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Chapter 7
Personhood, Bodily Self-Ascription, and
Resurrection: A Kantian Approach

Johannes Haag

Introduction

ncerned with the concept of person of, to be more exact,

In what follows I will be co
important aspects of this many-layered

with what I take to be one of the most
concept. As Peter Strawson in his Individuals famously pointed out, persons are,

among other things, subjects which ascribe to themselves mental and physical

predicates: we are not only feeling pain, we often conceive of ourselves at the

same time as having, for instance, an injury, which is what causes our pain. And

we not only perceive a tree in front of us, but conceive of ourselves as standing in
front of this tree.

The question I will pursue in what follows is this: i it merely a matter of

coincidence that we ascribe to ourselves mental and physical predicates? That is,

is it a purely contingent fact about our constitution as human beings which enables
us to find our way around a largely hostile world? Or is there a reason for this that

is accessible to a priori philosophical reflection?

_ In the third chapter of Individuals, Strawson both as
it to another one which is in his view closely connecte
are:

ks this question and relates
d to it'. These questions

(1) Why are one’s states of consciousness ascribed to anything at all?
(2) Why are one’s states of consciousness ascribed to the very same thing as
certain corporeal characteristics, a certain physical situation, and so on?

I will call (1) the question of the subject, and (2) the question of psycho-physical

predication.
As already indicated, the problem of psycho-physical predication will take

centre stage in what follows. However, a8 will become apparent, the problems are
inseparable. Strawson was absolutely right when he wrote: “Itis not to be supposed
that the answers to these questions will be independent of one another.””

! See Peter F. Strawson, Individuals. An Essay in Descriptive Metaphysics (Oxford:

Routledge Strawson, 1959), p. 90-
2 Ibid., p. 90.
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We must therefore concern ourselves at least briefly with the question of the
subject before we can hope to find a suitable solution for the problem of psycho-
physical predication.

The thesis I will defend in this paper is this:

(T) We can only be conscious of ourselves if we conceive of ourselves as
part of an objectively existing physical and corporeal world.

The same thesis in a semantically ascended version would be:

(T) We can only ascribe mental predicates to ourselves if we can also
ascribe to ourselves physical or bodily predicates.

If this thesis proves defensible, it could serve as an answer to Strawson’s
question of psycho-physical predication: we have to ascribe bodily predicates to
ourselves because otherwise we would not be able to ascribe states of consciousness
to ourselves. We would not be conscious of ourselves unless we were conscious
of our body as well.

A further question related to this thesis, which deserves special attention
against the background provided by the essays in this collection, is that of bodily
resurrection: if a version of T should prove not too far from the truth, this in itself
would seem, at least at first glance, to offer comfort for defenders of the doctrine
that resurrection—if there is any such thing—has to be bodily resurrection after
all. For otherwise, it could be argued, how could we ascribe to ourselves physical
or corporeal—and hence mental predicates? We will see, however, that things are
more complicated.

The two philosophers taking centre stage in what follows will be Immanuel
Kant. and Gareth Evans.® Just a few words on the structure of the following
considerations: I will start by (1) giving an analysis of the methodological status
of Strawson’s two questions. T wil] then (2) try to make transparent the connection
between those two questions. This will rather naturally lead to (3) an answer to the
question of the subject—an answer that will be needed later to solve the problem
of psycho-physical predication. An answer to the second question was given by
Gare?th Evans. Although I do not believe that his solution succeeds, I will (4) take
a quick glance at it in the fourth part of my paper. My reason for doing that is that
I think we can learn from Evans which class of bodily predicates is the important

——

3 .
) Stl'a_WSOn himself Proposes an answer to this question in Individuals, ch. 3.4.1donot
think that his argument, which relies heavily on the necessity of ascribing mental predicate
to other persons, is successful. The reason is that I do not believe the central premise to be

predicates by which one identifies persons different

that one indeed shares with them (ie.,

. _ mental predicates). If one rejects this premise, my
Own account is compatible with the nec

essary ascribability demanded by Strawson.

Personhood, Bodily Self-Ascription, and Resurrection 129

one for a successful solution. I will then turn to (5). my own answer in which
I try to utilize certain central features of Kant’s critical and post-critical work.
In closing T will (6) touch upon the question of the relation between T and the

doctrine of bodily resurrection.

Methodological Issues

Before turning to the defence of T I will begin yvith some remarks honh the
methodological status of the subject under discussu.m. The reader ’mlg tt. avc?
noticed that I have given a particular modal inte'rp'ret.atlon to Strawson’s ques 101&
I did not interpret them as questions about Wh}f it is in fact the case that we asczb:
physical as well as mental predicates or why it is in fact the case that W((?j asc.:th ©
our mental states to a subject at all. What I took Strawson to be concerne v:1 1 tl
the question why that has fo be the case. (Strawson’s own phrasing is neutral to
this distinction. . .

