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Both in its methods and spirit, Kant’s critical philosophy seems the opposite of recent French philosophy.  In its deductive approach, it exemplifies a severe rationality; its structures of argument and proof often abstract from our lived experience.  The philosophies of Derrida and Levinas, however, attend to such experience.  In particular, they are sensitive to precisely those aspects of it that seem to exceed our conceptual abilities.  Thus, for Levinas the face of the other manifests an “inabsorbable alterity.”  It cannot be integrated into our categories.  Similarly, Derrida’s account of differance is an account of how the world exceeds any closed rational structure.  Phenomenologically, such exceeding manifests itself in the “trace.”  This is an appear​ing that is simultaneously a concealing.  In what follows, I am going to argue that a basis for such a conception can be found in Kant’s account of temporalization.  Temporalization, as he shows, is a self-concealing process.  The syntheses that generate time generate their own concealment.  In doing so, they exhibit the subject as a being that gives itself as not being able to be given.  They give it the status of Derrida’s “trace.”  

The Regressive Method


Any consideration of the nongivenness of the Kantian subject must begin with a mention of his regressive method.  For many critics, this method undermines the possibility of making the subject intuitively given.  Husserl, for example, writes that Kant’s “great discovery” of the “understanding” and its functions “could never be actually grounded or even be fully comprehen​sible ... as the result of his purely regressive method” (Husserl 1962, p. 106).  This is because this method, in seeking to uncover the conditions of the possibility of experience, ultimately moves us beyond experience.  Initially, the method in its search for such conditions can be conceived as a regression to the phenomenal  subject.  As such, it brings us to the realm of “inner sense,” that is, to what seems to be a direct inspection of our subjective functions and faculties.  Here, many of Kant’s results, particularly with regard to the syntheses of the imagination, are strikingly similar to those of Husserl’s phenomenology.  The regressive method, however, undermines these results by passing beyond this realm to ask for its conditions.  It does so when it inquires into the conditions of the possibility of time itself.  Since the relations of inner sense are temporal, to ask for a ground of time is to pass beyond such relations.  It is to regress from the phenomenally functioning subject to a subject whose functioning is essentially hidden.  In Husserl’s words, the regressive method ends with “a mode of the subjective which we, in principle, cannot make intuitive to ourselves ei​ther by factual examples or by genuine analogy” (Husserl 1962, p. 116).  


This objection can be expressed in terms of Kant’s position that inner sense “presents even ourselves to consciousness only as we appear to ourselves, not as we are in ourselves" (B 152-53; Kant 1955b, p. 120).  This means that the functioning that we observe through inner sense is only the functioning of the appearing subject.  The subject, however, who functions to make appear​ance possible, is not itself observed.  For Kant, the distinction between the two follows from the notion of the subject as the combiner (or synthesizer) of the manifold (or multiplicity) of its successive intuitions.  When Kant writes that all combination points back to the subjective activity of combining, he takes the actual combiner to be the subject itself.
   The subject makes the appearance of an object possible by combining its intuitions.  It is only by virtue of such combina​tion that the subject can have a temporally extended apprehension of the object.  Without it, it would be limited to an instantaneous apprehension based on a single fleeting intuition.  This necessity applies to the subject’s own appearance.  As an acting combiner, it combines its momentary self-intuitions.  Its appearance to itself, however, is determined by the result of this action.  As temporally extended, it appears in and through its combination.  Thus, for Kant, while I do have an immediate (if fleeting) consciousness of myself as the combiner, if I want to intui​tively grasp myself or my extended activity of combining, I must do so in terms of the manifold I have combined.  This is the manifold of inner sense, which consists of temporal relations.  Therefore, I have to grasp combination as a temporal process.  The same holds for myself as the actor engaging in this process.  I must also be taken as temporal.
  


Inherently, however, the I that combines is not temporal.  It is not something extended in time.  This follows from Kant’s position that temporal extension is the result of the action of com​bination.  Given this, the actor which produces this result cannot be itself combined.  Since all combination demands a subjective combiner, if the combiner were itself combined, we would face a regress.  We would have to presuppose another combining subject behind this combined subject, which, if itself combined, would demand yet another such subject, and so on indefinitely.  Insofar as the acting subject does not presuppose the action of combination, its unity is thus that of an un​combined combiner.
  It has the unity of a nonappearing, noumenal subject.  In summary, since all appearing requires combination of the manifold, as uncombined, the acting subject cannot appear.  Combination is its function; yet, as a combiner, it falls outside of the categories of appearance.


