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DEDICATION

SIR,

To further, so far as in us lies, the growth of the sciences
is to work in your Excellency’s own interest, your own interest
being intimately connected with them, not only through the
exalted position of a patron of science, but through the far more
intimate relation of a lover and enlightened judge. For that
reason I avail myself of the ouly means within my power of
proving my gratitude for the gracious confidcace with which your
Excellency honours me, as if I too could help toward your noble
work.

[Whoever delights in a speculative life finds with moderate
wishes the approval of an enlightened and kind judge a powerful
incentive to studies the results of which are great, but remote, and
therefore entirely ignored by vulgar eyes.]

To you, as such a judge, and to your kind attention I now sub-
mit this book, placing all other concerns of my literary future
under your special protection, and remaining with profound

respect!
Your Excellency’s

Most obedient Servant,
IMMANUEL KANT.
KONIGSBERG, March 29, 1781,
1 The second paragraph is left out and the last sentence slightly altered in the

Second Edition.
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PREFACE!

Our reason (Vernunft) has this peculiar fate that, with
reference to one class of its knowledge, it is always
troubled with questions which cannot be ignored, because
they spring from the very nature of reason, and which
cannot be answered, because they transcend the powers
of human reason.

Nor is human reason to be blamed for this. It begins
with principles which, in the course of experience, it weust
follow, and which are sufficiently confirmed by experience.
With these again, according to the necessities of its nature,
it rises higher and higher to more remote conditions. But
when it perceives that in this way its work remains for
ever incomplete, because the questions never cease, it
finds itself constrained to take refuge in principles which
exceed every possible experimental application, and never-
theless seem so unobjectionable that even ordinary com-
mon sense agrees with them. Thus, however, reason
becomes involved in darkness and contradictions, from
which, no doubt, it may conclude that errors must be
lurking somewhere, but without being able to discover
them, because the principles which it follows transcend
all the limits of experience and therefore withdraw them-

1 This preface is left out in later editions, and replaced by a new preface;
see Supplement II, page 688.
xvii



xviii ’ Preface

selves from all experimental tests. It is the battle-field
of these endless controversies which is called Meraphysic.

There was a time when Metaphysic held a royal place
among all the sciences, and, if the will were taken for the
deed, the exceeding importance of her subject might well
have secured to her that place of honour. At present it
is the fashion to despise Metaphysic, and the poor matron,
forlorn and forsaken, complains like Hecuba, Modo max-
tma revum, tot generis natisque potens — nunc trahor exul
tnops (Ovid, Metam. xiii. 508).

At first the rule of Metaphysic, under the dominion of
the dogmatists, was despotic. But as the laws still bore
the traces of an old barbarism, intestine wars and complete
anarchy broke out, and the sceptics, a kind of nomads,
despising all settled culture of the land, broke up from
time to time all civil society. Fortunately their number
was small, and they could not prevent the old settlers
from returning to cultivate the ground afresh, though
without any fixed plan or agreement. Not long ago one
might have thought, indeed, that all these quarrels were
to have been settled and the legitimacy of her claims
decided once for all through a certain physiology of the
human understanding, the work of the celebrated Locke.
But, though the descent of that royal pretender, traced
back as it had been to the lowest mob of common ex-
perience, ought to have rendered her claims very sus-
picious, yet, as that genealogy turned out to be in reality
a false invention, the old queen (Metaphysic) continued to
maintain her claims, everything fell back into the old
rotten dogmatism, and the contempt from which metaphy-
sical science was to have been rescued, remained the same
as ever. At present, after everything has been tried, so



Preface xix

they say, and tried in vain, there reign in philosophy
weariness and complete indifferentism, the mother of chaos
and night in all sciences but, at the same time, the spring
or, at least, the prelude of their near reform and of a new
light, after an ill-applied study has rendered them dark,
confused, and useless.

It is in vain to assume a kind of artificial indifferentism
in respect to enquiries the object of which cannot be in-
different to human nature. Nay, those pretended indif-
ferentists (however they may try to disguise themselves
by changing scholastic terminology into popular language),
if they think at all, fall back inevitably into those very
metaphysical dogmas which they profess to despise
Nevertheless this indifferentism, showing itself in the
very midst of the most flourishing state of all sciences,
and affecting those very sciences the teachings of which,
if they could be had, would be the last to be surrendered, is
a phenomenon well worthy of our attention and considera-
tion. Itis clearly the result, not of the carelessness, but
of the matured judgment?! of our age, which will no
longer rest satisfied with the mere appearance of know-

1 We often hear complaints against the shallowness of thought in our own
time, and the decay of sound knowledge. But I do not see that sciences
which rest on a solid foundation, such as mathematics, physics, etc., deserve
this reproach in the least. On the contrary, they maintain their old reputa-
tion of solidity, and with regard to physics, even surpass it. The same spirit
would manifest itself in other branches of knowledge, if only their principles
had first been properly determined. Till that is dome, indifferentism and
doubt, and ultimately severe criticism, are rather signs of honest thought.
Our age is, in every sense of the word, the age of criticism, and everything
must submit to it. Religion, on the strength of its sanctity, and law, on the
strength of its majesty, try to withdraw themselves from it; but by so doing
they arouse just suspicions, and cannot claim that sincere respect which
reason pays to those only who have beten able to stand its free and open
examination.
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ledge. It is, at the same time, a powerful appeal ta
reason to undertake anew the most difficult of its duties,
namely, self-knowledge, and to institute a court of appeal
which should protect the just rights of reason, but dismiss
all groundless claims, and should do this not by means of
irresponsible decrees, but according to the eternal and
unalterable laws of reason. This court of appeal is no
other than the Critigue of Pure Reason.

I do not mean by this a criticism of books and systems,
but of the faculty of reason in general, touching that
whole class of knowledge which it may strive after, un-
assisted by experience. This must decide the question of
the possibility or impossibility of metaphysic in general,
and the determination of its sources, its extent, and its
limits —and all this according to fixed principles.

This, the only way that was left, I have followed,
and I flatter myself that I have thus removed all those
errors which have hitherto brought reason, whenever it was
unassisted by experience, into conflict with itself. I have
not evaded its questions by pleading the insufficiency of
human reason, but I have classified them according to
principles, and, after showing the point where reason
begins to misunderstand itself, solved them satisfactorily.
It is true that the answer of those questions is not such as
a dogma-enamoured curiosity might wish for, for such curi-
osity could not have been satisfied except by juggling
tricks in which I am no adept. But this was not the
intention of the natural destiny of our reason, and it
became the duty of philosophy to remove the deception
which arose from a false interpretation, even though“
many a vaunted and cherished dream should vanish at
the same time. In this work I have chiefly aimed at
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completeness, and I venture to maintain that there ought
not to be one single metaphysical problem that has not
been solved here, or to the solution of which the key at
least has not been supplied. In fact Pure Reason is so
perfect a unity that, if its principle should prove insuffi-
cient to answer any one of the many questions started by
its very nature, one might throw it away altogether, as
insufficient to answer the other questions with perfect
certainty.

While I am saying this I fancy I observe in the face
of my readers an expression of indignation, mixed with
contempt, at pretensions apparently so self-glorious and
extravagant ; and yet they are in reality far more moder-
ate than those made by the writer of the commonest essay
professing to prove the simple nature of the soul or the
necessity of a first beginning of the world. For, while he
pretends to extend human knowledge beyond the limits
of all possible experience, I confess most humbly that this
is entirely beyond my power. I mean only to treat of
reason and its pure thinking, a knowledge of which is not
very far to seek, considering that it is to be found within
myself. Common logic gives an instance how all the
simple acts of reason can be enumerated completely and
Systematically. Only between the common logic and my
work there is this difference, that my question is, — what
can we hope to achieve with reason, when all the material
and assistance of experience is taken away ?

So much with regard to the completeness in our laying
hold of every single object, and the thoroughness in our
laying hold of all objects, as the material of our critical en-
quiries — a completeness and thoroughness determined, not
by.a casual idea, but by the nature of our knowledge itself.

S,
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xxii Preface

Besides this, certainty and clearness with regard te
form are two essential demands that may very properly
be addressed to an author who ventures on so slippery an
undertaking.

First, with regard to certainty, I have pronounced judg-
ment against myself by saying that in this kind of enquiries
it is in no way permissible to propound mere opinions, and
that everything looking like a hypothesis is counterband,
that must not be offered for sale at however low a price,
but must, as soon as it has been discovered, be confiscated.
For every kind of knowledge which professes to be cer-
tain a priori, proclaims itself that it means to be taken for
absolutely necessary. And this applies, therefore, still
more to a definition of all pure knowledge a priori, which
is to be the measure, and therefore also an example, of all
apodictic philosophical certainty. Whether I have ful-
filled what I have here undertaken to do, must be left to
the judgment of the reader; for it only behoves the author
to propound his arguments, and not to determine before-
hand the effect which they ought to produce on his judges.
But, in order to prevent any unnecessary weakening of
those arguments, he may be allowed to point out himself
certain passages which, though they refer to collateral
objects only, might occasion some mistrust, and thus to
counteract in time the influence which the least hesitation
of the reader in respect to these minor points might exer-
cise with regard to the principal object.

I know of no enquiries which are more important for
determining that faculty which we call understanding
(Verstand), and for fixing its rules and its limits, than
those in the Second Chapter of my Transcendental Ana-
lytic, under the title of ‘ Deduction of the Pure Concepts
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of the Understanding.” They have given me the greatest
but, I hope, not altogether useless trouble. This enquiry,
which rests on a deep foundation, has two sides. The
one refers to the objects of the pure understanding, and
is intended to show and explain the objective value of its
concepts a priori. It is, therefore, of essential importance
for my purposes. The other is intended to enquire into
the pure understanding itself, its possibility, and the
powers of knowledge on which it rests, therefore its sub-
jective character; a subject which, though important for
my principal object, yet forms no essential part of it, be-
cause my principal problem is and remains, What and
how much may understanding (Verstand) and reason (Ver-
nunft) know without all experience? and not, How is the
faculty of thought possible? The latter would be an en-
quiry into a cause of a given effect; it would, therefore,
be of the nature of an hypothesis (though, as I shall show
elsewhere, this is not quite so); and it might seem as if I
had here allowed myself to propound a mere opinion, leav-
ing the reader free to hold another opinion also. I there-
fore warn the reader, in case my subjective deduction
should not produce that complete conviction which I ex-
pect, that the objective deduction, in which I am here
chiefly concerned, must still retain its full strength. For
this, what has been said on pp. 82, 83 (92, 93) may possi-
bly by itself be sufficient.

Secondly, as to clearness, the reader has a right to
demand not only what may be called logical or discursive
clearness, which is based on concepts, but also what may
be called asthetic or intuitive clearness produced by intui-
tions, i.e. by examples and concrete illustrations. With
regard to the former I have made ample provision. That
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arose from the very nature of my purpose, but it became
at the same time the reason why I could not fully satisfy
the latter, if not absolute, yet very just claim. Nearly
through the whole of my work I have felt doubtful what
to do. Examples and illustrations seemed always to be
necessary, and therefore found their way into the first
sketch of my work. But I soon perceived the magnitude
of my task and the number of objects I should have to
treat; and, when I saw that even in their driest scholastic
form they would considerably swell my book, I did not
consider it expedient to extend it still further through
examples and illustrations required for popular purposes
only. This work can never satisfy the popular taste, and
the few who know, do not require that help which, though
it is always welcome, yet might here have defeated its very
purpose. The Abbé Terrasson! writes indeed that, if we
measured the greatness of a book, not by the number of
its pages, but by the time we require for mastering it,
many a book might be said to be much shorter, if it were
not so short. But, on the other hand, if we ask how a
complicated, yet in principle coherent whole of specula-
tive thought can best be rendered intelligible, we might be
equally justified in saying that many a book would have
been more intelligible, if it had not tried to be so very
intelligible. For the helps to clearness, though they may
be missed ? with regard to details, often distract with re-
gard to the whole. The reader does not arrive quickly
-.enough at a survey of the whole, because the bright col-

1 Terrasson, Philosophie nach ihrem allgemeinen Einflusse auf alle Gegen-
stinde des Geistes und der Sitten, Berlin, 1762, p. 117.

? Rosenkranz and others change fehlen into Aelfern, without mecessity, I
think.
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ours of illustrations hide and distort the articulation and
concatenation of the whole system, which, after all, if we
want to judge of its unity and sufficiency, are more im-
portant than anything else.

Surely it should be an attraction to the reader if he is
asked to join his own efforts with those of the author in
order to carry out a great and important work, according
to the plan here proposed, in a complete and lasting man-
ner. Metaphysic, according to the definitions here given,
is the only one of all sciences which, through a small but
united effort, may count on such completeness in a short
time, so that nothing will remain for posterity but to
arrange everything according to its own views for didactic
purposes, without being able to add anything to the sub-
ject itself. For it is in reality nothing but an inventory
of all our possessions acquired through Pure Reason,
systematically arranged. Nothing can escape us, because
whatever reason produces entirely out of itself, cannot
hide itself, but is brought to light by reason itself, so soon
as the common principle has been discovered. This abso-
lute completeness is rendered not only possible, but neces-
sary, through the perfect unity of this kind of knowledge,
all derived from pure concepts, without any influence from
experience, or from special intuitions leading to a definite
kind of experience, that might serve to enlarge and in-
crease it. ZTecum habita et noris quam sit tibi curta supel-
Jex (Persius, Sat. iv. §2).

Such a system of pure (speculative) reason I hope
myself to produce under the title of ‘Metaphysic of
Nature.” It will not be half so large, yet infinitely richer
than this Critique of Pure Reason, which has, first of all,
to discover its source, nay, the conditions of its possibility,
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in fact, to clear and level a soil quite overgrown with
weeds. Here I expect from my readers the patience and
impartiality of a judge, there the goodwill and aid of a
fellow-worker. For however completely all the principles
of the system have been propounded in my Critique, the
completeness of the whole system requires also that no
derivative concepts should be omitted, such as cannot be
found out by an estimate @ przori, but have to be dis-
covered step by step. There the synthesis of concepts
has been exhausted, here it will be requisite to do the
same for their analysis, a task which is easy and an
amusement rather than a labour.

I have only a few words to add with respect to the
printing of my book. As the beginning had been delayed,
I was not able to see the clean sheets of more than about-
half of it. I now find some misprints, though they do not
spoil the sense, except on p. 379, line 4 from below, where
specific should be used instead of scepzzc. The antinomy
of pure reason from p. 425 to p. 461 has been arranged in
a tabular form, so that all that belongs to the thesis stands
on the left, what belongs to the antithesis on the right
side. I did this in order that thesis and antithesis might
be more easily compared.



TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE
Why I thought I might translate Kant’s Critique

‘But how can you waste your time on a translation of
Kant's Critik der veinen Vernunft?' This question, which
has been addressed to me by several friends, I think I
shall best be able to answer in a preface to that translation
itself. And I shall try to answer it point by point.

First, then, with regard to myself. Why should I waste
my time on a translation of Kant's Critik der reinen Ver-
nunft ? — that is, Were there not other persons more fitted
for that task, or more specially called upon to under-
take it?

It would be the height of presumption on my part to
imagine that there were not many scholars who could have
performed such a task as well as myself, or far better. All
I can say is, that for nearly thirty years I have been wait-
ing for some one really qualified, who would be willing to
execute such a task, and have waited in vain. What I feel
convinced of is that an adequate translation of Kant must
be the work of a German scholar. That conviction was
deeply impressed on my mind when reading, now many
years ago, Kant’s great work with a small class of young
students at Oxford —among whom I may mention the
names of Appleton, Nettleship, and Wallace. Kant’s

style is careless and involved, and no wonder that it
xxvii
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should be so, if we consider that he wrote down the whole
of the Critique in not quite five months. Now, beside the
thread of the argument itself, the safest thread through
the mazes of his sentences must be looked for in his ad-
verbs and particles. They, and they only, indicate clearly
the true articulation of his thoughts, and they alone im-
part to his phrases that peculiar intonation which tells
those who are accustomed to that bye-play of language,
what the author has really in his mind, and what he wants
to express, if only he could find the right way to do it.
When reading and critically interpreting Kant’s text, I
sometimes compared other translations, particularly the
English translations by Haywood and Meiklejohn,! and
excellent as, in most places, I found their renderings, par-
ticularly the latter, I generally observed that, when the
thread was lost, it was owing to a neglect of particles and
adverbs, though sometimes also to a want of appreciation
of the real, and not simply the dictionary meaning, of Ger-
man words. It is not my intention to write here a criticism
of previous translations; on the contrary, I should prefer
to express my obligation to them for several useful sugges-
tions which I have received from them in the course of
what I know to be a most arduous task. But in order to
give an idea of what I mean by the danger arising from-a
neglect of adverbs and particles in German, I shall men-
tion at least a few of the passages of which I am thinking.
On p. 395 (484), Kant says: Da also selbst die Auflosung

11 discovered too late that Professor Mahaffy, in his translation of Kuno
Fischer’s work on Kant (Longmans, 1866), has given some excellent speci-
mens of what a translation of Kant ought to be. Had I known of them in
time, I should have asked to be allowed to incorporate them in my own
translation.
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dieser Aufgaben niemals in der Erfahrung vorkommen
bann. This means, ‘ As therefore even the solution of
these problems can never occur in experience,’ ie. as,
taking experience as it is, we have no right even to start
such a problem, much less to ask for its solution. Here
the particle a/so implies that the writer, after what he has
said before, feels justified in taking the thing for granted.
But if we translate, ‘ Although, therefore, the solution of
these problems is unattainable through experience,’ we
completely change the drift of Kant’s reasoning. He
wants to take away that very excuse that there exists
only some uncertainty in the solution of these problems,
by showing that the problems themselves can really never
arise, and therefore do not require a solution at all. Kant
repeats the same statement in the same page with still
greater emphasis, when he says: Die dogmatische Aufli-
sung ist also nicht etwa ungewsiss, sondern unmoglich, i.e.
‘Hence the dogmatical solution is not, as you imagine,
uncertain, but it is impossible.’

On p. 396 (485), the syntactical structure of the sen-
tence, as well as the intention of the writer, does not allow
of our changing the words so ist es kliiglich gehandelt, into
a question. It is the particle so which requires the trans-
position of the pronoun (ész es instead of es #sz), not the
interrogative character of the whole sentence.

" On p. 401 (492), wenn cannot be rendered by although,
which is wenn auck in German. Wenn beide nack empi-
vischen Gesetzen in einer Erfakrung richtig und durchgingig
zusammenkdngen means, ‘ If both have a proper and thor-
ough coherence -in an experience, according to empirical
laws’; and not, ‘ Although both have,’ etc. =

" Scllen is often used in German to express what, accord-
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ing to the opinion of certain people, is meant to be. Thus
Kant, on p. 461 (570), speaks of the ideals which painters
have in their minds, and die ein nickt mitzuthetlendes
Schattenbild itwer Producte oder auch Beuvtheilungen sein
sollen, that is, ‘which, according to the artists’ professions,
are a kind of vague shadows only of their creations and
criticisms, which cannot be communicated.” All this is
lost, if we translate, ‘ which can serve neither as a model
for production, nor as a standard for appreciation.’ It
may come to that in the end, but it is certainly not the
way in which Kant arrives at that conclusion.

On p. 503 (625), den einzigmoglichen Beweisgrund
(wofern dibevall nur ein speculativer Beweis statt findel)
is not incorrectly rendered by ‘the only possible ground
of proof (possessed by speculative reason)’; yet we lose
the thought implied by Kant's way of expression, viz. that
the possibility of such a speculative proof is very doubtful.

The same applies to an expression which occurs on
P. 549 (684), ein solches Schema, als o0b es ein wirklickes
Wesen waire. Kant speaks of a schema which is con-
ceived to be real, but is not so, and this implied meaning
is blurred if we translate ‘a schema, which requires us to
regard this ideal thing as an actual existence.’

On p. 372 (712), Kant writes: Methoden, die swar sonst
der Vernunft, aber nur nickht kier wol anpassen.

This has been translated: ‘The methods which are
originated by reason, but which are out of place in this
sphere.’

This is not entirely wrong, but it blurs the exact features
of the sentence. What is really meant is: ¢Methods which
are suitable to reason in other spheres, only, I believe, not
here.’ It is curious to observe that Kant, careless as he

%
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was in the revision of his text, struck out wo!/ in the Sec-
ond Edition, because he may have wished to remove even
that slight shade of hesitation which is conveyed by that
particle.  Possibly, however, wo/ may refer to anpassen,
i.e. pulchre convenire, the limitation remaining much the
same in either case.

Dock is a particle that may be translated in many
different ways, but it can never be translated by #iere-
Jore. Thus when Kant writes (Suppl. XIV. § 17, note,
p- 748), folglich die Einheit des Bewusstseyns, als syn-
thetisch, aber doch urspriinglick angetroffen wird, he means
to convey an opposition between synthetical and primitive,
i.e. synthetical, and yet primitive. To say ‘nevertheless
synthetical, and therefore primitive,’ conveys the very
opposite.

It may be easily understood that in a metaphysical argu-
ment it must cause serious inconvenience, if the particle
not is either omitted where Kant has it, or added where
Kant has it not. It is of less consequence if 7o/ is omitted
in such a passage as, for instance, where Kant says in the
preface to the Second Edition (p. 704), that the obscurities
of the first have given rise to misconceptions ‘ without his
fault,’ instead of ‘not without his fault.” But the matter
becomes more serious in other places.

Thus (Supplement XIV. § 26, p. 762) Kant says, okne
diese Tauglichkest, which means, ‘unless the categories
were adequate for that purpose,” but not ‘if the categories
were adequate.” Again (Supplement XVI®, p. 771), Kant
agrees that space and time cannor be perceived by them-
selves, but not, that they can be thus perceived. And it
must disturb even an attentive reader when, on p. 203
(248), he reads that ‘the categories must be employed

P
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empirically, and cannot be employed transcendentally,
while Kant writes : Da sie nickht von empirischem Gebrauch
sein sollen, und von transcendentalem nickht sein kinnen.

As regards single words, there are many in German
which, taken in their dictionary meaning, seem to yield
a tolerable sense, but which throw a much brighter light
on a whole sentence, if they are understood in their more
special idiomatic application.

Thus vorriicken, no doubt, may mean ‘to place before,’
but_femandem etwas vorriicken, means ‘to reproach some-
body with something.” Hence (p. 705) die der rationalen
Psychologie vorgeriickten Paralogismen does not mean
‘the paralogisms which immediately precede the Rational
Psychology,” but ‘the paralogisms with which Rational
Psychology has been reproached.’

On .p. 386 (472), nackhingen cannot be rendered by
‘to append.” E¥ erlaubt der Vernunft idealischen Evkla-
rungen der Natur nackzuhdngen means ‘he allows reason
to indulge in ideal explanations of nature,’ but not ‘to
append idealistic explanations of natural phenomena.’

On p. 627 (781), als 0b er die bejakende Parthe: ergriffen
kétte, does not mean ‘ to attack the position,’ but ‘to adops
the position of the assenting party.’

On p. 679 (847), Wie kann ich erwarten does not mean
‘How can I desire?’ but ‘How can I expect?’ which
may seem to be not very different, but nevertheless gives
a wrong turn to a whole argument.

I have quoted these few passages, chiefly in order to
show what I mean by the advantages which a German has
in translating Kant, as compared with any other translator
who has derived his knowledge of the language from
grammars and dictionaries only. An accurate and scholar-



Translator's Preface xxxiii

like knowledge of German would, no doubt, suffice for the
translation of historical or scientific works. But in order
to find our way through the intricate mazes of metaphysi-
cal arguments, a quick perception of what is meant by the
sign-posts, I mean the adverbs and particles, and a natural
feeling for idiomatic ways of speech, seem to me almost
indispensable.

On the other hand, I am fully conscious of the advan-
tages which English translators possess by their more
perfect command of the language into which foreign
thought has to be converted. Here I at once declare my
own inferiority ; nay, I confess that in rendering Kant's
arguments in English I have thought far less of elegance,
smoothness, or thythm, than of accuracy and clearness.
What I have attempted to do is to give an honest, and, as
far as possible, a literal translation, and, before all, a trans-
lation that will construe ; and I venture to say that even
to a German student of Kant this English translation will
prove in many places more intelligible than the German
original. It is difficult to translate the hymns of the Veda
and the strains of the Upanishads, the odes of Pindar and
the verses of Lucretius; but I doubt whether the difficulty
of turning Kant's metaphysical German into intelligible
and construable English is less. Nor do I wish my readers
to believe that I have never failed in making Kant’s sen-
tences intelligible. There are a few sentences in Kant's
Critique which I have not been able to construe to my
own satisfaction, and where none of the friends whom I
consulted could help me. Here all I could do was to give
a literal rendering, hoping that future editors may succeed
in amending the text, and extracting from it a more intel-
ligible sense.
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Why I thought I ought to translate Kant's Critique

But my friends in blaming me for wasting my time on
a translation of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason gave me
to understand that, though I might not be quite unfit, I
was certainly not specially called upon to undertake such
a work. It is true, no doubt, that no one could have
blamed me for not translating Kant, but I should have
blamed myself; in fact, I have blamed myself for many
years for not doing a work which I felt must be done
sooner or later. Year after year I hoped I should find
leisure to carry out the long-cherished plan, and when at
last the Centenary of the publication of Kant’s Critik der
reinen Vernunft drew near, I thought I was in honour
bound not to delay any longer this tribute to the memory
of the greatest philosopher of modern times. Kant's
Critique has been my constant companion through life.
It drove me to despair when 1 first attempted to read it, a
mere school-boy. During my university days I worked
hard at it under Weisse, Lotze, and Drobisch, at Leipzig,
and my first literary attempts in philosophy, now just forty
years old, were essays on Kant's Critique. Having once
learnt from Kant what man can and what he cannot know,
my plan of life was very simple, namely, to learn, so far
as literature, tradition, and language allow us to do so, how
‘man came to believe that he could know so much more
than he ever can know in religion, in mythology, and in
philosophy. This required special studies in the field of
the most ancient languages and literatures. But though
these more special studies drew me away for many years
téwards distant times and- distant countries, whatever
purpose or method there may have been in the work of
my life was due to my beginning life with Kant.
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Even at Oxford, whether I had to lecture on German
literature or on the Science of Language, I have often, in
season and out of season, been preaching Kant; and
nothing I have missed s» much, when wishing to come to
an understanding on the great problems of life with some
of my philosophical friends in England, than the common
ground which is supplied by Kant for the proper discus-
sion of every one of them. We need not be blind wor-
shippers of Kant, but if for the solution of philosophical
problems we are to take any well-defined stand, we must,
in this century of ours, take our stand on Kant. Kant’s
language, and by language I mean more than mere words,
has become the Lingua franca of modern philosophy, and
not to be able to speak it, is like studying ancient philoso-
phy, without being able to speak Aristotle, or modemn
philosophy, without being able to speak Descartes. What
Rosenkranz, the greatest among Hegel's disciples, said in
1838, is almost as true to-day as it was then: Englinder,
Franzosen und Italiener miissen, wenn ste vorwdirts wollen,
denselben Schritt thun, den Kant schon 1781 mackhte. Nur
so kinnen sie sich von ihrer dermaligen schlechten Meta-
physik und den aus einer solchen sich ergebenden schlechten
Consequenzen befreien.

It is hardly necessary at the present day to produce any
arguments in support of such a view. The number of
books on Kant's philosophy, published during the last
century in almost every language of the world,! speaks for
itself. There is no single philosopher of any note, even
among those who are decidedly opposed to Kant, who has

lDurmg the first ten years after the appearance of the Critique, three
hundred publications have been -counted for and ugmut Kant'’s philosophy.
See Vaihinger, Kommentar, I, p. 9. - <o
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not acknowledged his pre-eminence among modern phi
losophers. The great systems of Fichte, Schelling, Hegel,
Herbart, and Schopenhauer branched off from Kant, and
now, after a century has passed away, people begin to see
that those systems were indeed mighty branches, but that
the leading shoot of philosophy was and is still — Kant.
No truer word has lately been spoken than what, I believe,
was first said by Professor Weisse,! in the Philosophical
Society at Leipzig, of which I was then a member, and
was again more strongly enforced by my friend and former
colleague, Professor Liebmann of Strassburg, that, if phi-
losophy wishes to go forward, it must go back to Kant.
Il faut reculer, pour mieur sauter. Lange, in his History
of Materialism, calls Kant the Copernicus of modern
philosophy ; aye, Kant himself was so fully conscious of
the decentralising character of his system that he did not
hesitate to compare his work with that of Copernicus.3
But if Kant was right in his estimate of his own philos-
- ophy, it cannot be denied that, with but few, though
memorable exceptions, philosophy in England is still
Ante-Kantian or Ante-Copernican. How little Kant is
read by those who ought to read him, or how little he is
understood by those who venture to criticise him, I never
felt so keenly as when, in a controversy which I had some
time ago with Mr. Herbert Spencer, I was told that space
could not be an a priori intuition, because we may hear
church-bells, without knowing where the belfry stands.
Two philosophers, who both have read Kant's Critique,
may differ from each other diametrically, but they will at
least understand each other. They will not fire at each

1 See Julius Walter, Zum Gedichtniss Kant's, p. 28.
2 See Supplement 11, p. 693. : :
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other like some of the German students who, for fear of
killing their adversary, fire their pistols at right angles,
thus endangering the life of their seconds rather than that
of their adversaries.

This will explain why, for a long time, I have felt per-
sonally called upon to place the classical work of Kant
within the reach of all philosophical readers in England,
so that no one could say any longer that he could not con-
strue it. I thought for a time that Professor Caird’s excel-
lent work, On the Philosophy of Kant, had relieved me
of this duty. And, no doubt, that work has told, and has
opened the eyes of many people in England and in America
to the fact that, whatever we may think of all the out-
works of Kant’s philosophy, there is in it a central thought
which forms a real rest and an entrenched ground in the
onward march of the human intellect.

But it is a right sentiment after all, that it is better ta
read a book than to read about it, and that, as my friend
Stanley used to preach again and again, we should never
judge of a book unless we have read the whole of it
ourselves. I therefore pledged myself to finish a new
translation of Kant's Critique as my contribution to the
celebration of its centenary; and though it has taken more
time and more labour than I imagined, I do not think my
time or my labour will have been wasted, if only people in
England, and in America too, will now read the book that
is a hundred years old, and yet as young and fresh as
€VEr.

So far I have spoken of myself, and more perhaps than
a wise man at my time of life ought to do. But I have
still to say a few words to explain why I think that,
if the time which I have bestowed on this undertaking has
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not been wasted, others also, and not philosophers by pro.
fession only, will find that I have not wasted their time by
inducing them at the present time to read Kant's master-
work in a faithful English rendering.

Why a study of Kant's Critique seemed necessary
at present

It is curious that in these days the idea of develop-
ment, which was first elaborated by the students of phi-
losophy, language, and religion, and afterwards applied
with such brilliant success to the study of nature also,
should receive so little favour from the very sciences which
first gave birth to it. Long before we heard of evolution
in nature, we read of the dialectical evolution of thought,
and its realisation in history and nature. The history of
philosophy was then understood to represent the continu-
ous development of philosophical thought, and the chief
object of the historian was to show the necessity with
which one stage of philosophical thought led to another.
This idea of rational development, which forms a far
broader and safer basis than that of natwral development,
is the vital principle in the study of the human mind, quite
as much, if not more, than in the study of nature. A
study of language, of mythology, of religion, and philos-
ophy, which does not rest on the principle of development,
does not deserve the name of a science. The chief inter-
est which these sciences possess, is not that they show us
isolated and barren facts, but that they show us their
origin and growth, and explain to us how what is, was the
necessary result of what was. In drawing the stemma of
languages, mythological formations, religious beliefs, and
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philosophical ideas, science may go wrong, and often has
gone wrong. So have students of nature in drawing thei:
stemmata of plants, and animals, and human beings. But
the principle remains true, for all that. In spite of all
that seems to be accidental or arbitrary, there is a natural
and intelligible growth in what we call the creations of the
human mind, quite as much as in what we call the works
of nature. The one expression, it may be said, is as
mythological as the other, because the category of sub-
stance cannot apply to either nature or mind. Both, how-
ever, express facts which must be explained ; nay, it is the
chief object of science to explain them, and to explain
them genetically. 1Is Aristotle possible or intelligible
without Plato? Is Spinoza possible or intelligible with-
out Descartes? Is Hume possible or intelligible without
Berkeley? Is Kant possible or intelligible without Hume?
These are broad questions, and admit of one answer only,
But if we have once seen how the broad stream of thought
follows its natural bent, flows onward, and never backward,
we shall understand that it is as much the duty of the
science of thought to trace the unbroken course of phi-
losophy from Thales to Kant, as it is the duty of natural
science to trace the continuous development of the single
cell to the complicated organism of an animal body, or
the possible metamorphosis of the Hipparion into the
Hippos. .
What 1 wanted, therefore, as an introduction to my
translation of Kant’s Critique, was a pedigree of philo-
sophical thought, showing Kant's ancestors and Kant's
descent. Here, too, Professor Caird's work seemed to
me at one time to have done exactly what I wished to see
done. Valuable, however, as Professor Caird's work is on
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all sides acknowledged to be, 1 thought that an even more
complete list of Kantian ancestors might and should be
given, and (what weighed even more with me) that these
ancestors should be made to speak to us more in their own
words than Professor Caird has allowed them to do.

At my time of life, and in the midst of urgent work,
I felt quite unequal to that task, and I therefore applied
to Professor Noiré, who, more than any other philosopher
I know, seemed to me qualified to carry out that idea.
Kant’s philosophy, and more particularly the antecedents
of Kant's philosophy, had been his favourite study for life,
and no one, as I happened to know, possessed better ma-
terials than he did for giving, in a short compass, the
tpsissima verba by which each of Kant's ancestors had
made and marked his place in the history of thought.
Professor Noiré readily complied with my request, and
supplied a treatise which I hope will fully accomplish what
I had in view. The translation was entrusted by him to
one of the most distinguished translators of philosophical
works in England, and though the exactness and grace-
fulness peculiar to Professor Noiré’s German style could
hardly have full justice done to them in an English ren-
dering, particularly as the constant introduction of the
verba ipsissima of various authors cannot but disturb the
unity of the diction, I hope that many of my English
readers will feel the same gratitude to him which I have
here to express for his kind and ready help.!

If, then, while making allowance for differences of opin-
ion on smaller points, we have convinced ourselves that
Kant is the last scion of that noble family of thinkers

1This introduction is now left out, but will, I hope, be published as 2
separate work.
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which Professor Noiré has drawn for us with the hand of
a master, what follows? Does it follow that we should
all and on all points become Kantians, that we should
simply learn his philosophy, and be thankful that we know
now all that can be known about the Freedom of the Will,
the Immortality of the Soul, and the Existence of God?
Far from it. No one would protest more strongly than
Kant himself against what he so well calls ‘learning phi-
losophy,’ as opposed to ‘being a philosopher.” Al I con-
tend for is that, in our own modern philosophy, the work
done once for all by Kant should be as little ignored as
the work done by Hume, Leibniz, Berkeley, Locke, Spi-
noza, and Descartes. I do not deny the historical impor-
tance of the Post-Kantian systems of philosophy, whether
of Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Herbart, or Schopenhauer in
Germany, of Cousin in France, or of Mill in England.
But most of these philosophers recognised Kant as their
spiritual father.! Even Comte, ignorant as he was of
German and German philosophy, expressed his satisfac-
tion and pride when he discovered how near he had,
though unconsciously, approached to Kant’s philosophy.?

1 Julius Walter, Zum Gedichtniss Kant’s, p. 27.

2 ¢ J’aj lu et relu avec un plaisir infini le petit traité de Kant (Idee zu einer
allgemeinen Geschichte in weltbirgerhicher Absicht, 1784); il est prodigieux
pour 'époque, et méme, si je ’avais connu six ou sept ans plus tdt, il m’aurait
épargné de la peine. Je suis charmé que vous l'ayez traduit, il peut trés-
efficacement contribuer 2 préparer les esprits 2 la philosophie positive. La
conception générale ou au moins la méthode y est encore métaphysique, mais
les détails montrent 2 chaque instant P'esprit positif. J’avais toujows regardé
Kant nop-seulement comme une trés-forte tete, mais comme le métaphysicien
le plus rapproché de la philosophie positive. ... Pour moi, je ne me trouve
jusqu'a présent, aprés cette lecture, d’antre valeur que celle d’avoir systématisé
et arr@té la conception ébauchée par Kant 2 mon insa, ce que je dois surtout 2
I'éducation scientifique; et mé@me le pas le plus positif et le plus distinct que
{'ai fait aprés lui, me semble seulement d’avoir découvert la loi du passage des



xlii Translator’s Preface

Some years ago I pointed out that, as far as, amid thz
varying aspects of his philosophical writings, it was possi
ble to judge, Mr. Herbert Spencer also, in what he calls
his Transfigured Realism, was not very far from Kant's
fundamental position. Mr. Herbert Spencer, however, has
repudiated what I thought the highest compliment that
could be paid to any writer on philosophy, and I gladly
leave it to others to judge.

But although, whether consciously or unconsciously, all
truly important philosophers have, since the publication of
the Critique of Pure Reason, been more or less under the
spell of Kant, and indirectly of Hume and Berkeley also,
this does not mean that they have not asserted their right
of reopening questions which seemed to be solved and
settled by those heroes in the history of human thought.
Only, if any of these old problems are to be taken up
again, they ought at least to be taken up where they were
last left. Unless that is done, philosophy will become a
mere amusement, and will in no wise mark the deep ves.
tiges in the historical progress of the human intellect.
‘There are anachronisms in philosophy, quite as much as
in other sciences, and the spirit in which certain philo-
sophical problems have of late been treated, both in Eng-
land and in Germany, is really no better than a revival of
the Ptolemaic system would be in astronomy. No wonder,
therefore, that in both countries we should meet with con-

idées humaines par les trois états théologique, métaphysique, et scientifique,
loi qui me semble &tre la base du travail dont Kant a conseillé Pexécution.
Je rends grice aujourd’hui 3 mon défaut d’érndition; car si mon travail, tel
qu'il est maintenant, avait &té précédé chez moi par étude du traité de Kant,
il aurait, 3 mes propres yeux, beaucoup perdu de ea valeur’ See -Aughste
Comte, par E. Littré,” Pans, 1864, p. 154; Lettre de Comte 2 M. d‘w
10 Déc. 1824. .
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stant complaints about this state of philosophical anarchy.
Mr. Challis, in one of the last numbers of the Contemporary
Review (November, 1881), writes: ‘It is another familiar
fact, a much more important one, that the present state
of philosophy is exactly parallel to the present state of
theology, —a chaos of conflicting schools, each able to
edify itself without convincing any other, every one re-
garding all the rest, not as witnesses against itself, but as
food for dialectical powder and shot. The impartial by-
stander sees no sign that we are now nearer to agreement
than in the days of Varro, though the enthusiast of a
school expects the world to be all, some day, of his opinion,
just as the enthusiast of a sect believes vaguely in an ulti-
mate triumph of his faith.’

