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Space and Objective Experience

QUASSIM CASSAM

In his paper ‘Things without the mind’, Evans examines what he
describes as ‘the Kantian thesis that space is a necessary condition
for objective experience’ (1980oa: 250). He reads the second chapter
of Strawson’s Individuals (1959) as a defence of a weakened
version of this thesis, but maintains that Strawson’s main line of
argument is unsuccessful. This leads Evans to put forward his own

arguments for the Kantian thesis. These arguments assume that this .

thesis is primarily concerned with the ‘connection between the idea
of an objective world and the idea of a spatial world’ (1980a: 249).
More specifically, they assume that what is at issue in the claim that
space is necessary for objective experience is whether someone who
has the idea of an objective world must ‘thereby conceive of a
system of spatial relations in which both he and the phenomena he
experiences have a place’ (ibid.). In this context, the idea of an
objective world is the idea of a world that can be perceived and
exist unperceived. Accordingly, Evans insists that ‘to defend the
Kantian thesis, the idea of space must be shown to be implicitly
involved in the very idea of existence unperceived’ (1980a: 261).
Evans’s Kantian thesis is one of a range of Kantian theses
about the necessary conditions of objective experience, although
it is the only one discussed in ‘Things without the mind’. 1 will
refer to necessary conditions of objective experience as epistemic
conditions, and to the thesis that space is an epistemic condition
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as the Spatiality Thesis (ST)." In general, claims about what is
necessary for objective experience raise a number of basic
questions. One is whether the various conditions that they identify
are genuinely necessary conditions. I will call this the question of
necessity. Another question concerns the ultimate basis or founda-
tion of what is claimed to be necessary for objective experience. To
enquire about the basis or foundation of a condition of objective
experience is to ask why that condition obtains, or what makes it
the case that it obtains. This might be described as the guestion of
foundations. Finally, there is a question about the proper methodology
or procedure for discovering or establishing necessary conditions of
objective experience. I will refer to this as the question of method.
These three questions are obviously related, and I will have more to
say about the relations between them in due course.

It does not seem to me that Evans is successful in his attempts to
establish that in order to have the idea of an objective world one
must also have the idea of a spatial world. I also have doubts about
his suggestion that the Kantian thesis cannot be defended without
showing that the idea of space is implicitly involved in the very
idea of existence unperceived. A different and better approach is
suggested by Kant in the first Critique. According to Kant, it is the
perception of space rather than the idea of space that should be
seen as necessary for objective experience. I am sympathetic to this
version of the Kantian thesis, and will attempt to bring out the
respects in which it fares better than Evans’s account of the link
between space and objectivity. On the other hand, I reject Kant’s
idealist explanation of this link. The explanation that I favour, and
which T will outline in the concluding section of this chapter, does
not depend on Kant’s idealism.

II

According to Evans, objective experience requires the conception
of a world whose existence and operations are independent of our

* The expression ‘epistemic condition’ is taken from Allison (1983). For Allison, an
epistemic condition is one that is ‘necessary for the representation of an object or an
objective state of affairs’ (1983: ro). Allison also assumes that such conditions ‘must
reflect the cognitive structure of the mind (its manner of representing) rather than the
nature of the object as it is in itself’ (1983: 27). I do not accept this assumption.




Apqeur sty 21051913 pue ‘s3deouod [eneds jo o[ siy urefdxa o3
pasoddns ‘(g9 :rog61 sueay) Loueisqns INOYIIM P[IOM, B ‘PlIOMm
90edS-ON| B 108} UI ST JBYM SIUBYUI OIIL] IBYI 10BJ 33 ST MOE]
"90usTIadXa 9A1393[qO 107 ArESSIOoU
‘stre (°LS) se 1snl ‘st 90eds Jo 90UAISIXD Y IBYI WIS pnom
31 ua “Ayrrear yuapuadspur ue jo wondesuos oy o wiy Suratzdap
103 d[qrsuodsar Apred 1sed] 1e oTom plrom 20edg-ON B SHqEYUI
OIS} 1BY3108] Y3 ‘sorjdur sowmawos sueaq se J] *pPlIom 24199[qo
UE SE P[IOM SIY JO JAIIUOD O} J[qeun 3 P[nom OIdE] Jeyl sonSie
sueag goded siq jo € jxed up *(€9 :6561) prrom dedg-op], € S[[e2
uosmeng jeym g [[im asmarun Lroypne Apind s,0I19f] ‘sonsiiay
-OBIEYD [E1IEdS OISULIIUT OU SABY SPUNOS Jey} Surumssy ‘saouelsqns
[elI2JeW UEY) ISYIBI SPUNOS JO Pasodwod ST 1Byl JUO SI 9SI9ATUN
Lroypne Ljoand vy *(¥Lz :p0g61) osioarun Az031pne A[oand e suqeyur,
9y 9snedaq 1red ur ises] 3 ‘Kro3pne A[joym st 25uaL12dxs 950YM 2U0
ST UOISSNISIP S;SUBAY UT saInSy oym (,013[,) 193(qns [eonoyrodLy
Y], "(1—0f7 :wog6T) Liear juopuadapur ue jo uondsouod e Guiaey
Se papIegar oq pjnod A1031pne AJjoym sem dousrradxa asoym 123[qns
B I2U1oUM SUNQNOP JOJ SUOSEBIT JUIIJIP 0M3, Suneroqed £q (‘1)
J0j san3Ie sueAy JEY) puIW Ul Teaq o3 juesrodur st i1 (1) pue
(°1S) uo Burresaq ou aaey syuswNSIe 259y ey} LBS 03 10U I STy T
‘(\LS) 10§ syuaum$re 9q 03 ‘9dueIsur 1511y a3 ur Ises] 3 Teadde SIS9[
uenuey Jyl 10§ syuowmgre ssueay Jeys st sosodmd jussard 105
jutod juelrodwir Sy, "MO[9q SUOSEAT 25973 INOqE LBS 03 dI0UW aAey
[/ [ pue ‘Aeas STY) U PIO2UTOD JI8 SBIPI 95 I} SUD[UIY} 105
SUOSEDI [BI249S SIATS 9] "PIAIdIadUN DUISIXD JO JBYL Ul PIAJOAUT
Apondur 2q 01 umoys aq Isnw 20eds Jo eapr oYy ‘sisay) uEnIUEY
Y} pudjap 03 I9pI0 Ul 9ey) s15933ns Y I8yl uonsanb sy romsue 03
Burdn Jo 1x21u00 33 ur S1 3] *(6+7 :v0g61) ¢pliom Teneds e JO BOpI
9Y3 PUE P[I0M 9ATIO3[QO UE JO EIPT Y} UIIMII] UOMIIUUOD Y3 SI
Jeym, st Tomsue 01 Surkiy se Jpaswiry syuasardar oy yorym pue Gaded
STy surdoq sueay yorym yirm uonsanb oy *('IS) yam pouioouod
Aprewnad st purw oy Jnoyim sSuryy , ‘paresrpur Apeaife aaey | sy
"PIrom 2A123[qO U JO BIPI A JO uoIssassod
05 paxmbar st aoeds jo uwondeorad ayy xoyoym st sasrex (4rg)
yeq) uonsanb oy ‘Gousradxa 2A1399(qo jo wondaduod s suBAT UAAIY

