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TRANSIATOR’S PREFACE

THE present translation was begun in 1913, when I was com-
pleting my Commentary to Kant's ‘Critique of Pure Reason.’
Owing, however, to various causes, I was unable at that time
to do more than prepare a rough translation of about a third
of the whole ; and it was not until 1927 that I found leisure
to revise and continue it. In this task I have greatly profited
by the work of my two predecessors, J. M. D. Meiklejohn and
Max Miiller. Meiklejohn’s work, a translation of the second
edition of the Critigue, was published in 1855. Max Maiiller’s
translation, which is based on the first edition of the Critique,
svith the second edition passages in appendices, was published
in 1881. Meiklejohn has a happy gift—which only those who
attempt to follow in his steps can, I think, fully appreciate—
of making Kant speak in language that reasonably approxi-
mates to English idiom. Max Miiller’s main merit, as he
has very justly claimed, is his greater accuracy in render-
ing passages in which a specially exact appreciation of the
niceties of German idiom happens to be important for the
sense. Both Meiklejohn and Max Miiller laboured, however,
under the disadvantage of not having made any very thorough
study of the Critical Philosophy; and the shortcomings in
their translations can usually be traced to this cause.

In the past fifty years, also, much has been done in the
study and interpretation of the text. In particular, my task
has been facilitated by the quite invaluable edition of the
Critiqgue edited by Dr. Raymund Schmidt. Indeed, the ap-
pearance of this edition in 1926 was the immediate occasion
of my resuming the work of translation. Dr. Schmidt’s restora-
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vi KANT’S CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

tion of the original texts of the first and second editions of the
Critique, and especially of Kant’s own punctuation—so very
helpful in many difficult and doubtful passages—and his cita-
tion of alternative readings, have largely relieved me of the
time-consuming task of collating texts, and of assembling the
emendations suggested by Kantian scholars in their editions
of the Critigue or in their writings upon it.

The text which I have followed is that of the second
edition (1787) ; and I have in all cases indicated any departure
from it. I have also given a translation of all first edition
passages which in the second edition have been either
altered or omitted. Wherever possible, this original first edition
text is given in the lower part of the page. In the two
sections, however, which Kant completely recast in the second
edition—T7"%e Transcendental Deduction of the Categories and
The Paralogisms of Pure Reason—this cannot conveniently
be done; and I have therefore given the two versions in
immediate succession, in the main text. For this somewhat
unusual procedure there is a twofold justification; first, that
the Critique is already, in itself, a composite work, the different
parts of which record the successive stages in the development
of Kant’s views; and secondly, that the first edition versions
are, as a matter of fact, indispensable for an adequate under-
standing of the versions which were substituted for them. The
pagings of both the first and the second edition are given
throughout, on the margins—the first edition being referred
to as A, the second edition as B.

Kant’s German, even when judged by German standards,
makes difficult reading. The difficulties are not due merzly to
the abstruseness of the doctrines which Kant is endeavouring
to expound, or to his frequent alternation between conflicting
points of view. Many of the difficulties are due simply to his
manner of writing. He crowds so much into each sentence,
that he is constrained to make undue use of parentheses, and,
what is still more troublesome to the reader, to rely upon
particles, pronouns and genders to indicate the connections
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between the parts of the sentence. Sometimes, when our main
clue is a gender, we find more than one preceding substantive
with which it may agree. Sometimes, also, Kant uses terms
in a gender which is obsolete. Certain terms, indeed, he uses
in more than one gender. Thus, even in regard to so important
a philosophical term as Verkdltniss, he alternates between
the feminine and the neuter. But even when these and other
difficulties, inherent in the original German, have been over-
come, there remains for the translator the task, from which
there is no escape, of restating the content of each of the more
complex sentences in a number of separate sentences. To do
this without distortion of meaning is probably in most cases
possible; and indeed I have found that, by patient and care-
ful handling, even the most cumbrous sentences can generally
be satisfactorily resolved.

Certain sentences, however, occurring not infrequently,
present the translator with another type of problem: how far
he ought to sacrifice part of what is said, or at least suggested,
to gain smoothness in the translation. There are sentences
which, to judge by their irregular structure and by the char-
acter of their constituents, must have owed their origin to the
combination of passages independently written and later com-
bined. In the “four to five months” in which Kant prepared
the Critigue for publication, utilising, in the final version,
manuscripts written at various dates throughout the period
1769—-1780, he had, it would seem, in collating different state-
ments of the same argument, inserted clauses into sentences
that were by no means suited for their reception. In such cases
I have not attempted to translate the sentences just as they
stand. Were the irregularities retained, they would hinder, not
aid, the reader in the understanding of Kant's argument. The
reader would not, indeed, be able to distinguish between them
and possible faultiness in the translator’s English. Nor would
it be practicable to retain them, with the addition of explana-
tory notes; the notes would have to be too numerous, and
would be concerned with quite trivial points. The irregularities
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that are thus smoothed out may, it is true, be of considerable
importance in the detailed study of the composite origins of
the Critigue, and of the stages in the dcvelopmént of Kant's
views. But even in this connection, they are valueless save when
studied in the Zpsissima verba of the origi;lal German. In the
translation itself nothing is being sacrificed that is materially
worth retaining.

My chief personal obligations are to Dr. A. C. Ewing. In
1927, while I was still hesitating whether I could find time
and energy to complete the translation single-handed, he
kindly consented, upon my appealing to him, to try the ex-
periment of collaborating in a joint-translation. We soon
found, however, that to arrive at a uniform translation in-
volved so much mutual consultation as hardly to be practic-
able. But though I am alone responsible for this translation,
Dr. Ewing has very generously given me assistance at every
stage in the work. He has read the whole translation both in
manuscript and in proof; and I have greatly benefited by his
comments and criticisms. I am also indebted to him for pre-
paring the index.

My friends Dr. R. A. Lillie, Mr. R. D. Maclennan, and
Mr. W. G. Maclagan have done me the service of reading the
proofs. To Dr. Lillie I am especially indebted for the kindly
rigour with which he has refused to accept excuses when my
sentences would seem to be needlessly cumbrous.

In a careful final revision of the translation I have found
a number of errors, major and minor; and I fear that others
must have remained undetected. Should students of the
Critique, in using this translation, discover any, I shall be
grateful if they will report them to me.

NORMAN KEMP SMITH.

EDINBURGH, October 1929.
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BACO DE VERULAMIO
INSTAURATIO MAGNA. PRAEFATIO.

DE nobis ipsis silemus: De re autem, quae agitur, petimus: ut
homines eam non Opinionem, sed Opus esse cogitent; ac pro certo
habeant, non Sectae nos alicujus, aut Placiti, sed utilitatis et ampli-
tudinis humanae fundamenta moliri. Deinde ut suis commodis aequi
. . . In commune consulant, . . . et ipsi in partem veniant. Praeterea
ut bene sperent, neque Instaurationem nostram ut quiddam infini-
tum et ultra mortale fingant, et animo concipiant; quum revera sit
infiniti erroris finis et terminus legitimus.?

1 [This motto added in B.]



To his Excellency B iii.
The Royal Minister of State
Baron von Zedlitz

HONOURED SiRr, Bv.

To further, so far as in us lies, the growth of the sciences is
to work along the lines of your Excellency’s own interests, which
are closely bound up with the sciences, not only in virtue of your
exalted position as a patron, but through your more intimate
relation to them as lover and enlightened judge. I therefore avail
myself of the only means that is in any degree in my power, of
expressing my gratitude for the gracious confidence with which your
Excellency honours me, if that I could perhaps be of assistance in
this respect.

To * the same gracious attention with which your Excellency has B vi.
honoured the first edition of this work I now dedicate this second
etlition, and therewith I crave the protection 2 of all the other con-
cerns of my literary mission, and remain with the most profound
reverence,

Your Excellency’s

Humble, most obedient servant,
IMMANUEL KANT

1 [In A, in place of this closing paragraph, there are the two paragraphs:]
Whoever limiting his worldly ambitions finds satisfaction in the speculative life,
has in the approval of an enlightened and competent judge a powerful incentive
to labours, the benefits of which are great but remote, and therefore such as the
vulgar altogether fail to recognise.

To such a judge and to his gracious attention I now dedicate this work, and
to his protection all the other. ..

* [Reading sugleick seinem Schutze.]
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HUMAN reason has this peculiar fate that in one species
of its knowledge it is burdened by questions which, as pre-
scribed by the very nature of reason itself, it is not able to
ignore, but which, as transcending all its powers, it is also
not able to answer.

The perplexity into which it thus falls is not due to any
fault of its own. It begins with principles which it has no
option save to employ in the course of experience, and which
this experience at the same time abundantly justifies it in
using. Rising with their aid (since it is determined to this
also by its own nature) to ever higher, ever more remote,
conditions, it soon becomes aware that in this way—the A viii
questions never ceasing—its work must always remain
incomplete; and it therefore finds itself compelled to resort
to principles which overstep all possible empirical employ-
ment, and which yet seem so unobjectionable that even
ordinary consciousness readily accepts them. But by this
procedure human reason precipitates itself into darkness
and contradictions; and while it may indeed conjecture
that these must be in some way due to concealed errors,
it is not in a position to be able to detect them. For since
the principles of which it is making use transcend the limits
of experience, they are no longer subject to any empirical
test. The battle-field of these endless controversies is called
metaphysics.

Time was when metaphysics was entitled the Queen of
all the sciences; and if the will be taken for the deed, the pre-.
eminent importance of her accepted tasks gives her every
right to this title of honour. Now, however, the changed
fashion of the time brings her only scorn; a matron outcast

7
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and forsaken, she mourns like Hecuba: Modo maxima rerum,
tot generis natisque potens—nunc trahor exul, inops.*

Her government, under the administration of the dogmat-
ists, was at first despotic. But inasmuch as the legislation
still bore traces of the ancient barbarism} her empire gradu-
ally through intestine wars gave way to complete anarchy;
and the sceptics, a species of nomads, despising all settled
modes of life, broke up from time to time all civil society.
Happily they were few in number, and were unable to prevent
its being established ever anew, although on no uniform and
self-consistent plan. In more recent times, it has seemed as
if an end might be put to all these controversies and the
claims of metaphysics receive final judgment, through a
certain physiology of the human understanding—that of the
celebrated Locke. But it has turned out quite otherwise. For
however the attempt be made to cast doubt upon the pre-
tensions of the supposed Queen by tracing her lineage to
vulgar origins in common experience, this genealogy has,
as a matter of fact, been fictitiously invented, and she has
still continued to uphold her claims. Metaphysics has accord-
ingly lapsed back into the ancient time-worn dogmatism, and
so again suffers that depreciation from which it was to have
been rescued. And now, after all methods, so it is believed,
have been tried and found wanting, the prevailing mood is
that of weariness and complete indzfferentism—the mother,
in all sciences, of chaos and night, but happily in this case
the source, or at least the prelude, of their approaching
reform and restoration. For it at least puts an end to that ill-
applied industry which has rendered them thus dark, confused,
and unserviceable.

But it is idle to feign indifference to such enquiries,
the object of which can never be indifferent to our human
nature. Indeed these pretended indifferentists, however
they may try to disguise themselves by substituting a
popular tone for the language of the Schools, inevitably
fall back, in so far as they think at all, into those very

.metaphysical assertions which they profess so greatly to

despise. None the less this indifference, showing itself in the
midst of flourishing sciences, and affecting precisely those
8 Ovid, Metam. [xiii. 508-510].
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sciences, the knowledge of which, if attainable, we should
least of all care to dispense with, is a phenomenon that
calls for attention and reflection. It is obviously the effect
not of levity but of the matured judgment® of the age, which
refuses to be any longer put off with illusory knowledge. It is
a call to reason to undertake anew the most difficult of all
its tasks, namely, that of self-knowledge, and to institute
a tribunal which will assure to reason its lawful claims, and
dismiss all groundless pretensions, not by despotic decrees,
but in accordance with its own eternal and unalterable
laws. This tribunal is no other than the c¢ritique of pure
reason.

I do not mean by this a critique of books and systems,
but of the faculty of reason in general, in respect of all know-
ledge after which it! may strive independently of all experi-
ence. It will therefore decide as to the possibility or impossi-
bility of metaphysics in general, and determine its sources,
its extent, and its limits—all in accordance with principles.

I have entered upon this path—the only one that has re-
mained unexplored—and flatter myself that in following it I
have found a way of guarding against all those errors which
have hitherto set reason, in its non-empirical employment, at

¢ We often hear complaints of shallowness of thought in our age
and of the consequent decline of sound science. But I do not see
that the sciences which rest upon a secure foundation, such as mathe-
matics, physics, etc., in the least deserve this reproach. On the con-
trary, they merit their old reputation for solidity, and, in the case
of physics, even surpass it. The same spirit would have become
active in other kinds of knowledge, if only attention had first been
directed to the determination of their principles. Till this is done, in-
difference, doubt, and, in the final issue, severe criticism, are them-
selves proofs of a profound habit of thought. Our age is, in especial
degree, the age of criticism,? and to criticism everything must sub-
mit. Religion through its sanctity, and law-giving throughits majesty,
may seek to exempt themselves from it. But they then awaken just
suspicion, and cannot claim the sincere respect which reason accords
only to that which has been able to sustain the test of free and open
examination.

1 [Reading, with Adickes, es for sie.]
3 [Kritik. This term I have sometimes translated ‘criticism’ and sometimes
‘critique’.]

A xi.

A xii.
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variance with itself. I have not evaded its questions by plead-
ing the insufficiency of human reason. On the contrary, I have
specified these questions exhaustively, accordihg to prin-
ciples; and after locating the point at which, through mis-
understanding, reason comes into conflict -with itself, I have
solved them to its complete satisfaction. The answer to these
questions has not, indeed, been such as a dogmatic and vision-
ary insistence upon knowledge might lead us to expect—
that can be catered for only through magical devices, in which
I am no adept. Such ways of answering them are, indeed, not
within the intention of the natural constitution of our reason;
and inasmuch as they have their source in misunderstanding,
it is the duty of philosophy to counteract their deceptive in-
fluence, no matter what prized and cherished dreams may have
to be disowned. In this enquiry I have made completeness
my chief aim, and I venture to assert that there is not a single
metaphysical problem which has not been solved, or for the
solution of which the key at least has not been supplied. Pure
reason is, indeed, so perfect a unity that if its principle were
insufficient for the solution of even a single one of all the
questions to which it itself gives birth we should have ne
alternative but to reject the principle, since we should then no
longer be able to place implicit reliance upon it in dealing
with any one of the other questions.

While I am saying this I can fancy that I detect in the face
of the reader an expression of indignation, mingled with con-
tempt, at pretensions seemingly so arrogant and vain-glorious.
Yet they are incomparably more moderate than the claims
of all those writers who on the lines of the usual programme
profess to prove the simple nature of the soul or the necessity
of a first beginning of the world. For while such writers pledge
themselves to extend human knowledge beyond all limits of
possible experience, I humbly confess that this is entirely be-
yond my power. I have to deal with nothing save reason itself
and its pure thinking; and to obtain complete knowledge of
these, there is no need to go far afield, since I come upon them
in my own self. Common logic itself supplies an example, how
all the simple acts of reason can be enumerated completely
and systematically. The subject of the present enquiry is the
[kindred] question, how much we can hope to achieve by
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reason, when all the material and assistance of experience are
taken away.

So much as regards completeness in our determination of
each question, and ex/austiveness in our determination of all
the questions with vhich we have to deal. These questions are
not arbitrarily selected; they are prescribed to us, by the very
nature of knowledge itself, as being the subject-matter of our
critical enquiry.

As regards the form of our enquiry, certainty and clearness A xv.
are two essential requirements, rightlyto be exacted from any-
one who ventures upon so delicate an undertaking.

As to certainty, 1 have prescribed to myself the maxim,
that in this kind of investigation it is in no wise permissible to
hold opinions. Everything, therefore, which bears any manner
of resemblance to an hypothesis is to be treated as contra-
band; it is not to be put up for sale even at the lowest price,
but forthwith confiscated, immediately upon detection. Any
knowledge that professes to hold a prior: lays claim to be
regarded as absolutely necessary. This applies still more to any
determination of all pure a priori knowledge, since such deter-
mination has to serve as the measure, and therefore as the
[supreme] example, of all apodeictic (philosophical) certainty.
Whether I have succeeded in what I have undertaken must be
left altogether to the reader’s judgment; the author’s task is
solely to adduce grounds, not to speak as to the effect which
they should have upon those who are sitting in judgment. But
the author, in order that he may not himself, innocently, be A xvi.
the cause of any weakening of his arguments, may be permitted
to draw attention to certain passages, which, although merely
incidental, may yet occasion some mistrust. Such timely inter-
vention may serve to counteract the influence which even quite
undefined doubts as to these minor matters might otherwise
exercise upon the reader’s attitude in regard to the main
issue.

I know no enquiries which are more important for ex-
ploring the faculty which we entitle understanding, and for
determining the rules and limits of its employment, than those
which I have instituted in the second chapter of the Trans-
cendental Analytic under the title Deduction of the Pure
Concepts of Understanding. They are also those which have
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cost me the greatest labour—Ilabour, as I hope, not unre-
warded. This enquiry, which is somewhat deeply grounded,
has two sides. The one refers to the objects of pure under-
standing, and is intended to expound and render intelligible
the objective validity of its @ priori concepts. It is therefore
essential to my purposes. The other seeks to investigate the
pure understanding itself, its possibility and the cognitive
faculties upon which it rests; and so deals with it in its sub-
jective aspect. Although this latter exposition is of great
importance for my chief purpose, it does not form an essential
part of it. For the chief question is always simply this:—what
and how much can the understanding and reason know apart
from all experience? not:—how is the faculty of thought itself
possible? The latter is, as it were, the search for the cause of
a given effect, and to that extent is somewhat hypothetical
in character (though, as I shall show elsewhere, it is not really
so); and I would appear to be taking the liberty simply of
expressing an opinion, in which case the reader would be free
to express a different opznion. For this reason I must forestall
the readet’s criticism by pointing out that the objective de-
duction with which I am here chiefly concerned retains its full
force even if my subjective deduction should fail to produce
that complete conviction for which I hope. On this matter,
what has been said on pp. 92-93* should in any case suffice
by itself.

As regards clearness, the reader has a right to demand, in
the first place, a discursive (logical) clearness, through con-
cepts, and secondly, an éntuitive (aesthetic) clearness, through
intuitions, that is, through examples and other concrete
illustrations. For the first I have sufficiently provided. That
was essential to my purpose; but it has also been the incidental
cause of my not being in a position to do justice to the second
demand, which, if not so pressing, is yet still quite reasonable.
I have been almost continuously at a loss, during the progress
of my work, how I should proceed in this matter. Examples
and illustrations seemed always to be necessary, and so took
their place, as required, in my first draft. But I very soon
became aware of the magnitude of my task and of the multi-
plicity of matters with which I should have to deal; and as

1 [Paging in A.}
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I perceived that even if treated in dry, purely scholastic
fashion, the outcome would by itself be already quite suffi-
ciently large in bulk, I found it inadvisable to enlarge it yet
further through examples and illustrations. These are neces-
sary only from a popular point of view; and this work can
never be made suitable for popular consumption. Such
assistance is not required by genuine students of the science,
and, though always pleasing, might very well in this case
have been self-defeating in its effects. Abbot Terrasson?® has
remarked that if the size of a volume be measured not by the A xix.
number of its pages but by the time required for mastering it,
it can be said of many a book, tkat it would be much shorter
if it were not so short. On the other hand, if we have in view
the comprehensibility of a whole of speculative knowledge,
which, though wide-ranging, has the coherence that follows
from unity of principle, we can say with equal justice zkat
many a book would have been muck clearer if it had not made
such an effort to be clear. For the aids to clearness, though
they may be of assistance 2 in regard to details, often interfere
with our grasp of the whole. The reader is not allowed to
arrive sufficiently quickly at a conspectus of the whole; the
bright colouring of the illustrative material intervenes to cover
over and conceal the articulation and organisation of the
system, which, if we are to be able to judge of its unity and
solidity, are what chiefly concern us.

The reader, I should judge, will feel it to be no small
inducement to yield his willing co-operation, when the author
is thus endeavouring, according to the plan here proposed, to
carry through a large and important work in a complete and
lasting manner. Metaphysics, on the view which we are adopt- A xx.
ing, is the only one of all the sciences which dare promise
that through a small but concentrated effort it will attain,
and this in a short time, such completion as will leave no
task to our successors save that of adapting it in a didactic
manner according to their own preferences, without their

1 [The reference is to a posthumous work of Abbot Terrasson, which appeared
in 1754. Kant was probably acquainted with it in the German translation, pub-
lished in 1762, under the title, Philosophie nack ihrem allgemeinen Einflusse
auf alle Gegenstinde des Geistes und der Sitten. The passage cited is on p. 117
of that translation.]

3 [Reading, with Rosenkranz, kelfen for fehlen.)
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being able to add anything whatsoever to its content. For it
is nothing but the snwventory of all our possessions through
pure reason, systematically arranged. In this ‘field nothing
can escape us. What reason produces entirely out of itself
cannot be concealed, but is brought to light by reason itself
immediately the common principle has been discovered.
The complete unity of this kind of knowledge, and the fact
that it is derived solely from pure concepts, entirely unin-
fluenced by any experience or by special intuition, such as
might lead to any determinate experience that would enlarge
and increase it, make this unconditioned completeness not
only practicable but also necessary. Zecum kabita, et noris
quam sit tibi curta supellex.”

Such a system of pure (speculative) reason I hope myself
to produce under the title Metaphysics of Nature. It will be
not half as large, yet incomparably richer in content than this
present Critigue, which has as its first task to discover the
sources and conditions of the possibility of such criticism,
clearing, as itwere, and levelling what has hitherto been waste-
ground. In this present enterprise I look to my reader for the
patience and impartiality of a judge; whereas in the other, I
shall look for the benevolent assistance of a fellow-worker.
For however completely all the principles of the system are
presented in this Critigue, the completeness of the system
itself likewise requires that none of the derzvative concepts
be lacking. These cannot be enumerated by any a prior7 com-
putation, but must be discovered gradually. Whereas, there-
fore, in this Critique the entire synthesis of the concepts has
been exhausted, there will still remain the further work of
making their analysis similarly complete, a task which is
rather an amusement than a labour.

I have only a few remarks to add of a typographical
character. As the beginning of the printing was delayed, I
was not able to see more than about half of the proof-sheets,
and I now find some misprints, which do not, however, affect
the sense except on p. 379, line 4 from the bottom,! where
specific has to be read in place of sceptical. The antinomy

¢ Persius [Sat. iv. 52].

! [Paging in A.]



PREFACE TO FIRST EDITION 15

of pure reason, from p. 425 to p. 461, has been so arranged,
in tabular form, that all that belongs to the thesis stands
on the left and what belongs to the antithesis on the right.
This I have done in order that proposition and counter-
proposition may be the more easily compared with one
another.

1 [Paging in A.]
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WHETHER the treatment of such knowledge as lies within the
province of reason does or does not follow the secure path of a
science, is easily to be determined from the outcome. For if
after elaborate preparations, frequently renewed, it is brought
to a stop immediately it nears its goal; if often it is com-
pelled to retrace its steps and strike into some new line of
approach; or again, if the various participants are unable to
agree in any common plan of procedure, then we may rest
assured that it is very far from having entered upon the secure
path of a science, and is indeed a merely random groping. In
these circumstances, we shall be rendering a service to reason
should we succeed in discovering the path upon which it can
securely travel, even if, as a result of so doing, much that is
comprised in our original aims, adopted without reflection,
may have to be abandoned as fruitless.

That logic has already, from the earliest times, proceeded B viii.
upon this sure path is evidenced by the fact that since Aris-
totle it has not required to retrace a single step, unless, indeed,
we care to count as improvements the removal of certain need-
less subtleties or the clearer exposition of its recognised teach-
ing, features which concern the elegance rather than the cer-
tainty of the science. It is remarkable also that to the present
day this logic has not been able to advance a single step, and
is thus to all appearance a closed and completed body of doc-
trine. If some of the moderns have thought to enlarge it by
introducing psyckological chapters on the different faculties of
knowledge (imagination, wit, etc.), metaphysical chapters on
the origin of knowledge or on the different kinds of certainty
according to difference in the objects (idealism, scepticism, etc.),
or anthropological chapters on prejudices, their causes and
remedies, this could only arise from their ignorance of the

17 c
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peculiar nature of logical science. We do not enlarge but
disfigure sciences, if we allow them to trespass upon one
another’s territory. The sphere of logic is quité precisely de-
limited; its sole concern is to give an exhaustive exposition and
a strict proof of the formal rules of all thought, whether it be
a priori or empirical, whatever be its origin or its object, and
whatever hindrances, accidental or natural, it may encounter
in our minds.

That logic should have been thus successful is an advan-
tage which it owes entirely to its limitations, whereby it is
justified in abstracting—indeed, it is under obligation to do
so—from all objects of knowledge and their differences, leaving
the understanding nothing todeal with save itself and its form.
But for reason to enter on the sure path of science is, of course,
much more difficult, since it has to deal not with itself alone
but also with objects. Logic, therefore, as a propaedeutic,
forms, as it were, only the vestibule of the sciences; and when
we are concerned with specific modes of knowledge, while
logic is indeed presupposed in any critical estimate of
them, yet for the actual acquiring of them we have to look
to the sciences properly so called, that is, to the objective
sciences.

Now if reason is to be a factor in these sciences, something
in them must be known & pr7orZ, and this knowledge may be
related to its object in one or other of two ways, either as
merely determining it and its concept (which must be supplied

. from elsewhere) or as also making it actual. The former is

theoretical, the latter practical knowledge of reason. In both,
that part in which reason determines its object completely
a priori,namely, the pure part—however muchorlittle this part
may contain—must be first and separately dealt with, in case
it be confounded with what comes from other sources, For it
is bad management if we blindly pay out what comes in, and
are not able, when the income falls into arrears, to distinguish
which part of it can justify expenditure, and in which! line we
must make reductions.

Mathematics and physics, the two sciences in which reason
yields theoretical knowledge, have to determine their objects
a priori, the former doing so quite purely, the latter having

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, von welchem for von welcher.)
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to reckon, at least partially, with sources of knowledge other
than reason.

In the earliest times to which the history of human reason
extends, mathematics, among that wonderful people, the
Greeks, had already entered upon the sure path of science. But
it must not be supposed that it was as easy for mathematics as
it was for logic—in which reason has to deal with itself alone—
to light upon, or rather to construct for itself, that royal road. B xi.
On the contrary, I believe that it long remained, especially
among the Egyptians, in the groping stage, and that the trans-
formation must have been due to a revolution brought about
by the happy thought of a single man, the experiment which
he devised marking out the path upon which the science must
enter, and by following which, secure progress throughout all
time and in endless expansion is infallibly secured. The his-
tory of this intellectual revolution—far more important than
the discovery of the passage round the celebrated Cape of
Good Hope—and of its fortunate author, has not been pre-
served. But the fact that Diogenes Laertius, in handing down
an account of these matters, names the reputed author of even
the least important among the geometrical demonstrations,
even of those which, for ordinary consciousness, stand in need
of no such proof, does at least show that the memory of the
revolution, brought about by the first glimpse of this new path,
must have seemed to mathematicians of such outstanding im-
portance as to cause it tosurvive thetide of oblivion. A new light
flashed upon the mind of the first man (be he Thales or some
other) who demonstrated the properties of the isosceles triangle.
The true method, so he found, was not to inspect what he dis- B xii.
cerned either in the figure, or in the bare concept of it, and from
this, as it were, to read off its properties; but to bring out what?
was necessarily implied in the concepts that he had himself
formed a priorz, and had put into the figure in the construction
by which he presented it to himself. If he is to know anything
with @ priori certainty he must not ascribe to the figure any-
thing save what necessarily follows from what he has himself
set into it in accordance with his concept.

Natural science was very much longer in entering upon the
highway of science. It is, indeed, only about a century and a

1 [Reading, with Adickes, sondern das for sondern durch das.]
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half since Bacon, by his ingenious proposals, partly initiated
this discovery, partly inspired fresh vigour in those who were
already on the way to it. In this case also the-discovery can
be explained as being the sudden outcome of an intellectual
revolution. In my present remarks I am referring to natural
science only in so far as it is founded on empirical principles.

When Galileo caused balls, the weights of which he had
himself previously determined, to roll down an inclined plane;
when Torricelli made the air carry a weight which he had cal-
culated beforehand to be equal to that of a definite volume of
water; or in more recent times, when Stahl changed metal
into lime, and lime back into metal, by withdrawing some-
thing and then restoring it,* a light broke upon all students of
nature. They learned that reason has insight only into that
which it produces after a plan of its own, and that it must not
allow itself to be kept, as it were, in nature’s leading-strings,
but must itself show the way with principles of judgment based
upon fixed laws, constraining nature to give answer to ques-
tions of reason’s own determining. Accidental observations,
made in obedience to no previously thought-out plan, can
never be made to yield a necessary law, which alone reasonq is
concerned to discover. Reason, holding in one hand its prin-
ciples, according to which alone concordant appearances can
be admitted as equivalent to laws, and in the other hand the
experiment which it has devised in conformity with these prin-
ciples, must approach nature in order to be taught by it. It
must not, however, do so in the character of a pupil who
listens to everything that the teacher chooses to say, but of
an appointed judge who compels the witnesses to answer
questions which he has himself formulated. Even physics,
therefore, owes the beneficent revolution in its point of view
entirely to the happy thought, that while reason must seek in
nature, not fictitiously ascribe to it, whatever as not being
knowable through reason’s own resources has to be learnt,
if learnt at all, only from nature, it must adopt as its guide,
in so seeking, that which it has itself put into nature. It is thus
that the study of nature has entered on the secure path of a

% T am not, in my choice of examples, tracing the exact course of
the history of the experimental method; we have indeed no very pre-
cise knowledge of its first beginnings.
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science, after having for so many centuries been nothing but
a process of merely random groping.

Metaphysics is a completely isolated speculative science of
reason, which soars far above the teachings of experience, and
in which reason is indeed meant to be its own pupil. Meta-
physics rests on concepts alone—not, like mathematics, ontheir
application to intuition. But though it is older than all other
sciences, and would survive even if all the rest were swallowed
up in the abyss of an all-destroying barbarism, it has not yet
had the good fortune to enter upon the secure path of a science.
For in it reason is perpetually being brought to a stand, even
when the laws into which it is seeking to have, as it professes,
anaprioriinsight are those that are confirmed by our most com-
mon experiences. Ever and again we have to retrace our steps,
as not leading us in the direction in which we desire to go. So
far, too, are the students of metaphysics from exhibiting any B xv.
kind of unanimity in their contentions, that metaphysics has
rather to be regarded as a battle-ground quite peculiarly suited
for those who desire to exercise themselves in mock combats,
and in which no participant has ever yet succeeded in gaining
even so much as an inch of territory, not at least in such
manner as to secure him in its permanent possession. This
shows, beyond all questioning, that the procedure of meta-
physics has hitherto been a merely random groping, and,
what is worst of all, a groping among mere concepts.

What, then, is the reason why, in this field, the sure road
to science has not hitherto been found? Is it, perhaps, im-
possible of discovery? Why, in that case, should nature have
visited our reason with the restless endeavour whereby it is
ever searching for such a path, as if this were one of its most
important concerns. Nay, more, how little cause have we to
place trust in our reason, if, in one of the most important
domains of which we would fain have knowledge, it does
not merely fail us, but lures us on by deceitful promises, and
in the end betrays us! Or if it be only that we have thus far
failed to find the true path, are there any indications to justify
the hope that by renewed efforts we may have better fortune
than has fallen to our predecessors?

The examples of mathematics and natural science, which
by a single and sudden revolution have become what they B xvi.
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now are, seem to me sufficiently remarkable to suggest our
considering what may have been the essential features in the
changed point of view by which they have so ‘greatly bene-
fited. Their success should incline us, at least by way of experi-
ment, to imitate their procedure, so far as the analogy which,
as species of rational knowledge, they bear to metaphysics may
permit. Hitherto it has been assumed that all our knowledge
must conform to objects. But all attempts to extend our know-
ledge of objects by establishing something in regard to them
a priori, by means of concepts, have, on this assumption,
ended in failure. We must therefore make trial whether we
may not have more success in the tasks of metaphysics, if
we suppose that objects must conform to our knowledge. This
would agree better with what is desired, namely, that it should
be possible to have knowledge of objects & prior, determining
something in regard to them prior to their being given. We
should then be proceeding precisely on the lines of Copernicus’
primary hypothesis.! Failing of satisfactory progress if ex-
plaining the movements of the heavenly bodies on the supposi-
tion that they all revolved round the spectator, he tried whether
he might not have better success if he made the spectator
to revolve and the stars to remain at rest. A similar experi-
ment can be tried in metaphysics, as regards the intuition
of objects. If intuition must conform to the constitution of
the objects, I do not see how we could know anything of
the latter @ priorz; but if the object (as object of the senses)
must conform to the constitution of our faculty of intuition,
I have no difficulty in conceiving such a possibility. Since I
cannot rest in these intuitions if they are to become known,
but must relate them as representations to something as their
object, and determine this latter through them, either I must
assume that the concepts, by means of which I obtain this
determination, conform to the object, or else I assume that the
objects, or what is the same thing, that the experience in
which alone, as given objects, they can be known, conform to
the concepts. In the former case, I am again in the same per-
plexity as to how I can know anything a prior7 in regard to
the objects. In the latter case the outlook is more hopeful. For
experience is itself a species of knowledge which involves

1 [mit den ersten Gedanken des Kopernihus.)
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understanding; and understanding has rules which I must pre-
suppose as being in me prior to objects being given to me, and
therefore as being a priori. They find expression in a priori
concepts to which all objects of experience necessarily con- B xviii
form, and with which they must agree. As regards objects
which are thought solely through reason, and indeed as
necessary, but which can never—at least not in the manner
in which reason thinks them—be given in experience, the
attempts at thinking them (for they must admit of being
thought) will furnish an excellent test of what we are adopting
as our new method of thought, namely, that we can know
a priori of things only what we ourselves put into them.*

This experiment succeeds as well as could be desired, and
promises to metaphysics, in its first part—the part that is
occupied with those concepts a prior7 to which the correspond-
ing objects, commensurate with them, can be given in ex-
perience—the secure path of a science. For the new point of B xix.
view enables us to explain how there can be knowledge
a priors; and, in addition, to furnish satisfactory proofs of the
laws which form the @ priori basis of nature, regarded as the
swm of the objects of experience—neither achievement being
possible on the procedure hitherto followed. But this deduction
of our power of knowing a priorz, in the first partof metaphysics,
has a consequence which isstartling, and which has theappear-

@ This method, modelled on that of the student of nature, ¢con-
sists in looking for the elements of pure reason in what admits of con-
JSirmation or refutation by experiment. Now the propositions of pure
reason, especially if they venture out beyond all limits of possible
experience, cannot be brought to the test through any experiment
with their odjects, as in natural science. In dealing with those con-
cepts and principles which we adopt @ prior, all that we can do is to
contrive that they be used for viewing objects from two different
points of view—on the one hand, in connection with experience, as B xix.
objects of the senses and of the understanding, and on the other
hand, for the isolated reason that strives to transcend all? limits of
experience, as objects which are thought merely. If, when things are
viewed from this twofold standpoint, we find that there is agreement
with the principle of pure reason, but that when we regard them
only from a single point of view reason is involved in unavoidable
self-conflict, the experiment decides in favour of the correctness of
this distinction.

1 [Reading, with Adickes, #ber alle for uber.]
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ance of being highly prejudicial to the whole purpose of meta-
physics, as dealt with in the second part. For we are brought
to the conclusion that we can never transcend: the limits of
possible experience, though that is precisely what this science
is concerned, above all else, to achieve. Ehis situation yields,
however, just the very experiment by which, indirectly, we
are enabled to prove the truth of this first estimate of our
a priori knowledge of reason, namely, that such knowledge
has to do only with appearances, and must leave the thing
in itself! as indeed real per se, but as not known by us.
For what necessarily forces us to transcend the limits of
experience and of all appearances is the wnconditioned,
which reason, by necessity and by right, demands in things
in themselves, as required to complete the series of con-
ditions. If, then, on the supposition that our empirical know-
ledge conforms to objects as things in themselves, we find
that the unconditioned cannot be thought without contradiction,
and that when, on the other hand, we suppose that our repre-
sentation of things, as they are given to us, does not conform
to these things as they are in themselves, but that these objects,
as appearances, conform to our mode of representation, &%z
contradiction vanishes; and if, therefore, we thus find that
the unconditioned is not to be met with in things, so far as
we know them, that is, so far as they are given to us, but
only so far as we do not know them, that is, so far as they
are things in themselves, we are justified in concluding that
what we at first assumed for the purposes of experiment is
now definitely confirmed.® But when all progress in the field
of the supersensible has thus been denied to speculative
reason, it is still open to us to enquire whether, in the practical

@ This experiment of pure reason bears a great similarity to what
in chemistry is sometimes entitled the experiment of reduction, or
more usually the synzhetic process. The analysis of the metaphysician
separates pure @ prior: knowledge into two very heterogeneous
elements, namely, the knowledge of things as appearances, and the
knowledge of things in themselves; his dralectic combines these
two again, in Aarmony with the necessary idea of the unconditioned
demanded by reason, and finds that this harmony can never be ob-
tained except through the above distinction, which must therefore
be accepted.

1 [die Sache an sich selbst.)
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knowledge of reason, data may not be found sufficient to de-
termine reason’s transcendent concept of the unconditioned,
and so to emable us, in accordance with the wish of meta-
physics, and by means of knowledge that is possible a priors,
though only from a practical point of view, to pass beyond
the limits of all possible experience. Speculative reason has
thus at least made room for such an extension; and if it must
at the same time leave it empty, yet none the less we are at B xxii.
liberty, indeed we are summoned, to take occupation of it,
if we can, by practical data of reason.®

This attempt to alter the procedure which has hitherto
prevailed in metaphysics, by completely revolutionising it
in accordance with the example set by the geometers and
physicists, forms indeed the main purpose of this critique of
pure speculative reason. It is a treatise on the method, not a
system of the science itself. But at the same time it marks out
the whole plan of the science, both as regards its limits and as
regards its entire internal structure. For purespeculative reason B xxiii.
has this peculiarity, that it can measure its powers according
to the different ways in which it chooses the objects of its
thinking, and can also give an exhaustive enumeration of
the various ways in which it propounds its problems, and so
is able, nay bound, to trace the complete outline of a system
of metaphysics. As regards the first point, nothing in a priors
knowledge can be ascribed to objects save what the thinking
subject derives from itself; as regards the second point, pure
reason, so far as the principles of its knowledge are concerned,

¢ Similarly, the fundamental laws of the motions of the heavenly
bodies gave established certainty to what Copernicus had at first
assumed only as an hypothesis, and at the same time yielded
proof of the invisible force (the Newtonian attraction) which holds
the universe together. The latter would have remained for ever un-
discovered if Copernicus had not dared, in a manner contradictory
of the senses, but yet true, to seek the observed movements, not in
the heavenly bodies, but in the spectator. The change in point of
view, analogous to this hypothesis, which is expounded in the
Critigue, I put forward in this preface as an hypothesis only, in order
to draw attention to the character of these first attempts at such a
change, which are always hypothetical. But in the Critsgue itself it
will be proved, apodeictically not hypothetically, from the nature
of our representations of space and time and from the elementary
concepts of the understanding.
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is a quite separate self-subsistent unity, in which, as in an
organised body, every member exists for every other, and
all for the sake of each, so that no principle ¢an safely be
taken in any ome relation, unless it has been investigated in
the entirety of its relations to the whole employment of pure
reason. Consequently, metaphysics has also this singular
advantage, such as falls to the lot of no other science which
deals with objects (for Jogic is concerned only with the form
of thought in general), that should it, through this critique,
be set upon the secure path of a science, it is capable of ac-
quiring exhaustive knowledge of its entire field. Metaphysics
has to deal only with principles, and with the limits of their
employment as determined by these principles themselves,
and it can therefore finish its work and bequeath it to posterity
as a capital to which no addition can be made. Since it is
a fundamental science, it is under obligation to achieve this
completeness. We must be able to say of it: #i/ actum re-
putans, si quid superesset agendum.

But, it will be asked, what sort of a treasure is this that
we propose to bequeath to posterity? What is the value of
the metaphysics that is alleged to be thus purified by criti-
cism and established once for all? On a cursory view of the
present work it may seem that its results are merely negative,
warning us that we must never venture with speculative reason
beyond the limits of experience. Such is in fact its primary use.
But such teaching at once acquires a positive value when we
recognise that the principles with which speculative reason
ventures out beyond its proper limits do not in effect extend
the employment of reason, but, as we find on closer scrutiny,
inevitably »zarrow it. These principles properly belong [not
to reason but] to sensibility, and when thus employed they
threaten to make the bounds of sensibility coextensive with
the real, and so to supplant reason in its pure (practical) em-
ployment. So far, therefore, as our Critique limits speculative
reason, it is indeed negative; but since it thereby removes an
obstacle which stands in the way of the employment of practi-
cal reason, nay threatens to destroy it, it has in reality a posi-
tive and very important use. At least this is so, immediately
we are convinced that there is an absolutely necessary prac-
tical employment of pure reason—the mora/—in which it



PREFACE TO SECOND EDITION 27

inevitably goes beyond the limits of sensibility. Though
[practical] reason, in thus proceeding, requires no assistance
from speculdtive reason, it must yet be assured against its
opposition, that reason may not be brought into conflict
with itself. To deny<+that the service which the Critique renders
is positive in character, would thus be like saying that the
police are of no positive benefit, inasmuch as their main busi-
ness is merely to prevent the violence of which citizens stand
in mutual fear, in order that each may pursue his vocation in
peace and security. That space and time are only forms of sens-
ible intuition, and so only conditions of the existence of things
as appearances; that, moreover, we have no concepts of under-
standing, and consequently no elements for the knowledge of
things, save in so far as intuition can be given corresponding B xxvi.
to these concepts; and that we can therefore have no knowledge
of any object as thing in itself, but only in so far as it! is an
object of sensible intuition, that is, an appearance—all this is
proved in the analytical part of the Critique. Thus it does in-
deed follow that all possible speculative knowledge of reason
is limited to mere objects of experience. But our further con-
tention must also be duly borne in mind, namely, that though
we cannot £zow these objects as things in themselves, we
must yet be in position at least to 24zz£ them as things in them-
selves;® otherwise we should be landed in the absurd conclusion
that there can be appearance without anything that appears. B xxvii.
Now let us suppose that the distinction, which our Critique has
shown to be necessary, between things as objects of experience
and those same things as things in themselves, had not been
made. In that case all things in general, as far as they are

¢ To Anow an object I must be able to prove its possibility, either
from its actuality as attested by experience, or a przo7: by means of
reason. But I can z4znk whatever I please, provided only that I do
not contradict myself, that is, provided my concept is a possible
thought. This suffices for the possibility of the concept, even though
I may not be able to answer for there being, in the sum of all possi-
bilities, an object corresponding to it. But something more is re-
quired before I can ascribe to such a concept objective validity, that
is, real possibility; the former possibility is merely logical. This some-
thing more need not, however, be sought in the theoretical sources of
knowledge; it may lie in those that are practical.

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, er for es.]
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efficient causes, would be determined by the principle of caus-
ality, and consequently by the mechanism of nature. I could
not, therefore, without palpable contradiction, sdy of one and
the same being, for instance the human soul, that its will is free
and yet is subject to natural necessity, that is, is not free. For
I have taken the soul in both propositions in one and the same
sense, namely as a thing in general, that is, as a thing 1 in itself;
and save by means of a preceding critique, could not have done
otherwise. But if our Critique is not in error in teaching that
the object is to be taken ¢n a twofold sense, namely as appear-
ance and as thing in itself; if the deduction of the concepts of
understanding is valid, and the principle of causality there-
fore applies only to things taken in the former sense, namely,
in so far as they are objects of experience—these same objects,
taken in the other sense, not being subject to the principle—
then there is no contradiction in supposing that one and the
same will is, in the appearance, that is, in its visible acts,
necessarily subject to the law of nature, and so far not free,
while yet, as belonging to a thing in itself, it is not subject
to that law, and is therefore free. My soul, viewed from the
latter standpoint, cannot indeed be known by means of spec-
lative reason (and still less through empirical observation);
and freedom as a propertyof a being towhich I attribute effects
in the sensible world, is therefore also not knowable in any
such fashion. For I should then have to know such a being as
determined initsexistence, and yet as not determined in time—
which is impossible, since I cannot support my concept by any
intuition. But though I cannot £now, I can yet 247ink freedom;
that is to say, the representation of it is at least not self-con-
tradictory, provided due account be taken of our critical dis-
tinction between the two modes of representation, the sensible
and the intellectual, and of the resulting limitation of the,pure
concepts of understanding and of the principles which flow
from them,

If we grant that morality necessarily presupposes freedom
(in the strictest sense) as a property of our will; if, that is to
say, we grant that it yields practical principles—original prin-
ciples, proper to our reason—as a priori data of reason, and
that this would be absolutely impossible save on the assump-

1 [Sache.]
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tion of freedom; and if at the same time we grant that
speculative reason has proved that such freedom does not
allow of being thought, then the former supposition—that
made on behalf of morality—would have to give way to this
other contention, the opposite of which involves a palpable
contradiction. For since it is only on the assumption of free-
dom that the negation of morality contains any contradiction,
freedom, and with it morality, would have to yield to the
mechanism of nature.

Morality does not, indeed, require that freedom should be
understood, but only that it should not contradict itself, and
so should at least allow of being thought, and that as thus
thought it should place no obstacle in the way of a free act
(viewed in another relation)likewise conforming to the mechan-
ism of nature. The doctrine of morality and the doctrine of
nature may each, therefore, make good its position. This,
however, is only possible in so far as criticism has previously
established our unavoidable ignorance of things in themselves,
and has limited all that we can theoretically £7ow to mere
appearances.

. This discussion as to the positive advantage of critical
principles of pure reason can be similarly developed in regard
to the concept of God and of the simple nature of our soul; but
for the sake of brevity such further discussion may be omitted.
[From what has already been said, it is evident that] even the
assumption—as made on behalf of the necessary practical em- B xxx.
ployment of my reason—of God, freedom, and immortality is
not permissible unless at the same time speculative reason be
deprived of its pretensions to transcendent insight. For inorder
to arrive at such insight it must make use of principles which,
in fact, extend only to objects of possible experience, and
which, if alsoapplied to what cannot be anobject of experience,
always really change this into an appearance, thus rendering
allpracticalextensionof purereasonimpossible. I havetherefore
found it necessary to deny £nowledge, in order to make room
for faith.! The dogmatism of metaphysics, that is, the precon-
ception thatit is possible to make headway in metaphysics with-
out a previous criticism of pure reason, is the source of all that
unbelief,? always very dogmatic, which wars against morality.