Exactly the same complaint reaches us from the very
country where Kant's voice was once so powerful and
respected, then was silenced for a time, and now begins
to be invoked again for the purpose of restoring order
where all seems confusion. ‘Since the year 1840, writes
Dr. Vaihinger, ‘ there has been hopeless philosophical an-
archy in Germany. There were the disciples of Schelling,
Hegel, Herbart, and Schopenhauer, and, by their side,
the founders and defenders of many unknown systems of
philosophy. Then followed the so-called Real-Idealists, or
Tdeal-Realists, who distilled a philosophical theism out of
the pantheism of greater thinkers, and, as their antipodes,
the Materialists, who on the new discoveries of natural
science founded the saddest, shallowest, and emptiest sys-
tem of philosophy.’?

In England and America, even more than in Germany,
I believe that a study of Kant holds out the best hope of

1 Vaihinger, Zup Jubilium von Kant's Kritik der reinen Vernunft, p. 11.
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a philosophical rejuvenescence. In Germany a return to
Kant has brought about a kind of Renaissance; in Eng-
land and America Kant's philosophy, if once thoroughly
understood, will constitute, I hope, a new birth. No doubt
there are and there have been in every country of Europe
some few honest students who perfectly understood Kant’s
real position in the onward march of human thought.
But to the most fertile writers on philosophy, and to the
general public at large, which derives its ideas of philoso-
phy from them, Kant’s philosophy has not only been a
terva incognita, but the very antipodes of what it really is.
Mr. Watson, in his instructive work, ¢ Kant and his Eng-
lish Critics,” is perfectly right when he says that, till very
lately, Kant was regarded as a benighted @ priori philoso-
pher of the dogmatic type, afflicted with the hallucination
that the most important part of our knowledge con-
sists of innate ideas, lying in the depths of consciousness,
and being capable of being brought to the light by pure
introspection.” That Kant was the legitimate successor
of Hume on one side, and of Berkeley on the other, was
hardly conceived as possible. And thus it has happened
that English philosophy, in spite of the large number of
profound thinkers and brilliant writers who have served in
its ranks during the last hundred years, has not yet risen
above the level of Locke and Hume. No one can admire
more than I do the dashing style in which some of the
most popular writers of our time have ridden up to the
very muzzles of the old philosophical problems, but if I
imagine Kant looking back from his elevated position on
those fierce and hopeless onslaughts, I can almost hear
him say what was said by a French general at Balaclava:
C'est magnifique, — mais ce n'est pas la guerve. Quite
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true it is that but for Hume, and but for Berkeley, Kant
would never have been, and philosophy would never have
reached the heights which he occupies. But, after Kant,
Hume and Berkeley have both an historical significance
only. They represent a position which has been con-
quered and fortified, and has now been deliberately left
behind.

Professor Noiré, when he had written for this work the
antecedents of Kant's philosophy, sent me another most
valuable contribution, containing a full analysis of that
philosophy, considered not only as the continuation, but
as the fulfilment of all other philosophical systems, and
more particularly of the systems of Berkeley and Hume.
For that work it was unfortunately impossible to find
room in these volumes; but I still hope that it will not
be withheld, in German at least, from those who, both in
England and Germany, have learnt to appreciate Pro-
fessor Noiré’s accurate and luminous statements. Leav-
ing therefore the task of tracing minutely the intimate
relation between Kant and his predecessors to the more
experienced hand of my friend, I shall here be satisfied
with pointing out in the broadest way the connection, and,
at the same time, the diametrical opposition between Kant
and those two great heroes of speculative thought, Berke-
ley and Hume.

Berkeley holds that all knowledge that seems to come
to us from without through the senses or through experi-
ence is mere illusion, and that truth exists in the ideas of
the pure understanding and of reason only.

Kant proves that all knowledge that comes to us from
pure understanding and from pure reason only is mere
illusion, and that truth is impossible without experience.
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Hume holds that true causality is impossible, whether
in experience or beyond experience.

Kant proves that experience itself is impossible without
the category of causality, and, of course, without several
other categories also which Hume had overlooked, though
they possess exactly the same character as the concept of
causality.! The gist of Kant’s philosophy, as opposed to
that of Hume, can be expressed in one line: That without
which experience is impossible, cannot be the result of
experience, though it must never be applied beyond the
limits of possible experience.

Such broad statements and counter-statements may seem
to destroy the finer shades of philosophical thought, yet in
the end even the most complicated and elaborate systems
of philosophy rest on such broad foundations; and what
we carry about with us of Plato or Aristotle, of Descartes
or Leibniz, consists in the end of little more than a few
simple outlines of the grand structures of their philo.
sophical thoughts. And in that respect no system admits
of being traced in simpler and broader outlines than that
of Kant. Voluminous and complicated it is, and yet Kant
himself traces in a few lines the outcome of it, when he
says (Critique, p. 666 (830)): ‘But it will be said, is this
really all that pure reason can achieve, in opening pros-
pects beyond the limits of experience? Nothing more
than two articles of faith? Surely even the ordinary un-
derstanding could have achieved as much without taking
counsel of philosophers!

! This is Kant’s statement, though it is not quite accurate. See Adamson,
On the Philosophy of Kant, p. 202. That Kant knew Hume’s Treatise on
Human Nature seems to follow from Hamann's Metakritik dber den Purismus

der reinen Vernunft, p. 3, note,
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‘I shall not here dwell on the benefits,’ he answers,
which, by the laborious efforts of its criticism, philosophy
has conferred on human reason, granting even that in the
end they should turn out to be merely negative. On this
point something will have to be said in the next section.
But, I ask, do you really require that knowledge, which
concerns all men, should go beyond the common under-
standing, and should be revealed to you by philosophers
only ? The very thing which you find fault with is the
best confirmation of the correctness of our previous asser-
tions, since it reveals to us, what we could not have grasped
before, namely, that in matters which concern all men
without distinction, nature cannot be accused of any par-
tial distribution of her gifts; and that, with reg’ard to the
essential interests of human nature, the highest philosophy
can achieve no more than that guidance which nature has
vouchsafed even to the meanest understanding.’

I hope that the time will come when Kant’s works, and
more particularly his Critique of Pure Reason, will be read,
not only by the philosopher by profession, but by everybody
who has once seen that there are problems in this life of
ours the solution of which alone makes life worth living.
These problems, as Kant so often tells us, are all the
making of reason, and what reason has made, reason is
able to unmake. These problems represent in fact the
mythology of philosophy, that is, the influence of dying
or dead language on the living thought of each succes-
sive age; and an age which has found the key to the
ancient mythology of religion, will know where to look for
the key that is to unlock the mythology of pure reason.
Kant has shown us what can and what cannot be known
by man. What remains to be done, even after Kant, is to
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show how man came to believe that he could know so
much more than he can know, and this will have to be
shown by a Critique of Language.!

How strange it is that Kant’s great contemporary, ‘the
Magus of the North,” should have seen this at once, and
that for a whole century his thought has remained dor-
mant. ‘Language,” Hamann writes, ‘is not only the foun-
dation for the whole faculty of thinking, but the central
point also from which proceeds the misunderstanding of
reason by herself.’ And again:2? ‘The question with me
is not, What is Reason? but, What is Language? And
here I suspect is the ground of all paralogisms and anti-
nomies with which Reason has been charged.’” And again:
‘Hence I feel almost inclined to believe that our whole
philosophy consists more of language than of reason, and
the misunderstanding of numberless words, the prosopo-
paeias of the most arbitrary abstraction, the antithesis 7is
Yrevéwriuov yveoews ; nay, the commonest figures of speech
of the sensus communis have produced a whole world of
problems, which can no more be raised than solved. What
we want is a Grammar of Reason.’

That Kant’s Critique will ever become a popular book,
in the ordinary sense of the word, is impossible; but that

1 What I mean by this, may be seen in the last Lecture of the Second
Series of my Lectures on the Science of Language, delivered in 1867 (ed. 1880,
Vol. II,, pp. 612 seq.); in my article On the Origin of Reason, Contemporary
Review, February, 1878 ; my Lectures on Mr. Darwin’s Philosophy of Lan-
guage, Fraser’s Magazine, May, 1873 ; also in Professor Noiré’s works, Der
Ursprung der Sprache, 1877 ; and Max Miller and the Philosophy of Lan-
guage (Longmans, 1879). One important problem, in the solution of which
I differ from Kant, or rather give a new application to Kant’s own principles,
has been fully treated in my Hibbert Lectures, 1878, pp. 30 seq. All this may
now be seen more fully treated in my Science of Thought, 1887.

2 Gildemeister, Hamann’s Leben und Schriften, Vol. I1I., p- 71.
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it will for ever occupy a place in the small tourist’s library
which every thoughtful traveller across this short life's
journey will keep by his side, I have no doubt. Kant, it
must be admitted, was a bad writer, but so was Aristotle,
so was Descartes, so was Liebniz, so was Hegel; and, after
a time, as in climbing a mountain, the very roughness of
the road becomes an attraction to the traveller. Besides,
though Kant is a bad builder, he is not a bad architect,
and there will be few patient readers of the Critique who
will fail to understand Goethe’s expression that on reading
Kant, or rather, I should say, on reading Kant again and
again, we feel like stepping into a lighted room. I have
tried hard, very hard, to remove some of the darkness
which has hitherto shrouded Kant's masterwork from
English readers, and though I know how often I have
failed to satisfy myself, I still hope I shall not have laboured
quite in vain. Englishmen who, in the turmoil of this cen-
tury, found leisure and mental vigour enough to study once
more the thoughts of Plato, and perceiving their bearing
on the thoughts of our age, may well brace themselves to
the harder work of discovering in Kant the solution of
many of the oldest problems of our race, problems which,
with most of us, are still the problems of yesterday and of
to-day. I am well aware that for Kant there is neither
the prestige of a name, such as Plato, nor the cunning of
a translator, such as Jowett. But a thinker who in Ger-
many could make himself listened to during the philosophi-
cal apathy of the Wolfian age, who from his Ultima Thule
of Konigsberg could spring forward to grasp the rudder
of a vessel, cast away as unseaworthy by no less a captain
than Hume, and who has stood at the helm for more than
a century, trusted by all whose trust was worth having,
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will surely find in England, too, patient listeners, even
though they might shrink, as yet, from embarking in his
good ship in their passage across the ocean of life.

Kant’s Metaphysic in relation to Physical Science

We live in an age of physical discovery, and of complete
philosophical prostration, and thus only can we account
for the fact that physical science, and, more particularly,
physiology, should actually have grasped at the sceptre of
philosophy. Nothing, I believe, could be more disastrous
to both sciences.

No one who knows my writings will suspect me of
undervaluing the progress which physical studies have
made in our time, or of ignoring the light which they
have shed on many of the darkest problems of the mind.
Only let us not unnecessarily move the old landmarks of
human knowledge. There always has been, and there
always must be, a line of demarcation between physical
and metaphysical investigations, and though the former
can illustrate the latter, they can never take their place.
Nothing can be more interesting, for instance, than recent
researches into the exact processes of sensuous perception.
Optics and Acoustics have carried us deep into the inner
workings of our bodily senses, and have enabled us to
understand what we call colours and sounds, as vibrations,
definite in number, carried on from the outer organs
through vibrating media to the brain and the inmost centre
of all nervous activity. Such observations have, no doubt,
made it more intelligible, even to the commonest under-
standing, what metaphysicians mean when they call all
secondary qualities subjective, and deny that anything can
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be, for instance, green or sweet, anywhere but in the
perceiving subject. But the idea that these physical and
physiological researches have brought us one inch nearer to
the real centre of subjective perception, that any movement
of matter could in any way explain the simplest sensuous
perception, or that behind the membranes and nerves we
should ever catch hold of what we call the soul, or the I.
or the self, need only to be stated to betray its utter folly.
That men like Helmholtz and Du Bois-Reymond should
find Kant's metaphysical platform best adapted for wup-
porting their physical theories is natural enough. But
how can any one who weighs his words say that the
modern physiology of the senses has in any way supple-
mented or improved Kant's theory of knowledge?! As
well might we say that spectrum analysis has improved
our logic, or the electric light supplemented our geometry.
‘Empirical psychology,’ as Kant says, ‘must be entirely
banished from metaphysic, and is excluded from it by its
very idea.’?

Metaphysical truth is wider than physical truth, and
the new discoveries of physical observers, if they are to
be more than merely contingent truths, must find their
appointed place and natural refuge within the immoveable
limits traced by the metaphysician. It was an unfortunate
accident that gave to what ought to have been called pro-
physical, the name of metaphysical science, for it is only
after having mastered the principles of metaphysic that
the student of nature can begin his work in the right spirit,
knowing the horizon of human knowledge, and guided by
principles as unchangeable as the polestar. It would be

1See Noiré, in Die Gegenwart, June 23, 1881,
8 Critique, p. 680 (848).
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childish to make this a question of rank or precedence
it is simply a question of work and order.

It may require, for instance, a greater effort, and display
more brilliant mental qualities, to show that nature con-
tains no traces of repeated acts of special creation, than
to prove that such a theory would make all unity of experi-
ence, and consequently all science, impossible. But what
are all the negative arguments of the mere observer with-
out the solid foundation supplied by the metaphysician ?
And with how much more of tranquil assurance would
the geologist pursue his observations and develop his con-
clusions, if he just remembered these few lines of Kant:
‘ When such an arising is looked upon as the effect of a
foreign cause, it is called creatior. This can never be
admitted as an event among phenomena, because its very
possibility would destroy unity of experience.’!

What can have been more delightful to the unprejudiced
observer than the gradual diminution of the enormous
number of what were called, by students of nature who
had never troubled their heads about the true meaning of
these terms, genera and species? But when the true
meaning, and thereby the true origin, of genera and species
was to be determined, is it not strange that not one word
should ‘ever have been said on the subjective character of
these terms? Whatever else a genus or species may be,
surely they are, first of all, concepts of the understanding,
and, without these concepts, whatever nature might pre-
sent to us, nothing would ever be to us a genus or a species.

Genus and species, in that restricted sense, as applied to
organic beings, represent only one side of that funda-
mental process on which all thought is founded, namely,

! Critique, p. 168 (206).
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the conception of the General and the Special. Here,
again, a few pages of Kant! would have shown that the
first thing to be explained is the process by which we con-
ceive the genus or the general, and that the only adequate
explanation of it is what Kant calls its transcendental
deduction, i.e. the proof that, without it, experience itself
would be impossible ; and that therefore, so far from being
a concept abstracted from experience, it is a sine gua non
of experience itself.

If this is once clearly understood, it will be equally
understood that, as we are the makers of all concepts, we
are also the makers of genera and species, and that long
before logicians cante to define and deface these terms,
they were what we now are anxious to make them again,
terms for objects which have either a common origin or
a common form. Long before Aristotle forced the terms
v€évos and elBos to assume a subordinate relation to each
other, language, or the historical logic of the human race,
had formed these terms, and meant them to be not subordi-
nate, but co-ordinate.

Genos meant kin, and the first genos was the gens or the
family, comprehending individuals that could claim a com-
mon ancestor, though differing in appearance as much as
a grandfather and a babe. EfZdos or species, on the con-
trary, meant appearance or form, and the first ezdos was
probably the troop of warriors, comprehending individuals
of uniform appearance, nothing being asserted as to their
common origin. This was the historic or prehistoric be-
ginning of these two fundamental categories of thought
—and what has the theory of evolution really done for
them ?- - It has safely brought them back to-their original
7 *2 " 1 Critique of Pure Réason, p. 524 (pp. 652seq.). "~ .~
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meaning. It has shown us that we can hold together, or
comprehend, or conceive, or classify, or generalise or speak
in two ways, and in two ways only — either by common
descent (genealogically), or by common appearance (mor-
phologically). Difference of form is nothing, if we classify
genealogically, and difference of descent is nothing, if we
classify morphologically. What the theory of evolution is
doing for us is what is done by every genealogist, aye, what
was done in ancient time by every paterfamilias, namely,
to show by facts that certain individuals, however different
from each other in form and appearance, had a commen
ancestor, and belonged therefore to the same family or
kin. In every case where such proof has been given, we
gain in reality a more correct general concept, i.e. we are
able to think and to speak better. The process is the
same, whether we trace the Bourbons and Valois back te
Hugo Capet, or whether we derive the Hippos and the
Hipparion from a common ancestor. In both cases we
are dealing with facts and with facts only. Let it be
established that there is no missing link between them, or
between man and monkey, and we shall simply have gained
a new concept, as we should gain a new concept by estab-
lishing the unbroken continuity of the Apostolic succes-
sion. Only let us see clearly that in physical and historical
researches, too, we are dealing with facts, and with facts
only, which cannot excite any passion, and that the wider
issues as to the origin of genera and species belong to a
different sphere of human knowledge, and after having
been debated for centuries, have been determined once
for all by Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason.

If one remembers the dust-clouds of words that were
raised when the question of the origin of species was
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mooted once more in our days, it is truly refreshing to
read a few of Kant's calm pages on that subject, written
one hundred years ago. ‘Reason,’! he writes, ¢ prepares
the field for the understanding,

“1st. Through the principle of /iomogeneousness of the
manifold as arranged under higher genera;

‘2ndly. Through the principle of the wariety of the
homogeneous in lower species; to which,

‘3rdly, it adds a law of effinity of all concepts, which
requires a continual transition from every species to every
other species, by a gradual increase of diversity. We may
call these the principles of homogeneousness, of specification,
and of continnity of forms.

- And with reference to the practical application of these
metaphysical principles to the study of nature, he writes
again-with true philosophical insight:? ‘1 often see even
intelligent men quarrelling with each other about the char-
acteristic distinctions of men, animals, or plants, nay, even
of minerals, the one admitting the existence of certain
national characteristics, founded on descent, or decided
and inherited differences of families, races, etc., while
others insist that nature has made the same provision for
all, and that all differences are due to accidental environ-
ment. But they need only consider the peculiar character
of the matter, in order to understand that it is far too
deeply hidden for both of them to enable them to speak
from any real insight into the nature of the object. It
is nothing but the twofold interest of reason, one party
‘éherishin'g"the one, another party the other, or pretending
to do so. But this difference of the two maxims of mani-
‘foldness and -unity in nature, may easily be adjusted,

~ 1 Ciitigue, p. 428 7657). 2 Ibid. p. 536 (667).
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though as long as they are taken for objective know-
ledge they cause not only disputes, but actually create
impediments which hinder the progress of truth, until a
means is found of reconciling the contradictory interests,
and thus giving satisfaction to reason.

‘The same applies to the assertion or denial of the
famous law of the comtinuous scale of created beings, first
advanced by Leibniz, and so cleverly trimmed up by
Bonnet. It is nothing but a carrying out of the principle
of affinity resting on the interest of reason, for neither
observation, nor insight into the constitution of nature
could ever have supplied it as an objective assertion. The
steps of such a ladder, as far as they can be supplied by
experience, are far too wide apart from each other, and
the so-called small differences are often in nature itself
such wide gaps, that no value can be attached to such
observations as revealing the intentions of nature, particu-
larly as it must always be easy to discover certain simi-
larities and approximations in the great variety of things.
The method, on the contrary, of looking for order in
nature, according to such a principle, and the maxim of
admitting such order (though it may be uncertain where
and how far) as existing in nature in general, is certainly
a legitimate and excellent regulative principle of reason,
only that, as such, it goes far beyond where experience or
observation could follow it. It only indicates the way
which leads to systematical unity, but does not determine
anything beyond.’

I know, of course, what some of my philosophical
friends will say. ‘You speak of thoughts,’ they will say,
‘we speak of facts. You begin with the general, we begin
with the particular. You trust to reason, we trust to our
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senses.” Let me quote in reply one of the most positive
of positive philosophers, one who trusts to the senses, who
begins with the particular, and who speaks of facts. Con-
dillac in his famous Essai sur I'Origine des Connaissances
humaines, writes: ‘Soit que nous nous élevions, pour
parler métaphoriquement, jusque dans les cieux, soit que
nous descendions dans les abimes, nous ne sortons pas de
nous-mémes; et ce n'est jamais que notre pensée que nous
apercevons.” This was written in 1746.

And what applies to these, applies to almost all other
problems of the day. Instead of being discussed by them-
selves, and with a heat and haste as if they had never been
discussed before, they should be brought back to the
broader ground from which they naturally arise, and be
treated by the light of true philosophy and the experience
gained in former ages. There is a solid ground formed
by the thoughts of those who came before us, a kind of
intellectual Zumus on which we ourselves must learn to
march on cautiously, yet safely, without needing those
high stilts which seem to lift our modern philosophers
above the level of Locke, and Hume, and Kant, and prom-
ise to enable them to advance across the unknown and the
unknowable with wider strides than were ever attempted
by such men as Faraday, or Lyell, or Darwin, but which
invariably fall away when they are most needed, and leave
our bold speculators to retrace their steps as best they
can.

Kant’s Philosophy as judged by History

If my translation of Kant were intended for a few pro-
fessional philosophers only, I should not feel bound to
produce any credentials in his favour. But the few true
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students of philosophy in England do not want a transla.
tion. They would as little attempt to study Kant, without
knowing German, as to study Plato, without knowing
Greek. What I want, and what I hope for is that that
large class of men and women whose thoughts, consciously
or unconsciously, are still rooted in the philosophy of the
last century, and who still draw their intellectual nutri-
ment from the philosophical soil left by I.ocke and Hume,
should know that there is a greater than Locke or Hume,
though himself the avowed pupil and the truest admirer
of ‘those powerful teachers. Kant is not a man that re-
quires testimonials; we might as well require testimonials
of Plato or Spinoza. But to the English reader it may be
of interest to hear at least a few of the utterances of the
great men whose merit it is to have discovered Kant, a
discovery that may well be called the discovery of a new
world.

What Goethe said of Kant, we have mentioned before.
Schiller, after having declared that he was determined to
master Kant’s Critique, and if it were to cost him the
whole of his life, says: ‘ The fundamental ideas of Kant’s
ideal philosophy will remain a treasure for ever, and for
their sake alone we ought to be grateful to have been born
in this age.’

Strange it is to see how orthodox theologians, from
mere laziness, it would seem, in mastering Kant's doc-
trines, raised at once a clamour against the man who
proved to be their best friend, but whose last years of life
they must needs embitter. One of the most religious
and most honest of Kant’s contemporaries, however, Jung
Stilling, whose name is well known in England also,
quickly perceived the true bearing of the Critique of Pure
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Reason. In a letter, dated March 1, 1789, Jung Stilling
writes to Kant: ‘You are a great, a very great instrument
in the hand of God. I do not flatter, — but your philoso-
phy will work a far greater, far more general, and far
more blessed revolution than Luther’'s Reform. As soon
as one has well comprehended the Critique of Reason, one
sees that no refutation of it is possible. Your philosophy
must therefore be eternal and unchangeable, and its benefi-
cent effects will bring back the religion of Jesus to its
original purity, when its only purpose was — holiness.’

Fichte, no mean philosopher himself, and on many
points the antagonist of Kant, writes: ‘ Kant's philosophy
will in time overshadow the whole human race, and call
to life a new, more noble, and more worthy generation.’

Jean Paul Friedrich Richter speaks of Kant ‘not only
as a light of the world, but as a whole solar system in
one.’

With more suppressed, yet no less powerful apprecia-
tion Wilhelm von Humboldt writes of him: ‘ Some things
which he demolished will never rise again; some things
which he founded will never perish again. A reform such
as he carried through is rare in the history of philosophy.’

Schopenhauer, the most fearless critic of Kant’s Cri-
tique, calls it ‘the highest achievement of human reflec-
tion.” What he has written of Kant is indispensable
indeed to every student of the Critique, and I deeply
regret that I could not have added to my translation of
Kant a translation of Schopenhauer’s critical remarks.

I must add, however, one paragraph: ‘ Never,’ Schopen-
hauer writes in his Parerga (1, 183), ‘never will 2 philoso-
pher, without an independent, zealous, and often repeated
study of the principal works of Kant, gain any idea of this
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most important of all philosophical phenomena. Kant is,
I believe, the most philosophical head that nature has ever
produced. To think with him and according to his man-
ner is something that cannot be compared to anything
else, for he possessed such an amount of clear and quite
peculiar thoughtfulness as has never been granted to any
other mortal. We are enabled to enjoy this with him, if,
initiated by patient and serious study, we succeed, while
reading the profoundest chapters of the Critique of Pure
Reason, in forgetting ourselves and thinking really with
Kant’s own head, thus being lifted high above ourselves.
If we go once more through the Principles of Pure Reason,
and, more particularly, the Analogies of Experience, and
enter into the deep thought of the synthetical unity of
apperception, we feel as if lifted miraculously and carried
away out of the dreamy existence in which we are here
lost, and as if holding in our hands the very elements out
of which that dream consists.’

If, in conclusion, we look at some of the historians of
modern philosophy, we find Erdmann, though a follower
of Hegel, speaking of Kant as ‘the Atlas that supports
the whole of German philosophy.’

Fortlage, the Nestor of German philosophers,! who
wrote what he calls a Genetic History of Philosophy since
Kant, speaks of him in the following terms: ‘In one word,
Kant’s system is the gate through which everything that
has stirred the philosophical world since his time, comes
and goes. It is the Universal Exchange where all circu-
lating ideas flow together before they vanish again in
distant places. It is the London of philosophy, sending
its ships into every part of the world, and after a time

1 He died November, 1881.
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receiving them back. There is no place in the whole
globe of human thought which it has not visited, explored,
and colonised.’

In more homely language Professor Caird expresses
much the same idea of Kant’s philosophy, when he says
(p- 120): ‘So much has Kant's fertile idea changed the
aspect of the intellectual world, that there is not a single
problem of philosophy that does not meet us with a new
face; and it is perhaps not unfair to say, that the specula-
tions of all those who have not learned the lesson of Kant,
are beside the point.’

Dr. Vaihinger, who has devoted his life to the study of
Kant, and is now bringing out a commentary in four
volumes on his Critique of Pure Reason,! sums up his
estimate in the following words: ‘The Critique is a work
to which, whether we look to the grandeur of conception,
or the accuracy of thought, or the weight of ideas, or the
power of language, few only can be compared — possibly
Plato’s Republic, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Spinoza’s Ethics
— none, if we consider their lasting effect, their penetrating
and far-reaching influence, their wealth of thought, and
their variety of suggestions.’?

Nearly the same judgment is repeated by Vacherot?
who speaks of the Critique as ‘un livre immortel, comme
'Organum de Bacon et le Discours de la Méthode de Des-
cartes,” while Professor Noiré, with his wider sympathies
for every sphere of intellectual activity, counts six books,
in the literature of modern Europe, as the peers of Kant's

1 Commentar zu Kant’s Kritik der reinen Vernunft, zum hundertjihrigen
Jubilaum derselben, herausgegeben von Dr. H. Vaihinger. Stuttgart, 1881.
?Zum Jubilium von Kant’s Kritik der reinen Vernunft, von H. Vaihinger,
Separatabdruck aus der Wochenschrift Jm meuen Reick, 1881, No. 23, p. 14.
3 Revue des deux Mondes, 1879, Aolit.
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Critique, viz. Copernicus, De revolutionibus orbium cceles:
tium (1543); Descartes, Meditationes de prima philosophia
(1641); Newton, Principia philosophi® naturalis mathe-
matica (1687); Montesquieu, Esprit des Lois (1748);
Winckelmann, Geschichte der Kunst des Alterthums
(1764); and Adam Smith, Inquiry into the nature and
causes of the Wealth of Nations (1776), —but he places
Kant's Critique at the head of them all.

I confess I feel almost ashamed lest it should be sup-
posed that I thought Kant in need of these testimonies.
My only excuse is that I had to defend myself against
the suspicion of having wasted my time, and I therefore
thought that by pointing out the position assigned to
Kant's Critique among the master-works of human genius
by men of greater weight than I could ever venture to
claim for myself, I might best answer the kindly meant
question addressed to me by my many friends: ‘ But kow
can you waste your time on a translation of Kant's Critik
der reinen Vernunft?’

On the Text of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason

- I have still to.say a few words on the German text on
which-my translation is founded.

I ‘have chosen the text of the First Edition, first of all,
because it was the centenary of that edition which led me
to carry out at last my long-cherished idea of an English
translation. That text represents an historical event. It
represents the state of philosophy, as it was then, it repre-
sents Kant’s mind as it was then, at the moment of the
greatest crisis in the history of philosophy. Even if the
later editions contained improvements, these improvements
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would belong to a later phase in Kant’s own development;
and it is this first decisive position, as taken by Kant
against both Hume and Berkeley, that more than anything
else deserves to be preserved in the history of philosophy.

Secondly, I must confess that I have always used my-
self the First Edition of Kant’s Critique, and that when I
came to read the Second Edition, I never could feel so at
home in it as in the first. The First Edition seems to me
cut out of one block, the second always leaves on my mind
the impression of patchwork.

Thirdly, I certainly dislike in the Second Edition a cer-
tain apologétic tone, quite unworthy of Kant. He had
evidently been attacked by the old Wolfian professors, and
also by the orthodox clergy. He knew that these attacks
were groundless, and arose in fact from an imperfect
understanding of his work on the part of his critics. He
need not have condescended to show that he was as well-
schooled a philosopher as any of his learned colleagues, or
that his philosophy would really prove extremely useful
to orthodox clergymen in their controversies with sceptics
and unbelievers.

So far, and so far only, can I understand the feelmg
against the Second Edition, which is shared by some of
the most accurate and earnest students of Kant.

But I have never been able to understand the exagger-
ated charges which Schopenhauer and others bring against
Kant, both for the omissions and the additions in that
Second Edition. What I can understand and fully agree
with is Jacobi’s opinion, when he says:! ‘I consider-the
loss which the Second Edition of Kant's Critique suffered
by omissions and changes very conmderable, and I am

1 Jacobi's Works, Vel; IL., p. 291 (ISIS)
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very anxious by the expression of my opinion to induce
readers who seriously care for philosophy and its history
to compare the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason
with the second improved edition.... It is not suffi-
ciently recognised what an advantage it is to study the
systems of great thinkers in their first original form. 1
was told by Hamann that the very judicious Ch. J. Krause
(or Kraus) could never sufficiently express his gratitude
for having been made acquainted with Hume’s first philo-
sophical work, Treatise on Human Nature, 1739, where
alone he had found the right point of view for judging the
later essays.’

Nor do I differ much from Michelet, in his History of
the later systems of Philosophy in Germany (1837, Vol. L,
P- 49), where he says, ‘ Much that is of a more speculative
character in the representation of Kant's system has been
taken from the First Edition. It can no longer be found
in the second and later editions, which, as well as the
Prolegomena, keep the idealistic tendency more in the
background, because Kant saw that this side of his phi-
losophy had lent itself most to attacks and misunder-
standings.’ ’

1 can also understand Schopenhauer, when he states
that many things that struck him as obscure and self-con-
tradictory in Kant's Critique ceased to be so when he
came to read that work in its first original form. But
everything else that Schopenhauer writes on the difference
between the first and second editions of the Critique seems
to me perfectly intolerable. Kant, in the Preface to his
Second Edition, which was published six years after the
first, in 1787, gives a clear and straightforward account of
the changes which he introduced. ‘My new representa-
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tion,” he writes, ‘changes absolutely nothing with regard
to my propositions and even the arguments in their sup-
port.” He had nothing to retract, but he thought he had
certain things to add, and he evidently hoped he could
render some points of his system better understood. His
freedom of thought, his boldness of speech, and his love
of truth are, if I am any judge in these matters, the same
in 1787 as in 1781. The active reactionary measures of
the Prussian Government, by which Kant is supposed to
have been frightened, date from a later period. Zedlitz,
Kant's friend and protector, was not replaced by Wallner
as minister till 1788. It was not till 1794 that Kant was
really warned and reprimanded by the Cabinet, and we
must not judge too harshly of the old philosopher when at
his time of life, and in the then state of paternal despotism
in Prussia, he wrote back to say ‘that he would do even
more than was demanded of him, and abstain in future
from all public lectures concerning religion, whether nat-
ural or revealed.” What he at that time felt in his heart
of hearts we know from some remarks found after his
death among his papers. ‘It is dishonourable,” he writes,
‘to retract or deny one’s real convictions, but silence, in a
case like my own, is the duty of a subject; and though all
we say must be true, it is not our duty to declare publicly
all that is true.” Kant never retracted, he never even de-
clared himself no longer responsible for any one of those
portions of the Critique which he omitted in the Second
Edition. On the contrary, he asked his readers to look
for them in the First Edition, and only expressed a regret
that there was no longer room for them in the Second
Edition.

Now let us hear what Schopenhauer says. He not only
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calls the Second Edition ‘crippled, disfigured, and cor-
rupt, but imputes motives utterly at variance with all we
know of the truthful, manly, and noble character of Kant.
Schopenhauer writes: ‘ What induced Kant to make these
changes was fear of man, produced by weakness of old age,
which not only affects the head, but sometimes deprives
the heart also of that firmness which alone enables us to
despise the opinions and motives of our contemporaries,
as they deserve to be. No one can be great without that.’

All this is simply abominable. First of all, as a matter
of fact, Kant, when he published his Second Edition, had
not yet collapsed under the weakness of old age. He was
about sixty years of age, and that age, so far from making
cowards of us, gives to most men greater independence
and greater boldness than can be expected from the
young, who are awed by the authority of their seniors,
and have often to steer their course prudently through
the conflicts of parties and opinions.! What is the use
of growing old, if not to gain greater confidence in our
opinions, and to feel justified in expressing them with
perfect freedom? And as to ‘that firmness which alone
enables us to despise the opinions and motives of our con-
temporaries,” let us hope that that is neither a blessing
of youth, nor of old age. Schopenhauer personally, no
doubt, had a right to complain of his contemporaries, but
he would have been greater if he had despised them either
less or more, or, at all events, if he had despised them in
silence.

I ant really reluctant to translate all that follows, and

! ‘En général la vigueur de D'esprit, soit dans la politique, soit dans la
science, ne se déploie dans toute sa plénitude qu'd I'ige ol Pactivité vitaie
vient A s’affaiblir’ E. Sdisset, L'Ame et la Vie, p. 6o.
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yet, as Schopenhauer’s view has found so many echoes,
it seems necessary to let him have his say.

‘Kant had been told,’ he continues, ‘that his system
was only a réchauffé of Berkeley's Idealism. This seemed
to him to endanger that invaluable and indispensable
originality which every founder of a system values so
highly (see Prolegomena zu jeder kunftigen Metaphysik,
PpP. 70, 20z 5q.). At the same time he had given offence
in other quarters by his upsetting of some of the sacred
doctrines of the old dogmas, particularly of those of
rational psychology. Add to this that the great king, the
friend of light and protector of truth, had just died (1786).
Kant allowed himself to be intimidated by all this, and
had the weakness to do what was unworthy of him. This
consists in his having entirely changed the first chapter
of the Second Book of the Transcendental Dialectic (first
ed., p. 341), leaving out fifty-seven pages, which contained
what was indispensable for a clear understanding of the
whole work, and by the omission of which, as well as by
what he put in its place, his whole doctrine becomes full
of contradictions. These I pointed out in my critique of
Kant (pp. 612-18), because at that time (in 1818) I had
never seen the First Edition, in which they are really not
contradictions, but agree perfectly with the rest of his
work. In truth the Second Edition is like a man who has
had one leg amputated, and replaced by a wooden one.
In the preface to the Second Edition (p. xlii), Kant gives
hollow, nay, untrue excuses for the elimination of that
important and extremely beautiful part of his book. He
does not confessedly wish that what was omitted should
be thought to have been retracted by him. ‘People
might read it in the First Edition,” he says; ‘“he had
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wanted room for new additions, and nothing had been
changed and improved except the representation of his
system.” But the dishonesty of this plea becomes clear
if we compare the Second with the First Edition. There,
in the Second Edition, he has not only left out that im-
portant and beautiful chapter, and inserted under the
same title another half as long and much less significant,
but he has actually embodied in that Second Edition a
refutation of idealism which says the very contrary of
what had been said in the omitted chapter, and defends
the very errors which before he had thoroughly refuted,
thus contradicting the whole of his own doctrine. This
refutation of idealism is so thoroughly bad, such palpable
sophistry, nay, in part, such a confused “ galimatias,” that
it is unworthy of a place in his immortal work. Conscious
evidently of its insufficiency, Kant has tried to improve it
by the alteration of one passage (see Preface, p. xxxix)
and by a long and confused note. But he forgot to cancel
at the same time in the Second Edition the numerous pas-
sages which are in contradiction with the new note, and in
agreement with what he had cancelled. This applies par-
ticularly to the whole of the sixth section of the Antinomy
of Pure Reason, and to all those passages which I pointed
out with some amazement in my critique (which was
written before I knew the First Edition and its later fate),
because in them he contradicts himself. That it was fear
which drove the old man to disfigure his Critique of
rational psychology is shown also by this, that his attacks
on the sacred doctrines of the old dogmatism are far
weaker, far more timid and superficial, than in the First
Edition, and that, for the sake of peace, he mixed them
up at once with anticipations which are out of place, nay,
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cannot as yet be understood, of the immortality of the
soul, grounded on practical reason and represented as one
of its postulates. By thus timidly yielding he has in
reality retracted, with regard to the principal problem of
all philosophy, viz. the relation of the ideal to the real,
those thoughts which he had conceived in the vigour of
his manhood and cherished through all his life. This he
did in his sixty-fourth year with a carelessness which is
peculiar to old age quite as much as timidity, and he thus
surrendered his system, not however openly, but escaping
from it through a back-door, evidently ashamed himself
of what he was doing. By this process the Critique of
Pure Reason has, in its Second Edition, become a self-
contradictory, crippled, and corrupt book, and is no longer
genuine.’

