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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE

THE following translation has been undertaken with the

hope of rendering Kant’s ‘Kritik der reinen Vernunft"’

intelligible to the Hnuelish student.

Tho difficulties which meet the reader and the translator

of this celebrated work arise from various canses. Kant

was a man of clear, vigorous, and trenchant thought, and,

after nearly twelve years’ meditation, could not be in doubt

as to his own system. But the Horatian rule of

Verba previsam rem non invita sequentur,

yer studied the art of

repetitions, and em-

press, in the clumsiest

wd more clearly and dis-

rent in his sentences is

qualifying and explana-

at im armase, from which

himself. There are

verb; others, in which

with which he set out,

and concludes with garding something else

mentioned in the course of his acvunient. All this can be

easily accounted for. Kant, as he mentions in a letter to

Lambert, took nearly twelve years to excogitate his work,

and only five months to write it. He was a German pro-

fessor, a student of solitary habits, and had never, except

on one oecasion, been ont of KGnigsberg. Te had, besides,

to propound a new system of plilosophy, and to enounce

ideas that were entirely to revolutionize Huropean thought.

On the other hand, there are many exccllences of style in

this work. His expression is often us precise and forcible

as his thought; and, in some of lis notes especially, he

(9)

will not apply to hin

expression. IIe wor

ploys a great number®

way, what could have

tinetly in a few. The

often overlaid with am

tory clauses; and the r

he has great difficulty:

some passages which

the author loses sigh
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sums up, in two or three apt and powerful words, thoughts

whieh, at otber times, he employs pages to develop, His

terminology, which has been so violently denounced, is

really of great use in clearly determining his system, and

in rendering its peculiarities more easy of comprehension.

A previous translation of the Kritik exists, which, bad

it been satisfactory, would have dispensed with the present.

Bet the translator had, evidently, no very extensive ac-

quaintance with the German lamenage, and still less with

his subject. A translator ought to be an interpreting intel-

lect between the author and the reader; but, in the present

case, the only interpreting medium has been the dictionary.

Indeed, Kant’s fate tr wvtiry has been a very hard

one. Misunderstood losophers of the time,

illustrated, oxplained ¥ the most incompetent

-~it has been his lot anappreciated, misappre-

hended, or entirely Sugald Stewart did not

understand his system ye-as he had no proper

opportunity of making ainted with it; Nitsch?

and Willich? underts< him to the English

philosophical public; i Uaywood ‘‘traduced’”’

him. More recently, sf the Kritik, by Mr.

iaywood, has been pt ich consists almost en-

tirely of a selection of scritehoes from his own translation—

a mode of analysis which has uot served to make the subject

more inteligible. In short, it may be asserted that there

is not a single Enghsh work upon Kunt which deserves

to be read, or which can be read with any profit, excepting

Semple’s translation of the ‘‘Metaphysic of Hthies.’’ All

are written by men who either took no pains to understand

Kant, or were incapable of understanding him,’

ot

' A Goneral and Introductory View of Professor Kant’s Principles. By

F, A. Nitseh, london, 1796.

2 Willech’s Elements of Kant’s Philosophy, 8vo. 1798,
* 3 Ttig curious to observe, in ail the English works written specially upon

Kant, that not one of his commentators ever ventures, for a moment, to leave
the words of Kant, aud to explain the subjeet he may be considering in his

own words, Nitsch and Willich, whe professed to write on Kant’s philosophy,

‘
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The following translation was begun on the basis of a

MS. translation, by a scholar of some repute, placed in my

hands by Mr. Bohn, with a request that I should revise

it, as he had perceived if to be incorrect. After having

labored through about cighty pages, I found, from the

numerous errors and inaccuracies pervading it, that hardly

one-fifth of the original MS. remained. I, therefore, Jaid it

entirely aside, and commenced de nove, These eighty pages

T did not cancel, because the careful examination which they

had undergone made them, as I believed, not an unworthy

representation of the author.

The second edition of the Kritik, from which all the

subsequent ones have be vied without alteration, is

followed in the pres Rosenkranz, a recent

editor, maintains tha first edition is far su-

perior to the second; nhauer asserta that the

alterations in the second i by unworthy motives.

He thinks the second a serung of the first; and

that the changes made 4 “in the weakness of old

age,’’ have rendered ig fictory and mutilated

work.”’ Tam not in tle arguinents brought

forward by Schopenhs authority of the elder

Jacobi, Michelet, and weight to his opinion.

But it may be doubted’ whethor ‘the motives imputed to

Kant could have infiuenced him in the omission of certain

passages in the second edition--whether fear could have

induced aman of his character to retract the statements he

had advanced. The opinions he expresses in many parts of

the second «dition, in pages 546-552, for example,’ are not

are morcly translators; Tlaywood, even in his uotos, merely repeats Kant; and
the trunslator of ‘“Beck’s Principles of the Critical Philosophy,’’ while pre-
tending to yive, in his “Translator’s Preface,’? his own views of the Critical
Philosophy, has fabricated his Proface out of selections from the works of

Kant. The sane ia the case with the translator of Kant’s ‘‘Mxysays and

Treatises’? (2 vols, 8vo. London, 1798), This person has written a preface to

each of the volumes, and both are almost literal translations from different

parts of Kaat’s works, Ie had the impndence to present the thoughts con-

tained in them as his own; lew being then able to detect the plagiarism.

! Of the present translation,
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those of a philosopher who would surrender what he be-

lieved to be truth, at the outery of prejudiced opponents.

Nor are his attacks on the ‘‘sacred doctrines of the old dov-

matic philosophy,’’? as Schopenhauer maintains, less bold

or vigorous in the second than in the first edition. And,

finally, Kant’s own testimony must be held to be of greater

weight than that of any number of other philosophers, how-

ver learned and profound,

No edition of the Kritik is very correet. Hyen those of

Rosenkrang and Sehubert, and Médes and Baumann, con-

wun errors which reflect somewhat upon the care of the

editors. But the eonune as well those printed

during as after Kant’ necedingly bad. One

of these, the ‘third ¢ Peankfort aud Leipzig,

1791,”’ swarms with Suisicading and aunoy-

ing. —Rosenkrang has x of very happy conjec-

sural emendations, th ich cannot be doubted.
Tt may be necessnry that it hag been found

requisite to coin one ar ilesophical terms, to rep-

resent those employed was, of course, almost

impossible to transl: the aid of the plilo-

sophical vocabulary + fingland, But these

new expressions have & according to ILlorace’s

maxim—parce detorta, Such is the verb éntudte for an-

schauen; the manifold ia intuition has also been employed for

dus Mannigtaltige der Anschauung, by which Kant designates

the varied contents of a perception or intuition, Kant’s own

terminology has the merit of being precise and consistent.

Whatever may be the opinion of the reader with regard

to the possibility of metaphysics-—whatever lis estimate of

the utility of such discnssions—-the valuv of Kant’s work, as

an instrument of mental discipline, cannot easily be over-

rated, Tf the preseut translation contribute in the least to

the advancement of scientific cultivation, if it aid in the

formation of habits of severer and more profound thouglit,

the translator will consider himself well compensated for

las arduous and long-protracted labor, J. M.D. M.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION—(1781)

JIUMAN REASON, in one sphere of its cognition, is called

upon to consider questions, which it cannot decline, as they

are presented by its own nature, but which it cannot answer,

as they transcend every faculty of the mind.

Tt falls into this difficulty without any fault of its own.

It begins with principles, which cannot be dispensed with

in the field of experience, and the truth and sufficiency of

which are, at the same time, insured by experiences. With

these principles it rises, ce to the laws of its own

nature, to ever high » conditions. But it

quickly discovers 1] labors must remain

ever incomplete, been ns never cease to pre-

sent theraselves; and + tself compelled to have

recourse to principles wi nd the region of experi-

ence, while they are reg nramon-sgense without dis-

trust. It thus falls ine aud contradictions, from

which it conjectures { Jatent errors, which,

however, it 18 unable wause the principles it

employs, transeending | i experience, cannot be

tested by that criterion. of these endless contests

is called Aletaphysic.

Time was, when she was the gueen of all the sciences;

and, if we take the will for the deed, she certainly deserves,

so far ag recards the high importance of her object-matter,

this title of honor. Now, it is the fashion of the time to heap

contempt and scorn upon her; and the matron mourns, for-

Jorn and forsalcen, like TLeenta,

“Modo maxims rerum,

Tot generis, uatisque peters... .

Nune trahor exul, inops.?? ?

? Ovid, Metamorphoses,

(18)
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At first, her government, under the administration of the

dogmatists, was an absolute despotism. But, as the legislative

continued to show traces of the ancient barbaric rule, her

empire gradually broke up, and intestine wars introduced

the reign of anarchy; while the sceptics, like nomadic tribes,

who hate a permanent habitation and settled mode of living,

attacked from time to time those who had organized them.

selves into civil communities. But their number was, very

happily, small; and thus they could not entirely put a stop

to the exertions of those who persisted in raising new edi-

fices, although on no settled or uniform plan. In recent

times the hope dawned upon us of seeing those disputes set-

tled, and the legitimeacy.< is established by a kind
of physiology of the jing—that of the cele-
brated Locke. But ‘—although it was af-

firmed that this so-cal not refer her descent

to any higher source i i

cumstance which neccss: ; suspicion on her claims

—as this genealogy wi he persisted in the ad-

vuncement of her claiz niy. ‘Thus metaphysics

necessarily fell hack sx and rotten constitu.

tion of dogmatism, ant © obnoxious fo the con-

tempt from which fo rade to save it. At

present, as all methods, @ to the general persuasion,

have been tried in vain, there reigns naught but weariness

and complete indifferentism—the mother of chaos and night

in the scientific world, but at the sume time the source of, or

at least the prelude to, the re-creation and reinstallation of

a science, when if has fallen into confusion, obscurity, and

disuse from ill-directed effort.

For it is in reality vain to profess indifference in regard

to such inquiries, the object of which cannot be indifferent to

humanity. Besides, these pretended indifferentists, however

much they may try to disguise themselves by the assump-

tion of a popular style and by changes on the language of

the schools, unavoidably fall into metaphysical declarations

and propositions, which they profess to regard with so much
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contempt. At the same time, this indifference, which has

arisen in the world of scienee, and which relates to that kind

of knowledge which we should wish to see destroyed the

last, is a phenomenon that well deserves our attention and

rellection, It is plainly not the effect of the levity, but of

the matured judgment’ of the age, which refuses to be any

longer entertained with Ulusory knowledge. It is, in fact, a

call to reagon, again to undertake the most laborious of all

tasks---that of self-examination, and to establish a tribunal,

which may secure it in its well-grounded claims, while it

pronounces against all baseless assumptions and pretensions,

not in an arbitrary manner, but according to its own eternal

and unchangeable laws. ' iimimalis nothing less than

the Criticul Investiga 2

Ido not mean by

but a eritical inquiry iy

ence to the cognitions t

aid of expertence; in i

tion regarding the pass:

ics, and the determina

extent and limits of

on the baris of princip

This path—the only nuing-—has been entered

upon by me; and T Liste ¥ hat I have, in this way,

discovered the cause of—and consequently the mode of re-

moving—all the errors which have hitherto set reason at

variance with itself, in the sphere of non-empirical thought.

books and systems,

vy of reason, with refer-

ives to attain without the
rhe solution of the ques-

possibility of Metaphys-

yin, as well as of the

ll this must be done

a

1 We very often hear compluiuts of the shallowness of the present age, and

of the decay of profound science. But I do not think that those which rest
upon #@ secure foundation, sueh as Mathematies, Physical Science, ete., in the

least doserve this reproach, but that they rathor maintain their ancient fame,
and in the latter ease, indeed, fur surpass it, The sume would be the case with
the oiler kinds of cognition, if their principles were but firmly established. In
the absence of this security, indifference, doubt, and finally, severe criticism are
rather signs of & profound habit of thought. Our age is the age of criticism, to
which everything must be subjected. ‘The sacredness of religion, and the au-
thority of legislation, are by many regarded as grounds of exemption from the
exunination of this tribunal, But, if they aro exempted, they become the sub-
jects of just suspicion, and cannot lay claim to sincere respect, which reason
necords only to that which haa stood the test of a free and public examination,
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I have not returned an evasive answer to the questions of

reason, by alleging the inability and limitation of the facul-

ties of the mind; I have, on the contrary, examined them

completely in the light of principles, and, after having dis-

covered the cause of the doubts and contradictions into

which reason fell, have solved them to its perfect satisfac-

tion, It is true, these questions have not been solved as

dogmatism, in its vain fancies and desires, had expected;

for it can only be satisfied by the exercise of magical arts,

and of these I have no knowledge, But neither do these

come within the compass of our mental powers; and it was

the duty of philosophy to destroy the illusions which had

their origin in misconcap ’ aver darling hopes and

valued expectations its explanations. My

chief aim in this wor ughness; and I make

bold to say, that there @ metaphysical problem

that does not find its s é least the key to its solu-

tion, here. Pure reaso: nt unity; and therefore, if

the principle presented ce to’ be insufficient for the

solution of even a 3: oae questions to which

the very nature of r we must reject it, as

we could not be pe f its sufficiency in the

case of the others.

While I say this, i pon the countenance of

the reader signs of dissatisfaction mingled with contempt,

when he hears declarations which sound so boastful and ex-

travagant; and yet they are beyond comparison more mod-

erate than those advanced by the commonest author of the

commonest philosophical programme, in which the dogmatist

professes to demonstrate the simple nature of the soul, or

the necessity of a primal being. Such a dogmatist promises

to extend human knowledge beyond the limits of possible

experience; while [ humbly confess that this is conipletely

beyond my power. Instead of any such attempt, I confine

myself to the examination of reason alone and its pure

thought; and I do not need to seek far for the sum-total

of its cognition, because it has its seat in my own mind.
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Besides, common logic presents me with a complete and

systematic catalogue of all the simple operations of reason;

and it is tay task to answer the question how far reason can

go, without the material presented and the aid furnished

by experience.

So much for the completeness and thoroughness necessary

in the execution of the present task. he aims set before us

are not arbitrarily proposed, but are imposed upon us by the

nature of cognition itself,

The above remarks relate to the matter of our eritical

inquiry. As regards the form, there are two re obensable

conditions, which any one who undertakes so difficult a task
as that of a eritique of bound to fulfil, T

conditions are certity

As regards certituc

in this sphere of thong

an that everything w

hypothesis must be exc

sions. For it is a nee

that is to be establish

be held to be absolu

ease with an attempt to

hese

snvineed mysclf that,

2 perfectly inadmissible,

he least semblance of a

f na value in such discus-

sion of every cognition

grounds, that it shall

fnuch more is this the

sare @ prioré cognition,

and to furnish the stand: sequently an example—

of all apocictie (philosophical) certitude. Whether I have

auceecdted in’what I professed to do, it is for the reader to

cletermine; it is the author's business merely to adduce

grounds and reasons, without determining what influence

these ought to have on the mind of his judges. But, lest

anything he may have said may become the innocent cause

of doubt in their minds, or tend to weaken the effect which

his arguments might otherwise produce—he may be allowed

to point out those passages which may occasion mistrust or

difheulty, although these do not con¢ern the main purpose

of the present work. Ie does this solely with the view of

renoving from the mind of the reader any doubts which

might affect his judgment of the work as a whole, and

in regard to its ultimate aim.
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I know no investigations more necessary for a full insight

into the nature of the faculty which we call wndersianding,

and at the same time for the determination of the rules and

limits of its use, than those undertaken in the second chapter

of the Transcendental Analytic, under the title of Deduction

of the Pure Conceptions of the Understanding ; and they have

also cost me by far the greatest labor—labor which, I hope,

will not remain uncompensated. ‘The view there taken,

which goes somewhat deeply into the subject, has two sides.

The one relates to the objects of the pure understanding, and

is intended to demonstrate and to render comprehensible the

objective validity of its @ prior’ conceptions; and it forms

for this reason an essentia ' the Critique. The other

considers the pure U If, its possibility and

its powers of cogni a subjective point of

view; and, although of great importance,

it does not belong ess = main purpose of the

work, because the gr is, what and how much

can reason and understs rt from experience, cog-

nize, and not, how is thought itself possible ?

As the latter is an in sause of a given effect,

and has thus in it som hypothesis (although,

as I shall show on an on, this is really not the

fact), it would seem tiat, ‘sent instance, I had al-

lowed myself to enounce a mere opinion, and that the reader

must therefore be at liberty to hold a different opinion. But

L beg to remind him, that, if my subjective deduction does

not produce in his mind the conviction of its certitude at

which I aimed, the objective deduction, with which alone

the present work is properly concerned, is in every respect

satisfactory.

As regards elearness, the reader has a right to demand,

in the first place, discursive or logical clearness, that is, on

the basis of conceptions, and, secondly, intuitive or asthetic

clearness, by means of intuitions, that is, by examples or

other modes of illustration in conerelo. I have done what [

could for the first kind of intelligibility. T'his was essential

ave
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to my purpose; and it thus became the accidental cause of

my inability to do complete justice to the second require-

ment. I have been almost always at a loss, during the prog-

ress of this work, how to settle this question. Examples

and illustrations always appeared to me necessary, and, in

the lirst sketch of the Critique, naturally fell into their proper

places. But [ very soon became aware of the magnitude of

my task, and the numerous problems with which I should be

engaged; and, as T perceived that this critical investigation

would, even if delivered in the driest scholastic manner, be

far from being brief, | found it inadvisable to enlarge it still
more with examples and explanations, which are necessary

only from a popular pols i was induced to take

this course from the Iso, that the present
work is not intended that those devoted to

science do not require s 10ugh they are always

acceptable, and that th « materially interfered

with my present purpos ‘Perrasson remarks with

great justice, that if we e size of a work, not from

the number of its pag time which we require

to make ourselves m y be said of many a

book—that it would he if tt were not so short.

On the other hand, : comprehensibility of a
system of speculative copiatte nnected under a single

principle, we may say with equal justice—many a book

would have been much clearer, if it had not been intended

to be so very clear. For explanations and examples, and

other helps to intelligibility, aid us in the comprehension of
parts, but they distract the attention, dissipate the mental

power of the reader, and stand in the way of his forming a

clear conception of the whole; as he cannot attain soon

enough to a survey of the system, and the coloring and
embellishments bestowed upon it prevent his observing

its articulation or organization—which is the most important

consideration with him, when he comes to judge of its unity

and stability.

The reader must naturally have a strong inducement to
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co-operate with the present author, if he has formed the

intention of erecting a complete and solid edifice of meta-

physical science, according to the plan now laid before him,

Motaphysies, as here represented, is the only science which

admits of completion—and with little labor, if it is united,

in a short time; so that nothing will be left to future genera-

tions except the task of illustrating and applying it diducti-

cally. For this science is nothing more than the inventory

of all that is given us by pure reason, systematically ar-

ranged. Nothing can escape our notice; for what reason

produces from itsclf cannot lie concealed, but must be

brought to the light by reason itself, so soon as we have

(liscovered the commut he ideas we seek. The

perfect unity of this ions, which are based

upon pure conception @heed by any empirical

clement, or any peculi ling to determinate ex-

perience, renders this « xot only practicable, but

also necessary.

feeum habila, eb adr » supellex.—Persius

Such a system of

able to publish under

reason I hope to he

taphysic of Nature.’’

The content of this we ik not be half so Jong)

will bo very much riche of the present Critique,

which has to disvover the sources of this cognition and ex-
pose the conditions of its possibility, and at the same time

to clear and level a fit foundation for the scientific edifice.

In the present work, T look for the patient hearing and the

impartiality of a judge; in the other, for the goodwill and

assistance of a co-laborer, For, however complete the list of

principles for this system may be in the Critique, the correct-

ness of the system requires that no deduced conceptions

should be absent. These cannot be presented @ priori, but

must be gradually discovered; and, while the synthests of

conceptions has been fully exhausted in the Critique, it is

1 In eontradistinclion to the Metaphysic of Ethies. This work was never

published, Sce page 607,—Tr.
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necessary that, in the proposed work, the same should be

the case with their analysts. But this will be rather an

amusement than a labor.

PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION—(1787)

WHETIIER the treatment of that portion of our knowledge

which lies within the province of pure reason advances with

that undeviating certainty which characterizes the progress

of science, we shall be at no loss to determine. If we find

those who are engaged in metaphysical pursuits unable to

come to an understands the method which they

ought to follow; if ¥ ‘tor the most elaborate

preparations, invarial stand before the goal

is reached, and comp + their steps and strike

into fresh paths, we pe yuite sure that they are

far from having attaing eriainty of scientific prog-

ress, and may rather b: imerely groping about in

the dark. In these ef we shall render an im-

portant service to re Ae in simply indicating

the path along which i in order to arrive at any

resultgs—even if it ale nd necessary to abandon

many of those aims wi sub reflection, have been

proposed for its attainment.

That Logie has advanced in this sure course, even from

the earliest times, is apparent from the fact that, since

Aristotle, it has been unable to advance a step, and thus to

all appearance has reached its completion. For, if some of

the moderns have thought to enlarge its domain by intro-

ducing psychological discussions on the mental faculties,

such as imagination and wit, metuphysical discussions on the

origin of knowledge and the different kinds of certitude, ac-

cording to the difference of the objects (Idealism, Scopticism,

and so on), or anthropological discussions on prejudices, their

causes and remedies: this attempt, on the part of these au-

thors, only shows their ignorance of the peculiar nature

4y
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of logical science. We do not enlarge, but disfigure the

aciences when we lose sight of their respective limits, and

allow them to run into one another. Now logie is inclosed

within limits which admit of perfectly clear definition; it is

a scionce which has for its object nothing but the exposition

and proof of the formal laws of all thought, whether it be

a priort or empirical, whatever be its origi or its object,

and whatever the difficulties—natural or accidental—which

it encounters in the human mind.

he carly success of logic must be attributed exclusively

to the narrowness of its field, in which abstraction may, or

rather must, be made of all the objects of cognition with

their characteristic «ist and in which the under-

standing has only to Hd with its own forms,

Jt is, obviously, a we lt task for reason to

strike into the sure | where it has to deal

not simply with its wiects external to itself.

Hence, logie is prepe propedeutic—forms, as it

wore, the vestibule of and while it is necessary

to enable us to form nt with regard to the

various branches of k the acquisition of real,

substantive knowledg& cht only in the sciences

properly so called, that jective sciences.

Now these sciences, Te €hey ay he termed rational at all,

must contain elements of « priord cognition, and this cogni-

tion may stand in a twofold relation to its object. Mither it

inay have to determéne the conception of the object—which

inust be supplicd extraneously, or it may have to establish

iis reality, The former is theoretical, the latter practical,

rational cognition. In both, the pure or @ priort element

must be treated first, and must be carefully distinguished

from.that which is supplied from other sourees. Any other

method can only lead to irremediable confusion.

Mathematics and Physics are the two theoretical sciences

which have to determine their objects a priort. The former

is purely a priori, the latter is partially so, but is also de-

pendent on other sources of cognition

cs
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In the earliest times of which history affords us any

record, mathematics had already entered on the sure course

of science, among that wonderful nation, the Greeks. Still

it is not to be supposed that it was as easy for this science to

strike into, or rather to construct for itself, that royal road,

as it was for logic, in which reason has only to deal with

itself. On the contrary, I believe, that if must have re-

mained long-—chiefly among the Ngyptians—in the stage of

blind groping after its true aims and destination, and that

it was revolutionized by the happy idea of one man, who

struck out and determined for all time the path which this

science must follow, and which admits of an indefinite ad-

vancement, The hist intellectual revolution—

much more important i n the discovery of the

passage round the ce Good Hope—-and of

its author, has not bee But Diogenes Laertius,

in naming the supposs { some of the simplest
elements of geometrical iar-—elements which, ac-

cording to the ordinary ¢ do not even require to be

proved—makes it ap change introduced by

the first indication of inet have scemed of the

utmost importance to il: isus of that age, and it

has thus been secured ag échance of oblivion. A

new light must have & xb tho mind of the first man

(Thales, or whatever may have been his name) who demon-
strated the properties of tho isosceles triangle. For he found

that it was not sufficient to meditate on the figure, as it lay

before his eyes, or the conception of it, as it existed in his

mind, and thus endeavor to get at the knowledge of its

properties, but that it was necessary to produce these proper-

ties, as it were, by a positive @ priori construction; and that,

in order to arrive with certainty at a@ prierit cognition, he

must not attribute to the object any other properties than

those which necessarily followed from that which he had

himself, in accordance with his conception, placed in the

object.

A much longer period elapsed before Physics entered on

Pr
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the highway of science. Tor it is only about a century and

a half since the wise BACON gave a new direction to physical

studies, or rather—as others were already on the right track

-—~imparted fresh vigor to the pursuit of this new direction.

Here, too, ag in the case of mathematics, we find evidence of

a rapid intellectual revolution.—In the remarks which follow

I shall confine myself to the empirical side of natura} science,

When GALILuL experimented with balls of a definite

weight on the inclined plane, when ToRRICELLI caused the

air to sustain a weight which he had calculated beforehand

to be equal to that of a definite column of water, or when

SPAHL, at a later period, converted metals into lime, and

reconverted lime inte 5 widition and subtraction

of certain elements;' rall natural philoso-

phers. They learned ' perceives that which

it produces after its ow it must not he content

to follow, as it were, i strings of nature, but

must proceed in advan aoiples of judgment ac-

cording to unvarying i: mpel nature to reply to

tions, made accordingits questions. Jor ac

to no preconceived pl ited under a necessary

or and requires. It islaw. But itis this that:

only the principles of ree. un give to concordar..

phenomena the validity of jaws, ié is only when experi-

ment is directed by these rational principles that it can have

any real utility. Reason must approach nature with the

view, indeed, of receiving information from it, not, however,

in the character of a pupil, who listens to all that his master

chooses to tell him, but in that of a judge, who compels the

witnesses to reply to those questions which he himself

thinks fit to propose, ‘To this single idea must the revolu-

tion be aseribed, by which, after groping in the dark for so

many centuries, natural science wus at length conducted

into the path of certain progress.

We come now to meluphysics, a purely speculative

1 T do not here follow with exactness the history of the oxperimental
mathod, of which, indecd, the first steps are involved in some obscurity.
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science, which occupies a completely isolated position, and

is entirely independent of the teachings of experience. It
deals with mere conceptions—not, like mathematics, with

conceptions applied to intuition—and in it, reason is the

pupil of itself alone. It is the oldest of the sciences, and

would still survive, even if all the rest were swallowed up

in the abyss of an all-destroying barbarism, But it has not

yet had the good fortune to attain to the sure scientific

method. This will be apparent, if we apply the tests which

we proposed at the outset. We find that reason perpetually

comes to a stand, when it attempts to gain a priort the per-

ception even of those laws which the most common experi-

ence confirms. We tlude: ad to retrace its steps in

mnumerable instance on the path on which

it had entered, becaus il to the desired result.

We find, too, that the caged in metaphysical

pursuits are far from h wree among themselves,

but that, ou the contrary ce appears to furnish an

arena specially adapted play of skill or the exer-

Gise of strength in mec ield in which no com-

batant ever yet succey an inch of ground, in

which, at least, no vict yet crowned with per-

manent possession,

This leads us to ingt y it is that, in metaphysics,

the sure path of science has not hitherto been found.

Shall we suppose that it is impossible to discover it?

Why then should nature have visited our reason with rest-

less aspirations after it, as if it were one of our weightiest

concerns? Nay, morc, how little cause should we have to

place confidence in our reason, if it abandons us in a matter

about which, most of all, we desire to know the truth—and

not only so, but even allures us to the pursuit of vain

phantoms, only to betray us in the end? Or, if the path

has only hitherto been missed, what indications do we pos-

sess to guide us in a renewed investigation, and to enable us

to hope for preater success than has fallen to the lot of our

predecessors ?

Xi —Screncs—2

ey)
4ge
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It appears to me that the examples of mathematics and

natural philosophy, which, as we have seen, were brought

into their present condition by a sudden revolution, are

sufficiently remarkable to fix our attention on the essential

circumstances of the change which has proved so advan-

tageous to them, and to induce us to make the experiment

of imitating them, so far as the analogy which, as rational

sciences, they bear to metaphysics may permit, It has

hitherto been assumed that our cognition must conform to

the objects; but all attempts to ascertain anything about

these objects a prior?, by means of conceptions, and thus

to extend the range of our _knowledge, have been rendered

abortive by this assuni us then make the experi-

ment whether we may snccessful in metaphys-

ics, if we assume that + conform to our cog-

nition. This appears to accord better with

the possibility of our 9 end we have in view, that

is to say, of arriving at ion of objects a priori, of

determining something ¥ t to these objects, before

they are given to us rapose to do just what

CopERnNicus did in at slain the celestial move-

ments. When he fous nid make no progress by

assuming that all the cies revolved round the

spectator, he reversed ihe” ‘aud tried the experiment

of assuming that the spectator revolved, while the stars re-

mained at rest. We may make the same experiment with

regard to the intuition of objects. If the intuition must

conform to the nature of the objects, Ido not see how we

can know anything of them a priort. Hf, on the other hand,

the object conforms to the nature of our faculty of intuition,

I can then easily conceive the possibility of such an a priort

knowledge. Now as I cannot rest in the mere intuitions,

but—if they are to become cognitions—must refer them, as

representations, to something, as object, and must determine

the latter by means of the former, here again there are two

courses open to me. Hither, first, I may assume that the

conceptions, by which I effect this determination, conform
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to the object—and in this case T am reduced to the same

perplexity as before; or, secondly, 1 may assume that the

objects. or, which is the same thing, that experience, in which

alone, as given objects, they are cognized, conform to my

conceptions—and then I am at no loss how to proceed. For

experience itsclf is a mode of cognition which requires

understanding. Before objects are given to me, that is, @

priort, L must presuppose in myself laws of ihe understand-

ing which are expressed in conceptions a priori. To these

conceptions, then, all the objects of experience must neces-

sarily conform. Now there are objects which reason thinks,

and that necessarily, but which cannot be given in experi-

ence, or, at least, cannot be #8 reason thinks them.

The attempt to think } i hereafter furnish an

excellent test of the ? ought which we have

adapted, and which principle that we only

cognize in things @ 9 ich we ourselves place

in them.’

This attempt succec

promises to metaphyat

is occupied with con

sponding objects msy

course of science, Far method we are enabled

perfectly to explain # oof a priert cognition,

and, what is more, to demonstrate satisfactorily the laws
which lie a priort at the foundation of nature, as the sum of

a

as we could desire, and

part—that is, where it

i, of which the “ corre-
perience-—-the certain

1 This method, accordingly, which we have borrowed from the natural

philosopher, consists in secking for the cloments of pure reason in that whieh

admits of conjirmation or refutation by expertinent, Now the propositions of

pure reason, especially when they transcend the limits of possible experience,

do not admit of our inaking any experiment with their ebjects, as in natural

science, lence, with regard to those coneceplions and principles which we

assume « priort, our only course will be to view them from two different sides,

We must regard one and the same conception, on the one hand, in relation to

experience as an object of the senses and of tho understanding, on the other

hand, in relation to reason, isolated and transcending the limits of experience,

as an object of mere thought. Now if we find that, when we regard things
from this double point of view, the result. is in harmony with the principle of
pure reason, but that, when we regard them from a single point of view, reason

is involved in self-contradiction, then the experiment will establish the correct-

ness of this distinction
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the objects of cxpericnce—neither of which was possible ac-

cording to the procedure hitherto followed. But from this

deduction of the faculty of @ prior? cognition in the first part

of Metaphysics, we derive a surprising result, and one which,

to all appearance, militates against the great end of Meta-

physics, as treated in the second part. For we come to the

conclusion that our faculty of cognition is unable to tran-

scend the limits of possible experience; and yet this is pre-

cisely the most essential object of this science. The estimate

of our rational cognition @ priert at which we arrive is that

it has only to do with phenomena, and that things in them-

selves, while possessing a real existence, lie beyond its

sphere. Here we are exalt) @ justice of this esti-

mate to the test. For cessity impels us to

transeend the limits o of all phenomena, is

the unconditioned, whic itely requires in things

as they are in themsely complete the series of

conditions. Now, if ita when, on the one hand,

we assume that our cog arms to its objects as

things in themselves, wed cannot be thought

without contradiction, ax n the other hand, we

assume that our represek sas they are given to

us, does not conform to as they are in them-

selves, but that these objééta es Phenomena, conform to our

mode of representation, the contradiction disappears: we

shall then be convineed of the truth of that which we began

by assuming for the sake of experiment; we may look upon

it as established that the unconditioned does not he in things

as we know them, or as they are given to us, but in

things as they are in themselves, beyond the range of our

cognition.’

! This experiment of pure reason has a great similarity to that of the

Chemists, which they term the experiment of reduction, or, more usually,

the synthetic process, The analysis of the mctaphysician separates pure cog-

nition a priort into two heterogeneous clements; viz., the cognition of things as

phenomena, and of things in themselves, Dialectic combines these again into

harmony with the necessary rational idea of the unconditioned, and finds that

this harmony never reaults except through the above distinction, which is,

therefore, concluded to be just.
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But, after we have thus denied the power of speculative

reason to make any progress in the sphere of the supersensi-

ble, ib still remains for our consideration whether data do

not exist in practical cognition, which may enable us to de-

termine the transcendent conception of the unconditioned,

to rise beyond the limits of all possible experience from

a practical point of view, and thus to satisfy the great ends

of metaphysics. Speculative reason has thus, at least, made

room for such an extension of our knowledge; and, if it

must leave this space vacant, still if does not rob us of the

liberty to fill it up, if we can, by means of practical data—

nay, it even challenges us to make the attempt.'

This attempt to in nglete revolution in the

procedure of metaphy mple of the Geometri-

cians and Natural PE titutes the ain of the

Critique of Pure Spe on. It is a treatise on

the method to be fa! ‘yetem of the science it-

self. But, at the sarne ‘ks out and defines both

the external boundarie internal structure of this

Science. For pure si en has this peculiarity,

that, in choosing th: of thought, it is able

to define the linnts of ° ies, and even to give a

complete enumeration of bie modes of proposing

problems to itself, and thus to sketch out the entire system

of metaphysics. For, on the one hand, in cognition @ priori,

nothing must be attributed to the objects but what the think-

ing subject derives from itself; and, on the other hand, rea-

son is, in regard to the principles of cognition, a perfectly

1 So the central laws of the movements of the heavenly bodies established
the truth of that whieh Copernicus, at first, assumed only aa a hypothesis, and,

al the same lime, brought to light that invisible force (Newtonian attraction)
which holds the universe together. The latter would lave remained forever

undiscovered, if Copernicus had not ventured on the experiment—contrary to

the senses, but atill just—of looking for the observed movements not in the

heavenly bodies, bul in the spectator. In this Preface I treat the new meta-

physical method as a hypothesis with the view of rendering apparent the first

attempts at such a change of method, which are always hypothetical, But
in the Critique itself it will be demonstrated, not hypothetically, but apodicti-
eully, from the nature of our representations of space aud time, and from the
elementary conceptions of the understanding,
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listinct, independent unity, in which, as in an organized

body, every member exists for the sake of the others, and

all for the sake of each, so that no principle can be viewed,

with safety, in one relationship, unless it is, at the same

time, viewed in relation to the total use of pure reason.

Hence, too, metaphysics has this singular advantage—an

advantage which falls to the lot of no other science which

has to do with objects—that, 1f once it is conducted into the

sure path of science, by means of this criticism, it can then

take in the whole sphere of its cognitions, and can thus

complete its work, and leave it for the use of posterity, as

a capital which can never receive fresh accessions. For

metaphysics has to deal. & mth. principles and with the

limitations of its ow as determined by these.

principles. To this ; erefore, bound, as the

fundamental science, to it the maxim may

justly be applied:

Nil actum repui soreaset agendum,

sof a treasure is this that

? What is the real

2, purified by criticism,

and thereby reduced to condition? A cursory

view of the present wor to the supposition that its

use is merely negative, that it only serves to warn us against

venturing, with speculative reason, beyond the limits of ex-

perience. This is, in fact, its primary use. But this, at

once, assumes a positive value, when we observe that the

principles with which speculative reason endeavors to tran-

scend its limits, lead inevitably, not to the extension, but

to the contraction of the use of reason, inasmuch as they

threaten to extend the limits of sensibility, which is their

proper sphere, over the entire realm of thought, and thus

to supplant the pure (practical) use of reason. So far, then,

as this criticism is occupied in confining speculative reason

within its proper bounds, it is only negative; bat, inasmuch

as it thereby, at the same time, removes an obstacle which

But, it will be ask

we propose to beque

value of this system
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impedes and even threatens to destroy the use of practical

reson, it possesses a positive and very important value, In

order to admit this, we have only to be convinced that there

is an absolutely necessary use of pure reason—the moral use

—in which it inevitably transcends the limits of sensibility,

without the aid of speculation, requiring only to be insured

against the effects of a speculation which would involve it

in contradiction with itself. ‘l'’o deny the positive advan-

tage of the service which this criticism renders us, would

be as absurd as to maintain that the system of police is pro-

ductive of no positive benefit, since its main business is to

prevent the violence which citizen has to apprehend from

citizen, that so each may 2 hig vocation in peace and

security. That spac nly forms of sensible

intuition, and hence us of the existence of

things as phenomens

tions of the understa:

for the cognition of thing

ing intuition can be giv

cordingly, we can haye

in itself, but only as ¢

as a phenomenon—a!

: 80 far as a correspond-

32 conceptions; that, ac-

£ an object, as a thing

sible intuition, that is,

in the Analytical part

of the Critique; and fre imitation of all possible

speculative cognition ta” ve-ohjects of experience, fol-

lows as a necessary result, At the same time, it must be

carefully borne in mind that, while we surrender the power

‘of cognizing, we still reserve the power of thinking objects,

as things in themselves,’ For, otherwise, we should require

to affirm the existence of an appearance, without something

' In order to cogniéze an object, T must be able to prove its possibility, either

from its reality as attested by experionce, or a priori, by means of reason. But

I can think what I please, provided only I do uot contradict myself; that is,

provided imy conception is a possible thonght, though I may be unable to

answer for the existence of a corresponding object in the sum of possibilities,

But something more is required before I can attribute to such a conception

objective validity, that is real possibility—the other possibility being merely
logical, Wo are not, however, confined to theoretical sources of cognition for

the means of satisfying this additional requiremont, but may derive them from

practical sources.
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that appears—which would be absurd. Now let us suppose,

for a moment, that we had not undertaken this criticism,

and, accordingly, had not drawn the necessary distinction

between things, as objects of experience, and things, as they

are in themselves. The principle of causality, and, by con-

sequence, the mechanism of nature as determined by causal-

ity, would then have absolute validity in relation to all

things as efficient causes. I should then be unable to as-

sert, with regard to one and the same being, e.g., the human

soul, that its will is free, and yet, at the same time, subject

to natural necessity, that is, noé free without falling into a

palpable contradiction, for in 1 both propositions I should

take the soul in the sume segnefication, as a thing in general,

as a thing in itself—ag yious criticism, I could

not but take it. Sui e other hand, that we

have undertaken this ave learned that an ob-

ject may be taken in é a3 a phenomenon, sec-

ondly, asa thing in itsel , according to the deduc-

tion of the conceptions erstanding, the principle

of causality has relere sings in the first sense.

We then see how it: é any contradiction to

assert, on the one ha l,in the phenomenal

sphere—in visible act “iy obedient to the law

of nature, and, in so fare nd, on the other hand,

that, as belonging to a thing in itself, it 1s not subject to that

law, and, accordingly, is jree. Now, it is true that I cannot,

by means of speculative reason, and still less by empirical

observation, cognize my soul as a thing in itself, and conse-

quently, cannot cognize liberty as the property of a being to

which I ascribe effects iu the world of sense. For, to do so,

I must cognize this being as existing, and yet not in time,

which—since I cannot support my conception by any in-

tuition—is impossible. At the same time, while I cannot

cognize, I can quite well think freedom, that is to say, my

representation of it involves at least no contradiction, if we

bear in mind the critical distinction of the two modes of

representation (the sensible and the intellectual) and the
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consequent limitation of the conceptions of the pure un-

derstanding, and of the principles which flow from them.

Suppose now that morality necessarily presupposed liberty,

in the strictest sense, as a property of our will; suppose that

reason contained certain practical, original principles @ priori,

which were absolutely impossible without this presupposi-

tion; and suppose, at the same time, that speculative reason

had proved that liberty was incapable of being thought at

all. It would then follow that the moral presupposition

must give way to the speculative affirmation, the opposite

of which involves an obvious contradiction, and that liberty

and, with it, morality must yield to the mechanism of nature ;

for the negation of moralig rolyea no contradiction, ex-

cept on the presuppe Now morality does

not require the specu. ‘ liberty; it is enongh

that I can think it, th nvolves no contradic-

tion, that it does not ta 6 mechanism of nature,

But even this requirerme¢ ad not satisfy, if we had

not learned the twofold s ich things may be taken;

and it is only in this vw octrine of morality and

the doctrine of natur ithin their proper lim-

its. Vor this result, ndebted to a criticism

which warns us of our & ignorance with regard

to things in themselves, bea the necessary limita-

tion of our theoretical cognition to mere phenomena.

The positive value of the critical principles of pure rea-

son in relation to the conception of God and of the simple

nature of the soul, admits of a similar exemplification; but

on this point I shall not dwell. I cannot even make the as-

‘sumption—as the practical interests of morality require—of

God, Freedom, and Immortality, if I do not deprive specu-

lative reason of its pretensions to transcendent insight. for

to arrive at these, it must make use of principles which, in

fact, extend only to the objects of possible experience, and

which cannot be applied to objects beyond this sphere with-

out converting them into phenomena, and thus rendering the

practicul catenston of pure reason impossible. I must, there-
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fore, abolish knowledge, to make room for belie/, The dog-

matism of metaphysics, that is, the presumption that it is

possible to advance in metaphysics without previous criti-

cism, is the true source of the unbelief (always dogmatic)

which militates against morality,

Thus, while it may be no very difficult task to bequeath

a legacy to posterity, in the shape of a system of metapliys-

ics constructed in accordance with the Critique of Pure

Reason, still the value of such a bequest is not to be depre-

ciated. Jt will render an important service to reason, by

substituting the certainty of scientific method for that ran-

dom groping after results without the guidance of princi-

ples, which has hiticrte chaiwerizcd the pursuit of meta-

physical studies. It iportant service to the

inquiring mind of v@ i the student to apply

his powers to the cul uine science, instead of

wasting them, as at pres lations which can never

lead to any result, or on tempt to Invent new ideas

and opinions. But, abos fii confer an inestimable

benefit on morality and yatowing that all the ob-

jections urged again ilenced forever by the

Socratic method, that proving the ignorance of

the objector. For, as as never been, and, no

doubt, never will be, withont a"“system of metaphysics of

one kind or another, it is the highest and weightiest concern

of philosophy to render it powerless for harm, by closing up

the sources of error.

This important change in the field of the sciences, this

loss of its fancied possessions, to which speculative reason

must submit, does not prove in any way detrimental to the

general interests of humanity. The advantages which the

world has derived from the teachings of pure reason, are

not at all impaired. The loss falls, in its whole extent,

on the monopoly of the schools, but does not in the slight-

est degree touch the interests of mankind. IJ appeal to the

most obstinate dogmatist, whether the proof of the contin-

ved existence of the soul after death, derived from the sim-
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plicity of its substance; of the freedom of the will in oppo-

sition to the general mechanism of nature, drawn from the

subtle but impotent distinction of subjective and objective

practical necessity; or of the existence of God, deduced

from the conception of an ens realissimum—the contingency

of the changeable, and the necessity of a prime mover, has

ever becn able to pass beyond the limits of the schools, to

penetrate the public mind, or to exercise the slightest influ-

ence on its convictions. It must be admitted that this has

not been the case, and that, owing to the unfitness of the

common understanding for such subtle speculations, it can

never be expected to take place. On the contrary, it is

plain that the hope of a. f five arises from the feeling,

which exists in the t sun, that the temporal

is inadequate to meet emands of his nature.

In like manner, it cant d that the clear exhibi-

tion of duties In oppo e elaims of inclination,

gives rise to the conscio’ edom, and that the glo-

rious order, beauty, anc ind care, everywhere dis-

played tn nature, give shef in a wise and great

Author of the Univers > genesis of these gen-

eral convictions of ine as they depend on ra-

tional grounds; and th

undisturbed, but is evel «

the doctrine that the schools have no right to arrogate to

themselves a more profound insight into a matter of general

human concernment, than that to which the great mass of

men, ever held by us in the highest estimation, can without

difficulty attain, and that the schools should therefore con-

tine themselves to the elaboration of these universally com-

prehensible, and, from a moral point of view, amply sat-

istactory proofs, The change, therefore, affects only the

arrogant pretensions of the schools, which would gladly

retain, in their own exclusive possession, the key to the

truths which they impart to the public.

Quod mecum nescit, solus vult seire videri.
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At the same time it does not deprive the speculative philos-

opher of his just title to be the sole depositor of a science

which benefits the public without its knowledge—I mean,

the Critique of Pure Reason. This can never become pop-

ular, and, indeed, has no occasion to be so; for fine-spun

arguments in favor of useful truths make just as little im-

pression on the public mind as the equally subtle objections

brought against these truths. On the other hand, since both

inevitably force themselves on every man who rises to the

height of speculation, it becomes the manifest duty of the

schools to enter upon a thorough investigation of the rights

of speculative reason, and thus to prevent the scandal which

metaphysical controversi , sooner or later, to cause

even to the masses. icism that inetaphysi-

cians (and, as such, th sin be saved from these

controversies and frora xt perversion of their

doctrines. Criticism a e a blow at the root of

Materialism, Fatalism, & e-thinking, Fanaticism,

and Superstition, whici raally injurious—as well

as of Idealism and See : are dangerous to the

schools, but can scar the public. If gov-

ernments think proper with the affairs of the

learned, it would be im ut with a wise regard for

the interests of science for those of society, to

favor a criticism of this kind, by which alone the labors

of reason can be established on a firm basis, than to support

the ridiculous despotisin of the schools, which raise a loud

cry of danger to the public over the destruction of cobwebs,

of which the public has never taken any notice, and the

loss of which, therefore, it can never feel,

This critical science is not opposed to the dogmatic pro-

cedure of reason in pure cognition; for pure cognition must

always be dogmatic, that is, must rest on strict demonstra-

tion from sure principles a priori—but to dogmatism, that is,

to the presumption that it is possible to make any progress

with a pure cognition, derived from (philosophical) concep-

tions, according to the principles which reason has long been
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in the habit of employing—-without first inquiring in what

way and by what right reason has come into the possession

of these principles. Doginatism is thus the dogmatic pro-

cedure of pure reason without previous criticism of tls own

powers, and in opposing this procedure we must not be sup-

posed to lend any countenance to that loquacious shallow-

ness which arrogates to itself the name of popularity, nor

yet to scepticism, which inakes short work with the whole

science of metaphysics. On the contrary, our criticism is

the necessary preparation for a thoroughly scientific sys-

tem of metaphysics, which must perform its task entirely

a priori, to the complete satiefnction of speculative reason,

and must, therefore, bee af popularly, but scholas-

tically. In varrying ich the Critique pre-

scribes, that is, in rm of metaphysics, we

must have recourse t hod of the celebrated

Wotr, the greatest of fe philosophers. He waa

the first to point out the establishing fixed prin-

ciples, of clearly defining sptions, and of subjecting

our demonstrations to are scrutiny, instead of

rashly jumping at cor example which he sot,

served to awaken th : ‘prcfound and thorough in-

vestigation which is not #ia Germany. Le would

have been peculiarly weil fitted to give a truly scientific

character to metaphysical studies, had it occurred to him

to prepare the field by a criticism of the erganum, that is, of

pure reason itself. That he failed to perceive the necessity

of such a procedure, must be ascribed to the dogmatic mode

of thought which characterized his age, and on this point

the philosophers of lis time, as well as of all previous times,

have nothing to reproach cach other with. ‘Those who reject

at once the method of WoLrF, and of the Critique of Pure

Reason, can have no other aim but to shake off the fetters

of science, to change labor into sport, certainty into opinion,

and philosophy into philodoxy.

In this second edition, I have endeavored, as far as possi-

ble, to remove the difficulties and obscurity, which, without
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fault of mine perhaps, have given rise to many misconcep-

tions even among acute thinkers, In the propositions them-

selves, and in the demonstrations by which they are sup-

ported, as well as in the form and the entire plan of the

work, I have found nothing to alter; which must be attrib-

uted partly to the long examination to which I had sub-

jected the whole before offering it to the public, and partly

to the nature of the case. For pure speculative reason is an

organic structure in which there is nothing isolated or inde-

pendent, but every single part is essential to all the rest;

and hence, the slightest imperfection, whether defect or posi-

tive error, could not fail to betray itself in use. I venture,

further, to hope, that this aystem will maintain the same un-

alterable character fo am led to entertain this

confidence, not by ¥ he evidence which the

equality of the resuit we proceed, first, from

the simplest elements + iplete whole o€ pure rea-

son, and then, backwarc whole to each individual

part. We find that tt make the slightest alter-

ation, in any part, | to contradictions, not

merely in this syste wn reason itself. At

the same time, there som for improvement

in the exposition of the d ntained in this work. In

the present edition, 1 he gored to remove misappre-

hensions of the sesthetical part, especially with regard to the

conception of Time: to clear away the obscurity which has

been found in the deduction of the conceptions of the under-

standing; to supply the supposed want of sufficient evidence

in the demonstration of the principles of the pure under-

standing; and, lastly, to obviate the misunderstanding of

the paralogisms which immediately precede the Rational

Psychology. Beyond this point-—the end of the second

Main Division of the Transcendental Dialectic—I have not

extended my alterations,’ partly from want of time, and

fo

! The only addition, properly so called—and that only in the method of

proof—which I have made in the present edition, consists of a new refutation

of psychological /dealism, and a atrict demonstration—the only one possible, ag
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partly because I am not aware that any portion of the re-

mainder has given rise to misconceptions among intelligent

and impartial critics, whom Ido not here mention with that

praise which is their due, but who will find that their sug-

gestions have been attended to in the work itself.

In attempting to render the exposition of my views as

intelligible as possible, I have been compelled to leave out

or abridge various passages which were not essential to the

completeness of the work, but which many readers might

consider useful in other respects, and might be unwilling to

miss, This trifling loss, which could not be avoided with-

out swelling the book beyond due limits, may be supplied,

at the pleasure of the x a comparison with the first

edition, and will, 1 } an compensated for by

the greater clearness 58 as lt now stands.

I have observed, find thankfulness, in the

al intuition. However harmless
ity it is not so—in regard to the

emain a scandal to philosophy and

to assume, as an article of mere

s (from which, yet, we derive

al sense), and not to be able

gall it iu question. As there

is some obscurity of exprassid stration as it stands in the text, I

propose fo alter the passage in wa; *‘But this permanent cannot

be an intuition in me. For af the-d A x grounds of my existence which

ean be found in me are represcntations, and, as such, do themselves require a
permanent, distinct from them, which may determine my existence in relation

to their changes, that is, my existence in time, wherein they change.”? It

may, probably, be urged in opposition to this proof that, after all, 1 am only

conscious immediately of that which is in me, that is, of my representation of

external things, and that, consequently, it must always remain uncertain

whether anything corresponding to this representation does or does not exist

externally to me. But I am conscious, through internal experience, of my

existence in time (consequently, also, of the determinahility of the former in the

latter), and that is more than the simple consciousness of my representation.

It is, in fact, the same as the empirical consciousness of my existence, which

can only be determined in relation to something, which, while counected with

my existence, is eternal to me. This consciousness of my existence in time is,

therefore, identical with the consciousness of a relation to something external to

mo, and it is, therefore, experience, not fiction, sense, not imagination, which

inseparably connects the external with my internal sense. For the external

sense is, in itself, the relation of intuition to something real, external to me;

and the reality of this something, as opposed to the mere imagination of it, rests

solely on its inseparable connection with internal experience as the condition of

ita possibility. If with the intellectual consciousness of my existence, in the

I believe—of the objective re:

Idealism may be consider

essential ends of metaphysics,

to the general human reasou

belief, the existence of thin

the whole material of cogn

to oppose a satisfactory prac
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pages of various reviews and treatises, that the spirit of pro-
found and thorough investigation is not extinct in Germany,

though it may have been overborne and silenced for a time

by the fashionable tone of a license in thinking, which gives

itself the airs of genius—and that the difficulties which beset

the paths of Criticism have not prevented energetic and

acute thinkers from making themselves masters of the sci-

ence of pure reason to which these paths conduct—a science

which is not popular, but scholastic in its character, and

which alone can hope for a lasting existence or possess an

abiding value. To these deserving men, who so happily

combine profundity of view with a talent for lucid exposi-

tion—a talent which f mysei not conscious of possessing

—TI leave the task of obscurity which may

still adhere to the st sctrines. For, in this

case, the danger is no iz refuted, but of being

misunderstood. For m { ust henceforward ab-

my judgments, and all the opera-
soe time, connect a determination
® consciousness of a relation to

But the internal intuition

ough preceded by that purely
‘attached to the condition of

time. Hence this determinatia , and consequently my internal
experience itself, must depend yermanent which is not in me,
which can be, therefore, only im xtérnal to me, to which I must look
upon myself as being related. Thus the reality of the external sense is neces-
sarily connected with that of the internal, in order to the possibility of experi-
ence in general; that is, [am just as certainly conscious that there are things
external to me related to my sense, as I am that I myself exist, as determined
in time. But in order to ascertain to what given intuitions objects, external to
me, really correspond, in other words, what intuitions belong to the external
sense and not to imagination, I must have recourse, in every particular case, to
those rules according to which expericnce in general (even internal experience)
ig distinguished from imagination, and which are always based on the proposi-
tion that there really ig an external experience. —Wo may add the remark that
the representation of something permanent in existence is not the same thing
as the permanent representation; for a representation may be very variable and
changing—ans all our representations, oven that of matter, are—and yet refer to
something permanent, which must, therefore, be distinct from all my represen-
tations and external to me, the existence of which is necessarily included in the
determination of my own existence, and with it constilutes one experience—an
experience which would not even be possible internally, if it were not also at
the same time, in part, external, To the question ow? we are no more able
to reply, than we are, in general, to think tho stationary in time, the coexistence
of which with the variable, produces the conception of change.

representation: Jam, which a:

tions of my understanding, } eo

of my existence by tntellectucl tak

something external to me wo

in which alone my existence

intellectual consciousness, i
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stain from controversy, although I shall carefully attend to

all suggestions, whether from friends or adversaries, which

may be of use in the futare elaboration of the system of this

Propadeutic. As, during these labors, I have advanced

pretty far in years—this month I reach my sixty-fourth

year—it will be necessary for me to economize time, if I

am to carry out my plan of elaborating the Metaphysics of

Nature as well as of Morals, in contirmation of the georrect-

ness of the principles ostablished in this Critique of Pure

Reason, both Speculative and Practical; and IT must, there-

fore, leave the task of clearing up the obscurities of the

present work—inevitable, perhans, at the outset—as well as

the defence of the whol serving men who have

made my system thei sphical syste cannot

come forward armed o a mathematical trea-

tise, and hence it m ssible to take objection

to particular passages, rvanic structure of the

system, considered as + mu danger to apprehend,

But few possess the abi all fewer the inelination,

to take a comprehensiy pw system. By contin-

ing the view to partie King these out of their

connection and comparith one another, it 1s easy

to pick out apparent caRtradetters, especially in a work

written with any frecdom of style. These contradictions

place the work in an unfavorable light in the eyes of those

who rely on the judgment of others, but are easily reconciled

by those who have mastered the idea of the whole. If a

theory possesses stability in itself, the action and reaction

which secmec st first to threaten its existence, serve only,

in the course of time, to smooth down any superficial rough-

ness or inequality, and-—if men of insight, impartiality, and

truly popular gifts turn their attention to if—to secure to

it, in a short time, the requisite elegance also.

Koniasuera, April, 1787.





CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

INTRODUCTION

J, OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PURE AND EMPIRICAL

, KNOWLEDGE

can be no doubé. how is it possible that the

itt “she awakened into exer-

sets which affect our

»duce representations,

ding into activity, to

these, and so to convert

mpressions into a knowl-

perience? In respect of

is antecedent to experi-

[oc all our knowledge begins with experience there

faculty of cog

cise otherwise than

senses, and partly o

partly rouse our powe!

compare, to connect, or

the raw material of our

edge of objects, whieh 3

time, therefore, no kre

ence, but begins with

But, though all our'® beging with experience,

it by no means follow isos out of experience.

For, on the contrary, it is quite ‘possible that our empirical
knowledge is a compound of that which we receive through

impressions, and that which the faculty of cognition supplies

from itself (sensuous impressions giving merely the occa-

ston), an addition which we cannot distinguish from the

original element given by sense, till long practice has made

us attentive to, and skilful in separating it. It is, therefore,

a question which requires close investigation, and is not to
be answered at first sight—whether there exists a knowledge

altogether independent of experience, and even of all sensu-

ous impressions? Knowledge of this kind is called a priort,

(48)
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in contradistinction to empirical knowledge, which has its

sources a posteriori, that is, in experience.

But the expression, ‘‘a priori,’ is not as yet definite

enough, adequately to indicate the whole meaning of the

question above started. For, in speaking of knowledge

which has its sourees in experience, we are wont to say that

this or that may be known a priori, because we do not de-

rive this knowledge immediately from experience, but from

a general rule, which, however, we have itself borrowed

from experience, Thus, if a man undermined his house,

we say, “he might know a@ priori that it would have fallen’’;

that is, he needed not to have waited for the experience that
it did actually fall. Pat vt, he could not know

even this much. f are heavy, and, conse-

quently, that they fa ports are taken away,

must have been kne eviously, by means of

experience,

By the term ‘‘knowl¢

in the sequel understand,

or that kind of experi

experience, Opposed

which is possible onl

ori,"’ therefore, we shall

a8 ig independent of this

is absolutely so of all

inal knowledge, or that

hat is, through experi-

ence. Knowledge a gr pure or impure. Pure

knowledge a priori is that wath which no empirical element

is mixed up. For example, the proposition, ‘‘Every change

has a cause,’’ is a proposition a priert, but impure, because

change is a conception which can only be derived from

experience.

Ii, THE HUMAN INTELLECT, EVEN IN AN UNPHILOSOPHICAL

STATE, IS IN POSSESSION OF CHRTAIN COGNITIONS

A PRIORI

The question now is as to a ertterion, by which we may

securely distinguish a pure from an empirical cognition.

Experience uo doubt teaches us that this or that object is

constituted in such and such a manner, but not that it could

not possibly exist otherwise. Now, in the first place, if we
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have a proposition which contains the idea of necessity in

its very conception, it is a judgment a priort; if, moreover,

it 18 not derived from any other proposition, unless from one

equally involving the idea of necessity, it is absolutely

a priori. Secondly, an empirical judgment never exhibits

strict and absolute, but only assumed and comparative, uni-

versality (by induction); therefore, the most we can say is—

so far as we have hitherto observed, there is no exception to

this or that rule. If, on the other hand, a judgment carries

with it strict and absolute universality, that is, admits of no

possible exception, it is not derived from experience, but is

valid absolutely a priori.

Empirical universalisy

extension of validity

a proposition valid ins

of a proposition wheal

in the affirmation, ‘

contrary, strict univers

necessarily indicates ane

nainely, a faculty of

strict universality, the

euishing pure from efrey

bly connected with each - as in the use of these

eriteria the empirical hinitation is sometimes more casily de-

tected than the contingency of the judgment, or the unlimited

universality which we attach to a judgment is often a more

convincing proof than its necessity, it may be advisable to

use the eriteria separately, each being by itself infallible.

Now, that in the sphere of human cognition, we have

judgments which ure necessary, and in the strictest sense

universal, consequently pure « prier7, it will be an easy

matter to show. If we desire an example from the sciences,

we need only take any proposition in mathematics. If we

cast our eyes upon the commonest operations of the under-

standing, the proposition, ‘‘every change must have a

cause,’ will wmply serve our purpose. In the latter case,

indeed, the conception of a cause so plainly involves the

‘efore, only an arbitrary

may be predicated of

hat which is asserted

n all; as, for example,

reanvy.’’ When, on the

sierlzes a judgment, it

inv source of knowledge,

riord. Necessity and

lible tests for distin-

edge, and arc insepara-

g
fhe
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conception of a necessity of connection with an effect, and

of a strict universality of the law, that the very notion of a

cause would entirely disappear, were we to derive it, like

Hume, from a frequent association of what happens with

that which precedes, and the habit thence originating of

connecting representations—the necessity inherent in the

judgment being therefore merely subjective. Besides, with-

out seeking for such examples of principles existing a priori

in cognition, we might easily show that such principles are

the indispensable basis of the possibility of experience itself,

and consequently prove their existence a priort. For whence

could our experience itself acquire certainty, if all the rules

on which it depends were aciyes empirical, and conse-

quently fortuitous? ’e, can admit the valid-

ity of the use of suc neiples. But, for the

present, we may cont with having established

the fact, that we do po areise a faculty of pure

a@ priori cognition; and with having pointed ont

the proper tests of suck namely, universality and

necessity.

Not only in jud

tions, is an @ priori :

take away by degrees enceptions of a body all

that can be referred é?mSré “Rétisucus experience-—color,

hardness or softness, weight, even impenetrability—the body

will then vanish; but the space which it occupied still
remains, and this it is utterly impossible to annihilate in

thought. Again, if we take away, in like manner, from our

empirical conception of any object, corporeal or incorporeal,

all properties which mere experience has taught us to con-

nect with it, still we cannot think away those through which

we cogitate it as substance, or adhering to substance, al-

though our conception of substance is more determined than

that of an object. Compelled, therefore, by that necessity

with which the conception of substance forces itself upon

us, we must confess that it has its seat in our faculty of

cognition a priort.

but even in concep-

For example, if we
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TI]. PHILOSOPHY STANDS IN NEED OF A SCIENCE WHICH

SHALL DETERMINE THE POSSIBILITY, PRINCIPLES, AND

EXTENT OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE A PRIORI

Of far more importance than all that has been above

said, is the consideration that certain of our cognitions rise

completely above the sphere of all possible experience, and

by means of conceptions, to which there exists in the whole

extent of experience no corresponding object, seem to ex-

tend the range of our judgments beyond its bounds. And

just in this transcendental or supersensible sphere, where

experience affords us neither instruction nor guidance, hie

the investigations of # on account of their im-

portance, we consid to, and as having a far

more elevated aim ie understanding can

achieve within the sph # phenomena. So high

a value do we set upou ations, that, even at the

risk of orror, we persist, ng them out, and permit

difference to restrain us

ble problems of mere

il) and ImmMorvraity.

timinaries, has for its

especial object the sol « problems is nained meta-

physics—-a science which s'ar the very outset dogmatical,

that is, it confidently takes upon itself the execution of this

task without any previous investigation of the ability or

inability of reason for such an undertaking,

Now the safe ground of experience being thus abandoned,

it seems nevertheless natural that we should hesitate to erect

a building with the cognitions we possess, without knowing

whence they come, and on the strength of principles, the

origin of which is undiscovered. Instead of thus trying to

build without a foundation, it is rather to be expected that we

should long ago have put the question, how the understanding

can arrive at these a prior? cognitions, and what is the extent,

validity, and worth which they may possess? We say, this

is natural enough, meaning by the word natural that which is

from the pursuit. The
pure reason are GoD,

The science which,
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consistent with a just and reasonable way of thinking; but

if we understand by the term, that which usually happens,

nothing indeed could be more natural and more comprehen-

sible than that this investigation should be left long unat-

tempted. Hor one part of our pure knowledge, the science

of mathematics, has been long firmly established, and thus

leas us to form flattering expectations with regard to others,

though these may be of quite a different nature. Besides,

when we get beyond the bounds of experience, we are of

course safe from opposition in that quarter; and the charm

of widening the range of our knowledge is so great, that

unless we are brought to a standstill by some evident con-
tradiction, we hurry G rin our course. ‘This,
however, may be ave ficiently cautious in

the construction of ot Ji are not the less fie-

tions on that account.

Mathematical scien

far, independently

a priort knowledge, It

cupies himself with <

as they can be represe!

circumstance 18 easily ¢

. brilliant example, how

sé, We may carry our

the mathematician oc-

itions only in so far

f intuition. But this

scause the said intuition

ean itself be given « ; therefore is hardly to be

distinguished from a ime iception, Deceived by

such a proof of the power of reason, we can perceive no

linits to the extension of our knowledge. The light deve

cleaving in free flight the thin air, whose resistance it feels,

might imagine that her movements would be far more free

and rapid in airless space. Just in the same way did Plato,

abandoning the world of sense because of the narrow limits

it sets to the understanding, venture upon the wings of

ideas beyond it, into the void space of pure intellect. He

did not reflect that he made no real progress by all his

efforts; for he met with no resistance which might serve him

for a support, as it were, whereon to rest, and on which he

night apply his powers, in order to let the intellect acquire

momentum for its progress. Lt is, indeed, the common fate

uhu
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of human reason in speculation, to finish the imposing edi-

fice of thought as rapidly as possible, and then for the first

time to begin to examine whether the foundation is a solid

one or no. Arrived at this point, all sorts of excuses are

sought after, in order to console us for its want of stability,

or rather, indeed, to enable us to dispense altogether with so

late and dangerous an investigation. But what frees us

during the process of building from all apprehension or sus-

picion, and flatters us into the belief of its solidity, is this.

A great part, perhaps the greatest part, of the business of

our reason consists in the analyzation of the conceptions

which we already possess of objects. By this means we gain

a multitude of cognitions ig although really nothing

more than elucidati ations of that which

(though in a confus salvoae y thought in our

conceptions, are, at f their form, prized as

new introspections; w s regards their matter

or content, we have real iidition to our concep-

tions, but only disiny oly Gut as this process does
furnish real a priort | uch has a sure progress

and useful results, rea ¥ this, slips in, without

being itself aware of if a quite different kind;

in which, to given adds others, a priort

indeed, but entirely fordion te “them, without our knowing

how it arrives at these, and, indeed, without such a question

ever suggesting itself. I shall therefore at once proceed

to examine the difference between these two modes of

knowledge.

IV. OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ANALYTICAL AND

BSYNTHETICAL JUDGMENTS

In all judgments where in the relation of a subject to

the predicate is cogitated (I mention affirmative judgments

only here; the application to negative will be very casy),

this relation is possible in two different ways. Hither the

1 Not aynthetical,— Tr.

XI —ScreNcE—-3
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predicate B belongs to the subject A, as somewhat which is

contained (though covertly) in the conception A; or the

predicate B lies completely out of the conception A, al-

though it stands in connection with it. In the first instance,

I term the judgment analytical, in the second, synthetical.

Analytical judgments (affirmative) are therefore those in

which the connection of the predicate with the subject is

cogitated through identity; those in which this connection

is cogitated without identity are called synthetical judg-

ments. The former may be called explicative, the latter

augmentative’ judgments; because the former add in the

predicate nothing to the conception of the subject, but

only analyze it into ity cod f conceptions, which were

thought already in th gh in a confused man-

ner; the latter add to’ sf the subject a predi-

cate which was not coz sd which no analysis

could ever have disecy For example, when I

say, ‘‘all bodies are exte is an aualytical judg-

ment, For I need aut the conception of body

in order to find exten d with it, but merely

analyze the conceptir ame conscious of the

manifold properties i that conception, in

order to discover tiis it: it is therefore an

analytical judgment, © r band, when I say, ‘‘all

bodies are heavy,’’ the predicate is something totally differ-

ent from that which I think in the mere conception of a

body. By the addition of such a predicate, therefore, it

becomes a synthetical judgment,

Judgments of experience, as such, are always synthetical.

For it would be absurd to think of grounding an analytical

judgment on experience, because, in forming such a judg-

ment, I need not go out of the sphere of my conceptions,

and therefore recourse to the testimony of experience is

quite unnecessary. That ‘‘bodies are extended’’ is not an

empirical judgment, but a proposition which stands firm

1 That is, judgments which really add to, and do not merely analyze or

explain the conceptions which make up the sum of our knowledge,—7?.bp p g
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a priort. For before addressing myself to experience, I

already have in my conception all the requisite conditions

for the judgment, and I have only to extract the predicate

from the conception, according to the principle of contradic-

tion, and thereby at the same time become conscious of the

necessity of the judgment, a necessity which I could never

learn from expericnce. On the other hand, though at first

I do not at all include the predicate of weight in my concep-

tion of body in general, that conception still indicates an

object of experience, a part of the totality of experience, to

which I ean still add other parts; and this I do when I ree-

ognize by observation that bodies are heavy. I can cognize

beforehand by analysis th tion of body through the

characteristics of ext ability, shape, etc., all

which are coyitated But now [ extend

my knowledge, and tac experience from which

T had derived this con ly, I find weight at all

times connected with the «teristics, and therefore

T synthetically add to : ions this as a predicate,

and say, ‘‘all bodies Thus it is experience

upon which rosts the synthesis of the pred-

icate of weight with & of body, becanse both

conceptions, although th {contained in the other,

still belong to one aneoibe ntingently, however), as

parts of a whole, namely, of experience, which 1s itself

a synthesis of intuitions.

But to synthetical judgments a priori, such aid is entirely

wanting. If I go out of and beyond the conception A, in

order to recognize another B as connected with it, what

foundation have I to rest on, whereby to render the syn-

thesis possible? I have here no longer the advantage of

looking out in the sphere of experience for what I want.

Let us take, for example, the proposition, ‘everything that

happens has a cause.’’ In the conception of something that

happens, I indeed think an existence which a certain time

antecedes, and from this I can derive analytical judgments.

But the conception of a cause lies quite out of the above
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conception, and indicates something ontirely different from

“that which happens,’’ and is consequently not contained in

that conception. How then am I able to assert concerning

the general conception—''that which happens’’~something

entirely different from that conception, and to recognize

the conception of cause although not contained in it, yet as

belonging to it, and even necessarily? what is here the un-

known = X, upon which the understanding rests when it

believes it has found, out of the conception A a foreign

predicate B, which it nevertheless considers to be connected

with it? It cannot be experience, because the principle ad-

duced annexes the two representations, cause and effect, to

the representation e@xigie: wt Only with universality,

which experience car o with the expression

of necessity, therefors prtort and from pure

conceptions. Upon s i, that is augmentative

propositions, depends ° im of our speculative

knowledge a priori; fo analytical judgments are

indeed highly important. sary, they are so, only to

arrive at that clearnes ons which is requisite

for a sure and extend md this alone is a real

acquisition.

V. IN ALL THEORETICAL SCTES: OF REASON, SYNTHETI-
CAL JUDGMENTS A PRIORI ARE CONTAINED

AS PRINCIPLES

1. Mathematical judgments are always synthetical.

Hitherto this fact, though incontestably true and very im-

portant in its consequences, seems to have escaped the ana-

lysts of the human mind, nay, to be in complete opposition

to all their conjectures. For as it was found that mathemat-

ical conclusions all proceed according to the principle of

contradiction (which the nature of every apodictic certainty

requires), people became persuaded that the fundamental

principles of the science also were recognized and admitted

in the same way. But the notion is fallacious; for although

a synthetical proposition can certainly be discerned by means
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of the principle of contradiction, this is possible only when

another synthetical proposition precedes, from which the

latter is deduced, but never of itself.

Before all, be it observed, that proper mathematical

propositions are always judginents a@ priori, and not em-

pirical, because they carry along with them the conception

of necessity, which cannot be given by experience. Lf this

be demurred to, it matters not; I will then limit my asser-

tion to pure mathematics, the very conception of which im-

phes, that it consists of knowledge altogether non-empirical

and @ priort,

We might, indeed, at first suppose that the proposition,

7+5=12. is a merely aust .pecpesition, following (ac-

cording to the princip, ion) from the concep-

tion of a sum of sev: if we regard it more

narrowly, we find thas : of the sum of seven

and five contains neti: the uniting of both

sums into one, whereby at all be cogitated what

this single number is whig +s both. The conception

of twelve is by no means. merely cogitating the
union of seven and fi analyze our concep:

tion of such a possible # ¢ we will, still we shall

never discover in it the weive. We must go be-

yond these conceptions, recourse to an intuition

which corresponds to one of the two—our five fingers, for

example, or like Segner in his ‘‘Arithmetic,”’ five points,

and so by degrees add the units contamed in the five given

in the intuition to the conception of seven. For I first take

the number 7, and, for the conception of 5 calling in the aid

of the fingers of my hand as objects of intuition, I add the

units, which I before took together to make up the number

5, gradually now, by means of the material image my hand,

to the number 7, and by this process 1 at length see the

number 12 arise. That 7 should be added to 5, I have cer-

tainly cogitated in my conception of a sum=7-+65, but not

that this sam was equal to 12. Arithmetical propositions

are therefore always synthetical, of which we may become

a
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more clearly convinced by trying large numbers. For it

will thus become quite evident, that turn and twist our

conceptions as we may, it is impossible, without having

recourse to intuition, to arrive at the sum total or product

by means of the mere analysis of our conceptions. Just

as little is any principle of pure geometry analytical, “A

straight line between two points is the shortest,’’ is a syn-

thetical proposition, For my conception of straight con-

tains no notion of quantity, but is merely qualitative. The

conception of the shortest is therefore wholly an addition,

and by no analysis can it be extracted from our conception

of a straight line. Intuition must therefore here lend its aid,

by means of which, an ly,.on7 synthesis is possible.

Some few princi Y geometricians are,

indeed, really analy on the principle of

contradiction. They : z, like identical propo-

sitions, as links in the od, not as principles—

for exainple, a=a, the w al to itself, or (a+b) 7 a,

the whole is greater than And yet even these prin-

ciples themselves, ti ye their validity from

pure conceptions, are mathematics because

they can be presented’ What causes us here

commonly to believe t dicate of such apodictic

judgments is already conta our conception, and that

the judgment is therefore analytical, is merely the equivocal

nature of the expression. We must join in thought a cer-

tain predicate to a given conception, and this necessity

cleaves already to the conception, But the question is, not

what we must join in thought to the given conception, but

what we really think therein, though only obscurely, and

then it becomes manifest, that the predicate pertains to these

conceptions, necessarily indeed, yet not as thought in the

conception itself, but by virtue of an intuition, which must

be added to the conception.

2. The science of Natural Philosophy (Physics) contains

in itself synthetical judgments a priori, as principles. I

shall adduce two propositions. For instance, the proposi-

Mew
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tion, ‘‘in all changes of the material world, the quantity of

matter remains unchanged’’; or, that, ‘‘in all communication

of motion, action and reaction must always be equal.’’ In

both of these, not only is the necessity, and therefore their

origin a priori clear, but also that they are synthetical prop-

ositions, For in the conception of matter, I do not cogitate

its permanency, but merely its presence in space, which it

fills, I therefore really go out of and beyond .the concep-

tion of matter, in order to think on to it something @ priori,

which T did not think in it. The proposition is therefore

not analytical, but synthetical, and nevertheless conceived

a priord; and so it is with regard to the other propositions

of the pure part of nataral 8

8. As to Metaphysics

an attempted science,

an indispensable one, ¥

cal propositions a prior

physics to dissect, and 4!

conceptions which we far

to widen the range of «

purpose, we must avail

something to the orig

tical with, nor contains y means of synthotical

judgments a priori, leaves dnd as the limits of experi-

ence; for example, in the proposition, “the world must have
a beginning, "and such like. Thus metaphysics, according
to the proper aimn of the science, consists merely of syntheti-

cal propositions @ priori.

»ok upon it merely as

ure of human reason,

must contain syntheti-

etely the duty of meta-

Viically to illustrate the

ot things; but we seek

knowledge. For this

such principles as add

something not iden-

VI. THE UNIVERSAL PROBLEM OF PURE REASON

It is extremely advantageous to be able to bring a num-

ber of investigations under the formula of a single problem.

For in this manner we not only facilitate our own labor, in-

asmuch as we define it clearly to ourselves, but also render it

more easy for others to decide whether we have done justice

to our undertaking. The proper problem of pure reason,
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then, is contained in the question, ‘‘How are synthetical

judgments a priori possible?”

That metaphysical science has hitherto remained in so

vacillating a state of uncertainty and contradiction, is only

to be attributed to the fact, that this great problem, and per-

haps even the difference between analytical and synthetical

judgments, did not sooner suggest itself to philosophers.

Upon the solution of this problem, or upon sufficient proof

of the impossibility of synthetical knowledge a priori, de-

pends the existence or downfall of the science of metaphys-

ics. Among philosophers, David Hume came the nearest of

all to this problem; yet it never acquired in his mind sufii-

cient precision, nor «lid h the question in its univer-

sality, On the contrs short at the synthetical

proposition of the < effect with its cause

(princtpium causali that such proposition

@ prior’ was impossi ng to his conclusions,

then, all that we term sal science is a mere de-

lusion, arising from the sight of reason into that

which is in truth ber xperience, and to which

habit has given the eessity. Against this

assertion, destructive osophy, he would have

been guarded, had he he m before his eyes in its

universality. For he w eiyi lave perceived that, ac-

cording to his own arguinent, there likewise could not be

any pure mathematical science, which assuredly cannot exist

without synthetical propositions a priori—an absurdity from

which his good understanding must have saved him.

In the solution of the above problem is at the same time

comprehended the possibility of the use of pure reason in

the foundation and construction of all sciences which con-

tain theoretical knowledge a priori of objects, that is to say,

the answer to the following questions:

Ilow is pure mathematical science possible ?

How is pure natural science possible?

Respecting these sciences, as they do certainly exist, it

may with propriety be asked, how they are possible ?—for
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that they must be possible, is shown by the fact of their

really existing.' But as to metaphysics, the miserable prog-

ress it has hitherto made, and the fact that of no one system

yet brought forward, as far as regards its true aim, can it be

said that this science really exists, leaves any one at liberty

to doubt with reason the very possibility of its existence.

Yet, in a certain sense, this kind of knowledge must

unquestionably be looked upon as given; in other words,

metaphysics must be considered as really existing, if not as

a science, nevertheless as a natural disposition of the human

mind (metuphysica naturalis), For human reason, without

any lnustigations imputable to the mere vanity of great knowl-

edge, unceasingly progress on by its own feeling of

need, toward such q t be answered by any

empirical application nciples derived there-

from; and so there } y existed in every man

some system of mets ll always exist, so soon

as reason awakes to the its power of speculation. |

And now the question 4 y 8 metaphysics, as a nat-

ural disposition, possi r words, how, from the

nature of universal hy > those questions arise

which pure reason pré and which it is im-

pelled by its own feeling oG.ta-answer as well as it can?
But as in all the atic pts hitherto made to answer the

questions which reason is prompted by its very nature to

propose to itself, for example, whether the world had a be-

ginning, or has existed from eternity, it has always met with

unavoidable contradictions, we must not rest satisfied with

tho mere natural disposition of the mind to metaphysics, that

is, with the existence of the faculty of pure reason, whence,

indeed, some sort of metaphysical system always arises; but

me

' As to Ure « existonee of pure natural scionce, or physics, perhaps many may
atill express doubts. But we have only to look at the different propositions
which are commonly treated of at the commencement of proper (empirical) phys-

ieal science—those, for example, relating to the permanence of the same quautily

of matter, the vis dertia, the equality of action and reaction, etc.—to be soon

convinced that they form a science of pure physica (physica pura, or rationalis),
which well deserves to be separately exposed a3 a special science, in its whole

extent, whether that be great or contined,
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it must be possible to arrive at certainty in regard to the

question whether we know or do not know the things of

which metaphysics treats. We must be able to arrive ata

decision on the subjects of its questions, or on the ability or

inability of reason to form any judgment respecting them;

and therefore either to extend with confidence the bounds

of our pure reason, or to set strictly defined and safe limits

to its action, This last question, which arises out of the

above universal problem, would properly run thus: How

is metaphysics possible as a science?

Thus the critique of reason leads at last, naturally and

necessarily, to science; and the other hand, the dogmat-

ical use of reason withoné ads to groundless asser-

tions, against which ecious can always be

set, thus ending unav sticism,

Besides, this scien # great and formidable

prolixity, because it has ith objects of reason, the

_variety of which is ine but merely with reason

herself and her probles which arise out of her

own bosom, and are « her by the nature of

outward things, but i re. And when once

reason has previously } mpletely to understand

her own power in regards hich she meets with in

experience, it will be easy to determine securely the extent
and limits of her attempted application to objects beyond

the confines of experience.

We may and must, therefore, regard the attempts hitherto

made to establish metaphysical science dogmatically as non-

existent, For what of analysis, that is, mere dissection of

conceptions, is contained in one or other, is not the aim of,

but only a preparation for metaphysics proper, which has

for its object the extension, by means of synthesis, of our

a priort knowledge. And for this purpose, mere analysis is

of course useless, because it only shows what is contained in

these conceptions, but not how we arrive, @ priort, at them;

and this it is her duty to show, in order to be able afterward

to determine their valid use in regard to all objects of expe-
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rience, to all knowledge in general. But little self-denial,

indeed, is needed to give up these pretensions, seeing: the

undeniable, and in the dogmatic mode of procedure, inevi-

table contradictions of Reason with herself, have long since

ruined the reputation of every system of metaphysics that

has appeared up to this time. It will require more firmness

to remain undeterred by difficulty from within, and opposi-

tion from without, from endeavoring, by a method quite op-

posed to all those hitherto followed, to further the growth

and fruitfulness of a science indispensable to human reason

—a science from which every branch it has borne may be

cut away, but whose roots remain indestructible.

VIT. IDEA AND DIVIS

THE NAME OF

From all that has

particular science, whic

Reason. For reason is

the principles of knew

is the faculty which

anything absolutely «:

would be a compendité

which alone all pure oa .

The completely extended “applitation of such an organon

would afford as a system of pure reason. As this, however,

is demanding a great deal, and it is yet doubtful whether

any extension of our knowledge be here possible, or if so,

in what cases, we can regard a science of the mere criticism

of pure reason, its sources and limits, as the propadeutic to a

system of pure reason. Such a science must not be called

a Doctrine, but only a Critique of pure Reason; and its use,

in regard to speculation, would be only negative, not to en-

large the bounds of, but to parify our reason, and to shield

it against error—which alone is no little gain. J apply the

term transcendental to all knowledge which is not so much

occupied with objects as with the mode of our cognition of

these objects, so far as this mode of cognition is possible

HILAR SCTENC iy UNDER

SURE REASON”

re results the idea of a

lel the Critique of Pure

which furnishes us with

Hence, pure reason
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a priori. A system of such conceptions would be called

Transcendental Philosophy. But this, again, is still beyond

the bounds of our present essay. Tor as such a science must

contain a complete exposition not only of our synthetical a

priort, but of our analytical a priort knowledge, it is of too

wide a range for our present purpose, because we do not re-

quire to carry our analysis any further than is necessary to

understand, in their full extent, the principles of synthesis

a priori, with which alone we have to do. This investiga-

tion, which we cannot properly call a doctrine, but only a

transcendental critique, because it aims not at the enlarge-

ment, but at the correction and guidance of our knowledge,

and is to serve as a touc 3¢ worth or worthlessness

of all knowledge « 2 object of our present

essay. Such a critiqt tty, as far as possible, a

preparation for an org hig new organon should

be found to fail, at lea ft of pure reason, accord-

ing to which the comple { the philosophy of pure

reason, whether it extend be pounds of that reason,

might one day be set alytically and syntheti-

cally. For that this y, that such a system is

not of so great extex te the hope of its ever

being completed, is evi we have not here to do

with the nature of cuiw 43, which is infinite, but

solely with the mind, which judges of the nature of objects,

and, again, with the mind only in respect of its cognition

a priort, And the object of our investigations, as it is

not to be sought without, but altogether within ourselves,

cannot remain concealed, and in all probability is limited

enough to be completely surveyed and fairly estimated,

according to its worth or worthlessness. Still less let the

reader here expect a critique of books and systems of pure

reason; our present object is exclusively a critique of the

faculty of pure reason itself, Only when we make this

critique our foundation do we possess a pure touchstone for

estimating the philosophical value of ancient and modern

writings on this subject; and without this criterion, the in-
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competent historian or judge decides upon and corrects the

groundless assertions of others with his own, which have

themselves just as little foundation.

Transcendental philosophy is the idea of a science, for

which the Critique of Pure Reason must sketch the whole

plan arehitectonically, that is, from principles, with a full

guarantee for the validity and stability of all the parts which

enter into the building. It is the system of all the principles

of pure reason. If this Critique itself does not assume the

title of transcendental philosophy, it is only because, to be

a complete system, it ought to contain a full analysis of all

human knowledge @ priori. Our critique must, indeed, lay

before us a complete enumeration of all the radical concep-

tions which constitute knowledge. But from

the complete analyst ptions themselves, as

also from a complet £ those derived from

them, it abstains with r because it would be de-

viating from the end in py itself with this analy-

sis, since this process ia nded with the difficulty

and insecurity to be i synthesis, to which our

critique is entirely de tiy because it would be

inconsistent with the n to burden this essay

with the vindication of TRE conipie' eton ress of such an analysis
and deduction, with whi Ji, we have at present

nothing todo. This comp eteness of the analysis of these

radical conceptions, as well as of the deduction from the

conceptions a priort which may be given by the analysis,

we can, however, casily attain, provided only that we are in

possession of all these radical conceptions, which are to serve

as principles of the synthesis, and that in respect of this

main purpose nothing is wanting.

To the Critique of Pure Reason, therefore, belongs all
that constitutes transcendental philosophy; and it is the
complete idea of transcendental philosophy, but still not

the science itself; because it only proceeds so far with the

analysis as is necessary to the power of judging completely

of our synthetical knowledge a priori.
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The principal thing we must attend to, in the division of

the parts of a science like this, is: that no conceptions must

enter it which contain aught empirical; in other words, that

the knowledge a priori must be completely pure. Hence,

although the highest principles and fundamental.conceptions

of morality are certainly cognitions a priori, yet they do not

belong to transcendental philosophy; because, though they

certainly do not lay the conceptions of pain, pleasure, de-

sires, inclinations, etc. (which are all of empirical origin), at

the foundation of its precepts, yet still into the conception

of duty—as an obstacle to be overcome, or as an incitement

which should not be made,inte a motive—these empirical

conceptions must necess in, the construction of

a system of pure m adental philosophy is

consequently a philosop rz and merely specula-

tive reason. For all 48 ti, so far as it contains

motives, relates to feel teae belong to empirical

sources of cognition.

If we wish to divide

of view of a science in

a Doetrine of the Hlei

Method of pure reason.

from the universal point

ht to comprehend, first,

dly, a Dectrine of the

‘ese main divisions will

have its subdivisions, & p reasons for which we

cannot here particularize. Only so much seems necessary,

by way of introduction or premonition, that there are two

sources of human knowledge (which probably spring from

«u common, but to us unknown, root), namely, sense and

understanding. By the former, objects are given to us; by

the latter, thought. So far as the faculty of sense may con-

tain representations @ priori, which form the conditions

under which objects are given, in so far it belongs to

transcendental philosophy. The transcendental doctrine of

sense must form the first part of our science of elements,

because the conditions under which alone the objects of

human knowledge are given must precede those under which

they are thought,



TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF ELEMENTS

PART FIRST

TRANSCENDENTAL A:STHETIC

8 1. Litroductory

N whatsoever mode, or by whatsoever means, our knowl.

| edge may relate to ob ig ab least quite clear, that
the only manner it diately relates to them

is by means of an it 18, as the indispensable

groundwork, all thous: wi an intuition can take

place only in so far at ig given to us. This,

again, is only possibile, & ast, on condition that the

object affect the mind in aanner. The capacity for

receiving representatial 7) through the mode in

which we are affecte ealled sensibility, By

means of sensibility, tk cts are given to ua, and

it alone furnishes us wi: na; by the understanding

they are thought, and dyomi" it “arise conceptions. But all

thought must directly, or indirectly, by means of certain

signs, relate ultimately to intuitions; consequently, with us,

to sensibility, 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 the said object, is sensation,

That sort of intuition which relates to an object by means

of sensation, is called an empirical intuition. The undeter-

mined object of an empirical intuition, is called phenomenon.

That which in the phenomenon corresponds to the sensation,

I term its atter; but that which effects that the content of

(68)
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the ‘phenomenon can be arranged under certain relations, I

call its form. But that in which our sensations are merely

arranged, and by which they are susceptible of assuming

a certain form, cannot be itself sensation. It is, then, the

matter of all phenomena that is given to us @ posteriori; the

form must lie ready @ priori for them in the mind, and con-

sequently can be regarded separately from all sensation.

I call all representations pure, in the transcendental mean-

ing of the word, wherein nothing is met with that belongs

to sensation. And accordingly we find existing in the mind

a priort, the pure form of sensuous intuitions in general, in

which all the manifold content of the phenomenal world is

arranged and viewed under.gertain relations, This pure
form of sensibility I intuition. Thus, if I

take away from our #§ a body all that the

understanding thinks it, as substance, force,

divisibility, etc., and x belongs to sensation,

as impenetrabihity, bar v, etc.; yet there is still

something left us frors ¢ 1 intuition, namely, ex-

tension and shape. T Q pure intuition, which

exists @ prior? in the re orm of sensibility, and

without any real object rt any sensation,
The science of ail t s of sensibility @ prior?,

I call Transcendental Alsthetié.?:Phere must, then, be such

a science, forming the first part of the transcendental doc-

trine of elements, in contradistinction to that part which

1 The Germans are the only people who at present use this word to iudicate

what others called the critique of taste. At the foundation of this term lics the

disappointed hope, which the eminent analyst, Baumgarten, conceived, of sub-

jecting the criticism of the beautiful to principles of reason, aud so of elevating

its rules into a science, But his endenvors were vain. For the said rules or

criteria are, in respect to their chief sources, merely empirical, consequently

never can serve as determinate laws a priori, by which our judgment in matters

of taste is to be directed, It is rather our judgment which forms the proper

test as to the correctness of the principles. On this account it is advisable to

give up the use of the term as designating the critique of taste, and to apply it

solely to that doctrine, which is true seience—-the science of the laws of sensi-
bility—and thus come nearer to the Janguage and the sense of the ancicnta in

their well-known division of the objects of cognition into ao@yra «as voyra, oF to
share it with speculative philosophy, aud employ it partly in a transcendental,
partly in a psychological signification.
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contains the principles of pure thought, and which is called

transcendental logic.

Tn the science of transcendental esthetic accordingly, we

shall first isolate sensibility or the sensuous faculty, by

separating from it all that is annexed to its perceptions by

the conceptions of understanding, so that nothing be left but

empirical intuition. In the next place we shall take away

from this intuition all that belongs to sensation, so that noth-

ing may remain but pure intuition, and the mere form of

phenomena, which is all that the sensibility can afford a

priort, From this investigation it will be found that there

are two pure forms of sey 1S intuition, as principles of

knowledge a@ priori, name} @.and time. To the con-

sideration of these w

8 2. Metaphysicui

By means of the e

we represent to oursel

in space. Therein 2!

“shout us, and these all

% shape, dimensions, and

relations to cach other % @ or determinable, The

internal sense, by means of which the mind contemplates

itself or its internal state, gtves, indeed, no intuition of the

soul as an object; yet there is nevertheless a determinate

form, under which alone the contemplation of our internal

state is possible, so that all which relates to the inward de-

terminations of the mind is represented in relations of time.

Of time we cannot have any external intuition, any more

than we can have an internal intuition of space. What then

are time and space? Are they real existences? Or, are

they merely relations or determinations of things, such, how-

ever, as would equally belong to these things in themselves,

though they should never become objects of intuition; or,

are they such as belong only to the form of intuition, and

consequently to the subjective constitution of the mind,
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without which these predicates of time and space could not

be attached to any object? In order to become informed

on these points, we shall first give an exposition of the con-

ception of space. By exposition, I mean the clear, though

not detailed, representation of that which belongs to a con-

ception; and an exposition is metaphysical, when it contains

that which represents the conception as given @ priori.

1, Space is not a conception which has been derived

from outward experiences. For, in order that certain sen-

sations may relate to something without me (that is, to

something which oceupies a different part of space from

that in which I am); in like manner, in order that I may

represent them not mj ifkout of and near to each

other, but also in the representation of

Space must already ation. Consequently,

the representation of be borrowed from the

relations of external y ‘rough experience; but,

on the contrary, this © erionee is itself only pos-

sible through the said ax presentation.

2. Space then is @ ropresentation @ priort,

which serves for the mall external intuitions.

We never can imagin presentation to ourselves

of the non-existence of g bh we may easily enough

think that no objects are found in it. It must, therefore, be

considered as the condition of the possibility of phenomena,

and by no means as a determination dependent on them, and

is a representation @ priori, which necessarily supplies the

basis for external phenomena.

8. Space is no discursive, or, as we say, general concep-

tion of the relations of things, but a pure intuition. For, in

the first place, we can only represent to ourselves one space,

and when we talk of divers spaces, we mean only parts of

one and the same space. Moreover, these parts cannot ante-

cede this one all-embracing space, as the component parts

from which the aggregate can be made up, but can be

cogitated only as existing in it. Space is essentially one,

and multiplicity in it, consequently the general notion of
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spaces, of this or that space, depends solely upon limita-

tions, Hence it follows that an @ priori intuition (which is

not empirical), hes at the root of all our conceptions of

space. Thus, moreover, the principles of geometry—for

example, that ‘‘in a triangle, two sides together are greater

than the third’’—are never deduced from general concep-

tions of line and triangle, but from intuition, and this

@ prior’, with apodictic certainty.

4, Space is represented as an infinite given quantity.

Now every conception must indeed be considered as a

representation which is contained in an infinite multitude

of different possible representations, which, therefore, com-

prises these under itself; a,gonception, as such, can

be so conceived, as thin itself an infinite
multitude of represe? heless, space 1s so con-

ceived of, for all paris € nally capable of being

produced to infinity. © y, the original representa-

tion of space is an ininisi , and not a conception.

§ 8. Transcendentad x2 conception of Space

By a transcendenia

of a conception, as a 8

possibility of other synthe: wore cognitions. For this

purpose, it is requisite, uch cognitions do really

flow from the given conception; and, secondly, that the said

cognitions are only possible under the presupposition of a

given mode of explaining this conception.

Geometry is a science which determines the properties of

space synthetically, and yet « prior?, What, then, must be

our representation of space, in order that such a cognition

of it may be possible? It must be originally intuition, for

from a mere conception no propositions can be deduced

which go out beyond the conception,’ and yet this happens

in geometry. (Introd. V.) But this intuition must be found

mean the explanation

“3 can be discerned theat

} That is, the analysis of a conception only gives you what ia contained in

it, and does not add to your knowledge of the object of which you have a con-
ception, but merely evolves it, —~ Zr.
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in the mind @ priori, that is, hefore any perception of ob-

jects, consequently must be pure, not empirical, intuition.

For geometrical principles are always apodictic, that is,

united with the consciousness of their necessity, as, ‘‘Space

has only three dimensions.’’ But propositions of this kind

cannot be empirical judgments, nor conclusions from them,

(Introd. II.) Now, how can an external intuition anterior

to objects themselves, and in which our conception of

objects can be determined «@ priori, exist in the human

mind? Obviously not otherwise than in so far as it has its

seat in the subject only, as the formal capacity of the sub-

ject’s being affected by objects, and thereby of obtaining

immediate represen tat : s, intuition; consequently,

only as the form of t nm goneral,

Thus it is only 8; explanation that the

possibility of geomet etical science a priori,

becomes comprehensii de of explanation which

does not show us this although in appearance it

may be similar to ours h the utmost certainty be

distinguished from it b s

§ 4. Conelustc

(a) Space does not

as things in themselves,” oes Ti represent them in their

relations to each other; in other words, space does not rep-

resent to us any determination of objects such as attaches to

the objects themselves, and would remain, even though all

subjective conditions of the intuition were abstracted. For

neither absolute nor relative determinations of objects can

be intuited prior to the existence of the things to which

they belong, and therefore not @ priore.

(2) Space is nothing else than the form of all phenomena

of the external sense, that is, the subjective condition of the

sensibility, under which alone external intuition is possible.

Now, because the receptivity or capacity of the subject to

be affected by objects necessarily antecedes all intuitions

of these objects, it is easily understood how the form of all
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phenomena can be given in the mind previous to all actual

perceptions, therefore a priori, and how it, as & pure intui-

tion, in which all objects must be determined, can contain

principles of the relations of these objects prior to all

experience.

It is therefore from the human point of view only that

we can speak of space, extended objects, etc. If we depart

from the subjective condition, under which alone we can

obtain external intuition, or, in other words, by means of

which we are alfected by objects, the representation of space

has no meaning whatsoever. This predicate [of space] is

only applicable to things in-so far as they appear to us, that

is, are objects of sensitilit onstant form of this re-

ceptivity, which we « a necessary condition

of all relations in wit e intuited as existing

without us, and when f these objects is made,

is a pure intuition, ty ihe name of space, It

is clear that we cannot wcial conditions of sensi-

bility into conditions uity of things, but only

of the possibility of + s far as they are phe-

nomena. And so we y that space contains

all which can appear: ily, but not all things

considered as things in be they intuited or not,

or by whatsnever subject? Gries As to the intuitions of

other thinking beings, we cannot judge whether they are or
are not bound hy the same conditions which limit our own

intuition, and which for us are universally valid, Tf we join

the limitation of a judgment to the conception of the subject,

then the judgment will possess unconditioned validity. For

example, the proposition, ‘‘ All objects are beside each other

in space,’’ is valid only under the limitation that these things

are taken as objects of our sensuous intuition, But if I join

the condition to the conception, and say, ‘‘all things, as ex-

ternal phenomena, are beside each other in space,’’ then the

rulo is valid universally, and without any limitation. Our

expositions, consequently, teach the reality (7.e., the objective

validity) of space in regard of all which can be presented to
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us externally as object, and at the same time also the ideality

of space in regard to objects when they are considered by

means of reason as things in themselves, that is, without

reference to the constitution of our sensibility. We main-

tain, therefore, the empirical reality of space in regard to all

possible external experience, although we must admit its

transcendental ideality ; in other words, that it is nothing,

so soon as we withdraw the condition upon which the pos-

sibility of all experience depends, and look upon space

as something that belongs to things in themselves.

But, with the exception of space, there is no representa-

tion, subjective and referring to something external to us,

which could be called oh} priort. For there are no

other subjective repr which we can deduce

synthetical propositic ecan from the intui-

tion of space. (See § to speak accurately,

no ideality whatever |b #, although they agree

in this respect with the r on of space, that they be-

long merely to the subjee of the mode of sensuous

perception; such a mag ve, as that of sight, of

hearing, and of feeling 16 sensations of color,

sound, and heat, but ® « they are only sensa-

tions, and not intniticn: | themselves give us the

cognition of any object, 1, an a@ priort cognition,

My purpose, in the above remark, is merely this: to guard

any one against illustrating the asserted ideality of space by

examples quite insufficient, for example, by color, taste, etc. ;

for these must be contemplated not as properties of things,

but only as changes in the subject, changes which may be

different in different mon. For in such a case, that which is

originally a mere phenomenon, a rose, for example, is taken

by the empirical understanding for a thing in itself, though

to every different eye, in respect of its color, it may appear

different. On the contrary, the transcendental conception of

phenomena in space is a critical admonition, that, in general,

nothing which is intuited in space is a thing in itself, and

that space is not a form which belongs as a property to
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things; but that objects are quite unknown to us in them-

selves, and what we call outward objects, are nothing else

but mere representations of our sensibility, whose form is

space, but whose real correlate, the thing in itself, is not

known by means of these representations, nor ever can be,

but respecting which, in experience, no inquiry is ever

made.

SECTION II

OF TIME

§ 5. Metaphysical exposition of this conception

1. Time is not an empirical conception, For neither

coexistence nor succe be perceived by us, if the

representation of tim = a foundation a privrt.

Without this presu A not represent to our-

selves that things exis one and the same time,

or at different time vemporaneously, or in

succession.

2. Time is a necesasa

dation of all our intui

general, we cannot th;

sent them to ourselves’?

but we can quite well ourselves time void of

phenomena. ‘Time ia theréidre given a priori. In it alone

is all reality of phenomena possible. These may all be an-

nihilated in thought, but time itself, as the universal condi-

tion of their possibility, cannot be so annulled.

8. On this necessity a priori, is also founded the pos-

sibility of apodictic principles of the relations of time, or

axioms of time in general, such as, ‘Time has only one

dimension,’’ ‘' Different times are not coexistent by succes-

sive’’ (as different spaces are not successive but coexistent),

These principles cannot be derived from experience, for it

would give neither strict universality, nor apodictic cer-

tainty. We should only be able to say, ‘‘'so common ex-

perience teaches us,’’ but not it must be so. They are

valid as rules, through which, in general, experience is

tation, lying at the foun-

regard to phenomena in

from them, and repre-

neonnected with time,
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possible; and they instruct us respecting experience, and

not by means of it.

4. Time is not a discursive, or as it is called, general

conception, but a pure form of the sensuous intuition, Dif-

ferent times are merely parts of one and the same time.

But the representation which can only be given by a single

object is an intuition. Besides, the proposition that differ-

ent times cannot be coexistent, could not be derived from a

general conception. Tor this proposition is synthetical, and

therefore cannot spring out of conceptions alone. It is

therefore contained immediately in the intuition and repre-

sentation of time.

5. The infinity of tune

every determined quant

limitations of one |

quently, the original

unlimited. But as the

parts of time and of eve

obtained by limitation,

must not be furnished

contain only partial 3

contrary, must have

fie@ nothing more than that

3a possible only through

: foundation. Conse-

time, must be given as

¢ representation of the

of an object can only be

te vepresentation of time

ef eonceptions, for these

Conceptions, on the

ion for their basis.

$6. Transcendentat e: ‘the conception of time

I may here refer to what is said above (§ 5, 8), where,

for the sake of brevity, I have placed under the head of met-

aphysical exposition, that which is properly trauscendental.

Here I shall add that the conception of change, and with it

the conception of motion, as change of place, is possible

only through and in the representation of time; that if

this representation were not an intuition (internal) a priori,

no conception, of whatever kind, could render comprehen-

sible the possibility of change, in other words, of a con-

junction of contradictorily opposed predicates in one and

the same object, for example, the presence of a thing in a

place and the non-presence of the same thing in the same

place. It is only in time, that it is possible to meet with
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two contradictorily opposed determinations in one thing,

that is, after each other.’ Thus our conception of time

explains the possibility of so much synthetical knowledge

a priori, as is exhibited ia the general doctrine of motion,

which is not a little fruitful.

§ 7. Conclusions from the ubove conceptions

(a2) Time is not something which subsists of itself, or

which inheres in things as an objective determination, and

therefore remains, when abstraction is made of the subjec-

tive conditions of the intuition of things. For in the former

case, it would be something real, yet without presenting to

any power of perception sux. " object. In the latter case,
as an order or determing £ in things themselves,

it could not be antece 4a their condition, nor

discerned or intuited } nthetical propositions

« priort. But all thi le when we regard time

as merely the subjective ander which all our intui-

tions take place. For i this form of the inward

intuition can be represe the objects, and couse-

quently @ priori,

(2) Time is nothin form of the internal

sense, that is, of the wd eli and of our internal

state, For time cannot<f ralstcrmination of outward

phenomena. It has to do neither with shape nor position;

on the contrary, it determines the relation of representations

in our internal state. And precisely because this internal

intuition presents tous no shape or form, we endeavor to

supply this want by analogics, and represent the course of

time by a line progressing to infinity, the content of which

constitutes a series which is only of one dimension; and we

conclude from the properties of this line as to all the prop-

erties of time, with this single exception, that the parts of

the line are coexistent, while those of time are successive.

1 Kaut’s meaning is: You cannot aflirm and deny the same thing of 4 subject,
except by means of the ropresentation, time. No other idea, intuition, or con-

ception, or whatever other form of thought there be, can mediate the connection
of such predicates. —7r,

XI —Sclence—-4
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From this it is clear also that the representation of time is

itself an intuition, because all its relations can be expressed

in an external intuition.

(c) Time is the formal condition a priori of all phenomena

whatsoever. Space, as the pure form of external intuition,

is limited as a condition @ priort to external phenomena

alone. On the other hand, because all representations,

whether they have or have not external things for their

objects, still in themselves, as determinations of the mind,

belong to our internal state; and because this internal state

is subject to the formal condition of the internal intuition,

that is, to time—time is a condition a prior? of all phenom-

ena whatsoever—the trum orcition of all internal, and

thereby the mediate ernal phenomena, If

I can say a@ priori, **2 nomena are in space,

and determined a@ privr the relations of space,’

she internal sense, affirmI can also, from the ¢

universally, ‘‘all phenat neral, that is, all objects

of the senses, are in t d necessarily in relations

of time.”

If we abstract ou:

external intuitions, poss

intuition, and presented ur faculty of representa-

tion, and consequently sbyects as they are in them-

selves, then time is nothing. It is only of objective validity

in regard to phenomena, because these are things which we

regard as objects of our senses. It is no longer objective, if

we make abstraction of the sensuousness of our intuition,

in other words, of that mode of representation which is pe-

culiar to us, and speak of things in general. Time is there-

fore merely a subjective condition of our (human) intuition

(which is always sensuous, that is, so far as we are affected

by objects), and in itself, independently of the mind or sub-

joct, is nothing. Nevertheless, in respect of all phenomena,

consequently of all things which come within the sphere of

cur experience, it is necessarily objective. We cannot say,

‘all things are in time,’’ because, in this conception of things

on of ourselves, and all

virtue of this internal
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in general, we abstract and make no mention of any sort of

intuition of things. But this is the proper condition under

which time belongs to our representation of objects. If we

add the condition to the conception, and say, ‘‘all things,

as phenomena, that is, objects of sensuous intuition, are in

time,’’ then the proposition has its sound objective validity

and universality a priori.

