For example, it could be the case that the subject thinks of
something in an abstract fashion, without illustration or con-
crete example, although he or she could just as well do so
(see the anatomist example in the third Critique: KU, AA 05,
p- 343; Kant, 2000b, p. 218). Or it could be the case that there
simply is no intuition available for the concept expressed by
the thought, either because we lack the means of providing a
spatiotemporal instance for it or because there could not be a
matching sensible intuition even in principle.
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CTaTOYHO, ITOCKOJIbKY YYBCTBA He BBIHOCAT CYXKIE€HVISI
(cm., Hanipumep: AA 07, S. 146; Kanur, 19948, c. 163 —
164) 11 mocKoJIbKy J1F000€ MCIIoIb30BaHNe paccyiKa, He
HIOIKPEIUIEHHOe CO3epIIaHMAMY, JIVIIEHO JOCTyIa K
oOpexTam Mupa. Taknm o6pasom, korga Kant rosopur
0 paccyqke ¥ YyBCTBEHHOCTV KaK O pas3HBIX, HO B3a-
VIMOZIOIIOJIHSIOIIMX CIIOCOOHOCTSIX, OH YKasbIBaeT Ha
OIIMOKYM NP NPVHSATUN VIV SMIVPU3Ma, VIV pariy-
oHayM3Ma. B To Bpems Kak smrmpuk Bpope JIokka oT-
HaeT CJIMIIIKOM BakKHYIO POjIb YyBCTBAM, pallVIOHAJIVICT
Bpoze JlentOHMITa OIIMOOYHO CUMTaeT OIVH JIVIIE MH-
TEJUIEKT CIIOCOOHBIM K CYXKIEHWSIM, KOTOPBIe MOTYT
YCTaHOBUTB VICTUHBL O MUpe. B o01miem, 11 sMImpukm 1
PpallOHaJIVICTHI HeIPaBIIBHO IOHMMAIOT, YTO 3HAYUT
«IaBaTb OOBEKTMBHO 3HAYMMBIe CYXXIEHVS O Belllax»
(A 271 / B 327; Kanr, 20064, c. 429; cMm. Taxcke: Hanna,
2001, p. 202—203).

Omnako s He Hamren B Tekctax KaHrta Hudero o
TOM, YUTO yKa3ajio Obl Ha paBeHCTBO (YCJIOBUIT) OOBEK-
TMBHOTO CYyXXeHus 1 (yCJIOBMIT) 4yBCTBEHHOIO IIpe/l-
CTaBjIeHMs Kak Takoporo. Hecmorpsi Ha To uTo mpu-
JIOJKeH!e TIOHSATUI HelIpeMeHHO ObUI0 OBl abCoTIoTHO
HeOOXOIVIMBIM YCJIOBVIEM OOBEKTMBHOIO CYXKIEeHMs,
KaHT mipsiMO yTBepiK[IaeT, YTO MBI MOXEM CO3epliaTh
0e3 HpwWIOXKeHMs MOHSATUII K OOBEKTY CO3epIIaHMS.
Crenytormme dpparMeHTHI TOBOPST 00 3TOM 0COOEHHO
SIBHO:

MOKHO HeuTO co3epliaTh, He MBICIISI IIPV 9TOM VI
o, otvM uto-nbo (AA 17, S. 620, Ne4636).

Jlormueckast sICHOCTb, Kak He0O OT 3eMJIM, OT/IMJaeT-
Cs1 OT DCTETUYECKOW, U IOCJICIHSIS IMEeT MECTO, XOTSI MbI
BOBCe He IIpeJICTaBIIsieM IIpeMeT ITOCPEICTBOM ITOHATU
(AA 20, S. 227 Anm.; Kanrr, 20016, c. 901).

[M]BL... MOXXeM... ITO-TO IPEeNCTaBIIsATh cebe Kak JIaH-
HOe€, XOTsI OBl MBI He MMeJT 00 3TOM HMUKAKOTO ITOHSITHUS
(AA 05,S. 402; Kanr, 2001a, c. 629).

V6o cymecTByeT scHocnby B CO3epIIaHMM, TO €CTh B
IIpenCTaBIeHNM OTOEeIBHOIO... KOTOpasl MOXeT OBITh Ha-
3BaHa AC1Memuyeckoll i KOTopasi COBEPIIIEHHO OTIIMYIHA OT
/02uteckoll, TIOHATUIHON (TTOF00HO TOMy, KaK eciay OBl
HOBOTOJUIAHJICKNII AVKaph BIIEpPBBIE YBUIEN OBl AOM U
66T OBI HACTOITBKO OTM30K K HEMY, UTOOBI pa3InMdaTh eTo
4acTy, HO He MMeJI OBbl, OJTHAaKO, HMKAKOTO ITOHSTS O HeM)
(AA 08, S.217 Anm.; KanT, 1993, c. 144).

Ecimi, sHanipumep, avikapb n3gaiv BUAAUT J0M, Ha3Ha-
4JeHMsI KOTOPOro OH He 3HaeT, TO OH, KOHEeYHO, VIMeeT ITe-
per coOovt B TIpeNICTaBIIEHNV TOT YK€ CaMbIVl OOBEKT, UTO
" KTO-HVI6y,ILI) IIpyTOVi, OITpe/IeJIeHHO 3HAOIINI ero Kak
pucrocobeHHoe s Jronert xwmie. Ho mo dpopme
9TO 3HaHVe OJJHOTO U TOTO ke 00beKTa y 000mX pasIiIHO.
Y omHOTrO OHO ecThb Mo4bko cosepyanue, y APYroro cosepya-
Hue v ogHOBpeMeHHO nousamue (AA 09, S. 33; Kart, 1994r,
c. 289).
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when Kant regards understanding and sensibility as
distinct yet complementary faculties, he points out
the mistakes of taking either empiricism or ration-
alism too far. Whereas an empiricist such as Locke
gives too prominent a role to senses, a rationalist
such as Leibniz falsely takes mere intellect as capa-
ble of judgments that can establish truths about the
world. In brief, both empiricists and rationalists mis-
conceive what it takes to “judge about things with
objective validity” (KrV, A 271 / B 327; Kant, 2000a,
p- 372; see also esp. Hanna, 2001, pp. 202-203).

Yet there is nothing I have found in Kant’s texts
that would indicate that (the conditions of) objec-
tive judgment equals (the conditions of) perceptu-
al representation as such. While the application of
concepts would of course be an absolutely necessary
requirement of objective judgment, Kant explicit-
ly holds that it is possible to intuit without apply-
ing concepts to the object of intuition. The following
pieces of text are particularly telling in this respect:

One can intuit something without thinking
something thereby or thereunder (Refl 4636, AA 17,
p. 620; Kant, 2005a, p. 151).

Logical distinctness is also totally different from
aesthetic distinctness, and the latter can obtain even
though we do not represent the object (Gegenstand)
to ourselves by means of concepts at all [...] (EEKU,
AA 20, p. 227n; Kant, 2000c, p. 29).

[W]e can [...] represent something as given even
though we do not have any concept of it (KU, AA 05,
p- 402; Kant, 2000b, p. 272).

For there is also a distinctness in the intuition, and
hence also in the representation of the individual
[...] which may be called aesthetic and is quite
different from logical distinctness through concepts
(supposing an Australian aborigine, for example,
were to see a house for the first time, and was near
enough to distinguish all its parts, though without
having the least concept of it) [..] (UE, AA 08,
p- 217n; Kant, 2002a, p. 308).

If a savage sees a house from a distance, for
example, with whose use he is not acquainted, he
admittedly has before him in his representation
the very same object (Objekt) as someone else who
is acquainted with it determinately as a dwelling
established for men. But as to form, this cognition
of one and the same object (Objekts) is different
in the two. With the one it is mere intuition [blofle
Anschauung], with the other it is intuition and concept
at the same time (Log, AA 09, p. 33; Kant, 2004,
pp- 544-545).



W3 3Tmx maccakeit MBI MOXKeM B3SITh CIIeAyIOIIIee.
CosepriaTb JOM 3HAYUT BUETh [JOM — OOpaTuTe BHU-
MaHue, Kak Bo pparmenTe 3 «Jlorvki» Verre BujieHbe
IIpeIIosIaraeT, 4To HabJIIo/IaTe b IMEeT «IIeper] CO0ov
B IIPEJICTaBIIEHN» OOBEKT, UTO, B CBOIO OUepelb, I1O/I-
pasyMeBaeT, 9YTo HabJIIoaTe Ik IMeeT co3epIiaHie 00b-
ekTta. OnHAKO BUIEHbe JJoMa He 00s3aTe/IbHO BKIII0Ya-
eT BOCIIPUSITHE JIOMa Kak [JOMa, IIOHMaeMoe KakK ITpef-
CTapJIeHVIe BellM Yepe3 MOHATHe JoMa. OueBmIHO, He
3HAKOMBIVI C [JJOMaMI YeJI0BEK He 00JIaaeT IIOHSTIEM
ToMa ¥, CJIeloBaTe/IbHO, He MOXKET BOCHIPVHMMATD IOM
KaK JIOM B 9TOM cMbIciie. Tak ke OUeBUITHO, YTO OH He
MOXeT IIPOaHaIM3MPOBATh COfep’KaHMe CBOEro BOC-
OpUSATHS B COOTBETCTBUIL CO 3HaKaMM JIOMOB (OKHAMWM,
IIBEPBMMU U T. I1.), TO €CTb C/IeJIaTh CBOE IIpeiICTaBIIeHVIe
TioMa OoJTee pazmMaMMBIM B 9TOM cMbIciTe. Ho, Kak 11o71-
TBEPXKIAIOT IUTATHI 113 paboT «O0 OTHOM OTKPBITHIL...»
u «[lepBoe BBeleHMe...», OH BCe ke CMOT OBl CeIaTh
CBOe BOCIIpUATVE Jcmemuyecky Oosiee pasyIMaVIMbIM.
Onmako BaKHee BCETO TO, UTO BBIIIEyTIOMSHYThIE OTpa-
HUYeHMs 03HaBaTe/IbHOV CIIOCOOHOCTM He MeIlaroT
eMy IepLeNTyaIbHO, WM «CO3epLaTesIbHO», OCO3Ha-
BaTh HaJIMUMe TIepefT HM KOHKPeTHOVI BeIll.

Hampotus, omrHOTO CcOo3epriaHmsi, Ka’kKeTcs, IOCTa-
TOYHO [IJI1 pellleHMs (yHOIaAMeHTaJIbHOU II03HaBa-
TeJILHOV 3a7lavull BHEIITHETO BOCIIPVISTIS, @ IMEHHO —
3a7aun IIOMeIleHsT HaOrrogaTesss B OTHOIIEHVE C
o0pexTOM B IpocTpaHcTBe. COOTBETCTBEHHO, MOXKHO
VICIIOJIb30BATh TEPMVH «sIBJIEHVIE» VI [IeJIaTh aKIIeHT Ha
TOM, KaK «gBJIEHVS MOTYT OBITB TaHBI B CO3epIIaHm 0e3
dyuximi paccyaka» (A 90 / B122; Kant, 2006a, c. 191)
Y TI0YeMy «IeVICTBUTEIbHOe TIPUCYTCTBUe IIpeaMeTa»
(A 50 / B 74; Kanr, 20064, c. 137) He 3aBUCKUT OT IIOHS-
Tuir’. @paspl «He MMesl Obl, OJHaKO, HMKAKOTO ITOHS-
TVSI», «BOBCE He TIPeJICTaBIIIeM IIpeIMeT ITOCPEICTBOM
TIOHSITUI», «XOTs ObI MBI HE MMeJI 00 3TOM HUKaKOTO
MOHATMS» B IHPOLIUTUPOBAHHBIX BhIIIE (PparMeHTax
Hanbostee MHAOPMATVBHBI B 9TOM acIIeKTe.

Bce BpIIleckasaHHOe TOIAEPXKMBAETCS eIle WU
B3rggamMu KaHta Ha oOpasoBaHMe 3MIVPUYECKVIX
nougTui. Hanpumep, B «Benckon storuke» KaHT, Kak
cooOIraeTcs, cKasasl cyIeyoniee:

Tor, ko XOTes1 OBl CcIlepBa IOy YUTD IIpe/ICTaB/IeHYIe
0 KpacHOM IiBeTe, JOJDKeH ObUT OBl yBUIETh KpacHBI
nset. OJfHaKO KOIJla OH CpaBHWII ObI KPaCHBIVI IIBET KMHO-
Bapy, KApMYA3UHA VI 1I0HCO, OH TIOHsUI Obl, UTO eCTh HeuTO

7 Cm. takke y bearpuc Jlonruec (Longuenesse, 2000, p. 24)
VIO O TOM, YTO YTO-TO BCE PaBHO VIMEETCsl, a IMEHHO TO, YTO
OHa Ha3kIBaeT 00006eKMHbLM 006eK110M, TTasKe eCIIV TTOJTHOIeHHasT
«O0BEeKTHOCTB» TpebyeT GosIbIIIero.
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From such passages we can gather the follow-
ing. To intuit a house is to see a house — notice how
in the Jische Logic passage seeing implies that the
perceiver has “before him in his representation” an
object, which in turn implies that the perceiver has
an intuition of that object. However, to see a house
does not need to involve perceiving the house as a
house, understood as representing the thing un-
der the concept of house. Obviously, a person un-
familiar with houses does not possess the concept
of house and thus cannot perceive the house as a
house in this sense. Equally obviously, he cannot
analyse the contents of his perception according
to the marks of houses (windows, doors, etc.), that
is, make his representation of the house more dis-
tinct in this sense. But as the quotes from On a Dis-
covery and “First Introduction” verify, he would still
be able to make his perception aesthetically more
distinct. Most importantly, however, the aforesaid
cognitive limitations do not preclude him being per-
ceptually or “intuitively” aware of the particular
thing before him.

On the contrary, mere intuition appears to be
quite sufficient for fulfilling the fundamental cog-
nitive task of outward perception, namely that of
putting the perceiver in relation with a spatially lo-
cated object. Relatedly, one could employ the term
‘appearance’ (Erscheinung) and emphasise how “ap-
pearances can certainly be given in intuition without
functions of the understanding” (KrV, A 90 / B 122;
Kant, 2000a, p. 222) and how “the actual presence of
the object [die wirkliche Gegenwart des Gegenstandes]”
(KrV, A 50 / B 74; Kant, 2000a, p. 193) is not de-
pendent on concepts.” In the above quoted passag-
es, phrases “without having the least concept”, “do
not represent the object (Gegenstand) to ourselves by
means of concepts at all”, and “even though we do
not have any concept of it” are the most telling ones
in this respect.

All of the above is further supported by Kant’s
view of empirical concept formation. For example,
in the Vienna Logic Kant is reported to have said this:

He who wished to have a representation of the
colour red first had to see the colour red. When he
compared the colour red in the red of cinnabar,
carmoisin, and ponceau, however, he became aware
that there is something general in the colour red,

7 See also Longuenesse, 2000, p. 24, for the idea that there is nev-
ertheless something present — what she calls preobjective object —
even if full-blown “objecthood” might require more than that.
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oll1iee B KpaCHOM IIBETe, COfIEPIKallleecs 1 B IPYTVX IIPefi-
CTaBJIEHVISIX O KPACHOM I1IBETe, M OH MBICIIVII ObI KpaCHBIM
TO, YTO €CTh O0lIlee Y MHOTWX IIPEIMETOB, 1 3TO ObUIO ObI
nousTeM (AA 24, S. 904 —905).

3pecy KaHT mMeeT B BUy WMIel0 34paBoro CMbIC-
Jla, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOW IIOHATUS (POPMUPYIOTCS Ha
OCHOBE SMITMPUUIECKMX IIPeCTaBIIeHNII VI He SIBJISIOT-
Cs — ¥ Ha CaMOM Jiejle He MOTYT SIBJISITbCSI — IIOHS-
UMY cammMu 110 ceOe. CHavasa MbI BUAMM KpacHBIe
BeIIV, IIOTOM HavlHaeM y3HaBaThb B HVX eIMHYIO IIBe-
TOBYIO OCOOEHHOCTB M B KOHIIe KOHIIOB IIPUXOAUM K
abCTpaKTHOMY TIOHSTUIO KPaCHOCTY, KOTOPOe MOXKEM
VICIIOIIB30BaTh HE3aBMUCUMO OT HAIMIVS KPACHBIX 00B-
eKTOB. B Oostee ro3nHeM KoHcriekTe ek KaHT oka-
3bIBaeTcs OJIM30K K TOMY, UTOOBI CKa3aTh, YTO 3TO JIeVi-
CTBUTEIIFHO OueBNIHO: «PasymeeTcs, 4To-TO Ipeiiie-
CTByeT TOMY, UTOOBI ITpefiCcTaBsIeH e CTasIo ITIOHSATIeM»
(AA 09, S. 33 —34; KanT, 1994r, c. 289).

