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ATHANASIOS P. FOTINIS, New York

THE LOGICAL AND ONTOLOGICAL STATUS OF
KANT'S CONCEPT OF THE NOUMENON AND THE
HEGELIAN INTERPRETATION

l. The Traces of Noumena 1in Ancient Greek
Thinkers.

Kant's fundamental distinction between phenomena and noumena owes
its metaphysical origin to Ancient Greek Philosophy. The Greek philosophers
are the earliest thinkers who found themselves in the forefront of philosophical
inquiry into the problem of being. This is, as Plato put it in the Sophist (246a),
“the struggle over the nature of what is” (| yiyavropayia nepi tijg oboiag)
which took place in the earliest philosophers, as for example those of Hera-
clitus and Parmenides. But the traces of this distinction between phenomena
and noumena are found in Greek thinkers such as the atomist Democritus,
the hedonist Aristippus, the relativist Protagoras, and especially the realist
Plato.

Democritus is the first among the Greek philosophers who makes such
a metaphysical inquiry into the explanation of being. He is the first thinker
who discovers the atoms (ta dropa) and, by the determination of the atom,
he gives a peculiar intrepretation of being. Democritus sees the two sides
of the world, and therefore he distinguishes the phenomena from the real
things, that is, the phenomenological surfase and the ontological essence of
the things. The perceptual qualities of things, e.g., colour, sound, taste, smell,
and even warmth and coldness, are phenomena, since they fall within sense-
perception. Phenomena occur in the meeting of our sense-perceptions with
things and manifest the qualities of the latter, since the phenomena them-
selves are perceptual qualities. But the reality of the things consists of the
atoms which, though themselves unseen, are the true elements of individual
things. Atoms in space collide and bounce off one another to form certain
configurations in which things are perceived, since things are collections of
the indivisible particles, 1.e., atoms. Democritus, however, distinguishes
between the subjective phenomena of things and the unseen atoms, that is,
the real things. The latter are uncreated, indestructible, and infinite entities,
and as such they may claim to be things in themselves, since they have no
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positive being.! Therefore, Democritus’ distinction between phenomena and
real things, that is, things in themselves, may be seem to the critic to be too
lementary, but, nevertheless, it is the basis upon which both the Greek and
Modern traditions of philosophy follow.

Aristippus of Cyrene, the grandfather of phenomenology, sees a clarified
distinction between phenomena and things in themselves (ta 6vra ka0 abtd).
He bases his theory upon the ground of mere perception and bare sensation,
for in fact the observer knows the things he perceives through sensations
without knowing the causal act which causes their mutual perceptions. But
Aristippus does not seem to be aware of the clear distinction between the
subject and the object, a distinction between sense object and physical
object. This is the distinction between the subjective perception of the physical
object and the objective existence of the real physical object, which derives
from modern natural science during the time of Galileo and Descartes.
Nevertheless, Aristippus distinguishes between perceptual affection, that is,
the phenomenon, and the thing in itself, since the latter is external to the
man it affects. The perceptual affection exists in man’s consciousness (10
n@Boc Muiv £€ott moimTikoév), while the thing in itself (16 Ov ka0’ adto) is not
known to man, since its being is approached through the existential factor
of “it is™ without the involvement of the attributive factor.® But Aristippus
never attempts to see a solution to the problem of the thing in itself, since
he 1s committed to the phenomenological assertion that: *It is uncontradicted
and accepted that man perceives the white and tastes the sweet; but it is
impossible to declare that the unknown cause of affection is the white or
the sweet, because the proper thing (puowkov 6v), without the white can be
disposed whitely, and without the sweet sweetly”®. Therefore, whether the
sensations of other people agree with our own, is a fact we cannot know,
because the affirmative is not proved by the identity of the names which are
employed.

Aristippus’ subjective phenomenological point of view may serve as a
basis for the subjectivism of the Protagorean doctrine of knowledge. The
doctrine of Protagoras as a subjective theory of knowledge is a consistent
doctrine, and has valid criteria as regards man’s role in subjective knowledge.
But Protagoras limits human knowledge only to phenomena. He gives a
general view to the meaning of “phenomenon™, and teaches that man knows
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only phenomena and not at all real things. Besides phenomena there are no
real things which could claim to exist as things in themselves. Thus, Prota-
goras holds a phenomenalism according to which the things which appear
to man are as they appear to him, and as such they are phenomenal appear-
ances, that is, phenomena, instead of real things which manifest themselves
through the senses. Therefore, Protagoras sees no disctinction between pheno-
mena and things which appear in themselves, since he holds that man has
knowledge of things which appear to him simply because they appear, and
not because they are physical things within objective reality, that is, things
in themselves®.

This relativism of Protagoras becomes Plato’s point of departure for
the restoration of being and the separation and distinction of its essence and
its phenomena. For Plato, all perceptible things (t¢ aicOntd) are phenomena
because they are subject to our sensations, while all intelligible entities (ta
vonta) are real beings (dvrwg dvra). These entities are the objects of thought,
and as such belong to the realm of possibility®. Plato conceives the true
meaning of the intelligible entity to be the thing in itself (10 v xa0’ abto).
He wants to tell us that beyond this conditional reality, which we know through
sensation and understanding, there remains something untouched and, as
such, 1s the essence of things, that 1s, the ousia, which as thought 1s never
known to us, because our intellectual knowledge is limited. This “‘something”’
must be the thing in itself, since it is thought of as an “idea” which expresses
the being of the things apart and independently from all temporal, spatial, and
causal processes®.