"a0ua112dx0 9A119[q0 J0§ ArESSI0aU s1aoeds Jo wondeorad oy, (Y1)
:SIS2Y1 Y} SB POOISISPUN ] U

197 22U X 24112219 puv 29vds

ued s1say 1, Arreneds a1 usyy 2ovds Jo uondasiad oy se paquiosap
st sanradoxd [eneds jo uondaorad jy -sonredoxd yons Suissassod se
s3uryy 2a12019d ued pue ‘uoneso] pue adeys AIPIjOSs ‘UOISUIIXS AT
-1d wed 9\ "aA19019d 03 S[qE SIB IM JEY) SIUO OS[E 2B Loy Inoqe
Ury3 03 3[qe 1€ 9m Jey sauo Isnf jou d1e sansadoid reneds reys uon
-BAI2SQ0 91 £q Pa1saS3ns sI sIsay3 uenUERY] Y3 Jo SUIpEaT PIIYI Y
"paA1ad1adun 95U21SIXa JO UOIOU
Y3 jo asuos denbope jew 03 papasu are Junyurnyl eneds pue
s3doouoo feneds yeyy Sururesurew yo Apiqisned aya uo spuadap ssayy
uenuey oy Jo Lqiqisnerd ay3 ‘Surpeas sty uQ A[[enussss ansy
s1deou0o [eneds yorym ur Sunjuryy st Sunjury feneds pue ‘ssnradoxd
[eneds jo s3daouod are sydoouoo [enedg -Guruosear 1o Sunyumyp
[eneds ur wayl asn 03 3[qe aq 01 pue s3daouod [eneds swos ssassod
03 ST 90eds JO BOPI, 9Y3 S[[ED SUBAF JBYM OABY O JBYI SWNSSE [[IM |

"20uaLIadxd 2A1193[q0 10§ A1BSS0AU ST 9oeds Jo eapr oy (L[S)

:STSO1 93 ST SIs9y [, L3fenedg oy ‘suon

-B[NULIO S SUEAY JO [BIAIS Aq pa1sa88ns ‘Guipear JUdIdIp € uQ
"sonradoad 9say3 Jo owos 1B I8 YIIM
euawouayd 10 $393[q0 JO 90U2ISIXd 9Y) saxmbar sousrradxo aan9(qo
eyl s1say3 oy st (°1S) o ‘sanredoid eneds jo sojdurexo [e ore
uoned0[ pue ‘odeys “Arprjos ‘vorsuaixy “senredoxd [eneds sey jeys
Surpawos st nouswouayd 10 199(qo [eneds v “1sIX9 03 euswousyd
10 $193[qo [eneds 10§ st 351X, 03 ,20eds, 10J JeY) 11 9xe) 03 SuroS We |

"20uaIIadxa 2A193[q0 10§ Aressadau st aoeds Jo 90ULISIXD a1 (°18)

ST pUIW UT 9ABY Iy ST
SueA{ 3B} SUIY) U ¢(SUOBIPUOD ATBSSIOAU 1T Fuowe aq 03 ,2oeds,
103 29 31 pnom jeym . oualradxa 2a199(qo, Jo Surpear siyl uQ)
"paAradradun IS1X5 WD YIIYM plIom € Jo uondoouod
Y3 2q Isnur 1 Inq ‘s722/90 Jo pprom e Jo uondaduod a1 3q 10U pasu
Plrom 2an29[qo ue jo uondaduod oyl QuLIXS ST O suvpnoizpd
24113[qO JO plIOM E JO 90UaLIDAXD SE 3T JO SUTATEIUOD INOYIIM PJIOM
9A1129[(qo ue JO 25UAIAdXa SB IOUALIAAXD S,9UO JO SATIIUOD UBD JUO
‘way3 §o saduRLIIdX MO WOIF IDUNSIP FUIAG SE JO PIAIOUOD 9q UED
$2§89001d pue sormiesy jeyl SUINSSY "I WOIJ 1DUNSIP SUIYIAWOS
jo Bureq s,oousL1adxd UB JO BIPT Y3 2ABY ISNW OS pue ‘.2anos(qo,
‘asuas ST UT ‘ST YOTym p[Iom e Jo 2ouarradxs se ousradxa U0
JO uIy3 Isnwr duo “2dusLIadxXa 9A1I2(qO 2aBY OF ‘1T JO sdusLradxs