BriostHe BeposATHO, UTO TaKMe [IO-TIOHSTUVIHBIE
IIpeNCcTaB/IeHNs BK/IIOYAIOT He TOJIBKO BOCIIPUSTUS
LIBETOB U APYTMX CEHCOPHBIX KadecTB, HO TaKxke U
BOCIIPUSTIS COOCTBEHHO OOBEKTOB, KaK ITOfICKa3bIBa-
et npumep ¢ gomMoM. OcobeHHO BakHO TO, uTo KaHT
He JyMaeT, OyATO HaM HY>KHO B34Thb «TO, UYTO VIMEET-
s OOITETro B Pa3/IMIHBIX OIBITHBIX IIPEICTaBIICHIISIX»
(AA 24, S. 905), 9TOOBI M3HAUYATIBHO MPENCTABIISTh
uro-ymbo. Ha camom perre, Oymp OHO Tak, B3IJISZBL
KanTa Ha mpmnobpeTeHve IIOHATI TOKa3bIBAJIVICH OBI
yepes IIOPOYHBIN KPYT.

Yro BakHO, co3epIlaHVe He ecThb ITpreM UYyBCTBEeH-
HBIX JaHHBIX, Kay3aJIbHBIV TPUITEP VIV BBOJ JaHHBIX
BocrpusaTus (cM.: Falkenstein, 1995, p. 359; McDowell,
1996, p. 4). BmecTo 3TOTO CO3€epIIaHIe — 3TO IIPEICTaB-
JIeHVIe, & IMEHHO TOT BWJI IIPeJICTaB/IeHs, Oarofgaps
KOTOPOMY MBI MOXXeM OBITb B OTHOIIEHUW C MHIVBU-
IyarlbHBIMM OOBeKTaMM. B coBpeMeHHBIX pasroBopax
0 ComepXKaHWMM UHOeKCAAbHOe COOepKaHie, B3STOe IIep-
LeNTyaJIbHO, MOXeT CTaTh IOAXOMSIINM TepPMUHOM
IUISL ONVICAaHWMS TOTO, YTO IIPOVICXOAUT B CyObeKTe Ha
cosepliaTeJIbHOM ypOBHe IIO3HAHMS B KaHTOBCKOM
cmeiciie. ITpogorpkas nmpuMep Kanrta ¢ BocipusaTiieM
ITOMa, MOXXHO CKa3aTb, UTO 00a HalsromaTesis odsiama-
0T OIMHAKOBBIM MHEKCAIBHBIM COepXKaHMeM He3a-
BVICVMO OT TIOHSTUI JIO TeX HOp, TIOKa OHVI BUIST OAVH
¥ TOT Xe ToM®.

8 TloguepKHeM, UTO BBIIIIeCKa3aHHOE VIMeeT MeCTO TOIBKO B TOM
CTyvae, eciivi HaM pasperieHo BOCIIPUHUMATh MH[IeKCaIbHOe CO-
Iep>KaHye CTPOro IleplelTyaibHO. DTO O3HaudaeT 110 KpamHeit
Mepe [iBe Beln. Bo-TlepBhIX, cosepliaHvs He cJIefyeT paccMa-
TpUBaTh KaK eIMHUYHbIe TepMuHbI (cM., Harpumep: Hintikka,
1969). Bo-BTOPBIX, 1 B CBSI3U C 3TUM, «3TOVIHOCTb» CO3epLIaHs
JIOJDKHA paccMaTPUBaTLCs He JIMHIBYUCTYECKN (TO eCTh TaK, Kak
00BIYHO TIOHMMAaeTCsl MHIEKCasl «3TOT»), a IPOCTO KaK yKasblBa-
IoIIasi Ha TO, 9TO CyOBeKT HaXOMMUTCS B TAaKOM IIepIeNTyaTbHOM
COCTOSTHVMM, KOTOPO€ 3aCTaBJIsieT ero IIPEeCTaBIIsATh €ro Hero-
CPeJICTBeHHY O TIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHY O Cpejly KakK BKIIO-

that is contained along with other things in other
representations of the colour red, and he thought
by red that which was common to many objects
(Gegenstinde), and this was a concept (V-Lo/Wiener,
AA 24, pp. 904-905; Kant, 2004, pp. 348-349).

What Kant suggests here is the rather common-
sense idea that concepts are formed on the basis of
empirical representations that are not, and indeed
cannot be, concepts by themselves. First we see red
things, then we start to recognise that they all share
the same colour feature, and eventually come up
with the abstract notion of redness that we can also
employ independently of the presence of red ob-
jects. In a later lecture note, Kant comes close to say-
ing that this much is indeed obvious: “Something
precedes, of course, before a representation be-
comes a concept” (Log, AA 09, pp. 33-34; Kant, 2004,
p. 545).

It is plausible to think that such pre-conceptual
representations include not just perceptions of col-
ours and other sensory qualities, but genuine object
perceptions as well, as suggested by the house ex-
ample. Most importantly, Kant hardly thinks that
we would need to “take that which is common to
various empirical representations” (V-Lo/Wiener,
AA 24, p. 905; Kant, 2004, p. 349) in order to rep-
resent in the first place. In fact, were that the case,
Kant’s account of concept-acquisition would become
circular.

Crucially, intuition is not a sensory intake, caus-
al trigger or perceptual input (cf. Falkenstein, 1995,
p- 359; McDowell, 1996, p. 4). Instead, intuition is a
representation: namely, the kind of representation
thanks to which we can be related to individual ob-
jects. In contemporary content-talk, indexical con-
tent, taken perceptually, might be a fitting term to
describe what goes on in the subject at the intuitive
level of cognition in Kant’s sense. To continue with
Kant’s house perception example, both of the per-
ceivers possess the same indexical contents, and this
independently of concepts, as long as they both see
the very same house.®

8 Let it be emphasised that the aforesaid only holds if we are
allowed to take indexical content strictly perceptually. This
means at least two things. Firstly, intuitions should not be
treated as singular terms (cf. e.g. Hintikka, 1969). Secondly,
and relatedly, the “thatness” of intuition should not be treat-
ed linguistically (i.e. the way the indexical “that’ is usually un-
derstood) but as merely indicating that the subject is in such a
perceptual state that makes her represent her immediate spa-
tiotemporal environment as featuring a specific object — some-
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3. IIpeacraBsieHne Oe3 MBIIICHVST:
He-KaTeropmaJbHbIN CMHTEe3

BelmeckazaHHOe THoOApa3syMeBaeT, YTO SMIIMPHU-
JecKye IIOHSATHS, TaKMe KakK ITOHATMe JoMa, He He-
oOxommMel, cormtacHo KaHTy, 1 HepliienTyalbHOroO
IpefCTaBIeHNs], OCOOeHHO ect MBI IIOHVIMaeM CO-
IlepKaHye IIepLeNTyalbHOTO IIpeCTaBIeHVsI TOJIb-
KO VIHJIeKCaJIbHBIM VIV JIEMOHCTPATUBHBIM 0OpasoM.
Ho Bce >ke MOXXHO yTBepXIaTh, UTO YMCThbIe OHATHS
paccyrika, WIn Kame2opuil, JOTDKHBL OBITH TIPJIOKEHBI
ZIaXe B TeX CJIydasx, KOI/ia VCIIOJIb30BaHe TIOHSITU B
BBIITIe0003HAYeHHOM CMEICTIE He MeeT MecTa. [astee s
IoIIpoOyIo OIIPOBEPIHYTE 9TO 3aMedaHue.

ITpeamornoxmmM, 9TO MBI IPUIMCEIBAEM KpacHBIN
IIBET CTOSAIIEMY Ilepel HaMV IOMY. YMEeCTHO CUMTaTh,
YTO 3TOT MBICJIUTEIBHBIN akKT BO3MOXeH Osaromaps
KaTeropumu substantia et accidens’. DTo IIPOVICXOANUT IIO-
TOMY, YTO 3Ty KaTeropuio MOXXHO paccMaTpuBaTh Kak
IpeaBapuTe/IbHOE YCJIOBYME JIOOOTO IIpefCcTaBIeHVIsd
Takov POPMBI, a IMEHHO aKTa MBIIIUIEHVIS, B KOTOPOM
HeUTO MpeAVLPYyeTCcs CaMOCTOSATeIbHO CYIIeCTBY-
IOIIeVl BelI KaK OfHO 13 ee Oojlee WIM MeHee CIIy-
JarfHBIX KadecTB. Ta >ke caMasl KaTeropusl B KadecTse
KpariHe aOCTpaKTHOIO IMOHATM IIPOCTO BEIpaKaeT TO
o0I1iee, UYTO eCTh B KaXK[OM OT/IeJIbHOM CJIydae TaKoro
OpeauIypoBaHus. [Ipyrumu ciioBaMy, KaTeropus Bbl-
pakaeT 37IeMeHT ITO3HaHWsI, KOTOPBIVI OCTaeTCs Hems-
MEeHHBIM, HECMOTPs Ha pa3jIindis B SMIIVIPUTIECKIX 00-
CTOSITeIILCTBAX, BKJIIOUasl SMIIVIPUYecKyie ITOHST, KO-
TOPBIMI MBI O0JIafiaeM 1 KOTOpbIe McIosib3yeM. Takue
CTPYKTYPHBI€, IV IIOCTOSIHHBIE, OCOOEHHOCTVI HaIIIVIX
MBICJIeVI MOXKHO ObUTO OBI Ha3BaThb VX KaAMe2opuasbHbIMu
codepxanuemu, TIpeArionarasi, 9YTo Mbl OrpaHMYMBaeM
3HaueHue TepMMHa [0 CofiepKaHUM, OTHOCSIIIVIXCS K
KaTeropwsiM, ¥ MCKITII09aeM 13 Hero To, uro KaHT Ha-
3bIBaeT «MOJyCaMW YVCTOV YyBCTBeHHOCTM» (A 81 /
B 107; Kawnr, 20064, c. 175).

O3Hauyaer JIv 3TO, UYTO [JISI TOrO, YTOOBI M3HAYa/Ib-
HO TIPeCTaBUTL [IOM, MBI IEVICTBUTEIHFHO IOJDKHEI
IIPeACTaBUTD ero Kak IpumMep cybcranimm? Ensa .

Yamwiyio B cebst OHpe,ILEHEHHLIVI OG‘LGKT, TO eCTb YTO-TO, UYTO OH
MOXeT OTC/IEANTDH ¥ Ha YTO MOXET yKa3aTb. Eme OIVIH BOIIPOC:
Kak crieyeT IIOHMMaTh KaHTOBCKOe co3eplLiaHve HGPCHEKTVIBI)I?
MO)KHO, HaripriMep, yTBep XXaaThb, UTO eCJI BOCIIpMHVMaroniye
CMOTPAT Ha 00BEKT C Pa3HbIX TOYEK, TO VX OTHOIIEHNEe K 00B-
€KTYy Pas3jIn4IHO TOJIBKO B CVITY Pa3/IMYAOMINXCsS TOYEK 3PpEeHIIA
1, cJ1egoBaTeJIbHO, MHAEKCaJIbHbIE COOEPXXKaHA X BOCIIPVSTUN
TaKKe 6y,ZLyT Pa3jIMYHbIMMN. OILHaKO s1 He 1yMatlo, 4YTO 3TO OCHOB-
Hasd maes co3epraHms. CKopee 9TO TOT cnyqaﬁ, KOI/Ta Ha co3ep-
ITaHMM OCHOBBIBA€TCS CChbUIKa, B JTaHHOM CJIydae Ha TO, K UeMy
MOJXXHO IIPVIJIOXUTD IIOHATVIE TOMa, VUIN JIMHIBUCTNYECKOe VH-
JEeKCaJIbHOE «23TOT».

¢ TIpMCyILIHOCTD ¥ CAMOCTOSTEIIbHOE CYIIleCTBOBaHMe (JIaT.).
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3. Representing without Thinking;:
Non-Categorial Synthesis

What has been said thus far implies that empir-
ical concepts, such as the concept of house, are not
necessary for perceptual representation according to
Kant, especially if we understand the content of per-
ceptual representation in a purely indexical or de-
monstrative manner. Still, it can be argued that the
pure concepts of understanding or categories have to
be applied even in such cases where concept-use in
the aforementioned sense does not take place. Next,
I will try to undermine this objection.

Suppose we attribute red colour to the house be-
fore us. It is plausible to hold that the category of
substantia et accidens makes this thought-act possible.
This is because the category can be seen as the pre-
condition of every representation of the same form:
namely, the act of thinking in which something is
predicated of a subsisting thing as one its more or
less accidental properties. The very same category,
as a highly abstract concept, simply expresses what
is common to every instance of such predication. To
put it differently, the category expresses the cogni-
tive element that stays the same regardless of the
differences in empirical circumstances, including the
empirical concepts we happen to possess and use.
Such structural or constant features of our thoughts
might be called their categorial contents, assuming
one limits the term to category-related contents and
excludes what Kant calls “modi of pure sensibility”
(KrV, A 81 / B107; Kant, 2000a, p. 213).

Does this mean that in order to represent the
house in the first place, we must actually represent it
as an instance of Substance? Hardly. In fact, it seems
that Kant’s way of approaching the matter is quite
the opposite: in order to really apply Substance to
anything, we must be able to intuit particular things,
the sensible conditions of which also provide the

thing she can track and point to, basically. A further question
is how perspectively Kantian intuitions should be understood.
One could argue, for instance, that given that different per-
ceivers look at the object from different locations, their relation
to the object is different simply due to their differing points
of view, and hence, perceptually speaking, their indexical
contents must also be different. I do not think this is the core
idea of intuition, however. It is rather the case that intuition
grounds reference — in this case, that to which the linguistic
indexical ‘that” and the concept of house can be applied.
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B mevicTBuTeIBHOCTM IIpefCTaBiIsieTcsl, YTO KaHTOB-
CKUV TIOAXOZ, K 3TOM BOIIPOCY KaK pa3 IPOTUBOIIO-
JIOXKHBIV: UISL TOTO, YTOOBI IIPVJIOKWUTH KaTETOPWUIO
CaMOCTOSITEJIFHOIO CYIIIeCTBOBAHNA K UeMy-JIM00, Mbl
IOJDKHBI OBITH CIIOCOOHBI CO3epIIaTh OTIe/IbHBIE Bellll,
YYBCTBEHHBIE YCJIOBMSI KOTOPBIX TakKe ITpe/locTaBIIs-
IOT YCJIOBUS, HeOOXOmyMble IS IIPWIIOKEHMS KaTe-
TOPUM CaMOCTOSITEJIBHOTO CYIIeCTBOBAHNI U IPYITIX
HIOHATUM a priori. KaHT yKa3bIBaeT B YepHOBVIKE CBOETO
mcbMa K Moraany ['enpuxy TudTpyHKy, maTuposas-
Horo 13 okta0ps 1797 1., B KOTOpOM, Ha MOV B3IJISAL, B
3HAYUTEIILHOVI CTEIIEHN OIpPeJIeIIIeTCs er0 MeTOIO0IIO-
rrgecKkas O3NS II0 9TOMY BOIIPOCY:

SI xoTes1 OBI JIVIITh 3aMeTUTB TI0 3TOMY TTOBOJLY, UTO KOT-
na oH [bek] mcxoguT 13 KaTeropumii, OH 3aHVMAeTCs JINIIb
dopMOVT MBIIIUTEHVIS, IIOHATVSIMI Oe3 IIpeiMeTa, KOTOpble
TOKa JIVIIIIeHBI BCSIKOrO 3HaudeHus. EcTecTBeHHee Hauui-
HaTBb C 0aHH020, C CO3ePLIAHNIL, TIOCKOJIBKY OHM BO3MOYKHBI 1
priori VI B CMHTETUYECKMX allPUOPHBIX ITOJIOXKEHNISIX TIepe-
JIAIOT He UTO MHOe, KaK siBJIeHns 00beKToB (AA 13, S. 463).