This interpr)etation is not trivial and 1 would'therefore' like to. go into sa(;g::
detail concerning its motivation. Let us make tl.le difference in question trans;zo o
in the context of the question of psycho-physical prgdlcatlon. One answerSCiOuS
question, “Why is it the case that we do in fact ascribe to 9urselveshas fccl)]r:) o
subjects bodily as well as mental predicates?” could be fgr instance t] g tg o ﬁﬁ]
“We do so because as corporeal beings we have to survive in a world tha
of extended things.” o ]

These questic%ns concerning the factual state of things often aﬁmﬁ: otI“1 lgtlzr?ssstzlr;%
philosophical answers as well, answers that certainly .can shed ;g Olbeit highly
in question. Those answers, however, will be restricted tq t. e—_?"their e
abstract—description of the facts in question or rather the des‘crxp.txo‘n o L king
causes. But this kind of description is not what Strawsgn ’1’s alml'Itllf ; g Te
his two questions, the rhetoric of “descriptive metgphysws notvx;l S hrasé o
make clear what I take Strawson’s aim to be, it will prove useful to rep

questions:

(1*) Why must one’s states of consciousness be ascribed to anything at
all? .

(2*¥) Why must one’s states of consciousness be ascrl‘ped to the 1ve'l;y :gg:le
thing as certain corporeal characteristics, a certain physical situ ,

and so on?

This way of putting our two questions indicates a lack of alternatives that is

: i tions,
characteristic of the philosophical level of gbstractlon at whlcl':i (t)l:l:szfqtllllzst N
in my view, are properly located. A satisfying answer o WS /OB 9 0 T
has to explain, why something has to be the case—and cannot be :

4 See Strawson, Individuals, Introduction.
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proper methodological framework for questions of this kind must therefore be the
framework of Transcendental Philosophy.

Let me explain: I must first specify what I mean by claiming that there are no
alternatives to the answer. It certainly cannot mean that the answer is somehow
logically necessary. That this is not the case is shown by the fact that we can
ordinarily think of alternative answers without committing ourselves to any
inconsistencies. However, those merely logical alternatives are no alternatives for
us, that is, they aren’t alternatives to which we can give a determinate content.

This determination of content must always be a determination of thought with
respect to its object: as soon as the possibility of this kind of determination is
missing, the theory in question only gives us a purely formal analysis of thought.
But this is not the kind of answer we expect where we are concerned with the
properties of our self-reference about which Strawson is asking. For these
questions are concerned with an essential aspect of the overarching question: How
is the intentional reference to a world of which we conceive ourselves to be a part
possible, that is, the intentional reference to a certain reality and ourselves as a part
of this very reality?’ The analysis of this reference necessarily has to be neglected
by a purely formal analysis of the sort envisaged.

Which alternatives can be thought about with a determinate content is dependent
on the constraints and the scope of our intentional reference to the world. This in
turn implies that, although it is not and cannot be the ultimate purpose of this kind
of theorizing to describe what those actual constraints and scope are, we cannot
neglect to clarify what we actually believe those limits and possibilities to be.

However, unlike the analysis of our actual employment of concepts, analysis of
the enabling conditions implies the impossibility of alternatives to those conditions
un.der presuppositions specified by our description. The starting point of the
thinking about intentional reference therefore has to be the reflexive reference
Fo our own intentionality: There simply is no alternative starting point for the
1nvestigation of the enabling conditions of intentional reference. In this sense our

actual presuppositions with respect to this reference are a necessary element of the
analysis of its enabling conditions.

This perspective can be brog

step oft abstraction in this process will inevitably be connected with a loss of
determinate content—a loss which in the limiting case will make the result so
general as to make it coextensive with the merely logical possible. In that way
we would have transgressed the limits of possible abstraction in the analysis of

3 See Wilfrid Sellars, “Some Remark

) s on Kant’s Theory of Experience”, Journal of
Philosophy, 64 (1967): pp. 63347, p. 635 ’
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intentionality: the purely formal analysis would be empty in that it affords no
determinate content anymore. . N
Strawson’s questions on this view therefore are conc.emed with necessities that
result from the analysis of concepts we have to use, if we can use concepts at
all—that is, if we can intentionally refer to anything at all. Accor.dlngly, answering
these questions should be conceived of as providing an analys1s of Fhe enal.)l.m‘g
conditions of our means of ascription in the transcendentsl-phllosop.hlc sense: it is
concerned with the most general conditions of the intentional relation to a world
of which we conceive ourselves to be a part. The results of sush a transcendental
analysis are only justified if—under the preconditions thus spimﬁed—they lack an
alternative that can be thought of with a determinate content. ' W ke
The following re-phrasing of our (semantically. ascen.de.d) thesis shlou : r(r;a
clear at which level of philosophical abstraction this thesis is properly located:

(T *) That we can ascribe physical or bodily prec'iicates to ourslelves is an
S enabling condition of ascribing mental predicates to ourselves.

How the Two Questions Connect

What is the reason for holding that the self-ascription of bodily predicates is an
enabling condition of the self-ascription of msntal states? long time it seemed
Prima facie this connection is not at all obYlous. Fora Ver}ll Ollfg0 :r o on mental
clear to many philosophers that we are immedlatgly f:}ware. on y1 ;) oo mental
states and therefore are only unproblematicslly Justlﬁeq in sed-—as g
predicates—the phenomenology of self-ascription no“’f”thsm;l. mlg(.iev clopment it
Let us glance briefly at this conception and the ph.l losop 1can the problem of
initiated. For by recalling this developmem. the connecthn bet\yli:iecome apparent
psycho-physical predication and the question of the subject Wlwm find an answer
in an interesting way. At the very end of this development “;«e my own answer to
to the question of the subject that will serve as a foundation for my
the question of psycho-physical predication. . ; ilosophy.
The staninglzagint ofp this development, however, will b’e Ci?nﬁf;;ifsl jrt)/;lelcll?tat?mi
Foritis of essential importance for the success of l?escart?; ; ato itself only mental
in First Philosophy that the subject of the Cogilo ascri es thinking subject, and
Predicates. This subject essentially is only a res Cf)gztans, a e well and.
nothing else. That we in fact ascribe bodily predicates to oui th a certain sort of
as Descartes’s argument goes on to show, that we do so w

Justification, does not change this fundamental fact.

