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| NTRCDUCTI ON.

These Prol egonena are destined for the use, not of pupils,
but of future teachers, and even the latter should not expect
that they wll be serviceable for the systematic exposition of a
ready- made science, but nerely for the discovery of the science
itself.

There are scholarly nen, to whomthe history of phil osophy
(both ancient and nodern) is philosophy itself; for these the
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present Prol egonena are not witten. They nust wait till those
who endeavor to draw fromthe fountain of reason itself have
conpleted their work; it will then be the historian's turn to
informthe world of what has been done. Unfortunately, nothing
can be said, which in their opinion has not been said before, and
truly the sanme prophecy applies to all future tinme; for since the
human reason has for many centuries specul ated upon i nnunerabl e
objects in various ways, it is hardly to be expected that we
shoul d not be able to discover anal ogies for every new i dea anong
t he ol d sayi ngs of past ages.

My object is to persuade all those who think Metaphysics
worth studying, that it is absolutely necessary to pause a
nonent, and, neglecting all that has been done, to propose first
the prelimnary question, 'Wether such a thing as netaphysics be
at all possible?

If it be a science, how cones it that it cannot, |ike other
sci ences, obtain universal and pernmanent recognition ? If not,
how can it maintain its pretensions, and keep the human mnd in
suspense with hopes, never ceasing, yet never fulfilled? Wether
t hen we denonstrate our know edge or our ignorance in this field,
we nust cone once for all to a definite conclusion respecting the
nature of this so-called science, which cannot possibly remain on
its present footing. It seens alnost ridiculous, while every
ot her science is continually advancing, that in this, which
pretends to be Wsdomincarnate, for whose oracle every one
I nquires, we should constantly nove round the sane spot, w thout
gaining a single step. And so its followers having nelted away,
we do not find nmen confident of their ability to shine in other
sciences venturing their reputation here, where everybody,
however ignorant in other matters, may deliver a final verdict,
as in this donmain there is as yet no standard wei ght and neasure
to distinguish sound know edge from shal | ow t al k.

After all it is nothing extraordinary in the el aboration of
a science, when nen begin to wonder how far it has advanced, that
t he question should at |ast occur, whether and how such a science
I s possi bl e? Hunman reason so delights in constructions, that it
has several times built up a tower, and then razed it to exam ne
the nature of the foundation. It is never too late to becone
wi se; but if the change cones late, there is always nore
difficulty in starting a reform
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The question whether a science be possible, presupposes a
doubt as to its actuality. But such a doubt offends the nen whose
whol e possessi ons consi st of this supposed jewel; hence he who
rai ses the doubt nust expect opposition fromall sides. Sone, in
t he proud consci ousness of their possessions, which are ancient,
and therefore considered legitinmate, wll take their netaphysical
conpendia in their hands, and | ook down on himw th contenpt;
ot hers, who never see anything except it be identical w th what
t hey have seen before, will not understand him and everything
will remain for a tine, as if nothing had happened to excite the
concern, or the hope, for an inpendi ng change.

Neverthel ess, | venture to predict that the i ndependent
reader of these Prolegonena will not only doubt his previous
science, but ultimately be fully persuaded, that it cannot exi st
unl ess the demands here stated on which its possibility depends,
be satisfied; and, as this has never been done, that there is, as
yet, no such thing as Metaphysics. But as it can never cease to
be in demand, 2 -- since the interests of commbn sense are
intimately interwoven with it, he nust confess that a radical
reform or rather a new birth of the science after an original
pl an, are unavoi dabl e, however nen may struggle against it for a
whi | e.

Since the Essays of Locke and Leibniz, or rather since the
origin of netaphysics so far as we know its history, nothing has
ever happened which was nore decisive to its fate than the attack
made upon it by David Hune. He threw no light on this species of
know edge, but he certainly struck a spark fromwhich |ight m ght
have been obtained, had it caught sone inflamabl e substance and
had its snoldering fire been carefully nursed and devel oped.

Hume started froma single but inportant concept in
Met aphysics, viz., that of Cause and Effect (including its
derivatives force and action, etc.). He challenges reason, which
pretends to have given birth to this idea fromherself, to answer
hi m by what right she thinks anything to be so constituted, that
if that thing be posited, sonething else also nust necessarily be
posited; for this is the neaning of the concept of cause. He
denonstrated irrefutably that it was perfectly inpossible for
reason to think a priori and by nmeans of concepts a conbination
I nvol ving necessity. W cannot at all see why, in consequence of
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t he exi stence of one thing, another nust necessarily exist, or
how t he concept of such a conbination can arise a priori. Hence
he inferred, that reason was al together deluded with reference to
this concept, which she erroneously considered as one of her
children, whereas in reality it was nothing but a bastard of

| magi nation, inpregnated by experience, which subsuned certain
representations under the Law of Association, and m stook the
subj ective necessity of habit for an objective necessity arising
frominsight. Hence he inferred that reason had no power to think
such, conbi nations, even generally, because her concepts woul d
then be purely fictitious, and all her pretended a priori
cogni ti ons not hing but conmon experiences marked with a fal se
stanp. In plain | anguage there is not, and cannot be, any such

t hi ng as netaphysics at all.3

However hasty and m staken Hunme's concl usi on nay appear, it
was at | east founded upon investigation, and this investigation
deserved the concentrated attention of the brighter spirits of
his day as well as determ ned efforts on their part to discover,
i f possible, a happier solution of the problemin the sense
proposed by him all of which would have speedily resulted in a
conpl ete reform of the science.

But Hune suffered the usual m sfortune of netaphysicians, of
not bei ng understood. It is positively painful to see bow utterly
hi s opponents, Reid, Oswald, Beattie, and lastly Priestley,

m ssed the point of the problem for while they were ever taking
for granted that which he doubted, and denonstrating with zeal
and often with i npudence that which he never thought of doubting,
they so m sconstrued his val uabl e suggestion that everything
remained in its old condition, as if nothing had happened.

The question was not whether the concept of cause was right,
useful, and even indi spensable for our know edge of nature, for
this Hunme had never doubted; but whether that concept could be
t hought by reason a priori, and consequently whether it possessed
an inner truth, independent of all experience, inplying a w der
application than nerely to the objects of experience. This was
Hunme's problem It was a question concerning the origin, not
concerni ng the indi spensabl e need of the concept. Wre the forner
deci ded, the conditions of the use and the sphere of its valid
application woul d have been determ ned as a matter of course.
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But to satisfy the conditions of the problem the opponents
of the great thinker should have penetrated very deeply into the
nature of reason, so far as it is concerned with pure thinking,-a
task which did not suit them They found a nore conveni ent nethod
of being defiant without any insight, viz., the appeal to commobn
sense. It is indeed a great gift of God, to possess right, or (as
they now call it) plain conmon sense. But this commbn sense nust
be shown practically, by well-considered and reasonabl e t houghts
and words, not by appealing to it as an oracle, when no rational
justification can be advanced. To appeal to commpbn sense, when
I nsi ght and science fail, and no sooner-this is one of the subtle
di scoveries of nodern tinmes, by neans of which the nost
superficial ranter can safely enter the lists with the nost
t horough thinker, and hold his own. But as long as a particle of
i nsi ght remai ns, no one would think of having recourse to this
subterfuge. For what is it but an appeal to the opinion of the
mul titude, of whose appl ause the phil osopher is ashaned, while
t he popul ar charlatan glories and confides in it? I should think
that Hunme mght fairly have laid as nuch claimto conmbn sense as
Beattie, and in addition to a critical reason (such as the latter
di d not possess), which keeps comobn sense in check and prevents
it fromspeculating, or, if specul ations are under discussion
restrains the desire to decide because it cannot satisfy itself
concerning its own argunents. By this neans al one can commmobn
sense remai n sound. Chisels and hammers nay suffice to work a
pi ece of wood, but for steel-engraving we require an engraver's
needl e. Thus conmon sense and specul ative understandi ng are each
serviceable in their own way, the forner in judgnments which apply
| mredi ately to experience, the latter when we judge universally
fromnere concepts, as in netaphysics, where sound conmobn sense,
so called in spite of the inapplicability of the word, has no
right to judge at all.

| openly confess, the suggestion of David Hune was the very
t hi ng, which nmany years ago first interrupted ny dognatic
sl unmber, and gave ny investigations in the field of speculative
phi | osophy quite a new direction. | was far fromfollowing himin
t he concl usions at which he arrived by regarding, not the whole
of his problem but a part, which by itself can give us no
information. If we start froma well-founded, but undevel oped,
t hought, whi ch anot her has bequeathed to us, we may well hope by
continued reflection to advance farther than the acute nman, to
whom we owe the first spark of |ight.
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| therefore first tried whether Hune's objection could not
be put into a general form and soon found that the concept of
t he connection of cause and effect was by no neans the only idea
by whi ch the understanding thinks the connection of things a
priori, but rather that netaphysics consists altogether of such

connections. | sought to ascertain their nunber, and when | had
satisfactorily succeeded in this by starting froma single
principle, | proceeded to the deduction of these concepts, which

| was now certain were not deduced from experience, as Hune had
apprehended, but sprang fromthe pure understanding. This
deduction (which seened inpossible to ny acute predecessor, which
bad never even occurred to any one el se, though no one had
hesitated to use the concepts wi thout investigating the basis of
their objective validity) was the nost difficult task ever
undertaken in the service of netaphysics; and the worst was that
nmet aphysi cs, such as it then existed, could not assist nme in the
| east, because this deduction alone can render netaphysics
possi bl e. But as soon as | had succeeded in solving Hune's
problem not nerely in a particular case, but with respect to the
whol e faculty of pure reason, | could proceed safely, though
slowy, to determ ne the whol e sphere of pure reason conpletely
and fromgeneral principles, inits circunference as well as in
its contents. This was required for netaphysics in order to
construct its systemaccording to a reliable nethod.

But | fear that the execution of Hune's problemin its
wi dest extent (viz., ny Critique of the Pure Reason) wll fare as
the problemitself fared, when first proposed. It wll be
m sj udged because it is m sunderstood, and m sunderstood because
men choose to skimthrough the book, and not to think through it-
a di sagreeabl e task, because the work is dry, obscure, opposed to
all ordinary notions, and noreover |ong-w nded. | confess,
however, | did not expect, to hear from phil osophers conplaints
of want of popularity, entertainnent, and facility, when the
exi stence of a highly prized and i ndi spensable cognition is at
st ake, which cannot be established otherw se, than by the
strictest rules of nethodic precision. Popularity may follow, but
I s inadm ssible at the beginning. Yet as regards a certain
obscurity, arising partly fromthe diffuseness of the plan, ow ng
to which. the principal points of the investigation are easily
| ost sight of, the conplaint is just, and I intend to renove it
by the present Prol egonena.
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The first-nmentioned work, which discusses the pure faculty
of reason in its whole conpass and bounds, wll remain the
foundation, to which the Prol egonena, as a prelimnary, exercise,
refer; for our critique nust first be established as a conplete
and perfected science, before we can think of |etting Metaphysics
appear on the scene, or even have the nost distant hope of
attaining it.

We have been | ong accustoned to seeing antiquated know edge
produced as new by taking it out of its forner context, and
reducing it to systemin a new suit of any fancy pattern under
new titles. Mdst readers will set out by expecting nothing el se
fromthe Critique; but these Prol egonena nay persuade himthat it
is a perfectly new science, of which no one has ever even
t hought, the very idea of which was unknown, and for which
not hing hitherto acconplished can be of the snall est use, except
it be the suggestion of Hunme's doubts. Yet even he did not
suspect such a formal science, but ran his ship ashore, for
safety's sake, landing on skepticism there to let it lie and
rot; whereas ny object is rather to give it a pilot, who, by
nmeans of safe astronom cal principles drawn froma know edge of
t he gl obe, and provided with a conplete chart and conpass, nay
steer the ship safely, whither he |isteth.

If in a new science, which is wholly isolated and uni que in
its kind, we started with the prejudice that we can judge of
t hi ngs by neans of our previously acquired know edge, which., is
preci sely what has first to be called in question, we should only
fancy we saw everywhere what we had al ready known,. the
expressions, having a simlar sound, only that all woul d appear
utterly metanorphosed, senseless and unintelligible, because we
shoul d have as a foundation out own notions, nmade by |long habit a
second nature, instead of the author's. But the | ongw ndedness of
the work, so far as it depends on the subject, and not the
exposition, its consequent unavoi dable dryness and its schol astic
precision are qualities which can only benefit the science,
t hough they may discredit the book.

Few witers are gifted with the subtlety, and at the sane
time with the grace, of David Hune, or with the depth, as well as
t he el egance, of Mdses Mendel ssohn. Yet | flatter nyself | m ght
have made ny own exposition popul ar, had ny object been nerely to
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sketch out a plan and | eave its conpletion to others instead of
having ny heart in the welfare of the science, to which | had
devoted nyself so long; in truth, it required no little
constancy, and even self-denial, to postpone the sweets of an

| mredi ate success to the prospect of a slower, but nore |asting,
reput ati on.

Maki ng plans is often the occupation of an opul ent and
boastful mnd, which thus obtains the reputation of a creative
geni us, by denmanding what it cannot itself supply; by censuring,
what it cannot inprove; and by proposing, what it knows not where
to find. And yet sonething nore should belong to a sound plan of
a general critique of pure reason than nere conjectures, if this
plan is to be other than the usual declamations of pious
aspirations. But pure reason is a sphere so separate and sel f-
contai ned, that we cannot touch a part wthout affecting all the
rest. We can therefore do nothing without first determ ning the
position; of each part, and its relation to the rest; for, as our
j udgnent cannot be corrected by anything without, the validity
and use of every part depends upon the relation in which it
stands to all the rest within the domain of reason.

So in the structure of an organi zed body, the end of each
menber can only be deduced fromthe full conception of the whole.
It may, then, be said of such a critique that it is never
trustworthy except it be perfectly conplete, down to the small est
el ements of pure reason. In the sphere of this faculty you can
determ ne either everything or nothing.

But al though a nere sketch, preceding the Critique of Pure
Reason, would be unintelligible, unreliable, and useless, it is
all the nore useful as a sequel. For so we are able to grasp the
whol e, to examne in detail the chief points of inportance in the
science, and to inprove in many respects our exposition, as
conpared with the first execution of the work.

After the conpletion of the work | offer here such a plan
whi ch is sketched out after an anal ytical nethod, while the work
itself had to be executed in the synthetical style, in order that
the science may present all its articulations, as the structure
of a peculiar cognitive faculty, in their natural conbination.
But should any reader find this plan, which | publish as the
Prol egonena to any future Metaphysics, still obscure, let him
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consi der that not every one is bound to study Metaphysics, that
many mnds wll succeed very well, in the exact and even in deep
sciences, nore closely allied to practical experience,4 while

t hey cannot succeed in investigations dealing exclusively with
abstract concepts. In such cases nmen should apply their talents
to other subjects. But he who undertakes to judge, or still nore,
to construct, a system of Metaphysics, nust satisfy the denmands
here made, either by adopting ny solution, or by thoroughly
refuting it, and substituting another. To evade it is inpossible.

In conclusion, let it be renenbered that this nuch-abused
obscurity (frequently serving as a nere pretext under which
peopl e hide their own indol ence or dullness) has its uses, since
all who in other sciences observe a judicious silence, speak
authoritatively in netaphysics and make bol d deci sions, because
their ignorance is not here contrasted with the know edge of
others. Yet it does contrast with sound critical principles,
whi ch we may therefore commend in the words of Virgil:

| gnavum fucos, pecus a praesepi bus arcent.
"Bees are defending their hives against drones, those
i ndol ent creatures. "

* % % %

PROLEGOVENA.
PREAMBLE ON THE PECULI ARI TI ES OF ALL METAPHYSI CAL COGNI Tl ON.
Sect. 1. O the Sources of Metaphysics

If it beconmes desirable to fornulate any cognition as
science, it wll be necessary first to determ ne accurately those
pecul i ar features which no other science has in common with it,
constituting its characteristics; otherw se the. boundaries of
all sciences becone confused, and none of them can be treated
t horoughly according to its nature.

The characteristics of a science may consist of a sinple
di fference of object, or of the sources of cognition, or of the
kind of cognition, or perhaps of all three conjointly. On this,
t herefore, depends the idea of a possible science and its
territory.
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First, as concerns the sources of netaphysical cognition,
its very concept inplies that they cannot be enpirical. Its
principles (including not only its maxins but its basic notions)
must never be derived from experience. It nust not be physical
but net aphysi cal know edge, viz., know edge |ying beyond
experience. It can therefore have for its basis neither external
experience, which is the source of physics proper, nor internal,
which is the basis of enpirical psychology. It is therefore a
priori know edge, com ng from pure Understandi ng and pure Reason.

But so far Metaphysics would not be distinguishable from
pure Mathematics; it nust therefore be called pure phil osophi cal
cognition; and for the neaning of this terml| refer to the
Critique of the Pure Reason (I1. "Method of Transcendentalism™
Chap. 1., Sec. 1), where the distinction between these two
enpl oynents of the reason is sufficiently explained. So far
concerni ng the sources of netaphysical cognition.

Sect. 2. Concerning the Kind of Cognition which can
al one be call ed Metaphysi cal

a. O the D stinction between Anal ytical and Syntheti cal
judgnents in general. -- The peculiarity of its sources demands
t hat net aphysi cal cognition nust consist of nothing but a priori
j udgnents. But whatever be their origin, or their logical form
there is a distinction in judgnents, as to their content,
according to which they are either nerely explicative, adding
nothing to the content of the cognition, or expansive, increasing
the given cognition: the fornmer may be called analytical, the
| atter synthetical, judgnents.

Anal ytical judgnments express nothing in the predicate but
what has been already actually thought in the concept of the
subj ect, though not so distinctly or with the sanme (full)
consci ousness. Wien | say: All bodies are extended, | have not
anplified in the |least ny concept of body, but have only anal yzed
it, as extension was really thought to belong to that concept
before the judgnent was nade, though it was not expressed, this
judgnent is therefore analytical. On the contrary, this judgnent,
Al'l bodies have weight, contains in its predicate sonething not
actually thought in the general concept of the body; it anplifies
ny know edge by addi ng sonething to ny concept, and nust
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t herefore be called synthetical.

b. The Common Principle of all Analytical Judgnents is the
Law of Contradiction. -- Al analytical judgnents depend whol |y
on the | aw of Contradiction, and are in their nature a priori
cogni tions, whether the concepts that supply themw th natter be
enpirical or not. For the predicate of an affirmative anal yti cal
judgnent is already contained in the concept of the subject, of
which it cannot be denied without contradiction. In the sane way
its opposite is necessarily denied of the subject in an
anal ytical, but negative, judgnent, by the sane | aw of
contradi ction. Such is the nature of the judgnents: all bodies
are extended, and no bodies are unextended (i. e., sinple).

For this very reason all analytical judgnents are a .priori
even when the concepts are enpirical, as, for exanple, Gold is a
yellow netal; for to know this | require no experience beyond ny
concept of gold as a yellow netal: it is, in fact, the very
concept, and | need only analyze it, w thout | ooking beyond it
el sewher e.

c. Synthetical judgnents require a different Principle from
the Law of Contradiction.-There are synthetical a posteriori
judgnents of enpirical origin; but there are al so others which
are proved to be certain a priori, and which spring from pure
Under st andi ng and Reason. Yet they both agree in this, that they
cannot possibly spring fromthe principle of analysis, viz., the
| aw of contradiction, alone; they require a quite different
princi ple, though, fromwhatever they may be deduced, they nust
be subject to the | aw of contradiction, which nust never be
vi ol at ed, even though everything cannot be deduced fromit. I
shall first classify synthetical judgnents.

1. Enpirical judgnents are always synthetical. For it would
be absurd to base an anal ytical judgnent on experience, as our
concept suffices for the purpose without requiring any testinony
from experience. That body is extended, is a judgnent established
a priori, and not an enpirical judgnent. For before appealing to
experience, we already have all the conditions of the judgnent in
t he concept, fromwhich we have but to elicit the predicate
according to the law of contradiction, and thereby to becone
conscious of the necessity of the judgnent, which experience
coul d not even teach us.
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2. Mathematical judgnents are all synthetical. This fact
seens hitherto to have altogether escaped the observation of
t hose who have anal yzed human reason; it even seens directly
opposed to all their conjectures, though incontestably certain,
and nost inportant in its consequences. For as it was found that
t he concl usi ons of mathematicians all proceed according to the
| aw of contradiction (as is denanded by all apodictic certainty),
men persuaded thensel ves that the fundanental principles were
known fromthe sanme law. This was a great m stake, for a
synt heti cal proposition can indeed be conprehended according to
the | aw of contradiction, but only by presupposi ng anot her
synt heti cal proposition fromwhich it follows, but never in
I tself.

First of all, we nmust observe that all proper mathemati cal
judgnents are a priori, and not enpirical, because they carry
wi th them necessity, which cannot be obtained from experience.
But if this be not conceded to ne, very good; | shall confine ny
assertion pure Mathematics, the very notion of which inplies that
it contains pure a priori and not enpirical cognitions.

It mght at first be thought that the proposition 7 + 5 = 12
Is a mere anal ytical judgnent, following fromthe concept of the
sum of seven and five, according to the | aw of contradiction. But
on cl oser exam nation it appears that the concept of the sum O
7+5 contains nerely their union in a single nunber, without its
being at all thought what the particular nunber is that unites
them The concept of twelve is by no neans thought by nerely
t hi nki ng of the conbination of seven and five; and anal yze this
possi bl e sumas we may, we shall not discover twelve in the
concept. We nmust go beyond these concepts, by calling to our aid
sonme concrete image [ Anschauung], i.e., either our five fingers,
or five points (as Segner has it in his Arithnmetic), and we nust
add successively the units of the five, given in sonme concrete
| mge [ Anschauung], to the concept of seven. Hence our concept is
really anplified by the proposition 7 + 5 =1 2, and we add to
the first a second, not thought in it. Arithnetical judgnents are
therefore synthetical, and the nore plainly according as we take
| ar ger nunbers; for in such cases it is clear that, however
cl osely we anal yze our concepts w thout calling visual imges
(Anscliauung) to our aid, we can never find the sum by such nere
di ssecti on.
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Al principles of geonetry are no |l ess analytical. That a
straight line is the shortest path between two points, is a
synt heti cal proposition. For ny concept of straight contains
not hing of quantity, but only a quality. The attribute of
shortness is therefore altogether additional, and cannot be
obt ai ned by any anal ysis of the concept. Here, too, visualization
[ Anschauung] nmust conme to aid us. It al one makes the synthesis
possi bl e.

Some ot her principles, assuned by geoneters, are indeed
actually analytical, and depend on the | aw of contradiction; but
they only serve, as identical propositions, as a nethod of
concatenation, and not as principles, e. g., a=a, the whole is
equal to itself, or a + b > a, the whole is greater than its
part. And yet even these, though they are recognized as valid
fromnere concepts, are only admtted in nmathematics, because
t hey can be represented in sone visual form[Anschauung]. Wat
usual |y makes us believe that the predicate of such apodictich
judgnents is already contained in our concept, and that the
judgnent is therefore analytical, is the duplicity of the
expression, requesting us to think a certain predicate as of
necessity inplied in the thought of a given concept, which
necessity attaches to the concept. But the question is not what
we are requested to join in thought to the given concept, but
what we actually think together with and in it, though obscurely;
and so it appears that the predicate belongs to these concepts
necessarily indeed, yet not directly but indirectly by an added
vi sual i zati on [ Anschauung] .

Sect. 3. A Renmark on the General Division of judgnents into
Anal ytical and Syntheti cal

This division is indispensable, as concerns the Critique of
human under st andi ng, and therefore deserves to be call ed
classical, though otherwise it is of little use, but this is the
reason why dogmatic phil osophers, who al ways seek the sources of
nmet aphysi cal judgnents in Metaphysics itself, and not apart from
it, in the pure |aws of reason generally, altogether negl ected
this apparently obvious distinction. Thus the cel ebrated Wl f,
and his acute foll ower Baungarten, cane to seek the proof of the
principle of Sufficient Reason, which is clearly synthetical, in
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the principle of Contradiction. In Locke's Essay, however, | find
an indication of ny division. For in the fourth book (chap. iii.
Sect. 9, seq.), having discussed the various connections of
representations in judgnents, and their sources, one of which he
makes -1 identity and contradiction"” (analytical judgnents), and
anot her the coexi stence of representations in a subject, he
confesses (Sect. 10) that our a priori know edge of the latter is
very narrow, and alnost nothing. But in his remarks on this
speci es of cognition, there is so little of what is definite, and
reduced to rules, that we cannot wonder if no one, not even Hune,
was | ed to nake investigations concerning this sort of judgnents.
For such general and yet definite principles are not easily

| earned from ot her nmen, who have had them obscurely in their

m nds. W nust hit on themfirst by our own reflection, then we
find them el sewhere, where we could not possibly nave found them
at first, because the authors thenselves did not know that such
an idea lay at the basis of their observations. Men who never

t hi nk i ndependently have neverthel ess the acuteness to di scover
everything, after it has been once shown them in what was said

| ong since, though no one ever saw it there before.

Sect. 4. The General Question of the Prol egenena. - Is
Met aphysics at all Possible?

Were a netaphysics, which could nmaintain its place as a
science, really in existence; could we say, here is netaphysics,
learn it, and it wll convince you irresistibly and irrevocably
of its truth: this question would be useless, and there would
only remain that other question (which would rather be a test of
our acuteness, than a proof of the existence of the thing
itself), "How is the science possible, and how does reason cone
to attain it?" But human reason has not been so fortunate in this
case. There is no single book to which you can point as you do to
Euclid, and say: This is Metaphysics; here you nmay find the
nobl est objects of this science, the know edge of a hi ghest
Being, and of a future existence, proved from principles of pure
reason. W can be shown i ndeed many judgnents, denonstrably
certain, and never questioned; but these are all analytical, and
rat her concern the materials and the scaffolding for Metaphysics,
t han the extension of know edge, which is our proper object in
studying it (Sect 2). Even supposing you produce synthetical
judgnents (such as the |law of Sufficient Reason, which you have
never proved, as you ought to, frompure reason a priori, though
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we gladly concede its truth), you | apse when they cone to be

enpl oyed for your principal object, into such doubtful

assertions, that in all ages one Metaphysics has contradicted
another, either in its assertions, or their proofs, and thus has
itself destroyed its own claimto |asting assent. Nay, the very
attenpts to set up such a science are the main cause of the early
appearance of skepticism a nental attitude in which reason
treats itself with such violence that it could never have arisen
save from conpl ete despair of ever satisfying our nost inportant
aspirations. For |long before nen began to inquire into nature

nmet hodi cal |y, they consulted abstract reason, which had to sone
extent been exercised by neans of ordinary experience; for reason
Is ever present, while |aws of nature nmust usually be discovered
with | abor. So Metaphysics floated to the surface, |ike foam

whi ch di ssol ved the nonent it was scooped off. But imediately

t here appeared a new supply on the surface, to be ever eagerly
gat hered up by sone, while others, instead of seeking in the
dept hs the cause of the phenonenon, thought they showed their

wi sdom by ridiculing the idle |abor of their neighbors.

The essential and distinguishing feature of pure
mat hemati cal cognition anong all other a priori cognitions is,
that it cannot at all proceed from concepts, but only by neans of
t he construction of concepts (see Critique Il., Method of
Transcendentalism Chap. |., sect. 1). As therefore inits
judgnents it nust proceed beyond the concept to that which its
correspondi ng visualization [ Anschauung] contains, these
j udgnents neither can, nor ought to, arise analytically, by
di ssecting the concept, but are all synthetical.

| cannot refrain from pointing out the di sadvant age
resulting to philosophy fromthe neglect of this easy and
apparently insignificant observation. Hune being pronpted (a task
wort hy of a philosopher) to cast his eye over the whole field of
a priori cognitions in which human understandi ng cl ai ns such
m ghty possessions, heedl essly severed fromit a whole, and
i ndeed its nost val uabl e, province, viz., pure mathematics; for
he thought its nature, or, so to speak, the state-constitution of
this enpire, depended on totally different principles, nanely, on
the | aw of contradiction alone; and although he did not divide
judgnents in this manner formally and universally as | have done
here, what he said was equivalent to this: that nathematics
contains only analytical, but metaphysics synthetical, a priori
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judgnents. In this, however, he was greatly m staken, and the

m st ake had a decidedly injurious effect upon his whole
conception. But for this, he would have extended his question
concerning the origin of our synthetical judgnents far beyond the
nmet aphysi cal concept of Causality, and included in it the
possibility of mathematics a priori also, for this |atter he nust
have assuned to be equally synthetical. And then he coul d not
have based his netaphysical judgnents on nere experience w thout
subj ecting the axions of nmathematics equally to experience, a

t hi ng which he was far too acute to do. The good conpany into

whi ch net aphysi cs woul d t hus have been brought, woul d have saved
it fromthe danger of a contenptuous ill-treatnent, for the
thrust intended for it nust have reached mathematics, which was
not and coul d not have been Hune's intention. Thus that acute man
woul d have been |l ed into considerations which nust needs be
simlar to those that now occupy us, but which would have gai ned
i nestimably by his inimtably el egant style.