Given the above, it seems, in Husserl’s words, that we “cannot make intuitive to ourselves either by factual examples or by genuine analogy” the nature of this combinatory function.  This is the basis of Husserl’s complaint “about the obscurity of the Kantian philosophy, about the incomprehensibility of the evidences of his regressive method, of its transcendental-subjective ‘faculties,’ functions, formations, about the difficulty of understanding what transcendental subjectivity actually is, how its functioning, its accomplishment comes about ...”  (Husserl 1962, p. 116).  In Husserl’s view, the fact that we “cannot make intuitive to ourselves” the nature of this function means that “Kant falls into his own type of mythic speech” in describing it.  It is mythic because we have no evidence to judge such descriptions.  We inherently lack the required evidence since Kant’s regressive method has undercut the very possibility of providing it.


As is obvious, the basis of this objection is the distinction between the appearing and the nonappearing I.  This is a distinction that Kant makes in terms of the function of temporalization. To see how far this objection actually holds, we must examine Kant’s portrayal of this function.  In keeping with Husserl’s critique, our examination will be phenomenological rather than analytical.  We will, in other words, take the realm of “inner sense” as a phenomenologically ac​cessible field.  The main source for our approach will be the A edition.

Temporalization and the Synthesis of the Imagination


Kant’s description of the generation of time appears primarily in his account of the syntheses of the imagination.  Such syntheses are required if we are to grasp any temporally extended object.  For such a grasp several conditions must be met.  The first comes from the fact that the apprehension of this object involves a "multiplicity" of temporally distinct impressions.  Such an apprehension, Kant writes, would be impossible "if the mind did not distinguish time in the succession of impressions (Eindrücke) following one another" (A 99; Kant 1955a, p. 77).  The impressions must be given distinct temporal locations.  They must, we can say, be inserted into definite, unchanging positions in objective, successively given time.  The second condition is that of reproduction.  As Kant writes, "... if I were to lose from my thought the preceding [presenta​tions--Vorstellungen] ... and not reproduce them when I advance to those which follow, a complete presentation (Vorstellung) would never arise ..." (A 102; ibid., p. 79).
  The requirement, then, is that of making co-present the impressions or presentations which, according to the first condition, we must distinguish according to successive temporal positions.  If we did not distinguish them, we might take what we have reproduced as something new.  So regarded, it would not be recognized as the same as what we earlier experienced.  Reproduction, then, can fulfill its function of bringing the past up to the present only if we are capable of recognizing that the reproduced content is the same as the content originally given in the past.  In Kant's words, "Without the consciousness that what we think is, in fact, the same as what we thought a moment before, all reproduction in the series of presentations would be useless" (A 103; ibid., p. 79). This is because without this consciousness, the reproduced would appear as something new.  As such, it would not be temporally distinguished from the impressions which we are presently experiencing.  Now, the consciousness that a reproduction is not a new presentation is a con​sciousness that what it reproduces -- i.e., its content -- is something past.  Reproduction, then, must not just reproduce.  It must also modify.  Reproduction must add not-newness or pastness to the content it reproduces.  This modification is reproduction’s generation of time for it allows time to be distinguished “in the succession of impressions following one another."


The requirements just listed can be met if we think of reproduction as a serial action.  This does not just mean that each “advance” to a subsequent impression involves a reproduction of the preceding impression.  It also signifies that, in the next advance, this reproduction will itself be re​produced along with the preceding impression.  The same necessity governs both the reproduction of this reproduction and that of the preceding impression.  Without reproduction, both would be lost as I advanced towards the next impression.  In other words, in order for the result of my re​productive act not to be lost, this reproduction must itself be reproduced as I advance.  Similarly, this reproduction of the reproduction of my original content must, in turn, be reproduced if it is not to be lost in a further advance.  Thus, as long as I keep the original content as part of a “complete presentation,” the serial process of reproduction must continue.
  


