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The review provides an outline of Béatrice Longuenesse’s latest book: I, Me, Mine. Back to Kant, and
Back Again (Oxford University Press, 2017), which attempts to offer “a more systematic exploration of
Kant’s account of self-consciousness’, with a particular focus on “its relation to contemporary analyses
of self-consciousness” (Longuenesse, 2017, xi). Longuenesse’s recent analyses have indeed the major
interest of orchestrating a fecund dialogue between Kant’s comprehension of the I and several key
interlocutors, from Wittgenstein to Freud and including Sartre, Anscombe, Evans and others. Thus,
the first section of the book originates in twentieth-century debates and challenges the claim that bod-
ily self-consciousness is the ultimate ground of the unity of consciousness. The second section of I,
Me, Mine provides a thorough discussion of Kant’s view on the “I think”, on self-consciousness and
personhood, and continues to plead for a genuine form of self-consciousness independent from the
consciousness of one’s body. Yet, a more general objective of the book progressively emerges: that of
a “naturalization of the notion of person’, by showing that “Kant’s criticism of the paralogism of per-
sonhood opens the way to substituting for the rationalist concept a rich and complex concept of a
person as a spatiotemporal, living entity endowed with unity of apperception and with the capacity for
autonomous self-determination” (Longuenesse, 2017, 163). This naturalization of the Kantian concept
of subjectivity is set in motion, within the last section of the book, with the unexpected assistance of
Freud’s account on the ego and the super-ego.
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Peniensusa packpbiBaeT IIaBHbIe UTOTM caMoli cBexxell KHuru bearpuc Jlonrenecc «f, Mue, Moe. Ha-
3az k KanTy u cHosa Hasan» (MsparenbctBo Okcdopyckoro yauBepcutera, 2017), KoTopas mbITaeT-
Cs TIPEIOXNTD «b0JIee CHUCTeMAaTUYecKoe PacCMOTpPeHMe KaHTOBCKOTO MOfIXOfia K CAMOCO3HAHUIO»,
(OKycHpysCh, B YaCTHOCTH, Ha «€r0 OTHOIIEHUM K COBPEMEHHOMY aHa/IM3y CaMOCO3HaHMs» (C. Xi).
Hosb1i1 ananus, npojenanHblii JIoHreHecc, IpefcTaBIAeT 3HAUNUTENbHbIN MHTEPEC /71 Ha/laXKMBaHUA
[Majora Me>XX1y KaHTOBCKMM IIOHMMaHMeM S M HeKOTOPBIMMU K/TI0OUeBbIMIU cobecefHIKaMu, OT Burt-
renmTertHa fo ®peiipa, Bkmouas Caprpa, AHCKoMOa, OBaHca u ap. TakuM 06pasoM, IepBblil pasaern
KHUTY YKOpPeHeH B fiebarax 1 BbI3oBaX XX CTONETHUs, YTBEP)XK/as, 4TO TeleCHOe CaMOCO3HaHUe —
3TO IpefieIbHOE OCHOBaHMe eIMHCTBA CO3HaHMA. Bropoii paspen kuuru «f, Mue, Moe» npencrass-
eT 00CyXK/ieHNe KAHTOBCKIX BO33PEHMIT Ha « MBICTIO», HA CAMOCO3HAHUE U JIMYHOCTD, TIPOJOIDKAs
3alVIIATh MOANMMHHYI0 GOPMY CaMOCO3HAHMsA, HE3aBUCUMYIO OT CO3HaHMsA Tela. Bripouem, o cebe
HOCTIefIOBATE/IbHO 3asIB/IAET U O0Iee OOILINIT CEOKET KHUTU. A MMEHHO pedb 3aXO[UT O «HaTypasu3a-
LMY TIOHATHUA TMYHOCTH». DTO JOCTUTAETCA ITOKa30M TOTO, YTO «KpUTUIM3M KaHTa, HalpaB/IeHHbII
Ha I1apajIoTM3M JIMYHOCTY OTKDPbIBAET IyTb M/ IOAMEHBI PAI[MOHATIbHOIO MOHATHSA COflepKaTeNb-
HBIM ¥ KOMIIJIEKCHBIM HOHATUEM JIMYHOCTY KaK IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOI, )KMBOJ CYIIHOCTH,
HaJle/IeHHOI e[HCTBOM alleplenny 1 UMeIell CTOCOOHOCTb aBTOHOMHOTO CaMOOIpee/eH s
(c. 163). Harypanmsanus KaHTOBCKOTO HMOHATHUS CYObeKTUBHOCTI OepeTcs B pacCMOTpEHUeE B I10-
CIe[HeM pasfene KHUTY C HEOXKMAAHHOI ONOpoit Ha ppelinoBckyo TpakToBKy S u Ceepx-S.

