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ABSTRACT 
 
The text considers the possibility of studying the Freudian psychoanalysis as a 

certain form of transcendentalism. In particular, it analyses the relation of Freud’s 
proposition concerning the strangeness within the subject—a strangeness called 
unconsciousness—to Kant’s claim about the necessity of the synthetic unity of 
apperception. The study commences with Ricoeur’s reading of Freud’s teachings in 
order to demonstrate how, by introducing the language of transcendental philosophy 
into the reading of Freud’s works, Ricoeur omits the issue of the subjective conditions 
for the constitution of any possible meaning. Next, searching for the possibility to 
formulate these conditions on the grounds of Freudian psychoanalysis, the text 
investigates relevant Heidegger’s reading of Kant. It finds in it the model justification 
for such understanding of the unity of “I  th ink” which makes it, already at its core, 
conditioned by diversity identified with temporality. By attempting to grasp the 
contradiction between such a temporal condition for subjectivity and Freud’s postulate 
on the timeless nature of unconsciousness, the text applies Derrida’s criticism of the 
metaphysical conception of time, which is directed exactly at Heidegger’s metaphysics 
of Dasein. In consequence, it turns out that a profound justification seems to exist for 
the seemingly paradoxical Freudian statement about unconsciousness as linked with, on 
the one hand, the most primal intuitions still grounded in animism, and on the other, 
with a continuation of Kant’s teachings.  

Keywords: philosophy; transcendentalism; psychoanalysis; Kant; Freud; Heidegger; 
Derrida. 
 
    

We ought perhaps to read Freud 
 the way Heidegger read Kant [...] 

 
Jacques Derrida 

 
Why exactly one should read Freud this way? What are conditions for such 

reading? In order to follow the quoted advice, one should find a deep 
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relationship between the works of the founder of psychoanalysis and the loner 
from Kőnigsberg, some common plane, but not such which would consist in a 
naïve identification of Kantian threads in Freudian works. A certain similarity in 
the points of view should be rather revealed, a similarity which, at the same 
time, may point a way to a contemporary reflection. Freud found such a 
common plane and, in reference to the Kantian change of our understanding of 
external experience, he claimed: “Like that which is physical, the psychical 
needs not really be such as that what appears to us.” (“Wie das Physische so 
braucht aus die Psychische nicht in Wirklichkeit so zu sein, wie es uns 
erscheint.”)1 Thus, a reflection is needed on the conditions of acquiring 
awareness of one’s own inwardness, of the necessary corrections which internal 
perception needs to be subjected to. However, this shift of attention—from 
external to internal experience—is connected with the significant difficulties of 
philosophical nature. If one wants to treat the Kantian a priori seriously, one 
should deal with the question how the “fissured,” divided Freudian subject is 
related to the condition of the numerical unity of “I  think.” Therefore Derrida 
claims that this reflection should learn from Heidegger’s readings of Kant.  

Let us try to go further the way indicated here. We attempt to study the 
relation of Freud’s postulate of the strangeness in the self, a strangeness called 
unconsciousness, to Kant’s postulate of the necessary synthetic unity of 
apperception. We start with Ricoeur’s reading of Freudian teachings in order to 
demonstrate how at the same moment when he introduces the language of 
transcendental philosophy to the reading of Freud’s works, he abandons the 
problem of the subjective conditions of constituting all meanings. Next, in 
search for the possibilities of formulating such conditions in the Freudian 
thinking, we will take up the Heideggerian reading of Kant. There we will find 
the model justification of such an understanding which identifies the unity of “I 
think,” conditioned already at its core by the diversity identified with 
temporality. In attempting to grasp the contradiction between the identified 
temporal condition of subjectivity and the postulate—clearly formulated by 
Freud—on the timeless nature of unconsciousness, we will apply Derrida's 
critique of the metaphysical understanding of time, directed precisely at 
Heideggerian metaphysics of Dasein. Then, it will turn out that the following, 
seemingly paradoxical Freud’s statement is, in fact, deeply justified: 
 

“Die psychoanalytische Annahme der unbewußten Seelentätigkeiterscheint 
uns einerseits als eine weitere Fortbildung des primitiven Animismus, […] 
und anderseits als die Fortsetzung der Korrektur, die Kant an unserer 
Auffassung der äußeren Wahrnehmung vorgenommen hat.” 
(“The psychoanalytical hypothesis of the unconscious psychic activity seems 
to us, on the one hand, a continuation of a primal animism, […] on the other, 

————————— 
1 Freud, S. 1999. “Das Unbewußte.” In: Gesamelte Werke X. Frankfurt am Main: Fischer 

Verlag, 270.  
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a continuation of the correction which Kant applied to our views on external 
perception.”)2 
 

I 
 
Paul Ricoeur writes about the transcendental logic which he searches for in 

the Freudian analyses: “The task of such a logic is to extricate by a regressive 
method the notions presupposed in the constitution of a type of experience and a 
corresponding type of reality.”3  Thus he establishes the mode of dealing which 
treats particular types of experience—first of all the Freudian privileged 
elements: dream, slip, and madness—as types of reality. Next, he calls for the 
transcendental explanation of the possibility of their constitution. He describes 
it as “a logic of ambiguity,” rigorous in its rigour of transcendental logic, and at 
the same time different from formal logic which is always linear in its 
unambiguity. He finds it in Freud’s meta-psychological writings.4 As it is 
already mentioned, Freud himself foresees a relationship between his and the 
Kantian designs. He writes:  
 

“Similarly to Kant, who warned us about the overlooking the subjective 
conditioning of our witnessing […], psychoanalysis also warns us about 
placing the consciousness’ witnessing in the place of the unconscious 
psychical process which is its object.” (Wie Kant uns gewarnt hat, die 
subjective Bedingtheit unserer Wahrnehmung nicht zu übersehen […] so 
mahnt di Psychoanalyse, die Bewußtseinswahrnemung nicht an die stelle des 
unbewußten psychischen Vorganges zu setzen, welcher ihr Objekt ist.)5 

 
However, Ricoeur notices that the Freudian transcendentalism investigates 

not so much “conditions of the objectivity of nature” but the conditions “of the 
appropriation of our desire to be.”6 Moreover, Freud himself determines his task 
in the cited essay on consciousness as the continuation of Kant’s work, linking 
it to the surprising in this context intuition of primal animism.  