1 [Glaube.] 2 [Unglaube.)
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Though it may not, then, be very difficult to leave to pos-
terity the bequest of a systematic metaphysic, constructed in
conformity with a critique of pure reason, yet such a gift is
not to be valued lightly. For not only will reason be enabled
to follow the secure path of a science, instead of, as hitherto,
groping at random, without circumspection or self-criticism;
our enquiring youth will also be in a position to spend
their time more profitably than in the ordinary dogmatism
by which they are so early and so greatly encouraged to
indulge in easy speculation about things of which they
understand nothing, and into which neither they nor any-
one else will ever have any insight—encouraged, indeed, to
invent new ideas and opinions, while neglecting the study
of the better-established sciences. But, above all, there is
the inestimable benefit, that all objections to morality and
religion will be for ever silenced, and this in Socratic fashion,
namely, by the clearest proof of the ignorance of the objectors.
There has always existed in the world, and there will always
continue to exist, some kind of metaphysics, and with it the
dialectic that is natural to pure reason. It is therefore the first
and most important task of philosophy to deprive meta-
physics, once and for all, of its injurious influence, by attack-
ing its errors at their very source.

Notwithstanding this important change in the field of the
sciences, and the Joss of its fancied possessions which specula-
tive reason must suffer, general human interests remain in the
same privileged position as hitherto, and the advantages which
the world has hitherto derived from the teachings of pure
reason are in no way diminished. The loss affects only the
monopoly of the schools, inno respect the interests of humanity.
I appeal to the most rigid dogmatist, whether the proof of the
continued existence of our soul after death, derived from the
simplicity of substance, or of the freedom of the will as opposed
to a universal mechanism, arrived at through the subtle but
ineffectual distinctions between subjective and objective prac-
tical necessity, or of the existence of God as deduced from the
concept of an ens realissimum (of the contingency of the
changeable and of the necessity of a prime mover), have ever,
upon passing out from the schools, succeeded in reaching the
public mind or in exercising the slightest influence on its con-
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victions? That has never been found to occur, and in view of
the unfitness of the common human understanding for such
subtle speculation, ought never to have been expected. Such
widely held convictions, so far as they rest on rational grounds,
are due to quite other considerations. The hope of a future life
has its source in that notable characteristic of our nature,
never to be capable of being satisfied by what is temporal (as
insufficient for the capacities of its whole destination); the
consciousness of freedom rests exclusively on the clear ex- B xxxii.
hibition of duties, in opposition to all claims of the inclina-
tions; the belief in a wise and great Author of the world is
generated solely by the glorious order, beauty, and providen-
tial care everywhere displayed in nature. When the schools
have been brought to recognise that they can lay no claim
to higher and fuller insight in a matter of universal human
concern than that which is equally within the reach of the
great mass of men (ever to be held by us in the highest
esteem), and that, as Schools of philosophy, they should limit
themselves to the study of those universally comprehensible,
and, for moral purposes, sufficient grounds of proof, then
nat only do these latter possessions remain undisturbed, but
through this very fact they acquire yet greater authority. The
change affects only the arrogant pretensions of the Schools,
which would fain be counted the sole authors and possessors
of such truths (as, indeed, they can justly claim to be in. many
other branches of knowledge), reserving the key to themselves,
and communicating to the public their use only—guod mecum
nescit, solus vult scire videri. At the same time due regard is
paid tothe more moderate claimsof the speculative philosopher. B xxxiv.
He still remains the sole authority in regard to a science which
benefitsthe public without their knowing it,namely, the critique
of reason. That critique can never become popular, and indeed
there is no need that it should. For just as fine-spun arguments
in favour of useful truths make no appeal to the general mind,
so neither do the subtle objections that can be raised against
them. On the other hand, both inevitably present themselves
to everyone who rises to the height of speculation; and it is
therefore the duty of the Schools, by means of a thorough
investigation of the rights of speculative reason, once for all
to prevent the scandal which, sooner or later, is sure to
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break out even among the masses, as the result of the
disputes in which metaphysicians (and, as such, finally also
the clergy) inevitably become involved to the consequent
perversion of their teaching. Criticism alone can sever the
root of materialism, fatalism, atheism, free-thinking, fanati-
cism, and superstition, which can be injurious universally; as
well as of Zdealism and scepticism, which are dangerous chiefly
to the Schools, and hardly allow of being handed on to the
public. If governments think proper to interfere with the
affairs of the learned, it would be more consistent with a wise
regard for science as well as for mankind, to favour the free-
dom of such criticism, by which alone the labours of reason
can be established on a firm basis, than to support the
ridiculous despotism of the Schools, which raise a loud cry of
public danger over the destruction of cobwebs to which the
public has never paid any attention, and the loss of which it
can therefore never feel.

This critique is not opposed to the dogmatic procedure of
reason in its pure knowledge, as science, for that must always
be dogmatic, that is, yield strict proof from sure principles
a priori. It is opposed only to dogmatism, that is, to the pre-
sumption that it is possible to make progress with pure know-
ledge, according to principles, from concepts alone (those that
are philosophical), as reason has long been in the habit of
doing; and that it is possible to do this without having first in-
vestigated in what way and by what right reason has come into
possession of these concepts. Dogmatism is thus the dogmatic
procedure of pure reason, without previous criticism of its own
powers. Inwithstanding dogmatism we must not allow ourselves
to give free rein to that loquacious shallowness, which assumes
for itself the name of popularity, nor yet to scepticism, which
makes short work with all metaphysics. On the contrary, such
criticismis the necessary preparation for a thoroughly grounded
metaphysics, which, as science, must necessarily be developed
dogmatically, according to the strictest demands of system,
in such manner as to satisfy not the general public but the re-
quirements of the Schools. For that is a demand to which it
stands pledged, and which it may not neglect, namely, that it
carry out its work entirely a prZo7¢, to the complete satisfaction
of speculative reason. In the execution of the plan prescribed
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by the critique, that is, in the future system of metaphysics,
we have therefore to follow the strict method of the celebrated
Wolff, the greatest of all the dogmatic philosophers. He was
the first to show by example (and by his example he awakened
that spirit of thoroughness which is not extinct in Germany)
how the secure progress of a science is to be attained only
through orderly establishment of principles, clear determina-
tion of concepts, insistence upon strictness of proof, and avoid-
ance of venturesome, non-consecutive steps in our inferences.
He was thus peculiarly well fitted to raise metaphysics to the
dignity of a science, if only it had occurred to him to prepare
the ground beforehand by a critique of the organ, that is, of
pure reason itself. The blame for his having failed to do so B xxxvii.
lies not so much with himself as with the dogmatic way
of thinking prevalent in his day, and with which the philo-
sophers of his time, and of all previous times, have no right
to reproach one another. Those who reject both the method
of Wolff and the procedure of a critique of pure reason can
have no other aim than to shake off the fetters of science
altogether, and thus to change work into play, certainty into
opinion, philosophy into philodoxy.

Now, as regards this second edition, 1 have, as is fitting,
endeavoured to profit by the opportunity, in order to remove,
wherever possible, difficulties and obscurity which, not per-
haps without my fault, may have given rise to the many
misunderstandings into which even acute thinkers have fallen
in passing judgment upon my book. In the propositions them-
selves and their proofs, and also in the form and completeness
of the [architectonic] plan, I have found nothing to alter. This
is due partly to the long examination to which I have sub-
jected them, before offering them® to the public, partly to the
nature of the subject-matter with which we are dealing. For
pure speculative reason has a structure wherein everything
is an organ, the whole being for the sake of every part, and
every part for the sake of all the others, so that even the B xxxviii.
smallest imperfection, be it a fault (error) or a deficiency, must
inevitably betray itself in use. This system will, as I hope,
maintain, throughout the future, this unchangeableness. It
is not self-conceit which justifies me in this confidence, but

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, sze for es.]
D
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the evidence experimentally obtained through the parity of
the result, whether we proceed from the smallest elements
to the whole of pure reason or reverse-wise from the whole
(for this also is presented to reason through its final end
in the sphere of the practical) to each part. Any attempt to
change even the smallest part at once gives rise to contradic-
tions, not merely in the system, but in human reason in
general. As to the mode of exposition, on the other hand,
much still remains to be done; and in this edition I have
sought to make improvements which should help in removing,
first, the misunderstanding in regard to the Aesthetic, especi-
ally concerning the concept of time; secondly, the obscurity
of the deduction of the concepts of understanding; thirdly, a
supposed want of sufficient evidence in the proofs of the prin-
ciples of pure understanding; and finally, the false interpreta-
tion placed upon the paralogisms charged against rational
psychology. Beyond this point, that is, beyond the end of the
first chapter of the Transcendental Dialectic, I have made no
changes in the mode of exposition.® Time was too short to

% The only addition, strictly so called, though one affecting the
method of proof only, is the new refutation of psychological sdea/ssm
(cf. below, p. 244), and a strict (also, as I believe, the only possible)
proof of the objective reality of outer intuition. However harmless
idealism may be considered in respect of the essential aims of meta-
physics (though, in fact, it is not thus harmless), it still remains a
scandal to philosophy and to human reason in general that the
existence of things outside us (from which we derive the whole
material of knowledge, even for our inner sense) must be accepted
merely on faith, and that if anyone thinks good to doubt their exist-
ence, we are unable to counter his doubts by any satisfactory proof.
Since there is some obscurity in the expressions used in the proof,
from the third line to the sixth line, I beg to alter the passage as
follows: “‘But this permanent cannot be an intuition in me. Kor all
grounds of determination of my existence whick are to be met with
in me are representations, and as representations themselves require a
permanent distinct from them, in relation to which thesr change,
and so my exislence in the time wherein they change, may be deter-
mined.”” To this proof it will probably be objected, that I am im-
mediately conscious only of that which is in me, that is, of my repre-
sentation of outer things; and consequently that it must still remain
uncertain whether outside me there is anything corresponding to it,
or not. But through inner expersence 1 am conscious of my exsstence
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allow of further changes; and besides, I have not found among B xli.
competent and impartial critics any misapprehension inregard
to the remaining sections. Though I shall not venture to name
these critics with the praise that is their due, the attention B xlii.
which I have paid to their comments will easily be recognised
in the [new] passages [above mentioned]. These improvements
involve, however, a small loss, not to be prevented save by
making the book too voluminous, namely, that I have had
to omit or abridge certain passages, which, though not
indeed essential to the completeness of the whole, may yet
be missed by many readers as otherwise helpful. Only so
could I obtain space for what, as I hope, is now a more
intelligible exposition, which, though altering absolutely
nothing in the fundamentals of the propositions put for-
ward or even in their proofs, yet here and there departs
so far from the previous method of treatment, that mere in-
terpolations could not be made to suffice. This loss, which is
small and can be remedied by consulting the first edition, will,
I hope, be compensated by the greater clearness of the new

in tjme (consequently also of its determinability in time), and this is
more than to be conscious merely of my representation. It is identical
with the empirical consciousness of my existence, which is determin-
able only through relation to something which, while bound up with
my existence, is outside me. This consciousness of my existence in
time is bound up in the way of identity ! with the consciousness of a
relation to something outside me, and it is therefore experience not
invention, sense not imagination, which inseparably connects this
outside something with my inner sense. For outer sense is already
in itself a relation of intuition to something actual outside me, and
the reality of outer sense, in its distinction from imagination, rests
simply on that which is here found to take place, namely, its being
inseparably bound up with inner experience, as the condition of its
possibility. If, with the sntellectual consciousness of my existence, in
the representation ‘I am’, which accompanies all my judgments and
acts of understanding, I could at the same time connect a determina-
tion of my existence through sntellectual intuition, the conscious-
ness of a relation to something outside me would not be required.
But though that intellectual consciousness does indeed come first,?
the inner intuition, in which my existence can alone be determined,
is sensible and is bound up with the condition of time. This deter-
mination, however, and therefore the inner experience itself, depends

1 [identisch verbunden.) 2 [vorangeht.)
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text. I have observed, with pleasure and thankfulness, in
various published works—alike in critical reviews and in in-
dependent treatises—that the spirit of thoroughness is not
extinct in Germany, but has only been temporarily over-
B xliii. shadowed by the prevalence of a pretentiously free manner of
thinking; and that the thorny paths of the Critique have not
discouraged courageous and clear heads from setting them-
selves to master my book—a work which leads to a method-
ical, and as such alone enduring, and therefore most necessary,
science of pure reason. To these worthy men, who so happily
combine thoroughness of insight with a talent for lucid ex-
position—which I cannot regard myself as possessing—1I
leave the task of perfecting what, here and there, in its
exposition, is still somewhat defective; for in this regard
the danger is not that of being refuted, but of not being

upon something permanent which is not in me, and consequently
B xli. can be only in something outside me, to which I must regard my-
self as standing in relation. The reality of outer sense is thus neces-
sarily bound up with inner sense, if experience in general is to be
possible at all; that is, I am just as certainly conscious that there are
things outside me, which are in relation to my sense, as I am eon-
scious that I myself exist as determined in time. In order to deter-
mine to which given intuitions objects outside me actually corre-
spond, and which therefore belong to outer sezse (to which, and not
to the faculty of imagination, they are to be ascribed), we must in
each single case appeal to the rules according to which experience
in general, even inner experience, is distinguished from imagination
—the proposition that there is such a thing as outer experience being
always presupposed. This further remark may be added. The repre-
sentation of something pgermanent in existence is not the same as
permanent representation. For though the representation of [some-
thing permanent] ! may be very transitory and variable like all our
other representations, not excepting those of matter, it yet refers to
something permanent. This latter must therefore be an external
thing distinct from all my representations, and its existence must be
included in the dezermisnation of my own existence, constituting with
it but a single experience such as would not take place even inwardly
if it were not also at the same time, in part, outer. How this should
be possible we are as little capable of explaining further as we are of
accounting for our being able to think the abiding in time, the co-
existence of whichwith the changing generates the concept of altera-
tion.
1 [Reading, with Wille, jene for diese.)
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understood. From now on, though I cannot allow myself to
enter into controversy, I shall take careful note of all sugges-
tions, be they from friends or from opponents, for use, in
accordance with this propaedeutic, in the further elaboration
of the system. In thescourse of these labours I have advanced
somewhat far in years (this month I reach my sixty-fourth
year), and I must be careful with my time if I am to succeed
in my proposed scheme of providing a metaphysic of nature
and of morals which will confirm the truth of my Critique in
the two fields, of speculative and of practical reason. The
clearing up of the obscurities in the present work—they are B xliv.
hardly to be avoided in a new enterprise—and the defence
of it as a whole, I must therefore leave to those worthy men
who have made my teaching their own. A philosophical work
cannot be armed at all points, like a mathematical treatise,
and may therefore be open to objection in this or that respect,
while yet the structure of the system, taken in its unity, is not
in the least endangered. Few have the versatility of mind to
familiarise themselves with a new system; and owing to the
general distaste for all innovation, still fewer have the inclina-
tion to do so. If we take single passages, torn from their
contexts, and compare them with one another, apparent con-
tradictions are not likely to be lacking, especially in a work
that is written with any freedom of expression. In the eyes of
those who rely on the judgment of others, such contradic-
tions have the effect of placing the work in an unfavourable
light; but they are easily resolved by those who have mastered
the idea of the whole. If a theory has in itself stability, the
stresses and strains which may at first have seemed very
threatening to it serve only, in the course of time, to smooth
away its inequalities; and if men of impartiality, insight, and
true popularity devote themselves to its exposition, it may also,
in a short time, secure for itself the necessary elegance of
statement.

KUNIGSBERG, April 1787.






TABLE OF CONTENTS!

INTRODUCTION

I. TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF ELEMENTS
Part I. Transcendental Aesthetic
Section 1. Space
Section 2. Time
Part II. Transcendental Logic .
Division I. Transcendental Analytic in two books and their
various chapters and sections
Division II. Transcendental Dialectic in two books and their

various chapters and sections

II. TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF METHOD
Chapter I. The Discipline of Pure Reason
Chapter II. The Canon of Pure Reason
Chapter I11. The Architectonic of Pure Reason
Chapter IV. The History of Pure Reason

A xxiii.
PAGE
41
63
65
67
74
92

102

297
571 A xxiv.
574
629

653
666

1 [This is the table of contents in A. The table of contents in B is, with minor

changes, given above, pp. ix-xiii.]
39






INTRODUCTION

(. THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN PURE AND EMPIRICAL
KNOWLEDGE

THERE can be no doubt that all our knowledge begins with
experience. For how should our faculty of knowledge be
awakened into action did not objects affecting our senses
partly of themselves produce representations, partly arouse
the activity of our understanding to compare these repre-
sentations, and, by combining or separating them, work
up the raw material of the sensible impressions into that
knowledge of objects which is entitled experience? In the
order of time, therefore, we have no knowledge antecedent to
experience, and with experience all our knowledge begins.
But though all our knowledge begins with experience,
it does not follow that it all arises out of experience. For it

* [In B the Introduction is divided into five sections, in place of
the two sections of the original Introduction. The new sections I.
and II. (with their headings) are substituted in B for the original
two opening paragraphs (with their heading), which are as follows:]

I. THE IDEA OF TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHY

Experience is, beyond all doubt, the first product to which
our understanding gives rise, in working up the raw material
of sensible impressions.! Experience is therefore our first
instruction, and in its progress is so inexhaustible in new
information, that in the interconnected lives of all future
generations there will never be any lack of new knowledge
that can be thus ingathered. Nevertheless, it is by no means

} [sinnliche Empfindungen.]
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may well be that even our empirical knowledge is made up of
what we receive through impressions and of what our own
faculty of knowledge (sensible impressions serving merely as
the occasion) supplies from itself. If our faculty of knowledge
makes any such addition, it may be that we are not in a posi-
tion to distinguish it from the raw material, until with long
practice of attention we have become skilled in separating it.

This, then, is a question which at least calls for closer
examination, and does not allow of any off-hand answer:—
whether there is any knowledge that is thus independent of
experience and even of all impressions of the senses. Such
knowledge is entitled a priors, and distinguished from the

the sole field to which our understanding is confined. Experi-
ence tells us, indeed, what is, but not that it must necessarily
be so, and not otherwise. It therefore gives us no true
universality; and reason, which is so insistent upon this
kind of knowledge, is therefore more stimulated by it than
satisfied. Such universal modes of knowledge,* which at the
same time possess the character of inner necessity, must in
themselves, independently of experience, be clear and certain.
They are therefore entitled knowledge a prior7; whereas, on
the other hand, that which is borrowed solely from experience
is, as we say, known only a posteriori, or empirically.

Now we find, what is especially noteworthy, that even into
our experiences there enter modes of knowledge which must
have their origin @ priori, and which perhaps serve only to
give coherence to our sense-representations.? For if we elimin-
ate from our experiences everything which belongs to the
senses, there still remain certain original concepts and certain
judgments derived from them, which must have arisen com-
pletely a priori, independently of experience, inasmuch as
they enable us to say, or at least lead us to believe that we can
say, in regard to the objects which appear to the senses, more
than mere experience would teach—giving to assertions true
universality and strict necessity, such as mere empirical know-
ledge cannot supply.

1 [As the term ‘knowledge’ cannot be used in the plural, I have usually trans-
lated Eykenntnisse ‘modes of knowledge’.]
2 [Vorstellungen der Sinne.]
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empirical, which has its sources a posteriori, that is, in experi-
ence.

The expression ‘@ priori’ does not, however, indicate with
sufficient precision the full meaning of our question. For it
has been customary:to say, even of much knowledge that is
derived from empirical sources, that we have it or are capable
of having it a priors, meaning thereby that we do not derive
it immediately from experience, but from a universal rule—a
rule which is itself, however, borrowed by us from experience.
Thus we would say of a man who undermined the foundations
of his house, that he might have known a prior: that it would
fall, that is, that he need not have waited for the experience of
its actual falling. But still he could not know this completely
a priori. For he had first to learn through experience that
bodies are heavy, and therefore fall when their supports are
withdrawn.

In what follows, therefore, we shall understand by @ prior:
knowledge, not knowledge independent of this or that experi-
ence, but knowledge absolutely independent of all experience.
Opposed to it is empirical knowledge, which is knowledge
possible only a posteriori, that is, through experience. 4
priori modes of knowledge are entitled pure when there is
no admixture of anything empirical. Thus, for instance, the
proposition, ‘every alteration has its cause’, while an @ priors
proposition, is not a pure proposition, because alteration is a
concept which can be derived only from experience.! '

II. WE ARE IN POSSESSION OF CERTAIN MODES OF 4 PRIOR/
KNOWLEDGE, AND EVEN THE COMMON UNDERSTAND-
ING IS NEVER WITHOUT THEM

What we hererequire is a criterion? by which to distinguish
with certainty between pure and empirical knowledge. Ex-
perience teaches us that a thing is so and so, but not that it
cannot be otherwise. First, then, if we have a proposition
which in being thought is thought as necessary, it is an a priors
judgment; and if, besides, it is not derived from any proposi-
tion except one which also has the validity of a necessary
judgment, it is an absolutely a priori judgment. Secondly,

1 [Cf. below, pp. 44, 76, 216-7.] 2 [(Merkmal.)
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experience never confers on its judgments true or strict, but
only assumed and comparative universality, through induc-
tion. We can properly only say, therefore, that, so far as
we have hitherto observed, there is no exception to this or
that rule. If, then, a judgment is thought with strict univer-
sality, that is, in such manner that no exception is allowed as
possible, it is not derived from experience, but is valid abso-
lutely @ priori. Empirical universality is only an arbitrary ex-
tension of a validity holding in most cases to one which holds
in all, for instance, in the proposition, ‘all bodies are heavy’.
When, on the other hand, strict universality is essential to a
a judgment, this indicates a special source of knowledge,
namely, a faculty of @ priori knowledge. Necessity and strict
universality are thus sure criteria of a priori knowledge, and
are inseparable from one another. But since in the employ-
ment of these criteria the contingency of judgments is some-
times more easily shown than their empirical limitation,! or,
as sometimes also happens, their unlimited universality can
be more convincingly proved than their necessity, it is advis-
able to use the two criteria separately, each by itself being
infallible. .
Now it is easy to show that there actually are in human
knowledge judgments which are necessary and in the strictest
sense universal, and which are therefore pure a prior: judg-
ments. If an example from the sciences be desired, we have
only to look to any of the propositions of mathematics; if we
seek an example from the understanding in its quite ordinary
employment, the proposition, ‘every alteration must have a
cause’, will serve our purpose. In the latter case, indeed, the
very concept of a cause so manifestly contains the concept of
a necessity of connection with an effect and of the strict uni-
versality of the rule, that the concept would be altogether lost if
we attempted to derive it, as Hume has done, from a repeated
association of that which happens with that which precedes,
and from a custom of connecting representations, a custom
originating in this repeated association, and constituting
therefore a merely subjective necessity. Even without appeal-

! [Reading, with Vaihinger, die Zufilligheit in den Urteilen als dieempivische
Beschrankthest derselben for die empirische Beschrinktheit derselben als die
Zufillighkeit in den Urteilen.]
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ing to such examples, it is possible to show that pure a prior:
principles are indispensable for the possibility of experience,
and so to prove their existence @ priori. For whence could
experience derive its certainty, if all the rules, according to
which it proceeds, awere always themselves empirical, and
therefore contingent? Such rules could hardly be regarded as
first principles. At present, however, we may be content to
have established the fact that our faculty of knowledge does
have a pure employment, and to have shown what are the
criteria of such an employment.

Such a prior: origin is manifest in certain concepts, no
less than in judgments. If we remove from our empirical
concept of a body, one by one, every feature in it which is
[merely] empirical, the colour, the hardness or softness, the
weight, even! the impenetrability, there still remains the
space which the body (now entirely vanished) occupied, and
this cannot be removed. Again, if we remove from our em-
pirical concept of any object, corporeal or incorporeal, all
properties which experience has taught us, we yet cannot take
away that property through which the object is thought as
substance or as inhering in a substance (although this concept
of substance is more determinate than that of an object in
general). Owing, therefore, to the necessity with which this
concept of substance forces itself upon us, we have no option
save to admit that it has its seat in our faculty of a priors
knowledge.

I1I. PHILOSOPHY STANDS IN NEED OF A SCIENCE WHICH
SHALL DETERMINE THE POSSIBILITY, THE PRINCIPLES,
AND THE EXTENT OF ALL 4 PRIORI KNOWLEDGE

But what is still more extraordinary than all the preceding
is this, that certain modes of knowledge leave the field of all
possible experiences and have the appearance of extending
the scope of our judgments beyond all limits of experience,
and this by means of concepts to which no corresponding
object can ever be given in experience.

It is precisely by means of the latter modes of knowledge,
in a realm beyond the world of the senses, where experience

1 [selbst omitted in the 4th edition.] 2 [als alle vorige added in B.]
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can yield neither guidance nor correction, that our reason
carries on those enquiries which owing to their importance
we consider to be far more excellent, and in -their purpose
far more lofty, than all that the understanding can learn in
the field of appearances. Indeed we prefer to run every risk
of error rather than desist from such urgent enquiries, on the
ground of their dubious character, or from disdain and in-
difference. 'These unavoidable problems set by pure reason
itself are God, freedom, and immortality. The science which,
with all its preparations, is in its final intention directed
solely to their solution is metaphysics; and its procedure
is at first dogmatic, that is, it confidently sets itself to this
task without any previous examination of the capacity or
incapacity of reason for so great an undertaking.

Now it does indeed seem natural that, as soon as we have
left the ground of experience, we should, through careful en-
quiries, assure ourselves as to the foundations of any building
that we propose to erect, not making use of any knowledge
that we possess without first determining whence it has come,
and not trusting to principles without knowing their origin.
It is natural, that is to say, that the question should first.be
considered, how the understanding can arrive at all this know-
ledge a priori, and what extent, validity, and worth it may
have. Nothing, indeed, could be more natural, if by the term
‘natural’ 2 we signify what fittingly and reasonably ought to
happen. But if we mean by ‘natural’ what ordinarily happens,
then on the contrary nothing is more natural and more in-
telligible than the fact that this enquiry has been so long neg-
lected. For one part of this knowledge, the mathematical, has
long been of established reliability, and so gives rise to a favour-
able presumption as regards the other part, which may yet be of
quite different nature. Besides, once we are outside the circle
of experience, we can be sure of not being contradicted by
experience. The charm of extending our knowledge is so
great that nothing short of encountering a direct contra-
diction can suffice to arrest us in our course; and this can be
avoided, if we are careful in our fabrications—which none the
less will still remain fabrications. Mathematics gives us a shin-

1 [“These unavoidable . . .” to end of paragraph added in B.]
2 [In A unter diesem Wort: in B unter dem Worte natiirlich.)
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ing example of how far, independently of experience, we can
progress in a prior: knowledge. It does, indeed, occupy itself
with objects and with knowledge solely in so far as they allow
of being exhibited in intuition. But this circumstance is easily
overlooked, since therintuition, in being thought, can itself be
given a priori, and is therefore hardly to be distinguished from
a bare and pure concept. Misled? by such a proof of the power
of reason, the demand for the extension of knowledge recog- A s
nises no limits. The light dove, cleaving the air in her free
flight, and feeling its resistance, might imagine that its flight
would be still easier in empty space. It was thus that Plato Bg
left the world of the senses, as setting too narrow limits to?
the understanding, and ventured out beyond it on the wings
of the ideas, in the empty space of the pure understanding.
He did not observe that with all his efforts he made no ad-
vance—meeting no resistance that might, as it were, serve
as a support upon which he could take a stand, to which
he could apply his powers, and so set his understanding
in motion. It is, indeed, the common fate of human reason
to complete its speculative structures as speedily as may
be, and only afterwards to enquire whether the foundations
are reliable. All sorts of excuses will then be appealed to, in
order to reassure us of their solidity, or rather indeed?® to
enable us to dispense altogether with so late and so dangerous
an enquiry. But what keeps us, during the actual building,
free from all apprehension and suspicion, and flatters us with
a seeming thoroughness, is this other circumstance, namely,
that a great, perhaps the greatest, part of the business of our
reason consists in analysis*® of the concepts which we already
have of objects. This analysis supplies us with a consider-
able body of knowledge, which, while nothing but explanation
or elucidation of what has already been thought in our con- A6
cepts, though in a confused manner, is yet prized as being,
at least as regards its form, new insight. But so far as the
matter or content is concerned, there has been no extension of
our previously possessed concepts, but only an analysis of them.
Since this procedure yields real knowledge a priori, which B 1o

1 (In A: Encouraged.]

* [In A: placing such manifold hindrances in the way of.]

3 [lieber gar added in B.]

¢ [Reading, with the 5th edition. Zergliederung tor Zergliederungen.)
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progresses in an assured and useful fashion, reason is so far
misled as surreptitiously to introduce, without itself being
aware of so doing, assertions of an entirely different order, in
which it attaches to given concepts others completely foreign
to them, and moreover attaches them a priorit And yet it is
not known how reason can be in position to do this. Such a
question? is never so much as thought of. I shall therefore
at once proceed to deal with the difference between these two
kinds of knowledge.

3]V. THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN ANALYTIC AND
SYNTHETIC JUDGMENTS

In all judgments in which the relation of a subject to the
predicate is thought (I take into consideration affirmative
judgments only, the subsequent? application to negative judg-
ments being easily made), this relation is possible in two
different ways. Either the predicate B belongs to the subject
A, as something which is (covertly) contained in this concept
A; or B lies outside the concept A, although it does indeed
stand in connection with it. In the one case I entitle the judg-
ment analytic, in the other synthetic. Analytic judgments
(affirmative) are therefore those in which the connection of the
predicate with the subject is thought through identity; those
in which this connection is thought without identity should
be entitled synthetic. The former, as adding nothing through
the predicate to the concept of the subject, but merely break-
ing it up into those constituent concepts that have all along
been thought in it, although confusedly, can also be entitled
explicative. The latter, on the other hand, add to the concept
of the subject a predicate which has not been in any wise thought
in it, and which no analysis could possibly extract from it; and
they may therefore be entitled ampliative. If I say, for instance,
‘All bodies are extended’, this is an analytic judgment. For I
do not require to go beyond the concept which I connect with
‘body’® in order to find extension as bound up with it. To

1 [In A: attaches @ priori to given concepts others completely foreign to
them.]

2 [In A: This question.] 2 [“IV” added in B.] 4 [#ackker added in B.]

8 [In A: outside the concept which I connect with the word body.]
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meet with this predicate, I have merely to analyse the concept,
that is, to become conscious to myself ! of the manifold which
I always think in that concept. The judgment is therefore
analytic. But when [ say, ‘All bodies are heavy’, the predi-
cate is something qujte different from anything that I think in
the mere concept of body in general; and the addition of such
a predicate therefore yields a synthetic judgment.

* Judgmentsof experience, assuch, areone and allsynthetic.
For it would be absurd to found an analytic judgment on ex-
perience. Since, in framing the judgment, I must not go out-
side my concept, there is no need to appeal to the testimony
of experience in its support. That a body is extended is a pro-
position that holds @ priors and is not empirical. For, before
appealing to experience, I have already in the concept of body
all the conditions required for my judgment. I have only to ex-
tract from it, in accordance with the principle of contradiction,
the required predicate, and in so doing can at the same time
become conscious of the necessity of the judgment—and that
is what experience could never have taught me. On the other
hand, though I do not include in the concept of a body in
geperal the predicate ‘weight’, none the less this concept indi-
cates an object of experience through one of its parts, and I
can add to that part other parts of this same experience, as in
this way belonging together with the concept. From the start

* [“Judgments of experience” to end of paragraph substituted in
B in place of the following:]

Thus it is evident: 1. that through analytic judgments our
knowledge is not in any way extended, and that the concept
which I already have is merely set forth and made intelligible
to me; 2. thatin synthetic judgments I must have besides the
concept of the subject something else (X), upon which the un-
derstanding may rely, if it is to know that a predicate, not
contained in this concept, nevertheless belongs to it.

In the case of empirical judgments, judgments of experi-
ence, there is no difficulty whatsoever in meeting this demand.
This X is the complete experience of the object which I think
through the concept A—a concept which forms only one part
of this experience. For though I do not include in the concept

! [mir added in B.]
E
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I can apprehend the concept of body analytically through the
characters of extension, impenetrability, figure, etc., all of
which are thought in the concept. Now, however, looking
back on the experience from which I have derived this con-
cept of body, and finding weight to be jnvariably connected
with the above characters, I attach it as a predicate to the
concept; and in doing so I attach it synthetically, and am
therefore extending my knowledge. The possibility of the syn-
thesis of the predicate ‘weight’ with the concept of ‘body’ thus
rests upon experience. While the one concept is not contained
in the other, they yet belong to one another, though only con-
tingently, as parts of a whole, namely, of an experience which
is itself a synthetic combination of intuitions.

But in @ priori synthetic judgments this help is entirely
lacking. [I do not here have the advantage of looking around
in the field of experience.] Upon what, then,am I to rely, when
I seek to go beyond! the concept A, and to know that another
concept B is connected with it? Through what is the syn-
thesis made possible? Let us take the proposition, ‘Every-
thing which happens has its cause’. In the concept of ‘some-
thing which happens’, I do indeed think an existence which is
preceded by a time, etc., and from this concept analytic judg-
ments may be obtained. But the concept of a ‘cause’ lies entirely
outside the other concept, and? signifies something different

of a body in general the predicate ‘weight’, the concept none
the less indicates the complete experience through one of its
parts; and to this part, as belonging to it, I can therefore add
other parts of the same experience. By prior analysis I can ap-
prehend the concept of body through the characters of exten-
sion, impenetrability, figure, etc., all of which are thought in
this concept. To extend my knowledge, I then look back to the
experience from which I have derived this concept of body, and
find that weight is always connected with the above characters.
Experience is thus the X which lies outside the concept A,
and on which rests the possibility of the synthesis of the
predicate ‘weight’ (B) with the concept (A).

1 [In A: outside.]
3 [liegt gans ausser jenem Begriffe, und added in B.]
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from ‘that which happens’, and is not therefore! in any way
contained in this latter representation. How come I then to
predicate of that which happens something quite different,
and to apprehend that the concept of cause, though not con-
tained in it, yet belongs, and indeed necessarily belongs,? to it?
What is here the unknown3®=X which gives support to the
understanding when it believes that it can discover outside
the concept A a predicate B foreign to this concept, which
it yet at the same time considers to be connected with it?4
It cannot be experience, because the suggested principle has
connected the second representation® with the first, not only
with greater universality,® but also with the character of
necessity, and therefore completely @ prior: and on the basis
of mere concepts. Upon such synthetic, that is, ampliative
principles, all our @ prior7 speculative knowledge must ulti-
mately rest; analyticjudgments? are veryimportant, and indeed
necessary, but only for obtaining that clearness in the con-
cepts which is requisite for such a sure and wide synthesis as
will lead to a genuinely new addition? to all previous know-
ledge.*

* [In A there follows the passage, omitted in B:]

A certain mystery lies here concealed;* and only upon
its solution can the advance into the limitless field of the
knowledge yielded by pure understanding be made sure and
trustworthy. What we must do is to discover, in all its proper
universality, the ground of the possibility of @ przors synthetic
judgments, to obtain insight into the conditions which make

o If it had occurred to any of the ancients even to raise this
question, this by itself would, up to our own time, have been a power-
ful influence against all systems of pure reason, and would have
saved Us so many of those vain attempts, which have been blindly
undertaken without knowledge of what it is that requires to be done.

1 [4s¢ also substituted in B for und ist.]

3 [und sogar notwendig added in B.]

3 [das Unbekannte=X substituted in B for das X.]

¢ [In A: and yet at the same time connected with it.]

8 [Reading, with Grillo, Vorstellung for Vorstellungen.]

¢ [In A: with greater universality than experience can yield, but . . .]
? [Adding, with Erdmann, Urtesle.]

8 [In B Erwerb substituted for Anbau.)
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1V. IN ALL THEORETICAL SCIENCES OF REASON SYNTHETIC
A PRIORI JUDGMENTS ARE CONTAINED AS PRINCIPLES

1. All mathematical judgments, without exception, are
synthetic. This fact, though incontestably certain and in
its consequences very important, has hitherto escaped the
notice of those who are engaged in the analysis of human
reason, and is, indeed, directly opposed to all their conjectures.
For as it was found that all mathematical inferences proceed
in accordance with the principle of contradiction (which the
nature of all apodeictic certainty requires), it was supposed that
the fundamental propositions of the science can themselves be
known to be true? through that principle. This is an erroneous
view. For though a synthetic proposition can indeed be dis-
cerned in accordance with the principle of contradiction, this
can only be if another synthetic proposition is presupposed,
and if it can then be apprehended as following from this other
proposition; it can never be so discerned in and by itself.

First of all, it has to be noted that mathematical proposi-
tions, strictly so called, are always judgments @ priorz, not
empirical; because they carry with them necessity, which
cannot be derived from experience. If this be demurred to,
I am willing to limit my statement to pure mathematics, the
very concept of which implies that it does not contain empirical,
but only pure a priori knowledge.

We might, indeed, at first suppose that the proposition
7+5=12 is a merely analytic proposition, and follows by
the principle of contradiction from the concept of a sum of
7 and 5. But if we look more closely we find that the concept
of the sum of 7 and § contains nothing save the union of the
two numbers into one, and in this no thought is being taken

each kind of such judgments possible, and to mark out all this
knowledge, which forms a genus by itself, not in any cursory
outline, but in a system, with completeness and in a manner
sufficient for any use, according to its original sources, divi-
sions, extent, and limits. So much, meantime, as regards
what is peculiar in synthetic judgments.

1 [Sections V. and VI. added in B.]
3 [In 4th edition erkannt changed to anerkannt.]
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as to what that single number may be which combines both.
The concept of 12 is by no means already thought in merely
thinking this uhion of 7 and s5; and I may analyse my concept
of such a possible sum as long as I please, still I shall never
find the 12 in it. We ‘have to go outside these concepts, and
call in the aid of the intuition which corresponds to one of
them, our five fingers, for instance, or, as Segner ! does in his
Arithmetic, five points, adding to the concept of 7, unit by
unit, the five given in intuition. For starting with the number
7, and for the concept of g calling in the aid of the fingers of
my hand as intuition, I now add one by one to the number 7
the units which I previously took together to form the number
5,and with the aid of that figure? [the hand] see the number 12
come into being. That 5 should be added to 7,2 I have indeed
already thought in the concept of a sum=7+ 35, but not that
this sum is equivalent to the number 12. Arithmetical pro-
positions are therefore always synthetic. This is still more
evident if we take larger numbers. For it is then obvious that,
however we might turn and twist our concepts, we could
never, by the mere analysis of them, and without the aid of
intuttion, discover what [the number is that] is the sum.
Just as little is any fundamental proposition of pure
geometry analytic. That the straight line between two points
is the shortest, is a synthetic proposition. For my concept of
straight contains nothing of quantity, but only of quality. The
concept of the shortest is wholly an addition, and cannot be
derived, through any process of analysis, from the concept of
the straight line. Intuition, therefore, must here be called in;
only by its aid is the synthesis possible. What here* causes
us commonly to believe that the predicate of such apodeictic
judgments is already contained in our concept, and that the
judgmept is therefore analytic, is merely the ambiguous
character of the terms used. We are required to join in
thought a certain predicate to a given concept, and this neces-

1 (Anfangsgriinde der Arithmetik, translated from the Latin, second edition,
Halle, 1773, pp- 27, 79.]

3 [an jenem meinem Bilde.]

3 [Reading, with Erdmann, 5 su 7.]

4 [As Vaihinger has pointed out (Commentar, i. pp. 303-4), this passage,
which in both A and B is made to follow “Some few fundamental propositions. . .
exhibited in intuition”, is quite obviously displaced. In the above translation the
necessary rearrangement has been made.]
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sity is inherent in the concepts themselves. But the question is
not what we oug/t to join in thought to the given concept, but
what we actually think in it, even if only obscurely; and it is
then manifest that, while the predicate is indeed attached
necessarily to the concept,! it is so in Virtue of an intuition
which must be added to the concept, not as thought in the
concept itself.

Some few fundamental propositions, presupposed by the
geometrician, are, indeed, really analytic, and rest on the
principle of contradiction. But, as identical propositions, they
serve only as links in the chain of method and not as prin-
ciples; for instance, a=q; the whole is equal to itself; or
(a+6)>a, that is, the whole is greater than its part. And even
these propositions, though they are valid according to pure
concepts, are only admitted in mathematics because they can
be exhibited in intuition.

2. Natural science (physics) contains a priori synthetic
Judgments as principles. I need cite only two such judgments:
that in all changes of the material world the quantity of matter
remains unchanged; and that in all communication of motion,
action and reaction must always be equal. Both propositibns,
itis evident, are not only necessary, and therefore in their origin
a priori, but also synthetic. For in the concept of matter I do
not think its permanence, but only its presence in the space
which it occupies. I go outside and beyond the concept of
matter, joining to it @ priors in thought something which I
have not thought ¢z it. The proposition is not, therefore, ana-
lytic, but synthetic, and yet is thought a prior7; and so likewise
are the other propositions of the pure part of natural science.

3. Metaphysics, even if we look upon it as having hitherto
failed in all its endeavours, is yet, owing to the nature of
human reason, a quite indispensable science, and ownght to
contain a priori synthetic knowledge. For its business is not
merely to analyse concepts which we make for ourselves a
priori of things, and thereby to clarify them analytically, but
to extend our a priori knowledge. And for this purpose we
must employ principles which add to the given concept some-
thing that was not contained in it, and through a prio7: syn-
thetic judgments venture out so far that experience is quite

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, jenem Begriffe for jenen Begriffen.]
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unable to follow us, as, for instance, in the proposition, that
the world must have a first beginning, and such like. Thus
metaphysics consists, at least iz intention, entirely of a priori
synthetic propositions.

VI. THE GENERAL PROBLEM OF PURE REASON

Much is already gained if we can bring a number of in-
vestigations under the formula of a single problem. For we
not only lighten our own task, by defining it accurately, but
make it easier for others, who would test our results, to judge
whether or not we have succeeded in what we set out to do.
Now the proper problem of pure reason is contained in the
question: How are a prior: synthetic judgments possible?

That metaphysics has hitherto remained in so vacillating
a state of uncertainty and contradiction, is entirely due to the
fact that this problem, and perhaps even the distinction be-
tween analytic and synthetic judgments, has never previously
been considered. Upon the solution of this problem, or upon
a sufficient proof that the possibility which it desires to have
explained does in fact not exist at all, depends the success or
failure of metaphysics. Among philosophers, David Hume
came nearest to envisaging this problem, but still was very far
from conceiving it with sufficient definiteness and universality.
He occupied himself exclusively with the synthetic proposi-
tion regarding the connection of an effect with its cause
(principium causalitatis), and he believed himself to have
shown that such an a prior? proposition is entirely impos-
sible. If we accept his conclusions, then all that we call
metaphysics is a mere delusion whereby we fancy ourselves to
have rational insight into what, in actual fact, is borrowed
solely from experience, and under the influence of custom has
taken the illusory semblance of necessity. If he had envisaged
our problem in all its universality, he would never have been
guilty of this statement, so destructive of all pure philosophy.
For he would then have recognised that, according to his own
argument, pure mathematics, as certainly containing @ priors
synthetic propositions, would also not be possible; and from
such an assertion his good sense would have saved him.

In the solution of the above problem, we are at the same

B1g
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time deciding as to the possibility of the employment of pure
reason in establishing and developing all those sciences which
contain a theoretical a prior: knowledge of objécts, and have
therefore to answer the questions:

How is pure mathematics possible?
How is pure science of nature possible?

Since these sciences actually exist, it is quite proper to ask
how they are possible; for that they must be possible is proved
by the fact that they exist.” But the poor progress which has
hitherto been made in metaphysics, and the fact that no
system yet propounded can, in view of the essential purpose
of metaphysics, be said really to exist, leaves everyone suffi-
cient ground for doubting as to its possibility.

Yet, in a certain sense, this £ind of knowledge is to be
looked upon as given; that is to say, metaphysics actually
exists, if not as a science, yet still as natural disposition (mefa-
physica naturalis). For human reason, without being moved
merely by the idle desire for extent and variety of knowledge,
proceeds impetuously, driven on by an inward need, to ques-
tions such as cannot be answered by any empirical employ-
ment of reason, or by principles thence derived. Thus in all
men, as soon as their reason has become ripe for speculation,
there has always existed and will always continue to exist
some kind of metaphysics. And so we have the question:

How is metaphysics, as natural disposition, possible?

that is, how from the nature of universal human reason do
those questions arise which pure reason propounds to itself,
and which it is impelled by its own need to answer as best it
can?

But since all attempts which have hitherto been made
to answer these natural questions—for instance, whether the

8 Many may still have doubts as regards pure natural science.
We have only, however, to consider the various propositions that are
to be found at the beginning of (empirical) physics, properly so
called, those, for instance, relating to the permanence in the quantity
of matter, to inertia, to the equality of action and reaction, etc., in
order to be soon convinced that they constitute a pAysica pura, or
rationalis, which well deserves, as an independent science, to be
separately dealt with in its whole extent, be that narrow or wide,
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world has a beginning or is from eternity—have always met
with unavoidable contradictions, we cannot rest satisfied with
the mere natural disposition to metaphysics, that is, with the
pure faculty of reason itself, from which, indeed, some sort of
metaphysics (be it what it may) always arises. It must be
possible for reason to attain to certainty whether we know or
do not know the objects of metaphysics, that is, to come to
a decision either in regard to the objects of its enquiries or in
regard to the capacity or incapacity of reason to pass any
judgment upon them, so that we may either with confidence
extend our pure reason or set to it sure and determinate
limits. This last question, which arises out of the previous
general problem, may, rightly stated, take the form:

How is metaphysics, as science, possible?

Thus the critique of reason, in the end, necessarily leads to
scientific knowledge; while its dogmatic employment, on the
other hand, lands us in dogmatic assertions to which other
assertions, equally specious, can always be opposed—that is,
in scepticism.

fThis science cannot be of any very formidable prolixity,
since it has to deal not with the objects of reason, the variety
of which is inexhaustible, but only with itself and the prob-
lems which arise entirely from within itself, and which are
imposed upon it by its own nature, not by the nature of things
which are distinct from it. When once reason has learnt com-
pletely to understand its own power in respect of objects which
can be presented to it in experience, it should easily be able to
determine, with completeness and certainty, the extent and
the limits of its attempted employment beyond the bounds of
all experience.

We may, then, and indeed we must, regard as abortive all
attempts, hitherto made, to establish a metaphysic dogmatic-
ally. For the analytic part in any such attempted system,
namely, the mere analysis of the concepts that inhere in our
reason a priori, is by no means the aim of, but only a prepara-
tion for, metaphysics proper, that is, the extension of its a
priori synthetic knowledge. For such a purpose, the analysis
of concepts is useless, since it merely shows what is contained
inthese concepts, not how we arrive at them g priori. A solution
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of this latter problem is required, that we may be able to de-
termine the valid employment of such concepts in regard to
the objects of allknowledge in general. Nor is mfuch self-denial
needed to give up these claims, seeing that the undeniable,
and in the dogmatic procedure of reason also unavoidable,
contradictions of reason with itself have long since undermined
the authority of every metaphysical system yet propounded.
Greater firmness will be required if we are not to be deterred
byinward difficulties and outward opposition fromendeavour-
ing, through application of a method entirely different from
any hitherto employed, at last to bring to a prosperous and
fruitful growth a science indispensable to human reason—a
science whose every branch may be cut away but whose root
cannot be destroyed.!