MIDSSDTY 11SSson() 09t




"(£841) yuey jo uone[suen synwg dway ‘N 03 9T WIOJ STYI UT SIOUTS2I [[Y -,

Aressaoou e AJuo st a0eds 1ayzaym 28pn( 01 wonsod e ur Jou os[e are
om Jet) sueawr sty | (65g/ey) sn o1 rernoad, st s109lqo Suraraorad
Jo opour 1no 19y3aym 38pnl 03 uonIsod e UIIOU 9T IM ING VUIIJJIP
2q ySrur sSuq ISYIQ) 9ABY Op M Byl AIIQISUIS JO SUIIOJ
ay1 Isnl saey 9m Jeys (L€z :£661) uoneueldxa 1oyany jo sjqededs
jou Zurylawos se—s3ureq uewny sn jo juauwrdmba aanugos oy
moqe op/ sjewmn ue, Se 11 SpIeSor JUBY ‘SYIBWAI UOSMEIIS SY
"AJ[IQISUSS UBWINY JO WIIOF B S PIYNIUIPT ST 20eds yorym e 3utod oy
ST pu2 UE 03 SAW0d uoneue[dxa [[e yorym 1e Jurod a1 ‘Mara sty uQ)
3091100 81 (91§) Aym swira) oiseq arowr ur urejdxs 03 Pasn aq UEd
0s pue (1) Jo Apuapuadopur a]qIBIaIUT ST (S.1) 33 ST LIpI sy

*A3[IqIsuas urwny Jo urIoj e st a0edg (§])

:10€J 93 ST §303[q0 Jo 98pa[mouy Tenidesiad 107
£re$8309u 20rds sayeur 1eym Jer s [esodord sjuey ‘osrord azow
3q o, ."(8€g/€7TY) U INO JO UONNINSUOD dAT[qnS, oY1 L[ouwreu
‘uonIpuod orwa)sids ue st 9oeds eyl 9SBO JYI A1 SAYBUI JBY JISE]
210U SUTYIDUIOS ST JIY3 JBY3 ST BIPT SIH] "MITA SIUBY JOU ST SIY [

"2oURLIad X3 2A193[q0 10§ L1BSS0aU ST 208dS Ay Sk 01 ssopIny
ST 1T pUe ‘UOnIPUOd O1waIsIds ue se paynuapt uaaq sey 20eds 200 pud
ue 03 sowrod uoneue[dxa [[y ‘3 393[01 01 ST suonepuUNoj jo uonsonb
oY1 01 uonoear denrdordde ayy ‘mata siy uQ doudIIadxa 2412[q0
pue 2oeds usamiaq uondIUUOd Ayl urejdxs 01 adoy ued am YOIYM
03 90U2I2Ja1 Aq $10BF JO 10¥] J[qISI[[P3ut A[3uspuadapur ou ‘UONIPuOd
orwansids ue st 90eds YoIyMm JO SNITIA UT [EIUSUWIBPUNJ JO JISE] IOUI
Surgiou st a19y3 JBY) ‘S)dwexs 10j ‘pandre oq JySrur I Aem siyl ur
suonIpuod orwalsids urejdxo 03 £33 03 arerrdordde 1049 st a1 TOYIOYM ST
‘910301911 ‘anSSI JU() "UONIPUOD A124 Jeyl Jo dserd rorrd e InoyIIm
padseis oq ued 1ey3 S9UO ‘SUONEBIPISUOD JO SI0IDB] A[QIS[IUT A[PUD
-puadapur 03 2dud13a1 £q 31 uTe[dXa 01 ST JISEq JOW JUTYIAUIOS JO
SULI2) Ul BONIpuod Sruwalsids remonsed e ure[dxs 01 ApAnmiuy *o1seq
a10W JUIYIOWOS JO SWiId) Ul uonipuod orwaside ue st aceds jeys
108 9y3 Jo uoneue[dxs UE JOJ PUBWISP I SB POOISIAPUN 2q PINOYS
souatadxa 9A13939[q0 0] AreSSaoou 2oeds SayEUI JBYM JO JUNODOE UE
I0J PUBWIP Y3 ‘PIUIIDUOD SI SUONEPUNO] JO UONSIND 211 SE Tej sy
‘A TOTIOIS UT INO 39S 3 [[IM SIIIEW 953U INOJE SMITA UMO
AN -9ouaradxs 2A1I03[QO 103 SUOBIPUOD ATBSSI0AU SUIYSI[qBISI T0]
A8ojopotpewr 1odoxd oy INOQE SMITA TIRYI PUE SUOTIPUOD drura3sida