What is this key function which allows for discovering in Freudian thinking 
the original “transcendental logic,” and at the same time a continuation of 
animism? I presume that the crucial here is Freud’s sensitivity for the creative 
potential of conflict, conditioned by the multiplicity hidden in the subject. If the 
Freudian transcendental logic proposed by Ricoeur studies conditions of 
revealing our desire of existence, then its primary discovery is that this desire 

————————— 
2 Freud, S. 1999. “Das Unbewußte,” op. cit., 270. 
3 Ricoeur, P. 1965.  De l’interpretation. Essai sur Freud. Paris: Seuil; English translation: 1970. 

Freud and Philosophy. An Essay on Interpretation. Trans. Savage, D. New Haven – London: Yale 
University Press, 52.   

4 Ricoeur, P. 1965. Freud and Philosophy, op. cit., 69, 61. 
5 Freud, S. 1999. “Das Unbewußte,” op. cit., 270. 
6 Ricoeur, P. 1965. Freud and Philosophy, op. cit., 48. 
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appears in actions stemming from various subjective instances which lead to 
various contradictory directions. This contradiction is not an artifact which can 
be refuted in order to retain coherence, but it constitutes an essential  
condit ion for anything to appear in consciousness. This conviction, 
however, immediately contrasts the Kantian thesis on the numerical unity of “I  
think.”   

Not being able to reconcile the postulated reading of Freud’s views as the 
transcendental logic of ambiguity with its Kantian interpretation, Ricoeur 
writes: “Transcendental logic is not exhausted in the Kantian a priori.”7 He 
rejects the Kantian a priori in the aspect which refers to the constitution of 
subjectivity. He understands it, according to in widespread accepted 
interpretations, as purely formal and logical. In this interpretation, subjectivity 
is a condition without qualities, in fact, a point one, so not being able in any 
way to encompass the “animistic” diversity which Freud put into it. Ricoeur’s 
critique is directed against regarding such a concept of the Self as an authentic 
cognition. In the chapter entitled Méthode herméneutique et philosophie 
réflexive he states first:  
 

“I assume here that the positing of the self is the first truth for the 
philosopher placed within the broad tradition of modern philosophy that 
begins with Descartes and is developed in Kant, Fichte and the reflective 
stream of European philosophy.”8  

 
However, he claims later: 

   
“As Malebranche well understood, in opposition to Descartes, this 
immediate grasp is only a feeling, not an idea […] In Kantian language, an 
apperception of the Ego may accompany all my representations, but this 
apperception is not knowledge of oneself […].”9  

 

Reflection, self-knowledge, is devoid of any intuition.10   
In consequence, Ricoeur’s abandons in a next step the question of the 

transcendental analysis of subjectivity, and takes up the hermeneutics of 
symbols. If “I am lost, ‘led astray’ among objects and separated from the center 
of my existence […]”11 then no immediate, sensual examination of one’s Self is 
possible. “Reflection must become interpretation because I cannot grasp the act 
of existing except in signs scattered in the Word.”12  

By leaving the reflexive analysis of the Self and focusing on the 
hermeneutics of symbols Ricoeur neglects the key question of the philosophical 

————————— 
 7 Ibid., 52. 
 8 Ibid., 43. 
 9 Ibid., 44. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid., 45. 
12 Ibid., 46. 
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understanding of psychoanalysis—the question of the mode of existence of 
the thinking subject. The significance of this question in contemporary 
philosophy was revealed by Martin Heidegger. Therefore Jacques Derrida 
suggests to read Freud in the way Heidegger read Kant. Only such reading 
allows for asking about the strictly philosophical interpretation of the 
constitution of subjectivity which is present in Freud’s works. When the 
research is limited only to the interpretation of signs dispersed in the world and 
it centres on their being, then it omits the considerations concerning the 
exceptional ontological status of what Ricoeur called the core of my 
existence, that which g e t s  t o  k n o w  beings and experiences them. The 
impossibility to form, on the basis of positive introspection, i.e. the ontic study 
of soul13—an impossibility which Ricoeur accepts after Kant—does not absolve 
one from considering the ontological status of the thinking being. If this step 
is neglected, then on the return to the question of the Self (after all, this is the 
task of the Ricoeur’s analysis of symbols) the acceptance of the ontic 
conceptualisation of that-which-is, formed in the modern tradition, is inevitable.  

These are the subsequent stages of Ricoeur’s reflections. Finally, he returns 
from the hermeneutical plane to the Freudian discourse, constituted by modern 
natural sciences. He treats non-critically this system of notions as that which 
describes a pre-given area of being. In consequence, despite his initial calling 
upon the refusal of psychoanalysis’ aspiration to the empirical scientificity, he 
continues to treat literally the biological character of Freud’s formulations, as if 
they were really  referring to the objects of biological sciences. This, however, 
results in the revealing of the complete incompatibility of two areas, i.e. 
hermeneutical one and the Freudian metapsychology.  