Met aphysi cal judgnents, properly so called, are all
synthetical. W nust distinguish judgnents pertaining to
nmet aphysi cs from netaphysi cal judgnments properly so called. Many
of the forner are analytical, but they only afford the neans for
nmet aphysi cal judgnents, which are the whole end of the science,
and which are always synthetical. For if there be concepts
pertaining to nmetaphysics (as, for exanple, that of substance),
t he judgnents springing fromsinple analysis of themalso pertain
to nmetaphysics, as, for exanple, substance is that which only
exi sts as subject; and by neans of several such anal yti cal
j udgnents, we seek to approach the definition of the concept. But
as the analysis of a pure concept of the understandi ng pertaining
t o nmet aphysics, does not proceed in any different manner fromthe
di ssection of any other, even enpirical, concepts, not pertaining
to nmetaphysics (such as: air is an elastic fluid, the elasticity
of which is not destroyed by any known degree of cold), it
follows that the concept indeed, but not the analytical judgnent,
Is properly netaphysical. This science has sonething peculiar in
t he production of its a priori cognitions, which nust therefore
be distinguished fromthe features it has in common w th other
rati onal know edge. Thus the judgnent, that all the substance in
things is permanent, is a synthetical and properly netaphysical
j udgnent .

If the a priori principles, which constitute the materials
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of metaphysics, have first been collected according to fixed
principles, then their analysis wll be of great value; it m ght
be taught as a particular part (as a philosophia definitiva),
contai ni ng not hing but anal ytical judgnents pertaining to

nmet aphysi cs, and could be treated separately fromthe synthetical
whi ch constitute netaphysics proper. For indeed these anal yses
are not el sewhere of much val ue, except in netaphysics, i.e., as
regards the synthetical judgnents, which are to be generated by
t hese previously anal yzed concepts.

The conclusion drawn in this section then is, that
nmet aphysics is properly concerned with synthetical propositions a
priori, and these alone constitute its end, for which it indeed
requires various dissections of its concepts, viz., of its
anal ytical judgnents, but wherein the procedure is not different
fromthat in every other kind of know edge, in which we nerely
seek to render our concepts distinct by analysis. But the
generation of a priori cognition by concrete inages as well as by
concepts, in fine of synthetical propositions a priori in
phi | osophi cal cognition, constitutes the essential subject of
Met aphysi cs.

Weary therefore as well of dogmatism which teaches us
not hi ng, as of skepticism which does not even prom se us
anyt hing, not even the quiet state of a contented ignorance;
di squi eted by the inportance of know edge so nmuch needed; and
| astly, rendered suspicious by |ong experience of all know edge
whi ch we believe we possess, or which offers itself, under the
title of pure reason: there remains but one critical question on
t he answer to which our future procedure depends, viz., Is
Met aphysics at all possible? But this question nust be answered
not by skeptical objections to the asseverations of sone actual
system of netaphysics (for we do not as yet admt such a thing to
exist), but fromthe conception, as yet only problematical, of a
science of this sort.

In the Critique of Pure Reason | have treated this question
synthetically, by making inquiries into pure reason itself, and
endeavoring in this source to determne the elenents as well as
the laws of its pure use according to principles. The task is
difficult, and requires a resolute reader to penetrate by degrees
into a system based on no data except reason itself, and which
t herefore seeks, without resting upon any fact, to unfold
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know edge fromits original gerns. Prol egonena, however, are

desi gned for preparatory exercises; they are intended rather to
poi nt out what we have to do in order if possible to actualize a
science, than to propound it. They nust therefore rest upon
sonet hi ng al ready known as trustworthy, fromwhich we can set out
wi th confidence, and ascend to sources as yet unknown, the

di scovery of which will not only explain to us what we knew, but
exhi bit a sphere of many cognitions which all spring fromthe
sanme sources. The nmethod of Prol egonena, especially of those
designed as a preparation for future netaphysics, is consequently
anal yti cal .

But it happens fortunately, that though we cannot assune
nmet aphysi cs to be an actual science, we can say with confidence
that certain pure a priori synthetical cognitions, pure
Mat hemati cs and pure Physics are actual and given; for both
contain propositions, which are thoroughly recogni zed as
apodictically certain, partly by nmere reason, partly by general
consent arising from experience, and yet as independent of
experience. W have therefore sone at |east uncontested
synt heti cal know edge a priori, and need not ask whether it be
possible, for it is actual, but howit is possible, in order that
we may deduce fromthe principle which makes the given cognitions
possible the possibility of all the rest.

Sect. 5. The General Problem How is Cognition from Pure Reason
Possi bl e?

We have above | earned the significant distinction between
anal ytical and synthetical judgnents. The possibility of
anal ytical propositions was easily conprehended, being entirely
founded on the |law of Contradiction. The possibility of
synthetical a posteriori judgnents, of those which are gathered
from experience, also requires no particul ar explanation; for
experience is nothing but a continual synthesis of perceptions.
There remain therefore only synthetical propositions a priori, of
whi ch the possibility nust be sought or investigated, because
t hey nust depend upon ot her principles than the |aw of
contradiction.

But here we need not first establish the possibility of such

propositions so as to ask whether they are possible. For there
are enough of them which indeed are of undoubted certainty, and
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as our present nethod is analytical, we shall start fromthe
fact, that such synthetical but purely rational cognition
actually exists; but we nmust now inquire into the reason of this
possibility, and ask, how such cognition is possible, in order
that we may fromthe principles of its possibility be enabled to
determ ne the conditions of its use, its sphere and its limts.
The proper problem upon which all depends, when expressed with
schol astic precision, is therefore: How are Synthethetic
Propositions a priori possible?

For the sake of popularity I have above expressed this
probl em sonewhat differently, as an inquiry into purely rational
cognition, which | could do for once without detrinent to the
desired conprehensi on, because, as we have only to do here with
nmet aphysics and its sources, the reader will, | hope, after the
foregoing remarks, keep in mnd that when we speak of purely
rati onal cognition, we do not nean anal ytical, but synthetical
cognition.6

Met aphysi cs stands or falls with the solution of this
problem its very existence depends upon it. Let any one nake
nmet aphysi cal assertions with ever so nmuch plausibility, et him
overwhel mus with conclusions, if he has not previously proved
able to answer this question satisfactorily, | have a right to
say this is all vain basel ess phil osophy and fal se wi sdom You
speak through pure reason, and claim as it were to create
cognitions a priori. by not only dissecting given concepts, but
al so by asserting connections which do not rest upon the |aw of
contradi ction, and which you believe you conceive quite
| ndependently of all experience; how do you arrive at this, and
how wil | you justify your pretensions? An appeal to the consent
of the common sense of manki nd cannot be allowed; for that is a
W t ness whose authority depends nerely upon runor. Says Horace:

" Quodcungque ostendis mhi sic, incredulus odi."

"To all that which thou provest ne thus, | refuse to give
credence. "

The answer to this question, though indispensable, is
difficult; and though the principal reason that it was not nade
|l ong ago is, that the possibility of the question never occurred
to anybody, there is yet another reason, which is this that a
sati sfactory answer to this one question requires a nuch nore
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persi stent, profound, and painstaking reflection, than the nost
di ffuse work on Metaphysics, which on its first appearance

prom sed imortality to its author. And every intelligent reader,
when he carefully reflects what this problemrequires, nust at
first be struck wwth its difficulty, and would regard it as

I nsol ubl e and even inpossible, did there not actually exist pure
synthetical cognitions a priori. This actually happened to David
Hume, though he did not conceive the question in its entire
universality as is done here, and as nust be done, should the
answer be decisive for all Metaphysics. For howis it possible,
says that acute nman, that when a concept is given ne, | can go
beyond it and connect with it another, which is not contained in
it, in such a manner as if the latter necessarily belonged to the
former? Not hing but experience can furnish us with such
connections (thus he concluded fromthe difficulty which he took
to be an inpossibility), and all that vaunted necessity, or, what
Is the sane thing, all cognition assuned to be a priori, is

not hing but a I ong habit of accepting sonething as true, and
hence of m staking subjective necessity for objective.

Shoul d ny reader conplain of the difficulty and the trouble
which | occasion himin the solution of this problem he is at
| iberty to solve it hinself in an easier way. Perhaps he wll
then feel under obligation to the person who has undertaken for
hima | abor of so profound research, and will rather be surprised
at the facility with which, considering the nature of the
subj ect, the solution has been attained. Yet it has cost years of
work to solve the problemin its whole universality (using the
termin the mat hematical sense, viz., for that which is
sufficient for all cases), and finally to exhibit it in the
analytical form as the reader finds it here.

Al'l metaphysicians are therefore solemmly and |l egally
suspended fromtheir occupations till they shall have answered in
a satisfactory manner the question, "How are synthetic cognitions
a priori possible?" For the answer contains the only credentials
whi ch they nust show when they have anything to offer in the nane
of pure reason. But if they do not possess these credentials,

t hey can expect nothing el se of reasonabl e peopl e, who have been
decei ved so often, than to be dism ssed wi thout further ado.

|f they on the other hand desire to carry on their business,
not as a science, but as an art of whol esone oratory suited to
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t he common sense of man, they cannot in justice be prevented.
They will then speak the nodest | anguage of a rational belief,
they will grant that they are not allowed even to conjecture, far
| ess to know, anything which |ies beyond the bounds of all
possi bl e experience, but only to assune (not for specul ative use,
whi ch they nust abandon, but for practical purposes only) the

exi stence of sonmething that is possible and even indi spensabl e
for the guidance of the understanding and of the will in life. In
this mariner alone can they be called useful and w se nen, and
the nore so as they renounce the title of netaphysicians; for the
| atter profess to be specul ative phil osophers, and since, when
judgnents a prior: are under discussion, poor probabilities
cannot be admtted (for what is declared to be known a priori iIs
t hereby announced as necessary), such nen cannot be permtted to
play with conjectures, but their assertions nust be either
science, or are worth nothing at all.

It may be said, that the entire transcendental phil osophy,
whi ch necessarily precedes all netaphysics, is nothing but the
conpl ete solution of the problem here propounded, in systenatical
order and conpl eteness, and hitherto we have never had any
transcendent al phil osophy; for what goes by its nane is properly
a part of netaphysics, whereas the fornmer sciences intended first
to constitute the possibility of the "matter, and nust therefore
precede all netaphysics. And it is not surprising that when a
whol e sci ence, deprived of all help fromother sciences, and
consequently in itself quite new, is required to answer a -single
guestion satisfactorily, we should find the answer troubl esone
and difficult, nay even shrouded in obscurity.

As we now proceed to this solution according to the
anal ytical nethod, in which we assune that such cognitions from
pure reasons actually exist, we can only appeal to two sciences
of theoretical cognition . which alone is under consideration
here), pure nmathematics and pure natural science (physics). For
t hese al one can exhibit to us objects in a definite and
actualizable form (in der Anschauung), and consequently (if there
shoul d occur in thema cognition a priori) can show the truth or
conformty of the cognition to the object in concrete, that is,
its actuality, fromwhich we could proceed to the reason of its
possibility by the analytic nethod. This facilitates our work
greatly for here universal considerations are not only applied to
facts, but even start fromthem while in a synthetic procedure
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they nust strictly be derived in abstracts from concepts.

But, in order to rise fromthese actual and at the sane tine
wel | - grounded pure cognitions a priori to such a possible
cognition of the sane as we are seeking, viz., to netaphysics as
a science, we nust conprehend that which occasions it, | nean the
mere natural, though in spite of its truth not unsuspected,
cognition a priori which lies at the bottom of that science, the
el aboration of which without any critical investigation of its
possibility is coormonly call ed netaphysics. In a word, we nust
conprehend the natural conditions of such a science as a part of
our inquiry, and thus the transcendental problemw | be
gradual |y answered by a division into four questions:

How i s pure mat hematics possi bl e?

How i s pure natural science possible?
How i s nmetaphysics in general possible?
How i s nmet aphysics as a science possible?

nhe

It may be seen that the solution of these problens, though
chiefly designed to exhibit the essential matter of the Critique,
has yet sonething peculiar, which for itself alone deserves
attention. This is the search for the sources of given sciences
in reason itself, so that its faculty of know ng sonething a
priori may by its own deeds be investigated and neasured. By this
procedure these sciences gain, if not with regard to their
contents, yet as to their proper use, and while they throw |ight
on the higher question concerning their common origin, they give,
at the sanme tinme, an occasion better to explain their own nature.

*x % % %

FI RST PART OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL PROBLEM
HOW | S PURE MATHEMATI CS POSSI BLE?

Here is a great and established branch of know edge,
enconpassi ng even now a wonderfully | arge domain and prom sing an
unlimted extension in the future. Yet it carries with it
t horoughl y apodictical certainty, i.e., absolute necessity, which
therefore rests upon no enpirical grounds. Consequently it is a
pure product of reason, and noreover is thoroughly synthetical.

[ Here the question arises:] "How then is it possible for hunman
reason to produce a cognition of this nature entirely a priori?"
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Does not this faculty [which produces mathematics], as it
neither is nor can be based upon experience, presuppose sone
ground of cognition a priori, which |lies deeply hidden, b,.--,
whi ch m ght reveal itself by these its effects, if their first
begi nnings were but diligently ferreted out?

Sect. 7. But we find that all mathematical cognition has
this peculiarity: it nust first exhibit its concept in a visual
form [ Anschauung] and indeed a priori, therefore in a visual form
which is not enpirical, but pure. Wthout this nathematics cannot
take a single step; hence its judgnents are always visual, viz.,
“Intuitive”; whereas phil osophy nust be satisfied with discursive
judgnents fromnere concepts, and though it may illustrate its
doctrines through a visual figure, can never derive themfromit.
Thi s observation on the nature of mathematics gives us a clue to
the first and highest condition of its possibility, which is,

t hat sonme non-sensuous visualization [called pure intuition, or
rei ne Anschauung] nust formits basis, in which all its concepts
can be exhibited or constructed, in concrete and yet a priori. If
we can find out this pure intuition and its possibility, we my
t hence easily explain how synthetical propositions a priori are
possible in pure mat hematics, and consequently how this science
itself is possible. Enpirical intuition [viz., sense-perception]
enabl es us without difficulty to enlarge the concept which we
frame of an object of intuition [or sense-perception], by new
predi cates, which intuition [i.e., sense-perception] itself
presents synthetically in experience. Pure intuition [viz., the
visualization of forns in our imagination, fromwhich every thing
sensual, i.e., every thought of material qualities, is excluded]
does so likewise, only with this difference, that in the latter
case the synthetical judgnent is a priori certain and

apodi ctical, in the fornmer, only a posteriori and enpirically
certain; because this latter contains only that which occurs in
contingent enpirical intuition, but the forner, that which nust
necessarily be discovered in pure intuition. He.-e intuition,
being an intuition a priori, is before all experience, viz.,
before any perception of particular objects, inseparably
conjoined with its concept.

Sect. 8. But with this step our perplexity seens rather to

i ncrease than to | essen. For the question nowis, "Howis it
possible to intuit [in a visual form anything a priori" An
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intuition [viz., a visual sense perception] is such a
representation as i mredi ately depends upon the presence of the
object. Hence it seens inpossible to intuit fromthe outset a
priori, because intuition would in that event take place w thout
either a former or a present object to refer to, and by
consequence could not be intuition. Concepts indeed are such,
that we can easily formsone of thema priori, viz., such as
contain nothing but the thought of an object in general; and we
need not find ourselves in an immediate relation to the object.
Take, for instance, the concepts of Quantity, of Cause, etc. But
even these require, in order to make them understood, a certain
concrete use-that is, an application to sonme sense-experience

[ Anschauung], by which an object of themis given us. But how can
the intuition of the object [its visualization] precede the
object itself?

Sect. 9. If our intuition [i.e., our sense-experience] were
perforce of such a nature as to represent things as they are in
t hensel ves, there would not be any intuition a priori, but
intuition would be always enpirical. For | can only know what is
contained in the object initself when it is present and given to
me. It is indeed even then inconprehensible how the visualizing
[ Anschauung] of a present thing should nake nme know this thing as
it isinitself, as its properties cannot mgrate into ny faculty
of representation. But even granting this possibility, a
visual i zing of that sort would not take place a priori, that is,
before the object were presented to ne; for without this latter
fact no reason of a relation between ny representation and the
obj ect can be imagi ned, unless it depend upon a direct
I nspiration.

Therefore in one way only can ny intuition [Anschauung]
anticipate the actuality of the object, and be a cognition a
priori, viz.: if nmy intuition contains nothing but the form of
sensibility, antedating in nmy subjectivity all the actual
| mpressions through which I am affected by objects.

For that objects of sense can only be intuitd according to
this formof sensibility I can know a priori. Hence it foll ows:
t hat propositions, which concern this formof sensuous intuition
only, are possible and valid for objects of the senses; as al so,
conversely, that intuitions which are possible a priori can never
concern any ot her things than objects of our senses.?7
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Sect. 10. Accordingly, it is only the form of sensuous
intuition by which we can intuit things a priori, but by which we
can know objects only as they appear to us (to our senses), not
as they are in thenselves; and this assunption is absolutely
necessary if synthetical propositions a priori be granted as
possible, or if, in case they actually occur, their possibility
Is to be conprehended and determ ned bef orehand.

Now, the intuitions which pure mathematics |ays at the

foundation of all its cognitions and judgnents whi ch appear at
once apodictic and necessary are Space and Tinme. For mathenatics
must first have all its concepts in intuition, and pure

mat hematics in pure intuition, that is, it nust construct them

If it proceeded in any other way, it would be inpossible to nmake
any headway, for mathenatics proceeds, not analytically by

di ssection of concepts, but synthetically, and if pure intuition
be wanting, there is nothing in which the matter for syntheti cal
judgnents a priori can be given. Geonetry is based upon the pure
intuition of space. Arithnetic acconplishes its concept of nunber
by the successive addition of units in tinme; and pure nechanics
especially cannot attain its concepts of notion w thout enploying
the representation of tinme. Both representations, however, are
only intuitions; for if we omt fromthe enpirical intuitions of
bodies and their alterations (notion) everything enpirical, or

bel ongi ng to sensation, space and tine still remain, which are
therefore pure intuitions that lie a priori at the basis of the
enpirical. Hence they can never be omtted, but at the sanme tine,
by their being pure intuitions a priori, they prove that they are
mere fornms of our sensibility, which nust precede all enpirical
intuition, or perception of actual objects, and conformably to
whi ch obj ects can be known a priori, but only as they appear to
us.

Sect. 11. The problemof the present section is therefore
sol ved. Pure nathematics, as synthetical cognition a priori, is
only possible by referring to no other objects than those of the
senses. At the basis of their enpirical intuition lies a pure
intuition (of space and of tinme) which is a priori. This is
possi bl e, because the latter intuition is nothing but the nere
formof sensibility, which precedes the actual appearance of the
objects, in, that it, in fact, nakes them possible. Yet this
faculty of intuiting a priori affects not the matter of the
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phenonmenon (that is, the sense-elenent init, for this
constitutes that which is enpirical), but its form viz., space
and tinme. Should any man venture to doubt that these are

determ nati ons adhering not to things in thenselves, but to their
relation to our sensibility, | should be glad to know how it can
be possible to know the constitution of things a priori, viz.,

bef ore we have any acquai ntance with them and before they are
presented to us. Such, however, is the case with space and tine.
But this is quite conprehensible as soon as both count for

not hing nore than formal conditions of our sensibility, while the
obj ects count nerely as phenonena; for then the form of the
phenonenon, i.e., pure intuition, can by all neans be represented
as proceeding fromourselves, that is, a priori.

Sect. 12. In order to add sonething by way of illustration
and confirmation, we need only watch the ordinary and necessary
procedure of geoneters. Al proofs of the conplete congruence of
two given figures (where the one can in every respect be
substituted for the other) conme ultimately to this that they nay
be nmade to coincide; which is evidently nothing el se than a
synt heti cal proposition resting upon imrediate intuition, and
this intuition nust be pure, or given a priori, otherw se the
proposition could not rank as apodictically certain, but would
have enpirical certainty only. In that case, it could only be
said that it is always found to be so, and holds good only as far
as our perception reaches. That everywhere space (which (inits
entirety] is itself no |longer the boundary of another space) has
t hree di nensi ons, and that space cannot in any way have nore, is
based on the proposition that not nore than three |ines can
i ntersect at right angles in one point; but this proposition
cannot by any neans be shown from concepts, but rests inmmediately
on intuition, and indeed on pure and a priori intuition, because
it is apodictically certain. That we can require a line to be
drawn to infinity (in indefinitum, or that a series of changes
(for exanple, spaces traversed by notion) shall be infinitely
conti nued, presupposes a representation of space and tine, which
can only attach to intuition, nanely, so far as it initself is
bounded by nothing, for fromconcepts it could never be inferred.
Consequently, the basis of mathematics actually are pure
intuitions, which nake its synthetical and apodictically valid
propositions possi ble. Hence our transcendental deduction of the
noti ons of space and of tinme explains at the sane tine the
possibility of pure mathematics. Wthout sone such deduction its
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truth may be granted, but its existence could by no neans be
under st ood, and we nust assune || that everything which can be
given to our senses (to the external senses in space, to the
internal one in tine) is intuitd by us as it appears to us, not
as it isinitself."

Sect. 13. Those who cannot yet rid thenselves of the notion
t hat space and tine are actual qualities inhering in things in
t hensel ves, may exercise their acunen on the foll ow ng paradox.
When they have in vain attenpted its solution, and are free from
prejudices at least for a few nonents, they will suspect that the
degradation of space and of tinme to nmere forns of @r sensuous
intuition may perhaps be well founded,

If two things are quite equal in all respects ask nuch as
can be ascertained by all neans possible, quantitatively and
qualitatively, it nmust follow, that the one can in all cases and
under all circunstances replace the other, and this substitution
woul d not occasion the | east perceptible difference. This in fact
Is true of plane figures in geonetry; but sonme spherical figures
exhi bit, notw thstanding a conplete internal agreenent, such a
contrast in their external relation, that the one figure cannot
possibly be put in the place of the other. For instance, two
spherical triangles on opposite hem spheres, which have an arc of
t he equator as their common base, nay be quite equal, both as
regards sides and angles, so that nothing is to be found in
either, if it be described for itself alone and conpl eted, that
woul d not equally be applicable to both; and yet the one cannot
be put in the place of the other (being situated upon the
opposite hem sphere). Here then is an internal difference between
the two triangles, which difference our understandi ng cannot
describe as internal, and which only manifests itself by external
rel ati ons in space.

But | shall adduce exanples, taken fromconmon life, that
are nore obvious still.

VWhat can be nore simlar in every respect and in every part
nore alike to nmy hand and to ny ear, than their imges in a
mrror? And yet | cannot put such a hand as is seen in the gl ass
in the place of its archetype; for if this is a right hand, that
in the glass is a |left one, and the imge or reflection of the
right ear is a | eft one which never can serve as a substitute for
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the other. There are in this case no internal differences which
our understanding could determ ne by thinking alone. Yet the
differences are internal as the senses teach, for,
notw t hstandi ng their conplete equality and simlarity, the |eft
hand cannot be enclosed in the sane bounds as the right one (they
are not congruent); the glove of one hand cannot be used for the
other. What is the solution? These objects are not
representations of things as they are in thenselves, and as the
pur e understandi ng woul d know t hem but sensuous intuitions, that
I s, appearances, the possibility of which rests upon the relation
of certain things unknown in thenselves to sonething else, viz.,
to our sensibility. Space is the formof the external intuition
of this sensibility, and the internal determ nation of every
space is only possible by the determnnation of its external
relation to the whole space, of which it is a part (in other
words, by its relation to the external sense). That is to say,
the part is only possible through the whole, which is never the
case with things in thenselves, as objects of the nere
under st andi ng, but wi th appearances only. Hence the difference
between sim | ar and equal things, which are yet not congruent
(for instance, two symmetric helices), cannot be nade
intelligible by any concept, but only by the relation to the
right and the left hands which imedi ately refers to intuition.

REVMARK 1.

Pure Mat hematics, and especially pure geonetry, can only
have objective reality on condition that they refer to objects of
sense. But in regard to the latter the principle holds good, that
our sense representation is not a representation of things in
t hensel ves but of the way in which they appear to us. Hence it
follows, that the propositions of geonetry are not the results of
a nere creation of our poetic inmagination, and that therefore
t hey cannot be referred with assurance to actual objects; but
rather that they are necessarily valid of space, and consequently
of all that may be found in space, because space is nothing el se
than the formof all external appearances, and it is this form
al one in which objects of sense can be given. Sensibility, the
formof which is the basis of geonetry, is that upon which the
possibility of external appearance depends. Therefore these
appearances can never contain anything but what geonetry
prescribes to them
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It would be quite otherwise if the senses were so
constituted as to represent objects as they are in thensel ves.
For then it would not by any neans follow fromthe conception of
space, which with all its properties serves to the geoneter as an
a priori foundation, together wwth what is thence inferred, nust
be so in nature. The space of the geoneter would be considered a
nmere fiction, and it would not be credited with objective
validity, because we cannot see how things nmust of necessity
agree wth an i mage of them which we make spontaneously and
previous to our acquaintance with them But if this imge, or
rather this formal intuition, is the essential property of our
sensibility, by neans of which alone objects are given to us, and
if this sensibility represents not things in thensel ves, but
t heir appearances: we shall easily conprehend, and at the sane
time indisputably prove, that all external objects of our world
of sense must necessarily coincide in the nost rigorous way with
t he propositions of geonetry; because sensibility by neans of its
formof external intuition, viz., by space, the sane with which
t he geoneter is occupi ed, nmakes those objects at all possible as
mer e appear ances.

It will always remain a renarkabl e phenonenon in the history
of phil osophy, that there was a tine, when even mat hemati ci ans,
who at the sanme tine were phil osophers, began to doubt, not of
t he accuracy of their geonetrical propositions so far as they
concerned space, but of their objective validity and the
applicability of this concept itself, and of all its corollaries,
to nature. They showed nuch concern whether a-line in nature
m ght not consist of physical points, and consequently that true
space in the object mght consist of sinple [discrete] parts,
whil e the space which the geoneter has in his mnd [being
conti nuous] cannot be such. They did not recognize that this
nment al space renders possible the physical space, i.e., the
extension of nmatter; that this pure space is not at all a quality
of things in thenselves, but a formof our sensuous faculty of
representation; and that all objects in space are nere
appearances, i.e., not things in thenselves but representations
of our sensuous intuition. But such is the case, for the space of
t he geoneter is exactly the formof sensuous intuition which we
find a priori in us, and contains the ground of the possibility
of all external appearances (according to their form, and the
| atter nmust necessarily and nost rigidly agree with the
propositions of the geoneter, which he draws not from any
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fictitious concept, but fromthe subjective basis of all external
phenonena, which is sensibility itself. In this and no other way
can geonetry be nade secure as to the undoubted objective reality
of its propositions against all the intrigues of a shall ow

Met aphysics, which is surprised at them[the geonetri cal
propositions], because it has not traced themto the sources of

t heir concepts.

REMARK | | .

What ever is given us as object, nust be given us in
intuition. Al our intuition however takes place by neans of the
senses only; the understanding intuits nothing, but only
reflects. And as we have just shown that the senses never and in
no manner enable us to know things in thensel ves, but only their
appearances, which are nere representations of the sensibility,
we conclude that all bodies, together with the space in which
they are, nust be considered nothing but nere representations in
us, and exi st nowhere but in our thoughts.' You wll say: |Is not
this manifest idealisnf

| deal i sm consists in the assertion, that there are none but
t hi nki ng beings, all other things, which we think are perceived
in intuition, being nothing but representations in the thinking
bei ngs, to which no object external to them corresponds in fact.
Whereas | say, that things as objects of our senses existing
out side us are given, but we know nothing of what they may be in
t hensel ves, knowi ng only their appearances, 1. e., the
representations which they cause in us by affecting our senses.
Consequently | grant by all neans that there are bodies w thout
us, that is, things which, though quite unknown to us as to what
they are in thenselves, we yet know by the representati ons which
their influence on our sensibility procures us, and which we call
bodies, a termsignifying nerely the appearance of the thing
whi ch is unknown to us, but not therefore less actual. Can this
be terned idealisn? It is the very contrary.

Long before Locke's tinme, but assuredly since him it has
been generally assuned and granted w thout detrinent to the
actual existence of external things, that many of their
predi cates may be said to belong not to the things in thensel ves,
but to their appearances, and to have no proper existence outside
our representation. Heat, color, and taste, for instance, are of
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this kind. Now, if | go farther, and for weighty reasons rank as
nmere appearances the remaining qualities of bodies also, which
are called primary, such as extension, place, and in general
space, with all that which belongs to it (inpenetrability or
materiality, space, etc.)-no one in the |east can adduce the
reason of its being inadm ssible. As little as the nman who admts
colors not to be properties of the object in itself, but only as
nodi fi cati ons of the sense of sight, should on that account be
called an idealist, so little can ny system be naned idealistic,
nerely because | find that nore, nay, All the properties which
constitute the intuition of a body belong nerely to its

appear ance.