*The wrong interpretation of the Critique of Pure
Reason, for which the successors of Kant, both those
who were for and those who were against him, have
blamed each other, as it would seem, with good reason,
are principally due to the so-called improvements, intro-
duced into his work by Kant's own hand. For who can
understand what contradicts itself ?’

The best answer to all this is to be found in Kant's own
straightforward statements in the Preface to his Second
Edition (Supplement II., pp. 688 seq.). That the unity
of thought which pervades the First Edition is broken
now and then in the Second Edition, no attentive reader
can fail to see. That Kant shows rather too much anxiety
to prove the harmlessness of his Critique, is equally true,
and it would have been better if, while refuting what he
calls Empirical Idealism, he had declared more strongly
his unchanged adherence to the principles of Transcen



Ixx Tvanslator's Preface

dental Idealism.! But all this leaves Kant’s moral character
quite untouched. If ever man lived the life of a true phi-
losopher, making the smallest possible concessions to the
inevitable vanities of the world, valuing even the shadowy
hope of posthumous fame? at no more than its proper
worth, but fully enjoying the true enjoyments of this life,
an unswerving devotion to truth, a consciousness of right-
eousness, and a sense of perfect independence, that man
was Kant. If it is true that on some points which may
seem more important to others than they seemed to him-
self, he changed his mind, or, as we should now say, if
there was a later development in his philosophical views,
this would seem to me to impose on every student the
duty, which I have tried to fulfil as a translator also, viz.
first of all, to gain a clear view of Kant’s system from his
First Edition, and then to learn, both from the additions
and from the omissions of the Second Edition, on what
points Kant thought that the objections raised against
his theory required a fuller and clearer statement of his
arguments.

The additions of the Second Edition will be found on
pp. 687-808 of this volume, while the passages omitted
in the Second Edition have been included throughout
between parentheses.

Critical Treatment of the Text of Kant’s Critique

The text of Kant’s Critique has of late years become the
subject of the most minute philological criticism, and it
certainly offers as good a field for the exercise of critical
scholarship as any of the Greek and Roman classics.

1 See Critique, p. 300 (369).
4 See Critique of Pure Reason, Supp. XXVIL, p. 793.
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We have, first of all, the text of the First Edition, full of
faults, arising partly from the imperfect state of Kant's
manuscript, partly from the carelessness of the printer.
Kant received no proof-sheets, and he examined the first
thirty clean sheets, which were in his hands when he wrote
the preface, so carelessly that he could detect in them only
one essential misprint. Then followed the Second, ‘ here
and there improved,” Edition (1787), in which Kant not
only omitted and added considerable passages, but paid
some little attention also to the correctness of the text,
improving the spelling and the stopping, and removing a
number of archaisms which often perplex the reader of the
First Edition.

We hardly know whether these minor alterations came
from Kant himself, for he is said to have remained firmly
attached to the old system of orthography ;! and it seems
quite certain that he himself paid no further attention to
the later editions, published during his lifetime, the Third
Edition in 1790, the Fourth in 1794, the Fifth in 1799.

At the end of the Fifth Edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason, published in 1799, there is a long list of Corri-
genda, the authorship of which has exercised the critical
‘students of Kant’s text very much. No one seems to have
thought of attributing it to Kant himself, who at that time
of life was quite incapable of such work. Professor B.
Erdmann supposed it might be the work of Rink, or some
other amanuensis of Kant. Dr. Vaihinger has shown that
it is the work of a Professor Grillo, who, in the Philoso-
phische Anzeiger, a Supplement to L. H. Jacob’s Annalen
der Philosophie und des philosophischen Geistes, 1795,
published a collection of Corrigenda, not only for Kant’s

1 See Kehrbach, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, p. viii.
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Critique of Pure Reason, but for several others of his works
also. Another contributor to the same journal, Meyer,
thereupon defended Kant's publisher (Hartknoch) against
the charges of carelessness, rejected some of Grillo’s cor-
rections, and showed that what seemed to be misprints
were in many cases peculiarities of Kant’s style. It is
this list of Professor Grillo which, with certain deductions,
has been added to the Fifth Edition of the Critique.
Some of Grillo’s corrections have been adopted in the text,
while others, even those which Meyer had proved to be
unnecessary, have retained their place in the list.

With such materials before him, it is clear that a critical
student of Kant's text enjoys considerable freedom in con-
jectural emendation, and that freedom has been used with
great success by a number of German critics. The more
important are : —

Rosenkranz, in his edition of Kant's Critique (text of
First Edition), 1838.

Hartenstein, in his edition of Kant’s Critique (text of
Second Edition), 1838, 1867.

Kehrbach, in his edition of Kant’s Critique (text of First
Edition), 1877.

Leclair, A. von, Kritische Beitrage zur Kategorienlehre
Kant's, 1871.

Paulsen, Versuch einer Entwickelungsgeschichte der
Kantischen Erkenntnisslehre, 1875.

Erdmann, B., Kritik der reinen Vernunft (text of Second
Edition), 1878, with a valuable chapter on the Revision of
the Text.

Many of the alterations introduced by these critics affect
the wording only of Kant’s Critique, without materially
altering the meaning, and were therefore of no importance
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in an English translation. It often happens, however, tha:
the construction of a whole sentence depends on a very
slight alteration of the text. In Kant's long sentences,
the gender of the pronouns dev, die, das, are often our only
guide in discovering to what substantive these pronouns
refer, while in English, where the distinction of gender
is wanting in substantives, it is often absolutely necessary
to repeat the substantives to which the pronouns refer.
But Kant uses several nouns in a gender which has be-
come obsolete. Thus he speaks?! of der Wacksthum, der
Woklgefallen, der Gegentheil, die Hinderniss, die Bediirf-
niss, die Verhdltniss, and he varies even between die and
das Verhiltniss, die and das Erkenntniss, etc., so that even
the genders of pronouns may become blind guides. The
same applies to several prepositions which Kant construes
with different cases from what would be sanctioned by
modern German grammar.2 Thus ausser with him governs
the accusative, wd/krend the dative, etc. For all this, and
many other peculiarities, we must be prepared, if we want
to construe Kant’s text correctly, or find out how far we
are justified in altering it.

Much has been achieved in this line, and conjectural
alterations have been made by recent editors of Kant of
which a Bentley or a Lachmann need not be ashamed. In
cases where these emendations affected the meaning, and
when the reasons why my translation deviated so much
from the fextus receprus might not be easily perceived, 1
have added the emendations adopted by me, in a note.
Those who wish for. fuller information on these points, wil}
have to consult Dr. Vaihinger’s forthcoming Commentary;
which, ‘to judge from a few specimens kindly communi

1 See Erdmann, p. 637. 8 See Erdmann, p. 660.
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cated to me by the author, will give the fullest information
on the subject.

How important some of the emendations are which
have to be taken into account before an intelligible trans-
lation is possible, may be seen from a few specimens.

On p. 358(442) the reading of the first edition An#ithesis
must be changed into Z/esizs.

Page 441 (545), Noumenon seems preferable to Phe-
nomenon.

Page 395 (484), we must read Aeine, instead of eine
Wakrnehmung.

Page 277 (340), we must keep the reading of the First
Edition zranscendentalen, instead of transcendenten, as
printed in the Second; while on p. 542 (674), ¢ranscenden-
ten may be retained, though corrected into transcendentalen
in the Corrigenda of the Fifth Edition.

On p. 627 (781), the First Edition reads, sind also keine
Privatmeinungen. Hartenstein rightly corrects this into
reine Privatmeinungen, i.e. they are mere private opinions.

Page 667 (832), instead of ¢in jeder Theil, it is proposed
to read kein Theil. This would be necessary if we took
vermisst werden kann, in the sense of can be spared, while
if we take it in the sense of can be missed, i.e. can be felt
to be absent, the reading of the First Edition ein jeder
Theil must stand. See the Preface to the First Edition,
P- XX, note 1.

On p. 128 (157) the First Edition reads, Wesl sée kein
Drittes, namlich reinen Gegenstand haben. This gives no
sense, because Kant never speaks of a reinen Gegenstand.
In the list of Corrigenda at the end of the Fifth Edition,
retnen is changed into keimen, which Hartenstein has
rightly adopted, while Rosenkranz retains rezner.
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On pp. 16 and 17 of the Introduction to the Second
Edition (Supplement IV., p. 717), Dr. Vaihinger has clearly
proved, I think, that the whole passage from ZEinige
wenige Grundsitze to Konnen dargestellt werden interrupts
the drift of Kant’s argument. It probably was a marginal
note, made by Kant himself, but inserted in the wrong
place. It would do very well as a note to the sentence:
Eben so wenig ist trgend ein Grundsatz der rveinen Geome-
trie analytisch.

With these prefatory remarks I leave my translation in
the hands of English readers. It contains the result of
hard work and hard thought, and I trust it will do some
good. I have called Kant’s philosophy the Lingua Franca
of modern philosophy, and so it is, and I hope will become
stil more. But that Léingua Franca, though it may
contain many familiar words from all languages of the
world, has yet, like every other language, to be learnt.
To expect that we can understand Kant’s Critique by
simply reading it, would be the same as to attempt to read
a French novel by the light of English and Latin. A
book which Schiller and Schopenhauer had to read again
and again before they could master it, will not yield its
secrets at the first time of asking. An Indian proverb
says that it is not always the fault of the post, if a blind
man cannot see it, nor is it always the fault of the pro-
found thinker, if his language is unintelligible to the busy
crowd. I am no defender of dark sayings, and I still hold
to an opinion for which I have often been blamed, that
there is nothing in any science that cannot be stated
clearly, if only we know it clearly. Stll there are limits.
No man has a right to complain that he cannot under-
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stand higher mathematics, if he declines to advance step
by step from the lowest to the highest stage of that science
It is the same in philosophy. Philosophy represents a
long toil in thought and word, and it is but natural that
those who have toiled long in inward thought should use
certain concepts, and bundles of concepts, with their alge-
braic exponents, in a way entirely bewildering to the outer
world. Kant’s obscurity is owing partly to his writing for
himself rather than for others, and partly to his addressing
himself, when defending a cause, to the judge, and not to
the jury. He does not wish to persuade, he tries to con-
vince. No doubt there are arguments in Kant’s Critique
which fail to convince, and which have provoked the cavils
and strictures of his opponents. Kant would not have
been the really great man he was, if he had escaped the
merciless criticism of his smaller contemporaries. But
herein too we perceive the greatness of Kant, that those
hostile criticisms, even where they are well founded, touch
only on less essential points, and leave the solidity of the
whole structure of his philosophy unimpaired. No first
perusal will teach us how much of Kant's Critique may
safely be put aside as problematical, or, at all events, as
not essential. But with every year, and with every new
perusal, some of these mists and clouds will vanish, and
the central truth will be seen rising before our eyes with
constantly increasing warmth and splendour, like a cloud-
less sun in an Eastern sky.

And now, while I am looking at the last lines that I
have written, it may be the last lines that I shall ever
write on Kant, the same feeling comes over me which I
expressed in the Preface to the last volume of my edition
of the Rig-Veda and its ancient Commentary. 1 feel as if
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an old friend, with whom I have had many communings
during the sunny and during the dark days of life, was
taken from me, and I should hear his voice no more.

The two friends, the Rig-Veda and Kant's Critique of
Pure Reason, may seem very different, and yet my life
would have been incomplete without the one as without
the other.

The bridge of thoughts and sighs that spans the whole.
history of the Aryan world has its first arch in the Veda,
its last in Kant’s Critique. In the Veda we watch the first
unfolding of the human mind as we can watch it nowhere
else. Life seems simple, natural, childlike, full of hopes,
undisturbed as yet by many doubts or fears. What is
beneath, and above, and beyond this life is dimly perceived,
and expressed in a thousand words and ways, all mere
stammerings, all aiming to express what cannot be ex-
pressed, yet all full of a belief in the real presence of the
Divine in Nature, of the Infinite in the Finite. Here is
the childhood of our race unfolded before our eyes, at least
so much of it as we shall ever know on Aryan ground, —
and there are lessons to be read in those hymns, aye, in
every word that is used by those ancient poets, which will
occupy and delight generations to come.

And while in the Veda we may study the childhood, we
may study in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason the perfect
manhood of the Aryan mind. It has passed through
many phases, and every one of them had its purpose, and
has left its mark. It is no longer dogmatical, it is no
longer sceptical, least of all is it positive. It has arrived
at and passed through its critical phase, and in Kant’s
Critique stands before us, conscious both of its weakness
and of its strength, modest, yet brave. 1t knows what the
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old idols of its childhood and its youth too were made of.
It does not break them, it only tries to understand them,
but it places above them the Ideals of Reason — no longer
tangible — not even within reach of the understanding —
yet real, if anything can be called real, — bright and
heavenly stars to guide us even in the darkest night.

In the Veda we see how the Divine appears in the fire,
and in the earthquake, and in the great and strong wind
which rends the mountain. In Kant’s Critique the Divine
is heard in the still small voice —the Categorical Impera-
tive — the I Ought — which Nature does not know and
cannot teach. Everything in Nature is or is not, is neces-
sary or contingent, true or false. But there is no room in
Nature for the Ought, as little as thére is in Logic, Mathe-
matics, or Geometry. Let that suffice, and let future
generations learn all the lessons contained in that simple
word, I ought, as interpreted by Kant.

I feel I have done but little for my two friends, far less
than they have done for me. I myself have learnt from
the Veda all that I cared to learn, but the right and full
interpretation of all that the poets of the Vedic hymns
have said or have meant to say, must be left to the future.
What I could do in this short life of ours was to rescue
from oblivion the most ancient heirloom of the Aryan
family, to establish its text on a sound basis, and to render
accessible its venerable Commentary, which, so long as
Vedic studies last, may be criticised, but can never be
ignored.

The same with Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. I do
not venture to give the right and full explanation of all
that Kant has said or has meant to say. I myself have
learnt from him all that I cared to learn, and I now give
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to the world the text of his principal work, critically re-
stored, and so translated that the translation itself may
serve as an explanation, and in some places even as a
commentary of the original. The materials are now acces-
sible, and the English-speaking race, the race of the future,
will have in Kant's Critique another Aryan heirloom, as
precious as the Veda — a work that may be criticised, but

can never be ignored. )
F. MAX MULLER.
OxrorD, November 25, 1881.






TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE TO SECOND
EDITION

So much has been done of late towards a critical restora.
tion of the text of Kant's Critigue of Pure Reason that it
was impossible to republish my translation without a
thorough revision. Scholars who are acquainted with the
circumstances under which Kant's work was originally
written and printed will easily understand why the text of
his Critigue should have required so many corrections and
¢onjectural emendations. Not being able myself to find
out all that had been written on this subject in successive
editions of Kant's works and in various articles scattered
about in German philosophical journals, I had the good
fortune to secure the help of Dr. Erich Adickes, well
known by his edition of Kant’s Critigue, published in
1889, and now engaged in preparing a new critical text
under the auspices of the Royal Academy of Berlin.
Dr. Adickes has not only given me the benefit of all the
really important various readings and emendations which
will form part of his standard edition, but he has also
pointed out to me passages in which I seemed to have
misapprehended the exact meaning of Kant's peculiar
and often very ambiguous style.

That emendations of Kant’s text are often of great
importance for a right understanding of his philosophi-
cal arguments can easily be seen from the list given in
Dr. Adickes’ edition of Kant's Critigue, pp. iv-vii. Here

we find, for instance, such mistakes as:
bowd
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helfen instead of Seklen
erfolgt “ verfolgt
alle “ allein
Realitit “ ldealstit
verdanderlich “ tedlbar
Einsicht “ Einkeit
reinen “ ketnen
priori “« posteriors
emner “ setner
Anleitung “ Ableitung
Antithese “ These
eine “ keine
Dhaenomenon “ 1OOUMENON
alle “ als
Ungrund “ Urgrund

More perplexing even than these gross mistakes are
smaller inaccuracies, such as #4» instead of sie, sie instead
of thn, den instead of dem, nock instead of nack, which
frequently form very serious impediments in the right
construction of a sentence.

I cannot conclude this preface without an Ave, pia
antma to my departed friend, Professor Ludwig Noiré,
who encouraged and helped me when, in commemoration
of the centenary of its first publication, I undertook the
translation of Kant's Critzgue. The Introduction which
he contributed, his Sketck of the Development of Philoso-
27y from the Eleatics to Kant, seemed to me indeed the
most valuable part of my book, and the most likely to
remain as a lasting monument of my friend's comprehen-
sive knowledge and clear understanding of the historical
evolution of philosophy. Though it has been left out in
this second edition, I hope it may soon be republished as

an independent work. .
F. MAX MULLER.
OXFORD, November, 1896.



INTRODUCTION
[p- 1]

THE IDEA OF TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY

[ExpPERIENCE ! is no doubt the first product of our un-
derstanding, while employed in fashioning the raw material
of our sensations. It is therefore our first instruction, and
in its progress so rich in new lessons that the chain of all
future generations will never be in want of new informa-
tion that may be gathered on that field. Nevertheless,
experience is by no means the only field to which our
understanding can be confined. Experience tells us what
is, but not that it must be necessarily as it is, and not
otherwise. It therefore never gives us any really gen-
eral truths, and our reason, which is particularly anxious
for that class of knowledge, is roused by it rather than
satisfied. General truths, which at the same time [p. 2]
bear the character of an inward necessity, must be in-
dependent of experience, —clear and certain by them-
selves. They are therefore called knowledge a priors,
while what is simply taken from experience is said to
be, in ordinary parlance, known a posteriori or empiri-
cally only.

! The beginning of this Introduction down to * But what is still more ex-
traordinary,’ is left out in the Second Edition. Instead of it Supplement IV,
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Now it appears, and this is extremely curious, that even
with our experiences different kinds of knowledge are
mixed up, which must have their origin a priori, and
which perhaps serve only to produce a certain connec-
tion between our sensuous representztions. For even if
we remove from experience everything that belongs to
the senses, there remain nevertheless certain original con-
cepts, and certain judgments derived from them, which
must have had their origin entirely a priori, and inde-
pendent of all experience, because it is owing to them
that we are able, or imagine we are able, to predicate
more of the objects of our senses than can be learnt
from mere experience, and that our propositions contain
real generality and strict necessity, such as mere empirical
knowledge can never supply.]

But! what is still more extraordinary is this, that cer-
tain kinds of knowledge leave the field of all pos- [p. 3]
sible experience, and seem to enlarge the sphere of our
judgments beyond the limits of experience by means of
concepts to which experience can never supply any cor-
responding objects.

And it is in this very kind of knowledge which tran-
scends the world of the senses, and where experience
caL neither guide nor correct us, that reason prosecutes
its investigations, which by their importance we consider
far more excellent and by their tendency far more ele.
vated than anything the understanding can find in the
sphere of phenomena. Nay, we risk rather anything,
even at the peril of error, than that we should surrender

1 The Second Edition gives here & new heading: — III, Philosophy re-
quires a science to determine the possibility, the principles, and the extent of
all cognitions g griori,
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such investigations, either on the ground of their uncer-
tainty, or from any feeling of indifference or contempt.!

Now it might seem natural that, after we have left
the solid ground of experience, we should not at once
proceed to erect an edifice with knowledge which we
possess without knowing whence it came, and trust to
principles the origin of which is unknown, without hav-
ing made sure of the safety of the foundations by means
of careful examination. It would seem natural, I say,
that philosophers should first of all have asked the ques-
tion how the mere understanding could arrive at all this
knowledge a priori, and what extent, what truth, and
what value it could possess. If we take natural [p. 4]
to mean what is just and reasonable, then indeed nothing
could be more natural. But if we understand by natural
what takes place ordinarily, then, on the contrary, nothing
is more natural and more intelligible than that this exami-
nation should have been neglected for so long a time. For
one part of this knowledge, namely, the mathematical, has
always been in possession of perfect trustworthiness; and
thus produces a favourable presumption with regard to
other parts also, although these may be of a totally dif-
ferent nature. Besides, once beyond the precincts of ex-
perience, and we are certain that experience can never
contradict us, while the charm of enlarging our know-
ledge is so great that nothing will stop our progress
until we encounter a clear contradiction. This can be

1 The Second Edition adds here: ‘These inevitable problems of pure
reason itself are, God, Freedom, and /mmortality. The science which with
all its apparatus is really intended for the solution of these problems, is called
Metaghysic. Its procedure is at first dogmatic, i.c. unchecked by a previous

examination of what reason can and cannot do, before it engages confidently
in so arduous an undertaking.’
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avoided if only we are cautious in our imaginations,
which nevertheless remain what they are, imaginations
only. How far we can advance independent of all ex-
perience in a priori knowledge is shown by the brilliant
example of mathematics. It is true they deal with objects
and knowledge so far only as they can be represented
in intuition. But this is easily overlooked, because that
intuition itself may be given a priori, and be difficult to
distinguish from a pure concept. Thus inspirited [p. 5]
by a splendid proof of the power of reason, the desire of
enlarging our knowledge sees no limits. The light dove,
piercing in her easy flight the air and perceiving its resist-
ance, imagines that flight would be easier still in empty
space. It was thus that Plato left the world of sense, as
opposing so many hindrances to our understanding, and
ventured beyond on the wings of his ideas into the empty
space of pure understanding. He did not perceive that
he was making no progress by these endeavours, because
he had no resistance as a fulcrum on which to rest or
‘o apply his powers, in order to cause the understand-
ing to advance. It is indeed a very common fate of
human reason first of all to finish its speculative edifice
as soon as possible, and then only to enquire whether the
foundation be sure. Then all sorts of excuses are made
in order to assure us as to its solidity, or to decline alto-
gether such a late and dangerous enquiry. The reason
why during the time of building we feel free from all
anxiety and suspicion and believe in the apparent solidity
of our foundation, is this:— A great, perhaps the greatest
portion of what our reason finds to do consists in the
analysis of our concepts of objects. This gives us a
great deal of knowledge which, though it consists in no
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more tman in simplifications and explanations of [p. 6]
what is comprehended in our concepts (though in a con-
fused manner), is yet considered as equal, at least in
form, to new knowledge. It only separates and arranges
our concepts, it does not enlarge them in matter or con-
tents. As by this process we gain a kind of real know-
ledge a priori, which progresses safely and usefully, it
happens that our reason, without being aware of it, ap-
propriates under that pretence propositions of a totally
different character, adding to given concepts new and
strange ones a priori, without knowing whence they
come, nay without even thinking of such a question. I
shall therefore at the very outset treat of the distinction
between these two kinds of knowledge.

Of the Distinction between Analytical and Synthetical
Judgments

In all judgments in which there is a relation between
subject and predicate (I speak of affirmative judgments
only, the application to negative ones being easy), that
relation can be of two kinds. Either the predicate B
belongs to the subject A as something contained (though
covertly) in the concept A; or B lies outside the sphere
of the concept A, though somehow connected with it. In
the former case I call the judgment analytical, in the
latter synthetical. Analytical judgments (affirmative) are
therefore those in which the connection of the [p. 7]
predicate with the subject is conceived through identity,
while others in which that connection is conceived without
identity, may be called synthetical. The former might be
called illustrating, the latter expanding judgments, because
in the former nothing is added by the predicate to the
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concept of the subject, but the concept is only divided into
its constituent concepts which were always conceived as
existing within it, though confusedly; while the latter add
to the concept of the subject a predicate not conceived as
existing within it, and not to be extracted from it by any
process of mere analysis. If I say, for instance, All
bodies are extended, this is an analytical judgment. I
need not go beyond the concept connected with the name
of body, in order to find that extension is connected with it.
I have only to analyse that concept and become conscious
of the manifold elements always contained in it, in order
to find that predicate. This is therefore an analytical judg-
ment. But if I say, All bodies are heavy, the predicate is
something quite different from what I think as the mere
concept of body. The addition of such a predicate gives
us-a synthetical judgment.

[It becomes clear from this,!

[1. That our knowledge is in no way extended by
analytical judgments, but that all they effect is [p. 8].
to put the concepts which we possess into better order and
render them more intelligible.

2. That in synthetical judgments I must have besides
the concept of the subject something else () on which
the understanding relies in order to know that a predicate,
not contained in the concept, nevertheless belongs to it.

In empirical judgments this causes no difficulty, because
this x is here simply the complete experience of an ebject
which I conceive by the concept A, that concept forming
one part only of my experience. For though I do not in-
clude the predicate of gravity in the genéral concept of

1 These two paragraphs to ‘In synthetical judgments 2 griori, however,
are left out in the Second Edition, and replaced by Supplement V.
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body, that concept nevertheless indicates the complete
experience through one of its parts, so that I may add
other parts also of the same experience, all belonging to
that concept. I may first, by an analytical process, realise
the concept of body through the predicates of extension,
impermeability, form, etc., all of which are contained in it.
Afterwards I expand my knowledge, and looking back to
the experience from which my concept of body was ab-
stracted, I find gravity always connected with the before-
mentioned predicates. Experience therefore is the x
which lies beyond the concept A, and on which rests
the possibility of a synthesis of the predicate of gravity B
with the concept A.]

In synthetical judgments 2 priors, however, that [p. 9]
help is entirely wanting. If I want to go beyond the con-
cept A in order to find another concept B connected with
it, where is there anything on which I may rest and
through which a synthesis might become possible, con-
sidering that I cannot have the advantage of looking
about in the field of experience? Take the proposition
that all which happens has its cause. In the concept of
something that happens I no doubt conceive of something
existing preceded by time, and from this certain analytical
judgments may be deduced. But the concept of cause is
entirely outside that concept, and indicates something
different from that which happens, and is by no means
contained in that representation. How can I venture then
to predicate of that which happens something totally
different from it, and to represent the concept of cause,
though not contained in it, as belonging to it, and belong-
ing to it by necessity? What is here the unknown .z, on
which the understanding may rest in order to find beyond
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the concept A a foreign predicate B, which nevertheless
is believed to be connected with it? It cannot be ex-
perience, because the proposition that all which happens
has its cause represents this second predicate as added to
the subject not only with greater generality than experience
can ever supply, but also with a character of necessity, and
therefore purely @ priors, and based on concepts. All
our speculative knowledge « prior: aims at and rests on
such synthetical, i.e. expanding propositions, for [p. 10]
the analytical are no doubt very important and necessary,
yet only in order to arrive at that clearness of concepts
which is requisite for a safe and wide synthesis, serving
as a really new addition to what we possess already.

[We?! have here a certain mystery? before us, which
must be cleared up before any advance into the unlimited
field of a pure knowledge of the understanding can become
safe and trustworthy. We must discover on the largest
scale the ground of the possibility of synthetical judgments
a priori ; we must understand the conditions which render
every class of them possible, and endeavour not only to
indicate in a sketchy outline, but to define in its fulness
and practical completeness, the whole of that knowledge,
which forms a class by itself, systematically arranged
according to its original sources, its divisions, its extent
and its limits. So much for the present with regard to
the peculiar character of synthetical judgments.]

It will now be seen how there can be a special [p. 11]

1This paragraph left out in the Second Edition, and replaced by Supple-
ment VI

2 If any of the ancients had ever thought of asking this question, this alone
would have formed a powerful barrier against all systems of pure reason to
the present day, and would have saved many vain attempts undertaken blindly
and without a true knowledge of the subject in hand.
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science serving as a critique of pure reason. [Every
kind of knowledge is called pure, if not mixed with any-
thing heterogeneous. But more particularly is that know-
ledge called absolutely pure, which is not mixed up with
any experience or sensation, and is therefore possible en-
tirely a priori.] Reason is the faculty which supplies the
principles of knowledge a priori. Pure reason therefore
is that faculty which supplies the principles of knowing
anything entirely a priors. An Organum of pure reason
ought to comprehend all the principles by which pure
knowledge a priori can be acquired and fully established.
A complete application of such an Organum would give
us a System of Pure Reason. But as that would be a
difficult task, and as at present it is still doubtful whether
and when such an expansion of our knowledge is here
possible, we may look on a mere criticism of pure reason,
its sources and limits, as a kind of preparation for a com-
plete system of pure reason. It should be called a critique,
not a doctrine, of pure reason. Its usefulness would be
negative only, serving for a purging rather than for an
expansion of our reason, and, what after all is a consid-
erable gain, guarding reason against errors.

I call all knowledge transcendental which is occupied
not so much with objects, as with our @ priori concepts
‘called Transcendental Philosw But for the present
this is again too great an undertaking. We should have
to treat therein completely both of analytical knowledge,
and of synthetical knowledge a p#7o77, which is _more than
we intend to do, being satisfied to carry on the analysis so

1¢As with our manner of knowing objects, so far as this is meant to be
possible a priori’ Second Edition. b
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far only as is indispensably necessary in order to recognise
in their whole extent the principles of synthesis a prior:
which alone concern us. This investigation which should
be called a transcendental critique, but not a systematic
doctrine, is all we are occupied with at present. It is
not meant to extend our knowledge, but only to rectify
it, and to become the test of the value of all a prior:
knowledge. Such a critique therefore is a preparation for
a New Organum, or, if that should not be possible, for a
Canon at least, according to which hereafter a complete
system of a philosophy of pure reason, whether it serve
for an expansion or merely for a limitation of it, may be
carried out, both analytically and synthetically. That
such a system is possible, nay that it need not be so com-
prehensive as to prevent the hope of its completion, may
be gathered from the fact that it would have to deal, not
with the nature of things, which is endless, but with the
understanding which judges of the nature of [p. 13]
things, and this again so far only as its knowledge a
priori is concerned. Whatever the understanding pos-
sesses @ priori, as it has not to be looked for without, can
hardly escape our notice, nor is there any reason to
suppose that it will prove too extensive for a complete
inventory, and for such a valuation as shall assign to it its
true merits or demerits.!

II
DIVISION OF TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY

Transcendental Philosophy is with us an idea (of a
science) only, for which the critique of pure reason should

1 Here follows Supplement VII in Second Edition.
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trace, according to fixed principles, an architectonic plan,
guaranteeing the completeness and certainty of all parts
of which the building consists. (It is a system of all
principles of pure reason.)! The reason why we do not
call such a critique a transcendental philosophy in itself
is simply this, that in order to be a complete system, it
ought to contain likewise a complete analysis of the whole
of human knowledge a priori. It is true that our critique
must produce a complete list of all the fundamental con-
cepts which constitute pure knowledge. But it need not
give a detailed analysis of these concepts, nor a complete
list of all derivative concepts. Such an analysis would
be out of place, because it is not beset with the {p. 14]
doubts and difficulties which are inherent in synthesis,
and which alone necessitate a critique of pure reason.
Nor would it answer our purpose to take the responsi-
bility of the completeness of such an analysis and deriva-
tion. This completeness of analysis, however, and of
derivation from such a priori concepts as we shall have
to deal with presently, may easily be supplied, if only
they have first been laid down as perfect principles of
synthesis, and nothing is wanting to them in that respect.

All that constitutes transcendental philosophy belongs
to the critique of pure reason, nay it is the complete idea
of transcendental philosophy, but not yet the whole of
that philosophy itself, because it carries the analysis so
far only as is requisite for a complete examination of
synthetical knowledge a priori.

The most important consideration in the arrangement
of such a science is that no concepts should be admitted

1 Addition in the Second Edition.
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which contain anything empirical, and that the z prior:
knowledge shall be perfectly pure. Therefore, although
the highest principles of morality and their fundamental
concepts are a priori knowledge, they do not [p. 15]
belong to transcendental philosophy, because the con-
cepts of pleasure and pain, desire, inclination, free-will,
etc., which are all of empirical origin, must here be pre-
supposed. Transcendental philosophy is the wisdom of
pure speculative reason. Everything practical, so far as
it contains motives, has reference to sentiments, and these
belong to empirical sources of knowledge.

If we wish to carry out a proper division of our science
systematically, it must contain first a doctrine of the ele-
ments, secondly, a doctrine of the method of pure reason
Each of these principal divisions will have its subdivisions,
the grounds of which cannot however be explained here.
So much only seems necessary for previous information,
that there are two stems of human knowledge, which per-
haps may spring from a common root, unknown to us, viz.
senstbility and the wnderstanding, objects being given by
the former and thought by the latter. If our sensibility
should contain a2 priors representations, constituting con-
ditions under which alone objects can be given, it would
belong to transcendental philosophy, and the doctrine of
this transcendental sense-perception would neces- [p. 16]
sarily form the first part of the doctrine of elements, be-
cause the conditions under which alone objects of human
knowledge can be given must precede those under which
they are thought.
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THE

ELEMENTS OF TRANSCENDENTALISM

(p. 19]

FIRST PART
TRANSCENDENTAL ZESTHETIC

WHATEVER the process and the means may be by
which knowledge reaches its objects, there is one that
reaches them directly, and forms the ultimate material
of all thought, viz. intuition (Anschauung). This is pos-
sible only when the object is given, and the object can
be given only (to human beings at least) through a cer-
tain affection of the mind (Gemiith).

This faculty (receptivity) of receiving representations
(Vorstellungen), according to the manner in which we are
affected by objects, is called sensibility (Sinnlichkeit).

Objects therefore are given to us through our sensi-
bility. ' Sensibility alone supplies us with intuitions (An-
schauungen). These intuitions become thought through
the understanding (Verstand), and hence arise conceptions
(Begriffe). All thought therefore must, directly or indi-
rectly, go back to intuitions (Anschauungen), i.e. to our
sensibility, because in no other way can objects be given
to us.

15
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16 Transcendental Asthetic

The effect produced by an object upon the fac’ y of
:epresentation (Vorstellungsfihigkeit), so far as we [p. 20]
are affected by it, is called sensation (Empfindung). An
intuition (Anschauung) of an object, by means of sensa-
tion, is called empirical. The undefined object of such an
empirical intuition is called phenomenon (Erscheinung).

In a phenomenon I call that which corresponds to the
sensation its matter; but that which causes the manifold
matter of the phenomenon to be perceived as arranged
in a certain order, I call its form.

Now it is clear that it cannot be sensation again
through which sensations are arranged and placed in
certain forms. The matter only of all phenomena is
given us a posteriori,; but their form must be ready for
them in the mind (Gemiith) @ griori, and must therefore
be capable of being considered as separate from all sen-
sations.

I call all representations in which there is nothing that
belongs to sensation, pure (in a transcendental sense).
The pure form therefore of all sensuous intuitions, that
form in which the manifold elements of the phenomena
are seen in a certain order, must be found in the mind
a priori. And this pure form of sensibility may be called
the pure intuition (Anschauung).

Thus, if we deduct from the representation (Vorstel-
lung) of a body what belongs to the thinking of the
understanding, viz. substance, force, divisibility, etc., and
likewise what belongs to sensation, viz. impermeability,
hardness,- colour, etc., there still remains some- [p. 2i]
thing of that empirical intuition (Anschauung), viz. exter=
sion and form. These belong to pure intuition, which-a
prior:, und even without a real object of the senses or of



Transcendental Asthetic 17

sensation, exists in the mind as a mere form of sensi-
bility.

The science of all the principles of sensibility a prior:
I call Transcendental Asthetic! There must be such
a science, forming the first part of the Elements of
Transcendentalism, as opposed to that which treats of
the principles of pure thought, and which should be
called Transcendental Logic.

In Transcendental AEsthetic therefore we shall [p. 22]
first isolate sensibility, by separating everything which the
understanding adds by means of its concepts, so that
nothing remains but empirical intuition (Anschauung).

Secondly, we shall separate from this all that belongs to
sensation (Empfindung), so that nothing remains but pure
intuition (reine Anschauung) or the mere form of the
phenomena, which is the only thing which sensibility
priord can supply. In the course of this investigation it
will appear that there are, as principles of @ prior7 know-
ledge, two pure forms of sensuous intuition (Anschauung),
namely, Space and 7ime. We now proceed to consider
these more in detail.

1The Germans are the only people who at present (1781) use the word
@sthetic for what others call criticism of taste. There is implied in that name
a false hope, first conceived by the excellent analytical philosopher, Baum-
garten, of bringing the critical judgment of the beautiful under rational prin-
ciples, and to raise its rules to the rank of a science. But such endeavours
are vain. For 'sach rules or criteria are, according to their principal sources,
empirical only, and can never serve as definite a prior: rules for our judgment
in matters of taste; on the contrary, our judgment is the real test of the truth
of such rules. It would be advisable therefore to drop the name in that sense,
and to apply it to a doctrine which is a real science, thus approaching more
nearly to the langnage and meaning of the ancients with whom the division
into alebyrd xal vonrd was very famous (or to share that name in common
with speculative philosophy, and thus to use @sthetic sometimes in a transcen-
dental, sometimes in a psychological sense).

c
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¥
FIrsT SECTION OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL ASTHETIC

Of Space

By means of our external sense, a property of our mind
(Gemiith), we represent to ourselves objects as external or
outside ourselves, and all of these in space. It is within
space that their form, size, and relative position are fixed
or can be fixed. The internal sense by means of which
the mind perceives itself or its internal state, does not
give an intuition (Anschauung) of the soul (Seele) itself,
as an object, but it is nevertheless a fixed form under
which alone an intuition of its internal state is [p. 23]
possible, so that whatever belongs to its internal determi-
nations (Bestimmungen) must be represented in relations of
time. Time cannot be perceived (angeschaut) externally,
as little as space can be perceived as something within us.
. _What then are space and time? Are they real beings?
Or, if not that, are ‘they determinations or relations of
things, but such as would belong to them even if they
were not perceived? Or lastly, are they determinations
and relations which are inherent in the form of intuition
only, and therefore in the subjective nature of our mind,
without which such predicates as space and time would
never be ascribed to anything?

In order to understand this more clearly, let us first con-
sider space.

1. Space is not an empirical concept which has been
derived from external experience. For in order that cer-
tain sensations should be referred to something outside~
myself, i.e. to something in a different part of space from
that where 1 am; again, in order that I may be able to
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represent them (vorstellen) as side by side, that is, not
only as different, but as in different places, the representa-
tion (Vorstellung) of space must already be there. There-
fore the representation of space cannot be borrowed
through experience from relations of external phenomena,
but, on the contrary, this external experience becomes
possible only by means of the representation of space.

2. Space is a necessary representation a prior:, form-
ing the very foundation of all external intuitions. [p. 24]
It is impossible to imagine that there should be no space,
though one might very well imagine that there should
be space without objects to fill it. Space is therefore
regarded as a condition of the possibility of phenomena,
not as a determination produced by them; it is a repre-
sentation @ priors which necessarily precedes all external
phenomena.