This process, in which impressions are reproduced and these reproductions are themselves reproduced, marks a given impression as increasingly not new or past.  With the increase of the reproductions of reproductions ... of its original content, the impression is experienced as shoved further and further back into the past even as it is brought up to the present by the reproductive act.  This shoving back or expiration is just enough to keep it in its original temporal position.  With each advance, the content is reproduced.  Each reproduction marks it as reproduced, that is, as not original or not new.  Thus, each advance to a subsequent impression is matched by a shoving back of a previous impression.  This action keeps the impression in a distinct, if receding place in time even as it keeps it in consciousness.


The same serial process, when applied to a number of successively given impressions, yields the “succession of impressions following one another.”  Each of these occupies its own place in departing time.  As reproduced, all are copresent in our consciousness.  All are part of our apprehension of a complete presentation.  Since, however, they are all experienced as expiring, this presentation is of an extended temporal event.  Such an event, for example, the flight of a bird through the garden, is grasped through a multitude of temporally distinct impressions, each of which is grasped as expiring.  We thus grasp the bird’s motion through a copresent succession.  Its temporally distinct members maintain their internal order as new impressions are added to them.  Each new addition is the occasion of their being collectively shoved back as they are retained by being reproduced. 


To grasp this flight, it is, of course, not enough to view together a multitude of temporally distinct, expiring impressions.  Such impressions must be taken as impressions of a distinct entity--namely, the bird.  This condition is an example of what Kant calls “the synthesis of recognition in a concept” (A103; Kant 1955a, p. 79).  In this case, the concept is that of substance, defined as that which abides while its “empirical determination in time” changes (A143; Kant 1955a, p.102).  The flying bird, as “the real in time,” is thought of as remaining the same through its changing positions.  Now, to recognize the bird as the same bird as it flies, I have to grasp it as the identical referent of a multitude of perceptions.  Each of the momentary perceptions must be seen as a per​ception of one and the same object.  Each presents it.  Yet, what each presents is not itself one of these presentations.  In itself, this object is an x, an empty referent point.  In Kant’s words, “this object must be thought only as something in general = x ...” (A104; Kant 1955a, p. 80).  When we posit it, we assume an external determinant of our presentations, one which prevents them from being “haphazard or arbitrary” in their composition and arrangement.  Beyond this, however, the distinction of the “object = x” from “all our representations,” empties it of empirical content.  Phe​nomenologically regarded, the x simply designates the common referent for a multitude of per​cep​tions.  As the same for all, it is distinguished from each of them.
  Insofar as the bird is taken as such an x, it is thus distinguished from the temporal positions of the perceptions that present it.  Just as each perception is “of” it, so each temporal position refers to it.  It itself, however, is not limited to any one of them.  As a common referent, its sense rather is that of something enduring through them.  What the synthesis of recognition in a concept generates when we posit the “real in time” is, then, the sense of time as enduring.  Concretely, this sense comes about only with the synthesis that allows us to recognize an object as the same in a multitude of changing perceptions.
  

The Underlying Ambiguity of Kant’s Description


In spite of all its conceptual and technical brilliance, Kant’s account contains a basic ambiguity.  On the one hand, it implies that reproduction is necessary to grasp a sequence.  According to Kant, were we to lose the preceding elements of the sequence as we advanced to those that follow, we would never be able to get a “complete presentation.”  Such a presentation, however, is required if we are “view together” the elements that form the sequence.  Thus, I can apprehend the sequence only through a “synopsis” of the manifold; and this synopsis requires my reproducing expired moments (A97; Kant 1955a, p. 76).  The same argument applies to the being of successive time: it also requires my reproducing expired moments.  This follows because time’s being is its appearing.  Successive time, in other words, only exists in my consciousness.  Outside of my apprehension, there are no expired moments; there is no “past.”  Given this, I have to say that in reproducing such moments I generate successive time.  On the other hand, Kant’s account of reproduction presupposes the notion of a sequence.  In doing so, it assumes that successive time already exists.  This assumption is implied in the thought of an “advance” to a “subsequent” impression, the advance being the occasion of the reproduction that preserves the “preceding” im​pression.  In such a conception, we are already thinking of impressions as being sequentially given.  Thus, in Kant’s account, the notion that I reproduce the previous impression at the moment of the next impression assumes that the previous impression would expire or be “lost” if I did not reproduce it.  But this is to assume that time already exists as a succession of previous and later moments.  Kant, however, insists that time is nothing “in itself.”  It is, rather, the result of my ac​tion, in particular my act of reproduction.  Thus, it is the constant I-act-to-reproduce that generates time in the distinction of its moments.
  