VII. THE IDEA AND DIVISION OF A SPECIAL SCIENCE,
UNDER THE TITLE “CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON"’ 2

In view of all these considerations, we arrive at the idea of
a special science which can be entitled 3 the Critique of Pure
Reason.* For reason is the faculty which supplies the principles
of @ priori knowledge. Pure reason is, therefore, that which
contains the principles whereby we know anything absolutely
a priori. An organon of pure reason would be the sum-total of
those principles according to which all modes of pure a prior:
knowledge can be acquired and actually brought into being.
The exhaustive application of such an organon would give
rise to a system of pure reason. But as this would be asking
rather much, and as it is still doubtful whether, and in what
cases, any * extension of our knowledge be here 8 possible, we

* [In A follow two sentences, omitted in B]: .

Any knowledge is entitled pure, if it be not mixed with any-
thing extraneous. But knowledge is more particularly to be
called absolutely pure, if no experience or sensation whatso-
ever be mingled with it, and if it be therefore possible com-
pletely a priori.

1 [End of the new sections added in B.] * [Heading added in B.]

3 [In A: dienen konne for heissen kann.) 4 [In A: eine solche.)
§ [Aser added in B.]
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can regard a science of the mere examination of pure reason,
of its sources and limits, as the propaedeutic to the system of
pure reason. As such, it should be called a critique, not a
doctrine, of pure reason. Its utility, in speculation,® ought
properly to be only negative, not to extend, but only to clarify
our reason, and keep it free from errors—which is already
a very great gain. I entitle #transcendental all knowledge
which is occupied not so much with objects as with the
mode of our knowledge of objects in so far as this mode of
knowledge is to be possible @ priori.2 A system of such con-
cepts might be entitled transcendental philosophy. But that
is still,® at this stage, too large an undertaking. For since
such a science must contain, with completeness, both kinds
of a priori knowledge, the analytic no less than the synthetic,
it is, so far as our present purpose is concerned, much too
comprehensive. We have to carry the analysis so far only
as is indispensably necessary in order to comprehend, in
their whole extent, the principles of @ priori synthesis, with
which alone we are called upon to deal. It is upon this
enquiry, which should be entitled not a doctrine, but only
a transcendental critique, that we are now engaged. Its pur-
pose is not to extend knowledge, but only to correct it, and to
supply a touchstone of the value, or lack of value, of all a prior:
knowledge. Such a critique is therefore a preparation, so far
as may be possible, for an organon; and should this turn out
not to be possible, then at least for a canon, according to which,
in due course, the complete system of the philosophy of pure
reason—Dbe it in extension or merely in limitation of its know-
ledge—may be carried into execution, analytically as well as
synthetically. That such a system is possible, and indeed that
it may not be of such great extent as to cut us off from the hope
of entirely completing it, may already be gathered from the
fact that what here constitutes our subject-matter is not the
nature of things, which is inexhaustible, but the understand-
ing which passes judgment upon the nature of things; and this
understanding, again, only in respect of its a priorz knowledge.
These a priori possessions of the understanding, since they

1 (in Ansehung der Spekulation added in B.]
8 [In A: as with our @ priors concepts of objects in general.]
3 [moch added in B.]
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have not to be sought for without, cannot remain hidden from
us, and in all probability are sufficiently small in extent to allow
of our apprehending them in their completeness, of judging
as to their value or lack of value, and so of rightly appraising
them. Still less* may the reader here expect a critique of
books and systems of pure reason; we are concerned only with
the critique of the faculty of pure reason itself. Only in so far
as we build upon this foundation do we have a reliable touch-
stone for estimating the philosophical value of old and new
works in this field. Otherwise the unqualified historian or critic
is passing judgments upon the groundless assertions of others
by means of his own, which are equally groundless.

2 Transcendental philosophy is only the idea of a science,?
for which the critique of pure reason has to lay down the
complete architectonic plan. That is to say, it has to guaran-
tee, as following from principles, the completeness and cer-
tainty of the structure in all its parts. It is the system of
all principles of pure reason.* And if this critique is not
itself to be entitled a transcendental philosophy, it is solely be-
cause, to be a complete system, it would also have to contain
an exhaustive analysis of the whole of @ p»70o77 human know-
ledge. Our critique must, indeed, supply a complete enumera-
tion of all the fundamental concepts that go to constitute such
pure knowledge. But it is not required to give an exhaustive
analysis of these concepts, nor a complete review of those
that can be derived from them. Such a demand would be
unreasonable, partly because this analysis would not be
appropriate to our main purpose, inasmuch as there is no
such uncertainty in regard to analysis as we encounter in the
case of synthesis, for the sake of which alone our whole critique
is undertaken; and partly because it would be inconsistent
with the unity of our plan to assume responsibility for the com-
pleteness of such an analysis and derivation, when in view of our
purposewe can be excused from doing so. The analysis of these
a priori concepts, which later we shall have to enumerate, and
the derivation of other concepts from them, can easily, how-

1 [“Still less . . .” to end of paragraph added in B.]
* [In A this paragraph is preceded by the heading: Zhe Division of Trans-
cendental Philosophy.]

3 [In A: as here referred to, is only an idea.]
4 [This sentence added in B.]
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ever, be made complete when once they have been established
as exhausting the principles of synthesis, and if in this essen-
tial respect nothing be lacking in them.

The critique of pure reason therefore will contain all that
is essential in transcendental philosophy. While it is the com-
plete idea of transcendental philosophy, it is not equivalent
to that latter science; for it carries the analysis only so far as
is requisite for the complete examination of knowledge which
is @ priori and synthetic.

What has chiefly to be kept in view in the division of such
a science, is that no concepts be allowed to enter which con-
tain in themselves anything empirical, or, in other words,
that it consist in knowledge wholly @ priori. Accordingly,
although the highest principles and fundamental concepts of
morality are @ priors knowledge, they have no place in tran-
scendental philosophy, because,! although they do not lay at
the foundation of their precepts the concepts of pleasure
and pain, of the desires and inclinations, etc., all of which
are of empirical origin, yet in the construction of a system
of pure morality these empirical concepts must necessarily
be.brought into the concept of duty, as representing either a
hindrance, which we have to overcome, or an allurement, which
must not be made into a motive. Transcendental philosophy is
therefore a philosophy of pure and merely speculative reason.
All that is practical, so far as it contains motives, relates to
feelings, and these belong to the empirical sources of know-
ledge.

If we are to make a systematic division of the science
which we are engaged in presenting, it must have first a
doctrine of the elements, and secondly, a doctrine of the method
of pure reason. Each of these chief divisions will have its
subdivisions, but the grounds of these we are not yet in a
position to explain. By way of introduction or anticipation
we need only say that there are two stems of human know-
ledge, namely, sensibility and understanding, which perhaps
spring from a common, but to us unknown, root. Through the
former, objects are given to us; through the latter, they are

1 [“Because, although they . . . made into a motive’’ substituted in B for:
since the concepts of pleasure and pain, of the desires and inclinations, of free-
will, etc., have to be presupposed.]
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thought. Now in so far as sensibility may be found to contain
a priori representations constituting the condition! under
which objects are given to us, it will belong to-transcendental
philosophy. And since the conditions under which alone the
objects of human knowledge are givern must precede those
under which they are thought, the transcendental doctrine
of sensibility will constitute the first part of the science of the
elements.

1 [In A: conditions.]
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TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF
ELEMENTS

FIRST PART

TRANSCENDENTAL AESTHETIC
§1t

IN whatever manner and by whatever means a mode of know-
ledge? may relate to objects, ntuition is that through which
it is in immediate relation to them, and from which all thought
gainsits material. But intuition takes place only in so far as the
objegtisgiventous. This againis only possible, to man atleast,?
in so far as the mind is affected in a certain way. The capacity
(receptivity) for receiving representations through the mode
in which we are affected by objects, is entitled sensibility.
Objects are given to us by means of sensibility, and it alone
yields us ¢ntuitions; they are thought through the understand-
ing, and fromthe understanding arise concepts. But all thought
must, directly or indirectly, by way of certain characters,*
relate ultimately to intuitions, and therefore, with us, to sensi-
bility, because in no other way can an object be given to us.
The effect of an object upon the faculty of representation,
so far as we are affected by it, is sewsation. That intuition
which i¢ in relation to the object through sensation, is entitled
empirical. The undetermined object of an empirical intuition
is entitled appearance.
That in the appearance which corresponds to sensation

1 [In A the sub-sections are not numbered.] 2 [esne Erkenntnis.)

3 [uns Menschen wenigstens added in B.]

4 [vermittelst gewisser Merkmale added in B. Cf. Kant’'s Nacktrige sur
Kritik (edited by B. Erdmann, 1881), xi: *“ if the representation is not in itself

the cause of the object.”]
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I term its matter; but that which so determines? the manifold
of appearance that it allows of being ordered? in certain re-
lations, I term the form of appearance. That in which alone
the sensations can be posited and ordered in a certain form,
cannot itself be sensation; and therefore, while the matter of
all appearance is given to us a posterior? only, its form must
lie ready for the sensations a prio77 in the mind, and so must
allow of being considered apart from all sensation.

I term all representations pure (in the transcendental
sense) in which there is nothing that belongs to sensation. The
pure form of sensible intuitions in general, in which all the
manifold of intuition is intuited in certain relations, must be
found in the mind & prZori. This pure form of sensibility may
also itself be called pure intuition. If, then, I take away from
the representation of a body that which the understanding
thinks in regard to it, substance, force, divisibility, etc., and
likewise what belongs to sensation, impenetrability, hardness,
colour, etc., something still remains over from this empirical
intuition, namely, extension and figure. These belong to pure
intuition, which, even without any actual object of the senses
or of sensation, exists in the mind & priori as a mere form
of sensibility.

The science of all principles of a prioré sensibility 1 call
transcendental aesthetic.® There must be such a science, form-

¢ The Germans are the only people who currently make use of
the word ‘aesthetic’ in order to signify what others call the critique
of taste. This usage originated in the abortive attempt made by
Baumgarten,? that admirable analytical thinker, to bring the critical
treatment of the beautiful under rational principles, and so to raise its
rules to the rank of a science. But such endeavours are fruitless.
The said rules or criteria are, as regards their chief 4 sources, merely
empirical, and consequently can never serve as determinate’ g
priori laws by which our judgment of taste must be directed. On
the contrary, our judgment is the proper test of the correctness
of the rules. For this reason it is advisable either® to give up
using the name in this sense of critique of taste, and to reserve
it for that doctrine of sensibility which is true science—thus ap-

1 [das jenige welches macht dass.]

? [In B: geordnet werden kann for geordnet angeschaut wird.]

3 [A. G. Baumgarten (1714-62): Aesthetica(1750).]

4 [vornehmsten added in B.] 8 [bestimmten added in B.]
¢ [entweder added in B.]
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ing the first part of the transcendental doctrine of elements,
in distinction from that part which deals with the principles
of pure thought, and which is called transcendental logic.

In the transcendental aesthetic we shall, therefore, first
isolate sensibility, by taking away from it everything which the
understanding thinks through its concepts, so that nothing
may be left save empijrical intuition. Secondly, we shall also
separate off from it everything which belongs to sensation, so
that nothing may remain save pure intuition and the mere
form of appearances, which is all that sensibility can supply
a priori. In the course of this investigation it will be found
that there are two pure forms of sensible intuition, serving as
principles of @ priori knowledge, namely, space and time. To
the consideration of these we shall now proceed.

THE TRANSCENDENTAL AESTHETIC

SECTION I

. SPACE

§2
Metaphysical Exposition of this Concept?

By means of outer sense, a property of our mind, we repre-
sent to ourselves objects as outside us, and all without excep-
tion in space. In space their shape, magnitude, and relation to
one another are determined or determinable. Inner sense,
by means of which the mind intuits itself or its inner state,
yields indeed no intuition of the soul itself as an object; but
there is nevertheless a determinate form [namely, time] in
which albne the intuition of inner states is possible, and every-
thing which belongs to inner determinations is therefore

proximating to the language and sense of the ancients, in their
far-famed division of knowledge into alofyra xal vonrd—or else
to share the name with speculative philosophy, employing it partly
in the transcendental and partly in the psychological sense.?

1 [“§ 2” and sub-heading added in B.]
2 [“or else . . .” to end of sentence added in B.]
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represented in relations of time. Time cannot be outwardly
intuited, any more than space can be intuited as something
in us. What, then, are space and time? Are they real exist-
ences? Are they only determinations or relations of things, yet
such as would belong to things even if they were not intuited?
Or are space and time such that they belong only to the form
of intuition, and therefore to the subjective constitution of our
mind, apart from which they could not be ascribed to anything
whatsoever? In order to obtain light upon these questions,
let us first give an exposition of the concept of space.! By
exposition® (expositio) I mean the clear, though not necessarily
exhaustive, representation of that which belongs to a concept:
the exposition is metaphysical when it contains that which
exhibits the concept as given a priori.

I. Space is not an empirical concept which has been de-
rived from outer experiences. For in order that certain sensa-
tions bereferred to something outside me (that is, to something
in another region of space from that in which I find myself),
and similarly in order that I may be able to represent them as
outside and alongside ® one another, and accordingly as not
only different but as in different places, the representation of
space must be presupposed. The representation of space can-
not, therefore, be empirically obtained from the relations of
outer appearance. On the contrary, this outer experience is
itself possible at all only through that representation.

2. Space is a necessary a priori representation, which
underlies all outer intuitions. We can never represent to our-
selves the absence of space, though we can quite well think it
as empty of objects. It must therefore be regarded as the con-
dition of the possibility of appearances, and not as a determina-
tion dependent upon them. It is an @ pr7o7s representation,
which necessarily underlies outer appearances.*

* [In A there is here inserted the following argument:]

3. The apodeictic certainty of all geometrical propositions,
and the possibility of their @ prior7 construction, is grounded
in this a priori necessity of space. Were this representation of

! [In B: den Begriff des Raumes erértern substituted for guerst den Raum
betrachten.)

* [“By exposition . . .” to end of sentence added in B.]

3 [und neben added in B.]
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3.1 Space is not a discursive or, as we say, general concept
of relations of things in general, but a pure intuition. For, inthe
first place, we can represent to ourselves only one space; and
if we speak of diverse spaces, we mean thereby only parts of
one and the same unidue space. Secondly, these parts cannot
precede the one all-embracing space, as being, as it were,
constituents out of which it can be composed; on the contrary,
they can be thought only as iz it. Space is essentially one;
the manifold in it, and therefore the general concept of spaces,
depends solely on [the introduction of] limitations. Hence it
follows that an & przorz, and not an empirical, intuition under-
lies all concepts of space. For kindred reasons, geometrical
propositions, that, for instance, in a triangle two sides
together are greater than the third, can never be derived
from the general concepts of line and triangle, but only
from intuition, and this indeed & priori, with apodeictic
certainty.

4.* Space is represented as an infinite gzven magnitude.
Now every concept must be thought as a representation
which is contained in an infinite number of different possible

space a concept acquired @ posterior, and derived from outer
experience in general, the first principles of mathematical
determination would be nothing but perceptions. They would
therefore all share in the contingent character of perception;
that there should be only one straight line between two points
would not be necessary, but only what experience always
teaches. What is derived from experience has only compara-
tive universality, namely, that which is obtained through in-
duction. We should therefore only be able to say that, so far
as hitherto observed, no space has been found which has more
than three dimensions.

* [In A this paragraph runs:]

5. Space is represented as an infinite given magnitude.
A general concept of space, which is found alike in a foot and
in an ell, cannot determine anything in regard to magnitude.
If there were no limitlessness in the progression of intuition,
no concept of relations could yield a principle of their infini-

tude.
1 [In A: u4n.]
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representations (as their common character), and which
therefore contains these under itself; but no concept, as such,
can be thought as containing an infinite number of representa-
tions within itself. It is in this latter way, however, that space
is thought; for all the parts of space coexist ad infinitum.
Consequently, the original representation of space is an a
priord intuition, not a concept.

§3?
The Transcendental Exposition of the Concept of Space

I understand by a transcendental exposition the explana-
tion of a concept, as a principle from which the possibility
of other a priori synthetic knowledge can be understood.
For this purpose it is required (1) that such knowledge does
really flow from the given concept, (2) that this knowledge is
possible only on the assumption of a given mode of explaining
the concept.

Geometry is a science which determines the properties
of space synthetically, and yet a priors. What, then, must be
our representation of space, in order that such knowlédge
of it may be possible? It must in its origin be intuition; for
from a mere concept no propositions can be obtained which
go beyond the concept—as happens in geometry (Introduc-
tion, V).2 Further, this intuition must be a priors, that is,
it must be found in us prior to any perception of an object,
and must therefore be pure, not empirical, intuition. For
geometrical propositions are one and all apodeictic, that is,
are bound up with the consciousness of their necessity ; for
instance, that space has only three dimensions. Such pro-
positions cannot be empirical or, in other words, judgments
of experience, nor can they be derived from any such judg-
ments (Introduction, II).2

How, then, can there exist in the mind an outer intui-
tion which precedes the objects themselves, and in which
the concept of these objects can be determined a prior:?
Manifestly, not otherwise than in so far as the intuition has
its seat in the subject only, as the formal character of the

! [This whole sub-section added in B.]
1 [Above, p. 52.] 3 [Above, p. 43.]
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subject, in virtue of which, in being affected by objects, it
obtains Zmmediate representation, that is, intuition, of them;
and only in so far, therefore, as it is merely the form of outer
sense in general.

Our explanation i§ thus the only explanation that makes
intelligible the possibility of geometry, as a body of a prior:
synthetic knowledge. Any mode of explanation which fails to
do this, although it may otherwise seem to be somewhat
similar, can by this criterion! be distinguished from it with
the greatest certainty.

Conclusions from the above Concepts ' A 26
B 42

(a) Space does not represent any property of things in
themselves, nor does it represent them in their relation to
one another. That is to say, space does not represent any
determination that attaches to the objects themselves, and
which remains even when abstraction has been made of all
the subjective conditions of intuition. For no determina-
tions, whether absolute or relative, can be intuited prior to
the existence of the things to which they belong, and none,
therefore, can be intuited a prior:.

(6) Space is nothing but the form of all appearances
of outer sense. It is the subjective condition of sensibility,
under which alone outer intuition is possible for us. Since,
then, the receptivity of the subject, its capacity to be affected
by objects, must necessarily precede all intuitions of these
objects, it can readily be understood how the form of all
appearances can be given prior to all actual perceptions, and
so exist in the mind a priori, and how, as a pure intuition, in
which all objects must be determined, it can contain, prior
to all experience, principles which determine the relations
of these objects.

It is, therefore, solely from the human standpoint that
we can speak of space, of extended things, etc. If we depart
from the subjective condition under which alone we can have
outer intuition, namely, liability to be affected by objects,
the representation of space stands for nothing whatsoever. B 43

1 [End of the sub-section added in B.]
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This predicate can be ascribed to things only in so far as they
appear to us, that is, only to objects of sensibility. The con-
stant form of this receptivity, which we term-sensibility, is a
necessary condition of all the relations in which objects can
be intuited as outside us; and if we abstract from these
objects, it is a pure intuition, and bears the name of space.
Since we cannot treat the special conditions of sensibility as
conditions of the possibility of things, but only of their appear-
ances, we can indeed say that space comprehends all things
that appear to us as external, but not all things in themselves,
by whatever subject they are intuited, or whether they be
intuited or not. For we cannot judge in regard to the intui-
tions of other thinking beings, whether they are bound by
the same conditions as those which limit our intuition and
which for us are universally valid. If we add to the concept of
the subject of a judgment the limitation under which the judg-
ment is made, the judgment is then unconditionally valid.
The proposition, that all things are side by side in space, is
valid under?! the limitation that these things are viewed as
objects of our sensible intuition. If, now, I add the condition
to the concept, and say that all things, as outer appearances,
are side by side in space, the rule is valid universally and
without limitation. Our exposition? therefore establishes the
reality, that is, the objective validity, of space in respect of
whatever can be presented to us outwardly as object, but also
at the same time the ¢dealsty of space in respect of things when
they are considered in themselves through reason, that is,
without regard to the constitution of our sensibility. We
assert, then, the empirical reality of space, as regards all
possible outer experience; and yet at the same time we
assert its framscendental ideality—in other words, that it
is nothing at all, immediately we withdraw the above con-
dition, namely, its limitation to possible experience, and so
look upon it as something that underlies things in them-
selves.

With the sole exception of space there is no subjective
representation, referring to something outer, which could be

1 [In A: valid only under.]
# [Following the 4th edition substitution of Erérterung lehrt for Evirterungen
lehren.)
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entitled [atonce] objective [and] @ p7iori. For* there is no other
subjective representation from which we can derive a prior:
synthetic propositions, as we can from intuition in space (§ 3).
Strictly speaking, therefore, these other representationshave no
ideality, although they agree with the representation of spacein
this respect, that they belong merely to the subjective constitu-
tion of our manner of sensibility, for instance, of sight, hearing,
touch,? as in the case of the sensations of colours, sounds, and
heat, which, since they are mere sensations and not intuitions,
do not of themselves yield knowledge of any object, least of
all any a priori knowledge.

The above remark is intended only to guard anyone from
supposing that the ideality of space as here asserted can be
illustrated by examples so altogether insufficient as colours,
taste, etc. For these cannot rightly be regarded as properties
of things, but only as changes in the subject, changes which
may, indeed, be different for different men. In such examples
as these, that which originally is itself only appearance, for
instance, a rose, is being treated by the empirical understand-
ing as a thing in itself, which, nevertheless, in respect of its
coleur; can appear differently to every observer. The tran-
scendental concept of appearances in space, on the other hand,
is a critical reminder that nothing intuited in space is a thing
in itself, that space is not a form inhering in things in them-

* [“For thereis . . .” to end of paragraph, substituted in B for
the following:]

This subjective condition of all outer appearances cannot,
therefore, be compared to any other. The taste of a wine does
not belong to the objective determinations of the wine, not
even if by the wine as an object we mean the wine as appear-
ance, but to the special constitution of sense in the subject that
tastes it. Colours are not properties of the bodies to the in-
tuition of which they are attached, but only modifications of
the sense of sight, which is affected in a certain manner by
light. Space, on the other hand, as condition of outer objects,
necessarily belongs to their appearance or intuition. Taste and
colours are not necessary conditions under which alone objects
can be for us objects of the senses. They are connected with

1 [Above, p. 70.] 3 [Gefiihls, cf. below, p. 74.]
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selves as their intrinsic property, that objects in themselves are
quite unknown to us, and that what we call outer objects are
nothing but mere representations of our sensibility, the form
of which is space. The true correlate of sensibility, the thing
in itself, is not known, and cannot be known, through these
representations; and in experience no question is ever asked
in regard to it.

TRANSCENDENTAL AESTHETIC

SECTION II

TIME

§4
Metaphysical Exposition of the Concept of Time?

1. Time is not an empirical concept that has been
derived from any experience. For neither coexistence nor
succession would ever come within our perception, if the repre-
sentation of time were not presupposed as underlying them
a priori. Only on the presupposition of time can we represent
to ourselves a number of things as existing at one and the
same time (simultaneously) or at different times (successively).

2. Time is a necessary representation that underlies all

the appearances only as effects accidentally added by the par-
ticular constitution of the sense organs. Accordingly, they are
not a priori representations, but are grounded in sensation,
and, indeed, in the case of taste, even upon feeling 2 (pleasure
and pain), as an effect of sensation. Further, no one can have
a priori a representation of a colour or of any taste; whereas,
since space concerns only the pure form of intuition, and
therefore involves no sensation whatsoever, and nothing em-
pirical, all kinds and determinations of space can and must be
represented a priori, if concepts of figures and of their rela-
tions are to arise. Through space alone is it possible that
things should be outer objects to us.
1 [“§ 4” and sub-title added in B.] 3 [Gefiihl, cf. above, p. 73.]
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intuitions. We cannot, in respect of appearances in general,
remove time itself, though we can quite well think time as void
of appearanced. Time is, therefore, given a prior. In it alone
is actuality of appearances possible at all. Appearances may,
one and all, vanish; ‘but time (as the universal condition of
their possibility)! cannot itself be removed.

3. The possibility of apodeictic principles concerning the
relations of time, or of axioms of time in general, is also
grounded upon this @ priori necessity. Time has only one
dimension; different times are not simultaneous but successive
(just as different spaces are not successive but simultaneous).
These principles cannot be derived from experience, for ex-
perience would give neither strict universality nor apodeictic
certainty. We should only be able to say that common experi-
ence teaches us that it is so; not that it must be so. These
principles are valid as rules under which alone experiences are
possible; and they instruct us in regard to? the experiences,
not by means of them.

4. Time is not a discursive, or what is called a general con-
cept, but a pure form of sensible intuition. Different times are
but®parts of one and the same time; and the representation
which can be given only through a single object is intuition.
Moreover, the proposition that different times cannot be
simultaneous is not to be derived from a general concept.
The proposition is synthetic, and cannot have its origin in
concepts alone. It is immediately contained in the intuition
and representation of time.

5. The infinitude of time signifies nothing more than that
every determinate magnitude of time is possible only through
limitations of one single time that underlies it. The original
representation, #ime, must therefore be given as unlimited.
But when an object is so given that its parts, and every quan-
tity of it, can be determinately represented only through
limitation, the whole representation cannot be given through
concepts, since they contain only partial representations; ® on
the contrary, such concepts must themselves rest on immediate
intuition.

1 [Brackets added in B.]
% [Taking the 3rd edition reading of von for vor.)
3 [In A: since in their case the partial representations come first.]
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§s?
The Transcendental Exposition of the Conctept of Time

I may here refer to No. 3,2 where, far the sake of brevity,
I have placed under the title of metaphysical exposition what
is properly transcendental. Here I may add that the concept
of alteration,® and with it the concept of motion, as alteration
of place, is possible only through and in the representation
of time; and that if this representation were not an a prior:
(inner) intuition, no concept, no matter what it might be, could
render comprehensible the possibility of an alteration, that is,
of a combination of contradictorily opposed predicates in one
and the same object, for instance, the being and the not-being
of one and the same thing in one and the same place. Only in
time can two contradictorily opposed predicates meet in one
and the same object, namely, one after the other. Thus our
concept of time explains the possibility of that body of a prior:
synthetic knowledge which is exhibited in the general doc-
trine of motion, and which is by no means unfruitful.

§e¢
Conclusions from these Concepts

(a) Time is not something which exists of itself, or which
inheres in things as an objective determination, and it does
not, therefore, remain when abstraction is made of all sub-
jective conditions of its intuition. Were it self-subsistent, it
would be something which would be actual and yet not an
actual object. Were it a determination or order inhering in
things themselves, it could not precede the objects as their
condition, and be known and intuited @ priori by means of
synthetic propositions. But this® last is quite possible if time
is nothing but the subjective condition under which alone®
intuition can take place in us. For that being so, this form
of inner intuition can be represented prior to the objects, and
therefore @ priors.

1 [The whole of sub-section § is added in B.] 3 [Ze. to § 4, No. 3.]

3 [Verinderung. Cf. below, pp. 216-17.] 4 [“§ 6" added in B.]

$ [Reading, with Grillo, Dieses for Diese.]
® [Reading, with Erdmann, a/lein for alle.]
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(6) Time is nothing but the form of inner sense, that is, of
the intuition of ourselves and of our inner state. It cannot be a
determination .of outer appearances; it has to do neither with
shape nor position, but with the relation of representations in
our inner state. And just because this inner intuition yields no
shape, we endeavour to make up for this want by analogies.
We represent the time-sequence by a line progressing to in-
finity, in which the manifold constitutes a series of one dimen-
sion only; and we reason from the properties of this line to all
the properties of time, with this one exception, that while the
parts of the line are simultaneous the parts of time are always
successive. From this fact also, that all the relations of time
allow of being expressed in an outer intuition, it is evident that
the representation is itself an intuition.

(¢) Time is the formal @ priori condition of all appearances
whatsoever. Space, as the pure form of all oxfer intuition, is so
far limited; it serves as the a prior: condition only of outer
appearances. But since all representations, whether they have
for their objects outer things or not, belong, in themselves, as
determinations of the mind, to our inner state; and since this
inner state stands under the formal condition of inner intui-
tion, and so belongs to time, time is an & prior: condition of
all appearance whatsoever. It is the immediate condition of
inner appearances (of our souls), and thereby the mediate con-
dition of outer appearances. Just as I can say a prior7 that
all outer appearances are in space, and are determined @ prior:
in conformity with the relations of space, I can also say, from
the principle of inner sense, that all appearances whatsoever,
that is, all objects of the senses, are in time, and necessarily
stand in time-relations.

If we abstract from our mode of inwardly intuiting our-
selves—the mode of intuition in terms of which we likewise
take up into our faculty of representation ! all outer intuitions—
and so take objects as they may be in themselves, then time is
nothing. It has objective validity only in respect of appear-
ances, these being things which we take as objects of our
senses. It is no longer objective, if we abstract from the sensi-
bility of our intuition, that is, from that mode of representation
which is peculiar to us, and speak of ¢hings in general. Time is

L [in der Vorstellungskraft su befassen.)
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therefore a purely subjective condition of our (human)intuition
(which is always sensible, that is, so far as we are affected by
objects), and in itself, apart from the subject, is nothing.
Nevertheless, in respect of all appearances, and therefore of
all the things which can enter into our experience, it is neces-
sarily objective. We cannot say that all things are in time, be-
cause in this concept of things in general we are abstracting
from every mode of their intuition and therefore from that
condition under which alone objects can be represented as
being in time. If, however, the condition be added to the
concept, and we say that all things as appearances, that is, as
objects of sensible intuition, are in time, then the proposition
has legitimate objective validity and universality e prior:.

What we are maintaining is, therefore, the empirical
reality of time, that is, its objective validity in respect of all
objects which allow of ever being given to our senses. And
since our intuition is always sensible, no object can ever be
given to us in experience which does not conform to the
condition of time. On the other hand, we deny to time all
claim to absolute reality; that is to say, we deny that it belongs
to things absolutely, as their condition or property, independ-
ently of any reference to the form of our sensible intuition;
properties that belong to things in themselves can never be
given to us through the senses. This, then, is what constitutes
the transcendental ideality of time. What we mean by this
phrase is that if we abstract from the subjective conditions of
sensible intuition, time is nothing, and cannot be ascribed to
the objects in themselves (apart from their relation to our in-
tuition) in the way either of subsistence or of inherence. This
ideality, like that of space, must not, however, be illustrated
by false analogies with sensation,! because it is then assumed
that the appearance, in which the sensible predicates inhere,
itself has objective reality. In the case of time, such objective
reality falls entirely away, save in so far as it is merely empir-
ical, that is, save in so far as we regard the object itself merely
as appearance. On this subject, the reader may refer to what
has been said at the close of the preceding section.?

1 [mit den Subreptionen der Empfindung in Vergleichung zu stellen, i.e.
the ideality of time and space must not be confused with the ideality ascribed to
sensations.]

* [Above, pp. 73-4.]
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§7*
Elucidation

Against this theory, which admits the empirical reality of
time, but denies its absolute and transcendental reality, I have
heard men of intelligence so unanimously voicing an objection,
that I must suppose it to occur spontaneously to every reader
to whom this way of thinking is unfamiliar. The objection is
this. Alterations? are real,® this being proved by change*of our
own representations—even if all outer appearances, together
with their alterations, be denied. Now alterations are possible
only in time, and time is therefore something real. There is no
difficulty in meeting this objection. I grant the whole argument.
Certainly time is something real, namely, the real form of inner
intuition. It has therefore subjective reality in respect of inner
experience; that is, I really have the representation of time and
of my determinations in it. Time is therefore to be regarded
as real, not indeed as object but as the mode of representation
of myself as object. If without this condition of sensibility I
could intuit myself, or be intuited by another being, the very
samrre determinations which we now represent to ourselves as
alterations would yield knowledge into which the representa-
tion of time, and therefore also of alteration, would in no
way enter. Thus empirical reality has to be allowed to time, as
the condition of all our experiences; on our theory, it is only
its absolute reality that has to be denied. It is nothing but the
form of our inner intuition.® If we take away from our inner
intuition the peculiar condition of our sensibility, the concept
of time likewise vanishes; it does not inhere in the objects, but
merely in the subject which intuits them.

But the reason why this objection is so unanimously urged,

@ I'can indeed say that my representations follow one another;
but this is only to say that we are conscious of them as in a time-
sequence, that is, in conformity with the form of inner sense. Time
is not, therefore, something in itself, nor is it an objective determina-
tion inherent in things.

1 [“§ 7" added in B.] 3 [Veranderungen.)

3 [Wirklick here, as often elsewhere, is used by Kant as the adjective corre-
sponding to the substantive Realszdt, and in such cases it is more suitably trans-
lated by ‘real’ than by ‘actual’.] & [Wechsel]
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and that too by those who have nothing very convincing to say
against the doctrine of the ideality of space, is this. They have
no expectation of being able to prove apodeictjcally the abso-
lute reality of space; for they are confronted by idealism,
which teaches that the reality of outer pbjects does not allow
of strict proof. On the other hand, the reality of the object of
our inner sense (the reality of myself and my state) is, [they
argue,] immediately evident through consciousness. The
former may be merely an illusion; the latter is, on their view,
undeniably something real. What they have failed, how-
ever, to recognise is that both are in the same position; in
neither case can their reality as representations be questioned,
and in both cases they belong only to appearance, which
always has two sides, the one by which the object is viewed in
and by itself (without regard to the mode of intuiting it—its
nature therefore remaining always problematic), the other
by which the form of the intuition of this object is taken into
account. This form is not to be looked for in the objectin it-
self, but in the subject to which the object appears; neverthe-
less, it belongs really and necessarily to the appearance of this
object. .

Time and space are, therefore, two sources of knowledge,
from which bodies of a priori synthetic knowledge can be
derived. (Pure mathematics is a brilliant example of such
knowledge, especially as regards space and its relations.)
Time and space, taken together, are the pure forms of all
sensible intuition, and so are what make a prior: synthetic
propositions possible. But these a priori sources of know-
ledge, being merely conditions of our sensibility, just by
this very fact determine their own limits, namely, that they
apply to objects only in so far as objects are viewed as appear-
ances, and donot presentthingsasthey are in themselves. This
is the sole field of their validity; should we pass beyond it, no
objective use can be made of them. This ideality! of space
and time leaves, however, the certainty of empirical know-
ledge unaffected, for we are equally sure of it, whether these
forms necessarily inhere in things in themselves or only
in our intuition of them. Those, on the other hand, who
maintain the absolute reality of space and time, whether as

’[Reading, with Laas, Adickes, and Vaihinger, /dealstdt for Realitdt.)
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subsistent? or only as inherent, must come into conflict with
the principles of experience itself. For if they decide for the
former alternative (which is generally the view taken by
mathematical students of nature), they have to admit two
eternal and infinite self-subsistent? non-entities® (space and
time), which are there (yet without there being anything real)
only in order to contain in themselves all that is real. If they
adopt the latter alternative (as advocated by certain meta-
physical students of nature), and regard space and time as
relations of appearances, alongside or in succession to one
another—relations abstracted from experience, and in this
isolation confusedly represented—they are obliged to deny
that @ prior: mathematical doctrines have any validity in
respect of real things (for instance, in space), or at least to
deny their apodeictic certainty. For such certainty is not to
be found in the @ posterior:i. On this view, indeed, the a prior:
concepts of space and time are merely creatures of the im-
agination, whose source must really be sought in experience,
the imagination framing out of the relations abstracted from
experience something that does indeed contain what is
general in these relations, but which cannot exist without
the restrictions which nature has attached to them. The
former thinkers obtain at least this advantage, that they keep
the field of appearances open for mathematical propositions.
On the other hand, they have greatly embarrassed them-
selves by those very conditions [space and time, eternal,
infinite, and self-subsistent], when with the understanding
they endeavour to go out beyond this field. The latter have
indeed an advantage, in that the representations of space
and time do not stand in their way if they seek to judge
of objects, not as appearances but merely in their relation
to the understanding. But since they are unable to appeal to
a true and objectively valid @ pr7or7 intuition, they can neither
account for the possibility of @ priori mathematical know-
ledge, nor bring the propositions of experience into necessary
agreement with it. On our theory of the true character of
these two original forms of sensibility, both difficulties are
removed.

Lastly, transcendental aesthetic cannot contain more than

1 [subsistierend.] 2 [ fhir sich bestehende.) 2 [Undinge.]
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these two elements, space and time. This is evident from the
fact that all other concepts belonging to sensibility, even
that of motion, in which both elements are united, presuppose
something empirical. Motion presupposes the perception of
something movable. But in space, considered in itself, there
is nothing movable; consequently the movable must be
something that is found #n space only through experience,
and must therefore be an empirical datum. For the same
reason, transcendental aesthetic cannot count the concept
of change among its @ priori data. Time itself does not change,
but only something which is in time. The concept of time
thus presupposes the perception of something existing and
of the succession of its determinations; that is to say, it pre-
supposes experience.

§ 8!
General Observations on Transcendental Aesthetic

1.1 To avoid all misapprehension, it is necessary to ex-
plain, as clearly as possible, what our view is regarding the
fundamental constitution of sensible knowledge in general.

What we have meant to say is that all our intuition is
nothing but the representation of appearance; that the things
which we intuit are not in themselves what we intuit them
as being, nor their relations so constituted in themselves as
they appear to us, and that if the subject, or even only the
subjective constitution of the senses in general, be removed,
the whole constitution and all the relations of objects in
space and time, nay space and time themselves, would vanish.
As appearances, they cannot exist in themselves, but only
in us. What objects may be in themselves, and apart from
all this receptivity of our sensibility, remains completely
unknown to us. We know nothing but our mode of perceiving
them—a mode which is peculiar to us, and not necessarily
shared in by every being, though, certainly, by every human
being. With this alone have we any concern. Space and time
are its pure forms, and sensation in general its matter. The
former alone can we know & priors, that is, prior to all actual
perception; and such knowledge is therefore called pure

1 [“§ 87 and “I” added in B.]
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intuition. The latter is that in our knowledge which leads to
its being called a posteriori knowledge, that is, empirical
intuition. The former inhere in our sensibility with absolute
necessity, no matter of what kind our sensations may be; the
latter can exist in varying modes. Even if we could bring our
intuition to the highest degree of clearness, we should not
thereby come any nearer to the constitution of objects in
themselves. We should still know only our mode of intuition,
that is, our sensibility. We should, indeed, know it completely,
but always only under the conditions of space and time—
conditions which are originally inherent in the subject.
What the objects may be in themselves would never be-
come known to us even through the most enlightened
knowledge of that which is alone given us, namely, their
appearance.

The concept of sensibility and of appearance would be
falsified, and our whole teaching in regard to them would be
rendered empty and useless, if we were to accept the view that
our entire sensibility is nothing but a confused representation
of things, containing only what belongs to them in themselves,
butsdoing so under an aggregation of characters and partial
representations that we do not consciously distinguish. For
the difference between a confused and a clear representation
is merely logical, and does not concern the content. No doubt
the concept of ‘right’,! in its common-sense usage, contains all
that the subtlest speculation can develop out of it, though in
its ordinary and practical use we are not conscious of the
manifold representations comprised in this ? thought. But we
cannot say that the common concept is therefore sensible, con-
taining a mere appearance. For ‘right’ can never be an appear-
ance; it is a concept in the understanding, and represents a
property (the moral property) of actions, which belongs to
them in themselves. The representation of a body in intuition,
on the other hand, contains nothing that can belong to an
object in itself, but merely the appearance of something, and
the mode in which we are affected by that something; and this
receptivity of our faculty of knowledge is termed sensibility.
Even if that appearance could become completely transparent

1 [Recht.]
? [Reading, with 4th edition, desem for diesen.)
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to us, such knowledge would remain fofo coelo different from
knowledge of the object in itself.

The philosophy of Leibniz and Wolff, in thus treating the
difference between the sensible and the intelligible as merely
logical, has given a completely wrong direction to all in-
vestigations into the nature and origin of our knowledge. This
difference is quite evidently transcendental. It does not merely
concern their [logical] form, as being either clear or confused.
It concerns their origin and content. It is not that by our
sensibility we cannot know the nature of things in themselves
in any save a confused fashion; we do not apprehend them in
any fashion whatsoever. If our subjective constitution be re-
moved, the represented object, with the qualities which sen-
sible intuition bestows upon it, is nowhere to be found, and
cannot possibly be found. For it is this subjective constitution
which determines its form as appearance.

We commonly distinguish in appearances that which is
essentially inherent in their intuition and holds for sense in all
human beings, from that which belongs to their intuition
accidentally only, and is valid not in relation to sensibility in
general but only in relation to a particular standpoint or to a
peculiarity of structure in this or that sense. The former kind
of knowledge is then declared to represent the object in itself,
the latter its appearance only. But this distinction is merely
empirical. If, as generally happens, we stop short at this point,
and do not proceed, as we ought, to treat the empirical in-
tuition as itself mere appearance, in which nothing that belongs
to a thing in itself can be found, our transcendental distinction
is lost. We then believe that we know things in themselves,
and this in spite of the fact that in the world of sense, how-
ever deeply we enquire into its objects, we have to do with
nothing but appearances. The rainbow in a sunny shower may
be called a mere appearance, and the rain the thing in itself.
This is correct, if the latter concept be taken in a merely
physical sense. Rain will then be viewed only as that which,
in all experience and in all its various positions relative to the
senses, is determined thus, and not otherwise, in our intuition.
But if we take this empirical object in its general character,
and ask, without considering whether or not it is the same
for all human sense, whether it represents an object in
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itself (and by that we cannot mean the drops of rain, for these
are already, as appearances, empirical objects), the question
as to the relation of the representation to the object at once
becomes transcendental. We then realise that not only are the
drops of rain mere ‘appearances, but that even their round
shape, nay even the space in which they fall, are nothing in
themselves, but merely modifications or fundamental forms of
our sensible intuition, and that the transcendental object
remains unknown to us.

The second important concern of our Transcendental Aes-
thetic is that it should not obtain favour merely as a plausible
hypothesis, but should have that certainty and freedom from
doubt which is required of any theory that is to serve as an
organon. To make this certainty completely convincing, we
shall select a case by which the validity of the position adopted
will be rendered obvious, and which will serve to set what has
been said in § 3 in a clearer light.

Let us suppose that space and time are in themselves
objective, and are conditions of the possibility of things in
themselves. In the first place, it is evident that in regard to
both there is a large number of @ priori apodeictic and syn-
thetic propositions. This is especially true of space, to which
our chief attention will therefore be directed in this enquiry.
Since the propositions of geometry are synthetic a przorz, and
are known with apodeictic certainty, I raise the question,
whence do you obtain such propositions, and upon what does
the understanding rely in its endeavour to achieve such abso-
lutely necessary and universally valid truths? There is no
other way than through concepts or through intuitions; and
these are given either a priori or a posteriori. In their latter
form, namely, as empirical concepts, and also as that upon
which these are grounded, the empirical intuition, neither the
concepts nor the intuitions can yield any synthetic proposition
except such as is itself also merely empirical (that is, a pro-
position of experience), and which for that very reason can
never possess the necessity and absolute universality which are
characteristic of all geometrical propositions. As regards the
first and sole means of arriving at such knowledge, namely,
in @ priori fashion through mere concepts or through in-
tuitions, it is evident that from mere concepts only analytic
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knowledge, not synthetic knowledge, is to be obtained. Take,
for instance, the proposition, ‘“Two straight lines cannot en-
close a space, and with them alone no figufe is possible”,
and try to derive it from the concept of straight lines and of
the number two. Or take the proposition, “‘Given three straight
lines, a figure is possible’’, and try, in like manner, to derive
it from the concepts involved. All your labour is vain; and you
find that you are constrained to have recourse to intuition, as is
always done in geometry. You therefore give yourself an object
in intuition. But of what kind is this intuition? Is it a pure a
prior intuition or an empirical intuition? Were it the latter,
no universally valid proposition could ever arise out of it—
still less an apodeictic proposition—for experience can never
yield such. You must therefore give yourself an object a prior:
in intuition, and ground upon this your synthetic proposition.
If there did not exist in you a power of @ prZor7 intuition; and
if that subjective condition were not also at the same time, as
regards its form, the universal @ pr707: condition under which
alone the object of this outer intuition is itself possible; if the
object (the triangle) were something in itself, apart from any
relation to you, the subject, how could you say that what
necessarily exist in you as subjective conditions for the con-
struction of a triangle, must of necessity belong to the triangle
itself? You could not then add anything new (the figure) to
your concepts (of three lines) as something which must neces-
sarily be met with in the object, since this object is [on that
view] given antecedently to your knowledge, and not by means
of it. If, therefore, space (and the same is true of time) were
not merely a form of your intuition, containing conditions «
priori, under which alone things can be outér objects to you,
and without which subjective conditions outer objects are in
themselves ! nothing, you could not in regard to outer objects
determine anything whatsoever in an a prior: and synthetic
manner. It is, therefore, not merely possible or probable, but
indubitably certain, that space and time, as the necessary
conditions of all outer and inner experience, are merely sub-
jective conditions of all our intuition, and that in relation to
these conditions all objects are therefore mere appearances,
and not given us as things in themselves which exist in this

1 [an sich, meaning as outer objects.]
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manner. For this reason also, while much can be said @ prior:
as regards the form of appearances, nothing whatsoever can
be asserted of .the thing in itself, which may underlie these
appearances.

I1.! In confirmation of this theory of the ideality of both
outer and inner sense, and therefore of all objects of the senses,
as mere appearances, it is especially relevant to observe that
everything in our knowledge which belongs to intuition—
feeling of pleasure and pain, and the will, not being know-
ledge, are excluded—contains nothing but mere relations;
namely, of locations in an intuition (extension), of change
of location (motion), and of laws according to which this
change is determined (moving forces). What it is that is
present in this or that location, or what it is that is operative?
in the things themselves apart from change of location, is not
given through intuition. Now a thing in itself® cannot be
known through mere relations; and we may therefore conclude
that since outer sense gives us nothing but mere relations, this
sense can contain in its representation only the relation of an
object to the subject, and not the inner properties of the object
in itself. This also holds true of inner sense, not only because
the representations of the owter senses constitute the proper
material with which we occupy our mind, but because the
time in which we set these representations, which is itself ante-
cedent to the consciousness of them in experience, and which
underlies them as the formal condition of the mode in which
we posit* them in the mind, itself contains [only] relations of
succession, coexistence, and of that which is coexistent with
succession, the enduring. Now that which, as representation,
can be antecedent to any and every act of thinking any-
thing, is intuition; and if it contains nothing but relations, it
is the form of intuition. Since this form does not represent
anything save in so far as something is posited in the mind, it
can be nothing but the mode in which the mind is affected
through its own activity (namely, through this positing of its8
representation), and so is affected by itself; in other words, it is

1 [Sub-sections II., III.,, IV. and Conclusion to the Transcendental Aesthetic
added in B.]

2 [wirke.] 3 [esne Sacke an sich.] 4 [setsen.)