Therefore, according to Plato, the thing in itself never becomes subject
to causality, existence, and reality, because its concept lies beyond our sensory
experience and our categories of understanding and, as such, is to us unknown.
The concept of this thing cannot become the object of knowledge, since it is
only a “being of reason”, that is, in modern terminology, a *‘rational idea”
(ens rationis). This “‘rational idea™ is the abstract character of every object,
which in itself is a causal being, since the abstract objects of thought require
a cause. Hence, this sort of idea must exist independently (abtd xa0’ abto)

as the thing in itself which serves the purpose of abstraction and at the same
time shows the limits of our knowledge’.

4. Cf. on this point: F. M. Conford, Plaro’s Theory of Knowledge, New York, Liberal
Arts Press, 1957.

5. Plato, Sophist, 254d.
6. Conford, op. cit., p. 248,

7. F. Ueberweg, History of Philosophy, Volume I, New York, Charles Scribner’s
Sons, 1903, pp. 115-117.
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Plato holds that this causal being, in the sense that it causes being and
cognition, is the “Highest Idea”, which belongs in the realm of nooumena®
(objects of reason) or intelligibilia, that is, the intelligible world. The causal
being, however, is virtually unthinkanble, because it is a “‘non-intelligible” es-
sence, for it is the cause of all truth and beauty.Therefore, according to Plato,
the causal being 1s that i1dea to which all things owe their being, and the mind
its power of cognition, since this being is the “Highest Idea™. For, in Plato’s
view the “Highest Idea” is the concept of the “Idea of Good”, which is the
ontological foundation of being and existence, for ““the good may be considered
as an idea quite as universal as being, since everything in so far as it is truly
existent, is also necessarily good’?. For, according to Plato, the “Idea of
Good” is the reality that “‘gives to the objects of knowledge their truth and
to the knower the power of knowing”, sinse it is “‘the cause of knowledge
and truth in so far as it i1s known”. (Rep. 508e).

Finally, Plato insists that the “Idea of Good™ is superior to the “Idea
of Being”, because the former bestows intelligibility and exists simultaneously
with things. The things as the objects of knowledge receive intellibigility from
the eternal presence of the “Good” and their being is known through their
essence and existence (509b). The “Idea of Good” in its reflection with the
“Divine Reason” becomes identical to it, since all created things, according
to Plato, are good in so far as they are the copies of the original forms of the
Ideas. The “Idea of Good”, however, thought apart from the other Ideas,
is equivalent to God, who, as the “Absolute Good”, contemplates the Ideas
and makes all generated things, both real and good. Plato, however, in the
Phaedo, asserts that “‘everything which exists and is knowable, has received
from God, who is the Idea of the Good, its existence and its ability to be
known, because he knew that it was better that it should exist, than that it
should not exist’'?, Therefore, Plato’s “Idea of Good” considered as the
“Absolute Good” is God alone, who bestows existence upon the objects of
knowledge, since it is the unifying principle of the essential order of things,
although itself is a “*non-intelligible” being, that is, a noumenon.

2. Kant’s Distinction Between Phenomena and
Noumena.

Kant makes explicit the implicit distinction of phenomena and noumena
which was held by the early Greek philosophers. He holds that a certain

8. Plato, Republic, Book VI, 508c, Parmenides 132c.
9. Ueberweg, op. cit., p. 117.
10. Ueberweg, op. cit., p. 122,
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object which is entitled as sensible entity (Sinnenwesen) is a phenomenon,
while a possible object of thought which may be entitled as an intelligible
entity (Verstandeswesen) is a noumenon''. The perceptual content of a pheno-
menon arises from the reflection of the sujbect on the object, which is deter-
mined by a causal act. This act itself is a trancendental object, which presup-
poses an uninformed and indetermined object of thought, that is, the concept
of the noumenon. The concept of the noumenon, however, hides itself behind
the phenomenon an dalways looks to the phenomenon to explain it, unless
the phenomenon does not have a fixed meaning.

The starting point for Kant’s distinction between phenomena and nou-
mena seems to be his inquiry into the origin of the categories. It seems probable
that sensibility as the basis for the “forms of intuition™, namely space and
time, forces Kant to look for another ground beyond sensation, for the
categories are the “forms of understanding™. The categories are the primary
“logical faculty” which unites a priori all given sensible intuitions into *“‘one
consciousness’’. While considered apart from intuition, *““they have even less
meaning than the pure sensible forms™. (B 306, p. 266). Through the “forms
of intuition” we perceive the physical objects, but we have no knowledge
of the “mode™ that combines the sensible manifold, which apart from our
possible intuition “signifies nothing at all”. This distinction of the *““mode™
in which we intuit the appearances of objects (sensibilia), that is, phenomena,
implies “other possible things”, which are thought as objects through the
understanding (intelligibilia), that is, noumena. Therefore, the noumenon is
a concept of the understanding, for the latter, “when in entitles an object
in a [certain] relation mere phenomenon, at the same time forms, apart from
that relation, a representation of an ‘object in itself” and so comes to represent
itself as also being able to form ‘concepts’ of such objects’. (B 307, p. 267).

