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“What Is the Ground of the Relation
of That in Us Which We Call
‘Representation’ to the Object?”

Reflections on the Kantian Legacy
in the Philosophy of Mind

David G. Stern

What is the ground of the relation of that in us which we call “representation”
to the object? . .. Our understanding, through its representations, is not
the cause of the object (save in the case of moral ends), nor is the object
the cause of the intellectual representations in the mind (in sensu reali).
Therefore the pure concepts of the understanding must not be abstracted
from sense perceptions, nor must they express the reception of
representations through the senses; but though they must have their origin

in the nature of the soul, they are neither caused by the object nor bring
the object itself into being.!

In the letter to Marcus Herz from which this passage is taken, Kant
says that the question of the ground of the relation of representation
toits object “constitutes the key to the whole secret of hitherto stili obscure
metaphysics.” The obscure metaphysical question which occupied Kant
was the problem of understanding how knowledge is possible. Knowledge
is a matter of our representing the world correctly. But if mind and world
are separate, how can we know that the mind represents the world
correctly? In response to the conflict between rationalism, which dog-
matically asserts that the mind has knowledge of the world, and
empiricism, which leads to skepticism about our knowledge of the world,

Kant insisted we must first understand how the soul grounds the

relationship between our representations and their objects.

While philosophy has since become uneasy about the soul, the thesis

that the nature of the mind is crucial to metaphysics has been an enduring
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Kantian legacy. For Kant's conception of the i.soul irgcludes two.nllapi;r
contributions to our understanding of the. mind. l-'*‘lrst. he dec1sntr’a¥l
rejected any conception of the mind as consisting of ob]ects.n repressnta 1;)St
is a rule-governed activity, and an account of repre'sentatlol.l mus hcons- f
in an analysis of those rules. Second, the rules whlqh constltuzle th etntlll\n
also constitute the world. Mind and world a[i(; so interrelated that they
ither be understood together or not at all. . _
musglejtﬂ;vhat is the relationship between such progran}matlc cPr_nmlt;
ments and a specific theory of mental functioning?- K_an.t 8 expolin;lor'i (;1
his Copernican revolution is embedded in an apnqnstu: psycho oglcke
theory, a theory that has since been discredited. This forces us to l;‘l:a l
a choice: either we ensure that Kant's insights are put on a philosop t:ca
basis that is independent of psychological theory, or we mteg;atl:a tf'en:
into empirical psychology. While Kant scholars have explored t edlrf
alternative, most philosophers of mind have embrace(_i the.sect:)m: . In
this paper, 1 approach the vexed question 'of the ‘relatlorilshlp. e;‘ wii:g
empirical psychology and the view of the mfnd which we have mt er "
from Kant by way of a discussion of Kant's argumentative strategy
ndental Deduction. o
the 'Irrll'TllI:c(e]ritique of Pure Reason, Kant set himself the task off ;lalrowdl;'ldg
a philosophical justification of our claim to have knowledge o ft e w::; n{
His justification relies on a distinction between thref. types of argu "
about the relationship between mind and world: empirical, dogmatic, a
tal arguments.
tranfgli?:iirilcal" regasoning makes use of empirical statements uabou_t 'th‘;
origin of our knowledge. Kant called such an argur.nent an gmhplrlcah
deduction.” 1t “shows the manner in which a concept is acquire tt, ro[ug
experience and through reflection upon experience, and . - t ere ot::
concerns, not its legitimacy, but only its de facto mode of_orlgl.natmn. X
So while it may tell us how we arrived at our present beliefs, it canno
are true.
Shmfljt:;rtn::}:?g ’ reasoning analyzes the logical relatio_ns that hold betwia)er;
our beliefs. It can lead to conclusions which are logically l.lecess]?ry,h llld
its conclusions are analytic. It can only tell us of the relatlon.s that ‘[J-,t
between our thoughts, while what we need is to show that ceFtam thoug ts
about the world are true. “For such a purpose, tl_le an‘alysm of cm'u:ept 5
is useless, since it merely shows v’:hat is contained in these concepts,
ive at them a priori.” . .
ot *ll([:avr:t“:;:?l':lded that neilzher “empirical” nor “dogmaglc rea_asolnu;g
could bridge the gap between mind and world. Dogmatism is ;.)arptiu arly
instructive here, for it assumes we can make use of the principles we
apply in experience
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without first investigating in what way and by what right reason has come
into possession of these concepts. Dogmatism is thus the dogmatic procedure
of reason, without previous criticism of its own powers.*