—_—

For a more detailed assessment of f_he .met Sinnlic
Haag, Erfahrung und Gegenstand. Das Verhdltis von Sinn
aM.: Klostermann, 2007), ch.1.

hodology sketched here see Johannes
hkeit und Verstand (Frankfurt
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This aspect of the Cartesian image greatly influenced the early m(?dem
discussion about conscious states and their subjects: subjects of experience
have been treated as being essentially subjects of mental predication and as only
accidentally subjects of bodily predication.

Yet even in Descartes’s writings this move generates skeptical problems
concerning the existence of an external world that is supposed to exist objectively,
that is, independently of an agent’s perceiving it: the existence of one’s own body,
on this view, is as much a matter of inference as is the existence of an exterpal
world in general. But how can this inference be Justified? Descartes’s own solution
in the Sixth Meditation is closely tied to his ontology of substances and is hardly
convincing, as the reaction even of his contemporaries shows.”

Later on this skeptical move would be applied to our knowledge of the subject
of thinking as well, famously so by David Hume: just as we have to infer from the
content of our mental states the existence of something existing objectively outside
our thoughts, we have to infer, from the occurrence of mental states, the existence
of something that has those mental states—a subject modified by those mental
states.® (Note that this move was Justified in Descartes. But with the rejection of 2

positive conception of substance it appears unwarranted.)

The situation, so the argument goes, is symmetrical and the required inference
equally problematic in bot

h cases: Just as we can doubt the existence of an external
world, we therefore can, or so the skeptic argues, cast doubt upon the existence of
a subject of those mental states,

It may already be apparent that what is discussed here is exactly the first of
Strawson’s questions, the question of the subject. The skeptic, however, does nottry
to give an answer to this question; he is instead arguing against its presupposition:
if we can (with good reason) cast doubt upon the existence of a subject of mental
states, we apparently do not have to ascribe those mental states to a subject in the
first place. But this was exactly what the question of the subject presupposes.
With the Cartesian denial of a necessary connection between mental and bodily

self-ascription, there a development began which ultimately led to an ostensible
disintegration of the subject of this ascription.

The Question of the Subject

This, as we know, was not the

end of the story. It did not prove that easy to eliminate
the concept of a thinking su

bject—not even for Hume.® And shortly afterwards

Seee.g. Thomas Hobbes’s criti
in Oeuvres de Descartes, ed. Ch
1913), vol. 7, p. 194f,

8 See David Hume, 4

Clarendon, 1978), 1, iv, 6.
9

que inthe Objections & Replies to the “Meditationes”,
arles Adam and Paul Tannery (12 vols, Paris: J. Vrin, 1897-

Treatise of Human Nature, ed. PH. Nidditch (Oxford:

See Hume, Treatise, Appendix.
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Immanuel Kant argued that the self—ascription. of mental states1 flS a;z;gj::)gﬁ
condition of having conscious mental states: he tried to show thaF self-co e
and consciousness of objects are mutually dependent. Let me give you f) 24
outline of this central argument of the Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. entations
ForKant the paradigmatic conscious mental states are gonscxous r:([l)r; i first
of some object broadly conceived. The phenomenon he is concgrrtl independently
instance therefore is the conscious reference to objects th?‘f'; i’;‘s claimp that our
of our representing them. How, Kant asks, can we Jusg- az:ts?;n
representations do in fact refer to independently existing o Je-t~0.n of a generally
We can do so because we can show that th(:: presuppost lbl' condition of
successful reference to independently existing objects 1s an ena Slrzg resentations,
conscious thinking in general: we would not even have CODSCIO‘;f thg reference of
Kant argues, if we would not presuppose the prm.CIpal suceess
Ot [epresentations - their ObjeFtiVify, aisvl:/;uliur:zclzssity Yet this necessity cannot
Objectivity on his account implies la o a perfect
be foujnd in tg’ur representations themselyes. In this res.pectSlizrsl(t)c\;‘;?onspwhich
Humean: a mere regularity of representations can only gtx.vee 1sluccession we search
are subjectively necessary; in this sort of merf:zly subjectiv
in vain for objectively necessary connections.
But Kant decisively sets himself apart from H
to us to accept a skeptical solution and satisfy ours e
necessary association of representation's. We cannot, (; sfour thoughts. Otherwise,
from thinking a lawful, objective necessity inthe objects tations of objects anymore,
so he argues, our representations would not be reprleser;a we conceive of objects
because representations of objects imply‘ lawfulness: ives our representations
as that which, by being the objects of their refercncel’dgonly be a “blind play of
their objectivity! If this were not the case, there. woti— a ol that would be “less
representations™'? instead of consciousness of opjects ”Il)s
Since we cannot find this necessary, la .
in our representations themselves, we have tt(') rllrs1
responsible for the objectivity of our represel.ltatllo6 ’
them by referring our representations to an object.