[3. On this necessity of an a prior: representation of
space rests the apodictic certainty of all geometrical prin-
ciples, and the possibility of their construction a priori.
For if the intuition of space were a concept gained a
posteriors, borrowed from general external experience, the
first principles of mathematical definition would be %ioth-
ing but perceptions. They would be exposed to all the
accidents of perception, and there being but. one straight
line between two points would not be a necessity, but
only something taught in each case by experience. What-
ever is derived from experience possesses a relative
generality only, based on induction. We should there-
fore not be able to say more than that, so far as hitherto
observed, no space has yet been found having more than
three dimensions.] ,

4. Space is not a discursive or so-called general [p. 25]
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cohcept of the relations of things in general, but a pure
intuition. For, first of all, we can imagine one space only
and if we speak of many spaces, we mean parts only
of one and the same space. Nor can these parts be
considered as antecedent to the one and all-embracing
space and, as it were, its component parts out of which
an aggregate is formed, but they can be thought of as
existing within it only. Space is essentially one; its
multiplicity, and therefore the general concept of spaces
in general, arises entirely from limitations. Hence it
follows that, with respect to space, an intuition a priors,
which is not empirical, must form the foundation of all
conceptions of space. In the same manner all geomet-
rical principles, e.g. ‘that in every triangle two sides
together are greater than the third,’ are never to be
derived from the general concepts of side and triangle,
but from an intuition, and that a priors, with apodictic
certainty.

[5. Space is represented as an infinite quantity. Now
a general concept of space, which is found in a foot as
well as in an ell, could tell us nothing in respect to the
quamtity of the space. If there were not infinity in the
progresstn of intuition, no concept of relations of space
could ever ctyntain a principle of infinity.!]

Conclizsions from the Forvegoing Concepts [p. 26

a. Space does\ not represent any quality of objects by
themselves, or objbcts in their relation to one another; i.e.
space does not represent any determination whith is
inherent in the objects themselves, and would remain,

1 No. 5 (No. 4) is differently worded in the Second Editidén; see Supple-
ment VIIL. .
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even if all subjective conditions of intuition were removed.
For no determinations of objects, whether belonging to
them absolutely or in relation to others, can enter into our
intuition before the actual existence of the objects them-
selves, that is to say, they can never be intuitions a priori.

&. Space is nothing but the form of all phenomena of
the external senses; it is the subjective condition of our

_sensibility, without which no external intuition is possible
for us. If then we consider that the receptivity of the
subject, its capacity of being affected by objects, must
necessarily precede all intuition of objects, we shall under-
stand how the form of all phenomena may be given before
all real perceptions, may be, in fact, @ priorz in the soul,

_3nd may, as a pure intuition, by which all objects must
he determined, contain, prior to all experience, principles
regulating their relations.

It is therefore from the human standpoint only that we
can speak of space, extended objects, etc. If we drop
the subjective condition under which alone we can gain
external intuition, that is, so far as we ourselves may be
affected by objects, the representation of space means
nothing. For this predicate is applied to objects only in
so far as they appear to us, and are objects of our [p. 27]
senses. The constant form of this receptivity, which we
call sensibility, is a necessary condition of all relations in
which objects, as without us, can be perceived; and; when
abstraction is made of these objects, what remains is that
pure intuition which we call space. As the peculiafcon—
ditions of our sensibility cannot be looked upon as’condi-
tions of the possibility of the objects themselves, but only
of their appearance as phenomena to us, we may say
indeed that space comprehends all things which may
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appear to us externally, but not all things by themselves,
whether perceived by us or not, or by any subject what-
soever. We cannot judge whether the intuitions of other
thinking beings are subject to the same conditions which
-determine our intuition, and which for us are generally
binding. If we add the limitation of a judgment to a
subjective concept, the judgment gains absolute validity.
The proposition ‘all things are beside each other in space,’
is valid only under the limitation that things are taken as
objects of our sensuous intuition (Anschauung). If T add
that limitation to the concept and say ‘all things, as exter-
nal phenomena, are beside each other in space,” the rule
obtains universal and unlimited validity. Our discussions
teach therefore the reality, ie. the objective validity; of
space with regard to all that can come to us exter- [p. 28]
nally as an object, but likewise the idealizy of space with
regard to things, when they are considered in themselves
by our reason, and independent of the nature of our
senses. We maintain the empirical reality of space, so
far as every possible external experience is concerned, but
at the same time its transcendental ideality; that is to
say, we maintain that space is nothing, if we leave out of
consideration the condition of a possible experience, and
accept it as something on which things by themselves
arc in any way dependent.

With the exception of space there is no other subjective
representation (Vorstellung) referring to something exter-
nal, that would be called 2 priori objective. [This? sub-
jective condition of all external phenomena cannot there-
fore be compared to any other. The taste of wine does

1 This passage to ‘ my object in what I have said’ is differently worded in
the Second Edition; see Supplement IX.
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not belong to the objective determinations of wine, con-
sidered as an object, even as a phenomenal object, but to
the peculiar nature of the sense belonging to the subject
that tastes the wine. Colours are not qualities of a body,
though inherent in its intuition, but they are likewise mog-
ifications only of the sense of sight, as it is affected in dif-
ferent ways by light. Space, on the contrary, as the very
conditioh of external objects, is essential to their appear-
ance or intuition. Taste and colour are by no means
necessary conditions under which alone things [p. 29]
can become to us objects of sensuous perception. They
are connected with their appearance, as accidentally added
effects only of our peculiar organisation. They are not
therefore representations a priorz, but are dependent on
sensation (Empfindung), nay taste even on an affection
(Gefiihl) of pleasure and pain, which is the result of a
sensation. No one can have g prio7Z, an idea (Vorstellung)
either of colour or of taste, but space refers to the pure
form of intuition only, and involves no kind of sensation,
nothing empirical; nay all kinds and determinations of
space can and must be represented a priors, if concepts
of forms and their relations are to arise. Through it alone
is it possible that things should become external objects to
us.]

My object in what I have said just now is only to pre-
vent people from imagining that they can elucidate the
ideality of space by illustrations which are altogether
insufficient, such as colour, taste, etc., which should never
be considered as qualities of things, but as modifications
‘of the subject, and which therefore may be different with
different people. For in this case that which originally is
itself a phenomenon only, as for instance, a rose, is taken
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by the empirical understanding for a thing by itself, which
nevertheless, with regard to colour, may appear [p. 30]
different to every eye. The transcendental conception, on
the contrary, of all phenomena in space, is a critical warn-
ing that nothing which is seen in space is a thing by itself,
nor space a form of things supposed to belong to them by
themselves, but that objects by themselves are not known
to us at all, and that what we call external objects are
nothing but representations of our senses, the form of
which is space, and the true correlative of which, that is
the thing by itself, is not known, nor can be known by
these representations, nor do we care to know anything
about it in our daily experience.

SECOND SECTION OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL ZESTHETIC
Of Time

I. Time is not an empirical concept deduced from any
experience, for neither coexistence nor succession would
enter into our perception, if the representation of time
were not given a priori. Only when this representation
a priort is given, can we imagine that certain things happen
at the same time (simultaneously) or at different times
(successively). . [p 31]

II. Time is a necessary representation on which all
intuitions depend. We cannot take away time from
phenomena in general, though we can well take away
phenomena out of time. Time therefore is given a priori.
In time alone is reality of phenomena possible. All

1In the Second Edition the title is, Metaphysical exposition of the concept
of time, with reference to par. §, Transcendental exposition of the concept of
time.
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phenomena may vanish, but time itself (as the genera'
condition of their -possibility) cannot be done away with.

II1. On this a priori necessity depends also the possi
bility of apodictic principles of the relations of time, or of
axioms of time in general. Time has one dimension only ;
different times are not simultaneous, but successive, while
different spaces are never successive, but simultaneous.
Such principles cannot be derived from experience,
because experience could not impart to them absolute
universality nor apodictic certainty. We should only be
able to say that common experience teaches us that it is
so, but not that it must be so. These principles are valid
as rules under which alone experience is possible; they
teach us before experience, not by means of experience.!

IV. Time is not a discursive, or what is called a general
concept, but a pure form of sensuous intuition. Different
times are parts only of one and the same time. Repre-
sentation, which can be produced by a single [p. 32]
object only, is called an intuition. The proposition that
different times cannot exist at the same time cannot be
deduced from any general concept. Such a propositign is
synthetical, and cannot be deduced from concepts omly.
1t is contained immediately in the intuition and representa-
tion of time.

V.. To say that time is infinite means no more than that
every definite quantity of time is possible only by limita-
tions of one time which forms the foundation of all times.
The original representation of time must therefore be

17 retain the reading of the First Edition, vor derselben, nickt durch dieselbe.
Von denselben, the reading of later editions, is wrong; the emendation of
Rosenkranz, vor demselben, nich? durch dieselben, unnecessary. The Secon:|
Edition has likewise vor derselben.
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given as unlimited. But when the parts themselves and
every quantity of an object can be represented as deter-
mined by limitation only, the whole representation cannot
be given by concepts (for in that case the partial repre-
sentations come first), but it must be founded on immediate

intuition.!
Conclusions from the foregoing concepts

a. Time is not something existing by itself, or inherent
in things as an objective determination of them, something
therefore that might remain when abstraction is made of
all subjective conditions of intuition. For in the former
case it would be something real, without being a real
object. In the latter it could not, as a deter- [p. 33]
mination or order inherent in things themselves, be antece-
dent to things as their condition, and be known and per-
ceived by means of synthetical propositions a priors.  All
this is perfectly possible if time is nothing but a subjec-
tive condition under which alone? intuitions take place
within us. For in that case this form of internal intui-
tion can be represented prior to the objects themselves,
that is, a priori.

4. Time is nothing but the form of the internal sense,
that is, of our intuition of ourselves, and of our internal
state. Time cannot be a determination peculiar to exter-
nal phenomena. It refers neither to their shape, nor
their position, etc., it only determines the relation of rep-
resentations in our internal state. And exactly because
this internal intuition supplies no shape, we try to make
good this deficiency by means of analogies, and represent

1 Here follows inthe Second Edition, Supplement X.
2 Read allein instead of alle, :
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to ourselves the succession of time by a line progressing
to infinity, in which the manifold constitutes a series of one
dimension only; and we conclude from the properties of
this line as to all the properties of time, with one excep-
tion, ie. that the parts of the former are simultaneous,
those of the latter successive. From this it becomes
clear also, that the representation of time is itself an
intuition, because all its relations can be expressed by
means of an external intuition. _

¢. Time is the formal condition, @ priori, of all phenom-
ena whatsoever. Space, as the pure form of all [p. 34]
external intuition, is a condition, @ priori, of external phe-
nomena only. But, as all representations, whether they
have for their objects external things or not, belong by
themselves, as determinations of the mind, to our inner
state, and as this inner state falls under the formal con-
ditions of internal intuition, and therefore of time, time
is a condition, a priori, of all phenomena whatsgever,
and is so directly as a condition of internal phenomena
(of our mind) and thereby indirectly of external phenom-
ena also. If I am able to say, a prior, that all external
phenomena are in space, and are determined, a priors,
according to the relations of space, I can, according to
the principle of the internal sense, make the general
assertion that all phenomena, that is, all objects of the
senses, are in time, and stand necessarily in relations of
time.

I we drop our manner of looking at ourselves inter-
nally, and of comprehending by means of that intuition
all external intuitions also within our power of represen-
tation, and thus take objects as they may be by thems
selves, then time is nothing. Time has objective validity
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vith reference to phenomena only, because these are
themselves things which we accept as objects of our
senses; but time is no longer objective, if we [p. 35] .
remove the sensuous character of our intuitions, that is
to say, that mode of representation which is peculiar to
ourselves, and speak of things in general. Time is there.
fore simply a subjective condition of our (human) intui-
tion (which is always sensuous, that is so far as we are
affected by objects), but by itself, apart from the subject,
nothing. Nevertheless, with respect to all phenomena,
that is, all things which can come within our experience,
time is necessarily objective. We cannot say that all
things are in time, because, if we speak of things in gen-
eral, nothing is said about the manner of intuition, which
is the real condition under which time enters into our rep-
resentation of things If therefore this condition is added
to the concept, and if we say that all things as phenomena
(as objects of sensuous intuition) are in time, then such
a proposition has its full objective validity and & griori
universality.

What we insist on therefore is the empirical reality of
time, that is, its objective validity, with reference to all
objects which can ever come before our senses. And as
our intuition must at all times be sensuous, no object can
ever fall under our experience that does not come under
the conditions of time. What we deny is, that time has
any claim on absolute reality, so that, without [p. 36]
taking into account the form of our sensuous condition, it
should by itself be a condition or quality inherent in
things; for such qualities which belong to things by
themselves can never be given to us through the senses.
This is what constitutes the transcendental ideality of
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time, so that, if we take no account of the subjective con-
ditions of our sensuous intuitions, time is nothing, and can-
not be added to the objects by themselves (without their
relation to our intuition) whether as subsisting or inherent.
This ideality of time, however, as well as that of space,
should not be confounded with the deceptions of our sen-
sations, because in their case we always suppose that the
phenomenon to which such predicates belong has objective
reality, which is not at all the case here, except so far as
this objective reality is purely empirical, that is, so far as
the object itself is looked upon as a mere phenomenon.
On this subject see a previous note, in section i, on Space.

Explanation

Against this thcory which claims empirical, but denies
absolute and transcendental reality to time, even intelli-
gent men have protested so unanimously, that I suppose
that every reader who is unaccustomed to these consider-
ations may naturally be of the same opinion. What they
object to is this: Changes, they say, are real (this is proved
by the change of our own representations, even [p. 37]
if all external phenomena and their changes be denied).
Changes, however, are possible in time only, and there-
fore time must be something real. The answer is easy
enough. I grant the whole argument. Time certainly
is something real, namely, the real form of our internal
intuition. = Time therefore has subjective reality with
regard to internal experience: that is, I really have the
representation of time and of my determinations in it.
Time therefore is to be considered as real, not so far as it
is an object, but so far as it is the representation of myself
1s an object. If either I myself or any other being could
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see me without this condition of sensibility, then these
self-same determinations which we now represent to our-
selves as changes, would give us a kind of knowledge in
which the representation of time, and therefore of change
also, would have no place. There remains therefore the
empirical reality of time only, as the condition of all our
experience, while absolute reality cannot, according to
what has just been shown, be conceded to it. Time is
nothing but the form of our own internal intuition.! Take
away the peculiar condition of our sensibility, and the idea
of time vanishes, because it is not inherent in the ob-
jects, but in the subject only that perceives them. [p. 38]

The reason why this objection is raised so unanimously,
and even by those who have nothing very tangible to say
against the doctrine of the ideality of space, is this. They
could never hope to prove apodictically the absolute real-
ity of space, because they are confronted by idealism,
which has shown that the reality of external objects does
not admit of strict proof, while the reality of the object of
our internal perceptions (the perception of my own self
and of my own status) is clear immediately through our
consciousness. The former might be merely phenomenal,
but the latter, according to their opinion, is undeniably
something real. They did not see that both, without
denying to them their reality as representations, belong
nevertheless to the phenomenon only, which must always
have two sides, the one when the object is considered by
itself (without regard to the manner in which it is per-

1T can say indeed that my representations follow one another, but this
means no more than that we are conscious of them as in a temporal succes-
sion, that is, according to the form of our own internal sense. Time, therefore,
is nothing by itself, nor is it a determination inherent objectively in things.
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ceived, its quality therefore remaining always problemati-
cal), the other, when the form of the perception of the
object is taken into consideration; this form belonging
not to the object in itself, but to the subject which per-
ceives it, though nevertheless belonging really and neces-
sarily to the object as a phenomenon.

Time and space are therefore two sources of knowledge
from which various & prior7 synthetical cognitions [p. 39]
can be derived. Of this pure mathematics give a splendid
example in the case of our cognitions of space and its vari-
ous relations. As they are both pure forms of sensuous
intuition, they render synthetical propositions a prion pos-
sible. But these sources of knowledge a priori (being con-
ditions of our sensibility only) fix their own limits, in that
they can refer to objects only in so far as they are consid-
ered as phenomena, but cannot represent things as they
are by themselves. That is the only field in which they
are valid; beyond it they admit of no objective applica-
tion. This ideality of space and time, however, leaves the
truthfulness of our experience quite untouched, because
we are equally sure of it, whether these forms are inher-
ent in things by themselves, or by necessity in our intui-
tion of them only. Those, on the contrary, who maintain
the absolute reality of space and time, whether as subsist-
ing of only as inherent, must come into conflict with the
principles of experience itself. For if they admit space
and time as subsisting (which is generally the view of
mathematical students of nature) they have to admit two
eternal infinite and self-subsisting nonentities (space and
time), which exist without their being anything real, only
in order to comprehend all that is real. If they take the
second view (held by some metaphysical students [p. 40]
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of nature), and look upon space and time as relations of phe-
nomena, simultaneous or successive, abstracted from expe-
rience, though represented confusedly in their abstracted
form, they are obliged to deny to mathematical proposi-
tions a priors their validity with regard to real things (for
instance in space), or at all events their apodictic cer-
tainty, which cannot take place a posteriori, while the a
priori conceptions of space and time are, according to
their opinion, creations of our imagination only. Their
source, they hold, must really be looked for in experience,
imagination framing out of the relations abstracted from
experience something which contains the general charac-
ter of these relations, but which cannot exist without the
restrictions which nature has imposed on them. The
former gain so much that they keep at least the sphere
of phenomena free for mathematical propositions; but, as
soon as the understanding endeavours to transcend that
sphere, they become bewildered by these very conditions.
The latter have this advantage that they are not bewil
dered by the representations of space and time when
they wish to form judgments of objects, not as phenom-
ena, but only as considered by the understanding; but
they can neither account for the possibility of mathemati-
cal knowledge a priori (there being, according to them,
no true and objectively valid intuition @ prior7), nor can
they bring the laws of experience into true harmony with
the a priori doctrines of mathematics. According to our
theory of the true character of these original [p. 41]
forms of sensibility, both difficulties vanish.

Lastly, that transcendental asthetic cannot contain
more than these two elements, namely, space and time,
becomes clear from the fact that all other concepts belong-
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ing to the senses, even that of motion, which combines
both, presuppose something empirical. Motion presup-
poses the perception of something moving. In space,
however, considered by itself, there is nothing that moves.
Hence that which moves must be something which, as in
space, can be given by experience only, therefore an empir-
ical datum. On the same ground, transcendental aesthetic
cannot count the concept of change among its a prior:
data, because time itself does not change, but only some-
thing which is in time. For this, the perception of some-
thing existing and of the succession of its determinations,
in other words, experience, is required.

D



GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ON TRANSCEN-
DENTAL ASTHETIC

In order to avoid all misapprehensions it will be neces-
sary, first of all, to declare, as clearly as possible, what is
our view with regard to the fundamental nature of [p. 42]
sensuous knowledge. )

What we meant to say was this, that all our intuition
is nothing but the representation of phenomena; that
things which we see are not by themselves what we see,
nor their relations by themselves such as they appear to
us, so that, if we drop our subject or the subjective form
of our senses, all qualities, all relations of objects in space
and time, nay space and time themselves, would vanish.
They cannot, as phenomena, exist by themselves, but in
us only. It remains completely unknown to us what
objects may be by themselves and apart from the recep-
tivity of our senses. We know nothing but our manner
of perceiving them, that manner being peculiar to us, and
not necessarily shared in by every being, though, no doubt,
by every human being. This is what alone concerns us.
Space and time are pure forms of our intuition, while
sensation forms its matter. What we can know a prior —
before all real intuition, are the forms of space and time,
which are therefore called pure intuition, while sensation
is that which causes our knowledge to be called a poste-
riori_knowledge, ie. empirical intuition. Whatever our

“sensation may be, these forms are necessarily inherent
34
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in it, while sensations themselves may be of the most
different character. Even if we could impart the [p. 43]
highest degree of clearness to our intuition, we should
not come one step nearer to the nature of objects by
themselves. We should know our mode of intuition,
i.e. our sensibility, more completely, but always under
the indefeasible conditions of space and time. What the
objects are by themselves would never become known to
us, even through the clearest knowledge of that which
alone is given us, the phenomenon.

It would vitiate the concept of sensibility and phenom-
ena, and render our whole doctrine useless and empty, if
we were to accept the view (of Leibniz and Wolf), that
our whole sensibility is really but a confused representa-
tion of things, simply containing what belongs to them by
themselves, though smothered under an accumulation of
signs (Merkmal) and partial concepts, which we do not
consciously disentangle. The distinction between con-
fused and well-ordered representation is logical 6nly, and
does not touch the contents of our knowledge. Thus the
concept of Right, as employed by people of common sense,
contains neither more nor less than the subtlest specula-
tion can draw out of it, only that in the ordinary practical
use of the word we are not always conscious of the mani-
fold ideas contained in that thought. But no one would
say therefore that the ordinary concept of Right was
sensuous, containing a mere phenomenon; for Right can
never become a phenomenon, being a concept of [p. 44]
the understanding, and representing a moral quality be-
longing to actions by themselves. The representation
of a Body, on the gontrary, contains nothing in intuition
that could belong {o an object by itself, but is merely
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the phenomenal appearance of something, and the man.
ner in which we are affected by it. This receptivity of
our knowledge is called sensibility. Even if we could
see to the very bottom of a phenomenon, it would remain
for ever altogether different from the knowledge of the
thing by itself.

This shows that the philosophy of Leibniz and Wolf
has given a totally wrong direction to all investigations
into the nature and origin of our knowledge, by repre-
senting the difference between the sensible and the intel-
ligible as logical only. That difference is in truth tran-
scendental. It affects not the form only, as being more
or less confused, but the origin and contents of our
knowledge; so that by our sensibility we know the nat-
ure of things by themselves not confusedly only, but not
at all. Tf we drop our subjective condition, the object, as
represented with its qualities bestowed on it by sensuous
intuition, is nowhere to be found, and cannot possibly be
found ; because its form, as phenomenal appearance, is
determined by those very subjective conditions.

It has been the custom to distinguish in phe- [p. 4]
nomena that which is essentially inherent in their intuition
and is recognised by every human being, from that which
belongs to their intuition accidentally only, being valid
not for sensibility in general, but only for a particular
position and organisation of this or that sense. In that
case the former kind of knowledge is said to represent
the object by itself, the latter its appearance only. But
that distinction is merely empirical. If, as generally hap-
pens, people are satisfied with that distinction, without
again, as they ought, treating the first empirical intuition
as purely phenomenal also, in which nothing can be found
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belonging to the thing by itself, our transcendental dis-
tinction is lost, and we believe that we know things by
themselves, though in the world of sense, however far we
may carry our investigation, we can never have anything
before us but mere phenomena. To give an illustration.
People might call the rainbow a mere phenomenal appear-
ance during a sunny shower, but the rain itself the thing
by itself. This would be quite right, physically speaking,
and taking rain as something which, in our ordinary
experience and under all possible relations to our senses,
can be determined thus and thus only in our intuition.
But if we take the empirical in general, and ask, [p. 46]
without caring whether it is the same with every particu-
lar observer, whether it represents a thing by itself (not
the drops of rain, for these are already, as phenomena,
empirical objects), then the question as to the relation
between the representation and the object becomes tran-
scendental, and not only the drops are mere phenomena,
but even their round shape, nay even the space in which
they fall, are nothing by themselves, but only modifica-
tions or fundamental dispositions of our sensuous intuition,
the transcendental object remaining unknown to us.

The second important point in our transcendental zs-
thetic is, that it should not only gain favour as a plausible
hypothesis, but assume as certain and undoubted a charac-
ter as can be demanded of any theory which is to serve
as an organum. In order to make this certainty self-
evident we shall select a case which will make its validity
palpable.

Let us suppose that space and time are in themselves
objective, and cogditions of the possibility of things by
themselves. Now there is with regard to both a large
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number of a priori apodictic and synthetical propositions,
and particularly with regard to space, which for this rea-
son we shall chiefly investigate here as an illustration.
As the propositions of geometry are known synthetically
a priori, and with apodictic certainty, I ask, whence do
you take such propositions? and what does the [p. 47]
understanding rely on in order to arrive at such absolutely
necessary and universally'valid truths? There is no other
way but by concepts and intuitions, and both as given
either @ priori or a posteriori. The latter, namely em-
pirical concepts, as well as the empirical intuition on
which they are founded, cannot yield any synthetical
propositions except such as are themselves also empirical
only, that is, empirical propositions, which can never
possess that necessity and absolute universality which are
characteristic of all geometrical propositions. As to the
other and only means of arriving at such knowledge
through mere concepts or intuitions @ priors, it must be
clear that only analytical, but no synthetical knowledge
can ever be derived from mere concepts. Take the
proposition that two straight lines cannot enclose a space
and cannot therefore form a figure, and try to deduce it
from the concept of straight lines and the number two;
or take the proposition that with three straight lines it
is possible to form a figure, and try to deduce that from
those concepts. All your labour will be lost, and in the
end you will be obliged to have recourse to intuition, as
is always done in geometry. You then give yourselves
an object in intuition. But of what kind is it? [p. 48]
Is it a pure intuition @ priori or an empirical one? In
the latter case, you would never arrive at a univ‘ersally
valid, still less at an apodictic proposition, because ex-
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perience can never yield such. You must therefore take
the object as given & prioZ in intuition, and found your
synthetical proposition on that. If you did not possess
in yourselves the power of a priori intuition, if that
subjective condition were not at the same time, as to the
form, the general condition @ prior7 under which alone
the object of that (external) intuition becomes possible,
if, in fact, the object (the triangle) were something by
itself without any reference to you as the subject, how
could you say that what exists necessarily in your subjective
conditions of constructing a triangle, belongs of necessity
to the triangle itself? For you could not add something
entirely new (the figure) to your concepts of three lines,
something which should of necessity belong to the object,
as that object is given before your knowledge of it, and
not by it. If therefore space, and time also, were not
pure forms of your intuition, which contains the a priori
conditions under which alone things can become external
objects to you, while, without that subjective condition,
they are nothing, you could not predicate anything of
external objects @ griore and synthetically. It is there-
fore beyond the reach of doubt, and not possible [p. 49]
only or probable, that space and time, as the necessary
conditions of all experience, external and internal, are
purely subjective condjtions of our intuition, and that,
with reference to themy all things are }henomena only,
and not things thus existing by themselves in such or
such wise.j Hence, so far as their form is concerned,
much may be predicated of them a priori, but nothing
whatever of the things by themselves on which these
phenomena may pe grounded.!
} Here follows in the Second Edition, Supplement XI.
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ELEMENTS OF TRANSCENDENTALISM

[p. 50]
SECOND PART

TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

INTRODUCTION

THE IDEA OF A TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

I
Of Logic in Geneval

Our knowledge springs from two fundamental sources
of our soul; the first receives representations (receptivity
of impressions), the second is the power of knowing an
object by these representations (spontaneity of concepts).
By the first an object is giver us, by the second the
object is zhought, in relation to that representation which
is a mere determination of the soul. Intuition therefore
and concepts constitute the elements of all our knowledge,
50 that neither concepts without an intuition correspond-
ing to them, nor intuition without concepts can yield any
real knowledge.

Both are either pure or empirical. They are empirical

when sensation, presupposing the actual presence of the
40

¢



Transcendental Logic 41

object, is contained in it. They are pure when no sensa-
tion is mixed up with the representation. The latter may
be called the material of sensuous knowledge. Pure intui-
tion therefore contains the form only by which [p. 51]
something is seen, and pure conception the form only by
which an object is thought. Pure intuitions and pure
concepts only are possible a pgriori, empirical intuitions
and empirical concepts a posterior:.

We call sensibility the receptivity of our soul, or
its power of receiving representations whenever it is
in any wise affected, while the wnderstanding, on the
contrary, is with us the power of producing representa-
tions, or the spontaneity of knowledge. We are so con-
stituted that our intuition must always be sensuous, and
consist of the mode in which we are affected by objects.
What enables us to think the objects of our sensuous
intuition is the understanding. Neither of these qualities
or faculties is preferable to the other. Withous sensibility
objects would not be given to us, without Ttaerstanding
they would notbe thought by us. 7hought wilkout con-
tents are emply, intuitions without concepts are blind.
Therefore it is equally necessary to make our concepts
sensuous, i.e. to add to them theifiaabject in intuition, as
to make our intuitions intelligible, 1 bring them under
concepts. These two‘powers or faculties cannot ex-
change their functions.” The understanding cannot see,
the senses cannot think. By their union only can know-
ledge be produced. But this is no reason for confounding
the share which belongs to each in the production of
knowledge. On the contrary, they should al- [p. 52]
ways be carefully separated and distinguished, and we
have therefore divided thc science of the rules of sen-

~
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sibility in general, ie. aesthetic, from the science of the
rules of the understanding in general, i.e. logic.

Logic again can be taken in hand for two objects,
either as logic of the general or of a particular use of the
understanding. The former contains all necessary rules
of thought without which the understanding cannot be
used at all. It treats of the understanding without any
regard to the different objects to which it may be directed.
Logic of the particular use of the understanding contains
rules how to think correctly on certain classes of objects.
The former may be called Elementary Logic, the latter the
Organum of this or that science. The latter is generally
taught in the schools as a preparation for certain sciences,
though, according to the real progress of the human
understanding, it is the latest achievement, which does
not become possible till the science itself is really made,
and requires only a few touches for its correction and
completion. For it is clear that the objects themselves
must be very well known before it is possible to give rules
accordifig to which a science of them may be established.

General logic is either pure or applied. Inthe [p. 53]
former no account is taken of any empirical conditions
under which our understanding acts, i.e. of the influence
of the senses, the play of imagination, the laws of mem-
ory, the force of habit, the inclinations, and therefore the
sources of prejudice also, nor of anything which supplies
or seems to supply particular kinds of knowledge; for all
this applies to the understanding under certain circum-
stances of its application only, and requires experience
as a condition of knowledge. General but pure logic has
to deal with principles a priori only, and is a canon of the
understanding and of reason, though with reference to its
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formal application only, irrespective of any contents,
whether empirical or transcendental. General logic is
called applied, if it refers to the rules of the use of our
understanding under the subjective empirical conditions
laid down in psychology. It therefore contains empirical
principles, yet it is general, because referring to the use
of the understanding, whatever its objects may be. Tt
is neither a canon of the understanding in general nor an
organum of any particular science, but simply a cathar-
ticon of the ordinary understanding.

In general logic, therefore, that part which is to con-
stitute the science of pure reason must be entirely sepa-
rated from that which forms applied, but for all [p. 54]
that still general logic. The former alone is a real
science, though short and dry, as a practical exposition
of an elementary science of the understanding ought to
be. In this logicians should never lose sight of two
rules: —

1. As general logic it takes no account of the contents
of the knowledge of the understanding nor of the differ-
ence of its objects. It treats of nothing but the mere
form of thought.

2. As pure logic it has nothing to do with empirical
principles, and borrows nothing from psychology (as
some have imagined); psychology, therefore, has ne
influence whatever on the canon of the understanding.
It proceeds by way of demonstration, and everything in
it nfpst be completely a priori.

What I call applied logic (contrary to common usage
according to which it contains certain exercises on the
rules of pure logi) is a representation of the understand-
ing and of the rules according to which it is necessarily
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applied ¢n concreto, i.e. under the accidental conditions
of the subject, which may hinder or help its application,
and are all given empirically only. It treats of attention,
its impediments and their consequences, the sources of
error, the states of doubt, hesitatiof, and conviction, etc.,
and general and pure logic stands to it in [p. 55]
the same relation as pure ethics, which treat only of the
necessary moral laws of a free will, to applied ethics,
which consider these laws as under the influence of sen-
timents, inclinations, and passions to which all human
beings are more or less subject. This can never con-
stitute a true and demonstrated science, because, like
applied logic, it depends on empirical and psychological
principles.

II
Of Transcendental Logic

General logic, as we saw, takes no account of the con-
tents of knowledge, i.e. of any relation between it™3nd its
objects, and considers the logical form only in the relation
of cognitions to each other, that is, it treats of the form”
of thought in general. But as we found, when treating of
Transcendental Asthetic, that there are pure as well as
empirical intuitions, it is possible that a similar distinction
might appear between pure and empirical thinking. In
this case we should have a logic in which the conténts
of knowledge are not entirely ignored, for such a logic
which should contain the rules of pure thought only,
would exclude only all knowledge of a merely empirical
character. It would also treat of the origin of our know-
ledge of objects, so far as that origin cannot be attributed

v
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to the objects, while general logic is not at all [p. 56]
concerned with the origin of our knowledge, but only con-
siders representations (whether existing originally 2 priors
in ourselves or empirically given to us), according to the
laws followed by the understanding, when thinking and
treating them in their relation to each other. It is ron-
fined therefore to the form imparted by the understanding
to the representations, whatever may be their origin.,

And here I make a remark which should never be lost
sight of, as it extends its influence on all that follows.
Not every kind of knowledge a priori should be called
transcendental (i.e. occupied with the possibility or the use
of knowledge a priors), but that only by which we know
that and how certain representations (intuitional or con-
ceptual) can be used or are possible a priorz only. Neither
space nor any a priori geometrical determination of it is 2
transcendental representation; but that knowledge only is
rightly called transcendental which teaches us that these
representations cannot be of empirical origin, and how
they can yet refer a priori to objects of experience. The
applicafion of space to objects in general would likewise
be transcendental, but, if restricted to objects of sense, it
is empirical. The distinction between transcen- [p. §7]
dental and empirical belongs therefore to the critique of
knowledge, and does not affect the relation of that know-
ledge to its objects. % -

On the supposition therefore that there may be con-
cepts, having an a priori reference to objects, not as pure
or sensuous intuitions, but as acts of pure thought, being
concepts in fact, but neither of empirical nor @sthetic
origin, we form by anticipation an idea of a science of
that knowledge which belongs to the pure understanding
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and reason, and by which we may think objects entirely
a priori. Such a science, which has to determine the
origin, the extent, and the objective validity of such
knowledge, might be called 7ranscendental Logic, having
to deal with the laws of the understanding and reason in °
so far only as they refer a priori to objects, and not, as ,
general logic, in so far as they refer promiscuously to the
empirical as well as to the pure knowledge of reason.

I11

Of the Division of General Logic into Analytic and
Dialectic

What is truth? is an old and famous question by which
people thought they could drive logicians into a corner,
and either make them take refuge in a mere circle,! or
make them confess their ignorance and conse- [p. 58]
quently the vanity of their whole art. The nominal defi-
nition of truth, that it is the agreement of the cognition
with its object, is granted. What is wanted is to know
a general and safe criterion of the truth of any and every
kind of knowledge.

It is a great and necessary proof of wisdom and sagac-
ity to know what questions may be reasonably asked.
For if a question is absurd in itself and calls for an answer
where there is no answer, it does not only throw disgrace
on the questioner, but often tempts an uncautious listener
into absurd answers, thus presenting, as the ancients said,
the spectacle of one person milking a he-goat, and of
another holding the sieve.

If truth consists in the agreement of knowledge with

t The First Edition has Diallele, the Second, Digéexe.
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its object, that object must thereby be distinguished from
other objects; for knowledge is untrue if it does not agree
with its object, though it contains something which may
be affirmed of other objects. A general criterium of truth
ought really to be valid with regard to every kind of
knowledge, whatever the objects may be. But it is clear,
as no account is thus taken of the contents of knowledge
(relation to its object), while truth concerns these very
contents, that it is impossible and absurd to ask [p. 59]
for a sign of the truth of the contents of that knowledge,
and that therefore a sufficient and at the same time
general mark of truth cannot possibly be found. As we -
have before called the contents of knowledge its material,
it will be right to say ‘that of the truth of the knowledge,
so far as its material is concerned, no general mark can
be demanded, because it would be self-contradictory.
But, when we speak of knowledge with reference to its
form only, without taking account of its contents, it is
equally clear that logic, as it propounds the general and
necessary rules of the understanding, must furnish in
these rules criteria of truth. For whatever contradicts
those rules is false, because the understanding would thus
contradict the general rules of thought, that is, itself.
These criteria, however, refer only to the form of truth
or of thought in general. They are quite correct so far,
but they are not suﬂici%nt. For although our knowledge
may be in accordance with logical rule, that is, may not
contradict itself, it is quite possible that it may be
in contradiction with its object. Therefore the purely
logical criterium of .truth, namely, the agreement of
knowledge with ‘the .general and formal laws of the
understanding and reason, is no doubt a conditie sine
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qua non, or a negative condition of all truth. [p. 60]
But logic can go no further, and it has no test for dis-
covering error with regard to the contents, and not the
form, of a proposition.

General logic resolves the whole formal action of the
understanding and reason into its elements, and exhibits
them as principles for all logical criticism of our know-
ledge. This part of logic may therefore be called Axna-
lytic, and is at least a negative test of truth, because all
knowledge must first be examined and estimated, so far
as its form is concerned, according to these rules, before
it is itself tested according to its contents, in order to see
whether it contains positive truth with regard to its
object. But as the mere form of knowledge, however
much it may be in agreement with logical laws, is far
from being sufficient to establish the material or objec-
tive truth of our knowledge, no one can venture with
logic alone to judge of objects, or to make any assertion,
without having first collected, apart from logic, trust-
worthy information, in order afterwards fo attempt its
application and connection in a coherent whole accord-
ing to logical laws, or, still better, merely to test it by
them. However, there is something so tempting in this
specious art of giving to all our knowledge the form of
the understanding, though being utterly ignorant [p. 61]
as to the contents thereof, that general logic, which is
meant to be a mere canon of criticism, has been employed
as if it were an organum, for the real production of at
least the semblance of objective assertions, or, more truly,
has been misemployed for that purpose. This general
logic, which assumes the semblance of an organum, is
called Diglectic.
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Different as are the significations in which the ancients
used this name of a science or art, it is easy to gather
from its actual employment that with them it was nothing
but a logic of semblance. It was a sophistic art of giving
to one's ignorance, nay, to one’s intentional casuistry, the
outward appearance of truth, by imitating the accurate
method which logic always requires, and by using its topic
as a cloak for every empty assertion. Now it may be
taken as a sure and very useful warning that general
logic, if treated as an organum, is always an illusive logic,
that is, dialectical. For as logic teaches nothing with
regard to the contents of knowledge, but lays down the
formal conditions only of an agreement with the under-
standing, which, so far as the objects are concerned, are
totally indifferent, any attempt at using it as an organum
in order to extend and enlarge our knowledge, at least in
appearance, can end in nothing but mere talk, [p. 62]
by asserting with a certain plausibility anything one likes,
or, if one likes, denying it.