The exi stence of the thing that appears is thereby not
destroyed, as in genuine idealism but it is only shown, that we
cannot possibly know it by the senses as it is in itself.

| should be glad to know what ny assertions nust be in order
to avoid all idealism Undoubtedly, | should say, that the
representation of space is not only perfectly conformable to the
rel ati on which our sensibility has to objects-that | have sai d-
but that it is quite simlar to the object,-an assertion in which
| can find as |ittle neaning as if | said that the sensation of
red has a simlarity to the property of vermlion, which in ne
excites this sensation.

REMARK |11

Hence we nmay at once dismss an easily foreseen but futile
objection, "that by admtting the ideality of space and of tine
t he whol e sensible world would be turned into nere sham" At
first all philosophical insight into the nature of sensuous
cognition was spoiled, by making the sensibility nerely a
confused node of representation, according to which we still know
things as they are, but w thout being able to reduce everything
in this our representation to a clear consciousness; whereas
proof is offered by us that sensibility consists, not in this
| ogi cal distinction of clearness and obscurity, but in the
genetical one of the origin of cognition itself. For sensuous
perception represents things not at all as they are, but only the
node in which they affect our senses, and consequently by
sensuous perception appearances only and not things thensel ves
are given to the understanding for reflection. After this
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necessary corrective, an objection rises froman unpardonabl e and
al nost intentional m sconception, as if ny doctrine turned all
the things of the world of sense into nere illusion.

When an appearance is given us, we are still quite free as
to how we should judge the matter. The appearance depends upon
t he senses, but the judgnent upon the understanding, and the only
guestion is, whether in the determ nation of the object there is
truth or not. But the difference between truth and dreamng is
not ascertained by the nature of the representations, which are
referred to objects (for they are the sane in both cases), but by
t heir connection according to those rules, which determ ne the
coherence of the representations in the concept of an object, and
by ascertai ni ng whet her they can subsi st together in experience
or not. And it is not the fault of the appearances if our
cognition takes illusion for truth, i.e., if the intuition, by
whi ch an object is given us, is considered a concept of the thing
or of its existence also, which the understandi ng can only think.
The senses represent to us the paths of the planets as now
progressive, now retrogressive, and herein is neither fal sehood
nor truth, because as long as we hold this path to be nothing but
appearance, we do not judge of the objective nature of their
notion. But as a false judgnent nay easily arise when the
understanding is not on its guard against this subjective node of
representation being considered objective, we say they appear to
nove backward; it is not the senses however which nust be charged
with the illusion, but the understandi ng, whose province alone it
Is to give an objective judgnent on appearances.

Thus, even if we did not at all reflect on the origin of our
representations, whenever we connect our intuitions of sense
(what ever they nmay contain), in space and in tinme, according to
the rules of the coherence of all cognition in experience,
illusion or truth will arise according as we are negligent or
careful. It is nmerely a question of the use of sensuous
representations in the understanding, and not of their origin. In
the same way, if | consider all the representations of the
senses, together with their form space and tine, to be not hing
but appearances, and space and tine to be a nere formof the
sensibility, which is not to be net with in objects out of it,
and if | make use of these representations in reference to
possi bl e experience only, there is nothing in ny regarding them
as appearances that can |l ead astray or cause illusion. For all
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that they can correctly cohere according to rules of truth in
experience. Thus all the propositions of geonetry hold good of
space as well as of all the objects of the senses, consequently
of all possible experience, whether | consider space as a nere
formof the sensibility, or as sonething cleaving to the things
t hensel ves. In the fornmer case however | conprehend how | can
know a priori these propositions concerning all the objects of
external intuition. Oherw se, everything el se as regards all
possi bl e experience remains just as if | had not departed from
t he vul gar view.

But if | venture to go beyond all possible experience with
ny notions of space and tinme, which | cannot refrain from doi ng
if | proclaimthemqualities inherent in things in thensel ves
(for what should prevent ne fromletting them hold good of the
sanme things, even though ny senses mght be different, and
unsuited to thenf?), then a grave error nay arise due to illusion,
for thus I would proclaimto be universally valid what is nerely
a subjective condition of the intuition of things and sure only
for all objects of sense, viz., for all possible experience; |
woul d refer this condition to things in thensel ves, and do not
limt it to the conditions of experience.

My doctrine of the ideality of space and of tine, therefore,
far fromreducing the whole sensible world to nmere illusion, is
the only neans of securing the application of one of the nost
| nportant cognitions (that which nathematics propounds a priori)
to actual objects, and of preventing its being regarded as nere
i1 lusion. For without this observation it would be quite
| npossi ble to make out whether the intuitions of space and tine,
whi ch we borrow from no experience, and which yet |ie in our
representation a priori, are not nere phantasns of our brain, to
whi ch objects do not correspond, at |east not adequately, and
consequently, whether we have been able to showits
unquestionable validity with regard to all the objects of the
sensi ble world just because they are nere appearances.

Secondly, though these ny principles nake appearances of the
representations of the senses, they are so far fromturning the
truth of experience into nere illusion, that they are rather the
only nmeans of preventing the transcendental illusion, by which
nmet aphysi cs has hitherto been deceived, |leading to the childish
endeavor of catching at bubbl es, because appearances, which are
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nere representations, were taken for things in thenselves. Here
originated the remarkabl e event of the antinony of Reason which |
shall nention by and by, and which is destroyed by the single
observation, that appearance, as long as it is enployed in
experience, produces truth, but the nonent it transgresses the
bounds of experience, and consequently becones transcendent,
produces nothing but illusion.

| nasnmuch therefore, as | leave to things as we obtain them
by the senses their actuality, and only limt our sensuous
intuition of these things to this, that they represent in no
respect, not even in the pure intuitions of space and of tine,
anyt hing nore than nere appearance of those thin-s, but never
their constitution in thenselves, this is not a sweeping illusion
i nvented for nature by me. My protestation too against all
charges of idealismis so valid and clear as even to seem
superfl uous, were there not inconpetent judges, who, while they
woul d have an old nane for every deviation fromtheir perverse
t hough comon opi ni on, and never judge of the spirit of
phi | osophi ¢ nonmencl ature, but cling to the letter only, are ready
to put their own conceits in the place of well-defined notions,
and thereby deformand distort them | have nyself given this ny
t heory the nanme of transcendental idealism but that cannot
aut hori ze any one to confound it either with the enpirical
| deal i sm of Descartes, (indeed, his was only an insoluble
problem ow ng to which he thought every one at |iberty to deny
t he exi stence of the corporeal world, because it could never be
proved satisfactorily), or with the nystical and visionary
| deal i sm of Berkel ey, against which and other simlar phantasns
our Critique contains the proper antidote. My idealismconcerns
not the existence of things (the doubting of which, however,
constitutes idealismin the ordinary sense), since it never cane
into my head to doubt it, but it concerns the sensuous
representation of things, to which space and tine especially
bel ong. O these [viz., space and tine], consequently of all
appearances in general, | have only shown, that they are neither
t hi ngs (but nere nodes of representation), nor determ nations
bel onging to things in thenselves. But the word "transcendental,’
which with ne neans a reference of our cognition, i.e., not to
t hi ngs, but only to the cognitive faculty, was neant to obviate
this m sconception. Yet rather than give further occasion to it
by this word, | nowretract it, and desire this idealismof nmne
to be called critical. But if it be really an objectionable
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i dealismto convert actual thin.-Is (not appearances) into nere
representations.. by what nanme shall we call himwho conversely
changes nere representations to things? It may, | think, be
called "dream ng idealism" in contradistinction to the forner,
whi ch may be called "visionary,"” both of which are to be refuted
by ny transcendental, or, better, critical idealism

* % % %

SECOND PART OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL PROBLEM
HOW IS THE SCl ENCE OF NATURE POSSI BLE?

Sect. 14. Nature is the existence of things, so far as it is
determ ned according to universal |aws. Should nature signify the
exi stence of things in thenselves, we could never know it either
a priori or a posteriori. Not a priori, for how can we know what
bel ongs to things in thensel ves, since this never can be done by
t he di ssection of our concepts (in analytical judgnents)? W do
not want to know what is contained in our concept of a thing (for
t he [concept describes what] belongs to its |ogical being), but
what is in the actuality of the thing superadded to our concept,
and by what the thing itself is determned in its existence
out si de the concept. Qur understanding, and the conditions on
whi ch alone it can connect the determnations of things in their
exi stence, do not prescribe any rule to things thensel ves; these
do not conformto our understanding, but it nust conformitself
to them they nust therefore be first given us in order to gather
t hese determ nations fromthem wherefore they would not be known
a priori.

A cognition of the nature of things in thenselves a
posteriori would be equally inpossible. For, if experience is to
teach us laws, to which the existence of things is subject, these
| aws, if they regard things in thenselves, nust belong to them of
necessity even outside our experience. But experience teaches us
what exists and how it exists, but never that it nust necessarily
exi st so and not otherw se. Experience therefore can never teach
us the nature of things in thensel ves.

Sect. 15. W neverthel ess actually possess a pure science of

nature in which are propounded, a priori and with all the
necessity requisite to apodictical propositions, |laws to which
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nature is subject. | need only call to witness that propaedeutic
of natural science which, under the title of the universal

Sci ence of Nature, precedes all Physics (which is founded upon
enpirical principles). In it we have Mathematics applied to
appearance, and also nerely discursive principles (or those
derived fromconcepts), which constitute the phil osophical part
of the pure cognition of nature. But there are several things in
it, which are not quite pure and i ndependent of enpirical
sources: such as the concept of notion, that of inpenetrability
(upon which the enpirical concept of matter rests), that of
inertia, and many others, which prevent its being called a
perfectly pure science of nature. Besides, it only refers to

obj ects of the external sense and therefore does not give an
exanpl e of a universal science of nature, in the strict sense,
for such a science nust reduce nature in general, whether it
regards the object of the external or that of the internal sense
(the object of Physics as well as Psychol ogy), to universal |aws.
But anmong the principles of this universal physics there are a
few which actually have the required universality; for instance,
t he propositions that "substance is permanent, " and that "every
event is determ ned by a cause according to constant |aws," etc.
These are actually universal |aws of nature, which subsi st
conpletely a priori. There is then in fact a pure science of
nature, and the question arises, Howis it possible?

Sect. 16. The word "nature" assunes yet another neani ng,
whi ch determ nes the object, whereas in the forner sense it only
denotes the conformty to | aw [ Geset zndssi gkeit] of the
determ nations of the existence of things generally. If we
consider it materialiter (i.e., in the matter that fornms its
objects) "nature is the conplex of all the objects of
experience." And with this only are we now concerned, for
besi des, things which can never be objects of experience, if they
must be known as to their nature, would oblige us to have
recourse to concepts whose neani ng could never be given in
concrete (by any exanple of possible experience). Consequently we
must formfor ourselves a list of concepts of their nature, the
reality whereof (i.e., whether they actually refer to objects, or
are nere creations of thought) could never be determ ned. The
cogni ti on of what cannot be an object of experience would be
hyper physi cal, and with things hyperphysical we are here not
concerned, but only with the cognition of nature, the actuality
of which can be confirned by experience, though it [the cognition
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of nature] is possible a priori and precedes all experience.

Sect. 17. The formal [aspect] of nature in this narrower
sense is therefore the conformty to |aw of all the objects of
experience, and so far as it is known a priori, their necessary
conformty. But it has just been shown that the |aws of nature
can never be known a priori in objects so far as they are
considered not in reference to possible experience, but as things
i n thensel ves. And our inquiry here extends not to things in
t hensel ves (the properties of which we pass by), but to things as
obj ects of possible experience, and the conplex of these is what
we properly designate as nature. And now | ask, when the
possibility of a cognition of nature a priori is in question,
whether it is better to arrange the problemthus: How can we know
a priori that things as objects of experience necessarily conform
to law? or thus: Howis it possible to know a priori the
necessary conformty to | aw of experience itself as regards all
its objects generally?

Cl osely considered, the solution of the problem represented
in either way, anmounts, with regard to the pure cognition of
nature (which is the point of the question at issue), entirely to
the sanme thing. For the subjective | aws, under which al one an
enpirical cognition of things is possible, hold good of these
t hi ngs, as objects of possible experience (not as things in
t hensel ves, which are not considered here). Either of the
follow ng statenents neans quite the sane: "A judgnent of
observation can never rank as experience, w thout the |aw, that
‘whenever an event is observed, it is always referred to sone
antecedent, which it follows according to a universal rule'";
alternatively, "Everything, of which experience teaches that it

happens, nust have a cause."

It is, however, nore comendable to choose the first
formula. For we can a priori and previous to all given objects
have a cognition of those conditions, on which al one experience
I s possible, but never of the laws to which things may in
t hensel ves be subject, without reference to possible experience.
We cannot therefore study the nature of things a priori otherw se
t han by investigating the conditions and the universal (though
subj ective) | aws, under which al one such a cognition as
experience (as to nere form is possible, and we determ ne
accordingly the possibility of things, as objects of experience.
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For if | should choose the second fornmula, and seek the
conditions a priori, on which nature as an object of experience
Is possible, | mght easily fall into error, and fancy that | was
speaking of nature as a thing in itself, and then nove round in
endl ess circles, in a vain search for |aws concerning things of
whi ch nothing is given ne.

Accordingly we shall here be concerned with experience only,
and the universal conditions of its possibility which are given a
priori. Thence we shall determ ne nature as the whol e object of

all possible experience. I think it wll be understood that |
here do not nean the rules of the observation of a nature that is
al ready given, for these already presuppose experience. | do not

mean how (through experience) we can study the |aws of nature;
for these would not then be laws a priori, and would yield us no
pure science of nature; but [I nean to ask] how the condi. tions
a priori of the possibility of experience are at the sane tine
the sources fromwhich all the universal |aws of nature nust be
deri ved.

Sect. 18. In the first place we nust state that, while all
j udgnents of experience [Erfahrungsurtheile] are enpirical (i.e.,
have their ground in imredi ate senseperception), vice versa, all
enpirical judgnments [enpirische Utheile] are not judgnents of
experience, but, besides the enpirical, and in general besides
what is given to the sensuous intuition, particular concepts mnust
yet be superadded-concepts which have their origin quite a priori
I n the pure understandi ng, and under which every perception nust
be first of all subsuned and then by their neans changed into
experience. 8

Enpirical judgnents, so far as they have objective validity,
are judgnments of experience; but those which are only
subjectively valid, | nanme nere judgnents of perception. The
| atter require no pure concept of the understanding, but only the
| ogi cal connection of perception in a thinking subject. But the
former always require, besides the representation of the sensuous
intuition, particular concepts originally begotten in the
under st andi ng, whi ch produce the objective validity of the
j udgnent of experience.

Al'l our judgnents are at first nmerely judgnents of
perception; they hold good only for us (i.e., for our subject),
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and we do not till afterwards give thema new reference (to an
object), and desire that they shall always hold good for us and
in the sane way for everybody el se; for when a judgnent agrees
with an object, all judgnents concerning the sane object nust

| i kewi se agree anong thensel ves, and thus the objective validity
of the judgnment of experience signifies nothing else than its
necessary universality of application. And conversely when we
have reason to consider a judgnent necessarily universal (which
never depends upon perception, but upon the pure concept of the
under st andi ng, under which the perception is subsuned), we nust
consider it objective also, that is, that it expresses not nerely
a reference of our perception to a subject, but a quality of the
object. For there would be no reason for the judgnents of other
men necessarily agreeing with mne, if it were not the unity of
the object to which they all refer, and with which they accord;
hence they nust all agree with one another.

Sect. 19. Therefore objective validity and necessary
uni versality (for everybody) are equivalent terns, and though we
do not know the object in itself, yet when we consider a judgnent
as universal, and al so necessary, we understand it to have
objective validity. By this judgnment we know t he object (though
it remains unknown as it is in itself) by the universal and
necessary connection of the given perceptions. As this is the
case with all objects of sense, judgnents of experience take
their objective validity not fromthe i medi ate cognition of the
object (which is inpossible), but fromthe condition of universal
validity in enpirical judgnents, which, as already said, never
rests upon enpirical, or, in short, sensuous conditions, but upon
a pure concept of the understanding. The object always renains
unknown in itself; but when by the concept of the understanding
t he connection of the representations of the object, which are
given to our sensibility, is determned as universally valid, the
object is determned by this relation, and it is the judgnent
that is objective.

To illustrate the matter: \When we say, "the roomis warm
sugar sweet, and wormwod bitter,"9 -- we have only subjectively
valid judgnents, | do not at all expect that | or any other

person shall always find it as | now do; each of these sentences
only expresses a relation of two sensations to the sane subject,
to nyself, and that only in ny present state of perception;
consequently they are not valid of the object. Such are judgnents
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of perception. judgnents of experience are of quite a different
nat ure. What experience teaches nme under certain circunstances,
It nmust al ways teach ne and everybody; and its validity is not
limted to the subject nor to its state at a particular tine.
Hence | pronounce all such judgnents as being objectively valid.
For instance, when | say the air is elastic, this judgnent is as
yet a judgnent of perception only-1 do nothing but refer two of
ny sensations to one another. But, if | would have it called a

j udgnment of experience, | require this connection to stand under
a condition, which nakes it universally valid. | desire therefore
that | and everybody el se shoul d al ways connect necessarily the
same perceptions under the sane circunstances.

Sect. 20. W nust consequently anal yze experience in order
to see what is contained in this product of the senses and of the
under st andi ng, and how t he judgnent of experience itself is
possi bl e. The foundation is the intuition of which | becone
conscious, i.e., perception (perceptio), which pertains nerely to
the senses. But in the next place, there are acts of judging
(which belong only to the understanding). But this judging may be
twofold-first, | may nmerely conpare perceptions and connect them
in a particular state of ny consci ousness; or, secondly, | may
connect themin consciousness generally. The fornmer judgnent is
nerely a judgnment of perception, and of subjective validity only:
it is nerely a connection of perceptions in ny nental state,
wi t hout reference to the object. Hence it is not, as is comonly
| magi ned, enough for experience to conpare perceptions and to
connect themin consciousness through judgnent; there arises no
uni versality and necessity, for which al one judgnents can becone
objectively valid and be call ed experience.

Quite another judgnent therefore is required before
perception can becone experience. The given intuition nust be
subsunmed under a concept, which determines the formof judging in
general relatively to the intuition, connects its enpirical
consci ousness in consciousness generally, and thereby procures
uni versal validity for enpirical judgnents. A concept of this
nature is a pure a priori concept of the Understandi ng, which
does nothing but determine for an intuition the general way in
which it can be used for judgnents. Let the concept be that of
cause, then it determned the intuition which is subsunmed under
it, e.g., that of air, relative to judgnents in general, viz.,
t he concept of air serves with regard to its expansion in the
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rel ati on of antecedent to consequent in a hypothetical judgnent.
The concept of cause accordingly is a pure concept of the

under standing, which is totally disparate fromall possible
perception, and only serves to determ ne the representation
subsunmed under it, relatively to judgnents in general, and so to
make a universally valid judgnment possible.

Before, therefore, a judgnent of perception can becone a
j udgnent of experience, it is requisite that the perception
shoul d be subsunmed under sonme such a concept of the
understanding.; for instance, air ranks under the concept of
causes, which determ nes our judgnment about it in regard to its
expansi on as hypothetical.10 Thereby the expansion of the air is
represented not as nerely belonging to the perception of the air
in ny present state or in several states of mne, or in the state
of perception of others, but as belonging to it necessarily. The
judgnent, "the air is elastic," becones universally valid, and a
j udgnent of experience, only by certain judgnents preceding it,
whi ch subsune the intuition of air under the concept of cause and
effect: and they thereby determ ne the perceptions not nerely as
regards one another in me, but relatively to the form of judging
in general, which is here hypothetical, and in this way they
render the enpirical judgnment universally valid.

If all our synthetical judgnents are anal yzed so far as they
are objectively valid, it will be found that they never consi st
of mere intuitions connected only (as is conmonly believed) by
conparison into a judgnent; but that they would be inpossible
were not a pure concept of the understandi ng superadded to the
concepts abstracted fromintuition, under which concept these
| atter are subsuned, and in this manner only conbined into an
objectively valid judgnent. Even the judgnents of pure
mat hematics in their sinplest axions are not exenpt fromthis
condition. The principle, Il a straight line is the shortest
bet ween two points," presupposes that the line is subsuned under
t he concept of quantity, which certainly is no nere intuition,
but bas its seat in the understanding al one, and serves to
determne the intuition (of the line) with regard to the
j udgnents which may be nmade about it, relatively to their
quantity, that is, to plurality (as judicia plurativa). 1l For
under themit is understood that in a given intuition there is
contained a plurality of honobgenous parts.
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Sect. 21. To prove, then, the possibility of experience so
far as it rests upon pure concepts of the understanding a priori,
we nust first represent what belongs to judgnents in general and
t he various functions of the understanding, in a conplete table.
For the pure concepts of the understanding nust run parallel to
t hese functions, as such concepts are nothing nore than concepts
of intuitions in general, so far as these are determ ned by one
or other of these functions of judging, in thenselves, that is,
necessarily and universally. Hereby also the a priori principles
of the possibility of all experience, as of an objectively valid
enpirical cognition, will be precisely determ ned. For they are
not hi ng but propositions by which all perception is (under
certain universal conditions of intuition) subsunmed under those
pure concepts of the understandi ng.

LOG CAL TABLE OF JUDGVENTS.

1. As to Quantity.
Uni ver sal .
Parti cul ar.
Si ngul ar.

2. As to Quality.
Affirmative.
Negati ve.
Infinite.

3. As to Rel ation.
Cat egori cal .
Hypot heti cal .
Di sjuncti ve.

4. As to Modality.
Pr obl emati cal .
Assertorical .
Apodi cti cal .

TRANSCENDENTAL TABLE OF THE PURE CONCEFI TS OF THE UNDERSTANDI NG
1. As to Quantity.
Unity (the Measure).

Plurality (the Quantity).
Totality (the Wole).
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2. As to Quality.
Real ity.
Negat i on.
Limtation.

3. As to Rel ation.
Subst ance.
Cause.
Comuni ty.

4. As to Modality.
Possibility.
Exi st ence.
Necessity.

PURE PHYSI CAL TABLE OF THE UNI VERSAL PRI NCI PLES OF THE SCI ENCE OF
NATURE.

Axi ons of Intuition.

Anti ci pations of Perception.

Anal ogi es of Experience.

Postul ates of Enpirical Thinking generally.

nhe

Sect. 2la. In order to conprise the whole matter in one
idea, it is first necessary to remnd the reader that we are
di scussing not the origin of experience, but of that which lies
I n experience. The fornmer pertains to enpirical psychol ogy, and
woul d even then never be adequately explained without the latter,
whi ch belongs to the Critique of cognition, and particularly of
t he under st andi ng.

Experience consists of intuitions, which belong to the
sensibility, and of judgnments, which are entirely a work of the
under st andi ng. But the judgnents, which the understandi ng forns
al one from sensuous intuitions, are far from being judgnents of
experience. For in the one case the judgnent connects only the
perceptions as they are given in the sensuous intuition, while in
t he ot her the judgnents nust express what experience in general,
and not what the nere perception (which possesses only subjective
validity) contains. The judgnent of experience nust therefore add
to the sensuous intuition and its | ogical connection in a
judgnment (after it has been rendered universal by conparison)
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sonmet hing that determ nes the synthetical judgnent as necessary
and therefore as universally valid. This can be nothing el se than
t hat concept which represents the intuition as determned in
itself with regard to one form of judgnent rather than another,
viz., a concept of that synthetical unity of intuitions which can
only be represented by a given |ogical function of judgnents.

Sect. 22. The sumof the matter is this: the business of the
senses is to intuit -- that of the understanding is to think. But
thinking is uniting representations in one consciousness. This
union originates either nerely relative to the subject, and is
acci dental and subjective, or is absolute, and is necessary or
obj ective. The union of representations in one consciousness is
judgnment. Thinking therefore is the sane as judging, or referring
representations to judgnents in general. Hence judgnents are
either nerely subjective, when representations are referred to a
consci ousness in one subject only, and united in it, or
obj ective, when they are united in a consciousness generally,
that is, necessarily. The logical functions of all judgnents are
but various nodes of uniting representations in consciousness.

But if they serve for concepts, they are concepts of their
necessary union in a consciousness, and so principles of
objectively valid judgnents. This union in a consciousness is
ei ther analytical, by identity, or synthetical, by the

conbi nation and addition of various representations one to
anot her. Experience consists in the synthetical connection of
phenonmena (perceptions) in consciousness, so far as this
connection is necessary. Hence the pure concepts of the
under st andi ng are those under which all perceptions nust be
subsuned ere they can serve for judgnents of experience, in which
the synthetical unity of the perceptions is represented as
necessary and universally valid. 12

Sect. 23. judgnents, when considered nerely as the condition
of the union of given representations in a consciousness, are
rules. These rules, so far as they represent the union as
necessary, are rules a priori, and so far as they cannot be
deduced from higher rules, are fundanmental principles. But in
regard to the possibility of all experience, nerely in relation
to the formof thinking init, no conditions of judgnents of
experience are higher than those which bring the phenonena,
according to the various formof their intuition, under pure
concepts of the understanding, and render the enpirical judgnent
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objectively valid. These concepts are therefore the a priori
princi pl es of possible experience.

The principles of possible experience are then at the sane
time universal |aws of nature, which can be known a priori. And
thus the problemin our second question, "How is the pure Science
of Nature possible?" is solved. For the systemwhich is required
for the formof a science is to be net with in perfection here,
because, beyond the above-nentioned formal conditions of all
judgnents in general offered in logic, no others are possible,
and these constitute a |logical system The concepts grounded
t her eupon, which contain the a priori conditions of all
synt heti cal and necessary judgnents, accordingly constitute a
transcendental system Finally the principles, by neans of which
al | phenonena are subsuned under these concepts, constitute a
physi cal 13 system that is, a system of nature, which precedes
all enpirical cognition of nature, makes it even possible, and
hence may in strictness be denom nated the universal and pure
sci ence of nature.

Sect. 24. The first onel4 of the physiol ogical principles
subsunes all phenonena, as intuitions in space and tine, under
t he concept of Quantity, and is so far a principle of the
application of Mathematics to experience. The second one subsunes
the enpirical elenent, viz., sensation, which denotes the real in
intuitions, not indeed directly under the concept of quantity,
because sensation is not an intuition that contains either space
or time, though it places the respective object into both. But
still there is between reality (sense-representation) and the
zero, or total void of intuition in tine, a difference which has
a quantity. For between every given degree of |ight and of
dar kness, between every degree of beat and of absol ute cold,
bet ween every degree of weight and of absolute |ightness, between
every degree of occupi ed space and of totally void space,
di m ni shing degrees can be conceived, in the sanme manner as
bet ween consci ousness and total unconsci ousness (the darkness of
a psychol ogi cal bl ank) ever dim nishing degrees obtain. Hence
there is no perception that can prove an absol ute absence of it;
for instance, no psychol ogi cal darkness that cannot be consi dered
as a kind of consciousness, which is only out-bal anced by a
stronger consciousness. This occurs in all cases of sensation,
and so the understanding can antici pate even sensations, which
constitute the peculiar quality of enpirical representations
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(appear ances), by neans of the principle: "that they all have
(consequently that what is real in all phenonena has) a degree."
Here is the second application of mathenatics (mathesis

I ntensortim to the science of nature.

Sect. 25. Anent the relation of appearances nerely with a
view to their existence, the determnation is not mathemati cal
but dynam cal, and can never be objectively valid, consequently
never fit for experience, if it does not conme under a priori
principles by which the cognition of experience relative to
appear ances becones even possible. Hence appearances nust be
subsunmed under the concept of Substance, which is the foundation
of all determ nation of existence, as a concept of the thing
itself; or secondly so far as a succession is found anpbng
phenonena, that is, an event-under the concept of an Effect with
reference to Cause; or lastly-so far as coexistence is to be
known objectively, that is, by a judgnent of experience-under the
concept of Conmmunity (action and reaction).15 Thus a priori
principles formthe basis of objectively valid, though enpirical
judgnents, that is, of the possibility of experience so far as it
must connect objects as existing in nature. These principles are
t he proper |aws of nature, which may be terned dynam cal.

Finally the cognition of the agreenment and connection not
only of appearances anong thensel ves in experience, but of their
relation to experience in general, belongs to the judgnents of
experience. This relation contains either their agreenment with
the formal conditions, which the understandi ng knows, or their
coherence with the naterials of the senses and of perception, or
conbi nes both into one concept. Consequently it contains
Possibility, Actuality, and Necessity according to universal |aws
of nature; and this constitutes the physical doctrine of nethod,
or the distinction of truth and of hypotheses, and the bounds of
the certainty of the latter.