€9t 22ud1424x7] 21170219 puv 22vds

jo s1seq oy jo suondaouods 19yl Suriedwod pue Jurtno o3 pa1oasp
9q 910J219Y3 1M UOTIDIS SIY) JO 1891 Y [, ‘pOYIaW Jo uonsanb oy pue
suonepunoj jo uwonsanb oY1 01 asuodsar ur Les 01 dABY SUBAF puE
JuE) JEYM JO BIPI YSNOI B JABY M JI PUEBISIOPUN O] IITSED o [[IM
sjuowmgre 9say 1, “[re3op axow ur (Y1) 103 syuswngre syuey pue (*1g)
I10J SIUSWINGIE SSUBAY JO JWOS JUIMIEXD [[IM [ ‘(M09 AT PUE I1])
SUOIDIS OM] IXAU I} U] "A3ISSa09U JO uonsonb oyl 01 sromsue
A1010Bys13ES 9p1a0Id A3T) IOYIOYM DIOJOIOYI USIS G O SUTBWAI
J[ 9T SIUSWNGIE IDYI JBYM PIes JoU 9AeY [ Inqg *(1S) JO SUOISIAA
JUDIJIIP T0J anSIe 01 PauIadU0D A[rewnid 18 SUBAF pPUE JULY B3
PTes 9ABY | T} OG "SUONISIND J1seq 22113 AW 01 UINIDI MOU ST 397
"20UaIadX3 10F 910310y} puE ‘s102(qo
jo o8pajmouy [emdaorad 10 Aressadou ore ssouoreme [eneds
JO swiIoy 9say) eyl A[premiopiysrenss smoj[oj 11 uoyl ‘eceds ur
pa3€20[ pue ‘papuanxo ‘padeys se woyy Surareorad noyim s109(qo
A12012d J0ULED 9M ‘sUTEIUTEW JUBY] SE J] *$109[qo Jo uondaorad oy
J03 Aressadau st sonzadoid [eneds 10 aoeds jo wondoosad oy Jey
ST uonIpuod druralsida ue st 20eds, YoTym ur asuds oy ‘eousrradxa
jo uondsduod sjuey UQ °SSUBAY UBY) ISMOIIBU ST 90UaLIadxd
2a1129[qo jo wondadouod sjuey ySnoyie ‘edusrradxa 2and9[qo sI
oouariadxa [1e ‘esuas sry3 uf uondadiad pue 1YSnoyl YIOq SIA[OAUT
s100[qo jo a8pajmouy [emydaorad jeyy pue ‘s199(qo Jo 2Fpaymoury
[enidoorad aaey 03 st 2ouariadxa, 2y 01 JeY) soumsse Juey (9 1g)
103 Sum8re uy (‘1) 03 wey oyser (Y1g) I0§ 9N3Ie 01 PAUIIIUOD
Aprewrad st oquey ‘sueay oNIU ¢ombizs) ISIY 9Y3 ul sonSie
JUBY YoIym 10y S1say |, A3rjeneds oyl pue T SPUBISIOPUN SUBAY SEB
‘s1591) wenue)] oY) usamiaq drysuonelar oy st 1eyM ‘siy3 jo 1ySi|
a3 uy "ureouod Arewnid siy AJpaiqnopun st (11 5) ySnoys uaas ‘(Y1)
pue (°1§) 10y Sum3re se U2ds 9q UBD SUBAY JBYI “USYD ‘SWIds 1]
“(918) 107 JusumMSIE
SIY3 9SIOPUD PINOM JIOSWITY SUBAF JIYIDYM Ted[d A[IN[OSqE 10U ST
¥ ySnome (91s) Jo 20105 9y ST STy ¢ purar oYy InoYILM ST, JO
Surpear yuasaxd a3 uQ -a0eds Jo uondoosad oy sarmbaz osye 11 Ay
‘sydoouoo [eneds sarmbar souarradxa 2Anda[qo J1 0§ ‘wondsdiad
[eneds jo adussqe 9y3 ul Sjqe[reAr aq 1ou pinom sydaouoo [eneds
arerrdordde oyy jeys st 919y eOpr oyl pprom ooedg-oN B UI
eds jo uondeorad oy3 st SuIyl Yons ou 9 P[NOM II3Y3 ISNEIA]
paarodradun 25u2ISIXs JO 9suas axewr 03 papadu s1daouoo Jeneds
9S0Y3 SYJB[ OIOL JBY} 3q pInoMm 31ySnoys [ernieu y ¢paousrradxaun
pue pasustradxs yioq Sunsixa Sunyy Jures oyl Jo Isuas W O3

WDSSDT) ulSSvn() 79T




264 Quassim Cassam

condition under which perceptual knowledge of objects is possible
for us or a necessary condition for any perceptual knowledge of
objects, human or otherwise.

What would it be for space to be a ‘form’ of human sensibility?
On one interpretation, regarding space as a form of human sensibil-
ity is equivalent to regarding the perception of space as necessary
for the perception of objects. On this interpretation, Kant would be
left with no substantive account of the basis of (ST,). Instead, he
would be forced to concede that (FS) and (ST,) are notational
variants, and that (FS) cannot be used to explain in more basic
terms why (ST,,) is correct. Since Kant’s aim is precisely to explain in
more basic terms why (ST),) is correct, he must show that regarding
space as a form of human sensibility is not equivalent to regarding
the perception of space as necessary for the perception of objects. He
must show that there is some other way of understanding (FS), and
must explain how (FS) can be intelligible independently of (ST,).

In representing space as an epistemic condition that is grounded
in the forms of human sensibility, Kant is denying that the nature of
the objects themselves can account for the connection between
space and perceptual knowledge of objects. He is committed to
denying this because he thinks that ‘space does not represent any
determination that attaches to the objects themselves’ (A26/B42).
Given the non-spatiality of the objects themselves, only our
subjective constitution can account for the dependence of objective
experience on space. This is intended as a substantive account of the
basis or foundation of a particular epistemic condition. In general,
Kant’s view is that epistemic conditions have foundations that are
entirely subjective. In other words, he thinks that they reflect the
nature of our cognitive equipment rather than the nature of things
or objects as they are in themselves. The conclusion he draws from
this is that the proper procedure for establishing or discovering
what is necessary for objective experience is to study our cognitive
equipment. This is the gist of his answer to the question of method,
although he would add that what is needed to establish epistemic
conditions is a ‘transcendental’ rather than an empirical investiga-
tion of our cognitive equipment.?

3 Kant thinks that an empirical investigation of our cognitive equipment cannot estab-
lish epistemic conditions, because he is convinced that epistemic conditions are, by their
nature, ones our knowledge of which must be a priori. There is more on this below.
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Kant’s conception of epistemic conditions is an idealist
conception.* To be an idealist about epistemic conditions is to
view them as having entirely subjective foundations, and therefore
as conditions that might not bind beings whose subjective
constitutions are very different from ours. It remains to be seen
whether there are any good arguments for idealism, but the lesson
of the discussion so far is that idealism has no chance of being
viable unless it is able to provide characterizations of our subject-
ive constitution that are not simply equivalent to statements of
those very epistemic conditions claimed to be grounded in our
subjective constitution. I will have more to say below about the
prospects for idealism and about the relationship between (ES)
and (ST,). The immediate priority is to bring the present phase
of my discussion to a conclusion by giving an indication of Evans’s
approach to my second and third questions, and comparing his
conception of the basis of the link between space and objectivity
with Kant’s conception of the basis of this link. The obvious
question to ask in this connection is whether Evans’s implicit
conception of the basis of epistemic conditions is an idealist
conception.