Ricoeur comprehends this incompatibility in the following aporetic question: 
How can this which is energetic be transformed into that which is hermeneutic? 
How can energy be transformed into a meaning?14 Of all the Freudian 
continuators, only Lacan was able to remove this aporia. By forming the notion 
of the real, opposed both to the phenomenal reality (called the imaginary) and to 
the symbolic domain, he becomes independent from the Cartesian duality of 
substance.     

 

————————— 
13 Kant in the second volume of The Critique writes as follows: “Empirical psychology must 

therefore be banished from the sphere of metaphysics,” A 848, B 876 (from the English 
translation: The Critique of Pure Reason by Immanuel Kant. 2010. Trans.  Meiklejohn, J. M. D.  
Open electronic classics series publication. The Pennsylvania State University, 472. (This 
translation is based on the second edition (B) of The Critique, so whenever necessary we will 
refer to the original first edition (A)).  

14 Ricoeur, P., 1965. Freud and Philosophy, op. cit.; especially the chapter: Reading of Freud. 
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III 
 
How can one then bypass the road trodden by Ricoeur, staying in the field of 

transcendental philosophy? Or, to put it differently: How can the claim of the 
“strangeness” within the subject, a subject fissured and torn—which, in an 
obvious way, is connected with the key Freudian notion of unconsciousness—
be reconciled with the Kantian model of transcendental analysis? Do not Kant’s 
most complete and most rigorous formulations of the conditions of the 
transcendental subject cancel the Freud’s thesis? Does not such a contradiction 
delegitimise Ricoeur’s efforts to find “transcendental aesthetic” in 
psychoanalysis? Or even, does it not transform the quoted Freud’s intuition into 
a pretentious simplification, where the same philosophical intention shall be 
found as that founding Kant’s system? Is Freud not desperately locked in the 
domain of the primal “animism”? 

The situation is very problematic. One can suspect that omitting by Ricoeur 
the question of the transcendental synthesis of the subject allows for avoiding 
the following aporia.  That is: either, by assuming the “strangeness” in 
subjectivity we fall under the criticism that our studies concern the empirical 
subject grasped by Kant as the awareness of the changeability of our state;15 or, 
while remaining within the boundaries delineated by the Kantian concept of the 
transcendental unity of apperception, the essence of which is exactly the fact 
that it is numerically single,16 we have to refute the claim about the 
“strangeness,” or any “diversity” in the transcendental subject.  

In the above indicated move, Ricoeur points us to the first possibility of 
moving away from this aporia. In fact, he invalidates Kant’s claim about the 
formal unity of the subject through narrowing it down to “a feeling.” In this 
case, the road to self-knowledge leads through an exegesis of the meaning of a 
stream of phenomena which the subject apprehends. The choice of this route 
has grave philosophical consequences which we already mentioned before. 
Such a move is, actually, frequently repeated in the contemporary polemics with 
transcendentalism. Apperception is a non-discursive feeling of oneself which 
accompanies any representation. Can it really be non-discursive? An excellent 
example is provided here by the critique of the Husserlian self-consciousness, 
carried out by Jacques Derrida in his Voice and Phenomenon.17 If all possibility 
————————— 

15 “For the empirical consciousness which accompanies different representations is in itself 
fragmentary and disunited, and without relation to the identity of the subject.” Kant, I. 2010. The 
Critique of Pure Reason, op. cit., 96 [B 133]. 

16 “Die numerische Einheit dieser Apperzeption liegt also a priori allen Begriffen ebensowohl 
zum Grunde, als die Mannigfaltigkeit des Raumes und der Zeit den Anschauungen der 
Sinnlichkeit.” (Kant, Immanuel. Kritik der reinen Vernunft A, 107]. The Project Gutenberg EBook 
of Kritik der reinen Vernunft (1st Edition). This text is hfrom HTML files at “Projekt Gutenberg – 
DE” (http://www.gutenberg2000.de/kant/krva/krva.htm), prepared by G. Bouillon. Hereafter as: 
A. 

17 Derrida, J. 1967.  La Voix et le phénomène, Paris: PUF.  
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of self-knowledge is at its foundation mediated by language then one can accept 
in a natural way that it is also a linguistic construct. And this is exactly what 
Derrida does. Consequently, one can ascertain that also Kant’s conceptual 
structure, e.g. “the transcendental unity of apperception,” does refer only to 
objects in the linguistic universe. However, this reasoning glosses over the 
difference between the claim that self-consciousness is necessarily mediated 
by language and the claim that it is constructed by language. The order of 
interpretation provides conclusions concerning the order of constitution. What 
more, in a way, like in Ricoeur’s view, hermeneutics makes here 
transcendentalism redundant.  

What if we want to accept seriously the Kant’s thesis on numerical  unity 
as a formal condition of consciousness as well as his thesis on the a priori 
nature of this condition? If we do not accept that such notions as “unity” or  
“a priori” are arbitrary linguistic constructs, which can simply be deconstructed 
to get rid of the problem, then we need either to remain within the boundaries of 
the above mentioned aporia or to search for a different way out. 