ume in claiming that it is ngt up
elves with a merely subjectwe¥y
his view, choose to refrain

fer that we ourselves are
that is, that we put 1t mnto

te defense of
l\011111;11&‘1(%'5 Critique of Pure Reason [CpR]. An elabora

: . 6.
following sketchy remarks may be found in Haag, o to Marcus Herz from February
U Kant originally asked this question in the letter

ics discussed

1772. See Kant, Briefe, AA. 10:130. It later on became one of the central top
in the CpR.

2 CpR,A112/3.
CpR,A 112.
" Ibid.
'S CpR, A 120.
CpR, A 124.125.

the
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In doing this, we always apply to those representations the.same most general
structuring principles. These structuring principles are nothing other 'tha.n the
Kantian categories of the understanding.'” This application of the categories in the
structuring of a sensually given manifold, the empirically Given, thus guarantees
the objectivity that makes our representations of objects in the first place. '

The categories, in turn, are applied by a thinking, that is, repyesentn.lg, s.ubjectf
a subject that consciously refers to objects by means of this apphcatlop.. It 1s
therefore the subject itself which, by means of this structuring of the e-mpl-rl.cally
Given, makes the reference to objects lawful and thereby gives it its ObJeCtlYltY-

On the other hand, this structuring of representations is possible ogly if our
representations can be treated as representations of one and the same consciousness.
We can unite the unconnected mental states into representations of objects by means
of the categories only if we can conceive of them as mental states <')f a unitary
subject, that s, if we are able to ascribe them to one and the same subject.ls. '

In that way the conscious subject as a point of reference for the self-ascription
of representations furnishes the empirically Given with the unity necessary fQT
the consciousness of objects: the conscious reference to a unitary subject that is
possible in every moment of our conscious life is as it were the constant elem'ent
in the steady flow of the empirically Given. And that is the sense in which
consciousness of objects is not possible without self-consciousness. .

On the other hand—and this is very important—we can become conscious
of ourselves only in this spontaneous activity of structuring: in bringing the
empirically Giventoa unity that we can consciously experience, we simultaneously
experience ourselves as subjects of those conscious experiences of unity.” We
experience ourselves as that which applies the same structuring principleS.OVer
and over again in connecting its representations. Without consciousness of objects,
therefore, there could not be self-consciousness.

If it is possible to fill in the details of this outline of an argument—a very

difficult, though not hopeless, task—then consciousness of objects and self-
consciousness are mutually dependent.

But at the same time this w
of the subject of our mental sta
subject because we would notb

However, the self-
be tempted to say, is

ould provide us with an answer to the question
tes: we must ascribe states of consciousness to 2
¢ conscious of objects if we could not! _
consciousness of Kant’s transcendental deduction, one might
not at all the consciousness of a subject to which we could
possibly ascribe bodily predicates. This transcendental apperception, as Kant calls
it, is a very formal and by definition empty consciousness: it is nothing more tl}an
the consciousness that we apply over and over again to the very same struc‘t}lrlﬂzg0
principles—in Kant’s words, the consciousness of the identity of a function.

" CpR, B 143.

CpR, A 123.124 and similar: B 137.
CpR, A 108 and similar- B 135/6.
CpR, A 108.
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a
This consciousness is the self-consciousness of a r'n.erely tlr;lnsczr::cilgzzilezlslta’zcgre
rather formal concept, far removed from the-em.pmcal self-con
after in the question of psycho-phyt%lcal p'redlcatlon. those considerations
Even a quick glance at my thesis T will cpnﬁrm some o s ol comcent
and make it clear that my defense of this thesis may not ;m};faand s formal conee
of subject. T necessitates much more robu.st concepts 0 si B O
But at the same time those considerations tend to1 I;l?}ei T oo thereby
argument itself already provides a key to a successf;.ll le e ication: 1 hope 1
to a convincing answer to the question of psycho-p y51§a p e cinlon hat. 1t ave
show in due course, and with some more help frf)m Kantian 1?[ necessa;ﬂy b
indeed must ascribe our mental states. to a subject, we mus
bodily predicates to the very same subject.

Evans on Bodily Self-Ascription

. explain why |
Before I can continue with the Kantian thread, howe.v(;r’ Ibh:::]te ts?)lut?ons of that
think it is needed in the first place. After all, one might o tjhis ’really ncoessary?
kind are laden with transcendental-philoSophfchbau;‘:‘;‘e Ilrfatically embedded and
: i ides us with a s
My answer is: Yes, because it provi . ) ; contemporary
co?nplrlesl?::nsive answer to Strawson’s questions that is not glV]eenol;yGareth EI\)/ans’s
treatments of this topic. Let me illustrate this with the examp
r nswer to them. o . is that I take him
p OI\);;;Z‘: ?nakes Evans especially interestlng in this contexltn :kes lear what a
to subscribe to my thesis T. Evans’s analysis fur?hefm(r);celication must be like.
successful answer to the question of psycho_phy-swa }Ii a successful argument
Finally, Evans’s answer is helpful for understanding why
; . ; t.
for T is best provided by going back to Kan' . Reference Evans analyzes the
In the relevant passage of his book Varieties of Re, | properties.?’ This is
ways in which we can gain knowledge about our c(.)rpto izaml;ke clear how even
. : it is part of his projec : d
cruci is own agenda, since 1t 1S pa i int? that is suppose
tl:gigﬁtzoal;out ourseglves are subject to a generality consgsén:he same object, in
to guarantee that we can apply different thoughts tZa(l)rllj;opf:rties on his account,
. t our corpor ’ I
rselves. Knowledge abou hat the generality
?sn(s):: S;o::nogf immediate identification and can thus ensure t
-ascription. ,
constraint is fulfilled in the case of selt ?isrf(rllpetlls it were en passant, Evans’s own
: P ioati € > is view.
Embedded in this investigation W we have, on his view,
attempt to answer Strawson’s questions. On the one garfg this way we can, for
the “general capacity to perceive our Own bodies”.