& [Reading, with Kehrbach, sesner for éhrer.]
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nothing but an inner sense in respect of the form of that sense.
Everything that is represented through a sense is so far always
appearance, and consequently we must either refuse to admit
that there is an inner sense, or we must recognise that the sub-
ject, which is the object of the sense, can be represented through
it only as appearance, not as that subject would judge of itself
if its intuition were self-activity only, that is, were intellectual.
The whole difficulty is as to how a subject can inwardly intuit
itself; and this is a difficulty common to every theory. The con-
sciousness of self (apperception) is the simple representation
of the ‘I, and if all that is manifold in the subject were given
by the activity of the self, the inner intuition would be intel-
lectual. In man this consciousness demands inner perception
of the manifold which is antecedently given in the subject,
and the mode in which this manifold is given in the mind
must, as non-spontaneous, be entitled sensibility. If the
faculty of coming to consciousness of oneself is to seek out (to
apprehend) that which lies in the mind, it must affect the mind,
and only in this way can it give rise to an intuition of itself.
But the form of this intuition, which exists antecedently in the
mind, determines, in the representation of time, the mode in
which the manifold is together in the mind, since it then in-
tuits itself not as it would represent itself if immediately self-
active, but as it is affected by itself, and therefore as it appears
to itself, not as it is.

III. When I say that the intuition of outer objects and the
self-intuition of the mind alike represent the objects and the
mind, in space and in time, as they affect our senses, that is, as
they appear, I do not mean to say that these objects are a mere
illusiont For in an appearance the objects, nay even the pro-
perties that we ascribe to them, are always regarded as some-
thing actually given. Since, however, in the relation of the
given object to the subject, such properties depend upon the
mode of intuition of the subject, this object as appearance? is to
be distinguished from itself as object #» s¢self. Thus when I
maintain that the quality of space and of time, in conformity
with which, as a condition of their existence, I posit both bodies
and my own soul, lies in my mode of intuition and not in those
objects in themselves, I am notsaying that bodies merely seem3

1 [Schein.) 2 [Erscheinung.) 3 [scheinen.)
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to be outside me, or that mysoul only seemsto begiven in my self-
consciousness. It would be my own fault, if out of that which
I ought to recken as appearance, I made mere illusion.” That
does not follow as a consequence of our principle of the ideality
of all our sensible intuftions—quite the contrary. It is only if we
ascribe objective reality to these forms of representation, that
it becomes impossible for us to prevent everything being
thereby transformed into mere #//usion. For if we regard space
and time as properties which, if they are to be possible at all,}
must be found in things in themselves, and if we reflect on the
absurdities in which we are then involved, in that two infinite
things, which are not substances, nor anything actually in-
hering in substances, must yet have existence, nay, must
be the necessary condition of the existence of all things, and
moreover must continue to exist, even although all existing
things be removed,—we cannot blame the good Berkeley
for degrading bodies to mere illusion. Nay, even our own
existence, in being made thus dependent upon the self-sub-
sistent reality of a non-entity, such as time, would necessarily
be changed with it into sheer illusion—an absurdity of which
no one has yet been guilty.

IV. In natural theology, in thinking an object [God],
who not only can never be an object of intuition to us but

¢ The predicates of the appearance can be ascribed to the object
itself, in relation to our sense, for instance, the red colour or the
scent to the rose. [But what is illusory can never be ascribed as
predicate to an object (for the sufficient reason that we then attribute
to the object, taken by itself, what belongs to it only in relation to
the senses, or in general to the subject), for instance, the two handles
which were formerly ascribed to Saturn].2 That which, while in-
separable from the representation of the object, is not to be met
with in the object in itself, but always in its relation to the subject,
is appearance. Accordingly the predicates of space and time are
rightly ascribed to the objects of the senses, as such; and in this there
is no illusion. On the other hand, if I ascribe redness to the rose s»
stself [handles to Saturn],? or extension to all outer objects 7n them-
selves, without paying regard to the determinate relation of these
objects to the subject, and without limiting my judgment to that
relation, illusion then first arises.

L [shrer Moglichkeit nach.]

8 [The passage which I have enclosed in brackets conflicts with the main
argument, and is probably a later addition carelessly inserted.]
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cannot be an object of sensible intuition even to himself, we
are careful to remove the conditions of time and space from
his intuition—for all his knowledge must be intuition, and not
thought, which always involves limitations. But with what
right can we do this if we have previously made time and space
forms of things in themselves, and such as would remain, as
a priori conditions of the existence of things, even though the
things themselves were removed? As conditions of all existence
in general, they must also be conditions of the existence of
God. If we do not thus treat them as objective forms of all
things, the only alternative is to view them as subjective forms
of our inner and outer intuition, which is termed sensible, for
the very reason that it is no# original, that is, is not such as can
itself give us the existence of its object—a mode of intuition
which, so far as we can judge, can belong only to the prim-
ordial being.! Our mode of intuition is dependent upon the
existence of the object, and is therefore possible only if the
subject’s faculty of representation is affected by that object.

This mode of intuiting in space and time need not be
limited to human sensibility. It may be that all finite, thinking
beings necessarily agree with man in this respect, although
we are not in a position to judge whether this is actually so. But
however universal this mode of sensibility may be, it does
not therefore cease to be sensibility. It is derivative (Zntuitus
derivativus), not original (¢ntuitus originarius), and therefore
not an intellectual intuition. For the reason stated above, such
intellectual intuition seems to belong solely to the primordial
being, and can never be ascribed to a dependent being,
dependent in its existence as well as in its intuition, and
which through that intuition determines its existence solely
in relation to given objects.? This latter remark, however,
must be taken only as an illustration of our aesthetic theory,
not as forming part of the proof.

Conclusion of the Transcendental Aesthetic

Here, then, in pure @ priors intuitions, space and time,
we have one of the factors required for solution of the general
Y [nur dem Urwesen.)

? [May be more freely translated as: “through that intuition is conscious of
its own existence only in relation to given objects’.]
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problem of transcendental philosophy: Aow are syntketic
a priori judgments possible? When in a priori judgment
we seek to go ott beyond the given concept, we come in the
@ priort intuitions upon that which cannot be discovered in
the concept but which is certainly found a priors in the in-
tuition corresponding to the concept, and can be connected
with it synthetically. Such judgments, however, thus based
on intuition, can never extend beyond objects of the senses;
they are valid only for objects of possible experience.
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TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF
ELEMENTS

SECOND PART

TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

INTRODUCTION
IDEA OF A TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

|
Locic IN GENERAL

OUR knowledge springs from two fundamental sources'of the
mind; the first is the capacity of receiving representations
(receptivity for impressions), the second is the power of know-
ing an object through these representations (spontaneity [in
the production] of concepts). Throughthe firstan object is given
to us, through the second the object is tkought in relation to
that [given] representation (which is a mere determination of
the mind). Intuition and concepts constitute, therefore, the ele-
ments of all our knowledge, so that neither conceptswithoutan
intuition in some way corresponding to them, nor intuition with-
out concepts, can yield knowledge. Both may be either pure or
empirical. When they contain sensation (which presupposes the
actual presenceof the object), they are empirical. When there is
no mingling of sensation with the representation, they are pure.
Sensation may be entitled the material of sensible knowledge.
Pure intuition, therefore, contains only the form under which
something is intuited; the pure concept only the form of the
thought of an object in general. Pure intuitions or pure con-
cepts alone are possible @ priori, empirical intuitions and
empirical concepts only a posteriori.
92
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If the receptivity of our mind, its power of receiving re-
presentations in so far as it is in any wise affected, is to be
entitled sensibility, then the mind’s power of producing repre-
sentations from itself, the spontaneity of knowledge, should be
called the understanding. Our nature is so constituted that
our intuition can never be other than sensible; that is, it con-
tains only the mode in which we are affected by objects. The
faculty, on the other hand, which enables us to zZiné the
object of sensible intuition is the understanding. To neither
of these powers may a preference be given over the other.
Without sensibility no object would be given to us, without
understanding no object would be thought. Thoughts without
content are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind. It
is, therefore, just as necessary to make our concepts sensible,
that is, to add the object to them in intuition, as to make
our intuitions intelligible, that is, to bring them under con-
cepts. These two powers or capacities cannot exchange their
functions. The understanding can intuit nothing, the senses
can think nothing. Only through their union can know-
ledge arise. But that is no reason for confounding the
contribution of either with that of the other; rather is it
a strong reason for carefully separating and distinguishing
the one from the other. We therefore distinguish the science
of the rules of sensibility in general, that is, aesthetic, from
the science of the rules of the understanding in general, that
is, logic.

Logic, again, can be treated in a twofold manner, either
as logic of the general or as logic of the special employment
of the understanding. The former contains the absolutely
necessary rules of thought without which there can be no
employment whatsoever of the understanding. It therefore
treats of understanding without any regard to difference in
the objects to which the understanding may be directed. The
logic of the special employment of the understanding contains
the rules of correct thinking as regards a certain kind of
objects. The former may be called the logic of elements, the
latter the organon of this or that science. The latter is com-
monly taught in the schools as a propaedeutic to the sciences,
though, according to the actual procedure of human reason,
it is what is obtained last of all, when the particular science
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under question has been already brought to such completion
that it requires only a few finishing touches to correct and
perfect it. For the objects under consideration must already
be known fairly completely before it can be possible to pre-
scribe the rules according to which 4 science of them is to
be obtained.

General logic is either pure or applied. In the former we
abstract from all empirical conditions under which our under-
standing is exercised, 7.e. from the influence of the senses, the
play of imagination, the laws of memory, the force of habit,
inclination, etc., and so from all sources of prejudice, indeed
from all causes from which this or that knowledge may arise
or seem to arise. For they concern the understanding only in
so far as it is being employed under certain circumstances,
and to become acquainted with these circumstances experi-
ence is required. Pure general logic has to do, therefore, only
with principles a priors, and is a canon of understanding and
of reason, but only in respect of what is formal in their em-
ployment, be the content what it may, empirical or tran-
scendental. General logic is called applied, when it is directed
to the rules of the employment of understanding under the
subjective empirical conditions dealt with by psychology.
Applied logic has therefore empirical principles, although it
is still indeed in so far general that it refers to the employ-
ment of the understanding without regard to difference in the
objects. Consequently it is neither a canon of the under-
standing in general nor an organon of special sciences, but
merely a cathartic of the common understanding.

In general logic, therefore, that part which is to constitute
the pure doctrine of reason must be entirely separated from
that which constitutes applied (though always still general)
logic. The former alone is, properly speaking, a science,
though indeed concise and dry, as the methodical exposition
of a doctrine of the elements of the understanding is bound
to be. There are therefore two rules which logicians must
always bear in mind, in dealing with pure general logic:

1. As general logic, it abstracts from all content of the
knowledge of understanding and from all differences in its
objects, and deals with nothing but the mere form of
thought.
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2. As pure logic, it has nothing to do with empirical prin-
ciples, and does not, as has sometimes been supposed, borrow
anything from psychology, which therefore has no influence
whatever on the canon of the understanding. Pure logic is a
body of demonstrated doctrine, and everything in it must be
certain entirely g priori.

What I call applied logic (contrary to the usual meaning
of this title, according to which it should contain certain
exercises for which pure logic gives the rules) is a representa-
tion of the understanding and of the rules of its necessary
employment ¢z concreto, that is, under the accidental sub-
jective conditions which may hinder or help its application,
and which are all given only empirically. It treats of attention,
its impediments® and consequences, of the source of error, of
the state of doubt, hesitation, and conviction, etc. Pure general
logic stands to it in the same relation as pure ethics, which
contains only the necessary moral laws of a free will in general,
stands to the doctrine of the virtues strictly so called—the
doctrine which considers these laws under the limitations of
the feelings, inclinations, and passions to which men are
more sor less subject. Such a doctrine can never furnish a
true and demonstrated science, because, like applied logic,
it depends on empirical and psychological principles.

II
TRANSCENDENTAL LocGiIcC

General logic, as we have shown, abstracts from all con-
tent of knowledge, that is, from all relation of knowledge to
the object, and considers only the logical form in the relation of
any knowledge to other knowledge; that is, it treats of the form
of thought in general. But since, as the Transcendental Aes-
thetic has shown, there are pure aswell as empirical intuitions,
a distinction might likewise be drawn between pure and em-
pirical thought of objects. In that case we should have a logic
in which we do not abstract from the entire content of know-
ledge. This other logic, which should contain solely the rules
of the pure thought of an object, would exclude only those

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, Hindernissen for Hindernis.]
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modes of knowledge! which have empirical content. It would
also treat of the origin of the modes in which we know objects,
in so far as that origin cannot be attributed to the objects.
General logic, on the other hand, has nothing to do with the
origin of knowledge, but only considérs representations, be
they originally @ priori in ourselves or only empirically given,
according to the laws which the understanding employs when,
in thinking, it relates them to one another. It deals therefore
only with that form which the understanding is able to impart
to the representations, from whatever source they may have
arisen.

And here I make a remark which the reader must bear
well in mind, as it extends its influence over all that follows.
Not every kind of knowledge a prior7 should be called tran-
scendental, but that only by which we know that—and how—
certain representations (intuitions or concepts) can be em-
ployed or are possible purely a priori. The term ‘transcend-
ental’, that is to say, signifies such knowledge as concerns the
a priori possibility of knowledge, or its a priori employment.
Neither space nor any a priort geometrical determination of it
is a transcendental representation; what can alone be entitled
transcendental is the knowledge that these representations are
not of empirical origin, and the possibility that they can? yet
relate a priori to objects of experience. The application of
space to objects in general would likewise be transcendental,
but, if restricted solely to objects of sense, it is empirical.
The distinction between the transcendental and the empirical
belongs therefore only to the critique of knowledge; it does
not concern the relation of that knowledge to its objects.

In the expectation, therefore, that there may perhaps be
concepts which relate & prior: to objects, not as pure or sen-
sible intuitions, but solely as acts of pure thought—that is, as
concepts which are neither of empirical nor of aesthetic
origin—we form for ourselves by anticipation the idea of a
science of the knowledge which belongs to pure understanding
and reason, whereby we think objects entirely a pr7or:. Such
a science, which should determine the origin, the scope, and

1 [Reading, with Adickes, &/oss alle for alle.]
? [Reading, with Erdmann, &jnnen for kinne.]
3 [Reading, with Erdmann, Verstandes- for Verstandes.)
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the objective validity of such knowledge, would have to be
called tramscendental logic, because, unlike general logic,
which has to deal with both empirical and pure knowledge of
reason, it concerns itself with the laws of understanding and
of reason solely in so far as they relate a prio77 to objects.

11T

THE DIVISION OF GENERAL LOGIC INTO ANALYTIC
AND DIALECTIC

The question, famed of old, by which logicians were
supposed to be driven into a corner, obliged either to have
recourse to a pitiful sophism, or to confess their ignorance
and consequently the emptiness of their whole art, is the
question: What is truth? The nominal definition of truth,
that it is the agreement of knowledge with its object, is
assumed as granted; the question asked is as to what is
the general and sure criterion of the truth of any and every
knowledge.

To know what questions may reasonably be asked is
already a great and necessary proof of sagacity and insight.
For if a question is absurd in itself and calls for an answer
where none is required, it not only brings shame on the pro-
pounder of the question, but may betray an incautious listener
into absurd answers, thus presenting, as the ancients said, the
ludicrous spectacle of one man milking a he-goat and the
other holding a sieve underneath.

If truth consists in the agreement of knowledge with its
object, that object must thereby be distinguished from other
objects; for knowledge is false, if it does not agree with the
object to which it is related, even although it contains some-
thing which may be valid of other objects. Now a general
criterion of truth must be such as would be valid in each and
everyinstance of knowledge, however their objects may vary. It
is obvious, however, thatsuch a criterion [being general] cannot
take account of the [varying] content of knowledge (relation
to its [specific] object). But since truth concerns just this very
content, it is quite impossible, and indeed absurd, to ask for a

H
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general test of the truth of such content. A sufficient and at the
same time general criterion of truth cannot possibly be given.
Since we have already entitled the content of knowledge its
matter, we must be prepared to recognise that of the truth
of knowledge, so far as its matter is concerned, no general
criterion can be demanded. Such a criterion would by its
very nature be self-contradictory.

But, on the other hand, as regards knowledge in respect
of its mere form (leaving aside all content), it is evident that
logic, in so far as it expounds the universal and necessary
rules of the understanding, must in these rules furnish criteria
of truth. Whatever contradicts these rules is false. For the
understanding would thereby be made to contradict its own
general rules of thought, and so to contradict itself. These
criteria, however, concern only the form of truth, that is, of
thought in general; and in so far they are quite correct, but
are not by themselves sufficient. For although our knowledge
may be in complete accordance with logical demands, that is,
may not contradict itself, it is still possible that it may be in
contradiction with its object. The purely logical criterion of
truth, namely, the agreement of knowledge with the general
and formal laws of the understanding and reason, is a conditio
sine qua nom, and is therefore the negative condition of all
truth. But further than this logic cannot go. It has no test for
the discovery of such error as concerns not the form but the
content.

General logic resolves the whole formal procedure of the
understanding and reason into its elements, and exhibits them
as principles of all logical examination of our knowledge.
This part of logic, which may therefore be entitled analytic,
yields what is at least the negative test of truth. Its rules
must be applied in the examination and appraising of the
form of all knowledge before we proceed to determine whether
their content contains positive truth in respect to their object.
But since the mere form of knowledge, however completely
it may be in agreement with logical laws, is far from being
sufficient to determine the material (objective) truth of know-
ledge, no one can venture with the help of logic alone to
judge regarding objects, or to make any assertion. We must
first, independently of logic, obtain reliable information; only
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then are we in a position to enquire, in accordance with logical
laws, into the use of this information and its connection in a
coherent whole, or rather to test it by these laws. There is,
however, something so tempting in the possession of an art so
specious, through which we give to all our knowledge, how-
ever uninstructed we may be in regard to its content, the form
of understanding, that general logic, which is merely a caron
of judgment, has been employed as if it were an organon for
the actual production of at least the semblance of ! objective
assertions, and has thus been misapplied. General logic, when
thus treated as an organon, is called d7alectic.

Howevervarious were thesignificationsin which theancients
used ‘dialectic’ as the title for a science or art, we can safely
conclude from their actual employment of it that with them
it was never anything else than the Jogic of illusion. It was a
sophistical art of giving to ignorance, and indeed to intentional
sophistries, the appearance of truth, by the device of 2 imitat-
ing the methodical thoroughness which logic prescribes, and
of using its ‘topic’ to conceal the emptiness of its pretensions.
Now it may be noted as a sure and useful warning, that general
logic,*if viewed as an organon, is always a logic of illusion,
that is, dialectical. For logic tcaches us nothing whatsoever
regarding the content of knowledge, but lays down only the
formal conditions of agreement with the understanding; and
since these conditions can tell us nothing at all as to the
objects concerned, any attempt to use this logic as an instru-
ment (organon) that professes to extend and enlarge our
knowledge can end in nothing but mere talk—in which, with
a certain plausibility, we maintain, or, if such be our choice,
attack, any and every possible assertion.

Such instruction is quite unbecoming the dignity of philo-
sophy. The title ‘dialectic’ has therefore come to be otherwise
employed, and has been assigned to logic, as a critigue of
dialectical illusion. This is the sense in which it is to be under-
stood in this work.

1 [Reading, with Kehrbach, des Blendwerks.)
2 [Reading, with Erdmann, dadurch dass.]
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Iv

THE Di1vISION OF TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC INTO
TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC AND DIALECTIC

In a transcendental logic we isolate the understanding—
as above, in the Transcendental Aesthetic, the sensibility—
separating out from our knowledge that part of thought which
has its origin solely in the understanding. The employment of
this pure knowledge depends upon the condition that objects
to which it can be applied be given to us in intuition. In the
absence of intuition all our knowledge is without objects,
and therefore remains entirely empty. That part of transcen-
dental logic which deals with the elements of the pure know-
ledge yielded by understanding, and the principles without
which no object can be thought, is transcendental analytic. It
is a logic of truth. For no knowledge can contradict it without
at once losing all content, that is, all relation to any object, and
therefore all truth. But since it is very tempting to use these
pure modes of knowledge of the understanding and these prin-
ciples by themselves, and even beyond the limits of experience,
which alone can yield the matter (objects) to which those pure
concepts of understanding can be applied, the understanding is
led to incur the risk of making, with a mere show of rationality,
a material use of its pure and merely formal principles, and of
passing judgments upon objects without distinction—upon
objects which are not given to us, nay, perhaps cannot in any
way be given. Since, properly, this transcendental analytic
should be used only as a canon for passing judgment upon the
empirical employment of the understanding, it is misapplied
if appealed to as an organon of its general and unlimited
application, and if consequently we venture, with the pure
understanding alone, to judge synthetically, to affirm, and to
decide regarding objects in general. The employment of the
pure understanding then becomes dialectical. The second part
of transcendental logic must therefore form a critique of this
dialectical illusion, and is called transcendental dialectic, not
as an art of producing such illusion dogmatically (an art un-
fortunately very commonly practised by metaphysical jugglers),
but as a critique of understanding and reason in respect of
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their hyperphysical employment. It will expose the false, illu-
sory character of those groundless pretensions, and in place
of the high claims to discover and to extend knowledge merely
by means of transcendental principles, it will substitute what is
no more than a critical treatment of the pure understanding,
for the guarding of it against sophistical illusion.

A 64



B 89

A 65

Bogo

TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

FIRST DIVISION
TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC

TRANSCENDENTAL analytic consists in the dissection of all
our a priorz knowledge into the elements that pure under-
standing by itself yields. In so doing, the following are the
points of chief concern: (1) that the concepts be pure and
not empirical; (2) that they belong, not to intuition and
sensibility, but to thought and understanding; (3) that
they be fundamental and be carefully distinguished from
those which are derivative or composite; (4) that our table
of concepts be complete, covering the whole field of the pure
understanding. When a science is an aggregate brought into
existence in a merely experimental manner, such completeness
can never be guaranteed by any kind of mere estimate. It is
possible only by means of an idea of the totality of the a priori
knowledge yielded by the understanding; such an idea can
furnish an exact classification of the concepts which compose
that totality, exhibiting their interconnection in a system.
Pure understanding distinguishes itself not merely from all
that is empirical but completely also from all sensibility. It
is a unity self-subsistent, self-sufficient, and not to be increased
by any additions from without. The sum of its knowledge thus
constitutes a system, comprehended and determined by one
idea. The completeness and articulation of this system can at
the same time yicld a criterion of the correctness and genuine-
ness of all its components. This part of transcendental logic
requires, however, for its complete exposition, two books, the
one containing the concepts, the other the principles of pure

understanding.
102
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TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC

Booxk 1
ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTS

By ‘analytic of concepts’ I do not understand their ana-
lysis, or the procedure usual in philosophical investigations,
that of dissecting the content of such concepts as may present
themselves, and so of rendering them more distinct; but the
hitherto rarely attempted dssection of the faculty of the under-
standing itself, in order to investigate the possibility of con-
cepts a prior? by looking for them in the understanding alone,
as their birthplace, and by analysing the pure use of this
faculty. This is the proper task of a transcendental philosophy;
anything beyond this belongs to the logical treatment of con-
cepts in philosophy in general. We shall therefore follow up
the pure concepts to their first sceds and dispositions in the
human understanding, in which they lie prepared, till at last,
on the occasion of experience, they are developed, and by the
same understanding are exhibited in their purity, freed from
the empirical conditions attaching to them.
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ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTS

CHAPTER I

THE CLUE TO THE DISCOVERY OF ALL PURE
CONCEPTS OF THE UNDERSTANDING

WHEN we call a faculty of knowledge into play, then,
as the occasioning circumstances differ, various concepts
stand forth and make the faculty known, and allow of
their being collected with more or less completeness, in
proportion as observation has been made of them over a longer
time or with greater acuteness. But when the enquiry is
carried on in this mechanical fashion, we can never be sure
whether it has been brought to completion. Further, the con-
cepts which we thus discover only as opportunity offers, ex-
hibit no order and systematic unity, but are in the end merely
arranged in pairs according to similarities, and inseriesaccord-
ing to the amount of their contents, from the simple on to the
more composite—an arrangement which is anything but sys-
tematic, although to a certain extent methodically instituted.

Transcendental philosophy, in seeking for its concepts, has
the advantage and also the duty of proceeding according to a
single principle. For these concepts spring, pure and unmixed,
out of the understanding which is an absolute unity; and must
therefore be connected with each other according to one con-
cept or idea. Such a connection supplies us with a rule, by
which we are enabled to assign its proper place to each pure
concept of the understanding, and by which we can determine
in an a priori manner their systematic completeness. Other-
wise we should be dependent in these matters on our own
discretionary judgment or merely on chance.

104



ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTS 103

THE TRANSCENDENTAL CLUE TO THE DISCOVERY OF
ALL PURE ‘CONCEPTS OF THE UNDERSTANDING

Section 1
THE LoGICAL EMPLOYMENT OF THE UNDERSTANDING

The understanding has thus far been explained merely
negatively, as a non-sensible faculty of knowledge. Now since
without sensibility we cannot have any intuition, understand-
ing cannot be a faculty of intuition. But besides intuition there
is no other mode of knowledge except by means of concepts.
The knowledge yielded by understanding, or at least by the
human understanding, must therefore be by means of concepts,
and so is not intuitive, but discursive. Whereas? all intuitions,
as sensible, rest on affections,? concepts rest on functions. By
‘function’ I mean the unity of the act of bringing various repre-
sentations under one common representation. Concepts are
based on the spontaneity of thought, sensible intuitions on the
receptivity of impressions. Now the only use which the under-
standing can make of these concepts is to judge by means of
them. Since no representation, save when it is an intuition,
is in immediate relation to an object, no concept is ever
related to an object immediately, but to some other representa-
tion of it, be that other representation an intuition, or itself
a concept. Judgment is therefore the mediate knowledge of an
object, that is, the representation of a representation of it. In
every judgment there is a concept which holds of many repre-
sentations, and among them of a given representation that is
immediately related to an object. Thus in the judgment, ‘all
bodies are divisible’,® the concept of the divisible applies to
various other concepts, but is here applied in particular to
the concept of body, and this concept again to certain appear-
ances that present themselves to us. These objects, therefore,
are mediately represented through the concept of divisibility.
Accordingly, all judgments are functions of unity among our

1 [Reading, with Adickes, aber for also.]
2 [Affektionen.]
3 [In the 4th edition verdnderlick is corrected to tezlbar.]
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representations; instead of an immediate representation, a
higher representation, which comprises the immediate repre-
sentation and various others, is used in knowing the object,
and thereby much possible knowledge is collected into one.
Now we can reduce all acts of the understanding to judg-
ments, and the understanding may therefore be represented
as a faculty of judgment. For, as stated above, the under-
standing is a faculty of thought. Thought is knowledge by
means of concepts. But concepts, as predicates of possible
judgments, relate to some representation of a not yet deter-
mined object. Thus the concept of body means something, for
instance, metal, which can be known by means of that con-
cept. It is therefore a concept solely in virtue of its com-
prehending other representations, by means of which it can
relate to objects. It is therefore the predicate of a possible
judgment, for instance, ‘every metal is a body’. The functions
of the understanding can, therefore, be discovered if we can
give an exhaustive statement of the functions of unity in
judgments. That this can quite easily be done will be shown
in the next section.

THE CLUE TO THE DISCOVERY OF ALL PURE
CONCEPTS OF THE UNDERSTANDING

Section 2
§o!

THE LoGIcAL FUNCTION OF THE UNDERSTANDING IN
JUDGMENTS

If we abstract from all content of a judgment, and con-
sider only the mere form of understanding, we find that the
function of thought in judgment can be brought under four
heads, each of which contains three moments.2 They may be
conveniently represented in the following table:

1 [“§ 9” added in B.]
2 (Momente.]
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I
Quantity of Judgments
Universal
Particular
I1 Singular II1
Quality Relation
Affirmative Categorical
Negative Hypothetical
Infinite Disjunctive
v
Modality
Problematic
Assertoric
Apodeictic

As this division appears to depart in some, though not in B g6
any essential respects, from the technical distinctions ordin-
arily recognised by logicians, the following observations may A 71
serve to guard against any possible misunderstanding.

7. Logicians are justified in saying that, in the employ-
ment of judgments in syllogisms, singular judgments can
be treated like those that are universal. For, since they
have no extension at all, the predicate cannot relate to part
only of that which is contained in the concept of the subject,
and be excluded from the rest. The predicate is valid of that
concept, without any such exception, just as if it were a
general concept and had an extension to the whole of which
the predicate applied. If, on the other hand, we compare a
singular with a general judgment, merely as knowledge, in
respect of quantity, the singular stands to the universal as
unity to infinity, and is therefore in itself essentially different
from the universal. If, therefore, we estimate a singular judg-
ment (judicium singulare), not only according to its own inner
validity, but as knowledge in general, according to its quantity
in comparison with other knowledge, it is certainly different
from general judgments (judicia communia), and in a com-
plete table of the moments of thought in general deserves a
separate place—though not, indeed, in a logic limited to the
use of judgments in reference to each other. Bg7
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2. In like manner infinite judgments must, in trans-
cendental logic, be distinguished from those that are affirm-
ative, although in general logic they are rightly classed with
them, and do not constitute a separate member of the division.
General logic abstracts from all content of the predicate (even
though it be negative); it enquires only whether the predicate
be ascribed to the subject or opposed to it. But transcendental
logic also considers what may be the worth or content of a
logical affirmation that is thus made by means of a merely
negative predicate, and what is thereby achieved in the way
of addition to our total knowledge. If I should say of the soul,
‘It is not mortal’, by this negative judgment I should at least
have warded off error. Now by the proposition, ‘The soul
is non-mortal’,* I have, so far as the logical form is concerned,
really made an affirmation. I locate the soul in the unlimited
sphere of non-mortal beings. Since the mortal constitutes
one part of the whole extension of possible beings, and the
non-mortal the other, nothing more is said by my proposition
than that the soul is one of the infinite number of things which
remain over when I take away all that is mortal. The infinite
sphere of all that is possible is thereby only so far limited that
the mortal is excluded from it, and that the soul is located
in the remaining part of its extension.? But, even allowing
for such exclusion, this extension? still remains infinite, and
several more parts of it may be taken away without the con-
cept of the soul being thereby in the least increased, or de-
termined in an affirmative manner. These judgments, though
infinite in respect of their logical extension, are thus, in respect
of the content of their knowledge, limitative only, and cannot
therefore be passed over in a transcendental table of all
moments of thought in judgments, since the function of the
understanding thereby expressed may perhaps be of import-
ance in the field of its pure @ priori knowledge.

3. All relations of thought in judgments are (a) of the
predicate to the subject, (4) of the ground to its consequence,
(¢) of the divided knowledge and of the members of the
division, taken together,* to each other. In the first kind of

! [Reading, with Erdmann, nzcktsterblick for nicht sterblich.)
2 [Umfang ihres Raums.)
3 [Raum.] 4 [gesammelten.]
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judgments we consider only two concepts, in the second
two judgments, in the third several judgments in their relation
to each other. .The hypothetical proposition, ‘If there is a
perfect justice, the obstinately wicked are punished’, really
contains the relation of two propositions, namely, ‘There is
a perfect justice’, and ‘The obstinately wicked are punished’.
Whether both these propositions are in themselves true, here
remains undetermined. It is only the logical sequence which
is thought by this judgment. Finally, the disjunctive judgment
contains a relation of two or more propositions to each other,
a relation not, however, of logical sequence, but of logical
opposition, in so far as the sphere of the one excludes the
sphere of the other, and yet at the same time of community,
in so far as the propositions taken together occupy the whole
sphere of the knowledge in question. The disjunctive judg-
ment expresses, therefore, a relation of the parts of the sphere
of such knowledge, since the sphere of each partis a com-
plement of the sphere of the others, yielding together the
sum-total of the divided knowledge. Take, for instance, the
judgment, ‘The world exists either through blind chance,
or through inner necessity, or through an external cause’.
Each of these propositions occupies a part of the sphere of
the possible knowledge concerning the existence of a world in
general; all of them together occupy the whole sphere. To
take the knowledge out of one of these spheres means placing
it in one of the other spheres, and to place it in one sphere
means taking it out of the others. There is, therefore, in a
disjunctive judgment a certain community of the known
constituents, such that they mutually exclude each other,
and yet thereby determine 7% their totality the true know-
ledge. For, when taken together, they constitute the whole
content of one given knowledge. This is all that need here
be considered, so far as concerns what follows.

4. The modality of judgments is a quite peculiar function.

B g9

A4

Its distinguishing characteristic is that it contributes nothing B 100

to the content of the judgment (for, besides quantity, quality,
and relation, there is nothing that constitutes the content of
a judgment), but concerns only the value of the copula in
relation to thought in general. Problematic judgments are
those in which affirmation or negation is taken as merely
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possible (optional). In assertoric judgments affirmation or
negation is viewed as real (true), and in apodeictic judgments
as necessary.® Thus the two judgments, the relation of which
constitutes the hypothetical judgment (antecedens et con-
sequens), and likewise the judgments the reciprocal relation
of which forms the disjunctive judgment (members of the
division), are one and all problematic only. In the above
example, the proposition, ‘There is a perfect justice’, is not
stated assertorically, but is thought only as an optional judg-
ment, which it is possible to assume; it is only the logical
sequence which is assertoric. Such judgments may therefore
be obviously false, and yet, taken problematically, may be con-
ditions of the knowledge of truth. Thus the judgment, ‘The
world exists by blind chance’, has in the disjunctive judgment
only problematic meaning, namely, as a proposition that may
for a moment be assumed. At the same time, like the indica-
tion of a false road among the number of all those roads that
can be taken, it aids in the discovery of the true proposition.
The problematic proposition is therefore that which expresses
only logical (which is not objective) possibility—a free choice
of admitting such a proposition, and a purely optional
admission of it into the understanding. The assertoric pro-
position deals with logical reality or truth. Thus, for instance,
in a hypothetical syllogism the antecedent is in the major
premiss problematic, in the minor assertoric, and what the
syllogism shows is that the consequence follows in accordance
with the laws of the understanding. The apodeictic proposi-
tion thinks the assertoric as determined by these laws of the
understanding, and therefore as affirming @ prZor7; and in
this manner it expresses logical necessity. Since everything
is thus incorporated in the understanding step by step—inas-
much as we first judge something problematically, then
maintain its truth assertorically, and finally affirm it as in-
separably united with the understanding, that is, as necessary
and apodeictic—we are justified in regarding these three
functions of modality as so many moments of thought.

@ Just as if thought were in the problematic a function of the
understanding; in the assertoric, of the faculty of judgment; in
the apodeictic, of reason.  This is a remark which will be explained
in the sequel.
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THE CLUE TO THE DISCOVERY OF ALL PURE
CONCEPTS OF THE UNDERSTANDING

Section 3
§10!

THE PURE CONCEPTS OF THE UNDERSTANDING, OR
CATEGORIES

General logic, as has been repeatedly said, abstracts from
all content of knowledge, and looks to some other source,
whatever that may be, for the representations which it is
to transform into concepts by process of analysis. Tran-
scendental logic, on the other hand, has lying before it a mani-
fold of @ prior: sensibility, presented by transcendental aes-
thetic, as material for the concepts of pure understanding.
In the absence of this material those concepts would be? with-
out any content, therefore entirely empty. Space and time
contain a manifold of pure g pr7or7 intuition, but at the same
time are conditions of the receptivity of our mind—conditions
unde? which alone it can receive representations of objects, and
which therefore must also always affect the concept of these
objects. But if this manifold is to be known, the spontaneity
of our thought requires that it be gone through in a certain
way, taken up, and connected. This act I name synthesis.

By synthesis, in its most general sense, I understand the
act of putting different representations together, and of grasp-
ing®what is manifold in them in one [act of] knowledge. Such
a synthesis is pure, if the manifold is not empirical but is given
a priori, as is the manifold in space and time. Before we can
analyse our representations, the representations must them-
selves be given, and therefore as regards confent no concepts
can first arise by way of analysis. Synthesis of a manifold (be
it given empirically or @ priorz) is what first gives rise to know-
ledge. This knowledge may, indeed, at first, be crude and con-
fused, and therefore in need of analysis. Still the synthesis is
that which gathers the elements for knowledge, and unites
them to [form] a certain content.? It is to synthesis, therefore,

1 [“§ 10" added in B.] 2 [Reading, with v. Leclair, wiirden for wiirde.]
3 [begreifen.] 4 [und zu einem gewissen Inhalte vereinigt.)
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that we must first direct our attention, if we would determine
the first origin of our knowledge.

Synthesis in general, as we shall hereafter see, is the mere
result of the power of imagination, a blind but indispensable
function of the soul, without which we should have no know-
ledge whatsoever, but of which we are scarcely ever conscious.
To bring this synthesis o concepts is a function which belongs
to the understanding, and it is through this function of the
understanding that we first obtain knowledge properly so
called.

Pure synthesis, represented in its most general aspect, gives
us the pure concept of the understanding. By this pure syn-
thesis I understand that which rests upon a basis of a priors
synthetic unity. Thus our counting, as is easily seen in the case
of larger numbers, is a synthesis according to concepts, be-
cause it is executed according to a common ground of unity,
as, for instance, the decade. In terms of this concept, the unity
of the synthesis of the manifold is rendered necessary.

By means of analysis different representations are brought
under one concept—a procedure treated of in general logic.
What transcendental logic, on the other hand, teaches, is how
we bring to concepts, not representations, but the pure syn-
thesis of representations. What must first be given—with a
view to the a priori knowledge of all objects—is the manifold
of pure intuition; the second factor involved is the syntkesis of
this manifold by means of the imagination. But even this does
not yet yield knowledge. The concepts which give #ni#y to this
pure synthesis, and which consist solely in the representation
of this necessary synthetic unity, furnish the third requisite for
the knowledge of an object; and they rest on the under-
standing.

The same function which gives unity to the various repre-
sentations % a judgment also gives unity to the mere syn-
thesis of various representations iz an intuition; and this
unity, in its most general expression, we entitle the pure con-
cept of the understanding. The same understanding, through
the same operations by which in concepts, by means of ana-
lytical unity, it produced the logical form of a judgment,
also introduces a transcendental content into its representa-
tions, by means of the synthetic unity of the manifold in intui-
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tion in general. On this account we are entitled to call these
representations pure concepts of the understanding, and to
regard them as’applying a priori to objects—a conclusion
which general logic is pot in a position to establish.

In this manner there arise precisely the same number of
pure concepts of the understanding which apply a priori to
objects of intuition in general, as, in the preceding table, there
have been found to be logical functions in all possible judg-
ments. For these functions specify the understanding com-
pletely, and yield an exhaustive inventory of its powers. These
concepts we shall, with Aristotle, call categories, for our A 8o
primary purpose is the same as his, although widely diverging
from it in manner of execution.

TABLE OF CATEGORIES B 106
I
Of Quantity

Unity

Plurality

Totality

II IT1

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

(cause and effect)
Of Community (reciprocity
between agent and patient)

Iv
Of Modality
Possibility—Impossibility
Existence—Non-existence
Necessity—Contingency

This then is the list of all original pure concepts of syn-
thesis that the understanding contains within itself a priors.
I
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Indeed, it is because it contains these concepts that it is
called pure understanding; for by them alone can it under-
stand anything in the manifold of intuition, that is, think an
object of intuition. This division is developed systematically
from a common principle, namely, the faculty of judgment
(which is the same as the faculty of thought). It has not arisen
rhapsodically, as the result of a haphazard search after pure
concepts, the complete enumeration of which, as based on
induction only, could never be guaranteed. Nor could we, if
this were our procedure, discover why just these concepts, and
no others, have their seat in the pure understanding. It was
an enterprise worthy of an acute thinker like Aristotle to make
search for these fundamental concepts. But as he did so on no
principle, he merely picked them up as they came his way,
and at first procured ten of them, which he called categories
(predicaments). Afterwards he believed that he had discovered
five others, which he added under the name of post-predica-
ments. But his table still remained defective. Besides, there
are to be found in it some modes of pure sensibility (guando,
ubi, situs, also prius, simul), and an empirical concept (mozus),
none of which have any place in a table of the concepfs that
trace their origin to the understanding. Aristotle’s list also
enumerates among the original concepts some derivative con-
cepts (actio, passio); and of the original concepts some are
entirely lacking.

In this connection, it is to be remarked that the categories,
as the true primary concepts of the pure understanding, have
also their pure derivative concepts. These could not be passed
over in a complete system of transcendental philosophy, but
in a merely critical essay the simple mention of the fact may
suffice.

I beg permission to entitle these pure but derivative con-
cepts of the understanding the predicables of the pure under-
standing—to distinguish them from the predicaments [7.e. the
categories]. If we have the original and primitive concepts, it
is easy to add the derivative and subsidiary, and so to give a
complete picture of the family tree of the [concepts of] pure
understanding. Since at present we are concerned not with the
completeness of the system, but only with the principles to be
followed in its construction, I reserve this supplementary work
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for another occasion. It can easily be carried out, with the
aid of the ontological manuals—for instance, by placing under
the category of causality the predicables of force, action,
passion; under the cgtegory of community the predicables
of presence, resistance; under the predicaments of modality
the predicables of coming to be, ceasing to be, change, etc.
The categories, when combined with the modes of pure sen-
sibility, or with one another, yield a large number of derivative
a priori concepts. To note, and, where possible, to give a com-
plete inventory of these concepts, would be a useful and not
unpleasant task, but it is a task from which we can here be
absolved.

In this treatise, I purposely omit the definitions of the cate-
gories, although I may be in possession of them. I shall pro-
ceed to analyse these concepts only so far as is necessary in
connection with the doctrine of method which I am propound-
ing. In a system of pure reason, definitions of the categories
would rightly be demanded, but in this treatise they would
merely divert attention from the main object of the enquiry,
arousing doubts and objections which, without detriment to
what is essential to our purposcs, can very well be reserved for
another occasion. Meanwhile, from the little that I have said,
it will be obvious that a complete glossary, with all the requisite
explanations, is not only a possible, but an easy task. The divi-
sions are provided; all that is required is to fill them; and a
systematic ‘topic’, such as that here given, affords sufficient
guidance as to the proper location of each concept, while at
the same time indicating which divisions are still empty.

§rr?

This table of categories suggests some nice points, which
may perhaps have important consequences in regard to the
scientific form of all modes of knowledge obtainable by reason.
For that this table is extremely useful in the theoretical part of
philosophy, and indeed is indispensable as supplying the com-
plete plan of a whole science, so far as that science rests on a
priori concepts, and as dividing it systematically 2 according to

1 [The whole of sections 11 and 12 added in B.]
% [Reading, with Vaihinger, systematisch for mathematisch.]
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determinate principles, is already evident from the fact that
the table contains all the elementary concepts of the under-
standing in their completeness, nay, even the form of a system
of them in the human understanding, and accordingly indi-
cates all the momenta of a projected speculative science, and
even their order, as I have elsewhere * shown.

The first of the considerations suggested by the table is
that while it contains four classes of the concepts of under-
standing, it may, in the first instance, be divided into two
groups; those in the first group being concerned with objects
of intuition, pure as well as empirical, those in the second
group with the existence of these objects, in their relation
either to each other or to the understanding.

The categories in the first group I would entitle the mat/e-
matical, those in the second group the dynamical. The former
have no correlates; these are to be met with only in the second
group. This distinction must have some ground in the nature
of the understanding.

Secondly, in view of the fact that all a priori division of
concepts must be by dichotomy, it is significant that in each
class the number of the categories is always the same, nafnely,
three. Further, it may be observed that the third category in
each class always arises from the combination of the second
catcgory with the first.

Thus allness or totality is just plurality considered as unity;
limitation is simply reality combined with negation; commun-
7ty is the causality of substances reciprocally determining one
another; lastly, necessity is just the existence which is given
through possibility itself. It must not be supposed, however,
that the third category is therefore merely a derivative, and
nota primary, concept of the pure understanding. For the com-
bination of the firstand second concepts, in order that the third
may be produced, requires a special act of the understand-
ing, which is not identical with that which is exercised in the
case of the first and the second. Thus the concept of a number
(which belongs to the category of totality) isnot always possible
simply upon the presence of concepts of plurality and unity

* Metaphysical First Frinciples of Natural Science. [In the
Introduction by which Kant prefaces this treatise.]
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(for instance, in the representation of the infinite); nor can I,
by simply combining the concept of a cause and that of a sub-
stance, at once lrave understanding of inffuence, that is, how a
substance can be the cause of something in another substance.
Obviously in these cases, a separate act of the understanding
is demanded; and similarly in the others.

Thirdly, in the case of one category, namely, that of com-
munity, which is found in the third group, its accordance with
the form of a disjunctive judgment—the form which corre-
sponds to it in the table of logical functions—is not as evident
as in the case of the others.

To gain assurance that they do actually accord, we must
observe that in all disjunctive judgments the sphere (that is,
the multiplicity which is contained in any one judgment) is
represented as a whole divided into parts (the subordinate con-
cepts), and that since no one of them can be contained under
any other, they are thought as co-ordinated with, not sub-
ordinated to, each other, and so as determining each other,
not in one direction only, as in a series, but reciprocally, as in
an aggregate!—if one member of the division is posited, all
the rest are excluded, and conversely.

Now in a whole which is made up of ¢4ings, a similar com-
bination is being thought; for one thing is not subordinated,
as effect, to another, as cause of its existence, but, simultane-
ously and reciprocally, is co-ordinated with it, as cause of the
determination of the other (as, for instance, in a body the
parts of which reciprocally attract and repel each other). This
is a quite different kind of connection from that which is found
in the mere relation of cause to effect (of ground to conse-
quence), for in the latter relation the consequence does not in
its turn reciprocally determine the ground, and therefore does
not constitute with it a whole—thus the world, for instance,
does not with its Creator serve to constitute a whole.2 The
procedure which the understanding follows in representing to
itself the sphere of a divided concept it likewise follows when
it thinks a thing as divisible; and just as, in the former case,
the members of a division exclude each other, and yet are com-

1 [dggregat].
3 [Reading, with Vaihinger, die Welt mit dem Weltschipfer for der Welt-
schopfer mit der Welt.]

B 112

B113



B 114

118 KANT’S CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

bined in one sphere, so the understanding represents to itself
the parts of the latter as existing (as substances) in such a way
that, while each exists independently of the others, they are
yet combined together in one whole.