Sect. 26. The third table of Principles drawn fromthe
nature of the understanding itself after the critical nethod,
shows an i nherent perfection, which raises it far above every
ot her table which has hitherto though in vain been tried or may
yet be tried by analyzing the objects thensel ves dogmatically. It
exhibits all synthetical a priori principles conpletely and
according to one principle, viz., the faculty of judging in
general, constituting the essence of experience as regards the
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under st andi ng, so that we can be certain that there are no nore

such principles, which affords a satisfaction such as can never

be attained by the dogmatical nethod. Yet is this not all: there
is a still greater nerit init.

We nust carefully bear in mnd the proof which shows the
possibility of this cognition a priori, and at the sane tine
limts all such principles to a condition which nust never be
| ost sight of, if we desire it not to be m sunderstood, and
extended in use beyond the original sense which the understandi ng
attaches to it. This limt is that they contain nothing but the
condi ti ons of possible experience in general so far as it is
Subjected to laws a priori. Consequently | do not say, that
things in thensel ves possess a quantity, that their actuality
possesses a degree, their existence a connection of accidents in
a substance, etc. This nobody can prove, because such a
synt heti cal connection fromnere concepts, w thout any reference
to sensuous intuition on the one side, or connection of it in a
possi bl e experience on the other, is absolutely inpossible. The
essential limtation of the concepts in these principles then is:
That all things stand necessarily a priori under the
af orenmenti oned conditions, as objects of experience only.

Hence there follows secondly a specifically peculiar node of
proof of these principles: they are not directly referred to
appearances and to their relations, but to the possibility of
experi ence, of which appearances constitute the matter only, not
the form Thus they are referred to objectively and universally
val id synthetical propositions, in which we distinguish judgnents
of experience fromthose of perception. This takes place because
appearances, as nere intuitions, occupying a part of space and
ti me, cone under the concept of Quantity, which unites their
multiplicity a priori according to rules synthetically. Again, so
far as the perception contains, besides intuition, sensibility,
and between the latter and nothing (i.e., the total di sappearance
of sensibility), there is an ever-decreasing transition, it is
apparent that that which is in appearances nust have a degree, so
far as it (viz., the perception) does not itself occupy any part
of space or of tine.16 Still the transition to actuality from
enpty tinme or enpty space is only possible in tinme; consequently
t hough sensibility, as the quality of enpirical intuition, can
never be known a priori, by its specific difference from other
sensibilities, yet it can, in a possible experience in general,
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as a quantity of perception be intensely distinguished fromevery
other simlar perception. Hence the application of mathematics to
nature, as regards the sensuous intuition by which nature is
given to us, becones possible and is thus determ ned.

Above all, the reader nust pay attention to the node of
proof of the principles which occur under the title of Anal ogies
of experience. For these do not refer to the genesis of
intuitions, as do the principles of applied nmathematics, but to
t he connection of their existence in experience; and this can be
not hing but the determ nation of their existence in tine
according to necessary |aws, under which al one the connection is
objectively valid, and thus becones experience. The proof
t herefore does not turn on the synthetical unity in the
connection of things in thenselves, but nerely of perceptions,
and of these not in regard to their matter, but to the
determ nation of tine and of the relation of their existence in
it, according to universal laws. If the enpirical determ nation
inrelative tinme is indeed objectively valid (i.e., experience),
t hese universal |aws contain the necessary determ nation of
existence in time generally (viz., according to a rule of the
understanding a priori).

In these Prol egonena | cannot further descant on the
subj ect, but ny reader (who has probably been | ong accustoned to
consi der experience a nere enpirical synthesis of perceptions,
and hence not considered that it goes nmuch beyond them as it
i nparts to enpirical judgnments universal validity, and for that
purpose requires a pure and a priori unity of the understandi ng)
I s recomended to pay special attention to this distinction of
experience froma nere aggregate of perceptions, and to judge the
node of proof fromthis point of view

Sect. 27. Now we are prepared to renove Hune's doubt. He
justly maintains, that we cannot conprehend by reason the
possibility of Causality, that is, of the reference of the
exi stence of one thing to the existence of another, which is
necessitated by the fornmer. | add, that we conprehend just as
little the concept of Subsistence, that is, the necessity that at
t he foundation of the existence of things there lies a subject
whi ch cannot itself be a predicate of any other thing; nay, we
cannot even forma notion of the possibility of such a thing
(though we can point out exanples of its use in experience). The
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very same i nconprehensibility affects the Conmunity of things, as
we cannot conprehend bow fromthe state of one thing an inference
to the state of quite another thing beyond it, and vice versa,
can be drawn, and how substances whi ch have each their own
separat e exi stence shoul d depend upon one anot her necessarily.

But | amvery far from hol ding these concepts to be derived
nmerely from experience, and the necessity represented in them to
be imaginary and a nere illusion produced in us by long habit. On
the contrary, | have anply shown, that they and the theorens
derived fromthemare firnmy established a priori, or before al
experi ence, and have their undoubted objective val ue, though only
with regard to experience.

Sect. 28. Though | have no notion of such a connection of
things in thenselves, that they can either exist as substances,
or act as causes, or stand in community with others (as parts of
a real whole), and I can just as little conceive such properties
I n appearances as such (because those concepts contain not hing
that lies in the appearances, but only what the understandi ng
al one nmust think): we have yet a notion of such a connection of
representations in our understanding, and in judgnents generally;
consisting in this that representations appear in one sort of
judgnents as subject in relation to predicates, in another as
reason in relation to consequences, and in a third as parts,
whi ch constitute together a total possible cognition. Besides we
know a priori that w thout considering the representation of an
object as determ ned in sone of these respects, we can have no
valid cognition of the object, and, if we should occupy ourselves
about the object in itself, there is no possible attribute, by
which | could know that it is determ ned under any of these
aspects, that is, under the concept either of substance, or of
cause, or (in relation to other substances) of comunity, for I
have no notion of the possibility of such a connection of
exi stence. But the question is not how things in thensel ves, but
how the enpirical cognition of things is determ ned as regards
t he above aspects of judgnents in general, that is, how things,
as objects of experience, can and shall be subsuned under these
concepts of the understanding. And then it is clear, that |
conpl etely conprehend not only the possibility, but also the
necessity of subsumi ng all phenonena under these concepts, that
is, of using themfor principles of the possibility of
experi ence.
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Sect. 29. Wien nmaki ng an experinent with Hune's
probl emati cal concept (his crux nmetaphysicorun), the concept of
cause, we have, in the first place, given a priori, by neans of
| ogic, the formof a conditional judgnent in general, i.e., we
have one given cognition as antecedent and anot her as
consequence. But it is possible, that in perception we nay neet
with a rule of relation, which runs thus: that a certain
phenonmenon is constantly foll owed by another (though not
conversely), and this is a case for ne to use the hypotheti cal
judgnent, and, for instance, to say, if the sun shines |ong
enough upon a body, it grows warm Here there is indeed as yet no
necessity of connection, or concept of cause. But | proceed and
say, that if this proposition, which is nerely a subjective
connection of perceptions, is to be a judgnent of experience, it
must be considered as necessary and universally valid. Such a
proposition would be, Il the sunis by its light the cause of
heat." The enpirical rule is now considered as a |aw, and as
valid not nerely of appearances but valid of themfor the
pur poses of a possible experience which requires universal and
therefore necessarily valid rules. | therefore easily conprehend
t he concept of cause, as a concept necessarily belonging to the
nmere form of experience, and its possibility as a synthetical
uni on of perceptions in consciousness generally; but | do not at
all conprehend the possibility of a thing generally as a cause,
because the concept of cause denotes a condition not at all
bel onging to things, but to experience. It is nothing in fact but
an objectively valid cognition of appearances and of their
succession, so far as the antecedent can be conjoined with the
consequent according to the rule of hypothetical judgnents.

Sect. 30. Hence if the pure concepts of the understanding do
not refer to objects of experience but to things in thensel ves
(nounena), they have no signification whatever. They serve, as it
were, only to deci pher appearances, that we nay be able to read
t hem as experience. The principles which arise fromtheir
reference to the sensible world, only serve our understanding for
enpirical use. Beyond this they are arbitrary conbi nations,

Wi t hout objective reality, and we can neither know their
possibility a priori, nor verify their reference to objects, |et
alone make it intelligible by any exanpl e; because exanpl es can
only be borrowed from sone possi bl e experience, consequently the
obj ects of these concepts can be found nowhere but in a possible
experi ence.
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This conplete (though to its originator unexpected) solution
of Hume's problemrescues for the pure concepts of the
understanding their a priori origin, and for the universal |aws
of nature their validity, as |laws of the understanding, yet in
such a way as to limt their use to experience, because their
possibility depends solely on the reference of the understandi ng
to experience, but with a conpletely reversed node of connection
whi ch never occurred to Hune, not by deriving themfrom
experience, but by deriving experience fromthem

This is therefore the result of all our foregoing inquiries:
"All synthetical principles a priori are nothing nore than
princi ples of possible experience, and can never be referred to
things in thensel ves, but to appearances as objects of
experience. And hence pure mathematics as well as a pure science
of nature can never be referred to anything nore than nere
appearances, and can only represent either that which makes
experience generally possible, or else that which, as it is
derived fromthese principles, nust always be capabl e of being
represented in sonme possible experience.”

Sect. 31. And thus we have at |ast sonething definite, upon
whi ch to depend in all netaphysical enterprises, which have
hitherto, boldly enough but always at random attenpted
everything without discrimnation. That the aimof their
exertions should be so near, struck neither the dogmati cal
t hi nkers nor those who, confident in their supposed sound commopn
sense, started with concepts and principles of pure reason (which
were |legitimate and natural, but destined for nmere enpirical use)
in quest of fields of know edge, to which they neither knew nor
coul d know any determ nate bounds, because they bad never
reflected nor were able to reflect on the nature or even on the
possibility of such a pure understandi ng.

Many a naturalist of pure reason (by which | nean the man
who believes he can decide in matters of netaphysics w thout any
science) may pretend, that lie |long ago by the prophetic spirit
of his sound sense, not only suspected, but knew and
conpr ehended, what is here propounded with so nuch ado, or, if he
| ikes, with prolix and pedantic ponp: "that with all our reason
we can never reach beyond the field of experience." But when he
I s questioned about his rational principles individually, he nust
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grant, that there are nmany of them which be has not taken from
experience, and which are therefore i ndependent of it and valid a
priori. How then and on what grounds will he restrain both

hi nsel f and the dogmati st, who nmakes use of these concepts and
princi pl es beyond all possible experience, because they are
recogni zed to be i ndependent of it? And even he, this adept in
sound sense, in spite of all his assuned and cheaply acquired

wi sdom is not exenpt from wandering inadvertently beyond objects
of experience into the field of chinmeras. He is often deeply
enough involved in them though in announcing everything as nere
probability, rational conjecture, or anal ogy, be gives by his
popul ar | anguage a color to his groundl ess pretensions.

Sect. 32. Since the ol dest days of philosophy inquirers into
pure reason have concei ved, besides the things of sense, or
appear ances (phenonena), which nake up the sensible world,
certain creations of the understanding (Verstandeswesen), called
nounena, which should constitute an intelligible world. And as
appearance and illusion were by those nmen identified (a thing
whi ch we may well excuse in an undevel oped epoch), actuality was
only conceded to the creations of thought.

And we indeed, rightly considering objects of sense as nere
appearances, confess thereby that they are based upon a thing in
Itsel f, though we know not this thing in its internal
constitution, but only know its appearances, viz., the way in
whi ch our senses are affected by this unknown sonething. The
under st andi ng therefore, by assum ng appearances, grants the
exi stence of things in thenselves al so, and so far we may say,
that the representation of such things as formthe basis of
phenonmena, consequently of nere creations of the understanding,
I's not only adm ssi bl e, but unavoi dabl e.

Qur critical deduction by no neans excludes things of that
sort (nounena), but rather limts the principles of the Aesthetic
(the science of the sensibility) to this, that they shall not
extend to all things, as everything would then be turned into
nere appearance, but that they shall only hold good of objects of
possi bl e experi ence. Hereby then objects of the understanding are
granted, but with the inculcation of this rule which admts of no
exception: "that we neither know nor can know anything at all
definite of these pure objects of the understandi ng, because our
pure concepts of the understanding as well as our pure intuitions
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extend to nothing but objects of possible experience,
consequently to nere things of sense, and as soon as we | eave
this sphere these concepts retain no neani ng whatever."

Sect. 33. There is indeed sonething seductive in our pure
concepts of the understanding, which tenpts us to a transcendent
use, -- a use which transcends all possible experience. Not only
are our concepts of substance, of power, of action, of reality,
and others, quite independent of experience, containing nothing
of sense appearance, and so apparently applicable to things in
t hensel ves (nounena), but, what strengthens this conjecture, they
contain a necessity of determ nation in thensel ves, which
experience never attains. The concept of cause inplies a rule,
according to which one state foll ows anot her necessarily; but
experience can only show us, that one state of things often, or
at nost, commonly, follows another, an(i therefore affords
neither strict universality, nor necessity.

Hence the Categories seemto have a deeper neaning and
| nport than can be exhausted by their enpirical use, and so the
under st andi ng i nadvertently adds for itself to the house of
experience a nuch nore extensive wing, which it fills with
not hi ng but creatures of thought, w thout ever observing that it
has transgressed with its otherwi se | awful concepts the bounds of
t heir use.

Sect. 34. Two inportant, and even indi spensabl e, though very
dry, investigations had therefore becone indispensable in the
Critique of Pure Reason,-viz., the two chapters "Vom Schenati snus
der reinen Verstandsbegriffe,” and "Vom G unde der Unterschei dung
al | er Verstandesbegriffe uberhaupt in Phenonena und Nounena. " In
the former it is shown, that the senses furnish not the pure
concepts of the understanding in concreto, but only the schedul e
for their use, and that the object confornable to it occurs only
I n experience (as the product of the understanding frommaterials
of the sensibility). Inthe latter it is shown, that, although
our pure concepts of the understanding and our principles are
| ndependent of experience, and despite of the apparently greater
sphere of their use, still nothing whatever can be thought by
t hem beyond the field of experience, because they can do not hi ng
but nerely determne the logical formof the judgnent relatively
to given intuitions. But as there is no intuition at all beyond
the field of the sensibility, these pure concepts, as they cannot
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possi bly be exhibited in concrete, are void of all neaning;
consequently all these nounena, together with their conplex, the
intelligible world, 17 are nothing but representation of a
problem of which the object in itself is possible, but the
solution, fromthe nature of our understanding, totally

| npossi bl e. For our understanding is not a faculty of intuition,
but of the connection of given intuitions in experience.
Experience nust therefore contain all the objects for our
concepts; but beyond it no concepts have any significance, as
there is no intuition that mght offer thema foundation.

Sect. 35. The imagi nati on may perhaps be forgiven for
occasi onal vagaries, and for not keeping carefully within the
limts of experience, since it gains life and vigor by such
flights, and since it is always easier to noderate its bol dness,
than to stinulate its languor. But the understandi ng whi ch ought
to think can never be forgiven for indulging in vagaries; for we
depend upon it alone for assistance to set bounds, when
necessary, to the vagaries of the imagination.

But the understandi ng begins its aberrations very innocently
and nodestly. It first elucidates the elenentary cognitions,
which inhere in it prior to all experience, but yet nust always
have their application in experience. It gradually drops these
limts, and what is there to prevent it, as it has quite freely
derived its principles fromitself? And then it proceeds first to
new y-i magi ned powers in nature, then to beings outside nature;
in short to a world, for whose construction the material s cannot
be wanting, because fertile fiction furnishes them abundantly,
and t hough not confirmed, is never refuted, by experience. This
Is the reason that young thinkers arc so partial to nietaph3,sics
of the truly dognmatical kind, and often sacrifice to it their
time and their talents, which mght be otherw se better enployed.

But there is no use in trying to noderate these fruitless
endeavors of pure reason by all manner of cautions as to the
difficulties of solving questions so occult, by conplaints of the
limts of our reason, and by degradi ng our assertions into nere
conjectures. For if their inpossibility is not distinctly shown,
and reason's cognition of its own essence does not becone a true
science, in which the field of its right use is distinguished, so
to say, with mathematical certainty fromthat of its worthl ess
and idle use, these fruitless efforts will never be abandoned for
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good.
Sect. 36. Howis Nature itself possible?

This question -- the highest point that transcendental
phi | osophy can ever reach, and to which, as its boundary and
conpletion, it nmust proceed-properly contains tw questions.

First: Howis nature at all possible in the material sense,
by intuition, considered as the totality of appearances; how are
space, tinme, and that which fills both -- the object of
sensation, in general possible? The answer is: By neans of the
constitution of our Sensibility, according to which it is
specifically affected by objects, which are in thensel ves unknown
toit, and totally distinct fromthose phenonena. This answer is
given in the Critique itself in the transcendental Aesthetic, and
i n these Prol egonena by the solution of the first general
pr obl em

Secondly: How is nature possible in the fornmal sense, as the
totality of the rules, under which all phenonena nust cone, in
order to be thought as connected in experience? The answer nust
be this: it is only possible by neans of the constitution of our
Under st andi ng, according to which all the above representations
of the sensibility are necessarily referred to a consci ousness,
and by which the peculiar way in which we think (viz., by rules),
and hence experience al so, are possible, but nmust be clearly
di sti ngui shed froman insight into the objects in thensel ves.
This answer is given in the Critique itself in the transcendental
Logic, and in these Prol egonena, in the course of the solution of
t he second mai n probl em

But how this peculiar property of our sensibility itself is
possi bl e, or that of our understanding and of the apperception
which is necessarily its basis and that of all thinking, cannot
be further anal yzed or answered, because it is of themthat we
are in need for all our answers and for all our thinking about
obj ect s.

There are many | aws of nature, which we can only know by
nmeans of experience; but conformty to law in the connection of
appearances, i.e., in nature in general, we cannot discover by
any experience, because experience itself requires |laws which are
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a priori at the basis of its possibility.

The possibility of experience in general is therefore at the
same tine the universal |aw of nature, and the principles of the
experience are the very laws of nature. For we do not know nature
but as the totality of appearances, i.e., of representations in
us, and hence we can only derive the laws of its connection from
the principles of their connection in us, that is, fromthe
conditions of their necessary union in consciousness, which
constitutes the possibility of experience.

Even the main proposition expounded throughout this section
-- that universal |laws of nature can be distinctly known a priori
-- leads naturally to the proposition: that the hi ghest
| egi sl ation of nature nust lie in ourselves, i.e., in our
under st andi ng, and that we nust not seek the universal |aws of
nature in nature by nmeans of experience, but conversely nust seek
nature, as to its universal conformty to law, in the conditions
of the possibility of experience, which lie in our sensibility
and i n our understanding. For bow were it otherw se possible to
know a priori these laws, as they are not rules of analytical
cognition, but truly synthetical extensions of it?

Such a necessary agreenent of the principles of possible
experience with the laws of the possibility of nature, can only
proceed fromone of two reasons: either these |aws are drawn from
nat ure by nmeans of experience, or conversely nature is derived
fromthe laws of the possibility of experience in general, and is
quite the sanme as the nere universal conformty to |aw of the
| atter. The forner is self-contradictory, for the universal |aws
of nature can and nust be known a priori (that is, independent of
all experience), and be the foundation of all enpirical use of
t he understanding; the latter alternative therefore al one
remai ns. 18

But we nust distinguish the enpirical |aws of nature, which
al ways presuppose particul ar perceptions, fromthe pure or
uni versal |aws of nature, which, w thout being based on
particul ar perceptions, contain nerely the conditions of their
necessary union in experience. In relation to the latter, nature
and possi bl e experience are quite the sane, and as the conformty
to | aw here depends upon the -necessary connection of appearances
i n experience (W thout which we cannot know any object whatever
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in the sensible world), consequently upon the original |aws of

t he understanding, it seens at first strange, but is not the |ess
certain, to say: The understandi ng does not derive its laws (a
priori) from but prescribes themto, nature.

Sect. 37. We shall illustrate this seem ngly bold
proposition by an exanple, which will show, that |aws, which we
di scover in objects of sensuous intuition (especially when these
| aws are known as necessary), are conmmonly held by us to be such
as have been placed there by the understanding, in spite of their
being simlar in all points to the |laws of nature, which we
ascri be to experience.

Sect. 38. If we consider the properties of the circle, by
which this figure conbines so many arbitrary determ nations of
space in itself, at once in a universal rule, we cannot avoid
attributing a constitution (eine Natur) to this geonetri cal
thing. Two right lines, for exanple, which intersect one anot her
and the circle, howsoever they nmay be drawn, are always divided
so that the rectangle constructed with the segnents of the one is
equal to that constructed with the segnents of the other. The
guestion nowis: Does this lawlie in the circle or in the
understanding, that is, Does this figure, independently of the
understanding, contain in itself the ground of the |aw, or does
t he under st andi ng, having constructed according to its concepts
(according to the quality of the radii) the figure itself,
introduce into it this law of the chords cutting one another in
geonetrical proportion? Wien we follow the proofs of this [aw, we
soon perceive, that it can only be derived fromthe condition on
whi ch the understandi ng founds the construction of this figure,
and which is that of the equality of the radii. But, if we
enlarge this concept, to pursue further the unity of various
properties of geonetrical figures under conmmon | aws, and consi der
the circle as a conic section, which of course is subject to the
sanme fundanental conditions of construction as other conic
sections, we shall find that all the chords which intersect
within the ellipse, parabola, and hyperbola, always intersect so
that the rectangles of their segnents are not indeed equal, but
al ways bear a constant ratio to one another. If we proceed still
farther, to the fundanental |aws of physical astronony, we find a
physi cal |aw of reciprocal attraction diffused over all materi al
nature, the rule of which is: Il that it decreases inversely as
t he square of the distance fromeach attracting point, i.e., as
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t he spherical surfaces increase, over which this force spreads,
whi ch | aw seens to be necessarily inherent in the very nature of

t hi ngs, and hence is usually propounded as knowable a priori.
Sinple as the sources of this law are, nerely resting upon the

rel ati on of spherical surfaces of different radii, its
consequences are so valuable with regard to the variety of their
agreenent and its reqgularity, that not only are all possible
orbits of the celestial bodies conic sections, but such a
relation of these orbits to each other results, that no other |aw
of attraction, than that of the inverse square of the distance,
can be imagined as fit for a cosmcal system

Here accordingly is a nature that rests upon | aws which the
under st andi ng knows a priori, and chiefly fromthe universal
principles of the determ nation of space. Now | ask: Do the | aws
of nature lie in space, and does the understanding | earn them by
nmerely endeavoring to find out the enornous wealth of neaning
that lies in space; or do they inhere in the understanding and in
the way in which it determ nes space according to the conditions
of the synthetical unity in which its concepts are all centered?

Space is sonething so uniformand as to all particul ar
properties so indeterm nate, that we should certainly not seek a
store of laws of nature in it. Wiereas that which determ nes
space to assune the formof a circle or the figures of a cone and
a sphere, is the understanding, so far as it contains the ground
of the unity of their constructions.

The nmere universal formof intuition, called space, nust
therefore be the substratumof all intuitions determ nable to
particul ar objects, and in it of course the condition of the
possibility and of the variety of these intuitions lies. But the
unity of the objects is entirely determ ned by the understandi ng,
and on conditions which lie in its own nature; and thus the
understanding is the origin of the universal order of nature, in
that it conprehends all appearances under its own | aws, and
thereby first constructs, a priori, experience (as toits forn,
by neans of which whatever is to be known only by experience, is
necessarily subjected to its laws. For we are not now concerned
with the nature of things in thensel ves, which is independent of
the conditions both of our sensibility and our understandi ng, but
Wi th nature, as an object of possible experience, and in this
case the understanding, whilst it nakes experience possible,
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t hereby insists that the sensuous world is either not an object
of experience at all, or nust be nature [viz., an existence of
t hi ngs, determ ned according to universal |aws19].

APPENDI X TO THE PURE SCI ENCE OF NATURE.
Sect. 39. O the System of the Categories.

There can be nothing nore desirable to a phil osopher, than
to be able to derive the scattered nultiplicity of the concepts
or the principles, which had occurred to himin concrete use,
froma principle a priori, and to unite everything in this way in
one cognition. He formerly only believed that those things, which
remai ned after a certain abstraction, and seened by conpari son
anong one another to constitute a particular kind of cognitions,
were conpletely collected; but this was only an Aggregate. Now he
knows, that just so many, neither nore nor |less, can constitute
t he node of cognition, and perceives the necessity of his
di vi sion, which constitutes conprehension; and now only he has
attai ned a System

To search in our daily cognition for the concepts, which do
not rest upon particul ar experience, and yet occur in all
cognition of experience, where they as it were constitute the
mere form of connection, presupposes neither greater reflection
nor deeper insight, than to detect in a |anguage the rules of the
actual use of words generally, and thus to collect elenents for a
grammar. In fact both researches are very nearly related, even
t hough we are not able to give a reason why each | anguage has
just this and no other formal constitution, and still |ess why an
exact nunber of such formal determ nations in general are found
init.

Aristotle collected ten pure elenentary concepts under the
nanme of Categories.20 To these, which are also called
predi canents, 21 he found hinself obliged afterwards to add five
post - predi canents, sone of which however (prius, sinmul, and
nol us) are contained in the fornmer; but this random col |l ection
must be considered (and commended) as a nere hint for future
inquirers, not as a reqgularly devel oped idea, and hence it has,
in the present nore advanced state of phil osophy, been rejected
as quite usel ess.
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After long reflection on the pure el enments of human
knowl edge (those which contain nothing enpirical), | at |ast
succeeded in distinguishing with certainty and in separating the
pure el enmentary notions of the Sensibility (space and tine) from
t hose of the Understanding. Thus the 7th, 8th, and 8th Categories
had to be excluded fromthe old list. And the others were of no
service to ne; because there was no principle [in them, on which
t he understandi ng could be investigated, neasured in its
conpletion, and all the functions, whence its pure concepts
ari se, determ ned exhaustively and with precision.

But in order to discover such a principle, | |ooked about
for an act of the understanding which conprises all the rest, and
I s distinguished only by various nodifications or phases, in
reducing the multiplicity of representation to the unity of
thinking in general: | found this act of the understanding to
consist in judging. Here then the | abors of the |ogicians were
ready at hand, though not yet quite free fromdefects, and with
this help | was enabled to exhibit a conplete table of the pure
functions of the understandi ng, which are however undeterm ned in
regard to any object. | finally referred these functions of
judging to objects in general, or rather to the condition of
determ ning judgnents as objectively valid, and so there arose
t he pure concepts of the understandi ng, concerning which | could
make certain, that these, and this exact nunber only, constitute
our whol e cognition of things from pure understanding. | was
justified in calling themby their old nanme, Categories, while I
reserved for nyself the liberty of adding, under the title of
"Predicables,” a conplete list of all the concepts deducible from
them by conbi nati ons whet her anong thensel ves, or with the pure
formof the appearance, i.e., space or tine, or with its matter,
so far as it is not yet enpirically determned (viz., the object
of sensation in general), as soon as a system of transcendental
phi | osophy shoul d be conpleted with the construction of which |
am engaged in the Critique of Pure Reason itself.

Now t he essential point in this system of Categories, which
di stinguishes it fromthe old rhapsodi cal collection w thout any
principle, and for which alone it deserves to be considered as
phi | osophy, consists in this: that by neans of it the true
significance of the pure concepts of the understanding and the
condition of their use could be precisely determ ned. For here it
becane obvious that they are thensel ves not hing but | ogical
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functions, and as such do not produce the |east concept of an

obj ect, but require sone sensuous intuition as a basis. They
therefore only serve to determ ne enpirical judgnents, which are
ot herwi se undeterm ned and indifferent as regards all functions
of judging, relatively to these functions, thereby procuring them
uni versal validity, and by neans of them nmaki ng judgnents of
experience in general possible.

Such an insight into the nature of the categories, which
limts themat the sane tinme to the nere use of experience, never
occurred either to their first author, or to any of his
successors; but without this insight (which imedi ately depends
upon their derivation or deduction), they are quite usel ess and
only a mserable list of names, w thout explanation or rule for
their use. Had the ancients ever conceived such a notion,
doubt | ess the whol e study of the pure rational know edge, which
under the nane of netaphysics has for centuries spoiled many a
sound m nd, would have reached us. in quite another shape, and
woul d have enlightened the human understandi ng, instead of
actually exhausting it in obscure and vain specul ati ons, thereby
rendering it unfit for true science.