. University Press,
2\ Gareth Evans, The Varieties of Reference (New York: Oxford
1982), pp. 2204,
2 Ibid., pp. 100-5.
# Ibid., p. 220.
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instance, perceive that we are hot or cold, that our legs are crossed, that we are
leaning against a tree, and so on. This knowledge, in other words, encompasses
our proprio-ceptive abilities and our sensitivity to touch.

The interesting and, I believe, exceptionally important point that Evans makejs
is the following: This kind of knowledge is not, on Evans’s view, the kind that is
relevant for answering Strawson’s question of psycho-physical predication. What
comes into play in the context of such an answer is another way to gain knowledge
about our corporeal properties: “I have in mind the way in which we are able to
know our position, orientation, and relation to other objects in the world upon the
basis of our perceptions of the world.”

This ability, Evans explains, consists in the ability to perform a certain kind of
material inference. As an example one can think of the following inference:

I see a tree to my right.
Therefore I stand to the left of that tree,

Or alternatively:

I'see a tree to my right.
I'am currently at place X.
Therefore there is a tree at X.

Characteristic of these—g
is the interaction of an ascri
the examples of the percepti
perceiving subject in s
place X, and so forth.

The importance of this ability for our tho
out, can hardly be overrated: we would not h

nd of all of Evans’s other examples of inferences:——
ption of conscious perception on the one hand—in
on of a tree—and the positioning or orienting of the
Pace—I am standing to the left of the tree, am currently at

ught about ourselves, Evans points

to relate our conscious perceptiqn of
ion in the world at the very same time.
s an objective world and the idea that the subject is somewhere
cannot be separated, and where he is is given by what he can perceive.”?

This conceptual dependence gives the self-ascription of a positioning or

orientation an importance that Surpasses every other ability of the self-ascription
of corporeal properties.

Unfortunately it remains unclear wh
they may be, should provide us with an
claims, however, that this is precisely

the world to a state of the world and'to our posit
“The idea that there

y those observations, true and important as
answer to Strawson’s two questions. Evans
what they do, when in this very context he

K
* Ibid, p. 222.

Ibid., pp. 222.
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asks the rhetorical question: “Do we really have to go any further than this in order
wson’s questions?”? ’ o
° ag(s)wfii)zr ?Evans re(iﬂly provide us with. an answer to Straw;%r:: tsivc;u;s(;[;ﬁ;l;
What iEvans claims is that we have to position ourse?vesl in a;ln(;t SJelf ming 1
have a representation of an objective wprld at all. Thls claim \
can be supported, is an interesting and @portant point. © do_it should be cleat
Yet even if it can be argued for—which Evans df)es 1‘10 e ko
that this would not entail an answer to the two quest'lons. Str?:/i o esitioning in
how bodily self-ascription, as it is expresseq fgr m;tancetal Wil hacdly
space, is an enabling condition of the self-ascr.lpuon Ofr;le:il‘] Se]f_a'scription e
do to answer this question by showing that this sort of bo ;f};his argumont shoald
enabling condition of representing an external world, evef}[ e wauld
prove to be an essential part of a successful answer—as 1 fth‘e self-ascription of
still have to be connected in a systematic way to the‘al?lllty o e e done.
mental states—and Evans does not indi(fate how this is sup;i)S oo done by
To Evans’s merely rhetorical question whetheil m;);ereact e e
of answering Strawson’s questions we therefore shou
“Yes”; more than this must indeed be done.

way
atic

i dication
A Kantian Answer to the Question of Psycho-Physical Predi

on m View, fOr
I will now turn to an exposition of how a spccessﬁllhaifg‘ﬁ:?:gnt; very )i/nteresting
this sort of thesis should look. I will do this Py highlig e of which often goes
development in Kant’s thought, the systematic relevanc
unnoticed. ion o
I have already sketched Kant"s answer :c)o tl}e q;:f;r on my rec
ascribe our mental states to a subqect at allz His a; o ’our though
this: without a subject as something that gives u <iousness of a subject.
neither consciousness of external objects nor ?ﬁi subject is, 1 think it is safe to
. tion 0 ’ her his
tried to answer the ques o ebated whether
sayTr}I:tré( (?;l ;ess unanimously accepted, even if it is widely d
’ is critical
attempt succeeded. . her development of his cri
. is that in the furthe v of
uld like to show now 18 ; ¢ for the necessity
phib\zl;?)thlylvgant gave an interesting and challenging ar%l;lr:;e?ame time intimately
psycho-physical predication—an argument which is @

) ’s ques
related to his answer to the first of .Strawsortlhe tho questions are
We can substantiate Strawson’s claim that
independent of each other.