§ 12

In the transcendental philosophy of the ancients there is
included yet another chapter containing pure concepts of the
understanding which, though not enumerated among the cate-
gories, must, on their view, be ranked as a prior7 concepts of
objects. This, however, would amount to an increase in the
number of the categories, and is therefore not feasible. They
are propounded in the proposition, so famous among the
Schoolmen, guodlibet ens est unum, verum, bonum. Now,
although the application of this principle has proved very
meagre in consequences, and has indeed yielded only proposi-
tions that are tautological, and therefore in recent times has
retained its place in metaphysics almost by courtesy only, yet,
on the other hand, it represents a view which, however empty
it may seem to be, has maintained itself over this very dong
period. It therefore deserves to be investigated in respect of
its origin, and we are justified in conjecturing that it has its
ground in some rule of the understanding which, as often
happens, has only been wrongly interpreted. These supposedly
transcendental predicates of things are, in fact, nothing but
logical requirements and criteria of all £zow/edge of things in
general, and prescribe for such knowledge the categories of
quantity, namely, wnity, plurality, and totality. But these
categories, which, properly regarded, must be taken as material,
belonging to the possibility of the things themselves [empirical
objects], have, in this further application, been used only in
their formal meaning, as being of the nature of logical requis-
ites of all knowledge, and yet at the same time have been
incautiously converted from being criteria of thought to be pro-
perties of things in themselves. In all knowledge of an object
there is unity of concept, which may be entitled gualitative
unity,so far as we think by it only the unity in the combination
of the manifold of our knowledge: as, for example, the unity
of the theme in a play, a speech, or a story. Secondly, there is
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#ruth, in respect of its consequences. The greater the number
of true consequences that follow from a given concept, the
more criteria are, there of its objective reality. This might be
entitled the gualitative plurality of characters, which belong to
a concept as to a commén ground (but are not thought in it, as
quantity). Thirdly, and lastly, there is perfection, which con-
sists in this, that the plurality together leads back to the unity
of the concept, and accords completely with this and with no
other concept. This may be entitled the gualitative complete-
ness (totality). Hence it is evident that these logical criteria of
the possibility of knowledge in general are the three categories
of quantity, in which the unity in the production of the quantum
has to be taken as homogeneous throughout; and that these
categories are here being transformed so as also to yield con-
nection of Aeterogeneous knowledge in one consciousness, by
means of the quality of the knowledge as the principle of the
connection. Thus the criterion of the possibility of a concept
(not of an object) is the definition of it, in which the wnity of
the concept, the #7x¢/4 of all that may be immediately deduced
from it, and finally, the completeness of what has been thus de-
duced from it, yield all that is required for the construction of
the whole concept. Similarly, the criterion of an hypothesis
consists in the intelligibility of the assumed ground of explana-
tion, that is,! in its #nzzy (without any auxiliary hypothesis);
in the #rutk of the consequences that can be deduced from it
(their accordance with themselves and with experience); and
finally, in the completeness of the ground of explanation of
these consequences, which carry us back to neither more nor
less than was assumed in the hypothesis, and so in an a pos-
teriori analytic manner give us back and accord with what
has previously been thought in a synthetic @ pri077 manner.
We have not, therefore, in the concepts of unity, truth, and per-
fection, made any addition to the transcendental table of the
categories, as if it were in any respect imperfect. All that we
have done is to bring the employment of these concepts under
general logical rules, for the agreement of knowledge with
itself—the question of their relation to objects not being in any
way under discussion.

1 [Taking oder as equivalent to ‘thatis’, and not as expressing an alternative.]
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CHAPTER II

THE DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF
UNDERSTANDING

Section 1

§ 13?
THE PRINCIPLES OF ANY TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION

JURISTS, when speaking of rights and claims, distinguish in a
legal action the question of right (guid juris) from the question
of fact (quid facti); and they demand that both be proved.
Proof of the former, which has to state the right or the legal
claim, they entitle the deduction. Many empirical concepts are
employed without question from anyone. Since experience is
always available for the proof of their objective reality, we be-
lieve ourselves, even without a deduction, to be justified in ap-
propriating to them a meaning, an ascribed? significance. But
there are also usurpatory concepts, such as fortune, fate,
which, though allowed to circulate by almost universal indul-
gence, are yet from time to time challenged by the question:
guid juris. This demand for a deduction involves us in con-
siderable perplexity, no clear legal title, sufficient to justify
their4 employment, being obtainable either from experience or
from reason.
Now among the manifold concepts which form the highly

1 [Following Michaelis, in substituting this heading for the heading in A
and B, Der transzcendentalen Analytik. Cf. above p. 104.]

3 [“§ 13" added in B.]

3 [Reading, as in A and B, eingebildete. Vaihinger suggests instead eine

giltige.)
¢ [Reading, with Erdmann, ¢kres for seines.)
120
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complicated web of human knowledge, there are some which
are marked out for pure a priori employment, in complete in-
dependence of all experience; and their right to be so em-
ployed always demands a deduction. Forsince empirical proofs
do not suffice to justify this kind of employment, we are faced
by the problem how these concepts can relate to objects which
they yet do not obtain from any experience. The explanation
of the manner in which concepts can thus relate a priori to
objects I entitle their transcendental deduction; and from it I
distinguish empirical deduction, which shows the manner in
which a concept is acquired through experience and through
reflection upon experience, and which therefore concerns, not
its legitimacy, but only its de facto mode of origination.

We are already in possession of concepts which are of two
quite different kinds, and which yet agree in that they relate
to objects in a completely @ priors manner, namely, the con-
cepts of space and time as forms of sensibility, and the cate-
gories as concepts of understanding. To seek an empirical de-
duction of either of these types of concept would be labour
entirely lost. For their distinguishing feature consists just in
this, that they relate to their objects without having borrowed
from experience anything that can serve in the representation
of these objects. If, therefore, a deduction of such concepts is
indispensable, it must in any case be transcendental.

We can, however, with regard to these concepts, as with
regard to all knowledge, seek to discover in experience, if
not the principle of their possibility, at least the occasioning
causes ! of their production. The impressions of the senses
supplying the first stimulus,? the whole faculty of knowledge
opens out to them, and experience is brought into exist-
ence. That experience contains two very dissimilar elements,
namely, the matter of knowledge [obtained] from the senses,
and a certain form for the ordering of this matter, [obtained]
from the inner source® of the pure intuition and thought
which, on occasion of the sense-impressions, are first brought
into action and yield concepts. Such an investigation of the
first strivings of our faculty of knowledge, whereby it advances
from particular perceptions to universal concepts, is un-
doubtedly of great service. We are indebted to the celebrated

1 [Gelegenheitsursachen.) 3 [Anlass.) 3 [aus dem inneren Quell.)
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Locke for opening out this new line of enquiry. But a deduc-
tion of the pure a priori concepts can never be obtained in
this manner; it is not to be looked for in any, such direction.
For in view of their subsequent employment, which has to be
entirely independent of experience, they must be in a position
to show a certificate of birth quite other than that of descent
from experiences. Since this attempted physiological deriva-
tion concerns a gwuaestio facti, it cannot strictly be called
deduction; and I shall therefore entitle it the explanation of
the possession of pure knowledge. Plainly the only deduction
that can be given of this! knowledge is one that is transcen-
dental, not empirical. In respect to pure a priori concepts
the latter type of deduction is an utterly useless enterprise
which can be engaged in only by those who have failed to
grasp the quite peculiar nature of these modes of know-
ledge.

But although it may be admitted that the only kind of
deduction of pure a priori knowledge which is possible is on
transcendental lines, it is not at once obvious that a deduc-
tion is indispensably necessary. We have already, by means of
a transcendental deduction, traced the concepts of space,and
time to their sources, and have explained and determined
their a priori objective validity. Geometry, however, proceeds
with security in knowledge that is completely @ p»io77, and has
no need to beseech philosophy for any certificate of the pure
and legitimate descent of its fundamental concept of space.
But the concept is employed in this science only in its reference
to the outer sensible world—of the intuition of which space
is the pure form—where all geometrical knowledge, grounded
as it is in @ priori intuition, possesses immediate evidence.
The objects, so far as their form is concerned, are given,
through the very knowledge of them, a prior7 in intuition.
In the case of the pure concepts of understanding, it is quite
otherwise; it is with them that the unavoidable demand for a
transcendental deduction, not only of themselves, but also
of the concept of space, first originates. For since they speak
of 2 objects through predicates not of intuition and sensibility
but of pure a priori thought, they relate to objects universally,

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, dieser s allein for diesen allein es.)
3 [Reading, with Hartenstein, reden for redet.]
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that is, apart from all conditions of sensibility. Also,! not being
grounded in experience, they cannot, in @ prior: intuition,
exhibit any objact such as might, prior to all experience,
serve as ground for their synthesis. For these reasons, they
arouse suspicion not ‘merely in regard to the objective
validity and the limits of their own employment, but owing
to their tendency to employ the concept of space beyond the
conditions of sensible intuition, that concept also they render
ambiguous; and this, indeed, is why we have already found
a transcendental deduction of it necessary. The reader must
therefore be convinced of the unavoidable necessity of such
a transcendental deduction before he has taken a single step
in the field of pure reason. Otherwise he proceeds blindly,
and after manifold wanderings must come back to the same
ignorance from which he started. At the same time, if he is
not to lament over obscurity in matters which are by their
very nature deeply veiled, or to be too easily discouraged? in
the removal of obstacles, he must have a clear foreknowledge
of the inevitable difficulty of the undertaking. For we must
either completely surrender all claims to make judgments of
pure«reason in3 the most highly esteemed of all fields, that
which transcends the limits of all possible experience, or else
bring this critical enquiry to completion.

We have already been able with but little difficulty to
explain how the concepts of space and time, although a priors
modes of knowledge, must necessarily relate to objects, and
how independently of all experience they make?® possible a
synthetic knowledge of objects. For since only by means of
such pure forms of sensibility can an object appear to us,
and so be an object of empirical intuition, space and time
are pure intuitions which contain @ przo77 the condition of the
possibility of objects as appearances, and the synthesis which
takes place in them has objective validity.

The categories of understanding, on the other hand, do
not represent the conditions under which objects are given
in intuition. Objects may, therefore, appear to us without

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, und sie, da sie for und die, da sie.)
t [Reading, with Hartenstein, werde for werden.)

3 [Reading, with Erdmann, a/s euf das for als das.]

4 [Reading, with Erdmann, racken for machten.]
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their being under the necessity of being related to the functions
of understanding; and understanding need not, therefore,
contain their @ priors conditions. Thus a difficulty such as
we did not meet with in the field of sensibility is here
presented, namely, how subjective conditions of thought can
have objective validity, that is, can furnish conditions of the
possibility of all knowledge of objects. For appearances can
certainly be given in intuition independently of functions of
the understanding. Let us take, for instance, the concept of
cause, which signifies a special kind of synthesis, whereby
upon something, A, there is posited something quite different,
B, according to a rule. It is not manifest @ prZor: why appear-
ances should contain anything of this kind (experiences
cannot be cited in its proof, for what has to be established
is the objective validity of a concept that is @ priorz); and it
is therefore @ prior: doubtful whether such a concept be
not perhaps altogether empty, and have no object anywhere
among appearances. That objects of sensible intuition must
conform to the formal conditions of sensibility which lie
a priori in the mind is evident, because otherwise they would
not be objects for us. But that they must likewise conform
to the conditions which the understanding requires for the
synthetic unity! of thought, is a conclusion the grounds of
which are by no means so obvious. Appearances might very
well be so constituted that the understanding should not find
them to be in accordance with the conditions of its unity.
Everything might be in such confusion that, for instance,
in the series of appearances nothing presented itself which
might yield a rule of synthesis and so answer to the concept
of cause and effect. This concept would then be altogether
empty, null, and meaningless. But since intuition stands in
no need whatsocver of the functions of thought, appearances
would none the less present objects to our intuition.

If we thought to escape these toilsome enquiries by saying
that experience continually presents examples of such regu-
larity among appearances and so affords abundant oppor-
tunity of abstracting the concept of cause, and at the same
time of verifying the objective validity of such a concept, we
should be overlooking the fact that the concept of cause can

1 [Reading, with v. Leclair, Einkest for Einsicht.]
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never arise in this manner. It must either be grounded com-
pletely @ priors in the understanding, or must be entirely given
up as a mere pHantom of the brain. For this concept makes
strict demand that something, A, should be such that some-
thing else, B, follows from it necessarily and in accordance
with an absolutely universal rule. Appearances do indeed pre-
sent cases from which a rule can be obtained according to
which something usually happens, but they never prove the
sequence! to be mecessary. To the synthesis of cause and
effect there belongs a dignity which cannot be empirically
expressed, namely, that the effect not only succeeds upon the
cause, but that it is posited tArough it and arises owut of it.?
This strict universality of the rule is never a characteristic of
empirical rules; they can acquire through induction only com-
parative universality, that is, extensive applicability. If we
were to trcat pure concepts of understanding as merely em-
pirical products, we should be making a complete change in
[the manner of] their employment.

§14°
Transition to the Transcendental Deduction of the
Categortes

There are only two possible ways in which synthetic re-
presentations® and their objects® can establish connection,
obtain necessary relation to one another, and, as it were, meet
one another. Either the object alone must make the repre-
sentation possible, or the representation alone must make the
object possible. In the former case, this relation is only em-
pirical, and the representation is never possible a priori. This
is true of appearances,® as regards that [element] in them
which belongs to sensation. In the latter case, representation
in itself does not produce its object in so far as existence is
concerned, for we are not here speaking of its causality by
means of the will. None the less the representation is a priori
determinant of the object, if it be the case that only through

Y [Erfolg.] 2 [aus ihr erfolge.]
3 [“§ 14”, inadvertently omitted in B, added in 3rd edition.]
4 [Reading, with Erdmann, Vorstellungen for Vorstellung.)

S [Gegenstdnde.]
¢ [Reading, with Grillo, Erschcinungen for Erscheinung.)
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the representation is it possible to Znow anything as an object.
Now there are two conditions under which alone the know-
ledge of an object is possible, first, intuition, through which
it is given, though only as appearance; secondly, concept,
through which an object is thought corresponding to this in-
tuition. It is evident from the above that the first condition,
namely, that under which alone objects can be intuited, does
actually lie! @ priorz in the mind as the formal ground of the
objects.2 All appearances necessarily agree with this formal
condition of sensibility, since only through it can they appear,
that is, be empirically intuited and given. The question now
arises whether a prior? concepts do not also serve as ante-
cedent conditions under which alone anything can be, if not
intuited, yet thought as object in general. In that case all em-
pirical knowledge of objects would necessarily conform tosuch
concepts, because only as thus presupposing them is anything
possible as object of experience. Now all experience does indeed
contain, in addition to the intuition of the senses through
which something is given, a concept of an object as being
thereby given, that is to say, as appearing. Concepts of objects
in general thus underlie all empirical knowledge as its @ priors
conditions. The objective validity of the categories as a prior:
concepts rests, therefore, on the fact that, so far as the form
of thought is concerned, through them alone does experience
become possible. They relate of necessity and a prior: to
objects of experience, for the reason that only by means of
them can any object whatsoever of experience be thought.
The transcendental deduction of all a prior: concepts has
thus a principle according to which the whole enquiry must
be directed, namely, that they must be recognised as a prior:
conditions of the possibility of experience,® alike of the in-
tuition which is to be met with in it and of the thought. Con-
cepts which yicld the objective ground of the possibility of
experience are for this very reason necessary. But the unfold-
ing4 of the experience wherein they are encountered is not
their deduction; it is only their illustration. For on any such

! [Reading, with Kehrbach, Ziegt for liegen.]

* (Objekten. Here, as clsewhere, Kant employs Objekt and Gegenstand as
equivalent terms.]

3 [Reading, with Erdmann, Erfakrung for Erfakrungen.]

4 [Entwicklung.)
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exposition they would be merely accidental. Save through
their original relation to possible experience, in which all
objects of knowledge are found,! their relation to any one
object would be quite,incomprehensible.

* The illustrious Locke, failing to take account of these con-
siderations, and meeting with pure concepts of the understand-
ing in experience, deduced them also from experience, and
yet proceeded so inconsequently that he attempted with their
aid to obtain knowledge which far transcends all limits of ex-
perience. David Hume recognised that, in order to be able to
do this, it was necessary that these concepts should have an
a priori origin. But since he could not explain how it can be
possible that the understanding must think concepts, which
are not in themselves connected in the understanding, as being
necessarily connected in the object, and since it never occurred
to him that the understanding might itself, perhaps, through
these concepts, be the author of the experience in which its
objects are found, he was constrained to derive them from
experience, namely, from a subjective necessity (that is, from
custom), which arises from repeated association in experience,
and Which comes mistakenly to be regarded as objective. But
from these premisses he argued quite consistently. It is im-
possible, he declared, with these concepts and the principles to
which they give rise, to pass beyond the limits of experience.

* [The next three paragraphs are substituted in B for the
following:]

There are three original sources (capacities or faculties of
the soul) which contain the conditions of the possibility of all
experience, and cannot themselves be derived from any other
faculty of the mind, namely, sense, imagination, and appercep-
tion. Upon them are grounded (1) the synopsis of the manifold
a priori through sense; (2) the synthesis of this manifold
through imagination; finally (3) the uni#y of this synthesis
through original apperception. All these facwlties have a
transcendental (as well as an empirical) employment which
concerns the form alone, and is possible a priori. As regards
sense,? we have treated of this above in the first part; we shall
now endeavour to comprehend the nature of the other two.

1 [vorkommen.) ? [in Ansehung der Sinne.)
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Now this empirical derivation, in which both philosophers
agree, cannot be reconciled with the scientific @ pr7orZ know-
ledge which we do actually possess, namely, pure mathematics
and general science of nature; and this fact therefore suffices
to disprove such derivation.

While the former of these two illustrious men opened a wide
door to enthusiasm*—for if reason once be allowed suchrights,
it will no longer allow itself to be kept within bounds by
vaguely defined recommendations of moderation—the other
gave himself over entirely to scepticism, having, as he believed,
discovercd that what had hitherto been regarded as reason
was but an all-prevalent illusion infecting our faculty of know-
ledge. We now propose to make trial whether it be not possible
to find for human reason safe conduct between these two rocks,
assigning to her determinate limits, and yet keeping open for
her the whole field of her appropriate activities.

But first I shall introduce a word of explanation in regard
to the categories. They are concepts of an object in general, by
means of which the intuition of an object is regarded as deter-
mined in respect of one of the logical functions of judgment.
Thus the function of the categorical judgment is that of the
relation of subject to predicate; for example, ‘All bodics are
divisible’. But as regards the merely logical employment of
the understanding, it remains undetermined to which? of the
two concepts the function of the subject, and to which the
function of predicate, is to be assigned. For we can also say,
‘Something divisible is a body’. But when the concept of body
is brought under the category of substance, it is thereby de-
termined that its empirical intuition in experience must always
be considered as subject and never as mere predicate. Simi-
larly with all the other categories.

1 [Schwérmeres.)
? [Reading, with Grillo, welchem for welcher.]



THE DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF
UNDERSTANDING!

[as in 1s¢ edition)

Section 2

THE 4 PRIORI GROUNDS OF THE POSSIBILITY OF
EXPERIENCE

THAT a concept, although itself neither contained in the con-
cept of possible experience nor consisting of elements of a
possible experience, should be produced completely a priori
and ghould relate to an object, is altogether contradictory and
impossible. For it would then have no content, since no intui-
tion corresponds to it; and intuitions in general, through which
objects can be given to us, constitute the field, the whole ob-
ject, of possible experience. An @ prior7 concept which did not
relate directly to experience would be only the logical form of
a concept, not the concept itself through which something is
thought.

Pure a priori concepts, if such exist, cannot indeed con-
tain anything empirical; yet, none the less, they can serve
solely as a priori conditions of a possible experience. Upon
this ground alone can their objective reality rest.

If, therefore, we seek to discover how pure concepts of
understanding are possible, we must enquire what are the
a priori conditions upon which the possibility of experience
rests, and which remain as its underlying grounds when every-
thing empirical is abstracted from appearances. A concept
which universally and adequately expresses such a formal and

1 [The Deduction, as here given, up to p. 150, was omitted in B. The Deduc-
tion, as restated in B, is given below, pp. 151 to 175.]
129 K

A 96



Aoy

130 KANT'S CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

objective condition of experience would be entitled a pure con-
cept of understanding. Certainly, once I am in possession of
pure concepts of understanding, I can think objects which may
be impossible, or which, though perhaps in themselves possible,
cannot be given in any experience. For in the connecting of
these concepts something may be omitted which yet neces-
sarily belongs to the condition of a possible experience (as in
the concept of a spirit). Or, it may be, pure concepts are ex-
tended further than experience can follow (as with the concept
of God). But the elements of all modes of a priori knowledge,
even of capricious and incongruous fictions, though they
cannot, indeed, be derived from experience, since in that case
they would not be knowledge @ priorZ, must none the less
always contain the pure @ prZo7: conditions of a possible ex-
perience and of an empirical object. Otherwise nothing would
be thought through them, and they themselves, being without
data, could never arise even in thought.

The concepts which thus contain @ prZorz the pure thought
involved in every experience, we find in the categories. If we
can prove that by their means alone an object can be thought,
this will be a sufficient deduction of them, and will justify their
objective validity. But since in such a thought more than simply
the faculty of thought, the understanding, is brought into play,
and since this faculty itself, as a faculty of Zrowledge that is
meant to relate to objects, calls for explanation inregard to the
possibility of such relation, we must first of all consider, not in
their empirical but in their transcendental constitution, the
subjective sources which form the a pr707: foundation of the
possibility of experience.

If each representation were completely foreign to every
other, standing apart in isolation, no such thing as knowledge
would ever arise. For knowledge is [essentially] a whole in
which representationsstand compared and connected. Assense
contains a manifold in its intuition, I ascribe to it a synopsis.
But to such synopsis a synthesis must always correspond; re-
ceptivity can make knowledge possible only when combined
with spontaneity. Now this spontaneity is the ground of a
threefold synthesis which must necessarily be found in all
knowledge; namely, the apprehension of representations as
modifications of the mind in intuition, their reproduction in
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imagination, and their recognition in a concept. These point
to three subjective sources of knowledge which make possible
the understanding itself—and consequently all experience as
its empirical product.

’
Preliminary Remark

The deduction of the categories is a matter of such ex-
treme difficulty, compelling us to penetrate so deeply into the
first grounds of the possibility of our knowledge in general,
that in order to avoid the elaborateness of a complete theory,
and yet at the same time to omit nothing in so indispensable
anenquiry, I have found it advisable in the four following pass-
ages rather to prepare than to instruct the reader. System-
atic exposition of these elements of the understanding is first
given in Section 3, immediately following. The reader must
not therefore be deterred by obscurities in these earlier sections.
They are unavoidable in an enterprise never before attempted.
They will, as I trust, in the section referred to, finally give way
to complete insight.

1. The Synthesis of Apprehension in Intuition

Whatever the origin of our representations, whether they
are due to the influence of outer things, or are produced
through inner causes, whether they arise a priori, or being
appearances have an empirical origin, they must all, as modi-
fications of the mind, belong to inner sense. All our know-
ledge is thus finally subject to time, the formal condition of
inner sense. In it they must all be ordered, connected, and
brought into relation. This is a general observation which,
throughout what follows, must be borne in mind as being
quite fundamental.

Every intuition contains in itself a manifold which can
be represented as a manifold only in so far as the mind distin-
guishes the time in the sequence of oneimpression upon another;
for each representation, iz so far as it is contained in a single
moment, can never be anything but absolute unity. In order
that unity of intuition may arise out of this manifold (as is
required in the representation of space) it must first be run
through, and held together. This act I name the synt/esis of
apprekension, because it is directed upon intuition, which does
indeed offer a manifold, but a manifold which can never be

A 98
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represented! as a manifold, and as contained » a single re-
presentation, save in virtue of such a synthesis.

This synthesis of apprehension must dlso be exercised
a priori, that is, in respect of representations which are not
empirical. For without it we should never have a priori the
representations either of space or of time. They can be pro-
duced only through the synthesis of the manifold which sen-
sibility presents in its original receptivity. We have thus a pure
synthesis of apprehension.

2. The Synthesis of Reproduction in Imagination

It is a merely empirical law, that representations which
have often followed or accompanied one another finally be-
come associated, and so are set in a relation whereby, even in
the absence of the object, one of these representations can, in
accordance with a fixed rule, bring about a transition of the
mind to the other. But this law of reproduction presupposes
that appearances are themselves actually subject to such a
rule, and that in the manifold of these? representations a co-
existence or sequence takes place in conformity with certain
rules. Otherwise our empirical imagination would never find
opportunity for exercise appropriate to its powers, and so
would remain concealed within the mind as a dead and to us
unknown faculty. If cinnabar were sometimes red, sometimes
black, sometimes light, sometimes heavy, if a man changed
sometimes into this and sometimes into that animal form, if
the country on the longest day were sometimes covered with
fruit, sometimes with ice and snow, my empirical imagina-
tion would never find opportunity when representing red
colour to bring to mind heavy cinnabar. Nor could there be
an empirical synthesis of reproduction, if a certain name were
sometimes given to this, sometimes to that object, or were one
and the same thing named sometimes in one way, sometimes
in another, independently of any rule to which appearances
are in themselves subject.

There must then be something which, as the a prior:
ground of a necessary synthetic unity of appearances, makes
their reproduction possible. What that something is we

1 [Adding, with Vaihinger, vorsustellen after enthalten.)
3 [threr.]
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soon discover, when we reflect that appearances are not
things in themselves, but are the mere play of our representa-
tions, and in the‘end reduce to determinations of inner sense.
For if we can show that even our purest @ priori intuitions
yield no knowledge, save in so far as they contain a com-
bination of the manifold such as renders a thoroughgoing
synthesis of reproduction possible, then this synthesis of im-
agination is likewise grounded, antecedently to all experi-
ence, upon a priori principles; and we must assume a pure
transcendental synthesis of imagination as conditioning the
very possibility of all experience. For experience as such neces-
sarily presupposes the reproducibility of appearances. When
I seek to draw? a line in thought, or to think of the time from
one noon to another, or even to represent to myself some par-
ticular number, obviously the various manifold representa-
tions that are involved must be apprehended by me in thought
one after the other. But if I were always to drop out of thought
the preceding representations (the first parts of the line, the
antecedent parts of the time period, or the units in the order
represented), and did not reproduce them while advancing to
those that follow, a complete representation would never be
obtained: none of the above-mentioned thoughts, not even the
purest and most elementary representations of space and time,
could arise.

The synthesis of apprehension is thus inseparably bound
up with the synthesis of reproduction. And as the former con-
stitutes the transcendental ground of the possibility of all
modes of knowledge whatsoever—of those that are pure
a priori no less than of those that are empirical—the repro-
ductive synthesis of the imagination is to be counted among
the transcendental acts of the mind. We shall therefore entitle
this faculty the transcendental faculty of imagination.

3. The Synthesis of Recognition in a Concept

If we were not conscious that what we think is the same
as what we thought a moment before, all reproduction in the
series of representations would be useless. For it would in its
present state be a new representation which would not in any
way belong to the act whereby it was to be gradually gener-

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, sieken for gicke.]
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ated. The manifold of the representation would never, there-
fore, form a whole, since it would lack that unity which only
consciousness can impart to it. If, in counting, I forget that
the units, which now hover before me,* have been added to
one another in succession, I should never know that a total
is being produced through this successive addition of unit to
unit, and so would remain ignorant of the number. For the
concept of the number is nothing but the consciousness of
this unity of synthesis.

The word ‘concept’? might of itself suggest this remark.
For this unitary consciousness® is what combines the mani-
fold, successively intuited, and thereupon also reproduced,
into one representation. This consciousness may often be only
faint, so that we do not connect it with* the act itself, that
is, not in any direct manner with the generation of the repre-
sentation, but only with the outcome [that which is thereby
represented]. But notwithstanding these variations, such con-
sciousness, however indistinct, must always be present; with-
out it, concepts, and therewith knowledge of objects, are
altogether impossible.

At this point we must make clear to ourselves what we
mean by the expression ‘an object of representations’. We
have stated above that appearances are themselves nothing
but sensible representations, which, as such and in themselves,
must not be taken as objects capable of existing outside our
power of representation. What, then, is to be understood when
we speak of an object corresponding to, and consequently
also distinct from, our knowledge? It is easily seen that this
object must be thought only as something in general = x, since
outside our knowledge we have nothing which we could set
over against this knowledge as corresponding to it.

Now we find that our thought of the relation of all know-
ledge to its object carries with it an element of necessity; the
object is viewed as that which prevents our modes of know-
ledge from being haphazard or arbitrary, and which deter-
mines them a prior: in some definite fashion. For in so far
as they are to relate to an object, they must necessarily agree

1 [die miy jetzt vor Sinnen schweben.]
3 [Begriff] 3 (dieses eine Bewusstsein.)
¢ [Reading, with Adickes, mit der . . . mst dem for in der . . . in dem.)



TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION (A) 135

with one another, that is, must possess that unity which con-
stitutes the concept of an object.

But it is clear that, since we have to deal only with the
manifold of our representatlons and since that x (the object)

which corresponds to them is nothing to us—being, as it is,
something that has to be distinct from all our representations
—the unity which the object makes necessary can be nothing
else than the formal unity of consciousness in the synthesis of
the manifold of representations. It is only when we have thus
produced synthetic unity in the manifold of intuition that we
are in a position to say that we know the object. But this unity
is impossible if the intuition cannot be generated in accord-
ance with a rule by means of such a function of synthesis as
makes the reproduction of the manifold @ priori necessary,
and renders possible a concept in which it is united. Thus we
think a triangle as an object, in that we are conscious of the
combination of three straight lines according to a rule by
which such an intuition can always be represented. This unity
of rule determines all the manifold, and limits it to conditions
which make unity of apperception possible. The concept of
this wnity is the representation of the object=x, which I
think through the predicates, above mentioned, of a triangle.

All knowledge demands a concept, though that concept
may, indeed, be quite imperfect or obscure. But a concept
is always, as regards its form, something universal which
serves as a rule. The concept of body, for instance, as the
unity of the manifold which is thought through it, serves as
a rule in our knowledge of outer appearances. But it can be
a rule for intuitions only in so far as it represents in any given
appearances the necessary reproduction of their manifold,
and thereby the synthetic unity in our consciousness of them.
The concept of body, in the perception of something outside
us, necessitates the representation of extension, and there-
with representations of impenetrability, shape, etc.

All necessity, without exception, is grounded in a tran-
scendental condition. There must, therefore, be a transcend-
ental ground of the unity of consciousness in the synthesis
of the manifold of all our intuitions, and consequently also
of the concepts of objects in general, and so of all objects
of experience, a ground without which it would be impossible
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to think any object for our intuitions; for this object is no
more than that something, the concept of which expresses
such a necessity of synthesis. .

This original and transcendental condition is no other
than transcendental apperception. Consciousness of self
according to the determinations of our state in inner percep-
tion is merely empirical, and always changing. No fixed
and abiding self can present itself in this flux of inner appear-
ances. Such consciousness is usually named #nner sense, or
empirical apperception. What has mecessarily to be repre-
sented as numerically identical cannot be thought as such
through empirical data. To render such a transcendental
presupposition valid, there must be a condition which
precedes all experience, and which makes experience itself
possible.

There can be in us no modes of knowledge, no connection
or unity of one mode of knowledge with another, without that
unity of consciousness which precedes all data of intuitions,
and by relation to which representation of objects is alone
possible. This pure original unchangeable consciousness I
shall name transcendental apperception. That it deserves this
name is clear from the fact that even the purest objective
unity, namely, that of the a priorZ concepts (space and time),
is! only possible through relation of the intuitions to such
unity of consciousness. The numerical unity of this appercep-
tion is thus the @ prior7 ground of all concepts, just as the
manifoldness of space and time is the @ priori ground of
the intuitions of sensibility.

This transcendental unity of apperception forms out of?
all . possible appearances, which can stand alongside one
another in one experience, a connection of all these repre-
sentations according to laws. For this unity of consciousness
would be impossible if the mind in knowledge of the manifold
could not become conscious of the identity of function whereby
it3 synthetically combines it in one knowledge. The original
and necessary consciousness of the identity of the self is thus
at the same time a consciousness of an equally necessary unity
of the synthesis of all appearances according to concepts, that

! [Reading, with Erdmann, se: for sein.} 2 [macht aus.)
3 [Reading, with Wille, es for sse.]
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is, according to rules, which not only make them necessarily
reproducible but also in so doing determine an object for their
intuition, that is, the concept of something wherein they are
necessarily interconnected. For the mind could never think
its identity in the manifoldness of its representations, and
indeed think this identity a priors, if it did not have before
its eyes the identity of its act, whereby it subordinates all
synthesis of apprehension (which is empirical) to a transcend-
ental unity, thereby rendering possible their interconnection
according to a priors rules.

Now, also, we are in a position to determine more ade-
quately our concept! of an odject in general. All representations
have, as representations, their object, and can themselves in
turn become objects of other representations. Appearances are
the sole objects which can be given to us immediately, and
that in them which relates immediately to the object is called
intuition. But these appearances are not things in themselves;
they are only representations, which in turn have their object
—an object which cannot itself be intuited by us, and which
may, therefore, be named the non-empirical, that is, transcend-
ental object=x.

The pure concept of this transcendental object, which in
reality throughout all our knowledge is always one and the
same, is what can alone confer upon all? our empirical con-
cepts in general relation to an object, that is, objective reality.
This concept cannot contain any determinate intuition, and
therefore refers only to that unity which must be met with
in any manifold of knowledge which stands in relation to an
object. This relation is nothing but the necessary unity of
consciousness, and therefore also of the synthesis of the mani-
fold, through a common function of the mind, which com-
bines it in one representation. Since this unity must be re-
garded as necessary a priori—otherwise knowledge would
be without an object—the relation to a transcendental object,
that is, the objective reality of our empirical knowledge, rests
on the transcendental law, that all appearances, in so far as
through them objects are to be given to us, must stand under
those a priori rules of synthetical unity whereby the inter-

1 [Reading, with Adickes, unseren Begriff for unsere Begriffe.]
3% [Reading, with Erdmann, was allen for was in allen.)
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relating of these appearances in empirical intuition is alone
possible. In other words, appearances in experience must
stand under the conditions of the necessary unity of apper-
ception, just as in mere intuition they must be subject to the
formal conditions of space and of time. Only thus can any
knowledge become possible at all.

4. Preliminary Explanation of the Possibility of the
Categories, as Knowledge a priori

There is one single experience in which all perceptions
are represented as in thoroughgoing and orderly connection,
just as there is only one space and ong time in which all
modes! of appearance and all relation of being or not being
occur. When we speak of different experiences, we can refer
only to the various perceptions, all of which, as such, belong
to one and the same general experience. This thoroughgoing
synthetic unity of perceptions is indeed the form of experience;
it is nothing else than the synthetic unity of appearances in
accordance with concepts.

Unity of synthesis according to empirical concepts would
be altogether accidental, if these latter were not based.on a
transcendental ground of unity. Otherwise it would be possible
for appearances to crowd in upon the soul, and yet to be such
as would never allow of experience. Since connection in accord-
ance with universal and necessary laws would be lacking, all
relation of knowledge to objects would fall away. The appear-
ances might, indeed, constitute intuition without thought,?
but not knowledge; and consequently would be for us as good
as nothing.

The a priori conditions of a possible experience in general
are at the same time conditions of the possibility of objects
of experience. Now I maintain that the categories, above?
cited, are nothing but the conditions of thought in a possible
experience, just as space and time are 4 the conditions of in-
tuition for that same experience. They are fundamental con-
cepts by which we think objects in general for appearances,
and have therefore @ priori objective validity. This is exactly
what we desired to prove.

1 [Formen.) 3 [gedankenlose Anschauung.)
* [Reading, with Erdmann, obesn for eben.] & [enthalten.]
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But the possibility, indeed the necessity, of these cate-
gories rests on the relation in which our entire sensibility,
and with it all possible appearances, stand to original apper-
ception. In original apperception everything must necessarily
conform to the conditions of the thoroughgoing unity of self-
consciousness, that is, to the universal functions of synthesis,
namely, to that synthesis according to concepts in which
alone apperception can demonstrate @ prior its complete and
necessary identity. Thus the concept of a cause is nothing but
a synthesis (of that which follows in the time-series, with other
appearances) according to concepts; and without such unity,
which has its @ priori rule, and which subjects the appear-
ances to itself, no thoroughgoing, universal, and therefore
necessary, unity of consciousness would be met with in the
manifold of perceptions. These perceptions would not then
belong to any experience, consequently would be without an
object, merely a blind play of representations, less even than
a dream.

All attempts to derive these pure concepts of understand-
ing from experience, and so to ascribe to them a merely em-
piricel origin, are entirely vain and useless. I need not insist
upon the fact that, for instance, the concept of a cause involves
the character of necessity, which no experience can yield.
Experience does indeed show that one appearance customarily
follows upon another, but not that this sequence is necessary,
nor that we can argue a préori and with complete universality
from the antecedent, viewed as a condition, to the consequent.
But as regards the empirical rule of association, which we
must postulate throughout when we assert that everything in
the series of events is so subject to rule that nothing ever
happens save in so far as something precedes it on which it
universally follows—upon what, I ask, does this rule, as a law
of nature, rest? How is this association itself possible? The
ground of the possibility of the association of the manifold, so
far as it lies in the object, is named the afin:ty of the manifold.
I therefore ask, how are we to make comprehensible to our-
selves the thoroughgoing affinity of appearances, whereby
they stand and must stand under unchanging laws?

On my principles it is easily explicable. All possible ap-
pearances, as representations, belong to the totality of a pos-
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sible self-consciousness.! But as self-consciousness is a tran-
scendental representation, numerical identity is inseparable
from it, and is @ préor? certain. For nothing can come to our
knowledge save in terms of this original apperception. Now,
since this identity must necessarily enter into the synthesis of
all the manifold of appearances, so far as the synthesis is to
yield empirical knowledge, the appearances are subject to
a priori conditions, with which the synthesis of their apprehen-
sion must be in complete accordance. The representation of
a universal condition according to which a certain manifold
can be posited in uniform fashion is called a »x/e, and, when
it must be so posited, a Jaw. Thus all appearances stand in
thoroughgoing connection according to necessary laws, and
therefore in a transcendental affinity, of which the empirical
is a mere consequence.

That nature should direct itself according to our sub-
jective ground of apperception, and should indeed depend
upon it in respect of its conformity to law, sounds very strange
and absurd. But when we consider that this nature is not a
thing in itself but is merely an aggregate of appearances, so
many representations of the mind, we shall not be surprised
that we can discover it only in the radical faculty of all our
knowledge, namely, in transcendental apperception, in that
unity on account of which alone it can be entitled object of all
possible experience, that is, nature. Nor shall we be surprised
that just for this very reason this unity can be known a priors,
and therefore as necessary. Were the unity given in itself in-
dependently of the first sources of our thought, this would
never be possible. We should not then know of any source
from which we could obtain the synthetic propositions assert-
ing such a universal unity of nature. For they would then have
to be derived from the objects of nature themselves; and as this
could take place only empirically, none but a merely accidental
unity could be obtained, which would fall far short of the
necessary interconnection that we have in mind when we speak

of nature.
Y [eu dem ganzen moglichen Selbstbewusstsein.]
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DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF
UNDERSTANDING

Section 3

THE RELATION OF THE UNDERSTANDING TO OBJECTS IN
GENERAL, AND THE POSSIBILITY OF KNOWING THEM
A PRIORI

What we have expounded separately and singly in the
preceding section, we shall now present in systematic inter-
connection. There are three subjective sources of knowledge
upon which rests the possibility of experience in general and
of knowledge of its objects—sense, imagination, and appercep-
tion. Each of these can be viewed as empirical, namely, in its
application to given appearances. But all of them are likewise
a priori elements or foundations, which make this empirical
employment itself possible. Sezse represents appearances em-
pirically in perception, imagination in association (and repro-
duction), apperception in the empirical consciousness of the
identity of the reproduced representations with the appear-
ances whereby they were given, that is, in recognition.

But all perceptions are grounded a prZo7Z in pure intuition
(in time, the form of their inner intuition as representations),
association in pure synthesis of imagination, and empirical
consciousness in pure apperception, that is, in the thorough-
going identity of the self in all possible representations.

If, now, we desire to follow up the inner ground of this
connection of the representations to the point upon which
they have all to converge in order that they may therein for
the first time acquire the unity of knowledge necessary for
a possible experience, we must begin with pure appercep-
tion. Intuitions are nothing to us, and do not in the least
concern us if they cannot be taken up into consciousness, in
which they may participate either directly or indirectly. In
this way alone is any knowledge possible. We are conscious
a priori of the complete identity of the self in respect of all
representations which can ever belong to our knowledge, as
being a necessary condition of the possibility of all representa-
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tions. For in me they can represent something only in so far
as they belong with all others! to one consciousness, and
therefore must be at least capable of being so connected.
This principle holds @ prior7, and may be called the tran-
scendental principle of the unizy of all that is manifold in our
representations, and consequently also in intuition. Since this
unity of the manifold in one subject is synthetic, pure apper-
ception supplies a principle of the synthetic unity of the mani-
fold in all possible intuition.*

This synthetic unity presupposes or includes a synthesis,
and if the former is to be a p»7077 necessary, the synthesis must
also be a priors. The transcendental unity of apperception thus
relates to the pure synthesis of imagination, as an a priori
condition of the possibility of all combination of the manifold
in one knowledge. But only the productive synthesis of the

¢ This proposition is of great importance and calls for careful
consideration. All representations have a necessary relation to a
possible empirical consciousness. For if they did not have this, and
if it were altogether impossible to become conscious of them, this
would practically amount to the admission of their non-existence.
But all empirical consciousness has a necessary relation to a tran-
scendental consciousness which precedes all special experience,
namely, the consciousness of myself as original apperception. It is
therefore absolutely necessary that in my knowledge all conscious-
ness should belong to a single consciousness, that of myself. Here,
then, is a synthetic unity of the manifold (of consciousness), which
is known a priors, and so yields the ground for synthetic a priori
propositions which concern pure thought, just as do space and time
for the propositions which refer to the form of pure intuition. The
synthetic proposition, that all the variety of empsrical consciousness
must be combined in one single? self-consciousness, is the adso-
lutely first and synthetic principle of our thought in general. But
it must not be forgotten that the bare representation ‘I’ in relation
to all other representations (the collective unity of which it makes
possible) is transcendental consciousness. Whether this representa-
tion is clear (empirical consciousness) 2 or obscure, or even whether
it ever actually occurs, does not here concern us. But the possibility
of the logical form of all knowledge is necessarily conditioned by
relation to this apperception as a _faculty.

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, allen andern for allem anderen.]

3 [Reading, with Vorlinder, in einem einsigen for in einem einigen.)

? [Vorlander would omit, as being meaningless, the parenthesis: (empirisches
Bewusstsein).)
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imagination can take place a priors; the reproductive rests
upon empirical conditions. Thus the principle of the necessary
unity of pure (ptoductive) synthesis of imagination, prior to
apperception, is the ground of the possibility of all know-
ledge, especially of experience.

We entitle the synthesis of the manifold in imagination
transcendental, if without distinction of intuitions it is directed
exclusively to the a priors combination of the manifold; and
the unity of this synthesis is called transcendental, if it is repre-
sented as a priori necessary in relation to the original unity
of apperception. Since this unity of apperception underlies
the possibility of all knowledge, the transcendental unity of
the synthesis of imagination is the pure form of all possible
knowledge; and by means of it all objects of possible experi-
ence must be represented a prior:.

The unity of apperception in relation to the synthesis of
imagination is the understanding; and this same unity, with
reference to the transcendental synthesis of the imagination,
the pure understanding. In the understanding there are then
pure a priori modes of knowledge! which contain the neces-
sary tinity of the pure synthesis of imagination in respect of all
possible appearances. These are the categories, that is, the pure
concepts of understanding. The empirical faculty of know-
ledge in man must therefore contain an understanding which
relates to all objects of the senses, although only by means of
intuition and of its synthesis through imagination. All appear-
ances, as data ? for a possible experience, are subject to this
understanding. This relation of appearances to possible ex-
perience is indeed necessary, for otherwise they would yield
no knowledge and would not in any way concern us. We have,
therefore, to recognise that pure understanding, by means of
the categories, is a formal and synthetic principle of all ex-
periences, and that appearances have @ necessary relation to
the understanding.

We shall now, starting from below, namely, with the em-
pirical, strive to make clear the necessary connection in which
understanding, by means of the categories, stands to appear-
ances. What is first given to us is appearance. When combined
with consciousness, it is called perception. (Save through its

1 [Erkenntnisse.) * [Data.]
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relation to a consciousness that is at least possible, appear-
ance could never be for us an object of knowledge, and so
would be nothing to us; and since it has in itself no objective
reality, but exists only in being known, it would be nothing
at all.) Now, since every appearance contains a manifold,
and since different perceptions therefore occur in the mind
separately and singly, a combination of them, such as they
cannot have in sense itself, is demanded. There must therefore
exist in us an active faculty for the synthesis of this manifold.
To this faculty I give the title, imagination. Its action, when
immediately directed upon perceptions, I entitle apprehen-
sion.* Since imagination has to bring the manifold of intuition
into the form of an image, it must previously have taken the
impressions up intoits activity, that is, have apprehended them.

But it is clear that even this apprehension of the manifold
would not by itself produce an image and a connection of the
impressions, were it not that there exists a subjective ground
which leads the mind to reinstate a preceding perception
alongside the subsequent perception to which it has passed,
and so to form whole series of perceptions. This is the repro-
ductive faculty of imagination, which is merely empirical.

If, however, representations reproduced one another in any
order, just as they happened to come together, this would not
lead to any determinate connection of them, but only to acci-
dental collocations;* and so would not give rise to any know-
ledge. Their reproduction must, therefore, conform to a
rule, in accordance with which a representation connects in
the imagination with some one representation in preference
to another. This subjective and empirical ground of repro-
duction according to rules is what is called the association of
representations.

Now if this unity of association had not also an objective

¢ Psychologists have hitherto failed to realise that imagination
is a necessary ingredient of perception itself. This is due partly to
the fact that that faculty has been limited to reproduction, partly to
the belief that the senses not only supply impressions but also com-
bine them so as to generate images of objects. For that purpose some-
thing more than the mere receptivity of impressions is undoubtedly
required, namely, a function for the synthesis of them,

1 [Haufen.)
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ground which makes it impossible that appearances should
be apprehended by the imagination otherwise than under the
condition of a possible synthetic unity of this apprehension, it
would be entirely accidental that appearances should fit into a
connected whole of human knowledge. For even though we
should have the power of associating perceptions, it would
remain entirely undetermined and accidental whether they
would themselves be associable; and should they not be associ-
able, there might exist a multitude of perceptions, and indeed
an entire sensibility, in which much empirical consciousness
would arise in my mind, butin a state of separation, and without
belonging to a consciousness of myself. This, however, is im-
possible. For it is only because I ascribe all perceptions to one
consciousness (original apperception) that I can say of all per-
ceptions that I am conscious of them. There must, therefore,
be an objective ground (that is, one that can be comprehended
a priori, antecedently to all empirical laws of the imagination)
upon which rests the possibility, nay, the necessity, of a law
that extends to all appearances—a ground, namely, which
constrains us to regard all appearances as data of the senses
that must be associable in themselves and subject to universal
rules of a thoroughgoing connection in their reproduction.
This objective ground of all association of appearances I
entitle their gfinszy. It is nowhere to be found save in the
principle of the unity of apperception, in respect of all know-
ledge which is to belong to me. According to this principle all
appearances, without exception, must so enter the mind or be
apprehended, that they conform to the unity of appercep-
tion. Without synthetic unity in their connection, this would
be impossible; and such synthetic unity is itself, therefore,
objectively necessary.

The objective unity of all empirical consciousness in one
consciousness, that of original apperception, is thus the neces-
sary condition of all possible perception; and [this being recog-
nised we can prove that] the affinity of all appearances, near or
remote, is a necessary consequence of a synthesis in imagina-
tion which is grounded & pr7o7: on rules.

Since the imagination is itself a faculty of @ prior: syn-
thesis, we assign to it the title, productive imagination. In so

far as it aims at nothing but necessary unity in the synthesis of
L
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what is manifold in appearance, it may be entitled the tran-
scendental function of imagination. That the affinity of appear-
ances, and with it their association, and through this, in turn,
their reproduction according to laws, and so [as involving
these various factors] experience itself, should only be possible
by means of this transcendental function of imagination, is
indeed strange, but is none the less an obvious consequence of
the preceding argument. For without this transcendental func-
tion no concepts of objects would together make up a unitary
experience.

