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ABSTRACT §

The subject matter of this thesis is precursory comprehension of Being which is the point of
departure of Heidegger's question of Being. Heidegger brings out a new conception of time as the
possibility of this comprehension. This conception is grounded in an interpretationA of
transcendental imagination which forms time together with Being as the precondition of its
comprehension. This study attcmpfs to explore precursory comprehension of Being, on the basis
of Dasein which is in the possession of this comprehension, in relation to time.



OZET

Bu tezin konusu Heidegger'in Varhk sorusunun ¢ikig noktasi olan Varhiin 6n kavranmasidur.
Heidegger bu kavramanm imkam olarak yeni bir zaman anlayisi getirmigtir. Bu anlayig, zamam
Varlkla birlikte ve Varhin kavranmasmmn  6n kogulu olarak kuran bir transandantal muhayyile
giicli yorumuna dayanir. Bu ¢ahgmada Varhgm 6n kavranmasi kavraylcl olan Dasein temelinde
zamanla iligkisi gergevesinde incelenmeye g:ahsﬂmls’ur
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INTRODUCTION

In this thesis T will try to explore Martin Heidegger's theory of Being in relation to the human
comprehension of Being of all entities. Heidegger's thesis is that time exhibits a limiting function
with respect to this comprehension. Our aim in this connection is to exhibit internal relations
that this comprehension has with the time itself. In other terms we will try to show that
possibility of human comprehension of Being of all beings lies in the possibility of time.

The first chapter is an introductory one. There we try to make explicit Heidegger's
fundamental question, the qixestion of Being, in connection with the special entity [Dasein] who
asks the question, in so far as it has been explicated in Being and Time. Dasein's asking the
question results from its precursory comprehension of Being. That is the reason why we enter
the analysis of Heideggerian ontology from this comprehension. He gives an account of it in his
interpretation of Kant'’s Crz'ti'qz;e of Pure Reason. He discusses Critigue in terms of its
ontological implications as a laying of the foundation of metaphysics in his later work called
Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. He interprets Kantian theory of transcendental
knowledge as the precursory comprehension of Being.

Heidegger's thesis in this work is that precursory comprehension of Being is formed by the
faculty of pure imagination. Transcendental imagination while forming the Being of entities
forms at the same time, time as pure now-sequence as the precondition of human
comprehension of Being. Accordingly time is explicated as that which delimits this
comprehension. Insofar as the transcendental imagination is the formative faculty of all human
comprehension of Being, since this comprehension is delimited by time i.e., let it spring forth, it
must itself be the primordial time. In this thesis we try to understand this argument in its full
terms. As a result proceeding chapters is constituted by its explication.

The second chapter constitutes the explication of Heidegger's preliminary analyses of the
faculties of the soul in so far as they have been given by Kant in the Critigue. In this chapter we
point out Heidegger's main premises concerning his interpreiation of Kantian theory of
transcendental knowledge as the precursory comprehension of Being.

The third chapter constitutes the interpretation of Heidegger's explication of transcendental
imagination as the central faculty of the soul. The act of transcendental imagination has been
analysed in relation to the act of pure intuition and the act of pure understanding. There we try
to explain in what sense precursory comprehension of Being is "precursory” and also what
Hetdegger means by the term "Being" of all beings. Apart from this we try to give a preliminary
insight as to how time is the limiting function of the act of transcendental imagination.

The forth chapter is a conclusive chapter and it has the intention to explicate how
transcendental imagjnation forms time as pure now-sequence. In the last section we give the
relation between primordial time and the precursory comprehension of Being,



In this thesis we excluded Heidegger's analysis of human comprehension of the Self in
connection with the primordial time. The reason is that Dasein is an entity whose
comprehension of Being of entities other then itself can not be set apart from its comprehension
of its own self. Since our inquiry is concerned with the Being of all beings, we think it includes
Dasein's comprehension of its Self as well. Explicit analyses of the Self in connection with the
primordial time would constitute the subject matter of another thesis as one of the main
implications of what is explicated in this thesis. Our subject of inquiry is limited with human
Dasein in relation to the Being in general [of all beings], and time.

We must note that in Heidegger's writing in general and in Kant and the Problem of
Metaphysics in particular, there is a circular structure. He alwayé starts with the preliminary
analysis of his subject of inquiry and lays out his main premises. Proceeding from these
premises he establishes his main argument. And then he returns to his main premises and
under the light of his preliminary analyses he re establishes them. With the "new" premises he
proves his argument. In this connection we constructed our thesis in the same way. The first
chapter constitutes preliminary analyses of Heidegger's conception of Being, and time. The
second chapter constitutes introductory analyses of the faculties of the soul in general and
transcendental imagination in particular. In the third chapter we return to almost everything we
already analyséd in the second chapter and we re establish them. The forth chapter rests on
what is explicated especially in the third chapter. This inquiry proceeds from the parts to the
whole so that without an insight in to each part separately it is impossible to grasp the whole.



CHAPTER 1

SIGNIFICANCE OF PRECURSORY COMPREHENSION OF BEING AND
INTERPRETATION OF CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON AS THE
POSSIBILITY OF PRECURSORY COMPREHENSION OF BEING

1. QUESTION OF BEING AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DASEIN IN
HEIDEGGERIAN ONTOLOGY

Heidegger starts his main work Being and Time with the introduction to the fundamental
question of his philosophical inquiry. What is Being? What is the Being of the things that are?
What is Being of all beings? Every question is guided by what is questioned. So the meaning of
Being must already be available to us in some way. In other words we must have an
understanding of what Being is, though this understanding is an obscure one. Out of this
understanding there arises, the explicit question.

We don't know what 'Being' means. But even if we ask, 'What is "Being?"', we keep
within an understanding of the 'is' though we are unable to fix conceptually what that 'is’
signifies. We do not even know the horizon in terms of which that meaning is to be grasped
and fixed. But this vague, average understanding of Being is still a Fact. [B&T, p.25, H 6]

If we reflect on this precursory understanding of Being we find out that Being is that which,
determines entities as entities and on the basis of which, entities are already understood. It is,
what gives to the entities, their being. Although the question pertains to Being of all beings,
since we don't have an access to Being of all beings but a vague understanding of it, we must
start with a special kind of an entity whose Being will bring us closer to Being in general. This
special entity is the one who asks the question, for the very reason that, asking the question is
one of the possibilities of its Being,.

Thus to work out the question of Being adequately we must make the entity -the inquirer -
transparent in lus own Being. [B&T, p.27, H7]



In this connection there is one and only one fact that Heidegger takes as a premise in the
beginning of his ontology and that is this "vague, average understanding of Being". His
fundamental concern is to give an explanation of this precursory understanding.

Having the question of Being at his disposal, the one who asks the question has a special
status among other entfities.

The very asking of this question is an entity's mode of Being; and as such it gets its
essential chamcfer Jrom what is inquired about -namely, Being. This entity which each of
us is himself and which includes inquiring as one of the pas.u'biliﬁes of its Being, we shall
denote by the term "Dasein". If we are to formulate our question explicily and
transparently, we must first give a proper explanation of an entity (Dasein), with regard
to its Being. [B&T, p.27, H7]

Heidegger's proper explanation of Dasein is a consequence of his approach to ontological
investigation in general. Ontology for him is the science of Being of beings. Being of beings
can not be applied to some beings in a different manner than the others. Being is a fact which
should be understood in its unity. He rejects classical metaphysical distinction of reality in itself
and human knowledge about it. (object-subject distinction.) This distinction, for him reflects
only one mode in which Being is exemplified. [B&T, p.87, H60] Hence it presupposes a
certain type of Being without questioning its basis. This as a result not only leads ontology to
misleading and inadequate consequences but also particular sciences into crises with regard to
Being of their fundamental objects. That is why genuine ontology must start with the question
of Being. _ -

Question of Being for that reason has an ontological priority. Accordingly Dasein as that
which raises the question, has prority over the other emtities which do not raise the
question. This priority is threefold: '
i)Dasein has an ontical priority: Dasein is distinguished from all other beings in that Being is at
issue for it in its Being. In other words it is defined by a relationship to Being, by existence. ii)
On the basis of being defined by existence it is intrinsically ontological; it understands Being (in
general) and thus has an ontological priority. iii)On the basis of its understanding of Being, it
understands its own Being and the Being of the beings other than Dasein. This is Dasein's
ontico-ontological priority. Dasein is the ontico-ontological condition for the possibility of all
ontologies. Ontico-ontological priority of Dascin established in this way arises out of its
precursory comprehension of Being.



When Heidegger states that "Being is at issue for Dasein in its Béing" he means that, it alone
has a relationship to Being and therefore an understanding of Being. That is the reason why the

Being or 'essence' of Dasein is "existence".

That kind of Being towards which Dasein can comport itself in one way or another, and
always does comport itself somehow, we call "existence" [mzistgnz]. [B&T, p.32, H12]

The Being of Dasein manifests itself as existing together with entities other then Dasein.
However "the Being which is an issue for this entity in its very Being, is in each case mine".
This means actually each human Dasein is unique in itself, so the sentence above should be
understood as "my Dasein is in each case mineg". This means Dasein can never be taken
ontologically as an instance or special case of some genus of entities which is isolated from
entities other than itself.

Further more, in each case Dascin's mineness occurs in one way or another. Dasein has
always made some sort of decision as to the way in which it is in each case mine. This decision
is grounded in the possibilities of its own Being,

That entity which in its Being has this very Being as an issue, comports itself towards its
Being as its own most possibility. In each case Dasein is its possibility, and it 'has' this
possibility , but not just as a property , as something present-at-hand would. And because
Dasein is in each case essentially its own possibility, it can, in its very Being, 'choose' itself
and win itself; it can also loose itself and never win itself; or only 'seem’ to do so. [B&T,
p.67, H 43] |

Heidegger explains Dasein's decision concerning the possibilities of its Being with two
correlative terms, aquthenticity and inauthenticity. In so far as Dasein is something of its own
it is authentic. In so far as it has lost itself and not yet won itself it is inauthentic, We must
understand authenticity and inauthenticity of Dasein as the two different modes of its Being,
When Dasein is aware of its own Being it is said to be authentic. On the contrary when it
falls into everydayness of its life and can not be aware of its Being then it is said to be
inauthentic. The two modes of Being gain meaning only relative to each other. Dasein can
neither be completely inauthentic nor completely authentic. As far as it is authentic, it can be at
the same time inauthentic. And this holds to be true in general for each Dasein. Hence
inauthenticity of Dasein does not signify any 'less' Being or any lower' degree of Being. Degree



of authenticity or inauthenticity"is a characteristic of each specific Dasein. They both are
grounded in the fact that any Dasein whatsoever is characterised by mineness.

The kind of Being towards which Dasein comports itself comes into light as a result of
decisions concemning possibilities of its Being. Hence these decisions are what make up iis
existence. Dasein understands itself in terms of its existence-,in terms of the possibility of itself
to be itself or not itself. Dasein has either chosen these possibilities or somehow finds itself in
them. Only the particular Dasein can decide ifs existence, it does so by taking hold or by
neglecting, This means that its understanding of its Being leads it to certain choices
concerning its being, and these choices in turn makes it what it is.

Decision of existence can never be put into practice except by existing itself. This
understanding of Dasein of its own self is called existentiell understanding. Existentiell

“understanding doesn't require theoretical understanding of the structures of existence. As
opposed to this, the theoretical understanding of the structures of existence, Dasein's being
transparent to its own Being is analysed in the context of structures which is called
existentiality and this analytic in tumn is an existential one. The distinction between existentiell
and existential understanding of Dasein corresponds to pre-ontological and ontological
comprehension of its Being respectively.

Heidegger's main concern as it has been stated above, is ontological inquiry into Being in
general. Up to now precursory comprehension of Being is given as the only fact which such an
inquiry takes as a premise. Since Dasein is that very special entity which has precursory
comprehension of Being at his disposal, inquiry into ontological comprehension of Being
must take its departure from existentiol analytic of Dasein. The existential analytic seeks to
expose the structures of Being of existence. Structures of Being of existence are the structures
of Dascin's different possibilities of Being. Analyses into these structures aims at disclosing its
decisions concerning its very Being. To achieve existential analytic of Dasein, however
requires to have anidea of Being of ‘existence’ beforehand. Now the question is where does
Heidegger take his presuppositions concerning Being of existence? This will be clear when we
take a closer insight into Heidegger's ontology in general and his method of philosophising in
particular.

In the introduction of Being and Time he informs us that question of meaning of Being as a
fundamental question of philosophy is the one that must be treatedi phenomenologically where
Phenomenology signifies primarily a methodological conception. [B&T, p.50, H28] In other
words it signifies how philosophical research must be done. Accordingly, objects of this nquiry
must be the phenomena. The expression phenomenon stands for "that which shows itself in
itself”. When he puts the definition of an object of ontological knowledge in such a way
everything that which shows itself in itself for him becomes a being [seiend] of ontology. And

the way it shows itself in itself (phenomenon) gives information about the Being of the entity
in question.



In the phenomenological conception of "phenomenon" what one has in mind as that
which shows itself is the Being of entities, its meaning, its modifications and derivatives.

[B&T, p.60, H 36]

Furthermore he points out that from the phenomenological point of view behind the
phenomenon there is essentially nothing else. This means Being of all entities as phenomena
show themselves in themselves. This in turn means there is nothing which doesn't show itself
in itself. Even when an entity in showing itself, shows something non-manifest and indicates
that it essentially never manifests ,this is its showing itself in itself. [B&T, p.53, H30] This is the
very way in which Heidegger understands Kant's thing-in-itself.

In this connection, phenomenology, aims at the explication of phenomenon. It means -to let
that which shows itself be seen in the very way in which it shows itself from itself. Referring to
the Greek concept of logos (Aoyos), he explains logos as laying out, exhibiting, setting forth,
making a statement. Considering Aoyos also as Aeyew he thinks of it as the faculty of reason
which makes these activities possible.} Letting something be seen in this way depends on
inquirer's understanding of "what shows itself in itsef”. In other words the concept of
phenomenon delimits Being disclosed in this way. This delimiting is a derivation of the
Dasein's interpretation of what shows itself in itself. That is why Heidegger states that
meaning of phenomenological description as a method lies in  interpretation. Interpretation
functions here as disclosure. By interpretation Heidegger doesn't mean to give to an entity in

question a new signification but on the contrary he talks about laying out hidden signification
attached to it. ' a

In interpreﬁng, we do not, so to speak, throw a 'signification’ over some naked thing which
is present-at-hand, we do not stick a value on it; but when something within-the-world is
encountered as such, the thing in question already has an inﬁolvement which is disclosed
in our understanding, amf this involvement is one which gets laul out by the interpretation.
[B&T, p. 190-191, H 150] |

In putting forward the necessity of existential analytic of Dasecin for the working out of the V
question of Being, Heidegger is aware of the difficulty of taking‘a certain type of Being of
‘existence’ beforehand. His choice of structures of the Being of existence from the outset
appears as an actuality of phenomenological method understood as interpretation. His aim in

1See B&T, p.58, footnote #1.



the analytic of existence is to expose the horizon within which Being can be understood as

Being.

...An analytic of Dasein must remain our first requirementizi ilze question of Being. But in
that case the problem of obtaining and securing the kind of access which will lead to
Dasein ,becomes even more a burning one. To put it negatively, we have no right............ to
apply just any idea of Being and actualily to this entity, no matter how self -evident that
idea may be ;nor may any of the 'categories’ which such an idea prescribes be forced upon
Dasein without proper ontological consideration. We must rather choose such a way of
access and such a kind of interpretation that this entity can show itself in itself , and from
itself. And this means that it is to be shown as it is proximally and for the most part-in its

average everydayness. [B&T, p.37-38, H17]

In this way Heidegger begins the existential analytic of Dasein from the basic state of Dasein's
average everydayness. This means actually that Heidegger speculates beginning with everyday
life of human Dasein about Being of its existence. This is an introduction of interpretation of
what he calls factical life' to his analysis. Phenomenological method of investigation is at
work for the understanding of factical life.

2. DASEIN AS BEING-IN-THE-WORLD

Dasein is presented in its average everydayness as the fundamental structure of Being-in-the-
world. Being-in-the-world is the essential characteristic of Dasein. Structure of Being-in-the-
world as unified phenomenon has been explicated as i) The meaning of the 'world' that Dasein
is said to be in. Ontological structure of the world and defining idea of worldhood as such. ii)
Being-in as such. Ontological constitution of inhood 1ii)Who of everyday Dasein. The Other.

)World signifies here all the entities other than Dascin, in connection with Dasein's
comportment to them.

~-t0 Dasein, Being in a world is something that belongs essentially. Thus Dasien's
understanding of Being pertains with equal primordiality both to an understanding of
some thing like a 'world’ and to the understanding of the Being of those entifies which
become qccessible within the world. V[B&T, p. 33, H13]



The ‘world' of Dasein in its everydayness is the environment. Heidegger states that "the
beings which Dasein meets everyday is not some isolated present -at- hand rather something
teady -to-hand." When being is understood to exist in time independently of Dasein in its own
significance apart from Dasein's involvement with its Being then it is isolated present-at-hand.
Presence-at-hand signifies in general isolation of Dasein from its world or isolation of entities
other then Dasein from the world of Dasein. As opposed to this if a being is that which Dasein
meets everyday, like a piece of equipment with which it has a definite involvement then it is
ready-to-hand. The piece of equipment mentioned here serves some purpose; one piece refers
to another and thus has a practical meaning for Dasein. | )

The world as environment is the sum of contexts and significance. The being which achieves
its existence (Being), from the occurrence of whatever is significant for its concern (from its
world) is not isolated from it. What Heidegger consistently emphasizes in here is that
Worlhood as such must be understood not as representing a constant present-at -hand but as
circumspection of practical concern. Dasein in this connection must see itself in the world's
relation of involvement. As opposed to this, he states, presentation of the world as constant
present-at-hand is the natural conception of the world.

Dasein's relation to the world as involvement is understood better when the phenomenon of
Being-in is explicated. Being-in~the-world for Dasein doesn't mean to occur in the so called
world in the totality of beings just like other entities do. Being-in signifies rather "dwelling
alongside", "being familiar with". To say Dasein is Being-in-the-world is to say it "is" its world;
it is from out of familiarity with the world. This means actually Dasein is neither an object
which occurs in the world in the totality of beings nor wordless subject from which one would
have to find connection with the world. That is why subject and object do not coincide with
Dasein and the world. [B&T, p.87, H60] There is continuous involvement between the world
and Dasein so that one can not be conceived apart from the other. Phenomenological
interpretation of Dasein as Being-in-the-world aims at unconcealment of this involvement:

Dasein in its familiarity with significance, is the ontical condition for the possibility of
discovering entities which are encountered in a world with involvement (readiness-to-hand)
as their kind of Being, and which can thus make themselves known as they are in

themselyes. [B&T, p. 120, H 87]

Understanding its own Being, for Dasein paves the way for understanding the very entity which
it comports itself (woﬂd) and this in turn affects the way Being of Dasein is interpreted.

The Who of everyday Dasein on the other hand can not be understood in terms of given
subject "I". Because I is the one which maintains itself as something identical throughout
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changes in its experiences. Ontologically it has been understood as something which is in each
case already constant present-at-hand. [B&T, p.150, H114] "Not I" in this connection is
understood as an entity which lacks its "-hood", but is also a definite kind of Being which the
" jtself possesses. This way of conceiving Dasein is to accept it as something given and with
no need of investigation. On the contrary Heidegger explains the Who of Everyday Dagein in
terms of its Being-in-the-world. Dasein in its comportment with the world does not merely
encounter the entities other than Dasein, it is with the Other. What he means by Other is that
kind of Being which Dasein maintains itself :

...the Who of everyday Dasein is to be obtained by analysing that kind of Being which
Dasein maintains itself proximally and for the most part. [B&T, p.153, H 117}

By Others we do not mean everyone else but me -those over against whom the "I"
stands out. They are rather those from whom, for the most part one does not distinguish

oneself -those among whom one is foo. [B&T, p.154, H 118]

The Other is Dasein too; Dasein encounters the entities of its own kind. The other is not
something separated from Dasein, rather Dasein is among other Daseins. For that reason
Dasein's being with the Other has a counterpart on Other's side.

From the analysis of Dasein as Being-in-the-world it becomes explicit that Dasein can not be
conceived apart from the entities other than itself. That is the reason why Heidegger introduced
it as a special entity, so that its understanding of itseif and of other entities is one and the same
thing. The famous statement that "Being in general manifests itself in Being of Dasein"” is not a
conclusion that Heidegger arrives in Being and Time. But rather a premise that he takes in
starting his ontology. His reason for taking this as a premise is not that he wanis to reduce the
question of Being to the question of Being of Dasein. But rather in his inquiry the former
necessarily occurs as the latter for the very reason that Dascin is the one who has the
disposition of the precursory comprehension of Being and accordingly who asks the question.

3. TEMPORALITY AS THE MEANING OF BEING OF DASEIN AND THE
PROBLEM OF TIME .

Dasein is exhibited as unified phenomenon of Being-in-the-world, because it can not be
thought isolated from world of its concern. Therefore its relation of involvement with its world
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as total sum of all entities including itself is very important. Because they are strictly speaking
what makes Dasein in the first place Being-in-the-world. In other words meaning of Being of
Dasein can only be understood through going into the structures of these relations. In Being
and Time Heidegger aims at giving the horizon of these structures as the ground which makes
possible all the involvement of human Dasein. This horizon is both the precondition of Dasein's
Being -in-the-world, and pfecondition of its understanding its Being-in-the-world as far as
understanding its own Being is one of the possibilities of its Being. For that reason in the
existential analytic of Dasein, as far as it appears in Being and Time, Heidegger introduces the
phenomenon of temporality both as meaning of Being of Dasein and the horizon of its
understanding of its own Being,. | Through temporality Dasein becomes transparent to itself and
understands 'what it is' in and for itself. Furthermore to the extent that Dasein becomes
transparent to itself question of Being finds a horizon in which Being in general can be
understood in its Being. .

In this thesis our subject of inquiry is Dasein's precursory comprehension of Being. We try to
explore the ontological grounds of this comprehension. As we previously noted, Dasein's
understanding of Being of every and any entity is subject to this comprehension. In Division
Two of Being and Time Heidegger establishes "temporality" as the meaning of Being of
Dasein. Hence he takes Dasein as an entity who is transparent to its own Being. And he goes
into the roots of this transparency. Before going into the analysis of precursory comprehension
of Being we want to give brief explanation of how Heidegger brings out temporality as an
objective criteria i.e., as a horizon for an understanding of Dasein, of its own Being.

He states that, the answer lies in Dasein's stepping outside itself as a factical being,

The essence of temporality is the processes of temporilising in the unity of the future, the past
and the present. Dasein is always reaching out beyond itself; its very Being consists in aiming at
what-it-is-not-yet. But it cannot move towards what-it-is-not-yet without moving backwards,
towards its past, at the same time. After all, past is having-been of what-it-is-not—yct. Out of its
concern of the future there arises its understanding of the past. And this understanding is the
necessary condition of its directing itself towards future. Essential direction towards future
manifests itself in its making the 'present’, for itself. The past originates from the future so as to
make the 'preseht'. |

The character of "having-been" arises from the future, and in such a way that the future

which has-been (or better which is in the process of having-been) 'feledses Jrom itself the
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Present. This phenomenon has the unity of a future which makes present in the process of
having-been; we designate it as temporality. [B&T, p.374, H 326]

As a result unlike the ordinary understanding of 'being in time', Dasein does not move from
past through present to future. But on the contrary, it moves out of future through the past to
the present. Reaching out towards future it turns back to assimilate the past which has made the
present. Heidegger's Very claim here is that this process of temporilising, not only enables
Dasein to understand its own Being, but also, as a result of this understanding, it is what makes
Dasein what it is. In other terms he finds meaning of Being of Dasein in temporality.

Past, present and future interpreted such a way, i.c. the interpretation of time as temporality
carries Dasein (interpreter) beyond time2; beyond what we understand from time ordinarily.
And this is exactly what its stepping outside of itself is. Stepping outside of itself by passing
beyond time enables Dasein to be transparent to itself, hence provides 1t with the objective
ground of inquiry. By stepping outside of itself, through temporilizing, Dasein does not only
pass beyond time but also, because temporality constitutes its very Being, it passes beyond
itself to its Being.