I will proceed in two step . erties to
necessity of ascribing corporeal and spatial prop

fthe subject: why do we
onstruction, was
t there would be

tions. In that way, I suggest,
by no means

S II'St I ln ) .

% Ibid., p. 223.
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[ will provide an argument in Kantian spirit for the necessity of applying this sort
of predicate to ourselves.

The Necessity of Spatial Predication: No Consciousness of Objects without
Determination of Space

Inthefirstedition ofhis Critique of Pure Reason from 1781 ,the corporeal predication
which Evans (rightly) considers so important does not play a significant role. The
question of positioning ourselves in space is not a transcendental-philosophically
relevant question for Kant at that time. The reason is probably that Kant, at this
stage in his philosophical development, is still very much confined to the Cartesian
constraints of the dominance of the self-ascription of mental states. These states,
however, are ordered only in time, not in space.

Although time and space for Kant are forms of intuition, that is, basic
characteristics of intuitive representation, time, in the first edition of the Critique,
is given a somewhat more fundamental function, Kant’s reason is the following: all
conscious representations, that is, the representations of something different from
us and the representation of our own mental states, are subjected to the structuring
through time as a form of intuition. But only the representations of something
different from us are in addition subjected in this way to space.

The spatial form of intuition thus becomes relevant only if the temporally
structured states of consciousness are referred to something different from us. For
something different from us must, so Kant argues, be thought of as something

external to us. And what we must think of as external to us must be positioned in
space.?’

And yet this spatial determin
without the temporal determinatio
or simultaneously in space. What i
time: determination of s

In 1781 Kant still be
consciousness appears t

ation or positioning cannot be carried out
n of the things external to us as successively
s external to us, for that reason, is in space and
pace is not possible without determination of time.
lieves that the other direction does not hold: our stream of
0 him purely temporally determined, a steady succession
of representations. What is internal to us is only in time. Determination of time
therefore seemed possible without determination of space.

That this dominance of mental states and of temporality could not be the last

word on these matters became clear to Kant when, shortly after the publication

of the first Critique, he was confronted with the allegation that his philosophy
would come to the same thing as

Berkeley’s idealism.?® Kant rightly felt himself
misunderstood, as a result of which he attended to a deficit in his own theory: It

" This reconstruction of the K

Kant s Solution for Verification in Me

pp. 173,
28

antian argument is originally due to D.P. Dryer,
taphysics (Toronto: Toronto University Press, 1966),

As for instance in the review by Christian Garve 1782 in the Géttingische Anzeigen
von gelehrten Sachen (shortened by the editor).
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became clear to him that determination of time is not possible without dm;?ﬁ:ﬁf;
of space as well—and therefore that there can be no refer;nce to our o
states without reference to objects in space apart from us. ntations
Without determination of spafce we .would Son‘l‘)% h}:;/vzri(;grsipcz i
structured states of consciousness: 1y,
EC‘ZI:;E%(:: lili}lllx, one after the other.”*® Could this j[emporal stmcftu:edi)::r\::ltiisi :;
with the temporal determination needed, as mentioned above, fo
ing i ce? . .
Som"lf‘:(t)htllrlligs 1;,lnsdpi:ve would already have to be gapable of rgpre;entlrltir?:trir;e;}llolzﬁ
petsistent in time. For this continuity in time is an essegtlgl citz;rsa;eing oo o
object that is supposed to exist independently of our pe‘r‘celvm%1 itas belng Sxiems
to ourselves. What is continuous is defined by Kapt ai tha.t whic issimuliancons
with succession” (mit dem Nacheinander zuglez'ch). Be‘lqg sir;neous’ s
a determination of space, but of time: “Two thmgs are 51mEJA) o bo,t o
explains in the third analogy, when the perception of tbe or;le o sion (and
and be followed by the perception of the other (B), thatlis, wfrgm BppbaCk O
not only thought) can proceed both from A to B as we 15 e that the
So far, the reasoning seems exactly in line Wltl.l the a e v
determination of time is necessary for th.e d.etermmatlon. o oszible. e e
good reason, again, to think that no detenr}lnatlon .of ls1pace :lsmpent however, it s
corresponding determination of time. At tchls stage in the ta)llrg e ;rely o]
clear that this kind of determination of time is noF possible 2 ‘E)e O e
consciousness: in temporal consciousness everythm%1 1; su(r:lcoet o I
every new perception is later than its predecessor and ti tl}llse e o from
purely temporal consciousness one only can proceed €
Bron i in ti he purel
t(jAlthough that which is internal to us therefore? is OEI}; 512 n:g;i;; c Eurelilz
internal determination of time is not posmble: for glvenftitaas e s But
temporally structured, it is not possible to conceive ob o tom of ace,
external determination, as we already have seen, has’ to e S mesumption, i mor
Therefore determination of time, contrary to Kant’s origin
. ) o N ' .
posi’zbtllfu?;l::(c)gindeest e(I)Tb;lvliIz)Tso?thf ip(?:n acquire the representa‘uorl;eofrzcs)lr:)(ggérég
different from me in space only if the represen.tatloxi of fsgz(t:ﬁ ::Sreseﬂtations o
together with the representation of time, that is, only (;s D ion betwoon
to speak with Kant, a priori intuitions. In other words,

to a similar argument in Eckart Forster’s

»  The following consideration owes much hy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University

forthcoming The Twenty-Five Years of Philosop
Press, 2010).