Crienyrommmit BOIIPOC 3aK/TIOYAeTCs B TOM, MOXKEM
71 MBI 0OJIa/IaTh KaTeropMaJIbHBIMM ITOHATUSIMM Oe3
ITOCpeTHMYECTBA SMIIVIPUYIECKIIX TIOHATUIL. YUNThIBasT
TO, UTO HaM TPeOYIOTCS SMIMPUYeCKUe TOHSITVS IS
TOTO, UTOOBI CYAUTH 00 SMIMPUIECKMX OOBEKTaX VI VX
CBOVICTBAaX, HallpalllnBaeTcs HeraTvBHbI oTBeT. Ha ca-
MOM JieJIe, eCJIV IyMaTh 3HaUNT COCTaBIISITh CY>KIEeHVIS,
a COCTaBJIATD CY)XXHEHVISI 3HAUNUT IIPVIMEHSTh SMIIVIPU-
yecKme IOHSATUS, TO KaTeropmu B KOHEYHOM WTOTe
HOOJDKHBI OBITH IIpefBapWUTeIbHBIM YCIIOBUEM IIPWIIO-
JKEHUS SMITMPUYECKMX TIOHSATUA K SMIMPUYECKUM
CO3epLaHVsIM, a He K IIepIlelTyaIbHbIM IIpeJICTaBIle-
HMSM Kak TakoBbIM. OTciofa cilefiyer, KaK KakeTcs,
YTO [0 TeX MOp, MOKa KaTeropmu MPUKIIabIBAIOTCS
K 00BeKTaM, SMIIMPUYECK/e TIOHSITUS TakKe {OJDKHBI
OpUKITaAEBaTECS (M Ha0OOPOT), HO eCiIM SMITMpIIde-
CKVie TIOHATUS He HeOOXOMVIMBL IJIS ITePLIelTyaIbHbIX
HpeNICTaBIeHNVI, TO VI KaTerOpUy He MOTYT OBITh I
HVX HeOOXOIMIMBIMIA.

Tyt uurarommin KaHra KOHLENTyalIucT, cKopee
BCcero, Oy/leT HacTaMBaTh Ha TOM, YTO IS IIepIIeITy-
aJIBHOTO IIPEJICTaBIIEHMsI HeoOXoMa caMa KaTero-
puasibHas crpykrypa. Harpumep, oH v oHa MoXer
yKasaTb Ha TO, YTO JIOM IOJDKeH OBITh IIOHVMAaeM B
TEPMIMHAX CaMOCTOSITEJIBHOTO CYIIIeCTBOBAHMS, YTO-
ObI BOOOIIE OBITH I HAC OOBEKTOM. DTO, OIHAKO,
He OIIpPOBEPTaeT yTBEp KIeHNe O BO3MOXKHOCTM CaMO-
CTOSITEJIBHOTO IIepLIENTyaIbHOTO IIpefcTaBieHus Oe3
HNPWIOXKEHWS KaTeropuil. Bcé, o 4eM roBopUT KOHITeTI-
TYJIVICTCKVVI KOHTPapryMeHT, CBOIMUTCS K HeoOXomm-
MOCTM CYIIeCTBOBAHVS COOTBETCTBIISI MEXIy HalllVIMI
BOCIIPUATVISIMU (CO3EPLIAHMAMM) U CY>KIEHVSIMM (MBIC-

conditions for applying Substance and other a priori
concepts. As he points out in the draft of his letter to
Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk, dated 13 October 1797,
which I believe pretty much defines Kant’s method-
ological stance regarding the matter at hand:

Let me only remark on this point that when he
[i.e. Beck] proposes to start out with the categories he
is busying himself with the mere form of thinking,
that is, concepts without objects (Gegenstand),
concepts that as yet are without any meaning. It is
more natural to begin with the given, that is, with
intuitions insofar as these are possible a priori,
furnishing us with synthetic a priori propositions
that disclose nothing but the appearances of objects
(Objekte) (Br, AA 13, p. 463; Kant, 1999, p. 527).

A further question is whether we can be in pos-
session of categorial contents without the mediation
of empirical concepts. Given that we need empirical
concepts in order to judge about empirical objects
and their properties, the answer seems negative.
Indeed, if to think is to judge, and if to judge is to
apply empirical concepts, the categories must ulti-
mately precondition the application of empirical
concepts to empirical intuitions, not perceptual rep-
resentation as such. Hence, as long as the categories
are applied to objects, it seems that empirical con-
cepts must be applied as well (and vice versa), but if
empirical concepts are not necessary for perceptual
representation, neither can categories then be neces-
sary for perceptual representation.

At this point, a conceptualist reader of Kant
tends to insist that the categorial framework it-
self is nevertheless necessary for perceptual rep-
resentation. For example, he or she might point out
that the house must be understandable in terms of
Substance in order to be an object for us at all. This,
however, would not refute the claim that there can
be self-standing perceptual representation without
the application of the categories. All the conceptual-
ist counterargument really claims is that there must
be a fit between our perceptions (intuitions) and
judgments (thoughts), otherwise appearances could
be such that they could not be thought and judged
about, whereby the objectivity of the categories
would be lost (e.g. Griffith, 2012, pp. 7-8). Howev-
er, even if appearances were necessarily subsum-
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JIIMI), B IIPOTVBHOM CJIy4ae MBI He CMOIJIV OBI lyMaTh
VI CYIUTB O SIBJIEHNISIX, a V3-3a 3TOT0 OObeKTMBHOCTD Ka-
Teropuii OpUIa ObI oTepsiHa (cM., HarmpuMep: Griffith,
2012, p. 7—8). OgHaxo maxe eciyt ObI ABJIeHMS OBUIN
C HeOOXOIIMIMOCTBIO OTHeCeHbI K KaTerOpusaM — W 3TO
KaKeTCs OYeBVMIHBIM He3aBMCUMO OT TOrO, YCIIell-
HO KaHTOBCKOEe [O0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO 3TOr0 BOIIpOca VUIN
HeT, — 3TO HUKOMM 00pa3oM He MCKIIOYAeT BO3MOX-
HOCTW U151 CyObeKTa OBITh B TAKOM pellpe3eHTaTUBHOM
COCTOSTHWV, B KOTOPOM SIBJIEHNSI He OTHOCSITCS K KaTe-
ropusimM. [lporiie roBops, M3 IPWIOKMMOCTV KaTero-
Py HUKOVIM 00pa3oM He CIlefTyeT VX AeVICTBUTeIbHOe
HIPVJIOXKEHe.

VI3BecTHO, UTO IBEHAMIIATh KaTETOPMIL IIOHMMAIOT-
¢ Kak moHsaTHs cuHTe3a (A 80 / B 106; Kant, 2006a,
c. 173). Boree Toro, KaxeTcs, UTO MHepIENTyasIbHOe
IIpencraBiieHne, Oyoydn 3aBUCUMBIM OT BOOOpaxe-
HVS, JOJDKHO BKJIIOYATh B ceDs CMHTe3 B OIlpelelIeH-
HOoM cMbIciTe (A 120 Anm.; KarT, 20060, c. 173 cn.). Crie-
IIOBATEJILHO, MOXKET II0Ka3aThCs, YTO IIepLenTyaIbHOe
IIpeJicTaB/IeHie KPeIKO CB3aHO C KaTeropusiMy, KaK U
moboe [evicTBMe crHTe3a. MOXHO JlaXke yTBEp>XIaTb,
uTO camo noHsATHe y KaHTa IBOsIKO: IOHATUITHOE IIpefI-
CTaBJIeHe MOXKHO paccMaTpUBaTh VIV KaK COCTaBHYIO
4acThb CYXXIEHVIs, CBS3aHHYIO C OTHeCeHVeM [K KaTero-
puvM], WM Kak HeuTO OTBedalolllee 3a YIOPsI0YMBa-
HIIe 9yBCTBEHHBIX IIpeICTaB/IEHNI ellle [0 CYXKIeHV
(cm., mantpmmep: Allison, 1973, p. 64— 65; Longuenesse,
2000, p. 61—64, 86—90)!°. DTOT MHTepIIPETATUBHBIN
MaHeBp KaKeTCs HeCOBMECTVIMBIM C BBIIIIE IIPOLITIPO-
BaHHOV VJIeell O TOM, 9TO PacCyIOK MOXKET VICIIOIb30-
BaTh IIOHATIS TOJIBKO B CY)KIEHVSIX, HO IIPEIIOIOKVIM
pazyL criopa, 4To 371eck 3T0 He mpobirema. Ecim a0 Tak,
TOIJA TO, YTO MBI TOJIKO UTO IIPeNIIOJIOKIUIN, OymeT
VICTIHHBIM TOJIBKO JUIS OTHOCSIIETO0 K KaTeropusaM
VICIIOJIb30BAHWSL IIOHSTUVL: JaKe eCiIV He-TIOHSATUITHOe
VIHJIeKCa/IbJIbHOEe cofiepyKaHve ObUIO ObI BO3MOXKHBIM
IO TeX IIOp, IIOKa Pedb MIeT O AeVICTBUTEIbHOM OTHe-
CeHVM O00BeKTa K SMIVPUYECKNM IIOHATHSM, BCe paB-
HO I NIpydaHns 00beKTy KaKoro-1Imdo CMbICiIa HaM
MOIyT IOHaJo0WUThCca KaTeropwm. Hampumep, xorma
HaOJrofaTeNIb, He 3HAKOMBIVI C JIOMaMM, 3a/JaeTcs BO-
npocoM «YTo 3TO 3a Bellpb Iepeo MHOVI?», OH WIIET
CBOVICTBA OOBEKTa ¥, 3aHMMAsICh 3TMUM, OH TaKKe pac-
CcMaTpuBaeT OOBEKT KaK O0JIaJaioIIuil CTPYKTYpPOW
uacmu-yesoe. ITogoOHBIe ITO3HABATEIBHBIE HEVICTBIIL
BITOJIHE OOOCHOBAHHO CUNTATH CIIyYasiMy IIPVUIOKEHVIS
TaKMX KaTeropuii, Kak CyOcTaHIIs 1 I1eJIOKyITHOCTb.

10 AsTbTepHATVMBHAsI KOHIIENITYaJICTCKasl B IIMPOKOM CMEBICTIe
CTpaTerms COCTOsUTa OBl B TOM, UTOOBI yTBEPXKIaTh, UTO, XOTS
repIienTyabHOe CoflepXaHue He 00s3aHO BKIIIOYATh KaTero-
UV B SICHOM VIV IBHOM BUiZle, OHV TeM He MeHee IIPUCYTCTBYIOT
B JTIOOOM BO3MOXXHOM ITepIIeNTyaTbHOM COfIePKaHMI HesICHBIM
VIIVI HeSTBHBIM 00pa3oM, PyKOBOZS KayKIBIM BO3MOYKHBIM CVHTe-
30M (cM. ocoberHo: Griine, 2009, S. 27 u 11p.).
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able under the categories — and this much seems
obvious, whether Kant’s argumentation to that end
is thoroughly successful or not — this would not in
any way rule out the possibility that the subject can
be in such a representational state in which the ap-
pearances are not subsumed under the categories.
Simply put, in no way does the applicability of the
categories entail their actual application.

Now, the twelve categories are also known as
the concepts of synthesis (KrV, A 80 / B 106; Kant,
2000a, p. 213). It moreover seems that even percep-
tual representation, being dependent on imagina-
tion, must involve synthesis in some relevant sense
(KrV, A 120n; Kant, 2000a, p. 239n). Therefore, it
may seem that perceptual representation is intimate-
ly bound to the categories just like any act of syn-
thesis. What is more, it can be argued that Kant's
notion of concept is twofold. Conceptual representa-
tion can be seen either as a constituent of judgment,
having to do with subsumption, or as something
that answers for the ordering of sensible representa-
tions already at pre-judgmental level (e.g. Allison,
1973, pp. 64-65; Longuenesse, 2000, pp. 61-64, 86-90).°
This interpretative move does not seem to be com-
patible with the above-cited idea that understanding
can only use concepts in judging, but let's assume
for argument’s sake that here there is not a prob-
lem. If this is so, then what we have suggested thus
far seems to hold true only for subsumptive con-
cept-use: even if non-conceptual indexical content
were possible in so far as the actual subsumption
of the object under empirical concepts is concerned,
it could still be the case that in order to make any
sense of the object, one needs the categories. For ex-
ample, when the perceiver not familiar with houses
wonders What is this thing before me? he looks for the
properties of the object, and when he does that, he
also regards the object as possessing a parts-whole
structure. Such cognitive undertakings can be plau-
sibly regarded as instances of the application of cat-
egories such as Substance and Totality.

I cannot go into all the issues that come up at
this juncture in a single article. So, let me just ex-

? An alternative broadly conceptualist strategy would be to argue
that even though perceptual content does not need to involve
the categories in a clear or explicit fashion, the categories are
nevertheless present in any possible perceptual content in an
obscure or implicit fashion, guiding every possible synthesis
(see esp. Griine 2009, p. 27 and passim).
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S He MMe0 BO3MOXKHOCTV WVCC/IEIOBATh B OIHO
cTaTbe Bce IIpo0IeMbl, BO3HMKAIOIVe B 3Tov ¢Bsi3n. Io-
3TOMy II03BOJIbTE MHE IIPOCTO OOBSCHWUTH, KaK MOXXHO
IIOHMMATh He-TIOHSATUITHOe IepleNTyaIbHOe IIpefiCTaB-
JIeHMe B TepMIHAaX CMHTe3a, HeCMOTPs Ha TO, UTO HeKO-
Topble paborel KaHTa, Kasaiock Obl, ITOApasyMeBarOT
HEBO3MOYKHOCTB TaKVIX ITpeZICTaBJIeH I, Sl HauHY C TOro,
YTO MOMYEepKHY pasidie, KOTOpoe, II0 MOeMY MHe-
HWVIO, He TIOJIYYWIO JOCTaTOYHOTO BHIUMAHNS B JITepa-
Type, a IMEHHO — YTO VCCIIeOBaHVE TOrO, KaK OOBEKT
BBIIJISIUT (eCIIV TOBOPUTD O 3PEeHMM), M TOTO, KaKMMU
00001TIaeMBIMIL CBOVICTBAMM 00JIa/TaeT, — pasHbIe BEIIIIL.

Ha xakoM ocHOBaHMV KaHT roBOpUT B IIepPBBIX Ya-
cTsx «TpaHCIeHTeHTaTbHO JIOTHKI», HallpUMep, ITO
CUHTE3 KaK TaKOBOVI — 3TO «VCK/TIOUNTEIFHO JeVICTBIIE
criocobHOCTM BoOoOpaxkeHms» (A 78 / B103; Kawt, 2006a,
c. 171), xoropasi «HIpUHAIEXNUT K UyBCTBEHHOCTVI»
(B 151; Kagt, 2006a, c. 225), B TO BpeMs KaK IpUBee-
HVe 3TOTrO CMHTe3a K IOHSATISAM eCTh «(PyHKIVI, IpU-
cymrast paccyaky» (A 78 / B 103; Kaur, 2006a, c. 171)?
Kaxercs, uto Teopmst Kanra /oryckaeT He-TIOHATUV-
HBIVI CUHTe3, WIM CJIoXeHMe (CM. TakXke, Harpumep:
Hanna, 2008, p. 62; Rohs, 2001, S. 215, 220; Waxman,
1991, p. 150, n. 28). Takoe ocHOBaHHOe Ha BOOOpaxe-
HUM «CJIOXKeHVIe-BMecTe» MOXeT ObITh IPOVIUIIOCTPU-
poBaHO ciiemyomyM obpasoM. Ilpenmonoxmm, 9TO
Iepert HaMV PUCYHOK, M300pakatoInil TPeyTOIbHYIK.
PaccmaTtpwuBasi ero, Mbl MgeM IO OHOV JIMHUM, TIepe-
XOOVIM K IPYTOVI, a ITIOTOM ellle K OHOV, COeIVHEeHHO
¢ nepson1. Tak MbI IIoJTy9aeM rpy0yIo IepIienTyaIbHYIo
vaeio pUTyphl, M3BECTHOV KaK TPeyTOJIbHVIK.