The dogmatist will reply that it is entirely reasonable to start from the
standards we ordinarily employ. But to agree with common sense is not
to vindicate it: we need a justification of the standards we ordinarily
employ. An “appeal to the common sense of mankind [is) an expedient
which always is a sign that the cause of reason is in desperate straits,”
and so Kant holds that the problem of knowledge calls for a critique
of pure reason. We must understand the power and limits of pure reason
before we can say what it can and cannot achieve. One can also speak
of answering the skeptic: Kant calls the skeptic “the taskmaster who
constrains the dogmatic reasoner to develop a sound critique of the
understanding and reason.”s The skeptic is a methodological device, a
pointed way of putting the epistemological challenge. This character
personifies Descartes's position at the end of the first Meditation, doubhting
everything that can be doubted, challenging us to justify any claim to
knowledge that goes beyond immediate experience.

Kant's third mode of argument, the transcendental or critical
argument, is designed to reach substantive conclusions about matters
which skepticism doubts while accepting its starting point. In such an
argument “the game played by idealism has been turned against itself.””
For a critical argument aims to show that skeptical doubt depends on
accepting conditions that skepticism claims to repudiate. Jonathan Bennett
calls this skeptical point of departure the “Cartesian Basis,” the
“intellectual situation in which one attends to nothing but one's mind

and its states.,” Kant, like Bennett, thinks this is the correct starting
point in philosophy:

While . . . the skeptical procedure cannot of itself yield any satisfying
answer to the questions of reason, none the less it prepares the way by
arousing reason to circumspection, and by indicating the radical measures
which are adequate to secure it in its legitimate possessions.

So, a transcendental argument starts from a characterization of im-
mediate experience and shows that this characterization commits one
to more than the skeptic thinks. This calls for

(a) A characterization of some aspect a of experience. '

(b) An argument that o is not possible unless some condition b
obtains.
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The skeptic may, of course, challenge our choice of g, arguing_ that theri‘!]
could be experiencing subjects whose experience does not include a.!
For example, Strawson gives an argument which starts from the premise
that a subject must be able to distinguish those states that are one's
own and those that are not.* The skeptic can reply that we can imagine
subjects that do not satisfy such high standards of self-awareness. Indeed,
there are many possible values for a: it has even been argued that we
can imagine experience in a spaceless and timeless world.12
This suggests that we need to add to our argument schema

(c} An argument that b is also a condition for every characterization
of experience.

But this move does not se much fix up the preceding argument as open
it up to further objections. How, for instance, could we l?e sure that
we had exhausted al! the possible alternatives? To meet this difficulty,
we must look for aspects of experience that are essential. If we .had'an
analysis of the necessary conditions for something's being an experiencing
subject, then the problems (¢} was designed to remedy could not arise.
We would then have the following argument schema:

(A} An argument that possession of characteristic a is.a necessary
condition for something’s being an experiencing subject.
(B) An argument that b is a necessary condition for a.