What we have now set forth teaches, therefore, the em-

pirical reality of time; that is, its objective validity in

reference» to all objects which can ever be presented to our

senses. And as our intuition is always sensuous, no object

ever can be presented to us in n experience, which does not

come under the conditions On the other hand, we

deny to time all cla ality; that is, we deny

that it, without havi form of our sensuous
intuition, absolutely nes as a condition or

property. Such prope ¢ to objects as things in

themselves never can be o %8 through the medium

of the senses. Herein | ca rofore, the transcendental

ideality of time, acc: if we abstract the sub-

jective conditions o ion, it is nothing, and

cannot be reckoned « inhering In objects as

things in themselves, int of its relation to our

intuition. ‘This idealit at of space, is not to be

proved or illustrated by fallacious analogies with sensations,

for this reason—that in such arguments or illustrations, we

make the presupposition that the phenomenon, in which

such and such predicates inhere, has objective reality, while

in this case we can only find such an objective reality as is

itself empirical, that is, regards the object as a mere phe-

nomenon. In reference to this subject, see the remark in

Section I, (page 70).

eG,

8 8. Hlucidution

Against this theory, which grants empirical reality to

time. but denies to it absolute and transcendental reality, T
have heard from intelligent men an objection so unanimously
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urged, that I conclude that it must naturally present itself

to every reader to whom these considerations are novel.

Tt runs thus: ‘‘Changes are real’’ (this the continual change

in our own representations demonstrates, even though the

existence of all external phenomena, together with their

changes, is denied). Now, changes are only possible in

time, and therefore time must be something real. But there

is no difficulty in answering this. I grant the whole argu-

ment. Time, no doubt, is something real, that is, it is the

real form of our internal intuition. It therefore has sub-

jective reality, in reference to our internal experience, that

is, I have really the representation of time, and of my de-

terminations therein. Tir stare, is not to be regarded

as an object, but as th esentation of myself as

an object. But if I self, or be intuited by

another being, witke 2 of sensibility, then

those very determinatié now represent to our-

selves as changes, woul us a& knowledge in which

the representation of consequently of change,

would not appear. ‘TI ity of time, therefore,

remains, as the condi experience. But abso-

lute reality, according en said above, cannot

be granted it. Time is ¢ the form of our internal

intuition.’ If we take awayfronrit the special condition of

our sensibility, the conception of time also vanishes; and it

inheres not in the objects themselves, but solely in the sub-

ject (or mind) which intuites them,

But the reason why this objection is so unanimously

brought against our doctrine of time, and that too by dis-

putants who cannot start any intelligible arguments against

the doctrine of the ideality of space, is this—they have no

hope of demonstrating apodictically the absolute reality

of space, because the doctrine of idealism is against them,

1 I can indeed say ‘‘my representations follow one another, or are succes-
sive’?; but this means only that we are conscious of them ax in @ succession,

that i is, according to the form of the internal sense, Time, therefore, ia not a
thing in itself, nox is ib any objective determination pertaining to, or inherent

in, things,

or
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according to which the reality of external objects is not capa-

ble of any strict proof. On the other hand, the reality of

the object of our internal sense (that is, myself and my

internal state) is clear immediately through consciousness.

The former—external objects in space—might be a mere

delusion, but the latter—the object of my internal percep-

tion—is undeniably real. They do not, however, reflect

that both, without question of their reality as representa-

tions, belong only to the genus phenomenon, which has

always two aspects, the one, the object considered as a thing

in itself, without regard to the mode of intuiting it, and the

nature of which remains for this very reason problematical,

the other, the form of a x6 object, which must

be sought not in the g in itself, but in the

subject to which it ap m of intuition never-

theless belongs really to the phenomenal

object.

Time and space are, t ro sources of knowledge,

from which, @ priori, va “tical cognitions can be

drawn.—Of this we fb tuple in the cognitions

of space and its relatic ie foundation of pure

mathematics. -—They er s forms of all intuition,

and thereby make synth itions a priort possible.

But these sources of knowledge being merely conditions of

our sensibility, do therefore, and as such, strictly determine

their own range and purpose, in that they do not and cannot

present objects as things in themselves, but are applicable

to them solely in so far as they are considered as sensuous

phenomens. The sphere of phenomena is the only sphere

of their validity, and if we venture out of this, no further

objective use can be made of them. For the rest, this formal

reality of time and space leaves the validity of our empirical

knowledge unsbaken; for our certainty in that respect is

equally firm, whether these forms necessarily inhere in the

things themselves, or only in our intuitions of them. On

the other hand, those who maintain the absolute reality of

time and space, whether as essentially subsisting, or only

<

-—
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inhering, as modifications, in things, must find themselves

at utter variance with the principles of experience itself.

For, if they decide for the first view, and make space and

time into substances, this being the side taken by mathemati-

cal natural philosophers, they must admit two self-subsisting

nonentities, infinite and eternal, which exist (yet without

there being anything real) for the purpose of containing in

themselves everything that is real. If they adopt the second

view of inherence, which is preferred by some metaphysical

natural philosophers, and regard space and time as relations

(contiguity in space or succession in time), abstracted from

experience, though represented confusedly in this state of

separation, they find thems bintlat case necessitated to

deny the validity of i

reference to real thing

their apodictic certai

found in an @ postertc

a priort of space and ty

mere creations of the

really in experience, ing

from experience, imag

contains, indeed, gene

a space)—at all events

certainty cannot be

:; and the conceptions

cording to this opinion,

a,° having their source

i of relations abstracted

> up something which

of these relations, yet

of which no application without the restrictions

attached thereto by uature. ‘former of these parties

gains this advantage, that they keep the sphere of phe-

nomena free for mathematical science. On the other hand,

these very conditions (space and time) embarrass them

greatly, when the understanding endeavors to pass the

limits of that sphere. The latter has, indeed, this advan-

tage, that the representations of space and time do not come

in their way when they wish to judge of objects, not as phe-

nomena, but merely in their relation to the understanding.

Devoid, however, of a true and objectively valid @ priort

intuition, they can neither furnish any basis for the possi-

1 This word is hore used, and will be hereafter always used, in ita primitive

sense. That meaning of it which denotes a poetical inventive power is 4

secondary one.—Tr,
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bility of mathematical cognitions a priori, nor bring the

propositions of experience into necessary accordance with

those of mathematics. In our theory of the true nature of

these two original forms of the sensibility, both difficulties

are surmounted,

In conclusion, that transcendental Alsthetic cannot con-

tain any more than these two elements—space and time—is

sufficiently obvious from the fact that all other conceptions

appertaining to sensibility, even that of motion, which

unites in itself both elements, presuppose something em-

pirical. Motion, for example, presupposes the perception of

something movable. But space considered in itself contains

nothing movable, consequ xochon must be something

which is found in sp: i experience—in other

words, is an empiric ke manner, transcen-

dental Alsthetic canni sonception of change

among its data a prion If does not change, but

only something which i ‘Po acquire the concep-

tion of change, therefore ‘aptton of some existing

object and of the sucusé determinations, in one

word, experience, is p

§ 9. General Rex

I. In order to preve

requisite, in the first place, to recapitulate, as clearly as pos-

ible, what our opinion is with respect to the fundamental

iature of our sensuous cognition in general. We have in-

ended, then, to say, that all our intuition is nothing but the

apresentation of phenomena; that the things which we

\inite are not in themselves the same as our representations

f them in intuition, nor are their relations in themselves so

stituted as they appear to us; and that if we take away

subject, or even only the subjective constitution of our

nses In general, then not only the nature and relations of

jects in space and time, but even space and time them-

\ves disappear; and that these, as phenomena, cannot

ist in themselves, but only in us. What may be the

2QP}
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the ordinary practical use of the-word, we are not conscious

of the manifold representations comprised in the conception.

But we cannot for this reason assert that the ordinary con-

ception is a sensuous one, containing a mere phenomenon,

for right cannot appear as a phenomenon; but the conception

of it lies in the understanding, and represents a property

(the moral property) of actions, which belongs to them in

themselves. On the other hand, the representation in intui-

tion of a body contains nothing which could belong to an

object considered as a thing in itself, but merely the phe-

nomenon or appearance of something, and the mode in which

we are affected by that appearance ; and this receptivity of

our faculty of cognition ed sensibility, and remains

totv colo different frog of an object in itself,

even though we shot ontent of the phenom.

enon to the very bost

It must be admitte

has assigned an entirely

vestigations into the ne

inasmuch as it regar

and the intellectual :

transcendental, and ¢o%

itz-Woltfian philosophy

8 pont of view to all in-

origin of our cognitions,

n between the sensuous

1, whereas it is plainly

rely the clearness or ob-

seurity, but the content xGf both. For the faculty

of sensibility not only does not present us with an indistinct

and confused cognition of objects as things in themselves,

but, in fact, gives us no knowledge of these at all. On the

contrary, so soon as we abstract in thought our own sub-

jective nature, the object represented, with the properties

ascribed to it by sensuous intuition, entirely disappears,

because it was only this subjective nature that determined

the form of the object as a phenomenon.

In phenomena, we commonly, indeed, distinguish that

which essentially belongs to the intuition of them, and is

valid for the sensuous faculty of every human being, from

that which belongs to the same intuition accidentally, as

valid not for the sensuous faculty in general, but for a par-

ticular state or organization of this or that sense. Accord-
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ingly, we are accustomed to say that the former is a cognition

which represents the object itself, while the latter presents

only a particular appearance or phenomenon thereof. This

distinction, however, is only empirical. If we stop here (as

is usual), and do not regard the empirical intuition as itself

a mere phenomenon (as we ought to do), in which nothing

that can appertain to a thing in itself is to be found, our

transcendental distinction is lost, and we believe that we

cognize objects as things in themselves, although in the

whole range of the sensuous world, investigate the nature of

its objects as profoundly as we may, we have to do with

nothing but phenomena. Thus, we call the rainbow a mere

appearance or phenomener y shower, and the rain,

the reality or thing ix is right enough, if we

understand the latter nerely physical sense,

that is, as that which experience, and under

whatever conditions © sxxception, is known in

intuition to be so and go {and not otherwise. But

if we consider this emp)

without reference to i

whether there can be ¢€:

an object as a thing in if

such, for they are, as p. ena, empirical objects), the

question of the relation “HP the “representation to the object

is transcendental; and not only are the raindrops mere phe-
nomena, but even their circular form, nay, the space itself

through which they fall, is nothing in itself, but both are

mere modifications or fundamental dispositions of our sen-

suous intuition, while the transcendental object remains for

us utterly unknown.

The second important concern of our sthetic is, that

it do not obtain favor merely as a plausible hypothesis, but

possess as undoubted a character of certainty as can be de-

manded of any theory which is to serve for an organon, In

order fully to convince the reader of this certainty, we shall

select a case which will serve to make its validity apparent,

and also to illustrate what has been said in § 3.

with all our senses,

oght which represents

rops of course are not
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Suppose, then, that Space and Time are in themselves

objective, and conditions of the possibility of objects as

things in themselves. In the first place, it is evident that

both present us with very many apodictic and synthetic

propositions @ priori, but especially space—and for this rea-

son we shall prefer it for investigation at present. As the

propositions of geometry are cognized synthetically a priori

and with apodictic certainty, I inquire—whence do you ob-

tain propositions of this kind, and on what basis does the

understanding rest, in order to arrive at such absolutely

necessary and universally valid truths?

There is no other way than through intuitions or concep-

tions, as such; and th: b either a priort or @ pos-

teriori?. The latter, ai conceptions, together

with the empirical in they are founded, cannot

afford any synthetic: azcept such as is itself

also empirical, that is, m of experience. But an

empirical proposition ss the qualities of neces-

sity and absolute univ ich, nevertheless, are the

characteristics of all . ‘opositions, As to the

first and only means ach cognitions, namely,

through mere conce; ms @ priori, it is quite

clear that from mere ¢ synthetical cognitions,

but only analytical ones, tained. Take, for exam-

ple, the proposition, ‘‘T’wo straight lines cannnot inclose a

space, and with these alone no figure is possible,’’ and try

to deduce it from the conception of a straight line, and the

number two; or take the proposition, ‘‘It is possible to con-

struct a figure with three straight lines,’’ and endeavor, in

like manner, to deduce it from the mere conception of a

straight line and the number three. All your endeavors are

in vain, and you find yourself forced to have recourse to

intuition, as, in fact, geometry always does. - You therefore

give yourself an object in intuition. But of what kind is

this intuition? Is it a pure @ priori, or is it an empirical

intuition? If the latter, then neither a universally valid,

much less an apodictic proposition can arise from it, for ex-
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perience never can give us any such proposition. You must

therefore give yourself an object @ prior? in intuition, and

upon that ground your synthetical proposition. Now if

there did not exist within you a faculty of intuition @ prior: ;

if this subjective condition were not in respect to its form

also the universal condition w priort under which alone the

object of this external intuition is itself possible; if the ob-

ject (that is, the triangle) were something in itself, without

relation to you the subject; how could you affirm that that

which lies necessarily in your subjective conditions in order

to construct a triangle, must also necessarily belong to the

triangle in itself? For to your conceptions of three lines,

you could not add anythingenes .{that is, the figure); which,

therefore, must necess n. "the object, because
the object is given b n, and not by means

of it. If, therefore, & 4 also) were not a mere

form of your intuition 48 conditions a@ priori,

under which alone thin pine external objects for

you, and without which st conditions the objects are

in themselves nothing: construct any synthet-

ical proposition whats g external objects. It

is therefore not merely pbable, but indubitably

certain, that Space and Ti @ necessary conditions of

all our external and inickns ‘Fience, are merely subjec-

tive conditions of all our intuitions, in relation to which all

objects are therefore mere phenomena, and not things in

themselves, presented to us in this particular manner. And

for this reason, in respect to the form of phenomena, much

may be said a priori, while of the thing in itself, which may

lie at the foundation of these phenomena, it is impossible

to say anything.

II. In confirmation of this theory of the ideality of the

external as well as internal sense, consequently of all objects

of sense, as mere phenomena, we may especially remark, that

all in our cognition that belongs to intuition contains noth-

ing more than mere relations.—The feelings of pain and

pleasure, and the will, which are not cognitions, are ex-
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cepted.—The relations, to wit, of place in an intuition,

(extension), change of place (motion), and laws according

to which this change is determined (moving forces). That,

however, which is present in this or that place, or any oper-

ation going on, or result taking place in the things them-

selves, with the exception of change of place, is not given to

us by intuition. Now by means of mere relations, a thing

cannot be known in itself; and it may therefore be fairly

concluded, that, as through the external sense nothing but

mere representations of relations are given us, the said ex-

ternal sense in its representation can contain only the rela-

tion of the object to the subject, but not the essential nature

of the object as a thing J

The same is the cag

because, in the inter

external senses constit

is occupied; but becans

itself antecedes the consct

experience, and which, 3

according to which obj

the foundation of thes

the coexistent, and of (Wg

with succession, the per ow that which, as repre-

sentation, can antecede ‘reise of thought (of an
object), is intuition; and when it contains nothing but rela-

tions, it is the form of the intuition, which, as it presents

us with no representation, except in so far as something is

placed in the mind, can be nothing else than the mode in

which the mind is affected by its own activity—to wit, its

presenting to itself representations, consequently the mode

im which the mind is affected by itscl{; that is, it can be

nothing but an internal sense in respect to its form. Every-

thing that is represented through the medium of sense is so

far phenomenal; consequently, we must either refuse alto-

gether to admit an internal sense, or the subject, which is

the object of that sense, could only be represented by it as

phenomenon, and not as it would judge of itself, if its intui-

sal intuition, not only

€ representation of the

al with which the mind

ich we place, and which

, these reprosentations in

s1 eondition of the mode

ail in the mind, lies at

ons of the successive,

ys must be coexistent
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tion were pure spontaneous activity, that is, were intellec-

tual. The difficulty here lies wholly in the question—How

the subject can have an internal intuition of itself?—but

this difficulty is common to every theory. The consciousness

of self (apperception) is the simple representation of the

‘‘Hgo"’; and if, by means of that representation alone, all

the manifold representations in the subject were spontane-

ously given, then our internal intuition would be intellec-

tual. This consciousness in man requires an internal per-

ception of the manifold representations which are previously

given in the subject; and the manner in which these repre-

sentations are given in the mind without spontaneity, must,

on account of this differen 3¢ want of spontaneity), be

called sensibility. 1 self-consciousness is

to apprehend what li: must affect that, and

can in this way alone p ition of self. But the

form of this intuition, 18 original constitution

of the mind, determines syecentation of time, the

manner in which the xe sentations are to com-

bine themselves in the the subject intuites it-

self, not as it would immediately and spon-

taneously, but accord? per in which the mind

is internally affected, « as it appears, and not

as it is.

III. When we say that the intuition of external objects,

and also the self-intuition of the subject, represent both, ob-

jects and subject, in space and time, as they affect our

senses, that is, as they appear—this is by no means equiv-

alent to asserting that these objects are mere illusory appear-

ances. For when we speak of things as phenomena, the

objects, nay, even the properties which we ascribe to them,

are looked upon as really given; only that, in so far as this

or that property depends upon the mode of intuition of the

subject, in the relation of the given object to the subject,

the object as phenomenon is to be distinguished from the

object as a thing in itself. Thus I do not say that bodies

seem or appear to be external to me, or that my soul seems

x
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merely to be given in my self-consciousness, although I

maintain that the properties of space and time, in conform.

ity to which [ set both, as the condition of their existence,

abide in my mode of intnition, and not in the objects in

themselves. It would be my own fault, if out of that which

I should reckon as phenomenon, I made mere illusory ap-

pearance.’ But this will not happen, because of our prin-

ciple of the ideality of all sensuous intuitions. On the

contrary, if we ascribe objective reality to these forms of

representation, it becomes impossible to avoid changing

everything into mere appearance. For if we regard space

and time as properties, which must be found in objects as

things in themselves, ag ig non of the possibility

of their existence, ang osurdities in which we

then find ourselves i th as we are compelled

to admit the cxisten« e things, which are nev-

ertheless not substan: hing really inhering in

substances, nay, to adr are the necessary con-

ditions of the existens ines, and moreover, that

they must continue ¢ aud, all existing thingsgo

were annihilated—w the good Berkeley for

degrading bodies to 8 wpearances. Nay, even

our own existence, wh n this case depend upon

the self-cxistent reality “of such "a: mere nonentity as time,

would necessarily be changed with it into mere appearance

—an absurdity which no one has as yet been guilty of.

ea

1 The predicates of the phenomenon can be affixed to the object itself in

relation to our sensuous faculty; for example, the red color or the perfume to

the rose. But (illusory) uppoarance never can bo attributed as a predicate to an
object, for this very reason, that it attributes to this object in itself that which
belongs to it only in relation to our sensuous faculty, or to the subject in gen-

eral, e.g., the two handles which were formerly ascribed to Saturn. That which

ia never to be found in the object itself, but always in the relation of the object
to the subject, and which morcover is inseparable from aur representation of the

object, wo donominate phenomenon. Thus the predicates of space and time are

rightly attributed to objects of the aensos as such, and in this there is no illu-

sion. On the contrary, if { ascribe redness to tho rose as a thing in itself, or to

Saturn his handles, or extension to all external objects, considered as things in
thernselves, without regarding the determinate relation of these objects to the
subject, and without limiting my judgment to thai relation—then, and then
only, arises illusion.
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IV. In natural theology, where we think of an object

-—God—which never can be an object of intuition to us, and

even to himself can never be an object of sensuous intui-

tion, we carefully avoid attributing to his intuition the

conditions of space and time—and intuition all his cognition

mast be, and not thought, which always includes limitation.

But with what right can we do this if we make them forms

of objects as things in themselves, and such, moreover, as

would continue to exist as @ priert conditions of the exist-

ence of things, cven though the things themselves were an-

nihilated? For as conditions of all existence in general,

space and time must be conditions of the existence of the

Supreme Being alse. de not thus make them

objective forms of al! sno other way left than

to make them subjec node of intuition-—ex-

ternal and internal; ¥ sensuous, because it is

not primitive, that is, gives in itself the exist-

ence of the object of the mode of intuition which,

so far as we can judge, « only to the Creator), but is

dependent on the exist “ect, is possible, there-

fore, only on conditic entative faculty of the

subject is affected by

It is, moreover, uot iat we should limit the

mode of intuition in sp ‘st the sensuous faculty

of man. It may well be, that all finite thinking beings must

necessarily in this respect agree with man (though as to this

we cannot decide), but sensibility does not on account of

this universality cease to be sensibility, for this very reason,

that it is a deduced (intuttus derivativus), and not an original

(ntuitus originarius), consequently not an intellectual intui-

tion; and this intuition, as such, for reasons above men-

tioned, seems to belong solely to the Supreme Being, but

never to a being dependent, guoad its existence, as well as

its intuition (which its existence determines and limits rela-

tively to given objects). This latter remark, however, must

be taken only as an illustration, and not as any proof of the

truth of our esthetical theory.
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§ 10. Conclusion of the Transcendental Aisthetic

We have now completely before us one part of the

solution of the grand general problem of transcendental

philosophy, namely, the question—Ilow are synthetical

‘propositions a privri possible? That is to say, we have

shown that we are in possession of pure @ prioré intuitions,

namely, space and time, in which we find, when in a judg-

ment @ priort we pass out beyond the given conception,

something which ig not discoverable in that conception, but

is certainly found «@ priort in the intuition which corresponds

to the conception, and can be united synthetically with it.

re intuitions enable us to

ects of the senses, andmake, never reach fy

are valid only for ob
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these representations (sp

ceptions). Through ihe

the second, it is, in re

a mere determination

conceptions constitu

knowledge, so that ne

in two main sources in the

he faculty or power of

sceptivity for impres-

eognizing by means of

nm the production of con-

pct is given to us; through

- representation (which is

thought. Intuition and

be elements of all our

ans without an intuition

in some way correspon ; hor intuition without

conceptions, can afford ou. Both are either pure

or empirical. They are empirical, when sensation (which
presupposes the actual presence of the object) is contained

in them; and pure, when no sensation is mixed with the

representation. Scnsations we may call the matter of sensu-

ous cognition. Pure intuition consequently contains merely

the form under which something is intuited, and pure con-

ception only the form of the thought of an object. Only

pure intuitions and pure conceptions are possible a priori ;

the empirical only @ posteriori.

We apply the term sensibility to the receptivity of the

mind for impressions, in so far as it is in some way affected;

(90)
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and, on the other hand, we call the faculty of spontaneously

producing representations, or the spontaneity of cognition,

understanding. Our nature is so constituted, that intuition

with us can never be other than sensuous, that is, 1t contains

only the mode in which we are affected by objects. On the

other hand, the faculty of thinking the object of sensuous

intuition is the understanding. Neither of these faculties

has a preference over the other. Without the sensuous fac-

ulty no object would be given to us, and without the under-

standing no object would be thought. Thoughts without

content are void; intuitions without conceptions, blind.

Hence it is as necessary for the mind to make its concep-

tions sensuous (that is, to falyrste thern the object in intui-

tion), as to make its ig gible (that is, to bring

them under conceptic these faculties can ex-

change its proper func tanding cannot intuite,

and the sensuous face. nk. In no other way

than from the united operat oth can knowledge arise.

But no one ought, on at, io overlook the differ-

ence of the clements sy each; we have rather

great reason carefully nd distinguish them.

We therefore distingu of the laws of sensi-

bility, that is, Alsthetic, cisnce of the laws of the

understanding, that is, .

Now, logic in its turn may be considered as twofold

—namely, as logic of the general [universal],' or of the

' Logic is nothing but the science of the laws of thought, as thought. It con-

corns itself only with the form of thought, and takes no cognizance of the

matter—that is, of the infinitude of the objecta to whieh thought is applied.
Now Kant is wrong, whon he divides logic into logie of the general and of

the particular use of the understanding.

He says the logic of the particular use of the understanding contains the

laws of right thinking upon any particular set of objects, This sort of logic

ho calls the organon of this or that science. It ig difficult to discover what he

means by his logic of the particular uso of the undoratanding. From his de-

scription, we are left in doubt whether he means by this logic induction, that

is, the organon of science in general, or the laws which regulate the objecta, &
science of which ho seeks to establish.—In either case, the application of the

‘erm logic ia inadmissible, To regard logic as the organon of science, is absurd,

is indeed Kant himuelf afterward shows (page 97), It knows nothing of this or

chat object, The matter employed in syllogisms is used for the sake of example
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particular use of the understanding. The first contains

the absolutely necessary laws of thought, without which

no use whatever of the understanding is possible, and gives

laws therefore to the understanding, without regard to the

difference of objects on which it may be employed. The

logic of the particular use of the understanding contains

the laws of correct thinking upon a particular class of ob-

jects. The former may be called elemental logic—the latter,

the organon of this or that particular science. The lattor is

for the most part employed in the schools, as a propedeutic

to the sciences, although, indeed, according to the course

of human reason, it is the last thing we arrive at, when the

science has been alread y i, and needs only the fin-

ishing touches tow: i and completion; for

our knowledge of nur attempted science

must be tolerably ae ‘ornplete before we can
indicate the laws by ve of these objects can

be established.

General logic is ag pure or applied. In the

i signs. Logiciang have never

ef been able clearly to define the

3 AHAt their acionce really treated of.

They have never seen that it has gy. with the formal, and never with
the material in thought, Phe “broken down its proper barriers to
let in contributions from metap y aies, psychology, ete, It is common enough,
for example, to say that Bacon’s Novum Organum entirely superseded the
Organon of Aristotle., But the one states the laws under which a knowledge

of objects is possible; the othor the subjective laws of thought, ‘The spheres
of the two are utterly distinct.

Kant very properly states that pure logic is alone properly science. Strictly

speaking, applied logic cannot be a division of genoral logic. It is more cor-

rectly applied psychology ;--psychology treating in a practical manner of tho

conditions under which thought is employed.

It may be noted here, that what Kant calls Transcendental Logic is properly

not logic at all, but a division of metaphysics, For his Categories contain mat-

ter—as regards thought at least. Take, for example, tho category of Existence,

Those categories, no doubt, are the forms of the matter given to us by oxperi-

ence, They are, according to Kant, uot derived from experience, but purely

a priori, But logic is concerned exclusively about the form of thought, and

has nothing to do with this or that conception, whether a prioré or @ posteriort.

See Sir William Hamilton’s Edition of Reid’s Works, passim, It ig to Sir

William Hamilton, one of the greatest logiciang, perhaps the greatest, since

Aristotle, and certainly one of the acutest thinkers of any time, that the Trans-

lator ia indebted for the above view of the subject of logic.—Tr.

only; all forms of syllogisme:

been able clearly to see this;

extent of their science, te k
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‘ormer, we abstract all the empirical conditions under which

she understanding is exercised; for example, the influence

of the senses, the play of the fantasy or imagination, the

laws of the memory, the force of habit, of inclination, etc.,

consequently also, the sources of prejudice—in a word, we

abstract all causes from which particular cognitions arise,

because these causes regard the understanding under certain

circumstances of its application, and, to the knowledge of

them experience is required. Pure goneral logic has to do,

therefore, merely with pure @ priort principles, and is a

canon of understanding and reason, but only in respect

of the formal part of their use, be the content what it may,

empirical or transcendent aneral logic is called ap-

pled, when it is dirs aws of the use of the

understanding, unde empirical conditions

which psychology ts 13 therefore empirical

principles, although, at , it is in so far general,

that 1t applies to the exe 2 understanding, without

regard to the difference of ‘Jn this account, more-

over, it is neither a canner nilerstanding in general,

nor an organon of a p but merely a cathartic

of the human undersia

In general logic, the % part which constitutes

pure logic must be care®i Whtguished from that which

constitutes applied (though still general) logic. The former

alone is properly science, although short and dry, as the

methodical exposition of an elemental doctrine of the un-

derstanding ought to be. In this, therefore, logicians must

always bear in mind two rules:

1, As general logic, it makes abstraction of all content

of the cognition of the understanding, and of the differ-

ence of objects, and has to do with nothing but the mere

form of thought.

2. As pure logic, it has no empirical principles, and

consequently draws nothing (contrary to the common per-

suasion) from psychology, which therefore has no influence

on the canon of the understanding. It is a demonstrated
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doctrine, and everything in if must be certain completely

a@ priori.

What I call applied logic (contrary to the common ac-

ceptation of this term, according to which it should contain

certain oxercises for the scholar, for which pure logic gives

the rules), is a representation of the understanding, and of

the rules of its necessary employment im conereto, that is

to say, under the accidental conditions of the subject, which

may either hinder or promote this employment, and which

are all given only empirically. Thus applied logic treats of

attention, its impediments and consequences, of the origin

of error, of the state of doubt, hesitation, conviction, etc.,

and to it is related pure viorao in the same way that

pure morality, which necessary moral Jaws

of a free will, is relat thics, which considers

these laws under all iis of feelings, inclina-

tions, and passions te more or less subjected,

and which never can f with a true and demon-

strated science, because 8 applied logic, requires

empirical and psychelo

: ab Logie

General logic, as we makes abstraction of all

content of cognition, the relation of cognition to

its object, and regards only the logical form in the relation
of cognitions to each other, that is, the form of thought in

general. But as we have both pure and empirical intuitions

(as transcendental «esthetic proves), in like manner a distine-

tion might be drawn between pure and empirical thought

(of objects). In this case, there would exist a kind of logic,

in which we should not make abstraction of all content of

cognition; for that logic which should comprise merely the

laws of pure thought (of an object), would of course exclude

all those cognitions which were of empirical content. ‘This

kind of logic would also examine the origin of our cogni-

tions of objects, so far as that origin cannot be ascribed to

the objects themselves; while, on the contrary, general logic
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has nothing to do with the origin of our cognitions, but con-

templates our representations, be they given primitively

@ priort in ourselves, or be they only of empirical origin,

solely aceording to the laws which the understanding ob-

serves in employing them in the process of thought, in rela-

tion to each other. Consequently, general logic treats of

the form of the understanding only, which can be apphed

to representations, from whatever source they may have

arisen.

And here ] shall make a remark which the reader must

bear well in mind in the course of the following considera-

tions; to wit, that not every cog nition @ priori, but only

those through which we and how certain rep-

resentations (intuitic: 8) are applied or are

possible only @ priors; he a priort possibility

of cognition and the « it are transcendental.

Therefore neither is s' ¥ @ priort geometrical

determination of space, } lental representation, but

only the knowledge tha representation is not of

empirical origin, and ti ot its S relaling to objects

of expericnee, althou an be called tran-

scendental. So alse + of space to objects in
general would be transee but if it be limited

to objects of sense, it is empirical. ‘Thus, the distinction
of the transcendental and empirical belongs only to the

critique of cognitions, and does not concern the relation

of these to their object.

Accordingly, in the expectation that there may perhaps

be conceptions which relate a priort to objects, not as pure

or sensuous intuitions, but merely as acts of pure thought

(which ure therefore conceptions, but neither of empirical

nor wsthetical origin)—in this expectation, I say, we form to

ourselves, by anticipation, the idea of a science of pure un-

derstanding and rational’ cognition, by means of which we

may cogitate objects entirely a priort, A science of this

! Vernunfterkenniniss, The words reason, rational, will always be confined
in this translation to the rendering of Vernunft and its derivatives.—Tr.
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kind, which should determine the origin, the extent, and

the objective validity of such cognitions, must be called

Transcendental Logic, because it has not, like general logic,

to do with the laws of understanding and reason in relation

to empirical as well as pure rational cognitions without dis-

tinction, but concerns itself with these only in an a priori

relation to objects.

TII— Of the division of General Logie into Analytic

and Dialectic

The old question with which people sought to push logi-

cians into a corncr, so that tl must either have recourse to

pitiful gsophisms or con ignorance, and consequently

the vanity of their — ‘What is truth?”

The definition of the t, ‘tthe accordance of

the cognition with its

tion; but we desire 4

is the universal and sect

cognition,

To know what qu

in itself a strong evide

if a question be in i

rational answer, it is itu the danger—-not to

mention the shame that f pou the person who proposes
it—of seducing the unguarded listencr into making absurd

answers, and we are presented with the ridiculous spectacle

of one (as the ancients said) ‘‘milking the he-goat, and the

other holding a sieve.”’

If truth consists in the accordance of a cognition with its

object, this object must be, ipso facto, distinguished from

all others; for a cognition is false if it does not accord with

the object to which it relates, although it contains something

which may be affirmed of other objects. Now a universal

criterion of truth would be that which is valid for all cogni-

tions, without distinction of their objects. But it is evident

that since, in the case of such a criterion, we make abstrac-

tion of all the content of a cognition (that is, of all relation

reasonably propose, is

ud intelligence. For

ad unsusceptible of a
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to its object), and truth relates precisely to this content, it

must be utterly absurd to ask for a mark of the truth of this

content of cognition; and that, accordingly, a sufficient,

and at the same time universal, test of truth cannot possibly

be found. As we have already terined the content of a cog-

nition its mater, we shall say: ‘‘Of the truth of our cogni-

tions in respect of thelr matter, no universal test can be

demanded, because such a demand is self-contradictory.”’

On the other hand, with regard to our cognition in re-

spect of its mere form (excluding all content), it is equally

manifest that logic, in so fur as it exhibits the universal

and necessary laws of the understanding, inust in these very

laws present us with f iyath. Whatever contra-

dicts these rales is fal ry the understanding

is made to contradict 7% aws of thought; that

is, to contradict itsel!, 2, however, apply solely

to the form of truth, x0ught in general, and

in so far they are perfe 3, yet not suilicient. For

although a cognition ms iy accurate as to logical

form, that is, not self is is notwithstanding

quite possible that it in agreement with its

object. Consequently, ical eriterion of truth,

namely, the accordanse « with the universal and

formal laws of undersianding ‘and Yeason, is nothing more

than the coad/tio sine quad non, or negative condition of all

truth. Further than this logic cannot go, «nd the error

which depends not on the form, but on the content of the

cognition, it has no test to discover.

General logic, then, resolves the whole formal business

of understanding and reason into its elements, and exhibits

them as principles of all logical judging of our cognitions.

This part of logic may, therefore, be called Analytic, and

is at least the negative test of truth, because all cognitions

must first of all be estimated and tricd according to these

laws before we procced to investigate them in respect of their

content, in order to discover whether they contain positive

truth in regard to their object. Because, however, the mere

XI —Scrence—6

si
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form of a cognition, accurately as it may accord with logi-

cal laws, is insufficient to supply us with material (objective)

truth, no one, by means of logic alone, can venture to pred-

icate anything of or decide concerning objects, unless he

has obtained, independently of logic, well-grounded infor-

mation about them, in order afterward to examine, according

to logical laws, into the use and connection, in a cohering

whole, of that information, or, what is still better, merely to

test it by them. Notwithstanding, there hes so seductive a

charm in the possession of a specious art like this--an art

which gives to all our cognitions the form of the understand-

ing, although with respect to the « content thereof we may be

sadly deficient—that vener 2 which } is merely a canon

of judgment, has bee

production, or rathe

objective assertions, at
Now general logic, in

called Dialectic,

Ditferent as are the

used this term for a s

from their actual em

nee of production of

en grossly misapplied.

varacter of organon, is

nus im which the ancients

t, we may safely infer,

that with them it was

nothing else than a —~a sophistical art for

giving ignorance, nay, © lsophistrics, the color-
ing of truth, in which the'therciginess of procedure which

logic requires was imitated, and their topic’ employed to
cloak the empty pretensions. Now it may be taken as a

safe and useful warning, that general logic, considered as

an organou, must always be a logic of illusion, that is, be

dialectical, for, as it teaches us nothing whatever respecting

the content of our cognitions, but merely the formal condi-

tions of their accordance with the understanding, which do

not relate to and are quite indifferent in respect of objects,

1 The Topic (Topica) of the ancients was a division of the intellectual in-

struction then prevalent, with the design of setting forth the proper method of

reasoning on any given proposition—according to certuin distinctions of the

genus, the species, ete., of the subject and predicate; of words, analogies, and

the like. It of course contained also a code of laws for syllogistical disputa-

tion. It was not necessarily an aid to sophistry,—Zr.
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any attempt to employ it as an instrument (organon) in or-

der to extend and cnlarge the range of our knowledge must

end in mere prating; any one being ale to maintain or

oppose, with some appearance of truth, any single asser-

tion whatever.

Such instruction is quite unbecoming the dignity of

philosophy. For these reasons we have chosen to denomi-

nate this part of logic Dialectic, in the sense of a critique of

dialectical illusion, and we wish the term to be so under-

stood in this place.

IV—O/ the division of Transcendental Logic into Transcen-

dental A nakgde Ralectic

In transcendental |,

transcendental asthe

cognition merely thas

the understanding alon

tion, however, depends

jects to which it may be ¢

for without intuition 4

objects, and is therelos

dental logic, then, wi

the understanding (as in

yy and select from our

t which has its origin in

ise of this pure cogni-

#2 its condition, that ob-

wiven to us in intuition,

sur Cognition is without

Phat part of transcen-

‘ uo elements of pure cog-

nition ef the understurd of the principles without

which no object at all Gan “Be “thought, is transcendental

analytic, aud at the same time a logic of truth. For no

cognition cin contradict it, without losing at the same time

all content, that is, losing all reference to an object, and

therefore all truth. But because we are very casily seduced

into employing these pure cognitions and principles of

the understanding by themselves, and that even beyond the

boundaries of experience, which yet is the only source

whence we can obtain matter (objects) on which those pure

conceptions may be employed—understanding runs the risk

of making, by means of empty sophisms, a material and

objective use of the mere formal principles of the pure

understanding, and of passing Judgments on objects without

distinction—objects which are not given to us, nay, perhaps

TC
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cannot be given to us in any way. Now, as it ought prop-

erly to be only a canon for judging of the empirical use of

the understanding, this kind of logic is misused when we

seek to employ it as an organon of the universal and un-

limited exercise of the understanding, and attempt with the

pure understanding alone to judge synthetically, affirm, and

determine respecting objects in general. In this case the

exercise of the pure understanding becomes dialectical.

The second part of our transcendental logic must therefore

be a eritique of dialectical illusion, and this critique we

shall term Tre

art of producing dogmatically such illusion (an art which
is unfortunately too currantsine the practitioners of

metaphysical juggling igue of understanding

and reason in regar physical use. This

critique will expose th sre of the pretensions

of these two faculties their claims to the

discovery and enlarge: « cognitions merely by

means of transcendeniai d show that the proper

employment of these f: est the judgments made

by the pure understanc rd it from sophistical

delusion.

TRANSCE

FIRST DIVISION

LOGIC

TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC

§ 1

Transcendental analytic is the dissection of the whole of

our @ priori knowledge into the elements of the pure cog-

nition of the understanding. In order to effect our purpose,

it is necessary, lat, ‘That the conceptions be pure and not

empirical; 2d, That they belong not to intuition and sensi-

bility, but to thought and understanding; 8d, That they be

elementary conceptions, and, as such, quite different from

deduced or compound conceptions; 4th, That our table of
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these elementary conceptions be complete, and fill up the

whole sphere of the pure understanding. Now this com-

pleteness of a scicnce cannot be accepted with confidence on

the guarantee of a mere estimate of its existence in an ag-

gregate formed only by means of repeated experiments and

aticinpts. ‘The completeness which we require is possible

only by means of an idea of the totality of the a priori cog-

nition of the understanding, and through the thereby de-

termined division of the conceptions which form the said

whole; consequently, only by wneans of their connection in

a system, Pure understanding distinguishes itself not

merely from everything empirical, but also completely from

all sonsibility. It is ang Laubsistent, self-sufficient,

and not to be enla ditions from without.

Henee the sum of ii tutes a system to he

determined by and ¢ ran idea; and the ecom-

pleteness and articulati yetem can at the same

time serve asa test af the ss and genuineness of all

the parts of cognition thi eit. The whole of this

part of transcendental pf two books, of which

the one contains the co he other the principles

of pure understanding

Ma

TRANSCENDENTAL ANALY TIC—BOOK I

ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTIONS

g 2

By the term ‘‘Analytice of Conceptions,’’ I do not under-

stand the analysis of these, or the usnal process in philo-

sophical investigations of dissecting the conceptions which

present themselves, avvording to their content, and so making

them clear: but L mean the hitherto little attempted dissec-

tion of the faculty of understanding itsclf, in order to inves-

tigate the possibility of conceptions a priori, by looking for

them in the understanding alone, as their birthplace, and

analyzing the pure use of this faculty. For this is the
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proper duty of a transcendental philosophy; what remains

is the logical treatment of the conceptions in philosophy in

general. We shall therefore follow up the pure conceptions

even to their germs and beginnings in the human under-

standing, in which they lie, until they are developed on

occasions presented by experience, and, freed by the same

understanding from the empirical conditions attaching to

them, are set forth in their unalloyed purity.

ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTIONS

OF THE TRANSCENPENT

ALL PURE CONCH

THE DISCOVERY OF

UNDERSTANDING

When we call into p

conceptions manifest th

circumstances, and m

themselves into a mo

ing to the time or pené

consideration of them. s process, conducted as it

is, mechanically, so to d, cannot be determined

with certainty. Besides, the conceptions which we discover
in this haphazard manner present themselves by no means in

order and systematic unity, but are at last coupled together

only according to resemblances to each other, and arranged

in series, according to the quantity of their content, from the

simpler to the more complex—series which are anything but

systematic, though not altogether without a certain kind of

method in their construction.

Transcendental philosophy has the advantage, and more-

over the duty, of searching for its conceptions according to

a principle; because these conceptions spring pure and un-

mixed out of the understanding as an absolute unity, and

therefore must be connected with each other according

y of cognition, different

ecording to the different

s faculty, and assemble

ive collection, accord-

8 been applied to the
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to one conception or idea. A connection of this kind, how-

ever, furnishes us with a ready prepared rule, by which its

proper place may be assigned to every pure conception of

the understanding, aud the completeness of the system of all

be determined a priort—both which would otherwise have

been dependent on mere choice or chance.

TRANSCENDENTAL CLEW TO THE DISCOVERY OF ALI PURE

CONCEPTIONS OF THE UNDERSTANDING

Secr. I—.Of the Logical Use of the Understanding in general

The understanding was

a non-sensuous facn

of sensibility, we caz

quently, the underst

besides intuition the:

through conceptions; ¢

at least of every human,

conceptions—not intui

as sensuous, depend

upon functions. 53

unity of the act arrang: z

common representa elon fous, then, are based on

the spontaneity of thought, as sensuous intuitions are on the
receptivity of impressions. Mow, the understanding cannot

make any other use of these conceptions than to judge by

means of them. As no representation, except an intuition,

relates immediately to its object, a conception never relates

immediately to an object, but only to some other representa-

tion thereof, be that an intuition or itself a conception. A

judement, therefore, is the mediate cognition of an object,

consequently the representation of a representation of it,

In every judgment there is a conception which applies to,

and is valid for, many other conceptions, and which among

these comprehends also a given reprosentation, this last

being immediately connected with an object. For example,

Now, independently

any intuition; conse-

alty of intuition, But

ade of cognition, except

;, the cognition of every,

jing is a cognition through

sarsive. All intuitions,

conceptions, therefore,

stion, I understand the

oresentations under one
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in the judgment, ‘‘ All bodies are divisible,’’ our conception

of divisible applies to various other conceptions; among these,

however, it is here particularly applied to the conception of

body, and this conception of body relates to certain phe-

nomena which occur to us. These objects, therefore, are

mediately represented by the conception of divisibility. All

judgments, accordingly, are functions of unity in our repre-

sentations, Inasmuch as, instead of an immediate, a higher

representation, which comprises this and various others, is

used for our cognition of the object, and thereby many pos-

sible cognitions are collected into onc. But we can reduce

all acts of the understanding to judgments, so that wnder-

standing may be repr i ihe faculty of gudging. Tor

it is, according to w d above, a faculty of

thought. Now thox by means of concep-

tions. But conceptic es of possible judg-

ments, relate to some of a yet undetermined

object. Thus the conc body indicates something

—tfor example, metal be cognized by means of

that conception. It is sonception, for the reason

alone that other rep ontained under it, by

means of which it cm eis, It is therefore the

predicate toa possible | example, ‘Hvery metal

isa body.” All the fumes e understanding there-

fore can be discovered, when we can completely exhibit the

functions of unity in judgments. And that this may be

effected very easily, the following section will show.

son

pa

Sror. II—Of the Legical Function of the Understanding

tin Sudgments

§ 5

If we abstract all the content of a judgment, and consider

only the intellectual form thereof, we find that the function

of thought in a judgment can be brought under four heads,

of which each contains three momenta. ‘hese may be con-

veniently represented in the following table:

*
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I

Quantity of judgments

Universal.

Particular.

Singular.

II III

Quality Relation

Affirmative, Categorical.
Negative. Hypothetical,
Infinite. Disjunctive.

IV

Modality

Problematical,

As this division :

essential points, from tk

lowing observations, fo

misunderstanding, will né

1. Logicians say, wit

ments in syllogisms, 84

universal ones. For,

has no extent at all, it

‘Y in some, though not

is of logicians, the fol-

on of otherwise possible

vit their use,

hat in the use of judg-

nts may be treated like

ea singular judgment

cannot refer to a part of

that which is contained { ption of the subject and

be excluded from the rest. The predicate is valid for the

whole conception just as if it were a general conception, and

had extent, to the whole of which the predicate applied. On

the other band, let us compare a singular with a general

judgment, merely as a cognition, in regard to quantity.

The singular judgment relates to the general one, as unity

to infinity, and is therefore in itself essentially different.

Thus, if we estimate a singular judgment (judicium singu-

lare) not merely according to its intrinsic validity as a judg-

ment, but also as a cognition generally, according to its

quantity in comparison with that of other cognitions, it 1s

then entirely different from a general judgment (judicium

commune), and in a complete table of the momenta of thought

deserves a separate place—though, indeed, this would not be
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necessary in a logic linited merely to the consideration of

the use of judginents in reference to each other,

2. In like manner, in transcendental logic, infinite must

be distinguished from affirmative judgments, although in

general logic they are rightly enough classed under affirma-

tive. General logic abstracts all content of the predicate

(though it be negative), and only considers whether tlie said

predicate be affirmed or denied of the subject. But tran-

scendental logic considers also the worth or content of this

logical affirmation--an affirmation by means of a merely

negative predicate, and inquires how much the sum total

of our cognition gains by this affirmation. Dor example,

if T say of the soul, ’—-by this negative

judgment 1 should : error. Now, by the

proposition, ‘Phe se " T have, in respect

of the logical form, re inasmuch as 1 thereby

place the soul in the i ere of immortal beings.

Now, because, of the + re af possible existences,

the mortal occupics ox the uumortal the other,

neither more nor les the proposition, than

that the soul is one : fie multitude of things

which remain over, wh the whole mortal part.

But by this proceeding ish only this much, that

the infinite sphere of all possible existences is in so far

limited that the mortal is excluded froin it, and the soul

is placed in the remaining part of the extent of this sphere.

But this part remains, notwithstanding this exception, infi-

nite, and more and more parts inay be taken uway from the

whole sphere, without in the slightest degree thereby aug-

menting or affirmatively detemnining our conception of the

soul. These judgments, therefore, infinite in respect of

their logical extent, are, in respect of the content of their

cognition, merely limitative; and are consequently entitled

to a place in our transcendental table of all the momenta of

thought in judgments, because the function of the under:

standing exercised by them may perhaps be of importance

in the field of its pure a privrt cognition,

se
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8. All relations of thought in judgments are those (w) of

the predicate to the subject; (4) of the principle to its con-

sequence; (e) of the divided cognition and all the members

of-the division to each other. In the first of these three

classes, we consider only two conceptions; in the second,

two judgments; in the third, several judgments in relation

to each other. The hypothetical proposition, ‘‘If perfect

justice exists, the obstinately wicked arc punished,’ con-

tains properly the relation to each other of two propost-

tions, namely, “Perfect justice exists,’’ and ‘Whe obsti-

nately wicked are punished.’’ Whether these propositions

are in themselves true, is @ question not here decided.

Nothing is cogitated by this judgment except

a certain consequence disjunctive judgment

contains a relation & propositions to each

other--a relation not < but of logical opposi-

tion, in so far as the spi ne proposition excludes

that of the other. But at the same time a rela-

tion of community, in sc he propositions taken to-

gether fill up the spi ition, The disjunctive

judgment contains, th ion of the parts of the

whole sphere of a cox é sphere of each part is

a complemental part o of the other, each con-

tributing to form the suin i the divided cognition.

Take, for example, the proposition, ‘‘The world exists

either through blind chance, or through internal necessity,

or through an external cause.’’ Hach of these propositions

embraces a part of the sphere of our possible cognition as

to the existence of a world; all of them taken together, the

whole sphere. To take the cognition out of one of these

spheres, is equivalent to placing it in one of the others; and,

on the other hand, to place it in one sphere is equivalent to

taking it out of the rest. ‘There is, therefore, in a disjunc-

tive judgment a certain community of cognitions, which

consists in this, that they mutually exclude each other, yet

thereby determine, as a whole, the true cognition, inasmuch

as, taken together, they make up the complete content of a
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particular given cognition. And this is all that [ find neces-

sary, for the sake of what follows, to remark in this place.

4. The modality of judgments is a quite peculiar func-

tion, with this distinguishing characteristic, that it con-

tributes nothing to the content of a judgment (for besides

quantity, quality, and relation, there is nothing more that

constitutes the content of a judgment), but concerns itself

only with the value of the copula in relation to thought im

general, Problematical judgments are those in which the

affirmation or negation is accepted as inerely possible (ad dib-

itwm). In the assertorical, we regard the proposition as real

(true); in the apodictical, we look on it as necessary,’ Thus

the two judgments (any seyuens), the relation of

which constitutes a b3 sment, likewise those

(the members of the % » reciprocity the dis-

junctive consists, are < tical. In the example

above given, the propo exists perfect justice,”’

is not stated assertoric an ad libitum judgment,

which some one may ch nm, and the consequence

aione is assertorical. wigments may be obvi-

ously false, and yet, tically, be conditions

of our cognition of the e proposition, ‘The

world exists only by bib. is in the disjunctive

judgment of problematica’ y: that is to say, one

may accept it for the moment, elps us (like the indi-

cation of the wrong road among all the roads that one can

tuke) to find out the true proposition, The problematical

proposition is, therefore, that which expresses only logical

possibility (which is not objective); that is, it expresses a

free choice to admit the validity of such a proposition— -

a merely arbitrary reception of it into the understanding.

The agsertorical speaks of logical reality or truth; as, for

example, in a hypothetical syllogism, the antecedens presents

itself in a problematical form in the major, in an assertorical

1 Just ag if thought wore in the first instance a funcuion of the wnderstand-

ing; in the second, of judgment; in the third, of reason, A remark which will

be explained in the sequel.
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form in the minor, and it shows that the proposition is in

harmony with the laws of the understanding. The apo-

dictical proposition cogitates the assertorical as determined

by these very laws of the understanding, consequently as

affirming @ priori, and in this manner it expresses logical

necessity. Now because all is here gradually incorporated

with the understanding—inasmuch as in the first place we

judge problematically; then accept assertorically our judg-

ment as true; lastly, affirm it as inseparably united with the

understanding, that is, as necessary and apodictical—we may

safely reckon these three functions of modality as so many

momenta of thought.

Srot, ILI—O/ the p of the Understanding,

satedly said, makes ab-

n, and expects to receive

uiarter, in order, by means

eptions. On the con-

vefore it the manifold

transcendental zsthotic

presents to it in order tk > ta the pure conceptions

of the understanding, wi +h transcendental logic

would have no content, and be therefore utterly void. Now

space and time contain an infinite diversity of determina-

tions' of pure w priort intuition, but arc nevertheless the

condition of the mind’s receptivity, under which alone it

can obtain representations of objects, and which, conse-

quently, must always affect the conception of these objects.

But the spontaneity of thought requires that this diversity

be examined after a certain manner, received into the mind,

and connected, in order afterward to form a cognition out

of it. ‘This process I call synthesis.

General logic, as ha

straction of all content

representations from so

of analysis, to convert

trary, transcendental

content of @ priori seu

1 Kunt omploys ihe words Mannigfaltiges, Mannigfaltigkett, indifferently, for

the infinitude of the possible determination of matter, of an intuition (such as

that of space), ete.—-Zr.
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By the word synthesis, in its most general signification,

I understand the process of joining different representations

to each other, and of comprehending their diversity in one

cognition. This synthesis is pure when the diversity is not

given empirically but a priori (as that in space and time).

Our representations must be given previously to any analy-

sis of them; and no conceptions can arise, guoad their con-

tent, analytically. But the synthesis of a diversity (be it

given a priori or empirically) is the first requisite for the

production of a cognition, which in its beginning, indeed,

may be crude and confused, and therefore in need of analy-

sis—still, synthesis is that by which alone the elements of
our cognitions are col ited into a certain con-

tent, consequently it 3 on which we must fix

our attention, if we vw ate the origin of our

knowledge.

Synthesis, generally

see, the mere operation ga

dispensable function of £

have no cognition whats

are seldom even conse

conceptions, is a functic

which we attain to cogn

term.

Pure synthesis, represented generally, gives us the pure

conception of the understanding. But by this pure synthe-

sis, I mean that which rests upon a basis of @ prior? syntheti-

eal unity. Thus, our numeration (and this is more observa-

ble in large numbers) is a synthesis according to conceptions,

because it takes place according to a common basis of

unity (for example, the decade). By means of this concep-

tion, therefore, the unity in the synthesis of the manifold

becomes necessary.

By mens of analysis different representations are brought

under one conception—an operation of which general logic

treats. On the other hand, the duty of transcendental logic

is to reduce to conceptions, not representations, but the pure

; as we shall afterward

nation—a blind but in-

itheut which we should

: working of which we

duce this synthesis to

anding, by means of

proper meaning of the
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synthesis of representations, The first thing which must be

given to us in order to the @ priert cognition of all objects,

is the diversity of the pure intuition; the synthesis of this

diversity by means of the imagination is the second; but

this gives, as yet, no cognition. The conceptions which give

unity to this pure synthesis, and which consist solely in the

representation of this necessary synthetical unity, furnish

the third requisite for the cognition of an object, and these

conceptions are given by the understanding.

The same function which gives unity to the different rep-

resentations in a judgment, gives also unity to the mere syn-

thesis of different representations in un intuition; and this

unity we call the pur m af the understanding.
Thus, the same under , tho same operations,

whereby in conceptions talytical unity, it pro-

duced the logical form introduces, by means

of the synthetical unity € aid in intuition, a tran-

scendental content into it tions, on which account

they are called pure oo. the understanding, and

they apply @ priort to « ii not within the power

of general logic.'

Tn this manner, the , $0 Inany pure con-

ceptions of the underst ing a priori to objects

of intuition in general, : 3 fogical functions in all

possible judgments. For there is no other function or fac-
ulty existing in the understanding besides those enumerated

in that table. These conceptions we shall, with Aristotle,

sall categories, our purpose being originally identical with

his, notwithstanding the great difference in the execution.

TABLE OF THE CATEGORIES

I Th

Of Quantity Of Quality

Unity. Reality.
Plurality. Negation,
Totality. Limitation.

' Only because this is beyond the sphere of logic proper. Kant’s remark ig
unnecessary. — Tr.
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Til

Of Relation

Of Inherence and Subsistence (substantia et accidens).
Of Causality and Dependence (cause and effect).
Of Community (reciprocity between the agent and patient).

1v

Of Modality

Possibility —Im possibility

Existence—Non-existence

Necessity—Contingence

This, then, is a catalogue of all the originally pure con-

ceptions of the synthesis which the understanding contains

a priori, and these ca iene entitle it to be called a

pure understanding; ‘by them it can render

the manifold of intuit , in other words, think

an object of intuition. n ig made systematically

from a common princif the faculty of judgment

(which is just the samo a er of thought), and has

not arisen rhapsodicsil earch at haphazard after

pure conceptions, resy number of which we

never could be cert we employ induction

alone in our search, wit ering that in this way we

can never understand where suisely these conceptions,

and none others, abide in the pure understanding. It was a

design worthy of an acute thinker like Aristotle, to search for

these fundamental conceptions.’ Destitute, however, of any

=r

a

) “Tt ig a serious error to Imagine that, m his Categories, Aristotle proposed,

like Kant, ‘an analysis of the clemnents of human reason.’ The ends proposed
by the two philosophers wore different, even opposed, Iu their several Catego-

ries, Aristotle attemptod a synthesis of things in their multiplicity—a claasifica-
tion of objects real, but in relation to thought; Kant, au aualysis of mind in its
wnity—a dissection of thought, pure, but in relation to its objects, The predica-

ments of Aristotle are thus objective, of things as uuderstood; those of Kant
subjective, of the mind as understanding. ‘Tho former arc results a postertori—
the creations of abstraction and generalizution; tho latter, anticipations a priort

—the conditions of those acts themeelves, [ft is true, that as the one scheme

exhibits the unity of thought diverging into plurality, in appliance to its objects,

and as the other exhibits the multiplicity of (hese objects converging toward

unity by the collective determination of thought; while, ut the same time, lan-

guage usually confounds the subjective and objective under a common term ;—

it is certainly true, that some elements in the one table coincide in name with
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guiding principle, he picked them up just as they occurred

to him, and at first hunted out ten, which he called categories

(predicaments), Afterward he believed that he had discov-

ered five others, which were added under the name of post

predicuments. But his catalogue still. remained defective,

Besides, there are to be found among them some of the

modes of pure sensibility (guando, ubi, situs, also prius,

simul), and likewise an empirical conception (motus)—which

can by no means belong to this genealogical register of the

pure understanding. Moreover, there are deduced concep-

tions (acho, passio) enumerated among the original con-

ceptions, and of the latter, some are entirely wanting.

With regard to these, ite be remarked, that the cate-

gories, as the true pri ns of the pure under-

standing, have also t 1 conceptions, which,

ina comple te + cystem 0 ° vt philosophy, must by
no means be passed ov a merely critical essay

we must be contented w: plo mention of the fact.

Let it be allowed me © pure, but deduced con-

ceptions of the underst predicables’ of the pure

nnderstanding, in cout predicaments, If we

are in possession of th primitive, the deduced

and subsidiary concep sily be added, and the

genealogical tree of th salding completely deline-
ated, As my present aim is not to set forth a complete sys-
tem, but merely the principles of one, I reserve this task for

another time. It may be casily cxecuted by any one who

will refer to the ontological manuals, and subordinate to the

some elements in the other, This coincidence is, however, only equivocal. In
reality, tho whole Kantian categories must bo excluded from the Aristotclic lst,
ag entia rationis, as noliones secunde—in shorl, as determinations of thought,

and not geuors of real things; while the sevoral cleomenis would be specially
excluded, as partial, privative, transcendent,’ oo.—THereilton’s (Sir W.) Essays

ond Discussions

t The predicables of Kant are quite different from those of Aristotle and

ancient and modern logiciaus. The five predicubles are of a logical, and not,
like those of Kant, of a inctaphysico-ontologicul import. They were enounced
ax acomplote eunmeration of all the possible modes of predication. Kant’s
prodicables, on the contrary, do not possess this merely formal and logical char-

acter, but have a real or metaphysical content,— Tr.



14 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

category of causality, for example, the predicables of force,

action, passion; to that of community, those of presence and

resistance; to the categories of modality, those of origina-

tion, extinction, change; and so with the rest. The catego-

-nes combined with the modes of pure sensibility, or with

one another, afford a great number of deduced a priori

conceptions; a complete enumeration of which would be

a useful and not unpleasant, but in this place a perfectly

dispensable occupation.

I purposely omit the definitions of the categories in this

treatise. J shall analyze these conceptions only so far as is

necessary for the doctrine of method, which is to form a part

of this critique. Inas E pure reason, definitions of

them would be with fed of me, but to give

them here would on}; riew the main aim of

our investigation, at tt ising doubts and objec-

tions, the consideration without injustice to our

main purpose, may be ve agiponed till another op-

portunity. Meanwhile, be sufficiently clear, from

the little we have alreagt ¢ subject, that the for-

mation of a complete y @ conceptions, accom-

panied by all the req nist v8, 18 not only a possi-

ble, but an easy uncdertel compartments already

exist; it is only necessary to fi em up; and a systematic

topic like the present, indicates with perfect precision the

proper place to which each conception belongs, while it

readily points out any that have not yet been filled up.

§7

Our table of the categories suggests considerations of

some importance, which may perhaps have significant results

in regard to the scientific form of all rational cognitions.

For, that this table is useful in the theoretical part of phi-

losophy, nay, indispensable for the sketching of the com-

plete plan of a science, so far as that science rests upon

conceptions a priori, and for dividing it mathematically, ac-

cording to fixed principles, is most manifest from the fact
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that it contains all the elementary conceptions of the under-

standing, nay, even the form of a system of these in the

understanding itself, and consequently indicates all the mo-

menta, and also the internal arrangement of a projected

speculative science, as I have elsewhere shown.' Here

follow some of these observations,

I. This table, which contains four classes of conceptions

of the understanding, may, in the first instance, be divided

into two classes, the first of which relates to objects of intui-

tion—pure as well as empirical; the second, to the existence

of these objects, either in relation to one another, or to the

understanding.

The former of these cla

the mathematical, and

The former, as we se

be found in the secon

a ground in the nater

If. The number of t

the same, namely, thre

consideration, because

through conceptions i

added, that the third

from the combinatio: with the first,

Thus 'Totality is noth Pinrality contemplated

as Unity; Limitation is merely Reality conjoined with Ne-
gation; Community is the Causality of a Substance, recip-

rocally determining, and determined by, other substances;
and finally, Necessity is nothing but Existence, which is

given through the Possibility itself.? Let it not be sup-

posed, however, that the third category is merely a deduced

and not a primitive conception of the pure understanding.

For the conjunction of the first and second, in order to pro-

duce the third conception, requires a particular function of

the understanding, which is by no means identical with

ites; these are only to
‘difference must have

understanding.

: in each class is always

rhich also demands some

rases division @ priori

chotomy. It is to be

triad always arises

1 Yn the ‘‘Metaphysical Principles of Natural Science.’

2 Kant’s meaning is: A necessary existence is an existence whose existence

ig given in the very possibility of its axistence.-—7
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those which are exercised in the first and second. Thus,

the conception of a number (which belongs to the category

of Totality), is not always possible, where the conceptions

of multitude and unity exist (for example, in the represen-

tation of the infinite). Or, if L conjoin the conception of a

cause with that of a substance, it does not follow that the

conception of influence, that is, how one substance can be

the cause of something in another substance, will be under-

stood from that. Thus it is evident, that a particular act of

the understanding is here necessary; and so in the other

instancos.

III. With respect to one category, namely, that of com-

munity, which is found in ind lags, it 18 not so easy as

with the others to dete : with the form of the

disjunctive judgmenss nds to if in the table

of the logical functic:

Tn order to assure oF

observe: that in every

the judginent (that is, |

in it) is represented as a

one part cannot be ex

as co-ordinated with, 3

his accordance, we must

judgment, the sphere of

of all that is contained

d into parts; and, since

ior, they are cogitated

d to each other, so that

they do not determine nilaterally, ag in a linear

series, but reciprocaily,.& goregate—(if one member

of the division is posited, all the rest are excluded; and

conversely).

Now a like connection is cogitated in a whole of things;

for one thing is not subordinated, as effect, to another as

cause of its existence, but, on the contrary, is co-ordinated

contemporaneously and reciprocally, as a cause in relation to

the determination of the others (for example, in a body—the

parts of which mutually attract and repel each other). And

this is an entirely diflerent kind of connection from that

which we find in the more relation of the cause to the eflect

(the principle to the consequence), for in such a connection

the consequence does not in its turn determine the principle,

and therefore does not constitute, with the latter, a whole—

on
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just as the Creator docs not with the world make up a whole.

The process of understanding by which it represents to itself

the sphere of a divided conception, is employed also when

we think of a thing as divisible; and, in the same manner

as the members of the division in the former exclude one

another, and yet are connected in one sphere, so the under-

standing represents to itself the parts of the latter, as having

—-each of them—an existence (as substances), independently

of the others, and yet as united in one whole.

§ 8

In the transcendental philosophy of the ancients, there

exists one more leading hich contains pure con-

ceptions of the und which, although not

numbered among thé wht, according to them,

as conceptions @ pric xf objects. But in this

case they would aug aber of the categories;

which cannot be. The rth in the proposition, so

renowned among the Guodlibet ens est UNUM,

VERUM, BoNUM."’ } :@ inferences from this

principle were more ositions, and though it

is allowed only by co a place in modern met-

aphysics, yet a though intuined itself for sucha

length of time, however veems to be, deserves an

investigation of its origin, and justifies the conjecture that it

must be grounded in some law of the understanding, which,

as is often the case, has only been erroneously interpreted.

These pretended transcendental predicates are, in fact, noth-

ing but logical requisites and criteria of all cognition of ob-

jects, and they employ, as the basis for this cognition, the

categories of Quantity, namely, Unity, Plurality, and Total-

ity. But these, which must be taken as material conditions,

that is, as belonging to the possibility of things themselves,

they employed merely in a formal signification, as belonging

to the logical requisites of all cognition, and yet most un-

guardedly changed these criteria of thought into properties

of objects as things in themselves. Now, in every cogni-

TM
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tion of an object, there is unily of conception, which may be

called qualitative unity, so far as by this term we understand

only the unity in our connection of the manifold; for exarn-

ple, unity of the theme in a play, an oration, or a story.

Secondly, there is truth in respect of the deductions from

it, The more true deductions we have from a given con-

ception, the more criteria of its objective reality. This we

might call the qualitative plurality of characteristic marks,

which belong to a conception as to a common foundation,

but are not cogitated asa quantity in it. Thirdly, there is

perfection-—which consists in this, that the plurality falls
back upon the unity of the conception, and accords com-

pletely with that cor ith no other. This we

may denominate qua 8. ence it is evi-

dent that these logi sibility of cognition

are merely the three uantity modified and

transformed to suit ar manner of applying

them. That is to say tegories, in which the

unity in the production tur must be homogene-

ous throughout, are ty Ly with a view to the

connection of hetera cognition in one act

of consciousness, by nality of the cognition,

which is the principle « ction. Thus the crite-

rion of the possibility of a conception (not of its object), is

the definition of it, in which the unity of the conception, the

truth of all that may be immediately deduced from it, and

finally, the completeness of what has been thus deduced,

constitute the requisites for the reproduction of the whole

conception. Thus, also, the criterion or test of a hypothe-

sis is the intelligibility of the received principle of explana-

tion, or its unity (without help from any subsidiary hypoth-

esis)—the truth of our deductions from it (consistency with

each other and with experience)—and lastly, the complete-

ness of the principle of the explanation of these deductions,

which refer to neither more nor less than what was admitted

in the hypothesis, restoring analytically and a@ posteriori,

what was cogitated synthetically and a priort. By the con-

s

)
i
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ceptions, therefore, of Unity, Truth, and Perfection, we

have made no addition to the transcendental table of the

categories, which is complete without them. We have, on

the contrary, merely employed the three categories of quan-

tity, setting aside their application to objects of experience,

as general logical laws of the consistency of cognition with

itself.’

ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTIONS

Cuarter IT

OF THE DEDUCTION oF Sk CONCEPTIONS OF THE

Sect. I--Of the P necendental Deduction

Teachers of jurispra

claims, distinguish in

quris) from the questi

demand proof of both,

which goes to establish imi in law, the name of

Deduction. Now we re a great number of em-

pirical conceptions, without, opposition from any one; and
consider ourselves, even without any attempt at deduction,
justified in attaching to them a sensc, and a supposititious

significance, hecause we have always experience at hand to

demonstrate their objective reality. There exist also, how-

a speaking of rights and

question of right (quid

facti), and while they

1¢ proof of the former,

1 Kant’s meaning ia the foregoing chapter is this: These three conceptions

of unity, ruth, and goodness, applied as predicates to things, are the threo cate-

gories of quantity under a different form. ‘These three categories have an im-

mediate relation to things, as phenomena; without them wo could form no con-

ceptions of external objects. But in the above-mentioned proposition, they ara

changed into logical conditions of thought, and then unwittingly transformed

into propertics of things in themselves. These concoptions are properly logical

or formal, and not metaphysical or material. The three categories are quanti-

tative; these conceplions, qualitative. They are logical conditions employed aa

uetaphysical conceptions—one of the very commonest errora in the sphere

of mental scionce. —7r.



120 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

ever, usurped conceptions, such as fortune, fate, which cireu-

late with almost universal indulgence, and yet are occasion-

ally challenged by the question, guid juris? In such cases,

we have great difficulty in discovering any deduction for

these terms, inasmuch as we cannot produce any manifest

ground of right, cither from experience or from reason, on

which the claim to employ them can be founded.

Among the many conceptions, which make up the very

varicgated web of human cognition, some are destined for

pure use @ priori, independent of all experience; and their

title to be so employed always requires a deduction, inas-

much as, to Justify such use of them, proofs from experience

are not sufficient; bat st sery to know how these

conceptions can app! ut being derived from

experience, I term, anation of the manner

in which conceptions © oré to objects, the tran-

scendental deduction of ad I distinguish it from

the empirical deduction iwates the mode in which

a conception is obtaine experience and reflection

thereon; consequently vo itself with the right,

but only with the fact ug conceptions in such

and such a manner. % uly seen that we are in

possession of two perfa $ kinds of conceptions,

which nevertheless agreé wil Gael other in this, that they

both apply to objects completely @ priori. These are the

conceptions of space and time as forms of sensibility, and

the categories as pure conceptions of the understanding.
To attempt an empirical deduction of either of these classes

would be labor in vain, because the distinguishing charac-

teristic of their nature consists in this, that they apply to

their objects, without having borrowed anything from ex-

perience toward the representation of them. Consequently,

if a deduction of these conceptions is necessary, it must

always be transcendental.

Meanwhile, with respect to these conceptions, as with

respect to all our cognition, we certainly may discover in

experience, if not the principle of their possibility, yet the

BER
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oceasioning causes' of their production. It will be found

that the impressions of sense give the first occasion for

bringing into action the whole faculty of cognition, and

for the production of experience, which contains two very

dissimilar elements, namely, a matter for cognition, given

by the senses, and a certain form for the arrangement of

this matter, arising out of the inner fountain of pure intui-

tion and thought; and these, on occasion given by sensuous

impressions, are called into excercise and produce concep-

tions. Such an investigation into the first efforts of our

faculty of cognition to mount from particular perceptions

to general conceptions, is undoul btedly of great utility; and

we have to thank the <¢ micst Docke, for having first

opened the way for ¢

pure @ priori concept

this way, seeing that,

which must be entirely

have a far different cert

a descent from experie

derivation, which canng

cause it relates more

an explanation of the

therefore manifest that t nly be a transcendental

deduction of these concepiiaty by no means an empir-

ical one; also, that all attempts at an empirical deduction,

in regard to pure a@ priort conceptions, are vain, and can

only be made by one who does not understand the alto-

gether peculiar nature of these cognitions.

But although it is admitted that the only possible deduc-

tion of pure a priori cognition is a transcendental deduction,

it is not, for that reason, perfectly manifest that such a

deduction is absolutely necessary. We have already traced

to their sources the conceptions of space and time, by means

of a transcendental deduction, and we have explained and

determined their objective validity a priori, Geometry,

nevertheless, advances steadily and securely in the province

nt a deduction of the

ever can be made in

air future employment,

f experience, they must

rth to show from that of

itempted physiological

be called deduction, be-

« facti, I shall entitle

pure cognition. It is

} Gelegenheiteursachen.

XI] —Sorence—6
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of pure @ priori cognitions, without needing to ask from

Philosophy any certificate as to the pure and legitimate

origin of its fundamental conception of space. But the use

of the conception in this science extends only to the external

world of sense, the pure form of the intuition of which is

space; and in this world, therefore, all geometrical cogni-

tion, because it is founded upon @ priori intuition, possesses

immediate evidence, and the objects of this cognition are

given a priori (as regards their torm) in intuition by and

through the cognition itself. With the pure conceptions of

Understanding, on the contrary, commences the absolute

necessity of seeking a transcendental deduction, not only of

these conceptions thers ikewise of space, because,

inasmuch as they ma concerning objects not

by means of the pred} Hon and sensibility, but

of pure thought @ pric y tu objects without any

of the conditions of ¢ ides, not being founded

on experience, they 2 ted with any object in

@ priort intuition upos edently to experience,

) Kant’s meaning is: Ti

figures, and the ike—ure ne

them, except in thought. +

does not exist apart from our

of thinking, are but one thing r 5 o different poluts of view.—~ Zr,

2 Thave been compelled to adopt 3" ctural reading here. All the edi-

tions of the Kritik der reinen Vertiunft, both those published during Kant’s life-

time, and those published by various editors after his death, have sde.. von

Gegenstinden .... redet. But it is quite plain that the sze is the proneun for

die reine Verstandesbegriffe; and we ought, therefore, to read reden. In the

same sentence, all the editions (except Hartcustein’s) insert die after the firat
wnd, which makes nonsense. In page 76 also, seutence boginning ‘For that

objects,”’ I have altored ‘‘synthetischen Einstcht des Denkens” into ‘synthetiochen

Einheit,’’? Andin page 77, sentence beginning, “Bud tt as evident,”’ we tind “‘die

erste Bedingung Weyen.’? Some such word as muss is plainly to be understood,

Tndoed, I have not found « single edition of the Critique trustworthy, Kant

must not have been very careful in his correction of the press, Those published

by editors after Kant’s death seem in most cases to follow Kant’s own editions

closely, That by Rosenkranz is perhaps the best; and he has corrected a

number of Kant’s errors, But although I have adopted several uncommon and

also conjectural readings, T have not done so hastily or lightly. It is only after

diligent comparison of all the editions I could gain access to, that I have altered

the common reading; while a conjectural reading has been adopted only when

it was quite clear that the reading of every edition was a misprint,

Other errors, occurring previously to those mentioned above, have been, and

othera after thera will be, corrected in silence.—7?.

in Geometry-—-angles, linea,

of cognition which produces

at but while we think it~

of thinking and the object
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they might base their synthesis. Hence results, not only

donbt as to the objective validity and proper limits of their

use, but that even our conception of space is rendered

equivocal; inasmuch as we are very ready, with the aid of

the categories, to carry the use of this conception beyond

the conditions of sensuous intuition;—and for this reason,

we have already found a transcendental deduction of it

needful. The reader, then, must be quite convinced of the

absolute necessity of a transcendental deduction, before

taking a single step in tho field of pure reason; because

otherwise he goes to work blindly, and, after he has wan-

dered about in all directions, returns to the state of utter

ignorance from which he sterted. ile ought, moreover,

clearly to recognize, be avoidable difficulties

in his undertaking, se * afterward complain

of the obscurity in wh} 6 itself is deeply in-

volved, or become too af the obstacles in his

path ;—hecause we have a only two things—ecither

at once to give up all pre knowledge beyond the

limits of pessibie expe ng this critical inves-

tigation to completion.

We have been able

comprehensible how th ns of space and time,

although a priori cognitions; Must necessarily apply to

externa! objects, and render a synthetical cognition of these

possible, independently of all experience. For inasmuch as

only by means of such pure form of sensibility an object can

appear to us, that is, be an object of empirical intuition,

space and time are pure intuitions, which contain @ priori

the condition of the possibility of objects as phenomena,

and an @ priori synthesis in these intuitions possesses objec-

tive validity.

On the other hand, the categorics of the understanding

do not represent the conditions under which objects are

given to us in intuition; objects can consequently appear to

us without necessarily connecting themselves with these,

and consequently without any necessity binding on the

trouble, to make it
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understanding to contain a priori the conditions of these

objects. Thus we find ourselves involved in a difficulty

which did not present itself in the sphere of sensibility, that
is to say, we cannot discover how the subjective conditions of

thought can have objective validity, in other words, can become

conditions of the possibility of all cognition of objects;—for
phenomena may certainly be given to us in intuition without

any help trom the functions of the understanding. Let us

take, for example, the conception of cause, which indicates a

peculiar kind of synthesis, namely, that with something,

A, something entirely different, B, is connected according

toa law. It is not a priort manifest why phenomena should

contain anything of this kinds(we are of course debarred

from appealing for pr, ace, for the objective

validity of this conce

and it hence remains

ception be not quite ¥

object among phenom:

intuition must correspon

bility existing « pricri

the fact, that withous 4

but that they must als

understanding require retical unity of thought,

is an assertion, the ground: uh are not so easily to be
discovered. For phenomena might be so constituted, as not

to correspond to the conditions of the unity of thought; and

all things might lie in such confusion, that, for example, noth-
ing could be met with in the sphere of phenomena to suggest

a law of synthesis, and so correspond to the conception of

cause and effect; so that this conception would be quite

void, null, and without significance. Phenomena would
nevertheless continue to present objects to our intuition;

for mere intuition does not in any respect stand in need of
the functions of thought.

If we thought to free ourselves from the labor of these

investigations by saying, ‘‘Experience is constantly offering

us examples of the relation of cause and effect in phenomena,

vas,

out any corresponding

1a¢ objects of sensuous

mai conditions of sensi-

, 18 quite evident, from

not be objects for us;

the conditions which
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and presents us with abundant opportunity of abstracting the

conception of cause, and so at the same time of corroborating

the objective validity of this conception’’;--we should in

this case be overlooking the fact, that the coneeption of

cause cannot arise in this way at all; that, on the contrary,

it must either have an @ priori basis in the understanding,

or be rejected as a mere chimera, For this conception de-

mands that something, A, should be of such a nature that

something else, B, should follow from it necessarily, and

according to an absolutely universal law. We may certainly

collect from phenomena a law, according to which this or

that usually happens, but the element of necessity is not to

be found in it. Heneo ident that to the synthesis

of cause and effect b which is utterly want-

ing in any empirical 3 8 no mere mechanical

synthesis, by means of a dynamical one, that is

to say, the effect is not’ ted. as merely annexed to

the cause, but as posi uh through the cause, and

resulting from it. The s reality of this law never

can be a characterist laws, which obtain

through induction on} : universality, that is,

an extended range of ication. But the pure

conceptions of the une vould entirely lose all

their peculiar character, ated them merely as the

productions of experience.

§ 10. Transition to the Transcendental Deduction of the

Cutegories

There are only two possible ways in which synthetical

representation and its objects can coincide with and relate

necessarily to each other, and, as it were, meet together,

Hither the object alone makes the representation possible, or

the representation alone makes tle object possible. In the

former case, the relation between them is only empirical,

and an priori representation is impossible. And this is the

case with phenomena, as regards that in them which is refer-

able to mere sensation. In the latter case—although repre-
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sentation alone (for of its causality, by means of the will,

we do not here speak) does not produce the object as to its

existence, it must nevertheless be a prior? determinative in

regard to the object, if it is only by means of the representa-

tion that we can cognize anything as an object. Now there

are only two conditions of the possibility of a cognition of

objects; first, Jniuition, by means of which the object,

‘though only as phenomenon, is given; secondly, Conception,

by means of which the object which corresponds to this

intuition is thought. Butitis evident from what has been

said on asthetic, that the first condition, under which alone

objects can be intuited, must in fact exist, as a formal basis

for them, a priort in the . With this formal condition

of sensibility, there! na necessarily corre-

spond, because it is hat they can be phe-

nomena at all; that aplrically intuited and

given. Now the ques rey there do not exist,

a priort in the mind, ce of understanding also, as

conditions under which hing, if not intuited, is

yet thought as object, om be answered in the

affirmative, it follows { 1 cognition of objects

is necessarily confor gonceptions, since, if

they are not presuppose ible that anything can

be an object of experic li experience contains,

besides the intuition of the senses through which an object

is given, a conception also of an object that is given in intui-

tion, Accordingly, conceptions of objects in general must

lie as @ priori conditions at the foundation of all empirical

cognition; and consequently, the objective validity of the

categories, as a priori conceptions, will rest upon thés, that

experience (as far as regards the form of thought) is possible

only by their means. For in that case they apply necessarily

and a@ priori to objects of experience, because only through

them can an object of experience be thought,

The whole aim of the transcendental deduction of all

a priori conceptions is to show that these conceptions are a

priori conditions of the possibility of all experience. Oon-

a
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ceptions which afford us the objective foundation of the

possibility of experience, are for that very reason necessary.

But the analysis of the experiences in which they are met

with is not deduction, but only an illustration of them, be-

cause from experience they could never derive the attribute

of necessity. Without their original applicability and rela.

tion to all possible experience, in which all objects of cog-

nition present themselves, the relation of the categories to

objects, of whatever nature, would be quite incomprehensible.

The celebrated Locke, for want of due reflection on these

points, and because he met with pure conceptions of the

understanding in experience, sought also to deduce them

from experience, and ao Inconsequently as to

attempt, with their aig enitions which lie far

beyond the limits of Javid Hume perceived

that, to render this } necessary that the con-

ceptions should have vigin. But as he could

not explain how it was & conceptions which are

not connected with cack he understanding, must

nevertheless be thon; arily connected in the

object—-and it never o » that the understanding

itself might, perhaps, by “se Conceptions, be the

author of the experien its objects were presented

to it—he was forced to ese conceptions from ex-

perience, that is, from a subjective necessity arising from

repeated association of experiences erroneously considered

to be objective—in one word, from ‘‘habit.’’ But he pro-

ceeded with perfect consequence, and declared it to be im-

possible, with such conceptions and the principles arising

from them, to overstep the limits of experience. The em-

pirical derivation, however, which both of these philosophers

attributed to these conceptions, cannot possibly be recon-

ciled with the fact that we do possess scientific a priori

cognitions, namely, those of pure mathematics and general

physics.

The former of these two celebrated men opened a wide

door to extravagance—(for if reason has once undoubted
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right on its side, it will not allow itself to be confined to

set limits, by vague recommendations of moderation); the

latter gave himself up entirely to scepticism—a natural con-

sequence, after having discovered, as he thought, that the

faculty of cognition was not trustworthy. We now intend

to make a trial whether it be not possible safely to conduct

reason between these two rocks, to assign her determinate

limits, and yet leave open for her the entire sphere of her

legitimate activity.

I shall merely premise an explanation of what the cate-

gories are. They are conceptions of an object in general,

by means of which its intuition 18 contemplated as deter-

mined in relation te ope ‘ical functions of judg-

ment. ‘The following * plain, The function

of the categorical jucs the relation of subject

to predicate; for exams oposition, ‘All bodies

ate divisible.’’ But is : merely logical use of

the understanding, it at undetermined to which

of these two conceptions £ ianction of subject, and
to which that of predi ‘uld also say, ‘‘Some

divisible is a body.” y of substance, when

the conception of a bi t under it, determines

that; and its empiricai xperience must be con-

templated always as subje ver as mere predicate.

And so with all the other categories.

iy

DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CONCEPTIONS OF THE UNDER-

STANDING

Srcr. T]—Transcendental Deduction of the pure Conceptions
of the Understanding

§ 11. Of the Possibility of a Conjunction of the manifold

Representations given by Sense

The manifold content in our representations can be given

in an intuition which is merely sensuous—in other words, is

_nothing but susceptibility; and the form of this intuition
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can exist a priord in our faculty of representation, without

being anything else but the mode in which the subject is

affected. But the conjunction (conjunctio) of a manifold in

intuition never can be given us by the senses; it cannot

therefore be contained in the pure form of sensuous intui-

tion, for it i8 a spontaneous act of the faculty of representa-

tion, And as we must, to distinguish it from sensibility,

entitle this faculty understanding; so all conjunction—

whether conscious or unconscious, be it of the manifold in

intuition, Sensuous or non-sensuous, or of several concep-

tions—is an act of the understanding. ‘To this act we shall

give the general appellation of synthesis, thereby to indicate,

at the same time, that we ai xeprescnt anything as con-

joined in the object sreviously conjoined it

ourselves. Of all meg é of conjunction is the

only one which canno ugh objects, but ean be

originated only by + if, because it is an act

of its purely spontaneous The reader will easily

y of conjunction must be

ig act, and that it must

2; and that analysis,

st, nevertheless, always

presuppose it; for w rsianding has not pre-

viously conjoined, it cart or analyze, because only

as conjoined by it, must that which is to be analyzed have

been given to onr faculty of representation,

But the conception of conjunction includes, besides the

conception of the manifold and of the synthesis of it, that

of the unity of it also. Conjunction is the representation of

the synthetical unity of the manifold.’ This idea of unity,

therefore, cannot arise out of that of conjunction; much

rather does that idea, by combining itself with the represen-

be equally valid for:

which appears to be

1 Whether the representutions are in themselves identical, and consequently

whether one can be thought analytically by means of and through the other, is

a question which we need not at present consider. Our consciousness of the

one, when we speak of the manifold, is always distinguishable from our con-
sciousness of the other; and it is only respecting the synthesis of this (possible)

consciousness that we here treat,
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tation of the manifold, render the conception of conjunction

possible, This unity, which a priori precedes all concep-

tions of conjunction, is not the category of unity (§ 6); for

all the categories are based upon logical functions of judg-

ment, and in these functions we already have conjunction,

and consequently unity of given conceptions. It is therefore

evident that the category of unity presupposes conjunction,

We must therefore look still higher for this unity (as quali-

tative, § 8), in that, namely, which contains the ground of

the unity of diverse conceptions in judgments, the ground,

consequently, of the possibility of the existence of the

understanding, even in regard to its logical use.

$12. Of the Origina

The J think must 3

otherwise something

could not be thought

would either be Impossi

nothing. That represen

to all thought, is csi

manifold content of

relation to the J thins,

nity of Apperception *

‘my representations, for

resented in me which

fords, the representation

st be, in relation to me,

can be given previously

All the diversity or

therefore, a necessary

St in which this diversity

is found. But thia re , £ think, is an act of

spontaneity; that is to say, 1t cannot be regarded as belong-

ing to mere sensibility. 1 call it pure apperception, in order

to distinguish it from empirical; or primitive apperception,

because it is a self-consciousness which, while it gives birth

to the representation J think, must necessarily be capable of

accompanying al] our representations. It is in all acts

of consciousness one and the same, and, unaccompanied by

it, no representation can exist jor me. The unity of

this apperception I call the transcendental unity of self-

consciousness, in order to indicate the possibility of a

hh

' Apperception simply means consciousness. But it has been considered

better to employ this term, not only because Kant saw fit to have another word

besides fewusstseyn, but because the term consciousness denotes a state, apper-

ception an act of the ego; and from this alone the superiority of the latter is
apparent. Tr,
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prior? cognition arising from it. For the manifold repre-

sentations which are given in an intuition would not all of

them be my representations, if they did not all belong to

one self-consciousness, that is, as my representations (even,

although L am not conscious of them as such), they must

conform to the condition under which alone they can exist

together in a common self-consciousness, because otherwise

they would not all without exception belong to me. From

this primitive conjunction follow many important results.

For example, this universal identity of the apperception

of the manifold given in intuition, contains a synthesis of

representations, and is possible only by means of the con-

sciousness of this syntheai empirical consciousness

which aecompanios ¢ ations is in itself frag-

mentary and disunited: ¥Yelation to the identity

of the subject. This r does not exist because I

accompany every repre 2 consciousness, but be-

cause I join one repreae other, and am conscious

of the synthesis of them entiy, only because I can

connect a variety of 21 flons In one conscious-

ness, is if possible th: , to myself the identity

of consciousness in ti tions; in other words,

ig possible only under

the presupposition oi a‘s unity.? The thought,

‘These representations given in intuition, belong all of them

to me,’’ is accordingly just the same as, ‘‘I unite them in

' All general conceptions—as snch—-depond, for their existence, on the

‘analytical anily of consciousness. For example, when I think of red in general,

{ thereby thiuk to myself a property which (as a characteristic mark) can be

discovered somewhere, or can be united with other reprosentations; conse-

quently, it is only by means of a forathought possible synthetical unity that I

can think to mysolf the analytical, A representation which is cogilated aa

common to different representations, 18 regarded as belonging to such as, besides

this common representation, contain something diferent; consequently 16 must

be previously thought im synthetical unity with other although only possible

representations, before I can think in it the analytical unity of consciousness

which makes it a conceptas communis. And thus the synthetical unity of
apperception is the highest point with which we must connect overy operation

of the understanding, even the whole of logic, and after it our transcendental
philosophy; indeed, this faculty is the understanding itself.
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one self-consciousness, or can at least so unite them’’; and

although this thought is not itself the consciousness of the

synthesis of representations, it presupposes the possibility

of it; that is to say, for the reason alone, that I can compre-

hend the variety of my representations in one consciousness,

do I call them my representations, for otherwise I must have

as many-colored and various a self as are the representations

of which I am conscious. Synthetical unity of the manifold

in intuitions, as given ¢ priori, is therefore the foundation

of the identity of apperception itself, which antecedes a priori

all determinate thought. But the conjunction of representa-

tions into a conception is not to be found in objects them-

selves, nor can it be, ag. if e, borrowed from them and

taken up into the ung erception, but it is on

the contrary an operat standing itself, which

is nothing more than conjoining a priori, and

of bringing the variet® presentations under the

unity of apperception. pie is the highest in all

human cognition.

This fundamenta}

perception is indeed

proposition; but it ne

“3,

& necessary unity of ap-

d therefore analytical

moins the necessity for a

synthesis of the mani in an intuition, without

which the icentity of séif-¢ ‘usness would be incogi-

table. For the Hgo, as a simple representation, prescnts

us with no mamfold content; only in intuition, which is

quite different from the representation Ego, can it be given

us, and by means of conjunction it is cogitated in one self-

consciousness. An understanding, in which all the mani-

fold should be given by means of conscionsness itself, would

be intuitive; our understanding can only think, and must

look for its intuition to sense. I am, therefore, conscious of

my identical self, in relation to all the variety of representa-

tions given to me in an intuition, because I call all of them

my representations. In other words, I am conscious myself

of a necessary @ priori synthesis of my representations,

which is called the original synthetical unity of appercep-
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tion, under which rank all the representations presented to

me, but that only by means of a synthesis.

§ 18. The principle of the Synthetical Unity of Apperception

is the highest principle of all exercise of the Understanding

The supreme principle of the possibility of all intuition

in rolation to sensibility was, according to our transcendental

esthetic, that all the manifold in intuition be subject to the

formal conditions of Space and Time. The supreme prin-

ciple of the possibility of it in relation to the Understanding

is: that all the manifold in it be subject to conditions of

the originally synthetical Unity of Apperception.'. To the

former of these twe : are subject all the various

representations of Tp ras they are given to

us; to the latter, in ust be capable of con-

junction in one conse hout this nothing can

be thought or cognizeé given representations

would not have in cor .ot of the apperception I

think; and therefore ce ® eonnected in one self-

cOnsc1OUsness,

Understanding is, #

nitions. hese consi

Hy, the faculty of Cog-

imed relation of given

representations to an o 2 object is that in the

conception of which the /in a given intuition is

united. Now all anion of representations requires unity of

consciousness in the synthesis of them. Consequently, it is

the unity of consciousness alone that constitutes the possi-

bility of representations relating to an object, and therefore

of their objective validity, and of their becoming cognitions,

and consequently, the possibility of the existence of the

understanding itself,

} Space and Time, and all portions thereof, are uluitions; consequently
are, with a nianifeld for their content, single representations, ‘(Sco the Pran-
scendentul zhsthelic.) Consequently, they are not pure conceptions, by means
of which the same consciousness is found in a great number of representations;
but, on the contrary, they are many representations contained in one, the cou-

sciousness of which is, so to speak, compounded. Tho unity of consciousness

is nevertheless syzthelical, and therefore primitive. From this peculiar char-
voter of consciousness follow many important consequences. (See § 21.)
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The first pure cognition of understanding, then, upon

which is founded all its other exercise, and which is at the

same time perfectly independent of all conditions of mere

sensuous intuition, is the principle of the original synthet-

ical unity of apperception. Thus the mere form of external

sensuous intuition, namely, space, affords us, per se, no

cognition; it merely contributes the manifold in @ priort

intuition to a possible cognition. But, in order to cognize

something in space (for example, a line) I must draw it, and

thus produce synthetically a determined conjunction of the

given manifold, so that the unity of this act is at the same

time the unity of consciousness (in the conception of a line),

and by this means alone object (a determinate space)

cognized, The synthy ongciousness is, there-

fore, an objective con wnition, which I do not

merely require in ord an object, but to which

every intuition must 2 subject, in order to be-

come an object for mea; any other way, and with-

out this synthesis, the ¢ 2 intuition could not be

united in one conscicusit

This proposition

although it constitute

aid, itself analytical,

sal unity, the condition

of all thought; for i 5 more than that all my

representations, In any ¢ on, must be subject to

the condition which alone enables me to connect them, as

my representation with the identical self, and so to unite

them synthetically in one apperception, by means of the

general expression, J think.

But this principle is not to be regarded as a principle for

every possible understanding, but only for that understand-

ing by means of whose pure apperception in the thought /

am, no manifold content is given. ‘The understanding or

mind which contained the manifold in intuition, in and

through the act itself of its own self-consciousness, in other

words, an understanding by and in the representation of

which the objects of the representation should at the same

time exist, would not require a special act of synthesis of

“
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the manifold as the condition of the unity of its conscious-

ness, an act of which the human understanding, which thinks

only and cannot intuite, has absolute need. But this prin-

ciple is the first principle of all the operations of our under-

standing, so that we cannot form the least conception of any

other possible understanding, either of one such as should

be itself intuition, or possess a sensuous intuition, but with

forms different from those of space and time.

§ Ld. What Objective Unity of Self-consciousness is

It is by means of the transcendental unity of appercep-

tion that all the manifold given in an intuition is united into

a conception of the objcet. kis account it is called ob-

jective, and must be ¢ com the subjective unity

of consciousness, whié on of the internal sense,

by means of which t li in intuition is given

empirically to be so unk her I can be empirically

conscious of the manifoid tant or as successive, de-

pends upon circumstance vical conditions. Hence

the empirical unity of by means of association

of representations, its senomenal world, and

is wholly contingent. ary, the pure form of

intuition in time, mere mition, which contains a

given manifold, is subject te thooriginal unity of conscious-

ness, and that solely by moans of the necessary relation of

the manifold in intuition to the I think, consequently by

means of the pure synthesis of the understanding, which lies

a priovt at the foundation of all empirical synthesis. The

transcendental unity of apperception is alone objectively

valid; the empirical which we do not consider in this essay,

and which is merely a unity deduced from the former under

given conditions in conerclo, possesses only snbjective

validity. One person connects the notion conveyed in a

word with one thing, another with another thing; and the

unity of consciousness in that which is empirical, is, in rela-

tion to that which is given by experience, not necessarily

and universally valid.

ramet
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$15. The Logical Form of all Judgments consists in the Objective

Unity of Apperception of the Conceptions contained therein

I could never satisfy myself with the definition which

logicians give of a judgment. It is, according to them, the

representation of a relation between two conceptions. I shall

not dwell here on the faultiness of this definition, in that it

suits only for categorical and not for hypothetical or dis-

junctive judgments, these latter containing a relation not of

conceptions but of judgments themselves;—a blunder from

which many evil results have followed.’ It is more impor-

tant for our present purpose to observe, that this definition

does not determine in w Bid, relation consists.

But if I investigak the relation of given

cognitions in every jut nguish it, as belong-

ing to the understand relation which is pro-

duced according to la productive imagination

(which has only subjecti¥ , i tind that a judgment

is nothing but the made ‘ given cognitions under

the objective unity of This is plain from our

use of the term of rela aternents, in order to dis-

tinguish the objective ‘2 representations from
the subjective unity. en indicates the relation

of these representations "4 riginal apperception, and

also their necessary unity, even although the judgment is

empirical, therefore contingent, as in the judgment, ‘All

bodies are heavy.’’ Ido not mean by this, that these rep-

resentations do necessarily belong to each other in empirical

intuition, but that by means of the necessary unity of apper-

ception they belong to each other in the synthesis of intui-

tions, that is to say, they belong to each other according to

! The tedious doctrine of the four syllogistic figures concerns only categori-
cal syllogisms; and although it is nothing more than an artifice by aurrep-

titiously introducing immediate conclusions (consequentie immediaia) among

the premises of a pure syllogism, to give rise to an appearance of more modes

of drawing a conclusion than that in the first figure, the artifice would not have

had much success, had not ita authors suceeeded in bringing categorical judg-

menta into exclusive respect, as those to which all others must be roferred

—a doctrine, however, which, according to § 5, is utterly false.
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principles of the objective determination of all our represen-

tations, in so far as cognition can arise from them, these

principles being all deduced from the main principle of the

transcendental unity of apperception. In this way alone can

there arise from this relation a judgment, that is, a relation

which has objective validity, and is perfectly distinct from

that relation of the very same representations which has only

subjective validity—a relation, to wit, which is produced ac-

cording to laws of association. According to these laws, I

could only say: ‘When I hold in my hand or carry a body,
I fee] an impression of weight’; but I could not Bay: “Tt,

the body, is heavy’’; for this 3 g tantamount to saying both

these representations in the object, that is,

without distinction ag mm of the subject, and

do not merely stand y perception, however

frequently the percep x repeated.

§ 16. All Sensuous frate ject to the Categories, as

Conditions under % f te manifold Content

of them ean e Consciousness

d

ensuous intuition comes

necessarily under the o7 eval unity of appercep-

tion, because thereby al nei of intuition possible

(§ 13). But that act of the understanding, by which the

manifold content of given representations (whether intuitions
or conceptions), is brought under one apperception, is the

logical function of judgments (§ 15). All the manifold

therefore, in so far as it is given in one empirical intuition,

is determined in relation to one of the logical fune-

tions of judgment, by means of which it is brought into

union in one consciousness. Now the categories aro noth-

ing else than these functions of judgment, so far as tho

manifold in a given intuition is determined in relation to

them (§ 9). Consequently, the manifold in a given intuition

is necessarily subject to the categories of the understanding.

The manifold cont:
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§ 17. Observation

The manifold in an intuition, which I call mine, is repre-

sented by means of the synthesis of the understanding, as

belonging to the necessary unity of self-consciousness, and

this takes place by means of the category.'’ The category

indicates accordingly, that the empirical consciousness: of

a given manifold in an intuition is subject to a pure self-

consciousness @ priori, in the same manner as an empirical

intuition is subject to a pure sensuous intuition, which is

also a priori,—In the above proposition, then, lies the be-

ginning of a deduction of the pure conceptions of the under-

standing. Now, as the eategori 8 have their origin in the

understanding alone, i ithw.of sensibility, T must in
my deduction make 2 mode in which the
manifold of an empiri 8 given, in order to fix

my attention exclusiy ty which is brought by

the understanding into by means of the cate-

gory. In what follows will be shown, from the

mode in which the empi m is given in the faculty

of sensibility, that th longs to it is no other

than that which the ng to § 16) imposes on

the manifold in a give aiid thus its a priori valid-

ity in regard to all oly msc being established, the

purpose of our deduction will bo fully attained.

But there is one thing in the above demonstration, of

which I conld not make abstraction, namely, that the mani-

fold to be intuited must be given previously to the synthesis

of the understanding, and independently of it. Now this

takes place remains here undetermined. For if I cogitate

an understanding which was itself intuitive (as, for example,

‘a divine understanding which should not represent given

objects, but by whose representation the objects themselves

should be given or produced)—the categories would possess

' The proof of this rests on the represented unity of intuition, by mons of

which an object is given, and which alwaya includes in itself a synthesis of the

manifold to be intuited, and also the relation of this latter to unity of apper-

ception.
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no signification in relation to such a faculty of cognition.

They are merely rules for an understanding, whose whole

power consists in thought, that is, in the act of submitting

the synthesis of the manifold which is presented to it in intu-

ition from a very different quarter, to the unity of appercep-

tion;—a faculty, therefore, which cognizes nothing per se,

but only connects and arranges the material of cognition,

the intuition, namely, which must be presented to it by

means of the object. But to show reasons for this peculiar

character of our understandings, that it produces unity of

apperception @ priori only by means of categories, and a cer-

tain kind and number thereof, is as impossible as to explain

why we are endowed wi iwely so many functions of

judgment and no mo and space are the only

forms of our intuitio -

§ 18. In Cognition, ils A

only leyitiie

jects of Haperience is the

ue Lateyory

To think an object ;

means the same thing.

first, the conception, ¥

category); and, second

is given. For SUpposi ies ‘he conception a corre-
sponding intuition conid ne given, it would still be a

thought as regards its form, but without any object, and no

cognition of anything would be possible by means of it, in-

asmuch as, so far as I knew, there existed and could exist

nothing to which my thought could be applied. Now all

intuition possible to us is senguous; consequently, our

thought of an object, by means of a pure conception of

the understanding, can become cognition for us, only in

so far as this conception is applied to objects of the senses.

Sensuous intuition is either pure intuition (space and time)

or empirical intuition—of that which is immediately repre-

sented in space and time by means of sensation as real.

Through the determination of pure intuition we obtain a

priort cognitions of objects, as in mathematics, but only as

ize an object are by no

there are two elements:

ject is cogitated (the

1, Whereby the object
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regards their form as phenomena; whether there can exist

things which must be intuited in this form is not thereby

established. All mathematical conceptions, therefore, are

not per se cognition, except in so far as we presuppose that

there exist things, which can only be represented conforma-

bly to the form of our pure sensuous intuition. But things

in space and time are given, only in so far as they are per-

ceptions (representations accompanied with sensation), there-

fore only by empirical representation. Consequently the

pure conceptions of the understanding, even when they are

applied to intuitions @ privri (as in mathematics), produce

cognition only in so far as these (and therefore tho concep-

tions of the understanding means of them) can be ap-

plied to empirical ix iuently the categories

do not, even by mesz on, afford us any cog:

nition of things; they + in so far as they can

be applied to empirical hat is to say, the cate-

gories serve only to re¢ rical cognition possible,

But this is what we call #: Consequently, in cog-

nition, their applicatic: { experience is the only

legitimate use of the

The foregoing propo the utmost importance,

for it determines the limits of the exercise of the pure con-

ceptions of the understanding in regard to objects, Just as

transcendental wsthetic determined the limits of the exercise

of the pure form ef our sensuous intuition. Space and time,

as conditions of the possibility of the presentation of objects

to us, are valid no further than for objects of sense, conse-

quently, only for experience. Beyond these limits they rep-

resent to us nothing, for they belong only to sense, and have

ho reality apart from it. ‘The pure conceptions of the under-

standing are free from this limitation, and extend to objects

of intuition in general, be the intuition like or unlike to

ours, provided only it be sensuous, and not intellectual.

But this extension of conceptions beyond the range of our
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intuition is of no advantage; for they are then mere empty

conceptions of objects, as to the possibility or impossibility

of the existence of which they furnish us with no means of

discovery. They are mere forms of thought, without objec-

tive reality, because we have no intuition to which the

synthetical unity of apperception, which alone the categories

contain, could be applied, for the purpose of determining

an object. Gur sensuous and empirical intuition can alone

give them significance and meaning.

If, then, we suppose an object of a non-sensuous intuition

to be given, we can in that case represent it by all those

predicates, which are implied in the presupposition that

nothing appertaining fe ‘tuition belongs to it; for

example, that it is net : Space; that its dura-—

tion is not time; that ?¥ ic effect of the deter-

minations in time) is + and so on, But it is

no proper knowledge if 5 te what the intuition

of the object is not, witl ble to say what is con-

tained in it, for ] have not : possibility of an object

to which my pure cong ilerstanding could be

applicable, because I h bie to furnish any in-

tition corresponding t. iy able to say that our

intuition is not valid fers most important point

is this, that to a sometiin vidi not one category can

be found applicable. Take, for example, the conception of

substance, that is something that can cxist as subject, but

never as mere predicate; in regard to this conception Iam

quite ignorant whether there can really be anything to

correspond to such a determination of thought, if empirical

intuition did not afford me the occasion for its application.

But of this more in the sequel. .

en

§ 20. Of the Application of the Categories to Objects of the

Senses in general

The pure conceptions of the understanding apply to ob-

jects of intuition in general, through the understanding

alone, whether the intuition be our own or some other, pro-
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vided only it be sensuous, but are, for this very reason, mere

forms of thought, by means of which alone no determined

object can be cognized. The synthesis or conjunction of the

manifold in these conceptions relates, we have said, only to

the unity of apperception, and is for this reason the ground

of the possibility of @ priori cognition, in so far as this cog-

nition is dependent on the understanding. This synthesis

is, therefore, not merely transcendental, but also purely intel-

lectual. But because a certain form of sensuous intuition

exists in the mind @ priori which rests on the receptivity of

the representative faculty (sensibility), the understanding,

as a spontaneity, is able to determine the internal sense by

means of the diversity of ¢4 representations, conformably

to the synthetical unit on, and thus to cogitate

the synthetical unity on of the manifold of

sensuous intuition @ 7 mmdition to which must

necessarily be submi s of human intuition,

And in this manner the s mere forms of thought

receive objective reality, heation to objects which

are given to us in int | only as phenomena,

for it is only of phen ura capable of a@ prioré

intuition.

This synthesis of th sensuous intuition,

which is possible and ‘% « priori, may be called

figurative (synthesis speciosa), in contradistinction to that

which is cogitated in the mere category in regard to the

manifold of an intuition in general, and is called connection

or conjunction of the understanding (synthesis intellectualis).
Both are transcendental, not merely because they themselves
precede @ priori all experience, but also because they form

the basis for the possibility of other cognition @ priori,

But the figurative synthesis, when it has relation only to

the originally synthetical unity of apperception, that is, to

the transcendental unity cogitated in the categories, must,

to be distinguished from the purely intellectual -conjunc-

tion, be entitled the transcendental synthesis of imaginution.'

1 See note on page 78,
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Imagination is the faculty of representing an object even

without its presence in intuition, Now, as all our intuition

is sensuous, imagination, by reason of the subjective condi-

tion under which alone it can give a corresponding intuition

to the conceptions of the understanding, belongs to sensi-

bility. But in so far as the synthesis of the imagination is

an act of spontancity, which is determinative, and not, like

sense, merely determinable, and which is consequently able

to determine sense @ priori, according to its form, conform-

ably to the unity of apporception, in so far is the imagina-

tion a faculty of determining sensibility @ priori, and its

synthesis of intuitions, according to the categories, must be

the transcendental synthe ya unagination. It is an

operation of the undgy sensibility, and the first

application of the un ects of possible intui-

tion, and at the same : for the exercise of the

other functions of tha figurative, it is distin-

guished from the mere tual synthesis, which is

produced by the und lone, without the aid of

imagination, Now, in ination is spontaneity,

I sometimes call it al 2 imagination, and dis-

tinguish it froin the 728 synthesis of which is

subject entirely to ema . those of association,

namely, and which, therefore, “contributes nothing to the

explanation of the possibility of a priort cognition, and for

this reason belongs not to transcendental philosophy, but to

psychology.

he

. . . . . .