YToOBI TOHSTH, YeM MOXeT OBbITh (VI UTO He eCTb)
He-TIOHSTUHBIVI CMHTEe3, BAXKHO OTMETUTD, UTO Cceryac
MBI TOBOPVM He O IIpeJiCTaBIeHNUN TPeyroJIbHUKa KaK
TpeyTOoJIbHIKa, HallpUMe]p, IIOCPECTBOM TOHVMaHS
TOTO, 4TO cymMMa ero ymios pasHa 180 rpagycam, uro,
KaK M3BeCTHO, HeOOXOAVIMO 17151 KaXKIOTO TPeyToIbHI-
Ka (cp.: AA 11, S. 51; Kant, 1994r, c. 528 —529). M5l He
VIIIIeM OOIIIVIe VTV YHVIBEPCAIbHBIE CBOVICTBA TPEYTOITb-
HUKOB. MBI He usMmepsieM ux. I'lo cyTu mesa, Mbl HUKO-
M oOpasoM He kameeopusupyem mx. MblI IpocTo pac-
cMaTpvBaeM 3Ty MHAVBUIYaIbHYIO (PUTYPY C ee YHU-
KaJIbHBIM TPeyTOJIbHBIM CIIOCOOOM OBITHSI, TyBCTBEHHO
HasmmuHoro g Hac. Kak ato o0bgacamt 661 Kanrt, Ta-
KOVI BUI CMHTETIYeCKMX IeVICTBUI OTHOCUTCS K BOOD-
PaXXeHMIO, a 3HAYNT, «BCeTa YyYBCTBEHHBIN»: «/1060 cam
110 ceOe CUHTE3 CIIOCOOHOCTY BOOOPa’keHMS. .. TeEM He
MeHee Bcerfa SIBJIsIeTCsl 4yBCTBeHHBIM, IIOTOMY YTO OH
CBSI3bIBaeT MHOTOOOpasvie JIMIIb TaK, KaK OHO SIBJISIET-
csl B cosepliaHVM (IpuMep — obOpa3 [remrranbT] Tpey-
roipHMKa)» (A 124; Kanr, 20060, c. 177).
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plicate how one might understand non-conceptu-
al perceptual representation in terms of synthesis,
despite the fact that some of the Kant texts seem to
imply the impossibility of such a thing. Let me start
by highlighting a distinction that I do not think has
been stressed enough in the literature: namely, that
it is one thing to examine an object in so far as its
looks (to stick to vision) are concerned, and another
thing to examine an object in so far as its generalisa-
ble features are concerned.

On the basis of what Kant says in the early
parts of the “Transcendental Logic” — he for in-
stance says that synthesis as such is “the mere ef-
fect of the imagination” (KrV, A 78 / B 103; Kant,
2000a, p. 211), which “belongs to sensibility” (KrV,
B 151; Kant, 2000a, p. 257), though bringing the syn-
thesis to concepts “pertains to the understanding”
(KrV, A 78 / 104; Kant, 2000a, p. 211) — it seems that
Kant’s theory does allow for non-conceptual synthe-
sis or composition (Zusammensetzung) (see also e.g.
Hanna, 2008, p. 62; Rohs, 2001, pp. 215, 220; Waxman,
1991, p. 150, n. 28). Such an imagination-based “put-
ting-together” can be illustrated as follows. Suppose
we have in front of us a drawing that depicts a trian-
gle. As we examine it, first we follow one line, then
another line, and then yet another line that connects
with the first one. What we get is a rough perceptual
idea of a figure known as a triangle.

In order to understand what a non-conceptual
synthesis might be (and what it is not) it is crucial
to notice that now we are not speaking of repre-
senting the triangle as a triangle, say, by recognis-
ing that it has an angle-sum of 180 degrees, as every
triangle necessarily does (cf. Br, AA 11, p. 51; Kant,
1999, p. 313). We are not figuring out general or uni-
versal properties of triangles. We are not measuring
it. As a matter of fact, we are not categorising it in
any way. We are simply examining this individual
figure with its unique triangular way of being sen-
sibly present to us. As Kant would explain it, this
kind of synthetic activity is up to imagination and
hence “always sensible”: “For in itself the synthesis
of imagination [...] is nevertheless always sensible,
for it combines the manifold only as it appears in in-
tuition, e.g., the shape of the triangle” (KrV, A 124;
Kant, 2000a, p. 240).

The phrase “only as it appears in intuition” con-
tains an equally crucial point, since it underscores



®Ppasa «mMIIb TaK, KaK OHO SBJISIETCS B CO3eplia-
HWUW» COIEpPXWUT B cebe He MeHee BakKHBIVI MOMEHT,
TIOCKOJIPKY OHa IIOMYepKMBaeT CII0co0 paboThl UyB-
CTBEHHOCTV B II€JIOM: He CXBaTbIBaHVeEM OObeKTa IIO-
CPeICTBOM ero OOIMX I 0000IIaeMbIX KadecTs, a
paccMOTpeHVeM YacTHOTO SABJIAIOIIETrocs OOBeKTa.
«PasyMHas ITO3HaBaTeJIbHAs CIIOCOOHOCT — 3TO CIIO-
COOHOCTB MBICIIVITh VIV CO3[IaBaTh IS ceOsl ITOHSTS.
OHa 1peficTaBiIgeT TOJIBKO OOBEKT BOOOIIIe, He TS
Ha crtocob ero sBiieHMs» (AA 29, S. 888). OgHako B
HallleM IpyMepe MbI CMOTPVM TOJIBKO Ha TO, KaK/M
VIMEHHO CITOCOOOM YacTHasl TpeyrojibHas dpurypa sis-
JIeTCsd HaM, TO eCTh Ha TO, KaK OHa YyBCTBEHHO IIperl-
CTaBJIeHa B CO3epLIaHMIA

HecomHeHHO, ecyii TOBOPUTH O II03HAHWM, TaKoe
IeplLenTyaJbHOe IIpefCcTaBIeHe TOIBKO (POPMEI
MaJI0 YTO HaM fdaeT. B 3ToM IIpuiMepe OTCYTCTBYeT
IIOHVIMaHVe KaKMX-JIM00 acIleKTOB «TpeyroJIbHOCTII».
B 3TOM CMBICIIE TIpeIMeT MOXXET OCTaBaThCs IIOJTHO-
CTBIO HeollpererleHHBIM (cM.: A 20 / B 34; Kant, 2006a,
c. 89—91). Ham He HYXHO gaXke 3HATh, YTO MBI CMO-
TPMM VIMEHHO Ha TpeyrojbHMK. Kak rosopur cam
KanT, «1103HaHMe B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICIIE 3TOTO CJIIOBa»
(A 78 / B 103; Kant, 20064, c. 171) TpebyeT npmsecTu
CMHTe3 K IOHATUSAM, U IIOXOXe, 9YTO 3TO VIMEHHO TO,
Yero He IIPOVICXOANT B HallleM IpuMepe. OmHAKO 3TO
He BayKHO, eCJIV MBI XOTVM Y3HaTh, BO3MOYKHO JIV IIperl-
CTaBUTh OTHEIBHYIO0 (POPMY WIVM 4yBCTBEHHYIO KOH-
duryparmo o0beKxTa, He IIpeJICTaBIsas ero MOHSTU-
HO. YunTHIBas, UTO 3a IIpefielaMi UyBCTBEHHOTO IIperl-
CTaBJIEHVS OTHEIHBIX OOBEKTOB MOTYT CYIIIeCTBOBATh
HeprienTyajibHble  IpeNCTaBlIeHns,  IMOCPeICTBOM
KOTOPBIX OTIEIbHBIE BeIlly ITO3HAIOTCS, JINIIh KOIZa
OHMU SIBJISIIOTCS, a TaKXXe TO, YTO KaTerOpUM ecThb CIIO-
cob mpericTaBeHMs «00beKTa BOOOIIe», OTBET Oyrier
TIOJIOXKMTEIIBbHBIM: /1a, OTAeIIbHEIe POPMBI M ITPOCTpaH-
CTBEeHHBIE KOHPUTYpalVV MOTYT OBITh IIpeCTaBIeHbI
0e3 IpwWIOXKeHVIs IOHSTI, B TOM 4MCITe KaTeropui'.

l'oBopst TipsiMo, B cBeTe IpOOJIEMBI COfIepP>KaHMIsd,
TIOCKOJIBKY MH/IeKCaJIbHOe Cofiep KaHIe He HeceT B cebe
HMKAaKOV 0053aTeJIbHOV CBA3M C AMIIVIPUYECKVIMIU TO-
HATUSM, B OIIpefieJIeHHOM CMBICIIe COleprKaHVie CUH-
Te3a MOXeT OBITh He-KaTeropwasIbHBIM, IIO KpaviHell
Mepe II0Ka pedb UIET O AeVICTBUTEIIbHOM ITPUIIOKEeHN
KaTeropuii K 3TOMY cofep kaHuio. JleiIcTBUTeIIbHO, CO-
TlepkaHye JyBCTBEHHOTO CUHTe3a MOXKET OBITh OIV-

' Dro paymume Takke IIOMOraeT HaM COXPaHWUTH B3IV, CO-
[JIaCHO KOTOPOMY Kayk[oe IIPOCTpaHCTBeHHOE OIIpefiesieH e SB-
JISIeTCs OlIpefie/ieHieM MaTeMaTYeCK OIlperle/IeHHOVI BeJIVUN-
HbL B Tpetpeit «Kpurnke» KaHT IpoBOANUT eliie 0/1HO pasiindrie
MEXK/Ty JIOTMYECKMM VI 3CTETMYECKVM OIlperieIeHVieM BeJIMUHEI
(AA 05, S. 251; Kanr, 2001a, c. 269 —271; cm. Takxe: Golob, 2014).

H.A. Laiho

the way the faculty of sensibility as a whole oper-
ates: not by grasping the object via its general or
generalisable features, but by having the particular
appearing object under inspection. Understanding,
or the intellect, on the other hand, does not repre-
sent in this manner: “The intellectual cognitive
faculty is the faculty for thinking or for making con-
cepts for ourselves. It represents only the object (Ob-
jekt) in general, without looking to the manner of its
appearance” (V-Met/Mron, AA 29, p. 888; Kant, 2001,
p- 256). In our example, however, we are only con-
sidering the peculiar manner the particular triangu-
lar figure appears to us, that is, how it is represented
sensibly in intuition.

Certainly, cognitively speaking, such a perceptu-
al representation of a mere shape is not much. In the
example, none of the aspects of “trianglehood” are
understood. To this extent, the object (Gegenstand)
may remain totally undetermined (see KrV, A 20 /
B 34; Kant, 2000a, p. 172). We do not even need to
know that it is a triangle we are gazing at. As Kant
himself puts it, “cognition in the proper sense” (KrV,
A 78 / B 103; Kant, 2000a, p. 211) requires bringing
synthesis to concepts, and it seems that this is exact-
ly what does not happen in our example. This, how-
ever, is irrelevant if we want to know whether it is
possible to represent a particular shape or the sensi-
ble configuration of an object without representing
it conceptually. Given that there can be perceptual
representations through which particular things are
cognised merely as they appear, and given that the
categories are ways of representing “the object in
general” beyond the ways particular objects happen
to be present to our senses, the answer appears posi-
tive: yes, it is possible to represent particular shapes
and spatial configurations without the application of
concepts, including the categories.'

Put explicitly in terms of content, just as indexi-
cal content bears no necessary connection to empir-
ical concepts, there is a sense in which the content
of synthesis can be non-categorial, at least as far as
the actual application of the categories with respect

1 This distinction also helps us retain the view that not every
spatial determination is a determination of a mathematically
specified magnitude. In the third Critigue, Kant makes a fur-
ther distinction between logical and aesthetic determination
of magnitude (KU, AA 05, p. 251; Kant, 2000b, pp. 134-135; see
also Golob, 2014).
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CaHO KaK npocmpancmbentoe colepikarie, KOTOPOe I10-
BOOMT 110 HabJIromaTesist Takye Bely, KaK MeCTOIIOIO-
xenme n Gestalt oobekTa. IToHSITHS 9TOrO He HesIaoT,
TaK KaK He IIPeOCTaBIISIOT HaM YacTHBIe Berut. [y
TaKOTo BUJa MpercTaBjIeHVss HaM HY>XHbI MHIeKCcalb-
HBle COIepXKaHWs, MPeIOCTaBIIIeMble CO3epIlaHVEM.
B TakoM ciryuae rosHaBaTesIbHas POJIb KaTETOPUIL 3a-
KITIOYAeTCs B IIPeNOCTaBIeHM CIIOCOOOB MOHSTUIHO-
TO OIIpefeIIeHIs TOTO, YTO B IIPOTUBHOM CIIydae ObUIO
OBl IIPOCTO MHEKCAJIBHBIM VIV IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIM
copepxanmeM. Kak roopur cam Kant B «demykmym
KaTeropuit» BTOPOro wusgaHus «KpuUTUKM dYMCTOrO
pasyMa», KaTeTOpMi — 3TO «IIOHSTHS O IIpelIMeTe BO-
o0rrie, Onarozapsi KOTOPBIM CO3€pliaHNe ero paccMa-
TpMBaeTcs KakK OIpefesleHHOe C TOUKYM 3PeHVST OHOM
M3 JIormdecknx PyHKumM B cyxueHusx» (B 128; Kanrr,
2006a, c. 199; cm. Taxxke: B 143; Kant, 2006a, c. 215—
217). s Hammmix 1iejevt BaKHO OTMEeTUTh, UTO TaKoe
IpWIOXeHMe KaTeropuil He 00s3aHO MMeTh MeCTO B
OTHOIIIEHNN JIIO0Or0 BO3MOXKHOTO COflepKaHWUs, U B
ZIeVICTBETEJIBHOCTY He IIPOVICXOAMIIO B HaIlleM IIprMe-
pe ¢ TPeyroJIbHMKOM, CYyTh KOTOPOTO 3aK/Tovaach Kak
pas B TOM, UTO IIpeJCTaBJIeHle TPeyrojIbHOM (POPMBI
HEe3aBVICVIMO OT ee OIpeJieJIeHHOCTM KaTeropmsimi ',

4. YyBCTBEHHOCTB M PacCyIoK
Kak (pyHIaMeHTaIbHO pa3sHbIe BUAbI BOSMOXKHOCTE
npencTaBIeHNs ¢ pa3HBIMM BKJIaJlaMi1 B II03HaHe

HoroxHO OBITE sicHO, uTo M1 KaHTa mpmiokeHmne
HOHATU €CTh PYHKIVS MBIIIUIeHVs. fIcHO TakXe, 4TO
eCJIV CYIIEeCTBYIOT IIpe/ICTaBJIeHNs], He ABJIAIOIIMecs
MBICJISIMM B KQaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIe — IIpeXKie BCero Mc-
CJIeMOBaHHOE BBIIIe He-TIOHSITUMHOE WHIEKCAITbHOe
coziepkaHMe U cojepykaHue, oOpa3oBaHHOE VCKIIIO-
YUTEIbHO ITyTeM ITPOCTPAaHCTBEHHOTO CUHTe3a, — TO
CTAaHOBUTCSI CJIOKHO IIOHSITH, KaK KakKye-jInbo ITOHSI-
TUS MOTYT C HEOOXOIVMOCTBIO OBITh BKJIIOYEHBI B CO-
JlepXaHue IIpeJiCTaB/IeHls, He dBJIAIOIIerocs cydaeM
MbIwleHns . bosee Toro, Kak fgasee OymeT moKasaHoO,

2 AslpTepHaTVBHAsI apTyMeHTATMBHAsI CTpaTerus IS aHajo-
TYYHOV LIeJIN 3aKJII0YasIach ObI B TOM, YTOOBI IIOTYE€PKHYTh, YTO
KaHTOBCKOe ITOHSITVE eIVHCTBA MMeeT JIBa acleKTa M 9To IIPo-
CTPaHCTBEHHO-BpeMeHHOe eIMHCTBO CjleflyeT YeTKO OT/INYaTh
or auckypcusHoro eauHcrBa (McLear, 2015; cm. Taxcke: Onof,
Schulting, 2015).

3 TlomoOHBIM 00pa3oM cXeMbl MOTYT OBITh VICKIIIOYEHBI 13 He-
0OXOIMMBIX KOMITOHEHTOB TepIIeNTyaTbHOTO ITpeJICTaBIeHVIs:
CXeMBbI He TOJIBKO OOBACHSIOT BO3MOXKHOCTb CHTETHYECKOTO Cy-
xaenns (A 148 / B 187; Kant, 20060, c. 267) 1 n3o0pakeHwms 110-
matun (AA 05, S. 351—352; Kanr, 2001a, c. 513 —515), Ho cxema
«He MOXXET CYIIeCTBOBaTbh HUIE, KpOMe KaK B MbICiI» (A 141 /
B 180; Kawnr, 20064, c. 259).

to that content is concerned. Indeed, the content of
sensible synthesis can be described as purely spatial
content that conveys things like location and the ob-
ject’s Gestalt to the perceiver. Concepts do not con-
vey such things, just as they do not provide us with
particulars. For that kind of representation we need
indexical contents provided by intuition. The cogni-
tive role of the categories, then, is to provide ways
to conceptually determine the otherwise merely in-
dexical or spatial content. As Kant puts it in the so-
called B-Deduction, the categories “are concepts of
an object (Gegenstand) in general, by means of which
its intuition is regarded as determined with regard
to one of the logical functions for judgments” (KrV,
B 128; Kant, 2000a, p. 226; see also KrV, B 143; Kant,
2000a, p. 252). The crucial thing for the current pur-
poses is that this kind of application of the catego-
ries does not need to take place with regard to every
possible content, and indeed did not take place in
our triangle example, where the point was precisely
that representing the triangular shape as such was
independent of the categorial determination of it."