If we can find a pair of arguments that fit this schema, we will have
a transcendental argument. To meet the skeptic's demand_s. a must be
an aspect of experience which even the skeptic cannot d{spens.e with;
to fully answer the skeptic, b must affirm what the skeph(.: denies. For
instance, it might be a claim such as “I am part of a spatmtemporal"ly
extended world” or “I am part of a community with a shared language:
Let us look at Kant's reasons for thinking that a certain conception
of experience must be accepted by the skeptic, part [A). of the argum.ent
schema. Kant holds that philosophy deals with the limits uf puossible
experience, where “experience” is taken to be the'concegtuahze'd expe-
rience of a judging subject. But cant we be conscious w.lthout' ]udglpg.
without being self-conscicus?®® Imagine being in an f.zccldent in \jvhlch
one suffered such severe injuries that one was kept alive by lmachme‘ry.
unable to speak or think. With the disappea.rance of the ability to think
and judge, there would be no “L” no judging subject. A]l. that v_voul_d
be left would be a body on a life-support system. Somethn‘lg which is
conscious and has sensations but has no conceptualized experience WOl!l'ld
be “merely a blind play of representations, less even than a dream”—
there would be no judgment, and hence no subject.®* How is Kant to
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estab!lsh t_his distinction between mere sensation and experience proper?
cept?r::é lta mli?tdbe' concep'tualf'zed experience, experience in which Eolr;-
Jucgments of e form T seems to s Tt "o o o i et ha
. e that p” are ma ithi i
!33;13 but does not see this as a concessign to Kante. VI?:::’I;*[ZBP(I:; I:::;lal:
:il:) egmertlt.has a larger _ro.le.than the skeptic admits. While most experien:e
dos s]rlm 1nv91ve e?cphmt ]ufigmept, judgment enters into all experience
for all experience is potentially judgeable. As Kant cryptically puts ’t.
it msl‘lst be po.sslble for the I think’ to accompany all my representat!i)ons ’Elf:
L4 ectoild. it must be t!le e)fperience of a judging subject. Althou.gh
0 not “perceive something simple and continu'd™® which is my “self,”
I{nei;a ;};ﬁ:rtl:z;:g; :tli?e;"'¥‘ }:axperiences only because they stand in certai'n
. These connecti i i
unity which obtains between a persgzgseil:eﬁtzzg:? ;(t)l:me thesynthetic

2:‘; ;ny representatioqs' (even if 1 am not conscious of them as such) the
orm to the condition under which alone they can stand together ii

one universal self-consciousness, b i
. , because otherwis
without exception belong to me.” ® they would not all

g::)er (;';arl‘:i::in: betv:letzﬁ our representations lead us to think of them as
owar AR . L

oo at focus imuginarius which is the transcendental

o Irf theh Transcendental Deduction, Kant sets himself the task of

wing that the fm:mal aspect of experience which makes it a subject’s

Fx[[l)erlit;ce can be identified with the formal aspect which makes it

::lb?::ti :'t that the] two t;onditions I have outlined—judgeability and
ity—are ultimately one and the same. But how is thi i

to be established? It seems to epresentation 1o b 1o

. say that for a representation t

representation, I must be able to judge that it is mine. Indee(:l b:otrrrlnz

zﬁmmentatcl;rs have alleged that this thesis rests on an equivocatic;n. The
arge can be set out as follows. Kant starts from the trivially analytic

(1) All my representations are my representations,

This leads to the equally uncontentious claim that

(2) All my representations must b .
my repres e such that they satisfy t
conditions in virtue of which they are my representitions. y the

Kant then slips without justification to the much stronger claim:

(3) All my representations mus t
t be such that I j
be my representations. can judge them to
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But, his critics respond, if I can have a long-lost cousin without being
able to recognize her as my cousin, why can’t I have a representation
that I can’t recognize as mine?*

One cannot defend Kant by saying that (3) is part of what he means
by a representation, or that he defines a representation as judgeable.
For this would be a retreat to dogmatism and the skeptic will reply that
no reason has been given for it. If (3) is to be justified, Kant must concede
that an unjudgeable representation is a logical possibility; and so he must
consider the possibility that

there might exist a multitude of perceptions, and indeed an entire sensibility,
in which much empirical consciousness would arise in my mind, but in
a state of separation, and without belonging to a consciousness of myself.”?