An immediate difficulty is that Evans makes no explicit attempt
to explain the fact that objective experience requires the idea
of space. At best, it is only by implication that he says anything that
bears on this issue. One clue to his thinking is provided by his
description of the connection between space and objectivity as a
‘conceptual connection’ that lies ‘deep in our conceptual scheme’
(1980a: 249-50). Further clues are provided by the concluding
paragraphs of ‘Things without the mind’. These paragraphs
contain a ringing endorsement of Strawson’s methodology in
Individuals, a work in which Strawson represents himself as doing
what he calls ‘descriptive metaphysics’. Unlike other forms of meta-
physics, descriptive metaphysics ‘is content to describe the actual
structure of our thought about the world’ (1959: 9). Its aim is to
bring to light certain very general features of our conceptual struc-
ture, and it proceeds by tracing the relations that obtain between
the fundamental elements of this structure. This is what Evans is

4 See Allison (1983) for an extended defence of Kant’s idealist conception nm
epistemic conditions. There are some telling criticisms of Allison’s arguments in
Guyer 1987: ch. 15.
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268 Quassim Cassam

to us might not be universal in scope. The best way of showing that
Evans is not committed to some form of idealism would therefore
be to show that his account of (STj) does not meet one or both of
these conditions.

With regard to the first condition, the idea that reality as it is in
itself is non-spatial plays no part in Evans’s discussion. To this
extent, it would be open to him to represent the link between space
and objective experience as one that reflects the nature of reality as
well as our conceptual scheme. The natural way of doing this
would be to insist that ‘our thinking is rooted in the nature of
the world and in our own natures’ (Strawson 1956: 107). The idea
would be that we ourselves are spatial objects living in a spatial
world, and that this somehow explains the connection in our
conceptual scheme between the idea of an objective world and the
idea of a spatial world. If this is right, then the proposal that our
conceptual scheme is the basis of a particular epistemic condition
such as (ST,) does not imply that this condition has entirely
subjective foundations.

On the question of whether space is an epistemic condition that
might fail to be universal in scope, Evans concedes at one point that
a spatial scheme is not the only scheme that is capable of making
sense of the idea of existence unperceived. He is not troubled
by this concession because, as a descriptive metaphysician, he is
concerned primarily with our own conceptual scheme. As long as
our scheme is one where the idea of space is implicitly involved in
the idea of existence unperceived, the obvious way of acknowledging
the possibility of alternative schemes without giving up (ST;) would
be to read this thesis as claiming only that the idea of space is, for
us, necessary for objective experience. In this way, the concession
that there might be non-spatial ways of making sense of existence
unperceived leads smoothly to the conclusion that the spatial
epistemic conditions under which objective experience is possible
for us might not be universal in scope.

To sum up, I have argued that one way for Evans to counter
accusations of idealism would be to deny that his remarks about
the link between (CS) and (ST;) constitute a response to the question
of foundations. Another possibility would be for him to admit that
he is addressing the question of foundations in these remarks, but
to deny that his response is an idealist response. He could deny this
on the basis that there are two conditions that need to be fulfilled
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for an account of (ST;) to count as an idealist account, and that his
account does not fulfil both conditions. It is arguable that it fulfils
the second condition, but it does not fulfil the first. Unless it can be
shown that epistemic conditions that have their basis in our
conceptual scheme are entirely subjective in origin, the structural
parallels between Evans’s account of (ST;) and Kant’s account of
(ST}) do not justify the conclusion that Evans is an idealist.

This discussion leaves many important questions unanswered.
For example, it does not indicate whether Evans would be right to
reject the question of foundations, if he does reject this question.
It suggests various ways in which Evans could counter accusations
of idealism, but it does not say which of these ways of proceeding is
the most promising. I will argue below that the question of founda-
tions is not one that should be dismissed as illegitimate or misguided.
It is possible to explain in more basic terms the connection between
space and objective experience, but the best explanation will not be
one that represents our conceptual scheme as the basis of this
connection. Even if we think of our conceptual scheme as rooted
in the nature of the world, it is still misleading to attribute epi-
stemic conditions to our conceptual scheme. It will become clearer
why this is misleading once we have a better understanding of the
precise sense in which space is necessary for objective experience.
This is therefore the point at which we need to turn to the question
of necessity. Once we have reflected on the plausibility of regarding
space as necessary for objective experience, we should be in a better
position to understand why we should neither reject the question
of foundations nor respond to it in any of the ways which I have
discussed so far.

IT1

Why should one suppose that space is a necessary condition for
objective experience? Evans’s first argument for the Kantian thesis
is primarily an argument for (ST}). It turns on the claim that ‘the
idea of existence now perceived, now unperceived, is not an idea
that can stand on its own, stand without any surrounding theory’
(1980a: 261). What provides the indispensable surrounding for this
idea is a rudimentary theory of perception. Such a theory must incor-
porate an account of the enabling conditions of perception: that is,
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On the face of it, this concession is at odds with the claim in the
text that only a spatial theory will do when it comes to making
sense of the notion of existence unperceived. It now appears that
there are other possibilities: that 1s, non-spatial but still empirically
serviceable ways of making sense of existence unperceived. If Evans
is right about this, then the Perception Argument fails to establish
that the idea of space is necessary for objective experience.

One reaction to Evans’s footnote would be to dismiss it as
misguided. After all, the alternatives that Evans mentions are not
spelled out in any detail, and perhaps detailed scrutiny will reveal
each alternative to be unworkable. On the other hand, it is hard to
see how one can know in advance that this will be the outcome.
What guarantee is there that it will not turn out to be possible, with
sufficient ingenuity, to find a viable non-spatial way of making
sense of existence unperceived? As the complex discussion of
the scheme using receptivity illustrates, it is not as if the thought
that there might be non-spatial ways of making sense of existence
unperceived leaves us blank. A great deal depends on the precise
extent to which the factor accounting for the presence or absence
of perception must be subject to empirical control, and this is
surely a delicate matter. Viewed in this light, it is not obvious that
the concession that Evans makes in his footnote is misguided.