Such instruction is quite beneath the dignity of philos-
ophy. Therefore the title of Dialectic has rather been
added to logic, as a critique of dialectical semblance; and
it is in that sense that we also use it.

\ Iv
Of the Division of Tramscendental Logic into Tyanscen-
dental Analyiic and Dialectic

In transcendental logic we isolate the understanding, as
before in transcendental asthetic the sensibility, and fix
our attention ch that part of thought only which has its
origin entirely in the understanding. The application of

x
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this pure knowledge has for its condition that objects are
given in intuition, to which it can be applied, for without
intuition all our knowledge would be without ofijects, and
it ‘'would therefore remain entirely empty. That part of
transcendental logic therefore which teaches the elements
of the pure knowledge of the understanding, and the prin-
ciples without which no object can be thought, is transcen-
dental Analytic, and at the same time a logic of truth.
No knowledge can contradict it without losing at the
same time all contents, that is, all relation to any [p. 63]
object, and therefore all truth. But as it is very tempt-
ing to use this pure knowledge of the understanding and
its principles by themselves, and even beyond the limits of
all experience, which alone can supply the material or the
objects to which those pure concepts of the understanding
can be applied, the understanding runs the risk of making,
through mere sophisms, a material use of the purely for-
mal principles of the pure understanding, and thus of
judging indiscriminately of objects which are not given
to us, nay, perhaps can never be given. As it is properly
meant to be a mere canon for criticising the empirical use
6f the understanding, it is a real abuse if it is allowed as
an organum of its general and unlimited appli¢ation, by
our venturing, with the pure understanding alone, to judge
synthetically of objects in general, or to affirm and decide
anything about them. In this case the employment of the
pure understanding would become dialectjcal.

The second part of transcendental logic must therefore
form a critique of that dialectical semblance, and is called
transcendental Dialectic, not as an art of producing dog-
matically such semblance (afi art but too popular with
many metaphysical jugglers), ‘but as a critique of the
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understanding and reason with regard to their hyper
physical employment, in order thus to lay bare the false
semblance of its groundless pretensions, and to [p. 64]
reduce its claims to discovery and expansion, which was to
be achieved by means of transcendental principles only,
to a mere critique, serving as a protection of the pure
understanding against all sophistical illusions.
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\
TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

FirsT DIvisiON
Transcendental Analytic

Transcendental Analytic consists in the dissection of all
our knowledge a priori into the elements which constitute
the knowledge of the pure understanding. Four points
are here essential : first, that the concepts should be pure
and not empirical; secondly, that they should not belong
to intuition and sensibility, but to thought and understand-
ing; thirdly, that the concepts should be elementary and
carefully distinguished from derivative or composite con-
cepts; fourthly, that our tables should be complete and
that they should cover the whole field of the pure under-
standing.

This completeness of a science cannot be confidently
accepted on the strength of a mere estimate, or by means
of repeated experiments only; what is required for it is an
idea of the totality of the a prior: knowledge of the under-
standing, and a classification of the concepts based [p. 65]
upon it; in fact, a systematic treatment. Pure under-
standing must be distinguished, not merely from all that
is empirical, but even from all sensibility. It constitutes
therefore a unity independent in itself, self-sufficient, and
not to be increased by any additions from without. The
sum of its knowledge must constitute a system, compre-
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hended and determined by one idea, and its completeness
and articulation must form the test of the correctness and
genuineness of its component parts.

This part of transcendental logic consists of two books,
the one containing the concepts, the other the principles of
pure understanding.



TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC

BOOK 1
ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTS

By Analytic of concepts I do not understand their
analysis, or the ordinary process in philosophical dis-
quisitions of dissecting any given concepts according to
their contents, and thus rendering them more distinct;
but a hitherto seldom attempted dissection of the faculty
of the understanding itself, with the sole object of dis-
covering the possibility of concepts a priers, by looking
for them nowhere but in the understanding itself [p. 66]
as their birthplace, and analysing the pure use of the
understanding. This is the proper task of a trdnscen-
dental philosophy, all the rest is.mere logical treatment
of concepts. We shall therefore follow up the pure con-
cepts to their first germs and beginnings in the human
understanding, in which they lie prepared, till at last, on
the occasion of experience, they become developed, and
are represented by the same understanding in their full
purity, freed from all inherent empirical conditions.

54
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ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTS

CHAPTER 1

METHOD OF DISCOVERING ALL PURE CONCEPTS OF THE
UNDERSTANDING

When we watch any faculty of knowledge, different
concepts, characteristic of that faculty, manifest them-
selves according to different circumstances, which, as
the observation has been carried on for a longer or
shorter time, or with more or less accuracy, may be
gathered up into a more or less complete collection.
Where this collection will be complete, it is impossible
to say beforchand, when we follow this almost mechan-
ical process. Concepts thus discovered fortuitously only,
possess neither order nor systematic unity, but [p. 67]
are paired in the end according to similarities, and, accord-
ing to their contents, arranged as more or less complex
in various series, which are nothing less than systematical,
though to a certain extent put together methodically.

Transcendental p?&losophy has the advantage, but
also the duty of discovering its concepts according to
a fixed principle. As they spring pure and unmixed
from the understanding as an absolute unity, they must
be connected with each other, according to ome concept
or idea. This connection supplies us at the same time
with a rule, acéording to which the place of each pure
concept of the understanding and the systematical com-
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pleteness of all of them can be determined a priorz, in-
stead of being dependent on arbitrary choice or chance.
¢
TRANSCENDENTAL METHOD OF THE DISCOVERY
OF ALL PURE CONCEPTS OF THE UNDER-
STANDING

SecrioN 1
Of the Logical Use of the Understanding in General

We have before defined the understanding negatively
only, as a non-sensuous faculty of knowledge. As with-
out sensibility we cannot have any intuition, [p. 68]
it is clear that the understanding is not a faculty of intui-
tion. Besides intuition, however, there is no other kind
of knowledge except by means of concepts. The know-
ledge therefore of every understanding, or at least of the
human understanding, must be by means of concepts,
not intuitive, but discursive. All intuitions, being sen-
suous, depend on affections, concepts on functions. By
this function I mean the unity of the act of arranging
different representations under one common representa-
tion. Concepts are based therefore on the spontaneity
of thought, sensuous intuitions on the receptivity of
impressions. The only use which the understanding can
make of these concepts is to form judgments by them.
As no representation, except the intuitional, refers imme-
diately to an object, no concept is ever referred to an
object immediately, but to some other representation of
it, whether it be an intuition, or itself a concept. A judg-
ment is therefore a mediate knowledge of an object, or
a representation of a representation of it. In every judg-
ment we find a concept applying to many, and compre-
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hending among the many one single representation, which
is referred immediately to the object. Thus in the judg-
ment that all bodies are divisible,! the concept of divisible
applies to various other concepts, but is here applied in
particular to the concept of body, and this concept of
body to certain phenomena of our experience. [p. 69]
These objects therefore are represented mediately by
the concept of divisibility. All judgments therefore are
functions of unity among our representations, the know-
ledge of an object being brought aboyt, not by an imme-
diate representation, but by a higher one, comprehending
this and several others, so that many possible cognitions
are collected into one. As all acts of the understanding
can be reduced to judgments, the understanding may be
defined as the faculty of judging. For we saw before
that the understanding is the faculty of thinking, and
thinking is knowledge by means of concepts, while con-
cepts, as predicates of possible judgments, refer to some
representation of an object yet undetermined. Thus the
concept of body means something, for instance, metal,
which can be known by that concept. It is only a con-
cept, because it comprehends other representations, by
means of which it can be referred to objects. It is there-
fore the predicate of a ‘possible judgment, such as, that
every metal is a b Thus the functions of the under-
standing can be discovered in their completeness, if it is
possible to represent the functions of unity in judgments.
That this is possible will be seen in the following
section.

Y Veranderlick l# the First Edition is rightly corrected into Zkeiléar in
later editions, though in the Second it is still zerdnderiick.
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METHOD OF THE DISCOVERY OF ALL PURE CON-
CEPTS OF THE UNDERSTANDING  [p. 70]

Section 11

Of the Logical Function of the Understanding in
Fudgments

If we leave out of consideration the contents of any
judgment and fix our attention on the mere form of the
understanding, we find that the function of thought in a
judgment can be brought under four heads, each of them
with three subdivisions. They may be represented in the
following table : —

I

Quantity of Fudgments
Universal.
Particular.
11 Singular. 111
Quality Relation
Affirmative. Categorical.
Negative. Hypothetical.
Infinite. Disjunctive.
v
Modality
Problematical.
Assertory.
Apodictic.

As this classification may seem to differ in some, though
not very essential points, from the usual technicalities of
logicians, the following reservations against any [p. 71]
possible misunderstanding will not be out ¥ place.

1. Logicians are quite right in saying that in using
judgments in syllogisms, singular judgments may be
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treated like universal ones. For as they have no extent
¢f all, the predicate cannot refer to part only of that
which is contained in the concept of the subject, and be
excluded from the rest. The predicate is valid therefore
of that concept, without any exception, as if it were a
general concept, having an extent to the whole of which
the nredicate applies. But if we compare a singular with
a general judgment, looking only at the quantity of know-
ledge conveyed by it, the singular judgment stands to the
universal judgment as unity to infinity, and is therefore
essentially different from it. It is therefore, when we
consider a singular judgment (judicium singulare), not
only according to its own validity, but according to the
quantity of knowledge which it conveys, as compared with
other kinds of knowledge, that we see how different it is
from general judgments (judicia communia), and how well
it deserves a separate place in a complete table of the
varieties of thought in general, though not in a logic
limited to the use of judgments in reference to each other.

2. In like manner infinite judgments must, in tran-
scendental logic, be distinguished from affirmative ones,
though in general logic they are properly classed to-
gether, and do not constitute a separate part in [p. 72]
the classification. eneral logic takes no account of the
contents of the predicate (though it be negative), it only
asks whether the predicate be affirmed or denied. Tran-
scendental logic, on the contrary, considers a judgment
according to the value also or the contents of a logical
affirmation by means of a purely negative predicate, and
asks how mugh is gained by that affirmation, with refer-
ence to the sum total of knowledge. If I had said of the
soul, that it is not mortal, I should, by means of a nega-
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tive judgment, have at least warded off an error. Nov
it is true that, so far as the logical form is concerned, [
have really affirmed by saying that the soul is non-mortal,
because I thus place the soul in the unlimited sphere of
non-mortal beings. As the mortal forms one part of the
whole sphere of possible beings, the non-mortal the other,
I have said no more by my proposition than that the soul
is one of the infinite number of things which remain,
when I take away all that is mortal. But by this the
infinite sphere of all that is possible becomes limited only
in so far that all that is mortal is excluded from it, and
that afterwards the soul is placed in the remaining part
of its original extent. This part, however, even after its
limitation, still remains infinite, and several more parts of
it may be taken away without extending thereby in the
least the concept of the soul, or affirmatively de- [p. 73]
termining it. These judgments, thercfore, though infi-
nite in respect to their logical extent, are, with respect
to their contents, limitative only, and cannot therefore be
passed over in a transcendental table of all varieties of
thought in judgments, it being quite possible that the
function of the understanding exercised in them may
become of great importance in the field of its pure
a priov: knowledge.

3. The following are all the relations of thought in
judgments : —

a. Relation of the predicate to the subject.

5. Relation of the cause to its effect.

¢. Relation of subdivided knowledge, and of the col-
lected members of the subdivision to each other.

In the first class of judgments we consider two con-
cepts, in the second two judgments, in the third several
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judgments in their relation to each other. The hypo-
thetical proposition, if perfect justice exists, the obsti-
nately wicked is punished, contains really the relation of
two propositions, namely, there is a perfect justice, and
the obstinately wicked is punished. Whether both these
propositions are true remains unsettled. It is only the
consequence which is laid down by this judgment.

The disjunctive judgment contains the relation of two
or more propositions to each other, but not as a conse-
quence, but in the form of a logical opposition, the sphere
of the one excluding the sphere of the other, and at the
same time in the form of community, all the propositions
together filling the whole sphere of the intended know-
ledge. The disjunctive judgment contains there- [p. 74]
fore a relation of the parts of the whole sphere of a given
knowledge, in which the sphere of each part forms the
complement of the sphere of the other, all being con-
tained within the whole sphere of the subdivided know-
ledge. We may say, for instance, the warld exists either
by blind chance, or by internal necessity, or by an exter-
nal cause. Each of these sentences occupies a part of
the sphere of all possible knowledge with regard to the
existence of the world, while all together occupy the whole
sphere. To take away the knowledge from one of these
spheres is the same ag”to place it into one of the other
spheres, and to place it in one sphere is the same as to
take it away from the others. There exists therefore in
disjunctive judgments a certain community of the differ-
ent divisions of kflowledge, so that they mutually exclude
each other, and y,tt thereby determine in their totality the
true knowledge, because, if taken together, they constitute
the whole contents of one given knowledge. This is all

ir
i
]

I




62 Transcendental Analytic

I have to observe here for the sake of what is to follow
hereafter.

4. The modality of judgments is a very peculiar func-
tion, for it contributes nothing to the contents of a judg-
ment (because, besides quantity, quality, and relation, there
is nothing else that could constitute the contents of a’
judgment), but refers only to the nature of the copula
in relation to thought in general.. Problematical judg-
ments are those in which affirmation or negation- are
taken as possible (optional) only, while in assertory judg-
ments affirmation or negation is taken as real (true), in
" apodictic as necessary.! Thus the two judg- [p. 75]
ments, the relation of which constitutes the hypothetical
judgment (antecedens et comsequens) and likewise the
judgments the reciprocal relation of which forms the dis-
junctive judgment (members of subdivision), are always
problematical only. In the example given above, the
proposition, there exists a perfect justice, is not made
as an assertory, but only as an optional judgment, which
may be accepted or not, the consequence only being
assertory. It is clear therefore that some of these judg-
ments may be wrong, and may yet, if taken problemati-
cally, contain the conditions of the knowledge of truth.
Thus, in our disjunctive judgment, one of its component
judgments, namely, the world exists by blind chance, has
a problematical meaning only, on the supposition that some
one might for one moment take such a view, but serves,
at the same time, like the indication of a false road among
all the roads that might be taken, to find out the true one.

1 As if in the first, thought were a function of the understanding, in the
second, of the faculty of judgment, in the third, of reason; a remark which
will receive its elucidation in the sequel.




Transcendental Analytic 63

The problematical proposition is therefore that which ex-
presses logical (not objective) possibility only, that is, a
free choice of admitting such a proposition, and a purely
optional admission of it into the understanding. The
assertory proposition implies logical reality or truth.
Thus, for instance, in a hypothetical syllogism the anfe-
cedens in the major is problematical, in the [p.76]
minor assertory, showing that the proposition conforms
to the understanding according to its-laws. The apo-
dictic proposition represents the assertory as determined
by these very laws of the understanding, and therefore
as asserting @ priori, and thus expresses logical necessity.
As in this way everything is arranged step by step in the
understanding, inasmuch as we begin with judging prob-
lematically, then proceed to an assertory acceptation, and
finally maintain our proposition as inseparably united with:
the understanding, that is as necessary and apodictic, we
may be allowed to call these three functions of modality
so many varieties or momenta of thought.

METHOD OF THE DISCOVERY OF ALL PURE CON-
CEPTS OF THE UNDERSTANDING

Section III

Of the Pure Concepts of the Understanding, ov of the
Categories

General logic, as we have often said, takes no account
of the contents of our knowledge, but expects that repre-
sentations will come from elsewhere in order to be turned
into concepts by an analytical process. Transcendental
logic, on the contrary. has before it the manifold contents
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of sensibility a priori, supplied by transcendental [p. 77]
@®sthetic as the material for the concepts of the pure
understanding, without which those concepts would be
without any contents, therefore entirely empty. It is true
that space and time contain what is manifold in the pure
intuition a priort, but they belong also to the conditions
of the receptivity of our mind under which alone it can
receive representations of objects, and which therefore
must affect the concepts of them also. The spontaneity
of our thought requires that what is manifold in the
pure intuition should first be in a certain way examined,
received, and connected, in order to produce a knowledge
of it. This act I call synthesis.

In its most general sense, I understand by synthesis
the act of arranging different representations together,
and of comprehending what is manifold in them under
one form of knowledge. Such a synthesis is pure, if the
manifold is not given empirically, but a priori (as in time
and space). Before we can proceed to an analysis of our
representations, these must first be given, and, as far as
their contents are concerned, no concepts can arise ana-
lytically. Knowledge is first produced by the synthesis of
what is manifold (whether given empirically or a priors).
That knowledge may at first be crude and confused and
in need of analysis, but it is synthesis which really collects
the elements of knowledge, and unites them to a certain
extent. It is therefore the first thing which we [p. 78]
have to consider, if we want to form an opinion on the
first origin of our knowledge.

We shall see hereafter that synthesis in general is the
mere result of what I call the faculty of imagination, a
blind but indispensable function of the soul, without
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which we should have no knowledge whatsoever, but of
the existence of which we are scarcely conscious. But
to reduce this synthesis to concepts is a function that
belongs to the understanding, and by which the under-
standing supplies us for the first time with knowledge
properly so called.

Pure synthesis in its most general meaning gives us the
pure concept of the understanding. By this pure syn-
thesis I mean that which rests on the foundation of what
I call synthetical unity @ priori. Thus our counting (as
we best perceive when dealing with higher numbers) is
a synthesis according to concepts, because resting on a
common ground of unity, as for instance, the decade.
The unity of the synthesis of the manifold becomes
necessary under this concept.

By means of analysis different representations are
brought under one concept, a task treated of in general
logic; but how to bring, not the representations, but the
pure synthesis of representations, under concepts, that is
what transcendental logic means to teach. The first that
must be given us a prior: for the sake of knowledge of
all objects, is the manifold in pure intuition. The second
is, the synthesis of the manifold by means of [p. 79]
imagination. But. this does not yet produce true know-
ledge. The concepts which impart unity to this pure
synthesis and consist entirely in the representation of this
necessary synthetical unity, add the third contribution
towards the knowledge of an object, and rest on the
understanding.

The same function which imparts unity to various rep-
resentations in one judgment imparts unity likewise to the
mere synthesis of various representations in one intuition,

F
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which in a general way may be called the pure concept
of the understanding. The same understanding, and by
the same operations by which in concepts it achieves
through analytical unity the logical form of a judgment,
introduces also, through the synthetical unity of the mani-
fold in intuition, a transcendental element into its repre-
sentations. They are therefore called pure concepts of
the understanding, and they refer a priori to objects,
which would be quite impossible in general logic.

In this manner there arise exactly so many pure con-
cepts of the understanding which refer a priorz to objects
of intuition in general, as there were in our table logical
functions in all possible judgments, because those func-
tions completely exhaust the understanding, and compre-
hend every one of its faculties. Borrowing a term of
Aristotle, we shall call these concepts catzgories, [p. 80]
our intention being originally the same as his, though
widely diverging from it in its practical application.

TABLE OF CATEGORIES

I
Of Quantity

Unity.

Plurality.

Totality.

11 111

Of Quality Of Relation
Reality. Of Inherence and Subsistence
Negation. (substantia et accidens).
Limitation. Of Causality and Dependence

(cause and effect).

Of Community (reciprocity be-
tween the active and the
passive).
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v
Of Modality
Possibility. Impossibility.
Existence. Non-existence.
Necessity. Contingency.

This then is a list of all original pure concepts of syn-
thesis, which belong to the understanding a priors, and
for which alone it is called pure understanding; for it
is by them alone that it can understand something in the
manifold of intuition, that is, think an object in it. The
classification is systematical, and founded on a common
principle, namely, the faculty of judging (which is the
same as the faculty of thinking). It is not the [p. 81]
result of a search after pure concepts undertaken at hap-
hazard, the completeness of which, as based on induc-
tion only, could never be guaranteed. Nor could we
otherwise understand why these concepts only, and no
others, abide in the pure understanding. It was an enter-
prise worthy of an acute thinker like Aristotle to try to
discover these fundamental concepts; but as he had no
guiding principle he merely picked them up as they
occurred to him, and at first gathered up ten of them,
which he called categories or predicaments. Afterwards
he thought he had djscovered five more of them, which he
added under the name of post-predicaments. But his table
remained imperfect for all that, not to mention that we
find in it some modes of pure sensibility (guando, ubs,
situs, also prius, simul), also an empirical concept (motus),
none of whicl can belong to this genealogical register of
the understaflding. Besides, there are some derivative
concepts, counted among the fundamental concepts (actéo,
passio), while some of the latter are entirely wanting.
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With regard to these, it should be remarked that the
categories, as the true fundamental concepts of the pure
understanding, have also their pure derivative concepts.
These could not be passed over in a complete system of
transcendental philosophy, but in a merely critical [p. 82]
essay the mention of the fact may suffice.

I should like to be allowed to call these pure but deriva-
tive concepts of the understanding the predicabilia, in
opposition to the predicamenta of the pure understanding.
If we are once in possession of the fundamental and
primitive concepts, it is easy to add the derivative and
secondary, and thus to give a complete image of the
genealogical tree of the pure understanding. As at pres-
ent I am concerned not with the completeness, but only
with the principles of a system, I leave this supplemen-
tary work for a future occasion. In order to carry it out,
one need only consult any of the ontological manuals, and
place, for instance, under the category of causality the pre-
dicabilia of force, of action, and of passion; under the
category of community the predicabilia of presence and
resistance ; under the predicaments of modality the pre-
dicabilia of origin, extinction, change, etc. If we asso-
ciate the categories among themselves or with the modes
of pure sensibility, they yield us a large number of de-
rivative concepts @ priori, which it would be useful and
interesting to mark and, if possible, to bring to a certain
completeness, though this is not essential for our present
purpose.

I intentionally omit here the definitions of these cate-
gories, though I may be in possession of them.! In the

1 8ee, however, Karl's remarks on p. 210 (p. 241 of First Edition).
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sequel I shall dissect these concepts so far as is [p. 83]
sufficient for the purpose of the method which I am pre-
paring. In a complete system of pure reason they might
be justly demanded, but at present they would only make
us lose sight of the principal object of our investigation,
by rousing doubts and objections which, without injury to
our essential object, may well be relegated to another
time. The little I have said ought to be sufficient to
show clearly that a complete dictionary of these concepts
with all requisite explanations is not only possible, but
easy. The compartments exist; they have only to be
filled, and with a systematic topic like the present the
proper place to which each concept belongs cannot easily
be missed, nor compartments be passed over which are

still empty.!

1 Here follows in the Second Edition, Supplement XII.
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[p. 84]

CHAPTER II

OF THE DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF
THE UNDERSTANDING

SecTtION 1

Of the Principles of a Transcendental Deduction in
General

Jurists, when speaking of rights and claims, distin-
guish in every lawsuit the question of right (gquid juris)
from the question of fact (guid facti), and in demanding
proof of both they call the former, which is to show
the right or, it may be, the claim, the deduction. We,
not being jurists, make use of a number of empirical
concepts, without opposition from anybody, and consider
ourselves justified, without any deduction, in attaching
to them a sense or imaginary meaning, because we can
always appeal to experience to prove their objective real-
ity. There exist however illegitimate concepts also, such
as, for instance, chance, or fate, which through an almost
general indulgence are allowed to be current, but are yet
from time to time challenged by the question guid juris.
In that case we are greatly embarrassed in looking for
their deduction, there being no clear legal title, whether

70
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from experience or from reason, on which their [p. 85]
claim to employment could be clearly established.

Among the many concepts, however, which enter into
the complicated code of human knowledge, there are
some which are destined for pure use a priori, indepen-
dent of all experience, and such a claim requires at all
times a deduction,! because proofs from experience would
not be sufficient to establish the legitimacy of such a use,
though it is necessary to know how much concepts can
refer to objects which they do not find in experience. I
call the explanation of the manner how such concepts
can a priort refer to objects their transcendental deduc-
tion, and distinguish it from the empirical deduction
which shows the manner how a concept may be gained
by experience and by reflection on experience; this does
not touch the legitimacy, but only the fact whence the
possession of the concept arose.

We have already become acquainted with two totally
distinct classes of concepts, which nevertheless agree in
this, that they both refer @ prio»i to objects, namely,
the concepts of space and time as forms of sensibility,
and the categories as concepts of the understanding. It
would be labour lost to attempt an empirical deduction
of them, because their distinguishing characteristic is
that they refer to objects without having borrowed any-
thing from experience for their representation. [p. 86]
If therefore a deduction of them is necessary, it can
only be transcendental.

It is possible] however, with regard to these concepts,
as with regard to all knowledge, to try to discover in

1 That is a transcendental deduction,
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experience, if not the- principle of their possibility, yet
the contingent causes of their production. And here
we see that the impressions of the senses give the first
impulse to the whole faculty of knowledge with respect
to them, and thus produce experience which consists of
two very heterogeneous elements, namely, matter for
knowledge, derived from the senses, and a certain form
according to which it is arranged, derived from the inter-
nal source of pure intuition and pure thought, first brought
into action by the former, and then producing concepts.
Such an investigation of the first efforts of our faculty
of knowledge, beginning with single perceptions and ris-
ing to general concepts, is no doubt very useful, and we
have to thank the famous Locke for having been the
first to open the way to it. A deduction of the pure
concepts a priori, however, is quite impossible in that
way. It lies in a different direction, because, with refer-
ence to their future use, which is to be entirely indepen-
dent of experience, a very different certificate of birth
will be required from that of mere descent from experi-
ence. We may call this attempted physiological deriva-
tion (which cannot properly be called deduction, [p. 87]
because it refers to a guaestio facts), the explanation of
the possession of pure knowledge. It is clear therefore
that of these pure concepts @ griori a transcendental
deduction only is possible, and that to attempt an empiri-
cal deduction of them is mere waste of time, which no
one would think of except those who have never under-
stood the very peculiar nature of that kind of knowledge.

But though it may be admitted that the only possible
deduction of pure knowledge a priori must be transcen-
dental, it has not yet been proved that such a deduction
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is absolutely necessary. We have before, by means of
a transcendental deduction, followed up the concepts of
space and time to their very sources, and explained and
defined their objective validity a priori. Geometry, how-
ever, moves along with a steady step, through every kind
of knowledge a priori, without having to ask for a cer-
tificate from philosophy as to the pure legitimate descent
of its fundamental concept of space. But it should be
remarked that in geometry this concept is used with
reference to the outer world of sense only, of which
space is the pure form of intuition, and where geometri-
cal knowledge, being based on a prior: intuition, possesses
immediate evidence, the objects being given, s¢ far as
their form is concerned, through their very knowledge
a priori in intuition. When we come, however, [p. 88]
i0 the pure concepts of the understanding, it becomes
absolutely necessary to look for a transcendental deduc-
tion, not only for them, but for space also, because they,
not being founded on experience, apply to objects gener-
ally, without any of the conditions of sensibility; and,
speaking of objects, not through predicates of intuition
and sensibility, but of pure thought a pgriori, are not
able to produce in intuition @ priorz any object on which,
previous to all experiehce, their synthesis was founded.
These concepts of pure understanding, therefore, not
only excite suspicion with regard to the objective validity
* and the limits of their own application, but render even
the concept of space equivocal, because of an inclination
to apply it beyond the conditions of sensuous intuition,
which was the irery reason that made a transcendental
deduction of it, such as we gave before, necessary. Be-
fore the reader has made a single step in the field of
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pure reason, he must be convinced of the inevitable
necessity of such a transcendental deduction, otherwise
he would walk on blindly and, after having strayed in
every direction, he would only return to the same igno-
rance from which he started. He must at the same time
perceive the inevitable difficulty of such a deduction, so
that he may not complain about obscurity where the
object itself is obscure, or weary too soon with our re-
moval of obstacles, the fact being that we have [p. 89]
either to surrender "altogether all claims to the know-
ledge of pure reason—the most favourite field of all
philosophers, because extending beyond the limits of all
possible experience — or to bring this critical investigation
to perfection.

It was easy to show before, when treating of the con-
cepts of space and time, how these, though being know-
ledge a priori, refer necessarily to objects, and how they
make a synthetical knowledge of them possible, which is
independent of all experience. For, as no object can
appear to us, that is, become an object of empirical intui-
tion, except through such pure forms of sensibility, space
and time are pure intuitions which contain # pré0»7 the con-
ditions of the possibility of objects as phenomena, and the
synthesis in these intuitions possesses objective validity.

The categories of the understanding, on the contrary,
are not conditions under which objects can be given in
intuition, and it is quite possible therefore that objects -
should appear to us without any necessary reference to
the functions of the understanding, thus showing that the
understanding contains by no means any of their con-
ditions a prisri. There arises therefore here a difficulty,
which we did not meet with in the field of sensibility,
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namely, how subjective conditions of thought can have
objective validity, that is, become conditions of the possi-
bility of the knowledge of objects. It cannetbe- [p. go]
denied that phenomena may be given in intuition without
the functions of the understanding. For if we take, for
instance, the concept of cause, which implies a peculiar
kind of synthesis, consisting in placing according to a rule
after something called A something totally different from
it, B, we cannot say that it is @ pr7ori clear why phenomena
should contain something of this kind. We cannot appeal
for it to experience, because what has to be proved is the
objective validity of this concept a priori. It would re-
main therefore a priori doubtful whether such a concept
be not altogether empty, and without any corresponding
object among phenomena. It is different with objects of
sensuous intuition. They must conform to the formal
conditions of sensibility existing @ prio»Z in the mind,
because otherwise they could in no way be objects to us.
But why besides. this they should conform to the condi-
tions which the understanding requires for the synthetical
unity of thought, does not seem to follow quite so easily.
For we could quite well imagine that phenomena might
possibly be such that 'the understanding should not find
them conforming to the conditions of its synthetical unity,
and all might be in such confusion that nothing should
appear in the succession of phenomena which could sup-
ply a rule of synthesis, and correspond, for instance, to
the concept of cayse and effect, so that this concept would
thus be quite empty, null, and meaningless. With all this
phenomena would offer objects to our intuition, because
intuition by itself does not requlre the functlons [p.- o1]
of thought. : -
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It might be imagined that we could escape from the
trouble of these investigations by saying that experience
offers continually examples of such regularity of phe-
nomena as to induce us to abstract from it the concept
of cause, and it might be attempted to prove thereby the
objective validity of such a concept. But it ought to be
seen that in this way the concept of cause cannot possibly
arise, and that such a concept ought either to be founded
a priori in the understanding or be surrendered altogether
as a mere hallucination. For this concept requires strictly
that something, A, should be of such a nature that some-
thing else, B, follows from it necessarily and according to
an absolutely universal rule. Phenomena no doubt supply
us with cases from which a rule becomes possible accord-
ing to which something happens usually, but never so that
the result should be necessary. There is a dignity in the
synthesis of cause and effect which cannot be expressed
" empirically, for it implies that the effect is not only an
accessory to the cause, but given by it and springing from
it. Nor is the absolute universality of the rule a quality
inherent in empirical rules, which by means of induction
cannot receive any but a relative universality, that [p. 92]
is, a more or less extended applicability. If we were to
treat the pure concepts of the understanding as merely
empirical products, we should completely change their
character and their use.

Transition to a Transcendental Deduction of the Categories

Two ways only are possible in which synthetical repre-
sentations and their objects can agree, can refer to each
other with necessity, and so to say meet each other.
Either it is the object alone that makes the representation
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possible, or it is the representation alone that makes the
object possible. In the former case their relation is em-
pirical only, and the representation therefore never possible
a priori. This applies to phenomena with reference to
whatever in them belongs to sensation. In the latter case,
though representation by itself (for we do not speak here
of its! causality by means of the will) cannot produce its
object so far as its existence is concerned, nevertheless
the representation determines the object a priors, if
through it alone it is possible to know anything as an
object. To know a thing as an object is possible only
under two conditions. First, there must be intuition by
which the object is given us, though as a phenomenon
only, secondly, there must be a concept by which [p. 93]
an object is thought as corresponding to that intuition.
From what we have said before it is clear that the first
condition, namely, that under which alone objects can be
seen, exists, so far as the form of intuition is concerned,
in the soul @ grior:. All phenomena therefore must con-
form to that formal condition of sensibility, because it is
through it alone that they appear, that is, that they are
given and empirically seen.

Now the question arises whether there are not also
antecedent conceptslz priori, forming conditions under
which alone something can be, if not seen, yet thought as
an object in general; for in that case all empirical know-
ledge of objects would necessarily conform to such con-
cepts, it being imIPossible that anything should become an
object of experience without them. All experience con-
tains, besides the intuition of the senses by which some-

1 Read deren instend of dessen.
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thing is given, a concept also of the object, which is given
in intuition as a phenomenon. Such concepts of objects
in general therefore must form conditions @ prior: of all
knowledge produced by experience, and the objective
validity of the categories, as being such concepts a prior,
rests on this very fact that by them alone, so far as the
form of thought is concerned, experience becomes possi-
ble. If by them only it is possible to think any object of
experience, it follows that they refer by necessity and
a priori to all objects of experience.

There is therefore a principle for the trans- [p. 94]
cendental deduction of all concepts & prtori which must
guide the whole of our investigation, namely, that all
must be recognized as conditions @ priorz of the possibility
of experience, whether of intuition, which is found in it
or of thought. Concepts which supply the objective
ground of the possibility of experience are for that very
reason necessary. An analysis of the experience in which
they are found would not be a deduction, but a mere illus-
tration, because they would there have an accidental char-
acter only. Nay, without their original relation to all
possible experience in which objects of knowledge occur,
their relation to any single object would be quite incom-
prehensible. .

[There are three original sources, or call them facuities
or powers of the soul, which contain the conditions of the
possibility of all experience, and whick themselves cannot
be derived from any other faculty, namely, sense, imagina-
tion, and apperception. On them is founded —

1. The synopsis of the manifold e priori through the
senses.

2. The synthesis of this manifold through the imagination.
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3. The unity of that synthesis by means of original
apperception.

Besides their empirical use all these faculties have a
transcendental use also, referring to the form only and
possible @ griori. 'With regard to the senses we have dis-
cussed that transcendental use in the first part, [p. 95]
and we shall now proceed to an investigation of the re-
maining two, according to their true nature.!]

DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF THE
UNDERSTANDING

Section II

Of the a priori Grounds for the Possibility of Experience

[That a concept should be produced entirely a priors
and yet refer to an object, though itself neither belonging
to the sphere of possible experience, nor consisting of the
elements of such an experience, is self-contradictory and
impossible. It would have no contents, because no intui-
tion corresponds to it, and intuitions by which objects are
given to us constitute the whole field or the complete
object of possible experience. An & priori concept there-
fore not referring to gxperience would be the logical form
only of a concept, but not the concept itself by which
something is thought.

If therefore there exist any pure concepts a priori,
though they. cannot contain anything empirical, they must
nevertheless all be conditions @ griori of a possible ex-
perience, on which alone their objective reality depends.

1 The last paragraph is omitted in the Second Edition. There is instead a

criticism of Locke and Hume, Supplement X1II. The Deduction of the
Categories is much changed, as seen in Supplement XIV.
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If therefore we wish to know how pure concepts of the
anderstanding are possible, we must try to find out what
are the conditions z p»zorz on which the possibility [p. 96]
of experience depends, nay, on which it is founded, apart
from all that is empirical in phenomena. A concept ex-
pressing this formal and objective condition of experience
with sufficient generality might properly be called a pure
concept of the understanding. If we once have these
pure concepts of the understanding, we may also imagine
objects which are either impossible, or, if not impossible
in themselves, yet can never be given in any experience.
We have only in the connection of those concepts to leave
out something which necessarily belongs to the conditions
of a possible experience (concept of a spirit), or to extend
pure concepts of the understanding beyond what can be
reached by experience (concept of God). But the ele-
ments of all knowledge a priori, even of gratuitous and
preposterous fancies, though not borrowed from experi-
ence (for in that case they would not be knowledge a
priori) must nevertheless contain the pure conditions
a priovi of a possible experience and its object, otherwise
not only would nothing be thought by them, but they
themselves, being without data, could never arise in our
mind.

Such concepts, then, which comprehend the pure think-
ing a prior: involved in every experience, are discovered
in the categories, and it is really a sufficient deduction of
them and a justification of their objective validity, if we
succeed in proving that by them alone an object [p. 97]
can be thought. But as in such a process of thinking
more is at work than the faculty of thinking only, namely,
the understanding, and as the understanding, as a faculty
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of knowledge which is meant to refer to objects, requires
quite as much an explanation as to the possibility of such
a reference, it is necessary for us to consider the subjective
sources which form the foundation a priori for the possi-
bility of experience, not according to their empirical, but
according to their transcendental character.

If every single representation stood by itself, as if
isolated and separated from the others, nothing like what
we call knowledge could ever arise, because knowledge
forms a whole of representations connected and compared
with each other. If therefore I ascribe to the senses a
synopsis, because in their intuition they contain something
manifold, there corresponds to it always a synthesis, and
receptivity can make knowledge possible only when
joined with spontaneity. This spontaneity, now, appears
as a threefold synthesis which must necessarily take place
in every kind of knowledge, namely, first, that of the
apprehension of representations as modifications of the
soul in intuition, secondly, of the #eproduction of them in
the imagination, and, thirdly, that of their recogmition
in concepts. This leads us to three subjective sources of
knowledge which render possible the understanding, and
through it all experjence as an empirical product of the
understanding. . [p- 98]

Preliminary Remark

The deduction of the categories is beset with so many
difficulties and ebliges us to enter so deeply into the first
grounds of the possibility of our knowledge in general,
that I thought it more expedient, in order to avoid the
lengthiness of a complete theory, and yet to omit nothing
in so essential an investigation, to add the following four

G
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paragraphs with a view of preparing rather than instruct-
ing the reader. After that only I shall in the third sec-
tion proceed to a systematical discussion of these elements
of the understanding. Till then the reader must not
allow himself to be frightened by a certain amount of
obscurity which at first is inevitable on a road never
trodden before, but which, when we come to that section,
will give way, I hope, to a complete comprehension.