in that case the manifold of sense would lack “affinity,” and the mind
would be unable to unify it. What, then, would happen if the mind were
to be presented with such an unsynthesizable manifold? Kant’s answer
is that as the mind cannot unify it, it would be “nothing to me.”? For
a representation to be a thought of mine, it must stand in whatever relation
to my other thoughts which is constitutive of my identity. 1f 1 cannot
judge it, then it cannot enter that circle. The skeptic’s conception of a
subject that only judges part of the time rests on an inadequate conception
of the self: for experience to be assignable to a self at all, it must be
at least potentially judgeable. In the B Deduction Kant says that

The thought that the representations given in intuition one and all belong
to me, is therefore equivalent to the thought that I unite them in one self-
consciousness, or can at least so unite them; and although this thought
is not itself the consciousness of the synthesis of the representations, it
presupposes the possibility of that synthesis. In other words, only in so
far as I can grasp the manifold of the representations in one consciousness,
do I call them one and all mine.2*

From this vantage point, the outline of Kant's path to the thesis that
the categories must be applied in all experience is clear, All experience
must be judgeable, it must be possible to attach an “I think” to it, and
so the manifold must be such that it can be combined and so brought

to the unity of apperception.

For without such combination nothing can be thought or known, since the
given representations would not have in common the act of the apperception
“I think,” and so could not be apprehended together in one seli-con-

sciousness.?
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To judge is to apply the categories: if all intuition is judgeable, then
the categories are applicable to all intuition.

Judgmental experience must have a certain formal structure, and this
structure, it turns out, is what makes it subjective. Whatever differences
there may be between any two subjects, they must have this structure
in common. This, then, is Kant's justification for the selection of a, that
aspect of experience on which his argument is to turn, Regardless of
the gradations between the most sophisticated consciousness and the
most rudimentary, we can draw a sharp line between possible conceptions
of experience by means of the criterion of self-conscious experience: is
the experience the conceptualized experience of a judging subject? This
criterion does not force us to say that creatures that do not make judgments
cannot have experience. It only requires that we sharply distinguish two
kinds of experience.

Although we can raise the bare possibility of an aliernative synthesis
of the manifold, philosophical reflection has led us to see that it is not
a real possibility, for it is ruled out by the train of thought we have
just examined. This thinning out of the skeptic's speculative psychologies
has its limits, however. For instance, it still leaves open the possibility
that there might be subjects which satisfied Kant's criterion but whose
experience was phenomenologically quite different. For the criterion is
metaphysical: it tells us what conditions something must satisfy for it
to be a subject. It does not, in itself, give any answer to related epis-
temological questions about identifying subjects, or what things are like
for a subject. In this connection we might consider familiar examples,
such as people who lack a sense or have heightened sensitivities, or more
exotic alternatives, such as having eyes on two separate bodies, or the
sensations of bats, which orient themselves by listening to the way in
which the high-pitched sounds they emit are reflected back by the objects
around them.» The last cases are so different from our own that we
may well be unable to imagine what such experience is like.

Kant does not trouble himself with such questions, perhaps because
he thinks that the rejection of skepticism yields much more than the
bare criterion of self-conscious experience. In his hands, the argument
also leads to a detailed account of the operation of our mental faculties
in synthesizing experiences. Once that account is in place, such vertiginous
alternatives are no longer possible. .