4. Sensibility and Understanding
as Fundamentally Different Kinds
of Representational Capacities
with Separable Contributions

It should be clear that for Kant the application
of concepts is a function of thinking. It should be
equally clear that if there are representations that
do not count as thoughts in Kant’s demanding
sense — the above-examined non-conceptual index-
ical content and content generated through merely
spatial synthesis being the best candidates — then
it becomes difficult to see how any concepts could
be necessarily featured in a representational content
that is not an instance of thinking.'”> Moreover, as

" An alternative argumentative strategy to a similar end
would be to emphasise that Kant’s notion of unity is twofold,
and that spatiotemporal unity is to be starkly distinguished from
discursive unity (McLear, 2015; see also esp. Onof and Schulting,
2015).

12 In a similar fashion, schemata could be excluded from the
necessary ingredients of perceptual representation: not only
do schemata explain the possibility of synthetic judgment
(KrV, A 148 / B 187; Kant, 2000a, p. 278) and the exhibition of
concepts (KU, AA 05, pp. 351-352; Kant, 2000b, pp. 225-226)
but a schema “can never exist anywhere except in thought”
(KrV, A 141 / B 180; Kant, 2000a, p. 273).
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Zlaxke Korrga oOBeKT oIpefiesieH IIOHATUAMY, OH B He-
KOTOPOM CMBICJIe IIPOIOJDKAET OBITh He-IIOHSTWUIIHO
IIOCTYIIHBIM He3aBVCVMO OT TOT0, KaKMM 00pa3oM MBI
0 HeM JTlyMaeM.

Hns KaaTa ecth QyHIaMeHTaJIbHOE pasydvie
MeXXJTy 4yBCTBEHHOCTBIO V1 PacCyIIKOM, pasjiesieHne Ko-
TOPBIX eCTh He TOJIBKO TpeOoBaHIe pa3BUTOV TEOPUN
1eJI0BeYeCKOro II03HAHVI, HO 11 HEUTO, K UeMy CyObeKT
VIMeeT AOCTYII HocpeacTBoM pedrekcum (A 260 —261 /
B 316 —317; Kaur, 2006a, c. 417; cM. TaxKe, HallpyIMep:
AA 16, S. 494—495, No2743). B ipuMepe ¢ Tpeyroib-
HVIKOM MBI C JIETKOCTBIO MOIIM oTaenuTh Gestalt Tpe-
YTOJIPHMKA OT TeOMeTPUYeCKOro OIIpelelIeHMs Tpe-
YTOJIbHMKA KaK IUIOCKOV (PUIYpBI C CYyMMOW YIJIOB,
pasHOMI 180 rpamycam. YTOOHI jIydllle IPOVIITIOCTPU-
PpOBaTh 3TOT B CIIOCOOHOCTH IIPeCTaBIIeH s, IIpef-
IIOJIOXKVM, YTO MBI (POPMYJIMIPYeM Cy>KieHVe Ha OCHO-
BaHUV BV3YaJIbHOTO BOCIIPYATHS TOTO, YTO BOJA THET
BeCJI0, KOTOpOe MBI TOJIBKO 4TO B Hee omycTin. Ecim
MBI 3TO cliejlaeM, TO JaayM YyBCTBEHHOCTM BeCTVI Hac.
Tem He MeHee MCTOYHMK 3TOTrO 3abIyXmeHMS — Cy-
XeHme, a He sBiteHme (cp.: AA 04, S. 290; KanT, 19946,
c. 46; cMm. Takxe: A 376; Kanr, 20060, c. 471 —473). Uro
HaM He y[ajIoch czielaTh, TaK 3TO JO/DKHBIM 00pa3oM
OCMBICIIVITH TIOJIOXKEHVIE [IeJ1, IIOCPEIICTBOM Uero MbI OBl
IIOHSUIV, YTO BCe TOJIBKO BBINVISINT TakyM obpasom. Ho
co cmoponbt Bocnpusmus Bce OBUIO B TIOPSIIKe: B HaIIeM
JIAIIIEHHOM CYXKIEHV BU3yaJIbHOM BOCIIPVSITIN BecsIa
He OBbUIO OIMOKM, OIIMOOYHBIM ObLUIO OBI 3aKJIIOUNTS,
YTO BOfla MOXKET MTHOBEHHO COTHYTH Jepepo. Eme B
MeHBIIIeVI CTeIIeHN CYXXIeHNS M3MEHSIOT nepyeninyais-
Hoe codepikaHUe, TO eCTh TOT caMbIl 00pa3, KOTOPBIM MBI
IIpefICTaB/IsIeM BeCJIO ITOCPeICTBOM YYBCTBEHHOTO CO-
3epraHmst. Kak Mbl yBumenm, dpaxT sBjeHVs 9eTo-1mdo
Y TO, KaKMM 00pa3oM Belly SBJISTIOTCH, CileflyeT Pe3Ko
OTINYATh OT IIpeJiCTaB/IeHsl OObeKTOB 3a IIpeJieIaMit
criocoba, KOTOPBIM OHU SBJISIOTCS. DTO pasindne —
VIMEHHO TO, YTO HaIllM IIPVIMEPEI C TPEYTOJIbHVKOM U
BeCJIOM CTPEMSITCS IIPOTIUTIOCTPYIPOBATh.

B xoHe4YHOM cdeTe Bce 3TO yKas3blBaeT Ha TO, YTO
UYBCTBEHHOCTh M PACCy/I0K COOTHOCATCS JPYT C ApPY-
roM He KaK BXOZHBIe JTaHHbIe 11 IIPOIleccop, HO CKopee
KaK 1300pakeHne 11 ero MHTepIIpeTaTop. DTO, B CBOIO
oueperb, CBUIETEIILCTBYET, YTO CIIOCOOHOCTh MHTEp-
IpeTUpOBaTh JAHHBII 00BEKT, TO ecTh (POPMIUPOBATDH
MBICJIVI O HEM, IIPUXOANT CO CIIOCOOHOCTBIO K pedpirek-
CUM HaJl, coflep’kaHneM cBOMX IIpercTasiieHmin. Kak
IIOKa3bIBaeT IPVIMEP C COTHYTBIM BECJIOM, VIS 3TOTO
HeOOXOAVIMO YYWUTHIBATh Pa3IMYHbBIN BKJIall, BHOCHU-
MBIVI 9yBCTBEHHOCTBIO V1 pacCyAKOM B HAIIIM IIPeICTaB-
merms. OmmbKa 371eck O3HadaeT, YTO MBI POpMUpPyeM

H.A. Laiho

will be elaborated shortly, even when an object gets
determined conceptually, there is a sense in which
the object continues to be non-conceptually availa-
ble to us independently of the manner we happen to
think about it.

For Kant, there is a fundamental difference be-
tween sensibility and understanding, the separation
of which is not only something a well-developed ac-
count of human cognition demands, but something
to which the subject must have access through re-
flection (KrV, A 260-261 / B 316-317; Kant, 2000a,
p. 366; see also e.g. Refl 2743, AA 16, pp. 494-495;
Kant, 2005a, p. 49). In the triangle example, we
could easily separate the Gestalt of the triangle from
the determination of the triangle as a plane figure
the angle sum of which has to be 180 degrees for it
to count as a triangle in the geometrical sense. To il-
lustrate this kind of reflective capacity further, sup-
pose we judge on the basis of visual perception that
water has the capacity to bend the oar we have just
put under water. If we do so we let sensibility lead
the way. The confusion itself is nevertheless in our
judgment, not in the appearance (cf. Prol, AA 04,
p- 290; Kant, 2002b, p. 85; see also e.g. KrV, A 376;
Kant, 2000a, p. 429). What we have failed to do is
properly reflect on the state of affairs, whereby we
would have realised that things only look that way.
But perceptually we got it all right from the start:
there is nothing wrong in our non-judgmental visual
perception of the oar — the mistake would be to
jump to the conclusion that water has the capacity
to instantly bend wood. Even less so does the judg-
ment alter perceptual content, that is, the very way
we represent the oar through sensible intuition. As
we have seen, the fact of something appearing and
the way things appear is to be sharply distinguished
from representing objects beyond their manner of
appearance, and this distinction is exactly what our
triangle and oar examples aim to illustrate.

Ultimately, all of this suggests that sensibility
and understanding do not relate to one another as
input and its processor, but rather as an image and
its interpreter. This in turn suggests that the ability
to interpret a given object — to form thoughts about
it, basically — comes with the ability to reflect on
one’s representational contents. As the bent oar case
shows, doing so involves taking notice of the differ-
ent representational contributions of sensibility and
understanding. An error here means that we pass
judgment on wrong grounds. For example, when
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Cy)KIIeHVe Ha HeBEPHOM OCHOBAaHWM, HAIIpUIMep KOrza
MBI CJIMIIIKOM ITOJIaraeMcsl Ha BKJIa[l YyBCTBEHHOCTV,
HeITPaBWIBHO MHTEPIIPETUPY S ITePLIENTYaJIbHbIV 00b-
exT. OmHAKO Takas BO3MOXKHOCTb TpeOyeT aBTOHOMHO-
T'O IIEPILIENTYaJIbHOTO COepKaHsL. DTO 3HA4YNT, UTO B
OIIpezIeJIEeHHOM CMBICIIE COfIepIKaHMe IIPeCTaBIeHN ],
JaBaeMOe YyBCTBEHHOCTBIO, JOJDKHO OBITH JIOCTYIIHO
He3aBVICVIMO OT €TI0 MHTepPIIPeTaLVV PacCyaKOM.
Bamigner Kanra Ha XXMBOTHOe II03HAHVE 1I€JIMKOM
HOJIZIEP>KMBAIOT TE3VIC 00 aBTOHOMMM HE-ITOHSATUITHOTO
comepykaHMs percTasiednin'!. Tak Kak JKMBOTHBIE, He
SIBJISFOIIIVIECS] JIFO[IbMIM, MOTYT HalJIo/iaTh, HO He 00-
JIaJafoT PacCyIKOM, a CJIefoBaTeJIbHO, He II0JIyJaloT,
COXPaHSIOT VIV VICIIOJIB3YIOT ITOHSTHS, JKMBOTHOE BOC-
IpUSTVIe HeOOXOAMMO He-TIOHSTUVIHO, C TOUKM 3peHVIS
KanTa. [Joryckasi, uTo y Hac HeT JIOCTaTOYHBIX OCHO-
BaHWI, YTOOBI canTaTth, OyaTo KauT momaraer socrpn-
STVISL )KMBOTHBIX IIPUHINIINAIBHO OTIIMYHBIMY OT de-
JIOBEUeCKMX BOCIPUSITUM, UeJI0BeUeCKOe BOCIIPUISTIE
TaK)XKe MOXKHO MBICJIUTH KaK BHYTPeHHe He-TIOHSTUVI-
Hoe'">. KpoMe TOro, yumThIBasi, UTO IlepIienTyabHOe
IIpeficTaBJIeHVe MOXXET ObITh HE3aBUCHMBIM OT MBIIII-
JIEHVSI — a BOCIIPUSITIE XVBOTHOTO 00s13aTe/IbHO TaKo-
BO, B TO BpeM:I KaK BOCIIPVISITIIE YeIoBeKa TaKOBO CITy-
4JarHBIM 00pa3oM, — MBI MOXKEM CEJIaTh TO XK€ CaMoe
3aKJIIOYeHMe He3aBVCHMO OT TOTO, IIOJIep’KMBaeTCs
JIVI 9TO 3aK/II0YeHNe B3mismaMy KaHTa Ha XXMBOTHBIX.

4 HecMOTps Ha TO YTO y XXMBOTHBIX, B OTJIYME OT JIIOZIEVI, OT-
cyTcTBytoT noHsATHs (AA 28, S. 594) 11 crtocoOHOCTB CTaBUTB 11711
st cebst (AA 05, S. 431; Kant, 2001a, c. 699—701; AA 06, S. 392;
Kamnr, 2018, c. 51—53), oHn 110X0X1 Ha 4esioBeKa B TOM, YTO Y
HUX ecTh gyBcTBa (AA 05, S. 210; KanT, 2001a, c. 167 —169), co-
sepuanms (AA 28, S. 594) 1 BooOpaxenme (AA 28, S.277; AA 29,
S. 884). JKuBoTHEIE TaKke JIEVICTBYIOT B COOTBETCTBUM C ITpeTI-
crasiervsiMu (AA 05, S. 464 Anm.; Kant, 2001a, c. 781 cH.) 1 Mo-
ryT cpaBHMBATb X (AA 29, S. 888). B Gostee ob1riem cMBICIe IO
TOJKe SIBJISTIOTCS )KMBOTHBIMM V1 Pa3fIeIsiioT CIIOCOOHOCTD BOCITPY-
SITVISL VUV HU3IIYIO ITO3HABATEIIbHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTD C )KMBOTHBI-
mu (ibid.). Cm. Taxcke: (AA 02, S. 59—60; KanT, 199%4a, c. 38 —40;
AA 09, S. 64—65; Karr, 1994r, c. 321 —322; AA 20, S. 211; KanrT,
20016, c. 865—867; AA 24, S. 236; AA 24, S. 846). B coBokymHO-
CTV IMEIOIIIVIECS [TaHHbIe yOeIUTeIbHO IO TBEPKIAIOT IIPOYTe-
HWe, corylacHO Kotopomy KaHT paccMaTpwBail XMBOTHBIX Kak
CyIIIeCTB, OOJIQZIAOIIIX CO3HAHVEM ¥ CIIOCOOHBIX K BCEBO3MOXK-
HBIM He-TIOHSITUVHBIM SMIIMPUYECKM IIPeICTaBIIeHVsIM, OCO-
0eHHO K BOCIIPVATHIO (B IIMPOKOM cMEIciie). Cm. Takke: (Burge,
2009, p. 295, n. 18; McLear, 2011; Naragon, 1990).

> MOXXHO IIOVITH JIaJIbIlle U 3asiBUTb, YTO CaM PacCyIOK He Tpe-
OyeTcs yIst TIeplIenTyaIbHOTO IIpeJICTaB/IeH s YaCTHBIX Bellev.
DTO Ha caMoM JieJie 00bsCHSeT, ToueMy KaHT cumTaer cyIiecTs,
KOTOpbIe He HafleJIeHbl MHTEJIJIEKTOM, CIIOCOOHBIMM K IIPeJICTaB-
sieHvito. B Gosiee 0OIIIeM CMBICTIE MOXKHO YTBEPIK/IATh, UTO YM B
11eJIOM SIBJISIETCS pellpe3eHTaTUBHOV CIIOCOOHOCTHIO, OJTHVIM M3
aCITeKTOB KOTOPOVI BBICTYIIAeT PACCYHOK, TaK CKa3aTh, HMCKYp-
cuBHag cTopoHa yma (cm.: AA 09, S. 58; Kanr, 1994r, c. 314 —316).
B kavecTBe aJIbTEPHATMBBI MOXKHO Pas3/inyaTh AVCKYPCUBHBIN 1
IIPeJINCKY PCUBHBIVI PacCy/I0K VIV CIIOHTAaHHOCTB OoJlee HMU3KO-
ro u Gosee BricOKOrO ypoBH: (Waxman, 1991, p. 34, 80; Hanna,
2008, p. 62).
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we make our judgment too focused on the contribu-
tion of sensibility, interpreting the perceptual object
in a wrong way. But this kind of possibility requires
autonomous perceptual content. This is to say that
there must be a sense in which the representation-
al content provided by sensibility is available inde-
pendently of its interpretation by understanding.

Kant’s views on animal cognition give full sup-
port to this kind of autonomy of non-conceptu-
al representational content.”® Since non-human
animals are perceivers, but do not have under-
standing, and thus do not acquire, possess, or use
concepts, animal perception is necessarily non-con-
ceptual in Kant’s view. Assuming that there are no
good grounds for interpreting Kant as regarding
animal perception as fundamentally different from
human perception, human perception too can then
be understood as intrinsically non-conceptual.* Be-
sides, given that perceptual representation can be
independent of thinking — animal perception be-
ing necessarily so, human perception contingently
so — we can draw the same conclusion also inde-
pendently of this further support from Kant’s views
on non-human animals.