I
Of the Synthesis of Apprehension in Intuition

Whatever the origin of our representations may be,
whether they be due to the influence of external things
or to internal causes, whether they have arisen a priors
or empirically as phenomena, as modifications of the
mind they must always belong to the internal [p. 99]
sense, and all our knowledge must therefore finally be
subject to the formal condition of that internal sense,
namely, time, in which they are all arranged, joined,
and brought into certain relations to each other. This
is a general remark which must never be forgotten in
all that follows.

Every representation contains something manifold,
which could not be represented as such, unless the
mind distinguished the time in the succession of one
impression after another; for as contained in one
moment, each representation can never be anything:
but absolute unity. In order to change this manifold
into a unity of intuition (as, for instance, in the repre-
sentatiun of space), it is necessary first to run through
the manifold and then to hold it together. It is this



Transcendental Analytic 83

act which I call the synthesis of apprehension, because
it refers directly to intuition which no doubt offers some-
thing manifold, but which, without a synthesis, can never
make it such, as it is contained in one representation.

This synthesis of apprehension must itself be carried
out @ priori also, that is, with reference to representations
which are not empirical. For without it we should never
be able to have the representations either of space or time
a priori, because these cannot be produced except [p. 100]
by a synthesis of the manifold which the senses offer in
their original receptivity. It follows therefore that we
have a pure synthesis of apprehension.

11
Of the Synthesis of Reproduction in Imagination

It is no doubt nothing but an empirical law according
‘to which representations which have often followed or
accompanied one another, become associated in the end
and so closely united that, even without the presence of
the object, one of these representations will, according to
an invariable law, produce a transition of the mind to the
other. This law of 'reproduction, however, presupposes
that the phenomena’ themselves are really subject to such
a rule, and that there is in the variety of these representa-
tions a sequence and concomitancy subject to certain
rules; for without this the faculty of empirical imagina-
tion would nevef find anything to do that it is able to
do, and remain therefore buried within our mind as a
dead faculty, unknown to ourselves. If cinnabar were
sometimes red and sometimes black, sometimes light and
sometimes heavy, if a man could be changed now into
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this, now into another animal shape, if on the longest day
the fields were sometimes covered with fruit, [p. ro1]
sometimes with ice and snow, the faculty of my empirical
imagination would never be in a position, when represent-
ing red colour, to think of heavy cinnabar. Nor, if a cer-
tain name could be given sometimes to this, sometimes
to that object, or if that the same object could sometimes
be called by one, and sometimes by another name, with-
out any rule to which representations are subject by them-
selves, would it be possible that any empirical synthesis
of reproduction should ever take place.

There must therefore be something to make this repro-
duction of phenomena possible by being itself the founda-
tion @ priori of a necessary synthetical unity of them.
This becomes clear if we only remember that all phe-
nomena are not things by themselves, but only the play
of our representations, all of which are in the end deter-
minations only of the internal sense. If therefore we
could prove that even our purest intuitions @ priori give
us no knowledge, unless they contain such a combination
of the manifold as to render a constant synthesis of repro-
duction possible, it would follow that this synthesis of the
imagination is, before all experience, founded on principles
a priori, and that we must admit a pure transcendental
synthesis of imagination which forms even the foundation
of the possibility of all experience, such experience being
impossible without the reproductibility of phe- [p. 102]
nomena, Now, when I draw a line in thought, or if I
think the time from one noon to another, or if I only
represent to myself a certain number, it is clear that I
must first necessarily apprehend one of these manifold
representations after another. If I were to lose from my
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thoughts what precedes, whether the first parts of a line
or the antecedent portions of time, or the numerical unities
representing one after the other, and if, while I proceed
to what follows, I were unable to reproduce what came
before, there would never be a complete representation,
and none of the before-mentioned thoughts, not even the
first and purest representations of space and time, couid
ever arise within us.

The synthesis of apprehension is therefore inseparably
connected with the synthesis of reproduction, and as the
former constitutes the transcendental ground of the possi-
bility of all knowledge in general (not only of empirical,
but also of pure a prieri knowledge), it follows that a
reproductive synthesis of imagination belongs to the tran-
scendental acts of the soul. We may therefore call this
faculty the transcendental faculty of imagination.

IT1 [p. 103]
Of the Synthesis of Recognition in Concepts

Without our being conscious that what we are thinking
now is the same as what we thought a moment before, all
reproduction in the saries of representations would be vain.
Each representation would, in its present state, be a new
one, and in no wise belonging to the act by which it was
to be produced by degrees, and the manifold in it would
never form a whole, because deprived of that unity which
consciousness alone can impart to it. If in counting I for-
get that the unities which now present themselves to my
mind have been added gradually one to the other, I should
not know the production of the quantity by the successive
addition of one to one, nor should I know consequently
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the number, produced by the counting, this number being
a concept consisting entirely in the consciousness of that
unity of synthesis.

The very word of concept (Begriff) could have sug-
gested this remark, for it is the onme consciousness which
unites the manifold that has been perceived successively,
and afterwards reproduced into one representation. This
consciousness may often be very faint, and we may con-
nect it with the effect only, and not with the act itself, i.e.
with the production of a representation. Butin [p. 104]
spite of this, that consciousness, though deficient in pointed
clearness, must always be there, and without it, concepts,
and with them, knowledge of objects are perfectly impos-
sible.

And here we must needs arrive at a clear understanding
of what we mean by an object of representations. We
said before that phenomena are nothing but sensuous rep-
resentations, which therefore by themselves must not be
taken for objects outside our faculty of representation.
What then do we mean if we speak of an object corre-
sponding to, and therefore also different from our know-
ledge? It is easy to see that such an object can only
be conceived as something in general=x: because, beside
our knowledge, we have absolutely nothing which we could
put down as corresponding to that knowledge.

Now we find that our conception of the relation of all
knowledge to its object contains something of necessity,
the object being looked upon as that which prevents our
knowledge from being determined at haphazard, and
causes it to be determined a gr7ori in a certain way, be-
cause, as they are all to refer to an object, they must
necessarily, with regard to that object, agree with each
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other, that is to say, possess that unity which [p. 105]
constitutes the concept of an object.

It is clear also that, as we can only deal with the mani-
fold in our representations, and as the x corresponding to
them (the object), since it is to be something different
from all our representations, is really nothing to us, it is
clear, I say, that the unity, necessitated by the object, can-
not be anything but the formal unity of our consciousness
in the synthesis of the manifold in our representations.
Then and then only do we say that we know an object, if
we have produced synthetical unity in the-manifold of
intuition. Such unity is impossible, if the intuition could
not be produced, according to a rule, by such a function
of synthesis as makes the reproduction of the manifold
a priori necessary, and a concept in which that manifold
is united, possible. Thus we conceive a triangle as an
object, if we are conscious of the combination of three
straight lines, according to a rule, which renders such an
intuition possible at all times. This unity of rule deter-
mines the manifold and limits it to conditions which ren-
der the unity of apperception possible, and the concept of
that unity is really the representation of the object = x,
which I think, by mehns of the predicates of a triangle.

No knowledge is possible without a concept, [p. 106]
however obscure or imperfect it may be, and a concept
is always, with regard to its form, something general,
something that can serve as a rule. Thus the concept of
body serves as a Tule to our knowledge of external phe-
nomena, according to the unity of the manifold which is
thought by it. It can only be such a rule of intuitions
because representing, in any given phenomena, the neces-
sary reproduction of their manifold elements, or the syn-
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thetical unity in our consciousness of them. Thus the
concept of body, whenever we perceive something outside
us, necessitates the representation of extension, and, with
it, those of impermeability, shape, etc.

Necessity is always founded on transcendental condi-
tions. There must be therefore a transcendental ground of
the unity of our consciousness in the synthesis of the man-
ifold of all our intuitions, and therefore also a transcendental
ground of all concepts of objects in general, and therefore
again of all objects of experience, without which it would
be impossible to add to our intuitions the thought of an
object, for the object is no more than that something of
which the concept predicates such a necessity of synthesis.

That original and transcendental condition is nothing
else but what I call transcendental apperception. [p. 107]
The consciousness of oneself, according to the determina-
tions of our state, is, with all our internal perceptions, em-
pirical only, and always transient. There can be no fixed
or permanent self in that stream of internal phenomena.
It is generally called the znternal semse, or the empirical
apperception. What is necessarily to be represented as
numerically identical with itself, cannot be thought as
such by means of empirical data only. It must be a con-
dition which precedes all experience, and in fact renders it
possible, for thus only could such a transcendental suppo-
sition acquire validity.

No knowledge can take place in us, no conjunction or
unity of one kind of knowledge with another, without that
unity of consciousness which precedes all data of intui-
tion, and without reference to which no representation
of objects is possible. This pure, original, and unchange-
able consciousness I shall call tramscendental apperception.



Transcendental Analytic 89

That it deserves such a name may be secn from the fact
that even the purest objective unity, namely, that of the
concepts a priori (space and time), is possible only by a
reference of all intuitions to it. The numerical unity of
that apperception therefore forms the a /077 condition of
all concepts, as does the manifoldness of space and time
of the intuitions of the senses.

The same transcendental unity of appercep- [p. 108]
tion constitutes, in all possible phenomena which may
come together in our experience, a connection of ali these
representations according to laws. For that unity of con-
sciousness would be impossible, if the mind, in the know-
ledge of the manifold, could not become conscious of the
identity of function, by which it unites the manifold syn-
thetically in one knowledge. Therefore the original and
necessary consciousness of the identity of oneself is at the
same time a consciousness of an equally necessary unity
of the synthesis of all phenomena according to concepts,
that is, according to rules, which render them not only
necessarily reproducible, but assign also to their intuition
an object, that is, a concept of something in which they
are necessarily united. The mind could never conceive
the identity of itself in the manifoldness of its representa-
tions (and this @ prior?) if it did not clearly perceive the
identity of its action, by which it subjects all synthesis of
apprehension (which is empirical) to a transcendental
unity, and thus renders its regular coherence 2 prio»/ pos-
sible. When we thave clearly perceived this, we shall be
able to determine more accurately our concept of an ob-
ject in general. All representations have, as representa-
tions, their object, and can themselves in turn become
objects of other representations. The only objects whic*
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can be given to us immediately are phenomena, and what-
ever in them refers immediately to the object is [p. 109]
called intuition. These phenomena, however, are not
things in themselves, but representations only which have
their object, but an object that can no longer be seen by
us, and may therefore be called the not-empirical, that is,
the transcendental object, = 1.

The pure concept of such a transcendental object
(which in reality in all our knowledge is always the same
= z) is that which alone can give to all our empirical con-
cepts a relation to an object or objective reality. That
concept cannot contain any definite intuition, and can
therefore refer to that unity only, which must be found
in the manifold of our knowledge, so far as it stands in re-
lation to an object. That relation is nothing else but a
necessary unity of consciousness, and therefore also of
the synthesis of the manifold, by a common function of
the mind, which unites it in one representation. As that
unity must be considered as @ priori necessary (because,
without it, our knowledge would be without an object), we
may conclude that the relation to a transcendental object,
that is, the objective reality of our empirical knowledge,
rests on a transcendental law, that all phenomena, if they
are to give us objects, must be subject to rules [p. 110]
a priori of a synthetical unity of these objects, by which
rules alone their mutual relation in an empirical intuition
becomes possible : that is, they must be subject, in experi-
ence, to the conditions of the necessary unity of apper-
ception quite as much as, in mere intuition, to the formal
conditions of space and time. Without this no knowledge
is possible.
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v

Preliminary Explanation of the Possibility of the Categories
as Knowledge a priori

There is but one experience in which all perceptions
are represented as in permanent and regular connection,
as there is but one space and one time in which all forms
of phenomena and all relations of being or not being take
place. If we speak of different experiences, we only
mean different perceptions so far as they belong to one
and the same general experience. It is the permanent
and synthetical unity of perceptions that constitutes the
form of experience, and experience is nothing but the syn
thetical unity of phenomena according to concepts.

Unity of synthesis, according to empirical concepts,
would be purely accidental, nay, unless these [p. I11]
were founded on a transcendental ground of unity, a whole
crowd of phenomena might rush into our soul, without
ever forming real experience. All relation between our
knowledge and its objects would be lost at the same time,
because that knowledge would no longer be held together
by general and necessary laws; it would therefore become
thoughtless intuition, never knowledge, and would be to
us the same as nothing.

The conditions @ priori of any possible experience in
general are atthe same time conditions of the possibility
of any objects of our experience. Now I maintain that
the categories of which we are speaking are nothing but
the conditions of thought which make experience possible,
as much as space and time contain the conditions of that
intuition which forms experience. These categories there:
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fore are also fundamental concepts by which we think
objects in general for the phenomena, and have therefore
a pniors objective validity. This is exactly what we wish
to prove.

The possibility, nay the necessity of these categories
rests on the relation between our whole sensibility, and
therefore all possible phenomena, and that original apper-
ception in which everything must be necessarily subject
to the conditions of the permanent unity of self-conscious-
ness, that is, must submit to the general functions [p. 112]
of that synthesis which we call synthesis according to
concepts, by which alone our apperception can prove its
permanent and necessary identity @ priori. Thus the con-
cept of cause is nothing but a synthesis of that which
follows in temporal succession, with other phenomena, but
a synthesis according to concepts: and without such a
unity which rests on a rule @ prior, and subjects all phe-
nomena to itself, no permanent and general, and therefore
necessary unity of consciousness would be formed in the
manifold of our perceptions. Such perceptions would
then belong to no experience at all, they would be without
an object, a blind play of representations,—less even than
a dream.

All attempts therefore at deriving those pure concepts
of the understanding from experience, and ascribing to
them a purely empirical origin, are perfectly vain and
useless. I shall not dwell here on the fact that a concept
of cause, for instance, contains an element of necessity,
which no experience can ever supply, because experience,
though it teaches us that after one phenomenon something
else follows habitually, can never teach us that it follows
necessarily, nor that we could a préors, and without any
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limitation, derive from it, as a condition, any conclusion as
to what must follow. And thus I ask with reference to
that empirical rule of association, which must always be
admitted if we say that everything in the succession of
events is so entirely subject to rules that nothing [p. 113]
ever happens without something preceding it on which it
always follows,— What does it rest on, if it is a law of
nature, nay, how is that very association possible? You
call the ground for the possibility of the association of the
manifold, so far as it is contained in the objects them-
selves, the affinity of the manifold. 1T ask, therefore, how
do you make that permanent affinity by which phenomena
stand, nay, must stand, under permanent laws, conceivable
to yourselves?

According to my principles it is easily conceivable. All
possible phenomena belong, as representations, to the
whole of our possible self-consciousness. From this, as a
transcendental representation, numerical identity is insep-
arable and a priori certain, because nothing can become
knowledge except by means of that original apperception.
As this identity must necessarily enter into the synthesis
of the whole of the manifold of phenomena, if that syn-
thesis is to becomt empirical knowledge, it follows that
the phenomena are subject to conditions a prior: to which
their synthesis (in apprehension) must always conform.
The representation of a general condition according to
which something manifold caz be arranged (with uni-
formity) is called a rule, if it must be so arranged, 2 law.
All phenomena therefore stand in a permanent connection
according to necessary laws, and thus possess [p. 114]
that transcendental affinity of which the empirical is a
mere consequence.
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It sounds no doubt very strange and absurd that nature
should have to conform to our subjective ground of apper-
ception, nay, be dependent on it, with respect to her laws.
But if we consider that what we call nature is nothing but
a whole of phenomena, not a thing by itself, but a number
of representations in our soul, we shall no longer be sur-
prised that we only see her through the fundamental
faculty of all our knowledge, namely, the transcendental
apperception, and in that unity without which it could not
be called the object(or the whole) of all possible experience,
that is, nature. We shall thus also understand why we
can recognise this unity @ griori, and therefore as nec-
essary, which would be perfectly impossible if it were
given by itself and independent of the first sources of our
own thinking. In that case I could not tell whence we
should take the synthetical propositions of such general
unity of nature. They would have to be taken from the
objects of nature themselves, and as this could be done
empirically only, we could derive from it none but an
accidental unity, which is very different from that neces-
sary connection which we mean when speaking of nature.

DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF THE
UNDERSTANDING [p- 115]

SecTioN III

Of the Relation of the Understanding to Objects in General,
and the Possibility of Knowing Them a priori

What in the preceding section we have discussed
singly and separately we shall now try to treat in con-
nection with each other and as a whole. We saw that
there are three subjective sources of knowledge on
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which the possibility of all experience and of the
knowledge of its objects depends, namely, sense, imagi-
nation, and apperception. Each of them may be con-
sidered as empirical in its application to given phenom-
ena; all, however, are also elements or grounds a priore
which render their empirical application possible. Sense
represents phenomena empirically in perception, imagina-
tion in association (and reproduction), apperception in the
empirical consciousness of the identity of these reproduc-
tive representations with the phenomena by which they
were given; therefore in recognition.

The whole of our perception rests a griorf on pure in-
tuition (if the perception is regarded as representation,
then on time, as the form of our internal intuition), the
association of it (the whole) on the pure syn- [p. 116]
thesis of imagination, and our empirical consciousness
of it on pure apperception, that is, on the permanent
identity of oneself in the midst of all possible repre-
sentations.

If we wish to follow up the internal ground of this
connection of representations to that point towards
which they must all converge, and where they receive
for the first time! that unity of knowledge which is
requisite for every possible experience, we must begin
with pure apperception. Intuitions are nothing to us,
and do not concern us in the least, if they cannot be
received into our consciousness, into which they may
enter either cfirectly or indirectly. Knowledge is im-
possible in any other way. We are conscious a priori
of our own permanent identity with regard to all repre-
sentations that can ever belong to our knowledge, as
forming a necessary condition of the possibility of all
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representations (because these could not represent any-
thing in me, unless they belonged with everything else
to one consciousness and could at least be connected
within it). This principle stands firm e pr7o77, and may
be called the tranmscendental principle of the unity of
all the manifold of our representations (therefore also
of intuition). This unity of the manifold in one subject
is synthetical; the pure apperception therefore supplies
us with a principle of the synthetical unity of [p. 117]
the manifold in all possible intuitions.!

This synthetical unity, however, presupposes [p. 118]
or involves a synthesis, and if that unity is necessary
a priori, the synthesis also must be a priori. The tran-
scendental unity of apperception therefore refers to the
pure synthesis of imagination as a condition a priorz of

1 This point is of great importance and should be carefully considered.
All representations have a necessary relation to some possible empirical con-
sciousness, for if they did not possess that relation, and if it were entirely im-
possible to become conscious of them, this would be the same as if they did
not exist. All empirical consciousness has a necessary relation to a transcen-
dental consciousness, which precedes all single experiences, namely, the con-
sciousness of my own sell as the original apperception. It is absolutely
necessary therefore that in my knowledge all consciousness should belong
to one consciousness of my own self. Here we have a synthetical unity of
the manifold (consciousness) which can be known a priori, and which may
thus supply a foundation for synthetical propositions e priori concerning pure
thinking in the same way as space and time supply a foundation for syn-
thetical propositions which concern the form of mere intuition.

The synthetical proposition that the different kinds of empirical conscious-
ness must be connected in one self-consciousness, is the very first and syn.
thetical foundation of all our thinking. It should be remembered that the
mere representation of the Ego in reference to all other representations (the
collective unity of which would be impossible without it) constitutes our
transcendental consciousness. It does not matter whether that representation
is clear (empirical consciousness) or confused, not even whether it is real;
but the possibility of the logical form of all knowledge rests necessarily on the
relation to this apperception as a facuity.

S
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the possibility of the manifold being united in one
knowledge. Now there can take place a prior: the pro-
ductive synthesis of imagination only, because the re-
productive rtests on conditions of experience. The
principle therefore of the necessary unity of the pure
(productive) synthesis of imagination, before all apper-
ception, constitutes the ground of the possibility of all
knowledge, nay, of all experience.

The synthesis of the manifold in imagination is called
transcendental, if, without reference to the difference of
intuitions, it affects only the a priori conjunction of the
manifold; and the unity of that synthesis is called tran-
scendental if, with reference to the original unity of- ap-
perception, it is represented as a prior? necessary. As the
possibility of all knowledge depends on the unity of that
apperception, it follows that the transcendental unity
of the synthesis of imagination is the pure form of all
possible knowledge through which therefore all objects of
possible experience must be represented a priors.

This unity of apperception with reference to [p. 119]
the synthesis of imagination is the wnderstanding, and
the same unity with reference to the transcendental
synthesis of the imagination, the pure wnderstanding.
It must be admitted therefore that there exist in the
understanding pure forms of knowledge a priori, which
contain the necessary unity of the pure synthesis of the
imagination ine reference to all possible phenomena.
These are the categories, that is, the pure concepts
of the understanding. The empirical faculty of know-
ledge of man contains therefore by necessity an under-
standing which refers to all objects of the senses,
though by intuition only, and by its synthesis through

H
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imagination, and all phenomena, as data of a possible
experience, must conform to that understanding. As
this relation of phenomena to a possible experience is
likewise necessary, (because, without it, we should receive
no knowledge through them, and they would not in the
least concern us), it follows that the pure understanding
constitutes by the means of the categories a formal and
synthetical principle of all experience, and that phenomena
have thus a necessary relation to the understanding.

We shall now try to place the necessary connection of
the understanding with the phenomena by means of the
categories more clearly before the reader, by beginning
with the beginning, namely, with the empirical.

The first that is given us is the pkenomenon, [p. 120]
which, if connected with consciousness, is called perception.
(Without its relation to an at least possible consciousness,
the phenomenon could never become to us an object of
knowledge. It would therefore be nothing to us; and
because it has no objective reality in itself, but exists only
in being known, it would be nothing altogether.) As every
phenomenon contains a manifold, and different percep-
tions are found in the mind singly and scattered, a con-
nection of them is necessary, such as they cannot have in
the senses by themselves. There exists therefore in us an
active power for the synthesis of the manifold which we
call imagination, and the function of which, as applied
to perceptions, I call appreiension! This imagination

11t has hardly struck any psychologist that this imagination is a nccessary
ingredient of perception. This was partly owing to their confining this faculty
to reproduction, partly to our belief that the senses do not only give us im-
pressions, but compound them also for us, thus producing pictures of objects.

This, however, beyond our receptivity of impressions, requires something
more, namely, a function for their synthesis.
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is meant to change the manifold of intuition into an im-
age, it must therefore first receive the impressions into
its activity, which I call ¢ appresend.

It must be clear, however, that even this appre- [p. 121]
hension of the manifold could not alone produce a cohe-
rence of impressions or an image, without some subjective
power of calling one perception from which the mind has
gone over to another back to that which follows, and thus
forming whole series of perceptions. This is the repro-
ductive faculty of imagination which is and can be em-
pirical only.

If representations, as they happen to meet with one
another, could reproduce each other at haphazard, they
would have no definite coherence, but would form irregu-
lar agglomerations only, and never produce knowledge.
It is necessary therefore that their reproduction should be
subject to a rule by which one representation connects
itself in imagination with a second and not with a third.
It is this subjective and empirical ground of reproduction
according to rules, which is called the assoczation of repre-
sentations.

If this unity of association did not possess an objective
foundation also, whi¢h makes it impossible that phenomena
should be apprehended by imagination in any other way-
but under the condition of a possible synthetical unity of
that apprehension, it would be a mere accident that phe-
nomena lend ther;nselves to a certain connection in human
knowledge. Though we might have the power of asso-
ciating perceptions, it would still be a matter of [p. 122]
uncertainty and chance whether they themselves are asso-
ciable;-and, in case they should not be so, a number of
perceptions; nay, the whole of our-sensibility, might: possi
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bly contain a great deal of empirical consciousness, but in
a separate state, nay, without belonging to the onze con-
sciousness of myself, which, however, is impossible. Only
by ascribing all perceptions to one consciousness (the origi-
nal apperception) can I say of all of them that I am con-
scious of them. It must be thercfore an objective ground,
that is, one that can be understood as existing a priors,
and before all empirical laws of imagination, on which
alone the possibility, nay, even the necessity of a law can
rest, which pervades all phenomena, and which makes us
look upon them all, without exception, as data of the
senses, associable by themselves, and subject to general
rules of a permanent connection in their reproduction.
This objective ground of all association of phenomena I
call their affinsty, and this can nowhere be found except
in the principle of the unity of apperception applied to all
knowledge which is to belong to me. According to it
all phenomena, without exception, must so enter into the
mind or be apprehended as to agree with the unity of
apperception. This, without a synthetical unity in their
connection, which is therefore necessary objectively also,
would be impossible.

We have thus seen that the objective unity [p. 123]
of all (empirical) consciousness in one consciousness (that
of the original apperception) is the necessary condition
even of all possible perception, while the affinity of all
phenomena (near or remote) is a necessary consequence of
a synthesis in imagination which is @ prior¢ founded on
rules.

Imagination is therefore likewise the power of a synthe-
sis @ priori which is the reason why we called it produc-
tive imagination, and so far as this aims at nothing but
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the necessary unity in the synthesis of all the manifold in
phenomena, it may be called the transcendental function
of imagination. However strange therefore it may appear
at first, it must nevertheless have become clear by this
time that the affinity of phenomena and with it their asso-
ciation, and through that, lastly, their reproduction also
according to laws, that is, the whole of our experience,
becomes possible only by means of that transcendental
function of imagination, without which no concepts of
objects could ever come together in one experience.

It is the permanent and unchanging Ego (or pure ap-
perception) which forms the correlative of all our repre-
sentations, if we are to become conscious of them, and all
consciousness belongs quite as much to such an all-em-
bracing pure apperception as all sensuous intuitions be-
longs, as a representation, to a pure internal [p. 124]
intuition, namely, time. This apperception it is which
must be added to pure imagination, in order to render
its function intellectual. For by itself, the synthesis of
imagination, though carried out a priorz, is always sensu-
ous, and only connects the manifold as it appears in intui-
tion, for instance, the shape of a triangle. But when the
manifold is brought into relation with the unity of apper-
ception, concepts which belong to the understanding be-
come possible, but only as related to sensuous intuition
through imagination.

We have therefore a pure imagination as one of the
funddmental faculties of the human soul, on which all
knowledge a priori depends. Through it we bring the
manifold of intuition on one side in connection with the
condition of the necessary unity of pure apperception on
the other. These two extreme ends, sense and under-
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standing, must be brought into contact with each other
by means of the transcendental function of imagination,
because, without it, the senses might give us phenomena,
but no objects of empirical knowledge, therefore no expe-
rience. Real experience, which is made up of apprehen-
sion, association (reproduction), and lastly recognition of
phenomena, contains in this last and highest [p. 125]
(among the purely empirical elements of experience) con-
cepts, which render possible the formal unity of experi-
ence, and with it, all objective validity (truth) of empirical
knowledge. These grounds for the recognition of the
manifold, so far as they concern the form only of expe-
rience in general, are our categories. On them is founded
the whole formal unity in the synthesis of imagination
and, through it, of! the whole empirical use of them (in
recognition, reproduction, association, and apprehension)
down to the very phenomena, because it is only by means
of those elements of knowledge that the phenomena can
belong to our consciousness and therefore to ourselves.

It is we therefore who carry into the phenomena which
we call nature, order and regularity, nay, we should never
find them in nature, if we ourselves, or the nature of our
mind, had not originally placed them there. For the
unity of nature is meant to be a necessary and a prior:
certain unity in the connection of all phenomena. And
how should we 2z priors have arrived at such a synthetical
unity, if the subjective grounds of such unity were not
contained a priori in the original sources of our know-
ledge, and if those subjective conditions did not at the
same time possess objective validity, as being the grounds

1 Of may be omitted, if we read aller empirischer Gebrauch.
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on which alone an object becomes possible in [p. 126]
our experience ?

We have before given various definitions of the under-
standing, by calling it the spontaneity of knowledge (as
opposed to the receptivity of the senses), or the faculty
of thinking, or the faculty of concepts or of judgments;
all of these explanations, if more closely examined, coming
to the same. We may now characterise it as ke faculty
of rules. This characteristic is more significant, and ap-
proaches nearer to the essence of the understanding.
The senses give us forms (of intuition), the understanding
rules, being always busy to examine phenomena, in order
to discover in them some kind of rule. Rules, so far as
they are objective (therefore necessarily inherent in our
knowledge of an object), are called laws. Although expe-
rience teaches us many laws, yet these are only particular
determinations of higher laws, the highest of them, to
which all others are subject, springing & priori from the
understanding ; not being derived from experience, but,
on the contrary, imparting to the phenomena their regu-
larity, and thus making experience possible. The under-
standing therefore. is not only a power of making rules
by a comparison of phenomena, it is itself the lawgiver of
nature, and without the understanding nature, that is, a
synthetical unity of the manifold of phenomena, [p. 127]
according to rules, would be nowhere to be found, because
phenomena, as $uch, cannot exist without us, but exist in
our sensibility only. This sensibility, as an object of our
knowledge in any experience, with everything it may con-
tain, is possible only in the unity of apperception, which
unity of apperception is transcendental ground of the
necessary order of all phenomena in an experience. The
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same unity of apperception with reference to the mani-
fold of representations (so as to determine it out of one)!
forms what we call the rule, and the faculty of these rules
I call the understanding. As possible experience there-
fore, all phenomena depend in the same way a priori on
the understanding, and receive their formal possibility
from it as, when looked upon as mere intuitions, they
depend on sensibility, and become possible through it, so
far as their form is concerned.

However exaggerated therefore and absurd it may
sound, that the understanding is itself the source of the
laws of nature, and of its formal unity, such a statement
is nevertheless correct and in accordance with experience.
It is quite true, no doubt, that empirical laws, as such,
cannot derive their origin from the pure understanding,
as little as the infinite manifoldness of phenomena could
be sufficiently comprehended through the pure form of
sensuous intuition. But all empirical laws are only par-
ticular determinations of the pure laws of the [p. 128]
understanding, under which and according to which the
former become possible, and phenomena assume a regular
form, quite as much as all phenomena, in spite of the
variety of their empirical form, must always submit to the
conditions of the pure form of sensibility.

The pure understanding is therefore in the categories
the law of the synthetical unity of all phenomena, and
thus makes experience, so far as its form is concerned, for
the first time possible. This, and no more than this, we
were called upon to prove in the transcendental deduction
of the categories, namely, to make the relation of the

1 That is, out of one, or out of the unity of apperception.
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understanding to our sensibility, and through it to all
objects of experience, that is the objective validity of the
pure concepts @ priovi of the understanding, conceivable,
and thus to establish their origin and their truth.

SUMMARY REPRESENTATION

OF THE CORRECTNESS AND OF THE ONLY POSSIBILITY OF
THIS DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF THE UNDER-

STANDING

If the objects with which our knowledge has to deal
were things by themselves, we could have no concepts a
priori of them. For where should we take them? If we
took them from the object (without asking even the ques-
tion, how that object could be known to us) our [p. 129]
concepts would be empirical only, not concepts a prior:.
If we took them from within ourselves, then that which
is within us only, could not determine the nature of an
object different from our representations, that is, supply
a ground why there should be a thing to which something
like what we have in our thoughts really belongs, and
why all this representation should not rather be altogether
empty. But if, on the contrary, we have to deal with
phenomena only, then it becomes not only possible, but
necessary, that certain concepts a priori should precede
our empirical knowledge of objects. For being phenom-
ena, they form an object that is within us only, because a
mere modification of our sensibility can never exist outside
us. The very idea that all these phenomena, and there-
fore all objects with which we have to deal, are altogether
within me, or determinations of my own identical self,
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implies by itself the necessity of a permanent unity of
them in one and the same appérception. In that unity
of a possible consciousness consists also the form of all
knowledge of objects, by which the manifold is thought
as belonging to oze object. The manner therefore in
which the manifold of sensuous representation (intuition)
belongs to our consciousness, precedes all knowledge of
an object, as its intellectual form, and constitutes a kind
of formal @ priori knowledge of all objects in general, if
they are to be thought (categories). Their syn- [p. 130]
thesis by means of pure imagination, and the unity of all
representations with reference to the original appercep-
tion, precede all empirical knowledge. Pure concepts of
the understanding are therefore a priori possible, élay,
with regard to experience, necessary, for this simpl€ rea-
seb because our knowledge has to deal with nothing but
phenomena, the possibility of which depends on ourselves,
and the connection and unity of which (in the repre- .
sentation of an object) can be found in ourselves only, as
antecedent to all experience, nay, as first rendering all
experience possible, so far as its form is concerned. On
this ground, as the only possible one, our deduction of the
categories has been carried out.]



TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC

BOOK II
ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES

General logic is built up on a plan that coincides accu-
rately with the division of the higher faculties of know-
ledge. These are, Understanding, Fudgment, and Reason.
Logic therefore treats in its analytical portion of concepts,
Judgments, and syllogisms corresponding with the func-
tions and the order of the above-named faculties [p. 131]
of the mind, which are generally comprehended under the
vague name of the understanding.

As formal logic takes no account of the contents of our
knowledge (pure or empirical), but treats of the form of
thought only (discursive knowledge), it may well contain
in its analytical portion the canon of reason also, reason
being, according to its form, subject to definite rules
which, without refeYence to the particular nature of the
knowledge to which they are applied, can be found out
a priori by a mere analysis of the acts of reasoning into
their component parts.

Transcendentalklogic, being limited to a certain content,
namely, to pure knowledge a priori, cannot follow general
logic in this division; for it is clear that the franscendental
use gf reason cannot be objectively valid, and cannot there-
fore belong to the /logic of truth, that is, to Analytic, but
must be allowed to form a separate part of our scholastic
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system, as a Jogic of ¢llusion, under the name of franscen-
dental Dialectic,

Understanding and judgment have therefore a canon
of their objectively valid, and therefore true use in tran-
scendental logic, and belong to its analytical portion. But
reason, in its attempts to determine anything a priori with
reference to objects, and to extend knowledge beyond the
limits of possible experience, is altogether dialectical, and
its illusory assertions have no place in a canon [p. 132]
such as Analytic demands.

Our Analytic of principles therefore will be merely a
canon of the faculty of judgment, teaching it how to apply
to phenomena the concepts of the understanding, which
contain the condition of rules a pgriors. For this reason,
and in order to indicate my purpose more clearly, I shall
use the name of doctrine of the faculty of judgment, while
_ treating of the real principles of the understanding.

INTRODUCTION

OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL FACULTY OF JUDGMENT IN
GENERAL

If the understanding is explained-as the faculty of
rules, the faculty of judgment consists in perfd?ﬁnﬁihe
subsumption under these rules, that is, in determining
whether anything falls under a Tiven rule (casus dare
legis) or not. General logic contains no precepts for the
faculty of judgment and cannot contain them. For as it
takes no account of the contents of our knowledge, it has
only to explain analytically the mere form of knowledge
in concepts, judgments, and syllogisms, and thus [p. 133]
to establish formal rules for the proper employment of the
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anderstanding. If it were to attempt to show in general
how anything should be arranged under these rules, and
how we should determine whether something falls under
them or not, this could only take place by means of a new
rule. This, because it is a new rule, requires a new pre-
cept for the faculty of judgment, and we thus learn that,
though the understanding is capable of being improved
and instructed by means of rules, the faculty of judgment
is a special talent which cannot be taught, but must be
practised. This is what constitutes our so-called mother-
wit, the absence of which cannot be remedied by any
schooling. For although the teacher may offer, and as
it were graft into a narrow understanding, plenty of rules
borrowed from the experience of others, the faculty of
using them rightly must belong to the pupil himself, and
without that talent no precept that may be given is safe
fromabuse.? A physician, therefore, a judge, or [p. 134]
a politician, may carry in his head many beautiful patho-
logical, juridical, or peolitical rules, nay, he may even be-
come an accurate teacher of them, and he may yet in the
application of these rules commit many a blunder, either
because he is defigient in judgment, though not in under-
standing, knowing the general in the abstract, but unable
to determine whether a concrete case falls under it; or, it
may be, because his judgment has not been sufficiently
trained by examples and practical experience. It is the
1

1 Deficiency in the faculty of judgment is really what we call stupidity, and
there is no remedy for that. An obtuse and narrow mind, deficient in nothing
but a proper degree of understanding and correct concepts, may be improved
by study, so far as to become even learned. But as even then there is often a
deficiency of judgment (secunda Petri) we often meet with very learned men,
who in handling theix learning betray that original deficiency which can never
be mended.
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one great advantage of examples that they sharpen the
faculty of judgment, but they are apt to impair the accu-
racy and precision of the understanding, because they
fulfil but rarely the conditions of the rule quite adequately
(as casus in terminis). Nay, they often weaken the effort
of the understanding in comprehending rules according
to their general adequacy, and independent of the special
circumstances of experience, and accustom us to use those
rules in the end as formulas rather than as principles.
Examples may thus be called the go-cart of the judgment,
which those who are deficient in that natural talent! can
never do without.

But although general logic can give no pre- [p. 135]
cepts to the faculty of judgment, the case is quite differ-
ent with transcendental logic, so that it even seems as if
it were the proper business of the latter to correct and
to establish by definite rules the faculty of the judgment
in the use of the pure understanding. For as a doctrine
and a means of enlarging the field of pure knowledge 2
priori for the benefit of the understanding, philosophy
does not seem necessary, but rather hurtful, because, in
spite of all attempts that have been hitherto made, hardly
a single inch of ground has been gained by it. For criti-
cal purposes, however, and in order to guard the faculty
of judgment against mistakes (lapsus judicit) in its use of
the few pure concepts of the understanding which we pos-
sess, philosophy (though its benefits may be negative only)
has to employ all the acuteness and penetration at its
command.

1 Desseléen has been changed into derselben in later editions. Desselien,

however, may be meant to refer to Urtheil, as contained in Urikeilshraft,
The second edition has desse/ben,
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What distinguishes transcendental philosophy is, that
besides giving the rules (or rather the general condition
of rules) which are contained in the pure concept of the
understanding, it can at the same time indicate a prior:
the case to which each rule may be applied. The superi-
ority which it enjoys in this respect over all other sciences,
except mathematics, is due to this, that it treats of con-
cepts which are meant to refer to their objects a prior, so
that their objective validity cannot be proved [p. 136]
a posteriori, because this would not affect their own
peculiar dignity. It must show, on the contrary, by
means of general but sufficient marks, the conditions
under which objects can be given corresponding to those
concepts ; otherwise these would be without any contents,
mere logical forms, and not pure concepts of the under-
standing.