This system of categories nakes all treatnent of every
obj ect of pure reason itself systematic, and affords a direction
or clue how and through what points of inquiry every netaphysi cal
consi deration nust proceed, in order to be conplete; for it
exhausts all the possible novenents (nonenta) of the
under st andi ng, anong whi ch every concept nust be classed. In |ike
manner the table of Principles has been fornul ated, the
conpl et eness of which we can only vouch for by the system of the
categories. Even in the division of the concepts, 22 which nust go
beyond the physical application of the understanding, it is
al ways the very sane clue, which, as it nust always be determn ned
a priori by the sanme fixed points of the human under st andi ng,
al ways forns a closed circle. There is no doubt that the object
of a pure conception either of the understanding or of reason, so
far as it is to be estinmated philosophically and on a priori
principles, can in this way be conpletely known. | could not
therefore omt to make use of this clue with regard to one of the
nost abstract ontol ogical divisions, viz., the various
di stinctions of "the notions of sonething and of nothing,"” and to
construct accordingly (Critique, P. 207) a regular and necessary
tabl e of their divisions.23
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And this system |ike every other true one founded on a
uni versal principle, shows its inestimble value in this, that it
excludes all foreign concepts, which m ght otherw se intrude
anong the pure concepts of the understanding, and determ nes the
pl ace of every cognition. Those concepts, which under the nane of
"concepts of reflection" have been |ikew se arranged in a table
according to the clue of the categories, intrude, w thout having
any privilege or title to be anong the pure concepts of the
understanding in Ontol ogy. They are concepts of connection, and
t hereby of the objects thensel ves, whereas the forner are only
concepts of a nere conparison of concepts al ready given, hence of
gquite another nature and use. By ny systematic division24 they
are saved fromthis confusion. But the value of ny special table
of the categories will be still nore obvious, when we separate
the table of the transcendental concepts of Reason fromthe
concepts of the understanding. The latter being of quite another
nature and origin, they nust have quite another formthan the
former. This so necessary separation has never yet been nade in
any system of netaphysics for, as a rule, these rational concepts
all mxed up with the categories, |like children of one famly,
whi ch confusi on was unavoi dable in the absence of a definite
system of categori es.

TH RD PART OF THE MAI N TRANSCENDENTAL PROBLEM
HOW 1S METAPHYSI CS | N GENERAL POSSI BLE?

Sect. 40. Pure mathematics and pure science of nature had no
occasion for such a deduction, as we have nade of both, for their
own safety and certainty. For the forner rests upon its own
evi dence; and the latter (though sprung from pure sources of the
under st andi ng) upon experience and its thorough confirnmation.
Physi cs cannot altogether refuse and di spense with the testinony
of the latter; because with all its certainty, it can never, as
phi | osophy, rival nmathematics. Both sciences therefore stood in
need of this inquiry, not for thenselves, but for the sake of
anot her sci ence, netaphysics.

Met aphysi cs has to do not only with concepts of nature,
whi ch always find their application in experience, but also with
pure rational concepts, which never can be given in any possible
experi ence. Consequently the objective reality of these concepts
(viz., that they are not nere chineras), and the truth or falsity
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of metaphysical assertions, cannot be discovered or confirned by
any experience. This part of netaphysics however is precisely
what constitutes its essential end, to which the rest is only a
means, and thus this science is in need of such a deduction for
its, own sake. The third question now proposed relates therefore
as it were to the root and essential difference of netaphysics,

| .e., the occupation of Reason with itself, and the supposed
knowl edge of objects arising imediately fromthis incubation of
its own concepts, without requiring, or indeed being able to
reach that know edge through, experience.?25

Wt hout solving this problemreason never is justified. The
enpirical use to which reason Iimts the pure understandi ng, does
not fully satisfy the proper destination of the l|atter. Every
single experience is only a part of the whole sphere of its
domai n, but the absolute totality of all possible experience is
itself not experience. Yet it is a necessary [concrete] problem
for reason, the nere representation of which requires concepts
quite different fromthe categories, whose use is only i mmnent,
or refers to experience, so far as it can be given. Wereas the
concepts of reason aimat the conpleteness, i.e., the collective
unity of all possible experience, and thereby transcend every
gi ven experience. Thus they becone transcendent.

As the understandi ng stands in need of categories for
experience, reason contains in itself the source of ideas, by
whi ch | nean necessary concepts, whose object cannot be given in
any experience. The latter are inherent in the nature of reason,
as the forner are in that of the understanding. While the forner
carry wwth theman illusion likely to mslead, the illusion of
the latter is inevitable, though it certainly can be kept from
m sl eadi ng us.

Since all illusion consists in holding the subjective ground
of our judgnents to be objective, a self-know edge of pure reason
in its transcendent (exaggerated) use is the sole preservative
fromthe aberrations into which reason falls when it mstakes its
destination, and refers that to the object transcendently, which
only regards its own subject and its guidance in all imanent
use.

Sect. 41. The distinction of ideas, that is, of pure
concepts of reason, fromcategories, or pure concepts of the
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under st andi ng, as cognitions of a quite distinct species, origin
and use, is so inportant a point in founding a science which is
to contain the systemof all these a priori cognitions, that

Wi thout this distinction nmetaphysics is absolutely inpossible, or
is at best a random bungling attenpt to build a castle in the
air without a knowl edge of the nmaterials or of their fitness for
any purpose. Had the Critique of Pure Reason done not hi ng but
first point out this distinction, it had thereby contributed nore
to clear up our conception of, and to guide our inquiry in, the
field of netaphysics, than all the vain efforts which have
hitherto been made to satisfy the transcendent problens of pure
reason, w thout ever surm sing that we were in quite another
field than that of the understanding, and hence cl assing concepts
of the understanding and those of reason together, as if they
were of the sanme kind.

Sect. 42. Al pure cognitions of the understanding have this
feature, that their concepts present thenselves in experience,
and their principles can be confirned by it; whereas the
transcendent cognitions of reason cannot, either as ideas, appear
I n experience, -or as propositions ever be confirmed or refuted
by it. Hence whatever errors may slip in unawares, can only be
di scovered by pure reason itself-a discovery of nmuch difficulty,
because this very reason naturally becones dial ectical by neans
of its ideas, and this unavoi dable illusion cannot be Iimted by
any objective and dogmatical researches into things, but by a
subj ective investigation of reason itself as a source of ideas.

Sect. 43. In the Critique of Pure Reason it was al ways ny
greatest care to endeavor not only carefully to distinguish the
several species of cognition, but to derive concepts belonging to
each one of themfromtheir conmmon source. | did this in order
t hat by knowi ng whence they originated, | mght determne their
use with safety, and al so have the unantici pated but inval uabl e
advant age of know ng the conpl et eness of ny enuneration,
classification and specification of concepts a priori, and
t herefore according to principles. Wthout this, netaphysics is
mere rhapsody, in which no one knows whet her he has enough, or
whet her and where sonething is still wanting. W can indeed have
this advantage only in pure philosophy, but of this philosophy it
constitutes the very essence.

As | had found the origin of the categories in the four

http://eserver.org/philosophy/kant-prolegomenactxt (64 of 119)1/7/2004 1:15:26 PM



http://eserver.org/philosophy/kant-prolegomena.txt

| ogi cal functions of all the judgnents of the understanding, it
was quite natural to seek the origin of the ideas in the three
functions of the syllogisns of reason. For as soon as these pure
concepts of reason (the transcendental ideas) are given, they
coul d hardly, except they be held innate, be found anywhere el se,
than in the sane activity of reason, which, so far as it regards
mere form constitutes the |ogical elenent of the syllogisnms of
reason; but, so far as it represents judgnents of the
understanding with respect to the one or to the other forma
priori, constitutes transcendental concepts of pure reason.

The formal distinction of syllogisns renders their division
i nto categorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive necessary. The
concepts of reason founded on them contained therefore, first,
the idea of the conplete subject (the substantial); secondly, the
| dea of the conplete series of conditions; thirdly, the
determ nation of all concepts in the idea of a conplete conpl ex
of that which is possible.26 The first idea is psychol ogical, the
second cosnological, the third theological, and, as all three
gi ve occasion to Dialectics, yet each in its own way, the
di vision of the whole Dialects of pure reason into its
Paral ogism its Antinony, and its ldeal, was arranged
accordingly. Through this deduction we may feel assured that all
the clains of pure reason are conpletely represented, and that
none can be wanting; because the faculty of reason itself, whence
they all take their origin, is thereby conpletely surveyed.

Sect. 44. In these general considerations it is also
remar kabl e that the ideas of reason are unlike the categories, of
no service to the use of our understanding in experience, but
guite di spensabl e, and becone even an inpedinent to the maxi ns of
a rational cognition of nature. Yet in another aspect still to be
determ ned they are necessary. Wiether the soul is or is not a
si npl e substance, is of no consequence to us in the expl anation
of its phenonena. For we cannot render the notion of a sinple
being intelligible by any possible experience that i s sensuous or
concrete. The notion is therefore quite void as regards all
hoped-for insight into the cause of phenonena, and cannot at all
serve as a principle of the explanation of that which internal or
external experience supplies. So the cosnol ogical ideas of the
begi nning of the world or of its eternity (a parte ante) cannot
be of any greater service to us for the explanation of any event
in the world itself. And finally we nust, according to a right
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maxi m of the philosophy of nature, refrain fromall explanations
of the design of nature, drawn fromthe will of a Suprene Being;
because this woul d not be natural philosophy, but an

acknow edgnent that we have cone to the end of it. The use of

t hese ideas, therefore, is quite different fromthat of those
categories by which (and by the principles built upon which)
experience itself first becones possible. But our |aborious

anal ytics of the understandi ng woul d be superfluous if we had
nothing else in view than the nere cognition O nature as it can
be given in experience; for reason does its work, both in

mat hematics and in the science of nature, quite safely and well
wi t hout any of this subtle deduction. Therefore our Critique of

t he Under st andi ng conbines with the ideas of pure reason for a
pur pose which lies beyond the enpirical use of the understandi ng;
but this we have above declared to be in this aspect totally

I nadm ssi ble, and wi thout any object or neaning. Yet there nust
be a harnony between that of the nature of reason and that of the
under st andi ng, and the former nust contribute to the perfection
of the latter, and cannot possibly upset it.

The solution of this question is as follows: Pure reason
does not in its ideas point to particular objects, which lie
beyond the field of experience, but only requires conpl eteness of
t he use of the understanding in the system of experience. But
this conpl eteness can be a conpl eteness of principles only, not
of intuitions [i.e., concrete atsights or Anschauungen] and of
objects. In order however to represent the ideas definitely,
reason concei ves them after the fashion of the cognition of an
object. The cognition is as far as these rules are concerned
conpl etely determ ned, but the object is only an idea invented
for the purpose of bringing the cognition of the understandi ng as
near as possible to the conpl eteness represented by that idea.

Prefatory Renmark to the Dial ectics of Pure Reason.

Sect. 45. W have above shown in Sect. Sect. 33 and 34 that
the purity of the categories fromall adm xture of sensuous
determ nations may m sl ead reason into extending their use, quite
beyond all experience, to things in thenselves; though as these
categories thenselves find no intuition which can give them
meani ng or sense in concrete, they, as nere |ogical functions,
can represent a thing in general, but not give by thensel ves
al one a determ nate concept of anything. Such hyperbolical
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obj ects are distinguished by the appellation of Nounena, or pure
bei ngs of the understanding (or better, beings of thought), such
as, for exanple, "substance," but conceived w thout pernmanence in
time, or "cause," but not acting in tine, etc. Here predicates,
that only serve to nake the conformty-to-Ilaw of experience
possible, are applied to these concepts, and yet they are
deprived of all the conditions of intuition, on which al one
experience is possible, and so these concepts | ose all

si gni ficance.

There is no danger, however, of the understandi ng
spont aneously maki ng an excursion so very wantonly beyond its own
bounds into the field of the nmere creatures of thought, w thout
being inpelled by foreign | aws. But when reason, which cannot be
fully satisfied wwth any enpirical use of the rules of the
under st andi ng, as being always conditioned, requires a conpletion
of this chain of conditions, then the understanding is forced out
of its sphere. And then it partly represents objects of
experience in a series so extended that no experience can grasp,
partly even (wth a view to conplete the series) it seeks
entirely beyond it nounena, to which it can attach that chain,
and so, having at |ast escaped fromthe conditions of experience,
make its attitude as it were final. These are then the
transcendental ideas, which, though according to the true but
hi dden ends of the natural determ nation of our reason, they may
ai mnot at extravagant concepts, but at an unbounded extension of
their enpirical use, yet seduce the understandi ng by an
unavoi dable illusion to a transcendent use, which, though
deceitful, cannot be restrained within the bounds of experience
by any resolution, but only by scientific instruction and with
much difficulty.

. The Psychol ogi cal |dea. 27

Sect. 46. People have |ong since observed, that in all
subst ances the proper subject, that which remains after all the
accidents (as predicates) are abstracted, consequently that which
forms the substance of things renmai ns unknown, and vari ous
conpl ai nts have been made concerning these limts to our
know edge. But it will be well to consider that the human
understanding is not to be blaned for its inability to know the
substance of things, that is, to determne it by itself, but
rather for requiring to know it which is a nere idea definitely
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as though it were a given object. Pure reason requires us to seek
for every predicate of a thing its proper subject, and for this
subject, which is itself necessarily nothing but a predicate, its
subject, and so on indefinitely (or as far as we can reach). But
hence it follows, that we nmust not hold anything, at which we can
arrive, to be an ultimate subject, and that substance itself
never can be thought by our understandi ng, however deep we may
penetrate, even if all nature were unveiled to us. For the

speci fic nature of our understandi ng consists in thinking
everything discursively, that is, representing it by concepts,
and so by nere predicates, to which therefore the absol ute

subj ect nust always be wanting. Hence all the real properties, by
whi ch we know bodi es, are nere accidents, not excepting

| npenetrability, which we can only represent to ourselves as the
effect of a power of which the subject is unknown to us.

Now we appear to have this substance in the consci ousness of
ourselves (in the thinking subject), and indeed in an i nmmedi ate
intuition; for all the predicates of an internal sense refer to
the ego, as a subject, and | cannot conceive nyself as the
predi cate of any other subject. Hence conpleteness in the
reference of the given concepts as predicates to a subject -- not
nmerely an idea, but an object-that is, the absol ute subject
itself, seens to be given in experience. But this expectation is
di sappoi nted. For the ego is not a concept, 28 but only the
i ndi cation of the object of the internal sense, so far as we know
it by no further predicate. Consequently it cannot be in itself a
predi cate of any other thing; but just as |little can it be a
determ nate concept of an absolute subject, but is, as in all
ot her cases, only the reference of the internal phenonena to
t heir unknown subject. Yet this idea (which serves very well, as
a regulative principle, totally to destroy all materialistic
expl anations of the internal phenonena of the soul) occasions by
a very natural m sunderstanding a very specious argunent, which,
fromthis supposed cognition of the substance of our thinking
being, infers its nature, so far as the know edge of it falls
quite w thout the conpl ex of experience.

Sect. 47. But though we may call this thinking self (the
soul ) substance, as being the ultinmte subject of thinking which
cannot be further represented as the predicate of another thing;
it remains quite enpty and wi thout significance, if permnence-
the quality which renders the concept of substances in experience
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fruitful -cannot be proved of it.

But permanence can never be proved of the concept of a
substance, as a thing in itself, but for the purposes of
experience only. This is sufficiently shown by the first Anal ogy
of Experience, 29 and whoever will not yield to this proof may try
for hinmself whether he can succeed in proving, fromthe concept
of a subject which does not exist itself as the predicate of
another thing, that its existence is thoroughly pernmanent, and
that it cannot either in itself or by any natural cause original
or be annihilated. These synthetical a priori propositions can
never be proved in thenselves, but only in reference to things as
obj ects of possi bl e experience.

Sect. 48. If therefore fromthe concept of the soul as a
substance, we would infer its permanence, this can hold good as
regards possi ble experience only, not [of the soul] as a thing in
itself and beyond all possible experience. But life is the
subj ective condition of all our possible experience, consequently
we can only infer the permanence of the soul in life; for the
death of man is the end of all experience which concerns the soul
as an object of experience, except the contrary be proved, which
Is the very question in hand. The permanence of the soul can
therefore only be proved (and no one cares for that) during the
|ife of man, but not, as we desire to do, after death; and for
this general reason, that the concept of substance, so far as it
Is to be considered necessarily conbined with the concept of
per manence, can be so conbined only according to the principles
of possi bl e experience, and therefore for the purposes of
experience only. 30

Sect. 49. That there is sonething real w thout us which not
only corresponds, but nust correspond, to our external
perceptions, can |likew se be proved to be not a connection of
things in thensel ves, but for the sake of experience. This neans
that there is sonething enpirical, i.e., sone phenonmenon in space
Wi t hout us, that admts of a satisfactory proof, for we have
nothing to do with other objects than those which belong to
possi bl e experi ence; because objects which cannot be given us in
any experience, do not exist for us. Enpirically without ne is
t hat which appears in space, and space, together with all the
phenonmena which it contains, belongs to the representations,
whose connection according to | aws of experience proves their
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objective truth, just as the connection of the phenonena of the

I nternal sense proves the actuality of ny soul (as an object of
the internal sense). By neans of external experience | am
conscious of the actuality of bodies, as external phenonena in
space, in the sane nanner as by neans of the internal experience
| am conscious of the existence of ny soul in tinme, but this soul
Is only known as an object of the internal sense by phenonena
that constitute an internal state, and of which the essence in
itself, which forns the basis of these phenonena, is unknown.
Cartesian idealismtherefore does nothing but distinguish
external experience fromdreamng; and the conformty to | aw (as
a criterion of its truth) of the former, fromthe irregularity
and the false illusion of the latter. In both it presupposes
space and tinme as conditions of the existence of objects, and it
only inquires whether the objects of the external senses, which
we when awake put in space, are as actually to be found in it, as
t he object of the internal sense, the soul, is in tine; that is,
whet her experience carries with it sure criteria to distinguish
it fromimagination. This doubt, however, may easily be di sposed
of, and we always do so in common |ife by investigating the
connecti on of phenonena in both space and tine according to

uni versal | aws of experience, and we cannot doubt, when the
representation of external things throughout agrees therewth,
that they constitute truthful experience. Material idealism in
whi ch phenonena are considered as such only according to their
connection in experience, may accordingly be very easily refuted;
and it is just as sure an experience, that bodi es exist wthout
us (in space), as that | nyself exist according to the
representation of the internal sense (in tinme): for the notion

wi t hout us, only signifies existence in space. However as the Ego
in the proposition, Il am" neans not only the object of
internal intuition (in tinme), but the subject of consciousness,
just as body neans not only external intuition (in space), but
the thing-in-itself, which is the basis of this phenonenon; [as
this is the case] the question, whether bodies (as phenonena of

t he external sense) exist as bodies apart fromny thoughts, my
Wi t hout any hesitation be denied in nature. But the question,
whet her | nyself as a phenonenon of the internal sense (the soul
according to enpirical psychology) exist apart fromny faculty of
representation in time, is an exactly simlar inquiry, and nust

| i kewi se be answered in the negative. Arid in this manner
everything, when it is reduced to its true neaning, is decided
and certain. The formal (which I have also called transcendental)
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actually abolishes the material, or Cartesian, idealism For if
space be nothing but a formof ny sensibility, it is as a
representation in ne just as actual as | nyself am and nothing
but the enpirical truth of the representations in it remains for
consideration. But, if this is not the case, if space and the
phenonena in it are sonething existing without us, then all the
criteria of experience beyond our perception can never prove the
actuality of these objects w thout us.

1. The Cosnol ogi cal |dea. 31

Sect. 50. This product of pure reason in its transcendent
use is its nost remarkable curiosity. It serves as a very
powerful agent to rouse philosophy fromits dogmatic slunber, and
to stinulate it to the arduous task of undertaking a Critique of
Reason itself.

| termthis idea cosnological, because it always takes its
object only fromthe sensible world, and does not use any other
t han those whose object is given to sense, consequently it
remains in this respect inits native hone, it does not becone
transcendent, and is therefore so far not nere idea; whereas, to
conceive the soul as a sinple substance, -already neans to
concei ve such an object (the sinple) as cannot be presented to
t he senses. Yet the cosnol ogical idea extends the connection of
the conditioned with its condition (whether the connection is
mat hemati cal or dynamical) so far, that experience never can keep
up with it. It is therefore with regard to this point always an
| dea, whose object never can be adequately given in any
experi ence.

Sect. 51. In the first place, the use of a system of
categori es becones here so obvious and unm stakable, that even if
there were not several other proofs of it, this alone would
sufficiently prove it indispensable in the system of pure reason.
There are only four such transcendent ideas, as there are so nmany
cl asses of categories; in each of which, however, they refer only
to the absol ute conpl eteness of the series of the conditions for
a given conditioned. In analogy to these cosnol ogi cal ideas there
are only four kinds of dialectical assertions of pure reason,
whi ch, as they are dialectical, thereby prove, that to each of
them oii equally specious principles of pure reason, a
contradi ctory assertion stands opposed. As all the netaphysical
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art of the nost subtle distinction cannot prevent this
opposition, it conpels the phil osopher to recur to the first
sources of pure reason itself. This Antinomy, not arbitrarily

i nvented, but founded in the nature of human reason, and hence
unavoi dabl e and never ceasing, contains the follow ng four theses
together with their antitheses:

1.
Thesis: The Wrld has, as to, Tine and Space, a Begi nning
(limt).
Antithesis: The Wrld is, as to Tinme and Space, infinite.
2

Thesis: Everything in the Wrld consists of [el enents that
are] sinple.
Antithesis: There is nothing sinple, but everything is
conposite.

3.
Thesis: There are in the Wrld Causes through Freedom
Antithesis: There is no Liberty, but all is Nature.

4.
Thesis: In the Series of the Wrld-Causes there is sone
necessary Bei ng.
Antithesis: There is Nothing necessary in the Wrld, but in
this Series Al is incidental.

Sect. 52. a. Here is the nost singular phenonenon of human
reason, no other instance of which can be shown in any other use.
If we, as is commonly done, represent to ourselves the
appearances of the sensible world as things in thenselves, if we
assune the principles of their conbination as principles
universally valid of things in thensel ves and not nerely of
experience, as is usually, nay wthout our Critique, unavoi dably
done, there arises an unexpected conflict, which never can be
renmoved in the common dogmati cal way; because the thesis, as well
as the antithesis, can be shown by equally clear, evident, and
irresistible proofs-for | pledge nyself as to the correctness of
all these proofs-and reason therefore perceives that it is
divided with itself, a state at which the skeptic rejoices, but
whi ch nmust nake the critical philosopher pause and feel ill at
ease.

Sect. 52. b. W& nmay blunder in various ways in netaphysics
wi t hout any fear of being detected in fal sehood. For we never can
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be refuted by experience if we but avoid self-contradiction,

whi ch in synthetical, though purely fictitious propositions, may
be done whenever the concepts, which we connect, are nere ideas,

t hat cannot be given (in their whole content) in experience. For
how can we nmake out by experience, whether the world is from
eternity or had a begi nning, whether nmatter is infinitely

di visible or consists of sinple parts? Such concept cannot be
given in any experience, be it ever so extensive, and
consequently the fal sehood either of the positive or the negative
proposition cannot be discovered by this touchstone.

The only possible way in which reason coul d have reveal ed
unintentionally its secret D alectics, fal sely announced as
Dogmatics, would be when it were nade to ground an assertion upon
a universally admtted principle, and to deduce the exact
contrary with the greatest accuracy of inference from anot her
which is equally granted. This is actually here the case with
regard to four natural ideas of reason, whence four assertions on
t he one side, and as many counter-assertions on the other arise,
each consistently followi ng fromuniversally-acknow edged
principles. Thus they reveal by the use of these principles the
di al ectical illusion of pure reason which would ot herw se forever
remai n conceal ed.

This is therefore a decisive experinent, which nust
necessarily expose any error |lying hidden in the assunptions of
reason. 32 Contradi ctory propositions cannot both be fal se, except
t he concept, which is the subject of both, is self-contradictory;
for exanple, the propositions, "a square circle is round, and a
square circle is not round,” are both false. For, as to the
former it is false, that the circle is round, because it is
guadrangular; and it is likewse false, that it is not round,
that is, angular, because it is a circle. For the | ogical
criterion of the inpossibility of a concept consists in this,
that if we presuppose it, two contradictory propositions both
becone fal se; consequently, as no mddl e between themis
conceivable, nothing at all is thought by that concept.

Sect. 52. c¢. The first tw antinomes, which | call
mat hemati cal, because they are concerned with the addition or
di vi sion of the honpbgeneous, are founded on such a self-
contradi ctory concept; and hence | explain how it happens, that
both the Thesis and Antithesis of the two are fal se.
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When | speak of objects in tine and in space, it is not of
things in thenselves, of which |I know nothing, but of things in
appearance, that is, of experience, as the particular way of
cogni sing objects which is afforded to man. | nust not say of
what | think in time or in space, that in itself, and i ndependent
of these ny thoughts, it exists in space and in tinme; for in that
case | should contradict nyself; because space and tine, together
with the appearances in them are nothing existing in thensel ves
and outside of nmy representations, but are thensel ves only nodes
of representation, and it is pal pably contradictory to say, that
a nere node of representation exists wthout our representation.
bj ects of the senses therefore exist only in experience; whereas
to give thema sel f-subsisting existence apart from experience or
before it, is nmerely to represent to ourselves that experience
actually exists apart from experience or before it.

Now if | inquire after the quantity of the world, as to
space and tinme, it is equally inpossible, as regards all ny
notions, to declare it infinite or to declare it finite. For
nei t her assertion can be contained in experience, because
experience either of an infinite space, or of an infinite tine
el apsed, or again, of the boundary of the world by a void space,
or by an antecedent void tinme, is inpossible; these are nere
| deas. This quantity of the world, which is determned in either
way, should therefore exist in the world itself apart fromall
experience. This contradicts the notion of a world of sense,
which is nerely a conplex of the appearances whose exi stence and
connection occur only in our representations, that is, in
experience, since this latter is not an object in itself, but a
nmere node of representation. Hence it follows, that as the
concept of an absolutely existing world of sense is self-
contradi ctory, the solution of the problemconcerning its
guantity, whether attenpted affirmatively or negatively, is
al ways fal se.

The sanme hol ds good of the second antinony, which relates to
t he di vision of phenonena. For these are nere representations,
and the parts exist nerely in their representation, consequently
in the division, or in a possible experience where they are
given, and the division reaches only as far as this latter
reaches. To assune that an appearance, e.g., that of body,
contains in itself before all experience all the parts, which any
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possi bl e experi ence can ever reach, is to inpute to a nere
appearance, which can exist only in experience, an existence
previous to experience. In other words, it would nean that nere
representations exist before they can be found in our faculty of
representation. Such an assertion is self-contradictory, as also
every solution of our m sunderstood problem whether we maintain,
t hat bodies in thenselves consist of an infinite nunber of parts,
or of a finite nunber of sinple parts.

Sect. 53. Inthe first (the nmathematical) class of
anti nom es the fal sehood of the assunption consists in
representing in one concept sonething self-contradictory as if it
were conpatible (i.e., an appearance as an object in itself).
But, as to the second (the dynam cal) class of antinom es, the
fal sehood of the representation consists in representing as
contradi ctory what is conpatible; so that, as in the forner case,
t he opposed assertions are both false, in this case, on the other
hand, where they are opposed to one another by nere
m sunder st andi ng, they may both be true.

Any mat hemati cal connection necessarily presupposes
honogeneity of what is connected (in the concept of magnitude),
whil e the dynam cal one by no neans requires the sane. \Wen we
have to deal with extended nmagnitudes, all the parts nust be
honbgeneous with one another and with the whol e; whereas, in the
connection of cause and effect, honbgeneity may indeed |ikew se
be found, but is not necessary; for the concept of causality (by
means of which sonething is posited through sonmething else quite
different fromit), at all events, does not require it.

| f the objects of the world of sense are taken for things in
t hensel ves, and the above |aws of nature for the | aws of things
in thensel ves, the contradiction woul d be unavoi dable. So al so,
i f the subject of freedomwere, |ike other objects, represented
as nere appearance, the contradiction would be just as
unavoi dabl e, for the sane predicate would at once be affirned and
deni ed of the sane kind of object in the sane sense. But if
nat ural necessity is referred nerely to appearances, and freedom
nerely to things in thenselves, no contradiction arises, if we at
once assune, or admt both kinds of causality, however difficult
or inpossible it my be to make the latter kind conceivabl e.

As appearance every effect is an event, or sonething that

http://eserver.org/philosophy/kant-prolegomenactxt (75 of 119)1/7/2004 1:15:26 PM



http://eserver.org/philosophy/kant-prolegomena.txt

happens in tinme; it must, according to the universal |aw of

nat ure, be preceded by a determ nation of the causality of its
cause (a state), which follows according to a constant | aw. But
this determ nation of the cause as causality nust |ikew se be
sonet hing that takes place or happens; the cause nust have begun
to act, otherw se no succession between it and the effect could
be conceived. O herwi se the effect, as well as the causality of
t he cause, woul d have al ways existed. Therefore the determ nation
of the cause to act nust al so have origi nated anbng appear ances,
and nust consequently, as well as its effect, be an event, which
must again have its cause, and so on; hence natural necessity
must be the condition, on which effective causes are determ ned.
Wereas if freedomis to be a property of certain causes of
appearances, it nust, as regards these, which are events, be a
faculty of starting them spontaneously, that is, wthout the
causality of the cause itself, and hence w thout requiring any
ot her ground to determne its start. But then the cause, as to
its causality, nust not rank under tinme-determ nations of its
state, that is, it cannot be an appearance, and nust be
considered a thing initself, while its effects would be only
appearances. 33 If w thout contradiction we can think of the

bei ngs of understandi ng [ Verstandeswesen] as exercising such an
i nfl uence on appearances, then natural necessity will attach to
all connections of cause and effect in the .sensuous world,

t hough on the other hand, freedom can be granted to such cause,
as is itself not an appearance (but the foundation of
appearance). Nature therefore and freedom can w t hout

contradi ction be attributed to the very sanme thing, but in
different relations-on one side as a phenonenon, on the other as
athing initself.