Kant sees that the understanding, by the concept of the noumenon as
the thing in itself, acquires a “negative extension” of possible knowledge,
that is, it “limits sensibility”’. The noumenon, however, in doing so “‘at the
same time sets limits to itself, recognizing that it cannot know these noumena
through any of the categories, and that it must therefore think them under
the title of an unknown something”. (B 312, p. 273). The concept of the nou-
menon, however, is a self-consistent form of being, for a noumenon is only
an object of thought, and therefore it has no reference to object of experience.
This shows that there 1s a gap between the categories of human experience
and the unknown noumena, since the latter are things in themselves which

11. Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trs. N. K. Smith, New York, St. Martin's
Press, 1965, B306, pp. 266-267.




Akadnuia ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

Kant’s Concept of the Noumenon 389

do not have an empirical transcendence to the physical things. For, as Kant
states in the Critique of Pure Reason, **we can never even know whether such
a transcendental or exceptional knowledge is possible under any conditions,
at least not if it is to be the same kind of knowledge as that which stands
under our ordinary categories”. (B 314, p. 274).

The concept of the noumenon, therefore, does not fall into a temporal
datum, since it is a non-temporal item, which points out to an “unamplifiable
logical possibility™. This however, points out the matter of the ““‘unknowable”,
since there is no sense of an “‘intellectual mode™ of knowing the thing as
*1t 18", that is, the noumenon. For, if there is such a thing as a thing in itself,
this thing must be a **non-temporal™ item, which cannot be apprehended by
the mind. The mind understands only things which exist within the limits
of phenomenal reality. But reality itself does not exclusively depend upon
the value of sense-data, for the latter involve illusion and hallucination, and
therefore sense-experience never reveals the true world of our spatiotemporal
demonstration. Hence, reality extends itself beyond the realm of the physical
world, since intellectual meditation allows it to reach “mental entities”.
Therefore, such a mental entity as an object of thought is a noumenon, that
i1s, a thing in itself, which claims to be neither an objective thing nor a subjective
sense-datum, but rather a simple concept which implies the possibility of know-
ledge into ““negative extension’.

Nevertheless, in the Critique of Pure Reason the concept of the noumenon
seems to be problematic, since there is no principle to make possible the
application of such a concept which claims to be a purely intelligible entity.
This notion of the noumenon as a thing in itself leaves only a possibility
for the consideration of its objective reality, which must lie beyond our
sensible world. Kant asserts that the concept of the noumenon cannot be
given to us by any means, since “‘we cannot think of any way in which such
intelligible objects might be given. The problematic thought which leaves
open a place for them serves only, like an empty space, for the limitation of
empirical principles, without itself containing or revealing any other object
of knowledge beyond the sphere of those principles”. (B 313, p. 275).

This “empty space™ of the Critique of Pure Reason is filled with the con-
cept of freedom, the idea of immortality, and the notion of god in the Critique
of Practical Reason. Kant by the application of reason to another region of
possibility attempts to give a possible solution to the problem of the concept
of the noumenon, which he bases on the idea of freedom. He uses the concept
of freedom to introduce an intelligible world of noumenal reality. The notion
of such a suprasensible world of noumenal freedom Kant attempts to explain
in terms of revelation, as given by the pure practical reason. Kant claims
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that he sees an intelligible world in *“‘the great revelation which we experience
through pure practical reason by means of the moral law — the revelation
of an intelligible world through realization of the otherwise transcedent
concept of freedom™®, For freedom trancends the intelligible or noumenal
world which lies beyond this temporal and causal sensible world, which is
determined by the categ ry of time and the law of natural necessity. Man,
however, according to Kant considers himself from two points of view, that
is, sense and reason, by which he becomes aware that he belongs to both
sides of the world, the natural world and the intelligible world, i.e., the nou-
menal world. Therefore, freedom helps man to escape from the bounds of
subjectivity of natural laws, and so to become a free member of another
world, the intelligible world in which his free actions conform to the autono-
mous will of freedom, and thereby he enjoys a noumenal freedom.

The existence of free actions must be questioned even by Kant himself,
for there is no intellectual intuition in operation to show whether these
actions actually occur. Nevertheless, a consideration of these actions shows
that they are not determined, since they are not subject to temporality and
causality, and therefore they are free. But the alternative freedom raises the
question of whether man’s actions are both determined and free, which makes
man at the same time both determinate and free, for which reason the idea
of freedom is inconsistent. This, however, shows that freedom is problematic,
since we cannot assert the existence of a noumenal freedom. Nevertheless,
Kant feels that there is a ““noumenal reality™, since man as a rational being
through the faculty of reason enjoys a noumenal freedom. He observes that
only from an empirical point of view is man determined, while from a rational
point of view he remains free, that is, man is noumenally free. Kant, however,
ascribes freedom to the intelligible or noumenal world, and he insists that if
we want to save our freedom “no other course remains than to ascribe the
existence of a thing so far as it is determinable in time, and accordingly its
causality under the law of natural necessty, namely the appearance, and
to attribute freedom to the same being as a thing-in-itself”. (V, 95, p. 201).