We have now arrived at the proper place for explaining

the paradox, which must have struck every one in our ex-

position of the internal sense ($6), namely, how this sense

represents us to our own consciousness, only as we appear

to ourselves, not as we are in ourselves, because, to wit, we

intuite ourselves only as we are inwardly affected. Now

this appears to be contradictory, inasmuch as we thus stand

in a passive relation to ourselves; and therefore, in the

systems of psychology, the internal sense is commonly held
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to be one with the faculty of apperception, while we, on

the contrary, carefully distinguish them.

That which determines the internal sense is the under-

standing, and its original power of conjoining the manifold

of intuition, thatis, of bringing this under an apperception

(upon which rests the possibility of the understanding itself).

Now, as the human understanding is not in itself a faculty

of intuition, and is unable to excreise such a power, in order

to conjoin, as it were, the manifold of its own intuition, the

synthesis of understanding is, considered per se, nothing but

the unity of action, of which, as such, it is self-conscious,

even apart from sensibility, by which, moreover, it is able

to determine our interga fig, vespect of the manifold

which may be prese: ig to the form of sen-

suous intuition, The 2 of a transcendental

synthesis of imaginai ratanding exercises an

activity upon the pasei' hose faculty it is; and

so we are right in sayic he beternal sense is affected

thereby. Apperception ¢ iwhetical unity are by no

nieans one and the sé internal sense. The

former, as the soure ynthetical conjunction,

applies, under the n gories, to the manifold

of intuition in general, sensuous intuition of ob-

jects. The internal sense, uu the contrary, contains merely

the form of intuition, but without any syuthetical conjunc-

tion of the manifold therein, and consequently does not con-

tain any determined intuition, which is possible only through

consciousness of the determination of the manifold by the

transcendental act of the imagination (synthetical influence

of the understanding on the internal sense), which I have

named figurative synthesis.

This we can indeed always perceive in ourselves. We

cannot cogitate a geometrical line without drawing it in

thought, nor a circle without describing 1t, nor represent the

three dimensions of space without drawing three lines from

the same point? perpendicular to one another. We cannot

1 Length, breadth, and thickness. — Tr, ? In different planes,— Zr,
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even cogitate time, unless, in drawing a straight line (which

is to serve as the external figurative representation of time),

we fix our attention on the act of the synthesis of the mani-

fold, whereby we determine successively the internal senge,

and thus attend also to the succession of this determination,

Motion as an act of the subject (not as a determination of

an object),’ consequently the synthesis of the manifold in

space, if we make abstraction of space and attend merely to

the act by which we determine the internal sense according

to its form, is that which produces the conception of succes-

sion. ‘The understanding, therefore, does by no means find

in the internal sense any such synthesis of the manifold, but

produces it, in that it aff sense. At the same time

how [the] Tw ho thin ma the / which intuites
itself (other modes cogitable as at least

possible), and yet one » with this latter as the

samo subject; how, i eble to gay: ‘‘I, as an

intelligence and thinkin: ognize myself as an object

thought, so far as I am, vt given to myself in intui-

tion—only, like other wot as Tam in myself,

and as considered } ding, but merely as I

appear’ —is a questic § neither more nor loss

diffculty-than the ques zan I be an object to

myself,’ or this—‘‘ Low inh cbject of my own intui-
tion and internal perceptions.” “But that such must be the
fact, 1f we admit that space is merely a pure form of

the phenomena of external sense, can be clearly proved by

the consideration that we cannot represent time, which is

not an object of external intuition, in any other way than

under the image of a line, which we draw in thought, a

mode of representation without which we could not cognize

the unity of its dimension, and also that we are necessitated

we

1 Motion of an object in space does not beloug to @ pure science, conse-

quently not to geometry; because, that a thing 1 movable cannot be known

a priort, but only from experience. But motion, considered as the description

of a space, is a pure act of the successive synthesis of the manifold in external

intuition by means of productive imagination, and belongs not only to geometry,

but even to transcendental philosophy.

XI —Scrance—
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to take our determination of periods of time, or of points of

time, for all our internal perceptions from the changes which

we perceive in outward things. It follows that we must

arrange the determinations of the internal sense, as phe-

nomena in time, exactly in the same manner as we arrange

those of the external senses in space. And consequently, if

we grant respecting this latter, that by means of them we

know objects only in so far as we aro affected externally,

we must also confess, with regard to the internal sense, that

by means of it we intuite ourselves only as we are internally

affected by ourselves; in other words, as regards internal

intuition, we cognize our own subject only as phenomenon,

and not as it is in itse!

On the other hand;

manifold content of

synthetical unity of <

not as I appear to my

that fam, This repr

tian, Now, as in ord

the act of thinking,

possible intuition to

‘i.dental synthesis of the

3, consequently in the

am conscious of myself,

F am in myself, but only

a Thought, not an Intus-

ourselves, in addition to

the manifold of every

Apperception, there is

necessary a determinate intuition, whereby this

manifold is given; although ‘own existence is certainly

not mere phenomenon (much less mere illusion), the deter-

mination of my existence’ can only take place conformably

1 T do not see why so much difficulty should be found in admitting that our

internal sense is affected by ourselves. livery act of attention exemplifies it,

In such an act the understanding determines the internal sense by the synthati-

eal conjunction which it cogitates, conformably to the internal intuition which

corresponds to the manifold in the synthesis of the understanding. How much

the mind is usually affected thereby every one will be able to pereeive in himself,

2 The J thin expresses the act of determining my own existence. My

existence jg thug already given by the act of consciousness; but the mode in

which [ must determine my existence, that is, the mode in which I must place

the manifold belonging to niy existence, ix not thereby given. For this purpose

intuition of self is required, and this intuition possesses a form given @ priort,

namely, time, which is sensuous, and belougs to our receptivity of the detor-

minable. Now, ag 7 do not possess another intuition of self which gives the

determining in me (of the spontaneily of which T am conscious), prior to the act

of determination, in the same manner as time gives the determinable, it is clear
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to the form of the internal sense, according to the particular

mode in which the manifold which I conjoin is given in in-

ternal intuition, and I have therefore no knowledge of myself

as ] am, but merely as I appear to myself. The conscious-

ness of self is thus very far froma knowledge of self, in

which I do not use the categories, whereby I cogitate an

object, by means of the conjunction of the manifold in one

apperception. In the same way as I require, in order to the

cognition of an object distinct from myself, not only the

thought of an object in general (in the category), but also

an intuition by which to determine that general conception,

in the same way do I require, in order to the cognition of

myself, not only the waof myself or the thought

that f think myself an intuition of the

manifold in myself, by mine this thought. It

is trae that T existas a which is conscious only

of its faculty of conjun Hihesis, but subjected in

relation to the manifok intelligence has to con-

join to a limitative conj lied the internal sense.

My intelligence (that fer that conjunction or

synthesis perceptible « > the relations of time,

which are quite beyon: senhore of the conceptions

of the understanding, arg wpegnily cognize itself in re-

spect to an intuition (which cannot possibly be intellectual,
nor given by the understanding), only as it appears to itself,

and not as it would cognize itself, if its intuition were

intellectual.

ta

§ 22. Transcendental Deduction of the universally possible em-

ployment in experience of the Pure Conceptions

of the Understanding

In the metaphysical deduction, the @ prioré origin of the

categories was proved by their complete accordance with

that Tam unuble to determine my own existence as that of a spontaneous being,

but Lam only able to represent to myself the spontaneity of my thought, that
is, of my determination, and my existence remains ever determinable in a purely

sensuous manner, that is to say, like the existénce of 1 phenomenon. But it is

because of this spontancity that [ call myself an detelligence,
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the general logical functions of thought; in the transcenden-

tal deduction was exhibited the possibility of the categories

asa priort cognitions of objects of an intuition in general

(§ 16 and 17). At present we are about to explain the pos-

sibility of cognizing, a priori, by means of the categories, all

objects which can possibly be presented to our senses, not,

indeed, according to the form of their intuition, but accord-

ing to the laws of their conjunction or synthesis, and thus,

as it were, of prescribing laws to nature, and even of render-

ing nature possible. For if the categories were adequate to

this task, if would not be evident to us why everything that

is- presented to our senses inst be subject to those laws

which have an @ priari ar he understanding itself.

I premise, that & sis of apprehension, I

understand the combii anifold in an empirical

intuition, whereby pe ig, empirical conscious-

ness of the intuition ( a}, is possible.

We have @ pricri se external and internal

sensuous intuition in th

and to these must the

fold in a phenonemos

synthesis itself can onk scording to these forms.

But space and time are Re orms of sensuous intui-

tion, but wntuitions theraselv ch contain a manifold),

and therefore contain a priori the determination of the wnity

of this manifold.’ (See the Trans. dfsthetic.) Therefore is

unity of the synthesis of the manifold without or within us,

consequently also a conjunction to which all that is to be

1 Space represented as an object (as geometry really requires if to be) con-

tains more than the mere form of the intuition; namely, a combination of the

manifold given according to the form of sensibility into @ representation that can

be intuited; so that the form of the intuition gives us mercly the manifold, but

‘the formal intuition gives unity of representation. In the Adsthetic 1 regarded

this unity as belonging ontirely to sensibility, for the purpose of indicating that

ii, wntecedes all conceptions, although it presupposes a synthesis which does not

belong to sense, throngh which alone, however, all our concoptions of space

and tine are possible. For as by means of this unity alone (Lhe understanding

determining the sensibility) space and time are given as intuitions, it follows

that the unity of this intuition a priori belongs to space and time, and not to
the conception of the understanding (§ 20).
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represented as determined in space or time must correspond,

given @ priori along with (not in) these intuitions, as the

condition of the synthesis of all apprehension of them. But

this synthetical unity can be no other than that of the con-

junction of the manifold of a given intuition in general, in a

primitive act of consciousness, according to the categories,

but apphed to our sensuous intuition, Consequently all

synthesis, whereby alone is cven perception possible, is

subject to the categories. And, as experience is cognition

by means of conjoined perceptions, the categorics are condi-

tions of the possibility of experience, and are therefore valid

perience.a prioré for ull objects of ¢

ie empirical intuition

ifold contained therein

of space and of my ex-

foundation of this act,

{ the house conformably

afold in space, But this

mn when J abstract the

understanding, and is

of the homogeneous in

eategory of quantily, to

‘apprehension, that is, the

perception, must be completely conformable, '

To take another example, when I perceive the freezing

of water, T apprehend two states (fluidity and solidity),

which as such stand toward each other mutually in a rela-

tion of time. But in the time, which T place as an internal

intuition, at the foundation of this phenomenon, I represent

to myself synthetical zxtty of the manifold, without which

the aforesaid relation could not be given in an intuition as

determined (in regard to the succession of time). Now this

‘In this manner itis proved, that the synthesis of apprehonsion, which ia
empirical, must necessarily be coulormable to tho synthesis of apperception,
which is intelectual, and contained a priord in the category. It is one and the
sane spontaneity which at ono time, under the name of imagination, at another

under that of undorstanding, produces conjunction in the munifold of intuition,

When, then, fore

of a house by apprehet

into w perception, the

ternal sensuous intuiti

and I, as it were, draw

to this syntuetical unity

very synthetical unit

form of space, and hid

in fact the category of

an intuition; that is
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synthetical unity, as the a priort condition under which I

conjoin the manifold of an intuition, is, if I make abstraction

of the permanent form of my internal intuition (that is to

say, of time), the category of cause, by means of which,

when applied to my sensibility, Z determine everything that

occurs according to relations of time. Consequently apprehen-

sion in such an event, and the cveut itself, as far as regards

the possibility of its perception, stands under the conception

of the relation of cause and effect: and so in all other cases.

Categories are conceptions which prescribe laws a priort

to phenomena, consequently to nature as the complex of all

phenomena (natura ata). And now the

question arises—inas ategories are not de-

rived from nature, 4 ate themselves accord-

ing to her as their rod at case they would be

empirical)—how it is ¢ hat nature must regulate

herself according to the r words, how the catego-

ries can determine @ pr thesis of the manifold of

nature, and yet not ¢ in from her, The fol-

lowing is the solution

It is not in the Ie : ; to conceive how the

laws of the phenomens sutat harmonize with the

understanding and with tis a% orm—that is, its faculty

of conjoining the manifold——than it is to understand how the

phenomena themselves must correspond with the a priori

form of our sensuous intuition. For laws do not exist in

the phenomena any more than the phenomena exist as things

in themselves. Laws do not exist except by relation to the

subject in which the phenomena inhere, in so far as it pos-

sesses understanding, just as phenomena have no existence

except by relation to the same existing subject in so far as

it has senses. To things as things in themselves, conform-

ability to law must necessarily belong independently of an

understanding to cognize them. But phenomena are only

representations of things which are utterly unknown in re-

spect to what they are in themselves. But as mere repre-
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sentations, they stand under no law of conjunction except

that which the conjoining faculty prescribes. Now that

which conjoins the manifold of sensuous intuition is im-

agination, a mental act to which understanding contributes

unity of intellectual synthesis, and sensibility, manifoldness

of apprehension. Now as all possible perception depends on

the synthesis of apprehension, and this empirical synthesis

itself on the transcendental, consequently on the categories,

it is evident that all possible perceptions, and therefore every-

thing that can attain to empirical consciousness, that is, all

phenomena of nature, must, as regards their conjunction, be

subject to the categories. And nature (considered mercly

as nature in general) ia de at on them as the original

ground of her necessa? ity to law (as natura

formaliter spectata). culty (of the under-

standing) of preseribi ort to phenomena by

means of mere cate - competent to enounce

other or more laws thi which a nature in gen-

eral, as a conformability ¢ @fuphenomena of space and

time, depends. Partie nuch as they concern

empirically determina annot be entirely de-

duced from pure laws éy all stand under them.

Experience must be sv jan order to know these

particular laws; but in 'régatd’ te experience in general,

and everything that can he cognized as an object thereof,
these a@ priors laws are our only rule and guide.

§ 23. Result of this Deduction of the Conceptions of the

Understanding

@

We cannot think any object except by means of the cate-

gories; we cannot cognize any thought except by means of

intuitions corresponding to these conceptions. Now all our

intuitions are sensuous, and our cognition, in so far as the

object of it is given, is empirical. But empirical cognition

is experience; consequently no @ priori cognition is possible

for us, except of objects of possible experience.’

1 Lest my readers ahould stumble at this assertion, and the conclusions that
nay be too rashly drawa from it, I must remind them that the categories in the
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But this cognition, which is limited to objects of experi-

ence, is not for that reason derived entirely from experience,

but—and this is asserted of the pure intuitions and the pure

conceptions of the understanding—there are, unquestionably,

elements of cognition, which exist in the mind a priort. Now

there are only two ways in which a necessary harmony of ex-

perience with the conceptions of its objects can be cogitated.

Hither experience makes these conceptions possible, or the

conceptions make experience possible. The former of these

statements will not hold good with respect to the categories

(nor in regard to pure sensuous intuition), for they are a

priort conceptions, and therefore independent of experience.

The assertion of an empiri iy would attribute to them

a sort of generatio eg ently, nothing remains

but to adopt the secot ich presents us with a

system, as it were, of of pure reason), namely,

that on the part of the g@ the categories do con-

tain the grounds of th of all experience. But

with respect to the qa vey make experience pos-

sible, and what are th f the possibility thereof
with which they pres

ena, the following sesiy

of the faculty of judgn

It is quite possible the ne may propose a species

of preformation-systen. of pure reason—a middle way be-

tween the two—to wit, that the categories are neither innate

and first @ priort principles of cognition, nor derived from

experience, but are merely subjective aptitudes for thought

implanted in us contemporancously with our existence, which

were so ordered and disposed by our Creator, that their ex-

ercise perfectly harmonizes with the laws of nature which

act of thought are by no means limited by the conditions of our sensnous intui-

tion, but have an unbounded sphere of action, It is only the cognition of the

object of thought, the determining of the object, which requires intuition, In
the absence of intuition, our thought of an object may still have true and useful

consequences in regard to the exercise of reason by the subject. But as this

exercise of roasen is not always directed on the determination of the object, in

other words, on cognition thereof, but also on the determination of the subject

and ita volition, I do not intend to treat of it in this place.
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regulate experience. Now, not to mention that with such

a hypothesis it 1s impossible to say at what point we must

stop in the employment of predetermined aptitudes, the fact

that the categories would in this case entirely lose that char-

acter of necessity which is essentially involved in the very

conception of them, is a conclusive objection to it, The

conception of cause, for example, which expresses the ne-

cessity of an effect under a presupposed condition, would

be false, if it rested only upon such an arbitrary subjective

necessity of uniting certain empirical representations accord-

ing to such a rule of relation. J could not then say—‘The

effect is connected with its cause in the object (that is, nec-

essarily),’’ but only, ‘i: poustibated that I can think

this representation : and not otherwise.”

Now this is just wha unis, For in this case,

all our knowledge, he supposed objective
validity of our judgme @ but mere illusion; nor

would there be wantin no would deny any such

subjective necessity in hkemselves, though they

must feel it. At all e id not dispute with any

one on that which m 4% the manner in which

his subject is organize:

i

~

m

Short vlew

The foregoing deduc exposition of the pure

conceptions of the understanding (and with them of all the-

oretical a@ priori cognition), as principles of the possibility

of experience, but of experience as the determination of all

phenomena in space and time in general—ofl experience,

tinally, from the principle of the original aynthetical unity

of apperception, as the form of the understanding in relation

to time and space as original forms of sensibility.

. . *

I consider the division by paragraphs to be necessary only

up to this point, because we had to treat of the elementary

conceptions, As we now proceed to the exposition of the

employment of these, I shall not designate the chapters in

this manner any further.
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TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIO—BOOK IL

ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES

General logic is constructed upon a plan which coincides

exuctly with the division of the higher faculties of cognition,

These are, Understanding, Judgment, and Reason, This sei-

ence, accordingly, treats in its analytic of Conceptions, Judg-

ments, and Conclusions in exact correspondence with the func-

tions and order of those mental powers which we include

generally under the generic denomination of understanding.

As this merely forms nakes abstraction of all con-

tent of cognition, wi ipirical, and occupies

itself with the mere discursive cognition),

it must contain in its on for reason. For the

form of reason has its ithout taking into con-

sideration the particular he cognition about which

it is employed, can be . priori, by the simple

analysis of the action to its momenta.

Transcendental Io is to a determinate

content, that of pure ay ons, fo wit, cannot imi-

tate general logic in this or it is evident that the

transcendental employmetit 6; s not objectively valid,

and therefore does not belong to the logie of truth (that is, to

analytic), but, as a logic of illusion, occupies a particular de-

partment in the scholastic system under the name of tran-

scendental Dialectic.

Understanding and judgment accordingly possess in tran-

scendental logic a canon of objectively valid, and therefore

true exercise, and are comprehended in the analytical de-

partment of that logic. But reason, in her endeavors tc

arrive by @ priori means at some true statement concerning

objects, and to extend cognition beyond the bounds of pos

sible cxperience, is altogether dialectic, and her illusory

assertions cannot be constructed into a canon such as ar

analytic ought to contain.

gE
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Accordingly, the analytic of principles will be merely a

canon for the faculty of judgmend, for the instruction of this

faculty in its application to phenomena of the pure concep-

tions of the understanding, which contain the necessary con-

dition for the establishment of @ priort laws. On this ac-

count, although the subject of the following chapters is the

especial principles of understanding, [ shall make use.of the

term ‘‘ Doctrine of the faculty of judgment,” in order to define

more particularly my present purpose.

INTRODUCTION

OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL FACULTY OF JUDGMENT

Tf understanding &

laws or rules, the fa

faculty of subswmptie

guishing whether this or

a given rule (casus date

directions or precept

it contain any such.

of cognition, no duty

annlytically the mere for in conceptions, judg-

ments and conclusions, by establishing formal

rules for all exercise of the understanding. Now if this
logic wished to give some general direction how we should

subsume under these rules, that is, how we should distin-

guish whether this or that did or did not stand under them,

this again could not be done otherwise than by means of a

rule. But this rule, precisely because it is a rule, requires

for itself direction from the faculty of judgment. Thus, it

is evident that the understanding is capable of being in-

structed by rules, but that the judgment is a peculiar talent,

which does not, and cannot require tuition, but only exer-

cise, This faculty is therefore the specific quality of the

so-called mother-wit, the want of which no scholastic disci-

pline can compensate. For although education may furnish,

éfined as the faculty of

sat may be termed the

rales; that is, of distin-

ey does not stand under

General logic contains no

iy of judgment, nor can

pstraction of all content

xvept that of exposing
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and, as it were, ingraft upon a limited understanding rules

borrowed from other minds, yet the power of employing

these rules correctly must belong to the pupil himself; and

no rule which we can prescribe to him with this purpose,

is, in the absence or deficiency of this gift of nature, se-

cure from misuse.’ A physician therefore, a judge or a

statesman, may have in his head many admirable patho-

logical, juridical, or pelitical rules, in a degree that may

enable him to be a profound teacher in his particular sci-

ence, and yet in the application of these rules he may very

possibly blunder—either because he is wanting in natural

judgment (though not in understanding), and while he can

comprehend the gener acta, cannot distinguish

whether a particula @ ought to rank under

the former; or becan udgment has not been

sufficiently exercised § and real practice. In-

deed, the grand and on saples is to sharpen the

judgment. Jor as regari rectness and precision of

the insight of the unde examples are commonly

injurious rather than ¢ 8@, aS casus in lerminis,

they seldom adequate! itions of the rule. DBe-

sides, they often weal our understanding to

apprehend rules or laws, iversality, independently

of particular circumstances oF ience; and hence, accus-

tom us to employ them more as formule than as principles.

Examples are thus the go-cart of the judgment, which he

who is naturally deficient in that faculty cannot atford

to dispense with.

But although general logic cannot give directions to the

- faculty of judgment, the case is very different as regards

transcendental logic, insomuch that it appears to be the

1 Defictoney in judgment is properly that which is called stupidity; and for
such a failing we know no remedy. A dull er narrow-minded person, to whom
nothing is wanting but a proper degree of understanding, may be improved by

tuition, oven so far aa to deserve the epithet of learned. But as such persous

frequently labor under a deficiency in the faculty of judgment, it is not uncom-
mon to find men extremely learned, who in the application of their science
betray to a lamentable degree this irremediable want,
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-especial duty ot the latter to secure and direct, by means of

determinate rules, the faculty of judgment in the employ-

ment of the pure understanding. For, as a doctrine, that is,

as an endeavor to enlarge the sphere of the understanding

in reyard to pure a priort cognitions, philosophy is worse

than useless, since from all the attempts hitherto made little

or no ground has been gained. But, as a critique, in order

to guard against the mistakes of the faculty of judgement

(lapsus judict/) in the employment of the few pure concep-

tious of the understanding which we possess, although its

use is in this case purely negative, philosophy is called upon

to apply all its acuteness and penetration.

But transcendental pai y has this peculiarity, that

besides indicating th the general condition

for rules, which is giv uception of the under-

standing, i can, at the hieate a prior? the case

to which the rule mus The cause of the su-

periority which, in thi weendental philosophy

possesses above all c$! xcept mathematics, lies

in this:-—it treats of oc ho must relate a priort

to their objects, whose | y consequently cannot

be demonstrated @ pos? the same time, under

the obligation of presé seral but sufficient tests,

the conditions under wh Sbicéts ban be given in harmony

with those conceptions; otherwise they would be mere

logical forms, without content, and not pure conceptions

of the understanding,

Our transcendental doctrine of the faculty of judgment

will contain two chapters. The first will treat of the sen-

suous condition under which alone pure conceptions of the

understanding can be employed—that is, of the schematism

of the pure understanding. The second will treat of those

synthetical judgments which are derived @ priori from pure

conceptions of the understanding under those conditions,

and which lie a priort at the foundation of all other cogni-

‘ions, that is to say, it will treat of the principles of the pure

understanding.
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TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF THE FACULTY OF

JUDGMENT, OR ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES

CHAPTER I

OF THE SCHEMATISM OF THE PURE CONCEPTION OF THE

UNDERSTANDING

In all subsumptions of an object under a conception, the

representation of the object must be homogeneous with

the conception; in other w the conception must contam

that which is represented. if the abject to be subsumed under

it. For this is the: pression, An object is

contained under a co the empirical concep-

tion of a plate is hor » the pure geometrical

conception of a circle, t the roundness which is
cogitated in the former i§ n the latter.

But pure conceptior levstanding, when com-

pared with empirical aven with sensuous in-

tuitions in general, a gencous, and never can

be discovered in any w then is the subsump-

tion of the latter unde , and consequently the

application of the categ shienomena, possible ?—-For

it is impossible to say, for example, Causality can be intuited

through the senses, and is contained in the phenomenon,—

This natural and important question forms the real cause

of the necessity of a transcendental doctrine of the faculty of

judgment, with the purpose, to wit, of showing how pure

conceptions of the understanding can be applied to phe-

nomena. Jn all other sciences, where the conceptions by

which the object is thought in the general are not so different

and heterogeneous from those which represent the object

in conereto—as it is given, it is quite unnecessary to insti-

tute any special inquiries concerning the appheation of

the former to the latter.

Now it is quite clear, that there must be some third
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thing, which on the one side is homogeneous with the cate-

gory, and with the phenomenon on the other, and so makes

the application of the former to the latter possible. This

mediating: representation must be pure (without any empiri-

eal content), and yet must on the one side be ¢ntellectual,

on the other senswous. Such a representation is the tran-

scendental schema.

The conception of the understanding contains pure

synthetical unity of the manifold in general. Time, as the

formal condition of the manifold of the internal sense, con-

sequently of the conjunction of all representations, contains

a@ priort a manifold in the @ intuition. Now a tran-

scendental determination, far homogeneous with

the category, which ec aity thereof, that it is

universal, and rests tort. On the other

hand, it is so far horney the phenomenon, inas-

nuch as time is contains nplrical representation

of the manifold. Thus u tion of the category to

phenomena becomes poss ns of the transcendental

determination of time, achema of the concep-

tions of the understand: he subsumption of the

latter under the former.

After what has been ; ovr deduction of the

categories, no one, ib is ped, can hesitate as to

the proper decision of the question, whether the employment

of these pure conceptions of the understanding ought to be

merely empirical or also transcendental; in other words,

whether the categories, as conditions of a possible experi-

ence, relate @ privri solely to phenomena, or whether, as

conditions of the possibility of things in general, their appli-

cation can be extended to objects as things in themselves.

For we have there seen that conceptions are quite impossi-

ble, and utterly without signification, unless either to them,

or at least to the elements of which they consist, an object

be given; and that, consequently, they cannot possibly

apply to objects as things in themselves without regard to

the question whether and how these may be given to us;
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and further, that the only manner in which objects can be
given to us, is by means of the modification of our sensi-

bility; and finally, that pure a@ priori conceptions, in addi-
tion to the function of the understanding in the category,

must contain a priori formal conditions of sensibility (of the

internal sense, namely), which again contain the general

condition under which alone the category can be applied to

any object. This formal and pure condition of sensibility,
to which the conception of the understanding is restricted in

its employment, we shall name the schema of the conception

of the understanding, and the procedure of the understand-

ing with these schemata, we shall call the Schematism of the

pure understanding.

The Schema is,

the imagination.’ |}

for its aim no single

mination of sonsibilit

from the image. Tho

another, .... . this is

the other hand, if 1 ont

may be either five org

representation of a

8 & mere product of

sis of imagination has

erely unity in the deter-

s clearly distinguishable

nce five points one alter

of the number five. On

auriber in general, which

is thought is rather the

senting in an image a

sum (ég., a thousand} 12 with a conception, than

the image itself, an ima FERC should find some little

difficulty in reviewing, and comparing with the conception.

Now this representation of a general procedure of the

imagination to present its image to a conception, I call

the schema of this conception.

In truth, it is not images of objects, but schemata, which

lie at the foundation of our pure sensuous conceptions. No

image could ever be adequate to our conception of a triangle

in general. For the generalness of the conception it never

could attain to, as this includes under itself all triangles,

whether right-angled, acute-angled, etc., while the image

would always be limited toa single part of this sphere. The

schema of the triangle can exist nowhere else than in

Poa

1 See note at page 78,-——7r.
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thought, and it indicates a rule of the synthesis of the

imagination in regard to pure figures in space. Still less

is an object of experience, or an image of the object, ever

adequate to the empirical conception. On the contiary, the

conception always relates immediately to the schema of

the imagination, as a rule for the determination of our intui-

tion, in conformity with a certain general conception. The

conception of a dog indicates a rule, according to which my

imagination can delineate the figure of a four-footed animal

in general, without being limited to any particular individual

form which experience presents to me, or indeed to any pos-

sible image that I can represent to myself in concreto. This

schematism of our unders is regard to phenomena

and their mere forr 2 In the depths of the

human soul, whose tri ion we shall only with

ditfeulty discover an ua much only can we

say: The dnage is 2 the empirical faculty of

the productive imaginst me of sensuous concep-

tions (of figures in sp: mpc) is a product, and,

as it were, a monogray » imagination @ priori,

whereby and accord: wes first become possi-

ble, which, however, ca od with the conception

only mediately by mean aa Which they indicate,

and are in themselves never fully adequate to it. On the

other hand, the schema of a pure conception of the under-

standing is something that cannot be reduced into any image

—it 1s nothing else than the pure synthesis expressed by

the category, couformably to a rule of unity according to

conceptions, It is a transcendental product of the imagi-

nation, a product which concerns the determination of the

internal sense, according to conditions of its form (time) in

respect to all representations, in so far as these representa-

tions must be conjoined a priert in one conception, conform.

ably to the unity of apperception.

Without entering upon a dry and tedious analysis of

the essential requisites of transcendental schemata of the

pure conceptions of the understanding, we shall rather pro-



162 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

ceed at once to give an explanation of them according to

the order of the categories, and in connection therewith.

For the external sense the pure image of all quantities

(quantorum) is space; the pure image of all objects of sense

in general is time. But the pure schema of quantity (quan-

titatis), as a conception of the understanding, is number, a

representation which comprchends the successive addition

of one to one (homogeneous quantities). Thus, number is

nothing else than the unity of the synthesis of the manifold

ina homogeneous intuition, by means of my generating time’

itself in my apprehension of the intuition.

Reality, in the pure conception of the understanding, is

that which corresponds to: tion jn general; that, conse-

quently, the concepti icates a being (in time),

Negation is that the hich represents a not-

being (in time). The hese two consists there-

fore in the difference he same time, as a time

filled or a time empty ime is only the form of

intuition, consequently 0, % phenomena, that which

in objects corresponds is the transcendental

matter of all objects mm themselves (Sachhett,

reality). Now every sé . degree or quantity by

which it can fill time, ¥y the internal sense in
respect of the representation ¢ “Shieet, more or less, until
it vanishes into nothing (—=O—=regatio). Thus there is a

relation and connection between reality and negation, or

rather a transition from the former to the latter, which

makes every reality representable to us as a quantum; and

the schema of a reality as the quantity of something in so

far as it fills time, is exactly this continuous and uniform

generation of the reality in time, as we descend in time from

the sensation which has a certain degree, down to the van-

ishing thereof, or gradually ascend from negation to the

quantity thereof,

The schema of substance is the permanence of the real in

1T generate time because J gonerate succession, namely, in the suceessive

addition of one to one.— Tr.
*
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time; that is, the representation of it as a substratum of the

empirical determination of time; a substratum which there-

fore remains, while all else changes. (Time passes not, but

in it passes the existence of the changeable. ‘To time,

therefore, which is itself unchangeable and permanent, cor-

responds that which in the phenomenon is unchangeable in

existence, that is, substance, and it is only by it that the

succession and coexistence of phenomena can be determined

in regard to time.)

The schema of cause and of the causality of a thing is the

real which, when posited, is always followed by something

else. It consists, therefore the succession of the mani-

fold, in so far as that suet subjected to a rule,
The schema of co eity of action and re-

action), or the recipre { substances in respect

of their accidents, is! sce of the determina-

tions of the one wit the other, according to

a general rule.

The schema of po

thesis of different repr¢

in general (as, for exs

at the same time in

other), and is therefore

tion of a thing at any time.

The schema of reality’ is existence in a determined time.

The schema of necessity is the existence of an object in

all time. .

It is clear, from all this, that the schema of the category

of quantity contains and represents the generation (synthesis)

of time itself, in the successive apprehension of an object;

the schema of quality the synthesis of sensation with the

representation of time, or the filling up of time; the schema

of relation the relation of perceptious to each other in all

time (that is, according to a rule of the determination

of time): and finally, the schema of modality and its cate-

' Wirklichkeit. In the table of eategories it is called Kxistence (Daseyn).

~ Fr

e accordance of the syn-

b the conditions of time

‘ cannot exist together

but only after each

tion of the representa-

,
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gories, time itself, as the correlative of the determination of

an object—whether it does belong to time, and how. The

schemata, therefore, are nothing but a priort determinations

of time according to rules, and these, in regard to all possible

objects, following the arrangement of the categories, relate

to the sertes in time, the content in time, the order in time, and

finally, to the complex or lotulity in time.

Hence it is apparent that the schematism of the under-

standing, by means of the transcendental synthesis of the

imagination, amounts to nothing else than the unity of

the manifold of intuition in the internal sense, and thus

indirectly to the unity of apperception, as a function corre-

sponding to the internal {a receptivity). ‘Thus, the

schemata of the pur the understanding are

the true and only ¢ vy our understanding

receives an applicatic i consequently signi f-

‘ cance. Finally, thers eeories are only capable

of empirical use, nasa y serve merely to subject

phenomena to the unive: of aynthesis, by means of

an @ priori necessary WE it of the necessary union

of all consciousness apperception); and so

to render them suscepti

experience. But withia
lie all our cognitions, « He aniversal relation to this

experience consists transcendental truth, which antecedes all

empirical truth, and renders the latter possible.

It is, however, evident at first sight, that although the

schemata of sensibility are the sole agents in realizing

the categories, they do, nevertheless, also restrict them, that

is, they limit the categories by conditions which lie beyond

the sphere of understanding—namely, in sensibility. Hence

the schema is properly only the phenomenon, or the sensu-

ous conception of an object in harmony with the category.

(Numerus est quantitas phenomenon'—sensatio realitas phe-

nomenon; constans et perdurabile rerum substantia phenom-

enon—eternitas, necessitas, phenomena, etc.) Now, if we

1 Phenomenon is here an adjective.—- 2.
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remove a restrictive condition, we thereby amplify, it ap-

pears, the formerly limited conception. In this way, the

sategories in their pure signification, free fron all conditions

of sensibility, ought to be valid of things as they are, and

not, as the schemata represent them, merely as they appear,

and consequently the categories must have a significance far

more extended, and wholly independent of all schemata.

In truth, there does always remain to the pure conceptions

of the understanding, after abstracting every sensuous con-

dition, a value and significance, which is, however, merely

logical. But in this case, no object is given them, and

therefore they have no meaning sutlicient to afford us a con-

ception of an object. Ti yn of substance, for example,

if we leave out the ination of permanence,
would mean nothing mething which can be

sogitated as subject, vanibility of becoming a

predicate to sunything is representation I can

make nothing, inasmue 2 not indicate to me what

leterminations the thin & which must thus be valid

w premier subject. © the categories, without

schemata, are merely | understanding for. the

sroduction of concep represent any object.
This significance thoy “Tro sensibility, which at

the same time realizes aetinruiing and restricts it.

TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF JUDGMENT, OR

ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES

CHAPTER II

‘YSTHM OF ALL PRINCIVLES OF TIE LURE UNDERSTANDING

Tn the foregoing chapter we have merely considered the

reneral conditions under which alone the transcendental

aculty of judgment is justified in using the pure concey-

ions of the understanding for synthetical judgments. Our

luty at present is to exhibit in systematic connection those
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judgments which the understanding really produces a priort.

For this purpose, our table of the categories will certainly

afford us the natural and safe guidance. For it is precisely

the categories whose application to possible experience must

constitute all pure a priort cognition of the understanding;

and the relation of which to sensibility will, on that very

account, present us with a complete and systematic cata-

logue of all the transcendental principles of the use of the

understanding.

Principles a prioré are so called, not merely because they

contain in themselves the grounds of other judgments, but

also because they themselves are not grounded in highor

and more general coggiti ‘his peculiarity, however,

does not raise them 4 the need of a proof,

' For although there cc higher cognition, and

therefore no objective hough such a principle

rather serves as the fort cognition of the ob-

ject, this by no means hit om drawing a proof from

the subjective sources o£ bihty of the cognition of

an object. Such a ry moreover, because

without it the princi ple to the imputation

of being a mere gratnite

In the second place, 3 rib our investigations to

those principles which rela tl tegories. For as to the

principles of transcendental esthetic, according to which

space and time are the conditions of the possibility of things

as phenomena, as also the restriction of these principles,

namely, that they cannot be applied to objects as things in

themsel ves;—these, of course, do not fall within the scope

of our present inquiry. In like manner, the principles of

mathematical science form no part of this system, because

they are all drawn from intuition, and not from the pure

conception of the understanding. The possibility of these

principles, however, will necessarily be considered here,

Poasmuch as they are synthetical judgments @ priort, not

indeod for the purpose of proving their accuracy and apodic-

tic certainty, which is unnecessary, but merely to render
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conceivable and deduce the possibility of such evident

@ priori cognitions.

But we shall have also to speak of the principle of ana-

lytical judgments, in opposition to synthetical judgments,

which is the proper subject of our inquiries, because this

very opposition will free the theory of the latter from all

ambiguity, and place it clearly before our eyes .jn its true

nature.

SYSTEM OF THE PRINCIPLES OF THE PURE UNDERSTANDING

SECTION FIRST

Of the Supreme Princi all Analytical Judgments

Whatever may b

whatever manner oui

the universal, althoug

judgments is that they

wise these judgments ¢

spect to the object) noth)

no contradiction in Gu

nect conceptions in

spond ta the object, «

or @ posteriori for arriy

without being self-contradictory,

less be either false or groundless,

Now, the proposition, ‘‘No subject can have a predicate

that contradicts it,’ is called the principle of contradiction,

and is a universal but purely negative criterion of all truth.

But it belongs to logic alone, because it is valid of cog-

nitions, merely as cognitions, and without respect to their

content, and declares that the contradiction entirely nullifies

them. Wo ean also, however, make a positive use of this

principle, that is, not merely to banish falsehood and error

(in so far as it rests upon contradiction), but also for the

cognition of truth. For ¢f the judyment is analytical, be it

affirmative or negative, its truth must always be recogniz-

able by means of the principle of contradiction. For the

our cognition, and in

xe related to its object,

ye condition of all our

dict themselves; other-

selves (even without re-

iihough there may exist

f may nevertheless con-

hat they do not corre-

grounds either a priort

& judgment, and thus,

udgment may neverthe-

1

a
a
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contrary of that which lies and is cogitated as conception

in the cognition of the object will be always properly nega-

tived, but the conception itself must always be affirmed

of the object, inasmuch as the contrary thereof would. be

in contradiction to the object.

We must therefore hold the principle of contradiction to

be the universal and fully sufficient principle of all analytical

cognition. But as a sufficient criterion of truth, it has no

further utility or authority. For the fact that no cognition

can be at variance with this principle without nullifying

itself, constitutes this principle the sine gua non, but not

the determining ground of the truth of our cognition. As

our business at present js ly with the synthetical part

of our knowledge on 3 be on our guard not

to transgress this invi but at the same time

not to expect from it : stance in the establish-

ment of the truth of sa: oposition.

There exists, howeve a of this celebrated prin-

ciple—a principle mer i entirely without con-

tent—which contains 4 § has been inadvertently

and quite unnecessar bh it. It is this: ‘It

is impossible for a th! not to be at the same

time.’’ Not to mention verisness of the addition

of the word timpossible the apodictic certainty,

which ought to be self-evident from the proposition itself,

the proposition is affected by the condition of time, and as

it were says: ‘‘A thing=A, which is something= J, cannot

at the same time be non-&.”” But both, Bas well as non-B,

may quite well exist in succession. For example, a man who

is young cannot at the same time be-old; but the same man

can very well be at one time young, and at another not

young, that is, old. Now the principle of contradiction as

a merely logical proposition must not by any means limit

its application merely to relations of time, and consequently

a formula like the preceding is quite foreign to 1ts true pur-

pose. The misunderstanding arises in this way. We first

of all separate a predicate of a thing from the conception
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of the thing, and afterward connect with this predicate its

opposite, and hence do not establish any contradiction with

the subject, but only with its predicate, which has been

conjoined with the subject synthetically—a contradiction,

moreover, which obtains only when the first and second
predicate are affirmed in the same time. If I say: ‘A man

who is ignorant is not learned,” the condition ‘at the same
time’? must be added, for he who is at one time ignorant,

may at another be learned. But if I say: ‘No ignorant

man is a learned man,” the proposition is analytical, be-

cause the characteristic ignorance is now a constituent part

of the conception of the subject; and in this case the nega-

tive proposition is evident ately from the proposition

of contradiction, with of adding the condli-

tion ‘‘at the same tir : reason why I have

altered the formula of -~an alteration which

shows very clearly the y analytical proposition.

SYSTEM OF THE PRINGIP Purnh UNDERSTANDING

SE

Of the Supreme Prii

The explanation of 4 ity of synthetical judg-

ments is a task with wh 1 Logic has nothing to

do;- indeed she need not even be acquainted with its name.

But in transcendental Logie it is the most important matter

to be dealt with—indeed the only one, if the question is of

the possibility of synthetical judgments @ priori, the condi-

tions and extent of their validity. For when this question

is fully decided, it can reach its aim with perfect ease, the

determination, to wit, of the extent and limits of the pure

whderstanding.

In an analytical judgment 1 do not go beyond the given

conception, in order to arrive at some decision respecting it.

If the judgment is affirmative, I predicate of the conception

only that which was already cogitated in it; if negative, I

merely exclude from the conception its contrary. But in -

XI —ScinnvEe—38

rnthetical Judgments
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synthetical judgments, I must go beyond the given concep-

tion, in order to cogitate, in relation with it, something quite

different from that which was cogitated in it, a relation which
is consequently never one either of identity or contradiction,

and by means of which the truth or error of the Judgment

cannot be discerned merely from the judgment itself.

Granted, then, that we must go out beyond a given con-

ception, in order to compare it synthetically with another, a

third thing is necessary, in which alone the synthesis of two

conceptions can originate. Now what is this tertium quid,

that is to be the medium of all synthetical judgments? It

is only a complex,’ in which ali our representations are con-

tained, the internal s¢ its form @ priori, Time,

The synthesis of a rests upon the imag-

ination; their synthet 21s requisite to a judg-

ment), upon the unity’ In this, therefore,

is to be sought the possi rnthetical judgments, and

as all three contain the @ priort representations,

the possibility of pure s¥ igments also; nay, they

are necessary upon %i if we are to possess a

knowledge of objects ely upon the synthesis

of representations.

If a cognition is to bay reality, that is, to relate

to an object, and possess sense and meaning in respect to it,

it ig necessary that the object be given in some way or an-

other, Without this, our conceptions are empty, and we

may indeed have thought by means of them, but by such

thinking we have not, in fact, cognized anything, we have

merely played with representation, To give an object, if

this expression be understood in the sense of to present the

object, not mediately but immediately in intuition, means

nothing else than to apply the representation of it to expe-

rience, be that experience real or only possible. Space and

time themselves, pure as these conceptions are from all that

is empirical, and certain as it is that they are represented

fully a privrt in the mind, would be completely without ob-

1 Inbegriff.
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jective validity, and without sense and significance, if their

necessary use in the objects of experience were not shown.

Nay, the representation of them is a mere schema, that al-

ways relates to the reproductive imagination, which calls up

the objects of experience, without which they have no mean-

ing. And so is it with all conceptions without distinction.

The possibility of experience is, then, that which gives

objective reality to all our a@ priori cognitions, Now ex-

perience depends upon the synthetical unity of phenomena,

that is, upon a synthesis according to conceptions of the

object of phenomena in general, a synthesis without which

experience never could bugs knowledge, but would be

ever fitting together into

of a thoroughly united

: never subjected to the

f appereeption, Expe-

,@ priort principles of

a of unity in the synthe-

ity of which rules, as

sibility of experience

But apart from this

Positions arc absolutely im-

“tierd term, that is, no pure

al unity ean exhibit the objec-

(possible) consciousnes

transcendental and now

rience has therefore, for

its form, that is to say, 28

sis of phenomena, the

necessary conditions —

—ean always be show:

relation, a priori synth

possible, becanse they bs

object, in which the synthetic
tive reality of its conceptions.

Although, then, respecting space, or the forms which

productive imagination describes therein, we do cognize

much «@ priort in synthetical judgments, and are really in

no need of experionce for this purpose, such knowledge

would nevertheless amount to nothing but a busy trifling

with a mere chimera, were not space to be considered as the

condition of the phenomena which constitute the material of

external experience. Ilencve those pure synthetical judg-

ments do relate, though but mediately, to possible experi-

ence, or ratuer to the possibility of experience, and upon that

alone is founded the objective validity of their synthesis.

While then, on the one hand, experience, as empirical
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synthesis, is the only possible mode of cognition which gives

reality to all other synthesis;' on the other hand, this latter

aynthesis, as cognition a priori, possesses truth, that is, ac-

cordance with its object, only in so far as it contains noth-

ing more than what is necessary to the synthetical unity of

experience,

Accordingly, the supreme principle of all synthetical

judgments is: Every object is subject to the necessary con-

ditions of the synthetical unity of the manifold of intuition

in a possible experience.

A priort synthetical Judgments are possible, when we

apply the formal conditions of the @ priori intuition, the

synthesis of the imaginati ihe necessary unity of that

synthesis in a transce ion, to a possible cog-

nition of experience, a¥ ditions of the possibil-

ity of experience in ger is same time conditions

of the possibility of th éxpertence, and have, for

that reason, objective ¥ an a priori synthetical

judgment.

SysreM oF THE Pring URE UNDERSTANDING

Systematic Representation bf vt hetical Principles thereof

That principles exist at all is to be ascribed solely to the

pure understanding, which is not only the faculty of rules

in regard to that which happens, but is even the source of

principles according to which everything that can be pre-

sented to us as an object is necessarily subject to rules, be-

cause without such rules we never could attain to cognition

of an object. Even the laws of nature, if they are contem-

plated as principles of the empirical use of the understand-

ing, possess also a characteristic of necessity, and we may

therefore at least expect them to be determined upon grounds

which are valid a prior? and antecedent to all experience.

But all laws of nature, without distinction, are subject to

' Mental synthesis, — Tr.
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higher principles of the understanding, inasmuch as the for-

mer are merely applications of the latter to particular cases

of experience. These higher principles alone therefore give

the conception, which contains the necessary condition, and,

as it were, the exponent of a rule; experience, on the other

hand, gives the case which comes undor the rule.

There is no danger of our mistaking merely empirical

principles for principles of the pure understanding, or con-

versely; for the character of necessity, according to concep-

tions, which distinguishes the latter, and the absence of this

in every empirical proposition, how extensively valid soever

it may be, is a perfect safeguard against confounding them.

There are, however, } ples «a priert, which never-

theless I should not re understanding—tfor

this reason, that they rom pure conceptions,

but (although by the : ne understanding) from

pure intuitions. But ia the faculty of con-

ceptions. Such principle natical science possesses,

but their application to 4 consequently their ob-

jective validity, nay the f yuch @ priort synthet-

ical cognitions (the dé }, rests entirely upon

the pure understandin

On this avcount, 7 sha H among my principles

those of mathematics; thou include thoso upon the

possibility and objective validity @ priori, of principles of

the mathematical science, which, consequently, are to be

looked upon as the principle of these, and which proceed

from conceptions to intuition, and not from intuition to

conceptions,

In the application of the pure conceptions of the under-

standing to possible experience, the employment of their

synthesis is either mathematical or dynamical, for it 1s

directed partly on the intuition alone, partly on the existence

of a phenomenon. But the a prior conditions of intuition

are in relation to a possible experience absolutely necessary,

those of the existence of objects of a possible empirical
intuition are in themselves contingent, Hence the princi-
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ples of the mathematical use of the categories will possess a

character of absolute necessity, that is, will be apodictic;

those, on the other hand, of the dynamical use, the character

of an @ priort necessity indeed, but only under the condition

of empirical thought in an experience, therefore only medi-

ately and indirectly. Consequently they will not possess

that immediate evidence which is peculiar to the former,

although their application to experience does not, for that

reason, Jose its truth and certitude. But of this point we

shall be better able to judge at the conclusion of this system

of principles.

The table of the categories is naturally our guide to the

table of principles, becaus are nothing else than rules

for the objective emp. ormer. Accordingly,

all principles of the pul

2 3

Anticipations Analogies
o of

Perception. Tixperience.

ot

hought

in general.

These appellations I have chosen advisedly, in order that

we might not lose sight of the distinctions in respect of the

evidence and the employment of these principles. It will,

however, soon appear that—a fact which concerns both the

evidence of these principles, and the @ priori determination

of phenomena—according to the categories of Quantity and

Quality (if we attend merely to the form of these), the prin-

ciples of these categories are distinguishable from those of

the two others, inasmuch as the former are possessed of an

intuitive, but the latter of a merely discursive, though in

both instances a complete certitude. I shall therefore call
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the former mathematical,’ and the latter dynamical princi-

ples.* It must be observed, however, that by these terms

I mean, just as little in the one case the principles of mathe-

matics, as those of general (physical) dynamics, in the other.

I have here.in view merely the principles of the pure under-

standing, in their application to the internal sense (without

distinction of the representations given therein), by means

of which the sciences of mathematics and dynamies become

possible. Accordingly, I have named these principles rather

with reference to their application, than their content; and

I shall now proceed to consider them in the order in which

they stand in the table.

i_

The principle of

Quantities,”

utuitions are Extensive

ards theiy form, an intui-

i. prtort at the foundation

moa, therefore, cannot be

apirical consciousness,

otherwise than through: sof a manifold, through

which the representations “minate space or time are

generated; that is to say, through the composition of the

All phenomena coni

tion in space and time

of all without except

apprehended, that is,

1 Mathematicaily, in the Kantian sense.,—7r,

2 All combination (conjunctio) is cither composition (compositio) or connection

(nexus), The former ix tho synthesis of a manifold, the parts of which do not

necessarily belong to each other. For example, the two triangles into which a’

aquare ig divided by a diagonal, do not necessarily belong to each other, and of

this kind ia the synthesis of the homogeneous in everything that can be mathe-

matically considered, This synthesis can be divided into those of aggregation

wand coalition, the former of which is applied to extensive, the latter to intensive

quantities. The second sort of combination (news) is the synthesis of a mani-

fold, in so far as its parts do belong necessarily to cach other; for example, the

accident to a subatance, or the effect to the cause, Consequently it is a syn-

thesis of that which, though heterogeneous, is represented as connocted, a priori.

This combination—-not au arbitrary one—I entitle dynamical, because it con-

‘ers the connection of the existence of the manifold. This, again, may be

livided into the physical synthesis of the phenomena among each other, and

he metaphysical synthesis, or the counection of phenomena @ priort in the

fnenlty of cognition,
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homogeneous, and the consciousness of the synthetical unity

of this manifold (homogeneous). Now the consciousness of

a homogeneous manifold in intuition, in so far as thereby

the representation of an object is rendered possible, is the

conception of a quantity (quant). Consequently, even the

perception of an object as phenomenon is possible only

through the same synthetical unity of the manifold of

the given sensuous intuition, through which the unity

of the composition of the homogeneous manifold in the

conception of a quantity is cogitated; that is to say, all phe-

nomena are quantities, and extensive quantities, because, as

intuitions in space or ti ey must be represented by

means of the same synth gagh which space and time

themselves are deter

An extensive qua

tion of the parts renc

antecedes) the represen

sent to myself any lize

in thought, that is, wit

parts one after anothe

intuition. Precisely ¢

the smallest, portion

rherein the representa-

nd therefore necessarily

é whole. I cannot repre-

aresmail, without drawing it

ting from a point all its

y alone producing this

case with every, even

fOvitate theroin only the

successive progress frame nt to another, and hence,

by means of the different portions of time and the addition

of them, a determinate quantity of time is produced. Ags

the pure intuition in all phenomena is either time or space,

so is every phenomenon in its character of intuition an ex-

tensive quantity, inasmuch as it can only be cognized in our

apprehension by successive synthesis (from part to part).

All phenomena are, accordingly, to be considered as aggre-

gates, that is, as a collection of previously given parts;

which is not the case with every sort of quantities, but only

with those which are represented and apprehended by us

as extensive. ;

On this successive synthesis of the productive imagina-

tion, in the generation of figures, is founded the mathematics

of extension, or geometry, with iis axioms, which express
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the conditions of sensuous intuition a priori, under which

alone the schema of a pure conception of external intuition

can exist; for example, ‘between two points only one

straight line is possible,’’ ‘two straight lines cannot inclose

aspace,’’ ete. These are the axioms which properly relate

only to quantities (quanta) as such.

But, as regards the quantity of a thing (quantitas), that

is to say, the answer to the question, How large is this or

that object? although, in respect to this question, we have

various propositions synthetical and unmediately certain

(indemonstrabilia); we have, in the proper sense of the term,

no axioms, Hor example, the propositions, ‘If equals be

added to equals, the who! quel’; “Tf equals be taken

from equals, the rey gual’’; are analytical,

because [ am imimnedt of the identity of the

production of the « h the production of

the other; whereas 2x a priori synthetical

propositions. On the off the self-evident proposi-

tions as to the relation of; sve certainly synthetical,

but not universal, like t: try, and for this reason

cannot be called axi erical formule. That

7+5~-12, is not an ang sition. For neither in

the representation of sev: ive, nor of the composi-

‘ ittato the number twelve.

(Whether I cogitate the number in the addition of both, is

not at present the question; for in the case of an analytical

proposition, the only point is, whether I really cogitate the

predicate in the representation of the subject.) But although

the proposition is synthetical, it is nevertheless only a singu-

lar proposition. In so faras regard is here had merely to

the synthesis of the homogeneous (the units), if cannot take

place except in one manner, although our use of these num-

bers is afterward general. If I say, ‘A triangle can be con-

structed with three lines, any two of which taken together

are greater than the third,’’ I exercise merely the pure fune-

tion of the productive imagination, which may draw the lines

longer or shorter, and construct the angles at its pleasure.
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On the contrary, the number seven is possible only in one

manner, and so is likewise the number twelve, which results

from the synthesis of seven and five. Such propositions,

then, cannot be termed axioms (for in that case we should

have an infinity of these), but numerical formula.

This transcendental principle of the mathematics of phe-

nomena greatly enlarges our @ priori cognition. For it is

by this principle alone that pure mathematics is rendered

applicable in all its precision to objects of experience, and

without it the validity of this application would not be so

self-evident; on the contrary, contradictions and confusions

have often arisen on this very point. Phenomena are not

things in themselves. 4 intuition is possible only

through pure intuiti ai time); consequently,

what geometry affirr is indisputably valid of

the former. All evasic 6 statement that objects

of sense do not conforr of construction in space

(for example, to the rulg finite divisibility of lines

or angles), must fall to For, if these objections

hold good, we deny & bit to all mathematics,

objective validity, an w wherefore, and how

far, mathematics can Be phenomena, The syn-

thesis of spaces and tin ential form of all intui-

tion, is that which rend le the apprehension of a

phenomenon, and therefore every external experience, con-
sequently all cognition of the objects of experience; and

whatever mathematics in its pure use proves of the former

must necessarily hold good of the latter. AI] objections

are but the chicaneries of an ill-instructed reason, which

erroneously thinks to liberate the objects of sense from the

formal conditions of our sensibility, and represents these,

although mere phenomena, as things in themselves, pre-

sented as such to our understandings. But in this case, no
@ priori synthetical cognition of them could be possible,

consequently not through pure conceptions of space, and

the science which determines these conceptions, that is tc

say, geometry, would itself be impossible.
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TI—ANTICIPATIONS OF PERCEPTION

The principle of these is, “‘/in all phenomena the Real,

that which ts an object of sensation, has dntensive Quantity,

that is, hus @ Degree.”

Proor

Perception is empirical consciousness, that is to say, a

consciousness, which contains an element of sensation.

Phenomena us objects of perception are not pure, that is,

merely formal intuitions, like space and time, for they can-

not be perceived in themselves.’ They contain, then, over

and above the intuition, the materials for an object (through

which is represented sting in space or time),

that is to say, they o¢ F sensation, as a repre-

sentation merely suly ves us merely the con-

sciousness that the su ed, and which we refer

to some external obje gradual transition from

empirical consciousness solousness is possible, in-

asmuch as the real in ness entirely evanishes,

and there remains 8 i -eemsciousness (a priori)

of the manifold in ti consequently there is

possible a synthesis ise ction of the quantity of

a sensation from its co ;, that is, from the pure

intuition = 0 onward, 1pte a vertam quantity of the sensa-

tion. Now as sensation in itself is not an objective repre-

sentation, and in it is to be found neither the intuition of

space nor of time, it cannot possess any extensive quantity,

and yet there does belong to it a quantity (and that by

means of its apprehension, In which empirical consciousness

can within a certain time rise from nothing = 0 up to its

given amount}, consequently an dntensive quantity, And

thus we must ascribe intensive quantity, that is, a degree of

influence on sense to all objects of perception, in so far as

this perception contains sensation.

' They can be perceived only as phenomena, and some part of them must

always belong to the non-eyo; whereas pure intuitions are entirely the products

of the mind itself, and as such are cognized in themselves. —Tr,
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All cognition, by means of which lam enabled to cog-

nize and determine a prisri what belongs to empirical

cognition, may be called an Anticipation; and without

doubt this is the sense in which Kpicurus employed his ex-

pression zpedggrs. But as there is in phenomena something

which is never cognized a priori, which on this account

constitutes the proper difference between pure and empirical

cognition, that is to say, sensation (as the matter of percep-

tion), it follows, that sensation is just that element in cogni-

tion which cannot be at all anticipated. On the other hand,

we might very well term the pure determinations in space

aud time, as well in regard to figure as to Quantity, antici-

pations of phenomena, ey represent @ priort that

which may always be }in experience. But

suppose that in ev sensation in general,

without any particula ing thought of, there
existed something wh cognized a priori, this

would deserve to be ea tion in a special sense—

special, because it may rising to forestall experi-

enee, In that which es or of experience, and
which we ean only: Yet such really is

the case here.

Apprehension,’ by 1 nsation alone, fills only

one moment, that is, if PF de not take into consideration a

succession of many sensations. As that in the phenomenon,

the apprehension of which is not a successive synthesis ad-

vancing from parts to an entire representation, sensation has

therefore no extensive quantity; the want of sensation in a

moment of time would represent if as empty, cousequently

=. That which in the empirical intuition corresponds to

sensation is reality (reuditas phenomenon); that which corre-

sponds to the absence of it, negation = 0, Now every sen-

sation is capable of a diminution, so that it can decrease, and

thus gradually disappear. Therefore, between reality in a

! Apprehension is the Kantian word for perception, in the largest sense in

which we employ that term. It is the genus which includes under it, as species,
perception proper and sensation proper. — Zr.
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phenomenon and negation, there exists a continuous con-

sutenation of many possible intermediate sensations, the

difference of which from each other is always smaller than

that between the given sensation and zero, or complete

negation, That is to say, the real in a phenomenon has

always a quantity, which, however, is not discoverable in

Apprehension, inasmuch as Apprehension takes place by

means of mere sensation in one instant, and not by the suc-

cessive synthesis of many sensations, and therefore does not

progress from parts to the whole. Consequently, it has a

quantity, but not an extensive quantity.

Now that quantity which is apprehended only as unity,

and in which plurality ez spresented only by approxi-

mation to negation ive quantity. Conse-

quently, reality in a intensive quantity,

that is, a degree. If ¥ is reality as cause (be it

of sensation or of anot ni the phenomenon, for

example, a change), w degree of reality in its

character of cause a mor example, the momentum

of weight, and for this # 3 degree only indicates

that quantity the ay ith is not successive,

but instantaneous, touch upon only in

passing, for with Causal present nothing to do.

Accordingly, every s Sn; donsequently every reality

in phenomena, however small it may be, has a degree, that

is, an intensive quantity, which may always be lessened,

and between reality and negation there exists a continuous

connection of possible realities, and possible smaller percep-

tions. Every color—for example, red—has a degree, which,

be it ever so small, is never the smallest, and so is it always

with heat, the momentum of weight, ete,

This property of quantities, according to which no part

of them is the smallest possible (no part simple’), is called

their gontinuity. Space and time are guanta continua, be-

cause no part of them can be given, without inclosing it

within boundaries (points and moments), consequently, this

1 Simplex.—Ir.
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given part is itself a space or a time. Space, therefore, con-

sists only of spaces, and time of times. Points and moments

are only boundaries, that is, the mere places or positions of

their limitation. But places always presuppose intuitions

which are to limit or determine them; and we cannot con-

ceive either space or time composed of constituent parts

which are given before space or time, Such quantities may

also be called flowing, because the synthesis (of the produc-

tive imagination) in the production of these Quantities is a

progression in time, the continuity of which we are accus-

tomed to indicate by the expression flowing.

All phenomena, then, are continuous quantities, in re-

spect both to intuitien & erception (sensation, and

with it reality). In sac they are extensive

quantities; in the laf “When the synthesis of

the manifold of a ph terrupted, there results

merely an aggregate mena, and not properly

a phenomenon as a quan is not produced by the

mere continuation of th ‘¢ aynthesis of a certain

kind, but by the repe sthesis always ceasing,

For example, if 1 ca ;a sum or quantity of

money, I employ the “te rectly, inasmuch as ]

understand by thirteen 6 value of a mark in

standard silver, which 38; a continuous quantity,

in which no part is the smallest, but every part might con-

stitute a piece of money, which would contain material for

still smaller pieces. If, however, by the words thirtecn

dollars I understand so many coins (be their value in silver

what it may), it would be quite erroneous to use the expres-

sion a quantity of dollars; on the contrary, I must call them

aggregate, that is, a number of coins. And as in every

number we must have unity as the foundation, so a phe-

nomenon taken as unity is a quantity, and as such always

a continuous quantity (quantum continuum).

Now, seeing all phenomena, whether considered as exten-

sive or intensive, are continuous quantities, the proposition,

‘All change (transition of a thing from one state into an-
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other) is continuous,’’ might be proved here easily, and with

mathematical evidence, were it not that the causality of a

change lies entirely beyond the bounds of a transcendental

philosophy, and presupposes empirical principles, For of

the possibility of a cause which changes the condition

of things, that is, which determines them to the contrary of

a certain given state, the understanding gives us @ priors

no knowledge; not merely because it has no insight into the

possibility of it (for such insight is absent in several a

priori cognitions), but because the notion of change concerns

only certain determinations of phenomena, which experience

alone can acquaint us with, while their cause les in the

unchangeable. But see .we have nothing which we

could here employ & ndamental conceptions

of all possible expe iwh of course nothing

empirical can be adn * not, without injuring

the unity of our systec eneral physical science,

which is built upon ceri ental experiences.

Nevertheless, we ar ant ef proofs of the great

influence which the pr developed exercises in

the anticipation of x sven in supplying the

want of them, so far @ 3 against the false con-

elusions which otherwis t.raghly draw.

If all reality in perce ‘a degree, between which

and negation there is an endless sequence of ever smaller

degrees, and if nevertheless every sense must have a deter-

minate degree of receptivity for sensations; no perception,

and consequently no experience is possible, which can prove,

cither immediately or mediatcly, an entire absence of all re-

ality in a phenomenon; in other words, it is impossible ever

to draw from experience a proof of the existence of empty

space or of empty time. For in the first place, an entire

absence of reality in a sensuous intuition cannot of course

be an object of perception; secondly, such absence cannot be

deduced from the contemplation of any single phenomenon,

and the difference of the degrees in its reality; nor ought

it ever to be admitted in explanation of any phenomenon.
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For if even the complete intuition of a determinate space or
time is thoroughly real, that is, if no part thereof is empty,

yet because every reality has its degree, which, with the ex-

tensive quantity of the phenomenon unchanged, can dimin-

ish through endless gradations down to nothing (the void),

there must be infinitely graduated degrees, with which space

or time is filled, and the intensive quantity in different phe-

nomena may be smaller or greater, although the extensive

quantity of the intuition remains equal and unaltered.

We shall give an example of this. Almost all natural phi-

losophers, remarking a great difference in the quantity of the

matter’ of different kinds in bodies with the same volume

(partly on account of th niaura of gravity or weight,

partly on account of of resistance to other

bodies in motion), ¢ usly, that this volume

(extensive quantity-of on) must be void in all

bodies, although in diff non, But who would sus-

pect that these for the mc ematical and mechanical

inquirers into nature she 4 this conclusion solely on

a inetaphysical hypothg af Lypothesis which they

profess to disparage & this they do, in as-

suining that the real j not here call it impen-

etrability or weight, beez re empirical conceptions)

is always identical, and “an only he distinguished according

to ita extensive quantity, that is, multiplicity. Now to this

presupposition, for which they can have no ground in expe-

rience, and which consequently is merely metaphysical, I

oppose a transcendental demonstration, which it is true will

not explain the difference in the filling up of spaces, but

which nevertheless completely does away with the supposed

necessity of the above-mentioned presupposition that we can-

not explain the said difference otherwise than by the hypoth-

esis of empty spaces. ‘I'his demonstration, moreover, has the

merit of setting the understanding at liberty to conceive this

distinction in a different manner, if the explanation of the

! It-should be romembered that Kant means, by matter, that which in the

object corresponds to sensation in the subject—the real in a phenomenon.— Zr,
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fact requires any such hypothesis. For we perceive that

although two equal spaces may be completely tilled by mat-

ters altogether different, so that in neither of them is there

left a single point wherein matter is not present, neverthe-

less, every reality has its degree (of resistance or of weight),

which, without diminution of the extensive quantity, can

become less and less ad infinitum, before it passes into noth-

ingness and disappears. Thus an expansion which fills a

space—--for example, caloric, or any other reality in the phe-

nomenal world—can decrease in its degrees to infinity, yet

without leaving the smallest part of the space empty; on the

contrary, filling it with thos ser degrees, as completely as

another phenomenon 6x! greater. My intention here

is by no means to mx is really the case with

the difference of matt © their specific gravity;

I wish only to prove ple of the pure under-

standing, that the natu receptions makes such a

mode of explanation po! | that if is erroneous to

regard the real in a ph 8 equal quoad its degree,

and different only que nand extensive quan-

tity, and this, too, on authority of an @ priori

principle of the unde

Nevertheless, this }1 ¢ anticipation of percep-

tion must somewhat startic juirer whom initiation into

transcendental philosophy las rendered cautious. We may

naturally entertain some doubt whether or not the under-

standing can enounce any such synthetical proposition as

that respecting the degree of all reality in phenomena, and

consequently the possibility of the internal difference of sen-

sation itself!—abstraction being made of its empirical quality.

Thus it is a question not unworthy of solution: Ilow the

understanding can pronounce synthetically and a prieri re-

specting phenomena, and thus anticipate these, even in that

which is peculiarly and merely empirical, that, namely, which

concerns sensation itself ?

The quality of sensation is in all cases merely empirical,

and cannot be represented a prior? (for example, colors, taste,
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etc.). But the real—that which corresponds to sensation —in

opposition to negation=0, only represents something the

conception of which in itself contains a being (ein seyn),

and signifies nothing but the synthesis in an empirical con-

sciousness. ‘hat is to say, the empirical consciousness in

the interna] sense can be raised from 0 to every higher de-

grec, so that the very same extensive quantity of intuition,

an illuminated surface, for example, excites as great a sensa-

tion as an aggregate of many other surfaces less i)Juminated.

We can therefore make complete abstraction of the exten

sive quantity of a phenomenon, and represent to ourselves

in the mere sensation in a certain momentum,' a synthesis

of homogeneous ascensi Op to the given empirical

conseiousness. <All si afore as such are given

only a posteriori, b thereof, namely, that

they have a degree, e «6 priort. It is worthy

of remark, that in resf ities In general we can

cognize a priort only : ity, namely, continuity;

but in respect to all qui real in phenomena), we

cannot cognize a pre wre than the intensive

quantity thereof, nam ve a degree. All else

is left to experience.

TI ANaLrGotee: OF EXPERIENCE

The principle of these is, ‘‘Maxperience is possible only

through the representation of a necessary connection of per-

ceptions.”

PROOF

Experience is an empirical cognition; that is to say, a

cognition which determines an object by means of percep-

tions, It is therefore a synthesis of perceptions, a synthesis

which is not itself contained in perception, but which con-

1 The particular degree of ‘‘reality,’? that is, the particular power or inten-

sive quantity in the cause of a sensation, for example, redness, weight, etc., is
called, in the Kantian terminology, ifs moment, The torm momentum, which wo
employ, must not be confounded with the word commonly employed in natural

science,——Tr.
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tains the synthetical unity of the manifold of perception in

a consciousness; and this unity constitutes the essential of

our cognition of objects of the senses, that is, of experience

(not merely of intuition or sensation). Now in experience

our perceptions come together contingently, so that no char-

acter of neveasity in their connection appears, or can appear

from the perceptions themselves, because apprehension is

only a placing together of the manifold of empirical intui-

tion, and no representation of a necessity in the connected

existence of the phenomena which apprehension brings to-

gether, is to be discovered therein, But as experience is a

vognition of objects by means.of perceptions, it follows that

the relation of the exisge nifold must be repre-

sented im experience gether in time, but as

it is objectively in tir « itself cannot be per-

ceived, the determinatig tence of objects in time

can only take place by t connection in time in

general, consequently onl s of @ priort connecting
conceptions. Now as thy feeptions always possess the

character of necessity, »ossible only by means

of a representation < connection of per

ception.

The three modi of + remence, succession, and

coewistence. Aveordingly, there are three rules of all rela-
tions of time in phenomena, according to which the exist-

ence of every phenomenon is determined in respect of the

unity of all time, and these antecede all experience, and

render it possible.

The general principle of all three analogies rests on the

necessary unity of apperception in relation to all possible

empirical consciousness (perception) at every time, conse-

quently, as this unity lies a priori at the foundation of all

mental operations, the principle rests on the synthetical unity

of all phenomena according to their relation in time. For

the original apperception relates to our internal sense (the

complex of all representations), and indeed relates a@ prior?

to its form, that is to say, the relation of the manifold em-
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pirical consciousness in time. Now this manifold must be

combined in original apperception according to relations of

time—a necessity imposed by the a priori transcendental

unity of apperception, to which is subjected all that can be-

long to any (i.e, my own) cognition, and therefore all that

can become an object for me. ‘This synthetical and a priort

determined unity in relation of perceptions in time is there-

fore the rule: ‘‘ All empirica] determinations of time must be

subject to rules of the gencral determination of time’’; and

the analogies of experience, of which we are now about to

treat, must be rules of this nature.

These principles have this pecuharity, that they do not

concern phenomena, anid thesis of the empirical intui-

tion thereof, but mer i phenomena and their

relation to each othe fs existence. Now the

mode in which we ay ig ina phenomenon can

be determined @ pri nanner that the rule of its

synthesis can give, that ean produce this @ priort

intuition in every erapis le. But the existence of

phenomena cannot be j, and although we could

arrive by this path 4 » the fact of some exist-

ence, we could not cog ence determinately, that

is to say, we should be f anticipating in what re-

spect the empirical intui would be distinguishable

from that of others.

The two principles above mentioned, which I called

mathematical, in consideration of the fact of their author-

izing the application of mathematic to phenomena, relate

to these phenomena only in regard to their possibility, and

instruct us how phenomena, as far as regards their intuition

or the real in their perception, can be generated according

to the rules of a mathematical synthesis. Consequently,

numerical quantities, and with them the determination of

a phenomenon as a quantity, can be employed in the one

case as well as in the other. Thus, for example, out of

200,000 illuminations by the moon, I might compose, and

give a priori, that is construct, the degree of our sensations

x¥
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of the sunlight... We may therefore entitle these two prin-

ciples constitutive.

The case is very different with those principles whose

province it is to subject the existence of phenomena to rules

a priort. For as existence does not admit of being con-

structed, it is clear that they must only concern the rela-

tions of existence, and be merely regulative principles. In

this case, therefore, neither axioms nor anticipations are to

be thought of. Thus, if a perception is given us, in a cer-

tain relation of time to other (although undetermined) per-

ceptions, we cannot then say, a priort, what and how great

(in quantity) the other perception necessarily connected with

the former is, bat only Ag connected, guoad its exist-

ence, in this given mod nalogies in philosophy

mean something very that which they repre-

sent in mathematics. hey are formule, which

enounce the equahty of quantity,’ and are

always constitutive, ac t terms of the proportion

are given, the third is al at is, can be constructed

by the aid of these far : philosophy, analogy is

not the equality of + hut of two qualitative

relations. In this casey civen terms, I can give

a priort and cognize th a fourth member,* but

not this fourth term itself alkhbugh [ certainly possess a

rule to guide me in the search for this fourth term in ex-

¢

1 Kant’s meaning is: Tho two principlos enunciated under the heada of

‘Axioms of Intuilion,’’ and ‘“Anticipations of Pereeption,’* authorize the appli-

zation to phenomena of determinations of size and number, that is, of mathe-
vatie. For example, I may compute tho light of the sun, and say, that its
jnautity is a certain number of times greater than that of the moon, In the

ame way, heat is measured by the comparison of its different effects on water,
te,, and on mercury in a thermometer.—TZr.

* Known the two terms 3 aud 6, aud the relation of 8 to 6, not only the rela-

ion of 6 to some other number is given, but that number itself, 12, is given,

at is, it ig constructed, Therefore 3 : 6—6:12.—7r.

3 Given a known effect, a known cause, and another known effect, we rea-

on, by analogy, to an unknown cause, which we do not cognize, but whose

dation to.the known effect we know from the comparison of the three given
rms. Thus, our own known actions ; our own known motives = the known

‘tions of others ; x, that ia, the motives of othera which we cannot immediately
gnize,— Tr,
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perience, and a mark to assist me in discovering it. An

analogy of experience is therefore only a rule according to

which unity of experience must arise out of perceptions

in respect to objects (phenomena) not as a constitutive, but

merely as a regulative principle. The same holds good also

of the postulates of empirical thought in general, which re-

late to the synthesis of mere intuition (which concerns the

form of phenomena), the synthesis of perception (which con-

cerns the matter of phenomena), and the synthesis of expe-

rience (which concerns the relation of these perceptions).

For they are only regulative principles, and clearly dis-

tinguishable from the mathematical, which are constitutive,

not indeed in regard ity which both possess

@ priori, but in the is thereof, consequently

also in the inanner of

But what has been

tions, and must be »

this, that these analogie

not as principles of the

ples of the empirica!

truth can therefore i

sequently the phenom

all synthetical proposi-

rarked in this place, is

igovficance and validity,

tal, but only as princi-

ilerstanding, and their

3 such, and that con-

st be subjoined directly

under the categories, by y their schemata. For

if the objects to which those principles must be applied were

things in themselves, it would be quite impossible to cognize

aught concerning them synthetically @ priori. But they are

nothing but phenomena; a complete knowledge of which-—

a knowledge to which all principles ¢ priori must at last re-

Jate—is the only possible experience, It follows that these

principles can have nothing else for their aim than the con-

ditions of the unity of empirical cognition in the synthesis

of phenomena. But this synthesis is cogitated only in the

schema of the pure conception of the understanding, of

whose unity, as that of a synthesis in general, the category

contains the function unrestricted by any sensuous condi.

tion. These principles will therefore authorize us to con

nect phenomena according to an analogy, with the logica



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 191

and universal unity of conecptions, and consequently to em-

ploy the categories in the principles themselves; but in the

application of them to experience, we shall use only their

schemata, as the key to their proper application, instead of

the categories, or rather the latter as restricting conditions,

under the title of formula of the former.

A --First ANALOGY

PRINCIPLE OF THE PERMANENCE OF SUBSTANCE

In all changes of phenomena, subsinnce is permanent, and

the quantwn thereof in mature ia neither increased

f

ein alone as substratum,

he internal intuition, co-

resented. Consequently

obumna must be cogitated,

is that in which succes-

etiied only as determina-

cannot be an object of

All phenomena exis

that is, as the permane

existence and succession

time, in which all chang

remains and changes n

sion and coexistence

tions thereof. Now, 8

perception. It follows sta of perception, that

is, in phenomena, there mi Gund a substratum which

represents time in general, and in which all change or co-

existence can be perceived by means of the relation of phe-

nomena toit. But the substratum of all reality, that is, of

all that pertains to the existence of things, is substance;

all that pertains to existence can be cogitated only as a

determination of substance. Consequently, the permanent,

in relation to which alone can all relations of time in phe-

nomena be determined, is substance in the world of phenom-

ena, that is, the real in phenomena, that which, as the sub-

stratum of all change, remains ever the same. Accordingly,

as this cannot change in existence, its quantity in nature can

neither be increased nor diminished.

Our apprehension of the manifold in a phenomenon is



192 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

always successive, is consequently always changing. By

it alone we could, therefore, never determine whether this

manifold, as an object of experience, is coexistent or suc-

cessive, unless it had for a foundation something that exists

always, that 1s, something fixed and permanent, of the ex-

istence of which all succession and coexistence are nothing

but so many modes (modi of time). Only in the permanent,

then, are relations of time possible (for simultaneity and suc-

cession are the only relations in time); that is to say, the

permanent is the substratum of our empirical representation

of time itself, in which alone all determination of time is

possible. Permanence is, in fact, just another expression

for time, as the abiding ger ll existence of phenom-

cna, and of all change xistence. For change

does not affect time 1% phenomena in time

(just as cooxistence ca ed as a modus of time

itself, seeing that in ¢ are coexistent, but all

successive). If wo wer suecession to time it-

self, we should be oblige another time, in which

this succession would it is only by means of

the permanent that ¢ ent parts of the suc-

cessive series of time rity, which we entitle

duration. Yor in mere istence is perpetually

vanishing and recommencing, arid therefore never has even

the least quantity. Without the permanent, then, no rela-

tion in time is possible. Now, time in itself is not an object

of perception; consequently the permanent in phenomena

niust be regarded as the substratum of all determination of

time, and consequently also as the condition of the possibil-

ity of all synthetical unity of perceptions, that is, of experi-

ence; and all existence and all change in time can only be

regarded as a mode in the existence of that which abides

unchangeably. Therefore, in all phenomena, the permanent

is the object in itsel/, that is, the substance (phenomenon);?

rey
6

1 The latter part of this sentence seems to contradict the former. The

sequel will explain.—7r.

2 Not substantia nowmenon,—TZr.
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but all that changes or can change belongs only to the mode

of the existence of this substance or substances, consequently

to its determinations.

I find that in all ages not only the philosopher, but even

the common understanding, bas preposited this permanence

as a substratum of all change in phenomena; indeed, I aim

compelled to believe that they will always accept this as an

indubitable fact. Only the philosopher expresses himself

in amore precise and definite manner, when he says: ‘In

all changes in the world, the sudstance remains, and the acci-

dents alone are changeable.’’ But of this decidedly synthet-

ical proposition, I nowhere meet with even an attempt at

proof; uay, it very rar good fortune to stand,

as it deserves to do he pure and entirely
a priort laws of nat a statement that sub-

stance is permanent i Vor this very perma-

nence is the ground on 4 iy the category of sub-

stance to the phenomenon shoald have been obliged

to prove that in all phei ere is something perma-

nent, of the existence ¢ changeable is nothing

but a determination. proof of this nature

cannot be dogmatical st be drawn from con-

ceptions, inasmuch 4s } aynthetical proposition

a priori, and as philosoph ‘sollected that such prop-

ositions are valid only in relation to possible experience, and

therefore cannot be proved except by means of a deduction

of the possibility of experience, it is no wonder that while it

has served as the foundation of all experience (for we feel

the need of it in empirical cognition), it has never been

supported by proof.

A. philosopher was asked, ‘‘What is the weight of

smoke?" He answered, ‘Subtract from the weight of the

surned wood the weight of the remaining ashes, and you

vill have the weight of the smoke.’’ Thus he presumed

t to be incontrovertible that even in fire the matter (sub-

tance) does not perish, but that only the form of it under-

oes a change. In like manner was the saying, ‘‘From

XI —Sc1zncr—-9
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nothing comes nothing,’’ only another inference from the

principle of permanence, or rather of the ever-abiding ex-

istence of the true subject in phenomena, For if that in

the phenomenon which we call substance is to be the proper

substratum of all determination of time, it follows that all

existence, in past as well as in future time, must be deter-

minable by means of it alone. Hence we are entitled to

apply the term substance to a phenomenon, only because we

suppose its existence in all time, a notion which the word

permanence does not fully express, as it seems rather to be

referable to future time. However, the internal necessity

perpetually to be, is inseparably connected with the neces-

sity always to have been, so the expression may stand
as it is, ‘‘@igni ds ‘in nihilum nil posse

reverti,’’ are two ps i the ancients never

parted, and which pe sometimes mistakenly

disjoin, because they 7: 2@ propositions apply to

objects as things in the ad that the former might

be inimical to the dep 2 in respect of its sub-

stance also) of the we« reme cause. But this

apprehension is entir * the question in this

case is only of phenar iere of experience, the

unity of which never pussible, if we admitted

the possibility that new ‘Yespect of their substance)

should arise. For in that case, we should lose altogether

that which alone can represent the unity of time, to wit, the

identity of the substratum, as that through which alone all

change possesses complete and thorough unity. This per-

manence is, however, nothing but the manner in which we

represent to ourselves the existence of things in the phe-

nomenal world. ;

The determinations of a substance, which are only par-

ticular modes of its existence, are called accidents. They

are always real, because they concern the existence of sub-

stance (negations are only determinations, which express the

non-existence of something in the substance). Now, if to

this real in the substance we ascribe a particular existence
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(for example, to motion as an accident of matter), this

existenve is called inherence, in contradistinetion to the ex-

isterce of substance, which we call subsistence. But hence

arisa waby misconceptions, and it would be a more accurate

and just mode of expression to designate the accident only

as she mode in which the existence of a substance is posi-

tively determined. Mcanwhile, by reason of the conditions

of the logical exercise of our understanding, it is impossible

to avoid separating, as it were, that which in the exist-

ences of a substance is subject to change, while the substance

remains, and regarding it in relation to that which is prop-

erly permanent and radical, On this account, this category

of substance stands unde i of relation, rather be-

cause it is the conditix because it contains in

itscif any relation. :

Now, upon this ne

notion of ihe concepttar

not changes of that wh
Change is but a mode of

mode of existence of th

is permanent, and oni

gince this mutation aie

have a beginning or an way say, employing an

expression which seems Somewhat ‘paradoxical, ‘‘Only the

permanent (substance) is subject to change; the mutable

suifers no change, but rather alternation, that is, when

certain determinations ceaso, others begin.”’

Change, then, cannot be perceived by us except in sub-

stances, and origin or extinction in an absolute sense, that

does not concern merely a determination of the permanent,

cannot be a possible perception, for it is this very notion of

the permanent which renders possible the representation

of a transition from one state into another, and from non-

being to being, which, consequently, can be empirically

cognized only as alternating determinations of that which is

permanent. Grant that a thing absolutely begins to be; we

must then have a point of time in which it was not. But

nence rests the proper

tigin and extinction are

tes or becomes extinct,

which follows on another

~ hence all that changes

x1ereof changes. Now

minations, which can
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how and by what can we fix and determine this point of

time, unless by that which already exists? For a void time

—preceding—is not an object of perception; but if we con-

nect this beginning with objects which existed previously,

and which continue to exist till the object in question

begins to be, then the latter can only be a determi-

nation of the former as the permanent. The same holds

good of the notion of extinction, for this presupposes the

empirical representation of a time, in which a phenomenon

no longer exists.

Substances (in the world of phenomena) are the sub-

stratum of all determinations of time. 'T'he beginning of

some, and the ceasing 4 other substances, would ut-

terly do away with tl of the empirical unity

of time; and in that® ut would relate to two

different times, in whic . existence would pass;

which is absurd. Far ' eve time in which all

different times must be as coexistent, but as

SUCCESSIVE,

Accordingly, perma

which alone phenome:

able in a possible expert

criterion of this necess

substantiality of phenom

tunity to speak in the sequel.

essary condition under

objects, are detormin-

s regards the empirical

snea, and with it of the

1 find sufficient oppor-

B—SECOND ANALOGY

PRINGIPLE OF TIE SUCCKSSION OF TIME ACCORDING TO

THE LAW OF CAUSALITY

All changes take place according to the law of the connection

of Cause and Kffect

PROOF

(That all phenomena in the succession of time are only

changes, that is, a successive being and non-being of the

determinations of substance, which is permanent; conse-
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quently that a being of substance itself which follows on

the non-being thereof, or a non-being of substance which

follows on the being thereof, in other words, that the origin

or extinetion of substance itself, is impossible—all this has

been fully established in treating of the foregoing principle.

This principle might have been expressed as follows: ‘‘Adl

alteration (succession) of phenomena ts merely change’’; for

the changes of substance are not origin or extinction, be-

cause the conception of change presupposes the same subject

as oxisting with two opposite determinations, and conse-

quently as permanent. Alter this premonition, we shall

proceed to the proof.)

I perceive that phenom

to say, a state of things

which existed in a fc

connect together twe

is not an operation of §

product of a synthetical

mines the internal senae

But imagination can ¢

so that either the one

time in itself cannot be

ucesed one another, that is

2 time, the opposite of

is case, then, I really

ime. Now connection

nd intuition, but is the

aagzination, which deter-

t of a relation of time.

two states in two ways,

# antecede in time; for

serception, and what in

an object precedes and ¥ vs eannot be empirically

determined in relation t inty conscious, then, that

my imagination places one state before, and the other after;

not that the one state antecedes the other in the object. In

other words, the objective relation of the successive phe-

nomena remains quite undetermined by means of mere per-

ception. Now in order that this relation may be cognized

as determined, the relation between the two states must be

ao cogitated that it is thereby determined as necessary

which of them must be placed before and which after, and.

not conversely. But the conception which carries with it

a necessity of synthotical unity, can be none other than a

pure conception of the understanding which does not lie in

mere perception; and in this case it is the conception of the

relation of cause and effect, the former of which determines

¢

&
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the latter in time, as its necessary consequence, and not as

something which might possibly antecede (or which might

in some cases not be perceived to follow). It follows that it

is only because we subject the sequence of phenomena, and

consequently all change, to the law of causality, that expe-

rience itself, that is, empirical cognition of phenomena, be-

comes possible; and consequently, that phenomena them-

selves, as objects of experience, are possible only by virtue

of this law.

Our apprehension of the manifold of phenomena is al-

ways successive. The representations of parts succeed one

another. Whether they succeed one another in the object

also, is a second point fc xetion, which was not con-

tained in the former. stainly give the name

of object to everythin representation, so far

as we are conscious the s this word may mean

in the case of phenom ely in so far as they (as

representations) are objec yin so far as they indi-

cate an object, is a questi ig deeper consideration.

In so far as they, regard: representations, are at

the same time object: 8, they are not to be

distinguished from ap at 18, reception into

the synthesis of imagin: we must therefore say:

‘The manifold of phene¢ iways produced succes-

sively in the mind,’’ If phenomena were things in them-

selves, no man would be able to conjecture from the

succession of our representations how this manifold is

connected in the object; for we have to do only with our

representations. JIow things may be in themselves, with-

out regard to the representations through which they affect

us, is utterly beyond the sphere of our cognition, Now

although phenomena are not things in themselves, and are

nevertheless the only thing given to us to be cognized, it is

my duty to show what sort of connection in time belongs

to the manifold in phenomena themselves, while the repre-

sentation of this manifold in apprehension is always suc-

cessive. For example, the apprehension of the manifold

fey
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in the phenomenon of a house which stands before me is

successive. Now comes the question, whether the manifold

of this house is in itself also successive ;—-which no one will

be at all willing to grant. But, so soon as I raise my con-

ception of an object to the transcendental signification

thereof, I find that the house is not a thing in itself, but

only a phenomenon, that is, a representation, the transcen-

dental object of which remains utterly unknown, What

then am I to understand by the question, How can the

manifold be connected in the phenomenon itself—not con-

sidered as a thing in itself, but merely as a phenomenon?

Here that which lies in my successive apprehension is re-

garded as representation. he phenomenon which is

given me, notwithstandy nothing more than a

complex of these rep

thereof, with which m

sentations of apprehens

soon seen that, as accord

constitutes trath, the qa

to the formal conditix

phenomenon, in oppe

hension, can only be dy

of them, if it is subje which distinguishes it

from every other appreh&naian, and which renders necessary

mode of connection of the manifold. That in the phe-

nomenon which contains the condition of this necessary rule

of apprehension is the object.

Let us now procecd to our task. That something hap-

pens, that is to say, that something or some state exists

which before was not, cannot be empirically perceived, un-

less a phenomenon precedes, which does not contain in itself

this state. For a reality which should follow upon a void

time, in other words, a beginning, which no state of things

precedes, can just as little be apprehended as the void time

itself. Kvery apprehension of an event is therefore a per-

ception which follows upon another perception. But as this

1s the case with all synthesis of apprehension, as I have

drawn from the repre-

inrmonize. It is very

cognition with its object

sefore us can only relate

wal truth, and that the

osentations of appre-

erefrom as the object
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shown above in the example of a house, my apprehen-

sion of an event is not yet sufficiently distinguished from

other apprehensions. But I remark also, that if, in a phe-

nomenon which contains an occurrence, J call the antecedent

state of my perception, A, and the following state, B, the

perception B can only follow A in apprehension, and

the perception A cannot follow B, but only precede it.

For example, I see a ship float down the stream of a river.

My perception of its place lower down follows upon my

perception of its place higher up the course of the river, and
it is impossible that in the apprehension of this phenomenon

the vessel should be perceived first below and afterward

higher up the stream efore, the order in the

sequence of perceptios on is determined; and

ulated. In the former
prehension of a house,

the foundation, or vice

nanifold in this empirical
bt, and from right to left.

. perceptions, there was

ted my beginning at a

> connect the manifold.

But this rule is always ith in the peresption of

that which happens, and it makes the order of the successive

perceptions in the apprehension of such a phenomenon

Necessary,

I must therefore, in the present case, deduce the subjec-

tive sequence of apprehension from the objective sequence of

phenomena, for otherwise the former is quite undetermined,

and one phenomenon is not distinguishable from another.

The former alone proves nothing as to the connection of the

manifold in an object, for it is quite arbitrary. The latter

must consist in the order of the manifold in a phenomenon,

according to which order the apprehension of one thing

(that which happens) follows that of another thing (which

precedes), in conformity with a rule. In this way alone can

1 be authorized to say of the phenomenon itself, and not

might begin at the a0

versd; or | might appreh

intuition by going from

Accordingly, in the

no determined order, ;

certain point, in order

Tee



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 201.

merely of my own apprehension, that a certain order or

sequence is to be found therein. That is, in other words, I

cannot arrange my apprehension otherwise than in this

order,

In conformity with this rule, then, it is necessary that in

that which antecedes an event there be found the condition

of a rule, according to which this event follows always and

necessarily; but I cannot reverse this and go back from the

event, and determine (by apprehension) that which antecedes

it. For no phenomenon goes back from the succeeding

point of time to the preceding point, although it does cer-

tainly relate to a preceding point of time; from a given

time, on the other hand AB. 8

gression to the dete

because there certaiz

of necessity conneet i

and upon which it folic

necessarily, se that the

indication of a condili

the event.

Let us suppose thy

ng time, Therefore,
r that follows, I must

else, which antecedes,

fraity with a rule, that is

editioned, affords certain

this condition determines

recedes an event, upon

onformity with a rule.

en exist only in appre-

hension, that is fo § By, we merely subjective, and it
could not thereby be objectively determined what thing

ought to precede, and what ought to follow in perception.

In such a case, we should have nothing but a play of repre-

sentations, which would possess no application to any object.

That is to say, it would not be possible through perception

to distinguish one phenomenon from another, as regards

relutions of time; because the succession in the act of ap-

prehension would always be of the same sort, and therefore

there would be nothing in the phenomonon to determine

the succession, and to render a certain sequeuce objectively

necessary. And, in this case, I cannot say that two states

in a phenomenon follow one upon the other, but only that

one apprehension follows upon another. But this is merely
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subjective, and docs not determine an object, and conse-

quently cannot be held to be cognition of an object—not

even in the phenomenal world.

Accordingly, when we know in experience that some-

thing happens, we always presuppose that something pre-

cedes, whereupon it follows in conformity with a rule. For

otherwise I could not say of the object, that it follows; be-

cause the mere succession in my apprehension, if it be not

determined by a rule in relation to something precoding,

does not authorize succession in the object. Only therefore,

in reference to a rule, according to which phenomena are

determined in their sequence, that is, as they happen, by

the preceding state, cax yy subjective synthesis

(of apprehension) obig only under this pre-

supposition that even* an event is possible.

No doubt it appea: 2ré In thorough contra-

diction to all the ne’ people have hitherto

entertained in regard io ¢ ure of the human under-

standing. According te nicus, it is by means of

the perception and cony ailar consequences fol-

mena, that the under-lowing upon certain a

standing is led to the « we, according to which

in phenomena, and it iscertain events always

only by this process t in to the conception of

cause. Upon such a4 basis, it is clear that this conception

must be merely empirical, and the rule which it furnishes

us with—‘‘Hverything that happens must have a cause’’—

would be just as contingent as experience itself, The uni-

versality and necessity of the rule or law would be perfectly

spurious attributes of it. Indeed, it could not possess

universal validity, inasmuch as it would not in this case be

@ priori, but founded on deduction. But the same is the

case with this law as with other pure @ priori representations

(¢.g., space and time), which we can draw in perfect clear-

ness and completeness from experience, only because we

had already placed them therein, and by that means, and by

that alone, had rendered experience possible. Indeed, the

Pete
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logical clearness of this representation of a rule, determining

the series of events, is possible only when we have made use

thereof in experience. Nevertheless, the recognition of this

rule, as a condition of the synthetical unity of phenomena in

time, was the ground of experience itself, and consequently

preceded it @ priori.

It is now our duty to show by an example, that we never,

even in experience, attribute to an object the notion of suc-

cession or effect (of an event—that is, the happening of

something that did not exist before), and distinguish it from

the subjective succession of apprehension, unless when a

ruJe lies at the foundation, which compels us to observe this

order of perception in, ».40 any other, and that,

indeed, it is this nec! renders possible the

representation of a su Gbiject.

We have represen’: s, of which also we can

be conseious. Brut, he extended, however ac-

curate and thoroughgoing suiousness may be, these

representations are still ‘a than representations,

that is, internal determ e mind in this or that

relation of time. Noy it, that to these repre-

sentations we should | se that, in addition to

their subjective reality ations, we should still

further attribute to ther tiuin unknown objective real-

ity? It is clear that objective signiticancy cannot consist in

a relation to another representation (of that which we desire

to term. object), for in that case the question again arises:

“How does this other representation go out of itself, and

obtain objective significancy over and above the subjective,

which is proper to it, as a determination of a state of

mind?’’ If we try to discover what sort of new property

the relation to an object gives to our subjective representa-

tions, and what new importance they thereby receive, we

shall find that this relation has no other effect than that of

rendering necessary the connection of our representations in

a certain manner, and of subjecting them to a rule; and that

conversely, it is only because a certain order is necessary
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in the relations of time of our representations, that objective

significancy is ascribed to them.

Tn the synthesis of phenomena, the manifold of our

representations is always successive. Now hereby is not

represented an object, for by means of this succession, which

is common to all apprehension, no one thing is distinguished

from another. But so soon as I perceive or assume, that in

this succession there is a relation to a state antecedent, from

which the representation follows in accordance with a rule,

so soon do I represent something as an event, or as a thing

that happens; in other words, I cognize an object to which I

must assign a certain determinate position in time, which

cannot be altered, becaus e preceding state in the ob-

ject. When, therefoxs 4 something happens,

there is contained ir Hlion, in the first place,

the fact, that someth because it is only in

relation to this, that * non obtains its proper

relation of time, in oth xists after an antecedent

time, in which it did ne it can receive its deter-

mined place in time, eaupposition that some-

thing existed in the { 3, upon which it follows

inevitably and alway nformity with a rule.

From all this it is evid 4 the first place, I cannot

reverse the order of suc ,and make that which hap-

pens precede that upon which it follows; and that, in the

second place, if the antecedent state be posited, a certain

determinate event inevitably and necessarily follows. Hence

it follows that there exists a certain order in our representa-

tions, whereby the present gives a sure indication of some

previously existing state, as a correlate, though still under-

termined, of the existing event which is given—a correlate

which itself relates to the event as its consequence, condi-

tions it, and connects it necessarily with itself in the series

of time.

Tf then it be admitted as a necessary law of sensibility,

and consequently a formal condition of all perception, that

the preceding necessarily determines the succeeding time
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(inasmuch as I cannot arrive at the succeeding except

through the preceding), it must likewise be an indispensable

Jaw of empirical representation of the series of time, that

the phenomena of the past determine all phenomena in the

succeeding time, and that the latter, as events, cannot take

place, except in so far as the former determine thoir exist-

ence in time, that is to say, establish it according to a rule.

For it is of course only in phenomena that we can emniri-

eally cognize this continuity in the connection of times.

For all experience and for the possibility of experience,

understanding is indispensable, and the first step which it

takes in this sphere is not to render the representation of

objects clear,’ but to re ‘osentation of an obje ct

in general, possible. applying the order of

time to phenomena, moe. In other words,

it assigns to each ph & consequence, a plice

in relation to precediu , determined «@ prior! in

time, without which i: ¢ arimonize with time itself,

which determines a plaj ¢ to all its parts. This

determination of plac ‘ived from the relation

of phenomena to abse it ig not an object of

perception); bat, on af snomenad must recipro-

cally determine the plac meoof one another, and renter

these necessary in the o i tir In. other words, what-

ever follows or happens must follow, in conformity with a

universal rule, upon that which was contained in the fore-

going state. Hence arisca a series of phenomena, which, by

means of the understanding, produces and renders necessary

exactly the same order and continuous connection in the

series of our possible perceptions, as is found a priori in

the form of internal intuition (time), in which all our per-

ceptions must have place.

That something happens, then, is a perception which

belongs to a possible experience, which becomes real, only

because I look upon the phenomenon as determined in re-

gard to its place in time, consequently as an object, which

8.

ior

T This was the opinion of Wolf and Leibnite.— 7.
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can always be found by means of a rule in the connected

series of my perceptions. But this rule of the determination

of a thing according to succession in time is as follows: ‘‘In

what precedes may be found the condition, under which an

event always (that is, necessarily) follows.’’ From all this

it is obvious that the principle of cause and effect is the

principle of possible experience, that is, of objective cog-

nition of phenomena, in regard to their relations in the

succession of time.

The proof of this fundamental proposition rests entirely

on the following momenta of argument. To all empirical

cognition belongs the synthesis | of the manifold by the

imagination, a synthest always successive, that

is, in which the repr cin always follow one

another, But the ord Win imagination is not
determined, and the set ye representations may

be taken retrogressive progressively. But if

this synthesis is a synthe eusion (of the manifold

of a given phenomenon}, rdgr is determined in the

object, or, to speak | y, there is therein an

order of successive § determines an object,

and according to which scossarily precedes, and

when this is posited, ser “necessarily follows. If,
then, mny perception is cognition of an event,

that is, of something which really happens, it must be ar

empirical judgment, wherein we think that the succession

is determined, that is, if presupposes another phenomenon

upon which this event follows necessarily, or in conformit:

witharule. If, on the contrary, when I posited the ante

cedent, the event did not necessarily follow, I should b

obliged to consider it merely as a subjective play of m

imagination, and if in this ] represented to myself anythin

as objective, I must look upon itasamere dream, Thu

the relation of phenomena (as possible perceptions), accor

ing to which that which happens is, as to its existenc

necessarily determined in time by something which ant

cedes, in conformity with a rule--in other words, the re!
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tion of cause and effect—is the condition of the objective

validity of our empirical judgments in regard to the sequence

of perceptions, consequently of their empirical truth, and

therefore of experience. ‘The principle of the relation of

causality in the succession of phenomena is therefore valid

for all objects of experience, because it is itself the ground

of the possibility of experience.

Here, however, a difficulty arises, which must be resolved.

The principle of the connection of causality among phenom-

ena is limited in our formula to the succession thereof, al-

though in practice we find that the principle applies also

when the phenomena exist together in the same time, and

that cause and effect oy slianeous. For example,

there is heat in a roow exist in the open air.

T look about for the to be the fire. Now

the fire, as the cause, is with its effect, the heat

of the room. In this re 1s no succession, as

regards time, between ca ect, but they are simul-

taneous; and still the la od, he greater part of

operating causes in nal sc0us With their effects,

and the succession in ¢ is produced only be-

cause the cause cannot xial of its effect in one

moment. But at the mo the effect first arises, it

is always simultaneous © causality of its cause, be-

cause if the cause had but a moment before ceased to be, the

effect could not have arisen. Tlere it must be specially re-

membered, that we must consider the order of time, and not

the lapse thercof. The relation remains, even. though no

time has elapsed. he time between the causality of the

cause and its immediate effect may entirely vanish, and the

cause and effect be thus simultaneous, but the relation of

the one to the other remains always determinable according

to time. If, for example, I cousider a leaden ball, which

lies upon a cushion and makes a hollow in it, as a cause,

then it is simultaneous with the effect. But I distinguish

the two through the relation of time of the dynamical

connection of both. For if I lay the ball upon the cush-
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jon, then the hollow follows upon the before smooth surface;

but supposing the cushion has, from some cause or another,
a hollow, there does not thereupon follow a leaden ball.

Thus, the law of succession of time is in all instances the

only empirical criterion of effect in relation to the causality

of the antecedent cause. The glass is the cause of the ris-

ing of the water above its horizontal surface, although the

two phenomena are contemporaneous. For, as soon as I

draw some water with the glass from a large vessel, an effect

follows thereupon, namely, the change of the horizontal state

which the water had in the large vessel into a concave, which

it assumes in the glass.

This conception of,

of action; that of

through it, to the

wish this critical ess

treat of the sources of

to be crowded with ana

not enlarge the sphere of

tailed explanation of

leads us to the conception

seption of force; and

stance. As I do not

surpose of which is to

tical cognition a priort,

merely explain, but do

sptions, I reserve the de-

ptions for a future sys-

tem of pure reason. § indeed, executed with

great particularity, r found in well-known

works on this subject. = at present refrain from

making a few remarks pirical criterion of a sub-

stance, in so far as it seems to be more evident and more

easily recognized through the conception of action, than

through that of the permanence of a phenomenon.

Where action (consequently activity and force) exists,

substance also must exist, and in it alone must be sought

the seat of that fruitful source of phenomena. Very well.

But if we are called upon to explain what we mean by sub-

stance, and wish to avoid the vice of reasoning in a circle,

the answer is by no means so easy. How shall we conclude

immediately from the action to the permanence of that which

acts, this being nevertheless an essential and peculiar cri-

terion of substance (phenomenon)? But after what has been

said above, the solution of this question becomes easy enough,

ee
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although by the common mode of procedure—merely analyz-

ing our conceptions—it would be quite impossible. The

conception of action indicates the relation of the subject of

causality to the effect. Now because all effect consists in

that which happens, therefore in the changeable, the last

subject thereof is the permanent, as the substratum of all

that changes, that is, substance. For according to the prin-

ciple of causality, actions are always the first ground of all

change in phenomena, and consequently cannot be a prop-

erty of a subject which itself changes, because, if this were

the case, other actions and another subject would be neces-

sary to determine this change. From all this it results that

action alone, as an erepps ipa, is a sufficient proof of

the presence of subs i any necessity on my

part of endeavoring 3 ermanence of substance

by a comparison. By mode of induction we

could not attain to th a which the magnitude

and strict universality ption requires. For that

the primary subject of ¢ of all arising and pass-

ing away, all origin ¢ cannot itself (in the

sphere of phenomena: s away, is a sound and

safe conclusion, a cot ab leads us to the con-

ception of empirical x i permanence in exist-

ence, and consequently conception of a substance

as phenomenon.

When something happens, the mere fact of the occur-

rence, without regard to that which occurs, is an object

requiring investigation. ‘The transition from the non-being

of a state into the existence of it, supposing that this state

contains no quality which previously existed in the phe-

nomenon, is a fact of itself demanding inquiry. Such an

event, as has been shown in No. A, does not concern sub-

stance (for substance does not thus originate), but its condi-

tion or state. It is therefore only change, and not origin

trom nothing. If this origin be regarded as the effect of

foreign cause, it is termed creation, which cannot be ad-

nitted as an event among phenomena, because the very

8

oO
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possibility of it would annihilate the unity of experience.

Tf, however, I regard all things not as phenomena, but as

things in themselves, and objects of understanding alone,

they, although substances, may be considered as dependent,

in respect of their existence, on a foreign cause. But this

would require a very different meaning in the words, a

meaning which could not apply to phenomena as objects

of possible experience,

How a thing can be changed, how it is possible that upon

one state existing in one point of time, an opposite state

should follow in another point of time—of this we have not

the smallest conception a priori. There is requisite for this

the knowledge of real whieh ean only be given em-

pirically; for examy i moving forces, or, in

other words, of cer thenomena (as move-

ments) which indicate i such forces. But the

form of every chang: n under which alone it

can take place as the con istence of another state

{be the content of the | at is, the state which is

changed, what it may} atly the succession of

the states themselves, e considered @ priori,

in relation to the law the conditions of time.’