We have in us a faculty, which not only stands in connection
with its subjective determ ning grounds that are the natural
causes of its actions, and is so far the faculty of a being that
itself belongs to appearances, but is also referred to objective
grounds, that are only ideas, so far as they can determne this
faculty, a connection which is expressed by the word ought. This
faculty is called reason, and, so far as we consider a being
(man) entirely according to this objectively determ nabl e reason,
he cannot be considered as a being of sense, but this property is
that of a thing in itself, of which we cannot conprehend the
possibility-1 mean how t he ought (which however has never yet
t aken place) should determne its activity, and can becone the
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cause of actions, whose effect is an appearance in the sensible
worl d. Yet the causality of reason would be freedomw th regard
to the effects in the sensuous world, so far as we can consi der
obj ective grounds, which are thenselves ideas, as their

determ nants. For its action in that case would not depend upon
subj ective conditions, consequently not upon those of tine, and
of course not upon the |law of nature, which serves to determ ne
t hem because grounds of reason give to actions the rule

uni versally, according to principles, without the influence of
the circunstances of either tinme or place.

What | adduce here is nerely neant as an exanple to nmake the
thing intelligible, and does not necessarily belong to our
probl em which nust be decided fromnere concepts, independently
of the properties which we neet in the actual world.

Now | may say w thout contradiction: that all the actions of
rati onal beings, so far as they are appearances (occurring in any
experience), are subject to the necessity of nature; but the sane
actions, as regards nerely the rational subject and its faculty
of acting according to nere reason, are free. For what is
required for the necessity of nature? Nothing nore than the
determnability of every event in the world of sense according to
constant laws, that is, a reference to cause in the appearance;
in this process the thing in itself at its foundation and its
causality remain unknown. But | say, that the |aw of nature
remai ns, whether the rational being is the cause of the effects
in the sensuous world fromreason, that is, through freedom or
whet her it does not determ ne them on grounds of reason. For, if
the former is the case, the action is perforned according to
maxi ms, the effect of which as appearance is always conformabl e
to constant laws; if the latter is the case, and the action not
perfornmed on principles of reason, it is subjected to the
enpirical laws of the sensibility, and in both cases the effects
are connected according to constant |laws; nore than this we do
not require or know concerning natural necessity. But in the
former case reason is the cause of these |aws of nature, and
therefore free; in the latter the effects follow according to
nmere natural |laws of sensibility, because reason does not
influence it; but reason itself is not determ ned on that account
by the sensibility, and is therefore free in this case too.
Freedomis therefore no hindrance to natural |aw in appearance,
nei t her does this | aw abrogate the freedom of the practical use
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of reason, which is connected wth things in thensel ves, as
det er m ni ng grounds.

Thus practical freedom viz., the freedomin which reason
possesses causality according to objectively determ ning grounds,
I's rescued and yet natural necessity is not in the | east
curtailed with regard to the very sane effects, as appearances.
The sanme remarks will serve to explain what we had to say
concerni ng transcendental freedomand its conpatibility with
nat ural necessity (in the sanme subject, but not taken in the sane
reference). For, as to this, every beginning of the action of a
bei ng from obj ective causes regarded as determ ning grounds, is
al ways a first start, though the sane action is in the series of
appearances only a subordinate start, which nust be preceded by a
state of the cause, which determnes it, and is itself determ ned
i n the sane manner by another imredi ately preceding. Thus we are
able, in rational beings, or in beings generally, so far as their
causality is determned in themas things in thenselves, to
i magine a faculty of beginning fromitself a series of states,
without falling into contradiction with the | aws of nature. For
the relation of the action to objective grounds of reason is not
a tine-relation; in this case that which determ nes the causality
does not precede in tine the action, because such determ ning
grounds represent not a reference to objects of sense, e.g., to
causes in the appearances, but to determ ning causes, as things
in thensel ves, which do not rank under conditions of tine. And in
this way the action, with regard to the causality of reason, can
be considered as a first start in respect to the series of
appearances, and yet also as a nerely subordi nate begi nning. W
may therefore wi thout contradiction consider it in the forner
aspect as free, but in the latter (in so far as it is nerely
appearance) as subject to natural necessity.

As to the fourth Antinony, it is solved in the sane way as
the conflict of reason with itself in the third. For, provided
the cause in the appearance is distinguished fromthe cause of
t he appearance (so far as it can be thought as a thing in
itself), both propositions are perfectly reconcil able: the one,
that there is nowhere in the sensuous world a cause (according to
simlar laws of causality), whose existence is absolutely
necessary; the other, that this world is neverthel ess connected
with a Necessary Being as its cause (but of another kind and
according to another law). The inconpatibility of these
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propositions entirely rests upon the m stake of extending what is
valid nerely of appearances to things in thenselves, and in
general confusing both in one concept.

Sect. 54. This then is the proposition and this the solution
of the whole antinony, in which reason finds itself involved in
the application of its principles to the sensible world. The
former alone (the nere proposition) would be a considerable
service in the cause of our know edge of human reason, even
t hough the solution mght fail to fully satisfy the reader, who
has here to conbat a natural illusion, which has been but
recently exposed to him and which he had hitherto al ways
regarded as genuine. For one result at |east is unavoidable. As
it is quite inpossible to prevent this conflict of reason with
itself-so long as the objects of the sensible world are taken for
things in thensel ves, and not for nere appearances, which they
are in fact-the reader is thereby conpelled to exam ne over again
t he deduction of all our a priori cognition and the proof which |
have gi ven of my deduction in order to cone to a decision on the
guestion. This is all | require at present; for when in this
occupati on he shall have thought hinself deep enough into the
nat ure of pure reason, those concepts by which al one the solution
of the conflict of reason is possible, wll becone sufficiently
famliar to him Wthout this preparation | cannot expect an
unreserved assent even fromthe nost attentive reader.

I11. The Theol ogi cal |dea. 34

Sect. 55. The third transcendental |dea, which affords
matter for the nost inportant, but, if pursued only
specul atively, transcendent and thereby dial ectical use of
reason, is the ideal of pure reason. Reason in this case does
not, as with the psychol ogi cal and the cosnvol ogi cal |deas, begin
from experience, and err by exaggerating its grounds, in striving
to attain, if possible, the absolute conpl eteness of their
series. It rather totally breaks with experience, and fromnere
concepts of what constitutes the absolute conpl eteness of a thing
i n general, consequently by neans of the idea of a nost perfect
primal Being, it proceeds to determne the possibility and
therefore the actuality of all other things. And so the nere
presupposition of a Being, who is conceived not in the series of
experience, yet for the purposes of experience-for the sake of
conprehending its connection, order, and unity -i.e., the idea

http://eserver.org/philosophy/kant-prolegomenactxt (79 of 119)1/7/2004 1:15:26 PM



http://eserver.org/philosophy/kant-prolegomena.txt

[the notion of it], is nore easily distinguished fromthe concept
of the understanding here, than in the fornmer cases. Hence we can
easily expose the dialectical illusion which arises from our
maki ng the subjective conditions of our thinking objective
condi ti ons of objects thensel ves, and an hypot hesis necessary for
t he satisfaction of our reason, a dogna. As the observations of
the Critique on the pretensions of transcendental theology are
intelligible, clear, and decisive, | have nothing nore to add on
t he subj ect.

Ceneral Renark on the Transcendental | deas.

Sect. 56. The objects, which are given us by experience, are
I n many respects inconprehensible, and nmany questions, to which
the | aw of nature | eads us, when carried beyond a certain point
(though quite conformably to the |aws of nature), admt of no
answer; as for exanple the gquestion: why substances attract one
another? But if we entirely quit nature, or in pursuing its
conbi nati ons, exceed all possible experience, and so enter the
real m of nere ideas, we cannot then say that the object is
I nconpr ehensi bl e, and that the nature of things proposes to us
I nsol ubl e problens. For we are not then concerned with nature or
in general with given objects, but with concepts, which have
their origin nmerely in our reason, and with nere creations of
t hought; and all the problens that arise fromour notions of them
must be sol ved, because of course reason can and nust give a full
account of its own procedure.35 As the psychol ogi cal,
cosnol ogi cal, and theol ogi cal |1deas are nothing but pure concepts
of reason, which cannot be given in any experience, the questions
whi ch reason asks us about themare put to us not by the objects,
but by nere nmaxins of our reason for the sake of its own
sati sfaction. They nust all be capable of satisfactory answers,
whi ch is done by show ng that they are principles which bring our
use of the understanding into thorough agreenent, conpl eteness,
and synthetical unity, and that they so far hold good of
experience only, but of experience as a whol e.

Al t hough an absol ute whol e of experience is inpossible, the
| dea of a whole of cognition according to principles nmust inpart
to our know edge a peculiar kind of unity, that of a system
Wi t hout which it is nothing but piecework, and cannot be used for
proving the exi stence of a highest purpose (which can only be the
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general systemof all purposes), | do not here refer only to the
practical, but also to the highest purpose of the specul ative use
of reason.

The transcendental |deas therefore express the peculiar
application of reason as a principle of systematic unity in the
use of the understanding. Yet if we assune this unity of the node
of cognition to be attached to the object of cognition, if we
regard that which is nerely regulative to be constitutive, and if
we persuade ourselves that we can by neans of these |deas enl arge
our cognition transcendently, or far beyond all possible
experience, while it only serves to render experience within
itself as nearly conplete as possible, i.e., tolimt its
progress by nothing that cannot belong to experience: we suffer
froma nmere msunderstanding in our estimate of the proper
application of our reason and of its principles, and froma
Di al ectic, which both confuses the enpirical use of reason, and
al so sets reason at variance with itself.

* * % %

CONCLUSI ON:
ON THE DETERM NATI ON OF THE BOUNDS OF PURE REASON.

Sect. 57. Having adduced the clearest argunents, it would be
absurd for us to hope that we can know nore of any object, than
bel ongs to the possible experience of it, or lay claimto the
| east atom of know edge about anything not assuned to be an
obj ect of possible experience, which would determne it according
to the constitution it has in itself. For how could we determ ne
anything in this way, since tinme, space, and the categories, and
still nore all the concepts forned by enpirical experience or
perception in the sensible world [ Anschauung], have and can have
no other use, than to make experience possible. And if this
condition is omtted fromthe pure concepts of the understandi ng,
t hey do not determ ne any object, and have no neani ng what ever.

But it would be on the other hand a still greater absurdity
i f we conceded no things in thenselves, or set up our experience
for the only possible node of know ng things, our way of
behol di ng [ Anschauung] themin space and in tinme for the only
possi bl e way, and our discursive understanding for the archetype
of every possible understanding; in fact if we wi shed to have the
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principles of the possibility of experience considered universal
conditions of things in thensel ves.

Qur principles, which limt the use of reason to possible
experience, mght in this way becone transcendent, and the limts
of our reason be set up as limts of the possibility of things in
t hensel ves (as Hune's di alogues may illustrate), if a careful
critique did not guard the bounds of our reason with respect to
its enpirical use, and set alimt to its pretensions. Skepticism
originally arose from netaphysics and its |licentious dialectics.
At first it mght, nmerely to favor the enpirical use of reason,
announce everything that transcends this use as worthl ess and
deceitful; but by and by, when it was perceived that the very
same principles that are used in experience, insensibly, and
apparently with the sane right, led still further than experience
extends, then nen began to doubt even the propositions of
experience. But here there is no danger; for comon sense w ||
doubt | ess al ways assert its rights. A certain confusion, however,
arose in science which cannot determi ne how far reason is to be
trusted, and why only so far and no further, and this confusion
can only be cleared up and all future rel apses obviated by a
formal determ nation, on principle, of the boundary of the use of
our reason.

We cannot i ndeed, beyond all possible experience, forma
definite notion of what things in thenselves may be. Yet we are
not at liberty to abstain entirely frominquiring into them for
experi ence never satisfies reason fully, but in answering
guestions, refers us further and further back, and | eaves us
di ssatisfied with regard to their conplete solution. This any one
may gather fromthe Dial ectics of pure reason, which therefore
has its good subjective grounds. Having acquired, as regards the
nature of our soul, a clear conception of the subject, and having
conme to the conviction, that its manifestati ons cannot be
explained nmaterialistically, who can refrain from asking what the
soul really is, and, if no concept of experience suffices for the
pur pose, from accounting for it by a concept of reason (that of a
sinple immterial being), though we cannot by any neans prove its
objective reality? Wio can satisfy hinself with nmere enpiri cal
knowl edge in all the cosnol ogi cal questions of the duration and
of the quantity of the world, of freedomor of natural necessity,
since every answer given on principles of experience begets a
fresh question, which Iikew se requires its answer and thereby
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clearly shows the insufficiency of all physical nodes of
explanation to satisfy reason? Finally, who does not see in the
t hor oughgoi ng conti ngency and dependence of all his thoughts and
assunptions on nere principles of experience, the inpossibility
of stopping there? And who does not feel hinself conpelled,
notw t hstanding all interdictions against |osing hinself in
transcendent ideas, to seek rest and contentnent beyond all the
concepts which he can vindicate by experience, in the concept of
a Being, the possibility of which we cannot conceive, but at the
sanme tine cannot be refuted, because it relates to a nere being
of the understanding, and without it reason nust needs renain
forever dissatisfied?

Bounds (i n extended beings) always presuppose a space
existing outside a certain definite place, and enclosing it;
limts do not require this, but are nere negations, which affect
a quantity, so far as it is not absolutely conplete. But our
reason, as it were, sees in its surroundings a space for the
cognition of things in thenselves, though we can never have
definite notions of them and are |imted to appearances only.

As long as the cognition of reason is honogeneous, definite
bounds to it are inconceivable. In mathematics and in natural
phi | osophy human reason admits of limts but not of bounds, viz.,
t hat sonething indeed lies without it, at which it can never
arrive, but not that it wll at any point find conpletioninits
i nternal progress. The enlarging of our views in mathematics, and
the possibility of new discoveries, are infinite; and the sanme is
the case with the discovery of new properties of nature, of new
powers and | aws, by continued experience and its rational
conmbi nation. But limts cannot be m staken here, for mathematics
refers to appearances only, and what cannot be an object of
sensuous contenpl ati on, such as the concepts of netaphysics and
of norals, lies entirely without its sphere, and it can never
| ead to them neither does it require them It is therefore not a
conti nual progress and an approximati on towards these sciences,
and there is not, as it were, any point or line of contact.
Natural science wll never reveal to us the internal constitution
of things, which though not appearance, yet can serve as the
ulti mate ground of expl ai ni ng appearance. Nor does that science
require this for its physical explanations. Nay even if such
grounds should be offered fromother sources (for instance, the
i nfl uence of immterial beings), they nust be rejected and not
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used in the progress of its explanations. For these explanations
must only be grounded upon that which as an object of sense can
bel ong to experience, and be brought into connection wth our
actual perceptions and enpirical |aws.

But net aphysics | eads us towards bounds in the dialectical
attenpts of pure reason (not undertaken arbitrarily or wantonly,
but stinulated thereto by the nature of reason itself). And the
transcendental |deas, as they do not admt of evasion, and are
never capable of realization, serve to point out to us actually
not only the bounds of the pure use of reason, but also the way
to determine them Such is the end and the use of this natural
predi sposition of our reason, which has brought forth netaphysics
as its favorite child, whose generation, |like every other in the
world, is not to be ascribed to blind chance, but to an original
germ w sely organized for great ends. For netaphysics, inits
fundanental features, perhaps nore than any other science, is
placed in us by nature itself, and cannot be considered the
production of an arbitrary choice or a casual enlargenent in the
progress of experience fromwhich it is quite disparate.

Reason with all its concepts and | aws of the understandi ng,
whi ch suffice for enpirical use, i.e., within the sensible world,
finds in itself no satisfaction because ever-recurring questions
deprive us of all hope of their conplete solution. The
transcendental ideas, which have that conpletion in view, are
such problens of reason. But it sees clearly, that the sensuous
wor |l d cannot contain this conpletion, neither consequently can
all the concepts, which serve nerely for understanding the world
of sense, such as space and tinme, and whatever we have adduced
under the nane of pure concepts of the understanding. The
sensuous world is nothing but a chain of appearances connected
according to universal laws; it has therefore no subsistence by
itself; it is not the thing in itself, and consequently mnust
point to that which contains the basis of this experience, to
bei ngs whi ch cannot be known nerely as phenonena, but as things
in thenselves. In the cognition of them al one reason can hope to
satisfy its desire of conpleteness in proceeding fromthe
conditioned to its conditions.

We have above (Sects. 33, 34) indicated the l[imts of reason

with regard to all cognition of nere creations of thought. Now,
since the transcendental ideas have urged us to approach them
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and thus have led us, as it were, to the spot where the occupied
space (viz., experience) touches the void (that of which we can
know not hi ng, viz., nounena), we can determ ne the bounds of pure
reason. For in all bounds there is sonething positive (e.g., a
surface is the boundary of corporeal space, and is therefore
itself a space, a line is a space, which is the boundary of the
surface, a point the boundary of the line, but yet always a place
i n space), whereas limts contain nere negations. The limts

poi nted out in those paragraphs are not enough after we have

di scovered that beyond themthere still |ies sonething (though we
can never know what it is in itself). For the question nowis,
What is the attitude of our reason in this connection of what we

know wi th what we do not, and never shall, know? This is an
actual connection of a known thing with one quite unknown (and
which will always remain so), and though what is unknown should

not becone the | east nore known-whi ch we cannot even hope-yet the
notion of this connection nmust be definite, and capabl e of being
rendered distinct.

We nust therefore accept an inmaterial being, a world of
under st andi ng, and a Suprene Being (all nere nounena), because in
themonly, as things in thenselves, reason finds that conpletion
and satisfaction, which it can never hope for in the derivation
of appearances fromtheir honbgeneous grounds, and because these
actually have reference to sonething distinct fromthem (and
totally heterogeneous), as appearances al ways presuppose an
object in itself, and therefore suggest its existence whether we
can know nore of it or not.

But as we can never know these bei ngs of understandi ng as
they are in thenselves, that is, definitely, yet nust assune them
as regards the sensible world, and connect themwth it by
reason, we are at |least able to think this connection by neans of
such concepts as express their relation to the world of sense.
Yet if we represent to ourselves a being of the understandi ng by
not hi ng but pure concepts of the understanding, we then indeed
represent nothing definite to ourselves, consequently our concept
has no significance; but if we think it by properties borrowed
fromthe sensuous world, it is no |onger a being of
under st andi ng, but is conceived as an appearance, and belongs to
the sensible world. Let us take an instance fromthe notion of
t he Suprene Bei ng.
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Qur deistic conception is quite a pure concept of reason,
but represents only a thing containing all realities, wthout
being able to determ ne any one of them because for that purpose
an exanple nust be taken fromthe world of sense, in which case
we shoul d have an object of sense only, not sonmething quite
het er ogeneous, whi ch can never be an object of sense. Suppose |
attribute to the Suprene Bei ng understanding, for instance; |
have no concept of an understandi ng other than my own, one that
must receive its perceptions [Anschauung] by the senses, and
whi ch is occupied in bringing themunder rules of the unity of
consci ousness. Then the el enents of nmy concept would always lie
i n the appearance; | should however by the insufficiency of the
appearance be necessitated to go beyond themto the concept of a
bei ng whi ch neither depends upon appearance, nor is bound up with
them as conditions of its determnation. But if | separate
understanding fromsensibility to obtain a pure understandi ng,
t hen nothing remains but the nere form of thinking wthout
perception [ Anschauung], by which formalone |I can know not hi ng
definite, and consequently no object. For that purpose | should
concei ve anot her understandi ng, such as would directly perceive
its objects, 36 but of which | have not the |east notion; because
t he human understanding is discursive, and can [not directly
perceive, it can] only know by neans of general concepts. And the
very sanme difficulties arise if we attribute a will to the
Suprene Being; for we have this concept only by drawing it from
our internal experience, and therefore from our dependence for
sati sfaction upon objects whose existence we require; and so the
notion rests upon sensibility, which is absolutely inconpatible
with the pure concept of the Suprene Being.

Hunme' s obj ections to deismare weak, and affect only the
proofs, and not the deistic assertion itself. But as regards
t heism which depends on a stricter determ nation of the concept
of the Suprene Being which in deismis nerely transcendent, they
are very strong, and as this concept is forned, in certain (in
fact in all common) cases irrefutable. Hune always insists, that
by the nere concept of an original being, to which we apply only
ontol ogi cal predicates (eternity, omi presence, onmni potence), we
t hi nk nothing definite, and that properties which can yield a
concept in concrete nust be superadded; that it is not enough to
say, it is Cause, but we nust explain the nature of its
causality, for exanple, that of an understanding and of a wll.
He then begins his attacks on the essential point itself, i.e.,
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theism as he; had previously directed his battery only agai nst
the proofs of deism an attack which is not very dangerous to it
in its consequences. All his dangerous argunents refer to

ant hr oponor phi sm which he holds to be inseparable fromthei sm
and to make it absurd in itself; but if the fornmer be abandoned,
the latter nust vanish with it, and nothing remain but deism of
whi ch not hing can cone, which is of no val ue, and whi ch cannot
serve as any foundation to religion or norals. If this

ant hr oponor phi sm were real | y unavoi dabl e, no proofs what ever of
t he exi stence of a Suprene Being, even were they all granted,
could determ ne for us the concept of this Being wthout

i nvol ving us in contradictions.

| f we connect with the command to avoid all transcendent
j udgnents of pure reason, the command (which apparently conflicts
with it) to proceed to concepts that lie beyond the field of its
| mmanent (enpirical) use, we discover that both can subsi st
t oget her, but only at the boundary of all |awful use of reason.
For this boundary belongs as well to the field of experience, as
to that of the creations of thought, and we are thereby taught,
as well, bow these so remarkabl e ideas serve nerely for marking
t he bounds of human reason. On the one hand they give warning not
boundl essly to extend cognition of experience, as if nothing but
wor | d37 | remained for us to know, and yet, on the other hand,
not to transgress the bounds of experience, and to think of
j udgi ng about things beyond them as things in thensel ves.

But we stop at this boundary if we limt our judgnment nerely
to the relation which the world nay have to a Bei ng whose very
concept lies beyond all the knowl edge which we can attain within
the world. For we then do not attribute to the Suprene Bei ng any
of the properties in thenselves, by which we represent objects of
experience, and thereby avoid dogmati c ant hroponor phi sm but we
attribute themto his relation to the world, and all ow oursel ves
a synbol i cal ant hroponorphi sm which in fact concerns | anguage
only, and not the object itself.

If | say that we are conpelled to consider the world, as if
it were the work of a Suprene Understanding and WIIl, | really
say nothing nore, than that a watch, a ship, a reginent, bears
the sanme relation to the watchmaker, the shipbuilder, the
commandi ng officer, as the world of sense (or whatever
constitutes the substratumof this conplex of appearances) does
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to the Unknown, which | do not hereby know as it is in itself,
but as it is for nme or inrelation to the world, of which | ama
part.

Sect. 58. Such a cognition is one of anal ogy, and does not
signify (as is comonly understood) an inperfect simlarity of
two things, but a perfect simlarity of relations between two
quite dissimlar things.38 By neans of this anal ogy, however,
there remains a concept of the Suprene Being sufficiently
determ ned for us, though we have |eft out everything that could
determne it absolutely or initself; for we determne it as
regards the world and as regards ourselves, and nore do we not
require. The attacks which Hunme nmakes upon those who woul d
determ ne this concept absolutely, by taking the materials for so
doing fromthensel ves and the world, do not affect us; and he
cannot object to us, that we have nothing left if we give up the
obj ecti ve ant hroponorphi sm of the concept of the Suprene Being.

For let us assune at the outset (as Hume in his dial ogues
makes Philo grant Cleanthes), as a necessary hypothesis, the
dei stical concept of the First Being, in which this Being is
t hought by the nmere ontol ogical predicates of substance, of
cause, etc. This nust be done, because reason, actuated in the
sensi ble world by nere conditions, which are thensel ves al ways
condi tional, cannot otherw se have any satisfaction, and it
t herefore can be done without falling into anthroponorphi sm
(which transfers predicates fromthe world of sense to a Being
quite distinct fromthe world), because those predicates are nere
categories, which, though they do not give a determ nate concept
of God, yet give a concept not |imted to any conditions of
sensibility. Thus nothing can prevent our predicating of this
Being a causality through reason with regard to the world, and
t hus passing to theism wthout being obliged to attribute to God
in hinself this kind of reason, as a property inhering in him
For as to the former, the only possible way of prosecuting the
use of reason (as regards all possible experience, in conplete
harnony with itself) in the world of sense to the highest point,
IS to assunme a suprene reason as a cause of all the connections
in the world. Such a principle nust be quite advantageous to
reason and can hurt it nowhere in its application to nature. As
to the latter, reason is thereby not transferred as a property to
the First Being in hinself, but only to his relation to the world
of sense, and so ant hroponorphismis entirely avoi ded. For
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nothing is considered here but the cause of the form of reason
whi ch is perceived everywhere in the world, and reason is
attributed to the Suprene Being, so far as it contains the ground
of this formof reason in the world, but according to anal ogy
only, that is, so far as this expression shows nerely the
relati on, which the Supreme Cause unknown to us has to the world,
in order to determne everything in it conformably to reason in

t he hi ghest degree. W are thereby kept from using reason as an
attribute for the purpose of conceiving God, but instead of
conceiving the world in such a manner as is necessary to have the
great est possi bl e use of reason according to principle. W

t hereby acknow edge that the Suprene Being is quite inscrutable
and even unthinkable in any definite way as to what he is in
hinmself. We are thereby kept, on the one band, from making a
transcendent use of the concepts which we have of reason as an
efficient cause (by neans of the will), in order to determ ne the
Di vine Nature by properties, which are only borrowed from human
nature, and from |l osing ourselves in gross and extravagant
notions, and on the other hand from del ugi ng the contenpl ati on of
the world with hyperphysical nbdes of explanation according to
our notions of human reason, which we transfer to God, and so

| osing for this contenplation its proper application, according
to which it should be a rational study of nmere nature, and not a
presunpt uous derivation of its appearances froma Suprene Reason.
The expression suited to our feeble notions is, that we conceive
the world as if it canme, as to its existence and internal plan,
froma Suprene Reason, by which notion we both know t he
constitution, which belongs to the world itself, yet wthout
pretending to determne the nature of its cause in itself, and on
t he ot her hand, we transfer the ground of this constitution (of
the formof reason in the world) upon the relation of the Suprene
Cause to the world, wthout finding the world sufficient by
itself for that purpose. 39

Thus the difficulties which seemto oppose theism-di sappear
by conmbining with Hune's principle -- "not to carry the use of
reason dogmatically beyond the field of all possible experience"
-- this other principle, which be quite overlooked: "not to
consider the field of experience as one which bounds itself in
the eye of our reason.” The Critique of Pure Reason here points
out the true nean between dogmati sm which Hunme conbats, and
skepticism which he would substitute for it-a nmean which is not
| i ke other neans that we find advisable to determ ne for
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ourselves as it were nmechanically (by adopting sonething from one
side and sonething fromthe other), and by which nobody is taught
a better way, but such a one as can be accurately determ ned on
princi pl es.

Sect. 59. At the beginning of this annotation | nmade use of
t he netaphor of a boundary, in order to establish the limts of
reason in regard to its suitable use. The world of sense contains
nerely appearances, which are not things in thenselves, but the
under st andi ng nust assune these latter ones, viz., nounena. In
our reason both are conprised, and the gquestion is, How does
reason proceed to set boundaries to the understandi ng as regards
both these fields? Experience, which contains all that belongs to
t he sensuous world, does not bound itself; it only proceeds in
every case fromthe conditioned to sone other equally conditioned
object. Its boundary nust lie quite without it, and this field is
that of the pure beings of the understanding. But this field, so
far as the determ nation of the nature of these beings is
concerned, is an enpty space for us, and if dogmatically-
determ ned concepts al one are in gquestion, we cannot pass out of
the field of possible experience. But as a boundary itself is
sonet hi ng positive, which belongs as well to that which lies
wWithin, as to the space that |lies wthout the given conplex, it
is still an actual positive cognition, which reason only acquires
by enlarging itself to this boundary, yet without attenpting to
pass it; because it there finds itself in the presence of an
enpty space, in which it can conceive fornms of things, but not
t hi ngs thensel ves. But the setting of a boundary to the field of
t he understandi ng by sonet hing, which is otherwi se unknown to it,
is still a cognition which belongs to reason even at this
standpoi nt, and by which it is neither confined within the
sensi ble, nor straying without it, but only refers, as befits the
knowl edge of a boundary, to the relation between that which |ies
wi thout it, and that which is contained within it.