This consideration of man’s rational point of view, in so far as he is
not subject to temporality and causality, shows that man escapes from the
natural bounds of subjectivity, and at the same time he becomes free. Kant
in this sense establishes the idea of freedom, since he observes that ““the same
subject, which, on the other hand, is conscious also of his own existence as
a thing-in-itself, also views his existence so far as it does not stand under

A e SR

12. Immanuel Kant, Critigue of Practical Reason, trs, L. W. Beck, Chicago, University
of Chicago Press, 1949, V, 94, p. 200.
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temporal conditions, and to himself as determinable only by laws which he
gives to himself through reason”. (V, 97, p. 203). This, however, shows that
man is free, since he chooses to determine himself through self-imposed
laws.

Therefore, with the idea of freedom Kant shows that there is a noumenal
reality, because freedom belongs to it as a logical consistency. For freedom,
as a practical postulate of a good will, belongs to both realms of being, that
1s, the sensible world and the intelligible or noumenal world. The concept
of the noumenon, however, as a thing in itself, must belong to a noumenal
reality, which itself is not logically contradictory, since our intuition is not
strong enough to prove either its falsity or truth. Therefore, Kant’s distinction
of the concept of the noumenon implies that, in the sense of the “‘negative
extension™, there is another possible world. This world, however, must be
the object of thought since it involves no sensibility. Therefore, according

to Kant, the concept of the noumenon exists, because it is a thing in itself
rather than a positive thing.

3. The Negative and Positive Sense of Noumenon
in Kant.

Kant in his metaphysical inquiry about the concept of the noumenon,
that is, the thing in itself, looks to see whether this thing is a possible ““mode™
of being either in a negative use of the term or a positive one. In the first
Critique be observes that the noumenon as thing in itself is a negative concept,
since “it is not indeed in any way positive, and is not a determinate knowledge
of anything, but signifies only the thought of something in general, in which
I abstract from everything that belongs to the form of sensible intuition™ ',
This, however, implies that the concept of the noumenon is negative rather
than positive. A noumenon in the negative sense is a thing in so far as it is
not an object of our sensible intuition, but it is rather abstracted from the
“mode of intuiting it”. The noumenon, however, is thought in a non-sensuous
manner without intuitive involvement, and therefore it never falls into our
sensible intuition. The idea we conceive in this way is the negative use of the
noumenon. This idea in the negative sense, of the noumenon, according to
Kant, is indispensable, because “‘the doctrine of sensibility is likewise the
doctrine of noumena in the negative sense, that is, of things which the under-
standing must think without this reference to our mode of intuition, therefore
not merely as appearances but as things in themselves”. (B 307, p. 268). The

13. Kant, Critigue of Pure Reason, A252, p. 270.
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concept of the noumenon, however, is involved in the idea of the things which
conform to the a priori conditions of experience, and therefore it cannot be
known by means of the categories, since it is simply conceived in thought
as an object of the pure understanding.

Although Kant denies the application of a definite predicate to the
concept of the noum-=non, still he feels that there is a possibility for its con-
ception in the negatine sense, for the thing in itself to be thought i1s not 1n
any way contradictory. The noumenon i1s a necessary concept to curb the
extension of sensibility, and therefore to limit the *‘objective validity of
sensible knowledge™, which cannot be extended over the realm of under-
standing. Consequently, the concept of the noumenon has a “‘negative em-
ployment™, since it functions as a “‘limiting concept” of sensibility without
affirming anything positive which lies beyond our sensible experience. The
domain, however, which i1s beyond the sphere of appearances is empty for
us, and therefore we cannot know anything about the noumenon as a thing
in itself. (A 255, pp. 271-2).

Kant, therefore, by the employment of the concept of the noumenon
in the negative sense, wants to remind us how far we can go beyond our
limited temporal experience, since our knowledge about the facts and events
we experience imposes limits in order for our statements to be meaningful.
The imposition of this genuine limitation on our meaningful statements
implies that this limiting concept exists in a non-temporal reality, that is,
the “noumenal reality”, which cannot be described by human language,
because its function is limited. Hence, the fact that we cannot describe the
concept of the noumenon means *‘that our sensibility has limits which restrict
what we can mean, and which therefore cannot be shown to be limits in the
usual way, namely by describing their removal™4,

Finally, in exploring the possibility of whether there is another alternative
for the consideration of the concept of the noumenon, Kant also sees its use
in the positive sense. The noumenon in the positive sense arises as an intel-
lectual presupposition of intuition, since it is a possible thing which has a
tight to be in a positive way. Probably, by the employment of the concept
of the noumenon in the positive sense Kant wants to show that there are
possible objects which belong to the intelligible or noumenal world. He
assumes that the noumenon in the positive sense is conceived in thought,
and therefore it lies within the realm of possibility, since it is not a positive
thing which can be given in our experience. The concept of the noumenon,
however, cannot be given positively, because positive sense-data means the

14. J. Bennett, Kant's Analytic, Cambridge University Press, 1966, p. 58.
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equation of “things in themselves with a specific order of phenomena™?,
Therefore, the noumenon in the positive sense is taken as an object of thought
which has only an objective meaning. This meaning i1s understood as an
object of a non-sensible intuition, that is, an intellectual intuition which, as
< a special “*mode™ of being has its possibility neither possessed nor apprehended
‘é’; by us, because our intuitive grasp is limited to sensibility. Therefore, according
§ to Kant, the noumenon in the positive sense cannot be explained, since there
‘S 1s no way it can be given to us.