The abiding and unchanging ‘I’! (pure apperception)
forms the correlate of all our representations in so far as it is
to be at all possible that we should become conscious of them.
All consciousness as truly belongs to an all-comprehensive
pure apperception, as all sensible intuition, as representation,
does to a pure inner intuition, namely, to time. It is this
apperception which must be added to pure imagination, in
order to render its function intellectual. For since the syn-
thesis of imagination connects the manifold only as it appears
in intuition, as, for instance, in the shape of a triangle, it is,
though exercised a priorz, always in itself sensible. And while
concepts, which belong to the understanding, are brought into
play? through relation of the manifold to the unity of apper-
ception, it is only by means of the imagination that they can be
brought into relation to sensible intuition.

A pure imagination, which conditions all & p»Zor7 know-
ledge, is thus one of the fundamental faculties of the human
soul. By its means we bring the manifold of intuition on the
one side, into connection with the condition of the necessary
unity of pure apperception on the other. The two extremes,
namely sensibility and understanding, must stand in neces-
sary connection with each other through the mediation of this
transcendental function of imagination, because otherwise the
former, though indeed yielding appearances, would supply no
objects of empirical knowledge, and consequently no experi-
ence. Actual experience, which is constituted by apprehension,
association (reproduction), and finally recognition of appear-

A 125 ances, contains in recognition, the last and highest of these

! [das stehende und bleibende Ich.]
? [Reading, with Vaihinger, werden Begriffe ins Spiel gebrackt.]
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merely empirical elements of experience, certain concepts
which render possible the formal unity of experience, and
therewith all objective validity (truth) of empirical knowledge.
These grounds of the recognition of the manifold, so far as
they concern solely the form of an experience in general, are
the categories. Upon them is based not only all formal unity in
the [transcendental] synthesis of imagination, but also, thanks
to that synthesis, all its empirical employment? (in recogni-
tion, reproduction, association, apprehension) in connection
with 2 the appearances. For only by means of these funda-
mental concepts® can appearances belong to knowledge or
even to our consciousness, and so to ourselves.

Thus the order and regularity in the appearances, which
we entitle nature, we ourselves introduce. We could never
find them in appearances, had not we ourselves, or the nature
of our mind, originally set them there. For this unity of nature
has to be a necessary one, that is, has to be an a priori certain
unity of the connection of appearances; and such synthetic
unity could not be established a prior: if there were not sub-
jective grounds of such unity contained & pr7o77 in the original
cognitive powers of our mind, and if these subjective condi-
tions, inasmuch as they are the grounds of the possibility of
knowing any object whatsoever in experience, were not at
the same time objectively valid.

We have already defined the understanding in various
different ways: as a spontaneity of knowledge (in distinction
from the receptivity of sensibility), as a power of thought, as
a faculty of concepts, or again of judgments. All these defini-
tions, when they are adequately understood, are identical.
We may now characterise it as the faculty of rules. This dis-
tinguishing mark is more fruitful, and approximates more
closely to its essential nature. Sensibility gives us forms (of
intuition), but understanding gives us rules. The latter is
always occupied in investigating appearances, in order to
detect some rule in them. Rules, so far as they are objective,
and therefore necessarily depend upon the knowledge of the
object, are called laws. Although we learn many laws through

! [Reading, with Adickes, aller empirische Gebrauch for alles empirischen
Gebrauchs.)
3 [bis herunter su.] 3 [Elemente.]
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experience, they are only special determinations of still higher
laws, and the highest of these, under which the others all*
stand, issue a prior? from the understanding itself. They are
not borrowed from experience; on the contrary, they have to
confer upon appearances their conformity to law, and so to
make experience possible. Thus the understanding is some-
thing more than a power of formulating rules through com-
parison of appearances; it is itself the lawgiver of nature.
Save through it, nature, that is, synthetic unity of the mani-
fold of appearances according to rules, would not exist at
all (for appearances, as such, cannot exist outside us—they
exist only in our sensibility); and this? nature, as object of
knowledge in an experience, with everything which it may
contain, is only possible in the unity of apperception. The
unity of apperception is thus?® the transcendental ground of
the necessary conformity to law of all appearances in one ex-
perience. This same unity of apperception in respect to a
manifold of representations (determining it out of a unity)4
acts as the rule, and the faculty of these rules is the under-
standing. All appearances, as possible experiences, thus lie
a prior: in the understanding, and receive from it.their
formal possibility, just as, in so far as they are mere in-
tuitions, they lie in the sensibility, and are, as regards their
form, only possible through it.

However exaggerated and absurd it may sound, to say that
the understanding is itself the source of the laws of nature,
and so of its formal unity, such an assertion is none the less
correct, and is in keeping with the object to which it refers,
namely, experience. Certainly, empirical laws, as such, can
never derive their origin from pure understanding. That is
as little possible as to understand completely the inexhaust-
ible multiplicity of appearances merely by reference to the
pure form of sensible intuition. But all empirical laws are
only special determinations of the pure laws of understanding,
under which, and according to the norm of which, they first
become possible. Through them appearances take on an
orderly character, just as these same appearances, despite

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, die andern alle for andere alle.]
* [Reading, with Vaihinger, /eme for Diese.]
? [Reading, with Erdmann, a/so for aber.] 4 [aus einer einzigen.]
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the differences of their empirical form,® must none the less
always be in harmony with the pure form of sensibility.
Pure understanding is thus in the categories the law of
the synthetic unity of all appearances, and thereby first and
originally makes expericnce, as regards its form, possible.
This is all that we were called upon to establish in the tran-
scendental deduction of the categories, namely, to render
comprehensible this relation of understanding to sensibility,
and, by means of sensibility, to all objects of experience. The
objective validity of the pure @ p7Zo77 concepts is thereby made
intelligible, and their origin and truth determined.

Summary Representation of the Correctness of this Deduction
of the pure Concepts of Understanding, and of its being
the only Deduction possible

If the objects with which our knowledge has to deal were
things in themselves, we could have no @ priorZ concepts of
them. For from what source could we obtain the concepts? If we
derived them from the object (leaving aside the question how
the object could become known to us), our concepts would
be me'rely empirical, not @ prior:. And if we derived them from
the self, that which is merely in us could not determine the
character of an object distinct from our representations, that
is, could not be a ground why a thing should exist character-
ised by that which we have in our thought, and why such a
representation should not, rather, be altogether empty. But
if, on the other hand, we have to deal only with appearances,
it is not merely possible, but necessary, that certain a priors
concepts should precede empirical knowledge of objects.
For since a mere modification of our sensibility can never be
met with outside us, the objects, as appearances, constitute an
object which is merely in us. Now to assert in this manner,
that all these appearances, and consequently all objects with
which we can occupy ourselves, are one and all in me, that
is, are determinations of my identical self, is only another
way of saying that there must be a complete unity of them
in one and the same apperception. But this unity of possible
consciousness also constitutes the form of all knowledge of
objects; through it the manifold is thought as belonging to a

1 [unerachtet der Verschiedenheit ihrer empirischen Form.)
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single object. Thus the mode in which the manifold of sensible
representation (intuition) belongs to one consciousness pre-
cedes all knowledge of the object as the irtellectual form of
such knowledge, and itself constitutes a formal a priors know-
ledge of all objects, so far as they are thought (categories).
The synthesis of the manifold! through pure imagination,
the unity of all representations in relation to original apper-
ception, precede all empirical knowledge. Pure concepts of
understanding are thus @ prior7 possible, and, in relation to
experience, are indeed necessary; and this for the reason
that our knowledge has to deal solely with appearances, the
possibility of which lies in ourselves, and the connection and
unity of which (in the representation of an object) are to be
met with only in ourselves. Such connection and unity must
therefore precede all experience, and are required for the
very possibility of it in its formal aspect. From this point of
view, the only feasible one, our deduction of the categories
has been developed.

! [Reading desselben for derselben.)



DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF THE
UNDERSTANDING?

[As restated in 2nd edition)

Section 2

TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CONCEPTS
OF THE UNDERSTANDING

§15
The Possibility of Combination in General

THE,manifold of representations can be given in an intuition
which is purely sensible, that is, nothing but receptivity; and
the form of this intuition can lie @ prZor7 in our faculty of
representation, without being anything more than the mode in
which the subject is affected. But the combination (conjunctio)
of a manifold in general can never come to us through the
senses, and cannot, therefore, be already contained in the pure
form of sensible intuition. For it is an act of spontaneity of the B 130
faculty of representation; and since this faculty, to distinguish
it from sensibility, must be entitled understanding, all com-
bination—be we conscious of it or not, be it a combination of
the manifold of intuition, empirical or non-empirical,® or of
various concepts—is an act of the understanding. To this act
the general title ‘synthesis’ may be assigned, as indicating
that we cannot represent to ourselves anything as combined in
the object which we have not ourselves previously combined,
and that of all representations comébination is the only one which

! [What follows, up to p. 175, is Kant’s restatement of tlie Transcendental
Deduction, in B.]

* [Reading, with Mellin, empirischen oder nickt empirischen for sinnlichen

oder nicht sinnlichen.]
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cannot be given through objects. Being an act of the self-
activity of the subject, it cannot be executed save by the sub-
ject itself. It will easily be observed that this action is originally
one and is equipollent? for all combination, and that its dis-
solution, namely, analysis, which appears to be its opposite,
yet always presupposes it. For where the understanding has
not previously combined, it cannot dissolve, since only as
having been combined &y the understanding can anything that
allows of analysis be given to the faculty of representation.
But the concept of combination includes, besides the con-
cept of the manifold and of its synthesis, also the concept of
the unity of the manifold. Combination is representation of the
Bi31 synthetic unity of the manifold.* The representation of this
unity cannot, therefore, arise out of the combination. On the
contrary, it is what, by adding itself to the representation of
the manifold, first makes possible the concept of the combina-
tion. This unity, which precedes a prior7 all concepts of com-
bination, is not the category of unity (§ 10); for all categories
are grounded in logical functions of judgment, and in these
functions combination, and therefore unity of given concepts,
is already thought. Thus the category already presupposes
combination. We must therefore look yet higher for this unity
(as qualitative, § 12), namely in that which itself contains the
ground of the unity of diverse concepts in judgment, and there-
fore of the possibility of the understanding, even as regards
its logical employment.

§ 16
The Original Synthetic Unity of Apperception

It must be possible for the ‘I think’ to accompany all my
representations; for otherwise something would be represented

8 Whether the representations are in themselves identical, and
whether, therefore, one can be analytically thought through the
other, is not a question that here arises. The conscsousness of the one,
when the manifold is under consideration, has always to be dis-
tinguished from the consciousness of the other; and it is with the
synthesis of this (possible) consciousness that we are here alone
concerned.

1 (gleschgeltend.]
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in me which could not be thought at all, and that is equivalent
to saying that the representation would be impossible, or at
least would be nothing to me. That representation which can
be given prior to all thought is entitled intuition. All the
manifold of intuition has, therefore, a necessary relation to the
‘I think’ in the same subject in which this manifold is found.
But this representation is an act of spowtaneity, that is, it
cannot be regarded as belonging to sensibility. I call it pure
apperception, to distinguish it from empirical apperception, or,
again, original® apperception, because it is that self-conscious-
ness which, while generating the representation ‘7 think’ (a
representation which must be capable of accompanying all
other representations, and which in all consciousness isone and
the same), cannot itself be accompanied by any further repre-
sentation. The unity of this apperception I likewise entitle the
transcendental unity of self-consciousness, in order to indicate
the possibility of @ priors knowledge arising from it. For the
manifold representations, which are given in an intuition,
would not be one and all my representations, if they did
not all belong to one self-consciousness. As my representa-
tions* (even if I am not conscious of them as such) they
must conform to the condition under which alone they can
stand together in one universal self-consciousness, because
otherwise they would not all without exception belong to
me. From this original combination many consequences
follow.

This thoroughgoing identity of the apperception of a
manifold which is given in intuition contains a synthesis of
representations, and is possible only through the conscious-
ness of this synthesis. For the empirical consciousness, which
accompanies different representations, is in itself diverse and
without relation to the identity of the subject. That relation
comes about, not simply through my accompanying each re-
presentation with consciousness, but only in so far as I conjoin
one representation with another, and am conscious of the syn-
thesis of them. Only in so far, therefore, as I can unite a
manifold of given representations in one consciousness, is it
possible for me to represent to myself the identity of the con-
sciousness in [i.e. throughout] these representations. In other

1 (urspringliche.)
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words, the analytic unity of apperception is possible only under
the presupposition of a certain synzhetic unity.*

The thought that the representations given in intuition one
and all belong to me, is therefore precisely the same as the
thought that I unite them in one self-consciousness, or can at
least so unite them; and although this thought is not itself the
consciousness of the synthesis of the representations, it pre-
supposes the possibility of that synthesis. In other words, only
in so far as I can grasp the manifold of the representations in
one consciousness, do I call them one and all 7z%e¢. For other-
wise I should have as many-coloured and diverse a self as I
have representations of which I am conscious to myself. Syn-
thetic unity of the manifold of intuitions, as generated! a
priord, is thus the ground of the identity of apperception itself,
which precedes a priori all my determinate thought. Com-
bination does not, however, lie in the objects, and cannot be
borrowed from them, and so, through perception, first taken up
into the understanding. On the contrary, it is an affair of the
understanding alone, which itself is nothing but the faculty
of combining & priorz, and of bringing the manifold of given
representations under the unity of apperception. The principle
of apperception is the highest principle in the whole sphere of
human knowledge.

This principle of the necessary unity of apperception is

¢ The analytic unity of consciousness belongs to all general con-
cepts, as such. If, for instance, I think red in general, I thereby repre-
sent to myself a property which (as a characteristic) can be found in
something, or can be combined with other representations; that is,
only by means of a presupposed possible synthetic unity can I repre-
sent to myself the analytic unity. A representation which is to be
thought as common to dizfferent representations is regarded as be-
longing to such as have, in addition to it, also something differen:.
Consequently it must previously be thought in synthetic unity with
other (though, it may be, only possible) representations, before I can
think in it the analytic unity of consciousness, which makes it a cozn-
ceptus communis. The synthetic unity of apperception is therefore
that highest point, to which we must ascribe all employment of the
understanding, even the whole of logic, and conformably therewith,
transcendental philosophy. Indeed this faculty of apperception is the
understanding itself.

1 [Reading, with Vaihinger, servorgebracht for gegeben.)
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itself, indeed, an identical, and therefore analytic, proposi-
tion; nevertheless it reveals the necessity of a synthesis of the
manifold given In intuition, without which the thoroughgoing
identity of self-consciousness cannot be thought. For through
the ‘I’, as simple representation, nothing manifold is given;
only in intuition, which is distinct from the ‘I’, can a manifold
be given; and only through combination in one conscious-
ness can it be thought. An understanding in which through
self-consciousness all the manifold would eo zpso be given,
would be #ntuitive; our understanding can only tAink, and
for intuition must look to the senses. I am conscious of the
self as identical in respect of the manifold of representations
that are given to me in an intuition, because I call them one
and all my representations, and so apprehend them as con-
stituting one intuition. This amounts to saying, that I am
conscious to myself @ priori of a necessary synthesis of re-
presentations—to be entitled the original synthetic unity of
apperception—under which all representations that are given
to me must stand, but under which they have also first to
be brought by means of a synthesis.

§17

The Principle of the Synthetic Unity is the Supreme
Principle of all Employment of the Understanding

The supreme principle of the possibility of all intuition in
its relation to sensibility is, according to the Transcendental
Aesthetic, that all the manifold of intuition should be subject
to the formal conditions of space and time. The supreme prin-
ciple of the same possibility, in its relation to understanding,
is that all the manifold of intuition should be subject to con-
ditions of the original synthetic unity of apperception.* In so

* Space and time, and all their parts, are snzustions, and are,
therefore, with the manifold which they contain, single representa-
tions (vide the Transcendental Aesthetic). Consequently they are not
mere concepts through which one and the same consciousness is
found to be contained in a number of representations. On the con-
trary, through them many representations are found to be contained
in one representation, and in the consciousness of that representa-
tion; and they are thus composite. The unity of that consciousness
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far as the manifold representations of intuition are gzver to us,
they are subject to the former of these two principles; in so far
as they must allow of being comébined in one consciousness,
they are subject to the latter. For without such combination
nothing can be thought or known, since the given repre-
sentations would not have in common the act of the apper-
ception ‘I think’, and so could not be apprehended together in
one self-consciousness.

Understanding is, to use general terms, the faculty of
knowledge. This knowledge consists in the determinate re-
lation of given representations to an object; and an object is
that in the concept of which the manifold of a given intuition
is united. Now all unification of representations demands
unity of consciousness in the synthesis of them. Consequently
it is the unity of consciousness that alone constitutes the
relation of representations to an object, and therefore their
objective validity and the fact that they are modes of know-
ledge; and upon it therefore rests the very possibility of the
understanding.

The first pure knowledge of understanding, then, upon
which all the rest of its employment is based, and which also
at the same time is completely independent of all conditions
of sensible intuition, is the principle of the original synthetic
unity of apperception. Thus the mere form of outer sensible
intuition, space, is not yet [by itself] knowledge; it supplies
only the manifold of @ prior? intuition for a possible know-
ledge. To know anything in space (for instance, a line), I
must draw it, and thus synthetically bring into being a de-
terminate combination of the given manifold, so that the unity
of this act is at the same time the unity of consciousness (as
in the concept of a line); and it is through this unity of con-
sciousness that an object (a determinate space) is first known.
The synthetic unity of consciousness is, therefore, an objective
condition of all knowledge. It is not merely a condition that
I myself require in knowing an object, but is a condition
under which every intuition must stand in order fo become
an object for me. For otherwise, in the absence of this

is therefore synthetic and yet is also original. The singleness of such
intuitions is found to have important consequences (vide § 25).
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synthesis, the manifold would #o# be united in one con-
sciousness.

Although this proposition makes synthetic unity a con-
dition of all thought, it is, as already stated, itself analytic.
For it says no more than that all my representations in any
given intuition must be subject to that condition under which
alone I can ascribe them to the identical self as #y representa-
tions, and so can comprehend them as synthetically com-
bined in one apperception through the general expression,!
‘I think'.

This principle is not, however, to be taken as applying
to every possible understanding, but only to that understand-
ing through whose pure apperception, in the representation
‘I am’, nothing manifold is given. An understanding which
through its self-consciousness could supply to itself the mani-
fold of intuition—an understanding, that is to say, through
whose representation the objects of the representation should
at the same time exist—would not require, for the unity of
consciousness, a special act of synthesis of the manifold. For
the human understanding, however, which thinks only, and
does.not intuit, that act is necessary. It is indeed the first
principle of the human understanding, and is so indispensable
to it that we cannot form the least conception of any other
possible understanding, either of such as is itself intuitive or
of any that may possess an underlying mode of sensible in-
tuition which is different in kind from that in space and time.

§18
The Objective Unity of Self-Consciousness

The transcendental unity of apperception is that unity
through which all the manifold given in an intuition is united
in a concept of the object. It is therefore entitled odjective,
and must be distinguished from the subjective unity of con-
sciousness, which is a determination of inner sense—through
which the manifold of intuition for such [objective] combina-
tion is empirically given. Whether I can become empirically
conscious of the manifold as simultaneous or as successive
depends on circumstances or empirical conditions. Therefore

1 [aligemeinen Ausdruck.)
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the empirical unity of consciousness, through association of
representations, itself concerns an appearance, and is wholly
contingent. But the pure form of intuition in time, merely
as intuition in general, which contains a given manifold, is
subject to the original unity of consciousness, simply through
the necessary relation of the manifold of the intuition to
the one ‘7 think', and so through the pure synthesis of
understanding which is the @ prior7 underlying ground of
the empirical synthesis. Only the original unity is objectively
valid; the empirical unity of apperception, upon which we
are not here dwelling, and which besides is merely derived
from the former under given conditions ¢z concreto, has only
subjective validity. To one man, for instance, a certain word
suggests one thing, to another some other thing; the unity
of consciousness in that which is empirical is not, as regards
what is given, necessarily and universally valid.

§ 19

The Logical Form of all Judgments consists in the Objective
Unity of the Apperception of the Concepts whickh they
contain

I have never been able to accept the interpretation which
logicians give of judgment in general. It is, they declare,
the representation of a relation between two concepts. I do
not here dispute with them as to what is defective in this
interpretation—that in any case it applies only to categorical,
not to hypothetical and disjunctive judgments (the two latter
containing a relation not of concepts but of judgments), an
oversight from which many troublesome consequences have
followed.” I need only point out that the definition does not
determine in what the asserted relation consists.

@ The lengthy doctrine of the four syllogistic figures concerns
categorical syllogisms only; and although it is indeed nothing more
than an artificial method of securing, through the surreptitious
introduction of immediate inferences (consequentiae immediatae)
among the premisses of a pure syllogism, the appearance that there
are more kinds of inference than that of the first figure, this would
hardly have met with such remarkable acceptance, had not its
authors succeeded in bringing categorical judgments into such ex-
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But if I investigate more precisely the relation of the given
modes of knowledge?! in any judgment, and distinguish it,
as belonging to the understanding, from the relation accord-
ing to laws of the reproductive imagination, which has
only subjective validity, I find that a judgment is nothing
but the manner in which given modes of knowledge are
brought to the objective unity of apperception. This is what
is intended by the copula? ‘is’. It is employed to distinguish
the objective unity of given representations from the sub-
jective. It indicates their relation to original apperception,
and their necessary unity. It holds good even if the judgment
is itself empirical, and therefore contingent, as, for example,
in the judgment, ‘Bodies are heavy’. I do not here assert that
these representations necessarily belong to one another in the
empirical intuition, but that they belong to one another 7»
virtue of the necessary unity of apperception in the synthesis
of intuitions, that is, according to principles of the object-
ive determination of all representations, in so far as know-
ledge can be acquired by means of these representations—
principles which are all derived from the fundamental prin-
ciple*of the transcendental unity of apperception. Only in this
way does there arise from this relation a judgment, that is, a
relation which is odjectively valid, and so can be adequately
distinguished from a relation of the same representations
that would have only subjective validity—as when they are
connected according to laws of association. In the latter case,
all that I could say would be, ‘If I support a body, I feel an
impression of weight’; I could not say, ‘It, the body, is heavy’.
Thus to say ‘The body is heavy’ is not merely to state that
the two representations have always been conjoined in my
perception, however often that perception be repeated; what
we are asserting is that they are combined 7% the object, no
matter what the state of the subject may be.

clusive respect, as being those to which all others must allow of
being reduced—teaching which, as indicated in § 9, is none the less
€rroneous,

1 [Erkenntnisse.] 3 [Verhdltniswortchen.)

B 142



B 143

B 144

160 KANT'S CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

§ 20

All Sensible Intuitions are subject to the Categories, as Con-
ditions under which alone their - Manifold can come to-
gether in one Conscionsness

The manifold given in a sensible intuition is necessarily
subject to the original synthetic unity of apperception, be-
cause in no other way is the uns¢y of intuition possible (§ 17).
But that act of understanding by which the manifold of given
representations (be they intuitions or concepts) is brought
under one apperception, is the logical function of judgment
(cf. § 19). All the manifold, therefore, so far as it is givenina
single empirical intuition, is determined in respect of one of
the logical functions of judgment, and is thereby brought into
one consciousness. Now the cazegories are just these functions
of judgment, in so far as they are employed in determination
of the manifold of a given intuition (cf. § 13). Consequently,
the manifold in a given intuition is necessarily subject to the
categories.

§ 21
Observation

A manifold, contained in an intuition which I call mine, is
represented, by means of the synthesis of the understanding, as
belonging to the necessary unity of self-consciousness; and this
is effected by means of the category.® This [requirement of a]
category therefore shows that the empirical consciousness of a
given manifold in a single intuition is subject to a pure self-
consciousness @ prior?, just as is empirical intuition to a pure
sensible intuition, which likewise takes place a pr7o77. Thus in
the above proposition a beginning is made of a deduction of
the pure concepts of understanding; and in this deduction,
since the categories have their source in the understanding
alone, independently of sensibility, | must abstract from the

@ The proof of this rests on the represented un:ty of intuition, by
which an object is given. This unity of intuition always includes in
itself a synthesis of the manifold given for an intuition, and so
already contains the relation of this manifold to the unity of apper-
ception.
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mode in which the manifold for an empirical intuition is given,
and must direct attention solely to the unity which, in terms of
the category, and by means of the understanding, enters into
the intuition. In what follows (cf. § 26) it will be shown, from
the mode in which the empirical intuition is given in sensibil-
ity, that its unity is no other than that which the category
(according to § 20) prescribes to the manifold of any given in-
tuition. Only thus, by demonstration of the a priori validity
of the categories in respect of all objects of our senses, will the
purpose of the deduction be fully attained.

But in the above proof there is one feature from which I
could not abstract, the feature, namely, that the manifold to be
intuited must be given prior to the synthesis of understanding,
and independently of it. How this takes place, remains here
undetermined. For were I to think an understanding which is
itself intuitive (as, for example, a divine understanding which
should not represent to itself given objects, but through whose
representation the objects should themselves be given or pro-
duced), the categories would have no meaning whatsoever in
respect of such a mode of knowledge. They are merely rules for
an understanding whose whole power consists in thought, con-
sists, that is, in the act whereby it brings the synthesis of a mani-
fold, given to it from elsewhere in intuition, to the unity of ap-
perception—a faculty, therefore, which by itself knows nothing
whatsoever, but merely combines and arranges the material of
knowledge, that is, the intuition, which must be given to it by
the object. This peculiarity of our understanding, that it can
produce a priori unity of apperception solely by means of the
categories, and only by such and so many, is as little capable
of further explanation as why we have just these and no other
functions of judgment, or why space and time are the only
forms of our possible intuition.

§ 22

Tke Category has no other Application in Knowledge
than to Objects of Experience

To think an object and to Anow an object are thus by no
means the same thing. Knowledge involves two factors: first,
M
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the concept, through which an object in general is thought (the
category); and secondly, the intuition, through which it is
given. For if no intuition could be given corresponding to the
concept, the concept would still indeed be a thought, so far as
its form is concerned, but would be without any object, and no
knowledge of anything would be possible by means of it. So
far as I could know, there would be nothing, and could be
nothing, to which my thought could be applied. Now, as the
Aesthetic has shown, the only intuition possible to us is sens-
ible; consequently, the thought of an object in general, by
means of a pure concept of understanding, can become know-
ledge for us only in so far as the concept is related to objects
of the senses. Sensible intuition is either pure intuition (space
and time) or empirical intuition of that which is immediately
represented, through sensation, as actual in space and time.
Through the determination of pure intuition we can acquire
a priori knowledge of objects, as in mathematics, but only
in regard to their form, as appearances; whether there can be
things which must be intuited in this form, is still left unde-
cided. Mathematical concepts are not, therefore, by themselves
knowledge, except on the supposition that there are things
which allow of being presented to us only in accordance with
the form of that pure sensible intuition. Now 2Aings in space
and time are given only in so far as they are perceptions
(that is, representations accompanied by sensation)—therefore
only through empirical representation. Consequently, the pure
concepts of understanding, even when they are applied to a
priord intuitions, as in mathematics, yield knowledge only in
so far as these intuitions—and therefore indirectly by their
means the pure concepts also—can be applied to empirical in-
tuitions. Even, therefore, with the aid of [pure] intuition, the
categories do not afford us any knowledge of things; they do
so only through their possible application to empirical intui-
tion. In other words, they serve only for the possibility of ez-
pirical knowledge; and such knowledge is what we entitle
experience. Our conclusion is therefore this: the categories,
as yielding knowledge of #4ings, have no kind of application,
save only in regard to things which may be objects of possible
experience.
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§ 23

The above proposition is of the greatest importance; for it
determines the limits of the employment of the pure concepts
of understanding in regard to objects, just as the Transcen-
dental Aesthetic determined the limits of the employment of
the pure form of our sensible intuition. Space and time, as con-
ditions under which alone objects can possibly be given to us,
are 'valid no further than for objects of the senses, and there-
fore only for experience. Beyond these limits they represent
nothing; for they are only in the senses, and beyond them have
no reality. The pure concepts of understanding are free from
this limitation, and extend to objects of intuition in general,
be the intuition like or unlike ours, if only it be sensible and
not intellectual. But this extension of concepts beyond owur
sensible intuition is of no advantage to us. For as concepts of
objects they are then empty, and do not even enable us to
judge of their objects whether or not they are possible. They
are mere forms of thought, without objective reality, since
we have no intuition at hand to which the synthetic unity
of apperception, which constitutes the whole content of these
forms, could be applied, and in being so applied determine
an object. Only our sensible and empirical intuition can give
to them body and meaning.

If we suppose an object of a non-sensible intuition to be
given, we can indeed represent it through all the predicates
which are implied in the presupposition that it has none of the
characteristics proper to sensible intuition; that it is not ex-
tended or in space, that its duration is not a time, that no
change (succession of determinations in time) is to be met with
in it, etc. But there is no proper knowledge if I thus merely in-
dicate what the intuition of an object is #o¢, without being able
to say what it is that is contained in the intuition. For I have
not then shown that the object which I am thinking through
my pure concept is even so much as possible, not being in a
position to give any intuition corresponding to the concept,
and being able only to say that our intuition is notapplicable to
it. But what has chiefly to be noted is this, that to such a some-
thing [in general] not a single one of all the categories could

} [Sinn und Bedeutung.)
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be applied. We could not, for instance, apply to it the concept
of substance, meaning something which can exist as subject
and never as mere predicate. For save in so far as empirical
intuition provides the instance to which to apply it, I do not
know whether there can be anything that corresponds to such
a form of thought. But of this more hereafter.

§ 24

The Application of the Categories to Objects of the Senses
in General

The pure concepts of understanding relate, through the
mere understanding, to objects of intuition in general, whether
that intuition be our own or any other, provided only it be
sensible. The concepts are, however, for this very reason, mere
Sorms of thought,through which alone no determinate object is
known. The synthesis or combination of the manifold in them
relates only to the unity of apperception, and is thereby the
ground of the possibility of @ priors knowledge, so far as such
knowledge rests on the understanding. This synthesis, there-
fore, is at once transcendental and also purely intellectual. But
since there lies in us a certain form of @ pr7or? sensible intui-
tion, which depends on the receptivity of the faculty of repre-
sentation (sensibility),the understanding, as spontaneity, is able
to determine inner sense through the manifold of given repre-
sentations, in accordance with the synthetic unity of apper-
ception, and so to think synthetic unity of the apperception
of the manifold of a prior: sensible intuition—that being the
condition under which all objects of our human intuition must
necessarily stand. In this way the categories, in themselves
mere forms of thought, obtain objective reality, that is, ap-
plication to objects which can be given us in intuition. These
objects, however, are only appearances, for it is solely of
appearances that we can have a prior7 intuition.

This synthesis of the manifold of sensible intuition, which
is possible and necessary a priors, may be entitled figurative
synthesis (synthesis speciosa), to distinguish it from the syn-
thesis which is thought in the mere category in respect of the
manifold of an intuition in general, and which is entitled
combination through the understanding (syn¢kesis intellectua-
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lis). Both are transcendental, not merely as taking place?!
a priori, but also as conditioning the possibility of other
a priori knowledge.

But the figurative synthesis, if it be viewed merely in its
relation to the original synthetic unity of apperception, that
is, to the transcendental unity which is thought in the cate-
gories, must, in order to be distinguished from the merely
intellectual combination, be called the transcendental synthesis
of imagination. Imagination is the faculty of representing in
intuition an object that is no# z¢self present. Now since all our
intuition is sensible, the imagination, owing to the subjective
condition under which alone it can give to the concepts of
understanding a corresponding intuition, belongs to sen-
stbility. But inasmuch as its synthesis is an expression of
spontaneity, which is determinative and not, like sense, deter-
minable merely, and which is therefore able to determine
sense a prior: in respect of its form in accordance with the
unity of apperception, imagination is to that extent a faculty
which determines the sensibility @ priorz; and its synthesis of
intuitions, conforming as it does to the categories, must be
the transcendental synthesis of smagination. This synthesis is
an action? of the understanding on the sensibility; and is
its first application—and thereby the ground of all its other
applications—to the objects of our possible intuition. As
figurative, it is distinguished from the intellectual synthesis,
which is carried out by the understanding alone, without the
aid of theimagination. In so far as imagination is spontaneity,
I sometimes also entitle it the productive imagination, to dis-
tinguish it from the reproductive imagination, whose synthesis
is entirely subject to empirical laws, the laws, namely, of
association, and which therefore contributes nothing to the
explanation of the possibility of @ pr7ori knowledge. The repro-
ductive synthesis falls within the domain, not of transcendental
philosophy, but of psychology.

L * *

This is a suitable place for explaining the paradox which
must have been obvious to everyone in our exposition of the

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, stattfinden for vorgehen.)
3 [Wirkung.]
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form of inner sense (§ 6): namely, that this sense represents
to consciousness even our own selves only as we appear to
ourselves, not as we are in ourselves. For we intuit ourselves
only as we are inwardly gffected, and this would seem to be
contradictory, since we should then have to be in a passive
relation [of active affection] to ourselves. It is to avoid this
contradiction that in systems of psychology imner sense,
which we have carefully distinguished from the faculty
of apperception, is commonly regarded as being identical
with it.

What determines inner sense is the understanding and its
original power of combining the manifold of intuition, that is,
of bringing it under an apperception, upon which the possi-
bility of understanding itself rests. Now the understanding
in us men is not itself a faculty of intuitions, and cannot,
even if intuitions be given! in sensibility, take them up #nzo
itself in such manner as to combine them as the manifold of
its own intuition. Its synthesis, therefore, if the synthesis be
viewed by itself alone, is nothing but the unity of the act,
of which, as an act, it is conscious to itself, even without
[the aid of] sensibility, but through which it is yet able to
determine the sensibility. The understanding, that is to say,
in respect of the manifold which may be given to it in accord-
ance with the form of sensible intuition, is able to deter-
mine sensibility inwardly. Thus the understanding, under
the title of a transcendental synthesis of imagination, performs
this act upon the passive subject, whose faculty it is, and we
are therefore justified in saying that inner sense is affected
thereby. Apperception and its synthetic unity is, indeed, very
far from being identical with inner sense. The former, as the
source of all combination, applies to the manifold of Zntui-
tions in genmeral, and in the guise of ? the categories, prior
to all sensible intuition, to odjects in general. Inner sense,
on the other hand, contains the mere form of intuition, but
without combination of the manifold in it, and therefore so
far contains no determinate intuition, which is possible only
through the consciousness of the determination of the manifold
by the transcendental act of imagination (synthetic influence

1 [Reading, with Vaihinger, wdren for wire.)
3 [unter dem Namen. And reading, with Gorland, und unter for unter.)
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of the understanding upon inner sense), which I have entitled
figurative synthesis.

This we can always perceive in ourselves. We cannot think
a line without drewing it in thought, or a circle without
describing it. We cannot represent the three dimensions of
space save by setting three lines at right angles to one another
from the same point. Even time itself we cannot represent,
save in so far as we attend, in the drawing of a straight line
(which has to serve as the outer figurative representation of
time), merely to the act of the synthesis of the manifold where-
by we successively determine inner sense, and in so doing
attend to the succession of this determination in inner sense.
Motion, as an act of the subject (not as a determination of
an object),” and therefore the synthesis of the manifold in
space, first produces the concept of succession—if we abstract
from this manifold and attend solely to the act through which
we determine the Znmer sense according to its form. The
understanding does not, therefore, find in inner sense such
a combination of the manifold, but produces it, in that it
affects that sense.

How the ‘I’ that thinks? can be distinct from the ‘I’ that
intuits itself (for I can represent still other modes of intuition
as at least possible), and yet, as being the same subject, can be
identical with the latter; and how, therefore, I can say: “I, as
intelligence and thinking® subject, know myself as an object
that is thought,® in so far as I am likewise given to myself in
intuition, but know myself, like other phenomena, only as I
appear to myself, not as I am to the understanding’’—these
are questions that raise no greater nor less difficulty than
how I can be an object to myself at all, and, more particularly,
an object of intuition and of inner perceptions. Indeed, that

¢ Motion of an object in space does not belong to a pure science,
and consequently not to geometry. For the fact that something is
movable cannot be known a pr:074, but only through experience.
Motion, however, considered as the describing of a space, is a pure
act of the successive synthesis of the manifold in outer intuition in
general by means of the productive imagination, and belongs not
only to geometry, but even to transcendental philosophy.

1 [Reading, with Vaihinger, das Jch, das denkt for das Ich, der ich denke.)
3 [denkend.) 3 [gedachtes.)
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this is how it must be, is easily shown—if we admit that
space is merely a pure form of the appearances of outer sense
—Dby the fact that we cannot obtain for ourselves a represen-
tation of time, which is not an object of outer intuition, except
under the image of a line, which we draw, and that by this
mode of depicting it alone could we know the singleness?
of its dimensions; and similarly by the fact that for all inner
perceptions we must derive the determination of lengths of
time or of points of time from the changes which are exhibited
to us in outer things, and that the determinations of inner
sense have therefore to be arranged as appearances in time
in precisely the same manner in which we arrange those of
outer sense in space. If, then, as regards the latter, we admit
that we know objects only in so far as we are externally
affected, we must also recognise, as regards inner sense, that
by means of it we intuit ourselves only as we are inwardly
affected by ourselves; in other words, that, so far as inner
intuition is concerned, we know our own subject only as
appearance, not as it is in itself.”

§ 25 L]

On the other hand, in the transcendental synthesis of the
manifold of representations in general, and therefore in the
synthetic original unity of apperception, I am conscious of
myself, not as I appear to myself, nor as I am in myself, but
only that I am. This representation is a thought, not an intui-
tion. Now in order to Anow ourselves, there is required in
addition to the act of thought, which brings the manifold
of every possible intuition to the unity of apperception, a de-
terminate mode of intuition, whereby this manifold is given;
it therefore follows that although my existence is not indeed

¢ I do not see why so much difficulty should be found in admit-
ting that our inner sense is affected by ourselves. Such affection finds
exemplification in each and every act of a#fention. In every act of
attention the understanding determines inner sense, in accordance
with the combination which it thinks, to that inner intuition which
corresponds to the manifold in the synthesis of the understanding.
How much the mind is usually thereby affected, everyone will be
able to perceive in himself.

1 [Einkest.)
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appearance (still less mere illusion), the determination of my
existence® can take place only in conformity with the form of
inner sense, according to the special mode in which the mani-
fold, which I combine, is given in inner intuition. Accordingly
I have no gnowledge of myself as I am but merely as I appear
to myself. The consciousness of self is thus very far from being
a knowledge of the self, notwithstanding all the categories
which [are being employed to] constitute the thought of an
object in general, through combination of the manifold in one
apperception. Just as for knowledge of an object distinct from
me I require, besides the thought of an object in general
(in the category), an intuition by which I determine that
general concept, so for knowledge of myself I require, besides
the consciousness, that is, besides the thought of myself, an
intuition of the manifold in me, by which I determine this
thought. I exist as an intelligence which is conscious solely
of its power of combination; but in respect of the manifold
which it has to combine I am subjected to a limiting condition
(entitled inner sense), namely, that this combination can be
made intuitable only according to relations of time, which
lie entirely outside the concepts of understanding, strictly re-
garded. Such an intelligence, therefore, can know itself only
as it appears to itself in respect of an intuition which is not
intellectual and cannot be given by the understanding itself,
not as it would know itself if its Zntuition were intellectual.

@ The ‘I think’ expresses the act of determining my existence.
Existence is already given thereby, but the mode in which I am to
determine this existence, that is, the manifold belonging to it, is not
thereby given. In order that it be given, self-intuition is required;
and such intuition is conditioned by a given a priors form, namely,
time, which is sensible and belongs to the receptivity of the deter-
minable [in me]. Now since I do not have another self-intuition
which gives the defermining in me (I am conscious only of the
spontaneity of it) prior to the act of defermination? as time does
in the case of the determinable, I cannot determine my existence
as that of a self-active being; all that I can do is to represent to
myself the spontaneity of my thought, that is, of the determination;
and my existence is still only determinable sensibly, that is, as the
existence of an appearance. But it is owing to this spontaneity that
I entitle myself an snzelligence.

Y [vor dem Aktus des Bestimmens.]
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§ 26

Transcendental Deduction of the Universally Possible Em-
ployment in Experience of the Pure Concepts of the
Understanding

In the metaphysical deduction the a prior:i origin of the
categories has been proved through their complete agreement
with the general logical functions of thought; in the #ranscen-
dental deduction we have shown their possibility as a prior:
modes of knowledge of objects of an intuition in general
(cf. §§ 20, 21). We have now to explain the possibility of
knowing a priori, by means of categories, whatever objects
may present themselves to our senses, not indeed in respect
of the form of their intuition, but in respect of the laws of
their combination, and so, as it were, of prescribing laws to
nature,and even of making nature possible. For unless the cate-
gories discharged this function, there could be no explaining
why everything that can be presented to our senses must be
subject to laws which have their origin @ prior7 in the under-
standing alone.

First of all, I may draw attention to the fact that by sy»-
thesis of apprehension 1 understand that combination of the
manifold in an empirical intuition, whereby perception, that
is, empirical consciousness of the intuition (as appearance),
is possible.

In the representations of space and time we have a priori
JSorms of outer and inner sensible intuition; and to these the
synthesis of apprehension of the manifold of appearance must
always conform, because in no other way can the synthesis
take place at all. But space and time are represented a prior:
not merely as forms of sensible intuition, but as themselves
intuitions which contain a manifold [of their own], and there-
fore are represented with the determination of the wumity
of this manifold (vide the Transcendental Aesthetic).® Thus

¢ Space, represented as odject (as we are required to do in geo-
metry), contains more than mere form of intuition; it also contains
combination of the manifold, given according to the form of sensi-
bility, in an snfustive representation, so that the form of intuition
gives only a manifold, the formal intuition gives unity of representa-
tion. In the Aesthetic I have treated this unity as belonging merely
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unity of the synthesis of the manifold, without or within us,
and consequently also a combination to which everything that
is to be represented as determined in space or in time must
conform, is given a priori as the condition of the synthesis
of all apprehension—not indeed in, but with these intuitions.
This synthetic unity can be no other than the unity of the
combination of the manifold of a given intuition in general
in an original® consciousness, in accordance with the cate-
gories, in so far as the combination is applied to our sensible
intuition. All synthesis, therefore, even that which renders
perception possible, is subject to the categories; and since
experience is knowledge by means of connected perceptions,
the categories are conditions of the possibility of experience,
and are therefore valid @ priori for all objects of experience.

* » *

When, for instance, by apprehension? of the manifold of a
house I make the empirical intuition of it into a perception,
the necessary unity of space and of outer sensible intuition in
general lies at the basis of my apprehension, and I draw as it
were,the outline of the house in conformity with this synthetic
unity of the manifold in space. But if I abstract from the form
of space, this same synthetic unity has its seat in the under-
standing, and is the category of the synthesis of the homogene-
ous in an intuition in general, that is, the category of guant:ty.
To this category, therefore, the synthesis of apprehension, that
is to say, the perception, must completely conform.”

to sensibility, simply in order to emphasise that it precedes any con-
cept, although, as a matter of fact, it presupposes a synthesis which
does not belong to the senses but through which all concepts of
space and time first become possible. For since by its means (in that
the understanding determines the sensibility) space and time are
first gsven as intuitions, the unity of this a pr7or7 intuition belongs to
space and time, and not to the concept of the understanding (cf.
§ 24).

b In this manner it is proved that the synthesis of apprehension,
which is empirical, must necessarily be in conformity with the syn-
thesis of apperception, which is intellectual and is contained in the
category completely a priors. It is one and the same spontaneity,

! [urspriinglichen.)
3 [Changed, in 4th edition, to appercepiion.)

B 161

B 162

B 161



B 163

B 164

172 KANT'S CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

When, to take another example, I perceive the freezing of
water, I apprehend two states, fluidity and solidity, and these
as standing to one another in a relation of time. But in time,
which I place at the basis of the appearance [in so far] as
[itis] inner Zntuition, I necessarily represent to myself synthetic
unity of the manifold, without which that relation of time could
not be given in an intuition as being determined in respect of
time-sequence. Now this synthetic unity, as a condition
a prior: under which I combine the manifold of an #nfu:-
tion in general, is—if I abstract from the constant form of
my inner intuition, namely, time—the category of cause, by
means of which, when I apply it to my sensibility, I deter-
mine everything that happens in accordance with the relation
which it prescribes, and I do so in time in general. Thus my
apprehension of such an event, and therefore the event itself,
considered as a possible perception, is subject to the con-
cept of the relation of effects and causes, and so in all other
cases.

Categories are concepts which prescribe laws @ priors to
appearances, and therefore to nature, the sum of all appear-
ances (natura materialiter spectata). The question thersfore
arises, how it can be conceivable that nature should have to
proceed in accordance with categories which yet are not de-
rived from it, and do not model themselves upon its pattern;
that is, how they can determine @ prZor7 the combination of
the manifold of nature, while yet they are not derived from it.
The solution of this seeming enigma is as follows.

That the Jaws of appearances in nature must agree with the
understanding and its @ prior7 form, that is, with its faculty
of combining the manifold in general, is no more surprising
than that the appearances themselves must agree with the form
of a priori sensible intuition. For just as appearances do not
exist in themselves but only relatively to the subject in which,
so far as it has senses, they inhere, so the laws do not exist in
the appearances but only relatively to this same being, so far as
it has understanding. Things in themselves would necessarily,

which in the one case, under the title of imagination, and in the other
case, under the title of understanding, brings combination into the
manifold of intuition.
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apart from any understanding that knows them, conform to
laws of their own. But appearances are only representations of
things which are unknown as regards what they may be in
themselves. As mere representations, they are subject to no
law of connection save that which the connecting faculty pre-
scribes. Now it is imagination that connects the manifold of
sensible intuition; and imagination is dependent for the unity
of its intellectual synthesis upon the understanding, and for
the manifoldness of its apprehension upon sensibility. All
possible perception is thus dependent upon synthesis of appre-
hension, and this empirical synthesis in turn upon transcen-
dental synthesis, and therefore upon the categories. Conse-
quently, all possible perceptions, and therefore everything that
can come to empirical consciousness, that is, all appearances
of nature, must, so far as their connection is concerned, be sub- B 165
ject to the categories. Nature, considered merely as nature in
general, is dependent upon these categories as the original
ground of its necessary conformity to law (natura formaliter
spectata). Pure understanding is not, however, in a position,
through mere categories, to prescribe to appearances any
a priori laws other than those which are involved in a nature
in general, that is, in the conformity to law of all appearances
in space and time. Special laws, as concerning those appear-
ances which are empirically determined, cannot in their specific
character be derived from the categories, although they are
one and all subject to them. To obtain any knowledge what-
soever of these special laws, we must resort to experience; but
it is the @ prior: laws that alone can instruct us in regard to
experience in general, and as to what it is that can be known
as an object of experience.