Nat ural theology is such a concept at the boundary of hunman
reason, being constrained to | ook beyond this boundary to the
| dea of a Suprene Being (and, for practical purposes to that of
an intelligible world also), not in order to determ ne anyt hing
relatively to this pure creation of the understanding, which lies
beyond the world of sense, but in order to guide the use of
reason within it according to principles of the greatest possible
(theoretical as well as practical) unity. For this purpose we
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make use of the reference of the world of sense to an independent
reason, as the cause of all its connections. Thereby we do not
purely invent a being, but, as beyond the sensible. world there
must be sonething that can only be thought by the pure
under st andi ng, we determ ne that sonething in this particular
way, though only of course according to anal ogy.

And thus there renmains our original proposition, which is
the resune of the whole Critique: "that reason by all its a
priori principles never teaches us anything nore than objects of
possi bl e experi ence, and even of these nothing nore than can be
known in experience."” But this limtation does not prevent reason
| eading us to the objective boundary of experience, viz., to the
reference to sonething which is not itself an object of
experience, but is the ground of all experience. Reason does not
however teach us anything concerning the thing in itself: it only
instructs us as regards its own conpl ete and hi ghest use in the
field of possible experience. But this is all that can be
reasonably desired in the present case, and with which we have
cause to be satisfied.

Sect. 60. Thus we have fully exhibited nmetaphysics as "it is
actually given in the natural predisposition of human reason, and
in that which constitutes the essential end of its pursuit,
according to its subjective possibility. Though we have found,
that this nerely natural use of such a predisposition of our
reason, if no discipline arising only froma scientific critique
bridles and sets limts to it, involves us in transcendent,
ei ther apparently or really conflicting, dialectical syllogisns;
and this fallacious netaphysics is not only unnecessary as
regards the pronotion of our know edge of nature, but even
di sadvantageous to it: there yet remains a problemworthy of
solution, which is to find out the natural ends intended by this
di sposition to transcendent concepts in our reason, because
everything that lies in nature nust be originally intended for
sonme useful purpose.

Such an inquiry is of a doubtful nature; and | .acknow edge,
that what | can say about it is conjecture only, |like every
specul ati on about the first ends of nature. The question does not
concern the objective validity of netaphysical judgnents, but our
nat ural predisposition to them and therefore does not belong to
t he system of netaphysics but to anthropol ogy.
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When | conpare all the transcendental |deas, the totality of
whi ch constitutes the particular problem of natural pure reason,
conpelling it to quit the nere contenplation of nature, to
transcend all possible experience, and in this endeavor to
produce the thing (be it know edge or fiction) called
met aphysics, | think | perceive that the aimof this natural
tendency is, to free our notions fromthe fetters of experience
and fromthe |imts of the nmere contenplation of nature so far as
at least to open to us a field containing nmere objects for the
pure understandi ng, which no sensibility can reach, not indeed
for the purpose of specul atively occupying ourselves with them
(for there we can find no ground to stand on), but because
practical principles, which, wthout finding some such scope for
their necessary expectation and hope, could not expand to the
uni versal ity which reason unavoi dably requires froma noral point
of view

So | find that the Psychol ogi cal Idea (however little it may
reveal to nme the nature of the human soul, which is higher than
all concepts of experience), shows the insufficiency of these
concepts plainly enough, and thereby deters ne fromnmaterialism
t he psychol ogi cal notion of which is unfit for any explanation of
nat ure, and besi des confines reason in practical respects. The
Cosnol ogi cal |deas, by the obvious insufficiency of all possible
cognition of nature to satisfy reason in its lawful inquiry,
serve in the sanme manner to keep us fromnaturalism which
asserts nature to be sufficient for itself. Finally, all natural
necessity in the sensible world is conditional, as it always
presupposes t he dependence of things upon others, and
uncondi ti onal necessity nust be sought only in the unity of a
cause different fromthe world of sense. But as the causality of
this cause, inits turn, were it nmerely nature, could never
render the existence of the contingent (as its consequent)
conprehensi bl e, reason frees itself by neans of the Theol ogi cal
| dea fromfatalism (both as a blind natural necessity in the
coherence of nature itself, without a first principle, and as a
blind causality of this principle itself), and leads to the
concept of a cause possessing freedom or of a Suprene
Intelligence. Thus the transcendental |deas serve, if not to
i nstruct us positively, at |least to destroy the rash assertions
of Materialism of Naturalism and of Fatalism and thus to
afford scope for the noral |deas beyond the field of specul ation.
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These considerations, | should think, explain in sonme neasure the
nat ural predisposition of which | spoke.

The practical value, which a nerely specul ati ve sci ence nay
have, lies without the bounds of this science, and can therefore
be considered as a scholion nerely, and like all scholia does not
formpart of the science itself. This application however surely
lies within the bounds of phil osophy, especially of philosophy
drawn fromthe pure sources of reason, where its specul ative use
I n nmetaphysics nust necessarily be at unity with its practical
use in norals. Hence the unavoi dabl e dial ectics of pure reason,
consi dered in netaphysics, as a natural tendency, deserves to be
explained not as an illusion nerely, which is to be renoved, but
al so, if possible, as a natural provision as regards its end,

t hough this duty, a work of supererogation, cannot justly be
assigned to netaphysics proper.

The sol utions of these questions which are treated in the
chapter on the Regul ative Use of the Ideas of Pure Reason40
shoul d be considered a second scholion which however has a
greater affinity with the subject of netaphysics. For there
certain rational principles are expounded which determne a
priori the order of nature or rather of the understandi ng, which
seeks nature's |l aws through experience. They seemto be
constitutive and legislative with regard to experience, though
they spring frompure reason, which cannot be considered, |ike
t he understanding, as a principle of possible experience. Now
whet her or not this harnony rests upon the fact, that just as
nat ure does not inhere in appearances or in their source (the
sensibility) itself, but only in so far as the latter is in
relation to the understanding, as also a systematic unity in
appl ying the understanding to bring about an entirety of all
possi bl e experience can only belong to the understandi ng when in
relation to reason; and whether or not experience is in this way
nedi ately subordinate to the | egislation of reason: may be
di scussed by those who desire to trace the nature of reason even
beyond its use in netaphysics, into the general principles of a
hi story of nature; | have represented this task as inportant, but
not attenpted its solution, in the book itself. 41

And thus | conclude the anal ytical solution of the main

guestion which | had proposed: How is netaphysics in general
possi bl e? by ascending fromthe data of its actual use in its
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consequences, to the grounds of its possibility.

*x % % %

SOLUTI ON OF THE GENERAL QUESTI ON OF THE PROLEGOVENA:
"HOW | S METAPHYSI CS PCSSI BLE AS A SCI ENCE?"

Met aphysi cs, as a natural disposition of reason, is actual,
but if considered by itself alone (as the analytical solution of

the third principal question showed), dialectical and illusory.
If we think of taking principles fromit, and in using them
foll ow the natural, but on that account not |ess false, illusion,

we can never produce science, but only a vain dialectical art, in
whi ch one school nay outdo another, but none can ever acquire a
just and | asting approbation.

In order that as a science netaphysics may be entitled to
claimnot nere fallacious plausibility, but insight and
conviction, a Critique of Reason nust itself exhibit the whole
stock of a priori concepts, their division according to their
various sources (Sensibility, Understanding, and Reason),
together with a conplete table of them the analysis of all these
concepts, with all their consequences, especially by neans of the
deduction of these concepts, the possibility of synthetical
cognition a priori, the principles of its application and finally
its bounds, all in a conplete system Critique, therefore, and
critique alone, contains in itself the whole well-proved and
wel | -tested plan, and even all the neans required to acconplish
nmet aphysi cs, as a science; by other ways and neans it is
| npossi bl e. The question here therefore is not so much how this
performance is possible, as howto set it going, and induce nen
of clear heads to quit their hitherto perverted and fruitless
cultivation for one that will not deceive, and how such a union
for the common end may best be directed.

This much is certain, that whoever has once tasted Critique
will be ever after disgusted with all dognmatical twaddle which be
formerly put up wth, because his reason nust have sonething, and
could find nothing better for its support.

Critique stands in the sane relation to the conmmon

nmet aphysi cs of the schools, as chem stry does to al cheny, or as
astronony to the astrology of the fortune-teller. | pledge nyself
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t hat nobody who has read through and t hrough, and grasped the
principles of, the Critique even in these Prol egonena only, wl|
ever return to that old and sophistical pseudo-science; but wll
rather with a certain delight |ook forward to netaphysics which
i's now indeed in his power, requiring no nore preparatory

di scoveries, and now at |ast affording permanent satisfaction to
reason. For here is an advantage upon which, of all possible

sci ences, netaphysics alone can with certainty reckon: that it
can be brought to such conpletion and fixity as to be incapable
of further change, or of any augnentation by new di scoveri es;
because here reason has the sources of its know edge in itself,
not in objects and their observation [ Anschauung], by which

| atter its stock of know edge cannot be further increased. Wen
therefore it has exhibited the fundanental laws of its faculty
conpletely and so definitely as to avoid all m sunderstandi ng,
there remains nothing for pure reason to know a priori, nay,
there is even no ground to raise further questions. The sure
prospect of know edge so definite and so conpact has a peculiar
charm even though we should set aside all its advantages, of
which | shall hereafter speak.

Al false art, all vain wisdom lasts its tine, but finally
destroys itself, and its highest culture is also the epoch of its
decay. That this tine is cone for netaphysics appears fromthe
state into which it has fallen anong all |earned nations, despite
of all the zeal with which other sciences of every kind are
prosecuted. The old arrangenent of our university studies still
preserves its shadow, now and then an Acadeny of Science tenpts
men by offering prizes to wite essays on it, but it is no |onger
nunber ed anong t horough sciences; and | et any one judge for
hi nrsel f how a man of genius, if he were called a great
nmet aphysi ci an, woul d receive the conplinent, which nmay be well -
meant, but is scarce envied by anybody.

Yet, though the period of the downfall of all dognmati cal
nmet aphysi cs has undoubtedly arrived, we are yet far from being
able to say that the period of its regeneration is cone by neans
of a thorough and conplete Critique of Reason. Al transitions
froma tendency to its contrary pass through the stage of
i ndi fference, and this nonent is the nost dangerous for an
aut hor, but, in ny opinion, the nost favorable for the science.
For, when party spirit has died out by a total dissolution of
former connections, mnds are in the best state to listen to
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several proposals for an organization according to a new pl an.
When | say, that | hope these Prolegonena will excite

i nvestigation in the field of critique and afford a new and
prom sing object to sustain the general spirit of philosophy,

whi ch seens on its specul ative side to want sustenance, | can
| magi ne beforehand, that every one, whomthe thorny paths of ny
Critique have tired and put out of hunor, wll ask ne, upon what

| found this hope. My answer is, upon the irresistible |aw of
necessity.

That the human mnd wll ever give up netaphysical
researches is as little to be expected as that we should prefer
to give up breathing altogether, to avoid inhaling inpure air.
There will therefore always be netaphysics in the world; nay,
every one, especially every man of reflection, will have it, and
for want of a recogni zed standard, will shape it for hinself
after his own pattern. What has hitherto been call ed netaphysics,
cannot satisfy any critical mnd, but to forego it entirely is
| npossi ble; therefore a Critique of Pure Reason itself nust now
be attenpted or, if one exists, investigated, and brought to the
full test, because there is no other nmeans of supplying this
pressing want, which is sonmething nore than nmere thirst for
know edge.

Ever since | have conme to know critique, whenever | finish
readi ng a book of netaphysical contents, which, by the
preci seness of its notions, by variety, order, and an easy style,
was not only entertaining but also helpful, |I cannot hel p asking,
11 Has this author indeed advanced netaphysics a single step?”
The | earned nmen, whose wor ks have been useful to ne in other
respects and always contributed to the culture of ny nental
powers, will, | hope, forgive ne for saying, that | have never
been able to find either their essays or nmy own | ess inportant
ones (though self-love may recommend themto ne) to have advanced
t he sci ence of netaphysics in the |east, and why?

Here is the very obvious reason: netaphysics did not then
exi st as a science, nor can it be gathered pieceneal, but its
germnmust be fully preforned in the Critique. But in order to
prevent all m sconception, we nust renenber what has been al ready
said, that by the analytical treatnent of our concepts the
under st andi ng gains i ndeed a great deal, but the science (of
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nmet aphysics) is thereby not in the | east advanced, because these
di ssections of concepts are nothing but the materials from which
the intention is to carpenter our science. Let the concepts of
substance and of accident be ever so well dissected and
determned, all this is very well as a preparation for sone
future use. But if we cannot prove, that in all which exists the
subst ance endures, and only the accidents vary, our science is
not the | east advanced by all our anal yzes.

Met aphysi cs has hitherto never been able to prove a priori

either this proposition, or that of sufficient reason, still |ess
any nore conplex theorem such as belongs to psychol ogy or
cosnol ogy, or indeed any synthetical proposition. By all its

anal yzing therefore nothing is affected, nothing obtained or
forwarded and the science, after all this bustle and noise, still
remains as it was in the days of Aristotle, though far better
preparations were nade for it than of old, if the clue to

synt hetical cognitions had only been di scovered.

| f any one thinks hinself offended, he is at liberty to
refute nmy charge by producing a single synthetical proposition
bel ongi ng to netaphysics, which he woul d prove dogmatically a
priori, for until he has actually perforned this feat, | shall
not grant that he has truly advanced the science; even should
this proposition be sufficiently confirmed by commobn experience.
No demand can be nore noderate or nore equitable, and in the
(inevitably certain) event of its non-performance, no assertion
nore just, than that hitherto netaphysics has never existed as a
sci ence.

But there are two things which, in case the chall enge be
accepted, | nust deprecate: first, trifling about probability and
conjecture, which are suit-d as little to nmetaphysics, as to
geonetry; and secondly, a decision by neans of the magi ¢ wand of
comon sense, which does not convince every one, but which
acconmmodates itself to personal peculiarities.

For as to the former, nothing can be nore absurd, than in
met aphysi cs, a philosophy from pure reason to think of grounding
our judgnments upon probability and conjecture. Everything that is
to be known a priori, is thereby announced as apodictically
certain, and nust therefore be proved in this way. W m ght as
wel | think of grounding geonetry or arithnetic upon conjectures.
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As to the doctrine of chances in the latter, it does not contain
probabl e, but perfectly certain, judgnents concerning the degree
of the probability of certain cases, under given uniform
conditions, which, in the sumof all possible cases, infallibly
happen according to the rule, though it is not sufficiently
determ ned in respect to every single chance. Conjectures (by
means of induction and of anal ogy) can be suffered in an
enpirical science of nature only, yet even there the possibility
at |l east of what we assune nust be quite certain.

The appeal to common sense is even nore absurd, when concept
and principles are announced as valid, not in so far as they hold
with regard to experience, but even beyond the conditions of
experience. For what is comon sense? It is normal good sense, so
far it judges right. But what is normal good sense? It is the
faculty of the know edge and use of rules in concreto, as
di sti ngui shed fromthe specul ati ve understandi ng, which is a
faculty of knowing rules in abstracto. Conmobn sense can hardly
understand the rule, 11 that every event is determ ned by neans
of its cause,” and can never conprehend it thus generally. It
t heref ore demands an exanpl e from experience, and when it hears
that this rule neans nothing but what it always thought when a
pane was broken or a kitchen-utensil mssing, it then understands
the principle and grants it. Commobn sense therefore is only of
use so far as it can see its rules (though they actually are a
priori) confirmed by experience; consequently to conprehend them
a priori, or independently of experience, belongs to the
specul ative understanding, and |lies quite beyond the horizon of
comon sense. But the province of netaphysics is entirely
confined to the latter kind of know edge, and it is certainly a
bad i ndex of commbn sense to appeal to it as a wtness, for it
cannot here form any opini on whatever, and nen | ook down upon it
with contenpt until they are in difficulties, and can find in
their specul ation neither in nor out.

It is a cormon subterfuge of those false friends of conmobn
sense (who occasionally prize it highly, but usually despise it)
to say, that there nust surely be at all events sone propositions
which are immediately certain, and of which there is no occasion
to give any proof, or even any account at all, because we
ot herwi se could never stop inquiring into the grounds of our
judgnents. But if we except the principle of contradiction, which
is not sufficient to show the truth of synthetical judgnents,
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t hey can never adduce, in proof of this privilege, anything el se
I ndubi t abl e, which they can imedi ately ascribe to commbn sense,
except nmat hematical propositions, such as twice two nake four,
between two points there is but one straight line, etc. But these
judgnents are radically different fromthose of netaphysics. For
in mathematics | nyself can by thinking construct whatever |
represent to nyself as possible by a concept: | add to the first
two the other two, one by one, and nyself make the nunber four,
or I draw in thought fromone point to another all manner of

| i nes, equal as well as unequal; yet | can draw one only, which
is like itself in all its parts. But | cannot, by all ny power of
t hi nki ng, extract fromthe concept of a thing the concept of
sonet hi ng el se, whose existence is necessarily connected with the
former, but | nust call in experience. And though ny

under standing furnishes ne a priori (yet only in reference to
possi bl e experience) with the concept of such a connection (i.e.,
causation), | cannot exhibit it, like the concepts of

mat hemati cs, by [Anschauung] visualizing them a priori, and so
show its possibility a priori. This concept, together with the
principles of its application, always requires, if it shall hold
a priori as is requisite in netaphysics -a justification and
deduction of its possibility, because we cannot ot herw se know
how far it holds good, and whether it can be used in experience
only or beyond it al so.

Therefore in netaphysics, as a specul ative science of pure
reason, we can never appeal to conmon sense, but may do so only
when we are forced to surrender it, and to renounce all purely
specul ative cognition, which nust always be know edge, and
consequently when we forego netaphysics itself and its
i nstruction, for the sake of adopting a rational faith which
al one may be possible for us, and sufficient to our wants,
per haps even nore salutary than know edge itself. For in this
case the attitude of the question is quite altered. Metaphysics
must be science, not only as a whole, but in all its parts,
otherwise it is nothing; because, as a specul ation of pure
reason, it finds a hold only on general opinions. Beyond its
field, however, probability and commbn sense may be used with
advantage and justly, but on quite special principles, of which
t he i nportance al ways depends on the reference to practical life.

This is what | hold nyself justified in requiring for the
possibility of netaphysics as a science.
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* * % %

APPENDI X:
ON VWHAT CAN BE DONE TO MAKE METAPHYSI CS ACTUAL AS A SCI ENCE.

Since all the ways heretofore taken have failed to attain
t he goal, and since without a preceding critique of pure reason
it is not likely ever to be attained, the present essay now
before the public has a fair title to an accurate and car ef ul
| nvestigation, except it be thought nore advisable to give up all
pretensions to netaphysics, to which, if nmen but woul d
consistently adhere to their purpose, no objection can be nade.

If we take the course of things as it is, not as it ought to
be, there are two sorts of judgnents: (1) one a judgnent which
precedes investigation (in our case one in which the reader from
hi s own netaphysi cs pronounces judgnent on the Critique of Pure
Reason whi ch was intended to discuss the very possibility of
met aphysics); (2) the other a judgnent subsequent to
i nvestigation. In the latter the reader is enabled to waive for
awhi | e the consequences of the critical researches that may be
repugnant to his fornmerly adopted netaphysics, and first exan nes
t he grounds whence those consequences are derived. |If what common
nmet aphysi cs propounds were denonstrably certain, as for instance
t he t heorens of geonetry, the fornmer way of judging would bold
good. For if the consequences of certain principles are repugnhant
to established truths, these principles are false and w thout
further inquiry to be repudiated. But if netaphysics does not
possess a stock of indisputably certain (synthetical)
propositions, and should it even be the case that there are a
nunber of them which, though anong the nost specious, are by
t heir consequences in nmutual collision, and if no sure criterion
of the truth of peculiarly metaphysical (synthetical)
propositions is to be net with init, then the fornmer way of
judging is not adm ssible, but the investigation of the
principles of the critiqgue nust precede all judgnents as to its
val ue.

On A Specinen O A Judgnment OF The Critique Prior To Its
Exam nati on.
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This judgnent is to be found in the Gottingi schen gel ehrten
Anzei gen, in the supplenent to the third division, of January 19,
1782, pages 40 et seq.

When an author who is famliar with the subject of his work
and endeavors to present his independent reflections inits
el aboration, falls into the hands of a reviewer who in his turn,
I s keen enough to discern the points on which the worth or
wor t hl essness of the book rests, who does not cling to words, but
goes to the heart of the subject, sifting and testing nore than
the nmere principles which the author takes as his point of
departure, the severity of the judgnent nmay indeed displ ease the
| atter, but the public does not care, as it gains thereby; and
t he author hinself nmay be contented, as an opportunity of
correcting or explaining his positions is afforded to himat an
early date by the exam nation of a conpetent judge, in such a
manner, that if he believes hinself fundanentally right, he can
renmove in tine any stone of offense that m ght hurt the success
of his work.

| find nyself, with ny reviewer, in quite another position.
He seens not to see at all the real matter of the investigation
wi th which (successfully or unsuccessfully) | have been occupi ed.
It is either inpatience at thinking out a | engthy work, or
vexation at a threatened reformof a science in which he believed
he had brought everything to perfection |long ago, or, what | am
unwi | ling to imagi ne, real narrow m ndedness, that prevents him
fromever carrying his thoughts beyond his school - netaphysics. In
short, he passes inpatiently in review a |long series of
propositions, by which, w thout knowi ng their prem ses, we can
t hi nk nothing, intersperses here and there his censure, the
reason of which the reader understands just as little as the
propositions against which it is directed; and hence [his report]
can neither serve the public nor damage ne, in the judgnent of
experts. | should, for these reasons, have passed over this
judgnent altogether, were it not that it may afford ne occasion
for sone explanations which may in sone cases save the readers of
t hese Prol egonena froma m sconcepti on.

In order to take a position fromwhich ny reviewer could
nost easily set the whole work in a nost unfavorable |ight,
Wi t hout venturing to trouble hinself with any speci al
I nvestigation, he begins and ends by saying: "This work is a
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system of transcendent (or, as he translates it, of higher)
| deal i sm " 42

A glance at this line soon showed ne the sort of criticism
that | had to expect, nmuch as though the reviewer were one who
had never seen or heard of geonetry, having found a Euclid, and
com ng upon various figures in turning over its |eaves, were to
say, on being asked his opinion of it: "The work is a text-book
of drawi ng; the author introduces a peculiar termnology, in
order to give dark, inconprehensible directions, which in the end
teach not hing nore than what every one can effect by a fair
nat ural accuracy of eye, etc.”

Let us see, in the neantine, what sort of an idealismit is
t hat goes through ny whole work, although it does not by a |ong
way constitute the soul of the system

The dictum of all genuine idealists fromthe Eleatic school
to Bishop Berkeley, is contained in this formula: "Al'l cognition
t hrough the senses and experience is nothing but sheer illusion,
and only, in the ideas of the pure understandi ng and reason there
is truth."

The principle that throughout dom nates and determ nes ny
ldealism is on the contrary: "All cognition of things nerely
from pure understandi ng or pure reason is nothing but sheer
i1lusion, and only in experience is there truth."

But this is directly contrary to idealismproper. How cane |
then to use this expression for quite an opposite purpose, and
how cane ny reviewer to see it everywhere?

The solution of this difficulty rests on sonething that
coul d have been very easily understood fromthe general bearing
of the work, if the reader had only desired to do so. Space and
time, together with all that they contain, are not things nor
qualities in thensel ves, but belong nerely to the appearances of
the latter: up to this point | amone in confession with the
above idealists. But these, and anongst them nore particularly
Ber kel ey, regarded space as a nere enpirical presentation that,
| i ke the phenonmenon it contains, is only known to us by neans of
experience or perception, together with its determ nations. |, on
the contrary, prove in the first place, that space (and al so
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time, which Berkeley did not consider) and all its determ nations
a priori, can be known by us, because, no less than tine, it

i nheres in our sensibility as a pure formbefore all perception
or experience and makes all intuition of the sane, and therefore
all its phenonena, possible. It follows fromthis, that as truth
rests on universal and necessary laws as its criteria,
experience, according to Berkeley, can have no criteria of truth,
because its phenonena (according to him have nothing a priori at
their foundation; whence it follows, that they are nothing but
sheer illusion; whereas with us, space and tine (in conjunction
with the pure conceptions of the understanding) prescribe their

| aw to all possible experience a priori, and at the sane tine
afford the certain criterion for distinguishing truth from

i1l usion therein. 43

My so-called (properly critical) Idealismis of quite a
speci al character, in that it subverts the ordinary idealism and
that through it all cognition a priori, even that of geonetry,
first receives objective reality, which, w thout ny denonstrated
i deal ity of space and tine, could not be maintained by the nost
zeal ous realists. This being the state of the case, | could have
wi shed, in order to avoid all m sunderstanding, to have naned
this conception of mne otherwi se, but to alter it altogether was
| npossible. It may be permtted nme however, in future, as has
been above intimated, to termit the formal, or better still, the
critical ldealism to distinguish it fromthe dognatic Idealism
of Berkeley, and fromthe skeptical I|dealismof Descartes.

Beyond this, | find nothing further remarkable in the
j udgnment of ny book. The reviewer criticizes here and there,
makes sweeping criticisns, a node prudently chosen, since it does
not betray one's own know edge or ignorance; a single thorough
criticismin detail, had it touched the nain question, as is only
fair, would have exposed, it nay be ny error, or it may be ny
reviewer's nmeasure of insight into this species of research. It
was, noreover, not a badly conceived plan, in order at once to
take fromreaders (who are accustoned to formtheir conceptions
of books from newspaper reports) the desire to read the book
itself, to pour out in one breath a nunber of passages in
succession, torn fromtheir connection, and their grounds of
proof and expl anati ons, and which nust necessarily sound
sensel ess, especially considering how antipathetic they are to
al | school - nmet aphysi cs; to exhaust the reader's patience ad
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nauseam and then, after having nade ne acquainted with the
sensi bl e proposition that persistent illusion is truth, to
conclude with the crude paternal noralization: to what end, then,
the quarrel with accepted | anguage, to what end, and whence, the
| deal i stic distinction? A judgnent which seeks all that is
characteristic of my book, first supposed to be netaphysically
het erodox, in a nere innovation of the nomencl ature, proves
clearly that ny woul d-be judge has understood nothing of the

subj ect, and in addition, has not understood hinself. 44

My revi ewer speaks |like a man who is conscious of inportant
and superior insight which he keeps hidden; for I am aware of
nothing recent with respect to netaphysics that could justify his
tone. But he should not withhold his discoveries fromthe world,
for there are doubtl ess many who, |ike nyself, have not been able
to find in all the fine things that have for |ong past been
witten in this departnent, anything that has advanced the
science by so nmuch as a finger-breadth; we find i ndeed the giving
a new point to definitions, the supplying of |anme proofs wth new
crutches, the adding to the crazy-quilt of netaphysics fresh
pat ches or changing its pattern; but all this is not what the
world requires. The world is tired of netaphysical assertions; it
wants the possibility of the science, the sources from which
certainty therein can be derived, and certain criteria by which
it may distinguish the dialectical illusion of pure reason from
truth. To this the critic seens to possess a key, otherw se he
woul d never have spoken out in such a high tone.

But | aminclined to suspect that no such requirenent of the
sci ence has ever entered his thoughts, for in that case he would
have directed his judgnent to this point, and even a m staken
atteriipt in such an inportant natter, would have won his
respect. If that be the case, we are once nore good friends. He
may penetrate as deeply as he |likes into nmetaphysics, wthout any
one hindering him only as concerns that which |lies outside
nmet aphysics, its sources, which are to be found in reason, he
cannot forma judgnent. That ny suspicion is not wthout
foundation, is proved by the fact that he does not nention a word
about the possibility of synthetic know edge a priori, the
speci al probl em upon the solution of which the fate of
met aphysi cs wholly rests, and upon which nmy Critique (as well as
t he present Prol egonena) entirely hinges. The Idealismhe
encount ered, and whi ch he hung upon,: was only taken up in the
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doctrine as the sole neans of solving the above probl em (al though
It received its confirmation on other grounds), and hence he nust
have shown either that the above probl em does not possess the

| nportance | attribute to it (even in these Prol egonena), or that
by nmy conception of appearances, it is either not solved at all,

or can be better solved in another way; but | do not find a word

of this in the criticism The reviewer, then, understands nothing
of my work, and possibly also nothing of the spirit and essenti al
nat ure of netaphysics itself; and it is not, what | would rather

assune, the hurry of a man incensed at the | abor of plodding

t hrough so many obstacles, that threw an unfavorabl e shadow over

the work lying before him and nade its fundanental features

unr ecogni zabl e.