X
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4. The Reasons for Kant's Invention of the Noumena.

The objective critic will see various reasons for which Kant makes the
distinction between phenomena and noumena. Among these reasons I will
state and explain those which show sufficiently Kant’s intention for the dis-
covery of the noumena. The most important of these reasons are: a) The
restriction of cognitive statements to phenomena:
Kant sees that our cognitive statements about things are ascribed to pheno-
mena rather than other possible things. Phenomena, according to Kant, are
the appearances of the things, which show up themselves, that is, sensible
entities. But the ““modes” in which we intuit these sensible entities, which
manifest to us the things we know, are not known in themselves, and therefore
this implies a possibility of other things. In fact these other things being
conscious of themselves are things in themselves, that is, noumena. For, by
noumena Kant means intelligible entities which lie behind phenomena, and
therefore as original concepts serve to meet the inquiry of metaphysical
issues. The concept of the noumenon, according to Kant, as a thing in itself
is a “‘negative thing”, and therefore only in the sense of moral experience
has a positive meaning. Kant, however, uses this positive meaning as a point
of departure to come from noumena to phenomena, since the world we talk
about is a phenomenal world in so far as it is presented to us phenomenally,
while considered in itself 1t 1s ““what 1t 1s”°. This, however, implies that the
real world is other than the world of our phenomenal experience, since it
exists as it is in itself, that is, a noumenal world. Therefore, this exposition
of the restriction of our cognitive statements to phenomena only, shows that
the reason which Kant poses leads to the discovery of noumena for the expla-
nation of the world!,

.

15. G. Schrader, The Thing in Iiself in Kantian Philosophy, **Philosophy Series”,
Bobbs-Merrill, Indiana, pp. 38, 41.

16. Cf. on this point: “Phenomena and Noumena™, A History of Philosophy, F.
Copleston, Garden City, New York, Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1960, Volume VI, Part II.
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b) The limitation of sensibility by the under-
standing: The extention of the understanding beyond the realm of
sensibility, according to Kant, reaches a notion of a *“‘transcendental object”,
that is, a reaching of an unknown X which seems to have a possible meaning,
and therefore it limits our understanding. Kant observes that such a trans-
cendental meaning involves the form of *‘something™ other than our object
of phenomenal experience, since it is conceived as an intelligible entity. The
concept of this intelligible entity, according to Kant, is something which is
intuited in a non-sensuous manner, and therefore it may be apprehended by
a “‘pure intuition™, that is, a non-sensuous intuition. Although, such a notion
of intuition is arbitrary, nevertheless Kant uses it to postulate the notion
of the noumena such as god, freedom, and immortality. But, this arbitrary
application of non-sensuous intuition to the noumenal entities does not mean
that the concept of the noumenon is self-contradictory, for it cannot be
proved that such an intuition is impossible!’. For, the fact that we cannot
reach a positive knowledge of a noumenon as a thing in itself i1s due to the
difficulty of our understanding in applying itself to a transcendental knowledge
about a noumenal world. The poser, however, lies in the gap which exists
between human understanding and the concept of the noumenon, since the
categories cannot deduce a transcedental knowledge by which a noumenon
may be apprehended. Therefore, according to Kant, the concept of the
noumenon is conceived only in the negative sense of the term, since it is a
possible object of a noumenal reality.

¢c) The reality of the world as a third term—exi-
stence: Kant thinks that the explanation of the world depends upon its
two metaphysical views, that is, the “phenomenal nature’” and the “noumenal
basis’’, since reality itself is a third term — existence, and therefore it lies in
their relation. A real thing is directly apprehended by *‘the function of mediat-
ing the reference of phenomenal nature to a noumeral basis™!®, which falls
in the rational realm of ideas. Therefore, according to Kant, the reality of
the concrete world calls for a third term — existence, since the real world 1s
other than the world of our phenomenal experience. For the world as a third
term — existence is aproached in the relation between the things of “pheno-
menal nature”™ and the “‘noumenal basis”, which is the world of real things,
that is, the things in themselves, since they are not subject to the relation of
the categories of time, space, and cause. The acceptance of this notion of

17. N. K. Smith, 4 Commentary to Kant's Critiqgue of Pure Reason, New York,
Humanities Press, 1962, pp. 407-408.
18. Smith, ibid,. p. 415.
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reality involves knowledge of the relation of the categories of time, space,
and cause. The acceptance of this notion of reality involves knowledge of the
<things in themselves in so far as it does not entail a definite distinction between
_> appearance and reality. The point of their relation is the empirical fact that
>“things appear to be”, and the intellectual assertion that ‘“‘things are”. The
<latter as an existential proposition claims to assert the existence of real things,
::_that is, things in themselves, since they are neither things given through
tgsense-dam, nor forms subjectively produced by the mind. Therefore, according
Zto Kant, the concept of the noumenon is an object of noumenal reality, which
serves to explain the world in its final totality?.