3 Even though non-human animals lack concepts (V-Met-L2/
Politz, AA 28, p. 594; Kant, 2001, p. 354) and the capacity to set
ends for themselves (KU, AA 05, p. 431; Kant, 2000b, p. 298;
MS, AA 06, p. 392; Kant, 2005b, p. 522), they are similar to hu-
man animals in that they do have feelings (KU, AA 05, p. 210;
Kant, 2000b, p. 95), intuitions (V-Met-L2/Politz, AA 28, p. 594;
Kant, 2001, p. 354), and imagination (V-Met-L1/Pélitz, AA 28,
p- 277; Kant, 2001, p. 88; V-Met/Mron, AA 29, p. 884; Kant, 2001,
p- 253). Animals also act in accordance with representations
(KU, AA 05, p. 464n; Kant, 2000b, p. 328) and can compare
them (V-Met/Mron, AA 29, p. 888; Kant, 2001, p. 257). More
generally, human beings are animals, too, and share the facul-
ty of sensibility, or the lower cognitive faculty, with non-hu-
man animals (ibid.). See also DfS, AA 02, pp. 59-60; Kant, 2007,
pp- 103-104; Log, AA 09, p. 64-65; Kant, 2004, p. 569-570; EEKU,
AA 20, p. 211; Kant, 2000c, p. 15; V-Lo/Blomberg, AA 24, p. 236;
Kant, 2004, p. 188; and V-Lo/Wiener, AA 24, p. 846; Kant, 2004,
p- 299. Taken together, the evidence strongly supports a read-
ing according to which Kant regarded non-human animals as
minded creatures capable of all sorts of non-conceptual em-
pirical representation, most notably perception (broadly con-
strued). See also Burge, 2009, p. 295n18; McLear, 2011; Naragon,
1990.

 One could go further and claim that the faculty of under-
standing itself is not required for perceptual representation of
particular things. This would actually explain why Kant re-
gards creatures that are not endowed with the intellect as capa-
ble of representation. More generally, it could be claimed that
the mind as a whole is the representational faculty, one aspect
of which is the understanding — the mind’s discursive side, as
it were (see Kant, 2004, p. 564; Log, AA 09, p. 58). Alternatively,
one could distinguish between discursive and prediscursive
understanding or between lower-level and higher-level spon-
taneity (Waxman, 1991; pp. 34, 80; Hanna, 2008, p. 62).



B ymoboMm cryvae ommOOYHO CYMTAaTh KAHTOBCKOM
VIeI0 O TOM, UTO YyBCTBEHHOCTb He BHOCUT «HaXke
YCIJIOBHO OTHEIBHOTO BKIafla B COBMECTHYIO paboTy»
(McDowell, 1996, p. 9) nByx criocoOHOCTeVI IIpecTaB-
nenns'C. boree Toro, paccymok He m30aBiIsgeT Hac OT
myTanuipsl (cp.: A 270—271 / B 326 —327; Kant, 2006a,
c. 427 —429). OgHako MHe KaKeTcsl, UTO 10 KpavHen
Mepe HEKOTOpPbIe 13 KOHIIETITYIMCTCKMX B3ITISIIOB OC-
HOBaHBI Ha MjIee O TOM, YTO pacCy IOK MCIIOIb3yeT KaTe-
TOPWM C 11eJIbIO HaBSA3bIBAHNSA CTPYKTYPbI BHEIITHe Oec-
CTPYKTYPHBIM sIBJIeHUsM (cM., HanpuMep: Ginsborg,
2006; McDowell, 2009, p. 127). VIupiMu cji0BaMM, Of-
HOVI M3 MIeVL, JIeKaIIVIX B OCHOBE KOHIIEIITY aJIVICTCKIIX
TIPEe/ITIOIOKEHNI, SBJISIETCS HACTOVYMBA IfIes O TOM,
YTO TIOHSTUS KaKMM-TO O0pa3soM IIpeBpallaioT To,
YTO B IIPOTMBHOM CJIy4ae ObUIO OBl HMYeM MHBIM, KaK
JyBCTBEeHHBIMY JaHHBIMV, B COleprKaHVe IIpefiCcTaBIIe-
Hut. TeM He MeHee, KaK $ y>ke TOBOPWJI, CKOpee BCero,
UyBCTBEHHOCTH JIOJDKHA 00JIafiaTh CTPYKTYpPOVI Iper-
CTaBJICHMVI He3aBUCVIMO OT TIOHSATUI pacCyaKa.

CBs3aHHOE € 3TVIM KOHIIEIITYaJINCTCKOE IIPEeIIIOIIo-
JKeHVe CoCTOUT B ToM, 4To KaHT Taxke 00ecItokoeH yc-
JIOBVISIMY TOJIBKO JIVIIITH SIBJIEHVS U TOJIBKO JIVIIITE yB-
CTEHHOTO CMHTe3a B « 1 paHCIIeHIeHTalIbHOVI aHAJIUT-
Ke», TOTJja KaK HOHKOHIIEIITYyJIVCTBI OoJlee CKJIIOHHBI
IlyMaTh, UTO HocjIe «2DcTeTnkm» KanT o3aboueH Tosb-
KO OOBSICHEHVIEM YCJIOBUMS NIPVBEAEHNS CO3epIlaeMBbIX
0OBEKTOB M CMHTe3a depe3 BOOOpakeHNe K KaTeropu-
sam. Ceridyac He BpeMs 11 HE MECTO [IJISI IIPeIbsIBIIeHNS
BCeX TeKCTOBBIX TOKa3aTeJIbCTB B IOMIEP’KKY HOHKOH-
LENTYJIMCTCKIX B3VIANOB. [lo3BosibTe MHe BMeCTO
3TOTrO IIOCTaBUTH JBe OOIIMe YIS 9TOro KOHIIENTya-
JIMCTCKOTO TIPEATIONIOKeHMsI IIpo0iieMbl. Bo-iepBrIX,
TPYIHO IIOHSTB, YTO MMEHHO O3HadaeT MMeTb Habop
ANPUOPHBLX TIOHSATHUV, IIPEACTaBIIEHHBIX B YYBCTBEHHOM
BOCHPUSTUM VIV B CaMOM SIBJIEHUN. BOo-BTOPBIX, IpH-
TTaHMe KaTerOpMsIM TaKOV OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIIElI POJIN
MOXeT (PaKTUIeCKV IIPeBPaTUTh VX B HEUTO TOpPasio
Oosiee ciioxHOe, yeMm mpennosnarain Kanr. Ha camom
Ziesie BO3MOXKHO, 9To KaHT make He gyMail o HeobXo-
TIIVIMOCTM VICYEePIIBIBAOIIEro OOBSCHEHVS OUYeBVIHO-

16 Ecyit OBITH TOYHBIM, B TeKCTe TOBOPUTCS O «BOCIIPUVIMYMBO-
CTU» U «CIIOHTAaHHOCTM», @ He O «UyBCTBEHHOCTU» M «paccy/-
Ke». OgHAKO MOXKHO CKa3aTb, UTO 3TO eIlle Xy>Ke [Is IPUHSTIS
MperosiaraeMoro KaHTuaHcTea Makjayaiia, TIOCKOJIbKY OH,
KakeTCs, OTPUIIAET BCe, UTO CBS3aHO TOJIBKO C UyBCTBEHHOCTEIO,
KpOMe 4110l BOCIPUVMYMBOCTY, KOTOPast BPsI, JI1 COBMeCTH-
Ma co B3rsimamy KaHTa, KOTOPEIVT cUMTaeT, 9To BOOOpakeHe
Taxke IpuHaiexut uyscrsenHocty (B 151; Kanr, 2006a, c. 225;
AA24,S.701—702) 1 9To cozepIiaHIe — 3TO He ITPOCTO MOJTyde-
HIe 4yBCTBEHHBIX JJaHHBIX WU UTO-TO rofobHoe. [TompobHyto
KPUTUKY B3IIA00B Makgayaiuia B ToM oTHomreHmm cM.: (Allais,
2009, p. 387 —392).
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In any case, it is a mistake to take it to be a Kan-
tian idea that sensibility does not make “an even
notionally separable contribution to the co-opera-
tion” (McDowell, 1996, p. 9) between the two rep-
resentational capacities.”” Moreover, understanding
is not a rectifier of confusion (cf. Kant, 2000a, p. 372;
KrV, A 270-271 / B 326-327). It seems to me, how-
ever, that at least some of the conceptualist lines
of thought build on the idea that the understand-
ing uses the categories for the purpose of imposing
a structure on otherwise structureless appearances
(see e.g. Ginsborg, 2006; McDowell, 2009, p. 127). Put
differently, one of the underlying conceptualist as-
sumptions appears to be the stubborn idea that con-
cepts somehow make what would otherwise be
nothing but sensory intake into representational
content. Yet, as | have been suggesting, it is rather
the case that sensibility must have a representation-
al structure independently of the concepts of under-
standing.

A related conceptualist supposition seems to
be that Kant is also concerned about the conditions of
mere appearing and merely sensible synthesis in the
“Transcendental Analytic”, whereas the non-concep-
tualists are more inclined to think that, after the Aes-
thetic, Kant is only concerned about explaining the
conditions of bringing intuited objects and imagina-
tion-based synthesis under the categories. This is not
the time and place to bring in all the textual evidence
for the non-conceptualist view. Let me instead bring
up two general worries for the conceptualist suppo-
sition. First, it is difficult to see what exactly it would
mean to have a set of a priori concepts featured in sense
perception or appearing itself. Second, to give the cate-
gories such a foundational role might in fact turn them
into something far more complex than Kant intended.
As a matter of fact, it may even be that Kant did not
think that the apparent gap between the conceptu-
al and non-conceptual is in need of an exhaustive
explanation. The so-called schematism, for exam-

> To be precise, the text reads ‘receptivity” and ‘spontaneity” in-
stead of “sensibility” and ‘understanding’. However, this could
be said to be all the worse for McDowell’s supposed Kantian-
ism, since he seems to deny everything from mere sensibility ex-
cept for sheer receptivity, which is hardly compatible with Kant
who thinks that imagination too belongs to sensibility (Kant,
2000a, p. 257; KrV, B 151; Kant, 2004, p. 440; V-Lo/Dohna-Wund-
lacken, AA 24, pp. 701-702) and that intuitions are not mere in-
puts or the like. For a detailed criticism of McDowell’s account
in this respect, see Allais, 2009, pp. 387-392.
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rO paspbiBa MEX/y IOHSTUHBIM Y He-IIOHSATUVIHBIM.
Tax Ha3BIBaeMBIVI CXeMaTW3M, HaIIpUMep, XOTS U SBHO
IIbITAaeTCs B HEKOTOPOV CTeIeHM BOCIIOJIHUTH 3TOT
I1po0eJ1, OIpeelIeHHO He SBJISETCS TaKUM OOBSCHe-
HueMm'’. B miceme Mapkycy Tepity ot 26 mag 1789 r.
Kanur npusHaer cienyrorree: «Kaxk, omHako, caMo Bo3-
MOXXHO (KaK IIPOCTPAHCTBO VI BpeMs) TaKOe UyBCTBEH-
HOe cosepliaHue Kak popMa Halleyl JyBCTBeHHOCTV
VI Takne PYHKIIMM paccyfika, KaK Te, KOTOpbIe BBI-
BOZT V3 HETO JIOTMKA, WIN KaK I10JIy9aeTcs, YTO OIHa
dopma comracyeTcsi ¢ Ipyrom B OJHOM BO3MOXKHOM
IIO3HAHWM, — 3TO HaM COBEPIIIEHHO HEBO3MOXKHO 00'b-
scHUTE» (AA 11, S. 51; KarT, 19941, . 528 —529). D10
Bpsi/T, JIVI MOJKHO Ha3BaTh KOMMEHTapueM, cleJlaHHbIM
MBICIIUTETIEM, KOTOPBIV SIKOOBI HacTavBasI Ha TOM, 4TO
sIBJIeHVIe KaK TaKOBOe JOJDKHO OBITh OCHOBAHO Ha KaTe-
ropusix. B camom fieste, ecsivt ObI MBI MOIJIV OOOCHOBaH-
HO cfieJIaTh I0IOOHOe 3asBileHlie, pa3Be MbI He IOJDK-
HBI ObUIV OBI OBITH B COCTOSTHMY OOBSICHUTE TY CaMyIO
BeIllb, BO3MOXKHOCTh KOTOPOVI OTPULIAETCS B MVICBME, a
VIMEHHO — KaK TUIV ITo9eMy (POPMBI 4yBCTBEHHOCTM
v POpMBI paccy/iKa coryacyroTcsi Apyr ¢ gpyrom? Mo-
JKeT TaKXKe CJIy9UTBCS, YTO IIOIBITKA TAaKOIO OOBbsCHe-
HVSL HeM30eXXHO IIpMBeneT K HeIlpaBIJIBHOW OIleHKe
MO3UTUBHOIO B3rVIsAfa KaHTa Ha 4yBCTBEHHOCTP U ee
YHUKAJIBHBIV BUJI M130JIMPYeMOro BKIaza B IIO3HAHE,
UTO HOHKOHIIeNTyasmcTckye unraTtenin Kanra ocoben-
HO CTapaloTcsl IPVHSATH BO BHUMaHMe '™,

5. C/J10>KHOCTHM ¥ 3aK/TIOUEeHWMS

KaHT mpsiMo 3asiBiIsieT, 4To co3epliaHye IIPUBHO-
cut codepxanue B MeIciib (A 51 / B 75; Kant, 2006a,
c. 137 —139). Taxmm 06pa3oM, MOXKHO yTBEpKIaTh, UTO
BOITPOC O He-ITOHATUITHOM COfiepKaHMY B KaHTOBCKOM
KOHTEKCTe He JIOJDKEH Jiake BO3HMKATB: CO3epliaHue
He TOJIbKO KOHCTUTYMPYET COofiepKaHue, HO, YIUTbI-
Basl, 4TO CO3epliaHNs He eCTb IIOHATNS, OHM II0 OIIpe-
HeJIEHUIO CYTh He-IIOHSTWUVIHbIe (PaKTOPBI CO3IAHVIL
collepKaHMs B KAHTOBCKOVI T€OPWVI TIPEJICTaBIIEHNATL.

ITomMuMO mpoOIIEMBI CIIEHOTHI TUIIMYHBIM KOH-
TpPapryMeHTOM 3[1ech OyIeT TO, 4YTO TeM He MeHee B
KAHTOBCKOM KOHTEKCTe CYIIIeCTBYEeT TOJIbKO OfVIH BV
«IIOJIHOLIEHHOTO IIPENICTABJIeHVs», M 9TO IIPeNCTaB-
sleHe — (OOBEKTMBHOE) CyX[eHMe (CM., HalpuMmep:
Allison, 1985, p. 26). AHaJIOTMYHBIM 00pa30M MOXXHO

7 TlonpoGree o ToM, uTo KaHT cTpeMuTCs 11 He CTpeMUTCS 00b-
sicHUTb, cM.: (Marshall, 2014, ocobenso p. 560).

¥ Omnmcanne xak «OesHamexxHOV» monbeTky Kanta msompo-
BaTh BKJ1aJ1 uysctseHHocTH (Falkenstein, 1995, p. 56) nanboiee
II0Ka3aTeJIbHO B 3TOM oTHoIeHnn. Ho Bee ke 3T0 Oe3Hame)xHO
TOJIBKO IIPV KOHIIEITYJIMCTCKVX IIPEIIIOIOKEHVSIX.

ple, though clearly an attempt to fill the gap to some
extent, is definitely not such an explanation.'’® In
a letter to Marcus Herz on 26 May 1789, Kant ad-
mits this much: “But we are absolutely unable to
explain further how it is that a sensible intuition
(such as space and time), the form of our sensibili-
ty, or such functions of the understanding as those
out of which logic develops are possible; nor can we
explain why it is that one form agrees with another
in forming a possible cognition” (Br, AA 11, p. 51;
Kant, 1999, p. 313).

This is hardly a comment made by a thinker
who would insist that appearing as such must be
categorially grounded. Indeed, if we could legit-
imately make such a claim, would we not have to
be able to explain the very thing the possibility of
which is denied in the letter — namely, how or why
the form of sensibility and the form of understand-
ing agree with each other? It may also be that taking
steps towards such an explanation inevitably leads
to a misappreciation of Kant’s positive outlook on
sensibility and its unique kind of isolatable cogni-
tive contribution, the latter being something espe-
cially the non-conceptualist readers of Kant have
tried to appreciate."”

5. Complications and Conclusions

Kant states it explicitly that intuition brings
content (Inhalt) to thought (KrV, A 51 / B 75; Kant
2000a, pp. 193-194). Thus, it might be argued that
there should not even be an issue about non-con-
ceptual content in the Kantian context: not only does
intuition constitute the content, but given that intu-
itions are not concepts, they are, basically by defi-
nition, the non-conceptual content-making factors in
Kant’s theory of representation.

Besides the blindness issue, a typical counter-
claim at this point is that there is nevertheless only
one kind of “full-fledged representation” in the Kan-
tian context, and that representation is (objective)
judgment (see e.g. Allison, 1985, p. 26). In a simi-
lar vein, it can be claimed that for Kant “minimum
content” equals judgment (Dickerson, 2004, p. 133).