When a substance } one state, a, into another

state, 6, the point of timié the latter exists is differ-

ent from, and subsequent to, that in which the former existed.
In like manner, the second state, as reality (in the phenome-

non), differs from the first, in which the reality of the second

did not exist, as 6 from zero. That is to say, if the state, 4,

differs from the state, @, only in respect to quantity, the

change is a coming into existence of b—a, which in the

former state did not exist, and in relation to which that

state is=0,

Now the question arises, how a thing passes from one

ww ~_

1 Jt must be remarked, that Ido not speak of the change of certain rela-

tions, but of the change of the state. Thus, when a body moves in a uniform

manner, it does not change its state (of motion); but only when ita motion

increases or decreases.
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state=a, into another state=b. Between two moments there

is always 4 certain time, and between two states existing in

these moments there is always a difference having a certain

quantity (for all parts of phenomena are in their turn quan-

tities), Consequently, every transition from one state into

another is always effected in a time contained between two

moments, of which the first determines the state which the

thing leaves, and the second determines the state into which

the thing passes. Both moments, then, are limitations of

the time of a change, consequently of the intermediate state

between both, and as such they belong to the total of the

change. Now every change has a cause, which evidences its

causality in the whole t jp¢ which the change takes

place. The cause, th t produce the change

all at once or in one « time, so that, as the

time gradually increas ramencing instant, a, to

its completion at &, in 4b iso, the quantity of the

reality (6—-) is generat: the lesser degrees which

are contained between nd last. All change is

therefore possible onl miinuous action of the

causality, which, in iiform, we call a mo-

mentum, The chang vist of these momenta,

but is generated or prod chem as their effect.

Such is the law of “the 'gontiiuity of all change, the

ground of which is, that neither time itself nor any phe-

nomenon in time consists of parts which are the smallest

possible, but that, notwithstanding, the state of a thing

passes in the process of a change through all these parts,

as elements, to its second state. There is no smallest de-

gree of reality in a phenomenon, just as there is no smallest

degree in the quantity of time; and so the new state of the

reality grows up out of the former state, through all the

infinite degrees thereof, the differences of which one from

another, taken all together, are less than the difference

between 0 and a.

It is not our business to inquire here into the utility of

this principle in the investigation of nature. But how such
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& proposition, which appears so greatly to extend our know!l-

edye of ature, is possible completely @ priori, is indeed a

question which deserves investigation, although the first

view seems to demonstrate the truth and reality of the

principle, and the question, how it is possible, may be

considered superfluous, For there are so many ground-

less pretensions to the enlargement of our knowledge by

pure reason, that we must take it as a general rule to be

inistrustful of all such, and without a thorough-going and

radical deduction, to beheve nothing of the sort even on the

clearest dogmatical evidence.

livery addition to our empirical knowledge, and every

advance made in the ¢ { our perception, is nothing

more than an oxtensigf epination of the internal

sense, that is to say, * time, be objects them-

selves what they may ¥ pure intuitions. This

progression in time de érything, and is itself de-

termined by nothing els s to say, the parts of the

progression exist only in sy means of the synthe-

sis thereof, aud are ecedently to it. For this

reason, every transiti to anything which fol-

lows upon another : termination of time by

means of the produe perception. And as this

determination of time ays aad in all its parts, a quan-

tity, the perception produced is to be considered as a quan-

tity which proceeds through all its degrees—no one of which

is the smallest possible—from zero up to its determined de-

gree. From this we perceive the possibility of cognizing

a priori a law of changes—a law, however, which concerns

their form merely. We merely anticipate our own appre-
hension, the formal condition of which, inasmuch as it is

itself to be found in the mind antecedently to all given

phenomena, must certainly be capable of being cognized

a priori.

Thas, as time contains the sensuous condition @ priori

of the possibility of a continuous progression of that whick
exists to that which follows it, the understanding, by virtuc

=
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of the unity of apperception, contains the condition @ priori

of the possibility of a continuous determination of the posi-

tion in time of all phenomena, and this by means of the series

of causes and effects, the former of which necessitate the

sequence of the latter, and thereby render universally and

for all time, and, by consequence, objectively, valid the

empirical cognition of the relations of time.

C—TuHirp ANALOGY

PRINCIPLE OF COEXISTENCKHK, ACCORDING TO THE LAW OF

RECIPROCITY OR COMMUNITY

All substances, in so far

at the same tin

wy can he percetved in space

‘ate of complete

Things are voexis

perception of the one

the other, and wice versd

cession of phenomena
of the second princip!

then the earth, or con¥e

moon; and for the reasox evcoption of these objects

ean reciprocally follow-¢ ; L say, they exist con-

temporaneously. Now coexistence is the existence of the

manifold in the same time. But time itself is not an object

of perception; and therefore we cannot conclude, from the

fact that things are placed in the same time, the other fact,

that the perceptions of these things can follow each other

reciprocally. ‘The synthesis of the imagination in apprehen-

sion would only present to us each of these perceptions as

present in the subject when the other is not present, and

yontrariwise; but would not show that the objects are co-

xistent, that is to say, that, if the one exists, the other also

*xistS in the same time, and that this is necessarily so, in

order that the perceptions may be capable of following each

ther reciprocally. It follows that a conception of the

rmpirical intuition the

pon the perception of

nnot occur in the suc-

own in the explanation

jrorecive the moon and

e earth and then the
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understanding or category of the reciprocal sequence of

the determinations of phenomena (existing, as they do, apart

from each other, and yet contemporaneously), is requisite tc

justify us in saying that the reciprocal succession of percep-

tions has its foundation in the object, and to enable us to

represent coexistence as objective. But that relation of

substances in which the one contains determinations the

ground of which is in the other substance, is the relation

of influence. And, when this influence is reciprocal, it

is the relation of community or reciprocity. Consequently

the coexistence of substances in space cannct be cognized

in experience otherwise than under the precondition of

their reciprocal action zig, therefore the condition

of the possibility of aves as objects of ex-

perience.

Things are coexis

the same time. But

one and the same time

in the synthesis of ay

trary and a matter «

can proceed from A,

wise from EH to A.

s they exist in one and

now that they exist in

y observing that the order

of the manifold is arbi-

that is to say, that it

D, to E, or contrari-

re successive in time

(and in the order, jot which begins with A),

it is quite impossible apprehension in percep-

tion to begin with E and go backward to A, inasmuch

as A belongs to past time, and therefore cannot be an

object of apprehension.

Let us assume that in a number of substances considered

as phenomena each is completely isolated, that is, that no

one acts upon another. Then I say that the coexistence of

these cannot be an object of possible perception, and that

the existence of one cannot, by any mode of empirical syn-

thesis, lead us to the existence of another. For we imagine

them in this case to be separated by a completely void space,

and thus perception, which proceeds from the one to the

other in time, would indeed determine their existence by

means of a following perception, but would be quite unable



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 215

to distinguish whether the one phenomenon follows objec-

tively upon the first, or is coexistent with it.

Besides the mere fact of existence then, there must be

something by means of which A determines the position of

B in time, and, conversely, B the position of A; because

only under this condition can substances be empirically rep-

resented as existing contemporaneously. Now that alone

determines the position of another thing in time, which is

the cause of it or of its determinations. Consequently every

substance (inasmuch as it can have sucecssion predicated of

it only in respect of its determinations) must contain the

causality of certain determinations in another substance, and

at the sume time the efge reality of the other in

itself. That is to say stand (mediately or

immediately) in dyna with each other, if

coexistence is to be cog possible experience.

But, in regard to object noe, that is absolutely

necessary, without which ‘tence of these objects

would itself be impossi zently it is absolutely

necessary that all substag vid of phenomena, in

so far as they are coexi a relation of complete

community of reciproes mh other.

The word community ty wetanguage’ two meanings,
and contains the two notions conveyed in the Latin com-

munio, and commercium. We employ it in this place in the

latter sense-—that of a dynamical community, without which

even the community of place (communio spatit) could not be

empirically cognized. In our experiences it is easy to ob-

serve, that it is only the continuous influences in all parts

of space that can conduct our senses from one object to

another; that the light which plays between our eyes and

the heavenly bodies produces a mediating community be-

tween them and us, and thereby evidences their coexistence

with us; that we cannot empirically change our position

(perceive this change), unless the existence of matter

! German,
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throughout the whole of space rendered possible the per-

ception of the positions we occupy; and that this perception

can prove the contemporaneous existence of these places

only through their reciprocal influence, and thereby also

the coexistence of even the most remote objects—although

in this case the proof is only mediate. Without community,

every perception (of a phenomenon in space) is separated

from every other and isolated, and the chain of empirical

representations, that is, of experience, must, with the ap-

pearance of a new object, begin entirely de nove, without the

least connection with preceding representations, and without

standing toward these even in the relation of time. My

intention here is by no moang.to combat the notion of empty

space; for it may exist av : reaptions cannot exist,

inasmuch as they can and where, therefore,

no empirical perceptio 2 takes place, But in

this case it is not an of € experience.

The following renarl useful in the way of

explanation. In the mi raraena, as contents of a

possible experience, mug! community (communio)

of apperception or cof od in so far as it is

requisite that objects 3 coexistent and con-

nected, in so far must the fly determine the posi-

tion in time of each otly réreby constitute a whole.

If this subjective community is to rest upon an objective

basis, or to be applied to substances as phenomena, the per-

ception of one substance must render possible the perception

of another, and conversely. For otherwise succession, which

is always found in perceptions as apprehensions, would be

predicated of external objects, and their representation of

their coexistence be thus impossible. But this is a recipro-

cal influence, that is to say, a real community (commercium)

of substances, without which therefore the empirical relation

of coexistence would be a notion beyond the reach of our

minds, By virtue of this commercium, phenomena, in so

far as they are apart from, and nevertheless in connec-

tion with each other, constitute a compositum reale. Such
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composita are possible in many different ways. The three

dynamical relations then, from which all others spring,

are those of Inherence, Consequence, and Composition.

These, then, are the three analogies of experience. They

are nothing more than principles of the determination of the

existence of phenomena in time, according to the three modi

of this determination; to wit, the relation to time itself as a

quantity (the quantity of existence, that is, duration), the

relation in time as a series or succession, finally, the relation

in time as the complex of all existence (simultaneity). This

unity of determination in regard to time is thoroughly dynam-

ical; that is to say, time is widered as that in which

expericuce determines every existence its

position; for this is i ch as absolute time

is notan object of perce; af which phenomena

can be connected wiih Gn the contrary, the

rule of the understanding “which alone the exist-

ence of phenomena can r shetival unity as regards

relations of time, detert y Phenomenon its posi-

tion in time, and cons¢ “i, and with validity,

for all and every time.

By nature, in the emp >of the word, we under-

stand the totality of phéno: saunected, in respect of

their existence, according to necessary rules, that is, laws.

There are therefore certain laws (which are moreover @

priori) which make nature possible; and all empirical laws

ean exist only by means of experience, and by virtue of

those primitive laws through which experience itself be-

comes possible. The purpose of the analogies is therefore

to represent to us the unity of nature in the connection of

all phenomena under certain exponents, the only business

of which is to express the relation of time (in so far as it

contains all existence in itself) to the unity of apperception,

which can exist in synthesis only according to rules. The

combined expression of all is this: All phenomena exist in

one nature, and must so exist, inasmuch as without this

XI —ScrmncK—1¢
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@ priori unity, no unity of experience, and consequently no

determination of objects in oxperience, is possible.

As regards the mode of proof which we have employed

in treating of these transcendental laws of nature, and the

peculiar character of it, we must make one remark, which

will at the same time be important as a guide in every other

attempt to demonstrate the truth of intellectual and likewise

synthetical propositions a@ privri. Wad we endeavored to

prove these analogics dogmatically, that is, from concep-

tions; that is to say, had we employed this method in at-

tempting to show that everything which exists, exists only

in that which is permanent—that everything or event pre-

supposes the existence ,o viking in a preceding state,

upon which it follow: ith a rule—lastly, that

in the manifold, wk the states coexist in

connection with each o to a rule—all our labor

would have been utter! for mere conceptions of

things, analyze therm as sannot enable us to con-

clude from the existcn Iyect to the existence of

another. What other ieft for us to pursue?

This only, to demonsis ality of experience as a

cognition in which at cis must be capable of

being presented to us, sentation of them is to

possess any objective r in thig third, this me-

diating term, the essential form of which consists in the

synthetical unity of the apperception of all phenomena, we

found @ priori conditions of the universal and necessary

determination as to time of all existences in the world of

phenomena, without which the empirical determination

thereof as to time would itself be impossible, and we also

discovered rules of synthetical unity a priori, by means of

which we could anticipate experience. Tor want of this

method, and from the fancy that it was possible to discover

a dogmatical proof of the synthetical propositions which are

requisite in the empirical employment of the understanding,

has it happened, that a proof of the principle of sufficient

reason has been so often attempted, and always in vain.
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The other two analogies nobody has ever thought of, al-

though they have always been silently employed by the

mind,’ because the guiding thread furnished by the cate-

gories was wanting, the guide which alone can enable us to

discover every hiatus, both in the system of conceptions and

of principles.

1V—Tne Postutares oF EMPirRicaAL THOUGHT

1. That which agrees with the formal conditions (intui-

tion and conception) of experience, 1s possible.

2. That which coheres with the material conditions of

experience (sensation), is real.

3. That whose coherens

according to univer:

necessary.

ith the real is determined

,, oxperience, is (exists)

s this peculiarity, that

the object, or enlarge the

xexed as predicates, but

y af cognition. Though

my conception of a £ complete, I am still

entitled to ask sehetbe it is merely possible,
or whethor it is also real, "ar the. latter, whether it is also

necessary. But hereby thé wksert self is not more definitely

determined in thought, but the question is only in what

relation it, including all its determinations, stands to the

understanding and its employment in experience, to the em-

pirical faculty of judgment, and to the reason in its applica-

tion to experience.

For this very reason, too, the categories of modality are

The categories of

they do notin the least dat

conception to which the

only express its relatio

tthe unity of the universe, in which all phenomena must be connected, is
evidently a imere consequence of the tacitly admitted principle of the community

of all substances which are cooxistent, For were substances isolated, they

could not as parts constitute a whole, and were their connection (reciprocal

action of the manifold) not necessary from the very fact of coexistence, we

could not conclude from the fact of the latter as a merely ideal relation to the

former as areal one. We have, however, shown in its place, that community

is the proper ground of the possibility of an ompirical cognition of coexistence,

aud that we may therefore properly reason from the latter to the former as

its condition,
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nothing more than explanations of the conceptions of possi-

bility, reality, and necessity, as employed in experience, and

at the same time, restrictions of all the categories to empiri-

cal use alone, not authorizing the transcendental employment

of them. For if they are to have something more than a

merely logical significance, and to be something more than

& mere analytical expression of the form of thought, and to

have a relation to ¢hinys and their possibility, reality or

necessity, they must concern possible experience and its

synthetical unity, in which alone objects of cognition can

be given.

The postulate of the possibility of things requires also,

that the conception of the things agree with the formal con-
ditions of our experi But this, that is to

say, the objective for: contains all the kinds

of synthesis which are v2 cognition of objects.

A conception which coz ‘g18 must be regarded

as empty and without re object, if its synthesis

does not belong to expe er as borrowed from it,

and in this case it is cal ‘cel conception, or such

asis the ground and ¢ m of experience. (its

form), and in this cage neeption, a conception

which nevertheless belon: jence, Inasmuch as its

object can be found in ‘Por where shall we find

the criterion of character of the possibility of an object which

is cogitated by means of an @ priori synthetical conception,

if not in the synthosis which constitutes the form of empiri-

cal cognition of objects? That in such a conception no

contradiction exists is indeed a necessary logical condition,

but very far from being sufficient to establish the objective

reality of the conception, that is, the possibility of such an

object as is thought in the conception, ‘Thus, in the concep-

tion of a figure which is contained within two straight lines,

there is no contradiction, for the conceptions of two straight

lines and of their Junction contain no negation of a figure.

The impossibility in such a case does not rest upon the eon-

ception in itself, but upon the construction of it in space,
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that is to say, upon the conditions of space and its determi-

nations. But these have themselves objective reality, that

is, they apply to possible things, because they contain

a priori the form of experience in general.

And now we shall proceed to point out the extensive

utility and influence of this postulate of possibility. When

T represent to mysclf a thing that is permanent, so that

everything in it which changes belongs mercly to its state or

condition, from such a conception alone T never can cognize

that such a thing is possible. Or, if T represent to myself

something which is so constituted that, when it is posited,

something else follows always and infallibly, my thought

contains no self-contradict whether such a property

as causality is to be fog geible thing, my thought

alone affords no mean wally, I can represent

} which are so consti-to myself different tt

one causes a change intuted, that the state or

the state of the other, a ally; but whether such a

relation is a property « amnat be perceived from

i _ merely arbitrary syn-these conceptions, wig

thesis. Only from th that these conceptions
ytions In every experi-express a privri the rake i

ence, do we know that ¢ sbiective reality, that is,

transcendental truth; andi pendent of experience,

though not independent of all relation to the form of an ex-

perience in general and its synthetical unity, in which alone

objects can be empirically cognized.

But when we fashion to ourselves new conceptions of

substances, forecs, action and reaction, from the material

presented to us by perception, without following the ex-

ample of experience in their connection, we creato mere

chimeras, of the possibility of which we cannot discover any

criterion, because we have not taken experience for our in-

structress, though we have borrowed the conceptions from

her. Such fictitious conceptions derive their character of

possibility not, like the categories, a priori, a8 conceptions

on which all experience depends, but only, a posteriori, as
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conceptions given by means of experience itself, and their

possibility must either be cognized a posteriori and empiri-

cally, or it cannot be cognized at all. A substance, which

is permanently present in space, yet without filling it (like

that terézum quid between matter and the thinking subject

which some have tried to introduce into metaphysics), or a

peculiar fundamental power of the mind of intuiting the

future by anticipation (instead of inerely inferring from past

and present events), or, finally, a power of the mind to place

itself in community of thought with other men, however dis-

tant they may be—these are conceptions, the possibility of

which has no ground to rest upon. For they are not based

upon oxperience and 14 and without experience,

they are a merely ar n of thoughts, which,

though containing ne ction, has no claim to

objective reality, neithé Jy, to the possibility of

such an object as is the ego conceptions, As far

as concerns reality, it is} t that we cannot cogitate

such a possibility dn « the aid of experience;

because reality is cone sensation, as the matter

of experience, and not { thought, with which

we can no doubt indulg Tancles.

But I pass by everythy rives its possibility from

reality in experience, and I purpose treating here merely of

the possibility of things by means of @ priori conceptions.

T maintain, then, that the possibility of things is not derived

from such conceptions per se, but only when considered as

formal and objective conditions of an experience in general.

It seems, indeed, as if the possibility of a triangle could

be cognized from the conception of it alone (which is cer-

tainly independent of experienec); for we can certainly give

to the conception a corresponding object completely a priort,

that is to say, we can construct it. But as a triangle is only

the form of an object, it must remain a mere product of the

imagination, and the possibility of the existence of an object

corresponding to it must remain doubtful, unless we can dis-

cover some other ground, unless we know that the figure can

Fee
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be cogitated under the conditions upon which all objects of

experience rest. Now, the facts that space is a formal con-

dition @ priori of external experience, that the formative

synthesis, by which we construct a triangle in imagination,

is the very same as that we employ in the apprehension of a

phenomenon for the purpose of making an empirical concep-

tion of it, are what alone connect the notion of the possibil-

ity of such a thing with the conception of it. In the same

manner, the possibility of continuous quantities, indeed of

quantities in general, for the conceptions of them are with-

out exception synthetical, is never evident from the concep-

tions in themselves, but only when they are considered as

the formal conditions a: snation of objects in ex-

perience. And where we look for objects

to correspond to our t in experience, by

which alone objects are as? It is, however,

true that without ante ive We can cognize and

characterize the possibilt relatively to the formal

conditions, under which : fetermined in experience

as an object, consequen « prior. But still this

ig possible only in relasti and within its liniuts,

The postulate concerts tion of the reality of

things requires perceptia y conscious sensation,

not indeed immediately, That 43,5 s object itself, whose

existence is to be cognized, but still that the object have

some connection with a real perception, in accordance with

the analogies of experience, which exhibit all kinds of real

connection in experience,

From the mere conception of a thing it is impossible to

conclude tis existence. For, let the conception be ever

so complete, and containing a statement of all the deter-

minations of the thing, the existence of it has nothing to

do with all this, but only with the question—whether such

athing is given, so that the perception of it can in every

case precede the conception, For the fact that the concep-

tion of it precedes the perception, merely indicates the pos-

sibility of its existence; it is perception, which presents mat-
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ter to the conception, that is the sole criterion of reality.

Prior to the perception of the thing, however, and therefore

comparatively a priori, we are able to cognize its existence,

provided it stands in connection with some perceptions ac-

cording to the principles of the empirical conjunction of

these, that is, in conformity with the analogies of percep-

tion. For, in this case, the existence of the supposed thing

is connected with our perceptions in a possible experience,

and we are able, with the guidance of these analogies, to

reason in the series of possible perceptions from a thing

which we do really perceive to the thing we do not per-

ceive. Thus, we cognize the ¢ istence of a magnetic matter

penetrating all bodie eption of the attraction

of the steel-filings by ough the constitution

of our organs renders ? veeption of this matter

impossible for us. Ec » the laws of sensibility
and the connected con to ereeptions, we should in
an experience come alsa adiate empirical intuition

of this matter, if our seg more acute—but this ob-

tuseness has no influeg i vannot alter the form

of possible experience ur knowledge of the

existence of things re 28 our perceptions, and

what may be inferred agcording to empirical

laws, extend. If we do not set out from experience, or

do not proceed according to the laws of the empirical con-

nection of phenomena, our pretensions to discover the ex-

istence of a thing which we do not immediately perceive are

vain. idealism, however, brings forward powerful objec-

tions to these rules for proving existence mediately. This

is, therefore, the proper place for its refutation.

Reroration oF IpEALISM

Tdealism—I mean material’ idealism—is the theory which

declares the existence of objects in space without us to be

1 Tn opposition to formal or critical idealism—the theory of Kant—whicl

denies to us a knowledge of things as things in themselves, and maintains tha

we can know only phenomena. — 27>,
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either (1) doubtful and indemonstrable, or (2) false and im-

possible. he first is the problematical idealism of Des

Cartes, who admits the undoubted certainty of only one

empirical assertion (assertio), to wit, Jam. The second

is the dogmatical idealism of Berkeley, who maintains that

space, together with all the objects of which it is the insep-

arable condition, is a thing which is in itself impossible, and

that consequently the objects in space are mere products of

the imagination. The dogmatical theory of idealism is un-

avoidable, if we regard space as a property of things in

themselves; for in that case it is, with all to which it serves

as condition, a nonentity. But the foundation for this kind

of idealism we have alegac troyed in the transcendental

asthetic. Problemat ich makes no such as-

ty to prove the exist-sertion, but only alles

ence of anything bes ley means of immediate

experience, is a theor avidencing a thorough

and philosophical made *, for it observes the rule,

not to form a decisive efore sufficient proof be

shown. The desired pe ‘efore demonstrate that

we have experience of & and not mere funcies,

at our internal and, toFor this purpose, we 2

Des Cartes, indubitab is itself possible only

i external experience.under the previous assurnption

TIKOREM

The stmple but empirically determined consciousness of my

own existence proves the existence of external objects in space

PROOF

I am conscious of my own existence as determined in

time, All determination in regard to time presupposes the

existence of something permanent in perception. But this

permanent something cannot be something in me, for the

very reason that my existence in time is itself determined

by this permanent something. It follows that the percep-

tion of this permanent existence is possible only through a
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thing without me, and not through the mere representation

of a thing without me. Consequently, the determination of

my existence in time is possible only through the existence

of real things external to me. Now, consciousness in time

ig necessarily connected with the consciousness of the possi-

bility of this determination in time. Hence it follows, that

consciousness in time is necessarily connected also with the

existence of things without me, inasmuch as the existence of

these things is the condition of determination in tine, That

is to say, the consciousness of my own existence is at the

same time an immediate consciousness of the cxistence of

other things without me.

Remark I. The reay

proof the game whici

and with more justic:

experience is internal,

the existence of exter

when we reason from

idealism has reasoned w

for it is quite possible 4

may lie in ourselves, 3

nal things, But our

is properly immediate, 3

deed, the consciousness of cur GWt existence, but certainly

the determination of our existence in time, that is, internal

experience—is possible. It is true, that the representation

iam, which is the expression of the consciousness which

can accompany all my thoughts, is that which immediately

includes the existence of a subject. But in this representa-

‘@, that in the foregoing

8 retorted upon itself,

that the only immediate

im this we can only infer

But, as always happens,

to determined causcs,

nch baste and uncertainty,

su of our representations

ibe it falsely to exter-

it external expericnce

vy virtue of it—not, in-

1 The immediate consciousness of the existence of external things is, in the
preceding theorem, not presupposed, but proved, be the possibility of this con-

aciousness understood by us or not. The question as to the possibility of it
would stand thus: Have we an internal sense, but no external sense, and is our
belief in external perception a mere delusion? But it is evident that, in order

merely to fancy to ourselves anything as external, that is, to present it to the

sonse in intuition, we must already possess an external sense, and must thereby
distinguish immediately the mere receptivity of an external intuition from the
spontaneity which characterizes every act of imagination. For merely to imag-
ine also an external sense, would ainihilate the faculty of intuition itself which
ig to be determined by the imagination,
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tion we cannot find any knowledge of the subject, and there-

fore also no empirical knowledge, that is, experience, For

experience contains, in addition to the thought of something

existing, intuition, and in this case it must be internal intui-

tion, that is, time, in relation to which the subject must be

determined. But the existence of external things is abso-

lutely requisite for this purpose, so that it follows that inter-

nal experience is itself possible only mediately and through

external experience,

Remark WT. Now with this view all empirical use of our

faculty of cognition in the determination of time is in perfect

accordance. Its truth is supported by the fact, that it is pos-

sible to pere eive a dete ime only by means of
a change in external to the permanent in

space (for example, w of the sun’s motion,

by observing the ch lang tion to the objects of

this earth). But this i fe find that we possess

nothing permanent that nnd and be submitted to

the conception of a sub intuition, except mailer.

This idew of permanence { derived from external

experience, but is an ry condition of all de-

termination of time, s of the internal sense

in reference to ont own 4 2 that through the ex-

istence of external thing tpresentation J, the con-

sciousness of myself is not an intuition, but a merely intel-
lectual representation produced by the spontancons activity

of a thinking subject. It follows, that this Z has not any

predicate of intuition, which, in its character of permanence,

could serve as correlate to the determination of time in the

internal scnse—in the same way as impenetrability 1s the cor-

relate of matter as an empirical intuition,

Remark WIT. From tho fact that the existence of external

things is a necessary condition of the possibility of a deter-

mined consciousness of ourselves, it does not follow that

every intuitive representation of external things involves

the existence of these things, for their representations may

very well be the mere products of the imagination (in dreams

ON
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as well as in madness); though, indeed, these are themscl ves

created by the reproduction of previous external perceptions,

which, as has been shown, are possible only through the re-

ality of external objects. The sole aim of our remarks has,

however, becn to prove that interual experience in general

is possible only through external experience in general,

Whether this or that supposed experience be purely imag-

inary, must be discovered from its particular determina-

tions, and by comparing these with the criteria of all real

experience.

Finally, as regards — the third postulate, if applies to

material necessity in ¢ Hue and not to merely formal

and logical necessity u of conceptions. Now

as wo cannot coeniz fort the existence of

any object of sense, 4] do so comparatively

a priort, that is, relativ ther previously given

existence—a cognition, hich can only be of such

an existence as must bs ¢ m the complex of experi-

ence, of which the pre perception is a part—

the necessity of exister »cognized from con-

ceptions, but always, ¢ , from its connection

with that which is an # ‘ception. But the only

existence cognized, und ion of other given phe-

nomena, as necessary, is the existence of effects from given

causes in conformity with the laws of causality. It is con-

sequently not the necessity of the existence of things (as

substances), but the necessity of the state of things that

we cognize, and that not immediately, but by means of the

existence of other states given in perception, according to

empirical laws of causality. Hence it follows, that the

criterion of necessity is to be found only in the law of a

possible experience—that everything which happens is de-

termined a priori in the phenomenon by its cause. Thus

we cognize only the necessity of effects in nature, the causes

of which are given us. Morcover, the criterion of necessity

in existence possesses no application beyond the field of

inant
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possible experience, and even in this it is not valid of the

existence of things as substances, because these can never

be considered as empirical effects, or as something that hap-

pens and has a beginning. Necessity, therefore, regards

only the relations of phenomena according to the dynamical

law of causality, and the possibility grounded thereon, of

reasoning from some given existence (of a cause) a privrt

to another existence (of an effect). Hverything that happens

is hypothetically necessary, is a principle which subjects the

changes that take place in the world to a law, that is, toa

rule of necessury existence, without which nature herself

could not possibly exist. Hence the proposition, Nothing

happens by blind chunee nile non datur easus), 18 an

a priori jaw of natur é same with the propo-

sition, Necessity in # , that is, if is condi.

tioned, consequently sty (non datur fatum).

Both laws subject the e toa nature of things

(as phenomena), or, whi 16 thing, to the unity of

the understanding, and s understanding alone can

changes belong to an © the synthetical unity of

phenomena. Both be! of dynamical princi-

ples. The former is pk quence of the principle

of causality—one of th xperience. The latter

belongs to the principles itty, which to the determi-

nation of causality adds the conception of necessity, which is

itself, however, subject to a rule of the understanding. The

principle of continuity forbids any leap in the series of phe-

nomena regurded as changes (in mundo non datur saltus);

and likewise, in the complex of all cmpirical intuitions in

space, any break or hiatus between two phenomena (non

datur hiatus\—for we can so express the principle, that ex-

perience can admit nothing which proves the existence of a

vacuum, or which even admits it as a part of an empirical

synthesis, Hor, as regards a vacuam or void, which we may

cogitate as out of and beyond the ficld of possible experience

(the world), such a question cannot come before the tribunal

of mere understanding, which decides only upon questions

The
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that concern the employment of given phenomena for the

construction of empirical cognition. It is rather a problem

for ideal reason, which passes beyond the sphere of a possi-

ble experience, and aims at forming a judgment of that

which surrounds and circumscribes it, and the proper place

for the consideration of it is the transcendental dialectic.

These four propositions, In mundo non datur hiatus, non

dutur saltus, non datur casus, non datur fatum, as well as all

principles of transcendental origin, we could very easily

exhibit in their proper order, that is, in conformity with the

order of the categories, and assign to each its proper place.

But the already practiced reader will do this for himself, or

discover the clew to such rrangement. But the com-

bined result of all is : Jmit into the empirical

synthesis nothing wh break in or be foreign

to the understanding 1g20us connection of all

phenomena, that is, tt 12 conceptions of the

understanding. For in arding alone is the unity

of experience, in whic entions must have their

assigned place, possibly

Whether the field

reality, and whether

be greater than that of

atter be itself greater

than that of necessity, af enough questions, and

quite capable of synthesi qiion, questions, however,

which come under the jurisdiction of reason alone. For
they are tantamount to asking, whether all things as phe-

nomena do without cxception belong to the complex and

connected whole of a single experience, of which every

given perception is a part, a part which therefore cannot be

conjoined with any other phenomena—or, whether my per-

ceptions can belong to more than one possible experience?

The understanding gives to experience, according to the

subjective and formal conditions, of sensibility as well as of

apperception, the rules which alone make this experience

possible. Other forms of intuition besides those of space

and time, other forms of understanding besides the discur-

sive forms of thought, or of cognition by means of con-

¥
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ceptions, we can neither imagine nor make intelligible to

ourselves; and even if we could, they would still not belong

to experience, which is the only mode of cognition by which

objects are presented to us. Whether other perceptions be-

sides those which belong to the total of our possible experi-

ence, and consequently whether some other sphere of matter

exists, the understanding has no power to decide, its proper

occupation being with the synthesis of that which is given.

Moreover, the poverty of the usual arguments which go to

prove the existence of a vast sphere of possibility, of which

all that is real (every object of experience) is but a small

part, is very remarkable. ‘‘ All real is possible”; from this

follows naturally, according’: _legical laws of conver-

sion, the particular ¢ gine possible is real.”

Now this seems to ‘Much is possible that

is not real.”’ No dou! as if we ought to con-

sider the sum of the p greater than that of the

real, from the fact 4 ing must be added to

the former to constitute Gut this notion of add-

ing to the possible is a ai which is not in the

sum of the possible, ¢ , requires to be added

to it, is manifestly in ddition to accordance

with the formal conditi clionee, the understanding

requires a connection w erception; but that which

is connected with this perception, is real, even although it

is not immediately perceived. But that another series of

phenomena, in complete coherence with that which is given

in, perception, consequently more than one all-embracing

experience is possible, is an inference which cannot be con-

cluded from the data given us by experience, and still less

without any data at all. That which is possible only under

conditions which are themselves merely possible, is not pus-

sible in any respect. And yet we can find no more certain

ground on which to base the discussion of the question

whether the sphere of possibility is wider than that of

expericnce.

I have merely mentioned these questions, that in treating

my
ih
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of the conception of the understanding there might be no

omission of anything that, in the common opinion, belongs

to them. In reality, however, the notion of absolute pos-

sibility (possibility which is valid in every respect) is not

a mere conception of the understanding, which can be

employed empirically, but belongs to reason alone, which

passes the bounds of all empirical use of the understanding.

We have, therefore, contented ourselves with a merely criti-

cal remark, leaving the subject to be explained in the sequel.

Before concluding this fourth section, and at the same

time the system of all principles of the pure understanding,

it seems proper to mention the reasons which induced me to

term the principles of moda Hoatulates. This expression

Ido not here use in ome more recent phi-

losophers, contrary 0 th mathematicians, to

whom the word prop utiach to it—that of a

proposition, namely, i sttain, requiring neither

deduction nor proof, h the case of synthetical

propositions, however ¢ y may be, we accord to

them without deductic on the strength of their

own pretensions, unq1 critique of the under-

standing is entirely l« ere is no want of bold

pretensions, which the ief (though for the phi-

losopher this is no cre not reject, the under-

standing lies exposed to every delusion and conceit, without

the power of refusing its assent to those assertions, which,

though illegitimate, demand acceptance as veritable axioms.

When, therefore, to the conception of a thing an @ priort

determination is synthetically added, such a proposition

must obtain, if not a proof, at least a deduction of the

legitimacy of its assertion.

The principles of modality are, however, not objectively

synthetical, for the predicates of possibility, reality, and

necessity do not in the least augment the conception of that

of which they are affirmed, inasmuch as they contribute

nothing to the representation of the object. But as thpy

are, nevertheless, always synthetical, they are so merely

£
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subjectively. That is to say, they have a reflective power,

and apply to the conception of a thing, of which, in other

respects, they aflirm nothing, the faculty of cognition in

which the conception originates and has its seat. So that if

the conception merely agree with the formal conditions of

experience, its object is called possible; if it is in connection

with pereeption, and determined thereby, the object is real;

if it is determined according to conceptions by means of the

connection of perceptions, the object is called necessary.

The principles of modality therefore predicate of a concep-

tion nothing more than the procedure of the faculty of cog-

nition which generated it. N ow a postulate in mathematies

ig a practical proposition a8 rsains nothing but the

synthesis by which w ject to ourselves, and

produce the conceptios ple—‘' With a given

line, to deseribe a circk e, from a given point”

and such a proposition & of proof, because the

procedure, which it requ ly that by which alone

it is possible to gonerat ‘ption of such a figure.

With the same right, < we postulate the prin-

ciples of modality, be at augment? the con-

ception of a thing, but > the manner in which

it is connected with the f ition.

GuNERAL REMARK ON THE SYSTEM OF PRINCIPLES

It is very remarkable that we cannot perceive the possi-

bility of a thing from the category alone, but must always

have an intuition, by which to make evident the objective

reality of the pure conception of the understanding. Take,

for example, the categories of relation. Tow (1) a thing can

exist only as a subject, nid not as a mere determination of

other things, that is, can be sudstence; or how (2), because

somotiing exists, some other thing must exist, consequently

1 Ww hen ] think the reality of a thing, T do roally ‘think more than the possi-
bility, but net de the thing; for that can never contain more in reality than was

contained in its eomplote possibility. But while the notion of possibility is

merely the uation of a position of a thing in relation to the understanding (ita

empirical use), rewlity is the conjunction of the thing with perception.
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how a thing can be a cause; or (3) how, when several things

exist, from the fact that one of these things exists, some

consequence to the others follows, and reciprocally, and in

this way a community of substances can be possible—are

questions whose solution cannot be obtained from mere con-

ceptions. The very same is the case with the other catego-

ries; for example, how a thing can be of the same sort with

many others, that is, can be a quantity, and so on. So long

as we have not intuition we cannot know, whether we do

really think an object by the categories, and where an object

can anywhere be found to cohere with them, and thus the

truth is established, that the categorics are not in themselves

cognitions, but mere forms for the construction of

cognitions from give * the same reason is it

true that from categ ynthetical proposition

can be made, For ¢ very existence there is

substance,’’ that is, sors an exist only as a sub-

ject and not as mere ps “everything is a quan-

tity’’—to construct prox ich as these, we require

something to enable u yond the given concep-

tion and connect anot or the same reason the

attempt to prove a synthe ation by means of mere

conceptions, for exsimple ting that exists contin-

gently has a cause,” ling succeeded. We could never

get furthor than proving that, without this relation to con-

ceptions, we could not conceive the existence of the contin-

gent, that is, could not @ priori through the understanding

cognize the existence of such a thing; but it does not hence

follow that this is also the condition of the possibility of

the thing itself that is said to be contingent. If, according-

ly, we look back to our proof of the principle of causality,

we shall find that we were able to prove it as valid only of

objects of possible experience, and, indeed, only as itself the

principle of the possibility of experience, consequently of

the cognition of an object given in empirical intuition, and

not from mere conceptions. That, however, the proposition,

‘‘Hiverything that is contingent must have a cause,’’ is evi-

a

¥
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lent to every one merely from conceptions, is not to be

lenied. But in this case the conception of the contingent is

sxogitated as involving not the category of modality (as that

the non-existence of which can be conceived), but that of re-

lation (as that which can exist only as the consequence of

something else), and so it is really an identical proposition,

“That which can exist only as a consequence has a cause.”’

{n fact, when we have to give examples of contingent exist-

ence, we always refer to changes, and not merely to the pos-

sibility of conselving the opposite.’ But change is an event,

which, as such, is possible only through a cause, and con-

sidered per se its non-existence is therefore possible, and we

become cognizant of lis. cayti :y from the fact that it

gan exist only as the lence, if a thing is

assumed to be conti lytical proposition to

say, it has a cause,

But it is still more

possibility of things a:

demonstrate the ebjecti

merely intuitions, but

we take the pure conce

the purpose of press

that, to understand the

18 categories, and thus to

the latter, we require not

dans, Il, for exaniple,

on, we find that (1) for

cnception. of substance

something permanent in rresponding thereto, and

thus of demonstrating x e reality of this concep-

tion, we require an intuition (of matter) in space, because

space alone is permanent and determines things as such,

while time, and with it all that is in the internal sense, is in

a state of continual flow; (2) in order to represent change as

4

' Wo can easily conceive the non-existence of matter; but tho ancients did
noi thence infer its contingency, But even the alternation of the existenee and
non-existence of a given state in a thing, in which all change consists, by no
means proves the contingency of that, atate—the ground of proof being the
reality of its opposite, For example, a body is in a state of rest after motion,
but we cannot infer the contingency of the motion from the fact that the former
is the opposite of the latier, For this opposite is merely a logical and not a
real opposite to the other. If we wish to demonstrate the contingency of the
motion, what we vught to prove is, that, drslead of the motion which took place
in the preceding point of timo, it was possible for the body to have been then in
rest, not, that it is aflerward in rest; for, in this cage, both opposites are per-

fectly consistent with cach other.
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the intuition corresponding to the conception of causality,

we require the representation of motion as change in space;

in fact, it is through it alone that changes, the possibility

of which no pure understanding can perceive, are capable of

being intuited. Change is the connection of determinations

contradictorily opposed to each other in the existence of one

and the same thing. Now, how it is possible that out of a

given state one quite opposite to it in the same thing should

follow, reason without an example cannot only not con-

ceive, but cannot even make intelligible without intuition;

and this intuition is the motion of a point in space; the

existence of which in different spaces (as a consequence of

opposite determinations) alotiemaies the intuition of change

possible. For, in orde’

table, we require to

ternal sense, figurativ

by the drawing of tha

obliged to employ exte

the successive existencé

The proper ground of ¢

ccived as change pres

tion, while in the inte

nd the internal change

}, and consequently are

on, to be able to represent

sives in different states.

that all change to be per-

ng permanent in intui-

ermanent intuition is to

be found. Lastly, the sibility of the category

of community cannot be ecise ved by mere reason, and con-

sequently its objective reality cannot be demonstrated with-

out an intuition, and that external in space. For how can

we conccive the possibility of community, that is, when

several substances exist, that some effect on the existence of

the one follows from the existence of the other, and recipro-

cally, and therefore that, because something exists in the

latter, something else must exist in the former, which could

not be understood from its own existence alone? For this

is the very essence of community—which is inconceivable

as a property of things which are perfectly isolated. Henee,

Leibuitz, in attributing to the substances of the world—as

cogitated by the understanding alone—a community, re-

quired the mediating aid of a divinity; for, from their
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existence, such a property seemed to him with justice

inconceivable. But we can very easily conceive the possi-

bility of community (of substances as phenomena) if we

represent them to ourselves as in space, consequently in

external intuition. For external intuition contains in itself

a privrt formal external relations, as the conditions of the

possibility of the real relations of action and reaction, and

therefore of the possibility of community. With the same

ease can it be demonstrated, that the possibility of things

as quantities, and consequently the objective reality of the

category of guantity, can be grounded only in external intui-

tion, and that by its means alone is the notion of quantity

appropriated by the internal _ But I must avoid pro-

lixity, and leave the 4 ing this by examples to

the reader’s own refl

The above remark

only for the confirmatt

idealism, but still more

mere internal conscious

own nature without th

is under discussion, ic

possibility of such ac

The result of the w s part of the Analytic of

Principles is, therefore les of the pure under-

standing are nothing more than @ priort principles of the

possibility of experience, and to experience alone do all

@ priort synthetical propositions apply and relate—indeed,

their possibility itself rests entirely on this relation.

reatest Importance, not

vrevious confutation of

abject of self-cognition by

determination of our

ial empirical intuitions

pf the grounds of the

TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF THE FACULTY OF

JUDGMENT, OR ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES

CHAPTER HT

OF THE GROUND OF THE DIVISION OF ALL OBJECTS INTO

PHENOMENA AND NOUMENA

We have now not only traversed the region of the pure

inderstanding, and carefully surveyed every part of it, but
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we have also measured it, and assigned to everything therein

its proper place. But this land is an island, and inclosed by

nature herself within unchangeable limits. It is the land of

trath (an attractive word), surrounded by a wide and stormy

ocean, the region of illusion, where many a fog-bank, many

an iceberg, seems to the mariner, on his voyage of discovery,

anew country, and while constantly deluding him with vain

hopes, engages him in dangerous adventures, from which he

never can desist, and which yet he never can bring to a ter-

mination. But before venturing upon this sea, in order to

explore it in its whole extent, and to arrive at a certainty

whether anything is to be discovered there, it will not be

without advantage Hf wend s upon the chart of the

land that we are aboug 9 ask ourselves, first,

whether we cannot re éated with what it con-

tains, or whether we w asity be contented with

it, if we can find nowh' 4 foundation to build

upon; and, secondly, b we possess this land it-

self, and how we hald 1 ainst all hostile claims?

Although, in the conrsé lytic, we have already
given sufficient answe tions, yet &@ summary

recapitulation of these tse be useful in strength-

ening our conviction, by. one point the momenta

of the arguments.

We have seen that everything which the understanding

draws from itself, without borrowing from experience, it

nevertheless possesses only for the behool and use of expe-

rience. The principles of the pure understanding, whether

constitutive @ priori (as the mathematical principles), or

merely regulative (as the dynamical), contain nothing but

the pire schema, as it were, of possible experience, For

experience possesses its unity from the synthetical unity

which the understanding, originally and fromm itself, imparts

to the synthesis of the imagination in relation to appercep-

tion, and in @ priori relation to and agreement with which

phenomena, as data for a possible cognition, must stand.

But although these rules of the understanding are not only
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@ priori true, but the very source of all truth, that is, of the

accordance of our cognition with objects, and on this ground,

that they contain the basis of the possibility of experience,

as the ensemble’ of all cognition, it seems to us not enough

to propound what is truc—we desire also to be told what we

want to know. If, then, we learn nothing more by this crit-

ical examination than what we should have practiced in the

merely empirical use of the understanding, without any such

subtle inquiry, the presumption is, that the advantage we

reap from it 1s not worth the labor bestowed upon it. It

may certainly be answered, that no rash curiosity is more

prejudicial to the enlargement of our knowledge than that

which must know beforeha eutility of this or that piece

of information which ¥ ve have entered on the

needful investigations e could form the least

conception of its utili rh it were placed before

oureyes. But there 3s ein such transcendental

inquiries which can be ‘vhensible to the dullest

and most reluctant fea namely, that the under-

standing which is occ: f.with empirical exercise,

and dovs not reflect on is OWn cognition, may

exercise its functions ry successfully, but is

quite unable to do one nd that of very great impor-

tance, to determine, navibiye tie Hounds that limit its em-

ployment, and to know what lies within or without its own

sphere. This purpose can be obtained only by such pro-

found investigations as we have instituted. But if it cannot

distinguish whether certain questions lie within its horizon

or not, it can never be sure either as to its claims or posses-

sions, but must lay its account with many humiliating cor-

rections, when it fransgresses, as it unavoidably will, the

limits of its own territory, and loses itself in fanciful opin-

ions and blinding illusions.

That the understanding, therefore, cannot make of its

1 Inbegriff, The word continent, in the sonse of that which contains the

content (7nhalt). it L might be allowed to use an old word in & new sense, would

exactly hit the meuning.—4r.
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a priori principles, or even of its conceptions, other than

an empirical use, is a proposition which leads to the most

important results. A transcendental use is made of a con-

ception in a fundamental proposition or principle, when it

is referred to things in general and considered as things in

themselves ; an empirical use, when it is referred mercly

to phenomena, that is, to objects of a possible experience.

That the latter use of a conception is the only admissible

one, is evident from the reasons following. For every con-

ception are requisite, first, the logical form of a conception

(of thought) in general; and, secondly, the possibility of

presenting to this an object to which it may apply. Fail-

ing this latter, it has no s¢ is utterly void of content,

although it may conts: ation for constructing

a conception from cert bject cannot be given

to a conception otherw! ninition, and, even if a

pure intuition antecede: ect is a priori possible,

this pure intuition can u objective validity only

from empirical intuition it is itself but the form.

All conceptions, ther h them all principles,

however high the deg tort possibility, relate

to empirical intuitions, "& a toward a possible ex-

perience. Without thi # no objective validity,

but are a mere play of imagination or of understanding with

images or notions. Let us take, for example, the conceptions

of mathematics, and first in its pure intuitions. ‘‘Space has

three dimensions’’—‘‘Between two points there can be only

one straight line,’ etc. Although all these principles, and

the representation of the object with which this science oceu-

pies itself, are generated in the mind entirely @ priori, they

would nevertheless have no significance, if we were not al-

ways able to exhibit their significance in and by means of

phenomena (empirical objects). Hence it is requisite that

an abstract conception be made sensuous, that is, that an

object corresponding to it in intuition be forthcoming, other-

wise the conception remains, as we say, without sense, that

is, without meaning. Mathematics fulfils this requirement
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by the construction of the figure, which is a phenomenon

evident to the senses, The same science finds support and

significance in number; this in its turn finds it in the fingers

or in counters, or in lines and points, The conception itself

is always produced a priort, together with the synthetical

principles or formulas from such conceptions; but the proper

employment of them, and their application to objects, can

exist nowhere bat in experience, the possibility of which,

as regards its form, they contain @ priori.

That this is also the case with all of the categories and

the principles based upon them, is evident from the fact,

that we cannot render intelligible the possibility of an object

corresponding to them Jiaving recourse to the con-

ditions of sensibility othe form of phenom-

ma, to which, as tl jects, their use must

therefore be confined: , 1£ this condition is re-

moved, all significa: 1 relation to an object

disappears, and no exn found to make it com:

prehensible what sors re ought to think under

such conceptions.

The conception ¢

by saying that if is

t be explained except

: of a thing whereby it

can be cogitated how m me is placed in it. But

this “how many times’ is” upon successive repetition,
consequently upon time and the synthesis of the homogene-

ous therein. Reality, in contradistinction to negation, can

be explained only by cogitating a time which is either filled

therewith or is void. If I leave out the notion of perma-

nence (which is existence in all time), there remains in the

conception of substance nothing but the logical notion. of

subject, a notion of which T endeavor to realize by repre-

senting to myself something that can cxist only as a subject.

But not only an J perfectly ignorant of any conditions under

} Kant’a moaning is, that we cannot havo any conception of the size, quan-

tity, ete., of a thing, without cogitating or constructing arbitrarily a unit, whieh

shall be the standard of moasuremont. This is observable in weights, measures,

ete, Number is the schema of quantity.—-Tr.

XI —Sorence—11
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which this logical prerogative can belong to a thing, I can

make nothing out of the notion, and draw no inference from

it, because no object to which to apply the conception is de-

termined, and we consequently do not know whether it has

any meaning atall. In like manner, if I leave out the notion

of time, in which something follows upon some other thing

in conformity with a rule, I can find nothing in the pure cat-

egory, except that there is a something of such a sort that

from it a conclusion may be drawn as to the existence of

some other thing. But in this case it would not only be im-

possible to distinguish between a cause and an effect, but, as

this power to draw conclusi requires conditions of which
Iam quite ignorant, th fan is not determined as to

the mode in which 3} to an object. The so-

called principlo, Ev ontingent has a cause,

comes with a gravity ed authority that seems

to require no supper But, I ask, what is

meant by contingent 7 is, that the non-existence

of which is possible. & t like very well to know,

by what means this pe n-existence is to be cog-

nized, if we do not re yos a succession in the

series of phenomens, wecegsion an existence

which follows a non-ex onversely, consequently,

change. Tor to say, tha éxistence of a thing is not

self- ‘contradictory, is a lame appeal to a logical condition,

which is no doubt a necessary condition of the existence of

the conception, but is far from being suflicient for the real

objective possibility of non-existence. I can annihilate in

thought every existing substance without self-contradiction,

but. I cannot infer from this their objective contingency in

existence, that is to say, the possibility of their non-existence

in itself. As regards the category of community, it may

easily be inferred that, as the pure categories of substance

and causality are incapable of a definition and explanatit..

suflicient to determine their object without the aid of intui-

tion, the category of reciprocal causality in the relation of

substances to each other (commercium) is just as little sus-
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ceptible thereof. Possibility, Existence, and Necessity no-

body has ever yet been able to explain without being guilty

of manifest tautology, when the definition has been drawn

entirely from the pure understanding. Tor the substitution

of the logical possibility of the conception—the condition of

which is that it be not self-contradictory, for the transcen-

dental possibility of things—the condition of which is, that

there be an object corresponding to the conception, is a trick

which can only deceive the inexperienced.’

Tt follows incontestably, that the pure conceptions of the

understanding are incapable of transcendental, and must al-

ways be of empirical use alone, and that the principles of

the pure understanding rek ly ta the general conditions

of a possible experien ., the senses, and never

to things in general, : mode in which we in-

tuite them.

Transcendental An:

result, to wit, that the o

nothing a privri, excess 3

possible experience in

not phenomenon cant

never overstep the lim

objects are presented ta 3 ples are merely prin-

ciples of the exposition 6& tea, and the proud name

of an Ontology, which professes to present synthetical cog-
nitions @ priori of things in general in a systematic doctrine,

must give place to the modest title of analytic of the pure

understanding.

Thought is the act of referring a given intuition to an

object. If the mode of this intuition is unknown to us, the

object is merely transcendental, and the conception of the

understanding is employed only transeendentally, that is,

srdingly this important

he is competent to effect

pation of the form of a

that, as that which is

of experience, it can

within which alone

&

-~ 1 In one word, to none of these conceptions belongs a corresponding object,
and consequently their real possibility cannot be demonstrated, if we take away

sensuous intuslion-—the only intuition which we possess, aud there then remaing
nothing but the logical possibility, that is, the fact that the conception or thought

ia possible—which, however, is uot the question; what we want to know being,

whether it relates to an object and thus possesses any meaning.
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to produce unity in the thought of a manifold in general.

Now a pure category, in which all conditions of sensuous

intuition—as the only intuition we possess—are abstracted,

does not determine an object, but merely expresses the

thought of an object in general, according to different

modes. Now, to employ a conception, the function of

judgment is required, by which an object is subsumed under

the conception, consequently the at least formal condition,

under which something can be given in intuition. Failing

this condition of judgment (schema), subsumption is impos-

sible; for there is in such a case nothing given, which may

be subsumed under the conception. The merely transcen-

dental use of the categ in fact, no use at all,

and has no determin. gards its form, deter-

minable object. Ten the pure category is

incompetent to estab! a priori principle, and

that the principles of #! janding are only of em-

pirical and never of tran ase, and that beyond the

sphere of possible expe thetical a privrt pringi-

ples are possible.

It may be advisab xpress ourselves thus.

The pure categories, ¢ e formal conditions of

sensibility, have a rae dental meaning, but are

nevertheless not of transcendchiai use, because this is in it-

self impossible, inasrnuch as all the conditions of any em-

ployment or use of them (in judgments) are absent, to wit,

the formal conditions of the subsumption of an object under

these conceptions. As, therefore, in the character of pure

categories, they must bo employed empirically, and cannot

be employed transcendentally, they are of no use at all,

when separated from sensibility, that is, they cannot be ap-

‘plied to an object. They are merely the pure form of the

employment of the understanding in respect of objects in

general and of thought, without its being at the same tinTes

possible to think or to determine any object: by their means.

But there lurks at the foundation of this subject an illu-

sion which it is very difficult to avoid, The categories are
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not based, as regards their origin, upon sensibility, like the

forms of intuition, space and time; they seem, therefore, to

be capable of an application beyond the sphere of sensuous

objects. But this is not the case. They are nothing but

mere jorms of thought, which contain only the logical faculty

of uniting a prior? in consciousness the manifold given in

intuition. Apart, then, from the only intuition possible for

us, they have still less meaning than the pure sensuous

forms, space and time, for through them an object is at

least given, while a mode of connection of the manifold,

when the intuition which alone gives the manifold is want-

ing, has no meaning at all, At the same time, when we des-

ignate certain objecta ag.p Beha GY sensuous exiatences,

thus distinguishing «3 ting them from their

own nature as things % is evident that by this

very distinction we ag he latter, considered in

this their own nature, ¢ in not so intuite them,

In Opposition to the fc wn the other hand, we do

so place other possible 4} are not objects of our

senses, but are cogitata derstanding alone, and

call them intelligible mona). Now the ques-

tion arises, whether the) ions of our understand-

ing do possess signilles pect of these latter, and

may possibly be a mod sognizing them.

But we are met at the very commencement with an am-

biguity, which may easily occasion great misapprehension.

The understanding, when it terms an object in a certain re-

lation phenomenon, at the same time forms out of this rela-

tion a representation or notion of an object in itself, and hence

believes that it can form also conceptions of such objects.

Now as the understanding possesses no other fundamental

conceptions besides the categories, it takes for granted that

an object considered as a thing in itself must be capable of

being thought by means of these pure conceptions, and is

thereby led to hold the perfectly determined conception

of an intelligible existence, a something out of the sphere

of our sensibility, for a delerminate conception of an exist-
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ence which we can cognize in some way or other by means

of the understanding.

If, by the term noumenon, we understand a thing so far

as it is not an object of our sensuous intuition, thus making

abstraction of our mode of intuiting it, this is a noumenon

in the negative sense of the word, But if we understand by

it an object of a non-sensuous intuition, we in this case assume

a peculiar mode of intuition, an intellectual intuition, to wit,

which does not, however, belong to us, of the very possibil-

ity of which we have no notion—and this is a noumenon

in the positive sense.

The doctrine of sensibility i is also the doctrine of noumena

in the negative sense, that. nes which the understand-

ing is obliged to cogits y relation to our mode

of intuition, conseq uct phenomena, but as

things in themselves. srstanding at the same

time comprehends that loy its categories for

the consideration of thing elves, because these pos-

sess significance only in the unity of intuitions

in space and time, and sompetent to determine

this unity by mcans 6 connecting concep-

tions only on account off nty of space and time.

Where this unity of time 4 net with, as is the case

with noumena, the wholease,“mdeed the whole meaning of

the categories is entirely lost, for even the possibility of

things to correspond to the categories is in this case incom-

prehensible. On this point, I need only refer the reader to

what I have said at the commencement of the General Re-

mark appended to the foregoing chapter. Now, the possi-

bility of a thing can never be proved from the fact that the

conception of it is not self-contradictory, but only by means

of an intuition corresponding to the conception. If, there-

fore, we wish to apply the categories to objects which cannot

be regarded as phenomena, we must have an intuition differ-

ent from the sensuous, and in this ease the objects would be

noumena tn the positive sense of the word. Now, as such an

intuition, that is, an intellectual intuition, is no part of our
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‘aculty of cognition, it is absolutely impossible for the cate-

rories to possess any application beyond the limits of expe-

tience. It may be true that there are intelligible existences

‘o which our faculty of sensuous intuition has no relation,

ind cannot be applied, but our conceptions of the under-

standing, as mere forms of thought for our sensuous in-

juition, do not extend to these. What, therefore, we call

1aoumenon, must be understood by us as such in a negative

sense.

If I take away from an cmpirical intuition all thought

‘by means of the categorics), there remains no cognition of

any object; for by means of mere intuition nothing 18 cogi-

tated, and from the existencs.of such or such an affection

of sensibility in me, 1% ‘ottew that this affection

or representation has at object without me.

But if 1 take away all int “lL remains the form

of thought, that is, the + nining an object for

the manifold of a possible "Thus the categories

do in some measure really @ her than sensuous in-

tuition, inasmuch as they th sin general, without
regard to the mode (of se ich these objects are

given. But they do not’ apply to and deter-

mine a wider sphere of ob} tise We cannot assume

that such can be given, with esuppoaing the possibility

of another than the sensuous ‘mode of Intuition, a supposition
we are not justified in making.

T call a conception problematical which contains in itself

no contradiction, and which is connected with other cog-

nitions as a limitation of given conceptions, but whose

objective reality cannot be cognized in any manner. Theo

conception of a nowmenon, that is, of a thing which must

be cogitated not as an object of sense, but as a thing in

itself (solely through the pure understanding) is not self-

contradictory. for we are not entitled to maintain that sensi-

bility is the only possible mode of intuition. Nay, further,

this conception is necessary to restrain scnsuous intuition

within the bounds of phenomena, and thus to limit the
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objective validity of sensuous cognition; for things in them-

selves, which lie beyond its province, are called noumena,

for the very purpose of indicating that this cognition does

not extend its application to all that the understanding

thinks. But, after all, the possibility of such noumena is

quite incomprehensible, and beyond the sphere of phenom-

ena, all is for us a mere void; that is to say, we possess an

understanding whose province does problematically extend

beyond this sphere, but we do not possess an intuition,

indeed, not even the conception of a possible intuition, by

means of which objects beyond the region of sensibility

could be given us, and in reference to which the under-

standing might be ew dd viorically. The conception

of a noumenon is there unitative conception, aud
therefore only of neg tis not an arbitrary or

fictitious notion, bri with the limitation of

sensibility, without, h capable of presenting

us with any positive da i this sphere.

The division of obj henomena and noumena,

and of the world inte a asebilis and intelligibilis is

therefore quite inadz ve sense, although con-

ceptions do certainly ¢ a division; for the class

of noumena have no 4 object corresponding to

them, and cannot ther bjective validity. If we

abandon the senses, how can it be made conceivable that the
categories (which are the only conceptions that could serve

as conceptions for noumena) have any sense or meaning

at all, masmuch as something more than the mere unity of

thought, namely, a possible intuition, is requisite for their

application to an object? The conception of a noumenon,

considered as mercly problematical, 1s, however, not only

admissible, but, as a limitative conception of sensibility,

absolutely necessary. But, in this case, a noumenon is not

a particular éntelligible object for our understanding; on the

contrary, the kind of understanding to which it could belong

is itself a problem, for we cannot form the most distant con-

ception of the possibility of an understanding which should
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cognize an object, not discursively by means of categories,

but intuitively in a non-sensuous intuition. Our under-

standing attains in this way a sort of negative extension,

‘That is to say, it is not limited by, but rather limits, sensi-

bility, by giving the name of noumena to things, not con-

sidered as phenomena, but as things in themselves. But it

at the same time prescribes limits to itself, for it confesses

itself unable to cognize these by ueans of the categories, and

hence is compelled to cogitate them merely as an unknown

something.

I find, however, in the writings of modern authors, an

entirely different use of the expressions, mundus sensibilis

and intelligibilis,’ which gt is from the meaning of

the ancients—an acce indeed, there is to be

found no difficulty, b same time depends on

mere verbal quibbling this meaning, some

have chosen to call the phenomena, in so far as

it is intuited, mundus it in so far as the con-

nection thereof is cog z to general laws of

thought, mundus intels nomy, in so far as we

mean by the word the of the starry heaven,

may represent the fort of astronomy, such as

the Copernican or Nawt tier, But such twisting .

of words 18 a mere sophisiical subterfuge, to avoid a difficult

question, by modifying its meaning to suit our own conven-

ience. To be sure, understanding and reason are employed

in the cognition of phenomena; but the question is, whether

these can be applied, when the object is not a phonomenon—

and in this sense we regard it if it is cogitated as given to

the understanding alone, and not to the senses. The ques-

tion therefore is, whether over and above the empirical use

of the understanding, a transcendental use is possible, which

applies to the noumenon as an object. This question we

have answered in the negative.

) We must not translate this oxpression by znéedlectual, ua is commonly done

in German works; for it is cognitions alone that are intellectual or sensuous,

Objects of the one or the other mode of intuition ought to be called, however

harshly it may sound, inéelligible or sensible, —Tr.



250 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

When therefore we say, the senses represent objects as

they appear, the understanding as they are, the latter state-

ment must not be understood in a transcendental, but only

in an empirical signification, that is, as they must be repre-

sented in the complete connection of phenomena, and not

according to what they may be, apart from their relation to

possible expericnce, consequently not as objects of the pure

understanding. For this must ever remain unkuown to us.

Nay, it is also quite unknown to us, whether any such tran-

scendental or extraordinary cognition is possible under any

circumstances, at least, whether it is possible by means of

our categories, OUndersian: nd sensibility, with us, can

determine objects only z Tf we separate them,

we have intuitions ons, or conceptions

without intuitions; ix esentations, which we

cannot apply to any de cb.

TE, after all our inge planations, any one still

hesitates to abandon the condental use of the cate-

gories, let him attempt i with them a synthetical

proposition. It would, @ unnecessary for this

purpose to construct : sosition, for that does

not extend the sphers 6 estanding, but, being con-

cerned only about what d& ina the conception itself,

it leaves it quite undecided whether the conception has any

relation to objects, or merely indicates the unity of thought

—complete abstraction being made of the modi in which an

object may be given: in such a proposition, it is sufficient

for the understanding to know what lics in the conception—

to what it applies, is to it indifferent. The attempt must

therefore be made with a synthetical and so-called transcen-

dental principle, for example, Everything that exists, exists

as substance, or, Everything that is contingent exists as ar

effect of some other thing, viz., of its cause. Now I ask

whence can the understanding draw these synthetical prop

ositions, when the conceptions contained therein do no

relate to possible experience but to things in themselve:

(noumena)? Where is to be found the third term, which i
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always requisite in a synthetical proposition, which may

connect in the same proposition conveptions which have no

logical (analytical) connection with each other? The propo-

sition never will be demonstrated, nay, more, the possibility

of any such pure assertion never can be shown, without

making reference to the empirical use of the understanding,

and thus, spse facto, completely renouncing pure and non-

sensuous judgment. Thus the conception of pure and

merely intelligible objects is completely void of all prinei-

ples of its application, because we cannot imagine any mode

in which they might be given, and the problematical thought

which leaves a place open for them serves only, like a void

space, to limit the use gf cal principles, without con-

taining at the same #4 iyject of cognition be-

yond their sphere.

OF THE EQUIVOCAL N

CEPTIONS OF REFLE

TRANSCENDENTAL

UNDERSTANDING

MPHIBOLY OF THE CON-

& THE CONFUSION OF THH

SMPIRICAL USE OF THE

Reflection (reflevis}"§ Hed about objects them-

solves, for the purpose yeobtaining conceptions of

them, but is that state of the mid in which we set ourselves

to discover the subjective conditions under which we obtain

conceptions. It is the consciousness of the relation of given

representations to the different sources or faculties of cogni-

tion, by which alone their relation to each other can be

rightly determined. The first question which occurs in con-

sidering our representations is, to what faculty of cognition

do they belong? ‘I'o the understanding or to the senses?

Many judgments are admitted to be true from mere habit or

inclination; but, because reflection neither precedes nor

follows, it is held to be a judgment that has its origin in

the understanding. All judgments do not require examina-

tion, that is, investigation into the grounds of their truth.

For, when they are immediately certain (for example,
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Between two points there can be only one straight line), no

better or less mediate test of their truth can be found than

that which they themselves contain and express. But all

judgment, nay, all comparisons require reflection, that is, a

distinction of the faculty of cognition to which the given

conceptions belong. ‘The act whereby I compare my repre-

sentations with the faculty of cognition which originates

them, and whereby I distinguish whether they are compared

with each other as belonging to the pure understanding or

to sensuous intuition, I term transcendental reflection. Now,

the relations in which conceptions can stand to each other

are those of identity and difference, agreement and opposition,

of the tnternad and ex lly, of the determinable and

the determining (matie ‘he proper determina-

tion of these relatiorss astion, to what faculty

of cognition they sufy whether to sensibility

or understanding? ¥ ancer in which we solve

this question depends the : which we must cogitate

these relations.

Before constructing

the conceptions that a

observe whether the

judgment, we compare

in the judgment, and

7 (of many representa-

tions in one conception} ai judgment is to be con-

structed, or difference,- aiar; whether there is

agreement when affirmative, and opposition when negative

judgments are to be constructed, and so on. For this reason

we ought to call these conceptions, conceptions of com-

parison (concepius comparationis), But as, when the ques-

tion is not as to the logical form, but as to the content of

conceptions, that is to say, whether the things themselves

are identical or different, in agreement or opposition, and

so on, the things can have a twofold relation to our faculty

of cognition, to wit, a relation either to sensibility or to the

understanding, and as on this relation depends their relation

to each other, transcendental reflection, that is, the relation

of given representations to one or the other faculty of cog-

nition, can alone determine this latter relation. Thus we
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shall not be able to discover whether the things are identical

or different, in agreement or opposition, ete., from the mere

conception of the things by means of comparison (com-

paratio), but only by distinguishing the mode of cognition

to which they belong, in other words, by means of transcen-

dental reflection. We may, therefore, with justice say, that

logical reflection is mere comparison, for in it no account is

‘taken of the faculty of cognition to which the given concep-

tions belong, and they are consequently, as far as regards

their origin, to be treated as homogeneous; while transcen-

dental reflection (which applies to the objects themselves)

contains the groand of the possi bility of objective com-

parison of represcntations siik.each other, and is therefore

very different from cause the faculties of

cognition to which & not even the same.

Transcendental reflec ch no one can neglect

who wishes to establiali jndement upon things.

We shall now proceed ¢ duty, and thereby throw

not a little ight on the « ta the determination of

the proper business of ding.

L. ddentity and Dif .an object is presented

to us several times, ‘ho the same internal

determinations (qualiias é , it, if an object of pure

understanding, is always ; not several things, but

only one thing (numerica iddentitas); but if a phenomenon,
we do not concern ourselves with comparing the conception

of the thing with the conception of some other, but, although

they may be in this respect perfectly the same,the difference

of place at the same time is a sufficient ground for asserting

the numerical difference of these objects (of sense). Thus,

in the case of two drops of water, we may make complete
abstraction of all internal difference (quality and quantity),

and the fact that they are intuited at the same time in

different places is sufficient to justify us in holding them to

be numerically different, Leibnitz regarded phenomena as

things in themselves, consequently as intelligibilia, that is,

objects of pure understanding (although, on account of the

ni
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confused nature of their representations, he gave them the

name of phenomena), and in this case his principle of the

indiscernible (principium identatis indiscernibilium) is not to

be impugned. But, as phenomena are objects of sensibility,

and, as the understanding, in respect of them, must be

employed empirically and not purely or transcendentally,

plurality and numerical difference are given by space itself

as the condition of external phenomena. For one part of

space, although it may be perfectly similar and equal to

another part, is still without it, and for this reason alone is

different from the latter, which is added to it in order to

make up a greater space. It follows that this must hold

good of all things that Uierent parts of space at

the same time, howeye equal one may be to

another,

2. Agreement and

sented by the pure un

position between realiti

that is, that when these

ject, they annilulate the

represented in the for

the real in a phenome ”)

well be in mutual oppositien; yhen united in the same

subject, the one may conipletely ‘or in part annihilate the

effect or consequence of the other ; as in the case of two mov-

ing forces in the same straight line drawing or impending a

point in opposite directions, or in the case of a pleasure

counterbalancing uw certain amount of pain.

8. The Internal and Katernal.—In an object of the pure

understanding only that is internal which has no relation (as

regards its existence) to anything different from itself. On

the other hand, the internal determinations of a substantia

phenomenon in space are nothing but relations, and it is itself

nothing more than a complex of mere relations. Substance

in space we are cognizant of only through forces operative

in it, either drawing others toward itself (attraction), or pre-

venting others from forcing into itself (repulsion and impen-

Vhen reality is repre-

ulitus noumenon), Op-

inble-—such a relation,

¢ connected in one sub-

ach other, and may be

On the other band,

nomenon) taay very
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etrability). We know no other properties that make up the

conception of substance phenomenal in space, and which we

term matter. On the other hand, as an object of the pure

understanding, every substance must have internal deter-

minations and forces. But what other internal attributes

of such an object can I think than those which my internal

sense presents to mc ?—That, to wit, which is either itself

thought, or something analogous to it. Hence Leibnitz,

who looked upon things as noumena, after denying them

everything like external relation, and therefore also compo-

sition or combination, declared that all substances, even the

component parts of matter, were simple substances with

powers of representation, word, monads.

4. Matter and Ferg fe, conceptions lie at the

foundation of all ot! inseparably are they

connected with every cising the understand-

ing. The former den: ainable in general, the

second its determinatict a transcendental sense,

abstraction being made ference in that which is

given, and of the mois etermined. Logicians

formerly termed the the specific difference

of this or that part of , form. In a judgment

ove may call the given ¢ logical matter (for the

judgment), the relation © séta each other (by means of

the copula), the form of the judgment. In an object, the

composite parts thereof (essentialia) are the matter; the mode

in which they are connected in the object, the form. In re-

spect to things in general, unlimited reality was regarded as

the matter of all possibility, the limitation thereof (negation)

as the form, by which one thing is distinguished from an-

other according to transcendental conceptions. The under-

standing demands that something be given (at least in the

conception), in order to be able to determine it in a certain

manner. Hence, in a conception of the pure understanding,

the matter precedes the form, and for this reason Leibnits

first assumed the existence of things (monads) and of an

internal power of representation in them, in order to found

t
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upon this their external relation and the community of their

state (that is, of their representations). Hence, with him,

space and time were possible—the former through the rela-

tion of substances, the latter through the connection of their

determinations with each other, as causes and effects. And

so would it really be, if the pure understanding were capable

of an immediate application to objects, and if space and time

were determinations of things in themselves. But being

merely sensuous intuitions, in which we determine all ob-

jects solely as phenomena, the form of intuition (as a sub-

jective property of sensibility) must antecede all matter

(sensations), consequently space and time must antecede

all phenomena and all data of.experience, and rather make

experience itself possible eilectual philosopher

could not endure that precede the things

themselves, and detern bility; an objection

perfectly correct, if we ax intuite things as they

are, although with confus ation. But as sensuous

intuition is a peculiar subj ition, which is @ priort

at the foundation of ail pes d the form of which is

primitive, the form mu r se, and so far from

matter (or the things th Y appear) lying at the

: conclude, if we judge

by mere conceptions), #! thes sssEbility of itself presup-
poses, on the contrary, a given formal intuition (space and
time).

REMARK ON THE AMPHTIBOLY OF THE CONCEPTIONS

OF REFLECTION

let me be allowed to term the position which we assign

to a conception cither in the sensibility or in the pure un-

derstanding, the transcendental place. In this manner, the

appointment of the position which must be taken by each

conception according to the difference in its use, and the

directions for determining this place to all conceptions ac-

cording to rules, would be a transcendental topic, a doctrine

which would thoroughly shield us from the surreptitious
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devices of the pure understanding and the delusions which

thence arise, as it would always distinguish to what faculty

of cognition each conception properly belonged. Every

conception, every title, under which many cognitions rank

together, may be called a logical place. Upon this is based

the logival topic of Aristotle, of which teachers and rhetori-

cians could avail themselves, in order, under certain titles of

thought, to observe what would best suit the matter they

had to treat, and thus enable themselves to quibble and talk

with fluency and an appearance of profundity.

Transcendental topie, on the contrary, contains nothing

more than the above-mentioned four titles of all comparison

and distinction, which differ.feae categories in this respect,

that they do not represe ‘gocording to that which

constitutes its conecp sality), but set forth

merely the comparisar tions, which precedes

our conceptions of thin comparison requires a

previous reflection, that sanation of the place to

which the representations ngs which are compared

belong, whether, to w ogitated by the pure

understanding, or give

Conceptions may siupared without the

trouble of inquiring to y their objects belong,

whether as noumena to derstanding, or as phenom-

ena to sensibility. Ii, however, we wish to employ these

conceptions in respect of objects, previous transcendental

reflection is necessary. Without this reflection I should

make a very unsafe use of these conceptions, and construct

pretended synthetical propositions which critical reason can-

not acknowledge, and which are based solely upon a tran-

scendental amphiboly, that is, upon a substitution of an

object of pure understanding for a phenomenon.

For want of this doctrine of transcendental topic, and

consequently deccived by the amphiboly of the conceptions

of reflection, the celebrated Leibnitz constructed an ¢tntellect-

ual system of the world, or rather, believed himself competent

to cognize the internal nature of things, by comparing all
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objects merely with the understanding and the abstract

formal conceptions of thought. Our table of the concep-

tions of reflection gives us the unexpected advantage of

being able to exhibit the distinctive peculiarities of his

system in all its parts, and at the same time of exposing

the fundamental principle of this peculiar mode of thought,

which rested upon naught but a misconception. He com-

pared all things with cach other merely by means of concep-

tions, and naturally found no other differences than those

by which the understanding distinguishes its pure concep-

tions one from another. ‘The conditions of sensuous in-

tuition, which contain in themselves their own means of

distinction, he did not logk..upon as primitive, because

sensibility was to him} sed mode of representa-

tion, and not any pax representations. A

phenomenon was for fn tation of the thing in

itself, although disting ognition by the under-

standing only in resper gical form—the former

with its usual want of an ing, according to him,

a certain mixture of colin niations in its concep-

tion of a thing, which i the understanding to

separate and distinguis u, Leibnitz intellectual-

wed phenomena, just as system of noogony (if I

may be allowed to make expressions), sensualized

the conceptions of the understanding, that is to say, declared
them to be nothing more than empirical or abstract concep-

tions of reflection. Instoad of seeking in the understand-

ing and sensibility two different sources of representations,

which, however, can present us with objective judgments of

things only in conjunction, each of these great men recognized

but one of these faculties, which, in their opinion, apphed

immediately to things in themselves, the other having no

duty but that of confusing or arranging the representations

of the former.

Accordingly, the objects of sense were compared by

Le:bnitz as things in general merely in the understanding.

lst. He compares them in regard to their identity or dif-

2
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ference—as judged by the understanding. As, therefore, he

considered merely the conceptions of objects, and not their

position in intuition, in which alone objects can be given,

and left quite out of sight the transcendental locale of these

conceptions-—whether, that is, their object ought to be classed

among phenomena, or ainong things in themselves, it was to

be expected that he should extend the application of the

principle of indiscernibles, which is valid solely of concep-

tions of things in general, to objects of sense (mundus phe-

nomenon), and that he should believe that he had thereby

contributed in no small degree to extend our knowledge of

nature. Jn truth, if I cognize in all its inner determinations

a drop of water as a thin igannot look upon one

drop as different, frou onception of the one

is completely identicg® s other. But if it is

a phenomenon in sp we not merely m the

understanding (among but also in sensuous

external intuition Ge n this case, the physical

locale is a matter of i n regard to the internal

determinations of thin ace, B, may contain a

thing which is perfe equal to another in

a place, .A, just as w things were in every

respect different from ¢ ifference of place with-

out any other conditions? Wiskee the plurality and distine-

tion of objects as phenomena, not only possible in itself, but

even necessary. Consequently, the above so-called law is

not 4 law of nature. I[t is merely an analytical rule for the

comparison of things by means of mere conceptions.

2d. The principle, ‘Realities (as simple affirmations)

never logically contradict each other,’’ is a proposition

perfectly true respecting the relation of conceptions, but,

whether as regards nature, or things in themselves (of which

we have not the slightest conception), is without any the

least meaning. For real opposition, in which A—B is=0,

exists everywhere, an opposition, that is, in which one real-

ity united with another in the same subject annihilates the

effects of the other—a fact which is constantly brought be-

ul

tes



260 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

fore our eyes by the different antagonistic actions and eper-

ations in nature, which, nevertheless, as depending on real

forces, must be called realitates phenomena. General me-

chanics can even present us with the empirical condition of

this opposition in an @ priert rule, as it directs its attention

to the opposition in the direction of forees—a condition of

which the transcendental conception of reality can tell us

nothing. Although M. Leibnitz did not announce this prop-

osition with precisely the pomp of a new principle, he yet

employed it for the establishment of new propositions, and

his followers introduced it into their Leibnitzio-Wolfian

system of philosophy. According to this principle, for ex-

ample, all evils are bni s of the limited nature

of created beings, tha pecause these are the

only opposite of real é conception of a thing

in general this is reali: { not in things as phe-

nomena.) In like ma pbolders of this system

deem it not only possib! iral also, to connect and

unite all reality in one i se they acknowledge no

other sort of opposition contradiction (by which

the conception itse nnihilated), and find

themselves unable to pposition of reciprocal

destruction, so to spoal ono real cause destroys

the effect of another, a ions of whose represen-

tation we meet with only in sensibility.

8d. The Leibnitzian Monadology has really no_ better

foundation than on this philosopher's mode of falsely rep-

resenting the difference of the internal and external solely

in relation to the understanding. Substances, in general,

must have something daeard, which is therefore free from

external relations, consequently from that of composition

also. The simple-—that which can be represented by a unit

—is therefore the foundation of that which is internal in

things in themselves. The internal state of substances can-

not therefore consist in place, shape, contact, or motion, de-

terminations which are all external relations, and we can
ascribe to them no other than that whereby we internally



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 261

determine our faculty of sense itself, that is to say, the state

of representation, Thus, then, were constructed the monads,

which were to form the elements of the universe, the active

force of which consists in representation, the effects of this

force being tius entirely confined to themselves.

For the same reason, his view of the possible community

of substances could not represent it but as a predetermined

harmony, and by no means as a physical influence. For

inasinuch as everything is occupied ondy internally, that is,

with its own representations, the state of the representations

of one substance could not stand in active and living con-

nection with that of another, but some third cause operating

on all without exceptic: sary to make the different

states correspond wii And this did not hap-

pen by means of as s each particular case

(systema ussistentie), }i unity of the idea of a

cause occupied and ¢& 1 substances, in which

they necessarily receive 0 the Leibnitzian school,

their existence and pern nsequently also reciprocal

correspondence, accord ui laws.

4th. This philosop doctrine of space and

time, in which he inte e forms of sensibility,

originated in the same d ranscendental reflection.

If I attempt to represe ‘mere understanding, the

external relations of things, I can do so only by employing

the conception of their reciprocal action, and if I wish to

connect one state of the same thing with another state, I

must avail myself of the notion of the order of cause and

effect. And thus Leibnitz regarded space as a certain order

in the community of substances, and time as the dynamical

sequence of their states. That which space and time possess

proper to themselves and independent of things, he ascribed

to a necessary confusion in our conceptions of them, whereby

that which is a mere form of dynamical relations is held to

be a self-existunt intuition, antecedent even to things them-

selves. Thus space and time were the intelligible form of

the connection of things (substances and their states) in
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themselves. But things were intelligible substances (sud-

stantie nowmena). At the same time, he made these con-

ceptions valid of phenomena, because he did not allow to

sensibility a peculiar mode of intuition, but sought all, even

the empirical representation of objects, in the understanding,

and left to sense naught but the despicable task of confusing

and disarranging the representatious of the former.

But even if we could frame any synthetical proposition

concerning things in themselves by means of the pure

understanding (which is impossible), it could not apply to

phenomena, which do not represent things in themselves.

In such a case 1 should be obliged in transcendental reflec-

tion to compare my cane aiy under the conditions

of sensibility, and so ¢ would not be determi-

nations of things in f phenomena, What

things may be in ti ow not, and need not

know, because a thing sented. to me otherwise

than as a phenomenon.

I must adopt the asm

conceptions of reflect:

That in it which is

of space which it occ

operations it performs, 4 indeed never anything

but phenomena of the nee. I cannot therefore

find anything that is absolutely, but only what is compara-
tively internal, and which itself consists of external relations.

The absolutely internal in matter, and as it should be ac-

cording to the pure understanding, is a mere chimera, for

matter is not an object for the pure understanding. But

the transcendental object, which is the foundation of the

phenomenon which we call matter, is a mere nescto guid,

the nature of which we could not understand, even though

some one were found able to tell us, For we can understand

nothing that does not bring with it something in intuition

corresponding to the expressions employed. If by the com-

plaint of being unable to perceive the internal nature of things,

it is meant that we do not comprehend by the pure under-

procedure with the other

substantia phenomenon,

to discover in all parts

all the functions and
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standing what the things which appear to us may be in

themselves, it is a silly and unreasonable complaint; for

those who talk thus, really desire that we should be able to

cognize, consequently to intuite things without senses, and

thercfore wish that we possessed a faculty of cognition

perteetly different from the human faculty, not merely in

degree, but even as regards intuition and the mode thereof,

80 ‘that thus we should not be nen, but belong to a class of
beings, the possibility of whose existence, much less their

nature and constitution, we have no means of cognizing.

By observation and analysis of phenomena we penetrate into

the interior of hature, and no one can say what progress this

knowledge may mak € in But those transcendental

questions which pass £ of nature we could

never answer, even af were laid open to us,

because we have not i bserving our own mind

with any other intuit of our internal sense.

For herein lies the m : origin and source of our

faculty of sensibility. tion to an object, and the

transcendental croand £ subjective and objec-

tive, he too deeply ex who coguize ourselves

only throngh the inte acquently as phenomena,

to be able to discover ce anything but phe-

nomena, the non-sensasi oe which we at the same

time earnestly desire to penetrate to.
The great utility of this critique of conclusions arrived

at by the processes of mere reflection, consists in its clear

demonstration of the nullity of all conclusions respecting

objects which are compared with cach other in the under-

standing alone, while it at the same time confirms what we

particularly insisted on, namely, that, althongh phenomena

are not included as things in thomselves among the objects

of the pure understanding, they are nevertheless the only

things by which our cognition can possess objective reality,

that is to say, which give us intuitions to correspond with

our conceptions.

When we reflect in a purely logical manner, we do noth-
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ing more than compare conceptions in our understanding, to
discover whether both have the same content, whether they

are self-contradictory or not, whether anything is contained

in either conception, which of the two is given, and which

is merely a mode of thinking that given. But if I apply

these conceptions to an object in general (in the transcen-

dental sense), without first determining whether it is an

object of sensuous or intellectual intuition, certain limita-

tions present themselves, which forbid us to pass beyond

the conceptions, and render all empirical use of them im-

possible. And thus these limitations prove, that the rep-

resentation of an object as a thing in general is not only

insufficient, but, with as, determination and inde-

pendently of empiri Lcontradictory, that we

must therefore mak il objects, as in logic,

or, admitting them, m under conditions of

sensuous intuition; the y, the intelligible re-

quires an altogether pe ition, which we do not

possess, and in the abse eh it is for us nothing;

while, on the other ks cannot be objects in

themselves. For, wh :k things in general,

the difference in thei wne cannot constitute a

difference in the thing ; on the contrary, the

former presupposes the latter,’ if the conception of one

of two things is not internally different from that of the

other, Lam merely thinking the same thing in different rela-

tions. Further, by the addition of one affirmation (reality)

to the other, the positive therein is really augmented, and

nothing is abstracted or withdrawn from it; hence the real

in things cannot be in contradiction with or opposition to

itself—and so on.

The true use of the conceptions of reflection in the em-

ployment of the understanding has, as we have shown, been

so misconceived by Leibnitz, one of the most acute philoso-

phers of either ancient or modern times, that he has been

misled into the construction of a baseless system of intel-
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lectual cognition, which professes to determine its objects

without the intervention of the senses. For this reason, the

exposition of the cause of the amphiboly of these concep-

tions, as the origin of these false principles, is of great

utility in determining with certainty the proper limits of

the understanding.

It is right to say, whatever is affirmed or denied of the

whole of a conception can be affirmed or donied of any part

of it (dictum de omni et nullo); but it would be absurd so to

alter this logical proposition, as to say, whatever is not

contained in a general conception is likewise not contained

in the particular conceptions which rank under it; for the

latter are particular CONCE «, for the very reason that

their coutent is great: ich is cogitated in the

general conception. 2 intellectual system

of Leibnitz is based + principle, and with it

must necessarily fall , together with all the

ambiguous principles i to the employment of

the understanding which we originated.

Letbnita’s princip! diy of indiscernibles or

indistinguishables is the presupposition,

that, if in the concep a certain distinetion is

not to be found, it is also. et with in things them-

selves; that, consequent yinfes are completely iden-
tical (numero eadem) which are not distinguishable from
each other (as to quality or quantity) in our conceptions of

them. But, ag in the mere conception of anything abstrac-

tion has been made of inany nocessary conditions of intul-

tion, that of which abstraction has been made is rashly held

to be non-existent, and nothing is attributed to the thing

but what is contained in its conception.

The conception of a cubic foot of space, however I may

think it, is in itself completely identical. But two eubic

feet in space are nevertheless distinct from each other from

the sole fact of their being in different places (they are

numero diversa); and these places are conditions of intuition,

wherein the object of this conception is given, and which do

XL —Scrmnce—12
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not belong to the conception, but to the faculty of sensi-

bility. In like manner, there is in the conception of a thing

no contradiction when a negative is not connected with an

affirmative; and merely affirmative conceptions cannot, in

conjunction, produce any negation. But in sensuous intui-

tion, wherein reality (take, for example, motion) is given,

we find conditions (opposite directions)—of which abstrac-

tion has been made in the conception of motion in general—

which render possible a contradiction or opposition (not in-

deed of a logical kind)—and which from pure positives pro-

duce zero=0. We are therefore not justified in saying,

that all reality is in perfect agreement and harmony, because

no contradiction is dis: acpong its conceptions.’

According to mere which is internal is

the substratum of ai <ternal determinations.

When, therefore, I ab itions of intuition, and

confine myself solely to Fon of a thing in general,

Tecan make abstraction ¢ nal relations, and there

must nevertheless rema ion of that which indi-

cates no relation, but determinations. Now

if seems to follow, g (substance) there is

something which is ab af, and which antecedes

all external determinatiiy aemiuch as it renders them

possible; and that therefore this substratum is something

which does not contain any external relations, and is conse-

quently simple (for corporeal things are never anything but

relations, at least of their parts external to each other); and

inasmuch as we know of no other absolutely internal deter-

minations than those of the internal sense, this substratum

is not only simple, but also, analogously with our internal

sense, determined through representations, that is to say, all

1 If any one wishes here to have recourse to the usual subterfuge, and tc

say, that at least realétates nowmena cannot be in opposition to each other, i

will be requisite for him to adduce an example of this pure and non-scnsuou:

reality, that it may be understood whether the notion represents something o

nothing. But an example cannot be found except in experience, which nove

presents to us anything more than phenomena; and thus the proposition mean

nothing more than thas the conception which containa only affirmatives, doe

not contain anything negative~-a proposition uobody ever doubted.
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things are properly monads, or simple beings endowed with

the power of representation. Now all this would be per-

fectly correct, if the conception of a thing were the only

necessary condition of the presentation of objects of external

intuition, It is, on the contrary, manifest that a permanent

phenomenon in space (impenetrable extension) can contain

mere relations, and nothing that is absolutely internal, and

yet be the primary substratum of all external perception.

By mere conceptions I cannot think anything external, with-

out, at the same time, thinking something internal, for the

reason that conceptions of relations presuppose given things,

and without these are impossible. But, as in intuition there

is something (that is, apace, with all it contains, con-

sists of purely formal, « ‘clations) which is not

found in the mere cons sin general, and this

presents to us the subs ‘ould not be cognized

through conceptions al say: because a thing

cannot be represented hy a ms without something

absolutely internal, there. ke things themselves

which are contained unge sceptions, and in their
intuition, nothing extc aomething absolutely

internal does not serv stion. For, when we

have made abstraction ‘onditions of intuition,

there certainly remains if onception nothing but
the internal in general, through which alone the external is
possible. But this necessity, which is grounded upon ab-

straction alone, does not obtain in the case of things them-

selves, in so far as they are given in intuition with such

determinations as oxpress mere relations, without having

anything internal as their foundation; for they are not

things in themselves, but only phenomena. What we cog-

nize in matter is nothing but relations (what we call its

internal determinations are but comparatively internal).

But there arc some self-subsistent and permanent, through

which a determined object is given. That I, when abstrac-

tion is made of these relations, have nothing more to think,

does not destroy the conception of a thing as phenomenon,
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nor the conception of an object in abstracto, but it does away

with the possibility of an object that is determinable ac-

cording to mere conceptions, that is, of a noumenon. It is

certainly startling to hear that a thing consists solely of

relations; but this thing is simply a phenomenon, and can-

not be cogitated by means of the mere categories: it does

itself consist in the mere relation of something in general to

the senses. In the same way, we cannot cogitate relations

of things in abstracto, if we commence with conceptions

alone, in any other manner than that one is the cause of

determinations in the other; for that is itsclf the conception

of the understanding or category of relation. But, as in this

case we make abstraction © ania tion, we lose altogether

the mode in which tis. rmines to each of its

parts its place, that i asibility (space); and

yet this mode antecede causality.

If by intelligible obf stand things which can

be thought by means « categories, without the

need of the schemata o ty, such objects are impos-

sible. For the cond} abjective use of all our

conceptions of unders node of our sensuous

intuition, whereby ob} : and, if we make ab-

straction of the latter, $ ac have no relation to an

object. And even if we-shouid suppose a different kind

of intuition from our own, still our functions of thought

would have no use or signification in respect thereof. But

if we understand by the term, objects of a non-sensuous

intuition, in respect of which our categories are not valid,

and of which we can accordingly have no knowledge (neither

intuition nor conception), in this merely negative sense

noumena must be admitted. For this is no more than say-

ing that our mode of intuition is not applicable to all things,

but only to objects of our senses, that consequently its ob-

jective validity is limited, and that room is therefore left

for another kind of intuition, and thus also for things that

may be objects of it. But in this sense the conception of a

noumenon is problematical, that is to say, it is the notion of
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a thing of which we can neither say that it is possible, nor

that it is impossible, inasmuch as we do not know of any

mode of intuition besides the sensuous, or of any other sort

of conceptions than the categories——a mode of intuition and

a kind of conception neither of which is applicable to a

non-sensuous object. We are on this account incompetent

to extend the sphere of our objects of thought beyond the

conditions of our sensibility, and to assume the existence

of objects of pure thought, that is, of noumena, inasmuch as

these have no true positive signification. For it must be

confessed of the categories, that they are not of themselves

sufficient for the cognition of things in themselves, and with-

out the data of senaibui mere subjective forms of the

unity of the understs is certainly not a prod-

uct of the senses, an : limited by them, but

it does not therefore {¢ nay be employed purely

and without the intery ibility, for it would then

be without reference ic And we cannot call a

noumenon an object af ht; for the representation

thereof is but the prot pception of an object for

a perfectly different 4 rfectly different under-

standing from ours, } are consequently them-

selves problematical. ytion of a noumenon is

therefore not the con¢ n object, but merely a

problematical conception inseparably connected with the

limitation of our sensibility. That is to say, this conception

contains the answer to the question--Are there objects quite

unconnected with, and independent of, our intuition ?-—a

question to which only an indeterminate answer can be

given. That answer is: Inasmuch as sensuous intuition

does not apply to all things without distinction, there re-

mains room for other and different objects. The existence

of these problematical objects is therefore not absolutely

denied, in the absence of a determinate conception of them, -

but, as no category is valid in respect of them, neither must

they be admitted as objects for our understanding.

Understanding accordingly limits sensibility, without at
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the same time enlarging its own field. While, moreover, it

forbids sensibility to apply its forms and modes to things

in themselves and restricts it to the sphere of phenomena, it

cogitates an object in itself, only, however, as a transcen-

dental object, which is the cause of a phenomenon (conse-

quently not itself a phenomenon), and which cannot be

thought either as a quantity or as reality, or as substance

(becanse these conceptions always require sensuous forms

in which to determine an object)—an object, therefore, of

which we are quite unable to say whether it can be met with

in ourselves or out of us, whether it would be annihilated

together with sensibility, or, if this were taken away, would

continue to exist. If wow all this object a noumenon,

because the represen i-sensuous, We are at

liberty todo so. Bu y to it none of the con-

ceptions of our unders epresentation is for us

quite void, and is ay x the indication of the

limits of our sensuous in xeby leaving at the same

time an empty space, w we competent to fill by

the aid neither of po since, nor of the pure

understanding.

The Critique of the’ iding, accordingly, does

not permit us to create 2 a new field of objects

beyond those which are $6 us as phenomena, and

to stray into intelligible worlds; nay, it does not even allow

us to endeavor to form so much as a conception of them.

The specious error which leads to this—and which is a per-

fectly excusable one—lies in the fact that the employment

of the understanding, contrary to its proper purpose and

destination, is made transcendental, and objects, that is, pos-

sible intuitions, are made to regulate thomselves according

to conceptions, instead of the conceptions arranging them-

selves according to the intuitions, on which alone their own

objective validity rests. Now the reason of this again is,

that apperception, and with it, thought, antecedes all pos-

sible determinate arrangement of representations. Accord-

ingly we think something in general, and determine it on
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the one hand sensuously, but, on the other, distinguish

the general and in abstracto represented object from this

particular mode of intuiting it. In this case there remains

a mode of determining the object by mere thought, which

is really but a logical form without content, which, how-

ever, seems to us to be a mode of the existence of the

object in itself (noumenon), without regard to intuition,

which is limited to our senses.

Before ending this transcendental analytic, we must make

an addition, which, although in itself of no particular impor-

tance, seems to be necessary to the completeness of the sys-

tem. The highest conceptian,.with which a transcendental

philosophy commonly » division into possible

and impossible. Bus supposes a divided

conception, a still high t, and this is the con-

ception of an object in matically understood,

and without its being ¢ her it is something or

nothing. As the catego only conceptions, which

apply to objects in ger ignguishing of an object,

whether it is somethin: just proceed according

to the order and direett

1. To the categories GF that is, the conceptions
of all, many, and one, 4 @pitern which annihilates all,

that is, the conception of none is opposed. And thus the

object of a conception, to which no intuition can be found

to correspond, is=nothing. That is, it is a conception with-

out an object (ens rationis), like noumena, which cannot be

considered possible in the sphere of reality, though they

must not therefore be held to be impossible—or like certain

new fundamental forces in matter, the existence of which is

cogitable without contradiction, though, as examples from

experionce are not forthcoming, they must not be regarded

as possible.

2. Reality is something; negation is nothing, that is, a

conception of the absence of an object, as cold, a shadow

(nihil privativum),.
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8. The mere form of intuition, without substance, is in

itself no object, but the merely formal condition of an object

(as phenomenon), as pure space and pure time. These are

certainly something, as forms of intuition, but are not them-

selves objects which are intuited (ens imaginarium).

4. The object of a conception whieh is self-contradictory,

is nothing, because the conception is nothing—is impossible,

as a figure composed of two straight lines (nihil negativum),

The table of this division of the conception of nothing

(the corresponding division of the conception of something

does not require special description) must therefore be

arranged as follows:

ut object

8

7 intuition without objectEmpty object of a conceptis
Cr us Imaginarium),nihel privativum)

neeption

We see that the ens rationis is distinguished from the

nihil negativum or pure nothing by the consideration, that

the former must not be reckoned among possibilities, be-

cause it is a mere fiction—though not self-contradictory,

while the latter is completely opposed to all possibility,

inasmuch as the conception annihilates itself. Both, how-

ever, are empty conceptions. On the other hand, the nihil

privativum and ens imaginarium are empty data tor concep-

tions. If light be not given to the senses, we cannot repre-

sent to ourselves darkness, and if extended objects are not

perceived, we cannot represent space. Neither the negation,

nor the mere form of intuition can, without something real,

be an object.
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TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

SECOND DIVISION

TRANSCENDENTAL DIALKCTIC

INTRODUCTION

I

OF TRANSCENDENTAL ILLUSORY APPEARANCE

We termed Dialectic in general a logic of appearance.’

This does not signify a doctrine of probability,” for proba-
bility is truth, only cognia pon insuflicient grounds, and

though the informaticsr: is linperfect, it is not

therefore deceitful. 1ot be separated from

the analytical part o fess must phenomenon®

and appearance be he al. For truth or illu-

sory appearance does r 3. the object, in so far as

it is intuited, but in the upon the object, in so far

as itis thought. It is th ite correct to say that the

senses (lo not err, not iways judge correctly,

but because they do ae Hence truth and error,

consequently, also, ibisaee a ppeakiice as the cause of error,

are only to be found in 8 4, that is, in the relation
of an object to our understanding. In a cognition, which
completely harmonizes with the laws of the understanding,

no error can exist. In a representation of the senses—as

not containing any judgment—there is also no error. But

no power of nature can of itself deviate from its own Jaws.

Hence neither the understanding per se (without the influ-

ence of another cause), nor the senses per se, would fall into

error; the former could not, because, if it acts only accord-

ing to its own laws, the effect (the judgment) must necessarily

accord with these laws. But in accordance with the laws of

the understanding consists the formal element in all truth.

In the senses there is no Judgment—neither a true nor a

} Schein. a Walirscheinlichkeit, 3 Erscheinung.
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false one. But, as we have no source of cognition besides

these two, it follows, that error is caused solely by the un-

observed influence of the sensibility upon the understand-

ing. And thus it happens that the subjective grounds of a

judgment blend and are confounded with the objective, and

cause them to deviate from their proper determination,’ just

as a body in motion would always of itsclf proceed in a

straight line, but if another impetus gives to it a different

direction, it will then start off into a curvilinear line of mo-

tion. To distinguish the peculiar action of the understand-

ing from the power which mingles with it, it is necessary to

consider an erroneous judgment as the diagonal between two

forces, that determing the gadgwrent in two different direc-

tions, which, as it wes zie, and to resolve this

composite operation es of the understand-

ing and the sensibilit priort judgments this

must be done by means :tal reflection, whereby,

as has been already sic sresentation has its place

appointed in the corres; sculty of cognition, and

consequently the infla ae faculty upon the other

is made apparent.

It is not at prese to treat of empirical

illusory appearance { optical illusion), which

oceurs in the empirical appHeution pf otherwise correct rules

of the understanding, and in which the judgment is misled

by the influence of imagination. Our purpose is to speak

of transcendental illusory appearance, which influences prin-

ciples—that are not even applied to experience, for in this

case we should possess a sure test of their correctness—but,

which leads us, in disregard of all the warnings of criticism,

completely beyond the empirical employment of the catego-

ries, and deludes us with the chimera of an extension of the

sphere of the pure understanding. We shall term those

principles, the application of which is confined entirely

1 Scnsibility, subjected to the understanding, as the object upon which the

wnderstanding employs its functions, is the source of real cognitions. But, in

so far as it exercises an influence upon the action of the understanding, and

determines it to judgment, sensibility is itself the cause of error.
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within the limits of possible experience, tmmanent ; those,

on the other hand, which transgress these limits, we shall

call transcendent principles. But by these latter I do not

understand principles of the éranscendental use or misuse of

the categories, which is in reality a mere fault of the judg-

ment when not under due restraint from criticism, and there-

fore not paying sufficient attention to the limits of the sphere

in which the pure understanding is allowed to exercise its

functions; but real principles which exhort us to break

down all those barriers, and to lay claim to a perfectly new

field of cognition, which recognizes no line of demarcation.

Thus transcendentul and transcendent are not identical terms.

The principles of the par rstanding, which we have

already propounded, 3 empirical and not of

transcendental use, aot appheable to any

object beyond the sph ce. A principle which

removes these limits, 7 sthorizes us to overstep

them, is called transeei ur criticism can succeed

in exposing the illusion ¢ etended principles, those

which are limited in th t to the sphere of experi-

ence may be called, i @ the others, immanent

principles of the pure &

Logical iusion, whie a merely in the imitation

of the forin of reason (the ia n sophistical syllogisms),

arises entircly from a want of due attention to logical rules.

So soon as the attention is awakened to the case before us,

this illusion totally disappears. Transcendental illusion, on

the contrary, does not cease to exist, even after it has been

exposed, and its nothingness clearly perceived by means of

transcendental criticism.—Take, for example, the illusion

in the proposition, ‘The world must have a beginning in

time.’’~--he cause of this 1s as follows. In our reason,

subjectively considered as a faculty of human cognition,

there exist fundamental rules and maxims of its exercise,

which have completely the appearance of objective princi-

ples. Now from this cause it happens, that the subjective

necessity of a certain connection of our conceptions, is
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regarded as an objective necessity of the determination of

things in themselves. This illusion it is impossible to avoid,

just as we cannot avoid perceiving that the sea appears to be

higher at a distance than it is near the shore, because we see

the former by means of higher rays than the latter, or, which

is a still stronger case, as even the astronomer cannot pre-

vent himself from seeing the moon larger at its rising than

some time afterward, although he is not deceived by this

illusion.

Transcendental dialectic will therefore content itself with

exposing the illusory appearance in transcendental judg-

ments, and guarding us against it; but to make It, as in

the case of logical iusic tively disappear and cease

to be illusion, is uttert sower. For we have

here to do with a # idable illusion, which

rests upon subjective & imposes these upon

us as objective, while 4 tic, in the detection of

sophisms, has to do rm error in the logical con-

sequence of the propasi with an artificially con-

structed illusion, in in s natural error. There

is therefore a natura! : dialectic of pure rea-
Jrom want of the requi-

or that which the sophist

devises for the purpose sf HHsicading, but that which is an

inseparable adjunct of human reason, and which, even after

its illusions have been exposed, does not cease to deceive,

and continually to lead reason into momentary errors, which

it becomes necessary continually to remove.

sai

OF PURE REASON AS THE SEAT OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL

ILLUSORY APPEARANCE

A—Of Reason in General

All our knowledge begins with sense, proceeds thence to

understanding, and ends with reason, beyond which nothing

higher can be discovered in the human mind for elaborating
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the matter of intuition and subjecting it to the highest unity

of thought. At this stage of our inquiry it is my duty to

give an explanation of this, the highest faculty of cognition,

and I confess [ find myself here in some difficulty. Of rea-

son, as of the understanding, there is a merely formal, that

is, logical use, in which it makes abstraction of all content

of cognition; but there 1s also a real use, inasmuch as it

contains in itself the source of certain conceptions and prin-

ciples, which it does not borrow either from the senses or

the understanding. The former faculty has been long de-

fined by logicians as the faculty of mediate conclusion

in contradistinction to immediate conclusions (conseguentie

immediate); but the naturel the latter, which itself gen-

erates conceptions, is tood from this defini-

tion. Now as a divi o 4 logical and a tran-

scondental faculty pres it becomes necessary

to seek for a higher ¢ his source of cognition

which shall comprehend y In this we may

expect, according to th E the conceptions of the
understanding, that th eption will give us the

key to the transcen: the table of the func-

tions of the former vith the clew to the

conceptions of reason.

In the former part ¢ endental logic, we de-

fined the understanding to be the faculty of rules; reason

may be distinguished from understanding as the faculty

of principles.

Tho term principle is ambiguous, and commonly signifies

merely a cognition that may be employed as a principle;

although it is not in itself, and as regards its proper origin,

entitled to the distinction. Hvery general proposition, even

if derived from expericnce by tlie process of induction, may

serve as the major in a syllogism; but it is not for that

reason a principle. Mathematical axioms (for example,

there can be only one straight line between two points)

are general a priori cognitions, and are therefore rightly

denominated principles, relatively to the cases which can be



278 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

subsumed under them. But I cannot for this reason say

that I cognize this property of a straight line from princi-

ples—I cognize it only in pure intuition.

Cognition from principles, then, is that cognition in

which I cognize the particular in the general by means of

conceptions. Thus every syllogism is a form of the deduc-

tion of a cognition from a principle. For the major always

gives a conception, through which everything that is sub-

sumed under the condition thereof is cognized according to

@ principle. Now as every general cognition may serve

as the major in a syllogism, and the understanding presents

us with such general @ priori propositions, they may be

termed principles, in 3 “ur possible use,

But if we conside s of the pure under-

standing in relation { shall find them to be

anything rather than ¢ conceptions. For they

would not even be poss , if we could not rely on

the assistance of pure } raathematics), or on that

of the conditions of a pe rience. That everything

that happens has a ¢ ¢ concluded from the

general conception of yens; on the contrary,

the principle of caus ug as to the mode of

obtaining from that wi s a determinate empiri-

cal conception.