It seems that we can stay in the framework of Kant’s intuitions concerning 
understanding of consciousness, and also reformulate the demonstrated aporia 
which excludes the strangeness from the numerical unity of the subject. A 
suggestion is provided by Kant’s remark, found in the chapter concerning the 
relation of intellect to objects in general, published only in the first edition (A) 
of The Critique of Pure Reason. The chapter concerns the subjective conditions 
of all cognition—sensation, imagination, and apperception—and the condi-
t ions for these condit ions.  “Pure apperception, the stable identity of 
oneself, with all possible representations” (“Die reine Apperzeption, „die 
durchgängige Identität seiner selbst bei allen mőglichen Vorstellungen”)18—this 
seems to be this irreducible “I”, the unity which poses so many problems for 
Ricoeur in his exegesis of Freud. However, Kant states in a next paragraph that 
“this synthetic unity, supposes, in fact, a synthesis or contains one in itself,  
and if this unity is to be an necessary a priori, then this synthesis also must be 
an a priori synthesis” (“Diese synthetische Einheit setzt aber eine Synthesis 
voraus, oder schließt sie ein, und soll jede a priori notwendig sein, so muß 
letztere auch eine Synthesis a priori sein”).19 This is striking because if the unity 
is to be the most primal unity, then it should not contain or assume any 
synthesis. If it supposes one, then there must be something that is subjected to 
this a priori synthesis. Kant speaks here about the productive synthesis of 
imagination, combining that what is diverse in imagination.20 It is a priori 
necessary in relation to the primal unity of apperception which Kant formulates 
as follows: 

————————— 
18 Kant, I. 2000. Kritik der reinen Vernunft  A, 116.  
19 Ibid., 118.  
20 Ibid.  
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“So the dominating principle of the necessary unity of the pure (productive) 
synthesis of imagination, which takes place p r i o r  t o  a p p e r -
c e p t i o n [AL.], constitutes the foundation for the possibilities of any 
cognition, especially for experience.” 
(“Also ist das Prinzipium der notwendigen Einheit der Reiner (produktiven) 
Synthesis der Einbildungskraft  v o r  d e r  A p p e r z e p t i o n  [AL.] der 
Grund der Möglichkeit aller Erkenntnis, besonders der Erfahrung.”)21  
 

IV 
 
The manner in which Kant’s statement quoted above is interpreted is 

decisive for the validity of the search for diversity in the subject, so, for the 
attempt to disclose a strictly philosophical dimension of psychoanalysis in 
regard to subjectivity. One reading uses “vor” to mean “opposite,” thus arguing 
for diversity in the sensual material. This is the Neo-Kantian way. The second 
reading emphasises the logical conditioning—“prior to” the synthetic unity the 
synthesis of the subjective conditions is necessary. This way Kant’s works are 
read by Heidegger.  

 
Following Derrida's hint, we read Kant’s texts in Heidegger’s way. Derrida 

means here the exegesis of the Kantian transcendentalism presented in the Kant 
and the Problem of Metaphysics. It is often treated as the first part of the Sein 
und Zeit, as it is devoted to the study of the conditions of the synthetic unity of 
apperception through that which is diverse. This intellectual path leads 
Heidegger through the category of transcendental imagination to the 
revolutionary conception of the temporality of Dasein. We use the intellectual 
construct proposed there as a key which allows for understanding the peculiar 
sentence in which Freud combines animism and transcendentalism. The passage 
through this path is absolutely necessary if we want to avoid Ricoeur’s 
intellectual trap of abandoning the mode of existence of the Freudian subject.  

“An elevation to the intellect”22—this phrase Ricoeur uses to describe the 
Kantian effort of founding cognition. This Kant’s intellectualism and formalism 
is both widely accepted and widely criticised. Emanuel Levinas, for example, 
finds here a particular trait which establishes the West: “Philosophy itself is 
identified with the substitution of ideas for persons, the theme for the 
interlocutor, the interiority of the logical relation for the exteriority of 
interpellation.”23 However, Kant happens to be treated as one of the few 
thinkers who emphasises the meaning of imagination in cognition. This is, for 

————————— 
21 Ibid., 118.   
22 Ricoeur, P. 1954/1955. “Kant et Husserl.” Kant-Studien, 46, 61. 
23 Levinas, E. 1969. Totality and Infinity, an Essay on Exteriority. Trans. Lingis, A. Pittsburgh: 

Duquesne University Press, 88. 



 Strangeness and Unity. Freud and the Kantian Condition of Synthetic Unity of Apperception 63 

instance, Cornelius Castoriadis’ interpretation in his dissertation on 
imagination.24 

Heidegger demonstrates that the tension between these two interpretations 
lies in the very Kant’s work. He retraces the intellectual path leading from the 
primacy of transcendental  imagination, postulated in the A edition of 
The Critique, to the primacy of the intellect  in the edition B.25 The 
position of the transcendental imagination in relation to the intellect becomes 
then the measure of formalism and logicism of the Kantian system. As 
Heidegger claims: 
 

“Nevertheless, in the second edition the transcendental imagination is 
present only in name. […] Imagination is now only the name of the 
empirical synthesis, i.e., the synthesis as relative to intuition. This synthesis, 
as the passages cited above show clearly enough, still belongs qua synthesis 
to the understanding. ‘Synthesis’ is termed ‘imagination’ only insofar as it 
refers to intuition; fundamentally, however, it is [a product of the] 
understanding.”26 

 
The road to Heidegger’s interpretation of the “prior-to apperception” in the 

above mentioned central statement opens here.  
Heidegger considers why Kant resigns from the idea of transcendental 

imagination. He quotes Kant’s words as an answer: “For the chief question is 
always simply this: what and how much can the understanding and reason know 
apart from all experience, not—how is the faculty of thought i tself  
possible?” 27 For Heidegger exactly this second question remains a basic one. 
It also becomes a recurrent theme of the Freudian investigations. This is 
because the majority of his subsequent models of the psychological apparatus, 
metaphors and tropes attempt to answer to the question: what does the 
being that thinks have to be? 