For this reason Heidegger states in the introduction of Being and Time as the very target of
this book: '

...Time needs to be explicated primordialy as the horizon for the understanding of Being,
and in terms of temporality as the Being of Dasein, which understands Being.
[B&T, p. 39, H 18]

Interpretation of Time as temporality constitutes the heart core of Heideggerian ontology. It
has two different consequences for proceeding any further in the question of Being, First of
all time as temporality gives an understanding about Being of Dasein. When Being of
Dasein comes to light then essential structure of its involvement can be laid out. The first and
the most fundamental involvement-of Dasein is its precursory comprehension of Being. If
ontological analysis of this comprehension can be achieved, since the question of Being arises
out of it, then an important step for the answer of this question will be taken. Heidegger's
reasoning in this connection is such that if the meaning of Being of Dascin lies in temporality
then temporality must manifest itself in Dasein's precursory comprehension of Being. The key
question  thus becomes how time as femporality manifests itself in  precursory
comprehension of Being. Accordingly this question constitutes the main problematic of our
thesis. This is an important issue for bringing Heidegger's analysis from the question of Being of

2See The Concept of Time, Martin Heidegger. (Trans. by William Mc Neill) p.2E
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Dasein to the question of Being in general. The purpose of his later work, the one which came
out right after Being and Time, viz. Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics is to work out this
problem. It was actually what he aimed to achieve in the second division of Being and Time ,
but this part never came out. ok

The second consequence of interpretation of time as temporality is that it gives the explanation
of Being of time. Analysis of Being of time gives at the same time explanation of how
temporality of Dasein is related to time. The time mentioned here is the ordinary conception of
time. This conception is a result of conceiving entities as beings in time (within-timeness) or
more adequately as beings present in time. This is, in Heidegger's terms, an understanding of
time which belongs to Dasein in its average everydayness. Factical Dasein takes time into its
reckoning. Dasein's reckoning with its time precedes any use of measuring equipment by which
time can be determined. [B&T, p.456-457, H404] Both conceiving entities within time and
reckoning with time as a result are grounded in Dasein's temporality. Reckoning with time is the
consequence of conceiving time itself as presence-at-hand, i.e. conceiving it independently of
Dasein’s encounter with its world. Within-timeness on the other hand is a consequcﬁce of
conceiving entities in general as presence-at-hand, i.e. conceiving entities independent from
their involvement with Dasein. :

In Heideggerian ontology, in relation to time itself, everything is dissolved into man's
relation of involvement with its world. Human being in this relation conceives ordinary time as
a measuring system or more adequately as infinite sequence of "nows". It has been put forward
that, when man is interpreted as Dasein the form of this relation manifests itself as temporality.
The answer to the question ‘why Dasein is not man' or 'why the concept of man is lacking
in nature to understand what Dasein is' is essentially hidden in these two different
understandings of time. Putting it in other terms, if the average everyday Dasein were
transparent to its own Being, hence transparent to its relation of involvement with its world
then there would be no need for time as a represented line of infinite 'now' sequences. [B&T;
p.464, H412] It is important to ask for our purposes, in bringing forth temporality as a horizon
for understandhxg Dasein's involvement with its world, whether Heidegger comes up with a
new kind of measurement system? If not why does he call this horizon "temporality" rather
than some other term the meaning of which is totally independent from time? In what sense and
to what extent temporality as a horizon for understanding Dasein’s encounter with its world,
involves a type of reckoning in its essence? With this new interpretation time is exhibited in its
primordiality as the unity of its modes- future, past and present, In what sense intrinsic
relations of the components of this unity implies our understanding of it as a new kind of
reckoning? Is reckoning with temporality possible at all? Or do we loose the originality of
temporality by understanding it as a new kind of reckoning? These questions should be studied

to be able to understand what Heidegger contributes to philosophical analysis ("laying™) of
Time.
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Significance of the problem of Being of ordinary time, for Heidegget's main purpose (for the
fundamental questioﬁ, question of Being), comes from its importance for the understanding of
Being adapted throughout the history of ontology. Heidegger states that in the history of
ontology Being of entities is taken into consideration always as being in time not only without
questioning what Being is in and for itself but also without questioning what Being of time is
in which entities are :Sﬁpposed to exist. Interpretation of time as temporality, in its primordiality
enables one to understand what is wrong with conceiving Being of entities as presence-at-hand.
At this point one wonders, why for Heidegger in his new interpretation of Being, historical
explanation of Being is so important. The answer lies in the historicality of Dasein.

4. HISTORICALITY OF DASEIN AND DESTRUCTION OF HISTORY OF
ONTOLOGY

Historicality of Dasein has been established by proceeding from its temporality. Dasein's
movement out of the future, through the past to the present was brought in as its fundamental
state of Being. Heidegger called this temporilizing. Temporality in this connection was a unified
phenomenon which discloses unity of these three modes of time in their essential meaning in
Dasein's factical Being, Each time Dasein temporilizes out of its future, it makes not only the
present but also (for the next temporilizing) the past for itself. This is what Dasein's historizing
out of its future is. In this sense the past is already in the future. Historizing comes along with,
and as a result of temporilizing. That is why historicality is only a state of Being whereas
temporality is the fmidamcntal state of the Being of Dasein.

In its factical Being, any Dasein is as it already was, and it is 'what' it already was. It is its
past, whether explicitly or not. And this is so not only in that its past is, as it were pushing
itself along 'behind' it, and that Dasein possesses what is past as a property which is still
present- at-hand and which sometimes has after-effects upon it: Dasein is its past in the

way of its own Being, which to put it roughly, historizes out of its future on each occasion..

- dts own past -and this has always been the past of ifs 'generation’ -is not something
which follows along aﬁer Dasein, but something which already goes ahead of it.
[B&T, p. 41, H20] o
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Heidegger's analysis of historicality, in the context of temporality, is merely pointing out where
the past stands in the unity of three modes of time. He doesn't analyse this because past has an
isolated place in Dasein's factical Being, but for the opposite , in order to show that it should
be explained in terms of Dasein's temporilizing out of future. But this doesn't in any sense mean
that the past is assunﬂated in temporilizing out of the future. Because temporilizing out of
future requires Dasein to understand possibilities of its Being and this is impossible without its
reflection into the past.

If Dasein is temporal and historical in essence then the question about Being which is at
issue for Dasein in its very Being is also temporal and historical. What we mean is that Jjust like
Dasein's temporilising out of its future, through past to its present, question of Being must be
constructed so that under the light of its future aim, it must turn back to the past and

recapitulate its history and then with the new conclusion driven from this recapitulation must
bring itself a new insight. The future aim of the question of Being is to find "what Being is in
its Being". With the understanding of Dasein in temporality Heidegger wants to go back to
the history of ontology and interpret the question of Being anew. This is what he calls
destruction of history of ontology. For this reason, in the beginning of Being and Time he
talks about "the twofold task in the working out of the question of Being", the one being
fundamental oﬁtology (existential analytic of Dascin), the other destruction of the history of
ontology. [B&T, p.36,. H15] The former corresponds to the future and the latter to the past of
temporality of the qliestion of Being.3 He will attain from these the "present” of the question
of Being,

Destruction doesn't mean to destroy previous formulation of the question of Being, but on
the contrary it aims at frecing the origin of previous formulation from all concealment. And
this requires to have some idea of Being beforehand.

The destruction of history of ontology is essentially bound up with the way the question of

Being is formulated, and it is possible only within such a formulation. [B&T, p. 44, H 23]

The idea of Being which is required for the destruction of history of ontology has been
established by Heidegger in preliminary analysis of Dasein, as far as it has been explicated in
Being and Time.

3Heidegger aimed at achieving the first task in Being and Time, and the second in Kant and the Problem of

Metaphysics.
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5. INTERPRETATION OF SYNTHETIC A PRIORY KNOWLEDGE AS
ONTOLOGICAL KNOWLEDGE
| (" Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics")

Preparatory analysis of Dasein and temporality as its Being provides Heidegger with a guide
line into the destruction of history of ontology. In other words, he finds stages of history which
are decisive for the formulation of the question of Being by looking into history, with a view
to finding the extent to which interpretation of Being and the phenomenon of Time are brought
together.[B&T, p.44-45, H 23] He finds in this connection Kant's Critique of Pure Reason,
specially the chaptef on Schematism and his doctrine on time in general the most relevant
piece of work for his purposes in the history of ontology. In what sense does Heidegger take
Kant to be making ontology; in other words in what sense he thinks Kant is venturing in to the
question of Being?

Heidegger states in the introduction of Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics that " the
following interpretation undertakes to interpret Kant's Critique of Pure Reason as laying the
foundation of metaphysics in order to bring in to view the problem of metaphysics as one of
fundamental ontology."” [K.b%., p.3]

Heidegger's understanding of Kant's work is different from Neo-Kantian understanding. In
Neo-Kantian interpretation, Kant's transcendental philosophy is understood as a theory of
knowledge which givés the ground for the possibility of experience or more precisely possibility
of the positive sciences. His concept of being [seiend] is therefore understood as the bare
concept of nature. (Things of nature as being independent from Dasein in their existence, as
being present-at-hand) Heidegger on the contrary emphasises that Kant in searching for the
possibility of experience goes into that which is beyond experience. So what he does is to
search for the possibility of ontic knowledge. But possibility of ontic knowledge is in turn
grounded on the possibility of ontological knowledge. That is to say without understanding
Being of beings encountered in ontic knowledge, ontic knowledge can not be poséible.
According to Heidegger, this was also Kant's philosophical intention and he refers to Kant's
original words: '

4K b: Kantbuch stands for Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik which is the German name of Kant and

the Problem of Metaphysics. See foreword written by Thomas Lagan p.ix.
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...that it should be possible to have knowledge of objects a priori, deterthinin;g something in

regard to them prior to their being givens .

By this Kant means : not "all knowledge" is ontic, and where such knowledge is given, it is
possible only through ontological knowledge. [K.b., p.17] |

So Kant in searching for the possibility of the concept of the nature required in positive
sciences in fact quesﬁons Being of beings considered as 6bjccts of these sciences and this in
turn leads back to the question of Being as such. Heidegger from the very beginning takes
Critique of Pure Reason not as a theory of experience only but more fundamentally as a
theory of the inner possibility of ontology.

In this connection he points to the distinction between two different laying of the traditional
concept of metaphysics with respect to their content. Metaphysica specialis has its object as
being of God, nature or man. The disciplines theology, cosmology and psychology together
form metaphysica specialis. Metaphysica generalis, which Heidegger calls ontology, on the
other hand is concerned with the Being in general. [K.b., p13] From Heidegger's analysis it
appears that general metaphysics is the necessary preparation to special metaphysics.

The projection of the intrinsic possibility of metaphysica specialis has been led back
beyond the question of possibility of ontic knowledge to the question of that which makes
ontic knowledge possible. But this is precisely the problem of the essence of precursory

comprehension of Being, i.e., ontological knowledge in the broadest sense. [K.b., p.16]

Ontological knowledge in the broadest sense is the fundamental ontology, i.c., existential
analytic of Dasein as Heidegger establishes it in Being and Time. In this way he points out
the historical continuation between Kant's work on the possibility of metaphysica specialis
and his own problematic of the question of Being and the specific form this question
necessarily takes i.e., precursory comprehension of Being. Kamt and the Problem of
Metaphysics 1s the work where Heidegger attempts to show this continuation. There he calls
this interpretation of Critique of Pure Reason "Laying the Foundation of the Metaphysics".
Laying the foundation of the metaphysics requires searching for the question of the essence of
metaphysica generalis. [K.b., p.17] This question is inclusive of the question of the possibility
of metaphysica specialis which Kant is specially concerned with. Heidegger once again

See, Uber die Fortschritte...., On the Progress of the Metaphysics, p.302.
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refers to Kant's original work for the connection between metaphysica specialis and
metaphysica generalis.

...because metaphysica generalis provides the necessary ;prepm'aﬁm:‘5 for metaphysica
specialis, laying the foundation of the former necessarily transforms the essential
determination of the latter. [K. b., p.17]

From the existential analytic of Dasein, it has been shown that precursory comprehension of
Being can be understood in terms of temporality. Under the project of destruction of history of
~ ontology his approach to Critique of Pure Reason is such that he makes use of this unique
interpretation of phenomena of time in explaining pre-ontological understanding of Being.
With this interpretation he takes one more step towards his fundamental problem, i.e. question
of Being. And in this way his interpretation of time is exhibited as the hidden "foundation of
the foundation” of metaphysics, i.c., temporality as the Being of Dasein.” Heidegger states
that temporality in this sense discloses intrinsic the possibility of ontology. [K.b., p.21]

Possibility of ontology in Heidegger's interpretation of the Critique lies in the possibility of a
priori synthetic knowledge. In other words, the grounds on which ontology becomes possible is
established by a priori synthetic knowledge.

Knowledge that brings forth the quiddity of the essent [being], in other words, knowfedge
which reveals the essent [being] itself, Kant calls synthetic. [K.b., p.18]

Our concem in this connection is to understand how Heidegger interprets Kant's inquiry into
the possibility of the priori synthesis so that it serves as the bntological analytic of the pre-
ontological comprehension of Being of temporal, factical Dasein. In Heidegger's terms this is
actually the question of how time as temporality manifests itself in pre-ontological
comprehension of Being,

5bid., p.302. :
7See K.b, translator’s introduction, p. xx.
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6. INTERPRETATION OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SYNTHETIC A PRIORI
KENOWLEDGE AS THE  POSSIBILITY OF  PRECURSORY
COMPREHENSION OF BEING

Heidegger's laying the foundations of metaphysics is the search for the possibility of
ontological knowledge'.‘ He claims in the beginning of his interpretation of the Critigue that
"Kant, understanding knowledge to be an act of judgement, reduced the problem of the
possibility of ontology to the possibility of a priori synthetic judgements. "8 The problem of the
possibility of ontology for Heidegger is the problem of the possibility of precursory
comprehension of Being. [K.b., p.16] Within the Kantian system, he sees this possibility in
"what is given a pnon" in the synthetic human knowledge. The question of "What is given a
priori " signifies his onto-logical problematic. Hence with the claim above he makes
explicit that he identifics Kant's problem with his own ontological problematic. Actually
the whole purpose of Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics is to show that these two
problematic are continuous with each other. Accordingly to show if this continuity is justified is
one of our tasks in this thesis.

Heidegger notes in the beginning of Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics that Kant explains
"pure reason is the faculty which supplies the principles of knowing anything entirely a
priori."9 Therefore his search for the possibility of ontological knowledge will necessarily be
the delimitation [definition] of the essence of pure reason. Thus, he says:

the laying of the foundation of metaphysics is a "Critique of Pure Reason." [K.b., p.18-
19] '"

Since the possibility of making ontology for Heidegger is the problem of the precursory
comprehension of Being , now we must gain a preliminary insight as to how Heidegger
reconciles this problem with Kant's problem of the possibility of synthetic a priori
Jjudgements.

Heidegger states that judgements in general are an "I connect” of the subject term with the
predicate term. In this sense even analytic judgements are synthetic, although the subject is
implicit in the predicate. Accordingly synthetic judgements are synthetic in two sense. First
they are synthetic as judgements as such. And second, the legitimacy of the "connection”
of the representations requires that the judgement must refer to the being (object) itself with

3See K.b, p.18.

9See K.b, p.19.
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which it is concerned. In the synthetic judgements "a priori" however, there is a need for
another type of synthesis which must bring something forth about the being not first derived
from it through experience.

This bringing forth of the determination of the Being of the essent [being] is a precursory
act of reference to the essent [being]. This pure "referencé to.." (synthesis) first constitutes
the direction and the ‘horizon within which the essent [being] is first capable of being

experienced in empiﬁcal synthesis. [K.b., p.20]

We see here what Heidegger means by the term "precursory comprehension”. It is somehow
related to the type of bomprchcnsion the origin of which does not lie in empirical, but lies in
rational act in Kantian terms. We must note however Heidegger himself does not make such a
distinction between empirical and the rational act. It will be remembered from our previous
analysis that precursory comprehension of Being is the most fundamental performance
(experience) of human Dasein. 10 Then how his reconciling precursory comprehension of
Being with the possibility of a priori synthesis is justified?

Heidegger makes another distinction which is absent in Kant's inquiry and that is the
distinction between the comprehension of the being [seiend] itself and the comprehension
of Being of being [seiend]. The being [seiend] since it refers to any kind of being 'that
is' is inclusive of Kant's object of empirical knowledge. Comprehension of the Being of the
being on the other hand signifies comprehension of the possibility of existence of being.

Kant by searching for the possibility of synthetic a priori knowledge is indeed searching for the
possibility of the existence of empirical objects and he states that this possibility lies in the act
of human reason. After all, for Heidegger reason is what belongs to human Dasein.
Accordingly an act of reason, whether one calls it rational or empirical, is a possibility of the
Being of Dasein. What we want to say is that Heidegger thinks, the possibility of the
comprehension of the Being of the beings which lies in human Dasein coincides with the
possibility of the knowledge of the empirical objects which lies in pure reason. This is so not
because they are one and the same thing but because the former is continuous with, and
inclusive of the latter. Accordingly what Heidegger understands from transcendence is the same
as what Kant underétands from it. For Heidegger transcendence is passing beyond beings to
their Being. He states that Kant calls the kind of knowledge which is concerned with the
possibility of synthetic judgements a priori transcendental. And he adds:

105¢e Chapter 1, p.3-4 »
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Thus transcendental knowledge does not investigate the essent [being] itself but the
possibility of the precursory comprehension of the Being of the essent [being]. It concerns
reason's passing beyond (transcendence) to the essent [being] so that axpen'etice can be

rendered adequate to the latter as its possible objects. [K.b., p.20]

In this connection possibility of ontology for Heidegger is an inquiry into the possibility of this
transcendence for the very reason that it characterises the comprehension of Being.
Throughout his interpretation he makes us keep in mind that these two possibilities are
continuous and the transcendence concerned is one and the same.
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CHAPTER 2 | |
PRECURSORY COMPREHENSION OF BEING IN ITS REFERENCE TO
' TRANSCENDENTAL IMAGINATION

In the proceeding chap‘u':rs1 1 of our thesis we will see how Heidegger re establishes synthetic
a prory knowle(_lge' as ontological knowledge. In his woik Kant and the problem of
Metaphysics while he interprets this knowledge as prccui‘soxy comprehension of Being, he
shows at the same time that it is formed by transcendental imagihaﬁon. Its being formed by
transcendental imagihation is the reason why it has been interpreted as precursory
comprehension of Being. In other words the knowledge being "precursory” is a consequence
of its being formed originally in pure imagination rather then in pure understanding.
Accordingly, in coming two chapters, we are to demonstrate both how Heidegger re cstablishes
synthetic a priori knowledge as a product of imagination and at the same time how the
knowledge in question turns out to be "precursory" comprehension of Being. In so far as the
meaning of the Being, to which finite human being has a precursory access, becomes more
clear its comprehension as "precursory” manifests itself as "pre conceptual” and accordingly
"pre ontological”. |

1. TRUE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE LIES IN INTUITION
(Argument from the Finitude of Knowledge)

Heidegger starts his interpretation of the possibility of synthetic a priori knowledge with an
analysis of essence of knowledge. As he points out, Kant in scarching for the limits of human
reason, presupposed, before everything else, that it is limited i.e., finite. He claims that true
essence of knowledge can be understood only if it is considered from the point of view of this
finitude. Finitude of reason is a consequence of its very essence. Accordingly knowledge
arising from reason is a finite knowledge. The essence of finitude of knowledge, Heidegger
argues, shows wherein lies frue essence of knowledge itself. For an understanding of the
essence of finitude of knowledge there is a need for better understanding of the nature of
cognition required for this knowledge. Heidegger claims that cognition is primarily intuition and
Kant in his definition of intuition points this out implicitly. [K.D., p.28]

UChapter 2 and Chapter 3.
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"In whatever manner and by whatever means a mode of knowledge may relate the
objects, intuition is that through which it is in immediate relation to them and from

which all thought gains its material.” [C.P.R, A19, B33, NKS, p. 68]

Heidegger thinks because "all thought gains its material from intuition", it must be mainly in the
service of intuition, '

It [thinking] is not something which exists merely beside and in "addition to" intuifion,
but by its intrinsic structure serves that fo which intuifion is primarily and constanitly
directed. [K.b., p.28]

What is very important here is that Heidegger does not reject anything Kant put forward
concerning the relation of thinking with intuition. The problem for him rather lies in the result
Kant drives from this relationship. In other words he does not ignore the indispensable role of
thinking in the emergence of knowledge, he just says that this role is not the primary one:

it must be maintained that intuition defines the true essence of knowfedge, and that,
despite the reciprocily of the relation between intuition and thinking, it is in the first that

frue centre of gravity is to be found. [K.b., p.29]

As a result, Kant's statement that "knowledge is thinking intuition" should be considered over
and above the statement that "knowledge is an act of judgement.” To see¢ the true essence of
knowledge in thinking violates the Kantian problematic. Kant's main problem is searching for
the limits of human knowledge. Heidegger argues that since finitude of knowledge lies in the
finitude of intuition true essence of knowledge is to be found in intuition.

Heidegger's defence of this argument comes along with his reflection on the comparison of
the idea of infinite (divine) knowledge with the idea of finite (human) knowledge. He
explains how finitude of knowledge lies in finitude of intuition by referring to Kant's remark on
" human intuition12 at the end of Tramscendental Aesthetic. There Kant contrasts human
intuition with divine intuition and says that the former is "derivative" intuition and the latter
"original". And the difference between the two is that divine intuition, in its immediate
representation of the individual, can itself give itself its object. Heidegger states in this
connection :

23ee C.P.R, B72, NKS, p.90.
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Absolute intuition would not be absolute if dependent on being already on hand in
adaptation to which the object of intuition first became aécessible. Divine cognition is the
mode of representwiion which in the act of uztuzaon JSirst creates the object of intuition as
such. Seeing right through the being in advance, such cognition intuits it_immetﬁately and
has no need of thought. [K.b., p.30)13 |

From here thought manifests itself as the "seal” of finitude. This means that it is not the cause
of finitude but the sign of the finitude. |

Heidegger thinks that Kant implicitly puts emphasis on the distinction between divine and
human intuition and takes the statement below as an example:

But intuition takes place only insofar as the object is given to us. This again is only

possible , to man at least, in so fdr as the mind is affected in certain way. [C.P.R., B72,

NKS, p.90]

The phrase "to man at least” was inserted on the second edition of Critique and it is for
warning the reader that finitc human knowledge is the subject of inquiry and not infinite,
divine knowledge. Once the idea of divine knowledge is brought forth in such a way the
definition of knowledge should be made anew. And he argues that, since infinite knowledge is
intuition alone where finite knowledge is thinking intuition, true essence of finite knowledge
must lie in intuition.

All though Kant explicitly states that Divine knowledge is intuition alonel4 he puts the
emphasis on the role of thinking when he dcfines what human knowledge is. Kant's inquiry is
the search for the possibility of human knowledge to the extent that it is the possibility of
scientific empirical knowledge. Accordingly he is concerned with what is a priori (independent
from the experience) in such knowledge. Therefore for Kant it not only irrelevant but also
impossible to put emphasis on what for Heidegger is decisive, viz. knowledge in general i.c.,
totality of human and divine knowledge. When Heidegger for his part talks about the idea of
knowledge in general he does not feel that he is bound to the limitations of human knowledge
as it has been exhibited by Kant. His objects of inquiry in principle are not the objects [objekt]
of synthetic a priori knowledge but beings i.c., "things that are" [seiend] which are not

135¢e C.P.R, B139,145,NKS, p.157,161.

145ee C.P.R, B72, NKS, p.90.
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supposed to be 'known' in the Kantian senselS. Therefore when he puts Kant's remarks on
Divine knowledge with his inquiry about human knowledge to equal footing we must not forget
that he thinks Kant's system is permissive of such an interpretation.