6 For more on what Kant does and does not aim to explain,
see Marshall, 2014, esp. p. 560.

7 Describing Kant’s attempt at isolating the contribution of
sensibility as “hopeless” (Falkenstein, 1995, p. 56) is most tell-
ing in this respect. Yet it is hopeless only under conceptualist
assumptions.
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yTBepXKaarh, uro i KaHra «MuHMMabHOE comep-
XaHMe» paBHO cyxaeHuto (Dickerson, 2004, p. 133).
Ecsii 310 107DKHO 03HAYATh, YTO TOJIBKO ITOCPEICTBOM
CYy’KIeHVsI MBI BOOOIIe MOYKeM VIMETh IIpeICTaBIeH s,
3TO Bpsi, T OyZeT BepHO, YUUTHIBAs TO, YTO MBI yCTa-
HOBWUIV BBIIIIE, HE TOBOPS YoKe O pacTyIreM oobeme Jim-
TepaTypsbl 0 Kanre co cxoxmmu pesyspratamm. Tem He
MeHee 3TOT KOHTPapIryMeHT COIJIACyeTCs C IIO3MIIMEN
KanTa, opmeHTMpOBaHHOV Ha CyXKIeHIe: HeCMOTps Ha
TO uTO yueHme KaHTa 1oryckaeT 1 Apyriie BUIEL IIperl-
CTaBJIEHWV, OCHOBHOVI OOBEKT TeOpWV IT03HABATETLHO
Y 3IMCTEMMYECK! 3HAaYMMBIX IIpefcTaBieHmit Kaxra,
0e3yCII0OBHO, CyXXIIEHNe.

Ha sToM ocHOBaHMY MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO IO-HACTO-
AIIeMy COfIep KaTeIbHBIM IIpefiCTaBIeHneM CjleflyeT
Has3BaTh IIpefICTaBJIeHNe, ITofIepKaHHOe UYeM-TO JacT-
HBIM (TI0 KpaViHer Mepe KOCBEHHO) VI HallpaBJIIoIee-
Cs1 TEM, YTO OTpakaeT BBIXOZISAIIIee 3a ITperlelIbl YaCTHO-
ro. O4eBMIHO, YTO 3TN (PAKTOPBI CO3MAHMS COflepIKa-
HVISI, BBIBOZIAIIINE HAOJIIOaTes s 3a IIpeielIbl YaCTHOTO,
BKJTIOYAIOT B ce0s ITOHSTIS, TO €CTh BCE, UTO HeCy T B cebe
KaTeropuy M eIMHCTBO armepliermi. B camoM rerte,
BO3MOJKHO, uTO make caM KaHT 3arresr ObI HaCTOJIIBKO
TTaJIeKo, UTO MOTpeboBal Obl Haymums pedIeKCUBHO
CaMO-CO3HATEJIHHOVI ITO3VILIM B IIPEJICTABIIEHSIX, YTO-
Obl OHVM CUMTAIVCH ITOJIHOCTBIO COJIepIKaTeIbHBIMIAL
BcriomHmTe TIpUIMEp C BeCJIOM: YTOORI ITO-HACTOSIIEMY
OIIeHWTH, KaK 0OCTOAT 1eJ1a, Hy>KHO OBITh CIIOCOOHBIM
K pedrrekcuM Hajl IMeplenTyaIbHBIM CcopepKaHVeM
CBOEro BOCIIPUIATMS W IIOAHATBCS HaJl TeM, KaK Belu
HEITOCPEJICTBEHHO SIBJISIFOTCS B UyBCTBAX.

KaHT Taxke yTBep)KHaeT, 4YTO COjepKaHMe II0-
poxmaercst cuHTe30M. OH ONIIIET: «...MMEHHO CUHTe3
€CTh TO, YTO, COOCTBEHHO, V3 3/JIEMEHTOB COCTABIISIET
TI03HAHMS ¥ O0BEIMHSET VX B OIpele/leHHOe Cofep-
xaume» (A 77 / B 103; Kaur, 2006a, c. 169—171). On-
HAKO, YYMUTBIBAsl, YTO ITO yTBEPIKIIEHVIE IIOSBIISIETCS B
TEKCTe paHblile, yeM (dparMeHTBl, [I03BOJIVBIIIVE HAM
BBIWIEHNTDb B Teopun KaHTa He-TIOHATUITHBEIN COCTaB
BOCIIPUSITUVL, OHO MOXKET CUMUTATHCS COBMECTVIMBIM ¥ C
VICKITFOUMTEITEHO MHIEKCAITBHBIM COlepyKaHMeM IIpefi-
CTaBJIeHUV, M C IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIM COIEP’KaHMEM,
KOTOPOe IIOPO>K/IaeTCsl YyBCTBEHHBIM CHHTe30M. [Tpas-
I1a, B 000X CIyyasix Mbl He TIOHVMMAeMCsl Hall Hello-
CPeICTBeHHO IIeplLeNTyasIbHBIM COfepKaHMeM, ecin
He OIIpee/IVIM eroO B IIOHATVAX. B To ke BpeMs Hy»XHO
3aMeTUTh, UTO JIVIIIE ITOCPEICTBOM IIPVBEIeHNSI CIH-
Te3a K HOHATUSAM BO3MOXHO «IIO3HaHMe B COOCTBEeH-
HOM CMBICIIe Toro ciioa» (A 78 / B 103; Kanr, 2006a,
c. 171), xoTopoe Taxke MOXeT ObITh OTOXIECTBIJIEHO C
TIOJTHOIIEHHBIM COlep KaHVeM IIpeCTaBIIeH .
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If this is taken to mean that it is only through judg-
ment that we can represent in the first place, this is
hardly true, given what we have established above,
not to mention the growing Kant literature with
similar results. Still, the counterclaim is in line with
Kant’s judgment-oriented standpoint: despite the
fact that Kant’s account allows for other kind of rep-
resentations as well, the main item in Kant’s account
of cognitively and epistemically significant rep-
resentation is definitely judgment (Urteil).

On this construal, a genuinely contentful rep-
resentation could be said to be a representation aid-
ed by something particular (at least indirectly) and
guided by something that reflects that which goes
beyond the particular. Obviously, these other con-
tent-generating factors that take the perceiver be-
yond the particular involve concepts — basically,
everything the categories and the unity of apper-
ception bring along. Indeed, it might even be that
Kant himself would go as far as to require a reflec-
tive self-conscious stance on a representation in or-
der to have it count as fully contentful. Recall the
oar case: to really appreciate how things stand, one
must be able to reflect on one’s perceptual content
and rise above the way things appear immediately
to the senses.

Kant also claims that content originates from
synthesis. He writes: “the synthesis alone is that
which properly collects the elements for cognitions
and unifies them into a certain content” (KrV, A 77 /
B 103; Kant, 2000a, p. 211). However, given that this
claim precedes some of the passages that allowed us
to extract the notion of non-conceptual composition
from Kant’s theory, the claim can be regarded as
compatible with both merely indexical representa-
tional content and spatial content generated through
sensible synthesis. It is just that in both of these cas-
es we do not rise above the immediate perceptual
content unless we determine it conceptually. At the
same time, it must be admitted that only by bring-
ing synthesis to concepts can there be “cognition in
the proper sense” (KrV, A 78 / B 103; Kant, 2000a,
p- 211), which could just as well be identified with
full-fledged representational content.

If we do require this much from contentful rep-
resentation, then we mean by content judgmental
content, or more specifically, the kind of judgmental
content that is constituted by intuition-based refer-
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Ecim MBI [IeVICTBUTEIIBHO XOTVIM OT COHep KaHWs
HpeICTaBIIEHNIT BCETO 3TOT0, TO 0T, COIepKaHMeM MbI
VIMeeM B BV COOep)KaHue CYykO0eHus VUIVI, TOUYHee, TOT
BIJI, COIIeP>XKaHMs CY>KIIeHUV, KOTOPBIVI KOHCTUTYPY-
eTCsl OCHOBAHHOVI Ha CO3epIlaHMM OTCBUIKOV K HeKO-
TOPOMY HEVICTBUTEJIbHOMY OOBEKTY VIV IIOJIOKEHWIO
mert. Takoe TOJIKOBaHMe copepyKaTeIbHBIX IIperCcTaB-
JIEHVIVI MOXeT OBITh JJOITYCTMMO C IIeJIbI0 OOBSCHEHVIS
PasJIMUHBIX BellleVl, HO BCe e HeXeJlaTeIbHO. [TpuHu-
Masi ero, Mbl yTBep KlaeM YCJIOBHOe TI0JIOJKeHMe, 3a KO-
TOPBIM MOKHO He 3aMeTWUTh TOHKOCTU ydeHws KaHTa o
HepLeNTyIbHBIX IIPeCTaBIeHnsX. [IoM1MO BEICOKOVL
OLIEHKVI KAHTOBCKOVI CY KI€HVIe-LIEHTPUYHOVI ITO3VLIVVA,
MBI TaKXe XOTeJIM ObI COXPaHWUTD B LIEJIOCTY MIEI0 Ha-
JIVTYVSE TOJIBKO JIMIITh Y CO3epLIaHls CBOeTl COOCTBEHHO
CIIOCOOHOCTY K CO3IAHNIO COfepyKaHs ITO3HaHV, YTO
HIOATBEPIKIAeT IIPUMeP C JOMOM. BbUT OBl BepeH Takov
aHaym3 B3Dsinos KaHra, corylacHO KOTOpOMY, ¢ OHOV
CTOPOHBI, €CTb YNMCTOe UyBCTBEHHOE He-IIOHSTUIHOEe
corlepkaHye, IOpOKIaeMoe OfHVM JIVIIE IepIenTy-
JIbHBIM pacCMOTpeHMeM OOBeKTa, a ¢ APyrom — Ka-
TEropraIbHO-IIOHATUIIHOE COflepyKaHle, HaKIablBae-
Moe Ha 1iepsoe? Takov aHaIM3 IIOgpasyMeBasl Obl, UTO
corlepkaHue CyX/IeH!II Ha JieJle eCTb HeKoe 2udpuoHoe
codepikaxue, 9aCTUYHO — KOHCTUTYVPOBaHHOE IIOH:-
TUWHBIM, YaCTUYHO HE-IIOHSTUIHBIM COOEePKaHEM.

OmnpenerierHas npoOjleMa ¢ TaKOro pora IIOIXO-
IIOM 3aKJIIOYaeTCsl B TOM, uTo ydeHue KaHrta mevicteu-
TeJILHO He MOYKeT BMEeCTUTh CaMOCTOsITeIbHOe KOHIIell-
TyaJIbHOe colleprKaHue. BmecTo 3Toro, ecim ecTh Takoe
comeprkaHuie, OHO IOJDKHO OBITh OCHOBAHO Ha co3eplia-
HWW, 9TO BO3BpalllaeT Hac 00paTHO K Cy>XIeHe-IIeH-
TPUCTCKOMY B3IJISILY, COIVIACHO KOTOPOMY KOHEYHast
po0sieMa 3aK/IIouaeTcs B TOM, o0JIajiaeT JIv Cy KiaeHme
corep)kaHeM, TO eCTh KOHCTUTYWMPYeTCs JIV CBs3aH-
HOe C IIOHSTVEM CYXXeHVe OTCBUIKON K KaKoMy-I10o
HeVICTBUTEIIEHOMY OOBeKTY VIV IIOJIOXKEHVIIO JIeJT. AJlb-
TEePHATUBHBIM CIIOCOOOM OBUIO OBI IIPOCTO CMVIPUTHCS
VI IPU3HATh, YTO He-TIOHATUVIHBIE VI IIOHSATUVIHBIE 3J1e-
MeHTbI HauMHAOT ITOJIHOCTHIO OTHOCUTBCS K IIPefiCTaB-
JIeHVISIM ¥ OBITH IT03HABaTeIbHO 3HAUMMBIMIL IIPY 00B-
eIVHEHW, HO IIPV 9TOM IIOUepKHYTh, YTO 3TO He VC-
KJIIOYaeT BO3MOYXHOCTVI TOJIBKO JIVIIIIb VIH/IEKCAIBHOIO I
YVICTO YyBCTBEHHOTO IPOCTPaHCTBEHHOI'O COfIepyKaHVIsI
(uTO 1TOIIPOOHO ONVICAaHO BHBIIIIE, B pasyieriax 2 n 3), XoTs
HaM, BO3MOXKHO, BCe ellle Hy>XXHO OyJIeT OIpeleInTs,
KakKyie VIMEHHO 9TO BUIBI COIEPXKaHNS B CPaBHEHWUI C
ITOJTHOIIEHHBIM pellpe3eHTaTUBHBIM COflepyKaHVeM.

B ro6om cityuae, kKakumM 06 00pa3oM MBI HU VCTOJI-
KOBBIBAJIN «cofepXaHue» y KaHTa, BepHas ero Oyk-
Be VI IIyXy IIO3WIVS JOJDKHA COXPaHUTh B ceDe IIaB-
HBIVI JIEMEHT KaHTOBCKOVI TEOPWM IIPeICTaBIIeHN ], a

ence to some actual or possible object or state of af-
fairs. Such a construal of contentful representation
may be acceptable for various explanatory purpos-
es but also unwanted. By doing so we are basically
making a stipulation whereby the subtlety of Kant’s
account of perceptual representation gets easily
overlooked. In addition to appreciating Kant’s judg-
ment-centered stance, we would also like to keep
intact the idea that mere intuition has some cogni-
tive content-generating power even on its own, as
evidenced by the house example above. Would the
correct analysis of Kant’s view then perhaps be that
there is purely sensible non-conceptual content, gen-
erated in the merely perceptual examination of an
object, on the one hand, and categorial-conceptual
content imposed on the former kind of content, on
the other? Such an analysis would suggest that judg-
mental contents are in fact some kind of hybrid con-
tents partially constituted by conceptual, partially by
non-conceptual contents.

A definite problem with this kind of approach
is that Kant’s account cannot really accommodate
self-standing conceptual contents. Instead, if there
are such contents, they must be intuition-based,
which brings us right back to the judgment-centered
view where the ultimate issue is whether or not a
judgment possesses content, that is, whether or not
the concept-bound judgment is constituted by refer-
ence to some actual or possible object or state of af-
fairs. An alternative way would be to simply bite the
bullet and admit that the non-conceptual and con-
ceptual elements become fully representational and
cognitively significant when unified, yet emphasise
that this does not rule out the possibility of mere-
ly indexical and purely sensible spatial contents
(elaborated above in Sections 2 and 3), although we
might still need to qualify what kinds of contents
they precisely are compared to full-fledged rep-
resentational contents.

In any case, whichever way we construe ‘con-
tent’” with respect to Kant, a faithful view must
retain a most crucial element in Kant’s theory of rep-
resentation: namely, the fact (elaborated in Section
4) that intuitions, even if brought under the catego-
ries, do not thereby become conceptual, just as in-
tuition-based thinking does not make thinking itself
intuitive — according to Kant, human thinking is al-
ways discursive, not intuitive, whereas human in-
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VIMEHHO TOT (pakT (paspaboTaHHBIN B pasyesie 4), 4YTO
cosepIiaHMs, JaXe eC/I OHM IIO/IBeeHbl IO KaTero-
UM, He CTAaHOBSTCS OT 9TOTO IOHSTUIIHBIMM, II0100-
HO TOMY KaK MBIITUIeHVe, OCHOBaHHOe Ha CO3epIlaHuU,
He /ieJIaeT MBIIIUIeHe CaMo 10 cebe co3epIiaTeTbHBIM.
CornacHo KaHTy, uerioBeueckoe MBIIIUIEHVE BCeTza
IIVICKY PCUBHO, a He CO3epIiaTeIIbHO, B TO BpeMs Kak Je-
JI0BedeCcKoe co3epIiaHyie BCerzia UyBCTBEHHO, a He JIVIC-
KypPCMBHO. B IIpoTmBHOM Cily4ae Takout B3IJIAH, Oojiee
WIN MeHee oOpedeH Ha pasMbITHe (DyHIaMeHTaIbHO-
rO KaHTOBCKOTO Pas/IM4Msg MeXIy UyBCTBEHHOCTBIO U
PacCcyIKOM M VX YHMKaJIBHBIMU ¥ OTHENIVIMBIMU IPYyT
OT IpyTa BKIalaM B TIO3HAHIIE.