The problem of the possibility of the very power of thinking is called, in the 
Kantian terminology, “the subjective side of transcendental deduction.” Kant 
does not devote too much attention to it. Heidegger notices:  
 

“The subjective side of the deduction, then, can never be lacking; however, 
its explicit elaboration may well be deferred. [...] Thus, Kant was aware of 

————————— 
24 Castoriadis, C. 1997. “Psychanalyse et Philosophie, Imagination, imaginaire, reflexion.” In:  

Fait et a faire. Les carrefours du labyrinthe. Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 149, 233.  
25 “The transcendental imagination no longer functions as an autonomous fundamental faculty, 

mediating between sensibility and understanding in their possible unity. This intermediate faculty 
disappears and only two fundamental sources of the mind are retained. The function of the 
transcendental imagination is transferred to the understanding.”  Heidegger, M. 1962. Kant and 
the Problem of Metaphysics. Trans. Churchill, J. S. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 170.  

26 Heidegger, M. 1962. Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, op. cit., 170. 
27 Kant, I. 200. Kritik …, op. cit. A, XVII; Heidegger, M. 1962. Kant and the Problem of 

Metaphysics, op. cit., 171. 
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the possibility and the necessity of a more primordial laying of the 
foundation, but it formed no part of his immediate purpose.”28  

 
In thinking about the possibilities of employing the Kantian 

transcendentalism to the understanding of Freud, Ricoeur takes in good part this 
lack of detailed discussion of the subjective side of deduction. He claims that 
transcendentalism can only reveal the position of the Self in the logical and 
formal structure of cognition, and nothing more. Thus, his almost complete lack 
of references to Heidegger is deliberate. He refutes the possibility of 
interpreting Freud’s models of subjectivity exactly as analyses of the conditions 
of the constitution of the subject, as the analysis of the conditions of the very 
thinking as we know it. In contrast to Derrida, who lavishly uses Heidegger’s 
thoughts, and who knows that the Kantian “I think” can be temporalized—not 
with the popular understanding of the notion of time (to which we will return 
below)—Ricoeur follows the path delineated by German idealists who adopt 
that the knowledge about the self can be only derived from the understanding of 
the content which this self “emanates.” Hence, the emphasis on the 
hermeneutics of symbols appears in his thinking. As a result, however, he strays 
off to a dangerous road, which continually determines the situation in the 
investigations of subjectivity. Namely, he omits the question of its mode of 
existence. Because in the long run this question invariably returns, anybody 
who omits it—like recently cognitivists—should refer to the present state of 
positive sciences to explain the faculty of thinking. 

Heidegger postulates that this situation had significant consequences already 
for the whole architecture of The Critique. Kant connected imagination with the 
empirical domain, with that which is a posteriori. Heidegger writes about it as 
follows:  
 

“Not having carried out the subjective deduction, Kant continued to be 
guided by the notions of the composition and characterization of the 
subjectivity of the subject provided by traditional anthropology and 
psychology. To these disciplines, the imagination was a lower faculty within 
sensibility.”  

 
Kant could not found his whole system in such an understanding of imagination 
since:  
 

“How can sensibility as a lower faculty be said to determine the essence of 
reason? Does not everything fall into confusion if the lower is put in place of 
the higher? What is to happen to the honorable tradition according to which, 
in the long history of metaphysics, ratio and the logos have laid claim to the 
central role? Can the primacy of logic disappear? Can the architectonic of 
the laying of the foundation of metaphysics, i.e., its division into 

————————— 
28 Heidegger, M. 1962.  Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, op. cit., 171–172. 
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transcendental aesthetic and logic, be preserved if the theme of the latter is 
basically the transcendental imagination? 
Does not the Critique of Pure Reason deprive itself of its own theme if pure 
reason is transformed into transcendental imagination? Does not this laying 
of the foundation lead to an abyss?”29 

 
This rescue of Kant’s thought is interpreted by Heidegger not as an 

expression of anxiety but of an urge to retain the clarity and freedom of rational 
cognition. This was a weapon (a cane) helpful in battling the “shallow and 
muddy empiricism of the philosophy of morals”. However, this interpretation 
opposes the traditional opinions claiming that the first edition of The Critique is 
of a more “psychological” nature, while the second is more “logical.” 
Heidegger claims that both are transcendental, i.e. they are “necessarily 
‘objective’ as well as ‘subjective’.”30   

 
V 

 
The adoption of the above presented interpretation of Kant’s 

transcendentalism enables to acknowledge that the condit ion facing the 
transcendental unity of apperception is t ranscendental  imagination.  
What can “productive synthesis of imagination” conditioning the “unity of 
apperception” mean from the Freudian perspective, from the perspective of 
unconsciousness? Certainly, it can be safely stated that it would be the highest 
level of the whole structure transforming that which is non-conscious into the 
consciously experienced subjectivity. This agrees with the Heideggerian 
interpretation of The Critique: 
 

“That which is now revealed as the essential unity of pure knowledge is far 
removed from the empty simplicity of a first principle. On the contrary, it is 
revealed as a multiform action, although one which r e m a i n s  
o b s c u r e  [AL] in its character as an action as well as in the complexity of 
its modes of unification.”31   

 
When Kant writes about imagination a particular tone appears, significantly 

different from the dry sound of reasoning which comprises The Critique... 
Starting with the well-known  
 

“Synthesis is in general […] the work of imagination, a certain blind but 
necessary function of the soul without which there would not be any 

————————— 
29 Ibid., 173. 
30 It should be noted, in fact, that the laying of the foundation is no more “psychological” in the 

first edition than it is “logical” in the second. On the contrary, both are transcendental, i.e., 
necessarily “objective” as well as “subjective.” Heidegger, M. 1962. Kant and the Problem of 
Metaphysics, op. cit., 175.  