How can a description of the generation of time in its successive character presuppose such a character?  Is Kant, here, caught in a circularity that makes his account fundamentally am​biguous?  While the thought of avoiding this charge may have motivated Kant in the B edition to drop the A edition’s phenomenological account of the threefold synthesis, this does not, in fact, eliminate the difficulty.  The ambiguity in question is inherent in the logic of Kant’s position.
  It follows from his distinction of the phenomenal from the noumenal.  This distinction rests on two assertions.  The first is that time does not apply to things in themselves, but is rather something I add to make experience possible.  This implies that time is my product, that I generate time through my activity.  The second is that all appearing is appearing in time.  As we earlier stated, all appearing requires a combination of the manifold of intuitions.  It thus requires a grasp of the ob​ject through a synthesis of its temporally distinct perceptions.  The resulting appearance is thus spread out in time.  When we combine these two, we have to say that in generating time, the sub​ject generates the medium through which things appear.  This applies to the appearance of its own act of generating time.  This act, then, can only appear as a temporal process.  Hence, it must ap​pear as something that presupposes time as already given in its sequential character.  The same holds for the descriptions of this act.  To the point that they make it intuitively evident, they get caught in the circularity described above.  


Kant’s account of the unity of the manifold of intuitions is a good illustration of this point.  According to Kant in the B edition, what unifies this manifold is the sense I have that all the intuitions composing it are mine.  They are mine because I combine them.
  How do I know this?  Kant’s answer is that I have an immediate sense of my “I act.”  In his words, “I exist as an intelligence which is conscious solely of its power of combination” (B158; Kant 1955b, p.124).  This self-consciousness is, then, an immediate sense of the basic act of combining.  By virtue of this sense, I take what I combine as belonging to me.  The manifold’s unity thus rests on its having a single owner.  Now, to make the above phenomenologically evident, we have to turn to the A edition’s account of the reproductive synthesis.  It is only in terms of this that we can see how we can have an immediate sense of the “I act.”  In the B edition, we are only told that “we intuit our​selves only as we are inwardly affected” by ourselves (B153; Kant 1955b, p. 120).  We are not told how the inward affection of our act of combining the manifold arises.  The same holds with regard to how this act actually gives rise to the idea that the intuitions combined belong to the combiner--that is, how the sense of “I combine” makes the combined “mine.”  


When we do turn to the A edition, we see the “I combine” as the “I reproduce.”  Each act of reproduction adds or combines the reproduced to the originally given impressional material.  It does this again and again as I advance to new impressions.  Because of this, reproduction is the core act of synthesis or “putting together.”  It is what must be presupposed in my attainment of a complete presentation.  Now, what I reproduce is, in each case, my being-affected by an impression.  Reproduction thus presents to the self its being-affected.  Given that this presentation itself has an affective quality, the presentation to itself of its being-affected is a process by which the self affects itself.  In reproduction, then, we have the primitive germ of the auto-affection of consciousness.  I am present to my self in my affecting myself.  This self-presence includes the presence of my act of reproduction.  This follows because the immediate focus of the act is, after the first instance, not an impression but a reproduction of an impression.  Thus, as I advance to a “complete presentation,” I reproduce the reproductions of the reproductions ... of my original im​pressions.  Insofar as the focus of reproduction is reproduction itself, self-reference is inherent in it.  This self-reference is the self-presence of the act.  With this, however, I also have the sense that the impressions that affect me are mine.  They are mine because, without me, they would not be there.  As reproduced, they are mine because they continually depend on my action of reproduction.  Summing up, we can say that the auto-affection of consciousness, which arises from reproduction, has two results.  It gives me a sense of immediate self-presence as based on my self-affection.  It also yields that sense that everything affecting me is mine insofar as it is correlated to my “power of combination.”  I, thus, grasp simultaneously the unity of my action and the unity of the manifold of intuitions, the latter being the sense that each of the intuitions composing it is “mine.”  