§ 27

Outcome of this Deduction of the Concepts of
Understanding

We cannot think an object save through categories; we
cannot Anow an object so thought save through intuitions
corresponding to these concepts. Now all our intuitions are
sensible; and this knowledge, in so far as its object is given, is
empirical. But empirical knowledge is experience. Conse- B 166
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quently, there can be no a priori knowledge, except of objects
of possible experience.®

But although this knowledge is limited to objects of ex-
perience, it is not therefore all derived from experience. The
pure intuitions [of receptivity] and the pure concepts of under-
standing are elements in knowledge, and both are found in us
a priort. There are only two ways in which we can account for
a necessary agreement of experience with the concepts of its
objects: either experience makes these concepts possible or these
concepts make experience possible. The former supposition
does not hold in respect of the categories (nor of pure sensible
intuition); for since they are a priori concepts, and there-
fore independent of experience, the ascription to them of an
empirical origin would be a sort of generatio aequivoca. There
remains, therefore, only the second supposition—a system, as
it were, of the epigenesis of pure reason—namely, that the cate-
gories contain, on the side of the understanding, the grounds
of the possibility of all experience in general. How they make
experience possible, and what are the principles of the possi-
bility of experiénce that they supply in their application to
appearances, will be shown more fully in the following chapter
on the transcendental employment of the faculty of judgment.

A middle course may be proposed between the two above
mentioned, namely, that the categories are neither se/f-thought?
first principles @ priori of our knowledge nor derived from ex-
perience, but subjective dispositions of thought, implanted in
us from the first moment of our existence, and so ordered by
our Creator that their employment is in complete harmony
with the laws of nature in accordance with which experience

@ Lest my readers should stumble at the alarming evil con-
sequences which may over-hastily be inferred from this statement, I
may remind them that for thought the categories are not limited by
the conditions of our sensible intuition, but have an unlimited field.
It is only the Anowledge of that which we think, the determining of
the object, that requires intuition. In the absence of intuition, the
thought of the object may still have its true and useful consequences,
as regards the subject’s employment of reason. The use of reason is
not always directed tothe determination of the object, that is, to know-
ledge, but also to the determination of the subject and of its volition
—a use which cannot therefore be here dealt with.

3 [selbstgedachte.)
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proceeds—a kind of preformation-system of pure reason.
Apart, however, from the objection that on such an hypo-
thesis we can set no limit to the assumption of predetermined
dispositions to future judgments, there is this decisive objec-
tion against the suggested middle course, that the necessity
of the categories, which belongs to their very conception,
would then have to be sacrificed. The concept of cause, for
instance, which expresses the necessity of an event under a
presupposed condition, would be false if it rested only on an
arbitrary subjective necessity, implanted in us, of connecting
certain empirical representations according to the rule of
causal relation. I would not then be able to say that the effect
is connected with the cause in the object, that is to say, neces-
sarily, but only that I am so constituted that I cannot think
this representation otherwise than as thus connected. This is
exactly what the sceptic most desires. For if this be the situa-
tion, all our insight, resting on the supposed objective validity
of our judgments, is nothing but sheer illusion; nor would
there be wanting people who would refuse to admit this sub-
jective necessity, a necessity which can only be felt. Certainly
a man cannot dispute with anyone regarding that which de-
pends merely on the mode in which he is himself organised.

Brief Outline of this Deduction

The deduction is the exposition? of the pure concepts of the
understanding, and therewith of all theoretical a prior: know-
ledge, as principles of the possibility of experience—the prin-
ciples being here taken as the determination of appearances in
space and time 7z general, and this determination, in turn, as
ultimately following from the origznal synthetic unity of apper-
ception, as the form of the understanding in its relation to
space and time, the original forms of sensibility.

* * *

I consider the division by numbered paragraphs as neces-
sary up to this point, because thus far we have had to treat
of the elementary concepts. We have now to give an account
of their employment, and the exposition may therefore pro-
ceed in continuous fashion, without such numbering.

Y [Darstellung.)
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TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC

Book 11
THE ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES

GENERAL logic is constructed upon a ground plan which
exactly coincides with the division of the higher faculties of
knowledge. These are: understanding, judgment,* and reason.
In accordance with the functions and order of these mental
powers, which in current speech are comprehended under the
general title of understanding, logic in its analytic deals with
concepts, judgments, and inferences.

Since this merely formal logic abstracts from all content
of knowledge, whether pure or empirical, and deals solely with
the form of thought in general (that is, of discursive know-
ledge), it can comprehend the canon of reason in its analytic
portion. For the form of reason possesses its established rules,
which can be discovered a priori, simply by analysing the
actions of reason into their components,? without our requir-
ing to take account of the special nature of the knowledge
involved.

As transcendental logic is limited to a certain determinate
content, namely, to the content of those modes of knowledge
which are pure and & priori, it cannot follow general logic in
this division. For the transcendental employment of reason is
not, it would seem, objectively valid, and consequently does
not belong to the Jogic of truth, i.e. to the Analytic. As a
logic of tllusion, it calls for separate location in the scholastic
edifice, under the title of Transcendental Dialectic.

! [Here, and throughout the subsequent sections, judgment, when thus used
in the singular, is to be understood as a translation of the term Urteilskraft, and
so as signifying ‘faculty of judgment’.]

3 [in thre Momente.).

176



ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES 177

Understanding and judgment find, therefore, in tran-
scendental logic their canon of objectively valid and correct
employment; they belong to its analytic portion. Reason, on
the other hand, in its endeavours to determine something «
priori in regard to objects and so to extend knowledge beyond
the limits of possible experience, is altogether dialectical. Its
illusory assertions cannot find place in a canon such as the
analytic is intended to contain.

The Analytic of Principles will therefore be a canon solely
for judgment, instructing it how to apply to appearances the
concepts of understanding, which contain the condition for
a priori rules. For this reason, while adopting as my theme
the principles of the understanding, strictly so called, I shall
employ the title doctrine of judgment, as more accurately in-
dicating the nature of our task.

INTRODUCTION
TRANSCENDENTAL JUDGMENT IN GENERAL

Ifeunderstanding in general is to be viewed as the faculty of
rules, judgment will be the faculty of subsuming under rules;
that is, of distinguishing whether something does or does not
stand under a given rule (casus datae legis). General logic con-
tains, and can contain, no rules for judgment. For since general
logic abstracts from all content of knowledge, the sole task that
remains to it is to give an analytical exposition of the form of
knowledge [as expressed] in concepts, in judgments, and in
inferences, and so to obtain formal rules for all employment of
understanding. If it sought to give general instructions how we
are to subsume under these rules, that is, to distinguish whether
something does or does not come under them, that could only
be by means of another rule. This in turn, for the very reason
that it is a rule, again demands guidance from judgment.
And thus it appears that, though understanding is capable of
being instructed, and of being equipped with rules, judgment
is a peculiar talent which can be practised only, and cannot
be taught. It is the specific quality of so-called mother-wit;
and its lack no school can make good. For although an
abundance of rules borrowed from the insight of others may

N
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indeed be proffered to, and as it were grafted upon, a limited
understanding, the power of rightly employing them must
belong to the learner himself; and in the absence of such a
natural gift no rule that may be prescribed to him for this pur-

} pose can ensure against misuse.® A physician, a judge, or a

ruler may have at command many excellent pathological,
legal, or political rules, even to the degree that he may become
a profound teacher of them, and yet, none the less, may easily
stumble in their application. For, although admirable in
understanding, he may be wanting in natural power of judg-
ment. He may comprehend the universal /% abstracto, and yet
not be able to distinguish whether a case 7% concreto comes
under it. Or the error may be due to his not having received,
through examples and actual practice, adequate training for
this particular act of judgment. Such sharpening of the judg-
ment is indeed the one great benefit of examples. Correctness
and precision of intellectual insight, on the other hand, they
more usually somewhat impair. For only very seldom do they
adequately fulfil the requirements of the rule (as casus in ter-
minis). Besides, they often weaken that effort which is re-
quired of the understanding to comprehend properly the rules
in their universality, in independence of the particular circum-
stances of experience, and so accustom us to use rules rather
as formulas than as principles. Examples are thus the go-cart
of judgment; and those who are lacking in the natural talent
can never dispense with them.

But although gencral logic can supply no rules for judg-
ment, the situation is entirely different in transcendental logic.
The latter would seem to have as its peculiar task the advising
and securing of judgment, by means of determinate rules, in
the use of the pure inderstanding. For as a doctrine, that is,

¢ Deficiency in judgment is just what is ordinarily called stupid-
ity, and for such a failing there is no remedy. An obtuse or narrow-
minded person to whom nothing is wanting save a proper degree of
understanding and the concepts appropriate thereto, may indeed be
trained through study, even to the extent of becoming learned. But
as such people are commonly still lacking in judgment (secunda
Petri), it is not unusual to meet learned men who in the application
of their scientific knowledge betray that original want, which can
never be made good.
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as an attempt to enlarge the sphere of the understanding in
the field of pure a prio77 knowledge, philosophy is by no means
necessary, and is indeed ill-suited for any such purpose, since
in all attempts hitherto made, little or no ground has been won.
On the other hand, if what is designed be a critique to guard
against errors of judgment (lapsus judicii) in the employment
of the few pure concepts of understanding that we possess,
the task, merely negative as its advantages must then be, is
one to which philosophy is called upon to devote all its re-
sources of acuteness and penetration.

Transcendental philosophy has the peculiarity that besides
the rule (or rather the universal condition of rules), which is
given in the pure concept of understanding, it can also specify
a@ priori the instance to which the rule?! is to be applied. The
advantage which in this respect it possesses over all other
didactical sciences, with the exception of mathematics, is due
to the fact that it deals with concepts which have to relate to
objects a prior7, and the objective validity of which cannot
therefore be demonstrated a posteriori, since that would mean
the complete ignoring? of their peculiar dignity. It must
formmlate by means of universal but sufficient marks the con-
ditions under which objects can be given in harmony with
these concepts. Otherwise the concepts would be void of all
content, and therefore mere logical forms, not pure concepts
of the understanding.

This transcendental doctrine of judgment will consist of
two chapters. The first will treat of the sensible condition under
which alone pure concepts of understanding can be employed,
that is, of the schematism of pure understanding.The second
will deal with the synthetic judgments which under these con-
ditions follow a priorZ from pure concepts of understanding,
and which lie @ prior7 at the foundation of all other modes of
knowledge—that is, with the principles of pure understanding.

! [Reading, with Erdmann, so// for sollen.]
? [Reading, with Vaihinger, unberiicksichtigt for unberiihrt.)
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(OR ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES)

CHAPTER I

THE SCHEMATISM OF THE PURE CONCEPTS OF
UNDERSTANDING

IN all subsumptions of an object under a concept the repre-
sentation of the object must be komogeneous with the concept;
in other words, the concept must contain something which is
represented in the object that is to be subsumed under it.
This, in fact, is what is meant by the expression, ‘an object is
contained under a concept’. Thus the empirical concept of a
plate is homogeneous with the pure geometrical concept of a
circle. The roundness which is thought in the latter can be
intuited in the former.1
But pure concepts of understanding being quite hetero-
geneous from empirical intuitions, and indeed from all
sensible intuitions, can never be met with in any intuition.
For no one will say that a category, such as that of causality,
A 138/ can beintuited through sense and is itself contained in appear-
ance. How, then, is the subsumption of intuitions under pure
concepts, the application of a category to appearances, pos-
sible? A transcendental doctrine of judgment is necessary just
because of this natural and important question. We must be
able to show how pure concepts can be applicable to appear-
ances. In none of the other sciences is this necessary. For since
in these sciences the concepts through which the object is
thought in [its§ general [aspects] are not so utterly distinct
and heterogeneous from those which represent it 7z concreto,

! [Reading, with Vaihinger, in dem letsteren . . . im ersteren for in dem
ersteren . . . im letsteren.)
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as given, no special discussion of the applicability of the?
former to the latter is required.

Obviously there must be some third thing, which is homo-
geneous on the one hand with the category, and on the other
hand with the appearance, and which thus makes the appli-
cation of the former to the latter possible. This mediating
representation must be pure, that is, void of all empirical
content, and yet at the same time, while it must in one
respect be sntellectual, it must in another be sensible. Such a
representation is the transcendental schema.

The concept of understanding contains pure synthetic
unity of the manifold in general. Time, as the formal con-
dition of the manifold of inner sense, and therefore of the
connection of all representations, contains an @ p»Zo77 manifold
in pure intuition. Now a transcendental determination of
time is so far homogeneous with the category, which con-
stitutes its unity, in that it is universal and rests upon an
a priori rule. But, on the other hand, it is so far homogeneous
with appearance, in that time is contained in every empirical
representation of the manifold. Thus an application of the
category to appearances becomes possible by means of the
transcendental determination of time, which, as the schema
of the concepts of understanding, mediates the subsumption
of the appearances under the category.

After what has been proved in the deduction of the cate-
gories, no one, I trust, will remain undecided in regard to
the question whether these pure concepts of understanding
are of merely empirical or also of transcendental employ-
ment; that is, whether as conditions of a possible experience
they relate @ priori solely to appearances, or whether, as
conditions of the possibility of things in general, they can be
extended to objects in themselves, without any restriction
to our sensibility. For we have seen that concepts are alto-
gether impossible,? and can have no meaning, if no object
is given for them, or at least for the elements of which they
are composed. They cannot, therefore, be viewed as appli-
cable to things in themselves, independent of all question
as to whether and how these may be given to us. We

! [Reading, with Vorlinder, der for des.)
3 [Altered by Kant (Nacktrage lviii) to: “are for us without meaning.”]
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have also proved that the only manner in which objects
can be given to us is by modification of our sensibility; and
finally, that pure @ priori concepts, in addition to the function
of understanding expressed in the category, must contain
a priori certain formal conditions of sensibility, namely, those °
of inner sense. These conditions of sensibility constitute the
universal condition under which alone the category can be
applied to any object. This formal and pure condition of
sensibility to which the employment of the concept of under-
standing is restricted, we shall entitle the sciema of the
concept. The procedure of understanding in these schemata
we shall entitle the schematism of pure understanding.

The schema is in itself always a product of imagination.
Since, however, the synthesis of imagination aims at no
special intuition, but only at unity in the determination of
sensibility, the schema has to be distinguished from the image.
If five points be set alongside one another, thus, ... .. , I
have an image of the number five. But if, on the other hand,
I think only a number in general, whether it be five or a
hundred, this thought is rather the representation of a method
whereby a multiplicity, for instance a thousand, may be re-
presented in an image in conformity with a certain concept,
than the image itself. For with such a number as a thousand
the image can hardly be surveyed and compared with the
concept. This representation of a universal procedure of
imagination in providing an image for a concept, I entitle the
schema of this concept.

Indeed it is schemata, not images of objects, which underlie
our pure sensible concepts. No image could ever be adequate
to the concept of a triangle in general. It would never attain
that universality of the concept which renders it valid of all
triangles, whether right-angled, obtuse-angled, or acute-
angled; it would always be limited to a part only of this
sphere. The schema of the triangle can exist nowhere but in
thought. It is a rule of synthesis of the imagination, in respect
to pure figures in space. Still less is an object of experience or
its image ever adequate to the empirical concept; for this latter
always stands in immediate relation to the schema of imagina-
tion, as a rule for the determination of our intuition, in accord-
ance with some specific universal concept. The concept ‘dog’
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signifies a rule according to which my imagination can
delineate the figure of a four-footed animal in a general
manner, without limitation to any single determinate figure
such as experience, or any possible image that I can repre-
sent ¢z concreto, actually presents. This schematism of our
understanding, in its application to appearances and their
mere form, is an art concealed in the depths of the human
soul, whose real modes of activity nature is hardly likely ever
to allow us to discover, and to have open to our gaze. This
much only we can assert: the Zmage is a product of the
empirical faculty of reproductive! imagination; the sckema of
sensible concepts, such as of figures in space, is a product and,
as it were, a monogram, of pure a priorZ imagination, through
which, and in accordance with which, images themselves first
become possible. These images can be connected with the
concept only by means of the schema to which they belong.?
In themselves they are never completely at one with the con-
cept. On the other hand, the schema of a pure concept of
understanding can never be reduced to any image whatso-
ever. It is simply the pure synthesis, determined by a rule of
that uhity, in accordance with concepts, to which the category
gives expression. It is a transcendental product of imagina-
tion, a product which concerns the determination of inner
sense in general according to conditions of its form (time), in
respect of all representations, so far as these representations
are to be connected a prZo77 in one concept in conformity with
the unity of apperception.

That we may not be further delayed by a dry and tedious
analysis of the conditions demanded by transcendental
schemata of the pure concepts of understanding in general,
we shall now expound them according to the order of the
categories and in connection with them.

The pure image of all magnitudes (guantorum) for® outer
sense is space; that of all objects of the senses in general is
time. But the pure sckema of magnitude (quantitatis), as a
concept of the understanding, is nwmber, a representation
which comprises the successive addition of homogeneous

! [Reading, with Vaihinger, reproduktiven for produktiven.)
® [welches sie bezeichnen.]
3 [Reading, with Grillo, f4r den for vor dem.)
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units. Number is therefore simply the unity of the synthesis
of the manifold of a homogeneous intuition in general, a unity
due to my generating time itself in the apprehension of the
intuition.

Reality, in the pure concept of understanding, is that
which corresponds to a sensation in general; it is that, there-
fore, the concept of which in itself points to being (in time).
Negation is that the concept of which represents not-being
(in time). The opposition of these two thus rests upon the
distinction of one and the same time as filled and as empty.
Since time is merely the form of intuition, and so of objects
as appearances, that in the objects which corresponds to
sensation is not! the transcendental matter of all objects as
things in themselves (thinghood,? reality). Now every sensa-
tion has a degree or magnitude whereby, in respect of its
representation of an object otherwise remaining the same,
it can fill out one and the same time, that is, occupy inner
sense more or less completely, down to its cessation in
nothingness (=0=ne¢gatio). There therefore exists a relation
and connection between reality and negation, or rather a
transition from the one to the other, which makes every teality
representable as a quantum. The schema of a reality, as the
quantity of something in so far as it fills time, is just this con-
tinuous and uniform production of that reality in time as we
successively descend from a sensation which has a certain
degree to its vanishing point, or progressively ascend from
its negation to some magnitude of it.

The schema of substance is permanence of the real in time,
that is, the representation of the real as a substrate of empirical
determination of time in general, and so as abiding while all
else changes. (The existence of what is transitory ® passes away
in time but not time itself. To time, itself non-transitory* and
abiding, there corresponds in the [field of] appearance what
is non-transitory in its existence, that is, substance. Only in
[relation to] substance can the succession and coexistence of
appearances be determined in time.)

! [Reading, with Wille, #icA? die for die. This seems, on the whole, preferable
to taking, with Erdmann, the second part of the sentence as: “that in the objects
[as things in themselves] which corresponds to sensation is the transcendental

matter . . ."”
¥ [Sachhest.) 3 |des Wandelbaren.] ¢ [unwandelbar.]
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The schema of cause,! and of the causality? of a thing in
general, is the real upon which, whenever posited, something
else always follows. It consists, therefore, in the succession
of the manifold, in so far as that succession is subject to a
rule.

The schema of community or reciprocity, the reciprocal
causality of substances in respect of their accidents, is the co-
existence, according to a universal rule, of the determinations
of the one substance with those of the other.

The schema of possibility is the agreement of the synthesis
of different representations with the conditions of time in
general. Opposites, for instance, cannot exist in the same thing
at the same time, but only the one after the other. The schema
is therefore the determination of the representation of a thing
at any time whatsoever.

The schema of actuality is existence in some determinate
time.

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

We thus find that the schema of each category contains and
makes capable of representation only a determination of time.3
The schema of magnitude is the generation (synthesis) of
time itself in the successive apprehension of an object. The
schema of quality is the synthesis of sensation or perception
with the representation of time; it is the filling of time. The
schema of relation is the connecting of perceptions with one
another at all times according to a rule of time-determination.
Finally the schema of modality and of its categories is time
itself as the correlate of the determination whether and how
an object belongs to time. The schemata are thus nothing
but @ priors determinations of time in accordance with rules.
These rules relate in the order of the categories to the zime-
sertes, the time-content, the time-order, and lastly to the scope
of time* in respect of all possible objects.

It is evident, therefore, that what the schematism of under-
standing effects by means of the transcendental synthesis of

Y [Ursache.) ? [Kausalitir.)

3 [Reading, with Adickes, einer jeden Kategorie nur esne Zeitbestimmung,
als for einer jeden Kategorie, als]

& (Zeitinbegrif ]
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imagination is simply the unity of all the manifold of intuition
ininner sense, and so indirectly the unity of apperception which
as a function corresponds to the receptivity of inner sense.
The schemata of the pure concepts of understanding are thus
the true and sole conditions under which these concepts ob-
tain relation to objects and so possess significance. In the end,
therefore, the categorics have no other possible employment
than the empirical. As the grounds of an a pr7ori necessary
unity that has its source in the necessary combination of all
consciousness in one original apperception, they serve only to
subordinate appearances to universal rules of synthesis, and
thus to fit them for thoroughgoing connection in one ex-
perience.

All our knowledge falls within the bounds of possible ex-
perience, and just in this universal relation to possible experi-
ence consists that transcendental truth which precedes all
empirical truth and makes it possible.

But it is also evident that although the schemata of sensi-
bility first realise the categories, they at the same time restrict
them, that is, limit them to conditions which lie outside the
understanding, and are due to sensibility. The schema, while in
agreement with the category, is properly only the phenomenon
orsensible concept of an object. (Numerus es¢ guantitas p haeno-
wmenon, sensatio realitas phaenomenon, constans et perdurabile
rerum substantia phaenomenon, aeternitas mecessitas phaeno-
menon,! etc.) If we omit a restricting condition, we would seem
to extend the scope of the concept that was previously limited.
Arguing from this assumed fact, we conclude that the cate-
gories in their pure significance, apart from all conditions of
sensibility, ought to apply to things in general, as they are,
and not, like the schemata, represent them only as they appear.
They ought, we conclude, to possess a meaning independent
of all schemata, and of much wider application. Now there
certainly does remain in the pure concepts of understanding,
even after elimination of every sensible condition, a meaning;
but it is purely logical, signifying only the bare unity of the
representations. The pure concepts can find no object, and so

[t In the text the words e perdurabile yerum are in italics, and there are

commas after aeternitas and necessitas. I also read, with Erdmann, pkaenomenon
for phaenomena.)
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can acquire no meaning which might yield a concept? of some
object. Substance, for instance, when the sensible determina-
tion of permanence is omitted, would mean simply a something
which can be thought only as subject, never as a predicate of
something else. Such a representation I can put to no use, for
it tells me nothing as to the nature of that which is thus to
be viewed as a primary subject. The categories, therefore,
without schemata, are merely functions of the understanding
for concepts; and represent no object. This [objective] mean-
ing they acquire from sensibility, which realises the under-
standing in the very process of restricting it.

1 [Altered by Kant (Nachtrige Ixi) to: eine Erkenntnis.]
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TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF JUDGMENT

(OR ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES)

CHAPTER [I
SYSTEM OF ALL PRINCIPLES OF PURE UNDERSTANDING

IN the preceding chapter we have considered transcendental
judgment with reference merely to the universal conditions
under which it is alone justified in employing pure concepts
of understanding for synthetic judgments. Our task now is
to exhibit, in systematic connection, the judgments which
understanding, under this critical provision, actually achieves
a priori. There can be no question that in this enquiry our
table of categories is the natural and the safe guide. For since
it is through the relation of the categories to possible experi-
ence that all pure a prior7 knowledge of understanding has
to be constituted, their relation to sensibility in general will
exhibit completely and systematically all the transcendental
principles of the use of the understanding.

Principles @ priori are so named not merely because they
contain in themselves the grounds of other judgments, but also
because they are not themselves grounded in higher and more
universal modes of knowledge. But this characteristic does not
remove them beyond the sphere of proof. This proof cannot,
indeed, be carried out in any objective fashion, since such
principles [do not rest on objective considerations but] lie at
the foundation of all znowledge of objects.? This does not,
however, prevent our attempting a proof, from the subjective
sources of the possibility of knowledge of an object in general.
Such proof is,indeed, indispensable, if the propositions are not
to incur the suspicion of being merely surreptitious assertions.

! [This sentence has been variously emended. In the main, I follow Wille.]
188
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Secondly, we shall limit ourselves merely to those prin-
ciples which stand in relation to the categories. The principles
of the Transcendental Aesthetic, according to which space and
time are the conditions of the possibility of all things as ap-
pearances, and likewise the restriction of these principles,
namely, that they cannot be applied to things in themselves,
are matters which do not come within the range of our present
enquiry. For similar reasons mathematical principles form
no part of this system. They are derived solely from intuition,
not from the pure concept of understanding. Nevertheless,
since they too are synthetic @ pr7ori judgments, their possi-
bility must receive recognition in this chapter. For though
their correctness and apodeictic certainty do not indeed re-
quire to be established, their possibility, as cases of evident
a priori knowledge, has to be rendered conceivable, and to be
deduced.

We shall also have to treat of the principle of analytic
judgments, in so far as it stands in contrast with that?! of syn-
thetic judgments with which alone strictly we have to deal.
For by thus contrasting them we free the theory of synthetic
judgments from all misunderstanding, and have them in their
own peculiar nature clearly before us.

THE SYSTEM OF THE PRINCIPLES OF PURE
UNDERSTANDING

Section 1
THE HIGHEST PRINCIPLE OF ALL ANALYTIC JUDGMENTS

The universal, though merely negative, condition of all our
judgments in general, whatever be the content of our know-
ledge, and however it may relate to the object, is that they be
not self-contradictory; for if self-contradictory, these judgments
are in themselves, even without reference to the object, null and
void. Butevenif our judgment contains no contradiction, it may
connect concepts in a manner not borne out by the object, or
else in a manner for which no ground is given, either a priori
or a posteriori, sufficient to justify such judgment, and so may

1 [Reading, with Mellin, m:t dem der for mit der.]
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still, in spite of being free from all inner contradiction, be
either false or groundless.

The proposition that no predicate contradictory of a thing
can belong to it, is entitled the principle of contradiction, and
is a universal, though merely negative, criterion of all truth.
For this reason it belongs only to logic. It holds of knowledge,
merely as knowledge in general, irrespective of content; and
asserts that the contradiction completely cancels and in-
validates it.

But it also allows of a positive employmeént, not merely,
that is, to dispel falsehood and error (so far as they rest on
contradiction), but also for the knowing of truth. For, #f
the judgment is analytic, whether negative or affirmative, its
truth can always be adequately known in accordance with the
principle of contradiction. The reverse ! of that which as con-
cept is contained and is thought in the knowledge of the object,
is always rightly denied. But since the opposite of the concept
would contradict the object, the concept itself must neces-
sarily be affirmed of it.

The principle of contradiction must therefore be recognised
as being the universal and completely sufficient principle of
all analytic knowledge; but beyond the sphere of analytic
knowledge it has, as a sufficient criterion of truth, no authority
and no field of application. The fact that no knowledge can
be contrary to it without self-nullification, makes this prin-
ciple a conditio sine qua non, but not a determining ground,
of the truth of our [non-analytic] knowledge. Now in our
critical enquiry it is only with the synthetic portion of our
knowledge that we are concerned; and in regard to the truth
of this kind of knowledge we can never look to the above
principle for any positive information, though, of course, since
it is inviolable, we must always be careful to conform to it.

Although this famous principle is thus without content and
merely formal, it has sometimes been carelessly formulated in
a manner which involves the quite unnecessary admixture of
a synthetic element. The formula runs: It is impossible that
something should at one and the same time both be and not be.
Apart from the fact that the apodeictic certainty, expressed
through the word ‘impossible’, is superfluously added—since

1 [Widerspiel.)
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it is evident of itself from the [very nature of the] proposition
—the proposition is modified by the condition of time. It then,
as it were, asserts: A thing =4, which is something= 25, can-
not at the same time be not-B, but may very well in succession
be both B and not-B. For instance, a man who is young cannot
at the same time be old, but may very well at one time be young
and at another time not-young, that is, old. The principle of
contradiction, however, as a merely logical principle, must not
in any way limit its assertions to time-relations. The above
formula is therefore completely contrary to the intention of the
principle. The misunderstanding results from our first of all
separating a predicate of a thing from the concept of that
thing, and afterwards connecting this predicate with its op-
posite—a procedure which never occasions a contradiction with
the subject but only with the predicate which has been syn-
thetically connected with that subject, and even then only
when both predicates are affirmed at one and the same time.
If I say that a man who is unlearned is not learned, the con-
dition, at one and the same time, must be added; for he who
is at one time unlearned can very well at another be learned.
But ¥ I say, no unlearned man is learned, the proposition is
analytic, since the property, unlearnedness, now goes to make
up the concept of the subject, and the truth of the negative
judgment then becomes evident as an immediate consequence
of the principle of contradiction, without requiring the supple-
mentary condition, at one and the same time. This, then, is
the reason why I have altered its formulation, namely, in order
that the nature of an analytic proposition be clearly expressed
through it.

THE SYSTEM OF THE PRINCIPLES OF PURE
UNDERSTANDING
Section 2
THE HIGHEST PRINCIPLE OF ALL SYNTHETIC JUDGMENTS

The explanation of the possibility of synthetic judgments
is a problem with which general logic has nothing to do. It
need not even so much as know the problem by name. But in
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transcendental logic it is the most important of all questions;
and indeed, if in treating of the possibility of synthetic a prior:
judgments we also take account of the conditions and scope of
their validity, it is the only question with which it is concerned.
For upon completion of this enquiry, transcendental logic is
in a position completely to fulfil its ultimate purpose, that of
determining the scope and limits of pure understanding.

In the analytic judgment we keep to the given concept,
and seek to extract something from it. If it is to be affirmative,
I ascribe to it only what is already thought in it. If it is to be
negative, I exclude from it only its opposite. But in synthetic
judgments I have to advance beyond the given concept,
viewing as in relation with the concept something altogether
different from what was thought in it. This relation is con-
sequently never a relation either of identity or of contradiction;
and from the judgment, taken in and by itself, the truth or
falsity of the relation can never be discovered.

Granted, then, that we must advance beyond a given
concept in order to compare it synthetically with another, a
third something?! is necessary, as that wherein alone the syn-
thesis of two concepts can be achieved. What, now, s this
third something that is to be the medium of all synthetic
judgments? There is only one? whole? in which all our re-
presentations are contained, namely, inner sense and its
a priori form, time. The synthesis of representations rests on
imagination; and their synthetic unity, which is required for
judgment, on the unity of apperception. In these, therefore,
[in inner sense, imagination, and apperception], we must
look for the possibility of synthetic judgments; and since all
three contain the sources of @ priori representations, they
must also account for the possibility of pure synthetic judg-
ments. For these reasons they are, indeed, indispensably
necessary for any knowledge of objects, which rests entirely
on the synthesis of representations.

If knowledge is to have objective reality, that is, to re-
late to an object, and is to acquire meaning and significance
in respect to it, the object must be capable of being in some

1 [ein Drittes.]
? [Reading, with Mellin, Zs g1bt nur einen for Es ist nur ein.)
3 [Inbegriff.)
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manner given. Otherwise the concepts are empty; through
them we have indeed thought, but in this thinking we have
really known nothing; we have merely played with repre-
sentations. That an object be given (if this expression be
taken, not as referring to some merely mediate process, but as
signifying immediate presentation in intuition), means simply
that the representation through which the object is thought
relates to actual or possible experience. Even space and time,
however free! their concepts are from everything empirical,
and however certain it is that they are represented in the mind
completely a priori, would yet be without objective validity,
senscless and meaningless, if their necessary application to
the objects of experience were not established. Their repre-
sentation is a mere schema which always stands in relation
to the reproductive imagination that calls up and assembles
the objects of experience. Apart from these objects of ex-
perience, they would be devoid of meaning. And so it is with
concepts of every kind.

The possibility of experience is, then, what gives objective
reality to all our a prior: modes of knowledge. Experience,
howewer, rests on the synthetic unity of appearances, that is,
on a synthesis according to concepts of an? object of appear-
ances in general. Apart from such synthesis it would not be
knowledge, but a rhapsody of perceptions that would not fit
into any context according to rules of a completely intercon-
nected (possible) consciousness, and so would not conform to
the transcendental and necessary unity of apperception. Ex-
perience depends, therefore, upon a priors principles of its

B 195

A 156

B 196

form, that is, upon universal rules of unity in the synthesis of A 157

appearances. Their objective reality, as necessary conditions
of experience, and indeed of its very possibility, can always
be shown in experience. Apart from this relation synthetic
a priori principles are completely impossible. For they have
then no third something, that is, no® object, in which the
synthetic unity can exhibit the objective reality of its concepts.*
Although we know a pr7or¢ in synthetic judgments a great
deal regarding space in general and the figures which produc-
1 [rein.] ? [Reading, with Vaihinger, von esnem for vom.)
3 [Reading, with Grillo, 4cinen for reinen.)
¢ [Reading, with Vaihinger, Einkest die objektive Realitit ihrer Begriffe for
Einheit ihrer Begriffe objektive Realitar.]
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tive imagination describes in it, and can obtain such judg-
ments without actually requiring any experience, yet even this
knowledge would be nothing but a playing with a mere fig-
ment of the brain, were it not that space has to be regarded as
a condition of the appearances which constitute the material
for outer experience. Those pure synthetic judgments there-
fore relate, though only mediately, to possible experience, or
rather to the possibility of experience; and upon that alone is
founded the objective validity of their synthesis.

Accordingly, since experience, as empirical synthesis, is,
in so far as such experience is possible, the one species of
knowledge which is capable of imparting reality to any non-
empirical synthesis,! this latter [type of synthesis], as know-
ledge a priori, can possess truth, that is, agreement with the
object, only in so far as it contains nothing save what is
necessary to synthetic unity of experience in general.

The highest principle of all synthetic judgments is there-
fore this: every object stands under the necessary conditions of
synthetic unity of the manifold of intuition in a possible ex-
perience.

Synthetic a priori judgments are thus possible when we re-
late the formal conditions of & pr7or? intuition, the synthesis of
imagination and the necessary unity of this synthesis in a tran-
scendental apperception, to a possible empirical knowledge in
general. We then assert that the conditions of the possibility
of experience in general are likewise conditions of the possi-
bility of the objects of experience, and that for this reason they
have objective validity in a synthetic @ prZo77 judgment.

THE SYSTEM OF THE PRINCIPLES OF PURE
UNDERSTANDING

Section 3

SYSTEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF ALL THE SYNTHETIC
PRINCIPLES OF PURE UNDERSTANDING

That there should be principles at all is entirely due to the
pure understanding. Not only is it the faculty of rules in re-
1 [aller anderen Synthesis.)
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spect of that which happens, but is itself the source of principles
according to which? everything that can be presented to us as
an object must conform to rules. For without such rules ap-
pearances would never yield knowledge of an object corre-
sponding to them. Even natural laws, viewed as principles of
the empirical employment of understanding, carry with them
an expression of necessity, and so contain at least the sugges-
tion of a determination from grounds which are valid a prior:
and antecedently to all experience. The laws of nature, in-
deed, one and all, without exception, stand under higher prin-
ciples of understanding. They simply apply the latter to special
cases [in the field] of appearance. These principles alone supply
the concept which contains the condition, and as it were the
exponents, of a rule in general. What experience gives is the
instance which stands under the rule.

There can be no real danger of our regarding merely em-
pirical principles as principles of pure understanding, or con-
versely. For the necessity according to concepts which distin-
guishes the principles of pure understanding, and the lack
of which is evident in every empirical proposition, however
general its application, suffices to make this confusion easily
preventable. But there are pure a priors principles that we
may not properly ascribe to the pure understanding, which is
the faculty of concepts. For though they are mediated by the
understanding, they are not derived from pure concepts but
from pure intuitions. We find such principles in mathematics.
The question, however, of their application to experience, that
is, of their objective validity, nay, even the deduction of the
possibility of such synthetic a prior7 knowledge, must always
carry us back to the pure understanding.

While, therefore, I leave aside the principles of mathe-
matics, I shall none the less include those [more fundamental]
principles upon which the possibility and a prior: objective
validity of mathematics are grounded. These latter must be
regarded as the foundation? of all mathematical principles.
They proceed from concepts to intuition, not from intuition to
concepts.

In the application of pure concepts of understanding to

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, welchen for welchem.)
3 [ Principium.)
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possible experience, the employment of their synthesisis either
mathematical or dynamical; for it is concerned partly with the
mere intuition of an appearance in general, partly with its
existence. The a priori conditions of intuition are absolutely
necessary conditions of any possible experience; those of the
existence of the objects of a possible empirical intuition are in
themselves only accidental. The principles of mathematical
employment will therefore be unconditionally necessary, that
is, apodeictic. Those of dynamical employment will also in-
deed possess the character of @ priori necessity, but only under
the condition of empirical thought in some experience, there-
fore only mediately and indirectly. Notwithstanding their un-
doubted certainty throughout experience, they will not con-
tain that immediate evidence which is peculiar to the former.
But of this we shall be better able to judge at the conclusion of
this system of principles.

The table of categories is quite naturally our guide in the
construction of the table of principles. For the latter are simply
rules for the objective employment of the former. All principles
of pure understanding are therefore—

1

Axioms
of intuition.

2 3
Anticipations Analogies
of perception. of experience.

4
Postulates

of empirical thought in general.

These titles I have intentionally chosen in order to give
prominence to differences in the evidence and in the applica-
tion of the principles. It will soon become clear that the
principles involved in the a prior; determination of appear-
ances according to the categories of quantity and of quality
(only the formal aspect of quantity and quality being con-
sidered) allow of intuitive certainty, alike as regards their
evidential force? and as regards their a prior: application to

 [der Gebrauch ihrer Synthesis.] ? [Evidens.)
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appearances. They are thereby distinguished from those of
the other two groups, which are capable only of a merely
discursive certainty. This distinction holds even while we
recognise that the certainty is in both cases complete. I shall
therefore entitle the former principles mathematical, and
the latter dynamical.® But it should be noted that we are as
little concerned in the one case with the principles of mathe-
matics as in the other with the principles of general physical
dynamics. We treat only of the principles of pure understand-
ing in their relation to inner sense (all differences among the
given representations being ignored). It is through these
principles of pure understanding that the special principles of
mathematics and of dynamics become possible. I have named
them, therefore, on account rather of their application than
of their content. I now proceed to discuss them in the order
in which they are given in the above table.

1
AXIOMS OF INTUITION *
Their principle is: All intuitions are extensive magnitudes.
Proof?

Appearances, in their formal aspect,? contain an intuition
in space and time, which conditions them, one and all, @

* [In Al
The Axioms of Intuition.

Principle of the pure understanding: All appearances
are, in their intuition, extensive magnitudes.

@ [Note added in B.] All combination (conjunctio) is either com-
position (compositio) or connection (nexus). The former is the syn-
thesis of the manifold where its constituents do not necessarily be-
long to one another. For example, the two triangles into which a
square is divided by its diagonal do not necessarily belong to one
another. Such also is the synthesis of the somogeneous in everything
which can be mathematically treated. This synthesis can itself be
divided into that of aggregation and that of coalition, the former

1 [This heading and the first paragraph added in B.]
* [der Form nach.)
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priori. They cannot be apprehended, that is, taken up into
empirical consciousness, save through that synthesis of the
manifold whereby the representations of a determinate space
or time are generated, that is, through combination of the
homogeneous manifold and consciousness of its synthetic
unity. Consciousness of the synthetic unity? of the manifold
[and] homogeneous in intuition in general, in so far as the
representation of an object first becomes possible by means
of it, is, however, the concept of a magnitude (guantum).
Thus even the perception of an object, as appearance, is only
possible through the same synthetic unity of the manifold of
the given sensible intuition as that whereby the unity of the
combination of the manifold [and] homogeneous is thought
in the concept of a magnitude. In other words, appearances
are all without exception magnitudes, indeed extensive mag-
nitudes. As intuitions in space or time, they must be repre-
sented through the same synthesis whereby space and time
in general are determined.

I entitle a magnitude extensive when the representation
of the parts makes possible, and therefore necessarily precedes,
the representation of the whole. I cannot represent to myself
a line, however small, without drawing it in thought, that
is, generating from a point all its parts one after another.
Only in this way can the intuition be obtained. Similarly
with all times, however small. In these I think to myself
only that successive advance from one moment to another,
whereby through the parts of time and their addition a de-
terminate time-magnitude is generated. As the [element of]

applying to extemsive and the latter to zmlensive quantities. The
second mode of combination (nzexus) is the synthesis of the manifold
so far as its constituents necessarily belong to one another, as, for
example, the accident to some substance, or the effect to the cause.
It is therefore synthesis of that which, though /eterogeneous, is yet
represented as combined a prsors. This combination, as not being
arbitrary and as concerning the connection of the exssfence of the
manifold, I entitle dynamical. Such connection can itself, in turn,
be divided into the pAysical connection of the appearances with one
another, and their mefapiysical connection in the @ priors faculty of
knowledge.

1 [Adding, with Vaihinger, der synthetischen Einheit).
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pure intuition in all appearances is either space or time, every
appearance is as intuition an extensive magnitude; only
through successive synthesis of part to part in [the process of]
its apprehension can it come to be known. All appearances
are consequently intuited as aggregates, as complexes of
previously given parts. This is not the case with magnitudes
of every kind, but only with those magnitudes which are
represented and apprehended by us in this exfensive fashion.

The mathematics of space!® (geometry) is based upon this
successive synthesis of the productive imagination in the
generation of figures. This is the basis of the axioms which
formulate the conditions of sensible & prio77 intuition under
which alone the schema of a pure concept of outer appear-
ance can arise—for instance, that between two points only
one straight line is possible, or that two straight lines cannot
enclose a space, etc. These are the axioms which, strictly,
relate only to magnitudes (guanta) as such.

As regards magnitude (gwantitas), that is, as regards
the answer to be given to the question, ‘What is the magnitude
of a thing?’ there are no axioms in the strict meaning of the
term, although there are a number of propositions which are
synthetic and immediately certain (indemonstrabilia). The
propositions, that if equals be added to equals the wholes
are equal, and if equals be taken from equals the remainders
are equal, are analytic propositions; for I am immediately
conscious of the identity of the production of the one magni-
tude with the production of the other. [Consequently, they
are not] axioms, [for these] have to be @ priori synthetic pro-
positions. On the other hand, the evident propositions of
numerical relation are indeed synthetic, but are not general?
like those of geometry, and cannot, therefore, be called axioms
but only numerical formulas. The assertion that 7+ 5 is equal
to 12 is not an analytic proposition. For neither in the repre-
sentation of 7, nor in that of 5, nor in the representation of the
combination of both, do I think the number 12. (That I must
do so in the addition of the two numbers is not to the point,
since in the analytic proposition the question is only whether
I actually think the predicate in the representation of the
subject.) But although the proposition is synthetic, it is also

v [Ausdehnung.) 2 [nicht allgemein, i.e. are specific.]
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only singular. So far as we are here attending merely to the
synthesis of the homogeneous (of units), that synthesis can
take place only in one way, although the employment of
these numbers is general. If I assert that through three
lines, two of which taken together are greater than the
third, a triangle can be described, I have expressed merely
the function of productive imagination whereby the lines
can be drawn greater or smaller, and so can be made to
meet at any and every possible angle. The number 7, on the
other hand, is possible only in one way. So also is the
number 12, as thus generated through the synthesis of 7
with 5. Such propositions must not, therefore, be called
axioms (that would involve recognition of an infinite number
of axioms), but numerical formulas.

This transcendental principle of the mathematics of ap-
pearances greatly enlarges our @ pr7or: knowledge. Forit alone
can make pure mathematics, in its complete precision, appli-
cable to objects of experience. Without this principle, such
application would not be so self-evident; and there has indeed
been much confusion of thought in regard to it. Appear-
ances are not things in themselves. Empirical intuition is
possible only by means of the pure intuition of space and of
time. What geometry asserts of pure intuition is therefore
undeniably valid of empirical intuition. The idle objections,
that objects of the senses may not conform to such rules of
construction in space as that of the infinite divisibility of lines
or angles, must?! be given up. For if these objections hold good,
we deny the objective validity of space, and consequently of
all mathematics, and no longer know why and how far
mathematics can be applicable to appearances. The synthesis
of spaces and times, being a synthesis of the essential forms?
of all intuition, is what makes possible the apprehension of
appearance, and consequently every outer experience and all
knowledge of the objects of such experience. Whatever pure
mathematics establishes in regard to the synthesis of the form
of apprehension is also necessarily valid of the objects appre-
hended. All objections are only the chicanery of a falsely

! [Reading, with Kehrbach, durfen, mussen for diirfe, muss.)

! [Reading, with Erdmann, der wesentlichen Formen for der wesentlichen
Form.]
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instructed reason, which, erroneously professing to isolate the
objects of the senses from the formal condition of our sen-
sibility, represents them, in spite of the fact that they are mere
appearances, as objects in themselves, given to the understand-
ing. Certainly, on that assumption, no synthetic knowledge
of any kind could be obtained of them a priori, and nothing
therefore could be known of them synthetically through pure
concepts of space. Indeed, the science which determines these
concepts, namely geometry, would not itself be possible.

2
ANTICIPATIONS OF PERCEPTION *

In all appearances, the real that is an object of sensation
has intensive magnitude, that is, a degree.

Proof?

Perception is empirical consciousness, that is, a conscious-
ness in which sensation is to be found. Appearances, as objects
of perception, are not pure, merely formal, intuitions, like space
and time. For in and by themselves these latter cannot be per-
ceived. Appcarances contain in addition to intuition the matter
forsomeobject in general (whereby something existing in space
or time is represented); they contain, that is to say, the real
of sensation as merely subjective representation, which gives
us only the consciousness that the subject is affected, and
which we relate to an object in general. Now from empirical
consciousness to pure consciousness a graduated transition
is possible, the real in the former completely vanishing and a
merely formal @ priori consciousness of the manifold in space
and time remaining. Consequently there is also possible a

* [In A]]
The Anticipations of Perception

The principle which anticipates all perceptions, as such, is
as follows: In all appearances sensation, and the 7ea/ which
corresponds to it in the object (realitas phaenomenor), has an
intensive magnitude, that is, a degree.

1 [This heading and the first paragraph added in B.]
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synthesis in the process of generating the magnitude of a sen-
sation from its beginning in pure intuition=o0, up to any
required magnitude. Since, however, sensation is not in itself
an objective representation, and since neither the intuition
of space nor that of time is to be met with in it, its mag-
nitude is not extensive but zmfensive. This magnitude is
generated in the act of apprehension whereby the empirical
consciousness of it can in a certain time increase from nothing
=0 to the?! given measure. Corresponding to this intensity
of sensation, an Znfensive magnitude, that is, a degree of
influence on the sense [7.e. on the special sense involved],
must be ascribed to all objects of perception, in so far as
the perception contains sensation.

All knowledge by means of which I am enabled to know
and determine a priorZ what belongs to empirical knowledge
may be entitled an anticipation; and this is undoubtedly the
sense in which Epicurus employed the term mpoAyyrs. But as
there is an element in the appearances (namely, sensation, the
matter of perception) which can never be known a pr7o77, and
which therefore constitutes the distinctive difference between
empirical and a prior? knowledge, it follows that sensation is
just that element which cannot be anticipated. On the other
hand, we might very well entitle the pure determinations in
space and time, in respect of shape as well as of magnitude,
anticipations of appearances, since they represent a prior7 that
which may always be given a posteriori in experience. If,
however, there is in every sensation, as sensation in general
(that is, without a particular sensation having to be given),
something that can be known a priorz, this will, in a quite
especial sense, deserve to be named anticipation. For it does
indeed seem surprising that we should forestall experience,
precisely in that which concerns what is only to be obtained
through it, namely, its matter. Yet, none the less, such is
actually the case.