What is important for our purposes at this stage is to have a preliminary insight of why
Heidegger gives this priméry position to intuition from the very beginning of his interpretation.

Heidegger knows that in Kant all knowledge begins with experience, but we have no way of
an access to what intuition brings forth save through the process of understanding. For that
reason Kant in Critique gives the primary position to the explicit analysis of pure understanding.
When Heidegger develops his interpretation however he carries the intention that, if what is
given in intuition does not in some way affect our being [mind] then we would have no need
for the process of understanding. So the first task should be to analyse the character of that

‘which is given in intuition. And to see how it requires involvement of understanding for its
determination. That is the main reason why intuition is always prior to the understanding,

If we would not have some kind of comprehension of what is given in intuition before its
determination in understanding then there would be no need for this determination. So what he
actually rejects in Kant is that we don't have any kind of access to what is given in intuition
save through the function of understanding. He thinks we have some kind of an access to what
is given in intuition before its conceptual representation.. And from the first he is concerned with
this access which he calls "precursory comprehension of Being” in its full terms.

After his characterisation of finite knowledge as a mode of intuition which is receptive, (and
hence in need of thought) Heidegger goes on to elucidate the essence of finite knowledge with
reference to what is knowable. In this elucidation his interpretation of Kant's object of
knowledge as being [seiend] comes into light in more appropriate a manner. He states that "if
finite knowledge is receptive intuition then the knowable must show itself by itself". In other
words what finite knowledge is capable of manifesting must be a being [seiend] which shows
itself, i.e., which appears. o

The term "appeardnce " refers to the essent [being] ifself as the object of finite knnowiedge
More precisely, only for ﬁmte knowledge is there such a thing as an ob-ject
[Gegenstand]. 160nly such knowledge is exposed to the essent [being] which already is.
Inﬁm’té knowledge on the other hand, cannot be confronted by any such essent [being] to

153ee, Chapter 1, p. 7.

16]. S Churchill in Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics translates gegenstand as ob-ject and objekt as
object. In the NKS translation of the Critique however the difference between gegenstand and objekt is all
together neglected; they ﬁoth are translated as object. In Kritik der Reinen Vernunfi, gegenstand refers to

the indeterminate object of intuition.
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which it must conform. Such a "conforming-to.." would be a "dependence on..." and,

consequently a form of finitude. [K.b., p. 35-36]

He makes a distinction between object of finite intuition and object of infinite intuition as
ob-ject [Gegenstand] and e-ject [Ent-stand]17. Absolute cognition reveals the being itself in
the act of absolute intuition and possesses it "only" as that which arises from this very act i.é.,
as e-ject. The being is manifest to absolute intuition in its coming-into-Being. Therefore e-ject
is the being as being in itself, ic., not as "object”. He says " we fail to hit upon the
essence of infinite knowledge if we say its "object” is prdduced in the very act of intuition."
[I.b., p.36] By this he means, in case of infinite intuition, because it has a direct access to
the being itself in itself, thereis no need for the distinction between being as object of
knowledge i.c., appearance and being in itself. Accordingly to talk of the "ob-ject" of
infinite intuition is meaningless for it is one and the same with the being in itself. And that
is the reason why it has no need of determination ie., thought.

For Heidegger the best evidence of Kant's special emphasis on the distinction between finite
and infinite knowledge is his pointing out the distinction between appearance and thing-in-
itself, Kant said in the Critigue that "the object is taken to bein a two fold sense, namely
as appearance and as thing-in-itself." [C.P.R., B27, NKS, p.28] Heidegger criticises here the
term "object" for to absolute knowledge no object is given. Furthermore he reminds us that
Kant states in Opus Postumum that thing-in-itself is not something other than appearance:

“"The distinction between the concept of thing in itself and that of appearance is not
objective but merely subjective. The thing in itself is not another object but another

aspect (respectus) of the representation with regard to the same object. 18

Heidegger's interpretation of this statements takes Kant's investigation outside of its limits. He
says "the being 'as it appears' [i.c., phenomenon] is the same as the being in itself and only
this. Indeed only in so far as it is being can it become an object, although only to finite
knowledge can it be such.” [K.b., p.36] And he adds, Kant uses the term "appearance™ in two
sense. Appearance in broad sense refers to the "objects” of finite intuition which is receptive

1"Heidegger makes a further distinction between the ob-ject of finite intuition, gegenstand and the ob-ject of
infinite intuition, ent-stand. Translation of ent-stand as e-ject belongs to J.5. Churchill.

18R ant's Opus Postumum, presentation and critique by E. Adickes, p.653 (Italics by the author).



and in need of thought.19 Appearance in narrow sense however refers to the indeterminate
object of empirical intuition.20 Although it seems as though Heidegger discusses here
appearance in the broad sense we must note that ‘appearance as 'indeterminate object of
empirical intuition' is also a being [seiend]. He conmsiders its being undetermined as a
determination t00.

Appearances are not mere illusions but the essent [being] itself. And the essent [being], on
ifs side, is nothing other then the thing "in itself". The essent [being] can be manifest

without being known "in itself", i.c., qua e-ject. [K.b., p.37]

When Heidegger says "thing-in-itself” can be manifest without being known 'in itself, qua
e-ject” he means that it manifests itself as what is knowable in finite knowledge. And this in
turn means thing-in-itself takes justification of its being from the idea of Divine knowledge.
For that reason he concludes that: -

The dual characterisation of the essent [being] as thing in itself and as "appearance”
corresponds to the relation in which it stands to infinite and finite knowledge respectively,

as e-ject and ob-ject. [K. b., p.37]

Although Heidegger with this interpretation takes Kant's investigation outside of its limits, he
points to the frame of reference of these limits. In other words he points to the importance of
the idea of Divine knowledge in delimiting Kant's investigation concerning finite knowledge.
Problem of the possibility of a priori synthesis takes its roots from this idea. '

Knowledge of the essent [being] is a precursory, afpeﬁeﬂce:ﬁ*ee knowledge _of the
ontological structure of the essent [being]. But finite knowledge (and it is finitude of
knowledge which is in question) is essentially a receptive and determinative intuition of the
essent [being]. If finite knowledge is to be possible, it must be based on a comprehension of

the Being of the essent [being] that precedes every receptive act. Finite knowledge requires,

19C P.R, A235 (heading), B249, NKS, p.259.

20C PR, A20, B34, NKS, p.65.
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therefore, a non-receptive (and apparently non-finite) mode of cognition, a kind of creative

intuition. [K.b., p.42] ‘

When Heidegger asks Kant's fundamental question concerning possibility of synthetic a priori
knowledge anew, he approaches to the problem from this perspective and asks "how
knowledge of the essence of the finite knowledge is possible without being infinite?" In other
words, what is the significance of calling this knowledge finite then?

Howcan a finite being which as such is delivered up to the essent [beingland dependcﬁt o
ifs reception have knowledge of, ie., intuit, the essent [being] before it is given without
being its creator? Otherwise expressed, how mustn this finite being be constituted with
respect to its own ontological structure if, without the aid of the experience, it is able to
bring forth the 0ﬁtologicd structure of the essent [being], ie., ¢ffect an ontological
synthesis? [K.b., p.43]

It is impossible to understand how the possibility of a priori synthesis coincides with the
possibility of precursory comprehension of Being without secing the importance of the idea of
Divine knowledge in Kant's raising the question of the possibility of a priori synthesis. For the
analysis of finite knowledge, consideration of Divine knowledge points to "what is not the case"
in Divine knowledgé. 'And that is "what is given " to the finite being [human pure intuition]
Because in case of Divine intuition nothing is given. This in turn is the very point where the
possibility of the comprehension of Being takes its departure. "What 1s given " to the finite
being in his comprehension of the beings (objects) independent from its determination in
understanding, is the true subject of what Heidegger calls onto-logical knowledge. As we sce
from here Heidegger actually asks the question of Kant concerning knowledge from the
opposite direction. Kant's question was "what is given a priori" [independent from experience]
in human knowledge. Heidegger tries to re establish the same problematic from the point of
view of intuition. Accordingly in his interpretation he proceeds always from the intuition and
arrives at determination of what is given in intuition in understanding. In this connection we will
see first his analysis of pure intuition.
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2. THAT WHICH DELIMITS INTUITION IS TIME

For proceeding to the explanation of transcendental imagination as the fundamental faculty of
the soul, in formation of pure knowledge in gencral, it is necessary to look at Heidegger's
preliminary investigations of pure intuition. -

The pure intuitions are space and time. Heidegger thinks that Kant opens the discussions
concerning space and  time by pointing the negative characteristics of them simply because
their positive characteristics are familiar to every one. Space is not an empirical representation
and for any given thihg to be able to reveal itself in definite spatial relations it is necessary that
space must be already manifest before the receptive apprehension of the thing. Space must be
represented as that within which any actual thing can be encountered. It is a pure representation
and is necessarily represented in finite human cognition in advance. Heidegger also reminds
Kant's remark concerning the singularity of space that 'many spaces are only limitations of the
one unique space' and 'it is, as one and unique, wholly itself in each one of its parts'. In this
connection he makes the distinction between pure intuition itself (or what is intuited in pure
intuition) and the act of pure intuition. Pure intuition does not only give what is intuited
immediately but also gives it as a whole. Its giving it as a whole is not the result of receptivity of
what is intuited but (for we can not intuit space as a whole) - the result of the act of pure
intuition. Space is represenied as a whole as "infinite extensiveness” and this representation
is an act of pure intuition which gives itself its content. So he thinks in pure intuition there is
indeed something intuited (although it is presented to us unobjectively and unthematically
in preliminary insight) and it is given only through the corresponding act of intuition itself.

That which is intuited in this mode of (pure) intuition is not absolutely nothing.[K.b, p.51]

However space as pure intuition gives only totality of relations of how external sense is
ordered. There are also the "givens" of internal sense which manifests themseclves as the
successions of mental states. And it is time that determines relations of representations of inner
states. Although it looks like the two pure intuitions refer to the distinct regions of experience
Kant makes clear that time is the one in which their unity is to be found. Heidegger calls our
attention to Kant's statement that: '

Time is the formal condition a priori of all appearance whatseever. [C.P.R, A33, B50,
NKS, p.77]
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To the extent that external sense belongs to the modifications of mind v(intemal sense) time is
the determination of external sense also. Hence time as pure intuition takes precedence over
space and is presented as universal pure intuition. [f time is the universal pure intuition then
as such it is that which delimits finite intuition itself.

This point is made by Kant in the same way as Heidegger presents it. What is important here
for Heidegger is the question "how does Kant justify the precedence of time as the universal
pure intuition?" Because Kant in determination of time itself questions the role of external
phenomena specially when this phenomena is the motions of the stars and natural events in
general. But at the same time as he points out, in the above statement, he does not reject the
temporal determination of external phenomena. One of his theses seems to deny intra-
temporality to physical things and the other to admit it. Heidegger states that ambiguity arises
out of Kant's using the expressions representation and intuition, that they refer both to the act
of representation (or intuition) as states of consciousness and what is represented (or intuited)
in such states as objects. Accordingly, so far as time is the universal pure intuition it is the
condition of determination of the outer sense. For this reason, the act of representation of
external phenomenon is determined by time immediately. But the cxternal phenomenon itself
is determined by space but not time. To the extent that space is determined by time one can say
however that external phenomenon itself is determined by time mediately. [K.b., p.52-53]
But this is so for the determination of any kind so far as determination itself is a modification
of the mind.

In spite of these however Heidegger adds that universality of time as pure intuition is justified
only if it can be shown that "although both space and time as pure intuitions belong to the
'subject’, time is hnplahted.therein in a more fundamental way than is space.” [K.b., p,54]

Time as immediately limited to the data of internal sense can be, ontologically speaking,
more universal than space only if the subjectivity of the subject consist in being overt to the
essent [object]. The more that time is subjective, the more original and extensive is the

Sreedom from limitation of the subject. [K.b., p.54]

In the last sentence it has been stated that "the more time is subjective the more it becomes free
from limitation of thé subject.” This means the more time is the precondition of all
modifications of mind (or all appearances whatsoever) the more it becomes impossible for the
subject to be in charge of its determination. In consequence, he makes a remark that:
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...central ontological function given fo time as universal pure intuition is justified only if
time itself, (as essential element of pure ontological knowledge) forces us to determine the

nature of subjectivity more primordial than heretofore. [K.b., p.54]

With this last remark we see how Heidegger opens the way for the radical interpretation of time
- as that which is related to  (in Kant's terms) nature of the subjectivity of the subject.

3. PROCEEDING FROM PURE INTUITION TO PURE THOUGHT

Under the light of these investigations concerning the essence of finite knowledge we
continue to elucidate its essential clements with the analysis of the nature of pure thought.
Concerning the question of the possibility of pure thought Heidegger's main intention is to
consider it not in isolation from pure intuition but in the context of the unity of pure
knowledge. However following the order in the Critigue first he reflects on Kant's analysis of
those elements in isolation. We already exhibited his analysis of pure intuition. However we
must remind that he starting with those elements in isolation arrives at the point that this
isolation is indeed a pseudo isolation.

From Heideggerian point of view, what the analysis of human knowledge secks to find out is
not the object of such knowledge but rather "what is given" in the emergence of such
knowledge. Kant's isolation of knowledge into its clements however is the result of making this
knowledge itself an issue. ‘Hence it reflects "relatively” an epistemological point of view. What
we mean is that Kant establishes his ontology proceeding from what is an epistemological point
of view for Heidegger. Because it is the only way to understand Heidegger's interpretation,
in our analysis we will often make a reference to the difference between these two point of
Views.

Unity of thought with intuition is investigated through the analysis of that which unites them
i.e., synthesis. This unity is not a simple consequence of their coming together but rather
synthesis lets intuition and thought spring forth in their togetherness and in their unity.

In order to be knowledge finite intuition needs determination of what is intuited as "this" or
that". In this determination that which is represented by intuition, is further represented
with reference to what it is "in general”. This "general” representation makes that which is
represented more representative in that it comprehends the many under one. And, on the basis
of this com-prehension"'one applies to many". Kant named this, representation by concepts.
Act of this representation is the determinative act and as such it is representation (concept)
of representation (inﬁ;ition). Heideggef states that this representation in the unity of thought
and intuition brings forth the true manifestation of the object. And he names threefold synthesis




a new. He calls the synthesis involved here veritative (true making) synthesis. Veritative
synthesis coincides with that which brings forth the determinateness with regard to the content
of the object itself. Apart from this ,at the same time, the conceptual act of representation is in
itself the assertion of something about something. (predication). This predicative representation
is what gives "the general" as such in itself and the synthesis concerned with it he calls
predicative synthesis. Predicative synthesis is what unifies a concept in its character as
predicate. But predicative synthesis does not coincide ‘with the act of unification in which
Jjudgement presents itself as the connection of subject and predicate. This synthesis Heidegger
calls apophantic. [K. b., p.33-34]

What is important here from our point of view to understand Heidegger's interpretation
is that veritative synthesis is the one which constitutes the essence of finite knowledge.

...in the veritative sﬂmthesis, which constitutes the essence of finite knowledge the
predicative synthesis and the apophantic synthesis are necessarily joined together in a
structural unity of synthesis. [K. b., p.34]

Veritative synthesis constitutes essence of finite knowledge means representation of intuition in
concept, with which such synthesis is concerned, constitutes the essence of structural unity of
synthesis. If the function of synthesis is unifying the two elements of finite knowledge namely |
thought with intuition and if we conceive this unity as three different representations which are
in fact our abstraction (for the sake of understanding the nature of synthesis) from a single
representation, how come Heidegger can claim that one of these representations is essential to
finite knowledge rather then all three?

Conceptual representation is the representation of determination of only what intuition
provides. Unlike the fcprescntaﬁon of predication and unlike the representation of the relation
of predicate with subject in judgement, it is concerned with the content of the object. Content
of the object comes from the receptivity of intuition. Heidegger argues that the most essential
feature of finite knbwledge is its being finite and finitude is directly related to receptivity of
intuition (for infinite knowledge does not have such receptivity.) If by reason of this receptivity
there is need for thinking hence there is need for the unity of intuition with thought then
structural unity of that which unifies them (synthesis) lies essentially in representation of
the determination of what comes from this receptivity.

Furthermore representation of what is intuited is singular but it is determined under "the
general”. So the essential determination of the singular under the general is the conceptual
determination. In the infinite intuition however what is intuited has no need of determination
for the very reason that divine intuition has a direct access to the singular in itsclf. Hence there
is no need for the determination of the singular under the general. Accordingly the conceptual
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representation of what is intuited is where the difference between finite and infinite intuition
manifests itself . This feprcsentaﬁon thereby is the only one which contains in itself the idea
of non-finite knowledge. And because such representation is glven by veritative synthesis it is
the one which constitutes the essence of finite knowledge. For that reason, Heidegger explicitly
states that "pure veritative synthesis contains the idea of non-finite knowledge". [K.b., p.44]

Possibility of finite (i.e., ontic) knowledge when it's essence has been put forward from the
point of view of that which unites thought with intuition lies in the possibility of pure veritative
synthesis. Pure veritative synthesis must be such that it determines a priori the element of pure
intuition. Hence content as well as the form of this pure synthesis must precede all experience.
In other words the representation provided by 'pure’ veritative synthesis can not be conceptual
representation of intuition but it must be connected with the act of such representation itsclf.
This means possibility of pure veritative synthesis will come to light through understanding the
"predicative synthesis". Understanding the predicative synthesis requires however inquiry into
its possibility. This means the act of representation with which predicative synthesis is
concerned, should be analysed in itself. That is the reason why the question of essence of
ontological predicates (or in Kant's terms pure concepts of understanding) is central to the
problem of a priori synthesis. [K.b., p.43]

In consequence the possibility of synthetic a priori knowledge ' is predicted by reference to
the possibility of its two elements, pure intuition and pure thought, in their unity. In statements
above, we showed that Heidegger thinks the inquiry into the possibility of pure thought leads
back to the analysis of pure predicative synthesis mainly because it is the one to which pure
veritative synthesis belongs.

4. PREPARAT ORY ANALYSES OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF
UNDERSTANDING |
(Introduction of Categories as Ontological Predicates)

The object of an intuition (which is abways a particular) is determined as such and such in
a "general representation" ie., through concepts. Hence; the Sinitude of rejflective
[thinking] intuition is a mode of cognition through concepts, and pure cognifion is pure
intuition through pure concepts. These pure concepts must be exhibited if the complete

essential structure of pure knowledge is to be secured. [K.D., p.55]
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Heidegger's exhibition of pure concepts comes out in terms of the analysis of conceptual
representation and the act of such representation. Representation in concepts takes place by
reference to that which "applies to many". The property of "applying to many" as a derivative
character is itself based on the fact that in every concept there is represented one element in
which several particulars agree. Conceptual representation lets thé'inany come to agreement in
this one. In conceptual representation , therefore , the unity of this one must be anticipatively
kept in view so that it can serve as a standard for all statements capable of determining the
many. This anticipative keeping in view of the one in which the many can agree iec.,
representation of the unifying unity itself, is the basic act of conceptualisation. [K.b., p.55]
Heidegger reminds that Kant calls this "reflection.”" And he gives the definition of it in Kant's
words: It is that which "enables different representations to be comprehended in one act of
consciousness."21 His point here is that such a reflection brings before itself a unity which as
such represents the many so that with reference to this unity the many can be compared
(comparison). And that which is not in accord with the one can be disregarded (abstraction in
Kantian sense). When Heidegger says that act of conceptual repreSentaﬁon brings before itself a
unity he wants to make explicit that this act is different from the product of conceptual
representation. And the meaning of the term "concept” itself should be understood in terms of
both. '

A concept is not merely a presentation of something that happens to be common to many
things; rather, it is this being-common-to in so far as it is commeon, i.e., in its unity. [K.b.,

p-56]

He states in this connection that Kant said "it is a mere tautology to speak of general or
common concepts”.22 Because their being-comrhon—to does not arise from their content but
arises from the basic act of conceptual representation. In other words, the conceptual character
of representation- hence the fact that what is represented has the form of an element common
to many- arises from reflection. Content of this conceptual representation however arises for the
most part from an empirical act of intuition which compares and abstracts. Therefore the origin
of such empirical concepts is not a problem. But as far as the pure concept is concerned the
content of ‘reflected’' concept can not be derived from the phenomenon. Tts content must be
obtained a priori. Heidegger says that "concepts , the content of which [are] given a priori
Kant terms notions" 23[K.b., p.56-57] Kant also states that: |

21See Logikvorlesung, VIII, g6, p.401.
22 Ibid., VIIL, g1, note 2, p.399.

23 1bid., VIII, g4, p.401. -
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Pure concepts in so far as their origin is in the understanding alone (not in the pure image
of sensibility), is called notion. [C.P.R., A320, B377, NKS, p.314]

Every act of conceptualisation is at the same time determination of something as something
(judgement) and judgement contains "the unity of bringing various representations under one
common reprcscntation"24. This act of reflective unification is only possible if it has a reference
to a unity in itself.. If the act of representation itself is a representation of a unity it means that
representation of a unity belongs to essential structure of the act of understanding. In other
words in the act of the understanding there lies already prepared representation of the
directive unity. These represented unities form the content of pure concept. And this content is,
in each case, a unity by means of which a unification becomes ‘boséiblc. If the understanding
in itself is to be the origin not only of the form of every concept but also the content of certain
concepts then, this origin can only lie in the fundamental act “of conceptualisation itself i.c.,
in reflection. The act of representation of unity, in case of pure concepts, by reason of this
specific content , is already conceptual a priori. Hence a pure concept does not need to be
endowed with a Aconceptual form; fundamentally it is itself this form. Therefore pure concepts
do not result from an act of reflection. Instead, they belong ﬁ'qrh the first, to the essential
structure of reflection. They are representations which act m, with, and for reflection;
they are reflecting concepts. [K.b., p.58] As an evidence of his explanation Heidegger shows
Kant's explanation of such concepts:

All concepts in general, no matter whence comes their material, are reflective, i.e.,
representations raised to the logical relation of general applicability. But there are
concepts the enfire sense of which is nothing other than to be cénsﬁmﬁve of such and such
reflection, under which the actual representations as they 0ééur can be subsumed. They
may be caIled" concepts of reflection (conceptus reflectentes), and since every act of
reflection takes place in the judgement, they must, as the fodnda:ion of the possibility of
Judging, be in themselves, and in an absolute wéy, the pure aclzvzty of the understanding
which in the judgement is applied to the relation?>.

%5ee C.P.R., A68, B93, NKS, p.105.

25Erdmann, Reflexionen, 11, 554, Kant's Posthumous Works in Manuscript Form, vol. V, No. 5051.
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This is the explication of the idea of pure concept qua notion, in other words the idea of pure
concepts as derived from pure act of understanding alone. Obviously in case of such pure
concepts (notions) the pure understanding itself provides a content (manifold)- the pure unities
of the possibilities of unification. If these possible modes of unification form a closed
continuity then there lies concealed in understanding multiplicity of pure concepts organised
to a systematic whole. This totality is the system of those predicates which function in pure
thought.

All kinds of predicates are assertion of something about SOméthing. It is important to note
here that Heidegger for this reason claims "notions as predicates assert something about the
Being of the being”, and calls them thereby "ontological predicates"”.

From Kant's ‘inquiry however it becomes explicit that these pure concepts which have the
“character of ontological predicates have been termed "categories". This means actually the
table of judgements is the source of categories and their table. Heidegger, in this connection,
disregarding the problem whether Kantian table of judgements are complete or not, states
that not only are the categories not actually derived from the table of judgements, they can not
be so derived. In other words he accepts the idea of pure concepts qua notion but he does not
accept Kant's account of the pure concepts primarily as notions. Because he says, "when pure
concepts are initially apprehended as notions pure thought loses decisive moment of its essence,
namely its relation to intuition". In other words, if the origin of pure concepts of understanding
is seen primarily in jildgements then categories will be derived from notions. According to
Heidegger on the other hand categories can not be derived from notions. For the very reason
that it is not possible to derive the content from the form. From the content however it is always
possible to abstract the form. Accordingly for Heidegger the essence of notions can be
understood only proceeding from their actual applications to intuition.