Synthetical cognitions from conceptions the understand-

ing cannot supply, and. they alone are entitled to be called

principles. At the same time, all general propositions may

be termed comparative principles.

It has been a long-cherished wish—that (who knows how

late) may one day be happily accomplished—that the prin-

ciples of the endless varicty of civil laws should be investi-

gated and exposed; for in this way alone can we find the

secret of simplifying legislation. But in this case, laws are

nothing more than limitations of our freedom upon condi-

tions under which it subsists in perfect harmony with itself,

they consequently have for their object that which is com-

pletely our own work, and of which we ourselves may be
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the cause by means of these conceptions. But how objects

as things in themselves—how the nature of things is subor-

dinated to principles and is to be determined according to

conceptions, is a question which it scems wellnigh impossi-

ble to answer. Be this, however, as it may—for on this

point our investigation is yet to be made—it is at least

manifest, from what we have said, that cognition from prin-

ciples is something very different from cognition by means

of the understanding, which may indeed precede other cog-

nitions in the form of a principle, but in itself—in so far as

it is synthetical—is neither based upon mere thought, nor

contains a general proposition drawn from conceptions alone.

The understanding _favalty for the production

of unity of phenome rales; the reason is a

faculty for the produs of rules (of the under-

standinz) under prinv therefore, never applies

directly to experience, ¢ nsnous object; its object

is, on the contrary, the ng, to the manifold cog-

nition of which it gives a, wort by means of concep-

tions—a unity which mag ional unity, and which

is of a nature very diff of the unity produced

by the understanding.

The above is the gé eption of the faculty of

reason, in so far as it 4 Gsaible to make it compre-

hensible mn the absence of examples. These will be given

in the sequel.

B—Of the Logical Use of Reason

A distinction is commonly made between that which is

immediately cognized and that which is inferred or con-

cluded. That in a figure which is bounded by three straight

lines, there are three angles, is an immediate cognition; but

that these angles are together equal to two right angles, is

an inference or conclusion. Now, as we are constantly em-

ploying this mode of thought, and have thus become quite

accustomed to it, we no longer remark the above distinction,

and, as in the case of the so-called deceptions of sense,
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consider as immediately perceived what has really been

inferred. In every reasoning or syllogism, there is a funda-

mental proposition, afterward a second drawn from it, and

finally the conclusion, which connects the trath in the first

with the truth in the second—and that infallibly. If the

jadgment concluded is so contained in the first proposition,

that it can be deduced from it without the mediation of a

third notion, the conclusion is called immediate (consequentia

immediata).' I prefer the term conclusion of the under-

standing. But, if in addition to the fundamental cognition,

a second judgment is necessary for the production of the

conclusion, it is called a conclusion of the reason. In

the proposition, All men.er /,,arc contained the propo-

sitions, Some men ar that is not mortal is a

man, and these are thé conclusions from the

first. On the other t osition, All the learned

are mortal, is not cont ain proposition (for the

conception of a learned occur in it), and it can

be deduced from the mg igre only by means of a

mediating judgment.

In every syllogisn

means of the underst

a rule (the major) by

! 2 next place I subsume

a cognition under the « the rale (and this is the

minor) by means of the / And finally I determine

my cognition by means of the predicate of the rule (this is

the conclusio), consequently, I determine it @ priort by

means of the reason. The relations, therefore, which the

major proposition, as the rule, represents between a cogni-

tion and its condition, constitute the different kinds of syl-

logisins. These are just threefold--analogously with all

judgments, in so far as they ditfer in the mode of expressing

the relation of a cognition in the understanding—namely,

categorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive.

ub,

1 A consequentia immediata—it there really be such a thing, and if it be

not a contradiction in terms—evidently does not belong to the sphere of logic

proper, the object-matter of which ia the syllogism, which always cousists of
three p*opositions, either in thought or expressed. This indeed ig tantamount

to declaring that there is no such mode of reasoning.— 71.
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When, as often happens, the conclusion is a judgment

which may follow from other given judgments, through

which a perfectly different object is cogitated, I endeavor to

discover in the understanding whether the assertion in this

conclusion does not stand under certain conditions according

to a general rule. If I find such a condition, and if the

object mentioned in the conclusion can be subsumed under

the given condition, then this conclusion follows from a rule

which is also valid for other objects of cognition. From

this we see that reason endeavors to subject the great variety

of the cognitions of the understanding to the smallest possi-

ble number of principles (general conditions), and thus to

produce in it the highest :

C—Of &

Can we isolate rea

peculiar source of cor

from it alone, and throu

jects; or is it merely a sual

to give a certain forn

is called logical, and

understanding are sui

Reason

o, is it in this case a

jadgments which spring

& can be applied to ob-

faculty, whose duty it is

niiions—a form which

the cognitions of the

each other, and lower

rules to higher (those, e condition comprises in

its sphere the condition 6 ers}, in so far as this can

be done by comparison? This is the question which we

have at present to answer. Manifold variety of rules and

unity of principles is a requirement of reason, for the pur-

pose of bringing the understanding into complete accordance

with itself, just as understanding subjects the manifold

content of intuition to conceptions, and thereby introduces

connection into it. But this principle prescribes no law to

objects, and does not contain any ground of the possibility

of cognizing, or of determining them as such, but is merely

a subjective law for the proper arrangement of the content

of the understanding. The purpose of this law is, by a com-

parison of the conceptions of the understanding, to reduce

them to the smallest possible number, although, at the same

a
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time, it does not justify us in demanding from objects them-

selves such a uniformity as might contribute to the conven-

ience and the enlargement of the sphere of the understanding,

or in expecting that it will itself thus receive from them ob-

jective validity. In one word, the question is, does reason

in itself, that is, does pure reason contain a priort synthetical

principles and rules, and what are those principles ?

The formal and logical procedure of reason in sylogisms

gives us sufficient information in regard to the ground on

which the transcendental principle of reason in its pure

synthetical cognition will rest.

1. Reason, as observed in the syllogistic process, is not

applicable to intuitions, Jo sagpose of subjecting them

to rules—for this is th e understanding with

its categories—but te’ i judgments. If pure

reason does apply to @ 18 Intuition of them, it

does so not immediate! iy—through the under-

standing and its judgmoet have a direct relation to

the senses and their iniui ¢ prarpose of determining

their objects. The w thercfore not the unity

of a possible experien ily different from this

unity, which is that of 4 ug. That everything

which happens has a ¢: principle cognized and

prescribed by reason. This principle makes the unity of

experience possible and borrows nothing from reason, which,

without a reference to possible experience, could never have

produced by means of mere conceptions any such syntheti-

cal unity.

2. Reason, in its logical use, endeavors to discover the

general condition of its judgment (the conclusion), and a

syllogism is itself nothing but a judgment by means of the

subsumption of its condition under a general rule (the major).

Now as this rule may itself be subjected to the same process

of reason, and thus the condition of the condition be sought

(by means of a prosyllogism) as long as the process can be

continued, itis very manifest that the peculiar principle of

reason in its logical use isto find for the conditioned cog-

g
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nition of the understanding the unconditioned whereby the

unity of the former is completed.

But this logical maxim cannot be a principle of pure

reason, unless we admit that, if the conditioned is given, the

whole series of conditions subordinated to one another—a

series which is consequently itself unconditioned—is also

given, that is, contained in the object and its connection.

But this principle of pure reason is evidently synthetical;

for analytically, the conditioned certainly relates to some

condition, but not to the unconditioned. From this prin-

ciple also there must originate different synthetical proposi-

tions, of which the pure understanding is perfectly ignorant,

for it has to do only with { x possible experience,

the cognition and sys 3 always conditioned.

The unconditioned, st, must be especially

considered in regard ¢ tions which distinguish

it from whatever is cx mil will thus afford us

material for many a@ pr 1 propositions.

The principles resals us highest principle of

pure reason will, how seendent in relation to

phenomena, that is ¢ impossible to make

any adequate empiric: neiple. It is therefore

completely different from jeg of the understanding,

the use made of which: | wncnent, their object and

purpose being merely the possibility of experience. Now

our duty in the transcendental dialectic is as follows. To

discover whether the principle, that the series of conditions

(in the synthesis of phenomena, or of thought in general)

extends to the unconditioned, is objectively true, or not;

what consequences result therefrom affecting the empirical

use of the understanding, or rather whether there exists any

such objectively valid proposition of reason, and whether

it is not, on the contrary, a merely logical precept which

directs us to ascend perpetually to still higher conditions,

to approach completeness in the series of them, and thus to

introduce into our cognition the highest possible unity of

reason. We must ascertain, I say, whether this require-
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ment of reason has not been regarded, by a misunderstand-

ing, as a transcendental principle of pure reason, which

postulates a thorough completeness in the series of condi-

tions in objects themselves. We must show, moreover, the

misconceptions and illusions that intrude into syllogisms,

the major proposition of which pure reason has supplied—

& proposition which has perhaps more of the character of a

petitio than of a postulatum—and that proceed from experi-

ence upward to its conditions. The solution of these prob-

lems is our task in transcendental dialectic, which we are

about to expose even at its source, that lies deep in human

reason. We shall divide it into two parts, the first of which

will treat of the transeen ions of pure reason, the

second of transcendent 4. syllogisms.

TRANSCENDER ECTIO—BOOK. I

OF THE CONCE 1 PURE REASON

The conceptions of }

the possibility of ther

do not here speak of

ned by reflection, but .

by inference or con ouceptions of under-

standing are also cogitaté 2 antecedently to ex-

perience, and render it possible: but they contain nothing
but the unity of reflection upon phenomena, in so far as

these must necessarily belong to a possible empirical con-

sciousness. Through them alone are cognition and the

determination of an object possible. It is from them, ac-

cordingly, that we receive material for reasoning, and

antecedently to them we possess no a priort conceptions of

objects from which they might be deduced. On the other

hand, the sole basis of their objective reality consists in the

necessity imposed on them, as containing the intellectual

form of all experience, of restricting their application and

infinence to the sphere of experience.

But the term, conception of reason or rational conception,

%
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itself indicates that it does not confine itself within the limits

of experience, because its object-maticr is a cognition, of

which every empirical cognition is but a part—nay, the

whole of possible experience may be itself but a part of it—

a cognition to which no actual experience ever fully attains,

although it does always pertain to it, The aim of rational

conceptions is the comprehension, as that of the conceptions

of understanding is the understending of perceptions. If

they contain the unconditioned, they relate to that to which

all experience is subordinate, but which is never itself an

object of experience—that toward which reason tends in

all its conclusions from experience, and by the standard

of which it estimates ¢ their empirical use, but

which is never itself in empirical synthesis.

If, notwithstanding, 8 possess objective

validity, they may he 28 ratiocinatt (concep-

tions legitimately cons sca where they do not,

they have been admitte: at of having the appear-

ance of being correctly and may be called con-

ceptus ratiocinantes (20 sptions). But as this

can only be sufficien doin that part of our

treatise which relates £4: onclusions of reason,

we shall omit any consir t in this place. As we

called the pure conceptions ofthe understanding categories,

we shall also distinguish those of pure reason by a new

name, and call then transcendental ideas. These terms,

however, we inust in the first place explain and justify.

te

TRANSCENDENTAL DIALECTIC—BOOK I

Secor, I—Of Ideas in General

Spite of the great wealth of words which Muropean lan-

guages possess, the thinker finds himself often at a loss for

an expression exactly suited to his conception, for want of

which he is unable to make himself intelligible either to

others or to himself. To coin new words is a pretension

to legislation in language which is seldom successful; and,
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before recourse is taken to so desperate an expedient, it is

advisable to examine the dead and learned languages, with

the hope and, the probability that we may there meet

with some adequate expression of the notion we have in

our minds. In this case, even if the original meaning of the

word has become somewhat uncertain, from carelessness or

want of caution on the part of tle authors of it, it 1s always

better to adhere to and confirm its proper meaning—even

although it may be doubtful whether it was formerly used

in exactly this sense—than to make our labor vain by want

of sufficient care to render ourselves intelligible.

For this reason, when it | pens that there exists only a

single word to express &. © xuception, and this word,

in its usual acceptati adequate to the con-

ception, the accurate di 2b from related concep-
tions is of great imp nt not to employ the

expression improviden i sake of variety and

elegance of style, use i nyme for other cognate

words. It is our duty, « ary, carefully to preserve

its peculiar significati« > it easily happens that

when the attention of o longer particularly

attracted to the expres: ost amid the multitude

of other words of very a ort, the thought which it

conveyed, and which it ai eyed, is lost with it.

Plato employed the expression Jdea in a way that plainly

showed he meant by it something which is never derived

from the senses, but which far transcends even the concep-

tions of the understanding (with which Aristotle occupied

himself), inasmuch as in experience nothing perfectly corre-

sponding to them could be found. Ideas are, according to

him, archetypes of things themselves, and not merely keys

to possible experiences, like the categories. In his view

they flow from the highest reason, by which they have been

imparted to human reason, which, however, exists no longer

in its original state, but is obliged with great labor to recall

by reminiscence—which is called philosophy—the old but

now sadly obscured ideas. I will not here enter upon any
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literary investigation of the sense which this sublime philoso-

pher attached to this expression. TI shall content myself

with remarking that it is nothing unusual, in common con-

versation as well as in written works, by comparing the

thoughts which an author has delivered upon a subject, to

understand him better than he understood himself—inasmuch

as he may not have sufficiently determined his conception,

and thus have sometimes spoken, nay even thought, in

opposition to his own opinions.

Plato perceived very clearly that our faculty of cognition

has the feeling of a much higher vocation than that of merely

spelling out phenomena according to synthetical unity, for

the purpose of being able 1 thera as experience, and

that our reason natur { to cognitions far too

elevated to admit of £ an object given by

expericnce correspond: cognitions which are

nevertheless real, and phantoms of the brain,

This philosopher fou i especially in all that

is practical,’ that is, wi apen freedom, which in

its turn ranks under ce; are the peculiar product

of reason. We who w: n experience the con-

ceptions of virtue, whic fas many have really

done) that, which at be erve as an imperfectly

illustrative example, a model: foyethe formation of a per-

fectly adequate idea on the subject, would in fact transform

virtue into a nonentity changeable according to time and

circumstance, and utterly incapable of being employed as

arule. On the contrary, every one is conscious that, when

any one is held up to him as a model of virtue, he compares

this so-called model with the true original which he pos-

sesses in his own mind, and values him according to this

! Ho cortainly extended the application of his conception to speculative cog-

nitions also, provided they were given pure and completely @ priori, nay, even

to mathematics, although this science cannot possess an object otherwhere than

in possible experience. IT cannot follow him in this, and as little can I follow

him in his mystical deduction of these ideas, or in hia hypostatization of them:

althongh, in truth, the elevated and exaggerated language which he employed

in describing them is quite capable of an interpretation more subdued and more

in accordance with fact and the nature of things, ‘
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standard. But this standard is the idea of virtue, in rela-

tion to which all possible objects of experience are indeed

serviceable as examples—proofs of the practicability in a

certain degree of that which the conception of virtue de-

mands—but certainly not as archetypes. That the actions

of man will never be in perfect accordance with all the re-

quirements of the pure ideas of reason, does not prove the

thought to be chimerical. For only through this idea are

all judgments as to moral merit or demerit possible; it con-

sequently lies at the foundation of every approach to moral

perfection, however far removed from it the obstacles in

human nature—interminable as to degree—may keep us.

The Platonic Republic ba become proverbial as an ex-

ample—and a striking .« ary perfection, such

as can exist only in e idle thinker; and

Brucker ridicules the ¥ maintaining that a

prince can never gover: 1¢ 18 participant in the

ideas. But we should a follow up this thought,

and, where this admirab eaves us without assist-

ance, employ new efforts in clearer light, rather

than carelessly fling 14 under the very mis-

erable and pernicious p ticability. A consti-

tution of the greatest no freedom according to

laws, by which the liberty of sever ividual can consist with

the liberty of every other (not of the greatest possible happi-
ness, for this follows necessarily from the former), is, to say

the least,a necessary idea, which must be placed at the

foundation not only of the first plan of the constitution of

a state, but of all its laws, And in this, it is not necessary

at the outset to take account of the obstacles which lie in

our way—obstacles which perhaps do not necessarily arise

from the character of human nature, but rather from the

previous neglect of true ideas in legislation. For there is

nothing more pernicious and more unworthy of a philoso-

pher than the vulgar appeal to a so-called adverse experi-

ence, which indeed would not have existed, if those insti-

tutions had been established at the proper time and in
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accordance with ideas; while instead of this, conceptions,

crude for the very reason that they have been drawn from

experience, have marred and frustrated all our better views

and intentions. The more legislation and government are

in harmony with this idea, the more rare do punishments

become, and thus it is quite reasonable to maintain, as Plato

did, that in a perfect state no punishments at all would be

necessary. Now although a perfect state may never exist,

the idea is not on that account the less just, which holds up

this Maavmum as the archetype or standard of a constitu-

tion, in order to bring legislative government always nearer

and nearer to the greatest possible perfection. For at what

precise degree human nat sb stop in its progress, and

how wide must be 4 must necessarily exist

between the idea an are problems which no

one can or ought to for this reason, that it

is the destination of tatep all assigned limits

between itself and the

Bat not only in th:

causal agent und wheres

and their objects), the

also in regard to nate

baman reason is a real

svative causes (of actions

he region of ethics, but

saw clear proofs of an

origin from ideas. A p. waal, the regular order of

nature—probably also the on of the whole universe

—give manifest evidence that they are possible only by

means of and according to ideas; that, indeed, no one crea-

ture, under the individual conditions of its existence, per-

fectly harmonizes with the idea of the most perfect of its

kind—just as little as man with the idea of humanity, which

nevertheless he bears in his soul as the archetypal standard

of his actions; that, notwithstanding, these ideas are in the

highest sense individually, unchangeably and completely

determined, and are the original causes of things; and that

the totality of connected objects in the universe is alone

fully adequate to that idea. Setting aside the exaggerations

of expression in the writings of this philosopher, the mental

power exhibited in this ascent from the ectypal mode of re-

XI —Scrence—13
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garding the physical world to the architectonic connection

thereof according to ends, that is, ideas, is an effort which

deserves imitation and claims respect. But as regards the

principles of ethics, of legislation and of religion, spheres in

which ideas alone render experience possible, although they

never attain to full expression therein, he has vindicated for

hi:nself a position of peculiar merit, which is not appreciated

only because it is judged by the very empirical rules, the

validity of which as principles is destroyed by ideas, Yor

as regards nature, experience presents us with rules and is

the source of truth, but in relation to ethical laws experience

is the parent of illusion, and it is in the highest degree rep-

rehensible to hmit or to 4 dhe laws which dictate what

I ought to do, from w

We must, howev

important subjects, ti

the peculiar duty and

ourselves for the prese

useful task of preparing

tic edifices of moral se

hitherto insecure from ¢

reason in its confident #

in all directions. Our p is to make ourselves per-

fectly acquainted with 1! acenidental use made of pure

reason, its principles and idéas, that we may be able prop-

erly to determine and value its influence and real worth.

But before bringing these introductory remarks to a close,

I beg those who really have philosophy at heart--and their

number is but small—if they shall find themselves convinced

by the considerations following, as well as by those above, to

exert themselves to preserve to the expression idea its origi-

nal signification, and to take care that it be not lost among

those other expressions by which all sorts of representations

are loosely designated—that the interests of science may not

thereby suffer. We are in no want.of words to denominate

adequately every mode of reprosentation, without the neces-

sity of encroaching upon terms which are proper to others.

osideration of these

of which is in reality

hilosophy, and confine

ove humble but not less

ndation for those majes-

foundation has been

unean passages which

or treasures has made
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The following is a graduated list of them. The genus is

representation in general (representatio). Under it stands

representation with consciousness (perceptio). A perception

which relates solely to the subject as a modification of its

state, is a sensation (sensatio), an objective perception is a

cognition (cognitic), A cognition is either an intuition or

a conception (intuitus vel conceplus). The former has an im-

mediate relation to the object and is singular and indi-

vidual; the latter has but a mediate relation, by means of

a characteristic mark which may be common to several

things. A conception is either empirical or pure. A pure

conception, in so far as it has its origin in the understanding

alone, and is not the eonce; of a pure sensuous image,’

is called notion A i from notions, which

transcends the possibt @, is an idea, or a con-

ception of reason, ‘FP accustomed himself to

these distinctions, it me intolerable to hear the

representation of the ec ed an idea. It ought not

even to be called a notivs stion of understanding.

TRANSCENDE Z:CTIO——-BOOK I

Stor, [f—3 rtal Ideas

"Transcendental anal: us how the mere logical

form of our cognition can contain the origin of pure concep-

tions @ priori, conceptions which represent objects antece-

dently to all experience, or rather, indicate the synthetical

unity which alone renders possible an empirical cognition of

objects, The form of judgments—converted into a concep-

tion of the synthesis of intuitions—produced the categories,

which direct the employment of the understanding in ex-

pericnce. 'This consideration warrants us to expect that the

form of syllogisms, when applied to synthetical unity of in-

tuitions, following the rule of the categories, will contain the

origin of particular @ priori conceptions, which we may call

pure conceptions of reason or transcendental ideas, and which

* All mathematical figures, for example,--Tr.
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will determine the use of the understanding in the totality

of experience according to principles.

The function of reason in arguments consists in the uni-

versality of a cognition according to conceptions, and the

syllogism itself is a judgment which is determined @ priori

in the whole extent of its condition, The proposition,

“Caius is mortal,’’ is one which may be obtained from

experience by the aid of the understanding alone; but my

wish is to find a conception, which contains the condition

under which the predicate of this judgment is given—in this

case, the conception of man—and after subsuming under

this condition, taken in its whole extent (all men are mor-

tal), I determine accord cognition of the object

thought, and say, ‘'C;

Hence, in the cor

icate to a certain cb

major in its whole exté

complete quantity of tt

dition is called univers

sponds totality (unive:

of intuitions. The ¢

therefore nothing els

ism we restrict a pred-

ring thought it in the

ertain condition. This

relation to such a con-

aiitas). To this corre-

tions in the synthesis

aception of reason is

neeption of the totality

of the conditions of « ¢ ioned. Now as the un-

conditioned alone render étality of conditions, and,

conversely, the totality of conditions is itself always uncon-

ditioned; a pure rational conception in general can be de-

fined and explained by means of the conception of the un-

conditioned, in so far as it contains a basis for the synthesis

of the conditioned.

To the number of modes of relation which the under-

standing cogitates by means of the categories, the number of

pure rational conceptions will correspond. We must there-

fore seek for, first, an wnconditioned of the categorical synthe-

sis in a subject ; secondly, of the hypothetical synthesis of the

members of a series; thirdly, of the disjunctive synthesis of

parts in a system.

There are exactly the same number of modes of gyllo-
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gisms, each of which proceeds through prosyllogisms to the

unconditioned—one to the subject which cannot be em-

ployed as a predicate, another to the presupposition which

supposes nothing higher than itself, and the third to an

aggregate of the members of the complete division of a

conception, Ience the pure rational conceptions of total-

ity in the synthesis of conditions have a necessary founda-

tion in the nature of human reason-—at Ieast as modes of

clevating the unity of the understanding to the uncondi-

tioncd. They may have no valid application, correspond-

ing to their transcendental employment, in concreto, and be

thus of no greater utility than to direct the understanding

how, while extending 1 ly as possible, to main-

tain its exercise and 3 perfect consistence and

harmony.

But. while speakty

and of the unconditie

tions of reason, we au:

we find it impossible toh

less, owing to the amy

we cannot employ witl

the few words which,

fectly adequate to the « $ was intended to convey

—a conception which pétether word in the same language

exactly suits, and the loss—or, which is the same thing, the

incautions and loose eraployment—of which must be fol-

lowed by the loss of the conception itself. And, as it is a

conception which occupics much of the attention of reason,

its loss would be greatly to the detriment of all transcen-

dental philosophy. The word absolute is at present fre-

quently used to denote that something can be predicated of

a thing considered i dse/f and intrinsically. In this sense

absolutely possible would signify that which is possible in

itself (dnterne)—which is, in fact, the least that one can

predicate of an object. On the other hand, it is sometimes

employed to indicate that a thing is valid in all respects—for

example, absolute sovereignty, Absolutely possible would in

to it from long abuse,

word absoluie is one of

signification, was per-
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this sense signify that which is possible in all relations and

in every respect; and this is the most that can be predicated

of the possibility of a thing. Now these significations do in

truth frequently coincide. Thus, for example, that which

is intrinsically impossible, is also impossible in all relations,

that is, absolutely impossible. But in most cases they differ

from each other toto celo, and I can by no means conclude

that, because a thing is in itself possible, it is also possible

in all relations, and therefore absolutely. Nay, more, I

shall in the sequel show, that absolute necessity does not

by any means depend on internal necessity, and that there-

fore if must not be considered as synonymous with it. Of

an opposite which is ini: by danpossible, we may affirm

that it is in all resp nd that consequently

the thing itself, of wit apposite, is absolutely

necessary; but I canz erscly and say, the op-

posite of that which is iecessary is intrinsically

impossible, that is, that necessity of things 1s an

internal necessity. For al necessity is in certain

cases a mere emply ¥ ‘h the least conception

cannot be connected, tion of the necessity

f a thing in all relati y peculiar determina-

tions. Now as the in tion of great utility in

speculative science cai ter of indifference to the

philosopher, I trust that the proper determination and care-
ful preservation of the expression on which the conception

depends will likewise be not indifferent to him.

In this enlarged signification then shall I employ the

word absolute, in opposition to that which is valid only in

some particular respect; for the latter is restricted by condi-

tions, the former is valid without any restriction whatever.

Now the transcendental conception of reason has for its

object nothing else than absolute totality in the synthesis of

conditions, and does not rest satisfied till it has attained to

the absolutely, that is, in all respects and relations, uncon-

difioned. For pure reason leaves to the understanding

everything that immediately relates to the object of intul-
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tion or rather to their synthesis in imagination. The former

restricts itself to the absolute totality in the employment of

the conceptions of the understanding, and aims at carrying

out the synthetical unity which is cogitated in the category,

even to the unconditioned. This unity may hence be called

the rational wnity' of phenomena, as the other, which the

category expresses, may be termed the unity of the under-

standing.’ Reason, therefore, has an immediate relation to

the use of the understanding, not indeed in so far as the

latter contains the ground of possible experience (for the

conception of the absolute totality of conditions is not a con-

ception that can be employed in experience, because no

experience is unconditioned: i wolely for the purpose of

directing it to a ceriaig uch the understanding

has no conception, and h is to collect into an

absolute whole all ac ianding. Henee the

objective employmeni 4 oneeptions of reason is

always transcendent, wh he pure conceptions of

the understanding must g to their nature, be

always immanent, NESE are limited to possible

a

experience.

I understand by id onception of reason,

to which no correspon ‘ohieel can be discovered in

the world of sense. Actordiig 1 pure conceptions of

reason at present under consideration are transcendental

ideas. They are conceptions of pure reason, for they regard

all empirical cognition as determined by means of an abso-

lute totality of conditions. - They are not mere fictions, but

natural and necessary products of reason, and have hence a

necessary relation to the whole sphere of the exercise of

the understanding, And finally, they are transcendent, and

overstep the limits of all experience, in which, consequently,

no object can ever be presented that would be perfectly

adequate to # transcendental idea. When we use the word

idea, we say as regards its object (an object of the pure

understanding), a great deal, but as rege ards its subject (that

Y Vernunfteinheil, Vorsts udeseinheit,
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is, in respect of its reality under conditions of experience),

exceedingly little, because the idea, as the conception of a

maximum, can never be completely and adequately pre-

sented in concreto. Now, as in the merely speculative em-

ployment of reason the latter is properly the sole aim, and

as in this case the approximation to a conception, which is

never attained in practice, is the same thing as if the concep-

tion were non-existent—it is commonly said of a conception

of this kind, ¢ is only an idea. So we might very well say,

the absolute totality of all phenomena is only an idea, for as

we never can present an adequate representation of it, it

remains for us a problem incapable of solution, On the

other hand, as in the pr: i the understanding we

have only to do with ice according to rules,

an idea of pure rease! wiven really in concreto,

although only partial) 1@ indispensable condi-

tion of all practical em eason. The practice or

execution of the idea } mited and defective, but

nevertheless within ind ooundaries, consequently

always under the infu aveption of an absolute

perfection, And th idca is always in the

x to real actions indis-

pensably necessary. ure Teason possesses even

causality and the powe « that which its concep-

tion contains. Hence we cannot say of wisdom, in a dis-

paraging way, it is only an idea. For, for the very reason

that it ig the idea of the necessary unity of all possible aims,

it must be for all practical exertions and cndeavors the

primitive condition and rule—a rule which, if not constitu-

tive, is at least limitative.

Now, although we must say of the transcendental con-

ceptions of reason, they are only ideas, we must not, on this

account, look upon them as superfluous and nugatory. For,

although no object can be determined by them, they can be

of great utility, unobserved and at the basis of the edifice of

the understanding, as the canon for its extended and self-

consistent exercise—a canon which, indeed, does not enable
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it to cognize more in an object than it would cognize by the

help of its own conceptions, but which guides it more

securely in its cognition. Not to mention that they perhaps

render possible a transition from our conceptions of nature

and the non-ego to the practical conceptions, and thus pro-

duce for even ethical ideas keeping, so to speak, and con-

nection with the speculative cognitions of reason. The

explication of all this must be Jooked for in the sequel.

But setting aside, in conformity with our original pur-

pose, the consideration of the practical ideas, we proceed to

contemplate reason in its speculative use alone, nay, in a

still more restricted sphere, to wit, in the transcendental use;

and here must strike i gaa, path which we followed

in our deduction of thi hat is to say, we shall

consider the Jogical [6% on of reason, that we

may see whether reas thereby a source of

conceptions which enat objects in themselves

as determined synthetic ‘, in relation to one or

other of the functions o

Reason, considered

form of cognition, is ;

mediate judgment—hy=

condition of a possible aadcander the condition of a

given judgment, The given’ judgment is the general rule

(major). The subsumption of the condition of another pos-

sible judgment under the condition of the rule is the minor.

The actual judgment, which enounces the assertion of the

rule in the subsamed case, is the conclusion (conclusio).

The rule predicates something generally under a certain

condition, The condition of the rule is satisfied in some

particular case. It follows, that what was valid in genoral

under that condition must also be considered as valid in the

particular case which satisfies this condition, It is very

plain that reason attains to a cognition, by means of acts of

the understanding which constitute a series of conditions,

When I arrive at the proposition, ‘‘Al] bodies are change-

able,’’ by beginning with the more remote cognition (in

of of a certain logical

conclusion, that is, of

subsumption of the
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which the conception of body does not appear, but which

nevertheless contains the condition of that conception), ‘‘ All

[that is] compound is changeable,’’ by proceeding from this

to a less remote cognition, which stands under the condition

of the former, ‘‘Bodies are compound,’’ and hence to a

third, which at length connects for me the remote cognition

(changeable) with the one before me, ‘‘Consequently, bodies

are changeabje’’—I have arrived at a cognition (conclusion)

through a series of conditions (premises). Now every

series, whose exponent (of the categorical or hypothetical

judgment) is given, can be continued; consequently the

same procedure of reason conducts us to the ratiocinatio

polysyllogistica, which yy i syllogisms, that can be

continued either on onditions (per prosyl-

logismos) or of the & episyllogismos) to an

indefinite extent.

But we very soon |

prosyllogisms, that js,

of the grounds or condit

words, the ascending s

different relation to 4

descending series, that

=

; the chain or series of

cognitions on the side

iven cognition, in other

sis must have a very

3800 from that of the

ive procedure of reason

on the side of the cou noans of episyllogisms,

For, as in the former case thé cognition (conclusio) is given

only as conditioned, reason can attain to this cognition only

under the presupposition that all the members of the series

on the side of the conditions are given (totality in the

series of premises), because only under this supposition is

the judgment we may be considering possible a priort; while

on the side of the conditioned or the inferences, only an

incomplete and becoming, and not a presupposed or given

series, consequently only a potential progression, is cogi-

tated. Hence, when a cognition is contemplated as con-

ditioned, reason is compelled to consider the series of

conditions in an ascending line as completed and given in

their totality. But if the very same cognition is considered

at the same time as the condition of other cognitions, which
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together constitute a series of inferences or consequences in

a descending line, reason may preserve a perfect indifference,

as to how far this progression may extend a parte posteriori,

and whether the totality of this series is possible, because it

stands in no need of such a series for the purpose of arriving

at the conclusion before it, inasmuch as this conclusion is

sufficiently guaranteed and determined on grounds @ parte

priort, [t may be the case, that upon the side of the condi-

tions the series of premises has a first or highest condition,

or it may not possess this, and so he « parte prior? unlimited,

but it must nevertheless contain totality of conditions, even

admitting that we never could succeed in completely appre-

hending it; and the ¥ roust be unconditionally

truc, if the conditiong eidered as an inference

resulting from it, is ue. ‘I'his is a require-

ment of reason, which sonition as determined

a priori and as nece itself—and in this case

it needs no grounds to s~or, if it is deduced, as a

member of a series of ; nich ig itself uncondition-

ally true.

TRANSCEND}? eOTIC—BOOK I

seer. JLi—sys ssccndentul Jdeas

We are not at present engaged with a logical dialectic

which makes complete abstraction of the content of cogni-

tion, and aims only at unveiling the illusory appearance in

the form of sylogisms. Our subject is transcendental dia-

lectic, which must contain, completely @ priori, the origin of

certain cognitions drawn from pure reason, and the ongin

of certain deduced conceptions, the object of which cannot

be given empirically, and which therefore lie beyond the

sphere of the faculty of understanding. We have observed,

from the natural relation which the transcendental use of

our cognition, in syllogisms as well as in judgments, must

have to the logical, that there are three kinds of dialectical

arguments, corresponding to the three modes of conclusion,
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by which reason attains to cognitions on principles; and

that in all it is the business of reason to ascend from the

conditioned synthesis, beyond which the understanding

never proceeds, to the unconditioned which the under-

standing never can reach.

Now the most general relations which can exist in our

representations are, lst, the relation to the subject; 2d, the

relation to objects, either as phenomena, or as objects of

thought in general. Jf we connect this subdivision with

the main division, all the relations of our representations,

of which woe can form either a conception or an idea, are

threefold: 1. The relation e subject; 2. The relation to

the manifold of the oe phenomenon; 38. The rela-

tion to all things in ¢

Now all pure conc

svuothetical unity of

reason (transcendental -

unconditional synthetic

lows that all transc

three classes, the jirst

conditioned) unity of t

lute unity of the series fed

third the absolute unity dF4

in general.
The thinking subject is the object-matter of Psychology ;

the sum total of all phenomena (the world) is the object-

matter of Cosmology; and the thing which contains the

highest condition of the possibility of all that is cogitable

(the being of all beings) is the objcet?matter of all Theology.

Thus pure reason presents us with the idea of a transcen-

dental doctrine of the soul ( psychologia rationalis), of a tran-

scendental science of the world (cosmologia rationalis), and

finally, of a transcendental doctrine of God (theologia tran-

scendentalis). Understanding cannot originate even the out-

line of any of these sciences, even when connected with the

highest logical use of reason, that is, all cogitable syllogisms

--for the purpose of proceeding from one object (phenome-

} do in general with the

; conceptions of pure

ue other hand, with the

ail conditions. It fol-

. arrange themselves in

iains the absolute (un-

t, the second the abso-

yna of a phenomenon, the

ton of all objects of thought
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non) to all others, even to the utmost limits of the empirical

synthesis. They are, on the contrary, pure and genuine

products, or problems, of pure reason.

What modi of the pure conceptions of reason these tran-

scendental ideas are, will be fully exposed in the following

chapter. hey follow the guiding thread of the categories.

For pure reason never relates immediately to objects, but to

the conceptions of these contained in the understanding. In

like manner, it wil] be made manifest in the detailed expla-

nation of these ideas—how reason, merely through the syn-

thetical use of the same function which it employs in a cate-

gorical syllogism, nocessarily attains to the conception of

the absolute unity of the subject—how the logical

procedure in bypott sssarily produces the

idea of the absolu loin a@ series of given

conditions, and finalh ¢ form of the disjunc-

tive syllogism involve conception of a being of

all beings: athought wt ht seems in the highest

degree paradoxical.

An abjective dedic

in the case of the cate

transcendental ideas

we were able to present

ible as regards these

in truth, no relation

to any object, in exper e very reason that they

are only ideas, But 248% ‘ye: doduction of them from

the nature of our reason is possible, and has been given in

the present chapter. .

It is easy to perceive that the sole aim of pure reason is,

the absolute totality of the synthesis on the side of the condi-

tions, and that it does not concern itself with the absolute

completeness en the part of the conditioned. Vor of the for-

mer alone does she stand in need, in order to proposit the

whole series of conditions, and thus present them to the un-

derstanding @ priort. But if we once have a completely

(and unconditionally) given condition, there is no further

necessity, in proceeding with the scrics, for a conception of

reason; for the understanding takes of itself every step

downward, from the condition to the conditioned. Thus
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the transcendental ideas are available only for ascending

in the series of conditions, till we reach the unconditioned,

that is, principles. As regards descending to the condi-

tioned, on the other hand, we find that there is a widely

extensive logical use which reason makes of the laws of the

understanding, but that a transcendental use thereof is im-

possible; and, that when we form an idea of the absolute

totality of such a synthesis, for example, of the whole series

of all future changes in the world, this idea is a mere ens

rationis, an arbitrary fiction of thought, and not a necessary

presupposition of reason. Tor the possibility of the condi-

tioned presupposes the totality of its conditions, but not of

its consequences. Consequently, this conception is not‘a

transcendental idea— hese alone that we are

at present occupied.

Finally, it is obviow

scendental ideas a cer

pure reason, by means

into one system, From

tion of the world, and

the progression is so

logical march of reasow

Now whether there le at the foundation of

these ideas an analogy a& s kind as exists between

the logical and transcendental pr ocedure of reason, is another
of those questions, the answer to which we must not expect

:xists among the tran-

mt and unity, and that

Heots all its cognitions

ion of self to the cogni-

to the supreme being,

seems to resemble the

ses to the conclusion."

oD

i

! The science of Metaphysics has for the proper object of its inquiries only
three grand ideas: Gop, FREEDOM, and ImMoRTALITY, and it aims at showing,

that the second conception, conjoined with the first, must lead to the third, as
a necessary conclusion. All the other subjects with which it occupies itself,

are merely meaus for the attainment and realization of these ideas, It does not

require these ideas for the construction of a science of nature, but, on the con-

trary, for the purpose of passing beyond the sphere of uature. A complete in-

sight into and comprehension of them would render Theology, Ethics, and,

through the conjunction of both, Religion, solely dependent on tho speculative

faculty of reason. In a systematic representation of these ideas the abovo-

mentioned arrangement—the synthetical onc—would be the most suitable; but

in the investigation which must necessarily precede it, the analytical, which

reverses this arrangement, would be better adapted to our purpose, us in it we

should proceed from that which experience immediately presents to us—psy-

chology, to cosmology, and thence to theology,
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till we arrive at a more advanced stage in our inquiries. In

this cursory and preliminary view, we have, meanwhile,

reached our aim. For we have dispelled the ambiguity

which attached to the transcendental conceptions of reason,

from their being commonly mixed up with other conceptions

in the systems of philosophers, and not properly distin-

guished from the conceptions of the undorstanding; we have

exposod their origin, and thereby at the same time their de-

terminate number, and presented them in a systematic con-

neetion, and have thus marked out and inclosed a definite

sphere for pure reason.

TRANSCENDE STIC—BOOK II

OF THE Dis OCEDURE OF

N

It may be said thaé ¢

idea is something of wi

the idea may bea ne

its original laws. Fo

rs merely transcendental

conception, although

£ reason according to

onception of an object

that is adequate to the by reason, is impossible.

For such an object must of being presented and

intuited in a possible experience, But we should express

our meaning better, and with less risk of being misunder-

stood, if we said that we can have no knowledge of an

object, which perfectly corresponds to an idea, although

we may possess a problematical conception thereof,

Now the transcendental (subjective) reality at least of

the pure conceptions of reason rests upon the fact that we

are led to such ideas by a necessary procedure of reason.

There must therefore be syllogisms which contain no em-

pirical premises, and by means of which we conclude from

something that we do know, to something of which we do

not even possess a conception, to which we, nevertheless,

by an unavoidable illusion, ascribe objective reality. Such

neat
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arguments are, as regards their result, rather to be termed

sophisms than syllogisms, although indeed, as regards their

origin, they are very well entitled to the latter name, in-

asmuch as they are not fictions or accidental products of

reason, but are necessitated by its very nature. They are

sophisms, not of men, but of pure reason herself, from which

the wisest cannot fsee himself. After long labor he may be

able to guard against the error, but he can never be thor-

oughly rid of the illusion which continually mocks and

misleads him.

Of these dialectical arguments there are three kinds, cor-

responding to the number of ihe ideas, which their conelu-
sions present. In the syllogism of the first
class, I conclude, fro ntal conception of the

subject which contains the absolute unity of

the subject itself, of + t in this manner attain

toa conception. This ¢ rument I shall call the

Transcendental Paraieg: wud class of sophistical

arguments is occupied eondental conception of

the absolute totality conditions for a given

phenomenon, and I e fact that I have al-

ways a self- contradict: a on of the unconditioned
synthetical unity of 3 n one side, the truth of

the opposite unity, of “Which T have nevertheless no con-
ception, The condition of reason in these dialectical argu-

ments, I shall term the Antinomy of pure reason. Finally,
according to the third kind of sophistical argument, I con-

clude, from the totality of the conditions of thinking ob-

jects in general, in so far as they can be given, the absolute

synthetical unity of all conditions of the possibility of things

in general; that is, from things which I do not know in their

mere transcendental conception, I conclude a being of all

beings which I know still less by means of a transcendental

conception, and of whose unconditioned necessity I can form

no conception whatever, This dialectical argument I shall

call the Jdeal of pure reason.
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TRANSCENDENTAL DIALECTIC—BOOK If

CHAPTER I

OF TIE PARALOGISMS OF PURE RHASON

The logival paralogism consists in the falsity of an argu-

ment in respect of its form, be the content what it may,

But a transcendental paralogism has a transcendental foun-

dation, und concludes falsely, while the form is correct and

unexceptionable, In this manner the paralogism has its

foundation in the nature of human reason, and is the parent

of an unavoidable, though rasoluble, mental illusion.

We now come to ¢ ich was not inserted in

the general list of tre eptions, and yet must

be reckoned with ther me time without in the

least altering, or indicak ey in that table. This

is the conception, or, if preferred, the judgment,

Jthink. But it is read _ that this thought is as

it were the vehicle of alk in general, and conse-

quently of transcends g also, and that it is

therefore regarded as : ‘1 conception, although

if can bave no peculiar aq ranked, inasmuch as

its only use is to indivatetitas all thought is accompanied by

consciousness. At the same time, pure as this conception

is from all empirical content (impressions of the senses), it

enables us to distinguish two different linds of objects.

é, as thinking, am an object of the internal sense, and am

called soul, That which is an object of the external senses

is calle] bedy. Thus the expression, J, ag a thinking being,

designates the object-matter of psychology, which may be

called the rational doctrine of the soul, inasmuch as in this

science I desire to know nothing of the soul but what, in-

dependently of all experience (which determines me i con-

creto), may be concluded from this conception J, in so far

as it appears in all thought.

Now, the rational doctrine of the soul is really an under-

ae
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taking of this kind. For if the smallest empirical element

of thought, if any particular perception of my internal state,

were to be introduced among the grounds of cognition of

this science, it would not be a rational, but an empirical

doctrine of the soul. We have thus before us a pretended

science, raised upon the single proposition, J think, whose

foundation or want of foundation we may very properly,

and agreeably with the nature of a transcendental philoso-

phy, here examine. It onght not to be objected that in this

proposition, which expresses the perception of one’s self, an

internal experience is asserted, and that consequently the

rational doctrine of the soul which is founded upon it is not

pure, but partly founded.ug xapirical principle. or

this internal percepti ire than the mere ap-

perception, J think, ¥ ers all transcendental

conceptions possible, i , T think substance,

cause, ete. lor intern in ’ yoneral and its pos-
sibility, or perception i nd its relation to other

perceptions, unless som. distinction or determi-

nation thereof is empi onnnot be regarded as

empirical cognition, ): j of the empirical, and

belongs to the investi wossibility of every ex-

perience, which is certs sndental, The smallest

object of experience {fc only pleasure or pain),

that should be included in the general representation of

self-consciousness, would immediately change the rational

into an empirical psychology

i think is therefore the only text of rational psychology,

from which it must develop its whole system. It is mani-

fest that this thought, when applied to an object (myself),

can contain nothing but transcendental predicates thereof;

because the least empirical predicate would destroy the

purity of the science and its independence of all experience.

But we shall have to follow here the guidance of the

categories—only, as in the present case a thing, I, as think-

ing being, is at first given, we shall—not indeed change

the order of the categories as it stands in the table—but
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begin at the category of substance, by which a thing in itself

is represented, and proceed backward through the series.

The topic of the rational doctrine of the soul, from which

everything else it may contain must be deduced, is accord-

ingly as follows:

1.

5 The soul is SUBSTANCE. 5

As regards the different

times in which it exists,

As regards its quality, it is numerically iden-

it is SIMPLE. tical, that is UNITY, not

Plurality.

It is in relatig: eis Im space,’

From these element she conceptions of pure

psychology, ly coils without the aid of any

other principle, Tin erely as an object of

the internal sense, 21 ption of Immateriality;

as simple substance, #1 ibility; its identity, as

intellectual substance ption of Personality;

all these three togethe Tts relation to objects

in space gives us the vor onnection (commereium)

with bodies. Thus i rép thinking substance as the

principle of life in matter, that is, as a soul (anima), and as

the ground of Animulity; and this, limited and determined

by the conception of spirituality, gives us that of Jmmortality.

Now to these conceptions relate four paralogisms of a

transcendental psychology, which is falsely held to be

a science of pure reason, touching the nature of our think-

ing being. We can, however, lay at the foundation of this

1 The reader, who may not so easily perecive the psychological sonse of

these oxpressions-—taken here in their transcendeutal abstraction—and cannot

guess why the latior attribute of the soul belongs to the category of emistence,

will find the expressions sufficiontly explained and justilied in the sequel, IT
have, moreover, to apologize for the Latin terms which have been employed,

instead of their (ferman synonyms, contrary to the rules of correct writing,

But I judged it bettur to sacrifice clegance of language to perspicuity of
Bxposition.
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science nothing but the simple and in itself perfectly con-

tentless representation /, which cannot even be called a

conception, but merely a consciousness which accompanies

all conceptions. By this I, or He, or It, who or which

thinks, nothing more is represented than a transcendental

subject of thought=x, which is cognized only by means of

the thoughts that are its predicates, and of which, apart

from these, we cannot form the least conception. Ilence we

are obliged to go round this representation in a perpetual

circle, inasmuch as we must always employ it, in order to

frame any judgment respecting it. And this inconvenience

we find it impossible to rid ourselves of, because conscious-

ness in itself ig not so mug entation distinguishing

a particular object, as entation in general, in

so far as it may be for in and by cogni-

tion alone do I think a

It must, however, a

the condition, under w

quently a property of

likewise valid for evex

we can presume to be

tion a judgment whic

that everything which ¢ netituted as the voice of

my consciousness decli e, that is, as a self.

conscious being. The canse of this belief is to be found in

the fact, that we necessarily attribute to things a priori all

the properties which constitute conditions under which alone

we can cogitate them. Now I cannot obtain the least repre-

sentation of a thinking being by means of external experi-

ence, but solely through self-consciousness, Such objects

are consequently nothing more than the transference of this

consciousness of mine to other things which can only thus

be represented as thinking beings. The proposition, J think,

is, in the present case, understaod in a problematical sense,

not in so far as it contains a perception of an existence (like

the Cartesian Cogito, ergo sum), but in regard to its mere

possibility—for the purpose of discovering what properties

dinary at first sight that

k, and which is conse-

t, should be held to be

vhich thinks, and that

gly empirical proposi-

and universal, to wit,
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may be inferred from so simple a proposition and predicated

of the subject of it.

If at the foundation of our pure rational cognition of

thinking beings there lay more than the mere Cogito—if we

could likewise call in aid observations on the play of our

thoughts, and the thence derived natural laws of the think-

ing self, there would arise an empirical psychology which

would be a kind of physiology of the internal sense, and

might possibly be capable of explaining the phcnomena of
that sense. But it could never be available for discovering
those properties which do not belong to possible experience

(such as the quality of simplicity), nor could if make any

apodictic enunciation on ti are af thinking beings:—it

would therefore not bea thology.

Now, as the pro in the problematical

sense) contains the fox zment in general, and

is the constant accorep: H the categories; it is

manifest, that conclusi wn from it only by a

transcendental employ sie lerstanding. This use

of the understanding mupirical elements; and

we cannot, as shown ¢ y favorable conception

beforehand of its proce therefore folow with

a critical eye this propost veh all the predicaments

of pure psychology; burwe shall for brevity’s sake, allow

this oxamination to proceed i in an uninterrupted connection.
Before entering on this task, however, the following

general remark may help to quicken our attention to this

mode of argument. It is not merely through my thinking

that I cognize an object, but only through my determining

a given intuition in relation to the unity of consciousness

in which all thinking consists. It follows that I cognize

myself, not through my being conscious of myself as think-

ing, but only when I am conscious of the intuition of myself

as determined. in relation to the function of thought. All

the modi of self-consciousness in thought are hence not con-

ceptions of objects (conceptions of the understanding—

categories); they are mere logical functions, which do not

an
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present to thought an object to be cognized, and cannot there-

fore present my Self as an object. Not the consciousness of

the determining, but only that of the determinable self, that is,

of my internal intuition (in so far as the manifold contained

in it can be connected conformably with the general condition

of the unity of apperception in thought), 1s the object.

1. In all judgments 1 am the delermining subject of that

relation which constitutes 1 judgment. But that the I which

thinks, must be considered as in thought always a subject,

and as a thing which cannot be a predicate to thought, is an

apodictic and identical proposition. But this proposition

does not signify that I, as an object, am, for myself, a self

subsistent being or substat s latter statement—an am-

bitious one—requires ed by data which are not

to be discovered in & perhaps (in so far as

I consider the thinkiry s such) not to be dis-

covered in the thinkin

2. That the J or éige option, and consequently

in‘all thought, 1s singus and cannot be resolved

into a plurality of suby rverefore indicates a logi-

cally simple subjeci-- ident from the very

conception of an Ky: equently an analytical

proposition. But this: mount to declaring that

the thinking Hgo is 2: Sstvice-—for this would be a

syuthetical proposition. The conception of substance al-

ways relates to intuitions, which with me cannot be other

than sensuous, and which consequently lie completely out

of the sphere of the understanding and its thought; but to

this sphere belongs the affirmation that the Ego is simple i in
thought. It would indeed be surprising, if the conception
of substance, which in other cases requires so much labor to

distinguish from the other elements presented by intuition--

so much trouble, too, to discover whether it can be simple

(as in the case of the parts of matter), should be presented

immediately to me, as if by revelation, in the poorest incntal

representation of all.

3. The proposition of the identity of my Self amid all
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the manifold representations of which I am conscious, is

likewise a proposition lying in the conceptions themselves,

and is consequently analytical. But this identity of the

subject, of which I am conscious in all its representations,

docs not relate to or concern the intuition of the subject, by

which it is given as an object. This proposition cannot

therefore enounce the identity of the person, by which is

understood tle consciousness of the identity of its own sub-

stance as a thinking being in all change and variation of

circumstances, To prove this, we should require not a mere

analysis of the proposition, but synthetical judgments based

upon a@ given intuition.

4, I distinguish my ox », ag that of a thinking

being, from that of external to me-—among

which my body alse his is also an analytical

proposition. for other ' tly those which I think

as different or distensyi yself. But whether this

consciousness of mys ‘hout things external to

me; and whether the <ist mercly as a thinking

being (without beiny 4 be known or inferred

froin this propositions

Thus we have gair regards the cognition of

myself as object, by ih the consciousness of my

Selfin thought. ‘The log paition of thought in general

is mistaken for a metaphysical determination of the object.

Our Critique would be an investigation utterly supertlu-

ous, if there existed a possibility of proving @ prior, that

all thinking beings are in themselves simple substances, as

such, therefore, possess the inseparable attribute of person-

ality, and are conscious of their existence apart from and

unconnected with matter. For we should thus have taken

a stop beyond the world of sense, and have penetrated into

the sphere of nowmena; and in this case the right could not

be denied us of extending our knowledge in this sphere, of

establishing ourselves, and, under a favoring star, appropri-

ating to ourselves possessions in it. For the proposition,

“Fivery thinking being, as such, is simple substance,’’ is an
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a priori synthetical proposition; because in the first place

it goes beyond the conception which is the subject of it, and

adds to the mere notion of a thinking being the mode of tts

existence, and in the second place annexes a predicate (that

of simplicity) to the latter conception—a predicate which

it could not have discovered in the sphere of experience.

It would follow that @ priori synthetical propositions are

possible and legitimate, not only, as we have maintained, in

relation to objects of possible experience, and as principles

of the possibility of this experience itself, but are applicable

to things as things in thomselves—an inference which makes

an end of the whole of this Critique, and obliges us to fall

back on the old mode il procedure. But in-

deed the danger is ne ook a little closer into

the question.

There lurks in ti

paralogism, which is r

That which cannot be

not exist otherwise thes a

A thinking being, co

tuted otherwise than as

Therefore it extsts a!

In the major we spe sing that can be cogitated

generally and in every relation; Consequently as it may be

given in intuition. But in the minor we speak of the same

being only in so far as it regards itself as subject, relatively

to thought and the unity of consciousness, but not in relation

to intuition, by which it is presented as an object to thought.

Thus the conclusion is here arrived at by a Sophisma figura

dictionis.'

rational psychology a

the following syllogism:

revise than as subject, does

is therefore substance,

as such, cannot be cogt-

.

18, as substance,

1 Thought is taken in the two premises in two totally different senses. Tn

the major it is considered as relating and applying to objects in general, conse-

quently to objocts of intuition also. In the minor, we understand it as relating

merely to solf-consciousness. In this sense, we do not cogilate an object, but

merely the relation to the self-consciousness of the subject, as the form of

thought. In the former premise we speak of things which cannot be cogitated
otherwise Uhnan as subjects. In the second, we do not speak of things, but of

thought (all objects being abstracted), in which the Ego is always the subject

of consciousness, Hence the conclusion cannot be, ‘*I cannot exist otherwise
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That this famous argument is a mere paralogism, will be

plain to any one who will consider the general remark which

precedes our exposition of the principles of the pure under-

standing, and the section on noumena. For it was there

proved that the conception of a thing, which can exist per se

—only as a subject and never as a predicate, possesses no

objective reality; that is tosay, we can never know whether

there exists any object to correspond to the conception; con-

sequently, the conception is nothing more than a conception,

and from it we derive no proper knowledge. If this concep-

tion is to indicate, by the term substance, an object that can

be given, if it is to become a cognition; we must have at the

foundation of the cognition a permanent intuition, as the in-

dispensable condition « s reality. For through

intuition alone can an But in internal in-

tuition there is nothing or the Hgo is but the

consciousness of my ilk hen, we appeal merely

to thought, we cannot * necessary condition of -

the application of the 1} of substance —that is,

of a subject existing p e agubject as a thinking

being. And thus the | the simple nature of

substance, which is e the objective reality

of this conception, is slk also invalid, and to be, in

fact, nothing more than “us altative unity of self.
consciousness in thought; while we remain perfectly igno-

rant whether the subject is composite or not.

9

Refutation of the Arqunent of Mendelssohn for the Substan-

tiality or Permanence’ of the Soul

This acute philosopher easily perecived the insufficiency

of the common argument which attempts to prove that the

soul—it being granted that it is a simple being—cannot

than as subject??; but only ‘‘L can, in cogitating my existence, employ my Ego

only as the s subjec tof the judgment.’? But this is an identical proposition, and
throws no light on the mode of my existence.

1 There is no philosophical term in our language which can express, without

saying too much or too little, the meaning of Beharrlichkett. Permanence will
be sufficient, if taken in an absolute, instead of the commonly received relative

sehse.—— 7).

XI —Screncye—l4
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perish by dissolution or decomposition, he saw it is not im-

possible for it to cease to be by extinction, or disappearance.’

He endeavored to prove in his ‘‘Phado”’ that the sou! cannot

be annihilated, by showing that a simple being cannot cease

to exist. Inasmuch as, he said, a simple existence cannot

diminish, nor gradually lose portions of its being, and thus

be by degrees reduced to nothing (for it possesses no parts,

and therefore no multiplicity), between the moment in which

it is, and the moment in which it is not, no time can be dis-

covered—which is impossible. But this philosopher did

not consider, that, granting the soul to possess this simple

nature, which contains no parts external to each other, and

consequently no extensive ity, we cannot refuse to it,

any less than to any § nsive quantity, that

is, a degree of realits its faculties, nay, to

all that constitutes its this degree of reality

can become less and lee infinite series of smaller

degrees. It follows, the this supposed substance

—this thing, the perman ick is not assured in any

other way, may, if ne tion, by gradual loss

(remissio) of its pow ‘ by elanguescence, if

I may employ this shanged into nothing.

For consciousness itself a degree, which may be

lessened.” Consequentivthétncnity of being conscious may

be diminished; and so with all other faculties. ‘The perma-

nence of the soul, therefore, as an object of the internal

sense, remains undemonstrated, nay, even indemonstrable.

3

! Verschwinden,

2 Clearness is not, as logicians maintain, the consciousness of a representa:
tion. Fora certain degree of consciousness, which may not, however, be suf-
ficient for recollection, is to be met with in many dim representations, For

without any consciousness at all, we should not be able to recognize any differ-

ence in the obscure representations woe connect; as we really can do with many

conceptions, such as those of right and justice, and those of the musician, who

strikes at once several notes in improvising a piece of music. But a representa-

tion is clear, in which our consciousuess is sufficient for the consciousness of the

difference of this representation from others. Jf we are only conscious that

there is a difference, but are not couscious of the difference—that is, what the

difference is—the representation must be termed obscure, There is, conse-

quently, an infinite series of degrees of consciousness down to its entire dis-

appearance.
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Its permanence in life is evident, per se, inasmuch as the

thinking being (as man) is to itself, at the same time, an

object of the external senses. But this does not authorize

the rational psychologist to affirm, from more conceptions,

its permanence beyond life.’

If, now, we take the above propositions—as they must

be accepted as valid for all thinking beings in the system

of rational psychology—in synthetical connection, and pro-

ceed, from the category of relation, with the proposition,

! There are some who think they have done enough to establish a new pos-

sibility in tho mode of the existence of souls, when they have shown that there
ia no contradiction in their hypothesis on this subject. Such are those who

affirrin the possibility of thought—c{ which they have no other knowledge than
what they derive from its use. is ng giopirical intuitiona presented in
this our human life—after t Gut it is very easy to embar-

rass them by the introductia ios, which rest upon quite ag

good a fouidation, Sueh, 7 saibility of the division of a
simple substunce into severn eanversely, of the coalition of

several inte one simple subsis i, divisibility presupposes com-
position, it docs not neeessar sition of anbstances, but only of
the degrees (of the several fs: d tho samo substance. Now we

can cogitate all the powers and % soul-—evon that of consciousness
—ad diminished by one-half, th ii yemaining. In the same way
We can represent to ourselves Ww im: this obliterated half as pre-
served, not in the soul, but + s believe that, as in this case

everything that is real in t gree—consequently its entire
existonce-——his bam halved, would arise out of the soul.

For the multiplicity, which h “farroerly existed, but uot as a

multiplicity of substunces, bi + the quantum of existence in it;

and the uuity of substance w : es af existence, which by this divis-

jon alone has beon transformed into a plurality of subsistence, In the same man-

ner several simple substances might coulesee into one, without anything boing
Jost except the plurality of subsistence, inasmuch as the oue substance wonld con-
tain the degree of reality of all the former substances. Perhaps, indeed, the

simple substances, which uppear under the form of matter might (not indeod
by a mechanical or chemical inffuence upon each other, but by an unknown

influence, of which the former would be but the phenomenal appearauce), by

meang of suc a dynowical division of the pareut-souls, as tutensive queentities,
produce other souls, while the former repaired the loss thus sustained with new

Inattor of the same sort. Tam far from allowing any value to such chimeras;

and the principles of our analytic have cloarly proved that no other than au em-
pirical uso of the eategories---that of substance, for example—is possible. But if

tho rationalist is bold cnoueh to constrnel, on the mere anthority of the faculty
of thought—without any intuition, whereby au object is given—a self-subsisicut
being, merely beenuse the unity of apperception in thought cannot allow him to

beliove it a composite bemg, instead of declaring, as he ought to do, that he is

unable te explain the possibility of a thinking nature; what ought to hinder the
materialist, with as complete an indopendence of experience, to employ the prin-

ciple of tho rationalist im a directly opposite manner—still preserving the formal

unity required by Lis opponent ?
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‘‘All thinking beings are, as such, substances,’’ backward

through the series, till the circle is completed; we come at

last to their existence, of which, in this system of rational

psychology, substances are held to be conscious, indepen-

dently of external things; nay, it is asserted that, in relation

to the permanence which is a necessary characteristic of sub-

stance, they can of themselves determine external things.

It follows that Jdealism—at loast problematical Idealism, is

perfectly unavoidable in this rationalistic system. And, if

the existence of outward things is not held to be requisite

to the determination of the existence of a substance in time,

the existence of these outward things at all is a gratuitous

assumption which rermal yut the possibility of a proof.

But if we proceed ¢ e ‘I think’’ as a propo-

sition containing in i a given, consequently

modality being the p: issect this proposition,

in order to ascertain i discover whether and

how this Ego deterrain tence in time and space

without the aid of anyti ‘ai; the propositions of

rationalistic psycholog pegin with the concep-

tion of a thinking bei ality, and the proper.

ties of a thinking beiris rould be deduced from

the mode in which this sitated, after everything

empirical had been absira 8 siown in the following

table:

ot

1

1

LT think,

2 3

as Subject, as simple Subject,

4

as identical Subject,

in every state of my thought.

Now, inasmuch as it is not determined in this second

proposition, whether IT can exist and be cogitated only as

subject, and not also as a predicate of another being, the

conception of a subject is here taken in a merely logical
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sense; and it remains undetermined, whether substance is

to be cogitated under the conception or not. But in the

third proposition, the absolute unity of apperception—the

simple #Hgo in the representation to which all connection

and separation, which constitute thought, relate, is of itself

important; even although it presents us with no information

about the constitution or sabsistence of the subject. Apper-

ception is something real, and the simplicity of its nature is

given in the very fact of its possibility. Now in space there

is nothing real that is at the same time simple; for points,

which are the only simple things in space, are merely limits,

but not constituent parts of space. From this follows the

impossibility of a defini basis of materialism of

the constitution of 1 arely thinking subject.

But, because my ex éred in the first propo-

sition as yriven, for it ‘“Kvery thinking being

exists’”’ (for this woulk "3 - of them absolute neces-
sity), but only, “J exis ; the proposition is quite

empirical, and contain hing bility of my existence

merely in relation to : ious.in time. But as I

require for this purp that is permanent, such

as is not given in int the mode of my exist-

ence, whether as subste ident, cannot be deter-

mined by me:ns of this consciousness. Thus, if

materialism is inadequate to explain the mode in which I

exist, spiritualism is likewise as insuflicient; and the con-

clusion is, that we are utterly unable to attain to any knowl-

edge of the constitution of the soul, in so far as relates to the

possibility of its existence apart from external objects.

And, indeed, how should it be possible, merely by the

aid of the unity of consciousness—which we cognize only

for the reason that it is indispensable to the possibility of

experience—to pass the bounds of experience (our exist-

ence in this life); and to extend our cognition to the nature

of all thinking beings by means of the empirical—but in

relation to every sort of intuition, perfectly undetermined

—proposition, “I think’’?
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There does not then exist any rational psychology as a

doctrine furnishing any addition to our knowledge of our-

selves, Itis nothing more than a discipline, which sets im-

passable limits to speculative reason in this region of thought,

to prevent it, on the one hand, from throwing itself into the

arms of a soulless materialism, and, on the other, from losing

itself in the mazes of a baseless spiritualism. It teaches us

to consider this refusal of our reason to give any satisfactory

answer to questions which reach beyond the limits of this

_our human life, as a hint to abandon fruitless speculation;

and to direct, to a practical use, our knowledge of ourselves

—which, although applicable only to objects of experience,

receives its principles tras cher source, and regulates its

procedure as if our dg ¢ beyond the bounda-

ries of experience anc

From all this it is

its origin in a mere m

sciousness, which lies

considered to be an intd

and the category of s3%

But this unity is noti

which no object is giv

of substance—which al yposes a given intuition

—cannot be applied. © 'y, the subject cannot be

cognized. The subject of the categories cannot, therefore,

for the very reason that it cogitates these, frame any con-

ception of itself as an object of the categories; for, to cogi-

tate these, it must lay at the foundation its own pure self-

consciousness—-the very thing that it wishes to explain and

describe, In like manner, the subject, in which the repre-

sentation, of time has its basis, cannot determine, for this

very reason, its own existence in time. Now, if the latter

is impossible, the former, as an attempt to determine itself

by means of the categories as a thinking being in general,

is no less so."

ational psychology has

hng. he unity of con-

is of the categories, is

be subject as an object;

ypiied to the intuition,

fhe unity in thought, by

therefore the category

1 The “TI think’’ is, as has been already stated, an empirical proposition, and

contains the proposition, ‘I exist.’ But I cannot say ‘‘Everything, which
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Thus, then, appears the vanity of the hope of establish-

ing a cognition which is to extend its rule beyond the limits

of experience—a cognition which is one of the highest inter-

ests of humanity; and thus is proved the futility of the at-

tempt of speculative philosophy in this region of thought.

But, in this interest of thought, the severity of criticism has

rendered to reason a not unimportant service, by the demon-

stration of the impossibility of making any dogmatical af-

firmation concerning an object of experience beyond the

boundaries of experience. She has thus fortified reason

against all affirmations of the contrary. Now, this can be

accomplished in only two ways. Hither our proposition

must be proved apadicti¢ , He this is unsuccessful,

the sources of this ing ought for, and if these

are discovered to ex fi and necessary limita-

tion of our reason, ou vist submit to the same

law of renunciation, ar 2m advancing claims to

dogmatic assertion,

But the right, say ra scexsity to admit a future

thinks, exiats’’; for in this ¢

beings possessing it, necessary

ered as an inference from the

—hbecause in this case the maj:

must precede—but, the two f

think,’? expreases au undetermined empirical intuition, that is, perception*®

(proving consequently that sensation, which must belong to sensibility, lies at

the foundation of (his proposition); but it precedes experience, whose province

it is to determine an object of perception by means of the categories in relation

to time; and existence in this proposition is not a category, as it does not apply

to an undetermined givon object, but only to one of which we have a conception,

and about which we wish to know whether it does or doos not exist, out of, and

apart from this conception, An undciermined perception signifies here merely
something real that has been given, only, howaver, te thought in general—but

not 48 a phenomenon, nor as a thing in itself (noumenon), but only as something

that really exists, and is designated as auch in the proposition, ‘‘T think.” For

it must be remarked that, when I call the proposition, ‘‘I think,’’ an empirical

sroposition, I do not thereby mean that the Kyo in the proposition is an empir-

cal representation; on tho contrary, it is purely intellectual, bocause it belongs

‘o thought in general. But without some ompirical representation, which pre-
sents to the mind material for thought, the mental act, “I think,’’ would not

ake place; and the empirical is only the condition of the application or employ-

nent of the pure intellectual faculty.

thought would constitute all

existence cannot be consid-

” as Des Cartes maintained

« See page 201.—Tr.
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life, upon principles of the practical conjoined with the

speculative use of reason, has lost nothing by this renuncia-

tion; for the merely speculative proof has never had any

influence upon the common reason of men. It stands upon

the point of a hair, so that even the schools have been able

to preserve it from falling only by incessantly discussing it

and spinning it lke a top; and even in their eyes it has

never been able to present any safe foundation for the erec-

tion of a theory. The proofs which have been current

among men, preserve their value undiminished; nay, rather

gain in clearness and unsophisticated power, by the rejec-

tion of the dogmatical assumptions of speculative reason,

For reason is thus confing ~ ber own peculiar province

—the arrangement o which is at the same

time the arrangement @ as a practical faculty,

without limiting itself tis justified in extend-

ing the former, and wi existence, beyond the

boundaries of experience If we turn our attention

to the analogy of the mut ng beings in this world,

in the consideration of 8 obliged to accept as a

principle, that no org Oo appetite is uscless,

and that nothing is suj ing disproportionate to

its use, nothing unsuiie ‘ but that, on the con-

trary, everything is pet ormed to its destination

in life—we shall find that man, who alone is the final end

and aim of this order, is still the only animal that seems to

be excepted from it. For his natural gifts, not merely as

regards the talents and motives that may incite him to em-

ploy them, but especially the moral law in him, stretch

so far beyond all mere carthly utility and advantage, that

he feels himself bound to prize the mere consciousness of

probity, apart from all advantageous consequences—even

the shadowy gift of posthumous fame—above everything;

and he is conscious of an inward call to constitute himself,

by his conduct in this world—without regard to mere sub-

lunary interests—the citizen of a better. This mighty, irre-

sistible proof—-accompanied by an ever-increasing knowledge
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of the conformability to a purpose in everything we sce

around us, by the conviction of the boundless immensity

of creation, by the consciousness of a certain illimitableness

in the possible extension of our knowledge, and by a desire

commensurate therewith—--remains to humanity, even after

the theoretical cognition of ourselves has failed to establish

the necessity of an existence ufter death,

Conclusion of the Solution of the Psychologicul Paralogism

The dialectical illusion in rational psychology arises from

our confounding an idea of reason (of a pure intelligence)

with the conception ; spect undetermined—of a

thinking being in ge myself in behalf of

a possible experience, io inaking abstraction

of all actual oxpericn: herefrom that I can be

conscious of myself ar rience and its empirical

conditions. I consequen: ad the possible abstrac-

tion of ny empirically i

posed consciousness o

thinking self; and I be

tial in myself as a tram

ing more in thought thar

lies at the basis of all determina

The task of explaining the community of the soul with

the body does not properly belong to the psychology of

which we are here speaking; bevause it proposes to prove

the personality of the soul apart from this communion (after

death), and is therefore transcendent in the proper sense of

the word, although occupying itself with an object of experi-

ence—only in so far, however, as it ceases to be an object

of experience. Buta sufficient answer may be found to the

question in our system. The difficulty which hes in the exe-

cution of this task consists, as is well known, in the presup-

posed heterogeneity of the object of the internal sense (the

soul) and the objects of the external senses; inasmuch as

the formal condition of the intuition of the one is time, and

+

aehiect, when I have noth-

«of consciousness, which
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of that of the other space also. But if we consider that both

kinds of objects do not differ internally, but only in so far

as the one appears externally to the other—consequently,

that what lies at the basis of phenomena, as a thing in itself,

may not be heterogeneous; this difficulty disappears. There

then remains no other difficulty than is to be found in the

question—how a community of substances is possible: a

question which lies out of the region of psychology, and

which the reader, after what in our Analytic has been said

of primitive forces and faculties, will easily judge to be also

beyond the region of human cognition,

ychalogy to CosmologyOn the Transition 73

I exist thinking,’’ is

h a proposition must be

the object cogitated as a

appears to maintain that

a phenomenon; aud

in fact, abuts upon

The proposition ‘'

an empirical propositic

based on empirical jnin

phenomenon; and thus

the soul, even in th

in this way our con

nothing.

Thought, per se, is rng arely spontaneous logical

function which operates to connect the manifold of a possi-

ble intuition; and it does not represent the subject of con-

sciousness as a phenomenon—for this reason alone, that it

pays no attention to the question whether the mode of

intuiting it is sensuous or intellectual. I therefore do not

represent myself in thought either as I am, or as I appear

to myself; I merely cogitate myself as an object in general,

of the mode of intuiting which I make abstraction. When

I represent myself as the subject of thought, or as the ground

of thought, these modes of representation are not related to

the categories of substance or of cause; for these are func-

tions of thought applicable only to our sensuous intuition.

The application of these categories to the Hyo would, how-

ever, be necessary, if 1 wished to make myself an object of
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knowledge. But I wish to be conscious of myself only as

thinking; in what mode my Self is given in intuition, I

do not consider, and it may be that I, who think, am a phe-

nomenon—although not in so far as ] am a thinking being;

but in the conseiousness of inyself in mere thought I am

a being, though this consciousness does not present to me

any property of this being as material for thought.

But the proposition ‘‘I think,’’ in so far as it declares,

“TJ exist thinking,’ is not the mere representation of a logi-

eal function. It determines the subject (which is in this

case an object also) in relation to existence; and it cannot

be given without the aid of the internal sense, whose intui-

tion presents to us anal aok as a thing in itself, but

always as a phenoinens position there is there-

fore something more & the mere spontancity

of thought; there is al ity of intuition, that is,

my thought of mysel the empirical intuition

of myself. Now, in th the thinking self must

seek the conditions of th nent of its logical fune-

tions as vategories of use, and so forth; not

merely for the pury hing itself as an object

in itself by means of & tion J, but also for the

purpose of determining & of its oxistence, that is, of

cognizing itself as noun it this is impossible, for

the internal empirical intuition is sensuous, and presents us

with nothing but phenomenal data, which do not assist the

object of pure consciousness in its attempt to cognize itself

as a separite existence, but are useful only as contributions

to experience.

But, let it be granted that we could discover, not in

experience, but in certain firmly-established @ priori laws

of the use of pure reason—laws relating to our existence,

authority to consider ourselves as legislating @ priort in

relation to our own existence and as determining this exist-

ence; we should, on this supposition, find ourselves pos-

sessed of a spontaneity, by which our actual existence

would be determinable, without the aid of the conditions
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of empirical intuition. We should also become aware, that

in the consciousness of our existence there was an « priori

content, which would serve to determine our own existence

—an existence only sensuously determinable—relatively,

however, to a certain internal faculty in relation to an

intelligible world.

But this would not give the least help to the attempts of

rational psychology. For this wonderful faculty, which the

consciousness of the moral law in me reveals, would present

me with a principle of the determination of my own exist-

ence which is purely intellectual—but by what predicates ?

By none other than those which are given in sensuous intui-

tion, Thus I should alfin the same position in

rational psychology y occupied, that is to

say, I should find mys xf sensuous intuitions,

in order to give signific aceptions of substance

and cause, by means © oi can possess a knowl-

edge of myself: but ons can never raise ine

above the sphere of ¢ ould be justified, how-

ever, in applying theas n regard to their prac-

tical use, which is alwa bjects of experience—

in conformity with they e81 significance when em-

ployed theoretically—-te &hd its subject.t At the

same time, I should understand by them merely the logical

functions of subject and predicate, of principle and conse-

quence, in conformity with which all actions are so deter-

mined, that they are capable of being explained along with

the laws of nature, conformably to the categories of sub-

stance and cause, although they originate from a very

different principle. We have made these observations for

the purpose of guarding against misunderstanding, to which

the doctrine of our intuition of self as a phenomenon is

exposed. We shall have oceasion to perceive their utility

in the sequel.

6
i

1 The Ego,—Tr.



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 325

TRANSCENDENTAL DIALECTIC—BOOK IT

CHAPTER II

THE ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

We showed in the introduction to this part of our work,

that all transcendental illusion of pure reason arose from

dialectical arguments, the schema of which logic gives us in

its three formal species of syllogisms—just as the categories

find their logical schema in the four functions of all judg-

ments. The first kind of tf sphistical arguments related

to the unconditioned live conditions of all

represcntations in g ject or soul), in cor-

respondenve with the fllogisms, the major of

which, as the prineipie fie relation of a predicate

toa subject. The sear dialectical argument will

therefore be concerned, the analogy with hypo-

thetical syllogisms, w litioned uanity of the

objective conditions on; and, in this way,

the theme of the thir ated of in the following

chapter, will he the un unity of the objective

conditions of the possibrity jeots In general.

But it is worthy of remark, that the transcendental
paralogism produced in the mind only a one-sided illusion,

in regard to the idea of the subject of our thought; and the

conceptions of reuson gave no ground to maintain the con-

trary proposition. The advantage is completely on the side

of Pneumatism; although this theory itself passes into

naught, in the crucible of pure reason.

Very different is the case, when we apply reason to the

objective synthesis of phenomena. TIIcre, certainly, reason.

establishes, with much plausibility, its principle of uncon-

ditioned unity; but it very soon falls into such contradic-

tions, that it is compelled, in relation to cosmology, to

renounce its pretensions.
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For here a new phenomenon of human reason meets us—~

a perfectly natural antithetic, which does not require to be

sought for by subtle sophistry, but into which reason of

itself unavoidably falls. It is thereby preserved, to be sure,

from the slumber of a fancied conviction—-which a merely

one-sided illusion produces; but it is at the same time com-

pelled, either, on the one hand, to abandon itself to a de-

spairing scepticism, or, on the other, to assume a dogmatical

confidence and obstinate persistence in certain assertions,

without granting a fair hearing to the other side of the ques-

tion. Hither is the death of a sound philosophy, although

the former might perhaps deserve the title of the Euthanasia

of pure reason.

Before entering

which the conflict of

produces, we shall pr

tions, in explanation a4

intend to follow in our arg

transcendental ideas, in

totality in the synthosi
partly on account of ¢

the conception of the Ws is based—a conception

which is itself an idea—bgi suse they relate solely to

the synthesis of phenomena——the empirical synthesis; while,
on the other hand, the absolute totality in the synthesis of the

conditions of all possible things gives rise to an ideal of pure

reason, which is quite distinct from the cosmical conception,

although it stands in relation with it. Hence, as the paralo-

gisms of pure reason laid the foundation for a dialectical

psychology, the antinomy of pure reason will present us

with the transcendental principles of a pretended pure

(rational) cosmology—-not, however, to declare it valid and

to appropriate it, but—as the very term of a conflict of reason

sufficiently indicates, to present it as an idea which cannot

be reconciled with phenomena and experience.

scord and confusion,

mare reason (antinomy)

r with some considera-

io of the method we

this subject. I term all

ev relate to the absolute

, cosmical conceptions;

ed totality, on which

4
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THE ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

SEcTION First

System of Cosmological Ideas

That we may be able to enumerate with systematic pre-

cision these ideas according to a principle, we must remark,

in the first place, that it is from the understanding alone that

pure and transcendental conceptions take their origin; that

the reason does not properly give birth to any conception,

but only frees the conception of the understanding from the

unavoidable limitation ofsaTMpossibie experience, and thus

endeavors to raise if é@pirical, though it must

still be in connectic vappens from the fact,

that for a given condi demands absolute total-

ity on the side of the which the understand-

ing submits all phenom

a transcendental idea.

give absolute compile

continuing it to the ax

in experience, but ond

according to the prince

whale of the coidlitions, : eguently the absolutely uncon-

ditioned, ts also given, whereby alone the former was possible.

First, then, the trauscendental ideas are properly nothing

but categories elevated to the unconditioned; and they may

be arranged ina table according to the titles of the latter.

But, secondly, all the categories are not available for this

purpose, but only those in which the synthesis constitutes a

series —of conditions subordinated to, not co-ordinated with,

each other, Absolute totality is required of reason only in

so far as concerns the ascending series of the conditions of a

conditioned; not, consequently, when the question relates

to the descending series of consequences, or to the aggre-

gate of the co-ordinated conditions of these consequences.

For, in relation to a given conditioned, conditions are pre-

> enpinical synthesis, by
rhich is not to be found
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supposed and considered to be given along with it. On the

other hand, as the consequences do not render possible their

conditions, but rather presuppose them—in the considera-

tion of the procession of consequences (or in the descent

from the given condition to the conditioned), we may be

quite unconcerned whether the series ceases or not; and

their totality is not a necessary demand of reagon.

Thus we cogitate—and necessarily--a given time com-

pletely elapsed up to a given moment, although that time is

not determinable by us. But as regards time future, which

is not the condition of arriving at the present, in order to

conceive it; it is quite indifferent whether we consider

future time as ceasing gf.s6 ioint, or as prolonging itself

to infinity. Take, f sories m, n, 0, in which

n is given as conditis to m, but at the same

time as the condition @ series proceed upward

from the conditioned : , #, ete.), and also down-

ward from the condi e conditioned o (p, q, 7,

etc.)—I must presuppo mer series, to be able to

consider » as given, 2 vg to reason (the totality

of conditions) possib! s of that series. But

its possibility does née flowing serles 0, p, 9, 7,

which for this reason «: garded as given, but only

as capable of being give

I shall term the synthesis of the series on the side of the
conditious—from that nearest to the given phenomenon up

to the more remote—regressive; that which proceeds on the

side of the conditioned, from the immediate consequence to

the more remote, J shall call the progressive synthesis. The

former proceeds in antecedentia, the latter in consequentia.

The cosmological ideas are therefore occupied with the

totality of the regressive synthesis, and proceed in ante-

cedentia, not in consequentia. When the latter takes place, it

is an arbitrary and not a necessary problem of pure reason;

for we require, for the complete understanding of what is

given in a phenomenon, not the consequences which suc-

ceed, but the grounds or principles which precede.
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In order to construct the table of ideas in correspondence

with the table of categories, we take first the two primitive

quanta of all our intuition, time and space. Time is in itself

a series (and the formal condition of all series), and hence,

in relation to a given present, we must distinguish a priori in

it the antecedentia as conditions (time past) from the con-

sequentia (time future), Consequently, the transcendental

idea of the absolute totality of the series of the condi-

tions of a given conditioned, relates merely to all past time.

According to the idea of reason, the whole past time, as the

condition of the given moment, is necessarily cogitated as

given. But as regards space, there exists in it no distinc-

tion between progressus sus; for it is an aggregate

and not a series—ti together at the same

time. Ican conside of time in relation to

past time only as oc 3¢ this given moment

comes into existence o he past time—or rather

through the passing of t g time. But as the parts

of space are not sab ut co-ordinated to each

other, one part canno dition of the possibility

of the other; and sp sclf, like time, a series.

But the synthesis of + wis of space—(the syn-

thesis whereby we app s2\--is nevertheless suc-

cessive; it takes place, pn time, and contains a

series. And ag in this series of aggregated spaces (for ex-

ample, the feet in a rood), beginning with a given portion of

space, those which continue to be annexed form the condi-

tion of the knits of the former—the measurement of a space

must also be regarded as a synthesis of the series of the

conditions of a given conditioned. It differs, however, in

this respect from that of timo, that the side of the condi-

tioned is not in itself distinguishable from the side of the

condition; and, consequently, regressus and progressus in

space secm to be identical. But, inasmuch as one part of

space is not given, but only limited, by and through another,

we must also consider every limited space as conditioned, in
so far as it presupposes some other space as the condition of

ae
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its limitation, and so on, As regards limitation, therefore,

our procedure in space is also a regressus, and the transcen-

dental idea of the absolute totality of the synthesis in a

series of conditions applies to space also; and I am entitled

to demand the absolute totality of the phenomenal synthesis

in space as well as in time. Whether my demand can be

satisfied, is a question to be answered in the sequel.

Secondly, the real in space—that is, matter, is conditioned.

Its internal conditions are its parts, and the parts of parts its

remote conditions; so that in this case we find a regressive

synthesis, the absolute totality of which is a demand of

reason. But this cannot be obtained otherwise than by a

complete division of parts the real in matter be-

comes either nothing # not matter, that is to

say, the simple.’ C nd here also a series

of conditions and a pr neonditioned.

Thirdly, as regard: s of a real relation be-

tween phenomena, the < astance and its accidents

is not suitable for the £ of a transcendental idea;

that is to say, reason | , in regard to it, to pro-

ceed regressively wiél For accidents (in so far

as they inhere in 4 s co-ordinated with each

other, and do not cons ss. And, in relation to

substance, they are not Subordinated to it, but are

the mode of existence of the substance itself. The concep-

tion of the substantial might nevertheless seem to be an idea

of the transcendental reason. Lut, as this signifies nothing

' more than the conception of an object in general, which

subsists in so far as we cogitate in it merely a transcendental

subject without any predicates; and as the question here is

of an unconditioned in the series of phenomena—it is clear

that the substantial can form no member thereof. The same

holds good of substances in community, which are mere

aggregates, and do not form a series. For they are not sub-

ordinated to each other as conditions of the possibility of

1 Das Hinfache.
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gach other; which, however, may he aflirmed of spaces, the

limits of which are never determined in themselves, but

always by some other space. It is, therefore, only in the

category of causality that we can find a series of causes to

a given effect, and in which we ascend from the latter,

as the conditioned, to the former as the conditions, and thus

answer the question of reason.

Fourthly, the conceptions of the possible, the actual, and the

necessary do not conduct us to any serios—excepting only in

so far as the contingent in existence must always be regarded

as conditioned, and as indicating, according to a law of the

understanding, a condition, under which it is necessary

to rise to a higher, tli, in sotality of the series, reason

arrives at unconditioned

There are, accor

corresponding with the

can select only such as

in the synthesis of the ma

r cosmological ideas,

he categories. For we

urnish us with a series

The «ah fe1ess

of the given I phenomena,

2 3

The absolute Completeness The absolute Completeness

of the of the

Division ORIGINATION

of a given totality of a phenomenon,

in a phenomenon.

4

The absolute Completeness

of the DEPENDENCE of the HXISTENCE
of what is changeable in a phenomenon.

We must here remark, in the first place, that the idea

of absolute totality relates to nothing but the exposition of

phenomena, and therefore not to the pure conception of a

totality of things. Phenomena are here, therefore, regarded
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as given, and reason requires the absolute completeness of
the conditions of their possibility, in so far as these condi-
tions constitute a series—consequently an absolutely (that
is, in every respect) complete synthesis, whereby a phe-
nomenon can be explained according to the laws of the

understanding.

Secondly, it is properly the unconditioned alone that
reason secks in this scrially and regressively conducted syn-

thesis of conditions. It wishes, to speak in another way,
to attain to completeness in the series of premises, so as to
render it unnecessary to presuppose others. This wncondi-
tioned is always contained in the absolute totality of the series,

when we endeavor to sentation of it in thought.
But this absolutely « is is itself but an idea;
for if 18 impossible, nd, to know whether

any such synthesis is the case of phenomena.

When we represent n thought by means of
pure conceptions of th uding, without any condi-

tions of senstious inia wy say with justice that
for a given condition rics of conditions sub-
ordinated to each ot! for the former is only
given through the Tait nd in the case of phe-
nomena a particular dir xe mode in which condi-

tions are given, that is, HheowRN thie successive synthesis of
the manifold of intuition, which must be complete in the

regress. Now whether this completeness is sensuously pos-
sible, is a problem. But the idea of it lies in the reason—be
it possible or impossible to connect with the idea adequate
empirical conceptions. Therefore, as in the absolute totality

of the regressive synthesis of the manifold in a phenomenon
(following the guidance of the categories, which represent it

as a series of conditions to a given conditioned) the uncon-

ditioned is necessarily contained—it being still left unascer-

tained whether and how this totality exists; reason sets out
from the idea of totality, although its proper and final aim is

the unconditioned—of the whole scries, or of a part thereof.
This unconditioned may be cogitated—either as existing
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only in the entire series, all the members of which therefore

would be without exception conditioned and only the totality

absolutely unconditioned—and in this case the regressus is

called infinite; or the absolutely unconditioned is only a part

of the series, to which the other members are subordinated,

but which is not itself submitted to any other condition.’

In the former case the series is a parle privri unlimited

(without beginning), that is, infinite, and nevertheless com-

pletely given. Tut the regress in it is never completed, and

can only be called potentially infinite. In the second case

there exists a first in the series. This first 1s called, in rela-

tion to past time, the beginning of the world ; in relation to

space, the limit of the wowddyvin relation to the parts of a

given limited whole, ‘elation to causes, abso-

lute spontaneity (lib ration to the cxistence

of changeable. things, ; ti necessity.

We possess two ex Zand nature, which are

generally interchanged. denotes the mathematical

total of all phenomena ¢ lity of their synthesis—in

its progress by mean n, as well as by division.

And the world is te ren it is regarded as a

dynamical whole—wh 1 is not directed to the

aggregation in space an phe purpose of cogitating

it as a quantity, but to tha matiin the existence of phenom-

ena. In this case the condition of that which happens is

called a cause; the unconditioned causality of the cause

1 The absolute totality of the series of conditions to a given conditioned is
always unconditioned: because beyond it there exist no other conditions, on

which it might depend. But the absolute totality of such a series is only
an idea, or rather a problematical conception, the possibility of which must be
investigated-—particularly in relation to the mode in which the unconditioned,
as the transcendental idea wlich is the real subject of inquiry, may be con-

tained therein,

+ Nature, understood adjectivé (formatter), signifies the complex of the de-
terminations of a thing, connected according to an internal principle of causality.
On the other hand, we understand by nature, substantive (materialiter), the
stum-total of phenomena, in so far as they, by virtue of an internal principle of
causality, are connected with each other throughout, In the former sense we

speak of the nature of liquid matter, of fire, ete., and employ the world only
adjectivé; while, :f speaking of the objects of nature, we have in our minds the
idea of a subsisting whole.
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in a phenomenon is termed liberty; the conditioned cause

is called in a more limited sense a natural cause. ‘T'he

conditioned in existence is termed contingent, and the

unconditioned necessary. Tbe unconditioned necessity of

phenomena may be called natural necessity.

The ideas which we are at present engaged in discussing

T have called cosmological ideas; partly because by the term

world is understood the entire content of all phenomena, and

our ideas are directed solely to the unconditioned among

phenomena; partly also, because world, in the transcen-

dental sense, signifies the absolute totality of the content

of existing things, and we are directing our attention only

to the completeness of, thesis-—although, properly,

only in regression. fact that these ideas

are all transcendent, ey do not transcend

phenomena as regards ut are concerned solely

with the world of sens ith noumena), neverthe-

less carry their synthes

experience—it still seen

propriety, designate th

the distinction betwe

cally unconditioned ro of the regression of

the synthesis, I should, wi former, in a more

limited signification, cosrnic sgptions, the remaining

two transcendent physical conceptions. This distinction does

not at present seem to be of particular importance, but we

shall afterward find it to be of some value.

THE ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

SECTION SECOND

Antithetic of Pure Reason

Thetic is the term applied to every collection of dog-

matical propositions. By antithetic 1 do not understand

dogmatical assertions of the opposite, but the self-contradic-

tion of seemingly dogmatical cognitions (thesis cum antithest),

in none of which we cau discover any decided superiority.
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Antithetic is not therefore occupied with one-sided state-

ménts, but is engaged in considering the contradictory na-

ture of the general cognitions of reason, and its causes.

Transcendental antithetic is an investigation into the anti-

nomy of pure reason, its causes and result. If we employ

our reason not merely in the application of the principles of

the understanding to objects of experience, but venture with

it beyond these boundaries, there arise certain sophistical

propositions or theorems. These assertions have the fol-

lowing peculiarities: They can find neither confirmation

nor confutation in experience; and each is in itself not

only self-consistent, but possesses conditions of its neces-

sity in the very nature ly that, unluckily, there

exist just as valid « nds for maintaining

the contrary propositic

The quastions whic!

of this dialectic of pu

propositions ix pure ren

nomy? 2d. What are

Whether and in what

self-contradiction ?

A dialectical propos

isé in the consideration

* therefore: Ist. In what

jably subject to an anti-

af this antinomy? -3d.

en free itself from this

fora of pure reason, must,

according to what has bag distinguishable from all

sophistical propositions, by the fact that it is not an answer

to an arbitrary question, which may be raised at the mere

pleasure of any person, but to one which human reason must

necessarily encounter in its progress. In the second place, a

dialectical proposition, with its opposite, does not carry the

appearance of a merely artificial illusion, which disappears

as soon as it is investigated, but a natural and unavoidable

illusion, which, even when we are no longer deceived by it,

continues to mock us, and, although rendered harmless, can

never be completely removed.

This dialectical doctrine will not relate to the unity of

understanding in empirical conceptions, but to the unity

of reason in pure ideas. The eonditions of this doctrine are

—inasmuch as it must, as a synthesis according to rules, be
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conformable to the understanding, and at the same time as

the absolute unity of the synthesis, to the reason—that,

if it is adequate to the unity of reason, it is too great for

the understanding, if according with the understanding, it is

too small for the reason, Hence arises a mutual opposition,

which cannot be avoided, do what we will.

These sophistical assertions of dialectic open, as it were,

a battlefield, where that side obtains the victory which has

been permitted to make the attack, and he is compelled to

yield who has been unfortunately obliged to stand on the

defensive. And henec, champions of ability, whether on

the right or on the wrong side, are certain to carry away the

crown of victory, if they « care to have the right to

make the last attack, ved to sustain another

onset from their opp asily believe that this

arena has been often 2 feet of combatants,

that many victories h: fined on both sides, but

that the last victory, de e affair between the con-

tending parties, wag wo rina fought for the right,

only if his adversary w «: continue the tourney.

As impartial umpire side entirely the con-

sideration whether the' fighting for the right

or for the wrong sida, f or for the false, and allow

the combat to be first Porhaps, alter they have

wearied more than injured cach other, they will discover the

nothingness of their cause of quarrel, and part good friends.

Nhis method of watching, or rather of originating, a con-

flict of assertions, not for the purpose of finally deciding in

favor of either side, but to discover whether the object of the

struggle is not a mere illusion, which each strives in vain to

reach, but which would be no gain even when reached—this

procedure, I say, may be termed the sceptical method. It is

thoroughly distinct from scepticism—the principle of a tech-

nical and scientific ignorance, which undermines the foun-

dations of all knowledge, in order, if possible, to destroy

our belicf and confidence therein. For the sceptical method

aims at certainty, by endeavoring to discover in a conflict
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of this kind, conducted honestly and intelligently on both

sides, the point of misunderstanding; just as wise legislators

derive, froin the embarrassment of judges in lawsuits, infor-

mation in regard to the defective and ill-defined parts of

their statues. The antinomy which reveals itself in the

application of laws, is for our limited wisdom the best eri-

terion of legislation. For the attention of reason, which in

abstract speculation does not easily become conscious of its

errors, is thus roused to the momenta in the determination

of its principles.

But this sceptical method is essentially peculiar to tran-

scendental philosophy, and ean per haps be dispensed with

in every other field of inv tion, In mathematics its

use would be absurd; false assertions can

long remain hidden, cemonstrations must

always proceed under of pure intuition, and

by meang of an always 4 esis. In experimental

philosophy doubt and delay’ x2 very useful; but no

misunderstanding ig poss’ » gannot be easily re-

moved; and in experiss xf solving the difficulty

and putting an end te | vast at last be found,

whether sooner or later sophy can always ex-

hibit its principles, with"

concreto—at least in possthhe es} Hences, and thus escape
the mistakes and ambiguities of abstraction. But transcen-

dental propos:tions, which lay claim to insight beyond the

region of possible experience, cannot, on the one hand, ex-

hibit their abstract synthesis in any a priort intuition, nor,

on the other, expose a lurking error by the help of experi-

once. ‘Transcendental reason, therefore, presents us with

no other criterion than that of an attempt to reconcile such

assertions, and for this purpose to permit a free and unre-

Strained conflict between them. And this we now proceed

to arrange.’

1 The antinomies stand in the order of the four transcendental ideas above

tailed.

XI—Sormnos—1b
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TRE ANTINOMY OF

FIRST CONFLICT OF THE

Thesis

The world has a beginning
in time, and is also limited in

regard to space.

PRoor

Granted, that the world has

no beginning in times upto

every given moment o

an eternity must have

and therewith passed

infinite series of sue

conditions or states af

in the world. Now the

ity of a series consists

fact, that it never

completed by means o

cessive synthesis. 7

that an infinite series ¢

elapsed is impossible, and

consequently a beginn

the world is a necessary com!

dition of its existence. And

this was the first thing to be

proved.

As regards the second, let

us take the opposite for

granted. In this ease, the

world must be an infinite giv-

en total of coexistent things.

Now we cannot cogitate the
dimensions of a quantity,

which is not given within
certain limits of an intui-

tion, in any other way than

1 We may consider an undetermined
quantity as u whole, when it is inclosed

CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

PURE REASON

TRANSCENDENTAL IDEAS

Antithesis

The world has ne begin-
niug, and no limits in space,

but is, in relation both to

tine and space, infinite.

Proor

For let it be granted, that

i bas a beginning, A begin-

if an existence which is

J by a time in which

x does not exist. On

heye supposition, it fol-

that there must have

& time in which the

did not exist, that is,

nd time. But in a void

3¢ Origination of a thing

esible; because vo part
auch time contains a

istive condition of being,

eference to that of non-

being (whether the supposed

thing originate of itself, or by

means of some other cause).

Consequently, many series of

things may have a beginning
in the world, but the world

itself cannot have a begin-
ning, and is, therefore, in re-

lation to past time, infinite.

As regards the second state-
ment, let us first take the op-

posite for granted—that the

world is finite and limited in
space; it follows that it must

exist Ina void space, which ir

not limited. We should there

pres
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Thesis

by means of the synthesis’ of

its parts, and the total of such

a quantity only by means of a

completed synthesis, or the

repeatel addition of unity to

itself. Accordingly, to cogi-

tate the world, which fills all
spaces, as a whole, the gsuc-

cessive synthesis of the parts

of an infinite world must be

looked upon as completed,

that is to say, an infinite time

must be regarded as having

elapsed in the enumerasi

all coexisting things

isimpossible. For this

an intinite aygregate of

things cannot be consid

agiven whole, consequé

not as a contemporane

given whole. The work
consequently, as regard

tension in space, not ¢

but inclosed in limi

this was the second

be proved.

within limits. although we cannot con-
struct or ascertain its totality by meas-

urement, that is, by the successive

synthesis of ita parts. For its limits

of themselves determine its complete-
ness a8 a whole.

' What is meant by successive syn-

thesis must be tolerably plain. If Lam

required to form some notion of a picce

of land, I may assume an arbitrary

standard-—a mile, or an acro—and by

the successive addition of mile to mile

or acre to acre till the proper number

is reached, construct for myself a notion
of the size of the land. —Z>r.

389

Antithests

fore meet not only with a re-
lation of things in space, but

also a relation of things to

space. Now, as the world is

an absolute whole, out of and

beyond which no object of in-

tuition, and consequently no

correlate to which can be dis-

covered, this relation of the

world to a void space is mere-

ly a relation to no object. But

such a relation, and conse-

quently the limitation of the

id by void space, is noth-
ef

onsequently, the world,

ds space, 18 not lim-

nat is, it 1s infinite in

to extension.'

Seace is merely the form of exter-
iou (formal intuition), and not

ct which ean be externally

Space, prior to all things

termine it (fill or limit it), or,

hich present an epirecal in-

BHR conformable to it, is, under the

ihest absolute space, nothing but the
rave possibility of external phenomena,

in so fur as they either exist in them-

selves, or can annex themselves to

given intuitions, Empirical intuition

is therefore not a composition of phe-

nomena and space (of perception and

empty intuition). The one is not the

correlate of the other in a synthesis,

but they are vitally connected iu the

same empirical intuition, ss matter and

form. If we wish to set one of these

two apart from the other—-space from

phenomena—there arise all sorta of

empty determinations of external in-

tuition, which are very far from being

possible perceptions. For example, mor

tion or rest of the world in an infinite

empty space, or 4 determination of the

mutual relation of both, cannot possibly

he perceived, and is therefore merely

the predicate of a notional entity.
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ORSERVATIONS ON T

I

On the Thesis

In bringing forward these

conflicting arguments, I have

not been on the search for

sophisms, for the purpose of

availing myself of special

pleading, which takes advan-

tage of the carelessness of the

opposite party, appeals to a

misunderstood statute, and

erects its unrighteous claims

upon an unfair interpretati

Both proofs originates ts:

from the nature of 4,

and the advantage pre

by the mistakes of th

matists of both par

been completely sét asic

he thesis might also

been unfairly demonsty

by the introduction ¢

roneous conception

finity of a given gy
A quantity is infinite

greater than itself cannot

sibly exist. Tho quantity is
measured by the number of

given units—which are taken

as a standard—contained in

it. Now no number can be

the greatest, because one or

more units can always be

added. It follows that an

infinite given quantity, con-

sequently an inutinite world

(both as regards titne and ex-

tension) is impossible. It is,

therefore, limited in both re-

spects. In this manner I
might have conducted my

proof; but the conception

PURE REASON

He Irrev ANTINOMY

Th

On the Antithesis

The proof in favor of the
infinity of the cosmical sue-

cession and the cosmical con-

tent is based upon the consid-
eration, that, in the opposite

case, a void time and a void

space must constitute the lim-

its of the world. Now Ll am

not unaware, that there are

some ways of escaping this

ponciusion. It may, for ex-

, be alleged, that a limit

rorld, as regards both

id time, is quite possi-

sthout at the same time

¢ the existence of an ab-

time before the begin-

of the world, or an abso-

nce extending beyond

ctual world—which is

vile. lam quite well

-d with the latter part

$ opinion of the phi-

o ars of the Leibnitzian

school. Space is merely the

form of external intuition,

but not a real object which

can itself be externally in-

tuited; it is not a correlate

of phenomena, it is the form

of phenomena itself. Space,

therefore, cannot be regarded

as absolutely and in itself

something determinative of

the existence of things, be-

cause it is not itself an ob-

ject, but only the form of pos-

sible objects. Consequently,

things, as phenomena, deter-

mine space; that is to say,
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Thesis

given in it does not agree

with the true conception of an

infinite whole. In this there

is no representation of its

quantity, if is not said how

large it is; consequently its

conception is not the concep-

tion of a maximum. @

cogitate in it merely its rela-

tion to an arbitrarily assumed

unit, in relation to which it

is greater than any number.

Now, just as the unit whisk

is taken is greater or

the infinite will be geeé

smaller; but the #

which consists merely

relation to this giver

must remain always tie :

although the absolute q

tity of the whole is not §

by cognized.

The true (transeen;

conception of infinity i

the successive synihes

unity in the measuremes

a given quantam can ne

be completed.’ ence it fol-

lows, without possibility of

mistake, that an eternity of

actual successive states up to

a given (the present) moment

cannot have elapsed, and that

the world must therefore have

a beginning.

In regard to the second

part of the thesis, the diffi-

culty as to an infinite and yet

' The quantum in this sense contains

a congeries of given units, which is

greater than any number-—and this

is the mathematical conception of the

infinite,

841

Antithesis

they render it possible that,

of all the possible predicates

of space (size and relation),

certain may belong to reality.

But we cannot affirm the con-

verse, that space, as some-

thing self-subsistent, can de-

termine real things in regard

to size or shape, for it 1s in

itself not a real thing. Space

(filled or void)’ may therefore
be limited by phenomena, but

henomena cannot be limited
fam empty space without

Phis is true of time

Yl this being granted,

yertbeless indisputable,

¢ must assume these two

tities, void space with-

ud yoid time before the
if we assume the ex-

of cosmical limits, rela-

> space or time.

38 Yegards the subter-

- adopted by those who

fiver to evade the conse-

ce—that, if the world is

lunited as to space and time,

the infinite void must deter-

ining the existence of actual

things in regard to their di-

mensions——it arises solely

from the fact that, instead

of a sensuous world, an intet-

1 tt is evident that what is meant

here is, that empty space, in so far

as it is Hmited by phenomena—space,

that is, within the werld—doocs not at

least contradict transcendental princi-

ples, and may therefore, as regards

them, be admitted, although its pos-

sibility eannot on that account be

affirmed,
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Thesis

elapsed series disappears; for
the manifold of a world in-

finite in extension is contem-
poraneously given. But, in

order to cogitate the total of

this manifold, as we cannot

have the aid of limits consti-

tuting by themselves this total

in intuition, we are obliged to

give some account of our con-

ception, which in this case

cannot proceed from the

whole to the determined
quantity of the paris, babe
must demonstrate th

bility of a whole by #

a successive synthesi

parts. But as this s:
must constitute a ser

cannot be completed,

impossible for us to ¢

prior to it, and conse

not by means of it, « 1

For the conception of
itself is in the present cag

representation of a corp!

synthesis of the parts
to is completion, and conse-
quently its conception, is im-

possible.

PURE REASON

Antithesis

ligible world—of which noth-

ing is known—is cogitated;
instead of a real beginning

(an existence, which is pre-

ceded by a period in which

nothing exists), an existence

which presupposes no other
condition than that of time;

and, instead of limits of ex-

tension, boundaries of the

universe. But the question

relates to the mundus phe-

nomenon, and its quantity;

end in this case we cannot
&. 2bstraction of the con-

of ‘sensibility, with-
ing away with the es-

1 reality of this world

The world of sense,
is limited, must neces-

y hein the infinite void.
and with it space as

rior? condition of the

ity of phenomena, is

us of view, the whole
«of sense disappears. In

stproblem is this alone con-

sidered as given. The mun-

dus intelligibilis is nothing but

the general conception of a

world, in which abstraction
has been made of all condi-

tions of intuition, and in re-
lation to which no synthetical
proposition —- either affirma-

tive or negative—is possible.

THE ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

SECOND CONFLICY OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL IDEAS

Lhesis

Every composite substance

Antithesis

No composite thing in the
in the world consists of sim- | world consists of simple parts;
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Thesis

ple parts; and there exists
nothing that is not cither

itself simple, or composed of

simple parts.

PRooF

For, grant that composite

substances do not consist of

simple parts; in this case, if
all combination or compo-

sition were annihilated in

thonght, no composite part,

and (as, by the supposition,

there do not exist slim

parts) no simple parts

exist. Consequently,

stance; consequently

ing would exist.

then, if is impossible ¢

hilate composition in the:

or, after such annibi

there must remain someth

that subsists without «

sition, that is, someth

is simple. TDBut in the

case the eomposite couk

itsclf consist of substan

because with substances com-

position is merely a con-is

tingent yelation, apart from

which they must still exist as

self-subsistent beings. Now,

as this vase contradicts the

supposition, the second mnst

contain the truth—that the

substantial composite in the

world cousists of simple parts.