Kntouesvie cnosa: Kanr, f, camocosHaHne, anmepenius, TMYHOCTb, HaTypanu3sanys, Opeit.

In I, Me, Mine. Back to Kant, and Back Again, Béatrice Longuenesse attempts —
and brilliantly succeeds — to offer “a more systematic exploration of Kant’s account
of self-consciousness”, with a particular focus on “its relation to contemporary analy-
ses of self-consciousness” (Longuenesse, 2017, xi). The major originality of the book
comes indeed from the fact of weaving, around Kant, an entire network of contem-
porary references and interlocutors, from Wittgenstein to Freud and including Sartre,
Anscombe, Evans and others. This complex architecture does not affect, though, the
clarity and the incisiveness of the problematic core, which consists in conjointly inter-
rogating the uses of “I” and the modalities of self-consciousness.

The first section of the book originates in twentieth-century debates. Thus, the
aim of chapter 2 is to confront Kant and Wittgenstein and to show that “Kant’s dis-
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tinction [...] between two kinds of consciousness” (empirical and pure) and “Witt-
gensteins distinction [...] between two ways in which we use the word T” (“I” as
object and “I” as subject) “do not exactly map” (Longuenesse, 2017, 2, 19). The cru-
cial question that emerges from this discussion is that of knowing if “the properties
and states whose self-ascription is IEM [immune to error through misidentification]
are not limited to mental states but include bodily states” (Longuenesse, 2017, 26). Is
the bodily self-consciousness the ultimate ground of the unity of consciousness? The
clinical case of Christina, the “disembodied lady” described by Oliver Sacks (Longue-
nesse, 2017, 32 ff.), gives the author the opportunity to challenge this claim and to
formulate an audacious thesis: “all uses of T’ as subject ultimately depend on the kind
of information that grounds Kant’s ‘consciousness of oneself as subject’” — namely, a
“particular brand of consciousness [which] is not consciousness of oneself as an em-
bodied entity” (Longuenesse, 2017, 37; see also 161, 231).

In chapter 3, “Sartre meets Wittgenstein”, and this encounter is occasioned by a
common shortcoming: “paying insufficient attention to the kind of self-consciousness
Kant called ‘consciousness of oneself as subject’ expressed in the proposition ‘I think™
(Longuenesse, 2017, 45). While the author shows that “Sartre’s ‘pre-reflective cogito’ is
close to the Kantian T think’” (Longuenesse, 2017, 48), she also unveils an ambiguity
in the author of Being and Nothingness, for whom the non-thetic consciousness of
oneself is not clearly enough emancipated from the non-thetic consciousness of the
body. By doing so, the aim is to highlight the existence of a specific kind of non-thet-
ic self-consciousness “present throughout the ‘unified theme’ of a mental activity”
(Longuenesse, 2017, 58). It is this form of self-consciousness, consciousness of “the
unity [...] of one’s mental activity” (Longuenesse, 2017, 64), that will be analysed with
Kant in Part II.

The first chapter (chapter 4) of this second part of the book deals directly with
Kant’s account on “I think” The finesse and precision of these analyses deserve to
be noted: they luminously revisit Kant’s criticism of the Cartesian cogito (in order to
stress, for instance, that “Kant is clearly mistaken by attributing to Descartes the claim
that ‘T exist’ is derived from ‘I think’ via a syllogistic inference” (Longuenesse, 2017,
84), and they deploy a most salutary clarification effort, by distinguishing “three ways
in which, for Kant, I am conscious of my own thinking”, namely, the pure intellectual
consciousness, the mere “indeterminate perception” and the determinate perception,
or experience (Longuenesse, 2017, 86). A decisive point here is that of knowing to
what extent “the empirical minimal component grounding the proposition ‘I think™
(Longuenesse, 2017, 90) comes from external experience, as the 1787 Refutation of
idealism would suggest it. Against the interpretations that give an exorbitant credit to
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the reasoning of this Refutation, the author will argue that the (indeterminate) per-
ception that I think does not rely on external experience: only the determinate (tem-
poral) consciousness does (Longuenesse, 2017, 90 ff.). This crucial claim contributes
to consolidate the view of a genuine form of self-consciousness independent from the
consciousness of one’s body.

But this does not suffice to answer the question “what am I, I who have the pos-
sibility to use T in ‘T think’?” (Longuenesse, 2017, 102), handled in chapter 5 (“Kant on
T and the Soul). Again, the author will proceed to important terminological clarifica-
tions, by examining the uses and meanings of the transcendental (or synthetic) unity
of apperception, of the judgment “I think” (which expresses this unity), of the “T”, as
thinking, as a subject and as a self, in respect to the metaphysical concept of the soul.
The two first Paralogisms of Pure Reason (that of Substantiality and that of Simplic-
ity), in their 1781 and 1787 elaborations, are then analysed with a special insistence
on the fact that the subjective necessity (incarnated in the “first-person standpoint”)
(Longuenesse, 2017, 131) of thinking myself as a substantial or as a simple entity does
not allow the drawing of any ontological conclusion about the way I exist and about
what I am: the consistence or the simplicity of the subject of thinking is only logical.