He furthermore reminds that pure thought is essentially at the service of intuition, hence it is
by its nature dependent on the latter. Accordingly the idea of the pure concept qua notion is
only a fragment of pure understanding in pure knowledge. The table of judgements for
Heidegger is not the origin of categories but simply the method of discovery of all pure
concepts of the understanding. His very point here is that as long as pure understanding is not
considered with regard fo its essence i.¢., its pure relation to intuition, the origin of notions as
‘ontological' predicates can not be disclosed. This is an other way of saying that explication of
pure concepts as "ontological predicates" is only possible through the clucidation of pure
understanding in terms of its fundamental relation to pure intuition. [K.b., p. 59-60]
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5. ESSENTIAL UNITY OF PURE INTUITION WITH PURE THOUGHT
(Interpretation of Pure Synthesis)

After his reflection on the nature of pure concepts, Heidegger concentrates on the
analysis of the essential unity of pure understanding with pure intuition. The problem of the
unity of pure knowledge is a result of previous isolation of these pure elements. Thus the only
way to understand this unity is to sec how they require each other in fact. Hence the
essential unity of pure thought can not be understood simply as a sub sequential bond
linking the two. In other words their unity can not be later than the elements themselves but
must be established earlier and serve as their foundation. The reason for this is that they first
arise as elements in this unification and are maintained in their unity by means of it. So they
both have an essential dependence on the unity that underlies them and as a result they have
mutual dependence on each other. The finitude of knowledge manifests an original and intrinsic
dependence of thought on intuition, this dependence is expressed by Hiedegger at its best in the
statement that, "a need for thought is determined by the intuition”.

Heidegger thinks the isolation of these elements has concealed the fact and the manner of
their dependence on the unity that underlies them. Because of the way isolation is carried out
the second element of knowledge appeared even more prominent. In consequence, Kant did |
not succeed in making this primordial unity visible. And he adds that, since this isolation can not
be completely undone, in spite of everything, the unity will not be expressly developed in its
proper origin. ' :

For that reason Heidegger tries to raise the question of unity anew; in terms of that which in
unifying these two elements originates them i.e., synthesis. We already explained that as far as
only the unity of pure knowledge is concerned veritative synthesis has a priority over the other
syntheses.26 And the other syntheses are necessarily included in it. The question of essential
unity of pure (ontological) knowledge turns out to be the problem of pure veritative synthesis.
He states that this is, at bottom, a question about the original unification of pure universal
intuition (time) and pure thought (notions). Heidegger emphasises 'that both of these elements,
in themselves are synthetic in origin. Pure intuition, because it is indeed the representation of a
unified whole, has in itself a unifying character. Hence it is "synoptic" in nature.27 Pure thought
on the other hand , as a representation of pure unity is in itself a source of unity, hence in this
sense synthetic in nature. The answer of the question as to how these two elements require each
other lies in the fact that they both are synthetic in nature. Accordingly what veritative synthesis
achieves is not only to dovetail these two elements by means of their synthetic nature but also to

26See Chapter 2, p. 32.

‘27See, C.P.R, A95, NKS, p.127.
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make them first fit to be joinéd. [K.b., p.65] We look at Heidegger's analysis of Kant's
statements below in order to make clear what he understands from the synthesis:

Transcendental logic, on the other hand, has lying before it a manifold of a priori
sensibility presented by transcendental aesthefic, as material for the concepts of pure
understanding. In the absence of this material those concepts would be without any
content, therefore enfirely empty. Space and fime contain a manifold of | pure q priori
intuition, but at tke same time are condifions of receptivity of our mind- conditions under
which alone it can receive representations of objects, and which therefore must always
Qtj‘e_ct the concept of these objects. But if this manifold is to be known, the spontaneity of
our thought requires that it be gone through in a certain waj, taken up and connected.
This act I name synthesis. [C.P.R., A76f, B102, NKS, p. 111]

Heidegger states that dependence of pure thought on pure intuition is first introduced by Kant
in these statements but in a rather superficial way. "Transcendental 'logic" he says does not have
"tying before it" the pure temporal manifold.[K.b., p.65] Rather, this mode of presentation of
manifold belongs to the essential structure of pure thought and this is analysed by
transcendental logic. Similarly transcendental aesthetic does not supply the pure manifold; pure
intuition is by nature "that which supplies", and furthermore for the sake of pure thought. What
is thus supplied by pure intuition is ‘affection' (not affection through the senses but
affection in so far as it pertains to pure thought). This means actually what is supplied by pure
intuition is the condition of minds receiving representations of objects. And these
representations  affect the concepts of these objects. Accordingly pure thought is always
placed before pure intuition and pure intuition (time) affects it. In order that pure
thought be determined by pure concepts however finitude of thought demands that
manifold of pure intuition be accommodated to thought itself. And in order that manifold of
pure intuition be determinable through pure concepts it must be freed from dispersion i.c.,
taken up and connected. This is a reciprocal adaptation, and it takes place in the operation
which Kant calls in general "synthesis". Synthesis as a mediator between the intuition and
thought is related to both and shares the fundamental character of both hence must be an act
of representation.

Heidegger reminds that Kant notes "synthesis in general is the mere result of power of
imagination"28, This means everything which has synthetic structdre, in the nature of pure
knowledge, is brought about by the imagination.

28C PR, A78, B103, NKS, p.112. (Italics are Heidegger's)
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Pure [ontological] synthesis is pure because the manifold is not empirical but is given a priori.
This means actually the pure synthesis fits in with that which, as synopsis, unifies in pure
intuition. But at the same time this synthesis needs to have a reference (in order to fit with that
which unifies in pure intuition) to a directive unity. Therefore as an act of unification that is
representative, the pure synthesis must represent in advance and as such, i.e., in a general way,
the unity which pertains to it. And by this the general representation of its specific unity, the
pure synthesis raises the unity, which it represents, to a level of concept and thereby gives unity
to itself. Thus, Heidegger, in his interpretation of pure synthesis, re establishes it as the one
which acts in pufe intuition  in a manner purely sjmoptic and, at the same time as the one
which acts in pure thought in a manner pufely reflective. [K.b., p.66-67]

6. INTRODUCTION OF PURE IMAGINATION AS THE CENTRAL
FACULTY OF THE SOUL |

Proceeding from the double functioning characteristic of pure synthesis Heidegger introduces
pure imagination as the fundamental faculty of the soul for its providing essential unity of
thought with intuition. For the explicit understanding of this introduction we will take a look at
his reflection on Kant's notes that the complete essence of pure knowledge is composed of
three parts. [K.b., p.67] -

What must ﬁr&t be given- with a view to the a priori knowledge of all objects - is the
manifold of pure intuition; the second factor involved is the synthesis of this manifold by
means of the imagination. But even this does not yield knoulédge. The concepts which give
unity to this pdré synthesis, and which consist solely in the representation of this necessary
synthetic unity, ﬁmish the third requisite for the knowledge of an object; and they rest on
the understanding. [C.P.R., AT8f, B104, NKS, p.112] |

Heidegger states that, of these three elements, the pure synthesis of imagination holds the
central position. And furthermore this central position has a structural significance. In it pure
synopsis and puré synthesis meet and fit in one another. This fitting one another is explained by
Kant as the self-sameness of the pure synthesis in the syn-thetic character of the intuition and
the understanding, '
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The same function which gives unity to the various representations in a judgement also
gives unity to the mere synthesis of various representations in an intuition; and this unity,
nits rﬁost general expression, we entitle the pure céncept of the understanding. [C.P.R.,
A79, B104f, NKS, p.112]

By this self same-ness of the synthetic function Kant points out the essential structural
togetherness of pure intuition with pure thought. Heidegger intérprets the self-sameness of the
synthetic function in the statement below:

- This is to say, at the same time, that the modes of synthesis tﬁeﬁﬁoned earlier, namely, the
Jormer, apophantic .s:yntheszs of the judicative function and the predicative synthesis of
conceptual reflection, belong together in the unity of the essential structure of finite
knowledge as the veritative synthesis of intuition and thought [K.b., p.68]

Fundamental role that Heidegger assigns to pure imagination as a third faculty of the soul
comes from the peculiar character of what it achieves i.c., the pure synthesis. We must remind
however that transcendental imagination satisfies this central position only if it is considered
from Heidegger's point of view. That is to say when the whole project is put forward from the
side of "what is given" into the manifold of intuition. He states that transcendental imagination
receives this primary role essentially with it's achieving "pure ontological” synthesis, i.e., pure
veritative synthesis. Therefore before the elucidation of the transcendental imagination in this
fundamental role it is necessary to go into details of Heidegger's interpretation of pure synthesis
and the pure conccpts of the understanding.

7 THE PURE CONCEPTS OF UNDERSTANDING AND THEIR
TRANSCENDENTAL CONTENT

Heidegger when hc interprets pure concepts from the pomt of view of what is given in
intuition arrives at their transcendental content.

The same understanding, through the same operations by which in concepts, by means of
analytical unity, it produced the logical form of a judgement, also introduces a
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The same understanding, through the same operations by which in concepts, by means of
analytical unity, it produced the logical form of a judgement, also introduces a
transcehdental content into its representations, by means of the synthetic unity of the
manifold in intuition in general. [C.P.R, A79, B105, NKS, p.112f}] |

This transcendental content which is introduced into pure concepts of understanding by means
of the synthetic unity of manifold in intuition signifies "what is given" in pure intuition as far as
pure knowledge is concerned. Hence this is the very point from which the interpretation of
pure knowledge as ontological knowledge takes its departure. That is why Heidegger says in
relation to Kant's statements above "this characterisation of the essential unity of ontological
knowledge can not be the conclusion but, rather right way to begin, the laying of the
foundation of this knowledge." [K.b., p.68} Transcendental content of pure concepts of
understanding is analysed in the section of the Critigue which is called Schematism of the Pure
Concepts of Understanding. It is no surprise that this is also the section which Heiddegger finds
the most relevant piece of Kant's work for his purposes.29 [B&T, p-45]

It becomes explicit from here that when pure concepts are analysed from the point of view
of "what is given" in pure intuition, this means actually they are supposed to be considered
primarily in terms of their transcendental content. That is to say in such an interpretation they
can not be initially apprehended as having their origin in understanding alone i.c., as notions.30

If a category is not only, or even in ifs primary sense (as the name indicates), as a mode of
"assertion" schema tou logou, and if it can satisfy its true nature, which is that of a
schema tou ontos, then it must not function merely as an "element" (notion) of pure

knowledge; on the contrary, in it must lie the knowledge of The Being of the essent
[being]. [K.b., p.69]

This is taking categories as ontological predicates. The primary question here is not merely how
they are formed in understanding but how they are formed in transcendental imagination in so
far as pure imagination forms what is intuited. Because their formation in thought directly
arises from their initial intuition, and because by Kant categories are primarily investigated as
notions Heidegger states that "the pure intuitivity of notions becomes decisive for the essence
of the categories”. [K.b., p.69] In Kantian inquiry categories are always presented as notions

29See, Chapter 1, p.16.

308ee Chapter 2, p.36.
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knowledge. For this reason, actually Kant assigned to the 7 ranscendental Logic (to the Analytic
of Concepts in particular) not only the explication of pure concepts as elements of pure
knowledge [Transcendental Deduction] but also justification of the essential unity of pure
knowledge as well. In this way Transcendental Logic came to have a unique priority over
Transcendental Aesthetic.31 From Heidegger's point of view however it is the intuition which is
the primary element in knowledge. So it is important to sec what he has to say on the priority of
logic:

All things considered, the priority of Transcendental Logic in the whole of the laying of

the foundation of metaphysica Generalis is, in a certain sense justified..

If the essence of pure thought consists in ifs reference to intuitién with a view fo serving
the latter, then, when properly conceived, an analytic of pure thought must introduce this
reference as such into the development of its problematic. That this take place with Kant
thus proves that the finitude of thought is the theme of the_» analytic. If the primacy of
transcendental logic is understood in this sense , it in no wise effects a diminution of the

role of transcendental aesthetic, to say nothing of its complete elimination. [K.b., p.70-71]

Heidegger actually states that, if the analysis of pure thought is the one which discloses its
essential dependence on intuition, at best, then transcendental logic, (because it analyzes pure
thought) is certainly prior to transcendental aesthetic. What is interesting however, is that when
this priority is understood in this sense it disappears.

The fundamental significance of Tranmscendental Deduction, in the way in which Kant
presents it, is its drawing the limits of pure thought. According to Heidegger however finitude
of pure thought (finitude of reason in general) is an essential consequence of the finitude
of intuition. Hence before the elucidation of transcendental deduction he-points out its basic
purpose as the explication of finite being's transcending all beings to their Being. In other
words he concentrates on the meaning of "transcendence” as such.

31 Transcendental Aesthetic is part of the Critigue in which metaphysical exposition of pure intuition is

given.
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CHAPTER 3

PRECURSORY COMPREHENSION OF BEING GROUNDED IN
TRANSCENDENTAL IMAGINATION

1. INTERPRETATION OF OB-JECT AS BEING AND THE ACT OF
OB-JECTIFICATION AS THE GROUND OF TRANSCENDENCE

Human being is able to know an object which he is not and he has not created. In
Heidegger's understanding  finite being [human Dasein] with its ability of cognition is able to
relate itself to being which it is not and it has not created. Kant puts the picture from the stand
point of the subject’s knowledge hence in his understanding this is only possible if the object is
'given’ in certain sense. Heidegger tries to switch this stand point to the perspective of known
object and says that "it is possible only if this being can by itself come forward to be met."
[K.b,, p.74] Finite being's relation to what is given or to the object would not be possible if
this being does not come forward to be met. What is given in Kant's picture is always
indeterminate. And he calls this indeterminate object of intuition ob-ject [gegenstand]32,

However in order for this indeterminate being 1o be realised as object of knowledge, it must
be represented under a unity. |

However in order this essent [being] can be encountered as the essent [being] that it is, it
must be "recognised" in advance as essent [being], i.e., with respect to the structure of its

Being.

And he continues,

32See Chapter 2, p. 25, footnote #16.



But this implies that ontological knowledge, which in this circumstance is always pre-
ontological, is the condition of the possibility that an essent [bclng] as such can, in general,
'‘become an ob-ject 33 for a finite being. [K.b., p.74]

"Becoming an ob-ject" is the consideration of the unity of manifold of pure intuition from
ontological point of view, from the perspective of what is given in intuition. This unity refers
to the synoptic character of pure intuition. "Becoming an ob-ject for a finite being" is
finite being's "letting become an ob-ject”. Heidegger later calls this “"the act of ob-
jectification".34 Since ob-ject is the indeterminate object of intuition when he talks about
"becoming an ob-ject for a finite being" he is breaking the rules of such indeterminacy. What he
actually does is to talk about the ob-ject in itself . In Kantian picmre however we know that the
reason has no direct access to what is given in intuition. Only by means of the function of
understanding is it possible to determine the manifold of intuition under a unity and to present it
as object [objekt]. Hence the ob-ject is presented as the one which corresponds to this function
as its mere content. Heidegger makes the point here that, our encountering this indeterminate
object even as 'indeterminate’ requires that it somehow shows itself in itself. For if this
indeterminate object would not somehow affect our faculty of knowing there would be no need
of its determination in understanding. This, Hcidegger thinks, sigrﬁﬁes "what is given" in its
pure givenness. In this connection, the precursory comprehension of Being signifies in his
system finite being's encountering of this indeterminate object of intuition before all kinds of
conceptualisation what so ever. _

What is very important here is that finite being [human Dasein] in "letting become an
ob-ject” (in the act of ob-jectification) is neither absolutely active nor absolutely passive. It is
not absolutely active because it has a dependence on that which is given. Without that which
is given there is no way to talk about the ob-ject. Finite being is not absolutely passive because
it is supposed to "meet” with the one which has at all times the possibility of coming forward
to be met. Strictly speaking finite being is supposed to receive "that which is given".

In Heidegger's bringing forth the act of ob-jectification the real purpose is to say that it has an
ontological priority over recognition of the ob-ject under a concept or the recognition of the
being with respect to the structure of its Being. That is why act of 6b-jectiﬁcation is always pre-
ontological. This is what Heidégger exactly means by precursory comprehension of Being. For

33) S Churchill translates emgegenstehen as "become an ob-ject” or as "ob-jectification". Its literal translation,
he notés, is “to take up a position opposite to". See K.b., p.74, footnote #71.
34Both "letting become an ob-ject” and “act of ob-jectification” are translated from entgegenstehenlassen.

See K.b., p.74, footnote #71.
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the first time, here its being "precursory" is disclosed as "pre conceptual" and accordingly "pre

ontological”. o
When he further states that "all finite beings must have this ability, which can be described as
a turning toward .[orientation toward..] which lets something become an ob-ject” he alludes by
this ability to the precursory comprehension of Being. [K.b., p.74] '
In this connection Heidegger gives an understanding of what transcendence of finite reason
is:

In this primordial act of orientation, finite being first pro-poses to itself a free space within
which something can "correspond” to it. To hold oneself in qdvance in such a free-space
and to form it originally is nothing other than transcendence which marks all finite
comportinent with regard to the essent [being]. [K.b., p.74]

The act of ob-jectification is revealed as the primordial act of orientation of finite being towards
its object. Heidegger thinks that this act is at the base of finite bcirig's transcendence whereby is
revealed Being of all beings _

From Kant's point of view before the emergence of object as an object of knowledge (under
a concept, in a judgement) it is impossible to talk of something that which corresponds to the
act of conceptualisation. Hence Kant does not speak of act of ob-jectification. Nevertheless his
explication of the ob-ject enables Heidegger to see it from a totally opposite perspective. From
-where he stands the possibility of the act of ob-jectification bﬁngs forth the possibility of
reception of indeterminate object of intuition. And the possibility of its reception in turn entails
that it can come forward to be met, i.c., appear as ob-jective. [Gegensthendes]. But its presence
is not subject to our confrol. Because we are not ontically creative. If we are not able to create
the being by ourselves then our being dependent on its reception requires that the being have
in advance and a* all times the possibility of becoming an ob-ject. [K.b., p.76] The
possibility of becoming an ob-ject is the possibility that provides an indeterminate object in the
manifold of intuition. It signifies "what is given" in its pure givenness. This in turn enables
Heidegger to talk about the possibility of pure correspondence:

A receptive intuifion can take place only in a faculty which lets something become an
ob-ject in an act of orientation toward..., which alone constitutes the possibility of a pure

correspondence. [K.b., p.76] -

For this to be possible that something in intnition can be set over against the function of
understanding, it is necessary that receptive intuition has the capacity to correspond to related



function of understanding, If intuition would not be in disposition of this capacity then there
would be no need for thought. The possibility of pure correspondence is the reason why " that
which is intuited in pure intuition is not absolutely nothing"33, |

In connection with this Heidegger questions the nature of the indeterminate object of
intuition, as stated below:

What is that we, by ourselves, let become an ob-ject? It can not be something essent [being].
If not an essent [being] then a Nothing. Only if the act of ob-jectification is a holding
oneself into Nothing cﬁn an act of representation within this Nothing let, in place of if,
something not nothing, i.e., an essent [being), come forward to be met, supposing such to
be empirically manifest. Naturally, this Nothing of which ‘we speak is not the nihil
absolutumk. [K.b., p.76-77]

The origin of "that which we let become an ob-ject"”, is the origin of (in Kant's terms) "that
which is given" in ifs pure givenness. In Kantian system this origin is concealed; all we
know about it is that it is a transcendental object, just like thing-in-itself is.36 Heidegger
states that it can not be a being, because ob-ject itself is the being. Hence he asks that if it is
not a being then it is a Nothing. But since from within this Nothing, something not Nothing
comes out then it can not be absolutely Nothing.

This is actually Heidegger's consideration of finitude of the intuition. The possibility of pure
correspondence, hence the possibility of the act of ob-jectification, is made an issue only when
the finitude of intuition is considered in its innermost essence. In other words the finitude of
intuition forces us to question conditions governing the possibility of the act of ob-
jectification. To be able to understand the nature of the act of ob-jectification more explicit
analysis of the ob-ject is necessary.

In this connection Heidegger states that Kant in Transcendental Deduction asks the question
concerning the nature of the ob-ject:

...now we must make clear to ourselves what we mean by the expression "an object

[gegenstand] 37 of representations”. [C.P.R, A104, NKS, p.134]

35See Chapter 2, p.29.
36Heidegger's analysis of thing-in-itself showed that it is the correlative of appeai:mce, as the object of divine
intuition.

37See Chapter 2, p.25, footnote #16.



47

- Ttis a matter of investigating the nature of that which confronts us in the act of ob-jectification.

Now we find that our thbaght of the relation of all knowledge to its object carries with it an
element of necessity; the object [gegenstand] is viewed as that which prevents our modes of
knowledge from being haphazard or arbitrary, and wluch determines them a priori in
some definite fashion. [C.P.R, A104, NKS, P.134]38

From Kant's statement above Heidegger understands that the ob-jéct manifests itself as "which
is opposed”. And the translation of the statement above takes the form below:

In this act of leting sometlzing take up a position opposite to.. ....... as such, is manifested
something "which is opposed". [was dawider ist] [K.b., p.77] |

Heidegger furthermore states that this opposition is not a question of a character of resistance
mnherent in the pressure of sensation on us. But it is rather “thé question of the precursory
resistance of Being". What he means by this is that because finite human knowledge is not
able to have object in its Being it is necessarily receptive and that which it receives stands
opposite to the corresponding act of knowledge. This opposition is direct consequence of the
finitude for in infinite knowledge there is no distinction between the ob-ject and object. Being
of ob-ject manifests itself directly in its generality without a need of falling under a concept.
Because in finite knowledge this is not possible Heidegger talks about the resistance of Being.
Precursory resistance of Being is ob-ject's not giving itself immediately in its generality
(in its conceptual representation). And ob-ject’s not giving itself immediately in its generality is
what causes - the need for its opposition to that which represénts it in its generality. If this
opposition were not inhierent in the essence of knowledge then the pure correspondence would
not be possible. And if correspondence has not taken place then there would be no way to
represent the ob-ject in a concept. And this means actually finite being's transcending the being

38 The expression "was dawider ist" ("which is opposed”), which appears in this statement of original
Critique, disappears in NKS translation. Hence it becomes impossible to see what Kant originally stated on
the nature of the ob-ject. So as the proper translation we refer to Heldegger's own comment on the statement

in question, in J. S. Churchill's translation. See I. S. Churchill’s footnote, K.b., p.77 .
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to its Being would not be possible. Heidegger explicitly states that finite being's "letting
something to take a position opposite to...." is its transcendence. [K.b., p.92]

We see now that exact place of transcendence here makes a shift although it is still finite
being's ability to determine what is given, this determination takes place before the conceptual
representation and lies originally in somewhere other than understanding. Heidegger makes
explicit that transcendence take place in the act of ob-jectification. 'And for that reason he states
that "the act of ob-jectification is, the "primordial concept’. [K.b., p.78]

We see from Heidegger's interpretation of origin of the ob-ject, that this origin is nothing but
"being in opposition to" the unification of the object under a concept. We must be careful
however, the argument éonceming objective ground of the ob-jcbt is not that something must
correspond to the objekt [..of understanding] in intuition. But rather in order for the manifold
of intuition to be represented under a unity it is necessary that the act of unification of thought
itself must stand in opposition to what it unifies. Otherwise it becomes impossible to realise, the
manifold of intuition under a concept for a finite being. This is the logical dissolving of the act
of unification and sensibility. Up to this point Heidegger is in agreement with Kant and this
explains why Kant had chosen the term gegenstand for that which in intuition corresponds to
the objekt. '

In Kant's picture the act of ob-jectification is made possible by the faculty of purc
understanding. All thought in relation to the ob-ject carries with it an element of constraint
(necessity); and the determination of the ob-ject in understanding through this constraint
prevents our modes of knowledge from being haphazard. Understanding presents to itself this
constraint by representing unity originally and precisely as unifying. And this constraint in
advance imposes its rule on all possible modes of togetherness. Kant states that "the -
representation of the universal condition according to which a certain manifold can be posited
in uniform fashion is called rufe.” [C.P.R, A113, NKS, p.140] And the concept "may, indeed,
be quite imperfect or obscure. But a concept is always, as regards its form, something universal
which serves as a rule." [C.P.R, A104, NKS, p.135] Pure concepts then are revealed as the
ones which have such normative unities as their sole content. They not only furnish us with
rules but also in them it is hidden inherent form of the rule as such. Understanding is
characterised as faculty of the rules. [C.P.R, A126, NKS, p.147]

Heidegger by looking at this picture claims that Kant's assigning the act of ob-jectification to
the faculty of understanding contradicts with its secondary position within the unity of finite
knowledge. But he seems to forget that Kant does not assign the act of ob-jectification to the
faculty of understanding. Kant does not even talk about the act of ob-jectification. Instead he
talks about the act of representation of the ob-ject under a unity (conceptual representation).
And he assigns this act to the faculty of understanding. So the function of the act of
ob-jectification in Heidegger's eyes is what the act of conceptual representation achieves
explicitly in Kant's picture i.e., determination of what is given. Just as Kant, according to
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Heidegger, tries to assimilate the ontological point of view, Heidegger now tries to assimilate
Kant's point of view within his ontology. _

If the act of ob-jectification as Heidegger claims is put forward as the most essential function
of pure understanding then naturally it is that which brings to the light, most clearly, the
dependence of pure understanding on pure intuition. Because the pure concepts of
understanding receive their transcendental content from pure intuition Heidegger states that:

It is only in so far as the pure understanding as understatiiﬁng is the servant of pure

intuition that it can remain the master of empirical intuition. [K.)b., p.80]

This means actually if pure concepts of understanding do not take their transcendental content
from pure intuition then pure understanding can not remain as the master of empirical intuition.