It follows as an immediate

inference, that the things in

the world are all, without ex-

ception, sitnple beings—that

composition is merely an ex-

ternal condition pertaining to
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and there does not exist in the

world any simple substance.

PRooF

Let it be supposed that a

composite thing (8 substance)
consists of simple parts. In-

asmuch as all external rela-

tion, consequently all com-

position of substances, is

possible only in space; the

:, cccupled by that which

posite, must consist of

number of parts as

fined in the composite.

sae does not consist of

parts, but of spaces.

efore, every part of the

roRtbe =omust oeeupy a

But the absolutely

parts of what is

te are simple. It

that what is simple

s a space, Now, as

vthiag real that occupies

& space, contains a manifold

the parts of which are exter-

nal to each other, and is con-

sequently composite—and a

real composite, not of acci-

dents (for these cannot exist

external to each other apart

from substance), but of sub-

stances-—it follows that the

siinple must be a substantial

composite, which is self-con-

tradictory.

The second proposition of

the antithesis—that there ex-

ists in the world nothing that

is simple—is here equivalent
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them—and that, although we

never can separate and isolate

the elementary substances

from the state of composition,

reason must cogitate these as

the primary subjects of all

composition, and consequent-

ly, as prior thereto—and as

simple substances.

CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

Antithesis

to the following: The exist-

ence of the absolutely simple
cannot be demonstrated from

any experience or perception

either external or internal;

and the absolutely simple is

a mere idea, the objective re-
ality of which cannot be dem-

onstrated in any possible ex-

perience; it is consequently,

in the exposition of phenom-

ena, without application and

object. For, let us take for

ranted that an object may

found in experience for

nscendental idea: the

cal intuition of such an

- must then be recog-

to contain absolutely

anifold with its paris

xynni to each other, and

eted into unity. Now,

cannot reason from the

isclousness of such a

id to the impossibility

ts existence in the intui-

cf an object, and as the
proof ot this impossibility is

necessary for the establish-

ment and proof of absolute

simplicity; it follows, that
this simpheity cannot be in-

ferred from any perception

whatever. As, therefore, an

absolutely simple object can-
not be given in any experi-

ence, and the world of sense

must be considered as the

sum-total of all possible ex:

periences; nothing simple

exists in the world.

This second proposition in

the antithesis has a more ex-
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OBSERVATION:

I

On the Thesis

When [ speak of a

which nevessarily cone

simple parts, I under:

thereby only a subs

whole, as the true car

that is to say, I und

that contingent unity ®

manifold which is give

perfectly isolated (at lea

thought), placed in reciprocal

connection, and thus consti-

tuted a umty. Space ought

not to be valled a compositum,

but a totum, for its parts are

possible in the whole, and

not the whole by means of

the parts. It might perhaps

be called a compositum ideale,

but not a compositum reale.

But this is of no importance,

As space is not a composite

of substances (and not even

of real accidents), if I ab-

stract all composition therein

—nothing, not even a point,

845

A ntithesis

tended aim than the first.

The first merely banishes the
simple from the intuition of

the composite; while the sec-

ond drives it entirely out of

nature. Jlence we were un-

able to demonstrate it from

the conception of a given ob-

ject of external intuition (of

the composite), but we were

obliged to prove it from the

relation of a given object to a

possible experience in general,

xp ANTINOMY

II

fan the Antithesis

inst the assertion of the

te subdivisibility of mat-

viiose ground of proof is

y mathematical, objec-

have been alleged by

sadists. These objec-

ay themselves open, at

wht, to suspicion, from

vYact that they do not rec-

ognize the clearest mathemat-

ical proofs as propositions re-

lating to the constitution of

Space, in so far as it is really
the formal condition of the

possibility of all matter, but

regard them merely as infer-

ences from abstract but arbi-

trary conceptions, which can-

not have any application to

real things. Just as if it were

possible to imagine another

mode of intuition than that

given in the primitive intui-

tion of space; and just as if
its @ priort determinations did
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remains; for a point is pos-

sible only as the limit of

a space—consequently of a

composite. Space and time,

therefore, do not consist of

simple parts. That which be-
longs only to the condition

or state of a substance, even

although it possesses a quan-

tity (motion or change, for

example), likewise does not
consist of simple parts, That

is to say, a certain degree of

change does not origir

from the addition ©

simple changes. O#8

ence of the simple fs

composite is valid of

self-subsisting things. °
the accidents of «

are not self-subsistent.

proof, then, for the neg

of the simple, as the

nent part of all that

stantial and composite

prove a failure, and the

case of this thesis be 16
we carry the proposition too

far, and wish to make it valid

of everything that is com-

posite without distinction—

as indeed has really now and

then happened. esides, I

am here speaking only of the

simple, in so far as it is neces-

sarily given in the composite
—the latter being capable of

solution into the former as its

component parts. The proper

signification of the word
monas (as employed by Leib-

nitz) ought to relate to the
simple, given immediately as

CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON
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not apply to everything, the

existence of which is possi-

ble, from the fact alone of its

filing space. If we listen to

them, we shall find ourselves

required to cogitate, in ad-

dition to the mathematical

point, which is simple-—not,

iowever, & part, but a mere

limit of space — physical

,oints, which are indeed
Hicewise simple, but possess
he peculiar property, as parts

eo, of filling it merel

my ageregation. I shall

seat here the common

ar refutations of this

iity, which are to be

1 everywhere in num-

every one knows that

iuspossible to undermine
evidence of mathematics

e discursive concep-

i shall only remark,
f in this case philoso-

adeavors to gain an ad-

yontage over mathematics by

sophistical artifices, it is be-

cause it forgets that the dis-

cussion relates solely to phe-

nomena and their conditions.

It is not sufficient to find the
conception of the simple for

the pure conception of the

composite, but we must dis-

cover for the tntuition of the

composite (matter), the intui-

tion of the simple. Now this,

according to the laws of sen-

sibility, and consequently in

the case of objects of sense,

is utterly impossible. In the

case of a whole composed of
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simple substance (fur exam-

ple, in consciousness), and

not as an clement of the

composite. As an element,

the term atomus’ would be

more approprrate. And as I

wish to prove the existence

of simple substances, only in

relation to, and as the ele-
ments of, the composite, I

night term the antithesis of

the second Antinomy, tran-

svendental Atomistic. But as
this word has long been ent

oloyed so designate a

lar theory of corpora
nomena (noleculi), &
presupposes a basis ¢

pirical sonceptions, £ B

calling it the dialectisa!

ciple of Monadology.

1A masculine formed by

steud of tne common neute

which is wenerally translat

scholastic philosophy by the t

separable, indiscernible, shiapler,

wished to have a term oppasod

nas, and so hit upon this drag Aeysmevoy.

With Democritus érouos, and with Cic-

ero alemus 18 feminine,—Note by Rosen-

Lranz,
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substances, which is cogitated

solely by the pure understand-

ing, 1t may be necessary to be

in possession of the simple

before composition is possi-

ble. But this does not hold

good of the Totum substantiale

phenomenon, which, as an em-

pirical intuition in space, pos-

sesses the necessary property

of containing no simple part,

for the very reason, that no

art of space is simple.

\ unwihile, the Monadists
sen subtle enough to

yom this difficulty, by

yposing intuition and
ynamical relation of

ees as the condition

3¢ possibility of space,

ad of regarding space as

endition of the possibil-

the objects of external

i, that is, of bodies.

have a conception

ten only as phenomena,

uid ks sach, they necessarily

presuppose space as the con-

dition of all external phenom-

ena. The evasion is therefore

in vain; as, indeed, we have

May
ai

sufficiently shown in our Ats-

thetic. Ii bodies were things’

in themselves, the prool of the

Monadists would be unexcep-

tionable,

The second dialectical as-

sertion possesses the peculi-

arity of having opposed to

it « dogmatical proposition,

which, among all such sophis-

tical statements, is the only

one that undertakes to prove
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in the case of an object of ex-

perience, that which is prop-

erly a transcendental idea—

the absolute simplicity of sub-

stance. ‘lhe proposition is,

that the object of the inter-

nal sense, the thinking Ego,

is an absolute simple sub-

stance. Without at present

entering upon this subject
as it hus been considered at

length in a former chapter—-

shall merely remark, that, if

ymething 1s cogitated mere]

sject, without the ad-
f any synthetical de-

on of its intuition—

pens in the case of the

epresentation, J—it is

in that no manifold and

ainposition can be per-

in such a representa-

4.8, moreover, the pred-

whereby I cogitate this
are merely intuitions

s internal sense, there

ot be discovered in them

anything to prove the ex-

istence of a manifold whose

parts are external to each oth-

er, and consequently, nothing

to prove the existence of real
composition. Consciousness,

therefore, is so constituted,

that, inasmuch as the think-

ing subject is at the same

time its own object, it cannot

divide itself—although it can

divide its inhering determina-

tions. For every object in
relation to itself is absolute

unity. Nevertheless, if the

subject is regarded externally,
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as an object of intuition, it

must, in 1ts character of phe-

nomenon, possess the prop-

erty of composition. And it

must always be regarded in

this manner, if we wish to

know, whether there is or is
not contained in it a mani-

fold whose parts are external

to each other.

THE ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

THIRD CONFLIC

Thesis

Causality, according

laws of nature, is not 3

causality operating te

nate the poenomena of

world. A causality of

dom is also necessary

count fully for the

nomena.

PRooF

Let it be supposed,

there is no other kind of

causality than that according

to the laws of nature. Conse-

quently, everything that hap-

pens presupposes 4 previous

condition, which it follows

with absolute certainty, in

conformity with a rule, But

this previous condition must

itself le something that has

happened (that has arisen in

time, as it did not exist be-

fore), for, if it has always

been in existence, its conse-

quence or effect would not

thus originate for the first

NPDENTAL IDEAS
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re ig no such thing as

, but everything in

rorld happens solely ac-

ng to the laws of nature.

PrRooF

anted, that there does

reedom in the transeen-

sense, as a peculiar

to produce events in the

world—a faculty, that is to

say, of originating a state,

and consequently a series of

consequences from that state.

In this case, not only the se-

ries originated by this spon-

taneity, but the determination

of this spontaneity itself to

the production of the series,

that is to say, the causality

itself, must have an absolute
commencement, such, that
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time, but would likewise have

always existed. The causal-

ity, therefore, of a cause,

whereby something happens,
is itself a thing that has hap-
pened. Now this again pre-

supposes, in conformity with

the law of nature, a previ-

ous condition and its causal-

ity and this another anterior
to the former, and so on.

Ii, then, everything happens

solely in accordance with th
laws of nature, there agp’

be any real first be;

of things, but onlys

altern or comparative

ning. There cannot,

fore, be a completon

series on the side o

causes which originate

one from the othe

the law of nature

nothing can happen *

a sufficient « priori :

mined cause. The pr

tion, therefore—-if all cat

ity is possible only in accord-

ance with the laws of nature
—is, when stated in this un-

limited and general manner,

self-contradictory. It follows

that this cannot be the only

kind of causality.

From what has been said,

it follows that a causality

must be admitted, by means
of which something happens,

without its cause being deter.
mined according to necessary

laws by some other cause

preceding. That is to say,

there must exist an absolute

CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON
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nothing can precede to de-

termine this action according

tounvarying laws. But every

beginning of action presup-

poses in the acting cause a

state of inaction; and a dy-

namically primal beginning

of action presupposes a state,

which has no connection—as
regards causality—with the

preceding state of the cause

—which does not, that is, in

Ly wise result fromit. Tran-

encontal freedom is there-

weposed to the natural

cause and effect, and

eonjunction of succes-

ates in effective causes

stractive of the possibil-

xf unity in experience,

for that reason not to

und in experience—is

uently a mere fiction

eht.

have, therefore, noth-

suf nature, to which we

maxes lool for connection and

order in cosmical events.

Vreedom — independence of

the laws of nature—is_ cer-

tainly a deliverance from re-

straint, but it 1s also a relin-

quishing of the guidance of

law and rule. For it cannot

be alleged, that, instead of

the laws of nature, laws of

freedom may be introduced

into the causality of the

course of nature. For, if

freedom were determined ac-

cording to Jaws, it would be

no longer freedom, but mere-

ly nature. Nature, therefore,
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spontaneity of cause, which of

itself originates a series of
phenomena which proceeds

according to natural laws—
consequently transcendental
freedom, without which even

in the course of nature the

succession of phenomena on

the side of causes is never

complete.
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and transcendental freedom
are distinguishable as con-

formity to law and lawless-
ness. The former imposes

upon understanding the dif-

ficulty of seeking the origin

of events ever higher and
higher in the series of causes,

inasmuch as causality is _al-

ways conditioned thereby;
while it compensates this

labor by the guarantee of a
unity complete and in con-

smity with law. The lat-
the contrary, bolds

ne understanding the

6 of a point of rest in

ain of causes, by con-

g it to an uncondi-

ad causality, which pro-
s to have the power of

aneous origination, but
ia its own utter blind-

prives it of the guid-

f rules, by which alone

aplately connected expe-

Fence is possible,

ORSERVATIONS ON THE THIRD AWNTINOMY |
I

On the Thesis

The transeendental idea of

freedom is far from consti-

tuting the entire content of

the psychological conception

so termed, which is for the

most part empirical. It mere-

ly presents us with the con-

ception of spontaneity of ac-

tion, as the proper ground

for imputing freedom to the

cause of a certain class of ob-

Il

On the Antithesis

‘I'he assertor of the all-suf-

ficiency of nature in regard

to causality (transcendental

Physiocracy), in opposition
to the doctrine of freedom,
would defend his view of

the question somewhat in the
following manner. He would

say, in answer to the sophisti-

cal arguments of the opposite

party: Jf you do not accept a
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jects. It is, however, the
true stumbling-stone to phi-

losophy, which meets with

unconquerable difficulties in

the way of its admitting this

kind of unconditioned cau-

sality. That element in the

uestion of the freedom of

the will, which has for so

long a time placed specula-

tive reason in such perplexity,

is properly only transeenden-

tal, and concerns the ques-

tion, whether there xmusgt

held to exist a facs

spontaneous originat

series of successive tf

states. How such a

is possible, is not a ne
inquiry; for in the

natural causality itscif, y

obliged to content ours

with the @ priori kno

that such a causality

presupposed, although’

quite Incapable of es

hending how the being &

thing is possible through the

being of another, but must

for this information look en-

tirely to experience. Now

we have demonstrated this

necessity of a free first begin-

ning of a series of phenom-

ena, only in so far as it is

required for the comprehen-

sion of an origin of the world,

all following states being re-

garded as a succession accord-

ing to laws of nature alone.

But, as there has thus been

roved the existence of a

aculty which can of itself

CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON
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mathematical first, in relation

to time, you have no need to

seek a dynamical first, in re-

gard to causality. Who com-

pelled you to imagine an ab-

solutely primal condition of

the world, and therewith an

absolute beginning of the

gradually progressing suc-

cessions of phenomena—and,

as some foundation for this

fancy of yours, to set bounds

to unlimited nature? Inas-

i as the substances in

rid have always ex-

6 least the unity of

ence renders such a

sition quite necessary

e is no difficulty in Le-

ng also, that the changes

« conditions of these sub-

8s have always existed;

snsequently, that a first

gv, mathematical or

ical, is by no means

The possibility of

ar infinite derivation,

without any initial member

from which all the others re-

sult, 1s certainly quite incom-

prehensible. But if you are

rash enough to deny the enig-

matical secrets of nature for

this reason, you will find your-

selves obliged to deny also

the existence of many funda-

mental properties of natural

objects (euch as fundamental
forces), which you can just as

little comprehend; and even

the possibility of so simple a

conception as that of change

must present to you insuper-
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originate a series in time—

although we are unable to

explain bow it can exist—we

feel ourselves authorized to

admit, even in the midst of

the natural course of events,

a bevinning, as regards caa-

sality, of different successions
of pbenomena, and at the

same time to attribute to all

substances a faculty of free

action. Dut we ought in this

case not to allow ourselves

fall into a colnmon misiy:

standing, and to supp

because a successive

the world can only

comparatively first |x
—another state or cone

of things always precadl

an absolutely first bow

of a series in the ce

nature is impossible.

ure not speaking he

absolutely first beginu#

relation to time, but

gards causality alone. VW

for example, 1, completely of

my own free will, and inde-

pendently of the necessarily

determinative influence of
natural causes, tise from m;

chair, there commences with

this event, including its ma-

terial consequences in injfini-

tum, an absolutely new series;

although, in relation to time,
this cvent is merely the

continuation of a preceding
series. For this resolution

and act of mine do not form

part of the succession of

effects in nuture, and are not
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able difficulties. For if expe-

rience did not teach you that
it was real, you never could

conceive a priort the possi-

bility of this ceaseless se-

quence of being and non-

being.

But if the existence of a

transcendental faculty of free-

dom is granted—a faculty of

originating changes in the

world—this faculty must at
least exist out of and apart
on. the world; although it

iginly a bold assump-

hat, over and above

uplete content of all

le Intuitions, there still

an object which cannot

resented in any possible
eption. But, to attribute

tances in the world it-

wch a faculty, js quite

ible; for, in this case,

inection of phenomena

determining andcoal

idatedmined according to gen-

eral laws, which is termed
nature, and along with it the

criteria of empirical” trath,

which enable us to distin-
guish experience from mere

visionary dreaming, would al-
most entirely disappear. In

proximity with such a lawless

faculty of freedom, a system

of nature is hardly cogitable;
for the laws of the latter

would be continually subject

to the intrusive influences of

the former, and the course

of phenomena, which would
otherwise proceed regularly
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’ mere continuations of it; on|and uniformly, would become
the contrary, the determining | thereby confused and discon-
causes of nature cease to oper- | nected.
ate in reference to this event,

which certainly succeeds the

acts of nature, but does not

proceed trom them. For these

reasons, the action of a free

agent must be termed, in re-

gard to causality, if not in

relation to time, an absolutely
primal beginning of a series

of phenomena.

the justification of
need of reason to ¥

a free act as the firs

ning of the series oi

causes, is evident f

fact, that all philosop

antiquity (with the exce

of the Hpicurean school,

themselves obliged, whe

structing a theory

motions of the univé

accept a prime mover,

a freely acting cause,

spontaneously and pric

all other causes evolved this

series of states. They always

felt the need of going beyond
1aere nature, for the purpose

of making a first beginning

compreheusible.

THK ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

FOURTH CONFLICT OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL IDEAS

Thesis Antithesis

There exists either in, or| An absolutely necessary

in connection with the world} being does not exist, either

—either as a part of it, or as|in the world, or out of it—

the cause of it—an absolutely |as its cause.

necessary being.
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PROOF

The world of sense, as the

sum-total of all phenomena,

contains a series of changes,

For, without such a series,

the mental representation of

the series of time itself, as the
condition of the possibility of

the sensuous world, could not
be presented to us.’ But

every change stands under its

condition, which precedes it

in time and renders if neces-

sary. Now the existen

a given condition pres

a complete series of co

up to the abselutels

ditioned, which alone 3

lutely necessary, It f

that something that is

lutely necessary must

if change exists as it:

uence, Bunt this n

thing itself belongs
sensuous world. For

it to exist ont of and

from it, the series of cos

changes woald receive from

it a beginning, and yet this

necessary cause would not it-

self belong to the world of

sense. But this is impossi-

ble. For, as the beginning of

a series in time is determined
only by that which precedes

it in time, the supreme con-

dition of the beginning of a

! Objectively, time, as the formal con-

dition of the porsibility of change, pre-

codes all changes; but subjectively, and

in consciousness, the reprosentation of

time, like every other, is given solely

by occasion of perception.
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PROOF

Grant that either the world
itself is necessary, or that
there is contained in it a

necessary existence. Two

cases are possible. first,

there must either be in the
series of cosmical changes a

beginning, which is uncondi-

tionally necessary, and there-

fore uncaused—which is at

rariance with the dynamical

law of the determination of

li phenomena in time; or,

ily, the series itself is

beginning, and, al-

contingent and con-

1 ain all its parts, is

theless absolutely neces-

“ard unconditioned as a

e— which is self-contra-

For the existence

aggregate cannot be

xy, Ho no single part

possesses necessary

a

vnt, on the other hand,

an absolutely necessary

' The word begin is taken in two

senses. The first is active—the cause

being regarded as beginning a series of

conditions as its effect (ijit).* The

second is passive-—the causality in the

cause itself beginning to operate (fit), I

reason here from the first to the second.

* it may be doubted whether there

is any passage to be found in the Latin

Classics where infit is employed in any
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series of changes must exist

in the time in which this se-

ries itself did not exist; for

a beginning supposes a time

preceding, in which the thing

that begins to be was not

in existence. The causality

of the necessary cause of

changes, and consequently

the cause itself, must for

these reasons belong to time

—and to phenomena, time be-

ing possible only as the form

of phenomena, Consequ

ly, it cannot be cogitas

separated from the

sense—the sum-tota:

henomena, There is

ore, contained in the

something that is abse

necessary—whether it b

whole cogmical series

or only a part of it.

OBSERVATIONS:

I

On the Thesis

To demonstrate the cxist-

ence of a necessary being, 1

cannot be permitted in this

place to employ any other

than the cosmological argu-

ment, which ascends from the

conditioned in phenomena to

the unconditioned in concep-

tion—the unconditioned be-

ing considered the necessary

condition of the absolute

totality of the series. The

proof, from the mere idea of

a supreme being, belongs to

another principle of reason,

CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

Antithesis

latter and their series. In

this case it must also begin
to act, and its causality would

therefore belong to time, and

consequently to the sum-total

of phenomena, that is, to the

world. It follows that the

cause cannot be out of the
world; which is contradictory

to the hypothesis. Therefore,

neither in the world, nor out

of it (but im _ causal con-

nection with it), does there

sist any absolutely neces-

TH ANTINOMY

II

On the Antithesis

The difficulties which meet

us, in our attempt to rise

through the series of phe-

nomena to the existence of

an absolutely necessary su-

preme cause, must not origi-

nate from our inability to

establish the truth of our

mere conceptions of the nec-

essary existence of a thing.

other than a neuter sense, as in Plau-

tus, ‘‘Infit me percontarier.”’ The

second signification of begin (anjangen)

we should rather term neuter..-—T7r,
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Thesis

and requires separate discus-

sion.
The pure cosmological

proof demonstrates the exist-

ence of a necessary being,

but at the same time leaves it

quite unsettled, whether this

being is the world itself, or

quite distinct from it. To

establish the truth of the latter

view, principles are requisite,
which are not cosmological,

and do not proceed in the
series of phenomena. . ¥

should require to ini

into our proof conce;

contingent beings—:

merely as objects

understanding, and

principle which enabi

to connect these, by rné

of mere conceptions, %

necessary being, i

proper place for a

arguments 18 a érai

vhilosophy, which bas

happily not yet been est
lished:

But, if we begin our proof

cosmologically, by laying at

the foundation of 16 the series

of phenomena, and the regress

in it according to empirical

laws of causality, we are not

at liberty to break off from

this mode of demonstration

and to pass over to something

which is not itself a member

of the series. The condition

must be taken in exactly the

same signification as the rela-

tion of the conditioned to its

condition in the series has

aa,

once

357

Antithesis

That is to say, our objections

must not be ontological, but
must be directed against the
causal connection with a series

of phenomena of a condition

which is itself unconditioned,

In one word, they must be

cosmological, and relate to

empirical laws. We must

show that the regress in the

series of causes (in the world
of seuse) cannot conclude

with an empirically uncon-

oned condition, and that
sinological argument

+ contingency of the

state—a contingency

d 40 arise from change—

i justify us in accept-

a first cause, that is, a

s originator of the cos-
\. series.

, reader will observe in
inomy a very remark-

itrast. ‘The very same’

3 of proof which estab-

in the thesis the exist-

of a supreme being,

demonstrated in the antith-

esis—and with equal strict-
ness--the non-existence of

such a being. We found,
first, that @ necessary being

exists, because the whole time

past contains the serics of all

conditions, and with it, there-

fore, the unconditioned (the

necessary); secondly, that

there does not exist any neces-

sary being, for the same rea-

son, that the whole time past

contains the series of all con-

ditions—which are themselves

>
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Thesis

been taken, for the series
must conduct us in an un-

broken regress to this su-

preme condition. But if this

relation ig sensuous, and be-

longs to the possible empiri-

cal employment of the under-

standing, the supreme condi-

tion or cause must close the
repressive series according to

the laws of sensibility, and
consequently must belong to
the series of time, It follo
that this necessary ¢xiste
must be regarded

highest member of 3
mical series.

Certain philosophers:

nevertheless, allowed

selves the liberty of mez

such a saltus (petaf
addo yevos). From the ¢

in the world they hay

cluded their empiric

ency, that is, the

ence on empiricaliy-c

mined causes, and the

admitted an ascending series
of empirical conditions: and
in this they are quite right.

But as they could not find in
this series any primal begin-

ning or any highest member,

they passed suddenly from

the empirical conception of

contingency to the pure cate-
gory, which presents us with
®& series—not sensuous, but
intellectual—whose complete-
ness does certainly rest upon

the existence of an absolutely

necessary cause. Nay, more,
this intellectual series is not

4
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Antithesis

therefore, in the aggregate,
conditioned. The cause of

this seeming incongruity is
as follows. We attend, in
the first argument, solely to

the absolute totulity of the
series of conditions, the one

of which determines the other
in time, and thus arrive at a
necessary unconditioned. In

the second, we consider, on

the contrary, the contingency

{ everything that is deter-

ined in the series of time—
ry event is preceded

ae, in which the con-
“itself must be deter-

as conditioned—and

everything that is un-

tioned or absolutely nec-

y disappears. In both,

ie ot proof is quite in

ance with the common
fare of human reason,

often falls into discord

itself, from considering

ject from two different

points of view. Herr von
airan regarded the contro-

versy between two celebrated
astronomers, which arose from

a similar difficulty as to the

choice of a proper standpoint,

as a phenomenon of sufficient

importance to warrant & sepa-

rate treatise on the subject.

The one coneluded: the moon
revolves on its own amis, be-

cause it constantly presents

the same side to the earth;

the other declared that the

moon does not revolve on tts

own avis, for the same reason.
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Thesis

tied to any sensuous condi-

tions; and is therefore free
from the condition of time,

which requires if spontane-

ously to begin its causality

in time.--But such a_pro-

cedure is perfectly inadimis-
sible, as will be made plain

from what follows.

In the pure sense of the

categories, that is contingent,

the contradictory opposite of

which’ is possible. ow we

cannot reason from empirigé

contingency to intalle

The opposite of the

is changel—the op;

its state—is actual at

time, and is therefore *

ble. Consequently, it

the contradictory opposti

the former state. rhe bod
it ig necessary that i

same time in which ¢

ceding state existed,

posite could have exis!

its place; but such 8 ope

tion is not given us in the

mere phenomenon of change.

A body that was in motion=

A, comes into a state of rest

=non-A. Now it cannot be

concluded from the fact that

a state opposite to the state

A follows tt, that the contra-

dictory opposite of A is pos-

sible; and that A is therefore

contingent, To prove this,

we should require to know

that the state of rest could

have existed in the very same

time in which the motion

took place. Now we know

se,

a

359

Antithests

Both conclusions were per-

fectly correct, according to

the point of view from which

the motions of the moon were

considered,
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Thesis Antithesis

nothing more than that the

state of rest was actual in the
time that followed the state

of motion; consequently, that

it was also possible. But

motion at one time, and rest

at another time, are not con-

tradictorily opposed to each

other. It follows from what

has been said, that the suc-

cession of opposite determi-
nations, that is, change, does

not demonstrate the fact of

contingency as representads
the conceptions of

understanding; and

cannot, therefore, ¢

to the fact of the exis

a necessary being.

proves merely empiricz

tingency, that is te s

the new state cou

have existed without,

which belongs to

ceding time. Thi:

even although it is re;

as absolutely necessary+-iiusl

be presented to us in time,
and must belong to the serics

of phenomena.

THE ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

Secrion THIRD

Of the Interest of Reason in these Self-contradictions

We have thus completely before us the dialectical pro-

cedure of the cosmological ideas. No possible experience

can present us with an object adequate to them in extent.

Nay, more, reason itself cannot cogitate them as according

with the general laws of experience. And yet they are not

arbitrary fictions of thought. On the contrary, reason, in its
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uninterrupted progress in the empirical synthesis, is neces-

sarily conducted to them, when it endeavors to free from all

conditions and to comprehend in its unconditioned totality,

that which can only be determined conditionally in accord-

ance with the laws of experience, These dialectical propo-

sitions are so many attempts to solve four natural ard un-

avoidable problems of reason.—There are neither more, nor

can there be less, than this number, because there are no

other series of synthetical hypotheses, limiting a priort the
empirical synthesis.

The brilliant claims of reason striving to extend its

dominion buyond the limits of ox perience, have been rep-

resented above only in which contain merely

the grounds of its pre rave, besides, in con-

formity with the cha dental philosophy,

been freed from ever nent; although the full

splendor of the promise: i, and the anticipations

they excite, manifesta 1 when in connection with

empirical cognitions. I ation of them, however,

and in the advancing ¢ e employment of rea-

son, while struggling ¢ region of experience

and to soar to those s ; philosophy discovers a

value and a dignity, wh ould but make good its

assertions, would raise it far above ail other departments of

human knowledge—professing, as 1t does, to present a sure

foundation for our highest hopes and the ultimate aims of

all the exertions of reason. ‘The questions: whether the

world has a beginning and a limit to its extension in space;

whether there exists anywhere, or perhaps, in my own think-

ing Self an indivisible and indestructible unity—or whether

nothing but what is divisible and transitory exists; whether

T am a free agent, or, like other beings, am bound in the

shains of nature and fate; whether, finally, there is a su-

oreme cause of the world, or all our thought and specula-

ion must end with nature and the order of external things

—are questions, for the solution of which the mathematician

vould willingly exchange his whole science; for in it there .

XI—So1mnce—16
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is no satisfaction for the highest aspirations and most ardent

desires of humanity. Nay, it may even be said that the truc

value of mathematics—that pride of human reason—consists

in this: that she guides reason to the knowledge of nature—

in her greater, as well as in her less mauifestations—in her

beautiful order and regularity—guides her, moreover, to an

insight into the wonderful unity of the moving forces in the

operations of nature, far beyond the expectations of a phi-

losophy building only on experience; and that she thus

encourages philosophy to extend the province of reason

beyond all experience, and at the same time provides it

with the most excellent materials for supporting its investi-

gations, in so far as th nits, by adequate and

accordant intuitions

Unfortunately fo

for the practical intcre

of her highest anticipa

press of opposite and Goby

neither her honor nor

back. Nor can she re

ing with indifference a

she command peace; ject of the conflict she

has a deep interest. ‘Ti her course left open to

her, than to reflect with heis pon the origin of this dis-

union in reason—whether it may not arise from a mere mis-

understanding. After such an inquiry, arrogant claims

would have to be given up on both sides; but the sover-

eignty of reason over understanding and sense would be

based upon a sure foundation.

We shall at present defer this radical inquiry, and in the

meantime consider for a little—what side in the controversy

we should most willingly take, if we were obliged to become

partisans at all. As, in this case, we leave out of sight alto-

gether the logical criterion of truth, and merely consult our

own interest in reference to the question, these considera-

tions, although inadequate to settle the question of right in

either party, will enable us to comprehend, how those who

t perhaps fortunately

--reason, in the midst

erself hemmed in by a

, conclusions, from which

will permit her to draw

ilieting trains of reason-

at arms, still less can



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 863

have taken part in the struggle adopt the one view rather

‘than the other-—no special insight into the subject, however,

having influenced their choice. ‘They will, at the same time,

explain to us many other things by the way—for example,

the fiery zeal on the one side and the cold maintenance of

their cause on the other; why the one party has met with

the warmest approbations, and the other has always been

repulsed by irreconcilable prejudices.

There ig one thing, however, that determines the proper

point of view, from which alone this preliminary inquiry can

be instituted and carried on with the proper completencss—

and that is the comparison of the principles, from which

both sides, thesis and sig, proceed. My readers

would remark in the i the antithesis a com-

plete uniformity in th cht and a perfect unity

of principle. Its prine of pure empiricism, not

only in the explication & mena in the world, but

also in the solution of lontal ideas, even of that

of the universe itself. ians of the thesis, on the

contrary, were based, @ the empirical mode of

explanation employee af phenomena, on intel-

lectual propositions; shes were in so far not

simple. I shall term ¢ in view of its essential

characteristic, the dog

On the side of dogmatism, or of the thesis, therefore,

in the determination of the cosmological ideas, we find:

1. A practical interest, which must be very dear to every

right-thinking man. That the world has a beginning—that

the nature of my thinking self is simple, and therefore in-
destructible—-that I am a free agent, and raised above the

compulsion of nature and her laws—and, finally, that the

entire order of things, which form the world, is dependent

upon a Supreme Being, from whom the whole receives unity

and connection—these are so many foundation-stones of mo-

rality and religion. The antithesis deprives us of all these

supports—or. at least, seems so to deprive us.

9. A speciulative interest of reason manifests itself on this
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side. For, if we take the transcendental ideas and employ

them in the manner which the thesis directs, we can exhibit

completely a@ priort the entire chain of conditions, and un-

derstand the derivation of the conditioned—beginning from

the unconditioned. This the antithesis does not do; and for

this reason does not meet with so welcome a reception. For

it can give no answer to our questions respecting the condi-

tions of its synthesis—except such as must be supplemented

by another question, and so on to infinity. According to

it, we must rise from a given beginning to one still higher;

every part conducts us to a still smaller one; every event is

preceded by another event which is its cause; and the con-

ditions of existence reat poe other and still higher
conditions, and find er basis in some self-

subsistent thing as -

3. This side has a

this constitutes no sn

common understanding &

the idea of the unconditi

accustomed, ag it 1s, Fr

to seek for a proper ba

of an absolute first,

se of popularity; and

claim to favor. The

nd. the least difficulty in

ning of all synthesis—

out consequences, than

rn. In the conception

possibility of which it

does not inquire inte-—i gratified to find a firmly-

established point of dep its attempts at theory;

while in the restless and continuous ascent from the con-

ditioned to the condition, always with one foot in the air,

it can find no satisfaction.

On the side of the Antithesis, or Empiricism in the

determination of the cosmological ideas:

1. We cannot discover any such practical interest arising

from pure principles of reason, as morality and religion

present. On the contrary, pure empiricism seems to empty

them of all their power and influence. If there does not

exist a Supreme Being distinct from the world—if the world

is without beginning, consequently without a Creator—if

our wills are not free, and the soul is divisible and subject

to corruption just like matter—the ideas and principles of

Ee
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morality lose all validity, and fall with the transcendental

ideas which constituted their theoretical support.

2. But empiricism, in compensation, holds out to reason,

in its speculative interests, certain important advantages, far

exceeding any that the dogmatist can promise us, For, when

employed ly the empiricist, understanding is always upon its

proper ground of investigation—the field of possible experi-

ence, the laws of which it can explore, and thus extend its

cognition securely and with clear intelligence without being

stopped by limits in any direction. Here can it and ought

it to find and present to intuition its proper object—not only

in itsel!/, but in all its relations; or, if it employ conceptions,

upon this ground it ean ¢ _present the corresponding

images in clear and uny jtions, It is quite un-

necessary for it to ren: e of nature, to attach

itself to ideas, the oljc cannot know; because,

as mere intellectual en ot be presented in any

intuition. On the contra ven permitted to aban-

don its proper oceupatia sé pretence that it has

been brought to a con 4 gever can be), and to

pass into the region on and transcendent

conceptions, where it is’ ‘¢ observe and explore

the laws of nature, but think and to imagine—

secure from being contrat# facts, because they have

not been called as witnesses, but passed by, or perhaps sub-
ordinated to the so-called higher interests and considerations
of pure reason. |

Hence the empiricist will never allow himself to accept

any epoch of nature for the first—the absolutely primal

state; he will not believe that there can be limits to his

outlook into her wide domains, nor pass from the objects

of nature, which he can satisfactorily explain by means of

observation and mathematical thought—which he can deter-

mine synthetically in intuition, to those which neither sense

nor imagination can ever present in concreto; he will not

concede the existence of a faculty in nature operating in-

dependently of the laws of nature—a concession which

2
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would introduce uncertainty into the procedure of the under-

standing, which is guided by necessary laws to the observation

of phenomena; nor, finally, will he permit himselt to seek a

‘cause beyond nature, inasmuch as we know nothing but it,

and from it alone receive an objective basis for all our con-

ceptions and instruction in the unvarying laws of things.

In truth, if the empirical philosopher had no other pur-

pose in the establishment of his antithesis, than to check the

presumption of a reason which mistakes its true destination,

which boasts of its insight and its knowledge, just where all

insight and knowledge cease to exist, and regards that which

is valid only in relation to a practical interest, as an advance-

ment of the speculative inst of the mind (in order, when

it is convenient for it thread of our physical

investigations, and, ¥ af extending our cogni-

tion, connect them wi al ideas, by means of

which we really know now nothing)—if, I say,

the empiricist rested sat ‘his benefit, the principle

advanced by him wou u recommending modera-

tion in the pretensions modesty in its affirma-

tions, and at the same 4 t us to the right mode

of extending the provi erstanding, by the help

of the only true teacher In obedience to this

advice, intellectual fap. foith would not be called

in aid of our practical interests; nor should we introduce

them under the pompous titles of science and insight. For

speculative cognition cannot find an objective basis any other

where than in experience; and, when we overstep its limits,

our synthesis, which requires ever new cognitions indepen-

dent of experience, has no substratum of intuition upon

which to build.

But if—as often happens-—-empiricism, in relation to ideas,

becomes itself dogmatic, and boldly denies that which is

above the sphere of its phenomenal cognition, it falls itself

into the error of intemperance—an error which is here all

the more reprehensible, as thereby the practical interest

of reason receives an irreparable injury.

{2
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And this constitutes the opposition between HEpicurean-

ism’ and Platonism.

Both EHpicurus and Plato assert more in their systems

than they know. The former encourages and advances

science—although to the prejudice of the practical; the

latter presents us with excellent principles for the investiga-

tion of the practical, but, in relation to everything regarding

which we can attain to speculative cognition, permits reason

to append idealistic explanations of natural phenomena, to

the great injury of physical investigation.

8. In regard to the third motive for the preliminary

choice of a party in this war of assertions, it seems very

extraordinary that emp) ald be utterly unpopular.

We should be incling nat the common under-

standing would recet ure—promising, as it

does, to satisfy it with bounds of experience

and its connected c saacendental dogmatism

obliges it to rise to ce yhich far surpass the in-

telligence and ability o practiced thinkers. But

in this, in truth, is é¢ s real motive. For the

common understanding if in a situation, where

not even the most learti he advantage of it. If

it understands little or g ahout these transcendental

conceptions, no one can “boast Gf understanding any more;

and although it may not express itself in so scholastically

5S

1 Tt is, however, still a matter of doubt whether Kpicurus ever propounded

these principles as directions for the objective employment of the understanding,
If, indeed, they were nothing more thas maxims for the speculative exercise of

reason, he gives evidence therein of » more genuine philosophic spirit than auy

of the philosophers of antiquity. That, in the explanation of phenomena, we

must proceed as if the ficld of inquiry had neither limits in space nor commence-

ment in time; that we must be satisfied with the teaching of experience in ref-

erence to the material of which the world is composed; that we must not look

for any other mode of the origination of events than that which is determined

by the unatierable laws of nature; and finally, that we must not employ the

hy pothesis of 2 cause distinct from the world to account for a phenomenon or

for the world itaclf-—are principles for the extension of speculative philosophy,

and the discovery of the true sources of the principles of morals, which, how-

ever little conformed to in the present day, are undoubtedly correct. At the

same time, any one desirous of iqnering, in mere speculation, these dogmatical

propositions, necd not for that reason be accused of denying them.
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correct a manner as others, it can busy itself with reasoning

and arguments without end, wandering among mere ideas,

about which one can always be very eloquent, because wo

know nothing about them; while, in the observation and

investigation of nature, it would be forced to remain dumb

and to confess its utter ignorance. Thus indolence and

vanity form of themselves strong recommendations of these

principles. Besides, although it is a hard thing for a phi-

losopher to assume.a principle, of which he can give to

himself no reasonable account, and still more to employ

conceptions, the objective reality of which cannot be estab-

lished, nothing is more usual with the common understand-

ing. It wants something i allow it to go to work

with confidence. T! ren comprehending a

supposition, does 1 ecause—not knowing

what comprehending er even thinks of the

supposition it may be principle; and regards

as known, that with whi ecaime familar from con-

stant use. And, at Is ative interests disappear

before the practical iny : it holds dear; and it

fancies that it under wa what its necessities

aud hopes incite it to lelieve. ‘Thus the em-

piricism of transcendent: 2 reason is robbed of all

popularity; and, howey it may be to the high-
est practical principles, there is no fear that it will ever pass

the limits of the schools, or acquire any favor or influence

in society or with the multitude.

Human reason is by nature architectonic. That is to

say, it regards all cognitions as parts of a possible system,

and hence accepts only such principles as at least do not

incapacitate a cognition to which we may have attained from

being placed along with others in a general system, But

the propositions of the antithesis are of a character which

renders the completion of an edifice of cognitions impossi-

ble. According to these, beyond one state or epoch of the

world there is always to be found one more ancient; in

every part always other parts themselves divisible; preced-
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ing every event another, the origin of which must itself

be sought still higher; and everything in existence is con-

ditioned, and still not dependent on an unconditioned and

primal existence. As, therefore, the antithesis will not

concede the existence of a first beginning which might be

available as a foundation, a complete edifice of cognition,

in the presence of such hypotheses, is utterly impossible.

Thus the architectonic interest of reason, which requires a

unity—not empirical, but @ priort and rational, forms

a natural recommendation for the assertions of the thesis

in our antinomy.

But if any one could free himself entirely from all con-

siderations of interest, igh without partiality the

assertions of reason to their content, irre-

spective of the conse jlow from them; such

@ person, on the suppe knew no other way out

of the confusion than * ruth of one or other of

the conflicting doctrines 6 in a state of continual

hesitation. To-day, be w onyinced that the human

will is free; to-morrow the indissoluble chain

of nature, he would k =as a mere illusion, and

declare nature to be if he were called to

action, the play of the u: ulative reason would dis-

appear like the shapea*of* ‘ain, and practical interest

would dictate his choice of principles. But, as it well befits

a reflective and inquiring being to devote certain periods of

time to tlhe examination of its own reason—to divest itself

of all partiality, and frankly to communicate its observations

for the judgment and opinion of others; so no one can be

blamed for, much less prevented from, placing bath parties

on their trial, with permission to defend themselves, free

from intimidation, before a sworn jury of equal condition

with themselyes—the condition of weak and fallible men.
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THE ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

SECTION FourtH

Of the necessity imposed upon Pure Reason of presenting a

Solution of its Transcendental Problems

To avow an ability to solve all problems and to answer

all questions, would be a profession certain to convict any

philosopher of extravagant boasting and self-conceit, and at

once to destroy the confidence that might otherwise have

been reposed in him. There are, however, sciences so con-

stituted, that every queat isiog within their sphere,

must necessarily be ¢ ing an answer frora the

knowledge already p € answer must be re-

ceived from the same ee the question arose.

In such sciences it is te; excuse ourselves on

the plea of necessary and s ignorance; a solution

is absolutely requisiie. of right and wrong must

help us to the knowle right or wrong in all

possible cases; othery ‘cE obhgation or duty

would be utterly null, & have any obligation to

that which we cannot kn é other hand, in our in-

vestigations of the phens ature, much must remain

uncertain, and many questions continue insoluble; because

what we know of nature is far from being sufficient to

explain all the phenomena that are presented to our obser-

vation. Now the question is: Whether there is in tran-

scendental philosophy any question, relating to an object

presented to pure reason, which is unanswerable by this

reason; and whether we must regard the subject of the ques-

tion as quite uncertain—so far as our knowledge extends,

and must give it a place among those subjects, of which we

have just so much conception as is sufficient to enable us to

raise a question—faculty or materials failing us, however,

when we attempt an answer.

Now I maintain, that among all speculative cognition,

Gj
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the peculiarity of transcendental philosophy is, that there is

no question, relating to an object presented to pure reason,

which is insoluble by this reason; and that the profession

of unavoidable ignorance—the problem being alleged to be

beyond the reach of our faculties—cannot free us from the

obligation to present a complete and satisfactory answer.

For the very conception, which enables us to raise the ques-

tion, must give us the power of answering it; inasmuch as

the object, as in the case of right and wrong, is not to be

discovered ont of the conception.

But, in transcendental philosophy, it is only the cosmo-

logical questions, to which we can demand a satisfactory

answer in relation to the copsiitetion of their object; and the
philosopher is not perpil# ihimself of the pretext

of necessary ignoran ble obscurity. These

questions relate solely logical ideas. Tor the

object must be giver iff and the question relates

to the adequateness of § vanidea. If the object

is transcendental, and th if unknown; if the ques-

tion, for example, is w set—the something, the

phenomenon of which urselves is thought—

that is to say, the soul, Bople being; or whether

there is a cause of all tit

in such cases we are seeking fare:

we may confess, that it is ‘unknown to us, though we must
not on that account assert that it is impossible.’ The cos-

mological ideas alone possess the peculiarity, that we can

a

1 The question, what ia the constitution of a transcendental object, is un-
answerable—wo are unable io say what it is; but we ean perceive that the

question itself is nothing; because it does not relate to any object that can be

presented to us. For this reason, we must consider all the questions raised in

transcendental psychology as answerable, and as really answered; for they

relate to the transcendental subject of all internal phenomena, which is not itself

phenomenon, and consequently not givon as an object, in which, moreover,

none of the catcgories—and it is to them that the question is properly directed

—tind any conditions of its application. ere, therefore, ia a case where no

answer id the only proper answer. For a question regarding the constitution

of s& something, which cannot be cogitated by any determined predicate—being

completely beyond the sphere of objects and experience, is perfectly null
and void.
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presuppose the object of them and the empirical synthesis

requisite for the conception of that object to be given; and

the question, which arises from these ideas, relates merely

to the progress of this synthesis, in so far as it must contain

absolute totality—which, however, is not empirical, as it

cannot be given in any experience. Now, as the question

here is solely in regard to a thing as the object of a possible

experience, and not as a thing in itself, the answer to the

transcendental cosmological question need not be sought out

of the idea, for the question does not regard an object in

itself. Tho question in relation to a possible experience, is

not, what can be given in an experience in conereto—but,

what is contained in the igea;;to which the empirical syn-

thesis must approximad ‘stion must therefore be

capable of solution ne. For the idea isa

creation of reason its cre cannot disclaim the

obligation to answer or 3 > unknown object.

It is not so extraorh + frst sight appears, that

a science should dermané pect satisfactory answers
to all the questions 1 = within its own sphere

(questiones domestice),

answers may not have

tion to transcendenta! P two pure sciences of

reason; the one with a spenvinti: he other with a practical

content—pure snathematios and pure ethics. Has any one
ever heard it alleged that, from our complete and necessary

ignorance of the conditions, it is uncertain what exact rela-

tion the diameter of a circle bears to the circle in rational or

irrational numbers? By the former the sum cannot be given

exactly, by the latter only approximately; and therefore we

decide, that the impossibility of a solution of the question

is evident. Lambert presented us with a demonstration of

this. In the general principles of morals there can be noth-

ing uncertain, for the propositions are either utterly without

meaning, or must originate solely in our rational concep-

tions. On the other hand, there must be in physical science

an infinite number of conjectures, which can never become

There are, in addi-
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certainties; because the phenomena of nature are not given

as objecta dependent on our conceptions. The key to the

solution of such questions cannot therefore be found in our

conceptions or in pure thought, but must he without us, and

for that reason is in many cases not to be discovered;

and consequently a satisfactory explanation cannot be ex-

pected. The questions of transcendental analytic, which

relate to the deduction of our pure cognition, are not to be

regarded as of the same kind as those mentioned above; for

we are not at present treating of the certainty of judgments

in relation to the origin of our conceptions, but only of that

certainty in relation to objects.

We cannot, therefore

least a critical soluti

plaints of the limited

ingly humble confessia

reason to decide, whe

eternity or had a bes

tended, or inclosed with:

in the world is simpk

capable of infinite di

nate phenomena, or wi

“2 the responsibility of at

28 of reason, by com-

culties, anc the seem-

yond the power of our

di has existed from all

ther if is infinitely ex-

units—whether anything

vy everything must be

er freedom can origi-

ng is absolutely depen-

dent on the Jaws and ord re--and, finally, whether

there exists a being th: tely unconditioned and

necessary, or whether the existence of everything is condi-

tioned and consequently dependent on something external

to itself, and therefore in its own nature contingent. Tor

all these questions relate to an object, which can be given

nowhere else than in thought, This object is the abso-

lutely unconditioned totality of the synthesis of phenomena,

Tf the conceptions in our minds do not assist us to some cer-

tain result in regard to these problems, we must not defend

ourselves on the plea that the object itself remains hidden

from and unknown to us. For no such thing or object can

be given—~it is not to be found out of the idea in our minds.

We must seek the cause of our failure in our idea itself,

which is an insoluble problem, and in regard to which we
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obstinately assume that there exists a real object corre-

sponding and adequate to it. A clear explanation of the

dialectic which lies in our conception, will very soon

enable us to come to a satisfactory decision in regard to

such a question.

The pretext, that we are unable to arrive at certainty in

regard to these problems, may be met with this question,

which requires at least a plain answer: From what source

do the ideas originate, the solution of which involves you in

such difficulties? Are you seeking for an explanation of

certain phenomena; and do you expect these ideas to give

you the principles or the rules of this explanation? Let it

be granted, that all a4 open before you; that

nothing was hid fro ind your consciousness,

Still, you could not

ideas in any experie

only this full and cor

synthesis and the conscid

this is not possible by mé

follows that your ques

sary for the explana

cannot have been in

t is demanded, is, not

ion, but also a complete

its absolute totality; and

yg empirical cognition. It

Len, is by no means neces-

omenon; and the idea

en by the object itself,

For such an object ca: resented to us, because

it cannot be given by ary f e experience. Whatever

perceptions you may attain to, you are still surrounded by

conditions—-in space, or in time, and you cannot discover

anything unconditioned; nor can you decide whether this

unconditioned is to be placed in an absolute beginning of

the synthesis, or in an absolute totality of the series without

beginning. A whole, in the empirical signification of the

term, is always merely comparative. The absolute whole

of quantity (the universe), of division, of derivation, of

the condition of existence, with the question—whether it

is to be produced by a finite or infinite synthesis, no possible

experience can instruct us concerning. You will not, for

example, be able to explain the phenomena of a body in

the least degree better, whether you believe it to consist of
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simple, or of composite parts; for a simple phenomenon—

and just as little an infinite series of composition—can never

be presented to your perception. Phenomena require and

admit of explanation, only in so far as the conditions of that

explanation are given in perception; but the sum-total of

that which is given in phenomena, considered as an absolute

whole, is itself a perception—and we cannot therefore seek

for explanations of this whole beyond itself, in other percep-

tions. The explanation of this whole is the proper object of

the transcendental problems of pure reason.

Although, therefore, the solution of these problems is

unattainable through experience, we must not permit our-

selves to say, that if j in how the object of our

inquiries is constitute tout is In our own mind,

and cannot. be disc ice; and we have only

to take care that our th istent with each other,

and to avoid falling i viboly of regarding our

idea as a representation i empirically given, and

therefore to be cognized % the laws of experience.

A dogmatieal solutio nob only unsatisfactory,

but impossible. The , which may be a per-

fectly certain one, doe » question objectively,

but proceeds by ingui basis of the cognition

upon which the questio

THE ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

SECTION FIrrH

Seeptical Euposition of the Cosmological Problems presented |

in the four Transcendental Ideas

We should be quite willing to desist from the demand

of a dogmatical answer to our questions, if we understood

beforehand that, be the answer what it may, it would only

serve to increase our ignorance, to throw us from one incom-

prehensibility into another, from one obscurity into another

still greater, and perhaps lead us into irreconcilable contra-

dictions. If a dogmatical affirmative or negative answer is
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demanded, is it at al] prudent, to set aside the probable

grounds of a solution which lie before us, and to take into

consideration, what advantage we shall gain, if the answer

is to favor the one side or the other? If it happens that in

both cases the answer is mere nonsense, we have in this

an irresistible summons, to institute a critical investigation

of the question, for the purpose of discovering whether it is

based on a groundless presupposition, and relates to an idea,

the falsity of which would be more easily exposed in its

application and consequences, than in the mere representa-

tion of its content. This is the great utility of the sceptical

mode of treating the questions | addressed by pure reason to

itself, By this method iy rid ourselves of the con-

fusions of dogmatis n its place a temperate

criticism, which, as* artic, will successfully

remove the presumpt of philosophy and their

consequence-—the vai: » universal science.

If, then, I could and nature of a cosmological

idea, and perceive, bets tar the discussion of the

subject at all, that, wi [ the question regarding

the unconditioned of nthesis of phenomena

it favored, it must 6 vt or too small for every

conception of the underst: auld be able to compre-

hend how the idea, whic n object of experience—

an expericnce which must be adequate to and in accordance

with a possible conception of the understanding—must be

coinpletely void and without significance, inasmuch as its

olject is inadequate, consider it as we may. And this is

actually the case with all cosmological conceptions, which,

for the reason above-mentioned, involve reason, so long as

it remains attached to them, in an unavoidable antinomy.

For suppose:

First, that the world has no beginning—in this case it is

too large for our conception; for this conception, which

consists in a successive regress, cannot overtake the whole

eternity that has elapsed. Grant that it has a beginning, it

is then too small for the conception of the understanding.
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For, as a beginning presupposes a time preceding, it cannot

be unconditioned; and the law of the empirical employment

of the understanding imposes the necessity of looking for

a higher condition of time; and the world is, therefore,

evidently too small for this law.

The same is the case with the double answer to the ques-

tion regarding the extent, in space, of the world. For, if it

is infinite and unlimited, it must be too lurge for every posst-

ble empirical conception. If.it is finite and limited, we have

aright to ask--what determines these limits? Void space

is not a self-subsistent correlate of things, and cannot be a

final condition—and still less an empirical condition, form-

ing a part of a possible For how can we have

any experience or per msolute void? But the

absolute totality of t resis requires that the

unconditioned be an eption. Consequently,

a finite world is too sma

Secondly, if every ph

of an infinite number af 3

always too great for og

space must cerse with +

ple), it is too small fo

‘maiter) In space consists

regress of the division is

and if the division of

& the division (the sim-

i@ unconditioned, For

the member at which we. mtinued our division still

admits a regress to many s contained in the object.

Thirdly, suppose that every event in the world happens

in accordance with the laws of. nature; the causality of a

cause must itself be an event, and necessitates a regress to

a still higher causc, and consequently the unceasing pro-

longation of the series of conditions @ parte priori. Oper-

ative nature is therefore too large for every conception

we can form in the synthesis of cosmical events.

If we admit the existence of spontaneously produced

events, that is, of free agency, we are driven, in our search

for sufficient reasons, on an unavoidable law of nature, and

are compelled to appeal to the empirical law of causality,

and we find that any such totality of connection in our syn-

thesis is too small for our necessary empirical conception.
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Fourthly, if we assume the existence of an absolutely nec-

essary being—whether it be the world or something in the

world, or the cause of the world; we must place it in a time

at an infinite distance from any given moment; for other-

wise, it must be dependent on some other and higher exist-

ence. Such an existence is, in this case, too large for our

empirical conception, and unattainable by the continued

regress of any synthesis.

But if we believe that everything in the world—be it

condition or conditioned—is contingent; every given exist-

ence is too small for our conception. For in this case we

are compelled to seek for some other existence upon which

the former depends.

We have said that

is either too great or

a synthesis, and conse

of the understanding,

in a manner exactly the

cusing the cosmologieca

short of its true aim-

first case, the empiric:

the idea, and in the s

s the cosmological idea

é empirical regress in

ery possible conception

¢ not express ourselyes

this, and, instead of ac-

verstepping or of falling

rience, say that, in the

always too small for

“i, and thus attach the

blame of these contradic smpirical regress? The

reason is this. Possibis € ‘gan alone give reality to

our conceptions; without it a conception is merely an idea,

without truth or relation to an object. ence a possible

empirical conception must be the standard by which we are

to judge whether an idea is anything more than an idea and

fiction of thought, or whether it relates to an object in the

world. If we say of a thing that in relation to some other

thing it is too large or too small, the former is considered

as existing for the sake of the latter, and requiring to be

adapted to it. Among the trivial subjects of discussion in

the old schools of dialectics was this question: If a ball can-

not pass through a hole, shall we say that the ball is too

large or the hole too small? In this case it is indifferent

what expression we employ; for we do not know which ex-
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ists for the sake of the other. On the other hand, we cannot

say—the man is too long for his coat, but—the coat is too

short for the man.

We are thus led to the well-founded suspicion, that the

cosmological ideas, and all the conflicting sophistical asser-

tions connected with them, are based upon a false and ficti-

tious conception of the mode in which the object of these

ideas is presented to us; and this suspicion will probably

direct us how to expose the illusion that has so long led

us astray from the truth.

THE ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

Transcendental Idea

Cs

In the transcenden

thing intuited in space ay

experience, are nothing §

sentations; and that #4

bodies, or as series of

the Solution of Pure

: proved, that every-

alt objects of a possible

acna, that is, mere repre-

ted to us—as extended

‘no self-subsistent ex-

istence apart from huts é This doctrine I call

Transcendental Idealisi: ist in the transcendental

sense regards these modifications of our sersibility—these

mere representations, as things subsisting in themselves.

It would be unjust to accuse us of holding the long-

decried theory of empirical idealism, which, while admitting

the reality of space, denies, or at least doubts, the existence

of bodies extended in it, and thus leaves us without a suffi-

cient criterion of reality and illusion. The supporters of this

theory find no difficulty in admitting the reality of the phe-

nomena of the internal sense in time; nay, they go the

length of maintaining that this internal experience is of

' I have elsewhere termed this theory formal idoalism, to distinguish it from

naterial idealism, which doubts or denies the existence of external things. To

void ambiguity, it seems advisable in many cases to employ this term instead

f that mentioned in the text.



380 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

itself a sufficient proof of the real existence of its object

as a thing in itself.

Transcendental idealism allows that the objects of exter-

nal intuition—as intuited in space, and all changes in time—

as represented by the internal sense, are real. For, as space

is the form of that intuition which we call external, and

without objects in space, no empirical representation could

be given us; we can and ought to regard extended bodies

initas real. The case is the same with representations in

time. But time and space, with all phenomena therein, are

not in themselves things. They are nothing but representa-

tions, and cannot exist out of and apart from the mind.

Nay, the sensuous iter: zition of the mind (as the

object of consciousness tion of which is rep-

resented by the succe; states in time, is not

the real, proper self, tseli—not the transcen-

dental subject, but onk pon, which is presented

to the sensibility of this sown being. ‘Phis inter-

nal phenomenon cannot ad to be a self-subsisting

thing; for its condition 4 e cannot be the con-

dition of a thing in it repirical truth of phe-

nomena in space and 4 xt beyond the possibil-

ity of doubt, and sufficier aished from the illusion

of dreams or fancy—althtvgh both ‘have a proper and thor-

ough connection in an experience according to empirical

laws. The objects of experience then are not things in

themselves,’ but are given only in experience, and have

no existence apart from and independently of experience.

That there may be inhabitants in the moon, although no

one has ever observed them, must certainly be admitted;

but this assertion means only, that we may in the possible

progress of experience discover them at some future time.

For that, which stands in connection with a perception ac-

cording to the Jaws of the progress of experience, is real.

They are therefore really existent, if they stand in empirical

connection with my actual or real consciousness, although

oh

' Dinge an sich, Sachen an sich,
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they are not in themselves real, that is, apart from the

progress of experience.

There is nothing actually given—we can be conscious

of nothing as real, except a perception and the empirical

progression from it to other possible perceptions. For phe-

nomena, 4s mere representations, are real only in perception;

and perception is, in fact, nothing but the reality of an em-

pirical representation, that is, a phenomenon. ‘To call a

phenomenon a real thing prior to perception, means either

that we must meet with this phenomenon in the progress of

experience, or it means nothing at all. For I can say only

of a thing in itself that it exists without relation to the

senses and experience. : are speaking here merely

of phenomena in spag aih of which are deter-

minations of sensib: things in themselves.

It follows that phenor ings in themselves, but

are mere representations of’ given in us—in per-

ception, aré non-exister

The faculty of seuse

tivity—a capacity of t

representations, the

pure intuition of spack

bility. These represertas

nected and determinable "hy ‘elation (in space and time)

according to laws of the unity of experience, are called

objects. The non-scnsuous cause of these representations is

completely unknown to us, and hence cannot be intuited

asan object. For such an object could not be represented

either in space or in time; and without these conditions in-

tuition or representation is impossible. We may, at the

same time, term the non-sensuous cause of phenomena the

transcendental object—but merely as a mental correlate to

sensibility, considered as a receptivity. ‘To this transcen-

dental object we may attribute the whole connection and

extent of cur possible perceptions, and say that it is given

and exists in itself prior to all experience. But the phe-

nomena corresponding to it are not given as things in

ition is properly a recep-

ein a certain manner by

h to each other is a

e pure forms of sensi-
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themselves, but in experience alone. For they are mere

representations, recciving from perceptions alone signifi-

cance and relation to a real object, under the condition that

this or that perception—indicating an object—is in complcte

connection with all others in accordance with the rules of

the unity of experienco. Thus we can say: the things that

really existed in past time are given in the transcendental

object of experience. But these are to me real objects, only

in so far as I can represent to my own mind, that a regres-

sive series of possible perceptions—following the indications

of history, or the footsteps of cause and effect—in accord-

ance with empirical laws in one word, the course of

the world conducts uge4¢ peed series of time as the

condition of the pres series in past time is

represented as redl, uct énly in connection with

a possible experience. | aay that certain events

occurred in past time, art the possibility of pro-

longing the chain of es rom the present percep-

tion, upward to the oon $ determine it according

to time.

If I represent to : existing in all space

and time, I do not t se In space and time

prior to all experience;: rary, such a representa-

tion is nothing more than the notion of a possible experi-

ence, in its absolute completeness, In experience alone are

those objects, which are nothing but representations, given.

But, when I say, they existed prior to my experience, this

means only that I must begin with the perception present to

me, and follow the track indicated until I discover them in

some part or region of experience. . The cause of the empiri-

eal condition of this progression—and consequently at what

member therein I must stop, and at what point in the regress

Tam to find this member—is transcendental, and hence nec-

essarily incognizable. But with this we have not to do; our

concern is only with the law of progression in experience, in

which objects, that is, phenomena, are given. It is a matter

of indifference, whether I say—I may in the progress of ex-
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perience discover stars, at a hundred times greater distance

than the most distant of those now visible, or—stars at this

distance may be met in space, although no one has, or ever

will discover them. For, if they are given as things in them-

selves, without any relation to possible experience, they are

for me non-existent, consequently, are not objects, for they

are not contained in the regressive scries of experience. But,

if these phenomena must be employed in the construction or

support of the cosmological idea of an absolute whole—and

when we are discussing a question that oversteps the limits -

of possible experience—the proper distinction of the diffor-

ent theorics of the reality of sensuous objects is of great

asion which must nec-

tion of our empiricalessarily arise from

conceptions.

EB REASON

NPH

THE ANTIN

EC

Critical Solution

The antinomy of pa

dialectical argument:

the whole series of its dag

objects are given as cond onsequently. ... This

syllogism, the major of which s so natural and evident,

introduces as many cosmological ideas as there are different

kinds of conditions in the synthesis of phenomena, in so far

as these conditions constitute a series. These ideas require

absolute totality in the series, and thus place reason in inex-

tricable embarrassment. Before proceeding to expose the

fallacy in this dialectical argument, it will be necessary to

have a correct understanding of certain conceptions that

appear in it.

In the first place, the following proposition is evident,

and indubitably certain: If the conditioned is given, a re-

gress in the series of all its conditions is thereby impera-

tively required. For the very conception of a conditioned,

is a conception of something related to a condition, and, if

aotagical Problem

wed upou the following

fs conditioned is given,

sa given; but sensuous



384 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

this condition is itself conditioned, to another condition—

and so on through all the members of the series. This prop-

osition is, therefore, analytical, and has nothing to fear from

transcendental criticism. It is a logical postulate of reason:

to pursue, as far as possible, the connection of a conception

with its conditions.

If, in the second place, both the conditioned and the con-

dition are things in themselves, and if the former is given,

not only is the regress to the latter requisite, but the latter

is really given with the former. Now, as this is true of all

the members of the serics, the entire series of conditions,

and with them the unconditioned, is at the same time given

in the very fact of the zoned, the existence of which

is possible only in ax series, being given. In

this case, the synthe ned with its condition,

is a synthesis of the i nerely, which represents

things as they are, w ng whether and how we

can cognize them. Thi 2 to do with phenomena,

which, in their chars ® representations, are not

given, if I do not svt sition of them (in other

words, to themselve othing more than em-

pirical cognitions), f° ad to say: If the condi-

tioned is given, all its (23 phenomena) aré also

given, I cannot, therofter 12 fact of a conditioned

being given, infer the absolute totality of the series of its

conditions. For phenomena are nothing but an empirical

synthesis in apprehension or perception, and are therefore

given only in it. Now, in speaking of phenomena, it does

not follow, that, if the conditioned is given, the synthesis

which constitutes its empirical condition is also thereby

given and presupposed; such a synthesis can be established

only by an actual regress in the scries of conditions, But

we are entitled to say in this case: that a regress to the con-

ditions of a conditioned, in other words, that a continuous

empirical synthesis is enjoincd; that, if the conditions are

not given, they are at least reyuired; and that we are certain

to discover the conditions in this regress.



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 385

We can now see that the major in the above cosmological

syllogism takes the conditioned in the transcendental signifi-

cation which it has in the pure category, while the minor

speaks of it in the empirical signification which it has in the

category as applied to phenomena. ‘There is, therefore, a

dialectical fallacy in the syllogism—a sophisma figure dic-

tionis. But this fallacy is not a evousciously devised one,

but a perfectly natural illusion of the common reason of

man. For, when a thing is given as conditioned, we pre-

suppose in the major its conditions and their series, unper-

ceived, as it were, and unseen; because this is nothing more

than the logical requirement of complete and satisfactory

premises for a given » this case, time is alto-

gether left out in the bo conditioned with the

condition; they are 4 ven in themselves, and

contemporancously. T yust as natural to regard

phenomena (in the rein n themselves and as ob-

jects presented to the tarding, as in the major,

in which complete abstrs made of all conditions of

intuition. But it is unde itions alone that objects

are given. Now we emarkable distinction

between the conceptic thesis of the conditioned

with its condition, and ¢ fe series of the latter (in

the major) are not limited , and do not contain the

conception of succession. On the contrary, the empirical

synthesis, and the series of conditions in the phenomenal

world—subsumed in the minor—are necessarily successive,

and given in time alone. It follows that I cannot presup-

pose in the minor, as I did in the major, the absolute totality

of the synthesis and of the series therein represented; for in

the major all the members of the series are given as things

in themselves—without any limitations or conditions of time,

while in the minor they are possible only in and through a

successive regress, which cannot exist, except it be actually

carried into execution in the world of phenomena.

After this proof of the viciousness of the argument com-

monly employed in maintaining cosmological assertions, both

XI—Sormnow--17
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parties may now be justly dismissed, as advancing claims

without grounds or title. But the process has not been

ended, by convincing them that one or both were in the

wrong, and had maintained an assertion which was without

valid grounds of proof. Nothing seems to be clearer than

that, if one maintains: the world has a beginning, and an-

other: the world has no beginning, one of the two must

be right. But it is likewise clear, that, if the evidence on

both sides is equal, it is impossible to discover on what side

the truth lies; and the controversy continues, although the

parties have been recommended to peace before the tribunal

of reason. There remains, then, no other means of settling

‘the question than to eon ine parties, who refute each

other with such consi ability, that they arc

disputing about noti anscendental illusion

has been mocking the of reality where there

isnone. This mode o lispute which cannot be

decided upon its own 3 hall now proceed to lay

before our readers.

Zeno of Hlea, a :

manded by Plato as

, was severely repri-

, merely from the base

motive of exhibiting | scussion, maintained and

subverted the same pre y arguments as powerful

and convincing on the one side as on the other. Je main-

tained, for example, that God (who was probably nothing

more, in his view, than the world) is neither finite nor in-

finite, neither in motion nor in rest, neither similar nor dis-

similar to any other thing. It seemed to those philosophers

who criticised his mode of discussion, that his purpose was

to deny completely both of two self-contradictory proposi-

tions—which is absurd. But I cannot believe that there is

any justice in this accusation. The first of these proposi-

tions I shall presently consider in a more detailed manner,

With regard to the others, if by the word God he under-

stood merely the Universe, his meaning must have been,

that it cannot be permanently present in one place-—that

7
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is, at rest, nor be capable of changing its place—that is, of

moving, because all places are in the universe, and the uni-

verse itself is, therefore, in no place. Again, if the universe

contains in itself everything that exists, it cannot be similar

or dissimilar to any other thing, because there is, in fact, no

other thing with which it can be compared. If two opposite

judgments presuppose a contingent impossible, or arbitrary

condition, beth-—in spite of their opposition (which is, how-

ever, not properly or really a contradiction)—fall away; be-

cause the condition, which insured the validity of both, has

itself disappeared.

li we say: every body has cither a good or a bad smell,

we have omitted a third pc dgment—it has no smell
at all; and thus bot! ements may be false.

If we say: it Is eithe or not good-smelling

(vel suaveolens vel non- th judgments are con-

tradictorily opposed; : hetory opposite of the

not good-smelling—em-

sno smell at all, In the

igor disparata), the con-

body (smell) attached

ad of having been

sequently not the contra-

braces also those bodies §

preceding pair of opposes

tingent condition of thy

to both conflicting s

omitted in the latter, whic

dictory opposite of the foriner:

if, accordingly, we say: the world is either infinite in

extension, or it is not infinite (non est injinitus); and if the

former proposition 1s false, its contradictory opposite—

the world is not infinite, must be true. And thus I should

deny the existence of an infinite, without, however, affirm-

ing the existence of a finite world. But if we construct our

proposition thus—the world is either infinite or finite (non-

infinite), both statements may be false. For, in this case,

we consider the world ag per se determined in regard to

quantity, and while, in the one judgment, we deny its in-

finite and consequently, perhaps, its independent existence;

in the other, we append to the world, regarded as a thing in

itself, a certain determination—that of finitude; and the

ua
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latter may be false as well as the former, if the world is not

given as a thing in itself, and thus neither as finite nor as

infinite in quantity. ‘This kind of opposition I may be

allowed to term dialectical; that of contradictories may

be called analytical opposition. Thus then, of two dialec-

tically opposed judgments both may be false, from the fact,

that the one is not a mere contradictory of the other, but

actually enounces more than is requisite for a full and com-

plete contradiction.

When we regard the two propositions—the world is in-

finite in quantity, and, the world is finite in quantity, as

contradictory opposites, we are assuming that the world—

the complete series of pt is a thing in itself. For

it remains as a peruy Ye whether I deny the
infinite or the fimit es of its phenomena,

But if we dismiss this this transcendental illu-

sion, and deny that it % iiself, the contradictory

opposition is metamor a rnerely dialectical one;

und the world, as not iiself-—independently of

the regressive series a stations, exists in like

manner neither as 4 ¥ iafinite nor as a whole

which is finite in itself: « exists for me only in

the empirical regress o of phenomena, and not

per se. Tf, then, it ix always conditioned, it is never given

completely or as a whole; and it is, therefore, not an uncon-

ditioned whole, and does not exist as such, cither with an

infinite, or with a finite quantity.

What we have hore said of the first cosmological idea—

that of the absolute totality of quantity in phenomena, ap-

plies also to the others. he series of conditions is dis-

coverable only in the regressive synthesis itself, and not in

the phenomenon considered as a thing in itself—given prior

to all regress. Llence I am compelled to say: the aggregate

of parts in a given phenomenon is in itself neither finite nor

infinite; and these parts are given only in the regressive

synthesis of decomposition—-a synthesis which is never

given in absolute completeness, either as finite, or as infinite.
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The same is the case with the series of subordinated causes,

or of the conditioned up to the unconditioned and necessary

existence, which can never be regarded as in itself, and in

its totality, either as finite or as infinite; because, as a series

of subordinate representations, it subsists only in the dy-

namical regress, and cannot be regarded as existing previ-

ously to this regress, or as a self-subsistent series of things.

Thus the antinomy of pure reason in its cosmological

ideas disappears. For the above demonstration has estab-

lished the fact that it is merely the product of a dialectical

and illusory opposition, which arises from the application of

the idea of absolute totality—admissible only as a condition

of things in themselves, nomena, which exist only in

our representations, ituting a series—in a

successive regress, ‘E reason may, however,

be really profitable te ve interests, not in the

way of contributing a: ddition, but as present-

ing to us another mate} t ix our critical investi-

gations. or it Turnis an indirect proof of the

transcendental ideality 2, Hf our minds were not

completely satisfied w sproof set forth in the

Transcetidental Aisthal sfoof would proceed in

the following dilemma. arid is a whole existing

in itgelf, it must be eith uiinite. But it is neither

finite nor infinite--as has been shown, on the one side, by

the thesis, on the other, by the antithesis. ‘Therefore the

world—the content of all phenomena—is not a whole exist-

ing in itself. It follows that phenomena are nothing, apart

{rom our representations. And this is what we mean by

transcendental ideality,

This remark is of some importance. It enables us to see

that the proofs of the fourfold antinomy are not mere soph-

istries—ate not fallacious, but grounded on the nature of

reason, and valid—uander the supposition that phenomena

are things in themselves. The opposition of the judgments

which follow make it evident that a fallacy lay in the initial

supposition, and thus helps us to discover the true consti-
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tution of objects of sense. This transcendental dialectic

does not favor scepticism, although it presents us with a

triumphant demonstration of the advantages of the sceptical

method, the great utility of which is apparent in the anti-

nomy, where the arguments of reason were allowed to con-

front each other in undiminished force. And although the

result of these conflicts of reason is not what we expected—

although we have obtained no positive dogmatical addition

to metaphysical science, we have still reaped a great advan-

tage in the correction of our judgments on these subjects

of thought.

THE ANTING. PURE REASON

in Relation to the Cos-

co

otality could not give us

to the maximum in the

sense, considered as a

the series is the only

mm. This principle of

pure reason, therefore, m be considered as valid—

not as an axiom enabling sgitate totality in the object

as actual, but as a problem for the understanding, which

requires it to institute and to continue, in conformity with

the idea of totality in the mind, the regress in the series of

the conditions of a given conditioned. For in the world

of sense, that is, in space and time, every condition which

we discover in our investigation of phenomena is itself con-

ditioned; because sensuous objects are not things in them-

selves (in which case an absolutely unconditioned might be

reached in the progress of cognition), but are merely em-

pirical representations, the conditions of which must always

be found in intuition. The principle of reason is therefore

properly a mere rule—prescribing a regress in the series of

conditions for given phenomena, and prohibiting any pause

any certain knowledge

series of conditions i

thing in itself. The «

means of approaching
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or rest on an absolutely unconditioned. I+ is, therefore, not

a principle of the possibility of experience or of the empirical

cognition of sensuous objects—consequently not a principle

of the understanding; for every experience is confined

within certain proper limits determined by the given intui-

tion. Still less is it a consttuteve principle of reason author-

izing us to extend our conception of the sensuous world

beyond all possible experience. It is merely a principle for

the enlargement and extension of experience as far as is

possible for human faculties. It forbids us to consider any

empirical limits as absolute. It is, hence, a principle of

reason, which, as a rule, dictates how we ought to proceed

in our empirical regress, abla to anticipate or in-

dicate prior to the : s what is given in the

object itself. I hav RIS reason a regulative

principle of reason; xciple of the absolute

totality of the series o! & existing in itself and

given in the object, is 4 ¢ cosmological principle.

This distinction will at tonatvate the falsehood of

the constitutive princi né us from attributing

(by a transcendental ; ive reality to an idea,

which is valid only as 8

In order to understan raeaning of this rule of

pure reason, we must not hat ait cannot tell us what

the object is, but only how the empirical regress is to be pro-

ceeded with in order to attain to the complete conception of

the object. {f it gave us any information in respect to the

former statement, it would be a constitutive principle—a

principle impossible from the nature of pure reason. Tt will

not therefore enable us to establish any such conclusions

as—the series of conditions for a given conditioned is in

itself finite, or, it is infinite. For, in this case, we should

be cogitating in the mere idea of absolute totality, an object

which is not and cannot be given in experience; inasmuch

is we should be attributing a reality objective and indepen-

lent of the empirical synthesis to a series of phenomena.

Chis idea of reason cannot then be regarded as valid—except

‘
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asarule for the regressive synthesis in the series of condi-

tions, according to which we must proceed from the condi-

tioned, through all intermediate and subordinate conditions,

up to the unconditioned; although this goal is unattained

and unattainable. Yor the absolutely unconditioned cannot

be discovered in the sphere of experience.

We now proceed to determine clearly our notion of a

synthesis which can never be complete. There are two

terms commonly employed for this purpose. ‘These terms

are regarded as expressions of different and distinguishable

notions, although the ground of the distinction has never

been clearly exposed, The term employed by the mathe-

maticians, is progres The philosophers

prefer the expressio: idefinitum, Without

detaining the reader ¥ ation of the reasons

for such a distinction, < 6 on the right or wrong

use of the terms, I sha arly to determine these

conceptions, so far a xy for the purpose of

this Critique.

We may, with pro

may be produced to

between a progressus i

=

straight line, that it

case the distinction

Hd a progressus in inde-

finitum is a mere piece ¢ For, although when we

say, produce a straight iine--li 1s more correct to say in

indefinitum than in infinitum; because the former means,

produce it as far as you please, the second, you must not

cease to produce it; the expression in infinitum is, when we

are speaking of the power to do it, perfectly correct, for

we can always make it longer if we please—on to infinity.

And this remark holds good in all cases, when we speak of

a progressus, that is, an advancement from the condition to

the conditioned; this possible advancement always proceeds

to infinity.. We may proceed from a given pair in the de-

scending line of generation from father to son, and cogitate

a never-ending line of descendants from it. For in sucha

case reason does not demand absolute totality in the series,

because it does not presuppose it as a condition and as given
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(datum), but merely as conditioned, and as capable of being

given (datile).

Very different is the case with the problem—how far

the regress, which ascends from the given conditioned to

the conditions, must extend; whether I can say——it is a

regress in infinitum, or only in indefinttum; and whether, for

example, setting out from the human beings at present alive

in the world, I may ascend in the series of their ancestors,

in infinitum —or whether all that can be said is, that, so far

as I have proceeded, I have discovered no empirical ground

for considering the series limited, so that I am justified, and

indeed compelled to search for ancestors still further back,

although I ant not obliwed She idea of reason to pre-

suppose them.

My answer to this®

empirical intuition as

its internal condition

one member of the series

to proceed to absolute

in indefinitum. For ¢

matter given within «

ceods in infinitum, F

the series is given in

ogress in the serics of

vfiniium; but, if only

from which the regress is

regress 1s possible only

ivision of a portion of

fa body, that is—pro-

tition of this whole is

its part, and the condi ri « part of the part, and

so on, and as in this regress far econiposition an uncondi-

tioned indivisible member of the series of conditions is not

to be found; there are no reasons or grounds in experience

for stopping in the division, but, on the contrary, the more

remote members of the division are actually and empirically

given prior to this division. That is to say, the division

proceeds to infinity. On the other hand, the series of ances-

tors of any given human being is not given, in its absolute

totality, in any experience; and yet the regress proceeds

from every genealogical member of this series to one still

higher, and does not meet with any empirical limit present-

ing an absolutely unconditioned member of the series. But

as the members of such a series are not contained in the

empirical intuition of the whole, prior to the regress, this
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regress does not proceed to infinity, but only in indefinitum,

that is, we are called upon to discover other and higher

members, which are themselves always conditioned.

In neither case-—the regressus in infinitum, nor the re-

gressus in indefinitum—is the series of conditions to be con-

sidered as actually infinite in the object itself. This might

be true of things in themselves, but it cannot be asserted

of phenomena, which, as conditions of each other, are only

given in the empirical regress itself. Hence, the question

no longer is, What is the quantity of this series of conditions

in itself—is it finite or infinite? for it is nothing in itself;

but, How is the empirical regress to be commenced, and how

far ought we to proceed nd here a signal distine-

tion in the applicati ecomes apparent, If

the whole is given en vossible to recede in the

series of its internal «oj ity. But if the whole

is not given, and can © “by and through the em-

pirical regress, I can on possible to infinity,’ to

proceed to still higher e n the series. In the first

iat more members are

attain to in the regressempirically given in f

(of decomposition). se, Tam justified only

in saying, that I can aly “i further in the regress,
because no member of the’ series is given as absolutely

conditioned, and thus a higher member is possible, and an

inquiry with regard to it is necessary. In the one case it is

necessary to find other members of the scries, in the other

it is necessary to inquire for others, inasmuch as experience

presents no absolute limitation of the regress. For, either

you do not possess a perception which absolutely limits

your empirical regress, and in this case the regress cannot

be regarded as complete; or, you do possess such a limita-

tive perception, in which case it is not a part of your series

(for that which limits must be distinct from that which is

1 Kant’s meaning is: Infinity, in the first case, is a quality, or may be

predicated of the regress; while in the second cage, it is only to be prodicated

of the possibility of the regress,—Tr.



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 895

limited by it), and it is Imcumbent om you to continue your

regress up to this condition, and so on.

These remarks will be placed in their proper light by

their application in the following section.

THE ANTINOMY OF PURE REASON

Secrion Nintu

Of the Empirical Use of the Regulative Principle of Reason

wth regard to the Cosmological Ideas

We have shown that no transcendental use can be made

either of the conceptions of reason or of understanding. We

have shown, likewise, that mand of absolute totality

in the series of condi of sense arises from a

transcendental emplo resting on the opinion

that phenomena are to 1s things in themselves.

It follows that we are to answer the question

respecting the absolute fs series—whether it is

in tiself limited or waline are only called upon to

determine how far we tin the empirical regress

froin condition to ec dér to discover, in con-

formity with the rule Fall and correct answer

to the questions propose ap itself.

This principle of reasawis*hérice valid‘only as a rule for

the extension of a possible experience—its invalidity as a

principle constitutive of phenomena in themselves having

been sufliciently demonstrated. And thus, too, the anti-

nomial conflict of reasou with itself is completely put an

end to; inasmuch as we have not only presented a critical

solution of the fallacy lurking in the opposite statements of

reason, but have shown the true meaning of the ideas which

gave rise to these statements. ‘The dialectical principle of

réason has, therefore, been changed into a doctrinal prin-

ciple. But in fact, if this principle, in the subjective signifi-

cation which we have shown to be its only true sense, may

be guaranteed as a principle of the unceasing extension

of the employment of our understanding, its influence and
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value are just as great-as if it were an axiom for the @ priori

determination of objects. For such an axiom could not

exert a stronger influence on the extension and rectification

of our knowledge, otherwise than by procuring for the

principles of the understanding the most widely expanded

employment in the field of experience.

I

Solution of the Cosmological Idea of the Totality of the

Composition of Phenomena in the Universe

Here, as well as in the case of the other cosmological

problems, the ground of the regulative principle of reason
is the proposition, that in ‘ marival regress no experience

of an absolute limit, a¥ iy no experience of a

condition which is unconditioned, is dis-

coverable. And the 4 proposition itself rests

upon the consideration an experience must rep-

resent to us phenomen uy nothing or the mere

void, on which our cont wress by means of percep-

tion must abut—-which

Now this proposiii

ob

3 that every condition

attained in the empirs t itself be considered

empirically conditioned, ic rule tn terminis, which

requires me, to whatever's may have proceeded in

the ascending series, always to look for some higher member

in the series—whether this member is to become known to

me through experieuce, or not.

Nothing further is necessary, then, for the solution of

the first cosmological problem, than to decide, whether, in

the regress to the unconditioned quantity of the universe

(as regards space and time), this never limited ascent ought

to be called a regressus in infinitum or in indefinitum.

The general representation which we form in our minds

of the series of all past states or conditions of the world, or

of all the things which at present exist in it, is itself nothing

more than a possible empirical regress, which is cogitated—

although in an undetermined manner—in the mind, and
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which gives rise to the conception of a series of conditions

for a given object." Now I have a conception of the uni-

verse, but not an intuition—that is, not an intuition of it as

a whole. ‘Thus I cannot infer the magnitude of the regress

from the quantity or magnitude of the world, and determine

the former by means of the latter; on the contrary, IT must

first of all forrn a conception of the quantity or magnitude

of the world from the magnitude of the empirical regress,

But of this regress I know nothing more, than that I ought

to proceed {rom every given member of the series of condi-

tions to one still higher. But the quantity of the universe

is not thereby determined, and we cannot affirm that this

regress proceeds in ¢ 4 an affirmation would

anticipate the memb which have not yet

been reached, and re ar of them as beyond

the grasp of any empir it would consequently

determine the cosmical o the regress (although

only in a negative man is impossible. For the

world is not given in i ¥ in any intuition; conse-

quently, its quantity ¢ : prior to the regress.

Tt follows that we a uke any declaration re-

specting the cosmica sif—not even that the

regress in it is a regres: we must only endeavor

to attain to a concephions6E atity of the universe,

conformity with the rule which determines the empirical
regress in it. But this rule merely requires us never to

admit an absolute hinit to our scries—how far soever we

may have proceeded in it, but always, on the contrary, to

subordinate every phenomenon to some other as its condi-

tion, and consequently to proceed to this higher phenome-

non. Such a regress is, therefore, the regressus in indefini-

tum, Which, as not determining a quantity in the object, is

clearly distinguishable from the regressus in inginitum.
1 The cosmical series can neither be greater nor smaller ‘than the possible

empirical regress. upon which its conception is based. And as this regress

cannot be a determinate infinite regross, atill less a determinate finite (absolutely

limited), it is evident, that we cannot regard the world as either finite or infinite,

because the regress, which gives ug the representation of the world, ia neither

finito nor infinite.
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ft follows from what we have said that we are not jus-

tified in declaring the world to be infinite in space, or as

regards past time. For this conception of an infinite given

quantity is empirical; but we cannot apply the conception

of an infinite quantity to the world as an object of the

senses. I cannot say, the regress from a given perception

to everything limited either in space or time, procceds in

infinitum—for this presupposes an infinite cosmical quantity ;

neither can I say, it is finite—for an absolute limit is like-

wise impossible in experience. It follows that I am not

entitled to make any assertion at all respecting the whole

object of expericnce—the world of sense; I must limit my

declarations to the ralg ig to which experience or

empirical knowledge

To the question, +

tity, the first and neg

beginning in time, an

For, in the contrary

time on the one hard,

Now, since the wor

limited in itsel{—tfor

it must be possible

ng the cosmical quan-

is: The world has no

limit in space.

wld be limited by a void

youl space on the other.

renon, cannot be thus

is not a thing in itself;

¢ a perception of this

limitation by a void # id space. But such a

perception—such an 6x impossible; because it

has no content. Consequently, an absolute cosmical limit is

empirically, and therefore absolutely, impossible.’

From this follows the afirmative answer: The regress in

the series of phenomena—us a determination of the cosmical

quantity—proceeds in indefinitum. This is equivalent to

saying—the world of sense has no absolute quantity, but the

empirical regress (through which alone the world of sense is

' The reader will remark that the proof presented above is very different

from the dogmaticul demonstration given in the antithesis of the first antinomy,

Tn that demonstration, it was taken for granted that the world is a thing in

itseli—given in its totality prior to all regress, and a determined position

in space and time was dented to it—if it was not considered as occupying all

time and all spaco. Hence our conclusion differed from that given above; for

we inferred in the antithesis the actual infinity of the world.
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presented to us on the side of its conditions) rests upon a

rule, which requires it to proceed from every member of the

series—as conditioned, to one still more remote (whether

through personal experience, or by means of history, or the

chain of cause and effect), and not to cease at any point in

this extension of the possible empirical employment of the

understanding. And this is the proper and only use which

reason can make of its principles.

The above rule does not prescribe an unceasing regress

in one kind of phenomena. It does not, for example, forbid

us, in our ascent from an individual human being through

the line of his ancestors, to expect that we shall discover at

some point of the regrase

the series of heavenl;

distance from some cet

progress from phenet

actual perception is no

of our perceptions bein

become conscious of the:

to possible experience. ¢&

Every beginning i

are in space. pace,

Consequently phenomen

limited, but the world i

ally or unconditionally.

For this reason, and because neither the world nor the

cosmical serics of conditions to a given conditioned can be

completely given, our conception of the cosmical quantity is

given only in and through the regress and not prior to it—

in a collective intuition. But the regress itself is really

nothing more than the determining of the cosmical quantity,

and cannot therefore give us any determined conception of

it—still leas a conception of a quantity which is, in relation

to a certain standard, infinite. The regress does not, there-

fore, proceed to infinity (an infinity given), but only to an

indefinite extent, for the purpose of presenting to us a quan-

tity—realized only in and through the regress itself,

t the furthest possible

fernands is a perpetual

nena, even although an

xy them (as in the case

as that we are unable to

ey, nevertheless, belong

I] limits to extension

* in the world of sense.

world are conditionally

limited, either condition-
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IT

Solution of the Cosmological Idea of the Totality of the

Division of a Whole given in Intuition

When [ divide a whole which is given in intuition, I

proceed from a conditioned to its conditions. The division

of the parts of the whole (subdivisio or decompositio) is a

regress in the scrics of these conditions. The absolute to-

tality of this series would be actually attained and given

to the mind, if the regress could arrive at simple parts. But

if all the parts in a continuous decomposition are themselves

divisible, the division, that is to say, the regress, proceeds

from the conditioned to its conditions infinitum; because

the conditions (the paris hemsolves contained in the

conditioned, and, as & na limited intuition,

the former are all givé This regress cannot,

therefore, be called a finitum, as happened

in the case of the preced gical idea, the regress in

which proceeded from th ie to the conditions not

given contemporanecusl with it, but discoverable

only through the emp We are not, however,

entitled to affirm of a sind, which is divisible

in infintlum, that it can afinite number of parts.

For, although all the p: ained in the intuition of

the whole, the whole divi: contained therein. The
division is contained only in the progressing decomposition
—-in the regress itself, which is the condition of the possibil-

ity and actuality of the series. Now, as this regress is in-

finite, all the members (parts) to which it attains must be

contained in the given whole as an aggregate. But the com-

plete sertes of divisiun is not contained therein. - For this

series, being infinite in succession and always incomplete,

cannot represent an infinite number of members, and still

less a composition of these members into a whole.

To apply this remark to space. Every limited part of

Space presented to intuition is a whole, the parts of which

are always spaces—to whatever extent subdivided. Every

limited space is hence divisible to infinity.

i



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 401

Let us again apply the remark to an external phenome-

non inclosed in limits, that is, a body. The divisibility of

a body rests upon the divisibility of space, which is the con-

dition of the possibility of the body as an extended whole.

A body is consequently divisible to infinity, though it does

not, for that reason, consist of an infinite number of parts.

It certainly seems that, as a body must be cogitated as

substance in space, the law of divisibility would not be ap-

plicable to it as substance. For we may and ought to grant,

in the case of space, that division or decomposition, to any

extent, nevor can utterly annihilate composition (that is to

Say, the smallest part of space must still consist of spaces);
otherwise space would to oxist—which is im-

possible. But the a: ther hand, that when

all composition in matt in thought, nothing

remains, does not seer with the conception of

substance, which mus he subject of all com-

position and must reina er the conjunction of its

attributes in space— whic da body—is annihilated

in thought. But this » with substance in the

phenomenal world, w ng in itself cogitated

by the pure category. “£ sabstance is not an ab-

solute subject; it is m yianent sensuous image,

and nothing more than an intuition, in which the uncondi-

tioned is not to be found.

But, although this rule of progress to infinity is legiti-

mate and applicable to the subdivision of a phenomenon,

as a mere occupation or filling of space, it is not applicable

to a whole consisting of a number of distinct parts and con-

stituting a guantum discretum—that is to say, an organized

body. It cannot be admitted that every part in an organ-

ized whole is itself organized, and that, in analyzing it to in-

finity, we must always meet with organized parts; although

we may allow that the parts of the matter which we decom-

pose tn infinitum, may be organized. For the infinity of the

division of a phenomenon in space rests altogether on the

fact that the divisibility of a phenomenon is given only in
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and through this infinity, that is an undetermined number

of parts is given, while the parts themselves are given and

determined only in and through the sub-division; in a word,

the infinity of the division necessarily presupposes that the

whole is not already divided in se. Llence our division de-

termines a number of parts in the whole—a number which

extends just as far as the actual regress in the division;

while, on the other hand, the very notion of a body organ-

ized to infinity represents the whole as already and in itself

divided. We expect, therefore, to find in it a determinate,

but, at the same time, infinite, number of parts—which is

self-contradictory. Jor we should thus have a whole con-

taining a series of mam] ould not be completed

in any regress—whicl 4 the same time com-

plete in an organized @rite divisibility is ap-

plicable only to a quan , und is based entirely

on the infinite divisiln Bat in a quantum dis-

cretum the multitude cf § its 18 always determined,

and hence always eqtal : vunber, ‘To what extent

a body may be organiadé alone can inform us;

and although, so far ¢ of this or that body

has extended, we m: woovered any inorganic

part, such parts must es ible experience. But

how far the transcendental of a phenomenon must

extend, we cannot know from experieuce—it is a question

which experience cannot answer; it is answered only by the

principle of reason which forbids us to consider the empirical

regress, in the analysis of extended body, as ever absolutely

complete.

1B eh oc

a)

Concluding Remark on the Solution of the Transcendental

Mathematical Ideas—-and Introductory to the

Solution of the Dynamical Ideas

We presented the antinomy of pure reagon in a tabular

form, and we endeavored to show the ground of this self-

contradiction on the part of reason, and the only means of

bringing it to a conclusion—namely, by declaring both con-
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tradictory statements to be false. We represented in these

antinomies the conditions of phenomena as belonging to the

conditioned according to relations of space and time—which

is the usual supposition of the common understanding. In

this respect, all dialectical representations of totality, in the

series of conditions to a given conditioned, were perfectly

homogeneous, The condition was always a member oft the

series along with the conditioned, and thus the homogeneity

of the whole series was assurcd. In this case the regress

could never be cogitated as complete; or, if this was the

case, a inember really conditioned was falscly regarded as

a primal member, consequently as unconditioned. In such

an antinomy, therefore onsider the object, that

is, the conditioned, } | sonditions belonging

to the object, and the hat series. And thus

arose the diftficulty—a ¢ 1» be settled by any de-

cision regarding the olf wo parties, but simply

by cutting the knot—b the series proposed by

reason to be either toe long ‘rt for the understand-

ing, which could in ue} ke its conceptions ade-

quate with the ideas.

But we have over! [his point, an essential

difference existing betwe gnceptions of the under-

standing which reason #adesvors to raise to the rank of

ideas—two of these indicating a mathematical, and two a

dynamical synthesis of phenomena, Hitherto, it was not

necessary to signalize this distinction; for, Just ag in our

coneral representation of all transcendental ideas, we consid-

ered them under phenomenal conditions, so, in the two math-

ematical ideas, our discussion is concerned, solely with an

object in the world of phenomena. But as we are now about

to proceed to the consideration of the dynamical conceptions

of the understanding, and their adequateness with ideas, we

must not lose sight of this distinction. We shall find that it

opens up to us an entirely new view of the conflict in which

season is involved. For while, in the first two antinomies,

both parties were dismissed, on the ground of having ad-
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vanced statements based upon false hypotheses; in the pres-

ent case the hope appears of discovering a hypothesis which

may be consistent with the demands of reason, and, the judge

completing the statement of the grounds of claim, which both
parties had left in an unsatisfactory state, the question may

be settled on its own merits, not by dismissing the claimants,

but by a comparison of the arguments on both sides.—If we

consider merely their extension, and whether they are ade-

quate with ideas, the series of conditions may be regarded

as all homogeneous. But the conception of the understand-

ing which lies at the basis of these ideas, contains either a

synthesis of the homogeneous ( pposed i in every quantity—

in its composition as webb iiaision), or of the heteroge-

neous, Which is the ¢ cal synthesis of cause

and effect, as well as 3 ud the contingent.

Thus it happens, ti natical series of phe-

nomena no other than 4 vulition is admissible-—a

condition which is itsel of the series; while the

dynamical serics of ge ditions admits a hetero-

geneous condition, whig aber of the series, but,

as purely intelligible, | beyond it. And thus

reason is satisfied, and ned placed at the head

of the series of phenore is introducing confusion

into or discontinuing it, contrary to the principles of the

understanding.

Now, from the fact that the dynamical ideas admit a con-

dition of phenomena which does not form a part of the series

of phenomena, arises a result which we should not have ex-

pected from an antinomy. In former cases, the result was

that both contradictory dialectical statements were declared

to be false. In the present case, we find the conditioned in

the dynamical series connected with an empirically uncondi-

tioned, but non-sensuous condition; and thus satisfaction is

done to the understanding on the one hand and to the reason

on the other.’ While, moreover, the dialectical arguments

1 For the understanding cannot admit among phenomena a condition which

is itself empirically unconditioned. But if it is possible to cogitate an intelligible
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for unconditioned totality in mere phenomena fall to the

ground, both propositions of reason may be shown to be true

in their proper signification. This could not happen in the

case of the cosmological ideas which demanded a mathemat-

ically unconditioned unity; for no condition could be placed

at the head of the series of phenomena, except one which

was itself a phenomenon, and consequently a member of the

series.
IIT

Solution of the Cosmological Idea of the Totality of the

Deduetion of Cosmical Hvents from their Causes

There are only two mod ¢ of causality cogitable—the

causality of wature or & othe first is the conjunc-

tion of a particular sr preceding it in the

world of sense, the f the latter by virtue of

a law. Now, as the « honomena is subject to

conditions of time, an g state, if it had always

existed, could not hay an effect which would

make its first appeara: igular time, the causality

of a cause must itse -rnust itself have begun

fo be, and therefore, aci orinciple of the under-

standing, itself requis

We must understand yutrary, by the term free-

dom, in the cosmological ‘set faculty of the spontaneous

origination of a state; the causality of which, therefore, is
not subordinated to another cause determining it in time.:

Freedom is in this sense a pure transcendental idea, which,

in the first place, contains no empirical element; the object

of which, in the second place, cannot be given or determined

in any experience, because it is a universal law of the very

possibility of experience, that everything which happens

must have a cause, that consequently the causality of a

cause, being itself something that has Aappened, must also

condition—one which ig not a member of the series of phenomena—for a con-

ditioned phenomenon, without breaking the serios of empirical conditions, such

a condition may be admissible as empirically unconditioned, and the empirical

regress continue regular, unceasing, and intact.
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have a cause. In this view of the case, the whole field of

experience, how far soever it may extend, contains nothing

that is not subject to the laws of nature. But, as we cannot

by this means attain to ari absolute totality of conditions in

reference to the series of causes and efiects, reason creates

the idea of a spontaneity, which can begin to act of itself,

and without any external cause determining it to action,

according to the natural law of causality.

It is especially remarkable that the practical conception

of freedom is based upon the transcendental idea, and that

the question of the possibility of the former is difficult only

as it involves the consideration of the truth of the latter.

Freedom, in the practz e independence of the

will of coercion by sen A will is sensuous, in

so far as it is patholo; y sensuous impulses); —

it is termed animal (ari 1}, when it is pathologi-

cally necessitated. The certainly an arbitrium

sensitivum, not bruturm, } +; because sensuousness

does not necessitate its a cully existing in man of

selfi-determination, in: all sensuous coercion.

It is plain, that, if the world of sense were

natural-—and natural of is would be determined

by another according it laws, and that conse-

quently, phenomena, in 4 ney determine the will,

must necessitate every action as a natural effect from them-

‘selves; and thus all practical freedom would fall to the

ground with the transcendental idea, For the latter pre-

supposes that, although a certain thing has not happened,

it ought to have happened, and that, consequently, its phe-

nomenal cause was not so powerful and determinative as to

exclude the causality of our will—a causality capable of

producing effects independently of and even in opposition

to the power of natural causes, and capable, consequently,

of spontaneously originating a series of events.

Here, too, we find it to be the case, as we generally found

in the self-contradictions and perplexities of a reason which

strives to pass the bounds of possible experience, that the

Le
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problem is properly not physiological,’ but transcendental,

The question of the possibility of freedom does indeed con-

cern psychology; but, as it rests upon dialectical arguments

of pure reason, its solution must engage the attention of

transcendental philosophy. Before attempting this solu-

tion, a task which transcendental philosophy cannot de-

cline, it will be advisable to make a remark with regard

to its procedure in the settlement of the question.

If phenomena were things in themselves, and time and

space forms of the existence of things, condition and condi-

tioned would always be members of the same series; and

thus would arise in the present case the antinomy common

to all transcendental ideag-thet their series is either too

great or too small for anding. The dynamical

ideas, which we are ak : this and the follow-

ing section, possess of relating to an object,

not considered as a qua an existence; and thus,

in the discussion of th tion, we may make ab-

straction of the quantity of conditions, and con-

sider merely the dynaraé of the conditian to the

conditioned. The qu usevests itself, whether

freedom is possible; 2 ner it can consist with

‘the universality of the nitur nf causality; and, conse-

quently, whether we cnowned spex disjunctive proposi-

tion when we say—every effect must have its origin either in

nature or in freedom, or whether doth cannot exist together

in the same event in different relations. The principle of an

unbroken vonnection between all events in the phenomenal

world, in accordance with the unchangeable laws of nature,

is a well-established principle of transcendental analytic

which admits of no exception. The question, therefore,

is: Whether an effect, determined according to the laws of

nature, can at the same time be produced by a free agent, or

whether freedom and nature mutually exclude each other?

And here, the common, but fallacious hypothesis of the ab-

1 Probably an error of the press, and that we should read psychological, —Tr.
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solute reality of phenomena manifests its injurious influence

in embarrassing the procedure of reason. For if phenomena

are things in themselves, freedom is impossible. In this

case, nature is the complete and all-sufficient cause of every

event; and condition and conditioned, cause and effect, are

contained in the same series, and necessitated by the same

law. If, on the contrary, phenomena are held to be, as they

are in fact, nothing more than mere representations, con-

nected with each other in accordance with empirical Jaws,

they must have a ground which is not phenomenal. But

the causality of such an intelligible cause is not determined

or determinable by phenomena; although its effects, as phe-

nomena, must be determin other phenomenal exist-

ences. This cause ai xist therefore out of

and apart from the s ena; while its effects

do exist and are discov aries of empirical con-

ditions. Such an eff re. be considered to be

free in relation to its if cause, and necessary in

relation to the phenoman sh if is a necessary con-

sequence—a distinction din this perfectly gen-

eral and abstract mami in the highest degree

subtle and obscure. F explain. It is suffi-

cient, at present, to remar the complete and un-

broken connection of phe omina is an tnalterable law of
nature, freedom is impossible—on the supposition that phe-
nomena are absolutely real. Hence those philosophers who

adhere to the common opinion on this subject can never

succeed in reconciling the ideas of nature and freedom,

Possibility of Freedom in harmony with the Universal Law

of Natural Necessity

‘That element in a sensuous object which is not itself sen-

suous, I may be allowed to term intelligible. If, accordingly,

an object which must be regarded as a sensuous phenome-

non possesses a faculty which is not an object of sensuous

intuition, but by means of which it is capable of being the

cause of phenomena, the causality of an object or existence
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of this kind may be regarded from two different points of

view. It may be considered to be intelligible, as regards its

action—the action of a thing which is a thing in itself, and

sensuous, as regards its e¢ffects—the effects of a phenomenon

belonging to the sensuous world. We should, accordingly,

have to form both an empirical and an intellectual concep-

tion of the causality of such a faculty or power~both, how-

ever, having reference to the same effect. This twofold

manner of cogitating a power residing in a sensuous object

does not run counter to any of the conceptions, which we

ought to form of the world of phenomena or of a possible

experience. Phenomena—not being things in themselves—

must have a transcendgat. ect as a foundation, which

determines them as ¢ ons; and there seems

to be no reason why ¥ eribe to this transcen-

dental object, in add: perty of self-phenome-

nization, a causality wit fre to be met with in the

world of phenomena, a! not itself a phenomenon.

But every effective cau sous u character, that is to

say, a law of its causal rhich it would cease to
be a cause. In the ak 5} every sensuous object

would possess an empiris which guaranteed that

its actions, as phenomena mplete and harmonious

connection, conformabiy to unvaryiug natural laws, with all

other phenomena, and can be deduced from these, as condi-

tions, and that they do thus, in connection with these, con-

stitute a series in the order of nature. This sensuous object

must, in the second place, possess an intelligible character,

which guarantees it to be the cause of those actions, as phe-

nomena, although it is not itself a phenomenon nor subordi-

nate to the conditions of the world of sense. The former

may be termed the character of the thing as a phenomenon,

the latter the character of the thing as a thing in itself,

Now this active subject would, in its character of intelli-

-gible subject, be subordinate to no conditions of time, for

time is only a condition of phenomena, and not of things

in themselves. No action would begin or cease to be in this

XI-—Scrence—18
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subject; it would consequently be free from the law of all

determination of time—the law of change, namely, that

everything which happens must have a cause in the phe-

nomena of a preceding state. In one word, the causality of

the subject, in so far as it is intelligible, would not form

part of the series of empirical conditions which determine

and necessitate an event in the world of sense. Again, this

intelligible character of a thing cannot be immediately

cognized, becanse we can perceive nothing but phenomena,

but it must be capable of being cogitated in harmony with

the empirical character; for we always find ourselves com-

pelled to place, in thought, a transcendental object at the

basis of phenomena, alih we.can never know what this

object is in itself.