31 Ibid., 68. 
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cognition but which we are aware of only occasionally;” (“Die Synthesis 
überhaupt ist, wie wir künftig sehen werden, die bloße Wirkung der 
Einbildungskraft, einer blinden, obgleich unentbehrlichen Funktion der 
Seele, ohne die wir überall gar keine Erkenntnis haben würden, der wir uns 
aber selten nur einmal bewußt sind.” 32 

 
 

through the statement concerning the difficulties in deduction:  
 

“… it forces us to penetrate so deeply the first possibilities of our cognition 
… (Die Deduktion der Kategorien ist mit so viel Schwierigkeiten verbunden, 
und nötigt, so tief in die ersten Gründe der Möglichkeit unserer Erkenntnis 
überhaupt einzudringen)”33  

 
 

Kant gives the support to write about transcendental imagination as a 
“disquieting unknown”, or as something which is “obscure” and is characterised 
by “strangeness.”34 Here the similarity of styles between Kant’s and Freud’s 
writing manifests itself. One can adopt that this affinity points to a particular 
place where thinking happens. We are on the border of the possibility of 
becoming conscious and conceptualizing. The abyss is hidden here, the one 
before which Kant backed away. This borderline will provoke even the most 
distinguished thinkers to express their humbleness.35 In such a way Ricoeur 
apprehends the Freudian “flowing of concepts.”36 

From the point of view of our question concerning the merger in Freud’s 
thought of some new intuition of the primeval “animism” with the continuation 
of the Kantian critical philosophy; or, to put it differently, from the point of 
view of the problem of the transcendental nature of unconsciousness, as 
“strangeness within the subject,” here appears the most important transition.   
How can the diversity, united by imagination, be linked with the unity of 
apperception? Or, in other words, what does the “prior” mean?  

Heidegger is aware of the difficulty which, after all, concerns also his 
reasoning. He remarks:  

————————— 
32 Kant, I. 2000.  Kritik der reinen Vernunft, A, op. cit., 78.  
33 Ibid., 98.  
34 “The transcendental imagination is the disquieting unknown which supposes the motive for 

the new conception of the transcendental deduction” […] “The ‘strangeness’ and obscurity of the 
transcendental imagination as it appears.” Heidegger, M. 1962. Kant and the Problem of 
Metaphysics, op. cit., 168, 175. 

35 Worth noticing here is Husserl’s famous sentence: “For all of this, we are lost for words” 
from: Husserl, E. 1980.  Lectures on the Phenomenology of the Inner Time Consciousness. Transl. 
Brough, B. J. Dordrecht–Boston–London: Kluwer.  

36 He says: “[…] This fluctuation in terminology is not surprising: in addition to the fact that 
these concepts all have an exploratory character, the procedure of psychoanalysis implies that 
they remain approximate.”  Ricoeur, P. 1965. Freud and Philosophy, op. cit., 183. 
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“The objections raised against the attempt to understand the selfhood of the 
self as intrinsically temporal, i.e., not limited in its temporal character to the 
way in which it is empirically apprehended, seem invincible.”37  

 
Certainly, the diversity conditioning the identity is of a “temporal character.” 

However, for Heidegger, the problem of transcendental imagination is 
predominantly connected with the problem of the finite nature of the human 
subject. In his reasoning, the complete cognition is relied on receptive sensation. 
This means that  
 

“Now, if transcendental imagination is to be the primordial ground of human 
subjectivity taken in its unity and totality, then it must also make possible a 
faculty on the order of pure sensible reason. But pure sensibility, […], is 
time.”38  

 
So, in a natural way, Heidegger’s interpretation tends towards combining 

pure sensation, synthetic unity, transcendental imagination and time. 
Apprehending imagination as a common condition both for the unity of 
apperception and for pure sensation, Heidegger attempts to demonstrate that “on 
the contrary, the transcendental imagination as that which lets time as the now-
sequence spring forth is—as the origin of the latter—primordial time.”39  

From the perspective of the question about the Freudian “strangeness within 
the subject” the Heideggerian reasoning presented above serves as a model 
illustrating the way to find, in the very Kantian intuition of the “synthetic unity 
of apperception” any type of diversity. However, this cannot be a target 
reasoning of our investigations 

In order to overcome the objections which testify against the recognition of 
the subjective nature of the temporal diversity, Heidegger leads us to a deepened 
understanding of the thesis concerning the subjective character of time. 
Consequently, pure sensation does not consist in the reception of something 
which is present. “This follows only insofar as pure intuition itself forms 
(bildet) that which it is able to receive.” This formation has the nature of 
combining that which is “immediately after” and that which is “only just,” as 
opposed to “now.” Finally, time is not some free field where imagination can 
intrude, but the very transcendental imagination is a “primordial time,”40 a 
formation of this field.  

Finally, “T h e  i n t e r n a l  s e n s e  d o e s  n o t  r e c e i v e  
‘ f r o m  w i t h o u t ’  b u t  f r o m  t h e  s e l f  [AL]. In pure receptivity, 
internal affection must arise from the pure self, i.e., be formed in the essence of 

————————— 
37 Heidegger, M. 1962.  Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, op. cit., 192. 
38 Ibid., 178. 
39 Ibid., 181. 
40 Ibid., 179–180.  
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selfhood as such, and therefore must constitute the latter.”41 The Heideggerian 
interpretation demonstrates that the transcendental self is structured by pure 
self-awakening.  

Here we are reaching the resolution of the reservations concerning the 
interpretation of the Kantian “vor der Apperzeption” (“prior to apperception”). 
Let us repeat: does the problem concern the synthesis of that which is 
“exterior,” or that which remains on the side of the “transcendental self”? 
Heidegger answers: the synthesis which takes place “prior to apperception” is 
located on the side of the subject.  