2. INTERPRETATION OF TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION

We see from these analyses that Transcendental Deduction while | remaining to be the
elucidation of the inner most essence of pure understanding in Kantian sense, turns out to be
elucidation of the essence of the act of ob-jectification (henCé the innermost essence of the
ontological knowledge) in Heidegger's interpretation. But in both ways it is that which brings to
light the meaning of  transcendence to the extent that transcendence is finite being's
determination of what is given in intuition. In the interpretation of Transcendental Deduction
Heidegger puts a special emphasis on the part called Of the Relation of the Understanding to
Objects in General, and the Possibility of Knowing Them A Priori39. This part he thinks is the
one which explicates the meaning of the transcendence at most. -

Transcendental Deduction analyzes the total structure of the pure synthesis. For that
reason it shows how pure understanding and pure intuition united in advance require
cach other or how one is dependent on the other. Accordingly Kant presents the two
ways in which intrinsic possibility of transcendence is conducted. i)The first way begins
with the pure understanding and through the elucidation of its essence reveals its dependence
on pure intuition. ii)The second way on the other hand begins with pure intuition and with
analytic of its true nature shows its dependence on pure understanding. The unity which

39This is the Third Section of the Deduction of Pure concepts of Understanding. [C.P.R., A115-128, NKS,

p.141-149]
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mediates these two extremes manifests itself in pure synthesis. Hence mediative capacity of
pure synthesis should be analysed when the mutual dependence of intuition and understanding
is made an issue.

i)Pure understanding is presented as the one which achieves the task of putting the manifold
of intuition under a concept. The act of conceptual representation of the ob-ject is
necessarily an act of representation of the unity and this act in itself presupposes the idea of
unifying unity as such. In Heidegger's words "the act appears to itself as bound to unity ie.,
as that which maintains its self identity even in the pure action of representing unity as such.”
He further states that " something can confront this act of representation only if the act of
representation of unity as such is itself confronted by the unifying unity as regulative.” [K.b.,
p.83] He calls this unifying unity "anticipatory pro-position of unity”.

From Kant's analysis it becomes explicit that the representation of unity as an act of pure
thought necessarily has the character of "I think". And the pure concept as consciousness of
unity in general is necessarily pure sclf-consciousness. In other words consciousness of the
identity of the self underlies the idea of the unity which makes conceptual representation of the
ob-ject [act of ob-jectification] possible. This pure self-consciousness according to Heidegger
signifies this act's tuming toward itself. He also states that only because this act turns toward
itself that what is encountered is able to "concern” us.40 The pure self-consciousness is
presented as being present at all times. Kant calls this pure, original, unchangeable
consciousness transcendental apperception and states that the act of representation of unity is
based on this apperception "as a faculy". [C.P.R, Al107, NKS, p.136] This means the
principle of the idea of unity as such, which this act presupposes, lies in the original unity of
apperception. Thus Kant says:

..pure apperception supplies a principle of the synthetic unity of the manifold in all
possible intuition. [C.P.R, A117, fn., NKS, p.142] |

The first way of transcendental deduction starting with pure thought comes in this way to the
disclosﬁr_e of transcendental apperception. The pure understanding here in originally pro-posing
unity to itself acts as transcendental apperception. Act of representation of 'unity which takes .

- place as conceptual representation in understanding i order to realise the complete structure of
this act (in pure understanding) must require an anticipation of unity. Hence Kant states
that unity represented by transcendental apperception [the unity of self -consciousness]
"presupposes” or includes the synthesis. [C.P.R, A118, NKS, p., 142] Heidegger states in this

403ee K.b., p.84. Heidegger refers here Kant's own words in Critigue specially for his usage of the term

"concern”. See also C.P.R, A116, NKS, p.141.
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connection that “since synthesis in general is a product of imagination then transcendental
apperccptidn must have an essential relation to the pure imagination.” Pure imagination can
not re-present something already empirically given for this is the task of the faculty of
reproductive imagination. Rather pure imagination is necessarily constitutive a priori, i.¢,,
purely productive. Kant calls this pure, productive imagination "transcendental". If
transcendental apperception presupposes synthesis and if synthesis is a product of imagination
then productive capacity of pure imagination must be the ground of all kinds of ob-jectification.
In proceeding sections of our thesis this "productive™ capacity of pure imagination is anatysed
and its connection with pure apperception is built. For the time being we refer to Heidegger's
remark on Kant's phrases below, |

Thus the principle of the unity of pure (productive) synthesis of imaginafion, prior to
[bqfore]41 apperception, is the ground of the possibility of all knowledge, especially of
experience. [C.P.R, A118, NKS, p.143]

Transcendental apperception is nothing but the act of representation of unity's turning toward
itself. The same act which unifies all the manifold of intuition by iurning toward itsclf discovers
the anticipation of the unity represented in itself [unity of self-consciousness]. Hence the unity
of self-consciousness can not be prior to the very act itself. Now, Heidegger's argument
becomes more explicit. He argues that  what is presented in iranscendental apperception,
unity of the self-consciousness, can not be prior to the act of representation of unity as such.
Because this act in itself has essentially in view (requires) unity, i.e., it is in itself unifying.
That is why transcendental apperception not only includes the synthetic unity of the pure
synthesis but also "plfésupposcs" it. Therefore when Heidegger interprets Kant's statement
above he points out that pure synthesis of imagination not only precedes apperception but also it
is "for" the apperception.#2 This means actually the consciousness of the identity of the Self
needs also anticipatory prd-position of the unity.

Here an important divergence between the two philosophers' comes into view. Heidegger
thinks that although the umly of pure apperception supplies a principle of unity to the
empirical synthesis it can not be in itself the origin of this principle for Self itself needs the
same principle in order to realise its self-identity. In the Kantian picture original unity of
apperception signifies the upper most level (the finitude) of pure reason in its act of unification.
Kant does not question what is pure sclf-consciousness in itself or if it provides this principle

4IThe term “before” does not appear in NKS translation of the Critigue. J.S. Churchill uses this term from
his own translation. ) |

28ee Kb, p.85.
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of the idea of unity as such from itself. He is rather concerned with its relation with empirical
consciousness i.e., how it supplies the principle of the idea of unity as such a priori.

Heidegger's interpretation of transcendental deduction is closely related to his attitude
exhibited in his speaking of the ob-ject in itself. Because anticipatory pro-position of unity can
not arise from the unity of transcendental apperception, it must originate from the pure act of
unification itself in relation to what pure understanding unifies a priori , i.¢., from pure intuition.
This means actually that pure imagination in relation to what it unifies a priori (pure intuition)
must be the ground of all unification whatsoever. And this requires that the manifold of pure
intuition has “something more" than what has been explicated by Kant.

We must remark here that Heidegger does not reject that unity of pure consciousness
"provides" the principle of the unity as such. So he is completely in agreement with Kant that
transcendental consciousness is the ground of empirical consciousness and he sces that this is
the limit of Kantian theory of knowledge. He just claims that the origin of this principle does
not lie in the synthetic unity of transcendental consciousness. Instead it lies in the pure act of
unification itself. Pure act of unification is achieved by the pure synthesis of the transcendental
imagination. In Kantian picture however pure act of unification is grounded in pure
understanding for the very reason that pure understanding's reflection on pure Self-
consciousness supplies the principle of synthetic unity @ priori. So we see that determination
of the origin of the principle of synthetic unity has a very important implication. When this
origin is determined to be in synthetic unity of transcendental apperception pure understanding
holds the central position in the determination of the object of knowledge in general, when the
origin however is determined to.be in pure act of unification itself (hence in the pure synthesis
of imagination) then transcendental imagination holds the central position in the determination
of the object of knowledge. Because principle of the idea of unity as such originates from
pure act of unification (synthetic unity of transcendental imagination) in relation 10 what it
unifies i.e. time as pure intuition, the right subject matter of transcendental deduction from
Heidegger's point of view should have been the relation between time and transcendental
imagination.

However, the pure sjrnthesis must unify a priori. Therefore, what it unifées must be given to
it a priori. Now the universal, pure intuition which is a priori receptive and productive is
time. Hence, pure imagination must be essentially related to time. Only in this way is pure
imagination revealed as the mediator between a'dnscendental appercepu'on and time.

[K.b., p.86]

In this connection Heidegger reminds Kant's phrases below:
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All modifications of the mind..... are...... finally subject to time.... In it they must all be
ordered, and connected and brought in to relation. [C.P.R, A120, NKS, p.144]

Nevertheless, Kant nowhere in the Critique explicitly discusses the essential relation between
time and pure imagination. Instead he discusses the relation between pure synthesis of
imagination and pure understanding. However the true nature of understanding is revealed
only by means of the relation in which it stands to the imagination. Understanding is what it
is only insofar as it -i'presupposes“ or "involves" pure imagination.

ii-) The second way of transcendental deduction begins with the intuition and proceeds to
the pure understanding. It aims at estéli]ishing the necessary connection in which understanding,
by means of the categories, stands to appearances.43 In this part Kant explains that,

what is given first to us is appearance, and appearaﬁce when  combined with
consciousness.  is called perception. Without being in relation to the consciousness
appearance can never be, for us, object of knowledge. Since evely appearance contains a
manifold and since different perceptions therefore occur in the mmd separately and singly
a combination of them is demanded. There must therefore exist in us an active faculty of
synthesis of this manifold. To this faculty is tided as "imagination". [CP.R, A120, NKS,
p.143-144]

Heidegger explains what he understands from this passage as follows:

..although "sensibility" is receptive, it "has nothing" in itself corresponding to a
conhection between phenomena. However, this connection must be capable of being
experienced in finite cognition, since a finite being never has the essent [being] as a totum
simul, rdther as Kant states explicitly, what is encountered is found "separately and singly"
Therefore if the essents [beings] encountered are to be able to reveal themselves as
connected, it is necessary that "connection” in general be understood in advance. To re-
present connection in advance means that one must first form, by representing it , the
notion of relation in general. But this power of ’fforming" relations originally is pure

imagination itself. [K.b., p.87]
435ee C.P.R, Al19, NKS, p.143.
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He states that "since the medium wherein joining and fomu'rig connections is possible is
time, this possibility of combination of appearances is based on the imagination as that which is
essentially related to time." [K.b., p.87] This possibility is, in Heidegger's terms, the
possibility of encountering a being capable of revealing itself in its ob-jective connectedness.
This ob-jective connectedness is the basis of the act of ob-jectification.

Heidegger states in this connection that:

In the pure act of forming determinate relations, the pure imagination proposes a mode of
unification that is normative and opposed in advance to the arbitrary reception of what is
encountered. [K.b., p.87)

It is striking to see that what stands in opposition to arbitrary reception of what is given is not
the pure understanding in pure act of unifying but pure imagination. Heidegger replaces pure
understanding with pure imagination in the function of unification. Accordingly the unification
is proposed by pure imagination not by the understanding but through the understanding to the
extent that pure understanding originates in the pure imagination.

It is also important to see that arbitrary reception of what is given does not necessarily
stand in opposition to this unification but rather from his point of view the opposite holds to
be true. In other words unification proposed by pure imagination stands in opposition to
the arbitrary reception of what is given.

Kant in the second way goes on to explain that imagination has to bring the manifold of
intuition into form of an image. This is reproduction of the images out of the impressions
given in intuition. Reproduction of images enables thoroughgoing identity of the perceptions.
Kant at the same time states that thoroughgoing identity of perceptions does not supply any
determinate "connection " between them but only accidental collocations. Their reproduction
therefore must conform to a rule with respect to which a representation connects in the
imagination with some one representation in preference to another. This subjective and
empirical ground of reproduction according to rules is what is called association of
representations and is done by pure imagination. (in so far as puré imagination is in the base of
reproductive imagination) For the association of the perceptions to be possible they must in
themselves be associable otherwise we can not talk about their conforming to human
knowledge in general. They exist in empirical consciousness but in the state of separation
without belonging to consciousness of myself. The ground of association of appearances
Kant names "affinity". [C.P.R., A121-122, NKS, p.144-145] ’

Perceptions being associable in themselves is what Heidegger means by the "normative
connection" supplied by pure imagination in relation to time. Affinity of appearances in this
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circumstance is the "horizon" of the normative connection. Heidegger reminds Kant's phrases
below: [K.b., p.88] ‘

That the affinity of appearances, and with it their associmion; ‘and through this, in turn,
their reproduction according to laws, and so [fas involving these various factors] experience
itself, should only be possible by means of this franscendental function of imagination, is
indeed strange but is non the less an obvious consequence of the preceding argument. 44
[C.P.R, A123, NKS, p.146]

Heidegger states in this connection that the “precursory formation of affinity" in the pure
imagination is necessary to all empirical intuition as that which lets the being be encountered in
the order proper to it. He also adds that, this is so, "as time pertains to all the empirical
intuition." Since time as universal pure intuition delimits the empirical intuition "precursory"
formation of affinity in the pure imagination must be essentially related to pure intuition
(time). We must look at Kant's statement below in order io understand what Heidegger means
with this:

All consciousness as truly belongs to an all-commprehensive pure apperception, as all
sensible intuition, as representation, does to a pure inner intuifion, namely to time. It is this
apperception which must be added to pure imagination, in order to render its function
intellectual. [C.P.R, A124, NKS, p.146]

We see that in Kant appearances as all sensible intuition are dependent on the precondition of
their being represented on the onc hand and on the other is dependent on the pure
apperception as the pre condition of these representations brought under a unity. These two
take place at the same time and are indispensable for each other. Affinity of appearances
refers to the first precondition and it is a precondition of appearances being a representation for
the sake of their being brought under a unity. Appearances are on the level of affinity only in so
far as related to empirical consciousness which in turn is grounded in pure consciousness.
Because the real purpose of Kant's investigation is the human knowledge itself, the first
precondition as association of appearances is necessary for the sake of the second precondition.
Hence affinity of appearances is not the necessary condition of their being brought under a

44By this Kant means argument of the objective ground of associability [affinity] of appearances, explained

above.
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unity but rather vice versa holds to be true. Heidegger is opposed here exactly to this point in
that because he is mainly concerned with what an appearance signifies in itself, affinity of
appearances is ontologically prior to their being brought under a ﬁnity in Kantian sense. To be
able to justify what he says he states that their being brought under a unity presupposes affinity
hence he talks about "precursory" formation of affinity. That is the reason why he doesn't -
take "original" unity of pure apperception as "original” ; in other words he does not see it as
the final ground of all unification what so ever.

We must make one point clear namely that Heidegger is in complete agreement with Kant
that the affinity of appearances is necessary for their conforming to human knowledge in
general. But in Kant appearances in themselves signify nothing, hence this necessity constitutes
- final cause of their occurrence. That is the reason why Kant can not talk of the ob-ject in itself.
In Heidegger however ontology begins exactly where Kantian theory of knowledge ends.
Contrary to Kant the relation of appearances to consciousness is only the reason why they
"concern" us but not the reason why they are put under a unity. They are in a sense put under
unity ontologically before they are related to pure apperception. Kant when he talks about
appearances, gives priority to their relation to consciousness for the very reason that this is
what makes them objects of knowledge. Heidegger however gives priority to their relation
to time, as the precondition of their becoming representations, for the very reason that even
for them to be able to be represented in such a manner there is a need for the precursory unity.
In connection with these we sce how Heidegger rclates pure imagination with pure
apperception in his phrases below:

Iranscendental appérception which, through the essential mediation of pure imagination,
must be joined to pure intuition does not exist in isolation , and, therefore, it is not coupled
to the pure imagination merely becquse the latter occasionally has need of it On the
‘cbntrmy, the transcendental apperception, in as much as it is an act of representation of
unity, must in turn have at hand a unity which is formed by an act of unification. [K.D,
p.88] |

Here Heidegger explicitly states that pure imagination has no need of transcendental
apperception for the act of unification but on the contrary pure imagination in order to be pure
act of unification must already have the unity as such. What is ifﬂportant to realise here is that
all Heidegger does is to apply exactly the same reasoning that Kant used for his system. He
says that unity of transcendental apperception requires anticipatory pro-position of unity. And
because of this requirement it can not be in itself that which providcs the principle of unity. The
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main difference:is that his understanding of the possibility of human knowledge over exceeds
Kant's imits. .

What is to be asked Heidegger in this connection is "where does the principle of synthetic
unity lie if not in the unity of pure consciousness?" His answer to this question is "in the act of
unification itself, hence in pure synthesis of imagination." That is why pure imagination is
the one which forms the original unity of pure knowledge in general in its function of
pure synthesis. Thus in his elucidation of the transcendental deduction everything leads to
the emphasis on the iniagination in its role as a mediator between intuition and understanding in
so far as the both are grounded in imagination. He gives Kant's words below supporting his
claim:

A pure imagination, which conditions all a priori knowledge, is thus one of the
ﬁmdamenial Juaculties of the soul. By its means we bring the manifold of intuifion on the
one side [and) into comiecﬁon with the condition of necessary unity of pure apperception
on the other*5 [CP.R, A110, NKS, p.138] |

Thus, states Heidegger, " the triplicity of there elements - pure intuition, pure imagination and
pure apperception - is no longer a mere juxtaposition of faculties."[K.b., p.89] From here it
becomes explicit that on the mediative role of pure imagination, Kant agrees with Heidegger.
They rather disagree in the exact function of the pure imagination. Kant sees the pure
mmagination as the faculty which achieves pure synthesis by reference to the "original" unity of
pure apperception. Heidegger sces it as the faculty which achieves the same task having the
principle of "original unity" in its very act of unification. Heidegger's taking the principle of
synthetic unity outside of the limits of pure consciousness [reason] constitutes the hard core of
his interpretation. Heidegger does not reject the unity of pure zipperception being the ground
of empirical apperception; he indeed excludes nothing of what Kant brings forth except its
being the "original" ground. '

In this interpretation the fundamental role of pufc understanding which is explicated by Kant
in transcendental deduction is transferred to the pure imagination. The pure understanding in
this connection is presented by Heidegger as that which bears "witness” to the unification in
general. And its capability of being the witness results from its reflection on the unity of pure

451 8. Churchill’s exposition of this sentence is as follows ...transcendental imagination on the one hand
unifies pure intuition in itself and on the other unites the latter with pure apperception. He notes that

Smith's elimination of the "and” robs the exposition of its decisive sense. See K.b., p.89, footnote # 101.
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self consciousness. Categories for that reason as pure representation of unities can not have
their final ground in the pure understanding any more. That is why he says:

They are not notions but pure concepts which, by means of pére imagination, are rendered
essentially relative to time. Endowed with such nature, they constitute franscendence.
They contribute to the act of ob-jectification. Because of this they are , from the first,
determinations of objects, i.e., of the essent [being) itself insofar as it is enconn(ered by
a finite being. [K b., p.91] - |

- Heidegger states here that the pure concepts contribute to the act of ob-jectification. This is
why the act of ob-jectification is the "primordial concept.” This means actually the unification
takes place at the level of the determination of the ob-ject itself and that is where the
transcendence comes into view. What happens in the conceptual representation of the ob-ject
by means of the unity provided by transcendental apperception in Kant's inquiry, happens in
the act of ob-ieciification by means of the unity provided by pure imagination in Heidegger's
interpretation. As the act of unification is transformed from the conceptual representation of the
ob-ject to the act of ob-jectification, the pure concepts of understanding as pure representations
of unities leave their fundamental place to the categories. In other words from Kant's point of
view, their applied version to intuition becomes prior to them.

In this connection we must take a look into Heidegger's analysis of pure concepts as initially
understood as categorics. He states that the true essence of categories can only be understood
if they are considered as elements necessary to transcendence. And that is the only way in
which their “objective reality” must be demonstrated.

In order to understand the problem of objective reality of categories as the problem of
transcendence, it is necessary that one should not take the Kantian term "reality"
[Realitat] in the sense given it by modern "theory of knoﬁiédge" according to which
"Reality” signifies what Kdni denoted by the term Dasein or "existence”. Rather |
"reality” means, according to Kant's exact translation , ’ffact-h'ood" [Sacheit] and alludes
10 the quiddity of the essent [being) which is delimited through essentia. [K.b., p.91]

Heidegger thinks that when Kant brings objective reality of categories into question he asks in
what respect what is represented in pure concept is a determination of that which is ob-
Jectified in transcendental knowledge? This is actually the question of what manifests itself in
ontological knowledge [in the act of ob-jectification]; being  qua object. The categories are
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objectively real in so far as they contribute to the ontological knowledge which produces the
transcendence of the human Dasein that is the letting something take up a position opposite to..
Therefore the problem of origin and truth of categories is the problem of the possible
manifestation of the Being of the being in the essential unity of ontological knowledge. Possible
manifestation of the Being of the being is the possible manifestation of the concept in
connection with [proceeding from] what is formed by transcendental imagination.

Therefore if their objective reality is understood as objective validity then their essence can
not be grasped.

...if ane fails to interpret the expression "objective reality” ﬁom the point of view of the
pure synthesis of the transcendental imagination as that which forms essential unity of
ontological knowledge, if one confines himself exclusively to the notion of "objective
validity", an expression which Kant employs only in the preiiminmy Jormulation of the
transcendental deduction as a juridical question, and if, in addition, one interprets
"validity" to mean logical validation of a judgement, an interpretation which is contrary to
the sense reqm'ied’ by the Kantian problematic-then the decfsive problem is entirely lost to
view. [K.b., p.92] |

Heidegger thinks that objective reality of the categories lies in their applicability to intuition.
But their objective validity is a logical criteria and can be achieved purely in thought. Therefore
if their objectivé reality is understood primarily in the sense of objective validity then they will
stay as universals that understanding thinks. In other terms Heidegger makes a point that in
explication of pure concepts as ontological predicates it is not possible to proceed from the
pure concepts to the categories. Because pure concepts signify the forms and we can not have
"what is" in their content. That is to say if we demonstrate their objective validity first we only
come up with a mere form. On the contrary, in proceeding from the categories to pure concepts
because it is always possible to abstract the form from the content, we can demonstrate true
nature of ontological predicates.