In virtue of its e

the same time be sui

causality, and, as a p

ous world, its effects w

reference to preceding

must be capable of inf

ance with natural law

character, that is, the

, this subject would at

L the empirical laws of

dd member of the sensu-

o be accounted for by a

External phenomena

d its actions, in accord-

9 us how its empirical

lity, is to be cognized

in and by means of exp n a word, all requisites

for a complete and neces: nation of these actions

must be presented to us by experience.

In virtue of its intelligible character, on the other hand

(although we possess only a general conception of this char-

acter), the subject must be regarded as free from all sensuous

influences, and from all phenomenal determination. More-

over, a8 nothing happens in this subject—for it is a noume-

non, and there does not consequently exist in it any change,

demanding the dynamical determination of time, and for the

same reason no connection with phenomena as causes—this

active existence must in its actions be free from and inde-

pendent of natural necessity, for this necessity exists only in-

the world of phenomena. It would be quite correct to say,

that it originates or begins its effects in the world of sense
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froin itself, although the action productive of these effects

does not begin in diselfi We should not be in this case

affirining that these sensuous effects began to exist of them-

selves, because they are always determined by prior empiri-

eal conditious—by virtue of the empirical character, which

is the phenomenon of the intelligible character—and are
possible only as constituting a continuation of the series of

natural causes. And thus nature and freedom, each in the

complete and absolute signification of these terms, can exist,

without contradiction or disagreement, in the same action.

Exposition of the Cosmological Idea of Freedom in harmony

with the Univers f Natural Necessity

Lhave thought it

first merely a sketelo€

problem, in order to

a clear conception of

in the solution. I shall

momenta of this solution

The natural law, +

have a cause, that thé

action of the cause (v

before the reader at

of this transcendental

form with greater ease

hich reason must adopt

ad to exhibit the several

sider them in their order,

g which happens must

his cause, that is, the

ways have existed, but

must be itself an evens, ies in time some effect

which it has originate ave itself a phenomenal

cause, by which it is determined, and, consequently, that
all events are empirically determined in an order of nature—

this law, I say, which lies at the foundation of the possibility

of experience, aud of a connected system of phenomena or

nature, is a law of the understanding, from which no depart-

ure, and to which no exception, can be admitted. For to

except even a single phenomenon from its operation, is

to exclude it from the sphere of possible experience, and

thus to admit it to be a mere fiction of thought or phantom

of the brain.

Thus we are obliged to acknowledge the existence of a

chain of causes, in which, however, absolute totality cannot

be found. But we need not detain ourselves with this ques-
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tion, for it has already been sufficiently answered in our

discussion of the antinomies into which reason falls, when it

attempts to reach the unconditioned in the series of phe-

nomena, If we permit ourselves fo be deceived by the illu-

sion of transcendental idealism, we shall find that neither

nature nor freedom exists. Now the question is: Whether,

admitting the existence of natural necessity in the world of

phenomena, it is possible to consider an cffect as at the same

time an effect of nature and an effect of freedom—or,

whether these two modes of causality are contradictory

and incompatible?

No phenomenal cause ¢

a series. Every action

event, is itself an

another preceding sta

everything that happ

and an absolute begir

world. The actions of 3

selves effects, and pre

time. A primal actic

beginning, is beyond

Now, is it absolatel

solutcly and of itself begin

ar.as it is productive of an

nee, and presupposes

s cause existed. Thus

yotinuation of a series,

possible in the senstious

are, accordingly, them-

ses preceding them in

touch forms an absolute

of phenomena.

that, granting that all

effects are phenomena, #] iy of the cause of these

effects must also be a pl enoh, and belong to the em-

pirical world? Is it not rather possible that, although every

effect in the phenomenal world must be connected with an

empirical cause, according to the universal law of nature,

this empirical causality may be itself the effect of a non-

empirical and intelligible causality—its connection with

natural causes remaining nevertheless intact? Such a

causality would be considered, in reference to phenomena,

as the primal action of a cause, which is in so far, therefore,

not phenomenal, but, by reason of this faculty or power,

intelligible; although it must, at the same time, as a link in

the chain of nature, be regarded as belonging to the sensu-

ous world.

A belief in the reciprocal causality of phenomena is



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 413

necessary, if we are required to look for and to present the

natural conditions of natural events, that is to say, their

causes. This being admitted as unexceptionally valid, the

requirements of the understanding, which recognizes nothing

but nature ia the region of phenomena, are satisfied, and

our physical explanations of physical phenomena may pro-

ceed in their regular course, without hindrance and without

opposition. But it is no stumbling-block in the way, even

assuming the idea to be a pure fiction, to admit that there

are some tiatural causes in the possession of a faculty which

is not empirical, but intelligible, inasmuch as it is not de-

termined to action by empirical conditions, but purely and

solely upon grounds i by the understanding

—this action being + se is phenomenized,

in perfect accordance of empirical causality.

Thus the acting subjec phenomenon, would con-

tinue to preserve a ¢ nection with nature and

natural conditions; an: enon only of the subject

(with all its phenomen y} would contain certain

conditions, which, if ¥ nu the empirical to the

transcendental object ‘be regarded as intel-

ligible. For, if we att nquiries with regard to

causes in the world obeyenamwéena, to the directions of

nature alone, we need not trouble ourselves about the rela-

tion in which the transcendental subject, which is completely

unknown to us, stands to these phenomena and their con-

nection in nature. The intelligible pround of phenomena in

this subject does not concern empirical questions. It has to

do only with pure thought; and, although the effects of this

thought and action of the pure understanding are discovera-

ble in phenomena, thesc phenomena must nevertheless be ca-

pable of a fulland complete explanation upon purely physical

grounds, and in accordance with natural laws. And in this

case we attend solely to their empirical, and omit all consider-

ation of their intelligible character (which is the transcenden-

tal cause of the former), as completely unknown, except in

so far as it is exhibited by the latter as its empirical symbol.
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Now let us apply this to experience. Man is a phenomenon

of the sensuous world, and at the same time, therefore, a

natural cause, the causality of which must be regulated by

empirical laws. As such, he must possess an empirical

character, like all other natural phenomena. We remark

this empirical character in his actions, which reveal the

presence of certain powers and faculties. If we consider

inanimate, or merely animal nature, we can discover no

reason for ascribing to ourselves any other than a faculty

which is determined in a purely sensuous manner. But

man, to whom nature reveals herself only through sense,

cognizes himsclf not anly iis senses, but also through

pure apperception; angt is and internal determi-

nations, which he ca sensuous impressions.

He is thus to himself, d, a phenomenon, but,

on the other hand, ix | iain faculties, a purely

intelligible object—inie! 82 its action cannot be

ascribed to sensuous rece *hese faculties are under-

standing and reason. ‘E} acially, ig in a peculiar

manner distinct from -conditioned faculties,

for it employs ideas a eration of its objects,

and by means of these ie understanding, which

then proceeds to make ¢ use of its own concep-

tions, which, like the ideas of reason, are pure and non-
empirical.

That reason possesses the faculty of causality, or that at

least we are compelled so to represent it, is evident from the

imperatives, which in the sphere of the practical we impose

on many of our executive powers. The words J ought ex-

press a species of necessity, and imply a connection with

grounds which nature does not and cannot present to the

mind of man. Understanding knows nothing in nature but

that which is, or has been, or will be. It would be absurd

to say that anything in nature ought to be other than it is in

the relations of time in which it stands; indeed, the ought,
when we consider mercly the course of nature, has neither

application nor meaning. The question, what ought to hap-

BEE
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pen in the sphere of nature, is just as absurd as the question,

what ought to be the properties of a circle? All that we are

entitled to ask is, what takes place in nature, or, in the latter

case, what are the properties of a circle?

But the idea of an ought or of duty indicates a possible

action, the ground of which is a pure conception; while the

ground of a merely natural action is, on the contrary, always

a phenomenon. This action must certainly be possible under

physical conditions, if it is prescribed by the moral impera-

tive ought; but these physical or natural conditions do not

concern the determination of the will itself, they relate to

its effcet alone, and the consequences of the effect in the

world of phenomena. Wk: mber of motives nature

may present to my susuous impulses-—the

moral ought it is bey ok : produce. They may

produce a volition, w rom being necessary, is

always conditioned—a igh the ought enunciated

by reason sets an aim lard, gives permission or

prohibition. Be the obje J may, purely sensuous—

as pleasure, or presen wason—as good, reason

will not yield to grey @ an empirical origin.

Reason will not foil f things presented by

experience, but, with igity, rearranges them

according to ideas, with'whiih Gt compels empirical condi-

tions to agree. Tt declares, in the name of these ideas,

certain actions to be necessary which nevertheless have not

taken place, ond which perhaps never will take place; and

yet presupposes that it possesses the faculty of causality in

relation to these actions. For, in the absence of this suppo-

sition, it could not expect its ideas to produce certain effects

in the world of experience,

Now, let us stop here, and admit it to be at least possible,

that reason does stand in a really causal relation to phenom-

ena. In this case it must—pure reason as it is—exhibit

an empirical character. For every cause supposes a rule,

according to which certain phenomena follow as effects from

the cause, and every rule requires uniformity in these
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effects; and this is the proper ground of the conception of

a cause—as a faculty or power. Now this conception (of a

cause) may be termed the empirical character of reason; and

this character is a permanent one, while the effects produced

appear, in conformity with the various conditions which ac-

company and partly limit them, in various forms.

Thus the volition of every man has an empirical char-

acter, which is nothing morc than the causality of his reason,

in so far as its effects in the phenomenal world manifest the

presence of a rule, according to which we are enabled to

examine, in their several kinds and degrees, the actions of

this causality and the rational grounds for these actions, and

in this way to decide upe hjcetive principles of the

volition. Now we »mpirical character is

only from phenomer om the rule of these

which is presented } and for this reason all

the actions of man in # phenomena are deter-

mined by his empirical x, and the co-operative

causes of nature. I, & ould investigate all the

phenomena of humar heir lowest foundation

in the mind, there w: ou which we could not

anticipate with certaity nize to be absolutely

necessary from its prece ons. So far as relates to

this empirical character, there can be no freedom;

and it is only in the light of this character that we can con-

sider the human will, when we confine ourselves to simple

observation, and, as is the ease in anthropology, institute a

physiological investigation of the motive causes of human

actions.

But when we consider the same actions in relation to

reason—not for the purpose of explaining their origin, that

is, in relation to speculative reason—but to practical reason,

as the producing cause of these actions, we shall discover a

rule and an order very different from those of nature and

expericnce. For the declaration of this mental faculty may

be, that what Aas and could not but take place in the course

of nature, ought not to have taken place. Sometimes, too,
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we discover, or believe that we discover, that the ideas of

reason did actually stand in a causal relation to certain

actions of man; and that these actions have taken place

because they were determined, not by empirical causes, but

by the act of the will upon grounds of reason.

Now, granting that reason stands in a causal relation to

phenomena; can an action of reason be called free, when we

know that, sensuously—in its empirical character, it is com-

pletely determined and absolutely necessary? But this

empirical character is itself determined by the intelligible

character. The latter we cannot cognize; we can only indi-

cate it by means of phenomena, which enable us to have an

immediate cognition only p empirical character.* An

action, then, in so far ‘ibed to an intelligible

cause, docs not result: dance with empirical

laws, That is to say, ns of pure reason, but

only their effects in the § , precede the act. Pure

reason, as a purely int culty, is not subject to

the conditions of time. - ity of reason in its intel-

ligible character docs ne it does not make its

appearance at a certs purpose of producing

an effect. If this were: ‘he causality of reason

would be subservient ¢ naieral law of phenomena,

which determines thera “according ‘to time, and as a series

of causes and effects in time; it would consequently cease to

be freedom, and become a part of nature. We are therefore

justified in saying—If reason stands in a causal relation to

phenomena, it is a faculty which originates the sensuous

condition of an empirical series of effects. For the condi-

tion, which resides in the reason, is non-sensuous, and there-

fore cannot be originated, or begin to be. And thus we

find—what we could not discover in any empirical series—

1 Tho real morality of actions—thcir merit or demerit, and even that of our

own conduct, is completely unknown to us. Our eatimates can relate only to
their empirical character. How much is the result of the action of free-will,

how much is to be ascribed to nature and to blameless error, or to a happy

constitution of temperament (meriio fortune), no one can discover, nor, for this

reason, determine with perfect justice.



418 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

a condition of a successive series of events itself empirically

unconditioned. For, in the present case, the condition

stands out of and beyond the series of phenomena—it is

intelligible, and it consequently cannot be subject to any

scnsuous condition, or to any time-determination by a

preceding cause.

But, in another respect, the same cause belongs also to

the series of phenomena. Man is himself a phenomenon.

His will has an empirical character, which is the empirical

cause of all his actions. ‘There is no condition—determining

man and his volition in conformity with this character—

which does not itself form part of the series of effects in

nature, and is subject t.shely law—-the law according to

which an empirically 8 suse of an event in time

cannot exist. For th en action can have an

absolute and spontan :, all actions being phe-

nomena, and belongiy Loft experience. But it

cannot be said of reason,: aie in which it determines

the will is always preced 1e other state determining

it. For reason is net asd , and therefore not sub-

ject to sensuous cond sequently, even in rela-

tion to its causality, conditions of time do

not influence reason, né ynamical law of nature,

which determines the sais ime according to certain

rules, be applied to it.

Reason is consequently the permanent condition of all

actions of the human will, Hach of these is determined in

the empirical character of the man, even before it has taken

place. The intelligible character, of which the former is

but the sensuous schema, knows no before or after; and every

action, irrespective of the time-relation in which it stands

with other phenomena, is the immediate effect of the intelli-

gible character of pure reason, which, consequently, enjoys

freedom of action, and is not dynamically determined either

by internal or external preceding conditions. This freedom

must not be described, in a merely negative manner, as

independence of empirical conditions, for in this case the

=
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faculty of reason would cease to be a cause of phenomena;

but it must be regarded, positively, as a faculty which can

spontaneously originate a series of events. At the same

time, it must not be supposed that any beginning can take

place in reason; on the contrary, reason, as the uncondi-

tioned condition of all action of the will, admits of no time-

conditions, although its effect does really begin in a series
of phenomena—a beginning which is not, however, abso-

lutely primal.

J shall illustrate this regulative principle of reason by an

example, from its employment in the world of experience;

proved it cannot be by any amount of experience, or by any

number of facts, for such ar@minents cannot establish the

truth of transcendental. Let us take a volun-

tary action-—for examy -by means of which,

a man has introduced ree of confusion into

the social life of humanit xdged according to the

motives from which it oF§ i the blame of which,

and of the evil consed ne: « from it, is imputed to

the offender. We at frets examine the empirical

character of the offence uurpose we endeavor to

penetrate to the source zr, such as a defective

education, bad company, 28 seas and wicked disposition,

frivolity, and want of xé lot forgetting also the

occasioning causes which prevailed at the moment.of the
transgression. In this the procedure is exactly the same

as that pursued in the investigation of the series of causes

which determine a given physical effect. Now, although

we believe the action to have been determined by all these

circumstances, we do not the less blame the offender. We

do not blame him for his unhappy disposition, nor for the

circumstances which influenced him, nay, not even for his
former course of life; for we presuppose that all these con-

siderations may be set aside, that the series of preceding

conditions may be regarded as having never existed, and

that the action may be considered as completely uncondi-

tioned in relation to any state preceding, just as if the agent
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commenced with it an entirely new series of effects. Our

blame of the offender is grounded upon a law of reason,

which requires us to regard this faculty as a cause, which

could have and ought to have otherwise determined the

behavior of the culprit, independently of all empirical con-

ditions. This causality of reason we do not regard as a co-

operating agency, but as complete in itself. It matters not

whether the sensuous impulses favored or opposed the action

of this causality, the offence is estimated according to its intel-

ligible character—the offender is decidedly worthy of blame,

the moment he utters a falsehood. It follows that we regard

reason, in spite of the empirical conditions of the act, as com-

pletely free, and therefore,.aa.in the present case, culpable.

The above judgme quate evidence that we are

accustomed to think affected by sensuous

conditions, that in it os place—although its

phenomena, in other ¥ ! in which it appears

in its effects, are subject that in it no preceding

state determines the [fo a, consequently, that it

does not form a membe of sensuous conditions

which necessitate phe ding to natural laws.

Reason is present and uman actions, and at

all times; but it does no si in time, and therefore

does not enter upon anyist ich it did not formerly

exist. It is, relatively to new states or conditions, determin-

ing, but not determinable, Hence we cannot ask: Why did

not reason determine itself in a different manner? The

question ought to be thus stated: Why did not reason em-

ploy its power of causality to determine certain phenomena

in a different manner? But this is a question which admits

of no answer. For a different intelligible character would

have exhibited a different empirical character; and, when

we say that, in spite of the course which his whole former

life has taken, the offender could have refrained from utter-

ing the falschood, this means merely that the act was sub-

ject to the power and authority—permissive or prohibitive—

of reason. Now, reason is not subject in its causality to any
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conditions of phenomena or of time; and a difference in time

may produce a difference in the relation of phenomena to each

other—for these are not things, and therefore not causes in

themselves—but it cannot produce any difference in the rela-

tion in which the action stands to the faculty of reason.

Thus, then, in our investigation into free actions and the

causal power which produced them, we arrive at an intelli-

gible cause, beyond which, however, we cannot go; although

we can recognize that it is free, that is, independent of all

sensuous conditions, and that, in this way, it may be the

sensuously unconditioned condition of phenomena, But for

what. reason the intelligible character generates such and

such phenomena, and exhibits.such and such an empirical

character under certaig : it is beyond the

power of onr reason question is as much

above the power and ason as the following

would be: Why does sital object of our cx-

ternal sensuous intuitior » other form than that of

intuition tr space? But fern, which we were called

upon to solve, does ne to entertain any such

questions. The probl this—whether freedom

and natural necessity vat opposition in the

same action. ‘Do this cient ® have given a sufficient

answer; for we have sbow: fas the former stands in a

relation to a different kind of ‘conditions from those of the
latter, the law of the one docs not affect the law of the other,

and that, consequently, both can exist together in indepen-

dence of and without interference with each other,

The reader must be careful to remark that my intention

in the above remarks has not been to prove the actual exist-

ence of frecdom, as a faculty in which resides the cause of

certain sensuous phenomena. Tor, not to mention that such

an argument would not have a transcendental character, nor

have been limited to the discussion of pure conceptions—all

attempts at inferring from experience what cannot be cogi-

tated in aceordance with its laws, must ever be unsuccess-
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ful. Nay, more, I have not even aimed at demonstrating

the possibility of freedom; for this too would have been a

vain endeavor, inasmuch as it is beyond the power of the

mind to cognize the possibility of a reality or of a causal

power, by the aid of mere @ privrt conceptions. Freedom

has been considered in the foregoing remarks only as a

transcendental idea, by means of which reason aims at origi-

nating a series of conditions in the world of phenomena with

the help of that which is sensuously unconditioned, involv-

ing itself, however, in an antinomy with the laws which

itself prescribes for the conduct of the understanding. That

this antinomy is based upon a mere illusion, and that nature

and freedom are at least ne: this was the only thing

in our power to prov ion which it was our

task to solve.

olution o he CosmotsSolut of the Cr l

pendence of

f the Totality of the De-

i Horistences

In the preceding re

in the world of sonse

which each member ty

Our present purpose is reeives of this series of

states or conditions as a* ui existence which may

be the highest condition of all changeable phenomena, that

is, to a necessary being. Our endeavor is to reach, not the

unconditioned causality, but the unconditioned existence,

of substance. The series before us is therefore a series of

conceptions, and not of intuitions (in which the one intui-

tion is the condition of the other).

But it is evident that, as all phenomena are subject to

change, and conditioned in their existence, the series of

dependent existences cannot embrace an unconditioned

member, the existence of which would be absolutely

necessary. It follows that, if phenomena were things in

themselves, and—as an immediate consequence from this

supposition—condition and conditioned belonged to the

onsidered the changes

. dynamical series, in

another—as its cause,
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game series of phenomena, the existence of a necessary

being, as the condition of the existence of sensuous phe-

nomena, would be perfectly impossible.

An important distinction, however, exists between the

dynamical and the mathematical regress. The latter is en-

gaged solely with the combination of parts into a whole,

or with the division of a whole into its parts; and therefore

are the conditions of its series parts of the series, and to be

consequently regarded as homogeneous, and for this reason,

as consisting, without exception, of phenomena. In the

former regress, on the contrary, the aim of which is not to

establish the possibility of an unconditioned whole consist-

ing of given parts, or tioned part of a given

whole, but to demon ty of the deduction of

a certain state from i > contingent existence

of substance from thi s necessarily, it is not

requisite that the cond 3¥m part of an empirical

series along with the ear

In the case of the a

at present dealing, th

difficulty; for it iss

dictory statements me’

inomy with which we are

vay of escape from the

hat both of the contra-

different relations. All

sensuous phenomena rn ingent, and consequently

possess only an empirically "¢ ioned existence, and yet

there may also exist a non-empirical condition of the whole

series, or, in other words, a necessary being. For this nee-

essary being, as an intelligible condition, would not forma

member-—not even the highest member—of the series; the

whole world of sense would be left in its empirically deter-

mined existence uninterfered with and uninfluenced. This

would also form a ground of distinction between the modes

of solution employed for the third and fourth antinomies.

For, while in tle consideration of freedom in the former an-

tinomy, the thing itself, the cause (substantia phenomenon),

was regarde:| as belonging to the series of conditions, and

only its causality to the intelligible world—we are obliged in

the present case to cogitate this necessary being as purely intel -

4
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ligible and as existing entirely apart from the world of sense

(as an ens extramundanum); for otherwise it would be sub-

ject to the phenomenal law of contingency and dependence.

In relation to the present problem, therefore, the regu-

lative principle of reason is that everything in the sensuous

world possesses an empirically conditioned existence—that

no property of the sensuous world possesses unconditioned

necessity—that we are bound to expect, and, so far as is pos-

sible, to seek for the empirical condition of every member in

the series of conditions—and that there is no sufficient rea-

son to justify us in deducing any existence from a condition

which lies out of and beyond the empirical series, or in re-

garding any existence uient and self-subsistent;

although this should. from recognizing the

possibility of the wis ” based upon a being

which is intelligible, reason free from all

empirical conditions,

. But it has been far fn

to prove the existence ¢

being, or even to evid

gible condition of the

As bounds were set t

ention, in these remarks,

ditioned and necessary

ality of a purely intelli-

sensuous phenomena.

4 rovent it from leaving the

guiding thread of empiri ious, and losing itself in

transcendent theories which are incapable of concrete presen-

tation; so, it was my purpose, on the other hand, to set

bounds to the law of the purely empirical understanding,

and to protest against any attempts on its part at deciding

on the possibility of things, or declaring the existence of the

intelligible to be impossible, merely on the ground that it

is not available for the explanation and exposition of phe-

nomena. It has been shown, at the same time, that the

contingency of all the phenomena of nature and their em-

pirical conditions is quite consistent with the arbitrary

hypothesis of a necessary, although purely intelligible con-

dition, that no real contradiction exists between them, and

that, consequently, both may be true. The existence of such

an absolutely necessary being may be impossible; but this
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can never be demonstrated from the universal contingency

and depenilence of sensuous phenomena, nor from the prin-

ciple which forbids us to discontinue the series at some

member of it, or to seek for its cause in some sphere of

existence beyond the world of nature. Reason goes its

way in the empirical world, and follows, too, its peculiar

path in the sphere of the transcendental,

The sensuous world contains nothing but phenomena,

which are mere representations, and always sensuously con-

ditioned; things in themselves are not, and cannot be, ob-

jects tous. It is not to be wondered at, therefore, that we

are not justified in leaping from some tnember of an empir-

ical series beyond the wari nee, as if empirical repre-

sentations were thing g, existing apart from

their transcendental & uman mind, and the

cause of whose exist tht out of the empir-

ical series. This would the case with contin-

gent things; but it can mere representations of

things, the contingensy o| itself merely a phenom-

enon, and can relate to : s than that which de-

termines phenomena, ¢ ical. But to cogitate

an intelligible ground 3 free, moreover, from

the contingency of the fects neither with the un-

limited nature of the emyprréalrégress, nor with the com-

plete contingency of phenomena. And the demonstration

of this was the only thing necessary for the solution of this

apparent antinomy. For if the condition of every condi-

tioned—as regards its existence—is sensuous, and for this

reason a part of the same series, it must be itself condi-

tioned, as was shown in the Antithesis of the fourth Anti-

nomy. The embarrassments into which a reason, which

postulates the unconditioned, necessarily falls, must, there-

fore, continue to exist; or the unconditioned must be placed

in the sphere of the intelligible. In this way, its necessity

does not require, nor does it even permit, the presence of an

empirical condition: and it is, consequently, unconditionally

necessary,
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The empirical employment of reason is not affected by

the assumption of a purely intelligible being; it continues

its operations on the principle of the contingency of all phe-

nomena, proceeding from empirical conditions to still higher

and higher conditions, themselves empirical. Just as little

does this regulative principle exclude the assumption of an

intelligible cause, when the question regards merely the pure

employment of reason-—in relation to ends or aims. For, in

this case, an intelligible cause signifies merely the transcen-

dental and to us unknown ground of the possibility of sensu-

ous phenomena, and its existence necessary and independent

of all sensuous conditions, is not inconsistent with the con-

tingency of phenomena, ogewith the unlimited possibility

of regress which exist | empirical conditions.

Concluding Remark my of Pure Reason

nal conceptions is the

of phenomena, and the

requirements of reason,

xnd cosmological. But

is the aim of all our

of the world of sense

So long as the objec

totality of conditions in

satisfaction, from this suf

so long are our ideas tra

when we set the uncer

inquiries—in a sphere ¥

and possible experience is become transcendent,

They are then not meré le toward the comple-

tion of the exercise of reason (which remains an idea, never

executed, but always to be pursucd); they detach them-

selves completely from experience, and construct for them-

selves objects, the material of which has not been presented

by experience, and the objective reality of which is not based

upon the completion of the empirical series, but upon pure a

priori conceptions. The intelligible object of these transcen-

dent ideas may be conceded, asa transcendental object. But

we cannot cogitate it as a thing determinable by certain dis-

tinct predicates relating to its internal nature, for it has no

connection with empirical conceptions; nor are we justified

in affirming the existence of any such object. It is, conse-

quently, a mere product of the mind alone. Of all the cos-
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mological ideas, however, it is that occasioning the fourth

antinomy which compels us to venture upon this step. For

the existence of phenomena, always conditioned and never

self-subsistent, requires us to look for an object different

from phenomena—an intelligible object, with which all con-

tingency must cease. But, as we have allowed ourselves to

assume the existence of a self-subsistent reality out of the field

of experience, and are therefore obliged to regard phenom-

ena as merely a contingent mode of representing intelligible

objects employed by beings which are themselves intelli-

fences—no other course remains for us than to follow anal-

ogy, and employ the same mode in forming some conception

of intelligible things, oi ye bave not the least knowl-

edge, which nature ta the formation of em-

pirical conceptions. € us acquainted with

the contingent. But w mi engaged in the dis-

cussion of things whic ats of experience; and

must, therefore, deduce eige of them from that

which is necessary absol a itself, that is from pure

conceptions. Hence tiug ehich we take out of the

world of sense oblige

tion with the investig

duce, from our concepti:

ligible things. This we

chapter.

sary being, and to de-

our conceptions of intel-

tempt in the following

: TRANSCENDENTAL DIALECTIC—BOOK II

CHAPTER III

THER IDEAL OF PURE REASON

SECTION First

Of the Ideal in General

We have seen that pure conceptions do not present objects

to the mind, except under sensuous conditions; because the

conditions of objective reality do not exist in these concep-

tions, which contain, in fact, nothing but the mere form of
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thought. They may, however, when applied to phenomena,

be presented in concreto ; for it is phenomena that present to

them the materials for the formation of empirical concep-

tions, which are nothing more than concrete forms of the

conceptions of the understanding. But ideas are still further

removed from objective reality than categortes; for no phe-

nomenon can ever present them to the human mind in con-

ereto, They contain a certain perfection, attainable by no

possible empirical cognition; and they give to reason a sys-

tematic unity, to which the unity of experience attempts

to approximate, but can never completely attain.

But still further remov d han the idea from objective

reality is the Jdeal, by, T understand the idea,

not in conereto, but an individual thing,

determinable or dete idea alone. The idea

of humanity in its c sion supposes not only

the advancement of al 1d faculties, which con-

stitute our conception o ure, to a complete attain-

ment of their final aims rerything which is requi-

site for the complete ¢ of the idea; for of all

contradictory predicat sonform with the idea

of the perfect man. W ermed an ideal, was in

Plato’s philosophy an ¢e ine mind—an individual

object present to its pure , the most perfect of every

kind of possible beings, and the archetype of all phenomenal

existences.

Without rising to these speculative heights, we are bound

to confess that human reason contains not only ideas, but

ideals, which possess, not, like those of Plato, creative, but

certainly practical power-—as rogulative principles, and form

the basis of the perfectibility of certain actions. Moral con-

ceptions are not perfectly pure conceptions of reason, be-

cause an empirical element—of pleasure or pain—lies at the

foundation of them. In relation, however, to the principle,

whereby reason sets bounds to a freedom which is in itself

without law, and consequently when we attend merely to

their form, they may be considered as pure conceptions
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of reason. Virtue and wisdom in their perfect purity are

ideas. But the wise man of the Stoics is an ideal, that is

to say, a human being existing only in thought, and in com-

plete conformity with the idea of wisdom. As the idea pro-

vides a rule, so the ideal serves as an archetype for the perfect

and complete determination of the copy. Thus the conduct

of the wise and divine man serves us as a standard of action,

with which we may compare and judge ourselves, which may

help us to reform ourselves, although the perfection it de-

mands can never be attained by us. Although we cannot

concede objective reality to these ideals, they are not to be

considered as chimeras; on the contrary, they provide rea-

son with a standard, which.enables it to estimate, by com-

parison, the degree of" 3s in the objects pre-

sented to it, But to xe ideal in an example

in the world of exp tbe, for instance, the

character of the perfe a a romance, is imprac-

ticable. Nay more, the ‘thing absurd in the at-

tempt; and the result m & Oi difying, as the natural

limitations which are aking in upon the per-

fection and completer testroy the illusion in

the story, and throw rclon even on what is

good in the idea, wh appears fictitious and

unreal.

Such is the constitution of the ideal of reason, which

is always based upon determinate conceptions, and serves

as a rule and a model for imitation or for criticism. Very

different is the nature of the idcals of the imagination. Of

these it is impossible to present an intelligible conception;

they area kind of monogram, drawn according to no deter-

minate rule, and forming rather a vague picture—the pro-

duction of many diverse expcriences—than a determinate

image. Such are the ideals which painters and physiog-

nomists profess to have in their minds, and which can serve

neither as a inodel for production nor as a standard for ap-

preciation. They may be termed, though improperly, sen-

suous ideals, as they are declared to be models of certain
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possible empirical intuitions. They cannot, however, fur-

nish rules or standards for explanation or examination.

Tn its ideals, reason aims at complete and perfect deter-

mination according to a priori rules; and hence it cogitates

an object, which must be completely determinable in con-

formity with principles, although all empirical conditions are

absent, and the conception of the object is on this account

transcendent.

THE IDEAL OF PURE REASON

SECTION SECOND

Of the Transeendanial Ideal

(P: dentisce)

Every conception

tained in it, undeterm

determinability. This 7
dictorily opposed predic i

ception. It is a purely |

the principle of contradd

plete abstraction of

logical form of the co

But again, everythi vives its possibility, is also

subject to the principle’ ¢ determination, accord-

ing to which one of ald the possible contradictory predicates of
things must belong toit. This principle is not based merely

upon that of contradiction; for, in addition to the relation

between two contradictory predicates, it regards everything

us standing in a relation to the sum of possibilities, as the

sum-total of all predicates of things, and, while presuppos-

ing this sum as an @ privri condition, presents to the mind

everything as receiving the possibility of its individual ex-

istence from the relation it bears to, and the share it pos-

sesses in the aforesaid sum of possibilities.? The principle

-hat which is not con-

:{ to the principle of

at of every two contra-

one can belong to a con-

nciple, itself based upon

much as‘it makes com-

attends merely to the

1 Principium determinationis omnimede, — Tr,

2 'Thua this principle declares everything to possess a relation to a common

eorrelate-——the sum-total of possibility, which, if discovered to exist in the idea

of one individual thing, would establish the affinity of all possible things, from
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of complete determination relates therefore to the content

and not to the logical form. It is the principle of the syn-

thesis of a)l the predicates which are required to constitute

the complete conception of a thing, and not a mere principle

of analytical representation, which announces that one of

two contradictory predicates must belong to a conception.

It contains, moreover, a transcendental presupposition—that,

namely, of the material for all possibility, which must con-

tain a@ priord the data for this or that particular possibility,

The proposition, everything which exists is completely deter-

mined, means not only that one of every pair of given contra-

dictory attributes, but that, one of all possible attributes, is

always predicable of the an ji the predicates are not

merely compared log: other, but the thing

itself is transcendent th the sum-total of all

possible predicates. is equivalent to saying:

—to attain toa comple a thing, it is necessary

to possess a knowledge of ig that is possible, and to

w negative manner. The

i 38 consequently a con-

ih its totality i conereto,

which has its seat in

ri

—

pees

ception which cannot }

and is therefore bas:

the reason—-the faculty sYoScribes to the understand-

ing the laws of its harmonies a perfect exercise,

Now, although this idea of the sum-total of all possibility,

in so far as it forms the condition of the complete determina-

tion of everything, is itself undetermined in relation to the

predicates which may constitute this sum-total, and we cogi-

tate in it merely the sum-total of all possible predicates-—we

nevertheless find, upon closer examination, that this idea, as

a primitive conception of the mind, excludes a large number

of predicates—those deduced and those irreconcilable with

others, and that it is evolved as a conception completely de-

the identity of rhe ground of their complete determination. The determinability

of every conception is subordinate to the universality (Allgemeinheit untversalitas)
of the principle of excluded middle; the determination of a thing to the totality
(Allheit. universiias) of all possible predicates.
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termined a priori, Thus it becomes the conception of an

individual object, which is completely determined by and

through the mere idea, and must consequently be termed

qn ideal of pure reason,

_ When we consider all possible predicates, not merely

logically, but transcendentally, that is to say, with refer-

ence to the content which may be cogitated as existing in

them a priort, we shall find that some indicate a being, oth-

ers merely a non-being. The logical negation expressed in

the word not, does not properly belong to a conception, but

only to the relation of one conception to another in a judg-

ment, and is consequently quite insufficient to present to the

mind the content of « concept The expression not mor-

ial, does not indicate 4 wing is cogitated in the

object; it does not cane gatall, A transcen-

dental negation, on th: teates non-being in it-

self, and is opposed to al affirmation, the con-

ception of which of its os a being. Hence this

affirmation indicates a ré uge in and through it

objects are considered ta! thine—to be things; while

the opposite negation, and, indicates a mere

want, or privation, ov where such negations

alone are attached to 8 fition, the non-existence

of anything correspondiig: to (thé tepresentation.

Now a negation cannot be cogitated as determined, with-

out cogitating at the same time the opposite affirmation.

The man born blind has not the least notion of darkness,

because he has none of light; the vagabond knows nothing

of poverty, because he has never known what it is to be in

comfort;? the ignorant man has no conception of his igno-

rance, because he has no conception of knowledge. All

conceptions of negatives are accordingly derived or deduced

' The investigations and calculations of astronomers have taught us much

that is wonderful; but the most important lesson we have received from them

is the discovery of the abyss of our iynorance in relation to the universe—an

ignorance, the magnitude of which reason, without the information thus derived,

could never have conceived. This discovery of our deficiencies muat produce a

great change in the determination of the aims of human reason.
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conceptions; and realities contain the data, and, so to speak,

the material or transcendental content of the possibility and

complete determination of all things.

If, therefore, a transcendental substratum lies at the,

foundation of the complete determination of things—a sub-

stratum which is to form the fund from which all possible

predicates of things are to be supplied, this substratum can-

not be anything else than the idea of a sum-total of reality

(omnitudo realitatis). In this view, negations are nothing

but Umitations—a term which could not, with propriety, be

applied to them, if the unlimited (the all) did not form the

true basis of our conception.

This conception of ea an

tion of a thing in itse:,

and the conception of

of an individual being

predicate of all possii

indicates and belongs tc

dental ideal which forme

nation of everything thas

condition of its possiby

the cogitation of all

tal of reality is the concep-

crmpletely determined;

wn is the conception

3 determined by that

ory predicates, which

a therefore a transcen-

of the complete determi-

dis the highest material

40n0n which must rest

respect to their content.

Nay, more, this ideal ia® roper ideal of which the

human mind is capable; | “hia case alone a general

conception of a thing ia completely determined by and
through itself, and cognized as the representation of an

individuum.

The logical determination of a conception is based upon

a disjunctive syllogism, the major of which contains the

logical division of the extent of a general conception,

the minor limits this extent to a certain part, while the

conclusion determines the conception by this part. The

general conception of a reality cannot be divided a priori,

because, without the aid of experience, we cannot know any

determinate kinds of reality, standing under the former as

the genus. ‘The transcendental principle of the complete

determination of all things is therefore merely the represen-

XI-—Sciunop—19
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tation of the sum-total of all reality; it is not a conception

which is the genus of all predicates under itself, but one

which comprehends them all within itself. The complete

determination of a thing is consequently based upon the

limitation of this total of reality, so much being predicated

of the thing, while all that remains over is excluded—a pro-

cedure which is in exact agreement with that of the disjunc-

tive syllogism and the determination of the object in the

conclusion by one of the members of the division. It fel-

lows that reason, in laying the transcendental ideal at the

foundation of its determination of all possible things, takes

a course in exact analogy with that which it pursues in dis-

junctive syllogisms—a prop n winch formed the basis of

the systematic divisic dental ideas, according

to which they are pr slete parallelism with

the three modes of a¥ “ung employed by the

human mind.'

It is self-evident tha

complete determination

existence of a being ca

the idea of the ideal-

unconditioned totality

ditioned, that is, the to ited things. The ideal

ig therefore the prototy} sthiogs, which, as defective
copies (ectypa), receive from it the material of their possi-
bility, and approximate to it more or less, though it is im-

possible that they can ever attain to its perfection.

The possibility of things must therefore be regarded as

derived—except that of the thing which contains in itself

all reality, which must be considered to be primitive and

origmal, For all negations—and they are the only predi-

cates by means of which all other things can be distinguished

from the ens realissimum—are mere limitations of a greater

and a higher—nay, the highest reality; and they consequent-

ly presuppose this reality, and are, as regards their content,

derived from it. The manifold nature of things is only an

oogitating the necessary

does not presuppose the

to its ideal, but merely

sof deducing from the

‘iermination, the con-

' See pages 292 and 304,
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infinitely various mode of limiting the conception of the

highest reality, which is their common substratum; just as

all figures are possible only as different modes of limiting

infinite space. The object of the ideal of reason—an object

existing only in reason itself—is also termed the primal being

(ens originarium); as having no existence superior to him,

the supreme being (ens summum); and as being the condition

of all other beings, which rank under it, the being of all

beings (ens entium). But none of these terms indicate the

objective relation of an actually existing object to other

things, but merely that of an idea to conceptions; and all our

investigations into this subject still leave us in perfect

uncertainty with regard, to Xistence of this being.

A primal being cay! consist of many other

beings with an exist privative, for the latter

presuppose the forme © cannot be constitutive

parts of it. It follows veal of the primal being

must be cogitated as sir

The deduction of the

this primal being canne

a limitation, or as a }

would be regarding the:

which has been shown t ible, although it was so

represented in our first rough ich. The highest reality

must be regarded rather as the ground than as the sum-total

of the possibility of all things, and the manifold nature of

things be based, not upon the limitation of the primal being

itself, but upon the complete series of effects which flow

from it. And thus all our powers of sense, as well as all

phenomenal reality, may be with propriety regarded as be-

longing to this series of effects, while they could not have

formed purts of the idea, considered as an aggregate. Pur-

suing this track, and hypostatizing this idea, we shall find

ourselves authorized to determine our notion of the Supreme

Being by means of the mere conception of a highest reality,

as one, simple, all-sufficient, eternal, and so on—in one word,

to determine it in its unconditioned completeness by the aid

y of all other things from

aking, be considered as

of its reality; for this

& 48 a mere aggregate—
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of every possible predicate. The conception of such a being

is the conception of God in its transcendental sense, and

thus the ideal of pure reason is the object-matter of a tran-

scendental Theology.

But, by such an employment of the transcendental idea,

we should be overstepping the limits of its validity and pur-

pose. For reason placed it, as the conception of all reality,

at the basis of the complete determination of things, without

requiring that this conception be regarded as the conception

of an objective existence. Such an existence would be

purely fictitious, and the hypostatizing of the content of the

idea into an ideal, as an individual being, is a step perfectly

unauthorized, Nay, more enot even called upon to

assume the possibility’ pothesis, as none of

the deductions draw: deal would affect the

complete determination zeneral—for tbe sake of

which alone is the iden

It is not sufficient &

the dialectic of reason; ¥

the sources of this diak

power to give a ratic

phenomenon of the hu

we are at present spea ir not upon an arbitrary,
but upon a natural, idea estion hence arises: how

happens it that reason regards the possibility of all things as

deduced from a single possibility, that, to wit, of the highest

reality, and presupposes this as existing in an individual

and primal being?

The answer is ready; it is at once presented by the pro-

cedure of transcendental analytic. The possibility of sen-

suous objects is a relation of these objects to thought, in

which something (the empirical form) may be cogitated

a priori; while that which constitutes the matter—the real-

ity of the phenomenon (that element which corresponds to

sensation)—must be given from without, as otherwise it

could not even be cogitated by, nor could its possibility

be presentable to the mind. Now, a sensuous object is

eribe the procedure and

iso endeavor to discover

ve may have it in our

of this illusion, as a

“or the ideal, of which
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completely determined, when it has been compared with

all phenomenal predicates, and represented by means of

these either positively or negatively. But, as that which

constitutes the thing itseli—the real in a phenomenon, must

be given, and that, in which the real of all phenomena is

given, is experience, one, sole, and all-embracing—the
material of the possibility of all sensuous objects must be

presupposed as given in a whole, and it is upon the limita-

tion of this whole that the possibility of all empirical ob-

jects, their distinction from each other and their complete

determination, are based. Now, no other objects are pre-

sented to us besides sensuous objects, and these can be given

only in connection wit ibis experience; it follows

that a thing is not an @ #8 it presupposes the

whole or sum-total of ‘yas the condition of

its possibility. Now, on leads us to consider

this principle, which of sensuous objects, as

valid with regard to thit sénoral. And thus we are

induced to hold the am ciple of our conceptions

of the possibility of th: omena, by leaving out

this limitative conditic scendental principle of

the possibility of thing

We proceed afterwar statize this idea of the

sum-total of all reality, vita the distributive unity of

the empirical exercise of the understanding into the collective

unity of an empirical whole—a dialectical illusion, and by

cogitating this whole or sum of experience as an individual

thing, containing in itself all empirical reality. This indi-

vidual thing or being is then, by means of the above-

mentioned transcendental subreption, substituted for our

notion of a thing which stands at the head of the possibility

of all things, the real conditions of whose complete determi-

nation it presents.’

1 Thig ideal of the ens realissimum-——although merely a mental representa-

tion—is firs: objectivized, that is, has an objective existence attributed to it, then

hypostatized, and finally, by the natural progress of reason to the completion

of unity, personified, as we shall show presently. For the regulative unity of

experience is uot based upon phenomena themselves, but upon the connection
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THE IDEAL OF PURE REASON

SECTION THIRD

Of the Arguments employed by Speculative Reason in proof

of the Existence of a Supreme Being

Notwithstanding the pressing necessity which reason

feels, to form some presupposition that shall serve the

understanding as a proper basis for the complete determina-

tion of its conceptions, the idealistic and factitious nature

of such a presupposition is too evident to allow reason for

a moment to persuade iivelfinto a belief of the objective

existence of a mere ¢@ ‘a thought.. But there

are other considerat el reason to seek out

some resting-place in + the conditioned to the

unconditioned, whici aa an actual existence

from the mere concept though it alone can give

completeness to the sert litiens. And this is the

natural course of ey agon, even of the most

uneducated, although vat entered it does not

always continue to f ot begin from concep-

tions, but from conmoncn ¢, and requires a basis in

actual existence. But tie basis is insecure, unless it rests

upon the immovable rock of the absolutely necessary. And

this foundation is itself unworthy of trust, if it leave under

and above it empty space, if it do not fill all, and leave no

room for a why or a wherefore, if it be not, in one word,

infinite in its reality.

If we admit the existence of some one thing, whatever it

may be, we must also admit that there is something which

exists necessarily. For what is contingent exists only under

the condition of some other thing, which is its cause; and

from this we must go on to conclude the existence of a

of the variety of phenomena by the wnderstanding in a consciousness, and thus
the unity of the supreme reality and the complete determinability of all things,
seum to reside in a supreme understanding, and consequently, in @ conscious
intelligence,
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cause, which is not contingent, and which consequently

exists necessarily and unconditionally. Such is the argu-

ment by which reason justifies its advances toward a

primal being.

Now reason looks round for the conception of a being

that may be admitted, without inconsistency, to be worthy

of the attribute of absolute necessity, not for the purpose of
inferring a prior?, from the conception of such a being, its

objective existence (for if reason allowed itself to take this

course, it would not require a basis in given and actual

existence, but merely the support of pure conceptions), but

for the purpose of discoverin among all our conceptions of

possible things, that cot h possesses no element

inconsistent with th te necessity. For that

there must he some sary existence, it re-

gards as a truth alread Now, if it can remove

every existence incay ‘ing the attribute of

absolute necessity, exce ibis must be the abso-

lutely necessary being, necessity is comprehen-

sible by us, that is, 1 the conception of it

alone, or not.

Now that, the cone bh contains a therefore to

every wherefore, which re in any respect what-

ever, which is all-suific hdition, seems to be the

being of which we can justly predicate absolute necessity—

for this reason, that, possessing the conditions of all that is

possible, it does not and cannot itself require any condition.

And thus it satisfies, in one respect at least, the require

ments of the conception of absolute necessity. In this view,

it is superior to all other conceptions, which, as deficient and

incomplete, do not possess the characteristic of independence

of all higher conditions. It is true that we cannot infer

from this that what does not contain in itself the supreme

and complete condition—the condition of all other things,

must possess only a conditioned existence; but as little can

we assert the contrary, for this supposed being does not

possess the only characteristic which can enable reason to
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cognize, by means of an a priori conception, the uncondi-

tioned and necessary nature of its existence.

The conception of an ens realissimum is that which best

agrees with the conception of an unconditioned and neces-

sary being. The former conception does not satisfy all the

requirements of the latter; but we have no choice, we are

obliged to adhere to it, for we find that we cannot do with-

out the existence of a necessary being; and even although

we admit it, we find it out of our power to discover in the

whole sphere of possibility any being that can advance well-

grounded claims to such a distinction.

The following is, therefore, the natural course of human

reason. It begins by per x itself of the existence of

some necessary being it recognizes the char-

acteristics of unconé e. It then seeks the

conception of that wh raent of all conditions,

and finds it in that w the sufficient condition

of all other things—in

all reality. But the unl

is conceived by the

and thus reason cor

primal basis of all it

absolutely necessary.

This conception rust’ hie reparded as in some degree

satisfactory, if we admit the exiatence of a necessary being,

and consider that there cxists a necessity for a definite and

final answer to these questions. Ju such a case, wo cannot

make a better choice, or rather we have no choice at all, but

feel ourselves obliged to declare in favor of the absolute

unity of complete reality, as the highest source of the pos-

sibility of things. But if there exists no motive for coming

to a definite conclusion, and we may leave the question un-

answered till we have fully weighed both sides—in other

words, when we are merely called upon to decide how much

we happen to know about the question, and how much we

merely flatter ourselves that we know—the above conclusion

does not appear to so great advantage, but, on the contrary,

upreme being, as the

s an existence which is

oF
oO
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seems defective in the grounds upon which it is sup-

ported.

For, admitting the truth of all that has been said, that,

namely, the inference from a given existence (my own, for

example) to the existence of an unconditioned and necessary

being is.valid and unassailable; that, in the second place,

we must consider a being which contains all reality, and

consequently all the conditions of other things, to be abso-

lutely unconditioned; and admitting too, that we have thus

discovered the conception of a thing to which may be attrib-

uted, without inconsistency, absolute necessity—it does not

follow from all this that the conception of a limited being,

in which the supreme ress 3 not reside, is therefore

incompatible with the clute necessity. For,

although I do not dist, | of the unconditioned

in the conception of an element which is

manifestly existent in ¢ cf all conditions, Iam

not entitled to conclude sience is therefore condi-

tioned; just as I am n affirm, in a hypothetical

syllogism, that where sondition does not exist

(in the present, comp! ! pure conceptions are

concerned), the condit 5 exist either. On the

contrary, we are free ta 1 limited beings as like-

wise unconditionally neétissar ough we are unable te

infer this from the general conception which we have of

them. Thus conducted, this argument is incapable of giving

us the least notion of the properties of a necessary being,

and must be in every respect without result.

This argument continues, however, to possess a weight

and an authority, which, in spite of its objective insuffi-

ciency, it has never been divested of. For, granting that

certain responsibilities lie upon us, which, as based on the

ideas of reason, deserve to be respected and submitted to,

although they are incapable of a real or practical application

to our nature, or, in other words, would be responsibilities

without motives, except upon the supposition of a Supreme

Being to give effect and influence to the practical laws; in
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such a case we should be bound to obey our conceptions,

which, although objectively insufficient, do, according to

the standard of reason, preponderate over and are superior

to any claims that may be advanced from any other quarter.

The equilibrium of doubt would in this case be destroyed

by a practical addition; indeed, Reason would be compelled

to condemn herself, if she refused to comply with the de-

mands of the judgment, no superior to which we know—

however defective her understanding of the grounds of these

demands might be.

This argument, although in fact transcendental, inasmuch

as it rests upon the intrinsic insufficiency of the contingent,

is 80 simple and natar cramonest understanding

can appreciate its valy ngs around us change,

arise, and pass away condition, must there-

fore have a cause, * nd must again be made

of the cause itself—-a. experience. Now it is

natural that we should | ghest causality just where

we place supreme causa & being, which contains

the conditions of all pa s, and the conception of

which is so simple aa € abracing reality. ‘This

highest cause, then, solutely necessary, be-

cause we find it absolute to rise to it, and do not

discover any reason for proceeding beyond it. Thus, among

all nations, through the darkest polytheism glimmer some

faint sparks of monotheism, to which these idolaters have

been led, not from reflection and profound thought, but by

the study and natural progress of the common understanding.

There are only three modes of proving the existence of a

Deity, on the grounds of speculative reason.

All the paths conducting to this end, begin either from

determinate experience and the peculiar constitution of the

world of sense, and rise, according to the laws of causality,

from it to the highest cause existing apart from the world—

or from a purely indeterminate experience, that is, some em-

pirical existence—or abstraction is made of all experience,

and the existence of a supreme cause is concluded from a
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priori conceptions alone. The first is the physico-theological

argument, the second the cosmological, the third the ontologi-

cal, More there are not, and more there cannot be.

I shall show it is as unsuccessful on the one path—the

empirical, as on the other—the transcendental, and that it

stretches its wings in vain, to soar beyond the world of sense

by the mere might of speculative thought. As regards the

order in which we must discuss those arguments, it will be

exactly the reverse of that in which reason, in the progress

of its development, attains to them—the order in which they

are placed above. or it will be made manifest to the reader,

that, although experience presents the occasion and the start-

ing point, it is the trenseg: @ of reason which guides

it in its pilgrimage, ¢ f all its struggles, [

shall therefore begin’ wation of the transcen-
dental argument, and: quire, what additional

strength has accrued t £ proof from the addi-

tion of the empirical el

at
ag

THE IDEA

Jt is evident from what has been said, that the conception

of an absolutely necessary being is a mere idea, the objective

reality of which is far from being established by the mere

fact that it is a need of reason. On the contrary, this idea

serves merely to indicate a certain unattainable perfection,

and rather limits the operations than, by the presentation of

new objects, extends the sphere of the understanding. But

a strange anomaly meets us at the very threshold; for the

inference from a given existence in general to an absolutely

necessary existence, seems to be vorrect and unavoidable,

while the conditions of the wnderstanding refuse to aid us in

forming any conception of such a being.

Philosophers have always talked of an absolutely necessary
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being, and have nevertheless declined to take the trouble

of conceiving, whether—and how-—a being of this nature is

even cogitable, not to mention that its existence is actually

demonstrable. A verbal definition of the conception is cer-

tainly easy enough: it is something, the non-existence of

which is impossible. But does this definition throw any

light upon the conditions which render it impossible to cogi-

tate the non-existence of a thing—conditions which we wish

to ascertain, that we may discover whether we think any-

thing in the conception of such a being or not? For the

mere fact that I throw away, by means of the word Uncondi-

tioned, all the conditions which the understanding habitually

requires in order to regard ng ag necessary, 18 very far

from making clear w of the conception of

the unconditionally ni of something, or really

of nothing at all.

Nay, more, this cha

rent, many have endeava

seemed to render any ir

quite needless. Hve

has three angles—it

thus people talked of a8,

of our understanding as

conception of such a beitig

All the examples adduced have been drawn, without

axception, from judgments, and not from things. But the

unconditioned necessity of a judgment does not form the ab-

solute necessity of a thing. On the contrary, the absolute

necessity of a Judgment is only a conditioned necessity of a

thing, or of the predicate in a judgment. The proposition

above mentioned, does not enounce that three angles neces-

sarily exist, but, upon condition that a triangle exists, three

angles must necessarily exist—in it. And thus this logical

necessity has been the source of the greatest delusions.

Waving formed an a priort conception of a thing, the con-

tent of which was made to embrace existence, we believed

ourselves safe in concluding that, because existence belongs

na, now become so cur-

piain by examples, which

rarding its intelligibility

proposition—a triangle

utely necessary; and

wh lay out of the sphere

perfectly plain what the
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necessarily to the object of the conception (that is, under the

condition of my positing this thing as given), the existence

of the thing is also posited necessarily, and that it is there-

fore absolutely necessary—-merely because its existence has

been cogitated in the conception.

If, in an identical judgment, I annihilate the predicate in

thought, and retain the subject, a coutradiction is the result;

and hence I say, the former belongs necessarily to the latter.

But if I suppress both subject and predicate in thought, no

contradiction arises; for there ts nothing at all, and therefore

no means of forming a contradiction. To suppose the exist-

ence of a triangle and not that of its three angles, is self-con-

tradictory; but to supe isience of both triangle

and angles is perfecti nd so is it with the

conception of an abs y being. Annihilate

iis existence in thougti nihilate the thing itself

with all its predicates; § there be any room for

contradiction? Tixterns is nothing to give rise to

a contradiction, for a thi be necessary externally;

nor internally, for, by & or suppression of the

thing itself, its interna iso annihilated. God

is OMNipotent—that is gement. His omnipo-

tence cannot be denied ence of a Deity is posited

—the existence, that is, OF Ba iniiviite being, the two concep-

tions being identical. But when you say, God does not ewist,

neither omnipotence nor any other predicate is affirmed; they

must all disappear with the subject, and in this judgment

there cannot exist the least self-contradiction.

You have thus seen, that when the predicate of a judg-

ment 1s annihilated in thought along with the subject, no in-

ternal contradiction can arise, be the predicate what it may.

There is no possibility of evading the conclusion—you find

yourselves compelled to declare: There are cortain subjects

which cannot be annihilated in thought. But this is noth-

ing more than saying: There exist subjects which are abso-

lutely necessary-—the very hypothesis which you are called

1 Tu relation to other things.—7?r.
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upon to establish. For I find myself unable to form the

slightest conception of a thing which, when annihilated in

thought with all its predicates, leaves behind a contradic-

tion; and contradiction is the only criterion of impossibility,

in the sphere of pure a priori conceptions,

Against these general considerations, the justice of which

no one can dispute, one argument is adduced, which is re-

garded as furnishing a satisfactory demonstration from the

fact. It is affirmed, that there is one and only one concep-

tion, in which the non-being or annihilation of the object is

self-contradictory, and this is the conception of an ens realis-

simum. It possesses, you say, all reality, and you feel your-

selves justifiod in adimith possibility of such a being.

(This I am willing te ; sent, although the ex-

istence of a concoptio eif-contradictory, is far

from being sufficient asibility of an object.')

Now the notion of all ré es in it that of existence;

the notion of existence } ars, In the conception of

this possible thing. ff 4 s annihilated in thought,

the internal possibility é also annihilated, which

is self-contradictory. :

Tanswer: It isahs : >--under whatever term

disguised—into the cone hing, which is to be cogi-

tated solely in reference 3 possibility, the conception of

its existence. If this is admitted, you will have apparently

gained the day, but in reality have enounced nothing buta

mere tautology. I ask, is the proposition, this or that thing

(which I am admitting to be possible) exists, an analytical or

a synthetical proposition? If the former, there is no addi-

tion made to the subject of your thought by the affirmation

of its existence; but then the conception in your minds is

405

1 A conception is always possible, if it is not self-contradictory, This is the

logical criterion of possibility, distinguishing the object of such a conception

from tha nihil negativum, But it may be, notwithstanding, an empty concep-

tion, unless the objective reality of this synthesis, by which it is generated, is

demonstrated; and a proof of this kind must be based upon principles of possi-

ble experience, and not upon the principle of anulysis or contradiction. This
remark may be serviceable as a warning against concluding, from the possibility

of a conception—which is logical, the possibility of a thing—which is real.
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identical with the thing itself, or you have supposed the ex-

istence of a thing to be possible, and then inferred its exist-

ence frorn its internal possibility--which is but a miserable

tautology. The word reality in the conception of the thing,

and the word existence in the conception of the predicate, will

not help you out of the difficulty. For, supposing you were

to term all positing of a thing, reality, you have thereby

posited the thing with all its predicates in the conception

of the subject and assumed its actual existence, and this you

merely repeat in the predicate. But if you confess, as every

reasonable person must, that every existential proposition is

synthetical, how can it be maintained that the predicate of

existence cannot be denied iigoat contradiction—a property

which is the charact i i

T should have a

ever to this sophistics

definition of the cone

experience teach me t¢

founding a logical with

aids in the determinatien.

endeavors of explanati

cade may be what you

ynmentation, by a strict

tence, did not my own

2 arising from our con-

ion. A logical predi-

subject may be predi-

cated of itself; for logic ierecard to the content of a

judgment. But the deter ‘8 -6f % conception is a predi-

cate, which adds to and enlarges the conception. It must
not, therefore, be contained in the conception.

Being is evidently not a real predicate, that is, a concep-
tion of something which is added to the conception of some

other thing. It is merely the positing of a thing, or of cer-

tain determinations in it. Logically, it is merely the cop-

ula of a judgment. The proposition, God is omnipotent,

contains two conceptions, which have a certain object or

content; the word ¢s, is no additional predicate—it merely

indicates the relation of the predicate to the subject. Now,

if I take the subject (God) with all its predicates (omnipo-

tence being one), and say, God is, or, There is a God, I add

no new predicate to the conception of God, I merely posit
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or affirm the existence of the subject with all its predicates—

I posit the object in relation to my conception. The content

of both is the same; and there is no addition made to the

conception, which expresses merely the possibility of the

object, by my cogitating the object—in the expression, it 4s

—as absolutely given or existing. Thus the real contains

no more than the possible. A hundred real dollars contain

no more than a hundred possible dollars. For, as the latter

indicate the conception, and the former the object, on the

supposition that the content of the former was greater than

that of the latter, my conception would not be an expression

of the whole object, and would consequent] y be an inadequate

conception of it. But inr g my wealth there may be

said to be more in a huryt dollars than in a hundred

possible dollars—that conception of them.

For the real object— not analytically con-

tained in my conceptis & synthetical addition

to my conception (whi y a determination of my

mental state), although thr ¢ reality —this existence

—apart from my cones, of in the least degree

increase the aforesaid
By whatever and & mber of predicates—

even to the complete da of it—I may cogitate a

thing, I do not in the leas the object of my con-

ception by the addition of the statement, this thing exists.

Otherwise, not exactly the same, but something more than

what was cogitated in my conception, would exist, and I

could not affirm that the exact object of my conception had

real existence. If I cogitate a thing as containing all modes

of reality except one, the mode of reality which is absent is

not added to the conception of the thing by the affirmation

that the thing exists; on the contrary, the thing exists—if

it exist at all—with the same defect as that cogitated in

its conception; otherwise not that which was cogitated, but

something different, exists. Now, if I cogitate a being as

the highest reality, without defect or imperfection, the ques-

tion still remains—-whether this being exists or not? For
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although no element is wanting in the possible real content

of my conception, there is 4 defect in its relation to my men-

tal state, that is, Iam ignorant whether the cognition of the

object indicated by the conception is possible a posteriori.

And here the cause of the present difficulty becomes appar-

ent, If the question regarded an object of sense merely, it

would be impossible for me to confound the conception with

the existence of a thing. For the conception merely en-

ables me to cogitate an object as according with the general

conditions of experience; while the existence of the object

permits me to cogitate it as contained in the sphere of actual

experience, At the same time, this connection with the

world of experience does : the least augment the con-

ception, although a p tion has been added to

the experience of the we cogitate existence

by the pure category 2 be wondered at, that

we should find ourselv present any criterion

sufficient to distinguish sve possibility.

Whatever be the cont, conception of an object,

it ig necessary to go beyg @ wish to predicate exist-

ence of the object. I suous objects, this is

attained by their conn: Oo empirical laws with

some one of my perceptt here is no means of cog-

nizing the existence of ebjeats © “pure thought, because it

must be cognized completely a | priort. But all our knowl-
edge of existence (be it immediately by perception, or by in-

ferences connecting some object with a perception) belongs

entirely to the sphere of experience—which is in perfect unity

with itself; and although an existence out of this sphere can-

not be absolutely declared to be impossible, it is a hypothesis

the truth of which we have no means of ascertaining.

The notion of a supreme being is in many respects a

highly useful idea; but for the very reason that it is an

idea, it is incapable of enlarging our cognition with regard

to the existence of things. It is not even sufficient to in-

struct us as to the possibility of a being which we do not

know to exist. The analytical criterion of possibility, which
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consists in the absence of contradiction in propositions, can-

not be denied it. But the connection of real properties in

a thing is a synthesis of the possibility of which an a priori

judgement cannot be formed, because these realities are not

presented to us specifically; and even if this were to happen,

a judgment would still be impossible, because the criterion

of the possibility of synthetical cognitions must be sought

for in the world of experience, to which the object of an

idea cannot belong. And thus the celebrated Leibnitz has

utterly failed in his attempt to establish upon @ priors

grounds the possibility of this sublime ideal being.

The celebrated ontological or Cartesian argument for the

existence of a Suprems rrefore insufficient; and

we may as well hope # ock of knowledge by

the aid of mere ideas, # 10 augment his wealth

by the addition of nea h account.

THE IDEA REASON

SF.

Of the Impossibility «& i Proof of the Euist-

It was by no meang a rse of proceeding, but,

on the contrary, an invention entirely due to the subtlety of

the schools, to attempt to draw from a mere idea a proof

of the existence of an object corresponding to it. Such a

course would never have been pursued, were it not for that

need of reason which requires it to suppose the existence of

a necessary being as a basis for the empirical regress, and

that, as this necessity must be unconditioned and a@ priori,

reason is bound to discover 4 conception which shall satisfy,

if possible, this requirement, and enable us to attain to the

a priort cognition of such a being. This conception was

thought to be found in the idea of an ens realissimum, and

thus this idea was employed for the attainment of a better

defined knowledge of a necessary being, of the existence of

which we were convinced, or persuaded, on other grounds.
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Thus reason was seduced from her natural course; and, in-

stead of concluding with the conception of an ens realissi-

mum, an attempt was made to hegin with it, for the purpose

of inferring from it that idea of a necessary existence, which

it was in fact called in to complete. Thus arose that unfortu-

nate ontological argument, which neither satisfies the healthy

common-sense of humanity, nor sustains the scientific exam-

ination of the philosopher.

The cosmological proof, which we are about to examine,

retains the connection between absolute necessity, and the

highest reality; but, instead of reasoning from this highest

reality to a necessary existence, like the preceding argu-

ment, it concludes fre nconditioned necessity

of some being its unk The track it pursues,

whether rational or a east natural, and not

only goes far to persug n understanding, but

shows itself deserving « xm the speculative intel-

lect; while it contains, at time, the outlines of all

the arguments employ ‘al theology—arguments

which always have be will be, in use and au-

thority. These, how: id hid under whatever

embellishments of rhe Hitiment, are at bottom

identical with the argurd ire at present to discuss.

This proof, termed by Leibnitz the argumentum a contin-

gentiad mundi, | shall now lay before the reader, and subject

to a strict examination.

It is framed in the folowing manner: If something

exists, an absolutely necessary being must likewise exist.

Now J, at least, exist. Consequently, there exists an abso-

utely necessary being. The minor contains an experience,

she major reasons from a general experience to the existence

of a necessary being.’ Thus this argument really begins at

! This inference is too well known to require more dotailed discussion. It

4 based upon the spurious transcendental law of causality,* that everything

vhich is contingent has a cause, which, if itself contingent, must also have a

ause; and so on, till the series of subordinated causes must end with an abso-

utely necessary cause, without which it would not possess completeness,

* Bee note on page 235.—Tr.
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experience, and is not compietely a priori, or ontological.

The object of all possible experience being the world, it is

called the cosmological proof. It contains no reference to

any peculiar property of sensuous objects, by which this

world of sense might be distinguished from other possible

worlds; and in this respect it differs from the physico-

theological proof, which is based upon the consideration of

the peculiar constitution of our sensuous world.

The proof proceeds thus: A necessary being can be de-

termined only in one way, that is, it can be determined by

only one of all possible opposed predicates ; consequently,

it must be completely deter mined in and by its conception.

But there is only a sig ion of a thing possible,

which completely det @ priort; that is, the

conception of the ens : follows that the con-

ception of the ens reatis only conception, by and

in which we can cogitaty being. Consequently,

a supreme being necessar

In this cosmological

sophistical proposition

have exerted in it all

are assembled so many

lative reagon seems to

kill to produce a tran-

scendental illusion of ihe ane character. We shall

postpone an investigati rament for the present,

and confine ourselves to exposing the stratagem by which

i imposes upon us an old argument in a new dress, and ap-

peals to the agreement of two witnesses, the one with the

credentials of pure reason, and the other with those of

empiricism; while, in fact, it is only the former who has

changed his dress and voice, for the purpose of passing him-

self off for an additional witness. That it may possess a

secure foundation, it bases its conclusions upon experience,

and thus appears to be completely distinct from the ontolog-

ical argument, which places its confidence entirely in pure

@ priori conceptions. But this experience merely aids reason

in making one step—to the existence of a necessary being.

What the properties of this being are, cannot be learned

from experience; and therefore reason abandons it alto-
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gether, and pursues its inquiries in the sphere of pure con-

ceptions, for the purpose of discovering what the properties

of an absolutely necessary being ought to be, that is, what

among all possible things contain the conditions (requisita)

of absolute necessity. Reason believes that it has discovered

these requisites in the conception of an ens realissimum—and

in it alone, and hence concludes: The ens realissimum is an

absolutely necessary being. But it is evident that reason has

here presupposed that the conception of an ens realissimum

is perfectly adequate to the conception of a being of absolute

necessity, that is, that we may infer the existence of the

latter from that of the former—-a proposition which formed

the basis of the onte; ent, and which is now

employed in the supp ogical argument, con-

trary to the wish and > s inventors. For the

existence of an absolu heing is given in con-

ceptions alone. But if onception of the ens real-

issimum is a coneeption: nd, and in fact the only

conception which is ad x idea of a necessary

being, I am obliged to 3 s latter may be inferred

from the former. Th the ontological argu-

ment which figures in # “ical, and constitutes the

whole strength of the lx ife the spurious basis of

experience has been of no urther use than to conduct us to

the conception of absolute necessity, being utterly insuffi-

sient to demonstrate the presence of this attribute in any

Jeterminate existence or thing. For when we propose to

yurselves an aim of this character, we must abandon the

sphere of experience, and rise to that of pure conceptions,

which we examine with the purpose of discovering whether

wny one contains the conditions of the possibility of an

ibsolutely necessary being. But if the possibility of such

\ being is thus demonstrated, its existence is also proved;

‘or we may then assert that, of all possible beings there is

me which possesses the attribute of necessity—in other

vords, this being possesses an absolutely necessary existence.

All illusions in an argument are more easily detected
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when they are presented in the formal manner employed by

the schools, which we now proceed to do.

If the proposition, Every absolutely necessary being is

likewise an ens realissimum, is correct (and it is this which

constitutes the nervus probandi of the cosmological argu-

ment), it must, like al] affirmative judgments, be capable of

conversion—the conversio per accidens, at least. It follows,

then, that some entia realissima are absolutely necessary

beings. But no ens realissimum is in any respect different

from another, and what is valid of some, is valid of all. In

this present case, therefore, I may employ simple conver-

sion,’ and say, Every ens realissimum is a necessary being.

But as this propositic inad a-priort by the concep-

tions contained in i ption of an ens realis-

simum must possess ® attribute of absolute

necessity. But this is i was maintained in the

ontological argument, a med by the cosmologi-

cal, although it formed pand of its disguised and

illusory reasoning,

Thus the second :

of demonstrating th

by speculative reason

Supreme Being, is not

only, like the first, i adequate, but possesses

the additional blemish tio elenchi—professing to

conduct us by anew road to the desired goal, but bringing

us back, after a short circuit, to the old path which we had

deserted at its call,

I mentioned above, that this cosmological argument con-

tains a perfect nest of dialectical assumptions, which tran-

scendental criticism does not find it difficult to expose and to

dissipate. I shall merely enumerate these, leaving it to the

reader, who must by this time be well practiced in such

matters, to investigate the fallacies residing therein.

The following fallacies, for example, are discoverable in

this mode of proof: 1. The transcendental principle, Every-

thing that is contingent must have a cause—a principle

without significance, except in the sensuous world. For

1 Conversio pura seu simplez,— Tr,
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the purely intellectual conception of the contingent cannot

produce any synthetical proposition, like that of causality,

which is itself without significance or distinguishing charac-

teristic except in the phenomenal world. But in the present

case it is employed to help us beyond the limits of its

sphere. 2. From the impossibility of an infinite ascending

series of causes in the world of sense a first cause is inferred

—a conclusion which the principles of the employment of

reason do not justify even in the sphere of experience, and

still less when an attempt is made to pass the limits of this

sphere. 8. Reason allows itself to be satisfied upon insuffi-

cient grounds, with regard to the completion of this series.

It removes all conditions it which, however, no con-

ception of Necessity e and, as after this it is

beyond our power te conception, it accepts

this as a completion of; m it wishes to form of

the series. 4. The lagi y of a conception of the

total of reality (the criter] possibility being the ab-

sence of contradiction} i ed with the transcenden-

tal, which requires a jp 6 practicability of such

a synthesis—a princip efers us to the world

of experience, And sia :

The aim of the cosy reument is to avoid the

necessity of proving the. oi a necessary being

a priort trom mere conceptions—a proof which must be

ontological, and of which we feel ourselves quite incapable.

With this purpose, we reason from an actual existence—an

experience in general, to an absolutely necessary condition

of that existence.’ It is in this case unnecessary to demon-

strate its possibility. For after having proved that it exists,

the question regarding its possibility is superfluous. Now,

when we wish to define more strictly the nature of this nec-

essary being, we do not look out for some being the concep-

tion of which would enable us to comprehend the necessity

of its being—for if we could do this, an empirical presuppo-

sition would be unnecessary; no, we try to discover merely

the negative condition (conditio sine qud non), without which
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a being would not be absolutely necessary. Now this would

be perfectly admissible in every sort of reasoning, from a

consequence to its principle; but in the present case it un-

fortunately happens that the condition of absolute necessity

can be discovered in but a single being, the conception of

which must consequently contain all that is requisite for

demonstrating the presence of absolute necessity, and thus

entitle me to infer this absolute necessity @ priort. That is,

it must be possible to reason conversely, and say—the thing,

to which the conception of the highest reality belongs, is

absolutely necessary. But if I cannot reason thus—and I

cannot, unless I believe in the sufficiency of the ontological

argument—lI find insu batacles in my new path,

and am really no fu oint from which 1 set

out. The conception’ aing satisfies all ques-

tions a priori regardi sal determinations of a

thing, and is for this re& without equal or paral-

lel, the general concept ndicating it as at the same

time an ens individuum ossible things. But the

conception does not ssf dion regarding its exist-

ence-—which was the i our inquiries; and,

although the existence aaty being were admitted,

we should find it impo wer the question— W hat

of all things in the worid must be regarded as such ?

It is certainly allowable to admit the existence of an all-

sufficient being—a cause of all possible effects, for the pur-

pose of enabling reason to introduce unity into its mode and

grounds of explanation with, regard to phenomena. But to

assert that such a being necessarily exists, is no longer the

modest enunciation of an admissible hypothesis, but the

boldest declaration of an apodictic certainty; for the cog-

nition of that which is absolutely necessary, must itself

possess that character.

The aim of the transcendental ideal formed by the mind

is, either to discover a conception which shall harmonize

with the idea of absolute necessity, or a conception which

shall contain that idea. If the one is possible, so is the
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other; for reason recognizes that alone as absolutely neces-
sary, which is necessary from its conception.’ But both

attempts are equally beyond our power—we find it impos-

sible to satisfy the understanding upon this point, and as

impossible to induce it to remain at rest in relation to

this incapacity.

Unconditioned necessity, which, as the ultimate support

and stay of all existing things, is an indispensable require-

ment of the mind, is an abyss on the verge of which human

reason trembles in dismay. Even the idea of eternity,

terrible and sublime as it is, as depicted by Haller, does

not produce upon the mental vision such a feeling of awe

and terror; for, althex gure the duration of things,

it does not support th et bear, nor can we rid
ourselves of the thot g, which we regard as

the greatest of all pos: , should say to himself:

Iam from eternity to 44 fe me there is nothing,

except that which exist il; but whence then am I?

Here all sinks away fromm ; and the greatest, as the

smallest, perfection, b stay or footing in pres-

ence of the speculati x finds it as easy to

part with the one as & .

Many physical pow evidence their existence

by their effects, are perfed yatable in their nature;

they elude all our powers of observation. ‘lhe transcen-

dental object which forms the basis of phenomena, and, in

connection with it, the reason why our sensibility possesses

this rather than that particular kind of conditions, are and

must ever remain hidden from cur mental vision; the fact is

there, the reason of the fact we cannot see. But an ideal

of pure reason cannot be termed mysterious or inscrutable,
because the only credential of its reality is the need of it felt

by reason, for the purpose of giving completeness to the

world of synthetical unity. An ideal is not even given as

a cogitable object, and therefore cannot be inscrutable; on

1 That is, which cannot be cogttated as other than necessary.—Zr.

Xi —Science—20
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the contrary, it must, as a mere idea, be based on the consti-

tution of reason itself, and on this account must be capable

of explanation and solution. For the very essence of reason

consists in its ability to give an account of all our concep-

tions, opinions, and assertions—upon objective, or, when

they happen to be illusory and fallacious, upon subjective

grounds.

Detection and Heplanation of the Dialectical INusion in all

Lranscendental Arguments for the Eaistence of a

Necessary Being

Both of the above arguments are transcendental; in other

words, they do not proceet:apean ernpirical principles. For,

although the cosmologi¢ak:: b.professed to Jay a basis
of experience for it ing, it did not ground

its procedure upon th titution of experience,

but upon pure princip! in relation to an exist-

ence given by empiriea ness; utterly abandoning

its guidance, however, rpose of supporting its

assertions entirely upoz pions. Now what is the

cause, in these transee nts, of the dialectical,

but natural, illusion, is the conceptions of

necessity and supreme rypostatizes that which

cannot be anything bat an ides | hat is the cause of this

unavoidable step on the part of reason, of admitting that

some one among all existing things must be necessary, while

it falls back from the assertion of the existence of such a

being as from an abyss? And how does reason proceed to

explain this anomaly to itself, and from the wavering

condition of a timid and reluctant approbation—always

again withdrawn—arrive at a calm and settled insight into

its cause ?

It is something very remarkable that, on the supposition

that something exists, I cannot avoid the inference, that

something exists necessarily. Upon this perfectly natural-—

but not on that account reliable-—inference does the cosmo-

logical argument rest. But, let me form any conception
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whatever of a thing, I find that I cannot cogitate the exist-

ence of the thing as absolutely necessary, and that nothing

prevents me—be the thing or being what it may--from cogi-

tating its non-existence. I may thus be obliged to admit

that all existing things have a necessary basis, while I can-

not cogitate any single or individual thing as necessary. In

other words, T can never complete the regress through the

conditions of existence, without admitting the existence of

a necessary being; but, on the other hand, I cannot make a

commencement from this being.

If I must cogitate something as existing necessarily as

the basis of existing things, and yet am not permitted to

cogitate any individual thing 28 in itself necessary, the
inevitable inference is, 8 ‘“y_and contingency are

not properties of thing: herwise an internal

contradiction would re sequently neither of

these principles are obje¢ rely subjective princi-

ples of reason—the one : ta seek for a necessary

ground for everything ¢ that is, to be satisfied

with no other explasati i which is complete

@ priori, the other forbi 3 hope for the attain-

ment of this complete: regard no member

of the empirical world : sonitioned. In this mode of

viewing them, both princhp! ir purely heuristic and

regulative character, and as “concerning merely the formal
interest of reason, are quite consistent with each other. The

one says—you must philosophize upon nature, as if there

existed a necessary primal basis of all existing things, solely

for the purpose of introducing systematic unity into your

knowledge, by pursuing an idea of this character—a founda-

tion which is arbitrarily admitted to be ultimate; while the

other warns you to consider no individual determination,

‘concerning the existence of things, as such an ultimate

foundation, that is, as absolutely necossary, but to keep the

way always open for further progress in the deduction, and

to treat every determination as determined by some other.

But if all that we perceive must be regarded as conditionally
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necessary, it is impossible that anything which is empiri-

cally given should be absolutely necessary.

It follows from this, that you must accept the absolutely

necessary as out of and beyond the world, inasmuch as it is

useful only as a principle of the highest possible unity

in experience, and you cannot discover any such necessary

existence in the world, the second rule requiring you to re-

gard all empirical causes of unity as themselves deduced.

The philosophers of antiquity regarded all the forms of

nature as contingent; while matter was considered by them,

in accordance with the judgment of the common reason of

mankind, as primal and nec y. But if they had regarded

matter, not relatively-—ag Shgizatum of phenomena, but

absolutely and in 7 endent existence, this

idea of absolute nec fe immediately disap-

peared. For there is utely connecting reason

with such an existence intrary, it can annihilate

it in thought, always ¢ . self-contradiction. But

in thought alone lay the solute necessity. A regu-

lative principle must, 4 » been at the foundation

of this opinion. In and impenetrability—

which together constityg seption of matter—form

the supreme empirical pr he unity of phenomena,

and this principle, in so t is empirically uncondi-

tioned, possesses the property of a regulative principle.

Bat, as every determination of matter which constitutes

what is real in it--and consequently impenetrability—is

an effect, which must have a cause, and is for this reason

always derived, the notion of matter cannot harmonize with

the idea of a necessary being, in its character of the principle

of all derived unity. For every one of its real properties,

being derived, must be only conditionally necessary, and

ean therefore be annihilated in thought; and thus the whole

existence of matter can be so annihilated or suppressed. If

this were not the case, we should have found in the world

of phenomena the highest ground or condition of unity—

which is impossible, according to the second regulative prin-
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ciple. It follows that matter, and, in general, all that forms

part of the world of sense, cannot be a necessary primal

being, nor even a principle of empirical unity, but that this

being or principle must have its place assigned without the

world. And, in this way, we can proceed in perfect con-

fidence to deduce the phenomena of the world and their

existence from other phenomena, just as if there existed no

necessary being; and we can, at the same time, strive with-

out ceasing toward the attainment of completeness for our

deduction, just as if such a being—the supreme condition of

all existences— were presupposed by the mind.

These remarks will have made it evident to the reader

that the ideal of the Supreme Being, far from being an

enouncement of the ¢

is nothing more than

ing us to regard all co

as if it had its origin

and basing upon this

unity in the explanatics

same time, avoid regard

this formal principle

unity. Precisely sim

space. Space is the pr tion of all forms, which

are properly just so many ‘ent limitations of it; and

thus, although it is merely a principle of sensibility, we

cannot help regarding it as an absolutely necessary and self-

subsistent thing--as an object given @ priori in itself. In

the same way, it is quite natural that, as the systematic

unity of nature cannot be established as a principle for the

empirical employment of reason, unless it is based upon

the idea of an ens realissinvum, as the supreme cause, we

should regard this idea as a real object, and this object, in

its character of supreme condition, as absolutely necessary,

and that in this way a regulative should be transformed into

a constilutive principle. This interchange becomes evident

when I regard this supreme being, which, relatively to the

world, was absolutely (unconditionally) necessary, as a thing

iple of reason, requir-

between phenomena

ficient necessary cause,

systematic and necessary

sna, We cannot, at the

ranscendental subreptio,

and hypostatizing this

with our notion of
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per se. In this case, I find it impossible to represent this

necessity in or by any conception, and it exists merely in

my own mind, as the formal condition of thought, but not

as a material and hypostatic condition of existence,

THE IDEAL OF PURE REASON

SECTION Sixra

Of the Impossibility of a Physico-Theologieal Proof

If, then, neither a pure conception nor the general ex-

perience of an existing being can provide a sufficient basis

for the proof of the exigt ke, Deity, we can make the

attempt by the onl: at of grounding our

argument upon a dee nee of the phenomena

of the present world, on and disposition, and

discover whether we can $ to a sound conviction of

the existence of a Suprek This argument we shall

term the physico-theolowi nt. If it is shown to be

insufficient, speculativ t present us with any

satisfactory proof of 1 ef a being corresponding

to our transcendental id

Tt is evident from tha ‘that have been made in

the preceding sections, that an answer to this question will

be far from being difficult or unconvincing. For how can

any experience be adequate with an idea? The very essence

of an idea consists in the fact that no experience can ever be

discovered congruent or adequate with it. The transeen-

dental idea of a necessary and all-sufficient being is so im-

measurably great, so high above all that is empirical, which

is always conditioned, that we hope in vain to find materials

in the sphere of experience sufficiently ample for our con-

ception, and in vain seek the unconditioned among things

that are conditioned, while examples, nay, even guidance,

is denied us by the laws of empirical synthesis.

If the Supreme Being forms a link in the chain of

empirical conditions, it must be a member of the empirical
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series, and, like the lower members which it precedes, have

its origin in some higher member of the series. If, on the

other hand, we disengage it from the chain, and cogitate it

as an intelligible being, apart from the series of natural

causes—how shall reason bridge the abyss that separates

the latter from the former? All laws respecting the regress

from effects to .causes, all synthetical additions to our

knowledge relate solely to possible experience and the

objects of the sensuous world, and, apart from them, are

without significance.

The world around us opens before our view so magnifi-

cent a spectacle of order, variety, beauty, and conformity

to ends, that whether we our observations into the

infinity of space in th or into its illimitable

divisions on the othe yegard the world in its

greatest or its least -even after we have

attained to the highes! # knowledge which our -

weak minds can reach, wé language in the presence

of wonders so inconceivi oxi its force, and number

its power to reckon, @ ught fails to conceive

adequately, and our ¢ he whole dissolves into

an astonishment withows of expression—-all the

more eloquent that it i ‘erywhere around us we

observe a chain of cause: écts, of means and ends,

of death and birth; and, as nothing has entered of itself into

the condition in which we find it, we are constantly referred

to some other thing, which itself suggests the same inquiry

regarding its cause, and thus the universe must sink into

the abyss of nothingness, unless we admit that, besides this

infinite chain of contingencies, there exists something that

is primal and sclf-subsistent—something which, as the cause

of this phenomenal world, secures its continuance and

preservation.

This highest cause—what magnitude shall we attribute

to it? Of the content of the world we are ignorant; still

less can we estimate its magnitude by comparison with the

sphere of the possible. But this supreme cause being a

v
a
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necessity of the human mind, what is there to prevent us

from attributing to it such a degree of perfection as to place
it above the sphere of all that is possible? This we can
easily do, although only by the aid of the faint outline of an

abstract conception, by representing this being to ourselves

as containing in itself, as an individual substance, all possi-

ble perfection --a conception which satisfies that requirement

of reason which demands parsimony in principles,’ which is
free from self-contradiction, which even contributes to the

extension of the employment of reason in experience, by

means of the guidance afforded by this idea to order and

system, and which in no respect conflicts with any law

of experience,

This argument alw to be mentioned with

respect. It is the olde and that most in con-

formity with the oda Sunanity. It animates

ives its existence and

£ source. It introduces

*h our observation could

nd extends our knowl-

ention to a unity, the

This knowledge of

=tts cause; and thus our

rae rises to the power

draws ever new strenath
aims and ends into a sphe

not of itself have discov

edge of nature, by dire

principle of which lies

nature again reacts upc

belief in a divine author ¢

of an irresistible convictio

For these reasons it would be utterly hopeless to attempt
to rob this argument of the authority it has always enjoyed.

The mind, unceasingly elevated by these considerations,

which, although empirical, are so remarkably powerful, and

continually adding to their force, will not suffer itself to be

depressed by the doubts suggested by subtle speculation; it

tears itself out of the state of uncertainty, the moment it

casts a look upon the wondrous forms of nature and the

majesty of the universe, and rises from height to height,

1 A reference to the metaphysical dogma: Hntia practer necessitatem non
sunt multiplicanda, which may also be applied to logic, by the substitution of
principta for entia, —Ir,
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from condition to condition, till it has elevated itself to the

supreme and unconditioned author of all.

But although we have nothing to object to the reason-

ableness and utility of this procedure, but have rather to

commend and encourage it, we cannot approve of the claims

which this argument advances to demonstrative certainty

and to a reception upon its own merits, apart from favor or

support by other arguments. Nor can it injure the cause

of morality to endeavor to lower the tone of the arrogant

sophist, and to teach him that modesty and moderation

which are the properties of a belief that brings calm and

content into the mind, without prescribing to it an unworthy

subjection, I muaingain, 4 the physico-theological

argument is insufficie ‘ove the existence of

a Supreme Being, tha his to the ontological

argument—to which it as an introduction, and

that, consequently, this Oniains the only possible

ground of proof (possess crlative reason) for the

existence of this being.

The chief momenta

are as follows: 1. We

an arrangement full of

theological argument

‘yorld manifest signs of

ted with great wisdom,

and existing in a whole t indescribably various,

and of an extent withot . This arrangement of

means and ends is entirely foreign to the things cxisting

in the world---it belongs to them merely as a contingent at-

tribute; in other words, the nature of different things could

not of itself, whatever means were employed, harmoniously

tend toward certain purposes, were they not chosen and di-

rected for these purposes by a rational and disposing princi-

ple, in accordance with certain fundamental ideas, 8. There

exists, therefore, a sublime and wise cause (or several), which

is not merely a blind, all-powerful nature, producing the be-

ings and events which fill the world in unconscious fecundity,

but a free and intelligent cause of the world. 4. The unity

of this cause may be inferred from the unity of the recipro-

cal relation existing between the parts of the world, as
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portions of an artistic edifice-—an inference which all our

observation favors, and all principles of analogy support.

In the above argument, it is inferred from the analogy of

certain products of nature with those of human art, when

it compels Nature to bend herself to its purposes, as in the

case of a house, a ship, or a watch, that the same kind of

causality—namely, understanding and will—resides in na-

ture. It is also declared that the internal possibility of this

freely-acting nature (which is the source of all art, and per-

haps also of human reason) is derivable from another and

superhuman art—a conclusion which would perhaps be

found incapable of standing the test of subtle transcen-

dental criticism. But to neither of these opinions shall

we at present object. WW uly remark that it must

be confessed that, if 3 the subject of cause

at all, we cannot proces iy than with the guid-

ance of the analogy sul n nature and such prod-

ucts of design—these b products whose causes

and modes of origination: stely known to us. Rea-

son would be unable tc awn requirements, if she

passed from a causal does know, to obscure

and indemonstrable nation which she does

not know. :

According to the ph

nection and harmony ex

contingency of the form merely, but not of the matter, that

is, of the substance of the world. To establish the truth of

the latter opinion, it would be necessary to prove that all

things would be in themselves incapable of this harmony

and order, unless they were, even as regards their substance,

the product of a supreme wisdom. But this would require

very different grounds of proof from those presented by the

analogy with human art. This proof can at most, therefore,

demonstrate the existence of an architect of the world, whose

efforts are limited by the capabilities of the material with

which he works, but not of a creator of the world, to whom

all things are subject. Thus this argument is utterly insuf-

ical argument, the con-
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ficient for the task before us—a demonstration of the exist-

ence of an all-sufficient being. If we wish to prove the

contingency of matter, we must have recourse to a tran-

scendental argument, which the physico-theological was

constructed expressly to avoid.

Weoinfer, from the order and design visible in the uni-

verse, ay a disposition of a thoroughly contingent character,

the existence of a cause proportionate thereto. The concep-

tion of this cauge must contain certain determinate qualities,

and it must therefore be regarded as the concoption of a

being waich possesses all power, wisdom, and so on, in one

word, all perfection—-the conception, that is, of an all-suffi-

cient being. For the pre of very great, astonishing,

or immeasurable powg , give us no determi-

nate conception of t they inform us what

the thing may be in ? rerely indicate the rela-

tion existing between of the object and the

observer, who compare niself and with his own

power of comprehensior a there expressions of praise

and reverence, by whi is either magnified, or

the observing subject, relation to the object.

Where we have to de ade (of the perfection)

of a thing, we ean dis crminate conception, ex-

cept that which comprebenda a possible perfection or com-

pleteness, and it is only the total (omndtudo) of reality which

is completely determined in and through its conception alone.

Now it cannot be expected that any one will be bold

enough to declare that he has a perfect insight into the rela-

tion which the magnitude of the world he contemplates,

bears (in its extent as well as in its content) to omnipotence,

into that of the order and design in the world to the highest

wisdom, and that of the unity of the world to the absolute

unity of a Supreme Being.’ Physico-theology is therefore

ue

? Kant’s meaning is, that no one will be bold enough to declare that he is

certain that the world could not have existed withont an omnipotent author;
that none but the highest wisdom could have produced the harmony and order
we observe in it; and that its unity is possible only under the condition of an
absolute unity.—Iy.
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incapable of presenting a determinate conception of a su-

preme cause of the world, and is therefore insufficient as a

principle of theology—a theology which is itself to be the

basis of religion.

The attainment of absolute totality is completely impos-

sible on the path of empiricism. And yet this is the path

pursued in the physico-theological argument. What means

shall we employ to bridge the abyss ?

After elevating ourselves to admiration of the magnitude

of the power, wisdom, and other attributes of the author of

the world, and finding we can advance no further, we leave

‘the argument on empirical : ids, andl proceed to infer the

contingency of the world, @,order and conformity to

aims that are observ 1 this contingency we

infer, by the help o conceptions alone, the

existence of somethin ecessary; and, still ad-

vancing, proceed frov sption of the absolute

necessity of the first « completely determined

or determining concep ~the conception of an

all-embracing reality. iysico-theological, fail-

ing in its undertaking smbarrassment to the

cosmological argument;"8 © is merely the ontologi-

cal argument in disguise tes its design solely by

the aid of pure reason, although it at first professed to have
no connection with this faculty, and to base its entire pro-

cedure upon experience alone.

The physico-theologians have therefore no reason to

regard with such contempt the transcendental mode of argu-

ment, and to look down upon it, with the conceit of clear-

sighted observers of nature, as the brain-cobweb of obscure

speculatists. For if they reflect upon and examine their

own arguments, they will find that, after following for some

time the path of nature and experience, and discovering

themselves no nearer their object, they suddenly leave this

path and pass into the region of pure possibility, where they

hope to reach upon the wings of ideas, what had eluded all

their empirical investigations. Gaining, as they think, a
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firm footing after this immense leap, they extend their de-

terminate conception—into the possession of which they

have come, they know not how—over the whole sphere of

creation, and explain their ideal, which is entirely a product

of pure reason, by illustrations drawn from experience—

though in a degree miserably unworthy of the grandeur of

the object, while they refuse to acknowledge that they have

arrived at this cognition or hypothesis by a very different

road from that of experionce.

Thus the physico-theological is based upon the cosmo-

logical, and this upon the ontological proof of the existence

of a Supreme Being; and as besides these three there is no

other path open to speculas sen, the ontological proof,

on the ground of pure.

sible one, if any proof
the empirical exercise of

On so far transcending

nding is possible at all.

THE IDEAL E REASON

SEC

Critique of all Theotag

If by the term J'keaé

a primal being, that cogni ‘based either upon reason
alone (theologia rationalis) or upon revelation (theologia reve-

lata). The former cogitates its object either by means of

pure transcendental conceptions, as an ens originarium, real-

issimum, ens entium, and is termed transcendental theology ;

or, by means of a conception derived, from the nature of our

own mind, as a supreme intelligence, and must then be en-

titled natural theology. The person who believes in a tran-

scendental theology alone, is termed a Deist; he who ac-

knowledges the possibility of a natural theology also, a

Theist. The former admits that we can cognize by pure

reason alone the existence of a supreme being, but at the

same time maintains that our conception of this being is

purely transcendental, and that all we can say of it is, that
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it possesses all reality, without being able to define it more

closely. The second asserts that reason is capable of pre-

senting us, from the analogy with nature, with a more defi-

nite conception of this being, and that its operations, as the

cause of all things, are the results of intelligence and free

will. The former regards the Supreme Being as the cause

of the world-—whether by the necessity of his nature, or as

a free agent, is left undetermined; the latter considers this

being as the author of the world,

Transcendental theology aims either at inferring the

existence of a Supreme Being from a general experience

--Without any closer reference to the world to which this

experience belongs, and ; Gage it is called Cosmothe-

ology ; or it endeavo existence of such a

being, through mere ‘é out the aid of experi-

ence, and is then terre

Natural theology i:

of an author of the work

and unity observable in

causality must be ar

freedom. Thus it ri

telligence, either as

nbutes and the existence

constitution of, the order

in which two modes of

those of nature and

vorld to a supreme in-

all natural, or of all

moral order and perfecti ; former case it is termed

Physico-theology, in the lor Moral-theology.'

As we are wont to understand by the term God not merely

an eternal nature, the operations of which are insensate and

blind, but a Supreme Being, who is the free and intelligent

author of all things, and as it is this latter view alone that

can be of interest to humanity, we might, in strict rigor,

deny to the Deist any belief in God at all, and regard him

mercly as.a maintainer of the existence of a primal being

or thing—the supreme cause of all other things. But, as no

one ought to be blamed, merely because he does not feel

' Not theological ethics; for this science contains ethical laws, which presup-

pose the existence of a Supreme Governor of the world; while Moral-theology,

on the contrary, is tho expression of a conviction of the oxistence of a Supreme

Being, founded upon ethical laws,
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himself justified in maintaining a certain opinion, as if he

altogether denied its truth and asserted the opposite, it is

more correct—as it is less harsh—to say, the Deist believes

in a God, the Theist in a wing God (summa. intelligentia).

We shall now proceed to investigate the sources of all these

attempts of reason to establish the existence of a Supreme

Being.

It may be sufficient in this place to define theoretical

knowledge or cognition as knowledge of that which és, and

practical knowledge as knowledge of that which ought to be.

In this view, the theoretical employment of reason is that by

which J cognize a priort (as necessary) that something is,

while the practical is that hich L cognize a priort what

ought to happen. indubitably certain,

though at the same onditioned truth, that

something is, or ough?, ither a certain determi-

nate condition of this ° ately necessary, or such

a condition may be arbi upposed. In the former

case the condition is p< per thesin), in the latter

supposed ( per hypoties: re certain practical laws

—those of morality tely necessary. Now,

if these laws necessat the existence of some

being, as the condition < bility of their obligatory

power, this being must ostiinied, because the condi-

tioned, from which we reason to this determinate condition,

is itself cognized a priort as absolutely necessary. We shall

at some future time show that the moral laws not merely

presuppose the existence of a Supreme Being, but also, as

themselves absolutely necessary in a different relation, de-

mand or postulate it—although only from a practical point

of view. The discussion of this argument we postpone for

the present.

When the question relates merely to that which is, not to

that which ought to be, the conditioned which is presented

in experience, is always cogitated as contingent. For this

reason its condition cannot be regarded as absolutely neces-

sary, but merely as relatively necessary, or rather as needful ;
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the condition is in itself and a priort a mere arbitrary pre-

supposition in aid of the cognition, by reason, of the condi-

tioned, Tf, then, we are to possess a theoretical cognition

of the absolute necessity of a thing, we cannot attain to this

cognition otherwise than @ priori by means of conceptions ;

while it is impossible in this way to cognize the existence

of a cause which bears any relation to an existence given

in experience.

Theoretical cognition is speculative when it relates to an

object or certain conceptions of an object which is not given

and cannot be discovered by means of experience. It is op-

posed to the cognition of nature, which concerns only those

objects or predicates w! resented in a possible

experience.

The principle that’

cally contingent) mus

cognition of nature, be’

if we change it into an

its reference to experiens

that it cannot with jus

thetical proposition,

any mode of transitic

happens (the empiri-

:, 1s a principle of the

nlative cognition. For,

inciple, and deprive it of

s empirical, we shall find

faded any longer as a syn-

mpossible to discover

ich exists to something

entirely different—term Nay, more, the concep-

tion of a cause—as likewise ‘the contingent—loses, in

this speculative mode of employing it, all significance, for

its objective reality and meaning are comprehensible from

experience alone.

When from the existence of the universe and the things

in it the existence of a cause of the universe is inferred, rea-

son is proceeding not in the natural, but in the speculative

method. For the principle of the former enounces, not that

things themselves or substances, but only that which hap-

pens or their states—as empirically contingent, have a cause;

the assertion that the existence of substance itself is contin-

gent is not justified by experience, it is the assertion of a

reason employing its principles in a speculative manner.

If, again, I infer from the form of the universe, from the
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way in which all things are connected and act and react

upon each other, the existence of a cause entirely distinct

from the universe—this would again be a judgment of

purely speculative reason; because the object in this case

—-the cause—can never be an object of possible experience.

In both these cases the principle of causality, which is valid

only in the field of experience—useless and even meaning-

less beyond this region, would be diverted from its proper

destination.

Now I maintain that all attempts of reason to establish

a theology by the aid of speculation alone are fruitless, that

the principles of reason as applied to nature do not conduct

us to any theological 3 egusequently, that a ra-

tional theology can , unless it is founded

upon the laws of mori yothetical principles of

the understanding are mmanent in experience;

while the cognition of % Being necessitates their

being employed tranace 'and of this the under-

standing is quite incapat 2 empirical law of causal-

ity is to conduct us te ‘Being, this being must

belong to the chain © ects—in which case it

would be, like all pi Hi conditioned. If the

possibility of passing th experience be admitted,

by means of the dynamical law ofthe relation of an effect to

its cause, what kind of conception shall we obtain by this

procedure? Certainly not the conception of a Supreme

Being, because experience never presents us with the

greatest of all possible effects, and it is only an effect of

this character that could witness to the existence of a cor-

responding case. If, for the purpose of fully satisfying the

requirements of Reason, we recognize her right to assert

the existence of a perfect and absolutely necessary being,

this can be admitted only from favor, and cannot be re-

garded as the result of irresistible demonstration. The

physico-theological proof may add weight to others—if

other proofs there are—by connecting speculation with ex-

perience; but in itself it rather prepares the mind for theo-
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logical cognition, and gives it a right and natural direction,

than establishes a sure foundation for theology.

Tt is now perfectly evident that transcendental questions

admit only of transcendental answers—those presented a

priort by pure conceptions without the least empirical ad-

mixture. But the question in the present case is evidently

synthetical-—it aims at the extension of our cognition beyond

the bounds of experience - it requires an assurance respecting

the existence of a being corresponding with the idea in our

minds, to which no experience can ever be adequate. Now

it has been abundantly proved that all @ prior? synthetical

cognition is possible only as the expression of the formal

conditions of a possible. 29; and that the validity

of all principles de mmanence in the field

of experience, that i: “to objects of empirical

cognition, or phenom ranscendental procedure

in reference to specuiat ris without result,

If any one prefers d ue eonclusiveness of the

proofs of our Analyti: persuasion of the valid-

ity of these old and | arguments, he at least

cannot decline answe - how he can pass the

limits of all possible 234 y the help of mere ideas.

Tf he.talks of new argus improvements upon old

arguments——I requesi hira to’ s wie. There is certainly

no great choice in this sphere of discussion, as all specula-

tive arguments must at last look for support to the onto-

logical, and I have, therefore, very little to fear from the

argumentative fecundity of the dogmatical defenders of

a non-sensuous reason.. Without looking upon myself as a

remarkably combative person, I shall not decline the chal-

lenge to detect the fallacy and destroy the pretensions of

every attempt of speculative theology. And yet the hope

of better fortune never deserts those who are accustomed

to the dogmatical mode of procedure. I shall, therefore, re-

strict myself to the simple and equitable demand that such

reasoners will demonstrate, from the nature of the human

mind as well as from that of the other sources of knowledge,
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how we are to proceed to extend our cognition completely

a priori, and to carry it to that point where experience

abandons us, and no means exist of guaranteeing the objec-

tive reality of our conceptions. In whatever way the under-

standing may have attained to a conception, the existence of

the object of the conception cannot be discovered in it by

analysis, because the cognition of the existence of the object

depends upon the object’s being posited and given in itself

apart from the conception. But it is utterly impossible to

go beyond our conception, without the aid of experience—

which presents to the mind nothing but phenomena, or to

attain by the help of mere conceptions to a conviction of the

existence of new kinds of or supernatural beings.

But although pur son is far from suffi-

cient to demonstrate | Supreme Being, it is

of the highest utilit our conception of this

being—on the supposit an attain to the cogni-

tion of it by some other making it consistent with

itself and with.all other is of intelligible objects,

clearing it {rom all ths nole with the conception

of an ens summum, 2 m it all limitations or

admixture of empirical & :

Transcendental thaol | therefore, notwithstand-

ing its objective insufficiency, of importance in a negative

respect; it is useful as a test of the procedure of reason

when engaged with pure iceas, no other than a transcenden-

tal standard being in this case admissible. For if, from a

practical point of view, the hypothesis of a Supreme and

All-sufficient Being is to maintain its validity without

opposition, it must be of the highest importance to define

this conception in a correct and rigorous manner-—as the

transcendental conception of a necessary being, to eliminate

all phenomenal elements (anthropomorphism in its most

extended signification), and at the same time to overthrow

all contradictory assertions—be they atheistic, deistic, or

anthropomorphic. This is of course very easy; as the same

arguments which demonstrated the inability of human reason
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to afirm the existence of a Supreme Being, must be alike

sufficient to prove the invalidity of its denial. For it is im-

possible to gain from the pure speculation of reason demon-

stration that there exists no Supreme Being, as the ground

of all that exists, or that this being possesses none of those

properties which we regard as analogical with the dynamical

qualities of a thinking being, or that, as the anthropomor-

phists would have us believe, it is subject to all the limi-

tations which sensibility imposes upon those intelligences

which exist in the world of experience. :
A Supreme Being is, therefore, for the speculative reason,

a mere ideal, though a faultless one—-a conception which

perfects and crowns the sy¢ f human cognition, but the

objective reality of her be proved nor dis-

proved by pure reascy tis ever supplied by a

Moral Theology, the | ranscendental Theology

which has preceded wi at least serviceable as

demonstrating the reen ‘¥ existing for the concep-

tion, by the complete de a of it which it has fur-

nished, and the ceaselesa conclusions of a reason

often deceived by sens ya in harmony with its

own ideas. The attr essity, infinitude, unity,

existence apart from th d not as a world-son)l),

eternity—free from conditions “of time, omnipresence—tfree

from conditions of space, omnipotence, and others, are pure

transcendental predicates; and thus the accurate conception

of a Supreme Being, which every theology requires, is

furnished by transcendental theology alone.

APPENDIX

TO TRANSCENDENTAL DIALECTIC

Of the Regulative Himployment of the Ideas of Pure Reason

The result of all the dialectical attempts of pure reason

not only confirms the truth of what we have already proved

in our Transcendental Analytic, namely, that all inferences

which would lead us beyond the limits of experience are
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fallacious and groundless, but it at the same time teaches us

this important lesson, that human reason has a natural incli-

nation to overstep these limits, and that transcendental ideas

are as much the natural property of the reason as categories

are of the understanding. There exists this difference, how-

ever, that while the categories never mislead us, outward

objects being always in perfect harmony therewith, ideas are

the parents of irresistible illusions, the severest and most

subtle criticism being required to save us from the fallacies

which they induce.

Whatever is grounded in the nature of our powers, will

be found to be in harmony with the tinal purpose and proper

employment of these powers; When onee we have discovered

their true direction an. : entitled to suppose,

therefore, that there & employing transcen-

dental ideas which is j anent, although, when

we mistake their mean’ them as conceptions

of actual things, their yplication is transcendent

and delusive. lor #8 is dea itself, but only the

employment of the ide eto possible experience,

that is transcendent 4 An idea is employed

transcendently, when < an object falsely be-

lieved to be adequate w correspond to it; imma-

nently, when it is applet! ‘Oo: the employment of the

understanding in the sphere of experience. ‘Thus all errors

of subreptio—of misapplication, are to be ascribed to defects

of judgment, and not to understanding or reason.

Reason never has an immediate relation to an object; it

relates immediately to the understanding alone. It is only

through the understanding that it can be employed in the

ticld of experience. It does not form conceptions of objects,

it merely arranges them and gives to them that unity which

they are capable of possessing when the sphere of their ap-

plication has been extended as widely as possible. Reason

avails itself of the conceptions of the understanding for the

sole purpose of producing totality in the different series.