d) The noumena themselves: Kant assumes that essential
realities such as god, freedom, and immortality are noumena, and are there-
fore not absent from the world; instead they are the ultimate purposes of
this world, since they have an essential being. These noumena, namely god,
freedom, and immortality are “supersensible objects”, and therefore they
cannot be given through intuition to us. But their absence from our intuition
does not imply that they are unknown, for theoretical reason in increasing
its knowledge in the matter of noumena compels itself to admit that there are
indeed “‘supersensible objects™, The existence of ‘““supersensible objects” is
real, since practical reason asserts the existence of such objective realities
as god, freedom, and immortality on a basis of moral experience. For theore-
tical reason takes over to conceive these essential realities, in so far as they
are defined **by predicates which necessarily belong to a pure practical
purpose and its possibility, as given a priori”. (V, 141, p. 243). For example,
the noumenon “god” as conceived by theoretical reason reminds us that we
have gotten far beyond our experience in seeking to discover a *“‘supersensible
object”, that is, the divine being, within an intelligible or noumenal world.
Therefore, according to Kant, the noumena are things in themselves, which
extend our experience beyond the sensible world, since through their function-
ing reveal themselves in this world.

cadem

5. Hegel's Solution to the Problem of Kant’s
Noumena.

The reasons for which Kant discovers the noumena, although justified
in their application to the solution of metaphysical issues, still have no power
to attribute any real being to them. The Kantian reference to the noumenon

19. Bennett, Kant’s Analytic, pp. 59-60.
20. Kant, Critigue of Practical Reason, V, 135, p. 237.
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as a thing in itself does not involve a concrete being, since it has no definite
conclusion. Kant's solution to the problem of the noumena may not be
final, for the objective critic may question the validity of their reality. Despite
the view that Kant's noumenon as an “‘intelligible cause™ is thinkable, that is
a “‘theoretically intelligible concept™, its existence has nevertheless been
denied by some contemporary thinkers. For, in the first place, a noumenon
as a thing in itself “is really not a thing: in fact it is nothing at all”, while
in the second place, the claim that a noumenon is a real thing rather than
nothing, is problematic®!. Kant, however, cannot claim to experience noumena
as real thing, i.e., things in themselves, since real things exist beyond our
phenomenal experience. The assertion of noumena on a basis of “moral
experience”’ by practical reason, which theoretical reason takes over to
reassert their being, leads to absurdity rather than to certain knowledge.
For the Kantian categories involve no transcedental knowledge about nou-
mena, since they cannot employ any possible predicates which have a necessary
connection with the given a priori practical purpose and its possibility (V, 141,
p. 243).

Hegel observes that the noumena as things in themselves cannot be known
by means of the Kantian categories, since the latter cannot apply themselves
to the former, for they differ in form. Kant sees the categories as the ““forms
of pure understanding”, while the noumena as things in themselves are “forms
of reason or pure thought™, and therefore the categories cannot grasp the
meaning of such real things. On the contrary Hegel holds that the categories
are “forms of reason or pure thought” also, and therefore they do apply
themselves to the noumena, that is, the things in themselves. For, in Hegel's
view the noumenon as a thing in itself **bears the mark of the categories™,
since it is an object of thought which derives from the empty” self-identity”
of the “Ego™ through absurd levels of abstraction. This conception of the
noumenon as thought, however, Hegel demonstrates in the following statement :
“The thing-in-itself... expresses the object when we leave out of sight all
that consciousness makes of it, all its emotional aspects, and all specific
thoughts of it. It is easy to see what is left, — utter abstraction, total negative
of every image, feeling, and definite thought™=. The approach of Hegel's
solution to the problem of Kant’s noumena may be described in the following
positive way: ““The problem of the thing-in-itself and its irrationality falls
away 1if one accepts Hegel's principle of the identity of thinking and Being.

——— — —

21. G. Schrader, “The Philosophy of Existence', The Philosophy of Kant and our
Modern World, ed. W. Hendel, New York, Liberal Arts Press, 1957, p. 49.

22. The Logic of Hegel, trs. W. Wallace, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1959
pp. 91-92.
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If we accept this unity and the Hegelian proof that thought passes into being
and produces the totality of that which is real, it will follow that thought
must know Reality, the object which itself produced. The knowledge of
things, Hegel contends, can arise only through the identity of the knowing
subject and known object which is of the same character as the subject’*,

The relation between the noumenon as a real thing and appearance,
according to Hegel, is seen as a relation between “being-in-itself”” and *‘being-
for-another™, because that which appears to be something “for-another™ is
at the same time “‘in-itself”. For both are *“‘posited as moments of one and
the same thing”’, and therefore their determinations are relations which belong
to *‘the unity of Determined Being™*. The “being-in-itself” presents itself
to us negatively, because 1t 1s an “absolute™ limit which shows our finitude
and subjectivity, for it is the measure of reality. Thus, in the realm of appearance
this being as such manifests itself, and therefore it is conscious of itself, since
it is the same thing. This thing, however, restricrs itself into a “‘negative
image”’, that is, the noumenon as thing in itself which is a real thing rather
than nothing, for the denial of it is a contradiction.

Therefore, Kant’s concept of the noumenon, according to Hegel, is
apprehended in an obscure form of abstraction, for it passes through its
reflection on the *‘self”, in order to manifest itself in an external unity, i.e.,
the thing in itself. This is a projection of the transcenedental ‘‘Ego™ which
out of its own empty “self-identity” forms an object of thought, that is, a
noumenon. The concept of the noumenon as such has a ‘“‘negative characteri-
stic”’, and so it bears the mark of the category of negation which is a fit term
to express its reality. This category in its ‘“‘negative extention’ transcends
possible things which are meant in the negative sense, and therefore they are
real things, that is, things in themselves. This implies that Hegel's solution
to Kant's concept of the noumenon as a thing in itself is a consequence of
its enumeration among the categories, for the former falls into the category
of negation because of its ‘“‘negative characteristic.” Hegel, however, by the
application of the category of negation succeeds in offering at least, if not
a final, a satisfactory solution to the Kantian concept of the noumenon, since
this category expresses its ““mode” of being. This concept, according to Hegel,
is a thing in itself in so far as it is thought apart from its appearing, and there-

fore a noumenon is knowable and possesses an intelligible or noumenal
reality.