In Heidegger's interpretation of transcendental deduction mainly the understanding -or more
precisely its relation to the imagination as the unifying medium is discussed. Since from his
point of view all knowledge is presented as primarily intuition, for the explication of the
transcendence, the relation of the transcendental imagination fo pure intuition and also that of
pure understanding to pure intuition must be explicitly discussed. This will be actually the
presentation of transcendental imagination in its unifying function and thereby constitution of
the transcendence and exlublnon of its horizon.
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3. INTERPRETATION OF SCHEMATISM AND  TRANSCENDENTAL
SCHEMATISM

As we previously noted, Heidegger thinks that Kant discusses the essential ground of
ontological knowledge in the part of the Critique called Schematism of the Pure Concepts of
Understanding. "Howevcr; [he states], Kant presents this fundamental problem in a form
linking it to the question of possible subsumption of phenomenon under the categories”. Kant's
main intention in such a presentation is (in connection with transcendental deduction) to give
the proof that, "notions must indeed be categories i.c. that they must belong essentially to
transcendence itself, if they are€ to be capable of the determination a priori of the beings which _
are empirically accessible”. [K.b., p.114] Problem of subsumption of phenomenon under the
pure concepts makes, application of concepts to objects, an issue. Expressed otherwise what is

‘called subsumption denotes the manner in which the objects are brought under the pure
concepts. -

Heidegger on the other hand as he explicitly states all throiighout the interpretation is -
concerned with ontological knowledge of the ontological concepts. For that reason he interprets
this part of the Critigue by making objects corresponding to pure concepts an issue. He
switches the picture so that he tries to give an account of how objects are reduced to concepts
rather than how concepts are applied 1o the objects. Reduction of objects to concepts is
achieved by the pure synthesis of imagmation and according to Heidegger this is what takes
place in transcendental schematism. Hence his question is to see how transcendental
schematism forms the unity represented in the notion. So his point of departure is actually the
manifold of pure intuition and he wants to show how this manifold is reduced to pure concepts.
This he calls the question of “ontological subsumption" which is 'chctly opposite of what Kant
alludes to by subsumption of intuitions under the pure conccpts. When he presents the
problematic discussed in schematism in such a way he argues that Kantian formulation of the
problem of schematism does not consider the question as to how the categories are formed.
But rather assumes that they are formed beforehand and then asks how they are applied to the
appearances. For that reason he tries show in his interpretation of "transcendental schematism"”
that pure concepts are indeed categories. As we previously noted Heidegger argues that
proceeding from pure concepts to the categories is not justified because pure concepts signify
the pure forms relative to their application to intuition (categories.) In order to arrive at the
complete formation of those concepts it is necessary first to -‘sho_w the relation in which they
stand to appearances proceeding from appearances. Once you have categories at hand it is
possible to procéed to their pure form by emptying their content. As a result intrinsic possibility
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of ontology lies in the possibility of "formation" of pure coﬁcepts in general. Therefore
Heidegger states that:

...speaking of subsumption of phenomenon under the categories is not a solution of the
problem [of their true essence] but conceanls the very question at issue, namely, that of the

sense in which one may speak here of subsumption "under concepts”. [K.b., p.115]

So the very question that should be asked is "in what sense one can speak of subsumption
under concepts or what subsumption under concepts means” rather then "how the objects are

- subsumed under concepts." And this question requires an understanding of how these concepts
are formed in transcendental imagination. _

Heidegger's question as to how the objects of intuition are reduced to concepts is actually a
particular version of the question of the possibility of comprehension of the Being of beings.
This is in turn what he presented as the problem of transcendence. That is why he states
concerning his interpretation on Kantian theory of schematism that it must let itself be guided
by the fundamental problem of transcendence of a finite being. In other words he states that his
interpretation aims at giving an account of the theory in the light of intrinsic development of
transcendence. ‘

For this he first wants to show that sensibilization of the pure concepts forms the
transcendence. And then he makes explicit that aspects or images are to provide sensibilization
of those concepts through the mediation of the pure schemata. At this point he analyzes
intrinsic relation between schema of the concept and the giveh aspect corresponding to this
schema. Then he affirms that sensibilization of concepts takes place as schematism. These
analyses are supposed to give an account of how the manifold of intuition is reduced to
concepts in general so that the nature of pure sensibilization and in accordance with it the nature
of transcendence become explicit.

a) Interpretation of Schematism

If being in the sense of what is given is direcily manifest to finite being in intuition that finite
being must be able to receive it. Reception demands from the side of finite being that the
precursory encountering of being must be possible and the same reception demands from the
side of the being [which is received] that what is encountered must itself have the offering-
character. We already noted that the reception presupposes finite being's [human Dasein's] act
of orientation towards being. This act thereby must itself be an anticipatory proposition of
something which has the nature of an offer. If what is given have the nature of an offer then
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horizon within which it is given must have essentially an offering-character. In Heidegger's
inquiry horizon within which being is encountered signifies the possibility of pure givenness in
one sense and the possibility of pure reception in the other. (_)fféﬁng—character of this horizon
indicates that being must be immediately received by intuition ie., must be perceptible.
According to Heidegger "this horizon which is in the character of perceptible offer presents
itself as the pure aspect”. [K.b., p.95] But in order for this horizon to be perceptible finite
being must have the power of making it intuitive. This means actually that the finite being must
be able to "form" spontancously the aspect of that which is given. In this interpretation,
transcendental imagination is the one which forms intuitive character of the horizon of the
precursory encountering of the being,

Furthermore in this act pure imagination is "formative” in yet a second sense, namely in that
it provides the possibility of the image in general. In other words in its forming the aspect out of
the pure aspect (horizon) it give rise to the possibility of an image in general. '

We must first understand in this connection what Heidegger means by the term aspect. He
actually uses the terms aspect and image interchangeably and notes that "significance of aspect
or image differs according to the nature of what is presented and the mode of this presentation”.

As we previously noted human being has a precursory access of what is given. But this
access is such a way that finite being in his encountering of what is given forms the aspect of it
out of its offering characier (pure aspect). We use the term aspect here in its literal sense. In
other words aspect is what reveals us an aspect of what is given. Accordingly aspect reveals all
the distinguishing characteristics of what is given.. Image on the other hand is what aspect is
from the point of view of what is received. In other words once aspect of what is given has
been formed that means it is received then we don't call its aspect "aspect” any more because
it provides us with the image of the concept of what is received. The possibility of formation of
aspect constitutes the first stage in making manifold of intuition sensible.

The manifold of pure intuition being sensible actually is the only way in which pure concepts
of understanding becomes sensible for they do not have any given empirical manifold. This
process of making them sensible by forming an image in general, Heidegger calls
"sensibilization". Sensibilization denotes the manner in which a finite being is able to make
sometl_iing intuitive, i.é., is able to procure an aspect (image) of something. We must note that
by usirig the term "sensibilization” Heidegger makes an issue of something being made
intuitive. This is ontologically prior to the determination of what is intuited in understanding. In
this sense object of sensibilization refers to what is constituted by the act of ob-jectification.

To the extent that the act of ob-jectification corresponds to the transcendence of the finite
being, sensabﬂlzatlon forms the possibility of transcendence.

If in the act of ob-jectification, transcendence is to render intuitive the horizon formed in

this way, finite intuition being equivalent to sensibility, then to offer an aspect is to make
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this horizon sensible. The horizon of transcendence can be formed only in sensibilization.
[K.b., p.96]

Because Heidegger is concerned with the comprehension of Being before its representation
under concept [precursory comprehension], the transcendence of the finite being is transformed
in his picture in connection with the poséibility of the act of ob-jectification. Hence essence of
transcendence is characterised as “precursory”, "ob-jective” and also under the light of this
last analysis "of the nature of an offer". Consequently, it is very important to explicate the
character of what is intuited in pure sensibility starting out with that which presents itself as
pure aspect.

Heidegger reports that Kant used the term image in three different senses. [K.b., p.97]
Accordingly he explains that aspect which is formed by pure imagination can be in three
different kind in nature. The term image can mean: |
1Y mmediate Aspect of Being: The aspect of a definite being so far as it is manifest as something
actually present. The béing offers an aspect of itself. '
ii)Given Reproductive Aspect of Being: "Image" can also mean an aspect which reproduces
something cither now or no longer given.
1i)4n Aspect of Something in General: Aspect is which prowdes a model for something yet to
be produced. In this meaning "image" can have very broad meaning common to all these three
and that is "aspect in general” wherein it is not stated whether something being or non-being is
thereby made intuitable.
i)The most common mode of procuring an aspect (forming an image) is the empirical intuition
of that which reveals itself. In this case what reveals itself always has the character of an
immediately intuited particular. Heidegger calls this "a this-here". To be sure this does not
- exclude the possibility of intuiting a plurality of "this-here's” .

1) According to the second sense, to procure an image no longer 'signiﬁes merely the immediate
intuition of the being. Every image having the character of reproduction is only a copy of that
which reveals itself immediately as the "image". This is imagé in the sense of a photograph
(reproduction qua "a this here"”) But in revealing itself it also reveals that which it reproduces.

Photograph is able to reveal not only object photographed, but also how a photograph looks in
general . | '

From such a reproduction, it is possible to make a new rcproductiori. Heidegger makes an
analogy here with the photograph of a dead mask. This second reproduction immediately
represehts the dead mask and thus reveals the "image” [the immediate aspect] of the deceased
himself. The photograph of the dead mask which is the reproduction of a reproduction is itself
an image but only because it provides an "image" of the dead, i.c., shows how the dead person
appears or rather appéared.



64

Sensibilization according to meanings of the “image" thus far differentiated, sometimes refers

to the mode of immediate empirical intuition and sometimes to the mode of immediate
apprehension of a reproduction presenting the aspect of a being,
iii) But a photograph is also capable of showing how somethihg resembling a dead mask
appears in general. And the dead mask is also able to reveal in its turn how in general the face
of a corpse appears. But a particular corpse can also reveal this. The mask itself is also able to
show how a dead mask in general looks, just as photograph is able to reveal not only the object
photographed but also how a phofograph in general looks. It is always possible to think of
abstractions from the first two kinds of images as to how something appears in general.

The question here is what do all these three aspects reveal? Heidegger asks specially what do
they make sensible or which appearances do they fumish us with ? And he gives the answer
that "they reveal how something appears "in general" through the one which applies to many".
[K.b., p.99] This is an explanation of how the essence [eidos] is hidden in the appearance.
Aspect of the being brings about how it appears in general, and in this way reveals its essence.
The unity which applies to many, is what is represented in a concept. These aspects then, are to
provide for the sensibilization of concepts. i.e., the manner in which concepts are made
intuitive. But a concept by its very essence can not be put into an image, for it is always a
represented universal whereas intuition is a singular representation.

Therefore now the question is what does concept's being sensible-sensibilization- signify in
general? How does the aspect of a being cither empirically present or represented, or
reproduced share in such a sensibilization? In other words how do we arrive from the aspect to
the unity which is represented in a concept ?

Heidegger analyses thxs question with an analogy of the appearance of the house. He takes a
house and states that "the house which we perceive reveals how a house appears in general”.
[K.b., p.99] And this is that which we represent in the concept "house". The question is,
in what way does the aspect of this house reveal the how of the appearance of a house in
general? The house iiself indeed, presents a definite aspect. But we do not have to lose
ourselves in this parncular house in order to know how exactly it appears. On the contrary, this |
particular house is revealed such that, in order to be a house it need not necessarily appear in
that way. It reveals to us "only” the "how" of possible appearance. It is this "how" of the
possibility of actual appearance we represent to ourselves in connection with this particular
house. By its appearance this actual house has restricted the range of possible appearances to
one particular house. What is important is the range of possible modes of appearance as such:
more precisely that which delimits this range, 1.e., that which reglﬂates and predetermines how,
in general, something must appear in order to be able, as a house, fo present an aspect
corresponding to its nature. This predetermination of the rule is not description which
enumerates characteristics one finds in a house, but "distinguishing characteristics" of the whole
of that which is intended by a house.
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What is thus intended can in general be so intended only if it is represented as something
which regulates the possible insertion of this complex [the house] into an empirical aspect. The
unity of a concept in so far as it is unifying, that is, applying to many, can be presented only by
the representation of the way in which the rule prescribes the insertion of this pattern into a
possible aspect. - ;

‘We must remark that here the unity of the concept itself is not intended. In other words this
unity can not be apprehended in itself. It is perceived as essentially determining the -
regulation only if it is not considered in itself, butin the exercise of its regulative function.
The representation of this regulative action is true conceptual representation.

Accordingly what is represented in the process of making pure concepts of understanding
sensible [in sensibilization] is neither empirical aspect nor isolated concept but the "index" of
the rule. Index of the ruleis what points out or manifests the rule in its regulation and
for that reason it is the source of the image. ,

Kant calls this representation which takes place in sensibilization schema.

The representation of the universal procedure of imaginaa'oi; in providing an image for
concept I entitle the schema of this concept. [C.P.R, A140, B179f., NKS, p.182]

Formation of schema so far as it is accomplished as a mode of sensibilization is called
schematism. Schema is distinguished from the image. But it necessarily possesses the character
of an image. This character however has its own nature, it is neither image as a simple aspect
nor image as reproduction it is image in the third sense. For that reason Heidegger later calls
image in the third sense schema-image and states that it is the image of the concept. [K.b.,
p. 102] And he analyses the relation of schema to schema-image. These analyses is supposed to
give an account of the essence of the relation between aspect of bcmg immediately represented
and that which is represented of it in the concept. In what sense the aspect is an "image" of
the concept? This is the key question concerning the nature of transcendence hence the
essence of the ontological knowledge. Heidegger treats this question with respect to two
different kinds of concept. [K.b.,, p. 102-106] 1) Sensible and empirical concepts and  ii)
Sensible pure concepts (mathematical concepts). |

1) Kant stressed that "object of experience” (the aspect accessible to us of a thing actually on
hand or an actual reproduction of the being) does not present empirical concept adequately46,
This means actually empirical aspect contains everything in the éonccpt, if not more. But the
aspect does not contain its object in the manner in which concept represents it, i.e., as the one
which applies to many. The content of the empirical aspect is presented as being one thing
among many, i.c., as particularised. This particular has renounced the possibility of being just

46C PR, Al41, B180, NKS, p.182.
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anything and, by this means has become a possible example for the one which regulates the
indifferent many. In this act of regulation, however, the general has its own determination and is
in no way contrasted with the particular which is indeterminate and confused "everything and
anything". ’ '

Representation of the rule is the schema. As such it necessarily is relative to a possible

schema-image to which no particular thing can claim to be only possible example. The concept
of dog signifies a rule according to which imagination can delineate the figure of a four footed
animal in a general manner, without limitation to any determinate figure. That the empirical
aspect is not adequate to the empirical concept is an expression of the positive structural relation
of the schema-image (image of the concept) to the schema. This means at the same time
beyond the representation of this regulative unity concept is nothing. Concept always refers
directly to the schema.
ii) In case of sensible pure concepts however it is different. Schema-image of a mathematical
construction is valid whether or not it is empirically exact or crudely sketched. Because there is
nothing but the general rule. In case of mathematical objects schema-image approaches nearer
to the generality of the unity of mathematical concept. However it may be, image [in the first
two senses] has the appearance of a particular, while the schema-image [the image in the third
sense] has "as its intention” the unity of the general rule governing all possible presentations.
The schema-image does not drive ifs intuitive character uniquely or in the first place from the
content of this image. Rather this intuitive character results both from the fact that the schema-
image comes into being and from the way in which it comes in to being from a possible
presentation which is represented in its regulative function, thus bringing the rule within the
sphere of possible function. '

Schema-image results from the concern of bringing the rule within the possible function.
Accordingly even in the absence of the empirical content when the rule is brought under a
certain function it is possible to achieve the explicit schema-image. ‘

When the image is taken in this sense then the five points taken one after the other can be
called "an image of [the concept of] number five". The number itself never assumes these five
points and also it never assumes the symbol five. The possibility of the image is already formed
in the act of representing the rule of representation. This possibility itself is not the isolated
aspect of multiplicity of points, it is the true aspect, the aspect structurally inherent in the
schema, the schema-image. "Indeed it is schemata, not images of objects, which underlic our
pure sensible concepts." [K.b., p.105]147 |

The image in the first sense mentioned above and the empirical perception related can take
place only on the basis of possible sensibilization of concepts [by means of the schema-image]

473ce C.P.R, A 141, B 180, NKS, p.182
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which is accomplished in schematism. That is why pure sensibilization takes place as
schematism. |

In addition to this we must remember Heidegger's point that "schematism takes place
necessarily because our cognition is fundamentally a finite cognition." [K.b., p.106] This is
because all conceptual representation is essentially schematism, and thinking intuition is
necessarily conceptual. In other terms, in so far as the necessity of the understanding results
from the finitude of intuition so does the necessity of schematism.

This means actually schematism belongs to the essence of finite knowledge. And finitude is the
one which requires transcendence of human Dasein. Thus transcendence must take place as a
schematism. That is the reason why when intrinsic possibility of transcendence is searched for
"transcendental schematism” comes necessarily into the view.

b) Interpretation of Transcendental Schematism

In the explicit analyses of transcendental schematism Heidegger states that "it is matter of
conforming now that pure sensibilization of the understanding "and its concepts (notions) is
brought about transcendental schematism." [K.b., p.107] This is the question of how
transcendental schematism forms the unity represented in notion.

The function of sensibilization [which forms schemata] is to procure an image for a given
concept. What is inherent in the concept for this reason needs an ordered relation to some
intuitivity and first becomes perceptible in this intuitive character. Schema puts itself, i.e., puts
the concept, into an image. Heidegger states in this connection that:;

The pure concepts of the undérstanding which are thought in the pure "I think" require
an essentially pure intuitivity, if that which stands opposite as the result of the pure act of
ob-jectification is to be perceptible as such. [K.b., p.107]

This is to say pure concepts must be grounded in pure schemata which procure an image for
these cc_mcépts. But Kant states that "the schema of the pure concept of understanding can
never be brought into any image whatsoever” [C.P.R., B181, A142, p.183] Heidegger thinks
that Kant means by the term image here not the pure schema-images but empirical aspects
[image in first two senSes] or in other terms schema-images which are attached to the
schemata of empirical and mathematical concepts. Because notions do not have empirical
content it is impossible for them to be in possession of empirical aspect. Hence notions can not
be put into such images. '

It has been explicated in the interpretation of transcendental deduction that pure concepts
through the mediation of pure synthesis of imagination are essentially related to pure intuition).
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As pure intuition time is that which provides an aspect prior to all experience. That is why
pure aspect which presents itself in pure intuition is termed puré image. Kant states that "the
pure image of all objects of the senses in general is time." [C.P.R., A142, B182, NKS, p.183]
Thus even the schema of the pure concepts of understandihg_can be put into an image,
provided that image is the pure image.

As a pure image time is schema-image, i.e., image of all concepts whatsoever and not merely
pure intuition corresponding to the pure concepts of understanding. That is the reason why
Kant thinks that the origin of pure concepts are both in the understanding and in the pure imagé
of sensibility, time#8. The schematism of the pure concepts of the understanding must
necessarily introduce these concepts to time as the rules thereof. But as transcendental aesthetic
shows, time is the representation of the single object. Different times are parts of the one and
the same time.49 Heidegger states that,

..fimme is not only the necessarily pure image of all schemata of the pure concepts of
understanding but also their only possibility of [presenting] a pure aspect. [K. b., p.109]

The previous analyses of the aspect showed that "aspects reveal how something appears
through the one which applies to many" 50 So time is manifested here as the very ground of this
"one" which applies to many, which is the most essential characteristic of a pure concept.

This unique possibility of presenting an aspect reveals itself to be nothing other then time
and the temporal. [K.b., p.109]

Unique possibility of presenting an aspect is the unique possibility of presenting the "one
which applids to many". Therefore schemata are the ones which develop this unique possibility
of pure aspect into a multiplicity of pure images. In this sense schemata of pure concepts of
understanding "determine” pure images, i.e., time. Kant explicitly states that "schema of pure
concepts of understanding are transcendental determinations of time">! and "as such
transcendental product of imagination”32.

48Sce C.P.R, A320, B337, NKS, p.314.
495ee C.PR., A3If, B47, NKS, p.75.
30See Chapter 3, p.64.

SIC.P.R, A138, NKS, p.181.

52C.P.R, Al4l, BI81, NKS, p. 138.
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In this picture what is ontologically prior to everything else is the pure aspect of what is given,
being the horizon of appearing, it signifies how something appears in general. Then there
comes pure image of the concept of that which appears. Schemata are those which introduce
pure aspect into plurality of pure images. The connection between aspect of that which appears
and image of its concept (schema-image) has being built in the schematism. '

We know that in the aspect of that which appears its essence is hidden.3 When the pure
aspect is introduced to the multiplicity of pure images essence is carried over to these images,
in principle. That is actually how the problem of individuation is solved. In other terms
transformation from the singular to the plural takes place exactly here in transcendental
schematism.

In this connection, in Heidegger's analyses of transcendental schematism we come a cross
two different conceptions of time and accordingly two senses in which the term "time" has
been used. i) Time in the sense of pure aspect which corresponds to the "one" which applies to
many. i) Time as pure images of all concepts is what he calls "brdinary conception of time"
or "time as pure now-sequence”. It becomes explicit form these analyses that time as pure
aspect is ontologically prior to time as pure images of all concepts.

Accordingly time mentioned in the first sense as the horizon of pure "one" which applies to
many is not only the origin of the pure concepts of understanding but alse the origin of their
transcendental content. That is to say it is the origin of linear conception of time, i.c., time as
pure now-sequence. And that is why it is called "primordial time."54

In this connection Heidégger states that,

Ontological knowledge as schemafising intuition renders distinguishable and, hence,
receivable a priori the transcendental affinity of the rule of unity under the image of time.
Because of its pure schema-image, the transcendental schema necessarily possesses an a

priori correspondence-character. [K.b., p.110]

Affinity of appearances is the result of schematising intuition. This means that appearances
being made intuitive originally takes place under the image of time. Time here is that which
gives unity to appearances. And while this takes place, time as the one which represents the
unity of association of appearances through its transcendental determinations, itself is being
brought under the unity. "Transcendental schema because it is related to its pure schema-image
(the pure image of its concept i.c., time) necessarily possesses correspondence character” means
that transcendental schema is bounded with time on one hand and with the rule of its

533¢e Chapter 3, p.64.

34In Heidegger's teminology primordial time is called 7t emporality.
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determinations (primordial time) on the other. Hence schemata of pure concepts of
understanding as the transcendental determinations of time must exhibit this character which is
constitutive of correspondence.

Corresponding to the four modes of division of categories (quantity, quality, relation, and
modality) pure aspect of time exhibits four possibilities of taking the form, "the time-series, the
time-content, the time-order, and the scope of time". ' '

To be able to clarify what Heidegger means by the corresponderice character of transcendental
schema, we look at his interpretation of a specific category, that of substance. "Schema of
substance is the permanence of the real in time". "Reality, in the pure concept of understanding
is that which correspond to a sensation in general; it is that, therefore the concept of which in
itself points to being (in time)".55 Substance as a notion signifies first of all that which
underlies (subsistence). Its schema is the representation of subsistence so far as this schema is
presented in the pure image of time. But time as the pure now-sequence, is ever now, meaning
it is now in every now. Hence it is abiding and non-transitory "while all else changes". And
because time is "now in every now” it provides the pure aspect of permanence in general. As
this immediate aspect it presents the "underlying” in pure intuition Kant stated that, substance is
a category of relation between subsistence and inherence. It signifies that which subsists for an
"accident". Time as a schema of substance, forms its pure image, only if it presents the relation
mentioned above, in the pure image. Now we must see how this presentation takes place.

Heidegger states that "to which the notion of substance refers, can be given a pure image a
priori in time".

By this means, objectivity, so far as substance belongs to it as a constitutive element,

becomes visible and perceptible a priori in the act of ob-jectification. [K.b., p.112]

Objectivity becomes visible in the of emergence of the ob-ject. Through the analysis of
schematism it must be possible to perceive manifestation of being as that which offers itself to
experience, as the one which remains invariable through change. That is possible by disclosing
precursory view of pure image of permanence. Heidegger rcfers to Kant's phrases below in
order to make explicit the emergence of the ob-ject.