The above account is drawn from the A edition.  In its attempt to make the self-affection of consciousness phenomenologically evident, it assumes that I can actually grasp myself in my “power of combination.”  Yet, as Kant remarks in the B edition, the subject’s “consciousness of it​self is very far from being a knowledge of the self ...” (B158; Kant 1955b, p. 123).  In fact, he adds, “I have no knowledge of myself as I am but merely as I appear to myself” (ibid.).  The ad​mission follows from the fact that I can only appear to myself in terms of the appearance that I, in my action, make possible.  This is implied by the above account.  Yet, once we grant it, it immediately undermines this account.  It does so by reminding us that the reproductive act presupposes in its descriptions the results that it itself makes possible.  As we have seen, such de​scriptions implicitly assume that the sequence of time is already given.  Insofar as they do, they imply that the effect of reproduction is simply that of making the members of an already existent temporal sequence co-present and, hence, available to introspection.  In doing so, however, they undercut Kant’s point in describing this act, which is that time is our product.  Without our action there would, for Kant, be no temporal sequences.  The same holds for the appearance of the self when it is thought in terms of the act of combination.  My immediate sense of myself is, according the above account, a sense of this act.  Since, however, time is my product, I can make this intuitive to myself only in terms of the results of this act.  This sense, then, is limited to myself “as I appear,” not “myself as I am.”

Temporality as The Trace of the Self


This analysis returns us to Husserl’s objection that Kant, through his method, subverts his own position.  Is this correct?  Does his account undermine the possibility of phenomenological evidence for its assertions?  Kant’s elimination of the description of the threefold synthesis certainly points in this direction.  Does not the description’s absence in the B edition imply Kant suspected its conclusions undercut it?  The assumption that they do is behind the objection that sees Kant’s description as a “type of mythic speech.”  This accusation, however, ignores the real necessities invoked by Kant’s account.  There seems to be no other way to grasp a temporally en​during object than to distinguish time in its moments.  Such distinct moments must be kept in mind as we progressively view a given object.  But this requires that we apprehend the past impressional moments as past and not as new impressions.  All these requirements point to the reproductive act.  Without it, our apprehension of time seems impossible.  This holds, even though the results of the reproductive act limit our account of it to the realm of appearance.  In fact, this limitation seems as necessary as the act itself.  We are thus lead to the assumption that in reproduction we face the necessity of an act that conceals itself.  


In making this assumption, we must distinguish the nonappearing subject from the appearing one.  The necessity for this noumenal-phenomenal distinction is, in fact, the same as the necessity that drives us to posit the self-concealing reproductive act.  Engaging in it, the actual, acting self does not just generate appearance.  Precisely in this action, it escapes appearance.  As such, the acting self, or subject, itself generates the distinction between what appears and what es​capes appearance.  Now, if its appearance is to be genuine and not mere illusion, this self must give itself as grounding this distinction.  This implies that, in giving itself in appearance, it must give itself as not being able to be given.  Its appearing is through reproduction, the act by which it generates time.  Thus, the implication is that in generating time, it must present itself in its temporal appearances as not temporal, i.e., as escaping time.  If we take these statements not as statements of a paradox (as Husserl apparently did), what is pointed to is a new form of giving, a giving that manifests the concealment of its origin.  Correspondingly, there is a new form of the given, a new phenomenal presence, that is indicated here.  This is a presence that refers beyond it​self to the origin that is not given.