Apprehension by means merely of sensation occupies only
an instant,? if, that is, I do not take into account the succes-
sion of different sensations. As sensation is that element in

1 [Taking, with Erdmann, ikrem as referring, not to Bewusstsein, but to
Empfindung.)
¥ [Augenblick.)
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the [field of] appearance the apprehension of which does not
involve a successive synthesis proceeding from parts to the
whole representation, it has no extensive magnitude. The
absence of sensation at that instant would involve the re-
presentation of the instant as empty, therefore as=0. Now
what corresponds in empirical intuition to sensation is reality
(realitas phaenomenon); what corresponds to its absence is
negation =0. Every sensation, however, is capable of diminu-
tion, so that it can decrease and gradually vanish. Between
reality in the [field of ] appearance and negation there is there-
fore a continuity! of many possible intermediate sensations,
the difference between any two of which is always smaller than
the difference between the given sensation and zero or com-
plete negation. In other words, the real in the [field of] ap-
pearance has always a magnitude. But since its apprehension
by means of mere sensation takes place in an instant and not
through successive synthesis of different sensations, and there-
fore does not proceed from the parts to the whole, the mag-
nitude is to be met with only in the apprehension.? The real
has therefore magnitude, but not extensive magnitude.

A magnitude which is apprehended only as unity, and
in which multiplicity can be represented only through ap-
proximation to negation=o, I entitle an infensive magnitude.
Every reality in the [field of] appearance has therefore inten-
sive magnitude or degree. If this reality is viewed as cause,
either of sensation or of some other reality in the [field of]
appearance, such as change, the degree of the reality as cause
is then entitled a moment,® the moment of gravity. It is so
named for the reason that degree signifies only that magnitude
the apprehension of which is not successive, but instan-
taneous.* This, however, I touch on only in passing; for with
causality I am not at present dealing.

Every sensation, therefore, and likewise every reality in
the [field of] appearance, however small it may be, has a
degree, that is, an intensive magnitude which can always be
diminished. Between reality and negation there is a con-
tinuity of possible realities and of possible smaller perceptions.

1 [ein kontinuierlicher Zusammenhang.)

3 [Readmg, with Wille, welcke aber nur in der Apprehension for welche aber
nicht in der Apprehension. Cf. proof added in B 207-8.]

3 [esn Moment.] 4 [augenblicklich.]
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Every colour, as for instance red, has a degree which, how-
ever small it may be, is never the smallest; and so with heat,
the moment of gravity, etc.

The property of magnitudes by which no part of them is
the smallest possible, that is, by which no part is simple, is
called their continuity. Space and time are guanta continua,
because no part of them can be given save as enclosed between
limits (points or instants), and therefore only in such fashion
that this part is itself again a space or a time. Space therefore
consistssolely of spaces, timesolely of times. Pointsand instants
are only limits, that is, mere positions which limit space and
time. But positions always presuppose the intuitions which
they limit or are intended to limit; and out of mere positions,
viewed as constituents capable of being given prior to space
or time, neither space nor time can be constructed. Such mag-
nitudes may also be called fowing, since the synthesis of
productive imagination involved in their production is a pro-
gression in time, and the continuity of time is ordinarily
designated by the term flowing or flowing away.

All appearances, then, are continuous magnitudes, alike in
their intuition, as extensive, and in their mere perception
(sensation, and with it reality) as intensive. If the synthesis of
the manifold of appearance is interrupted, we have an aggre-
gate of different appearances, and not appearance as a genuine
quantum. Such an aggregate! is not generated by continuing
without break productive synthesis of a certain kind, but
through repetition of an ever-ceasing synthesis. If I called
thirteen thalers a quantum of money, I should be correct, pro-
vided my intention is to state the value of a mark of fine silver.
For this is a continuous magnitude, in which no part is the
smallest, and in which every part can constitute a piece of coin
that always contains material for still smaller pieces. But if
I understand by the phrase thirteen round thalers, so many
coins, quite apart from the question of what their silver
standard may be, I then use the phrase, quantum of thalers,
inappropriately. It ought to be entitled an aggregate, that is,
a number of pieces of money. But as unity must be presup-
posed in all number, appearance as unity is a quantum, and
as a quantum is always a continuum.

1 [Reading, with Kehrbach, welches Aggregat for welches.)
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Since all appearances, alike in their extensive and in their
intensive aspect, are thus continuous magnitudes, it might
seem to be an easy matter to prove with mathematical con-
clusiveness the proposition that all alteration (transition of a
thing from one state to another), is continuous. But the caus-
ality of an alteration in general, presupposing, as it does, em-
pirical principles, lies altogether outside the limits of a tran-
scendental philosophy. For upon the question as to whether
a cause capable of altering the state of a thing, that is, of
determining it to the opposite of a certain given state, may
be possible, the a priori understanding casts no light; and
this not merely because it has no insight into its possibility
(such insight is lacking to us in many other cases of a prior:
knowledge), but because alterableness is to be met with only
in certain determinations of appearances, and because, in
spite of the fact that the cause of these determinations lies
in the unalterable, experience alone can teach what they are.
Since in our present enquiry we have no data of which we
can make use save only the pure fundamental concepts of all
possible experience, in which there must be absolutely nothing
that #s empirical, we cannot, without destroying the unity of
our system, anticipate general natural science, which is based
on certain primary experiences.!

At the same time, there is no lack of proofs of the great
value of our principle in enabling us to anticipate perceptions,
and even to some extent to make good their absence, by
placing a check upon all false inferences which might be
drawn from their absence.

If all reality in perception has a degree, between which
and negation there exists an infinite gradation of ever smaller
degrees, and if every sense must likewise? possess some par-
ticular degree?® of receptivity of sensations, no perception, and
consequently no experience, is possible that could prove,
either immediately or mediately (no matter how far-ranging
the reasoning may be), a complete absence of all reality in the
[field of] appearance. In other words, the proof of an empty
space or of an empty time can never be derived from experi-
ence. For, in the first place, the complete absence of reality

Y [Grunderfakrungen.]’
2 [Reading, with Erdmann, ebensowohl for gleichwohl.) 3 [i.e. limit.]
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from a sensible intuition can never be itself perceived; and,
secondly, there is no appearance whatsoever and no difference
in the degree of reality of any appearance from which it can
be inferred. It is not even legitimate to postulate it in order
to explain any difference. For even if the whole intuition of a
certain determinate space or time is real through and through,
that is, though no part of it is empty, none the less, since every
reality has its degree, which can diminish to nothing (the
void) through infinite gradations without in any way altering
the extensive magnitude of the appearance, there must be
infinite different degrees in which space and time may be filled.
Intensive magnitude can in different appearances be smaller
or greater, although the extensive magnitude of the intuition
remains one and the same.

Let us give an example. Almost all natural philosophers,
observing—partly by means of the moment of gravity or
weight, partly by means of the moment of opposition to other
matter in motion—a great difference in the quantity of various
kinds of matter in bodies that have the same volume, unani-
mously conclude that this volume, which constitutes the ex-
tensive magnitude of the appearance, must in all material
bodies be empty in varying degrees. Who would ever have
dreamt of believing that these students of nature, most of
whom are occupied with problems in mathematics and
mechanics, would base such an inference solely on a meta-
physical presupposition—the sortof assumption they so stoutly
profess to avoid? They assume that the real in space (I may
not here name it impenetrability or weight, since these are
empirical concepts) is everywhere uniform and varies only
in extensive magnitude, that is, in amount. Now to this pre-
supposition, for which they could find no support in experi-
ence, and which is therefore purely metaphysical, I oppose a
transcendental proof, which does not indeed explain the
difference in the filling of spaces, but completely destroys the
supposed necessity of the above presupposition, that the
difference is only to be explained on the assumption of empty
space. My proof has the merit at least of freeing the under-
standing, so that it is at liberty to think this difference in
some other manner, should it be found that some other
hypothesis is required for the explanation of the natural
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appearances. For we then recognise that although two equal
spaces can be completely filled with different kinds of
matter, so that there is no point in either where matter is
not present, nevertheless every reality has, according to its
quality, some specific degree (of resistance or weight) which
can, without diminution of its extensive magnitude or amount,
become smaller and smaller % infinitum, before it passes
into the void and [so] vanishes [out of existence]. Thus a
radiation which fills a space, as for instance heat, and
similarly every other reality in the [field of] appearance,
can diminish in its degree in infinitum, without leaving
the smallest part of this space in the least empty. It may
fill the space just as completely with these smaller degrees as
another appearance does with greater degrees. I do not at all
intend to assert that this is what actually occurs when material
bodies differ in specific gravity, but only to establish from a
principle of pure understanding that the nature of our per-
ceptions allows of such a mode of explanation, that we are
not justified in assuming the real in appearances to be uniform
in degree, differing only in aggregation and extensive magni-
tude, and that we are especially in error when we claim that
such interpretation can be based on an a prior: principle of
the understanding.

This anticipation of perception must always, however,
appear somcwhat strange to anyone trained in transcend-
ental reflection,! and to any student of nature who by such
teaching has been trained to circumspection. The assertion
that the understanding anticipates? such a synthetic principle,
ascribing a degree to all that is real in the appearances, and
so asserting the possibility of an internal distinction in sensa-
tion itself (abstraction being made of its empirical quality),
awakens doubts and difficulties. It is therefore a question
not unworthy of solution, how the understanding can thus in
a priori fashion pronounce synthetically upon appearances,
and can indeed anticipate in that which in itself is merely
empirical and concerns only sensation.

The guality of sensation, as for instance in colours, taste,
etc., is always merely empirical, and cannot be represented

1 [Adding, with Erdmann, Uberlegung.)
3 [Adding, with Hartenstein, antizipiert.]
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a priori. But the real, which corresponds to sensations in
general, as opposed to negation = o0, represents only that
something the very concept of which includes being, and
signifies nothing but the synthesis in an empirical conscious-
ness in general. Empirical consciousness can in inner sense
be raised from o to any higher degree, so that a certain ex-
tensive magnitude of intuition, as for instance of illuminated
surface, may excite as great a sensation as the combined
aggregate of many? such surfaces less illuminated. [Since the
extensive magnitude of the appearance thus varies independ-
ently], we can completely abstract from it, and still represent
in the mere sensation in any one of its moments a synthesis
that advances uniformly from o to the given empirical con-
sciousness. Consequently, though all sensations as such are
given only a posteriors,? their property of possessing a degree
can be known a priori. It is remarkable that of magnitudes
in general we can know a priorz only a single guality, namely,
that of continuity, and that in all quality (the real in appear-
ances) we can know & priori nothing save [in regard to]
their intensive gquantity, namely that they have degree.
Everything else has to be left to experience. a

3
ANALOGIES OF EXPERIENCE *

The principle of the analogies is: Experience is possible
only through the representation of a necessary connection
of perceptions.

Proof3

Experience is an empirical knowledge, that is, a know-
ledge which determines an object through perceptions. It

* [In A}
The Analogies of Experience

The general principle of the analogies is: All appearances
are, as regards their existence, subject @ priori to rules deter-
mining their relation to one another in one time.

! [Reading, with Erdmann, vielen for vielem.)
3 [Reading, with Mellin, a posteriori for a priori.]

3 [This heading and the first paragraph added in B.]
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is a synthesis of perceptions, not contained in perception but
itself containing in one consciousness the synthetic unity of
the manifold of perceptions. This synthetic unity constitutes
the essential in any knowledge of oéjects of the senses, that is,
in experience as distinguished from mere intuition or sensa-
tion of the senses. In experience, however, perceptions come
together only in accidental order, so that no necessity deter-
mining their connectionis or canberevealed in the perceptions
themselves. For apprehension is only a placing together of the
manifold of empirical intuition; and we can find in it no re-
presentation of any necessity whichdetermines the appearances
thus combined to have connected existence in space and time.
Butsince experience is a knowledge of objects through percep-
tions, therelation [involved] in the existence of the manifold has
toberepresented inexperience, not as itcomes to be constructed!
in time but as it exists objectively in time. Since time, however,
cannot itself be perceived, the determination of the existence
of objects in time can take place only through their relation in
time in general, and therefore only through concepts that con-
ncct them a priori. Since these always carry necessity with
them,.it follows that experience is only possible through a re-
presentation of necessary connection of perceptions.

The three modes of time are duration, succession, and co-
existence. There will, therefore, be three rules of all relations
of appearances in time, and these rules will be prior to all ex-
perience, and indeed make it possible. By means of these rules
the existence of every appearance can be determined in respect
of the unity of all time.

The general principle of the three analogies rests on the
necessary unity of apperception, in respect of all possible em-
pirical consciousness, that is, of all perception, a¢ every [instant
of ] time. And since this unity lies @ priori at the foundation
of empirical consciousness, it follows that the above principle
rests on the synthetic unity of all appearances as regards their
relation in time. For the original apperception stands in rela-
tion to inner sense (the sum of all representations), and indeed
a priori to its form, that is, to the time-order of the manifold
empirical consciousness. All this manifold must, as regards
its time-relations, be united in the original apperception. This

1 [wie es in der Zeit zusammengestellt ist.]

P

B 219

B 220



A 178

B 221

A 179

B 222

210 KANT’'S CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

is demanded by the a priori transcendental unity of appercep-
tion, to which everything that is to belong to my knowledge
(that is, to my unified * knowledge), and so can be an object for
me, has to conform. This synthetic unity in the time-relations
of all perceptions, as thus determined a priorz, is the law, that
all empirical time-determinations must stand under rules of
universal time-determination. The analogies of experience, with
which we are now to deal, must be rules of this description.

These principles have this peculiarity, that they are not
concerned with appearances and the synthesis of their em-
pirical intuition, but only with the existence of such appearances
and their relation to one another in respect of their existence.
The manner in which something is apprehended in appear-
ance can be so determined a prio77 that the rule of its synthesis
can at once give, that is to say, can bring into being, this
[element of] @ prior: intuition in every example that comes
before us empirically. The existence of appearances cannot,
however, be thus known @ priori; and even granting that we
could in any such manner contrive to infer that something
exists, we could not know it determinately, could not, that is,
anticipate the features through which its empirical intuition is
distinguished from other intuitions.

The two previous principles, which, as justifying?2 the ap-
plication of mathematics to appearances, I entitled the mathe-
matical, referred to the possibility of appearances, and taught
how, alike as regards their intuition and the real in their per-
ception, they can be generated according to rules of a mathe-
matical synthesis. Both principles justify us in employing
numerical magnitudes, and so enable us to determine appear-
ance as magnitude. For instance, I can determine @ p7io77, that
is, can construct, the degree of sensations of sunlight by com-
bining some 200,000 illuminations of the moon. These first
principles may therefore be called constitutive.

It stands quite otherwise with those principles which seek
to bring the existence of appearances under rules a priori.
For since existence cannot be constructed, the principles can
apply only to the relations of existence, and can yield only 7e-
gulative principles. We cannot,therefore, expect either axioms

1 [meinem einigen.)
! [Reading, with Erdmann, derechtigen for berechtigten.)
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or anticipations. If, however, a perception is given in a time-
relation to some other perception, then even although this
latter is indeterminate, and we consequently cannot decide
what it is, or what its magnitude may be, we may none the
less assert that in its existence it is necessarily connected
with the former in this mode of time. In philosophy analogies
signify something very different from what they represent in
mathematics. In the latter they are formulas which express
the equality of two quantitative relations, and are always con-
stitutive; so that if three ! members of the proportion are given,
the fourth ? is likewise given, that is, can be constructed. But
in philosophy the analogy is not the equality of two guantitative
but of two gualitative relations; and from three given mem-
bers we can obtain a priori knowledge only of the relation to a
fourth, not of the fourth member itself. The relation yields, how-
ever, a rule for seeking the fourth member in experience, and
a mark whereby it can be detected. An analogy of experience
is, therefore, only a rule according to which a unity of experi-
ence may arise from perception. It does not tell us how mere
perception or empirical intuition in general itself comes about.
It is not a principle constitutive of the objects, that is, of the
appearances, but only regulative. The same can be asserted of
the postulates of empirical thought in general, which concern
the synthesis of mere intuition (that is, of the form of appear-
ance), of perception (that is, of the matter of perception), and
of experience (that is, of the relation of these perceptions).
They are merely regulative principles, and are distinguished
from the mathematical, which are constitutive, not indeed in
certainty—both have certainty a priori—but in the nature of
their evidence, that is, as regards the character of the intuitive
(and consequently of the demonstrative) factors peculiar to
the latter.

In this connection what has been said of all principles that
are synthetic must be specially emphasised, namely, that these
analogies have significance and validity only as principles of
the empirical, not of the transcendental, employment of under-
standing; that only as such can they be established; and that
appearances have therefore to be subsumed, not simply 2 under

1 [Reading, with Mellin, dres for zwe:.]
? [Reading, with Mellin, vzerte for dritte.) 3 [schlechthin.)
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the categories, but under their schemata. For if the objects
to which these principles are to be related were things in them-
selves, it would be altogether impossible to know anything of
them synthetically @ prior?. They are, however, nothing but
appearances; and complete knowledge of them, in the further-
ance of which the sole function of a priori principles must
ultimately consist, is simply our possible experience of them.
The principles can therefore have no other purpose save that
B 224 of being the conditions of the unity of empirical/ knowledge in
the synthesis of appearances. But such unity can be thought
only in the schema of the pure concept of understanding. The
category expresses a function which is restricted by no sensible
condition, and contains the unity of this schema,! [in so far
only] as [it is the schema] of a synthesis in general. By these
principles, then, we are justified in combining appearances
only according to what is no more than an analogy with the
logical and universal unity of concepts. In the principle itself
we do indeed make use of the category, but in applying it to
appearances we substitute for it? its schema as the key to its
employment, or rather set it alongside the category, as its re-
stricting condition, and asbeing what may be called its for.mula.

A 182 A
FIRST ANALOGY

Principle of Permanence of Substance®

In all change of appearances substance is permanent; its
quantum in nature is neither increased nor diminished.*

* [In A:]

All appearances contain the permanent (substance) as the
object itself, and the transitory* as its mere determination,
that is, as a way ® in which the object exists.

1 [Reading, with Kehrbach, dessen for deren.)

3 [Reading, with Max Miiller, den . . . der ersteren for dessen . . . des ersteren.]
® [‘of substance’ added in B.]

¢ [das Wandelbare.]

5 [eine Art.)
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Proof*

All appearances are in time; and in it alone, as substrate
(as permanent form of inner intuition), can either coexistence
or succession be represented. Thus the time in which all
change of appearances has to be thought, remains and does
not change. For it is that in which, and as determinations of
which, succession or coexistence can alone be represented.
Now time cannot by itself be perceived. Consequently there
must be found in the objects of perception, that is, in the
appearances, the substrate which represents time in general;
and all change or coexistence must, in being apprehended,
be perceived in this substrate, and through relation of the
appearances to it. But the substrate of all that is real, that is,
of all that belongs to the existence of things, is substance,
and all that belongs to existence can be thought only as a
determination of substance. Consequently the permanent, in
relation to which alone all time-relations of appearances can
be determined, is substance in the [field of] appearance, that
is, the real in appearance, and as the substrate of all change
remains ever the same. And as it is thus unchangeable in
its existence, its quantity in nature can be neither increased nor
diminished.

Our apprehension of the manifold of appearance is always
successive, and is therefore always changing. Through it alone
we can never determine whether this manifold, as object of
experience, is coexistent or successive. For such determination
we require an underlying ground which exists a @// times, that
is, something abiding and permanent, of which all change
and coexistence are only so many ways (modes of time) in
which the permanent exists. And simultaneity and succes-

* [This heading and the first paragraph substituted in B for:]
Proof of this first Analogy

All appearances are in time. Time can determine them as
existing in a twofold manner, either as in succession to one
another or as coexisting. Time, in respect of the former, is
viewed as time-series, in respect of the latter as time-volume.!

1 [Zestumfang.)
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sion being the only relations in time, it follows that only in
the permanent are relations of time possible. In other words,
the permanent is the substratum of the empirical representa-
tion of time itself; in it alone is any determination of time
possible. Permanence, as the abiding correlate of all existence
of appearances, of all change and of all concomitance, ex-
presses time in general. For change does not affect time itself,
but only appearances in time. (Coexistence is not a mode of
time itself; for none of the parts of time coexist; they are all
in succession to one another.) If we ascribe succession to time
itself, we must think yet another time, in which the sequence
would be possible. Only through the permanent does existence
in different parts of the time-series acquire a magnitude which
can be entitled duration. For in bare succession existence is
always vanishing and recommencing, and never has the least
magnitude. Without the permanent there is therefore no time-
relation. Now time cannot be perceived in itself; the permanent
in the appearances is therefore the substratum of all deter-
mination of time, and, as likewise follows, is also the condition
of the possibility of all synthetic unity of perceptions, that is,
of experience. All existence and all change in time have"thus
to be viewed as simply a mode of the existence of that which
remains and persists. In all appearances the permanent is the
object itself, that is, substance as phenomenon; everything, on
the other hand, which changes or can change belongs only to
the way in which substance or substances exist, and therefore
to their determinations.

I find that in all ages, not only philosophers, but even
the common understanding, has recognised this permanence
as a substratum of all change of appearances, and always
assume it to be indubitable. The only difference in this matter
between the common understanding and the philosopher is
that the latter expresses himself somewhat more definitely,
asserting that throughout all changes in the world suéstance
remains, and that only the accidents change. But I nowhere
find even the attempt at a proof of this obviously synthetic
proposition. Indeed, it is very seldom placed, where it truly
belongs, at the head of those laws of nature which are pure
and completely @ priori. Certainly the proposition, that sub-
stance is permanent, is tautological. For this permanence is
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our sole ground for applying the category of substance to
appearance; and we ought first to have proved that in all
appearances there is something permanent, and that the tran-
sitory is nothing but determination of its existence. But such
a proof cannot be developed dogmatically, that is, from con-
cepts, since it concerns a synthetic @ priorz proposition. Yet
as it never occurred to anyone that such propositions are
valid only in relation to possible experience, and can therefore
be proved only through a deduction of the possibility of ex-
perience, we need not be surprised that though the above
principle is always postulated as lying at the basis of ex-
perience (for in empirical knowledge the need of it is fe/z), it
has never itself been proved.

A philosopher, on being asked how much smoke weighs,
made reply: “Subtract from the weight of the wood burnt
the weight of the ashes which are left over, and you have the
weight of the smoke”. He thus presupposed as undeniable
that even in fire the matter (substance) does not vanish, but
only suffers an alteration of form. The proposition, that noth-
ing arises out of nothing, is still another consequence of the
principle of permanence, or rather of the ever-abiding exist-
ence, in the appearances, of the subject proper. For if that in
the [field of] appearance which we name substance is to be
the substratum proper of all time-determination, it must
follow that all existence, whether in past or in future time,
can be determined solely in and by it. We can therefore give
an appearance the title ‘substance’ just for the reason that we
presuppose its existence throughout all time, and that thisis not
adequately expressed by the word permanence, a term which
applies chiefly to future time. But since the inner necessity of
persisting is inseparably bound up with the necessity of always
having existed, the expression [principle of permanence] may
be allowed to stand. Gigni de nikilo nikil, in nikilum nil
posse reverti, were two propositions which the ancients al-
ways connected together, but which are now sometimes mis-
takenly separated owing to the belief that they apply to things
in themselves, and that the first would run counter to the
dependence of the world—even in respect of its substance—
upon a supreme cause. But such apprehension is unneces-
sary. For we have here to deal only with appearances in the
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field of experience;! and the unity of experience would never
be possible if we were willing to allow that new things, that is,
new sabstances, could come into existence. For we should then
lose that which alone can represent the unity of time, namely,
the identity of the substratum, wherein alone all change has
thoroughgoing unity. This permanence is, however, simply
the mode in which we represent to ourselves the existence of
things in the [field of] appearance.

The determinations of a substance, which are nothing but
special ways in which it exists, are called accidents. They are
always real, because they concern the existence of substance.
(Negations are only determinations which assert? the non-
existence of something in substance.) If we ascribe a special
[kind of] existence to this real in substance (for instance, to
motion, as an accident of matter), this existence is cntitled
inherence, in distinction from the existence of substance which
is entitled subsistence. But this occasions many misunder-
standings ; it is more exact and more correct to describe an
accident as being simply the way in which the existence of
a substance is positively determined. But since it is unavoid-
able, owing to the conditions of the logical employment of our
understanding, to separate off, as it were, that which in the
existence of a substance can change while the substance still
remains, and to view this variable element in relation to the
truly permanent and radical,® this category has to be assigned
a place among the categories of relation, but rather as the
condition of relations than as itself containing a relation.

The correct understanding of the concept of alteration* is
also grounded upon [recognition of] this permanence. Coming
to be and ceasing to be are not alterations of that which comes
to be or ceases to be. Alteration is a way of existing which
follows upon another way of existing of the same object. All
that alters® persists, and only its state changes.® Since this
change thus concerns only the determinations, which can
cease to be or begin to be, we can say, using what may seem
a somewhat paradoxical expression, that only the permanent

1 [This is one of the few instances in which Kant employs the phrase im
Felde der Erfahrung in place of the more usual iz der Erfahrung.]
2 [ausdriicken.)

3 [auf das eigentliche Beharrliche und Radikale.]
4 (Veranderung.) 8 [sich verdndert.] ¢ [wechselt.]
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(substance) is altered, and that the transitory suffers no
alteration but only a ckange, inasmuch as certain determina-
tions cease to be and others begin to be.

Alteration can therefore be perceived only in substances. A
coming to be or ceasing to be that isnot simply a determination
of the permanent but is absolute, can never be a possible per-
ception. For this permanent is what alone makes possible the
representation of the transition from one state to another, and
from not-being to being. These transitions can be empirically
known only as changing determinations of that which is per-
manent. If we assume that something absolutely begins to be,
we must have a point of time in which it was not. But to what
are we to attach this point, if not to that which already exists ?
For a preceding empty time is not an object of perception.
But if we connect the coming to be with things which pre-
viously existed, and which persist in existence up to the
moment of this coming to be, this latter must be simply a de-
termination of what is permanent in that which precedes it.
Similarly also with ceasing to be; it presupposes the empirical
representation of a time in which an appearance no longer
exists.

Substances, in the [field of] appearance, are the substrata
of all determinations of time. If some of these substances could
come into being and others cease to be, the one condition of
the empirical unity of time would be removed. The appear-
ances would then relate to two different times, and existence
would flow in two parallel streams—which is absurd. There
is only one time in which all different times must be located,
not as coexistent but as in succession to one another.

Permanence is thus a necessary condition under which
alone appearances are determinable as things or objects in a
possible experience. We shall have occasion in what follows
to make such observations as may seem necessary in regard
to the empirical criterion of this necessary permanence—the
criterion, consequently, of the substantiality of appearances.

1 [Literally: of the former, as of the permanent.]
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B
SECOND ANALOGY

Principle of Succession in Time, in accordance with the
Law of Causality *

All alterations take place in conformity with the law of the
connection of cause and effect.

Proof

2 (The preceding principle has shown that all appearances
of succession in time are one and all only a/¢erations, that is,
a successive being and not-being of the determinations of
substance which abides; and therefore that the being of
substance as following on its not-being, or its not-being as
following upon its being cannot be admitted—in other words,
that there is no coming into being or passing away of sub-
stance itself. Still otherwise expressed the principle is, that
all change (succession) of appearances is merely alteration.
Coming into being and passing away of substance are not
alterations of it, since the concept of alteration presupposes
one and the same subject as existing with two opposite deter-
minations, and therefore as abiding. With this preliminary
reminder, we pass to the proof.)

I perceive that appearances follow one another, that is, that
there is a state of things at one time the opposite of which was
in the preceding time.® ThusIamreally connecting two percep-
tions in time. Now connection is not the work* of mere sense
and intuition, but is here the product of a synthetic faculty
of imagination, which determines inner sense in respect of the
time-relation. But imagination can connect these two states

* [In A:]
Principle of Production?

Everything that happens, that is, begins to be, presupposes
something upon which it follows according to a rule.
Y [Erzeugung.) % [The first two paragraphs added in B.]

3 |Reading, with Wille, i# voriger Zeit for im vorigen Zustande.)
$ [Werk.)
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in two ways, so that either the one or the other precedes in
time. For time cannot be perceived in itself, and what precedes
and what follows cannot, therefore, by relation to it, be em-
pirically determined in the object. I am conscious only that
my imagination sets the one state before and the other after,
not that the one state precedes the other in the object. In other
words, the objective relation of appearances that follow upon
one another is not to be determined through mere perception.
In order that this relation be known as determined, the rela-
tion between the two states must be so thought that it is there-
by determined as necessary which of them must be placed
before, and which of them after, and that they cannot be
placed in the reverse relation. But the concept which carries
with it a necessity of synthetic unity can only be a pure
concept that lies in the understanding, not in perception;
and in this case it is the concept of the relation of cawuse
and effect, the former of which determines the latter in time,
as its consequence!—not as in a sequence that may occur
solely in the imagination (or that may not be perceived at
all). Experience itself—in other words, empirical knowledge
of appearances—is thus possible only in so far as we subject
the succession of appearances, and therefore all alteration,
to the law of causality; and, as likewise follows, the appear-
ances, as objects of experience, are themselves possible only
in conformity with the law.

The apprehension of the manifold of appearance is always
successive. The representations of the parts follow upon one
another. Whether they also follow one another in the object
is a point which calls for further reflection, and which is not
decided by the above statement. Everything, every repre-
sentation even, in so far as we are conscious of it, may be
entitled object. But it is a question for deeper enquiry what
the word ‘ object’ ought to signify in respect of appearances
when these are viewed not in so far as they are (as representa-
tions) objects, but only in so faras theystand for?an object. The
appearances, in so far as they are objects of consciousness
simply in virtue of being representations, are not in any way
distinct from their apprehension, that is, from their recep-
tion in the synthesis of imagination; and we must therefore

1 [als die Folge.] 3 [beseichnen.)
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agree that the manifold of appearances is always generated in
the mind successively. Now if appearances were thingsin them-
selves, then since we have to deal solely with our representations,
we could never determine from the succession of the representa-
tions how their manifold may be connected in the object. How
things may be in themselves, apart from the representations
through which they affect us, is entirely outside our sphere of
knowledge. In spite, however, of the fact that the appearances
are not things in themselves, and yet are what alone can be
given to us to know, in spite also of the fact that their repre-
sentation in apprehension is always successive, I have to show
what sort of a connection in time belongs to the manifold
in the appearances themselves. For instance, the apprehen-
sion of the manifold in the appearance of a house which
stands before me is successive. The question then arises,
whether the manifold of the house is also in itself suc-
cessive. This, however, is what no one will grant. Now im-
mediately I unfold the transcendental meaning of my concepts
of an object, I realise that the house is not a thing in itself,
but only an appearance, that is, a representation, the tran-
scendental object of which is unknown. What, then, am I to
understand by the question: how the manifold may be con-
nected in the appearance itself, which yet is nothing in itself?
That which lies in the successive apprehension is here viewed
as representation, while the appearance which is given to
me, notwithstanding that it is nothing but the sum of these
representations, is viewed as their object; and my concept,
which I derive from the representations of apprehension, has
to agree with it. Since truth consists in the agreement of
knowledge with the object, it will at once be seen that we can
here enquire only regarding the formal conditions of empirical
truth, and that appearance, in contradistinction to the repre-
sentations of apprehension, can be represented as an object
distinct from them only if it stands under a rule which dis-
tinguishes it from every other apprehension and necessitates
some one particular mode of connection of the manifold. The
object is z4at in the appearance which contains the condition
of this necessary rule of apprehension.

Let us now proceed to our problem. That something
happens, 7.e. that something, or some state which did not pre-
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viously exist, comes to be, cannot be perceived! unless it is
preceded by an appearance which does not contain in itself this
state. For an event? which should follow upon an empty time,
that is, a coming to be preceded by no state of things, is as
little capable of being apprehended as empty time itself. Every
apprehension of an event? is therefore a perception that fol-
lows upon another perception. But since, as I have above
illustrated by reference to the appearance of a house, this like-
wise happens in all synthesis of apprehension, the apprehen-
sion of an event is not yet thereby distinguished from other
apprehensions. But, as I also note, in an appearance which
contains a happening (the preceding state of the percep-
tion we may entitle A, and the succeeding B) B can be
apprehended only as following upon A; the perception A
cannot follow upon B but only precede it. For instance, I
see a ship move down strcam. My perception of its lower
position follows upon the perception of its position higher
up in the stream, and it is impossible that in the appre-
hension of this appearance the ship should first be per-
ceived lower down in the stream and afterwards higher up.
The order in which the perceptions succeed one another in
apprehension is in this instance determined, and to this order
apprehension is bound down. In the previous example of a
house my perceptions could begin with the apprehension of
the roof and end with the basement, or could begin from below
and end above; and I could similarly apprchend the manifold
of the empirical intuition either from right to left or from left
to right. In the series of these perceptions there was thus no
determinate order specifying at what point4 I must begin in
order to connect the manifold empirically. But in the percep-
tion of an event there is always a rule that makes the order in
which the perceptions (in the apprehension of this appearance)
follow upon one another a necessary order.

In this case, therefore, we must derive the subjective suc-
cession of apprehension from the odjective succession of ap-
pearances. Otherwise the order of apprehension is entirely
undetermined, and does not distinguish one appearance from
another. Since the merely subjective succession is altogether

1 [Omitting, with Mellin, empirisch.] 2 [eine Wirklichkest.)
3 [einer Begebenheit.] ¢ [Reading, with Mellin, wo for wenn.]

B 237

A 192

B 238

A 193



B 239

A1gq

B 240

A 195

222 KANT’S CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

arbitrary, it does not by itself prove anything as to the manner
in which the manifold is connected in the object. The objective
succession will therefore consist in that order of the manifold
of appearance according to which, in conformity with a
rule, the apprehension of that which happens follows upon
the apprehension of that which precedes. Thus only can I be
justified in asserting, not merely of my apprehension, but of
appearance itself, that a succession is to be met with in it.
This is only another way of saying that I cannot arrange the
apprehension otherwise than in this very succession.

In conformity with such a rule there must lie in that which
precedes an event the condition of a rule according to which
this event invariably and necessarily follows. I cannot reverse
this order, proceeding back from the event to determine
through apprehension that which precedes. For appearance
never goes back from the succeeding to the preceding point
of time, though it does indeed stand in relation to some pre-
ceding point of time. The advance, on the other hand, from
a given time to the determinate time that follows is a neces-
sary advance. Therefore, since there certainly is something
that follows [7.e.that is apprekended as following], I mus: refer
it necessarily to something else which precedes it and upon
which it follows in conformity with a rule, that is, of necessity.
The event, as the conditioned, thus affords reliable evidence of
some condition, and this conditionis what determinesthe event.

Let us suppose that there is nothing antecedent to an event,
upon which it must follow according to rule. All succession of
perception would then be only in the apprehension, that is,
would be merely subjective, and would never enable us to de-
termine objectively which perceptions are those that really
precede and which are those that follow. We should then
have only a play of representations, relating to no object;
that is to say, it would not be possible through our percep-
tion to distinguish one appearance from another as regards
relations of time. For the succession in our apprehension
would always be one and the same, and there would be nothing
in the appearance which so determines it that a certain se-
quence is rendered objectively necessary. I could! not then
assert that two states follow upon one another in the [field of]

1 [Reading, with Vaihinger, sagen &dnnen for sagen.)



SECOND ANALOGY 223

appearance, but only that one apprehension follows upon the
other. That is something merely subjective, determining no
object; and may not, therefore, be regarded as! knowledge of
any object, not even of an object in the [field of] appearance.

If, then, we experience that something happens, we in
so doing always presuppose that something precedes it, on
which it follows according to a rule. Otherwise I should not
say of the object that it follows. For mere succession in my
apprehension, if there be no rule determining the succession
in relation to something that precedes, does not justify me
in assuming? any succession in the object. I render my sub-
jective synthesis of apprehension objective only by reference
to a rule in accordance with which the appearances in their
succession, that is, as they happen, are determined by the pre-
ceding state. The experience of an event?® [7.e. of anything as
happening] is itself possible only on this assumption.

This may seem to contradict all that has hitherto been
taught in regard to the procedure of our understanding. The
accepted view is that only through the perception and compari-
son of events repeatedly following in a uniform manner upon
preceding appearances are we enabled to discover a rule
according to which certain events always follow upon certain
appearances, and that this is the way in which we are first led
to construct for ourselves the concept of cause. Now the con-
cept, if thus formed, would be merely empirical, and the rule
which it supplies, that everything which happens has a cause,
would be as contingent as the experience upon which it is
based. Since the universality and necessity of the rule would
not be grounded a priorz, but only on induction, they would
be merely fictitious and without genuinely universal validity.
It is with these, as with other pure @ pr7or? representations—
for instance, space and time. We can extract clear concepts
of them from experience, only because we have put them into
experience, and because experience is thus itself brought
about only by their means. Certainly, the logical clearness of
this representation of a rule determining the series of events is
possible only after we have employed it in experience. Never-

1 [Reading, with Hartenstein, fir for vor.)
2 [Adding, with Erdmann, ansunehmen.)
3 [von etwas, was geschieht.)
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theless, recognition of the rule, as a condition of the synthetic
unity of appearances in time, has been the ground of ex-
perience itself, and has therefore preceded it @ prior:.

We have, then, to show, in the case under consideration,
that we never, even in experience, ascribe succession (that is,
the happening of some event which previously did not exist)
to the object, and so distinguish it from subjective sequence
in our apprehension, except when there is an underlying rule
which compels us to observe this order of perceptions rather
than any other; nay, that this compulsion is really what first
makes possible the representation of a succession in the object.

We have representations in us, and can become conscious
of them. But however far this consciousness may extend, and
however careful and accurate it may be, they still remain mere
representations, that is, inner determinations of our mind in
this or that relation of time. How, then, does it come about
that we posit an object for these representations, and so, in
addition to their subjective reality, as modifications, ascribe
to them some mysterious kind of? objective reality. Objective
meaning cannot consist in the relation to another representa-
tion (of that which we desire to entitle object?), for in that casc
the question again arises, how this latter representation goes
out beyond itself, acquiring objective meaning in addition to
the subjective meaning which belongs to it as determination
of the mental state. If we enquire what new character »elation
20 an object confers upon our representations, what dignity they
thereby acquire, we find that it results only in subjecting the
representations to a rule, and so in necessitating us to connect
them in some one specific manner; and conversely, that only
in so far as our representations are necessitated in a certain
order as regards their time-relations do they acquire objective
meaning.

In the synthesis of appearances the manifold of representa-
tions is always successive. Now no objectis hereby represented,
since through this succession, which is common to all appre-
hensions, nothing is distinguished from anything else. But
immediately I perceive or assume that in this succession there
is a relation to the preceding state, from which the representa-

1 [ich weiss nickt, was fir eine.)
3 [Reading, with Mellin, Gegenstand for vom Gegenstande.)
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tion follows in conformity with a rule, I represent! something
as an event, as something that happens; that is to say, I appre-
hend? an object to which I must ascribe a certain determinate
position in time—a position which, in view of the preceding
state, cannot be otherwise assigned. When, therefore, I per-
ceive that something happens, this representation first of all
contains [the consciousness] that there is something preceding,
because only by reference to what precedes does the appear-
ance acquire its time-relation, namely, that of existing after a
preceding time in which it itself was not. But it can acquire
this determinate position in this relation of time only in so far
as something is presupposed in the preceding state upon which
it follows invariably, that is, in accordance with a rule. From
this there results a twofold consequence. In the first place, I
cannot reverse the series, placing that which happens prior to
that upon which it follows. And secondly, if the state which
precedes is posited, this determinate event follows inevitably B 24
and necessarily. The situation, then, is this: there is an order
in our representations in which the present, so far as it has
come to be, refers us to some preceding state as a correlate of A 199
the event which is given; and though this correlate is, indeed,
indeterminate, it none the less stands in a determining relation
to the event as its consequence, connecting the event in neces-
sary relation with itself in the time-series.

If, then, it is a necessary law of our sensibility, and there-
fore a formal condition of all perceptions, that the preceding
time necessarily determines the succeeding (since I cannot ad-
vance to the succeeding time save through the preceding), it is
also an indispensable law of empirical representation of the
time-series that the appearances of past time determine all
existences in the succeeding time, and that these latter, as
events, can take place only in so far as the appearances of past
time determine their existence in time, that is, determine them
according to a rule. For only in appearances can we empirically
apprehend?® this continuity in the connection of times.

Understanding is required for all experience and for its
possibility. Its primary contribution does not consist in making
the representation of objects clear, but in making the repre-

1 [Reading, with Erdmann, stelle ick for stellt sick.]
3 [erkenne.) 3 [erkennen.]



B 245

B 246

A 201

226 KANT'S CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

sentation of an object possible at all. This it does by carrying
the time-order over into the appearances and their existence.
For to each of them, [viewed] as [a] consequent, it assigns,
through relation to the preceding appearances, a position de-
termined a priori in time. Otherwise, they would not accord
with time itself, which [in] @ pr7ori [fashion] determines the
position of all its parts. Now since absolute time is not an ob-
ject of perception, this determination of position cannot be de-
rived from the relation of appearances to it. On the contrary,
the appearances must determine for one another their position
in time, and make their! time-order a necessary order. In other
words, that which follows or happens must follow in con-
formity with a universal rule upon that which was contained in
the preceding state. A series of appearances thus arises which,
with the aid of? the understanding, produces and makes neces-
sary the same order and continuous connection in the series
of possible perceptions as is met with a prior7 in time—the
form of inner intuition wherein all perceptions must have a
position.

That something happens is, therefore, a perception which
belongs to a possible experience. This experience becomes
actual when I regard the appearance as determined in its posi-
tion in time, and therefore as an object that can always be
found in the connection of perceptions in accordance with a
rule. This rule, by which we determine something according to
succession of time, is, that the condition under which an event
invariably and necessarily follows is to be found in what pre-
cedes the event. The principle of sufficient reason is thus the
ground of possible experience, that is, of objective knowledge
of appearances in respect of their relation in the succession of
time.

The proof of this principle rests on the following considera-
tions.? All empirical knowledge involves the synthesis of the
manifold by the imagination. This synthesis is always succes-
sive, that is, the representations in it are always sequent upon
one another. In the imagination this sequence is not in any
way determined in its order, as to what must precede and
what must follow, and the series of sequent representations

1 [Reading, with Gérland, dreselben for dieselbe.]
2 [vermittelst.) 3 [Momenten.)
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can indifferently be taken either in backward or in forward
order. But if this synthesis is a synthesis of apprehension?! of
the manifold of a given appearance, the order is determined
in the object, or, to speak more correctly, is an order of suc-
cessive synthesis that determines an object. In accordance
with this order something must necessarily precede, and when
this antecedent is posited, something else must necessarily
follow. If, then, my perception is to contain knowledge of an
event, of something as actually happening, it must be an
empirical judgment in which we think the sequence as deter-
mined; that is, it presupposes another appearance in time,
upon which it follows necessarily, according to a rule. Were
it not so, were I to posit the antecedent and the event were
not to follow necessarily thereupon, I should have to regard
the succession as a merely subjective play of my fancy; and if
I still represented it to myself as something objective, I should
have to call it a mere dream. Thus the relation of appearances
(as possible perceptions) according to which the subsequent
event, that which happens, is, as to its existence, necessarily
determined in time by something preceding in conformity
with a*rule—in other words, the relation of cause to effect—is
the condition of the objective validity of our empirical judg-
ments, in respect of the series of perceptions, and so of their
empirical truth; that is to say, it is the condition of experience.
The principle of the causal relation in the sequence of appear-
ances is therefore also valid of? all objects of experience ([in
so far as they are] under the conditions of succession), as
being itself the ground of the possibility of such experience.
At this point a difficulty arises with which we must at
once deal. The principle of the causal connection among ap-
pearances is limited in our formula to their serial succession,
whereas it applies also to their coexistence, when cause and
effect are simultaneous. For instance, a room is warm while
the outer air is cool. I look around for the cause, and find a
heated stove. Now the stove, as cause, is simultaneous with its
effect, the heat of the room. Here there is no serial succession
in time between cause and effect. They are simultaneous, and

1 [Wille may possibly be right in suggesting that in place of Apprehemwn
we should read Apperzeption.]
? [Reading, with Hartenstein, von for vor.]
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yet the law is valid. The great majority of efficient natural
causes are simultaneous with their effects, and the sequence
in time of the latter is due only to the fact that the cause
cannot achieve its complete effect in one moment. But in
the moment in which the effect first comes to be, it is in-
variably simultaneous with the causality of its cause. If the
cause should have ceased to exist a moment before, the effect
would never have come to be. Now we must not fail to note
that it is the order of time, not the Japse of time, with which
we have to reckon; the relation remains even if no time has
elapsed. The time between the causality of the cause and its
immediate effect may be [a] vanishing [quantity], and they
may thus be simultaneous; but the relation of the one to the
other will always still remain determinable in time. If I view
as a cause a ball which impresses a hollow as it lies on a
stuffed cushion, the cause is simultaneous with the effect. But
I still distinguish the two through the time-relation of their
dynamical connection. For if I lay the ball on the cushion,
a hollow follows upon the previous flat smooth shape; but
if (for any reason) there previously exists a hollow in the
cushion, a leaden ball does not follow upon it.

The sequence in time is thus the sole empirical criterion
of an effect in its relation to the causality of the cause which
precedes it. A glass [filled with water] is the cause of the rising
of the water above its horizontal surface, although both ap-
pearances are simultaneous. For immediately I draw off
water from a larger vessel into the glass, something follows,
namely, the alteration from the horizontal position which the
water then had to the concave form which it assumes in the
glass.

Causality leads to the concept of action, this in turn to the
concept of force, and thereby to the concept of substance.
As my critical scheme, which is concerned solely with the
sources of synthetic @ priori knowledge, must not be compli-
cated through the introduction of analyses, which aim only
at the clarification, not at the extension, of concepts, I leave
detailed exposition of my concepts to a future system of pure
reason. Such an analysis has already, indeed, been developed
in considerable detail in the existing text-books. But I must
not leave unconsidered the empirical criterion of a substance,
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in so far as substance appears to manifest itself not through
permanence of appearance, but more adequately and easily
through action.

Wherever there is action—and therefore activity and force
—there is also substance, and it is in substance alone that the
seat of this fruitful source of appearances must be sought.
This is, so far, well said; but when we seek to explain what
is to be understood by substance, and in so doing are careful
to avoid the fallacy of reasoning in a circle, the discovery of
an answer is no easy task. How are we to conclude directly
from the action to the permanence of that which acts? For
that is an essential and quite peculiar characteristic of sub-
stance (as phenomenon). But while according to the usual pro-
cedure, whichdeals with concepts in purelyanalytic fashion, this
question would be completely insoluble, it presents no such
difficulty from the standpoint which we have been formulating.
Action signifies the relation of the subject of causality to its
effect. Since, now, every effect consists in that which happens,
and so in the transitory,! which signifies time in its character
of succession, its ultimate subject, as the substratum