A different reaction to the footnote, which is more in keeping
with an idealist conception of epistemic conditions, would be to
argue that it poses no threat to (ST;) when this thesis is understood
in the way that Evans understands it. The fact that a spatial scheme
is not the only scheme to employ a relativized receptivity condition
does not show that space and objectivity are not connected in our
thinking, or that we have the option of making sense of existence
unperceived in non-spatial terms. In other words, it might still be
true that the idea of space is, as far as we are concerned, necessary
for objective experience even if there are alternatives to the spatial
scheme. As long as these alternatives are not alternatives for us,
there is no reason to abandon something along the lines of (ST).
The most that the footnote shows is that this thesis is correct only
in a somewhat restricted sense, but this is in keeping with Evans’s
insistence that the primary aim of ‘Things without the mind’ is
to illuminate ‘the role of space in our thinking’ (1980a: 268).

The problem with this line of argument is that it does nothing to
justify the assertion that we do not have the option of making sense
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of existence unperceived in non-spatial terms. If, as Evans concedes,
there are alternatives to the spatial scheme, then we need to know
why these are not alternatives for us, One thought might be that
the alternatives that Evans has in mind are too complicated for us
to grasp, or that there is some other reason why we are psychologic-
ally incapable of operating with anything other than a spatial
scheme. It is not clear, however, why one should suppose that
non-spatial ways of making sense of existence unperceived are
bound to be any more complicated than spatial ways of doing this.
Furthermore, even if it is true that we are psychologically incapable
of operating with anything other than a spatial scheme, this is
presumably not the sense in which Evans regards the idea of space
as necessary for objective experience.

For these reasons, Evans’s footnote must be regarded as posing a
genuine threat to the Perception Argument for (ST;). This makes it
important to understand why Evans is apparently unconcerned
about this threat. The explanation is that he is really engaged in two
different projects but mistakenly runs them together. The first is the
Kantian project of identifying necessary conditions for objective
experience. The second is the Strawsonian project of describing and
understanding our own conceptual structure. Yet understanding our
own conceptual structure need not be a matter of showing that we
must think about the world in the ways in which we do think about
it, or that there are no alternatives to our perspective on the world.
This is the sense in which the Kantian and Strawsonian projects are
different, though not incompatible. If we employ certain concepts in
our objective experience, that is one thing; it is a different matter
entirely whether our employment of these concepts is strictly neces-
sary for objective experience. If we want to show that we must think
about the world in a certain way, then we cannot be content to
describe the actual structure of our thought about the world. We
must go beyond merely descriptive metaphysics.

These points also have a bearing on Evans’s second main argument
for the Spatiality Thesis. Since the question to which Evans repres-
ents this argument as providing an answer is whether there can be
a world without substance, I will call it the Substance Argument.
The substance that is at issue here is material substance, the kind of
substance that is constituted by its possession of primary properties
such as position, shape, size, and motion. These are properties of
bodies or material substances ‘immediately consequential upon the
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276 Quassim Cassam

are linked in our conceptual scheme is easily exaggerated. For
example, it is arguable that we can conceive of a buzzing or a
headache as persisting or relatively abiding without conceiving of it
as having primary properties or as being produced by something
with primary properties. So when Evans suggests that one must
have the concept of space-occupying substance in order to satisfy
the duality requirement, he is simply describing one very central
and obvious way of satisfying this requirement. He cannot claim to
be describing the only possible way of satisfying this requirement,
even by the lights of our own conceptual scheme.

There are other aspects of the Substance Argument for (ST;) that
I have not discussed and which suggest alternative ways of linking
the notion of objectivity with concepts of primary properties.® For
reasons that I do not have the space to go into here, I do not believe
that these other aspects of the Substance Argument are any more
convincing than the aspect that I have just discussed. But even if
I'am wrong about this, there is still a question about the role of the
Substance Argument in “Things without the mind’. For Evans
elaborates this argument after conceding that a spatial scheme is
not the only scheme to employ a relativized receptivity condition,
with the possibilities of additional empirical control that this
provides. I have already commented on the way that this concession
undermines the Perception Argument, but does it also undermine
the Substance Argument? One thought might be that it does under-
mine this argument, because a non-spatial scheme that employs a
relativized receptivity condition would not be one that employs
concepts of primary properties. So if such a scheme can explain
why a perceptible phenomenon may not be perceived, then it
follows that a grasp of the idea of existence unperceived does not
require a grasp of concepts of primary properties.

In order to deflect this objection to the conclusion of the
Substance Argument, one would need to show that one cannot
make sense of the notion of existence unperceived simply by citing

¢ For example, I have not discussed the idea that sounds and other secondary
qualities are dispositions that require categorical grounds of a special sort.
Furthermore, the Perception Argument and the Substance Argument are not the
only arguments for the Spatiality Thesis in ‘Things without the mind’. There is also
the argument in part 4 of this paper to the effect that one must have ‘simultaneous’
spatial concepts in order to think of unperceived particulars existing simultaneously
with perceived particulars. I am unable to discuss this argument here.
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failures in receptivity, even if one has a relativized notion of
receptivity. One would need to show that this explanation of the
possibility of existence unperceived needs to be supplemented by an
appeal to the idea that the perceptible phenomena to which one is
sometimes receptive possess primary properties. The case for
requiring this form of supplementation is that it is only on the basis
of the idea that the world one inhabits is a material world that one
can conceive of the phenomena to which one is receptive at various
different times as persisting through gaps in observation. At this
point, however, one would once again be drawing upon elements of
the Substance Argument I have already called into question, and so
would once again be faced with the objection that persistence and
existence in space can be pulled apart.