The phenomenon I am pointing to is what Derrida calls the “trace.”  In his description, “The trace is not a presence, but is rather the simulacrum of a presence that dislocates, displaces and refers beyond itself.”  This reference to what lies beyond itself is inherent in it.  In fact, as Der​rida immediately adds, “the trace has, properly speaking, no place, for effacement belongs to the very structure of the trace.”  This is because “... from the start, effacement constitutes [the trace] as a trace--makes it disappear in its appearing, makes it issue forth from itself in its very position” (Derrida 1973, p. 156).  From a Kantian perspective, temporality is the “trace” of the subject.  It is a “simulacrum of presence” insofar as it reveals the subject only to conceal it.  Its revealing the subject is one with its referring beyond itself to the nontemporal self (the self as the uncombined combiner).  For Derrida, the trace manifests itself as a trace in its ceaseless movement, in the fact that it “disappears in its appearing,” in the fact that this disappearance is an issuing forth “from it​self in its very position.”  From a Kantian perspective, all of these descriptions can be applied to time in the restless movement of the succession of its moments.  Each moment disappears in its appearing.  This disappearance is the issuing forth of a new appearance, a new moment that occupies the position of being now.  At the origin of this restless movement is the self-affection of consciousness.  It is consciousness’ giving itself to itself as a self that cannot be given.  This giving itself as not being able to be given occurs through the given (the momentary appearance) referring beyond itself to a new appearance.  Each new appearing is a manifestation of the self.
  The refer​ence and displacement of this is a sign of its inadequacy as an appearance-- an inadequacy that needs to be supplemented by yet another appearance.  The subject, then, gives itself as not being able to be given in this constant need for further appearances.  To grasp this process, the unending nature of time, the inadequacy of its moments as appearances, and the noumenal character of the self that affects itself must all be thought together.  We do so when we realize that nothing less that the totality of time would be an adequate representation of the subject in its status as the ori​gin of time.


To continue these thoughts would lead us rather wide afield.  One of the paths that would open up to us would be Levinas’s attempt to portray the infinity of time in terms of the inabsorbable alterity of the other person.  For Levinas, the “always” of time appears in its inability to re-present this alterity, an inability that fuels, rather than frustrates the desire to do so.
   From a Kantian perspective, this inability points to the self as both present and absent, both phenomenal and noumenal.
  That the self is both makes temporality and the presence it structures into a giv​ing that calls out for a further giving. Recent French philosophy seems, in this regard, a particularly fruitful reflection on Kant’s discovery of this giving of what escapes givenness.  

References
Derrida, Jacques. (1973).  “Differance,” in Speech and Phenomena and Other Essays, tr. David Al​lison.  Evanston: Northwestern University Press.

Husserl, Edmund. (1962).  Die Krisis der Europäischen Wissenschaften und die transzendentale Phänomenologie, 2nd. ed., ed. W. Biemel.  Husserliana VI.  The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff.

______. (1976).  Ideen zu einer reinen Phänomenologie und phänomenologischen Philosophie, Er​stes Buch, ed. R. Schuhmann, Husserliana III, 1.  The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff.

Kant, Immanuel. (1955a).  “Kritik der reinen Vernunft (1. Aufl.),” in Kants gesammelte Schriften, ed. Königliche Preussische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 23 vols. Berlin: Georg Reiner, IV: 1-252.

______. (1955b)  "Kritik der reinen Vernunft.”  2d ed. In Kants gesammelte Schriften.  Ed. Königliche Preussische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 23 vols.  Berlin: Georg Reiner, III: 1-594.

Levinas, E. (1993a).  Dieu, La Mort et le Temps, ed. Jacques Rolland.  Paris: Bernard Grasset. 

______. (1994).  “Diachrony and Representation,” in Time and the Other, and Additional Essays, tr. Richard Cohen, Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press.

Robinson, Hoke.  “Inner Sense and the Lennigrad Reflection,” International Philosophical Quarterly (3) 1989, pp. 271-79.   

Endnotes


�.	In his words, combination, “being an act of the self-activity of the subject, cannot be exe�cuted save by the subject itself” (B 131; Kant 1955b, p. 107). 


�.	 As Kant puts this conclusion, inherently, “... I exist as an intelligence which is conscious [of itself] solely [as conscious] of its power of combination; but in respect of the manifold which it has to combine I am subjected to a limiting condition (entitled inner sense), namely that this combination can be made intuitable only according to the relations of time, which lie entirely outside the concepts of the understanding.  Such an intelligence, therefore, can know itself only as it appears to itself  ...” (B158-9; Kant 1955b, p. 124).


�.	It is because of this that Kant asserts that the unity of the actual subject is not that of the cat�egory of unity.  The categories are rules for combination; thus, the category of unity pre�supposes combination (B131; Kant 1955b, p. 108).  