23. J. Maier, On Hegel's Critigue of Kant, New Yrok, AMS Press, Inc., 1966, p. 45.
24. H. D. Lewis, Hegel's Science of Logic, trs. W. H. Jonston & L. G. Struthers, New
York, Humanities Press, 1929, p. 132.
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H AOI'TIKH KAI ONTOAOI'IKH YIIOXTAXH THZ ENNOIAZ TOY
NOOYMENOY ITON KANT KAI H ET'EAIANH EPMHNEIA TOY

MMepiinyn.

To dpbpo émyerpel pia oOvroun xkpitiki] émokonnon tijc fewpiag 1od
Kant yia 16 «voolOpevon, dniadn 10 npiypa xad’ adtd. "H Bewpia 100 voov-
pévov, Onwg eivar yvwoto, Exel Tic pileg tng oty apyaia "EAANVIKTY @Lro-
co@ia. Ilpdtor ol "EAAnves @rAdcopol anacyoindnkay pE T HETAQLOLKT
Epevva yia v Umapin tdOv mpaypdtowv xab’ favtd. “Ymotumddng Evvoia
100 VOOUUEVOL GTH OTOLYEW®ON Sudkpion Tov and 10 Qaivopevo Ppioketat
o1l Qrhocogia tod Anpoxkpitov, tob Ilpwtaydpa, tol Apiotinmov, ol
omoiotl p& tov tpémo toug O xabévag dwkpivouv ta aichnta Svra and ta
vontd, oniadn ta Qaivopeva and ta wpaypata xad’ abtd. "AAL 1 ainbuvn
Evvola tob voouvpévov dratvrd@vetar and tov IMidarova oty [Heiireia VI,
508 C pu& tnv idéa, oty Onoila 6ia 1a mpaypata dgeilovy v UnapEn Toug,
Kai paiiota v 16éa 1ol ayabol @¢ thv mpaypatikétnta mov divel ota
avnikeipeva tfig yvoong v aAnbeid touvg xai otov yvaopilovia v dbvapn
Yia TNV Katavonon tdv mpaypudatov.

‘H Evvora 100 voouvpévov kabiepdvetar otiiv Ebponaixy Miloocopia
pe tov Kant, 0 omoiog yapaxtnpiler 10 voovpevo @¢ 10O avtikeipevo tod
xabapob Aoyov. Tiv dagopun otov Kant va dwatvndon thv Evvoira tod
VOOULUEVOL OTRV dudkplon Tov and 10 eaivopevo Edwoav ol katnyopieg, ol
Omoieg g popeég tijg vonoews (forms of understanding) avaykacav tov
piAdocopo va Cntnon 10 petagpuoiko LmoéPabpo tdv mpaypdrov népa and
v aionon. Ol xatnyopieg amotelolv TRV oTOXELDOT AOoYyikT) dUVaun,
1| Omoia Evaver a priori 1@ oedopeva v aicbnoewv mod kavouy cuveldNToO
10 aionto avuxeipevo. Me 1ig aloOnuikéc popeég avtilapPavopacte ta
aionta avukeipeva yopic va yvopilope tov Tpdéno moOL CLVEVOVOLV TA
noAlAanAd aioOntd, ta Omoia 6&v onuaivovv timote EEm amnd thv avriAnym
pac. ‘O warpoémogy avtodg, pé tov Omoio avtiiapPavopacte v aicOnt
ovtotnta (Sinneswesen) tdv mpaypdtov, 10 @uivopevo, araitel tnv dvva-
totnta tiig Aoyikiic ovrotnrag (Verstandeswesen) tdv npaypdtov, 10 voou-
pevo. Kata ovvirelwa 10 vooOpevo elvar avrikeipevo tob xabapod Adyov,
noL Exel oyfon HE TO QaivOopevo, aAAa Tavtoypova oxnuatilel kai tnv vontn
popoen tob £avtol tov, dnAadin tod nmpliypa xabd’ £avtd.

‘H owavorwa xata tov Kavr pé v Evvolra tod voouvpévouv ¢ tod mpa-
Yhatog xal’ Eavtd anofréner otnv dvvatdétnta tfig yvooewg pé Paocn tnv
apvnuikn e amoymn, 1 Omoia mepropiler tnv alonuxdémnra xai Béter
Opua otdov £€avtd tg. TO vooldpevo @¢ avrikeipevo 1ol xabapol Adyov
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emy o

gelval pa avtoovotatn pop@n i avBomapxtn i6éa. "Exteivetar mépa amd
gxﬁv aiocnon otiv Aoyikn dvvardétnra tiig YVOOE®S, YaTi TO VOOUUEVO
<Ldév propel va elvar oUTte AVTIKEPEVIKO Tpdypa oUte DMOKEIPEVIKO dedopévo
A1dv aicBnoewv, aAL’ elvar anif] Evvola mov Gva@épetar otiv dvvatdtnta
ai;rﬁg YVOOCE®MS OTHV apvnuikn g dmoyn. Etor 1| Evvowx tod voovpévov
gﬁalxvm 611 1| mpaypanikotnTa éxkteivetanl mEpa and ta Opra tod Quoikod
‘éxﬁn'pnu, yuati | Aoyikn dOvaun €mTpénel ¢ aLTV vd TANCLAoN TA vonTd