The train of thought I have just sketched suffices, I believe, to set
out much of what is most powerful in Kant's account of the relationship
between judgment and self-consciousness in the Transcendental
Deduction. What role does the synthetic activity of the mind play in
his argument? Do we really need an account of how it operates? For
if we ignore his detailed theory, we can allow our reconstructed argument
to rely on the bare thought that there are processes that underlie our
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experience and leave the task of specifying those prf)c(eisse's 1:? il:le‘:;(i:
physiology. Kant's insights into the nature of the mind mig bt In e
way be separated from his mistaken theory. But oncehwle a we[;] o
reconstruct his argument without his transcendental psycho ogg. e !
to ask ourselves whether the reconstructed 'argument can stl;m i‘h m.ind

Kant not only tells a detailed psychologlf:al story abm.Jt ; owh e nind
constitutes the world, he also makes continual use. of it u;) t eﬂcc{:l oot
of his argument. Indeed, in the first edition qf the F}rnthue (.Jf ! ure thi Size;
he gave an elaborate descriplion of the way in which the mind syn hesizes
the manifold of sense into sensory experience.-l\{[uch of this .tralnscel ndenta)
psychology was eliminated in the secoqd edition. In parhtcuf ?}I;;,- e e
exposition of the Transcendental Deductmr.l leaves out mo: o the detatler
description of the operation of the faculh.es to be foun lln :e tog ne
version. The first-edition exposition gives the centrah role o the
constitutive activity of the imagination; in the second, the concep
i ent occupies center stage. ‘
lUdggilx years I(J)f further work on his system had given Kl?nthadcltzeiz‘:;
idea of his argument. At first sight, it looks as though et afaculty
the opportunity to remove unnecessary c:ommlltment;w(—)20 T
psychology. In support of this reading, one can point tt)l _§ D o
B Deduction, which contains a very clear exposition Of. the mtlalo a1 gﬁlr ont
I have just set out. The sections that foll_ow make it equa f (I:e e
Kant thought of this as only a part of hl? overall argt:jmgn .t' 1:1 21 he
tells the reader that in §20 :‘ia be‘gin;in% is tt:;at;e; stf 511] : eh al;c ;gstracted

cepts of understanding.”* So Iar, says, abs
‘f);::n ‘t:g: s;l))atiotemporal nature of human sensibility, an ‘;mfss;ozré t‘lvliaﬁ
must be made good before the proof can-be completed. l(])n g mt3 o i
the “a priori validity of the categories in respect of all objec
" ade good.2 ‘ '

Sens’?‘iebfir?t pat!';t of the argument of the B Deduction conclu(:les \:;;l;
§20, which is a brief and well-organized summary of the m;erah ;:oKam
of the argument. The title of the section is a'stateme;:t o tw E:-jes m
has to prove: “All sensible intuitions are subject to the ca t(;]go o ,One
conditions under which alone their manifold can come tlogl:e er  one
consciousness.” To see why he thinks the argm.nent can only becomp
in §26, let us look one by one at each sentence In §20.

Kant starts by reminding us that

The manifold given in a sensible intuition is nec.essarily subject to :ll;e
original synthetic unity of apperception, because in no other way is the
unity of intuition possible.

This amountis to a summary reminder of an argumentﬂwe havc.a ]'lt'st met:
unless the manifold were synthesizable, it would be “as nothing” to me
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and hence could not be m i
ice ¥y experience, Next, i
synthesis is a maiter of judgment: ext, he makes the point that

that act of understanding by which the manifold of given representations

(be they l"tultlons or COIlCepts 18 brou h[ del one I}e]ce
b

Ht-wing brought these two main strands of his
might expect that Kant would brin
and the categories—

. is argument together, one
g in the relationship between judgment

8 S

[JUUU the cate ories are ]ll.'!t these functlons Of ]ud HIEIlt 1 80 [Bl as they
8 ’

are e“lployed in detel l'lllll&thll 0‘ the mﬂlllfold Df a glve“ lntUltlDll

—and 8o reach the desired conclusion:

Consequently,

the manifold in a gi intuition i i
e ot given intuition is necessarily subject to

Indeed, in §§15-19 of the B Deduction, this is what he has already done

However, between the first
. ’ two sent
inserts his caveat: ntences of §20 and the last two, Kant

All the manifold, therefore, so far as it is givenin a unified empirical intuition

is determined in respect of one of th i
’ e logical functi j
is thereby brought into one consciousness.?” tons of judgment, and