% Ibid., ch. 3.

' CpR,Bé67.

32 Forster, Twenty-Five Years.
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representation and external object canno
t be drawn on the i
structured representations alone. pests of temporally
Bu i
Amont ‘ngt d:;lgs it mean to presuppose space as an a priori form of intuition?
0b.ectsgi er things it m.eaps that we cannot directly perceive space but only
] n space. In determining objects as spatial objects, we determine something

continuous in space. We must th
. erefore refer to ¢ j i i
must refer to objects at all. orporeal objects in space ifwe

The Necessity of Bodil ipti
Nece ly Self-Ascription: No Determinatio ]
Positioning of Ourselves in Space as Corporeal Beings " of Space vithou

If Ka i i :
deten?l:nr;?g:lc:,efdsh;s OWII:‘ analysis to the dependence of mental predicates on
would lack a way tg acre,ut ;‘i would present a difficulty for my own project: we
of bodies in space whg' lel om the necessity of spatial predication as predication
necessity Ofascribi,n CIC we just hgve shown to be a part of his theory, to the
In this context jt i ho?;jeal Pre('hcates to ourselves as subjects of experience.
systematically importante p dl to -notfcg an c?]gment in the Kantian system which is
is recognizable only in a ?‘n which is implicit in his published writings yet which
priori form of infuition thtlv'v };l)laces: the fact that Kant conceives of space as an a
from us has the important Ich structures our representations of objects different
from a certain perspective \‘;’nsequgnce that we always perceive external objects
or behind us, see their fror € perceive objects to our right or our left, in front of us
If these (;bjects wer:eont ;)r ;helr back, from‘a wide or narrow angle, and so on.
of being on our left o Ouon yhront or back—if they had the objective properties
independently in the re uf rijg t—then the world would not be objective or exist
perspective of the pon q Ire Segse. It would instead be essentially related to the
But this is notp o(s:;:ill‘)/l1 o5 Subjea,_and therefore subjective!
already shown Theppers ee,t.as 1Kant s answer to the question of the subject has
sharp contrast to the SS€I:I)1 t'c iva nature of our perceptual representation stands in
that is, objects which v 1 non-perspectival nature of the objects so perceived,
To bridge this contrjlsr':l ust conceive as existing independently.
from a certain perspective ‘}/te must reﬂec.t on what it means to regard an object
positioning both orcelf < .d l:neans r.elatlng oneself as oneself to this object by
of reference.” In relatin OIL the p erceived object in one and the same framework
object we conceive the iercreo:'v 1 position in space to the position of the perceived
objcflf:;s that are part of the salflé()sl;z:)tf;zﬁe:\/sgﬁztlve as a result of a relation between
¢ mediation be fecti y
of this perception, thet:;s?es?:) Joencltlve perception and objectively existing objects
ourselves in the spatial frarn,ework}:)fr‘)f[)llegll;écft‘i‘\llz iifrfl:(riceivmg sublects positien

_—

1B e
Similar considerations
. ma i ilfri
Idealism”, Collections of Philo Y be found in Wilfrid Sellars, “Kant’s Transcendental

sophy, 6 (1976): pp. 165-81, §§ 44T,
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It has probably become clear that this taking into account of the perspectival
nature of our perception is essentially connected with what we already have
encountered in Gareth Evans’s talk about positioning and orientation in space:
without positioning & la Evans, there would be no differentiating between
subjective perspective and objective being.

From this observation we can therefore return to Evans’s discussion of
Strawson’s questions. But I hope that we now understand better what Evans did
not provide, namely, an explanation for why we must transcend the temporal,
purely internal determination of our states of consciousness at all and must orient

and thereby position ourselves in space.

In Conclusion: Eternal Life and Bodily Self-Ascription

Let me begin this closing section with a short recollection of my Kantian
considerations:

(1) For the self-ascription of mental states we need the reference to
objectively existing objects. (That was the result of Kant’s answer to the
question of the subject.)

(2) This reference is not possible as

reference is needed as well.
(3) What we need for spatial reference, however, is a reference to objects

a purely temporal reference. Spatial

in space.
(4) This reference to

only if the perceiving subject is able to differentiate betw
d the objects existing independently from

objectively existing objects in space is possible
een 1ts own
perspective on the objects an
its perspective.

(5) To this end it is necessary for the subj
space as one object among others.

ect to position itself bodily in

Without positioning there is no differentiation between subjective perspective
and objective being; without this differentiation there is no reference to
independently existing objects; and without that reference we cannot ascribe
mental states to ourselves. The self-ascription of bodily predicates as predicates
of our position in space seems indeed to be an enabling condition of the self-
ascription of mental states.

And yet this thesis might still seem rather weak: the bodily self-ascription in

question, one might argue, is still not the ascription of a material body interacting
if we stick to the critical Kant

with other material bodies in space. And indeed,
It that all that is needed is the

in the manner outlined, we are left with the resu !
ascription of a position in space to a thinking subject. The consideration up to this

point must remain silent about what predicates, beyond those mostly relational
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predicates constituting the perspective, are characteristic of the subject in question,
at least as far as transcendental-philosophy is concerned.