The question is what exactly is “pure self-awakening.” It is an awakening 
which comes from the self, from the most intimate inside. Can we dismiss the 
similarity of this construction to the base for thinking which allowed 
psychoanalysis for introducing the concepts connected with unconsciousness? 
The source of the constant self-awakening, which is called “impulse,” comes 
from myself. “In the case of impulse” Freud writes “an escape is futile because 
the Self cannot escape from itself” (“Im Falle des Triebes kann die Flucht nichts 
nt zen, denn das Ich kann sich nich selbst entfliehen.”)42 At this point the most 
important claim is the following one: that what in the reflexive consciousness 
appears as a unity needs to be the becoming of the unity, the 
combination of diversity.  In result, diversity is a necessary condition of the 
possibility of unity.     

However, a doubt—significant in regards to the possibility of applying the 
Heideggerian construct to the philosophical analysis of Freudian teachings—
arises here. If we attempt to connect Heidegger’s concept of transcendental 
imagination, originating in Kant’s critical philosophy, with that which is not-
conscious, or more directly, with the Freudian unconsciousness, the difficulty 
concerning the relation to time strikes us immediately. According to Heidegger, 
pure self-awakening is the primordial time. However, the Freudian 
unconsciousness is “timeless.” So, how is it possible their combination?  

 
VI 

 
One can ask if there is any possible relation between Heidegger’s 

transcendental imagination and Freud’s timeless unconsciousness. We can say 
that tracing Heidegger’s interpretation of Kant’s conceptions, we have 
demonstrated how transcendental imagination as the time horizon is a necessary 
condition of the synthetic unity of apperception. This enables us to claim that 
apperception as a unity is conditioned by that which is “diverse in itself.” In this 
way, we are closer to the Freudian “strangneness within ourselves,” to his 

————————— 
41 Ibid., 196. 
42 Freud, S.1999. “Die Verdrängung.” In: Gesamelte Werke X. Frankfurt am Main: Fischer 

Verlag, X, 248. 
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postulated “animism.” Closer, but not fully close. We must now demonstrate 
that time, understood as self-awakening, means something completely new: it 
rather means diversity, or alterity, or “manifold”—in other words, it refers to 
that which we find in Freud’s understanding of various subjective instances. 

We come here to Jacques Derrida’s intention presented in the motto of this 
text. This intention proposes not only—as it literally states—to read Freud’s 
texts in the way Heidegger reads Kant. This postulate embraces the following 
significant words: “like the cogito, unconsciousness is no doubt timeless only 
from the standpoint of a certain vulgar conception of time.”43    Thus it invites to 
a critical analysis of “commonsense apprehension of time.” Derrida comments: 
“The timelessness of the unconscious is no doubt determined only in opposition 
to a common concept of time, a traditional concept, the metaphysical concept: 
time of mechanics or the time of consciousness”44 and thus makes a reference to 
the post-Heideggerian critique of the identification of temporality with 
subjectivity. So, first, Derrida refers us to the post-Heideggerian critique of 
“popular understanding of time,” and after the critique of Heidegger’s 
“metaphysical” conception of time—exactly the same is presented in Derrida’s 
own Ousia and Gramme.45 So when he writes that “we should perhaps read 
Freud the way Heidegger reads Kant,” he means: in the reading one should take 
into account the critique of the Heideggerian concept of temporality presented 
by Derrida.  

Derrida commences his footnote to a footnote from the Sein und Zeit as 
follows: “In execution directed at the question of Being the ‘destruction’ of 
classical ontology first had to shake the ‘vulgar concept’ of time.”46 Moreover, 
the transgression of this popular understanding of time circles, in a key moment 
of Derrida’s reasoning, around the problem close to the “aporia of strangeness.” 
It circles around the problem of the unity of the apperception of “now” in which 
a relation with different “now” should be assumed. For Derrida this is a key 
question in the history of metaphysics, from Aristotle to Hegel. 

Derrida points out that we naïvely talk about two essentially different kinds: 
space and time, “we are acting as if the difference between space and time were 
given as an obvious and constituted difference.”47 He demonstrates further that 
this naivety is grounded in the specification of the “essence of essence” of these 
phenomena as a presence, while in fact it is solely a comparison. Each of these 
notions is understood, in the hermeneutic sense, through the opposition to 
another notion. Moreover, it is experienced, in a phenomenological sense, 

————————— 
43 Derrida, J. 2001. Writing and Difference. Transl. Bass. A. London–New York Routledge, 

269. 
44 Ibid., 269–270.  
45 Derrida, J. 1982. “Ousia and Gramme.” In: Margins of Philosophy. Transl. Bass, A. Brighton 

– Chicago: The Harvester Press.  
46 Ibid., 33. 
47 Ibid., 55. 
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through the other. The manner in which space is experienced through time was 
already demonstrated by Husserl and Heidegger, but Derrida shows that time 
can only be experienced through space: “Therefore, it cannot be question of 
relating space and time, each of terms being only what it is not, and consisting, 
first of all, only of comparison itself.”48 

The basic aspect of both manners of experiencing and understanding, which 
since the times of Aristotle constitutes “the pivot” (clavis) of metaphysics, is the 
word hama (together). “It means the complicity, the common origin of time and 
space, appearing together (com-paraître) as the condition of all appearing of 
Being. In a certain way it says the dyad as the minimum.”49 Thus, both forms of 
transcendental consciousness revealed by Kant, space and time, are secondary 
in relation to the fundamental variety, neither temporal nor spatial, because this 
variety precedes the emergence of time and space. This type of variety whose 
essence is the continual movement of self-awakening, is called by Derrida 
“differing.” “Differing” means the emergence of a variety which only enables 
the synthesis of the temporal and spatial dimensions. That movement which, 
elsewhere called drama, should not be identified with the transposition of 
something in the already constituted, immobile space. The movement should 
rather be represented in such a way in which Freud characterizes 
unconsciousness as “teeming” (Wuchern). Only this mysterious movement 
conditions the permanent synthesis of the spatiotemporal opposition.  