This raises anew the possibility of an unsynthesizable manifold being

given to sensibility. For if there were a manifold of sense that could

not be “given in a unified empirical intuition,” it need not be “determined

:;gtl';e:l]:ir;t [{:: anirl of thehlogical functions of judgment.” The preceding
. 8 shown that whatever is given in ifi iri
intuition—immediate experience—mu j This 1y el
i —must be judgeable. This is insuffici
foritloaves oen (s erie 8 g . This is insufficient,
possibility that the sensory material which is initi
presented to the mind may be so chaoti 1 it canmot | e
I d tic t i
into a unified empirical intuition, hat it cannot be synthesized
WithK:a}:'lt ? caveat makes it ql.lite clear that he would not have been content
w abst:; c?iil:}l reconstruction of his deduction that I gave earlier. For
rom any consideration of the precis esi
it can have nothing new to say i 4 cation that oo st
‘ y in reply to the suggestion that our initial
Z:nz(:::y énpuit].l rather than the content of sensory experience itself m:gll?t
Judgeable. Il can only reply that both suggestions are equally

inconceivable, for in either case w i
e, e are talking about experi i
would be unjudgeable and so “as nothing” to mz. perience which
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In §26, Kant says that the first half of the argument only shows
that the categories are applicable in all knowledge of “objects of an

intuition in general."2® This leaves the task of showing that “whatever

objects may present themselves to our senses” can be brought under
the categories.” In other words, he still has to show that every manifold
of sense must be unified by a synthesis which employs the categories
and cannot merely be collocated by empirical laws of association.

Now we can see the force of the remark in §21 that the preceding
argument involves abstracting from the spatiotemporal nature of our
sensibility. The argument leading up to §20 draws out the connections
between the subject and object of experience in a wholly general way,
while the subsequent argument will turn on considering the fact that
experience is spatiotemporal. Kant's account of the spatiotemporal
constitution of experience provides the basis for the second half of his
argument.

Kant’s solution turns on an appeal to the synthetic activity of the
mind. Space and time are the forms of all our sensibility, so everything
that is given to us in sensibility is presented under at least one of these
forms. The Transcendental Aesthetic has shown that we also have a
priori intuitions of space and time. Any intuition presupposes the existence
of a synthesis which has brought about the unity of that intuition.®® As
the categories are applied in constituting the intuitions of space and time,
which in turn contain the entire manifold of sense, all intuition
presupposes a synthesis by means of the operation of the understanding.
But if the categories are applied to the entire manifold of sense in
constituting space and time, then the categories must be applicable to
everything given in that manifold.

Even if Kant never deviated from considering transcendental
psychology an indispensable part of his argument, this hardly settles
the question whether he was right to do so. The problem he tries to
solve in the second half of the B Deduction only arises once one accepls
that there is a need for an account of the constitution of sensery experience.
The solution to his problem is ad hoe, too. It requires a substantial and
unjustified revision of the introductory account of space and time given
in the Transcendental Aesthetic—Kant summarily asserts, contrary to
the Aesthetic, that formal intuition presupposes a synthesis.

If the problem and the solution are equally spurious, why should
we let this confusion worry us? At the very least, it is a sign that Kant
felt an acute need for an account of the processes in the mind which
make judgment possible. Further, it points to an underlying difficulty:
while Kant spurned opinicns and hypotheses, he nevertheless made claims
about the mind which we now judge to be false, insofar as we can
understand them at all. Lacking his unquestioning acceptance of faculty
psychology, we will say that it is not a description of the nature of the
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mind and that its true locus is the Kantian texts themselves. If we put
aside the exegetical exercise of trying to understand the role of
transcendental psychology in those texts, we are left with the question
of what we can salvage from the Kantian program.