S dvra.
X

< 'H Evvoia Opwg 100 voovpévov Emitpémer povov T odvvatotnrta tiig
avTikelpevikfic tov mpaypatnikoéOTnTag, £¢ Ocov éxteiverar mépa amnd TOV
aiontd xéopo. Kata cvvénelwa 1| npaypatikdtntd tov dév propel va yivn
avTIANTTH, £MEON N vonTikn avriAnyn pag eivar nepropiopcvn. Ki axoun
otv puropobpe va oxkepbolpe 611 Eva 1étolo Aoyikd @vrikeipevo pmopel Kav
va yivn aviiAnnto ano tov vob pac. "H okéyn, mob émrpéner va AaPn yopa
10 VOOUHEVO, VOETTAL HOVOV MG «KEVOS LMpog» (empty space) yia tOV meEPLO-
PICHO TAV EpmEIpiK®V dapydv, yopic dAAO0 CULYKEKPINEVO YVOOTIKO avTi-
KELHEVO.

"Ev toltoig 6 «kevogy avtdg ydpog mAnpaverar otniv Koty tod
moaxtixod Aoyov PE TNV Evvola tiig Elevbepiag, thv Omoia 6 Kant ypnoipo-
nolel yua va avexaAlyn tov mvevpatikd koopo tiic vontfic mpaypatiko-
ttag (noumenal reality) xai va Abon 10 npoéPAnua tfic Evvorag tob voov-
pévov. Avutov tov DmepaicOntd xoéopo tijg vonrtiijc £ievbepiag (noumenal
freedom) 6 Kant émyeipel va tov éEnynon pé thv arokdivyn mov yivetai
and 1OV npaktikd Adyo. ME tov 10ikd vopo, Onwg pig tOv Lnayopevel O
nPaKTIKOS AOYOS, Yvopilope 1OV vonTtd KOGHO, @oD Katavon|omue TRV Evvola
tiic petaguaikiic £hevbepiac. "H vontn mpaypatikoétnta mpoiinobiter v
gélevlepia tob avlpomov, 6 O6molog g Aoyikd Ov armoiauPdaver v vontn
glevbepia pg v dOvaun tob Adyov tov. ‘O dvBponog propel va otepijtar
v Quoikn eAlevbepia, Aoyika Opwg mapapéver £revbepoc.

Tehmxka 6 Kant évd £Eetalel xal avaiier ocvotnuatika tnv £vvola tod
vooupévov, Bewpel thHv popen tov Sra@opetiky And TNV davtictoiyn TdOV
Katnyopidv, xkai yu avtd f| yvoorn 1ol vooupévou eivar mpoPAnpatiky.
‘O Hegel napatnpel 611 1@ voovueva ¢ npaypuate xkad’ Eavta 6&v uropoiv
va yivouv yvootd pé i xatnyopies tob Kant, yiati abtésg dév dnevbivovral
ota voovpeva, agod dia@épovv ot popen tovs. Ol xarnyopies tob Kant
O¢ popeéc tiic vonoemg dév pnopolv va cvArafouv tiv Evvola tod voov-
pévovu, yiati abtd eivar popen tob Adyou (form of reason). "AAL" & Hegel
napatnpel 6t xai ol xarnyopieg elvar popeéc 1ol Adyov xai EmMOpEVES
pumopolv va anevbBivouvv tov £avtd toug ota voovpeva. Iati 10 voolpevo
¢ nplypa xob’ abtd eEpverl 10 yapaktnploTikd onueio tdv xartnyopidv,
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£p Ooov pairiota eivar avrikeipevo tod Adyou moL mMapayetar amd TNV
kevi] tavtotnra tod « Eyon (empty self-identity of the “ego™). To « Eyo»
ano TNV 01K Tov Kevi] tavtotnta oynuatiler 10 avrukeipevo tol Adyov,
onAaor 10 vooupevo. "H Evvoila tol voovpévou Exel apvnTiko yapaktiipa,
0 Omoiog mepiEyel 10 yupaktNploTikd onueio tiig katnyopiag tijc apvi-
oews, mou Ek@palel v npaypatikotnta. TO vooLuevo eival Aowmov nplypa
kab’ aLto €9 Ocov voeital ywpPLoTa ANO TNV ENEAvIcT] Tov, Kal Otav yivn
YVOOTO, GMOKTE TRV VONTIN mpaypatikotnta tov. Zuvends O Hegel pe v
Epapuoyn Tic xatnyopiog tijc GPVIjOEMS OTO VOOUHEVO TPOCPEPEL Mia
ikavomointikn Avomn oty npoPfAnuatikn tig kavriaviis evvowag tol voov-
pévov, Emeldn N katnyopia avtny éxepaler tov tpoémo tijg Lmaplews Tov.

New York Athanasios P. Fotinis