The question is, how this “together” is related to the unity of apperception. 
Derrida attacks the very concept of unity, however, differently than in the afore 
presented critique of Husserl. Namely, he shows its dependence on the 
paradigm of presence. 
 

“Not to be able to coexist with an other (the same as itself) with an other 
now, is not a predicate of the now, but its essence as presence. […] The now 
is (in the present indicative) the impossibility of coexisting with itself: with 
itself, that is, with another self, an other now, the other same, a double.”50 

 
On the basis of this reasoning Derrida redefines the understanding of being in 
the following way: “... Being together is not a Determination of Being, but the 
very production of Being.”51 This production has the character of a synthesis: 
“The impossible—the co-existence of two nows— appears only in synthesis.”52 
This synthesis enables the unity of apperception which really, according to 
Kant, is a condition of consciousness. The very consciousness-presence is, 
however, immediately conditioned by the synthesis, merging co-existence of 

————————— 
48 Ibid., 56. 
49 Ibid. 
50 Ibid., 55. 
51 Ibid., 56. 
52 Ibid., 55. 
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diversity which as long as it is different-from-itself, cannot be present, and thus 
cannot be a consciousness.  

  
VII 

  
While moving along the lines of Heidegger and Derrida we see that the 

consistent analysis of the basic postulate of Kant’s transcendentalism can lead to 
the perspective corresponding with that described by Freud: unconsciousness is 
a den of diversity continually strange for itself. This diversity is active and 
“teeming,” and its primal intuition in culture was animism. 

The transcendental unity of apperception was for Kant given in an obvious 
way; in psychoanalytical thinking it becomes a task.  The unity—Derrida 
demonstrates—is also a condit ion and effect  of  presence. It is a 
condition because only its emergence can constitute the subject-object relation, 
that is, such consciousness which presents itself to us. It is an effect because in 
order to enable the presence of objects the unity first must be revealed in 
synthesis from the absent dyad of co-existence, that is, hama, whose role in 
metaphysics Derrida exposes. So, if we talk about difference in oneself as the 
possibility of the unity of apperception, we think about the condition of the 
possibility of a condition. We enter the area of multi-layered constructions of 
conditioning in which every previous move enables the next, investigated by 
Freud.53 These constructs permits him to move from that which is most general, 
to that which is particular and individual.    

The transposition of the centre of importance—from the constitution of the 
transcendental “I” as a condition of cognition to the problems of the very 
possibility of appearance of such an “I”—is probably characteristic of the 
evolution of philosophical thinking in the 20th century. Heidegger replaces the 
question “How is cognition possible?” by the problem of “How is thinking 
possible?” Freud expresses this question dramatically what Ricoeur comments 
as follows: “Man is essentially a being threatened from within; (…)”54 The 
drama of becoming the “I” can even be identified in the concise and oft-quoted 
sentence: Wo Es war, muss Ich werden! The “I” does not simply remain in the 
place where “I” “once” was, i.e. when people belonged to nature. “I” should 
be there, but this task is constantly exposed to failure. The constitution of 
oneself ceases to be an obviousness essentially given to everybody. “I” happens 
not to succeed! Even more, this failure happens in everyone’s life because this 

————————— 
53 An excellent illustration of this strategy of thinking is provided by the essay entitled Über 

einige neurotische Mechanismen bei Eifersucht, Paranoia und Homosexualität (1922). In it Freud 
demonstrates how through subsequent denials of particular elements of the sentence “I love him” 
completely various psychic formations are created. Cf. Freud, S. 1999. “Über einige neurotische 
Mechanismen bei Eifersucht, Paranoia und Homosexualität.” In: Gesamelte Werke X. Frankfurt 
am Main: Fischer Verlag.   

54 Ricoeur, P. 1965. Freud and Philosophy, op. cit., 182. 
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task is constantly present, and a threat lurks always. Ricoeur formulates it aptly: 
“The ego finds itself threatened, and in order to defend itself must dominate the 
situation.”55    

That is why the author of the Traumdeutung predominantly analyses dreams, 
slips, and, finally, psychical illnesses, in general, phenomena in which the 
failure of the constitution of the Self is evidently visible. These phenomena 
testify to the consequences of dramatic efforts which need to be made in order 
to have a consciousness—such one which most of us know from our subjective 
experiences. We need to merge the diversity hidden in us into the identity of the 
Self. This process can certainly fail in many ways. Therefore Castoriadas can 
say that we should not search for the contribution of psychoanalysis to 
philosophy in the fashionable problem of an enhancement of the slogan “death 
of the subject.” “If psychoanalysis points to something, it is rather the 
mult i tude of subjects contained within a single shell ,  and also the 
fact that every time the concern is an instance having the basic attributes of the 
subject, in every sense of the word.”56 The core of this intuition is also the fact 
that the coexistence of the other in me cannot be the “presence” in the 
metaphysical sense. Non-presence is un-consciousness. That is why Freud 
knows that he must justify the notion of unconsciousness not so much in the 
face of scientists, but mostly in the face of the metaphysical tradition in 
philosophy, where the psychic is a presence in consciousness. Derrida finds a 
way: in order to make this possible, in order to legitimize psychoanalysis 
philosophically, one needs to transcend metaphysics and to follow Heidegger’s 
path.  
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