The third Paralogism (that of Personality) receives a separate treatment in chap-
ter 6 (“Kant on the Identity of Persons”), where a more general objective of the book
progressively emerges: that of a “naturalization of the notion of person” (Longuenesse,
2017, 166), by showing that “Kant’s criticism of the paralogism of personhood opens
the way to substituting for the rationalist concept a rich and complex concept of a
person as a spatiotemporal, living entity endowed with unity of apperception and with
the capacity for autonomous self-determination” (Longuenesse, 2017, 163). To do so,
the author will first denounce the fact that “Kant was prey to a paralogism of practical
reason’, insofar as he considered that “the notion of person defended by the rationalist
can nevertheless remain, as ‘necessary and sufficient for practical use” (Longuenesse,
2017, 157, 152). She will then insist on the necessity to reshape the rationalist concept
of person by inscribing it into the empirical world.

The “naturalization of the notion of person” announced in the last chapter of
Part IT will be pursued in Part IIT with the unexpected assistance of Freud’s account
on ego and super-ego. Announced since the Preface, this peculiar alliance of Kan-
tian critical philosophy and Freudian metapsychology will be developed at two levels,
by displaying the “structural similarities” (Longuenesse, 2017, 173) that exist, firstly
(chapter 7), between Kants “I” in “I think” and Freud’s “Ego”, and secondly (chap-
ter 8), between Kant’s “I” in the Moral “I Ought To” and Freud’s “Super-Ego”. This
confrontation requires several methodological precautions: the author insists on the
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fact that her aim is to provide “an investigation of conceptual similarities, not an ac-
count of historical influence” (Longuenesse, 2017, 176) and, to persuade the reader
of the interest of such an inquiry, she also stresses that “the link between the tran-
scendental and the empirical investigation is readily apparent in Kant’s works in both
directions: from transcendental to empirical and from empirical to transcendental”
(Longuenesse, 2017, 175). In respect to the last point, a most fruitful resource is found
in Kant’s Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View (1798) and in his Conjectural
Beginning of Human History (1786). But beyond method clarifications, the Freudian
framework proves itself fruitful also by entailing a useful clarification of “the scope of
Kant’s notion of consciousness” (Longuenesse, 2017, 184): here, once again, the au-
thor mobilizes her very sharp sense of distinctions, in order to show in what sense(s),
for Kant, representations are “conscious” or are “my” representations (Longuenesse,
2017, 180 ff.). This will also lead to enlightening comments about, on the one hand,
the status of imagination and the reasons for which we are, according to Kant, “sel-
dom even conscious” of it (Longuenesse, 2017, 182 ff.) and, on the other hand, the
“two importantly different senses in which, for Kant, we are blind to the nature of our
motivation” (Longuenesse, 2017, 213).

But the last important challenge of the book is to rigorously articulate Freud’s
concept of the super-ego to the Kantian categorical imperative (while Freud himself
has stressed their connection on several occasions: see (Longuenesse, 2017, 219 ff.)).
Thus, the author underlines the following: “For Kant, morality is the manifestation
of the highest in us: our rational self. For Freud, morality is the manifestation of the
highest in us: our “social sense” and our capacity to live by norms we endorse. But it
is also the “direct heir” of the most helpless in us: the system of emotional depend-
ences that shape us” (Longuenesse, 2017, 222). And given that, for the founder of
psychoanalysis, “the origin of morality [...] locates its roots in our living, sensing,
emotion-driven bodies”, the author concludes that “we do find in Freud a general out-
line for a naturalization of Kant’s critical account of the T” (Longuenesse, 2017, 224,
227): a naturalization which takes into account the fact that “our capacity for setting
norms of cognition and our capacity for setting norms of practical agency both have
a developmental history” and which, consequently, is to be regarded in terms of what
McDowell has called a “naturalism of second nature” — insofar as “the content of the
norms is brought about not only by our relation to nature and our existence as biolog-
ical entities, but also by the internalization of the parental figures and the learning of
language” (Longuenesse, 2017, 227, 194).

The project of such a naturalization of Kantian philosophy is undoubtedly au-
dacious and inspiring, especially as it draws its arguments from the very heart of tran-
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scendental philosophy, namely, from the concept of the I.But even those for whom
the price that this enterprise demands — leaving completely behind the transcenden-
tal path —, is too high to be fully justified, will certainly find profit in reading Béatrice
Longuenesse’s book.
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