For a genuinely Kantian, if not properly critical, attempt to argue that it is
transcendental-philosophically necessary to conceive of ourselves as material
bodies, one could appeal to the development of Kant’s thought in his last and
unfinished work, the Opus postumum. In this bold attempt to account for gaps in
the critical philosophy, Kant comes nearer than ever to a full-blown defence of the
self-ascription of material bodily predicates.

This task, however, is not only systematically but also exegetically complicated,
and will thus have to be left for another occasion.* Instead I will close by linking
the weaker result of the above considerations to the topic of this collection: the
question of (bodily) resurrection. When all we need for being conscious subjects
18 a perspective, it at least seems that subjects could account for this perspective in
a spatial environment without themselves having a material body.

Kant himself indicates as much in discussing whether a religion within the
boundaries of mere reason leaves room for the concept of bodily resurrection. He
says that what he calls the “psychological materialism”—the idea of the resurrection
of a material body—is not only unnecessary for the belief in an eternal life but is
even detrimental to the proper understanding of these matters.

We seem to be left with the idea of a thinned-out, somehow spatial yet not
material subject which could perhaps survive its own death. But Kant does not
leave it at that and his further remarks seem to pose a serious problem for the
above defence of a thinking subject necessarily relating itself to independently
existing spatial objects. For not only is psychological materialism untenable in
transcendental philosophy backing; the same goes for what Kant calls cosmological
materialism, the doctrine that the thinking subject has to be part of a spatial world
at all.® How is this possible, given the above argument?

Tbe explanation for this is both simple and consistent with Kant’s critical
doctpne: space and time, as we have seen, are only the forms of intuition that are
spgmﬁc to human cognition, a cognition characterized by the mutual dependence of
mind and body in the way outlined above. Ag survivors of our own death we would
not—or at least not necessarily—be tied to those very same forms of intuitions. We

would survive, so to speak, as transcendental subjects.’” True, we would still be

—_—

For a very helpful outline of
Synthesis. An Essay on Kant's Opus P,
2000), pp. 24-8.

35

this line of thought see Eckart Forster, Kant’s Final
ostumum (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,

iy Kant, Religion innerhaip der Grenzen der blofien Vernunft, 6, 128 fn.
Ibid.

of cause would be different from its current spatio-temporal one. This would therefore be 2

further alternative to the ones discussed by Olson (Chapter 3).
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finite rational beings (as opposed to the inﬁni.te rational. beipg tl}gt 1s'g0d)I,1;1;t13t8h—li
only means that we are in need of some intuition—sensible 1ntu1t19n 11-1t ge:l o
that need not be specified by the very same forr.ns as our cur're(rjlt intui 1(s) e.mal e
cannot say what this intuition would be lil.<e, since we are tl(? to]ogr apine an
temporal framework of reference. We certainly cannot determlrlllgte y 11?135 e
an alternative, non-spatial system of reference, but Kant took 1msc.3bi,1 oot S}L'wh
the first Critique, to have proven that we must postulate the pos.51ht o
alternative systems of intuitive reference.”” What we can know rlgd' now is e
there has to be an alternative system of reference. For, as the above ;s .
shown, without a system of reference that allows.for the dlffer.e?.ce (;ngepeidently
and non-perspectival properties of objects conceived of as existing
of us, we could not ascribe mental predicates to ourselves. 4 some form
In conclusion, we can say that in a Kantian frar¥1ew'ork wel .nee fswhich o
of intuition that allows for a conception of an obgectwe reality o N oreme
can conceive ourselves to be a part.** This conception ?i;suggis;ss ionstituting
between perspectival and non-perspectival pr.opertles (1)< ' ethatj fforence is the
this objective reality. And an enabling condmon. of maKing ctom of reference of
(not necessarily spatial!) “location” of those objects in a S}t,' which. given the
which we conceive ourselves likewise to be a part—a lgca ion o t,,e o
system of reference we as human beings are endowed with, can only
in space. .
{;::sflrrection, therefore, against the Kantian bacl‘igrou(’j1 or that of a body
discussion, can be neither the resurrection of a mate'rla¥ body 21 life in no way
thinned out from all but its purely sp atial propertlets . f;i:ilve of ourselves as
presupposes bodily resurrection, even if we could nol credicates " this world
thinking subjects without ascribing to ourselves spatial p

d advocated in this

*® E.g. CpR, B, p. 148.150. ,
% E.g. CpR, A 42. A further interesting exafnple;jli;jj; (yet non-material and non-
“ This may sound rather like the final version o

i in hi tribution to this volume.
i i Wandinger in his con .
extended! tion proposed by Nikolaus ' n o his volume.
Theidizd lzgjj:\f;icat le:st gne significant difference: the }lnigrlylr;gezf[)niz e}; ion 0
is deepl)” realistic,’whereas Kant’s conception isf, af le(a}lsﬁ :; t };lsl ;eH;; ds(,m O et
ie Griine, , .
! i hank Georg Gasser, Stefan : . dhias Stefan,
and Maikv:l:u\l;i}zik;(:? }txelpful comments on previous versions c;)f tll:ti ;)?(;::ircs / nngmian
thanks go to Eckart Forster for inspiring discussions of these and re

philosophy.



	Seite 1 
	Seite 2 
	Seite 3 
	Seite 4 
	Seite 5 
	Seite 6 
	Seite 7 
	Seite 8 
	Seite 9 
	Seite 10 
	Seite 11 
	Seite 12 