Where does this leave the Substance Argument for (ST,) and
(ST,)? As far as (ST,) is concerned, it is one thing to argue that the
availability of concepts of primary properties is conditional on the
existence of space, but this is not going to cut much ice if concepts
of primary properties are not necessary for objective experience. By
the same token, the failure of the Substance Argument for (ST,)
means that it is not going to be possible to argue for the indispens-
ability of spatial perception on the basis that the perception of
space is the source of the idea of space. Apart from anything
else, this argument relies on an empiricist conception of concept-
acquisition, but Evans is no empiricist when it comes to accounting
for ideas of primary properties. He emphasizes that these concepts
cannot be woven exclusively out of materials given in experience,
and implies that it would be closer to the truth to describe them
as innate or natively given.” In that case, there is a sense in which,
even by Evans’s own lights, the perception of space is not the
source of the idea of space, although there might still be a sense in
which spatial perception is needed to trigger and justify one’s
innate spatial ideas.

These considerations suggest that the Substance Argument for
(ST.) and (ST),) is as inconclusive as the Substance Argument for (ST;).
Does this mean that we should reject the Kantian thesis? This
would be an overreaction to what I have just been arguing. Aside
from the fact that I have not been able to consider all of Evans’s
arguments for his preferred version of the Kantian thesis, it would

7 See, in particular, Evans 198oa: 2L
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280 Quassim Cassam

an important subclass of objective particulars, and it is easy to
forget that there are objective particulars that are not bodies. This
is Kant’s mistake. He claims that the perception of space is neces-
sary for the perception of objective particulars because he assumes
that all objective particulars are bodies. Once it is conceded that
this is a mistake, it must also be conceded that the perception of
space need not be a necessary condition for the perception of those
objective particulars that are not bodies.

Although (ST,) is more plausible than the unrestricted version
of (ST,), it still faces a number of challenges. Consider the case in
which one hears a car alarm sounding in the middle of the night.
A car alarm is a material object, but one can hear a car alarm
sounding without hearing it as shaped or solid or even as spatially
located. Does this not undermine (STpp)? The reason that it does
not is that the primary or direct object of audition in this case is not
the car alarm but the sound it makes.™® In contrast, cases where it is
plausible to insist that what one is perceptually aware of is not just
a sound but a body making or producing a sound will not be ones
where something is perceived without being perceived as having
any spatial properties.™™

It is controversial whether the direct objects of audition are
sounds or bodies, but it is not controversial that bodies are the
primary direct objects of sight and touch. Although (ST,) draws
attention to the fact that it is not possible to perceive a body by
sight or touch without perceiving any of its spatial properties, this
should not be taken to imply that it is not possible to perceive a
body by sight or touch without perceiving all of its spatial properties.
For example, one might see an object glinting in the far distance
without seeing what shape it is or perceiving its solidity. One might
believe that the object is shaped and solid, but that is a different
matter. On the other hand, there is no question of the glinting
object being seen without its being seen as located in relation to the
perceiver and, perhaps, other objects. One might sometimes
misperceive the locations of the things which one sees, but this is
not to say that bodies can be seen without being seen as having a
spatial location. The same goes for touch. When one perceives a

*® M. G. E Martin also makes this point. See Martin 1997: 93.

** The cases that I have in mind are ones where one perceives a sound as being
produced by something which one can also see. The significance of such cases is
illuminatingly discussed in Nudds (2001).
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body by touching it, one must be aware of it as located in space.
Strictly speaking, therefore, it is the perception of location that is
necessary for the perception of bodies.**

One reaction to what I have just been arguing would be to
protest that it deprives the Spatiality Thesis of any interest. Since
bodies are essentially spatial, is it not trivial that the perception of
space is required for the perception of bodies? The answer to this
question is that it is not trivial. The claim that bodies are essentially
spatial is metaphysical or ontological. In contrast, the claim that
the perception of space is required for the perception of bodies
is epistemological rather than metaphysical. To argue from the
premiss that bodies are essentially spatial to the conclusion that the
perception of space is necessary for the perception of bodies would
be to argue from a metaphysical premiss to an epistemological
conclusion. As will become clearer below, it is certainly not beyond
dispute whether it is legitimate to argue in this way, any more than
it is beyond dispute whether (STpp) is plausible in its own right. The
suggestion that (ST,p) trivializes the Spatiality Thesis underestimates
the amount of work that needs to be done to explain the meaning
of (STyp) and to establish its correctness. If it were the case that
(STpp) is not just true, but trivially true, it would be much less
difficult to defend than it actually is.

Another anxiety about what I have just been arguing might be
that it is unacceptable to assume that objective experience involves
the perception of bodies or material objects. But in what sense
is this unacceptable? One thought might be that it is unacceptable
because it fails to address scepticism about the external world. Yet,
if the object of the exercise were to respond to scepticism, then it
would be no more acceptable to assume that we have experience of
objects that can exist unperceived than that these objects are
material objects. Scepticism, however, is not the issue when it
comes to establishing a connection between space and objective
experience. In this context, the object of the exercise is simply to
determine the conditions under which perceptual knowledge of
material objects is possible and whether the perception of space is
one of these conditions. Sceptical doubts about the existence of

** Further discussion of this claim would need to take account of conditions, such
as optic ataxia, which appear to call into question the existence of such a strong
connection between the perception of bodies and the perception of location.
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2.84 Quassim Cassam

of a single object. If sameness of spatial location is the basis upon
which different properties are put together as properties of a single
object, then we can say that space is a form of human sensibility.

This account of (FS) makes sense of (STpp). It explains why, and
in what sense, the perception of location is necessary for the
perception of material objects, at least as far as visual perception is
concerned. We perceive material objects by perceiving their sensible
properties, and we have just seen that different sensible properties
will not be perceived as belonging to one and the same object
unless they are perceived as having a common location. But if the
sensible properties of material objects must be perceived as located,
then the objects to which these properties are perceived as belonging
must also be perceived as located. On this reading, the claim
that the perception of location is a necessary condition for the
perception of material objects gives expression to two distinct
and plausible claims. The first is that the perception of different
sensible properties as properties of a single material object is a
necessary condition for the perception of material objects. The
second is that the perception of location is a necessary condition
for the perception of different sensible properties as properties of a
single material object.