Our transcendental doctrine of the faculty of judgment
will consist of two chapters. The first will treat of the
sensuous condition under which alone pure concepts of
the understanding can be used. This is what I call the
schematism of the pure understanding. The second will
treat of the syntthical judgments, which can be derived
a priori under these conditions from pure concepts of the
understanding, and on which all knowledge a prior:i de-
pends. It will treat, therefore, of the principles of the

pure understanding.
»
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CHAPTER 1

OF THE SCHEMATISM OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF THE
UNDERSTANDING

IN comprehending any object under a concept, the
representation of the former must be homogeneous
with the latter,! that is, the concept must contain that
which is represented in the object to be comprehended
under it, for this is the only meaning of the expression
that an object is comprehended under a concept. Thus,
for instance, the empirical concept of a plate is homo-
geneous with the pure geometrical concept of a circle,
the roundness which is conceived in the first forming an
object of intuition in the latter.

Now it is clear that pure concepts of the understanding,
as compared with empirical or sensuous impressions in
general, are entirely heterogeneous, and can never be met

1 Read dem Jeteteren, as corrected by Rosenkranz, for der letxteren,
112
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with in any intuition. How then can the latter be com-
prehended under the former, or how can the categories
be applied to phenomena, as no one is likely to say that
causality, for instance, could be seen through the senses,
and was contained in the phenomenon? It is [p. 138]
really this very natural and important question which
renders a transcendental doctrine of the faculty of judg-
ment necessary, in order to show how it is possible that
any of the pure concepts of the understanding can be
applied to phenomena. In all other sciences in which the
concepts by which the object is thought in general are not
so heterogeneous or different from those which represent
it in comcreto, and as it is given, there is no necessity to
enter into any discussions as to the applicability of the
former to the latter. )
In our case there must be some third thing homeo-
geneous on the one side with the category, and on the
other with the phenomenon, to render the application of the
former to the latter possible. This intermediate repre-
sentation must be pure (free from all that is empirical)
and yet intelligible on the one side, and sensuous on the
other. Such a rgpresentation is the transcendental schema.
The concept of the understanding contains pure syn-
thetical unity of the manifold in general. Time, as the
formal condition of the manifold in the internal sense,
consequently of the conjunction of all representations,
contains a mahifold @ priori in pure intuition. A tran-
scendental determination of time is so far homogeneous
with the category (which constitutes its unity) that it is
general and founded on a rule @ grio»7, and it is on the
other hand so far homogeneous with the phe- [p. 139]
nomenon, that time must be contained in every empirical
1
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representation of the manifold. The application of the
category to phenomena becomes possible therefore by
means of the transcendental determination of time, which,
as a schema of the concepts of the understanding, allows
the phenomena to be comprehended under the category.

After what has been said in the deduction of the cate-
gories, we hope that nobody will hesitate in answering the
question whether these pure concepts of the understand-
ing allow only of an empirical or also of a transcendental
application, that is, whether, as conditions of a possible
experience, they refer e priori to phenomena only, or
whether, as conditions of the possibility of things in gen
eral, they may be extended to objects by themselves (with-
out restriction to our sensibility). For there we saw that
concepts are quite impossible, and cannot have any mean-
ing unless there be an object given either to them or, at
least, to some of the elements of which they consist, and
that they can never refer to things by themselves (without
regard as to whether and how things may be given to us).
We likewise saw that the only way in which objects can
be given to us, consists in a modification of our sensibility,
and lastly, that pure concepts a priori must contain, besides
the function of the understanding in the category itself,
formal conditions a priori of sensibility (particu- [p. 140]
larly of the internal sense) which form the general condi-
tion under which alone the category may be applied to
any object. We shall call this formal and pure condition
of sensibility, to which the concept of the understanding
is restricted in its application, its schema; and the function
of the understanding in these schemata, the sckematism of
the pure understanding.

The schema by itself is no doubt a product of the imagi-
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nation only, but as the synthesis of the imagination does
not aim at a single intuition, but at some kind of unity
alone in the determination of sensibility, the schema ought
to be distinguished from the image. Thus, if I place five
points, one after the other.. ... , this is an image of the
number five. If, on the contrary, I think of a number in
general, whether it be five or a hundred, this thinking is
rather the representation of a method of representing in
one image a certain quantity (for instance a thousand)
according to a certain concept, than the image itself, which,
in the case of a thousand, I could hardly take in and com-
pare with the concept. This representation of a general
procedure of the imagination by which a concept receives
its image, I call the schema of such concept.

The fact is that our pure sensuous concepts do not
depend on images of objects, but on schemata. [p. 141]
No image of a triangle in general could ever be adequate
to its concept. It would never attain to that generality of
the concept, which makes it applicable to all triangles,
whether right-angled, or acute-angled, or anything else,
but would always be restricted to one portion only of the
sphere of the corcept. The schema of the triangle can
exist nowhere but in thought, and is in fact a rule for
the synthesis of imagination with respect to pure forms
in space. Still less does an object of experience or its
image ever cover the empirical concept, which always
refers directly to the schema of imagination as a rule for
the determination of our intuitions, according to a certain
general concept. The concept of dog means a rule ac-
cording to which my imagination can always draw a
general outline of the figure of a four-footed animal,
without being restricted to any particular figure supplied
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by experience or to any possible image which I may draw
in the concrete. This schematism of our understanding
applied to phenomena and their mere form is an art hid-
den in the depth of the human soul, the true secrets of
which we shall hardly ever be able to guess and reveal.
So much only we can say, that the #mage is a product of
the empirical faculty of the productive imagination, while
the schema of sensuous concepts (such as of figures in
space) is a product and so to say a monogramof [p. 142]
the pure imagination @ priorz, through which and accord-
ing to which images themselves become possible, though
they are never fully adequate to the concept, and can be
connected with it by means of their schema only. _ The
schema of a pure concept of the understanding, on the
contrary, is something which can never be made into an
image; for it is nothing but the pure synthesis determined
by a rule of unity, according to concepts, a synthesis as
expressed by the category, and represents a transcendental
product of the imagination, a product which concerns the
determination of the internal sense in general, under the
conditions of its form (time), with reference to all repre-
sentations, so far as these are meant to be joined a prior:
in one concept, according to the unity of apperception.

Without dwelling any longer on a dry and tedious
determination of all that is required for the transcen-
dental schemata of the pure concepts of the understand-
ing in general, we shall proceed at once to represent them
according to the order of the categories, and in connection
with them.

The pure image of all quantities (guanta) before the
cxternal sense, is space; that of all objects of the senses
in general, time. The pure schema of quantity (guan-
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titas), however, as a concept of the understanding, is
number, a representation which comprehends the succes-
sive addition of one to one (homogeneous). Number
therefore is nothing but the unity of the syn- [p. 143]
thesis of the manifold (repetition) of a homogeneous
intuition in general, I myself producing the time in the
apprehension of the intuition.

Reality is, in the pure concept of the understanding,
that which corresponds to a sensation in general: that,
therefore, the concept of which indicates by itself being
(in time), while negation is that the concept of which rep-
resents not-being (in time). The opposition of the two
takes place therefore by a distinction of one and the
same time, as either filled or empty. As time is only
the form of intuition, that is, of objects as phenomena,
that which in the phenomena corresponds to sensation,
constitutes the transcendental matter of all objects, as
things by themselves (reality, Sachheit). Every sensa-
tion, however, has a degree of quantity by which it can
fill the same time (that is, the internal sense, with refer-
ence to the same representation of an object), more or less,
tll it vanishes igto nothing (equal to nought or negation).
There exists, therefore, a relation and connection, or rather
a transition from reality to negation, which makes every
reality representable as a quantum; and the schema of a
reality, as the’k quantity of something which fills time, is
this very continuous and uniform production of reality in
time ; while we either descend from the sensation which
has a certain degree, to its vanishing in time, or ascend
from the negation of sensation to some quantity of it.

The schema of substance is the permanence [p. 144]
of the real in time, that is, the representation of it as a
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substratum for the empirical determination of time in
general, which therefore remains while everything else
changes. (It is not time that passes, but the existence of
the changeable passes in time. What corresponds there-
fore in the phenomena to time, which in itself is unchange-
able and permanent, is the unchangeable in existence, that
is, substance; and it is only in it that the succession and
the coexistence of phenomena can be determined according
to time.)

The schema of cause and of the causality of a thing in
general is the real which, when once supposed to exist, is
always followed by something else. It consists therefore
in the succession of the manifold, in so far as that succes-
sion is subject to a rule.

The schema of community (reciprocal action) or of the
reciprocal causality of substances, in respect to their acci-
dents, is the coexistence, according to a general rule, of
the determinations of the one with those of the other.

The schema of possibility is the agreement of the syn-
thesis of different representations with the conditions of
time in general, as, for instance, when opposites cannot
exist at the same time in the same thing, but only one
after the other. It is thercfore the determination of the
representation of a thing at any time whatsoever.

The schema of reality is existence at a given time. [p. 145]

The schema of necessity is the existence of an object at
all times.

It is clear, therefore, if we examine all the categdries,
that the schema of quantity contains and represents the
production (synthesis) of time itself in the successive
apprehension of an object; the schema of quality, the
synthesis of sensation (perception) with the representation
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of time or the filling-up of time; the schema of relation,
the relation of perceptions to each other at all times (that
is, according to a rule which determines time); lastly, the
schema of modality and its categories, time itself as the
correlative of the determination of an object as to whether
and how it belongs to time. The schemata therefore are
nothing but determinations of time a pr7ori according to
rules, and these, as applied to all possible objects, refer in the
order of the categories to the series of time, the contents of
time, the order of time, and lastly, the comprekension of time.

We have thus seen that the schematism of the under-
standing, by means of a transcendental synthesis of
imagination, amounts to nothing else but to the unity of
the manifold in the intuition of the internal sense, and
therefore indirectly to the unity of apperception, as an
active function corresponding to the internal sense (as re-
ceptive). These schemata therefore of the pure concepts
of the understanding are the true and only con- [p. 146]
ditions by which these concepts can gain a relation to
objects, that is, a significance, and the categories are thus
in the end of no other but a possible empirical use, serv-
ing only, on accotmt of an a priori necessary unity (the
necessary connection of all consciousness in one original
apperception) to subject all phenomena to general rules of
synthesis, and thus to render them capable of a general
connection in experience.

All our knowledge is contained within this whole of
possible experience, and transcendental truth, which pre-
cedes all empirical truth and renders it possible, consists
in general relation of it to that experience.

But although the schemata of sensibility serve thus to
realise the categories, it must strike everybody that they
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at the same time restrict them, that is, limit them by con.
ditions foreign to the understanding and belonging to sen-
sibility. Hence the schema is really the phenomenon, or
the sensuous concept of an object in agreement with the
category (numerus est guantitas phaenomenon, sensatio
realilas phaenomenon, constans et perdurabile rerum sub-
stantia phaenomenon — aeternitas necessitas phaenomenon,
etc.). If we omit a restrictive condition, it would seem
that we amplify a formerly limited concept, and that
therefore the categories in their pure meaning, [p.147]
free from all conditions of sensibility, should be valid of
things in general, as tkhey are, while their schemata rep-
resent them only as they appear, so that these categories
might claim a far more extended power, independent of
all schemata. And in truth we must allow to these pure
concepts of the understanding, apart from all sensuous
conditions, a certain significance, though a logical one
only, with regard to the mere unity of representations
produced by them, although these representations have
no object and therefore no meaning that could give us
a concept of an object. Thus substance, if we leave out
the sensuous condition of permanence, would mean noth-
ing but a something that may be conceived as a subject,
without being the predicate of anything else. Of such
a representation we can make nothing, because it does
not teach us how that thing is determined which is thus
to be considered as the first subject. Categories, there-
fore, without schemata are functions only of the under-
standing necessary for concepts, but do not themselves
represent any object. This character is given to them
by sensibility only, which realises the understanding by,
at the same time, restricting it. B
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CHAPTER 1II
SYSTEM OF ALL PRINCIPLES OF THE PURE UNDERSTANDING

WE have in the preceding chapter considered the tran-
scendental faculty of judgment with reference to those
general condition\s only under which it is justified in
using the pure concepts of the understanding for syn-
thetical judgments. It now becomes our duty to repre-
sent systematically those judgments which, under that
critical provision, the understanding, can really produce
a priori. For this purpose our table of categories will
be without doubt our natural and best guide. For it is
the relation of the categories to all possible experience
which must constitute all pure & prior:i knowledge of the
understanding ; and their relation to sensibility in general
will therefore exhibit completely and systematically all

12X
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the transcendental principles of the use of the under
standing.!

Principles a priori are so called, not only because they
contain the grounds for other judgments, but also because
they themselves are not founded on higher and more gen-
eral kinds of knowledge. This peculiarity, however, does
not enable them to dispense with every kind of proof; for
although this could not be given objectively, as [p. 149]
all knowledge of any object really rests on it, this does
not prevent us from attempting to produce a proof drawn
from the subjective sources of the possibility of a know-
ledge of the object in general; nay, it may be necessary
to do so, because, without it, our assertion might be sus-
pected of being purely gratuitous.

We shall treat, however, of those principles only which
relate to the categories. We shall have nothing to do
with the principles of transcendental zsthetic, according
to which space and time are the conditions of the pos-
sibility of all things as phenomena, nor with the limita-
tion of those principles, prohibiting their application to
things by themselves. Mathematical principles also do
not belong to this part of our discussion, because they
are derived from intuition, and not from the pure con-
cept of the understanding. As they are, however, syn-
thetical judgments a priorz, their possibility will have to
be discussed, not in order to prove their correctness and
apodictic certainty, which would be unnecessary, but in
order to make the possibility of such self-evident know-
ledge @ priori conceivable and intelligible.

We shall also have to speak of the principle of analyti-

1 The insertion of mas, as suggested hy Rosenkranz, is impossible,
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cal as opposed to synthetical judgments, the [p. 150]
latter being the proper subject of our enquiries, because
this very opposition frees the theory of the latter from
all misunderstandings, and places them clearly before
us in their own peculiar character.

SYSTEM OF THE PRINCIPLES OF THE PURE
UNDERSTANDING

SecTioN ]
Of the Highest Principle of all Analytical Fudgments

Whatever the object of our knowledge may be, and
whatever the relation between our knowledge and its
object, it must always submit to that general, though only
negative condition of all our judgments, that they do not
contradict themselves; otherwise these judgments, without
any reference to their object, are in themselves nothing.
But although there may be no contradiction in our judg-
ment, it may nevertheless connect concepts in a manner
not warranted by the object, or without there being any
ground, whether q priorz or a posterior, to confirm such a
judgment. A judgment may therefore be false or ground-
less, though in itself it is free from all contradictior.

The proposition that no subject can have a [p. 151]
predicate which contradicts it, is called the principle of
contradiction. 1t is a general though only negative crite-
rion of all truth, and belongs to logic only, because it
applies to knowledge as knowledge only, without reference
to its object, and simply declares that such contradiction
would entirely destroy and annihilate it.

Nevertheless, a positive use also may be made of that
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principle, not only in order to banish falsehood and error,
so far as they arise from contradiction, but also in order
to discover truth. For in an analytical judgment, whether
negative or affirmative, its truth can always be sufficiently
tested by the principle of contradiction, because the oppo-
site of that which exists and is thought as a concept in
our knowledge of an object, is always rightly negatived,
while the concept itself is necessarily affirmed of it, for the
simple reason that its opposite would be in contradiction
with the object.

It must therefore be admitted that the principle of con-
tradiction is the general and altogether sufficient principle
of all analytical knowledge, though beyond this its au-
thority and utility, as a sufficient criterion of truth, must
not be allowed to extend. For the fact that no knowledge
can run counter to that principle, without destroying
itself, makes it no doubt a condstio sine qua non, [p. 152]
but never the determining reason of the truth of our
knowledge. Now, as in our present enquiry we are
chiefly concerned with the synthetical part of our know-
ledge, we must no doubt take great care never to offend
against that inviolable principle, but we ought never to
expect from it any help with regard to the truth of this
kind of knowledge.

There is, however, a formula of this famous principle —
a principle merely formal and void of all contents — which
contains a synthesis that has been mixed up with it from
mere carelessness and without any real necessity. This
formula is: It is impossible that anything should be and at
the same time not be. Here, first of all, the apodictic cer-
tainty expressed by the word #mpossible is added unnec-
essarily, because it is understood by itself from the nature
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of the proposition; secondly, the proposition is affected
by the condition of time, and says, as it were, something
=A, which is something = B, cannot be at the same
time not-B, but it can very well be both (B and not-B) in
succession. For instance, a man who is young cannot be
at the same time old, but the same man may very well
be young at one time and not young, that is, old, at
another. The principle of contradiction, however, as a
purely logical principle, must not be limited in its appli-
cation by time; and the before-mentioned for- [p. 153}
mula runs therefore counter to its very nature. The mis-
understanding arises from our first separating one predi-
cate of an object from its concept, and by our afterwards
joining its opposite with that predicate, which gives us
a contradiction, not with the subject, but with its predicate
only which was synthetically connected with it, and this
again only on condition that the first and second predicate
have both been applied at the same time. If I want to
say that a man who is unlearned is not learned, I must
add the condition ‘at the same time,’ for a man who is
unlearned at one time may very well be learned at an-
other. But if I shy no unlearned man is learned, then
the proposition is analytical, because the characteristic
(unlearnedness) forms part now of the concept of the
subject, so that the negative proposition becomes evident
directly from the principle of contradiction, and without
the necessity of adding the condition, ‘at the same time.’
This is the reason why I have so altered the wording of
that formula that it displays at once the nature of an

analytical proposition.
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SYSTEM OF THE PRINCIPLES OF THE PURE [p.154]
UNDERSTANDING

SectIiON 11

Of the Highest Principle of all Synthetical Fudgments

The explanation of the possibility of synthetical judg-
ments is a subject of which general logic knows nothing,
not even its name, while in a transcendental logic it is the
most important task of all, nay, even the only one, when
we have to consider the possibility of synthetical judg-
ments a prior:, their conditions, and the extent of their
validity. For when that task is accomplished, the object
of transcendental logic, namely, to determine the extent
and limits of the pure understanding, will have been fully
attained. _

In forming an analytical judgment I remain within a
given concept, while predicating something of it. If what
I predicate is affirmative, I only predicate of that concept
what is already contained in it; if it is negative, I only
exclude from it the opposite of it. In forming synthet-
ical judgments, on the contrary, I have to go beyond a
given concept, in order to bring something together with
it, which is totally different from what is contained in it.
Here we have neither the relation of identity [p. 155]
nor of contradiction, and nothing in the judgment itself
by which we can discover its truth or its falsehood.

Granted, therefore, that we must go beyond a given
concept in order to compare it synthetically with another,
something else is necessary in which, as in a third, the
synthesis of two concepts becomes possible. What, then,



Transcendental Analytic 127

is that third? What is the medium of all synthetical
judgments? It can only be that in which all our concepts
are contained, namely, the internal sense and its a prior:
form, time. The synthesis of representations depends on
imagination, but their synthetical unity, which is neces-
sary for forming a judgment, depends on the unity of
apperception. It is here therefore that the possibility of
synthetical judgments, and (as all the three contain the
sources of representations a przorz) the possibility of pure
synthetical judgments also, will have to be discovered;
nay, they will ‘on these grounds be necessary, if any
knowledge of objects is to be obtained that rests entirely
on a synthesis of representations.

If knowledge is to have any objective reality, that is to
say, if it is to refer to an object, and receive by means of
it any sense and meaning, the object must necessarily be
given in some way or other. Without that all concepts
are empty. We have thought in them, but we have not,
by thus thinking, arrived at any knowledge. We have
only played with representations. To give an object, if
this is not meant again as mediate only, but if [p. 156]
it means to reprelent something immediately in intuition,
is nothing else but to refer the representation of the
object to experience (real or possible). Even space and
time, however pure these concepts may be of all that is
empirical, and however certain it is that they are repre-
sented in the mind entirely @ prior:, would lack neverthe-
less all objective validity, all sense and meaning, if we
could not show the necessity of their use with reference
to all objects of experience. Nay, their representation is
is a pure schema, always referring to that reproductive
imagination which calls up the objects of experience,
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without which objects would be meaningless. The same
applies to all concepts without any distinction.

It is therefore the possibility of experience which alone
gives objective reality to all our knowledge a priori.
Experience, however, depends on the synthetical unity
of phenomena, that is, on a synthesis according to con-
cepts of the object of phenomena in general. Without
it, it would not even be knowledge, but only a rhapsody
of perceptions, which would never grow into a connected
text according to the rules of an altogether coherent
(possible) consciousness, nor into a transcendental and
necessary unity of apperception. Experience depends
therefore on a priori principles of its form, that is, on
general rules of unity in the synthesis of phe- [p. 157]
nomena, and the objective reality of these (rules) can
always be shown by their being the necessary conditions
in all experience;, nay, even in the possibility of all
experience. Without such a relation synthetical proposi-
tions @ priori would be quite impossible, because they
have no third medium, that is, no object in which the
synthetical unity of their concepts could prove their
objective reality.

Although we know therefore a great deal a griori in
synthetical judgments with reference to space in general,
or to the figures which productive imagination traces in
it, without requiring for it any experience, this our know-
ledge would nevertheless be nothing but a playing with
the cobwebs of our brain, if space were not to be con-
sidered as the condition of phenomena which supply the
material for external experience. Those pure synthetical
judgments therefore refer always, though mediately only,
to possible experience, or rather to the possibility of
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experience, on which alone the objective validity of their
synthesis is founded.

As therefore experience, being an empirical synthesis,
is in its possibility the only kind of knowledge that im-
parts reality to every other synthesis, this other synthesis,
as knowledge a priori, possesses truth (agreement with
its object) on this condition only, that it contains nothing
beyond what is necessary for the synthetical [p. 158]
unity of experience in general.

The highest principle of all synthetical judgments is
therefore this, that every object is subject to the necessary
conditions of a synthetical unity of the manifold of intui-
tion in a possible experience.

Thus synthetical judgments @ prior? are possible, if we
refer the formal conditions of intuition a prior, the syn-
thesis of imagination, and the necessary unity of it in a
transcendental apperception, to a possible knowledge in
general, given in experience, and if we say that the con-
ditions of the possibility of experience in general are at
the same time conditions of the possibility of the objects
of experience themselves, and thus possess objective valid-
ity in a synthetical judgment a priori.

SYSTEM OF THE PRINCIPLES OF THE PURE
UNDERSTANDING

Section 111
Systematical Representation of all Synthetical Principles
of the Understanding

That there should be principles at all is entirely due to
the pure understanding, which is not only the faculty of
rules in regard to all that happens, but itself the source

K
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of principles, according to which everything |p. 159]
(that can become an object to us) is necessarily subject
to rules, because, without such, phenomena would never
become objects corresponding to knowledge. Even laws
of nature, if they are considered as principles of the
empirical use of the understanding, carry with them a
character of necessity, and thus lead to the supposition
that they rest on grounds which are valid @ priori and
before all experience. Nay, all laws of nature without
distinction are subject to higher principles of the under-
standing, which they apply to particular cases of experi-
ence. They alone therefore supply the concept which
contains the condition, and, as it were, the exponent of a
rule in general, while experience furnishes each case to
which the general rule applies.

There can hardly be any danger of our mistaking
purely empirical principles for principles of the pure
understanding or vice wversa, for the character of neces-
sity which distinguishes the concepts of the pure under-
standing, and the absence of which can easily be perceived
in every empirical proposition, however general it may
seem, will always prevent their confusion. There are,
however, pure principles @ przor/ which I should not like
to ascribe to the pure understanding, because they are
derived, not from pure concepts, but from pure intuitions
(although by means of the understanding); the [p. 160]
understanding being the faculty of the concepts. We
find such principles in mathematics, but their application
to experience, and therefore their objective validity, nay,
even the possibility of such synthetical knowledge a
griori (the deduction thereof) rests always on the pure
understanding.
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Hence my principles will not include the principles of
mathematics, but they will include those on which the
possibility and objective validity @ priori of those mathe-
matical ptinciples are founded, and which consequently
are to be looked upon as the source of those principles,
proceeding from concepts to intuitions, and not from
intuitions to concepts.

When the pure concepts of the understanding are
applied to every possible experience, their synthesis is
either mathematical or dynamical, for it is directed partly
to the ¢nfuition of a phenomenon only, partly to its exiss
ence. The conditions @ priorz of intuition are absolutely
necessary with regard to every possible experience, while
the conditions of the existence of the object of a possible
empirical intuition are in themselves accidental only.
The principles of the mathematical use of the categories
will therefore be absolutely necessary, that is apodictic,
while those of their dynamical use, though likewise pos-
sessing the character of necessity a priors, can possess
such a character subject only to the condition of empirical
thought in experience, that is mediately and indirectly,
and cannot therefore claim that immediate evidence which
belongs to the former, although their certainty with re-
gard to experience in general remains unaffected by this.
Of this we shall be better qualified to judge at [p. 161]
the conclusion of this system of principles.

Our table of categories gives us naturally the best in-
structions for drawing up a table of principles, because
these are nothing but rules for the objective use of the
former.
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All principles of the pure understanding are there-

fore,
I

Axioms of Intuition.

II 111
Anticipations of Analogies of
Perception. Experience.
v

Postulates of Empirical
Thought in General.

I have chosen these names not unadvisedly, so that the
difference with regard to the evidence and the application
of those principles should not be overlooked. We shall
soon see that, both with regard to the evidence and the
a prior: determination of phenomena according to the cat-
egories of guantity and gquality (if we attend to the form
of them only) their principles differ considerably from
those of the other two classes, inasmuch as the [p. 162]
former are capable of an intuitive, the latter of a merely
discursive, though both of a complete certainty. I shall
therefore call the former mathematical, the latter dynamsi-
cal principles.! It should be observed, however, that I do
not speak here either of the principles of mathematics, or
of those of general physical dynamics, but only of the
principles of the pure understanding in relation to the
internal sense (without any regard to the actual represen-
tations given in it). It is these through which the former
become possible, and I have given them their name, more
on account of their application than of their contents. I
shall now proceed to consider them in the same order in
which they stand in the table.

1 Here follows in the Second Edition, Supplement XV.
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I
[OF THE AXIOMS OF INTUITION!
Principle of the Pure Understanding

‘All Phenomena are, with reference to their intuition, extensive

quantities ]

I call an extensive quantity that in which the represen-
tation of the whole is rendered possible by the representa-
tion of its parts, and therefore necessarily preceded by it.
I cannot represent to myself any line, however small it
may be, without drawing it in thought, that is, without
producing all its parts one after the other, start- [p. 163]
ing from a given point, and thus, first of all, drawing its
intuition. The same applies to every, even the smallest
portion of time. I can only think in it the successive prog-
ress from one moment to another, thus producing in the
end, by all portions of time and their addition, a definite
quantity of time. As in all phenomena pure intuition is
either space or time, every phenomenon, as an intuition,
must be an extensive quantity, because it can be known
in apprehension by a successive synthesis only (of part
with part). All phenomena therefore, when perceived in
intuition, are aggregates (collections) of previously given
parts, which is not the case with every kind of quantities,
but with those.only which are represented to us and
apprehended as extensive.

On this successive synthesis of productive imagination
in elaborating figures are founded the mathematics of ex-
tension with their axioms (geometry), containing the con-

1 Here fallows, in the later Editions, Supplement XVI,
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ditions of sensuous intuition a priorz, under which alone
the schema of a pure concept of an external phenomenal
appearance can be produced; for instance, between two
points one straight line only is possible, or two straight
lines cannot enclose a space, etc. These are the axioms
which properly relate only to quantities (guanta) as such.
But with regard to quantity (guant:tas), that is, with
regard to the answer to the question, how large something
may be, there are no axioms, in the proper [p. 164]
sense of the word, though several of the propositions
referring to it possess synthetical and immediate certainty
(¢ndemonstrabilia). The propositions that if equals be
added to equals the wholes are equal, and if equals be
taken from equals the remainders are equal, are really
analytical, because I am conscious immediately of the
identity of my producing the one quantity with my pro-
ducing the other; axioms on the contrary must be synthet-
ical propositions @ priori. The self-evident propositions
on numerical relation again are no doubt synthetical, but
they are not general, like those of geometry, and there-
fore cannot be called axioms, but numerical formulas
only. That 74+5=12 is not an analytical proposition.
For neither in the representation of 7, nor in that of 5,
nor in that of the combination of both, do I think the
number 12. (That I am meant to think it in the addition
of the two, is not the question here, for in every analytical
proposition all depends on this, whether the predicate is
really thought in the representation of the subject.)
Although the proposition is synthetical, it is a singular
proposition only. If in this case we consider only the
synthesis of the homogeneous unities, then the synthesis
can here take place in one way only, although afterwards
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the use of these numbers becomes general. If I say, a
triangle can be constructed with three lines, two of which
together are greater than the third, I have before me the
mere function of productive imagination, which may draw
the lines greater or smaller, and bring them together at
various angles. The number 7, on the contrary, [p. 165]
is possible in one way only, and so likewise the number
12, which is produced by the synthesis of the former with
5. Such propositions therefore must not be called axioms
(for their number would be endless) but numerical for-
mulas.

This transcendental principle of phenomenal mathemat-
ics adds considerably to our knowledge @ priori. Through
it alone it becomes possible to make pure mathematics
in their full precision applicable to objects of experience,
which without that principle would by no means be self-
evident, nay, has actually provoked much contradiction.
Phenomena are not things in themselves. Empirical
intuition is possible only through pure intuition (of space
and time), and whatever geometry says of the latter is
valid without contradiction of the former. All evasions,
as if objects of thé senses should not conform to the
rules of construction in space (for instance, to the rule
of the infinite divisibility of lines or angles) must cease,
for one would thus deny all objective validity to space
and with it to all mathematics, and would no longer
know why and how far mathematics can be applied to
phenomena. The synthesis of spaces and times, as the
synthesis of the essential form of all intuition, is that
which renders possible at the same time the apprehen-
sion of phenomena, that is, every external [p. 166]
experience, and therefore also all knowledge of its ob-
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jects, and whatever mathematics, in their pure use prove
of that synthesis is valid necessarily also of this knowledge.
All objections to this are only the chicaneries of a falsely
guided reason, which wrongly imagines that it can sepa-
rate the objects of the senses from the formal conditions
of our sensibility, and represents them, though they are
phenomena only, as objects by themselves, given to the
understanding. In this case, however, nothing could be
known of them @ priori, nothing could be known syn-
thetically through pure concepts of space, and the sci-
ence which determines those concepts, namely, geometry,
would itself become impossible.

11
[Anticipations of Perception

The principle which anticipates all perceptions as such, is this: In
all phenomena sensation, and the Real which corresponds to it in
the object (real/itas phaenomenon), has an intensive quantity, that
is, a degree!]

All knowledge by means of which I may know and
determine a priori whatever belongs to empirical know-
ledge, may be called an anticipation, and it is no doubt
in this sense that Epicurus used the expression [p. 167]
mpoAnyrs. But as there is always in phenomena some-
thing which can never be known a prior:, and constitutes
the real difference between empirical and a prieri know-
ledge, namely, sensation (as matter of perception), it fol-
lows that this can never be anticipated. The pure
determinations, on the contrary, in space and time, as

1 Here follows in the Second Edition, Supplement XVI b,
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regards both figure and quantity, may be called antici-
pations of phenomena, because they represent a priori,
whatever may be given a posteriori in experience. If,
however, there should be something in every sensation
that could be known a priori as sensation in general,
even if no particular sensation be given, this would, in
a very special sense, deserve to be called anticipation,
because it seems extraordinary that we should anticipate
experience in that which concerns the matter of experi-
ence and can be derived from experience only. Yet such
is really the case.

Apprehension, by means of sensation only, fills no more
than one moment (if we do not take into account the suc-
cession of many sensations). Sensation, therefore, being
that in the phenomenon the apprehension of which does
not form a successive synthesis progressing from parts to
a complete representation, is without any extensive quan-
tity, and the absence of sensation in one and the same mo-
ment would represent it as empty, therefore=0. [p. 168]
What corresponds in every empirical intuition to sensa-
tion is reality (realitas phaenomenon), what corresponds to
its absence is negation=0. Every sensation, however, is
capable of diminution, so that it may decrease, and grad-
ually vanish. There is therefore a continuous connection
between reality in phenomena and negation, by means of
many possible intermediate sensations, the difference be-
tween which is always smaller than the difference between
the given sensation and zero or complete negation. It
thus follows that the real in each phenomenon has always
a quantity, though it is not perceived in apprehension, be-
cause apprehension takes place by a momentary sensation,
not by a successive synthesis of many sensations; it does
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not advance from the parts to the whole, and though i
has a quantity, it has not an extensive quantity.

That quantity which can be apprehended as unity only,
and in which plurality can be represented by approxima-
tion only to negation=0, I call intensive quantity. Every
reality therefore in a phenomenon has intensive quantity,
that is, a degree. If this reality is considered as a cause
(whether of sensation, or of any other reality in the phe-
nomenon, for instance, of change) the degree of that
reality as a cause we call a momentum, for instance, the
momentum of gravity: and this because the degree indi-
cates that quantity only, the apprehension of [p. 169]
which is not successive, but momentary. This I men-
tion here in passing, because we have not yet come to
consider causality.

Every sensation, therefore, and every reality in phe-
nomena, however small it may be, has a degree, that
is, an intensive quantity which can always be diminished,
and there is between reality and negation a continuous
connection of possible realities, and of possible smaller
perceptions. Every colour, red, for instance, has a
degree, which, however small, is never the smallest;
and the same applies to heat, the momentum of gravity,
etc.

This peculiar property of quantities that no part
of them is the smallest possible part (no part indi-
visible) is called continuity. Time and space are guanta
continua, because there is no part of them that is not
enclosed between limits (points and moments), no part
that is not itself again a space or a time. Space con-
sists of spaces only, time of times. Points and moments
are only limits, mere places of limitation, and as places
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presupposing always those intuitions which they are
meant to limit or to determine. Mere places or parts
that might be given before space or time, could [p. 170]
never be compounded into space or time. Such quanti-
ties can also be called fowing, because the synthesis
of the productive imagination which creates them is a
progression in time, the continuity of which we are wont
to express by the name of flowing, or passing away.

All phenomena are therefore continuous quantities,
whether according to their intuition as extensive, or
according to mere perception (sensation and therefore
reality) as intensive quantities. When there is a break
in the synthesis of the manifold of phenomena, we get
only an aggregate of many phenomena, not a phenom-
enon, as a real quantum; for aggregate is called that
what is produced, not by the mere continuation of pro-
ductive synthesis of a certain kind, but by the repeti-
tion of a synthesis (beginning and) ending at every
moment. If I call thirteen thalers a quantum of
money, I am right, provided I understand by it the
value of a mark of fine silver. This is a continuous
quantity in which no part is the smallest, but every
part may constitute a coin which contains material for
still smaller coins. But if I understand by it thirteen
round thalers, that is, so many coins (whatever their
value in silver may be), then I should be wrong in
speaking of a quantum of thalers, but should call it
an aggregate, that is a number of coins. As every
number must be founded on some unity, every [p. 171]
phenomenon, as a unity, is a quantum, and, as such, a
continuum.

If then all phenomena, whether considered as exten-
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sive or intensive, are continuous quantities, it might seem
easy to prove with mathematical evidence that all change
also (transition of a thing from one state into another) must
be continuous, if the causality of the change did not lie
quite outside the limits of transcendental philosophy, and
presupposed empirical principles. For the understand-
ing a priovi tells us nothing of the possibility of a cause
which changes the state of things, that is, determines
them to the opposite of a given state, and this not only
because it does not perceive the possibility of it (for
such a perception is denied to us in several kinds of
knowledge a priori), but because the changeability
relates to certain determinations of phenomena to be
taught by experience only, while their cause must lie
in that which is unchangeable. But as the only ma-
terials which we may use at present are the pure
fundamental concepts of every possible experience,
from which all that is empirical is excluded, we cannot
here, without injuring the unity of our system, antici-
pate general physical science which is based upon
certain fundamental experiences. [p. 172]

Nevertheless, there is no lack of evidence of the
great influence which our fundamental principle exer-
cises in anticipating perceptions, nay, even in making
up for their deficiency, in so far as it (that principle)
stops any false conclusions that might be drawn from
this deficiency.

If therefore all reality in perception has a certain
degree, between which and negation there is an in-
finite succession of ever smaller degrees, and if every
sense must have a definite degree of receptivity of sen-
sations, it follows that no perception, and therefore no

N
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experience, is possible, that could prove, directly or
indirectly, by any roundabout syllogisms, a complete
absence of all reality in a phenomenon. We see there-
fore that experience can never supply a proof of empty
space or empty time, because the total absence of reality
in a sensuous intuition can itself never be perceived,
neither can it be deduced from any phenomenon what-
soever and from the difference of degree in its reality;
nor ought it ever to be admitted in explanation of it.
For although the total intuition of a certain space or
time is real all through, no part of it being empty, yet
as every reality has its degree which, while the exten-
sive quality of the phenomenon remains un- [p. 173]
changed, may diminish by infinite degrees down to
the nothing or void, there must be infinitely differing
degrees in which space and time are filled, and the
intensive quantity in phenomena may be smaller or
greater, although the extensive quantity as given in
intuition remains the same.

We shall give an example. Almost all natural philos-
ophers, perceiving partly by means of the momentum
of gravity or weight,\partly by means of the momentum
of resistance against other matter in motion, that there
is a great difference in the quantity of various kinds
of matter though their volume is the same, conclude
unanimously that this volume (the extensive quantity
of phenomena) must in all of them, though in differ-
ent degrees, contain a certain amount of empty space.
Who could have thought that these mathematical and
mechanical philosophers should have based such a
conclusion on a purely metaphysical hypothesis, which
they always profess to avoid, by assuming that the real
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in space (I do not wish here to call it impenetrability
or weight, because these are empirical concepts) must
always be the same, and can differ only by its extensive
quantity, that is, by the number of parts. I meet this
hypothesis, for which they could find no ground in
experience, and which therefore is purely metaphysical,
by a transcendental demonstration, which, though it is
not intended to explain the difference in the [p. 174]
filling of spaces, will nevertheless entirely remove the
imagined necessity of their hypothesis which tries to
explain that difference by the admission of empty
spaces, and which thus restores, at least to the under-
standing, its liberty to explain to itself that difference
in a different way, if any such hypothesis be wanted
in natural philosophy.