ITomoGHeIe pe3ysIbTaThl MOTYT OBITH JOCTUTHYTEI
Iy TeM aHaJIV3a IPyToro, Kasaiock Obl, OecrrpobrreMHO-
O TOHATHS, a IMEHHO — 0nuliimd. B oiHO MHTepIIpe-
TallM 3TOTO MOHATUS KaHT cumTaeT, 4To OIbIT Tpedy-
eT (OIIpeesIeHHOTO Pofia) CyXXIeHMs (CM., HallpuMep:
AA 04, S. 300; Kart, 19946, c. 57 —58). Do cHOBa IIe-
peBopauMBaeT BCe C HOT Ha FOJIOBY, IIOTOMY YTO TaKoe
TpeboBaHMe [IeIaeT OIBIT caM II0 cebe 3aBUCVIMBIM
OT CyXmeHMs. [leViCTBUTEIbHO, OMHMM U3 CIIEICTBUN
3TOrO, HO-BUAMMOMY, OyIIeT TO, UTO OIIBIT B CTPOrOM
CMBICIIE 3aBVICUT OT CIIOCOOHOCTV ONVCHIBaTh COMIEp-
JKaHVe CBOVX ITpelCTaBIeHWUN WV, KaK IepefaroTcs
crroBa KaHTa B KOHCIIEKTe K OIHOV M3 €ro JIEKIIUI 110
JorvKe: «BesiKimy, KTO MOXKET OIMCcaTh IIPeIMeTHI CBOe-
TO OIIBITA, OOIaaeT ombITOM» (AA 24, S. 236). OmHaKO
KaHT Taxcke IIpOBOANT CTPOTVIE Pa3INIVIsL MEXKITY OITbI-
TOM-CO3epIIaHVEM ¥ OIBITOM-BOCIIPUSATIIEM, KOTOPBIE
He TOJIBKO ITPEeJIIIOJIaraloT, YTO OIIBIT SBJISIETCS YeM-TO
0o1vuiUM, UeM IIPOCTO co3epliaHle VI BOCIIPUSATIHE,
HO V1 TIO3BOJISIIOT HaM PasfielIsaTh OIIBITHOE CoflepyKaHme
OT MHIIEKCAIbHOTO VI IePIIeNTyaIbHOTO COepIKaHVIsL.
KaHT pasBuBaet 3111 pasimams cieqyomym oopasoM:

...KaTeropmm IOCPeAICTBOM CO3epLIaHMs JOCTaB/IAI0T HaM
II03HaHMe Belllell TOJIbKO Yepe3 MX BO3MOXKHOe IIprMeHe-
HVIe 10 OTHOIIEHWIO K IMNUPUHECKOMY CO3ePYan1Ui0, TO eCTh
CJIy’KaT TOJIBKO I BO3MOXKHOCTM 3MIIMPUYECKOro Io-
3HaHMA. A mocsieqHee HasbiBaeTcs onvumom (B 147; Kawnr,
2006a, c. 221).

...OIIBIT BO3MOJKEH HE€ TOJIBKO ITOCPEOCTBOM BOCIIPVIATVIA,
HO IIOHATWMA TOJIKHBI ObITH )IOGaBJ'IeHBI K HEMY, II03TOMY
B OCHOBe JOJDKHBI JIeXKaTh alIpVIOPHbIE ITIOHATII, ITIOCpe-
CTBOM KOTOPBIX 51 MOI'y ITOABECTV BOCIIPVIATVA I1O/T TTIOHS~
ns (AA 29, S.798).

Cosepuath He 03HadaeT oOagaTh OnEITOM. OIBIT —
9TO IIO3HaHWe, KOTOpoe MBI MMeeM 00 oObekTe cosep-
manms. CrieqoBaTe/IbHO, CIOa OTHOCUTCS MBbIIIIIEHNE,
KOTOpOe MOXHO PacCMOTpeTb ocobeHHO. MeIUTeHMe
COCTaBJIsIeT OJIHY YacThb OIIbITa, [IOCKOJIBKY pacCy 10K IIpu-
HUMaeT B HeM y4acTire. Co3epliaHye — 3TO YacThb OIIBITa,
IIOCKOJIBKY B HeM IIpVHMMaeT ydacTue 4YyBCTBEHHOCTb

(AA 29, S.800).
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tuition is always sensible, not discursive. Otherwise
the view is more or less doomed to blur Kant’s fun-
damental distinction between sensibility and under-
standing and their unique and separable cognitive
contributions.

Similar results can be achieved by analysing an-
other seemingly unproblematic notion, namely expe-
rience (Erfahrung). On one construal of “experience’,
Kant thinks that experience requires (a certain kind
of) judgment (e.g. Prol, AA 04, p. 300; Kant, 2002b,
p- 94). This again turns things upside down, because
such a requirement makes experience itself judg-
mental. Indeed, one consequence of this appears
to be that experience in the strict sense depends on
the capacity to describe the contents of one’s rep-
resentations, or as Kant has been reported to have
said in one of his lectures on logic: “Anyone who
can describe the objects (Gegenstinde) of his experi-
ence has experience” (V-Lo/Blomberg, AA 24, p. 236;
Kant, 2004, p. 188). However, Kant also makes strict
intuition-experience and perception-experience dis-
tinctions, which not only suggest that experience is
something more than mere intuition or perception,
but allow us to separate experiential content from in-
dexical and perceptual contents. Kant elaborates
these distinctions as follows:

[T]he categories do not afford us cognition of
things by means of intuition except through their
possible application to empirical intuition, i.e., they
serve only for the possibility of empirical cognition.
This, however, is called experience (KrV, B 147; Kant,
2000a, p. 255).

[E]xperience is not possible through perception
alone, but rather concepts must be added to it, so
there must be underlying a priori concepts through
which I can bring perceptions under concepts
(V-Met/Mron, AA 29, p. 798; Kant, 2001, p. 154).

To intuit does not mean to have experience.
Experience is a cognition that we have of an object
(Objekt) of intuition. Thus that requires thinking,
which can be considered separately. Thinking
constitutes one part of experience, [i.e.,] insofar
as the understanding plays a part in it. Intuiting
[is] a part of experience insofar as sensibility
participates in it (V-Met/Mron, AA 29, p. 800;
Kant, 2001, p. 154).
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YuwursiBast 3TV JayIbHeIIIVIE PA3IIMYS, MBI MOXKEM
IIpeXkIie BCEro OTIINYNTB OIIBIT, Kak ero rnoHnMast Kasr,
TO €CTb KaK CBSI3aHHBIVI C CY>XKIEHVSAMM V1 KATETOPUSIMIA,
OT MeHee TpeOOBaTEJIBHBIX BUJIOB IIE€PILIEIITYaIbHBIX
HIpe/icTaBIeHNIT. BO-BTOPBIX, MBI MOXKEM JIETKO JIOITy-
CTWUTb, YTO OIIBITHOE COJIepIKaHVEe B KAHTOBCKOM CMBIC-
JIe TOJILKO TOIJIa CTAHOBUTCSI BO3MOKHBIM, KOI'Tla KaTe-
TOPUM IPUMEHSIOTCS K SMIIMPUYECKOMY CO3€PIIaHIIO
VIV KOTJIa BOCIIPUISITHSL TTOJIBEIEHBI TI0/], IIOHATUS, HO
B TO )K€ BpeMs COXPaHSIETCS BO3MOXXHOCTD TOJIBKO VH-
IIeKCAJIBHOTO ¥ YyBCTBEHHOI'O COIEP KaHMS IIpeICTaB-
stleHum1. VIHTepecHO He TOJIBKO TO, YTO MHOIVE Hallll
COBpEMEHHVKI ObUM OBl CKJIIOHHBI OTOXIIECTBUTH
ITOCJIeITHVIE BUIBI IEePIEeNTYaIbHOTO COEPIKaHMs KakK
IIOCTaTOYHBIE JUIS IIEPIIENTYaIbHOIO OIIbITa (CM., Ha-
npumep: Dretske, 2002; Martin, 2003, p. 239 —242), HO
VI TO, 4TO IIOHSTVE oIbITa Y KaHTa MOXeT JIerKo TOJIKO-
BaTBCS U TEM, VI IPYIVIM CIIOCOOOM HE3aBMUCHMO OT €ro
TEPMIHOJIOTYECKOTr0 BBIOOPa.

6. Emmie ogHO nipuMedaHme o pa3aesIeHUN
co3epuaHMA M MbpInUIeHnsA y Kanra

Yryckate u3 Bujly OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIIYIO perpe-
3eHTaTVBHYIO (DYHKIVIO CO3epIiaHNs O3HadaeT VCKa-
KaTb Kak yueHne KaHTa o Ho3HaHMM, TaK 1 ero B3IJIA-
OBl Ha 4YeJIOBeYecKMl yM B IiejioM. BooOiie rosops,
CyIIecTByeT TeH/eHIMsl BTUCHYTh ydeHme KanTa o
HepIeNTyaIbHbIX IPe/ICTaBIeHVIsIX B [IBYXYPOBHEBYIO
Kaptmay". ITox 3TvM g IogpasyMeBaio TaKOV B3IV,
HpY KOTOPOM, C OIHOW CTOPOHBI, CYIIECTBYIOT UyB-
CTBEHHBIe JJaHHBIE 0e3 IIpeJCTaBIeHnlI, a C IpPYyTrou
— TIOJIVHHOE IIpeJCTaBjIeHye, IIPeIIoIOKUTeIbHO
BBEI3bIBa€MOe CIIOCOOHOCTBIO Ha OCHOBE 3TUX HaHHBIX
oIeprpoBaTh HOHATMAMI. TeM He MeHee IS TOTO,
9TOOBI OmcaTh peasibHBIe B3IIsabl KaHTa, sBHO 110-
Hao0sTCS TpY YPOBHS: IleplienTyaJbHOe IHpeJICTaB-
JIeHVie He MOXET OBITh IIPaBWIBHO OOBSICHEHO ITyTeM
HpsIMOTO TIepexofia OT OIIyIIeHWs WIN BIledaT/IeHVs
K ITOHSTUITHOMY MBIIIIIEHVIO; TaKke HeoOXOIMMO 3M-
HMpUYecKoe co3epraHyie ¢ ero YHUKaJIbHON (PYHKIIN-
ent nipercrasienns. Kak KaHT siBHO xodeT I10Kasars,
cosepIaHyie — 3TO CIIO0COD IIpesCcTaBIeHNs: He MBbIII-
JIeHVie 1 He IIPOCTO TI0JIyYeHyie UyBCTBEHHBIX [JaHHBIX.
Korpma BeI cosepiiaete, BBl ycTaHaBIIMBaeTe OTHOIIEHVIS
Me>K]Ty BeIllaMI ¥ caMVM cO00v1. DTO To, IS 4ero B KO-
HEYHOM CYeTe HY)XHO «BHEIITHee 4yBCTBO» (cM.: A 22 /

¥ Cp. ¢ xpurukon bépmxem B3rmsios Ceyurapca Ha BOCIIPYS-
THe U B3IVIIOB [I9BUICOHA Ha OOBEKTMBHOE IIpefiCTaBJIeHe
(Burge, 2010, p. 139, n. 4, 270, 433 —436). Cm. Taxoke: (Allais, 2009,
p. 397 —398).
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Given these further distinctions, we may, first of
all, distinguish experience as Kant saw it, as judg-
mental and categorial, from less-demanding kinds
of perceptual representation. Secondly, we may eas-
ily admit that experiential content in Kant’s sense
only becomes possible when the categories are ap-
plied to empirical intuitions, or when perceptions
are brought under concepts, yet maintain the pos-
sibility of merely indexical and sensible representa-
tional contents at the same time. The interesting
thing is that not only would many of our contem-
poraries be inclined to identify the latter kinds of
perceptual content as sufficient for perceptual expe-
rience (see e.g. Dretske, 2002; Martin, 2003, pp. 239-
242) but that Kant’s account can easily accommodate
both notions of experience regardless of his termino-
logical choices.

6. A Further Note on Kant’s
Intuiting-Thinking Distinction

To overlook the fundamental representation-
al function of intuition is to distort both Kant’s ac-
count of cognition and his view of the human mind
in general. Broadly speaking, there is a tendency to
squeeze Kant’s account of perceptual representa-
tion into a two-level picture.’® By this I mean the
kind of view in which there is non-representational
sensory intake, on the one hand, and genuine rep-
resentation, presumably effected by the conceptual
capacities on the basis of the former, on the other.
Yet depicting Kant’s real view clearly requires three
levels: perceptual representation cannot be prop-
erly explained by going directly from sensation or
impression to conceptual thought; what one also
needs is empirical intuition with its unique kind
of representational function. As Kant clearly wants
to have it, intuition is a way of representing — not
thinking but not mere sensory input either. When
you intuit, you establish relations between things
and yourself. This is what “outer sense” is ultimate-
ly for (see KrV, A 22 / B 37; Kant, 2000a, p. 157;
Refl 6315, AA 18, p. 619; Kant, 2005a, p. 361). More-
over, it is hardly the case that Kant thinks that we
need to use concepts or make judgments in order

8 Cf. Burge’s criticisms of Sellars’ view of perception and
Davidson’s view of objective representation (Burge, 2010,
pp- 139n4, 270, 433-436). See also Allais, 2009, pp. 397-398.



B 37; Kanr, 2006a, c. 93; AA 18, S. 619, Ne 6315; Kanr,
2000, c. 290). Bostee Toro, Bpsx n KauT cunraet, yto
HaM HY>KHO VICIIOJIb30BaTh IIOHSTVS WIM COCTaBIISATh
Cy>KfIeHmsl, 9TOOBI Hallli IIepILeNTyaIbHble IIpeICTaB-
JIeHVSI COOTBETCTBOBIV MUHVMAIBHBIM KPUTEPUSIM
ycIenHocT. B 11esiom AByxypoBHeBad KapTwHa He
B COCTOSIHUM OILIEHMTh TOHKOCTH mo3uimm Kaxrta. B
YaCTHOCTW, OHA YIIyCKaeT BO3MOXKHOCTH, MOXXET OBITb,
BEpHO paclleHMBaTh YyBCTBEHHOCTb KaK IIpefCTaB-
JIAIONIYIO caMy IO ceDe, yKasbIBasl Ha TO, YTO MOXKHO
Has3BaTh IeplenTyaIpHo obbekTmBamyer. ITpocto
STOT TWUII MUHVMAaJIBHOV OOBEKTMBHOCTY He CIIeyeT
OTOXKIECTBIIATH C yPOBHEM OOBEKTMBHOCTV, KOTOPBIN
MOXKEeT OBITh JOCTUTHYT IIyTeM pediIeKCuut 1 CyXKie-
guin. HampoTtws, meprienTyaiabHas OOBEKTMBAIIVA
IIOJDKHA ITPOTVBOIIOCTABIISATECA OOBEKTMBHOW IIpell-
CTaBJIAIONIEN CVJle YyBCTBa, KOTOpas, II0 MHEHVIO
Kanta, Opu1a OBI HyTIEBOW (CM., HaripMep: B 66; KaHT,
2006a, c. 127—129). KTo-TO MOXeT IIO-IIpeXHEMY XO-
TeTh yTBEPXKIATh, UYTO TOT BUI OOBEKTVMBHOCTVI BBIC-
IIIEeT0 TIOPSI/IKa, KOTOPBIVI ITI03HABATeILHO BBIBOAWT HAC
3a IpeJiesIbl HeTIOCPEeICTBEHHOI'O BOCIIPUATHS, TeM He
MeHee eCTh HajyIeXalllnii B, OObeKTMBHOCTY U IS
Kanra, eciii He OTOX/IECTBIISTh He-TIOHATUIIHBIE IIep-
LleITyaIbHble IPefiCTaBJIeHNsl B KAHTOBCKOM CMBICIe
VICKJTFOUMTEIIFHO C BOCIIPUIMMYVMBOCTBIO IV TOJIBKO
JIVIIB Cy OBeKTMBHOCTBIO.

Bbaaeodapnocinu. Cnacubo Oaau Koicmumneny, Apmo
Peno, Koauny Mapwasry u Mamuacy Bupepy 3a ux noaesnvie
KOMMEHMApU K pannum Bepcuam 31moeo 5cce, a maxxke ano-
HUMHOMY PeyeH3eHIny 311020 JKYpHAAA.
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to meet the minimum success criteria for perceptu-
al representation. In all, the two-level picture fails
to appreciate the subtlety of Kant’s position. In par-
ticular, the two-level picture overlooks the possibil-
ity that sensibility might be correctly regarded as
representational in itself, indicating what might be
called perceptual objectification.” It is just that this
kind of minimal objectivity should not be identified
with the level of objectivity that can be achieved
through reflection and judgment. Instead, percep-
tual objectification should be contrasted with the
objective representational power of feeling, which
on Kant’s view would be zero (see e.g. KrV, B 66;
Kant, 2000a, pp. 188-189). One might still want to
hold that the kind of higher-order objectivity that
takes us cognitively beyond immediate perception
is nevertheless the proper kind of objectivity for
Kant too, as long as one does not identify non-con-
ceptual perceptual representation in Kant’s sense
with sheer receptivity or mere subjectivity.
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