�.	This act of reproduction is to be distinguished from the “reproductive imagination, whose synthesis is entirely subject to empirical laws, the laws, namely, of association, and which therefore contributes nothing to the explanation of the possiblity of a priori knowledge.”  (B152).  The act is actually productive, i.e., generative of time in the distinction of its moments.  It thus first generates the elements that can be associated.  Without the act, no knowledge (a priori or empirical) is possible.  


�.	There is an easy way to symbolize this process.  Suppose I have an original impression, I1.  As I advance to the next impression I2, the first is reproduced.  Letting pairs of brackets symbolize reproduction, this advance can be symbolized as I2[I1].  Similarly, the advance to the next impression I3 would be symbolized as I3[I2[I1]].  We thus have the series, I1, I2[I1], I3[I2[I1]] ..., which can be thought of as continuing as long as we hold the individ�ual impressions, I1, I2, I3, ... as part of a “complete presentation.”  


�.	Husserl gives this phenomenological parallel of Kant’s position in his description of how “the identical intentional ‘object’ evidently separates itself from the changing and variable predicates.”  He calls this object “the ‘identical,’ the determinable subject of its possible predicates’--‘the pure X in abstraction from its possible predicates’ ...” (Husserl 1976., p. 302). 


�.	As Kant’s example of grasping a triangle indicates, not every synthesis of recognition in a concept yields the sense of time as enduring.  Thus, the synthesis that generates the triangle by “the combination of three straight lines according to a rule” does not posit the real in time (A105; Kant 1955a, p. 80).  The X here is nontemporal.  It is only when the representations synthesized have distinct temporal positions that sense of enduring can obtain.


�.	It does this by generating the sequence that we have symbolized in note 4 as I3[I2[I1]].  


�.	One sign of this is that it reappears when Kant replaces the threefold synthesis of the A deduction with his account of the figurative synthesis (B152).  It now appears between in the relation between outer and inner sense.  As Hoke Robinson notes there are two “contradictory ... theses, both of which Kant appears to hold.”  The first is that the “time-determination of outer sense is prior to the time-determination of inner sense.”  The second is that “temporality accrues first to inner sense, and only then derivatively to outer sense” (Robinson 1989, pp. 275-6).  Together they imply that our grasp of the successiveness of inner sense is through the temporal determinations of outer sense even though the latter presuppose the former.  In other words, we can only grasp the successiveness of inner sense in terms of the outer sense inner sense grounds.  In putting them together we, thus, face a “circularity, in that we assumed that the successiveness of inner-sense representations in order to establish outer-sense temporal order; but it is only on the basis of outer-sense order that time-determination in inner-sense, and hence its successiveness, can be established”  (Robinson 1989, p. 278).   


�.	In Kant’s words, “The thought that the representations given in intuition one and all belong to me [that is, are mine] is equivalent to the thought that I unite them in one self-consciousness” (B134; Kant 1955b, pp. 109-10).


�.	It is also a manifestation of the world insofar as the world is the ultimate source of the “transcendent affection” through which the subject affects itself in the reproductive act.


�.	See Levinas 1993, pp. 125-8.   


�.	For Levinas, the fact that the self is both results in “the rupture of phenomenology, which the face of the Other calls forth.”  The “enigma or ambiguity” of the face is that it both “calls forth” and “tears itself away from ... presence and objectivity” (Levinas 1994, p. 107).  Its calling forth of presence is its giving itself as a set of visible features.  Here, it appears as the eyes, ears, nose, in short, as all the elements that distinguish the objective human countenance.  Its tearing itself away from presence is its pointing beyond such features to the self that cannot be given.  This reference is to the other person in this person’s otherness.  This otherness is abso�lute.  It is, in Levinas’ phrase, an “inabsorbable alterity.”  When we take these two together, we have the concrete phenomenon of the face.  Together they yield the face as giving the self in its very quality of being unable to be given.  The result is the face in its character of pointing away from itself.  It is the face, in Levinas’ terms, as an interrogative, that is, as a questioning that awaits a response from us.  For both Kant and Husserl, the moral quality of the person--his or her presence as an ought--is based on this questioning that puts us into question.  What puts us (and our categories) into question is the person, who in his otherness or noumenal quality, exhibits himself as beyond such categories.  Thus, because I cannot synthesize him I can never be regard him as “mine.”  I cannot consider him a possession.  The proper attitude to him in his alterity is “respect.”  