We can easily perceive that although the same spaces
are perfectly filled by two different kinds of matter, so
that there is no point in either of them where matter is
not present, yet the real in either, the quality being the
same, has its own degrees (of resistance or weight) which,
without any diminution of its extensive quantity, may grow
smaller and smaller in #ufinitusm, before it reaches the
void and vanishes. Thus a certain expansion which fills
a space, for instance, heat, and every other kind of phe-
nomenal reality, may, without leaving the smallest part of
space empty, diminish by degrees in /nfinztum, and never-
theless fill space with its smaller, quite as much as another
phenomenon with greater degrees. I do not mean to say
that this is really the case with different kinds of matter
according to their specific of gravity. I only want to
show by a fundamental principle of the pure [p. 175]
understanding, that the nature of our perceptions renders
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such an explanation possible, and that it is wrong to look
upon the real in phenomena as equal in degree, and differ-
ing only in aggregation and its extensive quantity, nay to
maintain this on the pretended authority of an a prior:
principle of the understanding.

Nevertheless, this anticipation of perception is apt to
startle! an enquirer accustomed to and rendered cautious
by transcendental disquisitions, and we may naturally won-
der that the understanding should be able to anticipate? a
synthetical proposition with regard to the degree of all
that is real in phenomena, and, therefore, with regard to
the possibility of an internal difference of sensation itself,
apart from its empirical quality; and it seems therefore a
question well worthy of a solution, how the understanding
can pronounce synthetically and & prio»z about phenomena,
nay, anticipate them with regard to what, properly speak-
ing, is empirical, namely, sensation.

The quality of sensation, colour, taste, etc., is always em-
pirical, and cannot be conceived a prior:. But the real that
corresponds to sensations in general, as opposed to nega-
tion =0, does only represent something the concept of
which implies being, and means nothing but the synthesis
in any empirical consciousness. In the internal sense that
empirical consciousness can be raised from o to [p. 176]
any higher degree, so that an extensive quantity of intui-
tion (for instance, 2n illuminated plain) excites the same

1 Kant wrote, eiwas— etwas Auffallendes, the second efwas being the
adverb. Rosenkranz has left out one ezwas, without necessity. It seems
necessary, however, to add Uberiegung after transcendentalen,as done by Erd-
mann,

2 Anticipiren Abnnc must certainly be added, as suggested by Schopen-
bauer.
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amount of sensation, as an aggregate of many other less
illuminated plains. It is quite possible, therefore, to take
no account of the extensive quantity of a phenomenon,
and yet to represent to oneself in the mere sensation in
any single moment a synthesis of a uniform progression
from o to any given empirical consciousness. All sensa-
tions, as such, are therefore given a posteriori! only, but
their quality, in so far as they must possess a degree, can
be known a prio»:. It is remarkable that of quantities in
general we can know one guality only a priori, namely,
their continuity, while with regard to quality (the real of
phenomena) nothing is known to us @ priors, but their in-
tensive guantity, that is, that they must have a degree.
Everything else is left to experience.

II1

[The Analogies of Experience
The general principle of them is: All phenomena, as far as their ex-

istence is concerned, are subject a priori to rules, determining their
mutual relation in one and the same time %} [p- 177]

The three modi of time are permanence, succession, and
coexistence.  There will therefore be three rules of all
relations of phenomena in time, by which the existence of
every phenomenon with regard to the unity of time is
determined, and these rules will precede all experience,
nay, render experience possible.

The general principle of the three analogies depends
on the necessary unity of apperception with reference to

! The first and later editions have a prwn The corvection is first made
in the Seventh Edition, 1828,
8 See Supplement XVIL
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every possible empirical consciousness (perception) at
every time, and, consequently, as that unity forms an «
priori ground, on the synthetical unity of all phenomena,
according to their relation in time. For the original ap-
perception refers to the internal sense (comprehending all
representations), and it does so @ priori to its form, that is,
to the relation of the manifold of the empirical conscious-
ness in time. The original apperception is intended to
combine all this manifold according to its relations in
time, for this is what is meant by its transcendental unity
a priori, to which all is subject which is to belong to my
own and my uniform knowledge, and thus to become an
object for me. This synthetical unity in the time relations
of all perceptions, which is determined z priors, is expressed
therefore in the law, that all empirical determinations of
time must be subject to rules of the general [p. 178]
determination of time; and the analogies of experience, of
which we are now going to treat, are exactly rules of this
kind.

These principles have this peculiarity, that they do not
refer to phenomena and the synthesis of their empirical
intuition, but only to Yhe existence of phenomena and their
mutual relation with regard to their existence. The man-
ner in which something is apprehended as a phenomenon
may be so determined & priori that the rule of its synthesis
may give at the same time this intuition a priors in any
empirical case, nay, may really render it possible. But
the existence of phenomena can never be known a priors,
and though we might be led in this way to infer some
kind of existence, we should never be able to know it
definitely, or to anticipate that by which the empirical
intuition of one differs from that of others.

L
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The principles which we considered before and which,
as they enable us to apply mathematics to phenomena, I
called mathematical, refer to phenomena so far only as
they are possible, and showed how, with regard both to
their intuition and to the real in their perception, they can
be produced according to the rules of a mathematical syn-
thesis, so that, in the one as well as in the other, we may
use numerical quantities, and with them a determination
of all phenomena as quantities. Thus I might, [p. 179]
for example, compound the degree of sensations of the
sunlight out of, say, 200,000 illuminations by the moon,
and thus determine it a priorz or construct it. Those
former principles might therefore be called conszztutive.

The case is totally different with those principles which
are meant to bring the existence of phenomena under
rules a priori, for as existence cannot be constructed, they
can only refer to the relations of existence and become
merely regulative principles. Here therefore we could
not think of either axioms or anticipations, and whenever
a perception is given us as related in time to some others
(although undetermined), we could not say a prior: what
other perception or how great a perception is necessarily
connected with it, but only how, if existing, it is neces-
sarily connected with the other in a certain mode of time.
In philosophy analogy means something very different to
what it does in mathematics. In the latter they are for-
mulas which state the equality of two quantitative relations,
and they are always constitutive so that when three!
terms of a proposition are given, the fourth also is given
by it, that is, can be constructed out of it. In philosophy,

1 The First and Second Editions read ‘* When two terms of a proposition
are given, the third also.’ - :
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on the contrary, analogy does not consist in the equality
of two quantitative, but of two qualitative relations, so that
when three terms are given I may learn from them a
priori the relation to a fourth only, but not that [p. 180]
fourth term itself. All I can thus gain is a rule according
to which I may look in experience for the fourth term, or
a characteristic mark by which I may find it. An analogy
of experience can therefore be no more than a rule accord-
ing to which a certain unity of experience may arise from
perceptions (but not how perception itself, as an empirical
intuition, may arise); it may serve as a principle for ob-
jects (as phenomena!) not in a constitutive, but only in a
regulative capacity.

Exactly the same applies to the postulates of empirical
thought in general, which relate to the synthesis of mere
intuition (the form of phenomena), the synthesis of per-
ception (the matter of them), and the synthesis of experi-
ence (the relation of these perceptions). They too are
regulative principles only, and differ from the mathemati-
cal, which are constitutive, not in their certainty, which is
established in both @ griors, but in the character of their
evidence, that is, in tHat which is intuitive in it, and there-
fore in their demonstration also.

What has been remarked of all synthetical principles
and must be enjoined here more particularly is this, that
these analogies have their meaning and validity, not as
principles of the transcendent, but only as princi- [p. 181]
ples of the empirical use of the understanding. They can
be established in this character only, nor can phenomena
ever be comprehended under the categories directly, but

1 Read den Erscheinungen,
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only under their schemata. If the objects to which these
principles refer were things by themselves, it would be
perfectly impossible to know anything of them a prior
and synthetically. But they are nothing but phenomena,
and our whole knowledge of them, to which, after all, all
principles a priori must relate, is only our possible experi-
ence of them. Those principles therefore can aim at
nothing but the conditions of the unity of empirical know-
ledge in the synthesis of phenomena, which synthesis is
represented only in the schema of the pure concepts of
the understanding, while the category contains the func-
tion, restricted by no sensuous condition, of the unity of
that synthesis as synthesis in general. Those principles
will therefore authorise us only to connect phenomena,
according to analogy, with the logical and universal unity
of concepts, so that, though in using the principle we use
the category, yet in practice (in the application to phe-
nomena) we put the schema of the éategory, as a practical
key, in its! place, or rather put it by the side of the
category as a restrictive condition, or, as what may be
called, a formula of the category.

1 T read deren, and afterwards der ersteren, though even then the whole
passage is very involved. * Professor Noiré thinks that dessem may be referred
to Gebrauck, and des ersteren to Grundsats.
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A [p. 182]
[First Analogy
Principle of Permanencel

All phenomena contain the permanent (substance) as the object itself,
and the changeable as its determination only, that is, as a mode in
which the object exists

Proof of the First Analogy

All phenomena take place in time. Time can deter-
mine in two ways the relation in the existence of phe-
nomena, so far as they are either successive or coexistent.
In the first case time is considered as a series, in the
second as a whole.]

Our apprehension of the manifold of phenomena is
always successive, and therefore always changing. By it
alone therefore we can never determine whether the man-
ifold, as an object of experience, is coexistent or succes-
sive, unless there is something in it which exists always,
that is, something constant and permanent, while change
and succession are nathing but so many kinds (mod?) of
time in which the permanent exists. Relations of time
are therefore possible in the permanent only (coexistence
and succession being the only relations of time) [p. 183]
so that the permantnt is the substratum of the empirical
representation of time itself, and in it alone all determi-
nation of time is possible. Permanence expresses time
as the constant correlative of all existence of phenomena,
of all change and concomitancy. For change does not
affect time itself, but only phenomena in time (nor is

1 See Supplement XVIIL.
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coexistence a mode of time itself, because in it no parts
can be coexistent, but successive only). If we were to
ascribe a succession to time itself, it would be necessary
to admit another time in which such succession should be
possible. Only through the permanent does existence in
different parts of a series of time assume a guantity which
we call duration. For in mere succession existence always
comes and goes, and never assumes the slightest quantity.
Without something permanent therefore no relation of
time is possible. Time by itself, however, cannot be per-
ceived, and it is therefore the permanent in phenomena
that forms the substratum for all determination of time,
and at the same time the condition of the possibility of all
synthetical unity of perceptions, that is, of experience;
while with regard to that permanent all existence and all
change in time can only be taken as a mode of existence
of what is permanent. In all phenomena therefore the
permanent is the object itself, that is, the substance (phe-
nomenon), while all that changes or can change [p. 184]
belongs only to the mode in which substance or substances
exist, therefore to their determinations.

I find that in all ages not only the philosopher, but also
the man of common understanding has admitted this
permanence as a substratum of all change of phenomena.
It will be the same in future, only that a philosopher
generally expresses himself somewhat more definitely by
saying that in all changes in the world the substance
remains, and only the accidents change. But I nowhere
find even the attempt at a proof of this very synthetical
proposition, and it occupies but seldom that place which
it ought to occupy at the head of the pure and entirely
a priori existing laws of nature. In fact the proposition
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that substance is permanent is tautological, because that
permanence is the only ground why we apply the category
of substance to a phenomenon, and it ought first to have
been proved that there is in all phenomena something
permanent, while the changeable is only a determination
of its existence. But as such a proof can never be given
dogmatically and as deduced from concepts, because it
refers to a synthetical proposition @ gr7o77, and as no one
ever thought that such propositions could be valid only in
reference to possible experience, and could therefore be
proved only by a deduction of the possibility of [p. 185]
experience, we need not wonder that, though it served as
the foundation of all experience (being felt to be indis-
pensable for every kind of empirical knowledge), it has
never been established by proof.

A philosopher was asked, What is the weight of smoke?
He replied, Deduct from the weight of the wood burnt
the weight of the remaining ashes, and you have the
weight of the smoke. He was therefore convinced that
even in fire matter (substance) does not perish, but that its
form only suffers a change. The proposition also, from
nothing comes nothink, was only another conclusion from
the same principle of permanence, or rather of the con-
stant presence of the real subject in phenomena. For if
that which people call substance in a phenomenon is to be
the true substratum for all determination in time, then all
existence in the past as well as the future must be deter-
mined in it, and in it only. Thus we can only give to a
phenomenon the name of substance because we admit its
existence at all times, which is not even fully expressed by
the word permanence, because it refers rather to future
time only. The internal necessity however of permanence
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is inseparably connected with the necessity to have been
always, and the expression may therefore stand. [p. 186
Gigni de nihilo nikil, in nikilum nil posse reverti, were
two -propositions which the ancients never separated, but
which at present are sometimes parted, because people
imagine that they refer to things by themselves, and that
the former might contradict the dependence of the world
on a Supreme Cause (even with regard to its substance),
an apprehension entirely needless, as we are only speak-
ing here of phenomena in the sphere of experience, the
unity of which would never be possible, if we allowed that
new things (new in substance) could ever arise. For in
that case we should lose that which alone can represent
the unity of time, namely, the identity of the substratum,
in which alone all change retains complete unity. This
permanence, however, is nothing but the manner in which
we represent the existence of things (as phenomenal).

The different determinations of a substance, which are
nothing but particular modes in which it exists, are called
accidents. They are always real, because they concern
the existence of a substance (negations are nothing but
determinations which express the non-existence of some-
thing in the substance). If we want to ascribe a particular
kind of existence to these real determinations of the sub-
stance, as, for instance, to motion, as an accident of mat-
ter, we call it ¢wherence, in order to distinguish it from the
existence of substance, which! we call subséstence. This,
however, has given rise to many misunderstand- [p. 187]
ings, and we shall express ourselves better and more cor-
rectly, if we define the accident through the manner only

1 Read dos man.
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in which the existence of a substance is positively deter-
mined. It is inevitable, however, according to the condi-
tions of the logical use of our understanding, to separate,
as it were, whatever can change in the existence of a
substance, while the substance itself remains unchanged,
and to consider it in its relation to that which is radical
and truly permanent. Hence a place has been assigned
to this category under the title of relations, not so much
because it contains itself a relation, as because it contains
their condition.

On this permanence depends also the right understand.
ing of the concept of change. To arise and to perish are
not changes of that which arises or perishes. Change is
a- mode of existence, which follows another mode of
existence of the same object. Hence whatever changes
is permanent, and its condition only changes. As this
alteration refers only to determinations which may have
an end or a beginning, we may use an expression that
seems somewhat paradoxical and say: the permanent only
(substance) is changed, the changing itself suffers no
change, but only an alteration, certain determinations
ceasing to exist, while others begin.

It is therefore in substances only that change [p. 188]
can be perceived. Arising or perishing absolutely, and
not referring merely to a determination of the permanent
can never become'a possible perception, because it is the
permanent only which renders the representations of a
transition from one state to another, from not being to
being, possible, which (changes) consequently can only be
known empirically, as alternating determinations of what
is permanent. If you suppose that something has an
absolute beginning, you must have a moment of time in
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which it was not. But with what can you connect that
moment, if not with that which already exists? An empty
antecedent time cannot be an object of perception. But
if you connect this beginning with things which existed
already and continue to exist till the beginning of some-
thing new, then the latter is only a determination of the
former, as of the permanent. The same holds good with
regard to perishing, for this would presuppose the empiri-
cal representation of a time in which a phenomenon exists
no longer.

Substances therefore (as phenomena) are the true sub-
strata of all determinations of time. If some substances
could arise and others perish, the only condition of the
empirical unity of time would be removed, and phenomena
would then be referred to two different times, in which
existence would pass side by side, which is absurd. For
there is but one time in which all different times [p. 189]
must be placed, not as simultaneous, but as successive.

Permanence, therefore, is a necessary condition under
which alone phenomena, as things or objects, can be
determined in a possible experience. What the empirical
criterion of this necessary permanence, or of the substan-
tiality of phenomena may be, we shall have to explain in
the sequel.
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B
[Second Analogy

Principle of Production?!

Everything that bappens (begins to be), presupposes something on
which it follows according to a rule}

Proof

The apprehension of the manifold of phenomena is
always successive. The representations of the parts fol-
low one upon another. Whether they also follow one
upon the other in the object is a second point for reflec-
tion, not contained in the former. We may indeed call .
everything, even every representation, so far as we are
.conscious of it, an object; but it requires a more profound
investigation to discover what this word may [p. 190]
mean with regard to phenomena, not in so far as they
(as representations) are objects, but in so far as they only
signify an object. So far as they, as representations only,
are at the same time objects of consciousness, they cannot
be distinguished from pur apprehension, that is from their
being received in the synthesis of our imagination, and we
must therefore say, that the manifold of phenomena is
always produced in the mind successively. If phenomena
were things by themSelves, the succession of the represen-
tations of their manifold would never enable us to judge
how that manifold is connected in the object. We have
always to deal with our representations only; how things
may be by themselves (without reference to the represen-
tations by which they affect us)is completely beyond the

1 See Supplement XIX.
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sphere of our knowledge. Since, therefore, phenomena
are not things by themselves, and are yet the only thing
that can be given to us to know, I am asked to say what
kind of connection in time belongs to the manifold of the
phenomena itself, when the representation of it in our
apprehension is always successive. Thus, for instance,
the apprehension of the manifold in the phenomenal
appearance of a house that stands before me, is succes-
sive. The question then arises, whether the manifold of
the house itself be successive by itself, which of course
no one would admit. Whenever I ask for the transcen-
dental meaning of my concepts of an object, I find that a
house is not a thing by itself, but a phenomenon [p. 191]
' only, that is, a representation the transcendental object
of which is unknown. What then can be the meaning of
the question, how the manifold in the phenomenon itself
(which is not a thing by itself) may be connected? Here
that which is contained in our successive apprehension is
considered as representation, and the given phenomenon,
though it is nothing but the whole of those representa-
tions, as their object, with which my concept, drawn from
the representations of my apprehension, is to accord. As
the accord between knowledge and its object is truth, it is
easily seen, that we can ask here only for the formal con-
ditions of empirical truth, and that the phenomenon, in
contradistinction to the representations of our apprehen-
sion, can only be represented as the object different from
them, if it is subject to a rule distinguishing it from every
other apprehension, and necessitating a certain kind of
conjunction of the manifold. That which in the phe-
nomenon contains the condition of this necessary rule of
apprehension is the object.
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Let us now proceed to our task. That something takes
piace, that is, that something, or some state, which did
not exist before, begins to exist, cannot be perceived em-
pirically, unless there exists antecedently a phenomenon
which does not contain that state; for a reality, following
on empty time, that is a beginning of existence, [p. 192]
preceded by no state of things, can be apprehended as
little as empty time itself. Every apprehension of an
event is therefore a perception following on another per-
ception. But as this applies to all synthesis of apprehen-
sion, as I showed before in the phenomenal appearance of
a house, that apprehension would not thereby be different
from any other. But I observe at the same time, that if
in a phenomenon which contains an event I call the ante-
cedent state of perception A, and the subsequent B, B can
only follow A in my apprehension, while the perception A
can never follow B, but can only precede it. I see, for
instance, a ship gliding down a stream. My perception
of its place below follows my perception of its place higher
up in the course of the stream, and it is impossible in the
apprehension of this phenomenon that the ship should be
perceived first below and then higher up. We see there-
fore that the order in the succession of perceptions in our
apprehension is here determined, and our apprehension
regulated by that arder. In the former example of a
house my perceptions could begin in the apprehension at
the roof and end in the basement, or begin below and end
above : they could apprehend the manifold of the empirical
intuition from right to left or from left to right. There
was therefore no determined order in the succession of
these perceptions, determining the point where [p. 193]
1 had to begin in apprehension, in order to connect the
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manifold empirically; while in the apprehension of an
event there is always a rule, which makes the order of the
successive perceptions (in the apprehension of this phe-
nomenon) necessary.

In our case, therefore, we shall have to derive the sub-
jective succession in our apprehension from the objective
succession of the phenomena, because otherwise the for-
mer would be entirely undetermined, and unable to dis-
tinguish one phenomenon from another. The former
alone proves nothing as to the connection of the manifold
in the object, because it is quite arbitrary. The latter
must therefore consist in the order of the manifold in a
phenomenon, according to which the apprehension of
what is happening follows upon the apprehension of what
has happened, in conformity with a rule. Thus only can
I be justified in saying, not only of my apprehension,
but of the phenomenon itself, that there exists in it a .
succession, which is the same as to say that I cannot
arrange the apprehension otherwise than in that very
succession.

In conformity with this, there must exist in that which
always precedes an event the condition of a rule, by which
this event follows at all times, and necessarily; [p. 194]
but I cannot go back from the event and determine by
apprehension that which precedes. For no phenomenon
goes back from the succeeding to the preceding point of
time, though it is related to some preceding point of time,
while the progress from a given time to a determined fol-
lowing time is necessary. Therefore, as there certainly is
something that follows, I must necessarily refer it to some-
thing else which precedes, and upon which it follows by
rule, that is, by necessity. So that the event, as being
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conditional, affords a safe indication of some kind of con-
dition, while that condition itself determines the event.

If we supposed that nothing precedes an event upon
which such event must follow according to rule, all succes-
sion of perception would then exist in apprehension only,
that is, subjectively; but it would not thereby be deter-
mined objectively, what ought properly to be the antece-
dent and what the subsequent in perception. We should
thus have a mere play of representations unconnected
with any object, that is, no phenomenon would, by our
perception, be distinguished in time from any other phe-
nomenon, because the succession in apprehension would
always be uniform, and there would be nothing in the
phenomena to determine the succession, so as to render
a certain sequence objectively necessary. I could not say
therefore that two states follow each other in a phenome-
. non, but only that one apprehension follows [p. 195]
another, which is purely subjective, and does not deter-
mine any object, and cannot be considered therefore as
knowledge of anything (even of something purely phe-
nomenal). ,

If therefore experience teaches us that something hap-
pens, we always presuppose that something precedes on
which it follows by rule. Otherwise I could not say of
the object that it followed, because its following in my
apprehension only,” without being determined by rule in
reference to what precedes, would not justify us in admit-
ting an objective following.! It is therefore always with
reference to a rule by which phenomena as they follow,
that is as they happen, are determined by an antecedent

L Read ansunchmen bderechtigt,
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state, that I can give an objective character to my sub.
jective synthesis (of apprehension); nay, it is under this
supposition only that an experience of anythingthat hap
pens becomes possible.

It might seem indeed as if this were in contradiction
to all that has always been said on the progress of the
human understanding, it having been supposed that only
by a perception and comparison of many events, following
in the same manner on preceding phenomena, we were led
to the discovery of a rule according to which certain events
always follow on certain phenomena, and that thus only
we were enabled to form to ourselves the concept of a
cause. If this were so, that concept would be [p. 196]
empirical only, and the rule which it supplies, that every-
thing which happens must have a cause, would be as acci-
dental as experience itself. The universality and necessity
of that rule would then be fictitious only, and devoid of
any true and general validity, because not being 2 priori,
but founded on induction only. The case is the same as
with other pure representations a prior: (for instance space
and time), which we are only able to draw out as pure
concepts from experience, because we have put them first
into experience, nay, have rendered experience possible
only by them. It is true, no doubt, that the logical clear-
ness of this representation of a rule, determining the suc-
cession of events, as a concept of cause, becomes possible
only when we have used it in experience, but, as the con-
dition of the synthetical unity of phenomena in time, it
was nevertheless the foundation of all experience, and
consequently preceded it 2 priors.

It is necessary therefore to show by examples that we
never, even in experience, ascribe the sequence or conse
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quence (of an event or something happening that did not
exist before) to the object, and distinguish it from the sub-
jective sequence of our apprehension, except when there
is a rule which forces us to observe a certain order of per.
ceptions, and no other; nay, that it is this force which
from the first renders the representation of a [p. 197]
succession in the object possible.

We have representations within us, and can become
conscious of them; but however far that consciousness
may extend, and however accurate and minute it may be,
yet the representations are always representations only,
that is, internal determinations of our mind in this or
that relation of time. What right have we then to add
to these representations an object, or to ascribe to these
modifications, beyond their subjective reality, another ob-
jective one? Their objective character cannot consist in
their relation to another representation (of that which one
wished to predicate of the object), for thus the question
would only arise again, how that representation could
again go beyond itself, and receive an objective character
in addition to the subjective one, which belongs to it, as a
determination of our mind. If we try to find out what
new quality or dignity is imparted to our representations
by their relation to an odject, we find. that it consists in
nothing but the rendering necessary the connection of
representations in a certain way, and subjecting them to
a rule; and that on the other hand they receive their
objective character only because a certain order is neces-
sary in the time relations of our representations.

In the synthesis of phenomena the manifold [p. 198]
of our representations is always successive. No object
can thus be represented, because through the succession

u
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which is common to all apprehensions, nothing can be
distinguished from anything else. But as soon as I per-
ceive or anticipate that there is in this succession a rela-
tion to an antecedent state from which the representation
follows by rule, then something is represented as an event,
or as something that happens: that is to say, I know an
object to which I must assign a certain position in time,
which, after the preceding state, cannot be different from
what it is. If therefore I perceive that something hap-
pens, this representation involves that something preceded,
because the phenomenon receives its position in time with
reference to what preceded, that is, it exists after a time
in which it did not exist. Its definite position in time can
only be assigned to it, if in the antecedent state something
is presupposed on which it always follows by rule. It
thus follows that, first of all, I cannot invert the order,
and place that which happens before that on which it
follows; secondly, that whenever the antecedent state is
there, the other event must follow inevitably and neces-
sarily. Thus it happens that there arises an order among
our representations, in which the present state [p. 199]
(as having come to be), points to an antecedent state, as
a correlative of the event that is given; a correlative
which, though as yet indefinite, refers as determining to
the event, as its result, and connects that event with itself
by necessity, in the succession of time.

If then it is a necessary law of our sensibility, and
therefore a formal condition of all perception, that a pre-
ceding necessarily determines a succeeding time (because
I cannot arrive at the succeeding time except through the
preceding), it is also an indispensable law of the empirical
representation of the series of time that the phenomena of
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past time determine every existence in succeeding times,
nay, that these, as events, cannot take place except so far
as the former determine their existence in time, that is,
determine it by rule. For it is of course in phenomena only
that we can know empirically this continusty in the coke-
rence of times.

What is required for all experience and renders it pos-
sible is the understanding, and the first that is added by
it is not that it renders the representation of objects
clear, but that it really renders the representation of any
object for the first time possible. This takes place by the
understanding transferring the order of time to the phe-
nomena and their existence, and by assigning to each of
them as to a consequence a certain a priori determined
place in time, with reference to antecedent phenomena,
without which place phenomena would not be in [p. 200]
accord with time, which determines a priors their places
to all its parts. This determination of place cannot be
derived from the relation in which phenomena stand to
absolute time (for that can never be an object of percep-
tion); but, on the contrasy, phenomena must themselves
determine to each other their places in time, and render
them necessary in the series of time. In other words, what
happens or follows must follow according to a general rule
on that which was contained in a previous state. We thus
get a series of phenomena which, by means of the under-
standing, produces and makes necessary in the series of
possible perceptions the same order and continuous cohe-
rence which exists a priori in the form of internal intui-
tion (time), in which all perceptions must have their place.

That something happens is therefore a perception
‘which belongs to a possible experience, and this experi-
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ence becomes real when I consider the phenomenon as
determined with regard to its place in time, that is to say,
as an object which can always be found, according to a
rule, in the connection of perceptions. This rule, by
which we determine everything according to the succes-
sion of time, is this: the condition under which an event
follows at all times (necessarily) is to be found in what
precedes. All possible experience therefore, that is, all
objective knowledge of phenomena with regard to their
relation in the succession of time, depends on [p. 201]
‘the principle of sufficient reason.’

The proof of this principle rests entirely on the fol-
lowing considerations. All empirical knowledge requires
synthesis of the manifold by imagination, which is always
successive, one representation following upon the other.
That succession, however, in the imagination is not at all
determined with regard to the order in which something
precedes and something follows, and the series of succes-
sive representations may be taken as retrogressive as well as
progressive. If that synthesis, however, is a synthesis of
apperception (of the manifold in a given phenomenon),
then the order is determined in the object, or, to speak
more accurately, there is then in it an order of successive
synthesis which determines the object, and according to
which something must necessarily precede, and, when it
is once there, something else must necessarily follow. If
therefore my perception is to contain the knowledge of an
event, or something that really happens, it must consist of
an empirical judgment, by which the succession is sup-
posed to be determined, so that the event presupposes
another phenomenon in time on which it follows neces-
sarily and according to a rule. If it were different, if the
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amecedent phenomenon were there, and the event did not
follow on it necessarily, it would become to me a mere
play of my subjective imaginations, or if I thought it to
be objective, I should call it a dream. It is therefore the
relation of phenomena (as possible perceptions) [p. 202]
according to which the existence of the subsequent (what
happens) is determined in time by something antecedent
necessarily and by rule, or, in other words, the relation
of cause and effect, which forms the condition of the
objective validity of our empirical judgments with regard
to the series of perceptions, and therefore also the condi-
tion of the empirical truth of them, and of experience.
The principle of the causal relation in the succession of
phenomena is valid therefore for all objects of experience,
also (under the conditions of succession), because that
principle is itself the ground of the possibility of such
experience.

Here, however, we meet with a difficulty that must first
be removed. The principle of the causal connection of
phenomena is restricted in our formula to their succession,
while in practice we find that it applies also to their coexist-
ence, because cause and effect may exist at the same time.
There may be, for instance, inside a room heat which is not
found in the open air. If I look for its cause, I find a
heated stove. But that stove, as cause, exists at the same
time with its effect; the heat of the room, and there is
therefore no succession in time between cause and effect,
but they are coexistent, and yet the law applies. The
fact is, that the greater portion of the active [p. 203]
causes! in nature is coexistent with its effects, and the

1 The reading of the First Edition is Ursacke; Ursachen is a conjecture
made by Rosenkranz and approved by others.
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succession of these effects in time is due only to this, that
a cause cannot produce its whole effect in one moment.
But at the moment in which an effect first arises it is
always coexistent with the causality of its cause, because
if that had ceased one moment before, the effect would
never have happened. Here we must well consider that
what is thought of is the order, not the Japse of time, and
that the relation remains, even if no time had lapsed.
The time between the causality of the cause and its im-
mediate effect can be vanisking (they may be simultane-
ous), but the relation of the one to the other remains for
all that determinable in time. If I look upon a ball that
rests on a soft cushion, and makes a depression in it, as a
cause, it is simultaneous with its effect. But I neverthe-
less distinguish the two through the temporal relation of
dynamical connection. For if I place the ball on a cush-
ion, its smooth surface is followed by a depression, while,
if there is a depression in the cushion (I know not
whence), a leaden ball does by no means follow from it.

The succession in time is therefore the only empirical
criterion of an effect with regard to the causality of the
cause which precedes it. The glass is the cause of the
rising of the water above its horizontal surface, [p. 204]
although both phenomena are simultaneous. For as soon
as I draw water in a glass from a larger vessel, something
follows, namely, the change of the horizontal state which
it had before into a concave state which it assumes in the
glass.

This causality leads to the concept of action, that to
the concept of force, and lastly, to the concept of sub-
stance. As I do not mean to burden my critical task,
which only concerns the sources of synthetical knowledge
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a priori, with analytical processes which aim at the ex-
planation, and not at the expansion of our concepts, I
leave a fuller treatment of these to a future system of
pure reason; nay, I may refer to many well-known man-
uals in which such an analysis may be found. I cannot
pass, however, over the empirical criterion of a substance,
so far as it seems to manifest itself, not so much through
the permanence of the phenomenon as through action.
Wherever there is action, therefore activity and force,
there must be substance, and in this alone the seat of that
fertile source of phenomena can be sought. This sounds
very well, but if people are asked to explain what they
mean by substance, they find it by no means easy to
answer without reasoning in a circle. How can [p. 205]
we conclude immediately from the action to the perma-
nence of the agent, which nevertheless is an essential
and peculiar characteristic of substance (pkaenomenon)?
After what we have explained before, however, the an-
swer to this question is not so difficult, though it would
be impossible, according to the ordinary way of proceed-
ing analytically only with our concepts. Action itself
implies the relation of the subject of the causality to the
effect. As all effect consists in that which happens, that
is, in the changeable, indicating time in succession, the last
subject of it is the permanent, as the substratum of all
that changes, that is substance. For, according to the
principle of causality, actions are always the first ground
of all change of phenomena, and cannot exist therefore in
a subject that itself changes, because in that case other
actions and another subject would be required to deter-
mine that change. Action, therefore, is a sufficient em-
pirical, criterion to prove substantiality, nor is it necessary
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that I should first establish its permanency by means of
compared perceptions, which indeed would hardly be pos-
sible in this way, at least with that completeness which is
required by the magnitude and strict universality of the
concept. That the first subject of the causality of all aris-
ing and perishing cannot itself (in the field of phenomena)
arise and perish, is a safe conclusion, pointing in [p. 206]
the end to empirical necessity and permanency in exist-
ence, that is, the concept of a substance as a phenomenon.

If anything happens, the mere fact of something aris-
ing, without any reference to what it is, is in itself a2 mat-
ter for enquiry. The transition from the not-being of a
state into that state, even though it contained no quality
whatever as a phenomenon, must itself be investigated.
This arising, as we have shown in No. A, does not con-
cern the substance (because a substance never arises), but
its state only. It is therefore mere change, and not an
arising out of nothing. When such an arising is looked
upon as the effect of a foreign cause, it is called creation.
This can never be admitted as an event among phenom-
ena, because its very possibility would destroy the unity
of experience. If, however, we consider all things, not as
phenomena, but as things by themselves and objects of
the understanding only, then, though they are substances,
they may be considered as dependent in their existence
on a foreign cause. Our words would then assume quite
a different meaning, and no longer be applicable to phe-
nomena, as possible objects of experience.

How anything can be changed at all, how it is possible
that one state in a given time is followed by an- [p. 207]
other at another time, of that we have not the slightest
conception z priori. We want for that a knowledge of
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real powers, which can be given empirically only: for
instance, a knowledge of motive powers, or what is the
same, a knowledge of certain successive phenomena (as
movements) which indicate the presence of such forces.
What can be considered a priori, according to the law of
causality and the conditions of time, are the form of every
change, the condition under which alone, as an arising of
another state, it can take place (its contents, that is, the
state, which is changed, being what it may), and therefore
the succession itself of the states (that which has hap-
pened)!

When a substance passes from one state ¢ into another
b, the moment of the latter is different from the moment
of the former state, and follows it. Again, that second
state, as a reality (in phenomena), differs from the first in
which that reality did not exist, as 4 from zero; that is,
even if the state & differed from the state ¢ in quantity
only, that change is an arising of #—e¢, which in the
former state was non-existent, and in relation to [p. 208)
which that state is = o.

The question therefore arises how a thing can pass from
a state =& to another =#? Between two moments there
is always a certain time, and between two states in these
two moments there is always a difference which must
have a certain quantity, because all parts of phenomena
are always themselves quantities. Every transition there-
fore from one state into another takes place in a certain
time between two moments, the first of which determines

1 It should be remarked that I am not speaking here of the change of
certain relations, but of the change of a state, Therefore when a body moves
in & uniform way, it does not change its state of movement, but it does so
when its motion increases or decreases,
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the state from which a thing arises, the second that at
which it arrives. Both therefore are the temporal limits
of a change or of an intermediate state between two
states, and belong as such to the whole of the change.
Every change, however, has a cause which proves its
causality during the whole of the time in which the
change takes place. The cause therefore does not pro-
duce the change suddenly (in one moment), but during a
certain time; so that, as the time grows from the initiatory
moment a to its completion in &, the quantity of reality
also (6—a) is produced through all the smaller degrees
between the first and the last. All change therefore is
possible only through a continuous action of causality
which, so far as it is uniform, is called a mo- [p. 209]
mentum. A change does not consist of such momenta,
but is produced by them as their effect.

This is the law of continuity in all change, founded on
this, that neither time nor a phenomenon in time consists
of parts which are the smallest possible, and that never-
theless the state of a thing which is being changed passes
through all these parts, as elements, to its new state. No
difference of the real in phenomena and no difference in
the quantity of times is ever the smallest; and thus the
new state of reality grows from the first state in which
that reality did not exist through all the infinite degrees
thereof, the differences of which from one another are
smaller than that between zero and a.

It does not concern us at present of what utility this
principle may be in physical science. But how such a
principle, which seems to enlarge our knowledge of nature
so much, can be possible @ priorz, that requires a careful
investigation, although we can see that it is real and true,
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and might thus imagine that the question how it was pos-
sible is unnecessary. For there are so many unfounded
pretensions to enlarge our knowledge by pure reason that
we must accept it as a general principle, to be always dis-
trustful, and never to believe or accept any- [p. 210]
thing of this kind without documents capable of a thor-
ough deduction, however clear the dogmatical proof of it
may appear.

All addition to our emplrlcal knowledge and every ad-
vance in perception is nothing but an enlargement of the
determinations of our internal sense, that is, a progression
in time, whatever the objects may be, whether phenomena
or pure intuitions. This progression in time determines
everything, and is itself determined by nothing else, that
is, the parts of that progression are only given in time,
and through the synthesis of time, but not time before
this synthesis. For this reason every transition in our
perception to something that follows in time is really a
determination of time through the production of that per-
ception, and as time is always and in all its parts a quantity,
the production of a perceptlon as a quantity, through all
degrees (none of them being the smallest), from zero up
to its determined degree. This shows how it is possible
to know a priori a law of changes, as far as their form is
concerned. We are only anticipating our own apprehen-
.sion, the formal condition of which, as it dwells in us
before all given phenomena, may well be known a priors.

In the same manner therefore in which time contains
the sensuous condition a priori of the possi- [p. 211]
bility of a continuous progression of that which exists to
that which follows, the understanding, by means of the
unity of apperception, is a condition a priorz of the possi-
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bility of a continuous determination of the position of all
phenomena in that time, and this through a series of
causes and effects, the former producing inevitably the
existence of the latter, and thus rendering the empirical
knowledge of the relations of time valid for all times
(universally) and therefore objectively valid.

C
[Third Analogy

Principle of Community

All substances, in so far as they are coexistent, stand in complete
community, that is, reciprocity one to another!]

Proof

Things are coexistent in so far as they exist at one and
the same time. But h