To time itself, non-transitory and abiding, there corfresponds in the field of appearance
what is nen-transitory in its existence, that is, substance. 56 [i.c., in the given essent (being)]
[Kb., p.113}

33See C.P.R., A 143, B 183, p.184
36Tbid.
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When schema of substance is defined as the permanence of the real in time, this involves the
two different determinations: i) Determination of the abiding and non-transitory namely the
substance [the being] and ii) the determination of the time itself. This is a mutual determination
and one is exhibited in terms of the other. Substance is determined as the permanent being in
time, in terms of time. And time is determined as the precondition of the permanence, in terms
of the substance [being]

We previously noted that the ob-jectification of that which offers itself as ob-ject, i.e., that
which is in opposition, takes place in transcendence.  Now we see that transcendental
schematism creates the object which takes up a position opposite to...in this pure act of ob-
jectification in such away that what is represented in pure thought is necessarily given in an
intuitive form in pure image of time. Time makes perceptible to a finite being [human Dasein]
the "opposition” of ob-jectivity, which opposition belongs to the finitude of that act of
orientation by which transcendence takes place.

5. INTERPRETATION OF THE HIGHEST PRINCIPLE AS THE
COMPLETE DETERMINATION OF TRANSCENDENCE

Possibility of ontological knowledge is grounded in transcendental  schematism.
Transcendental schematism shows that what is represented in pure thought is necessarily given
in an intuitive form, in pure image of time. Kant presents that which is given in intuitive form
and the manner in which it is given, proceeding from what is represented in pure thought. This
constitutes the ground of ontological knowledge. In this way transcendental schematism is at
the same time the ground of synthetic apriori knowledge which is presented to us in pure
thought. Heidegger's concern is to discuss this ground in its extension to what passes beyond the
pure thought. Only in this way he believes the complete determination of ontological knowledge
will be possible. : :

As we noted in the beginning of our inquiry Heidegger based his interpretation on the
assumption that finite being [human Dasein] is in possession of some type of an access to that
which passes beyond what pure thought determines. This is to l- say, actually indeterminate
object of intuition is comprehended by the finite being. This very comprehension finds its
expression in Heidegger's terms as "the act of orientation towards the being that is given". This
is also what "the act of ob-jectification" achieves. The question here is not whether this
comprehension of the.Being takes place before its conceptual representation or at the same
time. The question is rather how what is comprehended in this precursery act is related to that
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which makes the conceptual representation possible. Heidegger calls this comprehension
"precursory” because he simply thinks that it has an ontological priority to the conceptual '
representation. In other words for him it is that which gives us thc inner nature of what is given
in our experience. |

As we previously noted, Heidegger is basically lookmg for an answer to his question that he
presented in Being and Time. What is the Being of all beings? For that reason complete
determination of ontological knowledge constitutes his main problémaﬁc. By this determination
he actually questions how far this knowledge can take us. He asks implicitly "what is Being of
all beings beyond our determinations of their concepts, presented so far?" This conception of
ontology requires that the true ontology begins exactly where Kantian inquiry can not take us

~ any further. That is why he is specially involved in the Kantian system with what passes beyond

the pure thought. For Kant however his theory of synthetic a priori knowledge is at the same
time is an ontological theory. There is nothing more of ontological knowledge than what pure
thought presents as its determination. What he thinks that the arialyses of the pure thought and
its pure concepts in connection with the pure intuition constitutes complete determination of
ontology. He presents this in the "highest principle of all synthetic judgements”. The highest
principle says that:

"the conditions of possibility of experience in general are at the same time conditions of

possibility of objects of experience.” [C.P.R, A158, B197, p.194]

This is to say conditions of possibility of synthetic knowledge are in general conditions of
possibility of objects of this knowledge or conditions of possibility of ontology. If this statement
is taken in literal sensc; that is without taking in to account the nature of these conditions then
Heidegger has no objection to it. The reason that Heidegger is able to proceed from Kant's
highest principlé to the complete determination of what he understands from ontology is that he
takes this sentence in its literal sense. In other words he thinks that if he lays down the
conditions of possibility of experience anew and more fundamentally then the conditions of the
possibility of the objécts of experience, the related ontology, will be exhibited in its original
ground. This is actually what he tries to achieve throughouf Kant and the Problem of
Metaphysics. To the extent that human being's encounter with the being passes beyond Kantian
limits of conceptual determination, resulting analyses passes beyond what Kant presents as
obJect [objekt]. The conceptual determination leaves its prmlegcd place in Heidegger's
interpretation to the pre conceptual comprehensxon. The object of this comprehension is not
Kantian objéct [objekt] butis the "being” or more precisely the ob-ject [gegenstand] which is
indeterminate object of intuition in the Kantian system.



73

Heidegger reminds in this connection, Kant, in the highest principle, (concerning the nature
of synthetic judgements) makes clear that, "insofar as the predicate is an clement of pure
knowledge, it is not so much of a question of its 'relation’ to the subject, as of its relation to
something all together different. "57  Pure thought must necessarily refer to something which
in the primary sense determines the ontological knowledge in its totality. Heidegger states that :

This "something different" is the essent [being] itself, with whiéh knowledge -and therefore

Judicative relation pertaining to it - must be in "accord". Knowledge, therefore, must "go
beyond" that which pure.thought, as isolated in itself, must necessarily "remain". [K.b.,
p.120] “

In Hiedegger's understanding, this receptive, intuitive and finite knowledge of the being in
Kant's terminology is "experience”. And up to this point of his analyses he made clear that the
experience is possible only with reference to the something totally different from what pure
knowledge brings forth. Essential possibility of synthetic knowledge is in this way grounded in
finite being’s encounter of what is given. So Heidegger has to give an account of this very
special mode of encounter [experience] which obviously is not baSed, in the pure thought alone.
Kant formulated the entire problem of finitude of synthetic knowledge under “the possibility
of experience”. And possibility of experience signifies that which makes experience "not
necessarily but contingently real". Hiedegger makes reference to Kant's phrases here that "the
possibility of experience is that which gives objective reality to all a priori modes of knowledge."
[A156, B195, NKS, p.193] In Heidegger's interpretation this possibility is the very meaning of
the transcendence itself. In other words transcendence is the condition of the possibility of
experience. Here experience for Heidegger in connection with his interpretation of finite
knowledge in general, means receptive intuition which must let the being be given. To give an
object to experience accordingly mean to present it in intuition immediately. Since from
experience Heidegger understands mainly receptive intuition he interprets Kant's statement,

...that‘the representation through which the object is thought relates to actual or possible
experience..[A156, B195, NKS, p.193] |

as "in order for an object to be capable of being given there must take place in advance an
orientation toward that which is capable of being ‘called up' ". When from the term experience
the act, not the éontent of experience is understood, then this precursory act of orientation
towards being becomes the condition of possibility of cxpenicncc.‘

378ee C.P.R., A154, B193f, NKS, p.192.
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In addition to this, the possibility of finite knowledge requires that in order for it to be true
knowledge it must agree with its object. Heidegger states that "therc must thercfore be
encountered in advance something which provides standard for this possible agreement.” [K.b.,
p.123] This standard, according to him, is the horizon for the condition of the possibility of the
object relative to its being able to take up a position oppaosite to... B

In highest principle nothing but these two conditions are expressed. " That which makes the
act of experience possible at the same time makes possible the content of experience i.e., object
'of experience.” Accordingly Heidegger interprets this principle in the following way:

The act of orientation which lets sométhing take up a position opposite to .... forms as such

the horizon of ob-jectivity in general. [K.b., p.123]

These two conditions of the possibility of finite knowledge delimits the éompletc essence of
transcendence and accordingly cbmplete essence of ontological knowledge. Transcendence for
Heidegger takes in the act of orientation towards being. As we noted previously as the true
essence of knowledge is primarily in intuition, the true place of transcendence shifis to
the finite being’s comprehension of that which takes up a position opposite to.. from his
representing it in understanding as concept. Transcendence taken in this sense makes the
being in advance accessible to finite being. By this access Heidegger does not mean that finite
being knows the being in the sense that Kant uses the term knowledge. But it has an experience
of it. The term experience doesn't pertain to synthetic knowledge any more but receptive
intuition. ’

Insofar as Heidegger grasps the true possibility of experience in what passes beyond "what
pure thought relates” then the content of this experience (as indeterminate object of intuition) is
necessarily a "being” whose essence lies in its precursory comprehension. Its precursory
coprehension on the other hand implies its existence.’® This is what Heidegger exactly means by
the term being [seiend]>9. It coincides in this connection with what stands in opposition to the
act of understanding i.e., ob-ject in Kantian picture. That is why Heidegger states "highest
p:inéiple of Kant is indeed the expression of the original phenomenological knowledge." [K.b.,
p.124] The true ontological knowledge is that which gives us the knowledge of this access
which is strictly speaking our precursory access to Being of beings.

83ee Chapter 1, p. 3-4-5.
3Heidegger's term seiend is translated into English as “being” in Being and Time and as "essent" in Kant
and the Problem of Metaphysics. It is distinguished from the sein which is also translated as "being". Seiend

stands for the being [sein] whose essence lies in its existence.
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The question here is, "does not fite being with its capacity of being accessible to being in
itself become creaitve?" Heidegger's response is that "finite being does not become creative in
the sense that divine intuition is".

Net only does ontological knowledge not create the being, it does not even relate itself
directly and thematically to the being. [K.b., p.125]

To what then, ontological knowledge, in Heideggerian account, relate itself?

He reports that Kant calls it X and speaks of an "object". X is given by Kant in connection
with the ontological ground of appearances. Appearances in themselves signify nothing. They
are only representations, not things in themselves which in turn have their objects - an object
which can not itself be given and which therefore is entifled as non-empirical, that is
transcendental. In some of the passages in the Critigue Kant mentions this transcendental object
of appearances as "something" :

All our representations are, it is true, referred by the understanding to some object; and
since appearances are nothing but representations, the undérstanding refers them to a
something as the object of sensible intuition. But this something, is only a transcendental
object; and by that is meant a something=X, of which we ikbnow, and with the present
constitution of our undern‘amﬁng can know, nothing whatsoéver, but which as a correlate
of unity of apperception, can serve only for the unity of the manifold of sensible intuition.
By means of this unity the understanding combines the mamfold in to the concept of an
object. [A250, NKS, p.268] |

Heidegger states that X is unknowable not because as a being it lies hidden behind a layer of
appearances, but because in principle it is not able to become an object of cognition, that is the
object of knowledge. This means actually they are not intuited by us in the form of empirical
intuition. Heidegger states that "this does not exclude -on the contrary -it includes the necessity
of its being immediately perceptible in pure intuition.” [K.b., p.126] He makes a point here that
"to become an object of cognition is to become object of knowledge relative to being." [K.b.,
p.127] In other terms what he calls a being is something relative to our capacity to know. X can
never become such an object because in principle it can not be a being for us. Thus, states
Heidegger, "it is a Nothing". [K.b., p.127] By Nothing he means not the being nevertheless
"something." It is obvious that Kant's "something" can not be a being in the sense of seiend for
Heidegger. Heidegger sees Kant's "something” as something which has no facticity, that is to
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say which is not real contingently. That is why it is a Nothing for him. Nothing in Heidegger's
terminology amounts to pure non-sensible hence transcendental object of knowledge in Kantian
system.

He states in this connection that because X serves only as a correlate of what an appearance
represents, namely only as an object of pure thought, it is a pure horizon, pure horizon of all
appearances whatsoever. And states that : '

Kant calls this X the "transcendental object”, that which is 0pposed in transcendence and

is capable of being perceived by transcendence as its horizon. [K.b., p.127]

The X is an "object in general”, but this does not mean that it ts a universal, indeterminate
being which presents itself in the form of an ob-ject. On the contrary, this expression refers
to that which in advance constitutes the passing over of all pé&ﬁble objects qua ob-jective,
the horizon of an ob-jectification. [K.b., 127]

This object in general is understood as a being apprehended merely by pure thought. Heidegger
presents this as a horizon of all beings [seiend] whatsoever. From here we arrive at a better
understanding of Hiedeggerian Nothing. Nothing is the horizon of being in the sense that it
points to the possibility of the existence of being.

Furthermore Heidegger argues that disclosure of this horizon constitutes the true limits of
ontological knowledge. .

Ontological knowledge "forms" the transcendence and this formation is nothing other
then the holding open of the horizon within which the Being of the essent [being) is
perceptible in advance.[K.b., p.128]

Ontological knowledge may rightly be termed knowledge if it attains the truth. The truth here is
given as "transcendental truth” in the Kantian sense. "

But the truth itself mu&t be understood both as disclosure of Being and overtness of the
essent [being].[K.b., p.128]



77

By the disclosure of "overtness of being" Heidegger alludes to our understanding of the horizon
of all appearances or our encounter with the "being" which is given out of this horizon [out of
Nothing]. This is actually what "finite being's passing beyond all objects qua ob-jective” is.

If entological knowledge discloses the horizon, ifs truth lies in letting the essent [being] be
encountered within this horizon.[K.b., p.128]

But we already noted that the being encountered here can at best be a transcendental object for
Kant. Hence the ontology that Heidegger establishes is over exceeding the limits of what Kant
permits of in his system. In other terms, Heidegger is in exact disagreement with Kant's point
that ontological knowledge has only "empirical" use but never transcendental. But Heidegger
does not talk about this apparent disagreement for he thinks that finite being's precursory
comprehension of the being [or access to the ob-ject] amounts to an "empirical use".

6. EXPLICATION OF TRANSCENDENTAL IMAGINATION AS THE
CENTRAL FACULTY OF THE SOUL

It has been previously explained that imagination lies at the root bf two fundamental faculties
of syntheﬁc knowledge, intuition and understanding. It does not only achieve the synthetic act
of unification but also is inclusive of the principle of original unity; so that this principle comes
along with imaginative act and constitutes the essential characteristic of this act. Now the
question is how imagination carries this principle in its act? In other words, how both the act
of pure intuition and pure' apperception are inherent in the pure act of imagination? To claim
that transcendental imagination is at the root of both pure intuition and pure thought is more
than saying that it unites them in advance. Heidegger actually argues, imagination is the only
source from which these two powers of the soul take their functional departure.

When Kant characterised imagination as a transcendental faculty he enumerated it amongst
the powers of the soul which makes the essence of transcendence possible. Hence Heidegger
states that imagination is that which makes essential structure of transcendence possible. This
means actually transcendental imagination is not merely a mediéﬁve faculty between pure
intuition and pure understanding, but it makes possible the original unity of the other two and
thereby the essential unity of transcendence as a whole. This is why pure imagination is not
reducible to the other two. Provided that it is the common root of the other two we can say that
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they are reducible to transcendental imagination. He states however that this reduction only
means to show that transcendental imagination can "imagine" something only through its
structural unity with the other two.

Consequently in this section we will look for the answer to the question as to how the act of
pure intuition and the act of pure thought inhere in the act of pure imagination. For this reason
we will analyse Heidegger's reduction of both the act of pure intuition and the act of puré
understanding to the act of pure imagination.

a) Reduction of Pure Intuition to Pure Imagination

Heidegger establishes the reduction of pure intuition to pure imagination proceeding from
Kant's point in Anthropologie that, |

The imagination is a facully of intuition even without the presence of an object. 60

Here imagination is presented as a faculty of empirical intuition, and it is stated that it belongs
to the faculty of intuition. Imagination in this sense does not infuit the being that is present. This
means actually that imagination has a peculiar independence with respect to being, and it is free
in its reception of aspects. It is a faculty which gives itself aspects. Accordingly from the
Anthropologie imaginzition can be said to be a formative faculty in two sense. i)As a faculty of
intuition it is formative in the sense that it produces images. This is the function of imagination
that provides an image as an immediate aspect of appearance. Heidegger states that imagination
mn this sense is purely receptive. i) As a faculty not dependent on objects of intuition it
produces, i.e., forms and provides, images. This is a function of imagination which provideé
reproduction of appearances or gives rise to the aspect in general. Heidegger states that this
function of imagination is not only formative but also productive.

As a result imagination as formative power is at one and the same time receptive and
productive (spontancous). Heidegger states that in this "at one and the same time” is to be
found true essence of imagination. Formation takes place in reception spontaneously. However
because receptivity is identified with intuition and spontaneity with understanding, having the
characteristics of both, imagination falls between the two in a peculiar way.61

60Heidegger makes a reference here to Kant, dnthropologie in pragmatischer Hensicht, W. W. (Cass.) VIII,
p.54.
61eidegger makes a reference to Atistotle's De anima, G3, that phantasia stands "between” aisthesis and

noesis.
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He further states that the intuitive representation of an object not present can take place in
two ways:

1) This intuitive representation can be the present recollection of something perceived earlier. In
that case the aspect which it offers is dependent on the earlier one offered by preceding
perception. Hence the content of this aspect will be derived from this earlier perception.

i) Imagination invents the form of its object. In this case presentation of the aspect of the
object is "original”. And imagination is said to be productive. But the productive imagination
only forms the aspect of a possible object which under certain conditions, is capable of being
made present. It is never productive in the sense that it can form the content of an image
absolutely from nothing or from which has never been an object of experience either whole or
in part. In this respect productive imagination is not creative in the sense of intelleciual infuition
(onticaily creative) which creates its object in the act of intuiting it. And because it is not
creative ontically it can never be merely “imaginary" or illusory. What is formed by
transcendental imagination here is the horizon of objectivity. .

Hiedegger here claims that transcendental imagination forms the . pure aspect. This aspect not
only precedes this or that experience but is also prior to any such experience. In offering an
aspect in such a way imagination is in no way dependent on the presencc of the object. It is so
far from being thus dependent, that its pre-formation of the pure schema, for example in case
of substance brings in to view something on the order of constant presence: It is only in the
herizon of this presence that, "this or that presence of an object” can reveal itself. Heidegger |
states in this connection that ability to intuit without constant presence is the most essential
characteristic of imagination. And he stresses that in this "creative” function imagination has
no need of empirical intuition. He uses this "most essential characteristic” as the main argument
when he proves that pure intuition is rooted in pure imagination.

Kant named pure intuitions, space and time as original representations. They are formative
intuitions in that they pro-pose in advance aspect of space and time as multiple totalities in
themselves [plurality in unity]. Pure intuitions receive these aspects, but reception is in itself a
formative act which gives to itself that which offers itsclf. Consequently, space and time as
pure intuitions are original only in the sense that they are presentations which let the objects of
intuition spring forth. Heidegger's very claim is that this act of presentation essentially lies in
pure imagination.

Enrooting of pure intuition on pure imagination becomes clear when the character of what is
intuited is examined closer. He states that what is intuited in pure intuition is not absolutely
nothing. What is "seen" in pure intuition is a unified but by no means empty totality. The parts
of this unified totality is its limitations. And because this unified totality is apprehended only
relative to its inclusive multiplicity, it appears as indistinct. That is the reason why for the most
partit is denied that something is intuited in pure intuition. Here Heidegger argues that,
pure infuition as originally unifying ie., giving unity, must perceive this unity. And he thinks,
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that is actually the reason why Kant speaks of synopsis in intuition rather then synthesis.
Because totality of that which is intuited in pure intuition does not have the unity which
characterises universality of concepis. Hence unity of totality supplied by intuition can not arise
from the synthesis of the understanding. The unity which is perceived in pure intuition as its
content must be perceived, from the first, in the act of imagination. Because without this unity
imagination can not form the image. This means actually the act of imagination is the source of
all that is synoptic in nature.

Furthermore if transcendental imagination is the origin of thc act of pure mtuition then,
space and time are indeed imaginative or more precisely what is perceived in pure intuition is
imaginative. In other words what is achieved by the act of transcendental imagination must be
manifest in the essential content of what is accessible to pure intuition. Now the qucstxon is
how this is possible?

Heidegger first refers to Kant's phrases below to support his claim.

The mere form of intuition, without substance, is in itself no object, but merely formal
condition of an object (as appearance) as pure space and fime (ens imaginarium) [A291,

B347, NKS, p.195]

Indeed for Kant, space and time are qua forms of intuition, but are not themselves objects
which are intuited. What is perceived in pure intuition as such is an ens imaginarium.

Heidegger interprets this ens imaginarium as the possible forms of Nothing, what is not a
being in the sense of something actually present. Pure space and pure time are something but
they are not objects in Kantian picture. If the object is understood here as the being that reveals
itself in appearance then Heidegger has no objection to this. In other words he agrees that pure
space and pure time are not beings that reveal themselves in appearance.

Pure intuitions as "forms of intuiting”" are, to be sure " intuitions without things". But
nevertheless they do have a content. Hence Kant gives an account of this content only
negatively by saying that they are not objects but nevertheless they are something, Hiedegger
wants to give a positive explication of what is intuited in pure intuition. For this he first states
that, in our cdgnitive' relationships to given things, organised spatio-temporally, we intend only
these things. Even under this condition, space and time in themselves should not be denied. So

- the positive question concerning their explication should be “How are space and time present

in our cognitive 'rclationships to given things?" Kant will reply that they are intuitions. But they
are not intuited. Heidegger states that they are not intuited but only in the sense that they don't
become the objects of apprehension. Accordingly he states:
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...but they are intuited according to modality of an act which“is originally form giving.
Precisely because what is thus intuited what and how it is , i.e.,; as essentially forming - in
accordance with the characterised dual signification of a pure aspect of creating. [K.b.,
p.151] |

Content of what is intuited in pure intuition can be explicated positively by means of the act of
productive imagination. This act as Kant stated in Antropologie is intuitive act of imagination.
And it makes possible formation of an image of the object which is not present. In other
words, because productive imagination is capable of forming the image of the object which is
not present, it can form the image of pure intuitions i.e., pure time and pure space. Without
considering this "creative™ characteristic of pure imagination it is not possible to understand in
what sense what is intuited in pure intuition is ens imaginarium.

b) Reduction of Pure Understanding to Pure Imagination

Heidegger states in his interpretation of the transcendental deduction and transcendental
schematism that pure understanding in its act of conceptual unification originates in pure
. imagination. Our concern now is to have explicit understanding of this claim.

In order to understand how pure thought or pure reason originates in pure imagination we
must analyse the original essence of the understanding. This original essence is already
fundamentally determined as “pure apperception”. Understandiné as an act of representation,
regulates all possible modes of unification and in this regulétive act it requires an "abiding
unity". The principle of an abiding unity is inherent in the categories. Categorics are a posteriori
to the activity of the pure ego. The representation of this abiding'unity according to Heidegger
is the fundamental character of the act of ob-jectification. The act of ob-jectification is at the
same time an act of seif-orientation towards.... . Heidegger states that in this act or more
precisely in the "self” exteriorized with it , the "I" of the self is made manifest. It is in this way
the "I represent” "accompanies” every act of representation. In other words the "I" goes with
the act of puré self-orientation. So just like Kant Heidegger thinks that the essence of pure
thought as well as the "I", which is what it is only in the "I think", is grounded pure self-
consciousness. But Heidegger argues pure self-consciousness vc_an only be explained by the
Being of the self, not conversely. This means actually that self is taken to be just like any other
object of knowledge and its Being is encountered by the act of orientation towards or by the act
of ob-jectification. Pure self consciousness can never be "pure” in the sense that it is the original
ground of pure apperception (hence pure thought). Therefore it can never be at the very base
of the empirical act of understanding. In as much as one's being conscious of his self requires
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a principle of abiding unity, explication of pure self consciousness leads back to the explication
of purc imagination as the source of all unitics whatsoever in its pure act of synthesis.

Heidegger states in this connection that since I think is always " 1 think substance” or "I think
causality”. etc., pure ego here is the vehicle of categories. In other words categorics are not
inherent in the essence of pure understanding but they are constituted with the regulative act of
understanding only when this act takes place. Hence self consciousness is not in possession of
categories in itself but it merely becomes vehicle for them. In its precursory act of orientation,
self, puts categories in a position where, as represented, they can be regulative unifying unities.
Pure understanding forms spontaneously representative horizon of unity and that occurs in
transcendental schematism. Hence Kant speaks of understanding in the schemata. But
schemata as franscendental determinations of time is already produced in imagination. In
Heidegger's interpretation of schematism we saw that it is schemata which develop the uhique
possibility of pure aspect into multiplicity of pure images.