Kant says that transcendental arguments can only tell us about the
constitution of the phenomenal world, not things in themselves. Strawson
and most subsequent Kant commentators advise us to disregard
transcendental idealism as a part of the metaphysical strand of the
Critigue which has not stood the test of time. Talk of the mind constituting
the phenomena is to be rejected as part of Kant's psychologistic tendencies.
On this “austere” reconstruction, transcendental arguments simply
establish how things must be if experience is possible.

In this spirit, we might try to reconstruct a transcendental argument
along the lines 1 sketched out earlier. Such an argument moves from
e, a characterization of the experiencing subject, to b, the conditions that
must obtain if there is to be such experience. If the argument is valid,
then the only way to avoid its conclusion is to reject the premise. To
do that is to hold that a is not essential to experience. Kant and Strawson
charge that the skeptic has been caught out. To reply, the skeptic would
have to show that we can dispense with the subject. But the skeptic's
starting point, the Cartesian Basis, is the situation in which one attends
to nothing but one's mind and its states,3

Richard Rorty had described such an argument as an “anti-parasite”
argument.® It moves from the chosen @ to some condition of its
employment. Should the skeptic set out a conception of experience that
lacks b but still contains q, then one can show that the conception is
not self-sufficient, being “parasitic,” for skepticism must also accept a.
Such an argument is only a standing challenge to the skeptic to find
an autonomous conception of experience, one that lacks a and so lacks
b. In any case, the skeptic is unlikely to accept the claim that tran-
scendental arguments establish how things must be. Instead, he or she
will argue that even a successful transcendental argument would only
show how we must think of the world, not how it is in itself, and so
leaves open the possibility that we must think of it wrongly.

One might think that the verification principle could be used to bridge
the gap: if a statement’s meaning consisted in a method for ascertaining
its truth, to understand b is to he able to tell if it is true.* However,

the verification principle is of little use against the skeptic, who can
argue that b is meaningless rather than false, In any case, a verification
principle streng enough to underwrite such an argument could only make
the argument valid at the price of making it obviously unsound,

If a transcendental argument is not the final answer to the skeptic,
but only one move in a continuing struggle, then it no longer has the
decisive power Kant promised. In that case, we may well return to the
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form of argument I mentioned briefly toward the beginning_ of this paper:
empirical reasoning. The empirically minded philf)sopher thinks that .oiome
principles must underlie the functioning of the mind, and that psycho 0338
neurology, or artificial intelligence will eventually enable us to understan
them. Many contemporary philosophers of psychology have tumed‘ to
such theories. They believe that science will set out thg rules on which
the mind operates and so enable us to understand the mind and its place
in nature. However, most formulations of this approe'mh .d.epend on
assumptions about the nature of the mind that are as unjustified as any
to be found in dogmatism or transcendentalism. For they assume that
there are processes in the brain which can be correlated with mental
processes. Yet we have no neurophysiological theory that ac-tually,r does
this. Why should we expect that theory will in due course arrive at some
such correlation between terms referring to mental t(.)ke‘ns and t_erms
referring to physical tokens? Current work on connectul)m.?t theor!es of
neural functioning strongly suggesis that no such principles will be
found. . .
Perhaps the questionable move in the Kantian .argumfznt ?bnut the
ground of representation on page 220 (this volume} is t}}e first m“ference,
the one we took for granted. Starting from the premise that “All my
representations are my representations,” we '11.1ferred that all my
representations must satisfy whatever the conditions are for thtlm_'n .to
be my representations. In making that move, both Kant and the empiricist
tacitly assume that the psychological phenomena are grf)unded in an
underlying order. But “why should there not be a psychologl.ca] rggularlty
to which no physiological regularity corresponds? '!f this upsets oliu'
concept of causality then it is high time it was upset.”ss We have simply
taken for granted the assumption that the relahons'hlp betwe_en gu;
representations and their objects must be g.rm_mded in a certain kmd
of psychological theory. Like the Ptolemaic belief that t!le sun goes aroun
the earth, Kant’s faculty psychology, or the phrenologists’ account of- tl'fe
nature of the mind in terms of the size and shape of the- skql!, this is
a natural interpretation, an inexplicit assumption, not a scientific result.
Once we see that it is an assumption, we may wonder why we were

so convinced it was true,®
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20. B13a2.
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22. B137.