There is a good deal to be done before a |earned journal, it
matters not with what care its witers nmay be sel ected, can
maintain its otherwse well-nerited reputation, in the field of
nmet aphysi cs as el sewhere. O her sciences and branches of
knowl edge have their standard. Mathenmatics has it, in itself;
hi story and theol ogy, in profane or sacred books; natural science
and the art of nedicine, in nmathematics and experience;
jurisprudence, in | aw books; and even matters of taste in the
exanpl es of the ancients. But for the judgnment of the thing
cal |l ed netaphysics, the standard has yet to be found. | have nade
an attenpt to determine it, as well as its use. Wiat is to be
done, then, until it be found, when works of this kind have to be
judged of? If they are of a dogmatic character, -one may do what
one |likes; no one will play the master over others here for |ong,
bef ore sone one el se appears to deal with himin the sane manner.
| f, however, they are critical in their character, not indeed
with reference to other works, but to reason itself, so that the
standard of judgnent cannot be assuned but has first of all to be
sought for, then, though objection and bl anre may i ndeed be
permtted, yet a certain degree of |eniency is indispensable,
since the need is comon to us all, and the lack of the necessary
i nsi ght makes the hi gh-handed attitude of judge unwarranted.

In order, however, to connect ny defense with the interest
of the phil osophical comonwealth, | propose a test, which nust
be decisive as to the node, whereby all netaphysical
i nvestigations nay be directed to their conmon purpose. This is
not hi ng nore than what formerly mat hemati ci ans have done, in
establishing the advantage of their nmethods by conpetition. |
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chall enge ny critic to denonstrate, as is only just, on a priori
grounds, in his way, a single really netaphysical principle
asserted by him Being netaphysical it nmust be synthetic and
known a priori fromconceptions, but it may al so be any one of

t he nost indi spensable principles, as for instance, the principle
of the persistence of substance, or of the necessary

determ nation of events in the world by their causes. If he
cannot do this (silence however is confession), he nust admt,

t hat as netaphysics w thout apodictic certainty of propositions
of this kind is nothing at all, its possibility or inpossibility
must before all things be established in a critique of the pure
reason. Thus he is bound either to confess that ny principles in
the Critique are correct, or he nust prove their invalidity. But
as | can already foresee, that, confidently as he has hitherto
relied on the certainty of his principles, when it conmes to a

strict test he wll not find a single one in the whol e range of
nmet aphysi cs he can bring forward, I will concede to him an
advant ageous condition, which can only be expected in such a
conpetition, and will relieve himof the onus probandi by | aying
it on nyself.

He finds in these Prol egonena and in ny Critique (chapter on
the "Theses and Antitheses Antinom es") eight propositions, of
whi ch two and two contradi ct one another, but each of which
necessarily belongs to netaphysics, by which it nust either be
accepted or rejected (although there is not one that has not in
this tinme been held by sone phil osopher). Now he has the liberty
of selecting any one of these eight propositions at his pleasure,
and accepting it wi thout any proof, of which | shall nmake him a
present, but only one (for waste of time will be just as little
serviceable to himas to ne), and then of attacking ny proof of
t he opposite proposition. If | can save this one, and at the sane
time show, that according to principles which every dognatic
nmet aphysi cs nust necessarily recognize, the opposite of the
proposition adopted by himcan be just as clearly proved, it is
t hereby established that netaphysics has an hereditary failing,
not to be explained, nuch | ess set aside, until we ascend to its
birth-place, pure reason itself, and thus ny Critique nust either
be accepted or a better one take its place; it nust at |east be
studied, which is the only thing | nowrequire. If, on the other

hand, | cannot save ny denonstration, then a synthetic
proposition a priori fromdogmatic principles is to be reckoned
to the score of nmy opponent, then also | will deem ny inpeachnent
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of ordi nary netaphysics as unjust, and pl edge nyself to recognize
his stricture on my Critique as justified (although this would
not be the consequence by a long way). To this end it woul d be
necessary, it seens to ne, that he should step out of his

i ncognito. O herwise | do not see how it could be avoided, that

i nstead of dealing with one, | should be honored by several

probl ens com ng from anonynous and unqualified opponents.

Proposals As To An Investigation O The Critique Upon Wich A
Judgnent May Fol | ow.

| feel obliged to the honored public even for the silence
with which it for a long tinme favored ny Critique, for this
proves at | east a postponenent of judgnent, and sonme supposition
that in a work, leaving all beaten tracks and striking out on a
new path, in which one cannot at once perhaps so easily find
one's way, sonething may perchance lie, fromwhich an inportant
but at present dead branch of human know edge may derive new life
and productiveness. Hence may have originated a solicitude for
the as yet tender shoot, lest it be destroyed by a hasty
judgnent. A test of a judgnent, delayed for the above reasons, is
now before nmy eye in the Gothai schen gel ehrten Zeitung, the
t hor oughness of which every reader will hinself perceive, from
t he cl ear and unperverted presentation of a fragnment of one of
the first principles of ny work, w thout taking into
consi deration ny own suspicious prai se.

And now | propose, since an extensive structure cannot be
judged of as a whole froma hurried glance, to test it piece by
piece fromits foundations, so thereby the present Prol egonena
may fitly be used as a general outline with which the work itself
may occasionally be conpared. This notion, if it were founded on
not hi ng nore than ny conceit of inportance, such as vanity
commonly attributes to one's own productions, would be i mmobdest
and woul d deserve to be repudiated with disgust. But now, the
I nterests of specul ative phil osophy have arrived at the point of
total extinction, while human reason hangs upon themwth
| nexti ngui shabl e affection, and only after having been
ceasel essly deceived does it vainly attenpt to change this into
i ndi fference.

In our thinking age it is not to be supposed but that many
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deservi ng nen woul d use any good opportunity of working for the
common interest of the nore and nore enlightened reason, if there
were only sone hope of attaining the goal. Mthematics, natural
science, laws, arts, even norality, etc., do not conpletely fill
the soul; there is always a space |eft over, reserved for pure
and specul ative reason, the vacuity of which pronpts us to seek

I n vagaries, buffooneries, and nysticismfor what seens to be
enpl oynent and entertai nnment, but what actually is nmere pastineg;
in order to deaden the troubl esone voice of reason, which in
accordance with its nature requires sonething that can satisfy
it, and not nerely subserve other ends or the interests of our

i nclinations. A consideration, therefore, which is concerned only
With reason as it exists for it itself, has as | may reasonably
suppose a great fascination for every one who has attenpted thus
to extend his conceptions, and | may even say a greater than any
ot her theoretical branch of know edge, for which he woul d not
willingly exchange it, because here all other cognitions, and
even purposes, nmust neet and unite thenselves in a whole. 45

| offer, therefore, these Prol egonena as a sketch and text-
book for this investigation, and not the work itself. Although I
am even now perfectly satisfied with the latter as far as
contents, order, and node of presentation, and the care that |
have expended in weighing and testing every sentence before
witing it down, are concerned (for it has taken ne years to
satisfy nyself fully, not only as regards the whole but in sone
cases even as to the sources of one particular proposition); yet
| amnot quite satisfied with ny exposition in sonme sections of
the doctrine of elenments, as for instance in the deduction of the
conceptions of the Understanding, or in that on the paral ogi sns
of pure reason, because a certain diffuseness takes away from
their clearness, and in place of them what is here said in the
Prol egonena respecting these sections, may be nmade the basis of
the test.

It is the boast of the Germans that where steady and
continuous industry are requisite, they can carry things farther
t han other nations. If this opinion be well founded, an
opportunity, a business, presents itself, the successful issue of
whi ch we can scarcely doubt, and in which all thinking nmen can
equal |y take part, though they have hitherto been unsuccessful in
acconplishing it and in thus confirmng the above good opi nion.
But this is chiefly because the science in question is of so
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peculiar a kind, that it can be at once brought to conpletion and
to that enduring state that it will never be able to be brought
in the | east degree farther or increased by |ater discoveries, or
even changed (| eaving here out of account adornnent by greater

cl earness in sone places, or additional uses), and this is an
advant age no ot her science has or can have, because there i s none
so fully isolated and i ndependent of others, and which is
concerned with the faculty of cognition pure and sinple. And the
present nonent seens, noreover, not to be unfavorable to ny
expectation, for just now, in Germany, no one seens to know
wherewith to occupy hinself, apart fromthe so-call ed useful
sciences, so as to pursue not nere play, but a business
possessi ng an enduring purpose.

To di scover the neans how t he endeavors of the | earned may
be united in such a purpose, | nust |leave to others. In the
nmeantine, it is ny intention to persuade any one nerely to foll ow
nmy propositions, or even to flatter ne with the hope that he wl|l
do so; but attacks, repetitions, limtations, or confirnmation,
conpl etion, and extension, as the case may be, should be
appended. If the matter be but investigated fromits foundati on,
it cannot fail that a system albeit not ny own, shall be
erected, that shall be a possession for future generations for
whi ch they nay have reason to be grateful.

It would lead us too far here to show what ki nd of
nmet aphysi cs may be expected, when only the principles of
criticismhave been perfected, and how, because the old false
feat hers have been pulled out, she need by no neans appear poor
and reduced to an insignificant figure, but may be in other
respects richly and respectably adorned. But other and great uses
whi ch woul d result fromsuch a reform strike one imedi ately.
The ordi nary netaphysics had its uses, in that it sought out the
el ementary conceptions of the pure understanding in order to nake
t hem cl ear through analysis, and definite by explanation. In this
way it was a training for reason, in whatever direction it m ght
be turned; but this was all the good it did; service was
subsequently effaced when it favored conceit by venturesone
assertions, sophistry by subtle distinctions and adornnent, and
shal | owness by the ease with which it decided the nost difficult
probl ens by neans of a little school-wi sdom which is only the
nore seductive the nore it has the choice, on the one hand, of
t aki ng sonmet hing fromthe | anguage of science, and on the other
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fromthat of popular discourse, thus being everything to
everybody, but in reality nothing at all. By criticism however,
a standard is given to our judgnent, whereby know edge nay be
with certainty distinguished from pseudo-science, and firmy
founded, being brought into full operation in nmetaphysics; a node
of thought extending by degrees its beneficial influence over
every ot her use of reason, at once infusing into it the true

phi | osophical spirit. But the service al so that netaphysics
perforns for theol ogy, by making it independent of the judgnent
of dogmati c specul ation, thereby assuring it conpletely against
the attacks of all such opponents, is certainly not to be val ued
lightly. For ordinary netaphysics, although it prom sed the

| atter nmuch advantage, could not keep this prom se, and noreover,
by summoni ng specul ative dogmatics to its assistance, did nothing
but arm enem es against itself. Mysticism which can prosper in a
rationalistic age only when it hides itself behind a system of
school - net aphysi cs, under the protection of which it may venture
to rave with a senblance of rationality, is driven fromthis, its
| ast hi di ng-place, by critical philosophy. Last, but not | east,

it cannot be otherwi se than inportant to a teacher of

nmet aphysics, to be able to say with universal assent, that what
he expounds is Science, and that thereby genuine services will be
rendered to the conmonweal .

1 Copyright 1997, Janmes Fieser (jfieser@tmedu), all rights
reserved. Unaltered copies of this conputer text file may be
freely distribute for personal and classroomuse. Alterations to
this file are permtted only for purposes of conputer printouts,
al though altered conputer text files nmay not circul ate. Except to
cover nom nal distribution costs, this file cannot be sold

Wi thout witten perm ssion fromthe copyright holder. This
copyright notice supersedes all previous notices on earlier
versions of this text file.

2 Says Hor ace:

" Rusticus expectat, dumdefluat ammis, at ille

Labitur et |abetur in ome volubilis aevum

" Arustic fellow waiteth on the shore

For the river to fl ow away,

But the river flows, and flows on as before,

And it flows forever and aye."

3 Nevertheless Hune called this very destructive science

nmet aphysi cs and attached to it great value. "Mtaphysics and
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noral s" he declares "are the nost inportant branches of science;
mat hemati cs and physics are not nearly so inportant” ["On the

Ri se and Progress of Arts and Sciences," Essays, Moral,
Political, and Literary]. But the acute man nerely regarded the
negative use arising fromthe noderati on of extravagant clains of
specul ative reason, and the conplete settlenent of the nany

endl ess and troubl esone controversies that m sl ead manki nd. He
over | ooked the positive injury which results, if reason be
deprived of its nost inportant prospects, which can al one supply
to the will the highest aimfor all its endeavor.

4 [ The term Anschauung here used neans sense-perception. It is
that which is given to the senses and apprehended | medi ately, as
an object is seen by nerely looking at it. The translation
intuiition, though etynologically correct, is msleading. In the

present passage the termis not used in its technical
significance but neans " practical experience."-Ed.]

5 [The term apodictic is borrowed by Kant from Aristotle who uses
it in the sense of "certain beyond dispute.” The word is derived
from[Geek] (=1 show and is contrasted to dialectic
propositions, i. e., such statenents " admt of controversy. --
Ed. ]

6 It is unavoi dabl e that as know edge advances, certain
expressi ons whi ch have becone cl assical, after having been used
since the infancy: of science, will be found inadequate and

unsui tabl e, and a newer and nore appropriate application of the
terms will give rise to confusion. . [This is the case with the
term" analytical."] The analytical nethod, so far as it is
opposed to the synthetical, is very different fromthat which
constitutes the essence of analytical propositions: it signifies
only that we start fromwhat is sought, as if it were given, and
ascend to the only conditions under which it is possible. In this
met hod we often use nothing but synthetical propositions, as in
mat hemati cal analysis, and it were better to termit the
regressive nethod, in contradistinction to the synthetic or
progressive. A principal part of Logic too is distinguished by

t he nanme of Analytics, which here signifies the logic of truth in
contrast to Dialectics, wthout considering whether the
cognitions belonging to it are analytical or synthetical.

7 [This whol e paragraph (Sect. 9) will be better understood when
conpared with Remark |I., following this section. - Ed.]

8 [Enpirical judgnents (enfiirische Urtheile) are either nere
statenents of fact, viz.. records of a perception, or statenents
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of a natural law, inplying a causal connection between two facts.
The former Kant calls" judgnents of perception®

(Wahr nehnmungsurtheile), the latter "judgnents of experience
(Erfahrungsurtheile).-Ed.]

91 freely grant that these exanples do not represent such
j udgnents of perception as ever could becone judgnents of
experi ence, even though a concept of the understandi ng were
super added, because they refer nerely to feeling, which everybody
knows to be nerely subjective, and which of course can never be
attributed to the object, and consequently never becone
objective. | only wshed to give here an exanple of a judgnent
that is nerely subjectively valid, containing no ground for

uni versal validity, and thereby for a relation to the object. An
exanpl e of the judgnents of perception, which becone judgnents of

experi ence by superadded concepts of the understanding, wll be
given in the next note.
10 As an easier exanple, we may take the followi ng: " Wen the

sun shines on the stone, it grows warm" This judgnent, however
often I and others nay have perceived it, is a nere judgnent of
perception, and contains no necessity; perceptions are only
usually conjoined in this manner. But if | say, "The sun warns
the stone,” | add to the perception a concept of the
under st andi ng, viz., that of cause, which connects with the
concept of sunshine that of heat as a necessary consequence, and
t he synthetical judgnent becones of necessity universally valid,
viz., objective, and is converted froma perception into

experi ence.

11 This nanme seens preferable to the termparticularia, which is
used for these judgnents in logic. For the latter inplies the

i dea that they are not universal. But when | start fromunity (in

singl e judgnments) and so proceed to universality, | nust not
[even indirectly and negatively] inply any reference to
universality. | think plurality nmerely w thout universality, and

not the exception fromuniversality. This is necessary, if

| ogi cal considerations shall formthe basis of the pure concepts
of the understanding. However, there is no need of maki ng changes
in | ogic.

12 But how does this proposition, 11 that judgnents of experience
contain necessity in the synthesis of perceptions,” agree with ny
statenment so often before inculcated, that "experience as
cognition a posteriori can afford contingent judgnents only?
"When | say that experience teaches ne sonething, | nean only the
perception that lies in experience,-for exanple, that heat always
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follows the shining of the sun on a stone; consequently the
proposition of experience is always so far accidental. That this
heat necessarily follows the shining of the sun is contained

I ndeed in the judgnent of experience (by neans of the concept of
cause), yet is a fact not |earned by experience; for conversely,
experience is first of all generated by this addition of the
concept of the understanding (of cause) to perception. How
perception attains this addition nay be seen by referring in the
Critique itself to the section on the Transcendental faculty of
Judgnent Lviz-, in the first edition, Vex dem Schemati snxs der
Taxes Verstandsbegrirel.

13 [ Kant uses the term physiological in its etynological neaning
as "pertaining to the science of physics,"” i.e., nature in
general, not as we use the termnow as "pertaining to the
functions of the living body." Accordingly it has been transl ated

"physical." -- Ed.]

14 The three follow ng paragraphs will hardly be understood

unl ess reference be made to what the Citique itself says on the
subject of the Principles; they will, however, be of service in

giving a general view of the Principles, and in fixing the
attention of the main points.

15 [ Kant uses here the equivocal term Wechsetw rkung. --Ed.]

16 Heat and light are in a small space just as large as to degree
as in a large one; in |like manner the internal representations,
pai n, consciousness in general, whether they |ast a short or a
long tinme, need not vary as to the degree. Hence the quantity is
here in a point and in a nonent just as great as in any space or
ti me however great. Degrees are therefore capable of increase,

but not in intuition, rather in nmere sensation (or the quantity
of the degree of an intuition). Hence they can only be estimated
quantitatively by the relation of 1 to O, viz, by their
capability of decreasing by infinite internedi ate degrees to

di sappearance, or of increasing fromnaught through infinite
gradations to a determ nate sensation in a certain tine.
Quantitas qualitatis est gradus [i.e., the degrees of quality
must be nmeasured by equality.]

17 W speak of the "intelligible world,"” not (as the usual
expression is) "intellectual world." For cognitions are

I ntell ectual through the understanding, and refer to our world of
sense al so; but objects, so far as they can be represented nerely
by the understanding, and to which none of our sensible
intuitions can refer, are ternmed " intelligible.” But as sone
possible intuition nust correspond to every object, we would have
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to assune an understanding that intuits things i mediately; but
of such we have not the | east notion, nor have we of the things
of the understandi ng [ Verstandes wasen], to which it should be
appl i ed.

18 Crusius al one thought of a conpromise: that a Spirit, who can
neither err nor deceive, inplanted these laws in us originally.
But since false principles often intrude thenselves, as indeed
the very systemof this man shows in not a few exanples, we are
involved ill difficulties as to the use of such a principle in

t he absence of sure criteria to distinguish the genuine origin
fromthe spurious as we never can know certainly what the Spirit
of truth or the father of lies nay have instilled into us.

19 The definition of nature is given in the beginning of the
Second Part of the " Transcendental Problem™ in Sect. 14.

20 1. Substantia, 2. Qualitas 3, Quantitas, 4. Relatio, 5. Actio,
6. Passio, 7. Quando, 8. Ubi, 9. Situs, 10. Habitus.

21 Qppositum Prius, Sinul, Mtus, Habere.

22 See the two tables in the chapters Von den Paral ogi snen der
reinen Verunft and the first division of the Antinony of Pure
Reason, System der kosnol ogi schen | deen.

23 On the table of the categories many neat observations nmay be
made, for instance (1) that the third arises fromthe first and
the second joined in one concept (2) that in those of Quantity
and of Quality there is nerely a progress fromunity to totality
or fromsonething to nothing (for this purpose the categories of
Quality nmust stand thus: reality, limtation, total negation),

Wi t hout correlata or opposita, whereas those of Relation and of
Modal ity have them (3) that, as in Logic categorical judgnents
are the basis of all others, so the category of Substance is the
basis of all concepts of actual things; (4) that as Mdality in
the judgnent is not a particular predicate, so by the nodal
concepts a determ nation is not superadded to things, etc., etc.
Such observations are of great use. If we besides enunerate all

t he predi cabl es, which we can find pretty conpletely in any good
ontol ogy (for exanple, Baungarten's), and arrange themin cl asses
under the categories, in which operation we nust not neglect to
add as conplete a dissection of all these concepts as possi bl e,
there will then arise a nerely analytical part of netaphysics,
whi ch does not contain a single synthetical proposition. which
m ght precede the second (the synthetical), and would by its
preci sion and conpl eteness be not only useful, but, in virtue of
its system be even to sone extent el egant.

24 See Critique of Pure Reason, Von der Anphi bolie der
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Ref | exbergriffe.

25 If we can say, that a science is actual at least in the idea
of all nen, as soon as it appears that the problens which lead to
it are proposed to everybody by the nature of human reason, and
that therefore many (though faulty) endeavors are unavoi dably
made in its behalf, then we are bound to Fay that netaphysics is
subj ectively (and i ndeed necessarily) actual, and therefore we
justly ask, howis it (objectively) possible.

26 In disjunctive judgnents we consider all possibility as
divided in respect to a particular concept. By the ontol ogi cal
principle of the universal determ nation of a thing in general, |
understand the principle that either the one or the other of all
possi bl e contradictory predicates nust be assigned to any object.
This is at the sane tine the principle of all disjunctive
judgnents, constituting the foundation of our conception of
possibility, and in it the possibility of every object in general
Is considered as determ ned. This may serve as a slight

expl anation of the above proposition: that the activity of reason
in disjunctive syllogisns is formally the sane as that by which
it fashions the idea of a universal conception of all reality,
containing in itself that which is positive in all contradictory
pr edi cat es.

27 See Critique of Pure Reason, Von ded Paral ogi snen der reinen
Verunft.

28 Were the representation of the apperception (the Ego) a
concept, by which anything could be thought, it could be used as
a predicate 'of other things or contain predicates in itself. But
it is nothing nore than the feeling of an existence w thout the

| east definite conception and is only the representation of that
to which all thinking stands in relation (relative accidentis).
29 Cf. Critique, Von den Anal ogi en der Erfahrung.

30 It is indeed very remarkabl e how carel essly netaphysi ci ans
have al ways passed over the principle of the permanents of
substances wi thout ever attenpting a proof of it; doubtless
because they found thensel ves abandoned by all proofs as soon as
t hey began to deal with the concept of substance. Conmobn sense,
which felt distinctly that without this presupposition no union
of perceptions in experience is possible, supplied the want by a
postul ate. From experience itself it never could derive such a
principle, partly because substances cannot be so traced in all
their alterations and dissolutions, that the matter can al ways be
found undi m ni shed, partly because the principle contains
Necessity. which is always the sign of an a priori principle.
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Peopl e then boldly applied this postulate to the concept of soul
as a substance, and concluded a necessary continuance of the soul
after the death of nman (especially as the sinplicity of this
substance, which is interred fromthe indivisibility of

consci ousness, secured it fromdestruction by dissolution). Had

t hey found the genuine source of this principles discovery which
requi res deeper researches than they were ever inclined to nmake -
- they woul d have seen, that the | aw of the permanence of

subst ances has place for the purposes of experience only, and
hence can hold good of things so far as they are to be known and
conjoined with others in experience, but never independently of
al | possibl e experience, and consequently cannot hold good of the
soul after death.

31 . Critique, Die antinom e der reinen Vernunft.

32 | therefore would be pleased to have the critical reader to
devote to this antinomy of pure reason his chief attention,
because nature itself seens to have established it with a viewto
stagger reason in its daring pretensions, and to force it to

sel f-exam nation. For every proof, which | have given, as well of
the thesis as of the antithesis, | undertake to be responsible,
and thereby to show the certainty of the inevitable antinony of
reason. Wien the reader is brought by this curious phenonenon to
fall back upon the proof of the presunption upon which it rests,
he will feet hinself obliged to investigate the ultimte
foundation of all the cognition of pure reason with ne nore

t hor oughl y.

33 The idea of freedomoccurs only in the relation of the
intellectual, as cause, to the appearance, as effect. Hence we
cannot attribute freedomto natter in regard to the incessant
action by which it fills its space. though this action takes
place froman internal principle. W dan |ikew se find no notion
of freedomsuitable to purely rational beings, for instance, to
God, so far as his action is imanent. For his action, though

| ndependent of external determ ning causes, is determned in his
eternal reason, that is, in the divine nature. It is only, if
sonething, is to start by an action, and so the effect occurs in
t he sequence of tinme, or in the world of sense (e.g., the

begi nning of the world), that we can put the question, whether
the causality of the cause nust in its turn have been started, or
whet her the cause can originate an effect without its causality
itself beginning. In the former case the concept of this
causality is a concept of natural necessity, in the latter, that
of freedom Fromthis the reader will see. that, as | expl ai ned
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freedomto be the faculty of starting an event spontaneously, |
have exactly hit the notion which is the problem of netaphysics.
34 Cf. Critique, the chapter on "Transcendental |deals."

35 Herr Platner in his Aphorisns acutely says (Sects. 728, 729),
"If reason be a criterion, no concept, which is inconprehensible
to human reason, can be possible. Inconprehensibility has place
in what is actual only. Here inconprehensibility arises fromthe
I nsufficiency of the acquired ideas.” It sounds paradoxical, but
I s otherwi se not strange to say, that in nature there is nuch

I nconprehensible (e.g., the faculty of generation) but if we
nount still higher, and even go beyond nature, everything again
becones conprehensible; for we then quit entirely the objects,
whi ch can be given us, and occupy ourselves nerely about ideas,

I n which occupation we can easily conprehend the |aw that reason
prescribes by themto the understanding for its use in
experience, because the lawis the reason's own production.

36 Der di e CGegenstande anschaute.

37 [The use of the word "world" without article, though odd,
seens to be the correct reading, but it nay be a nere msprint. -
- Ed.]

38 There is, e.g., an anal ogy between the juridical relation of
human actions and the nechanical relation of notive powers. |
never can do anything to an. other man without giving hima right
to do the sane to ne on the sane conditions; just as no nmass can
act with its notive power on another nass w thout thereby
occasioning the other to react equally against it. Here right and
notive power are quite dissimlar things, but in their relation
there is conplete simlarity. By neans of such an analogy | can
obtain a notion of the relation of things which absolutely are
unknown to nme. For instance, as the pronotion of the welfare of
children (= a) is to the |ove of parents (= b), so the welfare of
t he human species (= c¢) is to that unknown [quantity which is] in
God (= x), which we call love; not as if it had the |east
simlarity to any human inclination, but because we can suppose
its relation to the world to be simlar to that which things of
the world bear one another. But the concept of relation in this
case is a nere category, viz., the concept of cause, which has
nothing to do with sensibility.

39 | may say, that the causality of the Suprene Cause hol ds the
same place with regard to the world that human reason does wth
regard to its works of art. Here the nature of the Suprene Cause
itself remains unknown to nme: | only conpare its effects (the
order of the world) which | know, and their conformty to reason,
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to the effects of human reason which | al so know, and hence |
termthe fornmer reason, without attributing to it on that account
what | understand in man by this term or attaching to it
anything el se known to ne, as its property.

40 Critique Pure Reason, Il., chap. 3, section 7.

41 Throughout in the Critique | never |ost sight of the plan not
to neglect anything, were it ever so recondite, that could render
the inquiry into the nature of pure reason conplete. Everybody
may afterwards carry his researches as far as he pl eases, when he
has been nerely shown what yet renmamins to be done. It is this a
duty which nust reasonably be expected of hi mwho has made it his
busi ness to survey the whole field, in order to consign it to
others for future cultivation and allotnment. And to this branch
both the scholia belong, which will hardly recommend t hensel ves
by their dryness to amateurs, and hence are added here for

connoi sseurs only.

42 By no neans "higher." H gh towers, and netaphysically-great
man resenbling them round both of which there is commonly nuch
wind, are not for ne. My place is the fruitful bathos, the
bottom | and, of experience; and the word transcendental, the
meani ng of which is so often explained by ne but not once grasped
by ny reviewer (so carelessly has he regarded everything), does
not signify something passing beyond all experience, but sone.
thing that indeed precedes it a priori, but that is intended
sinply to nake cognition of experience possible. If these
conceptions overstep experience, their enploynent is terned
transcendent, a word which nust be distinguished from
transcendental, the latter being limted to the i nmanent use,
that is, to experience. Al msunderstandings of this kind have
been sufficiently guarded against in the work itself, but ny

revi ewer found his advantage in m sunderstandi ng ne.

43 | dealism proper always has a nystical tendency, and can have
no other, but mne is solely designed for the purpose of

conpr ehendi ng the possibility of our cognition a priori as to

obj ects of experience, which is a problemnever hitherto sol ved
or even suggested. In this way all nystical idealismfalls to the
ground, for (as nmay be seen already in Plato) it inferred from
our cognitions a priori (even fromthose of geonetry) another
intuition different fromthat of the senses (nanely, an
intellectual intuition), because it never occurred to any one

t hat the senses thenselves mght intuit a priori.

44 The reviewer often fights with his own shadow. Wen | oppose
the truth of experience to dream he never thinks that | am here
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speaking sinply of the well-known somi o objective sunto of the
Wl ffian phil osophy, which is nerely formal, and with which the
di stinction between sl eeping and waking is in no way concer ned,
and in a transcendental philosophy indeed can have no pl ace. For
the rest, he calls ny deduction of the categories and table of
the principles of the understanding,” common wel |l -known axi ons of
| ogi ¢ and ontol ogy, expressed in an idealistic nmanner." The
reader need only consult these Prol egonena upon this point, to
convince hinmself that a nore mserable and historically

i ncorrect, judgnent, could hardly be made.

45 [Kant rewrote these sections in the second edition of the
Critique.]
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