Now the argument is that understanding does not produce the schemata but employs them.
The reason is : ‘ '

The rules which are represented in the understanding, taken as the faculty of the rules, are
not apprehended as actually given "in consciousness” but as rules of connection

(synthesis) which cothﬁel as they connect. [K.b., p.161]

This means that the rule exercises its function only in the receptive act of what is given to the
understanding. B | ,

This way of explaining pure understanding is actually abstracting the fonction of ifs act
from the act of pure imagination. Heidegger points to the receptive and spontancous
characteristics of the act of understanding; those characteristics that pure understanding owes
to the pure synthesis of imagination. He already explained that receptivity and spontaneity are
the essential characteristics of intuition. In this reduction (of both pure intuition and pure
thought to pure imagination), they are actually unified in one and the same act. The argument
is that, this act is primordially the act of pure imagination for the very reason that pure
rcccptiviiy and spontaneity which necessarily comes along with , are indispensable functions of
imaginative act. As we previously laid out in the interpretation of schematism, imaginative act
achicves pure and free formation of images. Spontaneity here points to free formation of what
is received in the very act of reception itself. Pure receptivity is the mode of receptivity
which gives to itself (spontancously) that which offers itself.  Although Kant identified
receptivity with sensibility and spontaneity with understanding, Heidegger thinks that this rules
out neither possibility of spontaneity in pure intuition nor possibility of receptivity in pure
thought, since these two, receptivity and spontaneity are indispensable to each other.
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Accordingly in this picture, understanding is not the faculty of rules which has its own
autonomy any more. Because this autonomous character is assigned to it by reason of its
spontancous act. Now Heidegger claims that the spontaneity which makes the act of pure
thought a free act takes its origin from the act of transcendental imagination. Heidegger states
that pure reason is free in its act not because it is spontaneous but because its spontaneity is a
receptive spontaneity. [K.b., p.162] Freedom means here freedom from what is given (in its
pure givenness) in determination of its being. | |

In so far as freedom implies placing oneself under a necessity which is self-imposed, it is

inherent in the essence of pure understanding, pure theoretical reason. [K.b., p.162]

Spontaneous and receptive characteristics of understanding is what constitutes the horizon of its
act. Transcendental imagination, just like it forms the horizon of pure intuition, forms here the
horizon of pure thought. ' '

7 KANT'S RECOIL FROM TRANSCENDENTAL IMAGINATION AND
THE PROBLEM OF PURE REASON

Heidegger reports that, in - the second edition of the Critique imagination is not a third faculty
besides sensibility and understandmg any more. In this later edition pure synthesis is assigned to
pure understanding. This means pure imagination is no longer indispensable as a faculty in its
own right. Thus the possibility of making it the essential basis of ontological knowledge is
eliminated. It is no longer a "function” in the sense of an autonomous faculty, but is now a
"function" only in a sense of an operation of the faculty of understanding. While in the first
edition, all synthesis, i.e., synthesis as such, arises from the imagination as a faculty reducible
neither to sensibility nor to understanding, in the second edition understanding alone assumes
the role of origin for all synthesis.

In the very beginning of transcendental deduction as presented in the second edition Kant
states that "synthesis is an act of spontaneity of faculty of representation...[which] to
distinguish, must be entitléd understanding."[C.P.R., B130, NKS, p.151] There transcendental
act of imagination is conceived as "the synthetic influence of the understanding”. In the second
edition also Kant states that "it is one and the same, spontancity, which in the one case, under
the title of imagination and in another case, under the title of understanding, brings combination
into the manifold of iIlfuition." [C.P.R, B162, NKS, p.171f] And, " Synthesis is termed



84

imagination in so far as it refers to intuition, however it is a product of the understanding."
[C.P.R, B151, NKS, p.164] The transcendental imagihation no longer functions as an
autonomous fundamental faculty, mediating between sensibility and understanding. Its function
is transferred to the understanding. The question is why the fundamental role of imagination
that is apparent in the first edition is eliminated in the second?62

Heidegger reminds that Kant distinguished between the two sides of deduction in the preface
to first edition. One being "objective” side the other being "subjective” side.[C.P.R., AXVIfL,,
NKS, p.11ff] SubjcctiVe side points to the possibility of transcendence and objective side
points to revelation of horizon of objectivity. Kant explicitly states again in first edition that his
chief purpose is to find out revelation of horizon of objectivity. This is actually the question as
to "what and how reason knows apart from all experience?” [C.P.R., A XVII, NKS, p.12]

So Kant was aware of the possibility of a more primordial elaboration of subjectivity of the
subject. But this was not his chief purpose. He does not intend fo give a more elaborate theory
of subjectivity even though "deduction of categories compels us to enter deeply into the first
grounds of possibility of knowledge in general.” [C.P.R, A92, NKS, p-131] Not having carried
out the subjective deduction, that is to say Kant continued to be guided by the notions of
composition, characterisation of subjectivity of the subject provided by traditional anthropology
and psychology. To these disciplines, the imagination was a lower faculty within sensibility.
Kant's problem was how a sensible faculty be said to determine the essence of reason.
Hiedegger thinks that in hlS writing the first edition Kant had foreseen the danger that primacy
of reason, which has a Iong history in metaphysics, begins to disappear. And for that reason, he
recoiled from the transcendental imagination so that in second edition he had come more and
more under the influence of pure reason as such. Kant did not go into the complete elaboration
of the subjectivity of the subject. Because to him it is related with the moral action of the
subject. So he thought before the elaboration of subjectivity of the subject, he should give the
rational ground [affirmation] of moral action. |

In addition, Hiedegger states concerning his own interpretation that he oriented exclusively on
the first edition keeping "the finitude of human transcendence” at the centre of his problematic.
He also states that in the second edition Kant has enlarged the concept of a rational finite being
where it no longer coincides with the concept of man and he posed the problem of finitude in
more fundamental bases. Heidegger himself on the other hand, posed the problem with finite
knowledge at the centre because for him what is decisive is specific finitude of "human nature”,
particularly human being's pre conceptual comprehension of Being. His problem is that, if
transcendental imagination as the established ground, solid enough to determine primordially
i.e., in its unity and in its totality the finitude human knowledge (and accordingly finitude of
human subjectivity).63

628ee K.b., p. 166-170.

635ee K.b., p. 170-176.
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In this connection Heidegger argues that Critique of Pure Reason as a laying of the
foundation of metaphysics treats from the first only of human pure reason. As an evidence to
his claim he takes a passage from On the Progres.ﬁ of the Metaphysics. Kant states there
concerning the problem of possibility of Metaphysica Generalis i.c., "How are synthetic
apriori judgements possible?" that: -

The problem mentioned above may be solved only rétaﬁve to those faculties which permit
man to enlarge this knaMedge a priori. These facula'gs constitute in man What may be
properly termed his pure reason. For, if we understand by the pure reason of a being in
general the faculty of knowing things independently of experience and therefore of sensible
representations, we by no means determine thereby the manner in which such knowledge
is possible for being m question (for example, for God or for any other higher spirit),
and the problem, theerore, remains undecided. On the other hand, in so far as man

is concerned, all knowledge is composed of two elements: concept and intuition. 64

Kant sees the act of pure reason as a distinguishing characteristic of human knowledge and
fuman finitude. Thus his 'problem is basically finitude of human pure reason. In Heidegger's
mterpretation however the problem is the specific finitude of human Dasein which naturally
leads back to the Being of human Dasein, taken in its totality. This finitude can not be
mtroduced mercly as a possible "case" of a finite rational being. For the very reason that
finitude of human reason  arises out of the finitude of human transcendence in general. Human
finitude necessarily involves sensibility in the sense of receptive intuition. As pure intuition (pure
sensibility) is a necessary element of structure of transcendence which is the characteristic of
the finitude. Heidegget's afgument is that human pure reason is necessarily sensible pure reason.
There is no such thing as pure reason independent from the sensibility. Furthermore, pure .
reason must be sensible in itself not because it is connected with a body, but man in a
metaphysical sense have his body only because transcendence as such is sensible a priori.
[K.b., p.178]

With these analyses of Heidegger's interpretation of Critique of Pure Reason we tried to show
that in Heidegger's ontology, ontological knowledge or more precisely Dasein's precursory
comprehension of Being of all beings is grounded in transcendental imagination. Our
fundamental question was how Temporality [primordial time] as the meaning of Being
manifests itself in the precursory comprehension of Being. Accordingly we must now see the
relation between transcendental imagination and the primordial time.

84 Uber die Fortschritte der Metaphsik, op. cit., VIIL, p. 312. (Italics are Heidegger’s)
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Our thesis has received its departure from Heidegger's argument in Being and Time and in
Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics that precursory comprehension of Being is grounded in
primordial time. To be able to explicate what he means by this argument we first showed that
precursofy comprehensibn of Being is grounded in the act of transcendental imagination. We
now must show the act of transcendental imagination is the primordial time.
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CHAPTER 4
PRIMORDIAL TIME

TRANSCENDENTAL IMAGINATION IS THE PRIM ORDIAL TIME
(Pure Act of Imagination Forms Time as Pure Now-Sequence)

Heidegger's argument concerning the relation between transcendental imagination and  time
is that the act of transcendental imagination forms time as pure now-sequence and in so doing
it manifests itself as the primordial time. ,

Time's being based upon transcendental imagination is explicated with the argument that
what is intuited in pure intuition is not the reception of something actually present. He states
that as pure succession of now-series time is "in constant flux." Pure intuition intuits this
succession unobjectively. To intuit means to receive that which offers itself. But this reception
is not act of receiving something present. If it were then it could at most only "intuit” the actual
now but never now-sequence. The simple act of recetving something actually present could not
even intuit a single now, since each now has essentially continuos extension in a just passing
and just coming. ; 4

Now Heidegger states that since pure intuition is not reception of something actually present it
must itself form that which it is able to receive. We already showed that pure formative act of
intuition is indeed the act of transcendental imagination and what is intuited in pure intuition is
ens imaginarium. This originally formative act should be in itself, at one and the same time an
act of looking at, looking ahead and looking back so that it becomes possible for pure intuition
to receive pure succession of now-sequence at once. Heidegger here states that Kant, in his
lectures on metaphysics, has actually given an account of this formative act of transcendental
imagination. He specifically set forth the three fold way in which the act of imagination is
formative. There Kant states that “this formative power as a faculty", "produces representations
relative to the past, the present and the future."65 Accordingly faculty of imagination consists
of :

i) The faculty of forming images, the representations of which are of the present.
ii) The faculty of reproducing images, the representations of which are of the past.
iii) The faculty of anticiﬁating images, the representations of which are of the future.

65Heidegger makes a reference here to Politz, Vorlesungen tiber die Metaphysik, op. cit., p. 88, cf.
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It becomes clear from here that "formation of images " by the imagination is in itself relative to
time not in the sense of an actual "now" but in the sense of "now together with its essential
extension in just passing and just coming”. Time as pure intuition then is neither only what is
intuited in pure act of intuition nor is this act deprived of its object. Time is at one and the
same time formative act bf intuiting and what is intuited therein. And this is a complete concept
of time i.e., primordial time. Given the fact that this formative act originates in transcendental
imagination, Heidegger states that : ' ‘

Pure intuifion can foi'm the pure succession of the now-sequence only if, in itself, it is

imagination as that which Jorms, reproduces and ankapates [K.b., p.180]

Consequently, transcendental imagination, which lets time as the pure now-sequence Spring
forth is, its origin, i.e., primordial time. B |

If time as the sensible intuition is formed in the productive act of transcendental imagination
then this act can not be subject to time. This means actually the act of transcendental
imagination is itself temporal in nature. Now we must go into deeper analyses of this temporal
nature. These analyses aim at giving an account of how imagjnative act coincides with the
primordial time.

Since imagination is the faculty of synthesis in general, for an exhibition of this temporal ’
character, more elaborate analyses of the nature of pure synthesis is necessary. The pure
synthesis is that which unifies originally the three elements of pure knowledge: pure intuition,
pure imagination and pure understanding. Heidegger reporis that Kant made the elucidation of
synthesis relative to these three elements. In other terms these three elements of knowledge are
unified with respect to their being temporally determined. As Kant pointed out "...all
representations are subject to time...." whether intuitive ; imaginative or reflective. This implies
that all representations are unified through its subjection to the temporal character of the
synthesis. This means actually there are three modes of synthesis because time appears in them
and they express the threefold unity of time as past, present, and future.

Pure synthesis in its act of unification puts the objects of knowledge under a unity. This unity
is nothing but identity through tirne. This is to say original unification of the essential unity of
ontological knowledge takes place through time. If transcendental imagination is the basis '_of
possibility of this knowledge then it necessarily follows that transcendental imagination is
the primordial time.

We must remember however when Kant enumerates three elements of pure knowledge he
talks of imagination as merely one of the elements. Heidegger interpreted it as the formative
centre of all knowledge. Now we must see that working out of the inherently temporal character
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of the threc modes of synthesis provides decisive proof that the interpretation of the
transcendental imagination as the root of both stems is not only possible but also necessary.

In Kantian analysis of pure synthesis, its three modes are given as synthesis "of"
apprehchsion, "of" reproduction and "of" recognition. Heidegger interprets these terms "as"
apprehending , "as" reproducing and "as" recognising. There is one and the same synthesis
which takes place in threefold way, at once. Kant treated the faculty of synthesis, relative to
these three modes, each of which characterises it in a specific way. In so doing he also showed
that they constitute conditions of possibility of empirical synthesis. |

In this connection Heidegger proceeding from empirical synthesis shows how in the three
modes of pure synthesis pure aspects of the three modes of time are prodilced. This constitutes
complete explication of how transcendental imagination as the faculty of synthcsis forms time.

a) Pure Synthesis as Pure Imagination Forms the Presence®0

Heidegger explains that, empirical intuition as immediate re'ception of "this here" always
reveals a manifold. This manifold can be "represented as a manifold only in so far as the mind
distinguishes the time in the sequence of one impression upon another”. In order to be able to
encounter "now this" and "now that" and "now all this at once" , mind must constantly say
"now and now and now". Only by distinguishing now’s in this way it is possible to "run
through"” the impressions and hold them together. Since intuition is a singular representation it
must, as receptive, take up and comprehend "directly” and at once the manifold which presents
itself. This means actuaﬂy empirical intuition is "synthetic” in itself. This synthesis is unique in
that it directly takes an aspect (image) of the impressions which present itself as the pure
succession of now's. This is immediate formation of an image. Accordingly empirical intuition
is concerned with the 'being’ present in the »ow.

It is also necessary that we have a pure synthesis of apprehension, because without it we
could not have representation of time, i.e., pure intuition itself. Pure synthesis of apprchension
does not first take place within the horizon of time. Because the aspect obtained by the pure
synthesis of apprehension does not contain an empirical manifold. And without this manifold
there is no heed for now-sequence, in other words there is nothing that mind can count as
"now this and "now that". Since pure synthesis does not take place in the form of pure now-
sequence, the now and the now-sequence must be formed in the very act of such synthesis.

Pure intuition as original receptivity is an act of receiving what offers itself. Its mode of
presentation is a productive one. In other words, pure intuitive presentation (as that which
procures an image) creates immediate aspect of the now as such, that is, it produces at each
instant the aspect of the actual present as such.

66See Critique A98-100, NKS, pp.131-2.
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apprehension is concerned with the now (the present itself) , but in such away that this concern
with.. in itself forms that with which it is concerned. As a result the pure synthesis as
apprehénsion since it forms "the present in general”, is time-forming, Kant states specifically
that synthesis in the mode of apprehension arises from the imagination:

...there must exist in us an active faculty of the synthesis of this manifold. To this faculty 1
give the ftitle mmgmaiwn. Its action, when immediately directed upon percépn'ons, I entitle
apprehension... [C.P.R, A120, NKS, p.144; ¢f. also Kant's note.]

Therefore Heidegger considers the pure synthesis of apprehension as a mode of transcendental
imagination and states that if this synthesis is time-forming then the transcendental imagination
itself possesses a pure temporal character. He also notes that the imagination Kant mentions
above can not be identical with the imagination he later dééignates in the second edition.

b)Pure Synthesis as Pure Reproduction Forms the Pasf07

Reproductive synthesis in empirical representation takes place in such away that mind can
represent the being , i.e., something previously perceived "even in the absence of the object”.
Such representation as Kant says "imagination”, presupposes that mind has the capability of
bringing back the being previously represented , in the form of a new representation. This new
representation however is in unity with the being actually percetved. Therefore this act of
bringing back again (répfoduction) is an act of unification. In other words for reproductive
synthesis to be able to unify that which it brings back it has to include the power of retention.
But the beings experienced ecarlier can be retained only if the mind distinguishes time and
therefore grasps such temporal determinations as "earlier" and "in the past". A being
experienced earlier would be completely lost with each additional now if it were not capable of
being retained. Consequently for empirical synthesis to be possible no-longer-now must be
capable of being brought back to the present and united with actual now. This occurs in pure
reproduction as a mode of pure synthesis.

Kant stated that empirical reproduction is achieved by the empirical synthesis. Then puse
reproduction must be an act of pure imagination. Heidegger in his interpretation designated
pure imagination as productive. By that he meant that productive imagination with its capacity
to procure an image of the object which is not present makes pure reproductive synthesis
possible. Kant himself-although he mentions reproductive i.c., empirical imagination as non-
transcendental in general, states that,

67See Critique A100-103, NKS, p. 132-3. -
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...a reproductive synthesis of the imagination is to be counted among transcendental acts of
the mind. [C.P.R., ,A102, NKS, p.133]

Ambiguity here arises from the fact that Heidegger attributed "productive” characteristic to the
transcendental imagination which with its pure act makes pure reproductive synthesis possible.
As we can see as far as Kantian enquiry is concerned this is justiﬁed, because Kant himself
stated above that pure reproductive synthesis is a transcendental act. All Heidegger does is to
show that this transcendental act is "productive” [creative] in its nature.

Pure synthesis as rcpro‘duction forms the past as such. Hence pure imagination relative to this
mode of synthesis is time-forming. But we must be careful that formation of the past is actually
united with that of the present in this very formation. The act which originally retains "the
past” is in itself an act which forms and retains the no-longer-now. For this to be possible the
act of formation as such must be united with now. Accordingly pure reprodubtion is essentially
one with the pure synthesis of intuition as that which forms the present. For every now there is
now already past. | A |

¢c)Pure Synthesis as Pure Recognition Forms the Future68

Flucidation of pure recognition begins with explication of empirical recognition. Empirical
recognition is analysed within the context of the unity provided between the two modes of the
synthesis mentioned earlier, synthesis as apprehension and the synthesis as reproduction. Kant
states that " if we were not conscious that what we think is the same as what we thought a
moment before, all reproduction in the series of representations would be useless.” [C.P.R.,
A103, NKS, p.133] So the reproductive synthesis must maintain the unification of what it
brings back with the being actually manifest in perception. Now the question is what assurance
do we have that this being now present is the same as the one perceived before? In order for
them to be the same, identity of the being with the one perceived carlier must be established
anticipatively, [prior to the reproductive synthesis], in the pure thought.

This means at the basis of both synthesis and determining them there lies an act of unification
of the being relative to its identity. The synthesis intending this identity Kant named synthesis in
"concepts". He also states that "for this unitary consciousness is what combines the manifold,
successively intuited and thereupon also reproduced, into one representation”. [C.P.R., A103,
NKS, p.133] Synthesis as recognition manifests itself as the one which governs the other two
syntheses. Heidegger states for that reason "this synthesis which according to the description of
the genesis of concepts, is the third is precisely the first". [K.b., p.191] Kant calls it synthesis as
recognition, because it investigates that which must be proposed in advance as identical.

63See Critique A 103-110, NKS, pp.133-8.



92

As empirical, this prospective synthesis of identification ne_cessan'ly' presupposes a pure
identification. This means actually pure synthesis as recognition provide a possibility for all
identification. If it provides bossibiﬁty for all identification ‘then it can provide possibility of the
identification of the objects which are of the future.

Just as that pure reproduction constitutes the possibility of bringing -back-again, so,
correlatively, must pure recognition provide the possibility of all identification. We must note
however this does not mean pure recognition with its prospective nature is concerned with a
being which it can pro-pose itself as identical but that it prospects the horizon of proposition in
general. As pure, its prospecting is the pure formation of that which makes all projection
possible, i.c., the future. ‘

Here we sce that the formation of the future is brought about as the one which is inclusive of
all threc modes of time. In synthesis as recognition there lics pre-formation of the identity of the
objects which are of the present, of the past and of the future. Accordingly pure synthesis as
recognition forms in advance all three modes of time in their unity. For this reason Heidegger
calls the function of pure recognition "pure pre-formation”. Synthesis as pure recognition
enjoys a priority over the other two syntheses. It is essentially connected with the other two.
Kantian analysis of recognition in concepts brings Heidegger to the point where he finds the
most primordial essence of time. Pure synthesis in concepts temporalizes itself primarily out of
future.

We must be careful here that Hiedegger does not construct the future out of the past and the
present. On the contrary future is constructed from the possibility of all identification first and
the past and the present arises out of the future. He states that possibility of pure identification
must be formed antcipatively. Accordingly the formation of future anticipates the formation of
other two modes of time. Pure synthesis of recognition forms the concept of the object which is
"one applies to infinitely many". This infinitely many includes all the future objects.

And in as much as Kant attributes the modes of forming, reproducing, and pre-forming
images to the empirical imagination, the act of forming prospective horizon as such, pure

pre-formation, is an act of pure imaginafion. [K.b., p.191]

This is why the act of transcendental imagination is originally time forming. We can conclude
now that inner nature of time as pure now sequence is hidden in the pure act of transcendental

imagination.
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CONCLUSION

PRIMORDIAL T. IME AS THE POSSIBILITY OF PRECURSORY
- COMPREHENSION OF BEING

Heidegger's fundamental question in Being and Time was the question of Being of all beings.
He in this work aimed at achieving preparatory analyses of this question through the analyses
of the one who asks the question. Because of his asking the question Dasein is introduced as a
special entity who is in possession of precursory comprehension of Being. As we previously
stated at the beginning of our mquiry the precursory comprehension of Being constitutes
Heidegger's very point of departure in starting out with the analysis of the question of Being.

From his investigation throughout Being and Time Heidegger arrived at the conclusion that
primordial time is the meaning of Being of Dasein. If primordial time is the meaning of Being
of Dasein then it must also be the meaning of Dasein's understanding of its own Being since
understanding is one of the possibilities of its Being, Dasein is introduced from the very
beginning as an entity whose comprehension of its Being is inseperable from his comprehension
of Being in general. So if Dasein understands its own Being in the horizon of primordial time,
this horizon must manifest itself in Dasein's precursory comprehension of Being. For this
reason, in this thesis we fried to explore the ontological grounds of this comprehension so we
would see how primordial time manifests itself in this comprehension.

From our analyses of Kant and Problem of Metaphysics we arrived at the conclusion that the
act of transcendental imagination is the possibility of Dasein’s comprehension of Being of all
kinds of being. For this we first showed that Dascin's precursory comprehension of Being is
actually pre conceptual comprehension and in so far it is a pre conceptual compfehension it is
grounded in transcendental imagination. Later we found out, imaginative act while forming the
images of the beings which are given, forms at the same time, time as the pure now sequence
as the preconditibn of our intuiting them. These two formations that imaginative act achieves
are inseperable from each other. That is to say one has a meaning only for the sake of the other.
This means actually because we have this linear time conception in mind we are able to
comprehend entities in their Being, Similarly imaginative act in so far it is the ground of Being
is the ground of time. That is actually why these two comprehensions are the ones which we
find the most common.

It becomes explicit from these analyses that the classical metaphysical problem which has
been designated as "identity through time" looses all its meaning. In other words, meaning of
Being of entities can not be analysed relative to linear time conception since this conception

itself comes along with our comprehending what Being is. Apart from our encountering with
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the entities in general there is no time even in the most original sense. The act of transcendental
imagination is one and the same act which forms the entities in their Being and time as the
precondition of our grasping their Being.

Heidegger's ontological analysis of time provides us with the ground on which we can grasp
the Being in itself. Imag'nativc act is disclosed as the precondition of our being affected from
what is given to us. In sofar as what is given to us includes human Dasein imaginative act is
suppose to form self-affection. Since this act is the promiordial time, formation of the past,
the present and the future in their unity is nothing but the formation of self-affection. Then pure
self is nothing but the umty of three modes of time as the future, the past and the present.

The conclusion is that in so far as it is human Dasein which encounters Being primordial
time is the meaning of Being of all entities, and for that reason meaning of Being of Dasein.
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