Since Kant is an idealist about epistemic conditions, he would
maintain not only that (FS) makes sense of (STpp), but also that (FS)
is the sole basis of (STpp). As Thave already remarked, he also takes
it to be an ultimate and inexplicable fact about our cognitive
equipment that space is a form of human sensibility. His implicit
argument for regarding epistemic conditions as having entirely
subjective foundations is that epistemic conditions are ‘ priori
conditions’ (A94/B126), and that conditions of knowledge or
experience can be known a priori only if they are grounded in our
subjective constitution. For the purposes of this argument, a priori
conditions are ones that can be established without any empirical
investigation. In connection with (STpp), therefore, his claim would
be that we can only know without any empirical investigation that
the perception of location is necessary for the perception of bodies,
because we can know without any empirical investigation that
space is a form of human sensibility.

This argument for idealism implies that Kant would not be entitled
to defend (ST,,) on the basis of what empirical psychologists say
about the Binding Problem. After all, it is not as if we can know
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without any empirical investigation how our visual systems solve
the Binding Problem. It is doubtful, however, whether Kant is right
to insist on the a priority of epistemic conditions. He does so on the
basis that necessity is a mark of a priority, but it is a mistake to
think that propositions that state necessary conditions for knowledge
or experience must be necessary truths.” Once we recognize that
epistemic conditions need not be a priori, we are free to draw
on empirical considerations in support of (ST,y). Even if we allow
that empirical considerations have a bearing on (STpp), we would
still be left with the idealist’s core proposal that it is solely in
virtue of the ultimate and inexplicable fact that space is a form of
human sensibility that the perception of space is necessary for the
perception of bodies.

On reflection, however, it is clear that this proposal is indefensible.
For a start, it is scarcely inexplicable that the perception of spatial
location is the basis upon which the Binding Problem is solved,
given the nature of the objects from which most of our perceptual
information derives.*s These objects are material objects, and to be
a material object is to exist in space and time. Assuming that our
perceptual systems have evolved in a world of spatio-temporal
objects, it is hardly surprising that space and time are the forms of
our sensibility. If this were not the case, we would not be able to
differentiate objects in perception or identify different sensible
properties as properties of one and the same object. This explanation
of (FS) is not available to Kant because he thinks that space and
time are themselves projections of human sensibility, but this view
of space and time is one for which there are no good arguments,
either in the first Critique or elsewhere.

It is one thing to explain (FS) by reference to the nature of the
objects from which our perceptual information derives, but can
(ST,p) be explained in the same way? The thought would be that
we cannot hope to understand why the perception of location is a
necessary condition for the perception of material objects without
taking account of the fact that spatial location is a fundamental
and essential feature of material objects.*® It is fundamental in the
sense that it is one of the key factors by reference to which material

™ I explain why this is a mistake in Cassam (1999).
'S Martin (1997) makes substantially the same point.
16 See Martin (1997) for a related line of thought.
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2.88 Quassim Cassam

foundation, it would be natural to conclude that the project of
establishing what is necessary for the perception of bodies is
continuous with the project of establishing the essential and funda-
mental properties of bodies. Although it is not a straightforwardly
empirical matter how bodies are individuated, it is not difficult to
see that empirical considerations might have a bearing on the
principle that no two bodies can be in exactly the same place at
the same time. As Leibniz points out, this principle gives expression
to the ‘reasonable assumption’ that ‘Interpenetration is contrary to
nature’ (r982: 230), but it is not just a question for armchair
philosophy whether this is a reasonable assumption. This suggests
that a plausible methodology for establishing such principles, and
the epistemic conditions which they ground, will be one that
acknowledges a role for both armchair philosophy and empirical
science. On a realist view, merely studying our own conceptual
apparatus will not tell us how things are in the world, or how we
must perceive them as being if we are to perceive them at all.

In my view, something along these lines is the best that can be
done for the Kantian thesis. By reading this thesis in the way that
the realist reads it, we avoid many of the pitfalls of idealism and are
able to provide a comparatively straightforward account of the
sense in which space is necessary for objective experience. In a
more extended discussion, more would need to be said in defence
of the principle that experiences of material objects must be
suitably sensitive to the basis upon which these objects are individu-
ated, and in support of the way in which realism exploits this
principle in its account of (STpp). It is worth remarking, however,
that there is very little in the realist approach that Evans is committed
to disputing. If what I have been arguing is correct, then it can only
strengthen the case for the Kantian thesis to focus on (STpp) rather
than (STj), and to avoid giving the impression that our conceptual
scheme is the basis of the connection between space and objective
experience. From a realist perspective, we can explain in more basic
terms why space is necessary for objective experience, but the correct
explanation will be one that appeals to independently intelligible
facts about the nature of the objects of objective experience, rather
than facts about our conceptual scheme or subjective constitution.

Why, then, does Evans interpret and defend the Kantian thesis in
the way that he does, rather than in the way that I have been
recommending? The answer to this question is that ‘Things without
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the mind’ is a deeply Strawsonian piece of work, and that Evans is,
to some extent, led astray in this paper by his uncritical acceptance
of Strawson’s framework. If one approaches the Kantian thesis
from the perspective of descriptive metaphysics, one is bound to be
attracted by the thought that this thesis turns on whether there is a
connection in our conceptual scheme between the idea of space and
the idea of an objective world. The least that realism establishes is
that there is no need to approach the Kantian thesis in this way,
and that there is rather more to be said for this thesis than one
might suppose on the basis of Evans’s ingenious but ultimately
inconclusive discussion.>*

** I thank John Campbell and Ciara Fairley for helpful discussions of the themes
of this chapter and for comments on an earlier draft.