23. See Thomas Nagel, "What Is It Like to Be a Bat?" Mortal Questions
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979),
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Whaet would it be like if 1 had twe bodies, i.e. my body were composed of two
separate organisms?

Here again, I think, we see the way in which the self is not on & par with

others, for if everyone else had two bedies, I wouldn't be able to tetl that this was
80.

Can [ imagine experience with two bodiea? Certainly not visual experience.

Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Remarks [Oxford: Blackwell, 1975), §66.
24. B144.
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Also, ist alles Mannigfaltige, sofern es in Einer empirischen Anschauung gegebe.n
ist, in Ansehung einer der logischen Funktionen zu Urteilen bestimmt, durch die
es ntimlich zu einem Bewusstsein dberhaupt gebracht wird.

Henrich argues that Kemp Smith’s translation of “Einer” by “single” is too weak.
for “in German the indefinite article (ein) and the word unity (Einheit) have
the same root. This made it possible for Kant to express through the capital
letter not the distinctness of any arbitrary intuition as opposed to others
(singularity), but rather its inner unity.” Henrich, “Proof-Structure of Kant's
Transcendental Deduction,” p. 645.

The same point applies to the second sentence on page B144.

28. B159.

29. Ibid.
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the account of pure intuition he has given in the Aesthetic.
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65 (1968): 241-56.

34. Connectionists study mathematical models of neurological functioning
in which brain structure is represented by a network of multiply connected nodes.
Nodes and connections are initially given small random values on an arbitrarily
chosen scale, and a single invariant function determines the value of each node
at time t+1 in terms of its value at time t and the value of its neighbors at
time t. By varying the input to the network at certain assigned input nodes and
observing the effect of those variations on the output nodes, one adjusts the
values of the connections in order 1o teach the network to respond to each of
a variety of inputs with the corresponding output.

On this model, a system can learn to respond correctly to a wide range of
inputs without the information being represented by one specifiable pattern in
the network. Some neurologists have argued that this model enables us to
understand many of the differences between human perception and memory and
a digital computer's information processing and storage: for instance, we generally
recall information in a relevant context. The following references are by no means
exhaustive; they do provide an introduction to some of the main areas of current
research: Hubert and Stuart Dreyfus, “Making a Mind vs. Modeling the Brain:
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Darwinism: A New Approach to Memory and Perception,” New York Review
of Books, 9 October 1986; David Rumelhart et al., Parellel Distributed Processing,
vol. 1 (Cambridge: Bradford/MIT Press, 1986).

35. Ludwig Wittgenstein, Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology, ed. G.
E. M. Anscombe and G. H. von Wright, trans. G. E. M. Anscombe (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1980), vol. 1, §906. In §908, Wittgenstein presents
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Imagine the following phenomenon. If I want someone to take note of a text thet
I reciie to him, so that he can repeat it to me later, I have to give him peper and
pencil, and while I speak, he makes lines, marks, on the paper: if he has to reproduce
the text later he follows those marks with his eyes and recites the text. But I assume
that what he has jotted down is not writing, it is not connected by rules with the
words of the text; yet without these jottings he is unable lo reproduce the texi;
and il anything in it Is altered, if part of it is destroyed, he gets stuck in his "reading"
or recilea the text uncertainly or carelessly, or cannot find the words at all.—This
con be imagined!—~What 1 called jottings would not be a rendering of the text, not
a translation, so to speak. in another symbolism. The text would not be stored up
in the jottings. And why should it be stored up in our nervous system?

conclusion is more striking in the German: “stored up” translates “niederlegen,

which can also mean to lay down, or to write down. 1 discuss this passage atl
much greater length in a paper on “Models of Memory: Wittgenstein and Cognitive
Science.”
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