This totality the understanding does not concern itself with;
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its only occupation is the connection of experiences, by

which series of conditions in accordance with conceptions

are established. The object of reason is therefore the under-

standing and its proper destination. As the latter brings

unity into the diversity of objects by means of its concep-

tions, so the former brings unity into the diversity of con-

ceptions by means of ideas; as it sets the final aim of a

collective unity to the operations of the understanding,

which without this occupies itself with a distributive

unity alone.

I accordingly maintain, that transcendental ideas can

never be employed as constitutive ideas, that they cannot

be conceptions of obj at, when thus considered,

they assume a fallacio’ al character. But, on

the other hand, the xf an admirable and in-

dispensably necessary » cbjects—as regulative

ideas, directing the un $0 @ certain aim, the

guiding lines toward w laws follow, and in which

they all meet in one poi: int—though a mere idea

(focus imaginarius), ti int from which the con-

ceptions of the under

beyond the sphere wi Otis

standing to give to the ona the greatest possible

unity combined with the greatest possible extension. Hence

arises the natural illusion which induces us to believe that

these lines proceed from an object which lies out of the

sphere of empirical cognition, just as objects reflected in a

mirror appear to be behind it. But this illusion—which

we may hinder from imposing upon us--is necessary and

unavoidable, if we desire to see, not only those objects

which lie before us, but those which are at a great distance

behind us; that is to say, when, in the present case, we

direct the aims of the understanding, beyond every given

experience, toward an extension as great as can possibly

be attained,

If we review our cognitions in their entire extent, we

shall find that the peculiar business of reagon is to arrange
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them into a system, that is to say, to give them connection

according to a principle. This unity presupposes an idea—

the idea of the form of a whole (of cognition), preceding

the determinate cognition of the parts, and containing the

conditions which determine a priori to every part its place

and relation to the other parts of the whole system. This

idea accordingly demands complete unity in the cognition of

the understanding-—not the unity of a contingent aggregate,

but that of a system connected according to necessary laws,

It cannot be affirmed with propriety that this idea is a con-

ception of an object; it is merely a conception of the com-

plete unity of the conceptions of objects, in so far as this

unity is available to the woderstanding as a rule. Such

conceptions of reason : ‘ed from nature; on the

contrary, we employ # -rogation and investi-

gation of nature, and nition as defective so

long as it is not adegu We admit that such

a thing as pure earth, p ¥ pure air, is not to be

discovered. And yet w hese conceptions (which

have their origin in the far os regards their abso-

lute purity and compile surpose of determining

the share which each: : i causes has in every

phenomenon. Thus the kinds of matter are all

referred to earths— as mete wen o salts and inflammable

bodies--as pure force, and finally, to water and air—as the

vehicula of the former, or the machines employed by them in

their operations—-for the purpose of explaining the chemical

action and reaction of bodies in accordance with the idea of

a mechanism, Jor, although not actually so expressed, the

influence of such ideas of reason is very observable in

the procedure of natural philosophers.

If reason is the faculty of deducing the particular from

the general, and if the general be certain in se and given,

it is only necéssary that the judgment should subsume the

particular under the general, the particular being thus

necessarily determined. I shall term this the demonstrative

or apodictie employment of reason. If, however, the gen-

3
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eral is admitted as problematical only, and is a mere idea,

the particular case is certain, but the universality of the

rule which applies to this particular case remains a problem,

Several particular cases, the certainty of which is beyond

doubt, are then taken and examined, for the purpose of dis-

covering whether the rule is applicable to them; and if it

appears that all the particular cases which can be collected

follow from the rule, its universality is inferred, and at the

same time, all the causes which have not, or cannot be pre-

sented to our observation, are concluded to be of the same

character with those which we have observed. This I shall

term the hypothetical employment of the reason.

The hypothetical e: S800 by the aid of ideas

employed as proble ng is properly not con-

stitutive. That is to ler the subject strictly,

the truth of the ra been employed as a

hypothesis, does not fe he use that is made of

it by reason. For how now all the possible cases

that may arise ?—some may, however, prove ex-

ceptions to the univerg rule. This employment

of reason is merely. i its sole aim is the

introduction of unity fegate of our particular

cognitions, and there vimating of the rule

to universality. ;

The object of the hypothetical employment of reason is

therefore the systematic unity of cognitions; and this unity

is the ertterion of the éruch of a rule. On the other hand,

this systematic unity—-as a mere idea—is in fact merely a

unity projected, not to be regarded as given, but only in the

light of a problem -a problem which serves, however, as

a principle for the various and particular exercise of the

understanding in experience, directs it with regard to those

cases which are not presented to our observation, and intro-

duces harmony and consistency into all its operations.

All that we can be certain of from the above considera-

tions is, that this systematic unity is a logical principle,

whose aim is to assist the understanding, where it cannot
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of itself attain to rules, by means of ideas, to bring all these

various rules under one principle, and thus to insure the

most complete consistency and connection that can be at-

taincd. But the assertion that objects and the understand-

ing by which they are cognized are so constituted as to be

determined to systematic unity, that this may be postulated

a priori, without any reference to the interest of reason, and

that we are justified in declaring all possible cognitions—

empirical and others—to possess systematic unity, and to be

subject to general principles from which, notwithstanding

their various character, they are all derivable—such an

assertion can be founded only upon a transcendental prin-

ciple of reason, which ler this systumatic unity

not subjectively and } haracter of a method,

but objectively necess

We shail illustrate

of the understanding ram

kinds of unity, with th

which is termed power.

tations of the same st

very dissimilar, that w

of just as many diffe:

mple. The conceptions

ated, among many other

wality of a substance,

nt phenomenal manifes-

ay at first view to be so

Go assume the existence

ove are different effects

--as, in the case of the , we have feeling, con-

sciousness, imagination Heniory, wil, analysis, pleasure,

desire, and so on. Now we are required by a logical maxim
to reduce these differences to as small a number as possible,

by comparing them and discovering the hidden identity

which exists. We must inquire, for example, whether or

not imagination (connceted with consciousness), memory,

wit, and analysis are not merely different forms of under-

standing and reason. The idea of a fundamental power, the

existence of which uo effort of logic can assure us of, Is

the problem to be solved, for the systematic representation

of the existing variety of powers. The logical principle ot

reason requires us to produce as great a unity as is possible

in the system of our cognitions; and the more the phenom-

ena of this and the other power are found to be identical,

XI —ScreNce-—21

faa
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the more probable does it become that they are nothing but

different manifestations of one and the same power, which

may be called, relatively speaking, a fundamental power.

And so with other cases.

These relatively fundamental powers must again be com-

pared with each other, to discover, if possible, the one radi.

cal and absolutely fundamental power of which they are but

the manifestations. But this unity is purely hypothetical.

It is not maintained, that this unity does really exist, but

that we must, in the interest of reason, that is, for the estab-

lishment of principles for the various rules presented by

experience, try to discover and introduce it, so far as is

practicable, into the : Log nitions.

But the transcenc t of the understanding

would lead us to bal dea of a fundamental

power is not problem i it possesses objective

reality, and thus the sj y of the various powers

or forces in a substance ed by the understanding

and erected into an ape ecessary principle. For,

without having atte xver the unity of the

various powers exis ay, even after all our

attempts have failed,’ snding presuppose that

it does exist, and may b r jater, discovered, And

this reason does, not o 16 case above adduced,

with regard to the unity of substance, but where many sub-

stances, although all to a certain extent homogeneous, are

discoverable, as in the case of matter in general. IJere also

does reason presuppose the existence of the systematic

unity of various powers—inasriuch as particular laws of

nature are subordinate to general laws; and parsimony in

principles is not merely an economical principle of reason,

but an essential law of nature.

We cannot understand, in fact, how a logical principle

of unity can of right exist, unless we prosuppose a tran-

scendental principle, by which such a systematic unity—as

a property of objects themselves—is regarded as necessary a

priori, For with what right can reason, in its logical exer.

tet
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cise, require us to regard the variety of forces which nature

displays, as in effect a disguised unity, and to deduce them

from one fundamental foree or power, when she is free to

admit that it is just as possible that all forces should be

different sn kind, and that a systematic unity is not con-

formable to the design of nature? In this view of the case,

reason would be proceeding in direct opposition to her own

destination, by setting as an aim an idea which entirely

conflicts with the procedure and arrangement of nature.

Neither can we assert that reason has previously inferred

this unity from the contingent pature of phenomena. For

the law of reason which requires us to seek for this unity

is a necessary law, inser: wit

possess a laculty of reg:

aud self-accordant m

nor, in the absence of th

of empirical truth. fp |

we must suppose the ides

to possess objective valid:

We find this tranee

different forms in the

they have neither recog

its presence. That the ¢ { individual things do

not exclude identity of &pocies,; that the various species

must be considered as merely different determinations of a

few genera, and these again as divisions of still higher races,

and so on—-that, accordingly, a ccrtain systematic unity of

all possible empirical conceptions, in so far as they can be

deduced from higher and more general conceptions, must

be sought for, is a scholastic maxim or logical principle,

without which reason could not be employed by us. For

we can infer the particular from the general, only in so far

as general properties of things constitute the foundation

upon which the particular rest.

That the same unity exists in nature is presupposed by

philosophers in the well-known scholastic maxim, which

forbids us unnecessarily to augment the number of entities

i reason a consistent

the understanding,

and sufficient criterion

+18 criterion, therefore,

tematic unity of nature

iby.

ipposition lurking in

ilosophers, although

nfessed to themselves

=e
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or principles (entia preter necessitatem non esse multiplicanda).

This maxim asserts that nature herself assists in the estab-

lishment of this unity of reason, and that the seemingly

infinite diversity of phenomena should not deter us from the

expectation of discovering beneath this diversity a unity of

fundamental properties, of which the aforesaid variety is but

a more or less determined form. This unity, although a

mere idea, has been always pursued with so much zeal, that

thinkers have found it necessary rather to moderate the

desire than to encourage it. It was considered a great step

when chemists were able to reduce all salts to two main

genera—acids and alkalis; hey regard this difference as

itself a mere variety, 0; ii suanifestation of one and

the same fundamen fhe different kinds of

earths (stones and eve sis have endeavored to

reduce to three, and : but still, not content

with this advance, they bink that behind these

diversities there lurks bi iua-——nay, that even salts

and earths have a comm It might be conjec-

tured that this is mer eal plan of reason, for

the purpose of sparin and an attempt of a

purely hypothetical en when successful, gives

an appearance of probat riaciple of explanation

employed by the reason. ‘liish purpose of this kind

is easily to be distinguished from the idca, according to

which every one presupposes that this unity is in accordance

with the laws of nature, and that reason does not in this case

request, but requires, although we are quite unable to deter-

mine the proper limits of this unity.

If the diversity existing in phenomena—a diversity not

of form (for in this they may be similar) but of content—

were so great that the subtlest human reason could never by

comparison discover in them the least similarity (which is

not impossible), in this case the logical law of genera would

be without foundation, the conception of a genus, nay, all

general conceptions would be impossible, and the faculty

of the understanding, the exercise of which is restricted

u

at E
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to the world of conceptions, could not exist. The logical

principle of genera, accordingly, if it is to be applied to

nature (by which I mean objects presented to our senses),

presupposes a transcendental principle. In accordance with

this principle, homogeneity is necessarily presupposed in the

variety of phenomena (although we are unable to determine

priort the degree of this homogeneity), because without

it no empirical conceptions, and consequently no experience,

would be possible.

The logical principle of genera, which demands identity

in phenomena, is balanced by another principle—that of

species, which requires variety and Ctversity | in things, not-

withstanding their accosd

the understanding to :

other. This principlé

a check upon the levi

and reason exhibits in’

interest—on the one hay

terest of generality) in ré

of the content (the interé

variety of species.

cogitates more wndler it

2 no less than to the

y of distinction) acts as

er (the faculty of wit’);

a double and conflicting

st in the extent (the in-

senera, on the other, that

inlity) in relation to the

se, the understanding

in the latter it cogitates

more in them. This di nifests itself likewise in

the habits of thought peculiar to natural philosophers, some

of whom—the remarkably speculative heads—may be said

to be hostile to heterogeneity in phenomena, and have

their eyes always fixed on the unity of genera, while others

—with a strong empirical tendency—aim unceasingly at the

analysis of phenomena, and almost destroy in us the hope of

ever being able to estimate the character of these according

to general principles.

The latter mode of thought is evidently based upon a

logical principle, the aim of which is the systematic com-

pleteness of all cognitions. This principle authorizes me,

1 Wit is detined by Kant as the faculty which discovers the general in the

particular. Vid. Anthropologie, page 123.—Zr.
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beginning at the genus, to descend to the various and

diverse contained under it; and in this way extension, as

in the former case unity, is assured to the system. For

if we merely examine the sphere of the conception which

indicates a genus, we cannot discover how far it is possible

to proceed in the division of that sphere; just as it is im-

possible, from the consideration of the space occupied by

matter, to determine how far we can proceed in the division

of it. Hence every genus must contain different species, and

these again different sub-species; and as each of the latter

must itself contain a sphere (must be of a certain extent, as

a conceptus communts), reason demands that no species or

sub- species is to be congic is tbe lowest possible. For

a species or sub-spex a conception, which

contains only what number of different

things, does not compl é any individual thing,

or relate immediately at consequently contain

other conceptions, that i b-species under it. This

law of specification may reased: Eniium varietates

non temere sunt minuer

But it is easy tos

be without sense or a

wa

al law would likewise

‘re it not based upon a

transcendental law of hich certainly does not

require that the differenc stig in phenomena should be

infinite in number, for the logical principle, which mercly

maintains the tndeterminateness of the logical sphere of a

conception, in relation to its possible division, does not

authorize this statement; while it does impose upon the

understanding the duty of searching for sub-species to every

species, and minor differences in every difference. For,

were there no lower conceptions, neither could there be any

higher. Now the understanding cognizes only by means of

conceptions; consequently, how far soever it may proceed

in division, never by mere intuition, but always by lower

and lower conceptions. The cognition of phenomena in

their complete determination (which is possible only by

means of the understanding) requires an unceasingly con-
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tinued specification of conceptions, and a progression to

ever smaller differences, of which abstraction bad been

made in the conception of the species, and still more in

that of the genus.

This law of specification cannot be deduced from experi-

ence; if can never present us with a principle of so universal

an application. Empirical specification very soon stops in

its distinction of diversities, and requires the guidance of

the transcendental law, as a principle of the reason—a law

which imposes on us the necessity of never ceasing in our

search for differences, even although these may not present

themselves to the senses... That absorbent earths are of

different kinds, could en diacoyered by obeying the

anticipatory law of reg oses upon the under-

standing the task of ve differences existing

between these earths, a lint nature 18 richer in

substances than our s¢ indicate. The faculty

of the understanding b 3 just as much under the

presupposition of differ objects of nature, as

under the condition + cuts are homogeneous,

because we could not ytions, nor make any

use of our understand ihe phenomena included

under these conceptions # expocts dissimilar, as well

as similar, in their character. ,

Reason thus prepares the sphere of the understanding for

the operations of this faculty—l, by the principls of the

homogeneity of the diverse in higher genera; 2, by the prin-

ciple of the variety of the homogencous in lower species;

and, to complete the systematic unity, it adds, 8, a law of

the affinity of all conceptions, which prescribes a continuous

transition from one species to every other by the gradual in-

ercase of diversity. We may term these the principles of the

homogeneity, the specification, and the continuity of forms,

The latter results from the union of the two former, inas-

much as we regard the systematic connection as complete

in thought, in the ascent to higher gonera, as well as in the

descent to lower species. Vor all diversities must be related
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to each other, as they all spring from one highest genus,

descending through the different gradations of a more and

more extended determination.

We inay illustrate the systematic unity produced by the-

three logical principles in the following manner. Every

conception may be regarded as a point, which, as the stand-

point of a spectator, has a certain horizon, which may be

said to inclose a number of things, that may be viewed, so

to speak, from that centre. Within this horizon there must

be an infinite number of other points, each of which has its

own horizon, smaller and more circumscribed; in other

words, every species contamns aub- ‘species, according to the

principle of specificatio ical horizon consists of

smaller horizons (sub- { points (individuals),

which possess no ext + horizons or genera,

which include under + conceptions, may have

one common horizon, fra from a mid-point, they

may be surveyed; and ¥ ceed thus, till we arrive

at the highest genus, or d true horizon, which is

determined by the li n, and which contains

under itself all differ 8, aS genera, species,

and sub-species.

To this highest stand onducted by the law of

homogencity, as to ali lower and more variously-determined

conceptions by the law of specification. Now as in this way

there exists no void in the whole extent of all possible con-

ceptions, and as out of the sphere of these the mind can

discover nothing, there arises from the presupposition of

the universal horizon above mentioned, and its complete

division, the principle: Non datur vacuum formarum, This

principle asserts that there are not different primitive and

highest genera, which stand isolated, so to speak, from each

other, but all the various genera are mere divisions and

limitations of one highest and universal genus; and hence

follows immediately the principle: Datur continuum forma-

rum. This principle indicates that all differences of species

limit each other, und do not admit of transition from one to

e



TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 489

another by a saltus, but only through smaller degrees of the

difference between the one species and the other, In one

word, there are no species or sub-species which (in the view

of reason) are the nearest possible to each other; intermedi

ate species or sub-species being always possible, the differ-

ence of which from each of the former is always smaller

than the difference existing between these.

The first law, therefore, directs us to avoid the notion that

there exist different primal genera, and cnounces the fact of

perfect homogencity; the second imposes a check upon this

tendency to unity and prescribes the distinction of sub-spe-

cies, before proceeding to apply our general conceptions to

individuals, The third.xu th the former, by enounc-

ing the fact of home: ing even in the most

various diversity, by" adual transition from

one species to another icates a relationship be-

tween the different scies, in so far as they

all spring from the sax

But this logical law

rum logicarum) presi

continul in natura), w

be led into error, by #

Ls:

biuum specierum (forma-

vendental principle (lex

he understanding might

ruidance of the former,

and thus perhaps pou: fk contrary to that pre-

scribed by nature. ‘Phi st consequently be based

upon pure transcendental, and not upon empirical consider-

ations. For, in the latter case, it would come later than the

system; whereas it is really itself the parent of all that is

systematic in our cognition of nature. ‘These principles are

not mere hypotheses employed for the purpose of experi-

menting upon nature; although when any such connection

is discovered, it forms a solid ground for regarding the hy-

pothetical unity as valid in the sphere of nature—~and thus

they are in this respect not without their use. But we go

further, and maintain that it is manifest that these principles

of parsimony in fundamental causes, variety in effects, and

affinity in phenomena, are in accordance both with reason

and nature, and that they are not mere methods or plans
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devised for the purpose of assisting us in our observation

of the external world. —

But it is plain that this continuity of forms is a mere

idea, to which no adequate object can be discovered in

experience. And this for two reasons. First, because the

species in nature are really divided, and hence form guanta

disereta ;' and, if the gradual progression through their affin-

ity were continuous, the intermediate members lying between

two given species must be infinite in number, which is impos-

sible. Secondly, because we cannot make any determinate

empirical use of this law, inasmuch as it does not present

us with any criterion ot affinity which could aid us in deter-

mining how far we oug see, the graduation of differ-

ences: it merely conk idication that it is our

duty to seek for and, scover them.

When we arrange

the order conformabie

they will stand thus: Va

as ideas, being taken in

ness. Reason presupne

understanding, which,

voyment in experience,

‘, Unity, each of them,

earee of their complete-
ence of cognitions of the

relation to experience,

and aims at the ides eae cognitions—a unity

which far transcends cg or empirical notions,

The affinity of the diverse, notwithstanding the differences

existing between its parts, has a relation to things, but a still

closer one to the mere properties and powers of things. For

example, imperfect experience may represent the orbits of

the planets as circular. But we discover variations from

this course, and. we procced to suppose that the planets re-

volve in a path which, if not a cirele, is of a character very

similar to it. That is to say, the movements of those planets

which do not form a circle will approximate more or less

to the properties of a circle, and probably form an ellipse.

The paths of comets exhibit still greater variations, for, so

far as our observation extends, they do not return upon

1 Not quanta continua, like space or a time, See page 182, et seq.—Tr.
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their own course in a circle or ellipse. But we proceed

to the conjecture that comets describe a parabola, a figure

which is closely allied to the ellipse. Jn fact, a parabola

is merely an ellipse with its longer axis produced to an

indefinite extent. Thus these principles conduct us to a

unity in the genera of the forms of these orbits, and, pro-

ceeding further, to a unity as regards the cause of the mo-

tions of the heavenly bodies—that is, gravitation. But we

fo on extending our conquests over nature, and endeavor to

explain all seeming deviations from these rules, and even

make additions to our system which no experience can ever

substantiate—for example, the theory, in affinity with that

of ellipses, of hyperbole -of,.comets, pursuing which,

these bodics leave oe and, passing from sun

to sun, unite the mos 1 the infinite universe,

which is held together oving power.

The most remarkabl ce connected with these

principles is, that they ¢ transcendental, and, al-

though only containing i e guidance of the empiri-

cal exercise of reason this empirical employ-

inent stands to these ymptotic relation alone

{to use a mathemati 8, continually approxi-

mate, without ever being tain to them, they pos-
sess, notwithstanding, } synthetical propositions,

objective though undetermined validity, and are available
as rules for possible experience. In the elaboration of our

experience, they may also be employed with great advan-

tage, as heuristic’ principles. A transcendental deduction

of them cannot be made; such a deduction being always

impoasible in the case of ideas, as has been already shown.

We distinguished, in the Transcendental Analytic, the

dynamical principles of the understanding, which are regu-

lative principles of dnéuction, from the mathematical, which

are constitutive principles of intuition. These dynamical

laws are, however, constitutive in relation to experience, in-

io

! From the Greck evpioxe,
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asmuch as they render the conceptions without which expe-

rience could not exist, possible @ priori. But the principles

of pure reason cannot be constitutive even in regard to em-

pirical conceptions, because no sensuous schema correspond:
ing to them can be discovered, and they cannot therefore

have an object in conereto. Now, if I grant that they can-

not be employed in the sphere of experience, as constitutive

principles, how shall I sccure for them employment and ob-

jective validity as regulative principles, and in what way

can they be so employed?

The understanding is the object of reason, as sensibility

is the object of the understanding. The production of sys-

tematic unity in all the. rations of the under-

standing is the prope pason; just as it is the

business of the underst et the various content

of phenomena by meat na, and subject them to

empirical laws. But @ : of the understanding

are, without the schema ility, undetermined ; and,

in the same manner, the son is perfectly wndeter-

mined as regards the cx r which, and the extent

to which, the unders carry the systematic

connection of its concd although it is impossi-

ble to discover in dntait na for the complete sys-

tematic unity of all the of the understanding,

there must be some analogon of this schema. This analogon

is the idea of the maximum of the division and the connec-

tion of our cognition in one principle. For we may have a

determinate notion of a maximum and an absolutely perfect,

all the restrictive conditions which are connected with an

indeterminate and various content having been abstracted.

Thus the idea of reason is analogous with a sensuous schema,

with this difference, that the application of the categories to

the schema of reason does not present a cognition of any

object (as is the case with the application of the categories

to sensuous schemata), but merely provides us with a rule

or principle for the systematic unity of the exercise of the

understanding. Now, as every principle which imposes
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upon the exercise of the understanding a priort compli-

ance with the rule of systematic unity, also relates, although

only in an indirect manner, to an object of experience, the

principles of pure reason will also possess objective reality

and validity in relation to experience. But they will not

aim at determining our knowledge in regard to any empirical

object; they will merely indicate the procedure, following

which, the empirical and determinate exercise of the under-

standing may be in complete harmony and connection with

itself—a result which is produced by its being brought into

harmony with the principle of systematic unity, so far as

that is possible, and deduced from it.

I term all subjevitys sles, which are not derived

from observation of & x an object, but from

the interest which Tt ducing a certain com-

pleteness in her cogni ject, maxims of reason,

Thus there are maxint ative reason, which are

based solely upon its interest, although they

appear to be objective g

When principles w

as constitutive, and e

tradictions must arise

regulative are regarded

ective principles, con-

are considered as mere

maxims, there is no rooy eadictions of any kind, as

they then merely indicate thé diferent interests of reason

which occasion differences in the mode of thought. In

effect, Reason has only one single interest, and the seeming

contradiction existing between her maxims merely indicates

a difference in, and a reciprocal limitation of, the methods

by which this intcrest is satistied.

This reasoner has at heart the interest of diversity—in

accordance with the principle of specification; another, the

interest of unity—-in accordance with the principle of aggre-

gation. Hack. believes that his judgment rests upon a thor-

ough insight into the subject he is examining, and yet it has

been influenced solely by a greater or less degree of adher-

ance to some one of the two principles, neither of which are

ybjective, but originate solely from the interest of reason,



494 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

and on this account to be termed maxims rather than princi-

ples. When I observe intelligent mon disputing about the

distinctive characteristics of men, animals, or plants, and

even of minerals, those on the one side assuming the exist-

ence of certain national characteristics, certain well-defined

and hereditary distinctions of family, race, and so on, while

the other side maintain that nature has endowed all races

of men with the same faculties and dispositions, and that all

differences are but the result of external and accidental eir-

cumstances—I have only to consider for a moment the real

nature of the subject of discussion, to arrive at the conclu-

sion that it is a subject far ep fer us to judge of, and

that there is little probaki ither party being able to

speak from a perfec understanding of the

nature of the subje aave, in reality, been

struggling for the twe reason; the one main-

taining the one interest other, But this differ-

ence between the maxi siiy and unity may easily
be reconciled and aclu igh, so long as they are

regarded as objective tnust occasion not only

contradictions and yj hindrances in the way

of the advancement of ome moans is discovered

of reconciling these cont sts, and bringing reason
into union and harmony with itself.

The same is the case with the so-called law discovered

by Leibnitz,’ and supported with remarkable ability by Bon-

net?--the law of the continuous gradation of created beings,

which is nothing more than an inference from the principle

of affinity; for observation and study of the order of nature

could never present it to the mind as an objective truth.

The steps of this ladder, as they appear in experience, are

too far apart from each other, and the so-called petty differ-

ences between different kinds of animals are in nature com-

monly so wide separations, that no confidence can be placed

ote

ib

1 Leibnitz, Nouveaux Hesais, Liv, iii. ch. 6

? Bonnet, Betrachtungen iber die Natur, pages 29~85.
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in such views (particularly when we reflect on the great

variety of things, and the ease with which we can discover

resemblances), and no faith in the laws which are said to

express the aims and purposes of nature. On the other

hand, the method of investigating the order of nature in

the light of this principle, and the maxim which requires

us to regard this order—it being still undetermined how far

it extends —as really existing in nature, is beyond doubt a

legitirnate and excellent principle of reason—a principle

which extends further than any experience or observation

of ours, and which, without giving us any positive knowl-

edge of anything in the region of experience, guides us to

Of tie Ultimate ral Dialectic of

st be, of themselves and

is from their misemploy-

as arise. For they origi-

2d it is impossible that

sand claims of speca-

of confidence and pro-

motive of error, It is ed, therefore, that these

ideas have a genuine a ate aim. It is true, the

mob of sophists raise against reason the ery of inconsistency
and contradiction, and affect to despise the government of

that faculty, because they cannot understand its constitu-

tion, while it is to its beneficial influences alone that they

owe the position and the intelligence which enable them

to criticise and to blame its procedure.

We cannot employ an @ priori conception with certainty,

until we have made a transcendental deduction thereof. The

ideas of pure reason do not admit of the same kind of deduc-

tion as the categories. But if they are to possess the least

objective validity, and to represent anything but mere crea-

tions of thought (entia rationis ratiocinantis), a deduction of

them must be possible. This deduction will complete the

The ideas of pure

in their own nature, dial

ment alone that fallacie

nate in the nature of r

this supreme tribunal

lation should be itse
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critical task imposed upon pure reason; and it is to this part

of our labors that we now proceed.

There is a great difference betwecn a thing’s being pre-

sented to the mind as an object in an absolute sense, or merely

as an ideal object, In the former case 1 employ my concep-

tions to determine the object; in the latter ease nothing is

present to the mind but a mere schema, which does not re-

late directly to an object, not even in a hypothetical sense,

but which is useful only for the purpose of representing

other objects to the mind, in a mediate and indirect man-

ner, by means of their relation to the idea in the intellect.

Thus I say, the conception of @ supreme intelligence is a

mere idea; that is to & tive reality does not con-

sist In the fact that it 2 relation to an object

(for in this sense we vf establishing its ob-

jective validity), it is yaa constructed accord-

ing to the necessary ¢ 1e unlty of reason—the

schema of a thing in se is useful toward the pro-

duction of the highest d atematic unity in the em-

pirical exercise of re we deduce this or that

object of experience wy object of this idea,

as the ground or cane’ Hject of experience. In

this way, the idea is pr ristic, and not an osten-

sive conception; it does not give us any information re-

specting the constitution of an object, it merely indicates

how, under the guidance of the idea, we ought to investigate

the constitution and the relations of objects in the world of

experience. Now, if it can be shown that the three kinds

of transcendental ideas (psychological, cosmological, and

theological), although not relating directly to any object

nor determining it, do nevertheless, on the supposition of

the existence of an ideal object, produce systematic unity

in the laws of the empirical employment of the reason, and

extend our empirical cognition, without ever being incon-

sistent or in opposition with it—it must be a necessary

maxim of reason to regulate its procedure according to

these ideas. And this forms the transcendental deduction

ee,
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of all speculative ideas, not as constitutive principles of the

extension of our cognition beyond the limits of our experi-

ence, but as regulative principles of the systematic unity

of empirical cognition, which is by the aid of these ideas

arranged and emended within its own proper limits, to an

extent unattainable by the operation of the principles of the

understanding alone.

Ishall make this plainer. Guided by the principles in-

volved in these ideas, we must, in the first place, so connect

all the phenomena, actions and feelings of the mind, as if

it were a simple substance, which, endowed with personal

identity, possesses a permanent existence (in this life at

least), while its states, aim igh those of the body are

to be included as ns, are in continual

change. Secondly, 12° must investigate the

conditions of all natn , Internal as well ag

external, as if they bel thain infinite and with-

out any prime or supré x, while we do not, on

this account, deny the of intelligible grounds

of these phenomena, ever employ them to

explain phenomena, ix son that they are not

objects of our cognitions: the sphere of theology,

we must revard the who ~ possible experience as

forming an absolute, but dependent and sensuously-condi-

tioned unity, and at the same time as based upon a sole,

supreme, and all-sufficient ground existing apart from the

world itself--a ground which is a self-subsistent, primeval

and creative reason, in relation to which we so employ our

reason in the field of experience, as if all objects drew their

origin from that archetype of all reason. In othcr words, we

ought not to deduce the internal phenomena of the mind from

asimple thinking substance, but deduce them from each other

under the guidance of the regulative idea of a simple being;

we ought not to deduce the phenomena, order, and unity of

the universe from a supreme intelligence, but merely draw

from this idea of a supremely wise cause the rules which

must guide reason in its connection of causes and effects.

Sb
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Now there is nothing to hinder us from admitting these

ideas to possess an objective and hyperbolic existence, ex-

cept the cosmological ideas, which lead reason into an an-

tinomy: the psychological and theological ideas are not

antinomial. They contain no contradiction; and how then

can any one dispute their objective reality, since he who

denies it knows as little about their possibility, as we

who affirm? And yet, when we wish to admit the existence

of a thing, it is not sufficient to convince ourselves that

there is no positive obstacle in the way; for it cannot be

allowable to regard mere creations of thought, which tran-

scend, though they do not contradict, all our conceptions, as

real and determinate objecd pon the authority of a

speculative reason str as its own aims. They

cannot, therefore, b real in themselves;

they can only posses ve reality—that of a

schema of the regulat. of the systematic unity

of all cognition. They regarded not as actual

things, but as in some nalogous to them. We

abstract from the objec ii the conditions which

limit the exercise of ace, but which, on tho

other hand, are the so! our possessing a deter-

minate conception of a ing. And thus we cogi-

tate a something, of the é of which we have not

the least conception, but which we represent to ourselves

as standing in a relation to the whole system of phenomena,

analogous to that in which phenomena stand to each other.

By admitting these ideal beings, we do not really extend

our cognitions beyond the objects of possible experience;

we extend merely the empirical unity of our experience, by

the aid of systematic unity, the schema of which is furnished

by the idea, which is therefore valid—not as a constitutive,

but as a regulative principle. For although we posit a thing

corresponding to the idea-——a something, an actual existence,

we do not on that account aim at the extension of our cogni-

tion by means of transcendent conceptions. This existence

is purely ideal, and not objective; it is the mere expression
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of the systematic unity which is to be the guide of reason in

the field of experience. There are no attempts made at

deciding what the ground of this unity may be, or what the

real nature of this imaginary being.

Thus the transcendental and only determinate conception

of God, which is presented to us by speculative reason, is in

the strictest sense deistic. In other words, reason does not

assure us of the objective validity of the conception; it

merely gives us the idea of something, on which the su-

preme and necessary unity of all experience is based. This

something we cannot, following the analogy of a real sub-

stance, cogitute otherwise than as the cause of all things

operating in accordance Ww ional laws, if we regard it

as an individual objec chould rest contented

with the ides alone a8 sinciple of reason, and

make no attempt at sum of the conditions
imposed by thought. f is, indeed, inconsistent

with the grand aim «af systematic unity in the

sphere of cognition—a hieh no bounds are set

by reason.

Hence it happens §

have no conception of 4

tion, or of the necess The only advan-

tage of this admission 3 bles me to answer all

other questions relating to the contingent, and to give reason

the most complete satisfaction as regards the unity which it

aims at attaining in the world of experience. But I cannot

satisfy reason with regard to this hypothesis itself; and this

proves that it is not its intelligence and insight into the sub-

ject, but its speculative interest alone which induces it to

proceed from a point lying far beyond the sphere of our cog-

nition, for the purpose of being able to consider all objects

as parts of a systematic whole.

Here a distinction presenta itsclf, in regard to the way in

which we may cogitate a presupposition—a distinction which

is somewhat subtle, but of great importance in transcen-

dental philosophy. I may have sufficient grounds to admit

a divine being, I can

“ssibility of its perfec-
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something, or the existence of something, in a relative point

of view (suppositio relativa), without being justified in ad-

mitting it in an absolute sense (suppositio absoluta). This

distinction is undoubtedly requisite, in the case of a regu-

lative principle, the necessity of which we recognize, though

we are ignorant of the source and cause of that necessity, and

which we assume to be based upon some ultimate ground,

for the purpose of being able to cogitate the universality of

the principle in a more determinate way. For-example, I

cogitate the existence of a being corresponding to a pure

transcendental idea. But I cannot admit that this being

exists absolutely and in itself, because all of the concep-

tions, by which I can « a, object in a determinate

manner, fall short of sis its existence; nay, the

conditions of the ob} of my conceptions are

excluded by the idea act of its being an idea.

The conceptions of re ee, causality, nay, even

that of necessity in exi ve no significance out of

the sphere of empirical and cannot, beyond that

sphere, determine any y may, accordingly, be

employed to explain of things in the world

of sense, but they ars ‘it ate to explain the pos-

sibility of the universe ¢ red as a whole; because

in this case the ground of “expiaiation must le out of and

beyond the world, and cannot, therefore, be an object of

possible experience. Now, I may admit the cxistence of an

incomprehensible being of this nature—the object of a mere

idea, relatively to the world of sense; although I have no

ground to admit its existence absolutely and in itself. For

if an idea (that of a systematic and complete unity, of which

I shall presently speak more particularly) lies at the founda-

tion of the most extended empirical] employment of reason,

and if this idea cannot be adequately represented in conereto,

although it is indispensably necessary for the approximation

of empirical unity to the highest possible degree-—I am not

only authorized, but compelled to realize this idea, that is,

to posit a real object corresponding thereto. But I cannot
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profess to know this object; it is to me merely a something,

to which, as the ground of systematic unity in cognition, I

attribute such properties as arc analogous to the conceptions

employed by the understanding in the sphere of experience,

Following the analogy of the notions of reality, substance,

causality, and necessity, I cogitate a being, which possesses

all these attributes in the highest degree; and, as this idea

is the offspring of my reason alone, I cogitate this being as

self-subsistent reason, and as the cause of the universe oper-

ating by means of ideas of the greatest possible harmony

and unity. Thus I abstract all conditions that would limit

my idea, solely for the purpose of rendering systematic unity

possible i in the world of versity, and thus secur-

ing the widest possi he exercise of reason

in that sphere. Thi » do, by regarding all

connections and relati ‘ld of sense, as if they

were the disposition reason, of which our

reason is but a faint ims proceed to cogitate this

Supreme Being by con hich have, properly, no

meaning or application e world of sense. But

as Tam authorized t« acendental hypothesis

of such a being in a’ ct alone, that is, as the

substratum of the great unity in experience—

I may attribute to a beitig T regard as distinct from

the world, such properties as belong solely to the sphere

of sense and experience. For I do not desire, and am not

justified in desiring, to cognize this object of my idea, as it

exists in itself; for I possess no conceptions sufficient for

this task, those of reality, substance, causality, nay, even

that of necessity in existence, losing all significance, and

becoming merely the signs of conceptions, without content

and without applicability, when I attempt to carry them

beyond the limits of the world of sense. I cogitate merely

the relation of a perfectly unknown being to the greatest

possible systematic unity of experience, solely for the pur-

pose of employing it as the schema of the regulative princi-

ple which directs reason in its empirical exercise.
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Tt is evident, at the first view, that we cannot presuppose

the reality of this transcendental object, by means of the

conceptions of reality, substance, causality, and so on; be-

cause these conceptions cannot be applied to anything that

is distinct from the world of sense. Thus the supposition of

a Supreme Being or cause is purely relative; it is cogitated

only in behalf of the systematic unity of experience; such a

being is but a something, of whose existence in itself we have

not the least conception. Thus, too, it becomes sufficiently

manifest, why we required the idea of a necessary being in re-

lation to objects given by sense, although we can never have

the least conception of this being, or of its absolute necessity.

And now we can clear! ive the result of our tran-

scendental dialectic, im of the ideas of pure

reason—which becon ; from misunderstand-

ing and inconsiderate aon is, in fact, occupied

with itself, and not wi Objects are not pre-

sented to it to be er] 2 unity of an empirical

conception; it is only th s of the understanding

spose of receiving the

5, of being connected

of reason is the unity

unity of a rational ««

according to a principl®

of system; and this system ty ig not an objective prin-

ciple, extending its dort yerobjects, but a subjective

maxim, extending its authority over the empirical cognition

of objects. The systematic connection which reason gives

to the empirical cnployment of the understanding, not only

advances the extension of that employment, but insures its

correctness, and thus the principle of a systematic unity of

this nature is also objective, although only in an indefinite

respect (principiwm vagum). It ig not, however, a consti-

tutive principle, determining an object to which it directly

relates; it is merely a regulative principle or maxim, ad-

vancing and strengthening the empirical exercise of reason,

by the opening up of new paths of which the understanding

is ignorant, while it never conflicts with the laws of its exer-

cise in the sphere of experience.
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But reason cannot cogitate this systematic unity, without

at the same time cogitating an object of the idea—an object

that cannot be presented in any experience, which contains

no concrete example of a complete systematic unity. This

being (ens rationis ratiocinate) is therefore a mere idea, and

is not assumed to be a thing which is real absolutely and in

itself. On the contrary, it forms merely the problematical

foundation of the connection which the mind introduces

among the phenomena of the sensuous world. We look

upon this connection, in the light of the above-mentioned

idea, as if it drew its origin from the supposed being which

corresponds to the’ idea. And yet all we aim at is the pos-

session of this idea as a se vondation for the systematic

unity of expericnce— sble to reason, advan-

tageous to the unders stnotive of the interests

of empirical cognition.

We mistake the tra

gard if as an enouncemer

tion of the existence of

as the origin or ground

universe. On the cx

mined what the natur

{ this idea, when we re-

ea hypothetical declara-

*, which we are to regard

ig constitution of the

completely undeter-

{ this so-called ground

may be. The idea is x ; adopted as a point of

view, from which this » atial to reason and so

beneficial to the understanding, may be regarded as radi-
ating. In one word, this transcendental thing is merely the

schema of a regulative principle, by means of which Reason,

so far as in her hes, extends the dominion of systematic

unity over the whole sphere of experience.

The first object of an idea of this kind is the Ego, con-

sidered merely as a thinking nature or soul. If I wish to

investigate the properties of a thinking being, I must inter-

rogate expcrience. But I find that I can apply none of the

categories to this object, the schema of these categories,

which is the condition of their application, being given only

in sensuous intuition. But I cannot thus attain to the cog-

nition of a systematic unity of all the phenomena of the in-
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ternal sense. Instead, therefore, of an empirical conception

of what the sou] really is, reason takes the conception of the

empirical unity of all thought, and, by cogitating this unity

as unconditioned and primitive, constructs the rational con-

ception or idea of a simple substance which is in itself un-

changeable, possessing personal identity, and in connection

with other real things external to it; in one word, it con-

structs the idea of a simple self-subsistent intelligence. But

the real aim of reason in this procedure is the attainment of

principles of systematic unity for the explanation of the

phenomena of the soul. That is, reason desires to be able

to represent all the determinations of the internal sense,

as existing in one subjcctyaliepowors as deduced from one

fundamental power, a ere varicties in the con-

dition of a being whit and always the same,

and all phenomena i ively different in their

mture from the proced¥ i. Hssential simplicity

(with the other attribut ad of the Ego) is regarded

as the mere schema ef t ative principle; it is not

assumed that it is the of the properties of the

soul. For these prog upon quite different

grounds, of which we y ignorant; just as the

above predicates could « ny knowledge of the soul

as it is in itself, even if we rewarded them as valid in respect
of it, inasmuch as they constitute a mere idea, which cannot

be represented in conereto. Nothing but good can result

from a psychological idea of this kind, if we only take

proper care not to consider it as more than an idea; that is,

if we regard it as valid merely in relation to the employment

of reason, in the sphere of the phenomena of the soul.

Under the guidance of this idea, or principle, no empirical

laws of corporeal phenomena are called in to explain that

which is a phenomenon of the internal sense alone; no windy

hypotheses of the generation, annihilation, and palingenesis

of souls are admitted. Thus the consideration of this object

of the internal sense is kept pure, and unmixed with hetero-

geneous elements; while the investigation of reason aims at
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reducing all the grounds of explanation employed in this

sphere of knowledge to a single principle. All this is best

effected, nay, cannot be effected otherwise than by means of

such a schema, which requires us to regard this ideal thing

as an actual existence. The psychological idea is therefore

meaningless and inapplicable, except as the schema of a

regulative conception. For, if I ask whether the soul is

not really of a spiritual nature—it is a question which has

no meaning. Froin such a conception has been abstracted,

not merely all corporeal nature, but all nature, that is, all

the predicates of a possible experience; and consequently,

all the conditions which enable us to cogitate an object to

this conception have cisay But if these conditions

are absent, it is evide option is meaningless,

The second regula culative reason is the

conception of the univ ure ig properly the only

object presented to x (> which reason requires

regulative principles. rofald—thinking and cor-

poreal nature. To cogita rin regard to its internal

possibility, that is, to de application of the cate-

gories to it, no idea « represcntation which

transcends experience ve, therefore, an idea is

impossible, sensuous inti our only guide; while,

in the sphcre of psyohdiney) we reg uire the fundamental

idea (I), which contains @ prior? a certain form of thought,

namely, the unity of the Ego. Pure reason has therefore

nothing left but nature in genoral, and the completeness of

conditions in nature in accordance with some principle.

The absolute totality of the series of these conditions is an

idea, which can never be fully realized in the empirical

exercise of reason, while it is serviceable as a rule for the

procedure of reason in relation to that totality. It requires

us, in the explanation of given phenomena (in the regress or

ascent in the series), to procced, as if the serios were infinite

in itself, that is, were prolonged in tndefinitum; while, on

the other hand, where reason is regarded as itself the deter-

mining cause (in the region of freedom), we are required to

XI —Scrence— 22
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proceed as if we had not before us an object of sense, but

of the pure understanding. In this latter case, the condi-

tions do not exist in the series of phenomena, but may be

placed quite out of and beyond it, and the series of conditions

may be regarded as if it had an absolute beginning from an

intelligible cause. All this proves that the cosmological

ideas are nothing but regulative principles, and not consti-

tutive; and that their aim is not to realize an actual totality

in such series. The full discussion of this subject will be

found in its proper place in the chapter on the antinomy of

pure reason.

The third idea of pure reason, containing the hypothesis

of a being which is valid as 2 relative hypothesis, is

that of the one and al se of all cosmological

series, in other word: rod. We have not the

slightest ground abs ult the existence of an

object corresponding ¢ or what can empower or

authorize us to affirm tha of a being of the highest

perfection—a being whos 2 is absolutely necessary,

merely because we poss ‘ion of such a being ?

The answer is—it is the world which ren-

ders this hypothesis vee it this answer makes it

perfectly evident that 4 iis being, like all other

speculative ideas, is essentially othing more than a demand

upon reason that it shall regulate the connection which it

and its subordinate faculties introduce into the phenomena

of the world by principles of systematic unity, and conse-

quently, that it shall regard all plcnomena as originating

from one all-embracing being, as the supreme and all-

sufficient cause. From this it is plain that the only aim

of reason in this procedure is the establishment of its own

formal rule for the extension of its dominion in the world

of experience; that it does not aim at an extension of its

cognition beyond the limits of experience; and that, conse-

quently, this idea does not contain any constitutive principle.

The highest formal unity, which is based upon ideas

alone, is the unity of all things—-a unity in accordance with

i
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an aim or purpose; and the speculative interest of reason

renders it necessary to regard all order in the world, as

if it originated from the intention and design of a supreme

reason, This principle unfolds to the view of reason in the

sphere of experience new and enlarged prospects, and invites

it to connect the phenomena of the world according to teleo-

logical laws, and in this way to attain to the highest possible

degree of systematic unity. The hypothesis of a supreme

intelligence, as the sole cause of the universe—an intelli-

gence which has for us no more than an ideal existence, is

according ly always of the greatest service to reason. Thus,

if we presuppose, in relation to the figure of the earth (which

is round, but somewhag, f ai the poles),’ or that of

mountains or scas, wig ke part of an author of

the universe, we can , by the light of this

supposition, a great 1 sresting discoveries. If

we keep to this hype principle which is purely

regulative, even error © ery detrimental. For, in

this case, error can hav erlous consequences than

that, where we expecté » a teleological connec-

tion (nexus finals), on} or physical connection

appears. In such a ¢ fail to find the addi-

tional form of unity w d, but we do not lose the

rational unity which thé mi ‘aires in its procedure in

experience. But even a miscarriage of this sort cannot

affect the law in its general and teleological relations. For

although we may convict an anatomist of an error, when he

connects the imb of some animal with a certain purpose; it

is quite impossible to prove, in a single case, that any

1 The advantages which a circular form, in the case of the earth, has over

every other, are well known. But few are aware that the slight flattening at

the poles, which gives it the figure of u spheroid, is the only cause which pre-

vents the clevations of continents or even of mountains, perhaps thrown up by

some internal convulsion, from continually altering the position of the axis of

the earth—and that to some considerahle degree in a short time. The great

protuberance of the earth under the equator serves to overbalance the impetus

of all other masses of earth, and thus to preserve the axis of the earth, so fur

as we can observe, in ita present position. And yet this wise arrangement has
been unthinkingly explained from the equilibrium of the formerly fluid mass.
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arrangement of nature, be it what it may, is entirely with-

out aim or design, And thus medical physiology, by the

aid of a principle presented to it by pure reason, extends its

very limited empirical knowledge of the purposes of the

different parts of an organized body so far, that it may be

asserted with the utmost confidence, and with the approba-

tion of all reflecting men, that every organ or bodily part of

an animal has its use and answers a certain design. Now,

this is a supposition, which, if regarded as of a constitutive

character, goes much further than any experience or obser-

vation of ours can justify. Tence it is evident that it is

nothing more than a regulative principle of reason, which

aims at the highest dogr stiematic unity, by the aid

of the idea of a car o design in a supreme

cause—a cause which: : highest intelligence.

If, however, we neé riction of the idea to a

purely regulative influe s betrayed into numer-

ous errors. For it has t 16 ground of experience,

in which alone are te be sriieria of truth, and has

ventured into the rog somprehensible and un-

searchable, on the he it loses its power and

collectedness, because istely severed its connec-

tion with experience.

The first error whie i our employing the idea

of a Supreme Being as a constitutive (in repugnance to the

very nature of an idea), and not as a regulative principle, is

the error of inactive reason (égnava ratio’). We may so term

every principle which requires us to regard our investiga-

tions of nature ag absolutely complete, and allows reason to

cease its inquiries, as if it had fully executed its task. ‘Thus

the psychological idea of the Ego, when employed as a con-

stitutive principle for the explanation of the phenomena of

! This was the term applied by the old dialocticians to a sophistical argu-

ment, which ran thus: If it is your fate to die of this disease, you will die,

whether you employ a physician or not. Cicero says that this mode of reason-
ing has received this appellation, because, if followed, it puts an end to the

employment of reason in the affairs of life. For a similar reason I have applied

this designation to the sophistical argument of puro reason,
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the soul, and for the extension of our knowledge regarding

this subject beyond the limits of experience—even to the

condition of the soul after death, is convenient enough for

the purposes of pure reason, but detrimental and even ruin-

ous to its interosts in the sphere of nature and experience.

The dogmatizing spiritualist explains the unchanging unity

of our personality through all changes of condition from the

unity of a thinking substance, the interest which we take in

things and events that can happen only after our death from

a consciousness of the immaterial nature of our thinking

subject, and so on. Thus he dispenses with all empirical

investigations into the cause of these internal phenomena,

and with all possibic explanations of them upon purely

natural grounds; whil ion of a transcendent

reason, he passes by rurces of coguition in

experience, greatly to ind convenience, but to

the sacrifice of all gon nd intelligence. These

prejudicial consequcnec fill more evident, in the

ease of the dogmatical f our idea of a Supreme

Intelligence, and the ¢ em of nature (plysico-

theology) which is fal it. For, in this case,

the aims which we of and often those which

we merely fancy to exis Be investigation of causes

uw very easy task, by direesipieueio refer such and such

phenomens immediately to the ‘unsearchable will and counsel
of the Supreme Wisdom, while we ought to investigate their

causes in the gencral laws of the mechanism of matter. We

are thus recommended to consider the labor of reason as

ended, when we have merely dispensed with its employ-

ment, which is guided surely and safely only by the order

of nature and the series of changes in the world—which are

arranged according to immanent and general laws. This

error may be avoided, if we do not merely consider from

the viewpoint of final aims certain parts of nature, such as

the division and structure of a continent, the constitution

and direction of certain mountain-chains, or even the organi-

vation existing in the vegetable and animal kingdoms, but
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look upon this systematic unity of nature in a perfectly

general way, in relation to the idea of a Supreme Intelli-

gence. If we pursue this advice, we lay as a foundation for

all investigation the conformity to aims of all phenomena

of nature in accordance with universal laws, for which no

particular arrangement of nature is exempt, but only cog-

nized by us with more or less difficulty; and we possess a

regulative principle of the systematic unity of a teleological

connection, which we do not attempt to anticipate or pre-

determine. All that we do, and ought to do, is to follow

out the physico-mechanical connection in nature according

to general laws, with the hope of discovering, sooner or

Jater, the teleological conne so. Thus, and thus only,
can the principle of final “in the extension of the
employment of reasots f experience, without

being in any case detr sierests.

The second error wit m the misconception of

the principle of syster: that of perverted reason

( perverse ratio, vatepey x, The idea of syste-

matic unity is availab! ive principle in the gon-

nection of phenomena sral natural laws; and,

how far soever we hav the path of experience

to discover some fact or a requires us to believe

that we have approachedTM roore nearly to the comple-

tion of its use in the sphere of nature, although that com-

pletion can never be attained. But this error reverses the

procedure of reason, We begin by hypostatizing the prin-

ciple of systematic unity, and by giving an anthropomorphic

determination to the conception of a Supreme Intelligence,

and then proceed forcibly to impose aims upon nature.

Thus not only does teleology, which ought to aid in the

completion of unity in accordance with general laws, operate

to the destruction of its influence, but it hinders reason from

attaining its proper aim, that is, the proof, upon natural

grounds, of the existence of a supreme intelligent cause.

For, if we cannot presuppose supreme finality in nature

a priort, that is, a8 essentially belonging to nature, how can

oe ed

t
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we be directed to endeavor to discover this unity, and,

rising gradually through its different degrees, to approach the

supreme perfection of an author of all—a perfection which

is absolutely necessary, and therefore cognizable a priori ?

The regulative principle directs us to presuppose systematic

unity absolutely, and, consequently, as following from the

essential nature of things-——but only as a unity of nature, not

merely coguized empirically, bat presupposed @ priori,

although only in an indeterminate manner. But if I insist

on basing nature upon the foundation of a supreme ordain-

ing Being, the unity of nature is in effect lost. For, in this

case, it is quite foreign and unessential to the nature of

things, and cannot he from the general laws

of nature, And th 48 circular argument,

what ought to have ing been presupposed.

To take the regul: of systematic unity in

nature for a constitmtn and to hypostatize and

make a cause cut of the seoperly the ideal ground

of the consistent and bari ercise of reason, involves

reason in inextricable The investigation of

hature pursues its own the guidance of the chain

of natural causes, in ath the general laws of

nature, and ever follow yuo the idea of an author

of the universe—-not for th é ot deducing the finality,

which it constantly pursues, from this Supreme Being, but

to attain to the cognition of his existence from the finality

which it seeks in the existence of the phenomena of nature,

and, if possible, in that of all things—to cognize this being,

consequently, as absolutely necessary. Whether this latter

purpose succeed or not, the idea is and must always be a

true one, and its employment, when merely regulative, must

always be accompanied by truthful and beneficial results.

Complete unity, in conformity with aims, constitutes

absolute perfection. But if we do not find this unity in

the nature of the things which go to constitute the world

of experience, that is, of objective cognition, consequently

in the universal and necessary laws of nature, how can we
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infer from this unity the idea of the supreme and absolutely

necessary perfection of a primal being, which is the origin

of all causality? The greatest systematic unity, and conse-

quently teleological unity, constitutes the very foundation

of the possibility of the most extended employment of hu-

man reason. The idea of unity is therefore essentially and

indissolubly connected with the nature of our reason. This

idea is a legislative one; and hence it is very natural that

we should assume the existence of a legislative reason corre-

sponding to it, from which the systematic unity of nature

~—the object of the operations of reason—must be derived.

In the course of our discussion of the antinomies, we

stated that it is alway o answer all the questions

which pure reason ni t the plea of the lim-

ited nature of our cog savoidable and proper

in inany questions reg: phenomena, cannot in

this case be admittest uestions raised do not

relate to the nature of tt re necessarily originated

by the nature of reason i relate to its own internal

constitution, We can : this assertion, which at

first sight appeared sa. 2 to the two questions

in which reason takes tk ast, and thus complete

our discussion of the dia re reason.

If, then, the question “4s a aa ‘in relation to transcen-
dental theology;' jirst, whether there is anything distinct
from the world, which contains the ground of cosmical order

and connection according to general laws? The answer is,

Certainly. Yor the world is a sum of phenomena; there

must therefore be some transcendental basis of these phe-

nomena, that is, a basis cogitable by the pure understand-

ing alone. If, secondly, the question is asked, whether this

being is substance, whether it is of the greatest reality,

1 After what has been said of the psychological idea of the go and its

proper employment as a regulative principle of the operations of reason, L need

not onter into details regardiug the transcendental illusion by which the sys-

tematic uuity of all the various phenomena of the internal sense is hypostatized,

The procedure is in this case very similar to that which has been discussed in

our remarks on the theological ideal,
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whether it is necessary, and so forth? I answer that this

question is utterly without meaning. For all the categories

which aid me in forming a conception of an object cannot

be employed except in the world of sense, and are without

meaning, when not applied to objects of actual or possible

experience, Ont of this sphere, they are not properly con-

ceptions, but the mere marks or indices of conceptions,

which we may admit, although they cannot, without the

help of experience, help us to understand any subject or

thing. If, thirdly, the question is, whether we may not

cogitate this being, which is distinct from the world, in

analogy with the objects of experience? The answer is,

undoubtedly, but only as #n.4dea!, and not as a real object.

That is, we must cogit ‘an unknown substratum

of the systematic unig ality of the world—a

unity which reason mi he regulative principle

of its investigation of % , more, we may admit

into the idea certain ant elements, which are pro-

motive of the interests ulative principle. For it

is no more than an ids »ea not relate directly to a

being distinct from the e regulative principle

of the systernatic uni by means, however, of

a schema of this unity: a of a Supreme Intelli-

gence, who is the wiscl: sayouiniet anthor of the universe.
What this basis of cosmical unity may be in itself we know
not—we cannot discover from the idea; we merely know

how we ought to employ the idea of this unity, in rela-
tion to the systematic operation of reason in the sphere

of experience.

But, it will be asked again, ean we, on these grounds,

admit the existence of a wise and omnipotent author of the

world? Without doubt; and not only so, but we must as-

sume the existence of such a being. But do we thus extend

the limits of our knowledge beyond the field of possible ex-

perience? By no means. For we have merely presupposed

a something, of which we have no conception, which we do

not know as it is in itself; but, in relation to the systematic
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disposition of the universe, which we must presuppose in all

our observation of nature, we have cogitated this unknown

being in analogy with an intelligent existence (an empirical

conception), that is to say, we have endowed it with those

attributes, which, judging from the nature of our own rea-

son, May contain the ground of such a systematic unity.

This idea is therefore valid only relatively to the ermploy-

ment in experience of our reason. But if we attribute to it

absolute and objective validity, we overlook the fact that

it is merely an ideal being that we cogitate; and, by setting

out from a basis which is not determinable by considerations

drawn from experience, we place ourselves in a position

which incapacitates us i ying this principle to the

empirical employment

But, it will be asi

conception and hypot

world and nature? #2

established by reason a

regard certain arranges

made in conformity wi

ments of design, and

the divine will, with #

other particular arrange sed to that end? Yes,

you may do so; but as*theSanie time you must regard it

as indifferent, whether it is asserted that divine wisdom has

disposed all things in conformity with his highest aims, or

that the idea of supreme wisdom is a regulative principle

in the investigation of nature, and at the same time a prin-

ciple of the systematic unity of nature according to general

laws, even in those casey where we are unable to discover

that unity. In other words, it must be perfectly indifferent

to you, whether you say, when you have discovered this

unity—-God has wisely willed it so, or nature has wisely

arranged this. For it was nothing but the systematic unity,

which reason requires as a basis for the investigation of

nature, that justified you in accepting the idca of a supreme

intelligence as a schema for a regulative principle; and, the

make any use of this

nvestigations into the

y purpose was the idea

enial basis. But may I

bh seemed to have been

aim, as the arrange-

gas proceeding from

, however, of certain
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further you advance in the discovery of design and finality,

the more certain the validity of your idea. But, as the

whole aim of this regulative principle was the discovery of a

necessary and systematic unity in nature, we have, in so far

as we attain this, to attribute our suceess to the idea of a

Supreme Being; while, at the same time, we cannot, with-

out involving ourselves in contradictions, overlook the gen-

eral laws of nature, as it was in reference to them alone that

this idex was employed. We cannot, I say, overlook the

general laws of nature, and regard this conformity to aims

observable in nature as contingent or hyperphysical in its

origin; inasmuch as there is no ground which can justify

us in the admission of a. bet ‘ith such properties distinct

from and above nature re authorized to assert

is, that this idea may 46 a principle, and that

the properties of the assumed to correspond

to it may be regarded ai ly connected in analogy

with the causal deterinini onomena.

For the same reason: fied in introducing into

the idea of the supre r anthropomorphic ele-

ments (for without tl: mot predicate anything

of it); we may regard % to cogitate this cause

as a being with underata; feelings of pleasure and
displeasure, and faculti and will corresponding

to these. At the same time, we may attribute to this being

infinite perfection—a perfection which necessarily transcends

that which our knowledge of the order and design in the

world would authorize us to predicate of it. For the regu-

lative law of systematic unity requires us to study nature on

the supposition that systematic and final unity in infinitum

is everywhere discoverable, even in the highest diversity.

For, although we may discover little of this cosmical per-

fection, it belongs to the legislative prerogative of reason,

to require us always to seek for and to expect it; while it

must always be beneficial to institute all inquiries into na-

ture in accordance with this principle. But it is evident

that, by this idea of a supreme author of all, which I place
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as the foundation of all inquiries into nature, I do not mean

to assert the existence of such a being, or that I have any

knowledge of its existence; and, consequently, I do not

really deduce anything from the existence of this being,

but merely from its idea, that is to say, from the nature of

things in this world, in accordance with this idea. A cer-

tain dim consciousness of the true use of this idea seems to

have dictated to the philosophers of all times the moderate

language used by them regarding the cause of the world.

We find them employing the expressions, wisdom and care
of nature, and divine wisdom, as synonymous~—nay, in

purely speculative discussions, preferring the former, be-

cause it does not carry 2 nec of greater pretensions

than such as we are e: and at the same time

directs reason to its stion—nature and her

phenomena.

Thus, pure reason, ¥ seemed to promise us

nothing Jess than the ex ur cognition beyond the

limits of experience, ig f HL thoroughly examined,

to contain nothing but 3 ciples, the virtue and

function of which is te sour cognition a higher

degree of unity than th could of itself. These

principles, by placing th ail our struggles at so

great a distance, realiae f&% he yoost thorough connection

between the different parts of our cognition, and the highest
degree of systematic unity. But, on the other hand, if mis-

understood and employed as constitutive principles of tran-

scendent cognition, they become the parents of Ulusions and

contradictions, while pretending to introduce us to new

regions of knowledge.

Thus all human cognition begins with intuitions, proceeds

from thence to conceptions, and ends with ideas. Although

it possesses, in relation to all three elements, a priort sources

of cognition, which seemed to transcend the limits of all ex-

perience, a thoroughgoing criticism demonstrates that spec-

ulative reason can never, by the aid of these elements, pass
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the bounds of possible experience, and that the proper des-

tination of this highest faculty of cognition, is to employ all

methods, and all the principles of these methods, for the

purpose of penetrating info the innermost secrets of nature,

by the aid of the principles of unity (among all kinds of

which teleological unity is the highest), while it ought not

to attempt to soar above the sphere of experience, beyond

which there lies naught for us but the void inane. The

critical examination, in our Transcendental Analytic, of

all the propositions which professed to extend cognition

beyond the sphere of experience, completely demonstrated

that they can only conduct us to a possible experience. If

we were not distrusiftul.: » clearest abstract theo-

rems, 1f we were not pus and inviting pros-

pects to escape fro power of their evi-

dence, we might spar 3 Jaborious examination

of all the dialectical ia transcendent reason

adduces in support of ona; for we should know

with the most complete rat, however honest such

professions might ba, - aad valueless, because

they relate to a kind @ which no man can by

any possibility attain,“ sno end to discussion,

if we cannet discover th f the illusions by which

even the wisest are deci Ved 3 the analysis of all our

transcendent cognition into its elements is of itself of no

slight value as a psychological study, while it is a duty

incumbent on every philosopher—it was found necessary

to investigate the dialectical procedure of reason in its pri-

mary sourees. And as the inferences of which this dialectic

is the parent, are not only deceitful, but naturally possess a

profound interest for humanity, it was advisable at the same

time to give a full account of the momenta of this dialecti-

cal procedure, and to deposit it in the archives of human

reason, a8 a warning to all future metaphysicians to avoid

these causes of speculative error,



II

TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF METHOD

tive reason as an edifice, the idea of which, at least,

exists in the human mind, it may be said that we have

in the Transcendental Doctrine of Hlements examined the

materials and determined to what edifice these belong, and

what its height and stability. We bave found, indeed, that,

although we had purposed to build for ourselves a tower

which should reach to Heaven the supply of materials suf-

ficed merely for a habs h was spacious enough

for all terrestrial pi enough to enable us

to survey the level énec, but that the bold

undertaking designed ° ied for want of mate-

rials—not to mention 4! af tongues, which gave

rise to endless disputes: e laborers on the plan of
the edifice, and at } erm over all the world,

each to erect a separs > himself, according to
his own plans and h as. Our present task

relates not to the mat the plan of an edifice;

and, as we have had su # not to venture blindly

upon a design which may ¢ found $0 transcend our natural
powers, while, at the same time, we cannot give up the in-

tention of erecting a secure abode for the mind, we must
proportion our design to the material which is presented

to us, and which is, at the same time, sufficient for all our

wants.

I understand, then, by the transcendental doctrine of

method, the determination of the formal conditions of a

complete system of pure reason. We shall accordingly

have to treat of the Discipline, the Canon, the Archttectonic,

(518)

|" WE regard the sum of the cognition of pure specula-
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and, finally, the History of pure reason. This part of our

Critique will accomplish, from the transcendental point of

view, what has been usually attempted, but miserably exe-

cuted, under the name of practical logic, It has been badly

executed, I say, because general logic, not being limited to

any particular kind of cognition (not even to the pure cog-

nition of the understanding) nor to any particular objects,

it cannot, without borrowing from other sciences, do more

than present merely the titles or signs of possible methods

and the technical expressions, which are employed in the

systematic parts of all sciences; and thus the pupil is made

acquairited with names, the meaning and application of which

he is to learn only at sore

TRANSCENDEN OF METHOD

GH:

THE DISC? ‘KE REASON

Negative judgment

regards their logical f

—are not commonly |

are so not merely as

pect of their content

aspect. They are, on

the contrary, regardec umies of our insatiable

desire for knowledge; anitsitsalrdGst requires an apology to

induce us to tolerate, much less to prize and to respect them.
All propositions, indeed, may be logically expressed in a

negative form; but, in relation to the content of our cogni-

tion, the peculiar province of negative judgments is solely

to prevent error. For this reason, too, negative propositions,

which are framed for the purpose of correcting false cogni-

tions where error is absolutely impossible, are undoubtedly

true, but inane and senseless; that is, they are in reality

purposcless, and for this reason often very ridiculous. Such

is the proposition of the Schoolman, that Alexander could

not have subdued any countries without an army.
But where the limits of our possible cognition are very

much contracted, the attraction to new fields of knowledge

Le

4 =

Looe



520 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

great, the illusions to which the mind is subject of the most

deceptive character, and the evil consequences of error of

no inconsiderable magnitude—the negative element in knowl-

edge, which is useful only to guard us against error, is of

far more importance than much of that positive instruction

which makes additions to the sum of our knowledge. The

restraint which is employed to repress, and finally to extir-

pate the constant inclination to depart from certain rules, is

termed Discipline. It is distinguished from eulture, which

aims at the formation of a certain degree of skill, without

attempting to repress or to destroy any other mental power,

already existing. In the cultivation of a talent, which has

given evidence of an impulse.toward sel{-development, disci-

pline takes a negative nddoctrine, a positive part.

That natural dispa 8 (such as imagination

and wit), which ask a nited development, re-

quire in many respects 4 influence of discipline,

every one will readily gz may well appear strange,

that reason, whose prepe! t: prescribe rules of dis-

cipline to all the other pe « raind, should itself re-

quire this corrective. hitherto escaped this

humiliation, only b ce of its magnificent

pretensions and high po re could readily suspect

it to be capable of snbstifethig ies for conceptions, and

words for things.

Reason, when employed in the field of experience, does

not stand in need of criticism, because its principles are sub-

jected to the continual test of empirical observations. Nor

is criticism requisite in the sphere of mathematics, where

the conceptions of reason must always be presented in con-

ereto in pure intuition, and baseless or arbitrary assertions

1 Tam well aware that, in the language of the schools, the term discipline

is usually employed as synonymous with énstruction. But there are so many

cases in which it is necessary to distinguish the notion of the former, as a

course of corrective training, from that of the latter, as the communication of

knowledge, and the nature of things itself demands the appropriation of the moat

suitable expressions for this distinction, that it is my desire that the former term

should never be employed in any other than a negative signification.
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are discovered without difficulty. But where reason is not

held in a plain track by the influence of empirical or of pure

intuition, that is, when it is employed in the transcendental

sphere of pure conceptions, it stands in great need of disci-

pline, to restrain its propensity to overstep the limits of pos-

sible experience, and to keep it from wandering into error.

In fact, the utility of the philosophy of pure reason is cn-

tirely of this negative character. Particular errors may be

corrected by particular animadversions, and the causes of

these errors may be eradicated by criticism. But where

we find, as in the case of pure reason, a complete system

of illusions and fallacies, closely connected with each other

and depending upon principles, there seems

to be required a peeul 2 code of mental legis-

lation, which, under | of a discipline, and

founded upon the na and the objects of its

exercise, shall constitut £ thorough examination

and testing: which no { be able to withstand or

escape from, under whate or concealment it may

lurk.

But the reader m

division, of our Tran

it, in this the second

ique, the discipline of

pure reason is not directs ntent, but to the method

of the cognition of pur . Phe former task has been

completed in the Doctrine of Elements. But there is so

much similarity in the mode of employing the faculty of

reason, whatever be the object to which it is applied, while,

at the same time, its employment in the transcendental

sphere is so essentially different in kind from every other,

that, without the warning negative influence of a discipline

specially directed to that end, the errors arc unavoidable

which spring from the unskilful employment of the methods

which are originated by reason but which are out of place in

this sphere.
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THE DISCIPLINE OF PURE REASON

SECTION First

The Discipline of Pure Reason in the sphere of Dogmatism

The science of Mathematics presents the most brilliant

example of the extension of the sphere of pure reason with-

out the aid of experience. Examples are always contagious;

and they exert an especial influence on the same faculty,

which naturally flatters itself that it will have the same good

fortune in other cases as fell to its lot in one fortunate in-

stance. Hence pure r¢

empire in the transe

security, especially wit

was attended with suc

Mathematics. It is,

for us to know, whethe

strative certainty, whic!

with that by which we

certainty in philosop

dogmatical.

Philosophical con

ith equal success and

e same method which

salts in the science of

the highest importance

od of arriving at demon-

sthematical, be identical

uin the same degree of

# termed in that science

ognition of reason by

means of conceptions; mathematical cognition is cognition

by means of the construction of conceptions, The construe-

tion of a conception is the presentation @ priort of the in-

tuition which corresponds to the conception, For this

purpose a non-empirical intuition is requisite, which, as an

intuition, is an individual object; while, as the construction

of a conception (a general representation), it must be seen

to be universally valid for all the possible intuitions which

rank under that conception. Thus I construct a triangle, by

the presentation of the object which corresponds to this con-

ception, either by mere imagination—in pure intuition, or

upon paper—in empirical intuition, in both cases completely

a priori, without borrowing the type of that figure from any

experience. The individual figure drawn upon paper is
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empirical; but it serves, notwithstanding, to indicate the

conception, even in its universality, because in this empiri-

cal intuition we keep our eye merely on the act of the con-

struction of the conception, and pay no attention to the

various modes of determining it, for example, its size,

the length of its sides, the size of its angles, these not in the

least affecting the essential character of the conception.

Philosophical cognition, accordingly, regards the par-

ticular only in the general; mathematical the general in the

particular, nay, in the individual. This is done, however,

entirely @ priort and by means of pure reason, so that, as

this individual figure is determined under certain universal

conditions of construction ebjisct of the conception, to

which this individua is ag its schema, must

be cogitated as univck

The essential differ

consists, therefore, in th

the difference of the

thinkers who aim at cis

matics by asserting tba

merely, and the latter ve mistaken the effect

for the cause. The reas fhematical cognition can

relate only to quantity oand in its form alone.

Yor it is the conception © 3 only that is capable of

being constructed, that is, presented @ priori in intuition;

while qualities cannot be given in any other than an empiri-

cal intuition. Hence the cognition of qualities by reason is

possible only through conceptions. No one can find an

intuition which shall correspond to the conception of reality,

except In expcrience; if cannot be presented to the mind

a priort, and antecedently to the empirical consciousness of

a reality. We can form an intuition, by means of the mere

conception of it, of a cone, without the aid of experience;

but the color of the cone we cannot know except from ex-

perience. [cannot present an intuition of a cause, except

in an example, which experience offers to me. Besides,

philosophy, as well as mathematics, treats of quantities; as,

two modes of cognition

lity; it does not regard

rhiects of both. Those

t philosophy from mathe-

as to do with quality
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for example, of totality, infinity, and so on. Mathematics,

too, treats of the difference of lines and surfaces—as spaces

of different quality, of the continuity of extension—as a

quality thereof. But, although in such cases they have

a common object, the mode in which reason considers that

object is very different in philosophy from what it is in

mathematics. The former confines itself to the general con-

ceptions; the latter can do nothing with a mere conception,

it hastens to intuition, In this intuition it regards the

conception in concrefo, not empirically, but in an @ priori

intuition, which it has constructed; and in which all the re-

sults which follow from the general conditions of the con-

struction of the conceptic in all cases valid for the

Suppose that the

philosopher, and thai

osophical method, wh

toarightangle. Heh

tion of a figure inclosed ¥

quently, with the same

the conception of a riz

three as long ag he

triangle is given toa

© discover, by the phil-

sum of its angles bears

‘fore him but the concep-

‘e Might lines, and, conse-

ingies. He may analyze

ogle, or of the number

will not discover any

properties not contained sk nceptions. But, if this

question is proposed to fan, he at once begins by

constructing a triangle.’ He knows that two right angles

are equal to the sum of all the contiguous angles which pro-

ceed from one point in a straight line; and he goes on to

produce one side of his triangle, thus forming two adjacent

angles which are together equal to two right angles. He

then divides the exterior of these angles, by drawing a line

parallel with the opposite side of the triangle, and imme-

diately perceives that he has thus got an exterior adjacent

angle which is equal to the interior. Proceeding in this

way, through a chain of inferences, and always on the

1 Hither in his own mind--in pure intuition, or upon paper—in empirical

intuition. — Tr.
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ground of intuition, he arrives at a clear and universally

valid solution of the question.

But mathematics does not confine itself to the construc-

tion of quantities (guanta), as in the case of geometry; it

occupies itself with pure quantity also (quantitas), as in the

case of algebra, where complete abstraction is made of

the properties of the object indicated by the conception

of quantity. In algebra, a certain method of notation by

signs is adopted, and these indicate the different possible

constructions of quantities, the extraction of roots, and so

on, After having thus denoted the general conception of

quantities, according to their different relations, the different

operations by which ¢ umber is increased or

diminished are prese in accordance with

general rules. Thus ‘tity is to be divided

by another, the signs both are placed in the

form peculiar to the op stun; and thus algebra,

by means of a symbolte on of quantity, just as

geometry, with its os rocinetrical construction

(a construction of the ives), arrives at results

which discursive cog: e to reach by the aid

of mere conceptions.

Now, what is the can uference in the fortune

of the philosopher and iatician, the former of

whom follows the path of conceptions, while the latter pur-

sues that of intuitions, which he represents, a priori, in

correspondence with his conceptions. The cause is evident,

from what lus been already demonstrated in the introduce-

tion to this Critique, We do not, in the present case, want

to discover analytical propositions, which may be produced

merely by analyzing our conceptions—for in this the phi-

losopher would have the advantage over his rival; we aim

at the discovery of synthetical propositions—such syntheti-

cal propositions, moreover, as can be cognized a priort,

I must not confine myself to that which I actually cogitate .

in my conception of a triangle, for this is nothing more than

the mere definition; I must try to go beyond that, and to
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arrive at properties which are not contained in, although

they belong to, the conception. Now, this is impossible,
unless I determine the object present to my mind according

to the conditions either of empirical or of pure intuition.

In the former case, I should have an empirical proposition

(arrived at by actual measurement of the angles of the

triangle), which would possess neither universality nor

necessity; but that would be of no value, In the latter, I

proceed by geometrical construction, by means of which

I collect, in a pure intuition, just as I would in an empirical

intuition, all the various properties which belong to the

schema of a triangle in general, and consequently to its con-

ception, and thus const Hihetical propositions which

possess the attribute o

It would be vain

is, to reflect on it dise:

the definition with w

There are certainly tra

which are framed by m

form the pecnliar dist

not relate to any parti

and cnounce the condi

pon the triangle, that

uid get no further than

xan obliged to set out.

aynthetical propositions

gre conceptions, and which

jhilosophy; but these do

to a thing in general,

aich the perception of it

may become a part of p erience. But the science

of mathematics has nothin foi with such questions, nor

with the question of existence in any fashion; it is concerned

merely with the properties of objects in themselves, only

in so far as these are connected with the conception of

the objects.

In the above example, we have merely attempted to show

the great difference which exists between the discursive

employment of reason in the sphere of conceptions, and its

intuitive exercise by means of the construction of concep-

tions. The question naturally arises—what is the cause

which necessitates this twofold exercise of reason, and how

arc we to discover whether it is the philosophical or the

mathematical method which reason is pursuing in an

argument ?



TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF METHOD 527

All our knowledge relates, finally, to possible intuitions,

for it is these alone that present objects to the mind. An

@ priort or non-empirical conception contains either a pure

intuition--and in this case it can be constructed; or it con-

tains nothing but the synthesis of possible intuitions, which

are not given a priort. In this latter case, it may belp us

to form synthetical a priori judgments, but only in the dis-

cursive method, by conceptions, not in the intuitive, by

means of the construction of conceptions.

The only @ priorz intuition is that of the pure form of

phenomena—space and time. A conception of space and

time as guantu inay be presented @ »rtort in intuition, that

is, constructed, either ale figheir quality (figure), or

as pure quantity (the af the homogeneous),

by means of nambe {ier of phenomena, by

which things are give time, can be presented

only in perception, a ge e only coneeption which

represents a@ priort this ontent of phenomena, is

the conception of a ihe and the «@ priord syn-

thetical cognition 0! nh can give us nothing

more than the rule fo of that which may be

contained in the corre terdord perception; it 1s

utterly inadequate to py » préort intuition of the

real object, which must necessarily be empirical.

Synthetical propositions, which relate to things In gen-

eral, an @ priori intuition of which is impossible, are

transcendental. For this reason transcendental proposi-

tions cannot be framed by means of the construction of

conceptions; they are @ priort, and based entirely on con-

ceptions themselves. ‘hey contain merely the rule, by

which we are to seek in the world of perception or experi-

ence the synthetical unity of that which cannot be intuited

a priort. But they are incompetent to present any of the

conceptions which appear in them in an @ prtort intuition;

these can be given only a posteriori, in experience, which,

however, is itself possible only through these synthetical

principles.
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If we are to form a synthetical judgment regarding a

conception, we must go beyond it, to the intuition in which

it is given. If we keep to what is contained in the concep-

tion, the judgment is merely analytical—it is merely an

explanation of what we have cogitated in the conception.

But I can pass from the conception to the pure or empirical

intuition which corresponds to it. I can proceed to examine

my conception in concreto, and to cognize, either a priori or

a posteriori, what I find in the object of the conception.

The former—a priori cognition—is rational-mathematical

cognition by means of the construction of the conception;

the latter—a posterior? cognition—is purely empirical cogni-

tion, which does not poastgaéhe attributes of necessity and

universality. Thus he conception I have

of gold; but I gain a n from this analysis,

JT merely enumerate ¢ sroperties which I had

connected with the ad by the word. My

knowledge has gained i: aphess and arrangement,

but no addition has be o it But if I take the

matter which is indi nugzme, and submit it to

the examination of mg snabled to form several

synthetical—althougs —-propositions. The

mathematical conceptio ée I should construct,

that is, present a prior tf and in this way attain

to rational-synthetical cognition, But when the transeen-

dental conception of reality, or substance, or power is pre-

sented to my mind, I find that it does not relate to or

indicate either an empirical or pure intuition, but that

it indicates merely the synthesis of empirical intuitions,

which cannot of course be given @ priort, The synthesis in

such a conception cannot proceed @ priori—without the aid

of experience—to the intuition which corresponds to the

conception; and, for this reason, none of these conceptions

can produce a determinative synthetical proposition, they

can never present more than a principle of the synthesis" of

1 Jn the case of the conception of cause, I do really go beyond the empirical

conception of an event—but not to the intuition which presents this conception
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possible empirical intuitions. A transcendental proposition

is, therefore, a synthetical cognition of reason by means of

pure conceptions and the discursive method, and it renders

possible all synthetical unity in empirical cognition, though

it cannot present us with any intuition a priort.

There is thus a twofold exercise of reason. Both modes

have the properties of universality and an @ priori origin in

common, but are, in their procedure, of widely different

character, The reason of this is, that in the world of phe-

nomena, in which alone objects are presented to our minds,

there are two main clements-—-the form of intuition (space

and time), which can be cognized and determined com-

pletely a priori, and - or content-—that which is

presented in space ane sh, consequently, con-

tains a something—a sponding to our powers

of sensation, As ré r, which can never be

given in a determinate wt by experience, there

are no a@ priori notions ¥ to it, except the undeter-

mined conceptions of th { possible sensations, in

so far as these belong

of consciousness. As

our conceptions @ pric

=

I

tew—t 4.o5 oOaa ao3 co o cono5, oowe

ton, Inasmuch as we are

ourselves the creators 3 of the conceptions in

space and time—these ‘objec eing regarded simply as

quanta. In the one case, reason proceeds according to con-

ceptions, and can do nothing more than subject phenomena

to these--which can only be determined empirically, that

is, @ posteriori—in conformity, however, with those concep-

tions as the rules of all empirical synthesis, In the other

case, reason proceeds by the construction of conceptions;

and, as these conceptions relate to an @ priori intuition, they

may be given and determined in pure intuition @ priori, and

in concreto, but only to the time-conditionus, which may be found in experience
to correspond to the conception. My procedure is, therefore, strictly according

to conceptions; I cannot in a case of this kind employ the construction of

conceptions, becanse the conception is merely a rule for the aynthesia of per-

ceptions, which are not pure intuitions, and which, therefore, cannot be given

@ priori.

XI —ScrENcE-~23
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without the aid of empirical data, The examination and con-

sideration of everything that exists in space or time—whether

it is a quantum or not, in how far the particular something

(which fills space or time) is a primary substratum, or a mere

determination of some other existence, whether 1t relates to

anything else—either as cause or effect, whether its existence

1s isolated or in reciprocal connection with and dependence

upon others, the possibility of this existence, its reality and

necessity or their opposites--all these form part of the cog-

nition of reason on the ground of conceptions, and this

cognition is termed philosophical. But to determine @ priori

an intuition in space (its figure), to divide time into periods,

or merely to coguize # of an intuition in space

and time, and to des umber—all this is an

operation of reason by onstruction of concep-

tions, and is called me

The success which

sphere of mathematics,

the same good fortune wi

matical method in ofl:

that of quantities, 14

support all its conceptié: ;

way make itself a roustes “yore, over nature; while

pure philosophy, with its @ piwri discursive conceptions,

bungles about in the world of nature, and cannot accredit or

show any @ priori evidence of the reality of these concep-

tions. Masters in the science of mathematics are confident

of the success of this method; indeed, it is a common per-

suasion, that it is capable of being applied to any subject of

human thought. They have hardly ever reflected or phi-

losophized on their favorite science—a task of great diffi-

culty; and the specific difference between the two modes

of employing the faculty of reason has never entered their

thoughts. Rules current in the field of common experience,

and which common-sense stamps everywhere with its ap-

proval, are regarded by them as axiomatic. From what

source the conceptions of space and time, with which (as the

forts of reason in the

sicrs the expectation that

4, Lif applies the mathe-

sental endeavor besides

s great, because 1t can

intuitions, and in this
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only primitive quanta) they have to deal, enter their minds,

is a question which they do not trouble themselves to

answer; and they think it just as unnecessary to examine

into the origin of the pure conceptions of the understanding

and the extent of their validity. All they have to do with

them is to employ them. In all this they are perfectly

right, if they do not overstep the limits of the sphere

of naturc, But they pass, unconsciously, from the world of

sense to the insecure ground of pure transcendental concep-

tions (instabilis tellus, inabilis unda), where they can neither

stand nor swim, and where the tracks of their footsteps are

obliterated by time; while the march of mathematics is

pursued on a broad and icant highway, which the

latest posterity shall xi fear of danger or

impediment.

As we have taken:

clearly and certainly, $f

of transcendentalism, az

direction are persisted in

expressive warnings, ho

of experience into the

becomes necessary to

task of determining,

area reason in the sphere

fforts of reason in this

er the plainest and most

kkoning us past the limits

intellectual world—it

si anchor of this falla-

cious and fantastic hop Ji accordingly show that

the mathematical metho Wa unattended in the sphere of

philosophy by the least advantage—except, perhaps, that

it more plainly exhibits its own inadequacy—that geometry

and philosophy are two quite different things, although they

go hand in hand in the ficld of natural science, and, conse-

quently, that the procedure of the one can never be imitated

by the other.

The evidence of mathematics rests upon definitions, ax-

ioms, and demonstrations. I shall be satisfied with showing

that none of these forms can be employed or imitated in

philosophy in the sense in which they are understood by

mathematicians; and that the geometrician, if he employs

his method in philosophy, will succeed only in building card-

castles, while the employment of the philosophical method
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in mathematics can result in nothing but mere verbiage.

The essential business of philosophy, indeed, is to mark

out the limits of the science; and even the mathematician,

unless his talent is naturally circumscribed and limited to

this particular department of knowledge, cannot turn a deat

ear to the warnings of philosophy, or set himself above

its direction,

1. Of Definitions.—A definition is, as the term itself in-

dicates, the representation, upon primary grounds, of the

complete conception of a thing within its own limits.’ Ac-

cordingly, an empirical conception cannot be defined, it can

only be explained. Tor, as there are in such a conception

only a certain number of yaagke or signs, which denote a

certain class of sensuous nan never be sure that

we do not cogitate une 1 indicates the same

object, at one time a ¢ rer a smaller number

of signs. Thus, one» yitate in his conception

of gold, in addition to 3 of weight, color, mal-

leability, that of resigti « another person may be

ignorant of this quality ‘y certain signs only so

long as we require +} 2 of distinetion; new

observations abstract ¢ mew ones, so that an

empirical conception ne ishin permanent limits.

It is, in fact, useless to deGhed ebadeption of this kind. Lf,

for example, we are speaking of water and its properties, we

do not stop at what we actually think by the word water,

but proceed to observation and experiment; and the word,

with the few signs attached to it, is more properly a designa-

tion than a conception of the thing. A definition in this

case would evidently be nothing more than a determination

of the word. In the second place, no @ priori conception,

’ The definition must describe the conception completely, that ia, omit none
of the marks or signs of which it is composed; within its own limits, that is, it
must be precise, and enumerate no more signs than belong to the conception;
aud on primary grounds, that ig to gay, the limitation of the bounds of the con-
ception must not be deduced from other conceptions, as in this caso a proof
would be necessary, and the so-called definition would be incapable of taking ita
place at the head of all the judgments we have to form regarding an object,
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such as those of substance, cause, right, fitness, and so on,

can be defined. Vor I can never be sure that the clear rep-

resentation of a given conception (which is given in a con-

fused state) has been fully developed, until J know that the

representation is adequate with its object. But, inasmuch

as the conception, as it is presented to the mind, may con-

tain a number of obscure representations, which we do not

observe in our analysis, although we employ them in our

application of the conception, I can never be sure that my

analysis is complete, while examples may make this prob-

able, although they can never demonstrate the fact, In-

stead of the word definition, I should rather employ the term

exposition—-a more modest expression, which the critic may

accept without surremle ahis as to the complete-

ness of the analysis o otion. As, therefore,

neither empirical nor eptions are capable of

definition, we have t¢ the only other kind

of conceptions—arbitrar ne--can be subjected to

this mental operation. neeption can always be

defined; for I must kno what I wished to cogi-

tate in it, as it was I wi od ib was not given to

my mind either by th undorstanding or by

experience. At the sarc sonnet say that, by such

a definition, I have defined: eiect. If the conception

is based. upon empirical conditions, if for example, I have a
conception of a clock for a ship, this arbitrary conception
does not assure me of the existence or even of the possibil-

ity of the object. My definition of such a conception would

with more propriety be termed a declaration of a project than

a definition of an object. There are no other conceptions

which can bear detinition, except those which contain an

arbitrary synthesis, which can be constructed @ priori, Con-

sequently, the science of mathematics alone possesses defini-

tions. For the object here thought is presented @ priort in

intuition; and thus it can never contain more or less than

the conception, because the conception of the object has

been given by the definition--and primarily, that is, with-

co

£
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out deriving the definition from any other source. Philo-

sophical definitions are, therefore, merely expositions of

given conceptions, while mathematical definitions are con-

structions of conceptions originally formed by the mind it-

self; the former are produced by analysis, the completeness

of which is never demonstratively certain, the latter by a

synthesis. In a mathematical definition the conception is

jormed, in a philosophical definition it is only explained.

From this it follows:

a. That we must not imitate, in philosophy, the mathe-

matical usage of commencing with delinitions—except by

way of hypothesis or experiment, For, as all so-called

philosophical definitions are iy analyses of given con-

ceptions, these concept only in a confused

form, must precede t : the incomplete ex-

position must precede t that we may be able

to draw certain inferenc haracteristics which an

incomplete analysis has tu discover, before we

attain to the complete «3 6¢ definition of the con-

ception. In one word, ear definition ought, in

philosophy, rather to { (esion than the com-

mencement of our laba sraatics, on the con-

trary, we cannot have a- nrior to the definition;

it is the definition which # conception, and it

must for this reason form the commencement of every chain

of mathematical reasoning.

b, Mathematical definitions cannot be erroneous. For

the conception is given only in and through the definition,

and thus if contains only what has been cogitated in the

yy ey

1 Philosophy abounds in faulty definitions, especially such as contain some

of the elements requisite to form a complete definition, If a conception could

not be employed in reasoning before it hud been defined, it would fare ill with all

philosophical thought. But, as incompletcly detined conceptions may always

be einployed without detriment to truth, so far as our analysis of the eloments

contiined in them proceeds, imperfect definitions, Lat is, propositions which ure

properly not definitions, but merely approximations thereto, nay be used with

great advantage, Jn mathematics, definition belongs ad esse, in philosophy ad

melins esse, It ia a difficult task to construct a proper definition. Jurists are

still without a complete definition of the idea of right,



TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF METHOD 5385

definition. But although a definition cannot be incorrect,

as regards its content, an error may sometimes, although
seldom, creep into the form, ‘This error consists in a want
of precision. Thus the common definition of a circle—that

it is a curved line, every point in which is equally distant

from another point called the centre—is faulty, from the fact

that the determination indicated by the word curved is super-

fluous. For there ought to be a particular theorem, which

may be easily proved from the definition, to the effect that
every line, which has all its points at equal distances from
another point, must be a curved line—that is, that not even

the smallest part of it can be straight. Analytical defini-

tions, on the other hand, may. be erroncous in many re-

spects, either by the of signs which do not

actually exist in the e wanting in that com-

pleteness which forms ° of a definition. In the

latter case, the defini wily defective, because

we can never be fully « he completeness of our

analysis. [or these re nathod of definition em-

ployed in mathemat: yeitated in philosophy.

2. Of Axioms.--The they are immediately

certain, are @ priori sy ples. Now, one con-

ception cannot be conn ‘ally and yet immedi-

ately with another; be ‘ei wish to proceed out of

and beyond a conception, a third mediating cognition is nec-
essary. And, as philosophy is a cognition of reason by the

aid of concaptions alone, there is to be found in it no princi-

ple which deserves to be called an axiom, Mathematics, on

the other hand, may possess axioms, because it can always

connect the predicates of an object a priori, and without any

mediating term, by means of the construction of conceptions

in intuition. Such is the case with the proposition three

points can always lie in a plane. On the other hand, no

synthetical principle which is based upon conceptions can

ever be immediately certain (for example, the proposition,

Everything that happens has a cause), because I require a

mediating term to connect the two conceptions of event and
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cause—namely, the condition of time-determination in an

experience, and I cannot cognize any such principle imme-

diately and from conceptions alone. Discursive principles

are, accordingly, very different from intuitive principles or

axioms. The former always require deduction, which in

the case of the latter may be altogether dispensed with.

Axioms are, for this reason, always self-evident, while phil-

osophical principles, whatever may be the degree of cer-

tainty they possess, cannot lay any claim to such a distine-

tion. No synthetical proposition of pure transcendental

reason can be so evident, as is often rashly enough de-

clared, as the statement, twice two are four. It is true that

in the Analytic I introduced into the list of principles of

the pure understandiag sof axioms of intuition; but the

principle there discus fan axiom, but served

merely to present tl: possibility of axioms

in general, while it wa ng more than a princi-

ple based upon concey: is one part of the duty

of transcendental philes tablish the possibility of

mathematies itself. Phal sesses, then, no axioms,

and has no right to priort principles upon

thought, until it has authority and validity

by a thoroughgoing de

8. Of Demonstration: n apodictic proof, based

upon intuition, can be a emonstration. HExperi-

ence teaches us what is, but it cannot convince us that it

might have been otherwise. Tlence a proof upon empirical

grounds cannot be apodictic. A priori conceptions, in dis-

cursive cognition, can never produce intuitive certainty or

evidence, however certain the judgment they present may

be. Mathematics alono, therefore, contains demonstrations,

because it does not deduce its cognition from conceptions,

but from the construction of conceptions, that is, from intui-

tion, which can be given a priori in accordance with concep-

tions. The method of algebra, in equations, from which the

correct answer is deduced by reduction, is a kind of con-

struction—not geometrical, but by symbols—in which all
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conceptions, especially those of the relations of quantities,

are represented in intuition by signs; and thus the conclu-

sions in that science are secured from crrors by the fact that

every proof is submitted to ocular evidence. Philosophical

cognition does not possess this advantage, it being required

to consider the general always @ abstracto (by means of con-

ceptions), while mathematics can always consider it a con-

ereto (in an. individual intuition), and at the same time by

means of 2 priori representation, whereby all errors are

rendered manifest to the senses. ‘The former—discursive

proofs—ought to be termed acroamatic' proofs, rather than

demonstrations, as only words are employed in them, while

demonstrations props itself indicates, always

require a reference f the object.

It follows from ations, that it 1s not

consonant with the » ophy, especially in the

sphere of pure reasc: the dogmatical method,

and to adorn itself with nd insignia of mathemati-

cal science. It does na that order, and can only
hope for a fraternal ax ience. Its attempts at

mathematical eviden: nsions, which can only

keep it back from its is to detect the illusory

procedure of reason whic # its proper limits, and

by fully explaining and analyzing our conceptions to conduct

us from the dim regions of speculation to the clear region of

modest self-knowledge. Reason must not, therefore, in its

transcendental endeavors, look forward with such confi-

dence, as if the path it is pursuing led straight to its aim,

nor reckon with such security upon its premises, as to con-

sider it unnecessary to take a step back, or to keep a strict

watch for errors, which, overlooked in the principles, may

be detected in the arguments themselves—in which case it

may be requisite either to determine these principles with

greater strictness, or to change them entirely.

I divide all apodictic propositions, whether demonstrable

1 From éxcoauarixnds.— Tr.
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or immediately certain, into dogmata and mathemata. A

direct synthetical proposition, based on conceptions, is a

dogma; a proposition of the same kind, based on the con-

struction of conceptions, is a mathema. Analytical judg-

ments do not teach us any more about an object than what

was contained in the conception we had of it; because they

do not extend our cognition beyond our conception of an

object, they merely elucidate the conception. They cannot

therefore be with propricty termed dogmas. Of the two

kinds of a priori, synthetical propositions above mentioned,

only those which are employed in philosophy can, accord-

ing to the general mode of speech, bear this name; those

of arithmetic or geon i not be rightly so denomi-

nated. Thus the cust speaking confirms the

explanation given abc elusion arrived at, that

only those judgmenta » 1 upon conceptions, not

on the construction cf ¢ au be termed dogmatical.

Thus, pure reason, ! : af speculation, does not

contain a single direct judgment based upon
is, as wo have shown,conceptions. By me

incapable of produci udgments, which are

objectively valid; by conceptions of the un-

derstanding, it establi indubitable principles,

not, however, directly o1 of conceptions, but only

indirectly by means of the relation of these conceptions to

something of a purely contingent nature, namely, possible

experience. When experience is presupposed, these prinei-

ples are apodictically certain, but in themselves, and di-

rectly, they cannot even be cognized a priort. Thus the

given conceptions of cause and event will not be sufficient

for the demonstration of the proposition, Every event has a

cause. For this reason, it is not a dogma; although from

another point of view—that of experience, it is capable of

being proved to demonstration, The proper term for such

a proposition is principle, and not theorem (although it does

require to be proved), because it possesses the remarkable

peculiarity of being the condition of the possibility of its
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own ground of proof, that is, experience, and of forming

a necessary presupposition in all empirical observation.

If then, in the speculative sphere of pure reason, no

dogmata are to be found: all dogmatieal methods, whether

borrowed from mathematics, or invented by philosophical

thinkers, are alike inappropriate and incflicient. They only

serve to conceal errors and fallacies, and to deceive philoso-

phy, whose duty it is to see that reason pursues a safe and

straight path. A philosophical method may, however, be

systematicwl. For our reason is, subjectively considered,

itself a system, and, in the sphere of mere conceptions, a

system of investigation according to principles of unity, the

material being supplied i ace alone. But this is

not the proper place he peculiar method of

transcendental philosé: fesent task is simply

to examine whether o re capable of erecting

an edifice on the bas! von, and how far they

may proceed with the : . their command.

THE DISCIB 2& REASON

The Discipline ¢ cov in Polemies

Reason must be subj Pts aperations, to criticism,

which must wlways be permitted to exercise its functions

without restraint; otherwise its interests are imperilled, and

its. influence obnoxious to suspicion. There is nothing,

however useful, however sacred it may be, that can claim

exemption from the searching examination of this supreme

tribunal, which has no respect of persons. ‘The very exist-

ence of reason depends upon this freedom; for the voice of |

reason is not that of a dictatorial and despotic power, it is

rather like the vote of the citizen of a free state, every

member of which must have the privilege of giving free ex-

pression te hig doubts, and possess even the right of vedo.

But while reason can never decline ‘to submit itself to

the tribunal of criticism, 1t has not always cause to dread the
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judgment of this court. Pure reason, however, when en-

gaged in the sphere of dogmatism, is not so thoroughly

conscious of a strict observance of its highest laws, as to ap-

pear before a higher judicial reason with perfect confidence.

On the contrary, it must renounce its magnificent dogmatical

pretensions in philosophy.

Very different is the case when it has to defend itself,

not before a judge, but against an equal. If dogmatical

assertions are advanced on the negative side, in opposition

to those made by reason on the positive side, its justification

zat’ avdpwrov ig complete, although the proof of its proposi-

tions is zat’ adydetay unsatisfactory.

By the poleinic of pure

propositions made by

counter-propositions §

tion here is not whethe

false; it merely regards

opposite cannot he estab

nor even asserted with

Reason does not hold }

although she cannot 5

them, no one can prove

mean the defence of its

on to the dogmatical

parties. The ques-

ments may not also be

4 reason proves that the

demonstrative certainty,

dezrce of probability.

s upon sufferance; for,

satisfactory title to

i the rightful possessor.

It is a melancholy r hat reason, in its highest

exercise, falls into an antithetic; and ihat the supreme tri-

bunal for the settlement of differences should not be at

union with itself. It is true that we had to discuss the

question of an apparent antithetic, but we found that it was

based upon a misconception. In conformity with the com-

mon prejudice, phenomena were regarded as things in them-

selves, and thus an absolute completeness in their synthesis

was required in the one mode or in the other (it was shown

to be impossible in both); 1» demand entirely out of place

in regard to phenomena. There was, then, no real self-

contradiction of reason in the propositions—the series of

phenomena given in themselves has an absolutely first be-

ginning, and, this series is absolutely and in itself without
oO)

beginning. The two propositions are perfectly consistent
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with each other, because phenomena as phenomena are in

themselves nothing, and consequently the hypothesis that

they are things in themselves must lead to self-contradictory

inferences.

But there are cases in which a similar misunderstanding

cannot be provided against, and the dispute must remain

unsettled. Take, for example, the theistic proposition:

There is a Supreme Being; and, on the other hand, the

atheistic counter-statement: There exists no Supreme Being;

or, in psychology: Everything that thinks, possesses the

attribute of absolute and permanent unity, which is utterly

different from. the transitory unity of material phenomena;

and the counter-propoaitl Whe sonl is not an immaterial

unity, and its nature | ze that of phenomena,

The objects of these & no hetcrogeneous or

contradictory elements, to things in themselves,

id arise indeed a realand not to phenomen

contradiction, if reason & ard with a statement on

saione. As regards thethe negative side of the

criticism to which the roof on the affirmative

aly admitted, withoutside must be subjecie

necessitating the surré firmative propositions,

reason in their favor—which have, at least, she

an advantage which the of riy cannot lay claim to.

I cannot agree with the opinion of several admirable

thinkers—Sulzer among the rest—that in spite of the weak-

ness of the arguments hitherto in use, we may hope, one

day, to see sufficient demonstrations of the two cardinal

propositions of pure reason—the existence of a Supreme

Being, and the immortality of the soul. I am certain, on

the contrary, that this will never be the case. For on what

ground can reason base such synthetical propositions, which

do not relate to the objects of experience and their internal

possibility ?—But it is also demonstratively certain that no

one will ever be able to maintain the contrary with the least

show of probability. For, as he can attempt such a proof

solely upon the basis of pure reason, he is bound to prove
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that a Supreme Being, and a thinking subject in the char-

acter of a pure intelligence, are impossible. But where will

he find the knowledge which can enable him to enounce

synthetical judgments in regard to things which transcend

the region of experience? We may, therefore, rest assured

that the opposite never will be demonstrated. We need not,

then, have recourse to scholastic arguments; we may always

admit the truth of those propositions which are consistent

with the speculative interests of reason in the sphere of

experience, and form, moreover, the only means of uniting

the speculative with the practical interest. Our opponent,

who must not be considered here ag a critic solely, we can

be ready to meet with s- igueé Which cannot fail to

disconcert him; while exw his right to a similar

retort, as we have o antage of the support

of the subjective ma and can therefore look

upon all his sophistica ita calm indifference.

From this point of v ig properly no antithetic

of pure reason. For the for such a struggle would

be upon the field of p: ac psychology; but on

this ground there can batant whom we need

to fear. Ridicule and ‘his only weapons; and

these may be laughed ; hild’s play. This con-

sideration restores to Reisen her courage; for what source

of confidence could be found, if she, whose vocation it is to

destroy error, were at variance with herself and without

any reasonable hope of ever reaching a state of permanent

repose ?

Everything in nature is good for some purpose. Even

poisons are serviceable; they destroy the evil effects of

other poisons generated in our system, and must always

find a place in every complete pharmacopeia. The objec-

tions raised against the fallacies and sophistries of specula-

tive reason are objections given by the nature of this reason

itself, and must therefore have a destination and purpose

which can only be for the good of humanity. For what

purpose has Providence raised many objects, in which we

Seip
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have the deepest interest, so far above us, that we vainly

try to cognize them with certainty, and our powers of mental

vision are rather excited than satisfied by the glimpses we

may chance to seize? It is very doubtful whether it is for

our berefit to advance bold affirmations regarding subjects

involved in such obscurity; perhaps it would even be detri-

mental to our best interests. But it is undoubtedly always

beneficial to leave the investigating, as well as the critical

reason, in perfect freedom, and permit it to take charge of

its own interests, which are advanced as much by its limita-

tion as by its extension of its views, and which always

suffer by the interference of foreign powers forcing it,

against its natural tender bend to certain precon-

ceived designs,

Allow your oppor

and combat him only

anxiety for the practic

never ixiperilled in a p

dispute serves merely $

which, as it has its sour

be thoroughly invest

examination of a subjas

are corrected by being

ce

be thinks reasonable,

ns of reason. Have no

f humanity—these are

ulative dispute. Such a

the antinomy of reason,

nave of reason, ought to

is benefited by the

Sides, and its judgments

it is not the matter that
For it is

perfectly permissible to employ, in the presence of reason,

the language of a firmly-rooted faith, even after we have

been obliged to renounce all pretensions to knowledge.

If we were to ask the dispassionate David Hume—a

philosopher endowed, in a degree that few are, with a well-

balanced judgment: What motive induced you to spend so

much labor and thought in undermining the consoling and

beneficial persuasion that Reason is capable of assuring us of

the existence, and presenting us with a determinate concep-

tion of a Supreme Being ?—His answer would be: Nothing

but the desire of teaching Reason to know its own powers

better, and, at the same time, a dislike of the procedure by

which that faculty was compelled to support foregone con-
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clusions, and prevented from confessing the internal weak-

nesses which it cannot but feel when it enters upon a rigid

self-examination. If, on the other hand, we were to ask

Priestley—a philosopher who had no taste for transcendental

speculation, but was entirely devoted to the principles of

empiricism—what his motives were for overturning those

two main pillars of religion—the doctrines of the freedom

of the will and the immortality of the soul (in his view the

hope of a future life is but the expectation of the miracle of

resurrection)——this philosopher, himself a zealous and pious

teacher of religion, could give no other answer than this: I

acted in the interest of rea. which always suffers, when

certain objects are explainé @ judged by a reference to

other supposed laws t erial nature—the only

laws which we know manner. It would

be unfair to decry the pher, who endeavored

to harmonize his paradd 13 with the interests of

religion, and to undery onest and reflecting man,

because he finds himself he moment he has left the

field of natural science nce must be accorded

to Hume, a man not } , and quite as blame-

less in his moral cha 1g pushed his abstract

speculations to an exir because, as he rightly

believed, the object of t tirely beyond the bounds

of natural science, and within the sphere of pure ideas.

What is to be done to provide against the danger which

seems in the present case to menace the best interests of

humanity? ‘The course to be pursued in reference to this

subject is a perfectly plain and natural one. Let each

thinker pursne his own path; if he shows talent, if he gives

evidence of profound thought, in one word, if he shows

that he possesses the power of reasoning—reason is always

the gainer. If you have recourse to other means, if you

attempt to coerce reason, if you raise the cry of treason to

humanity, if you excite the feelings of the crowd, which

can neither understand nor sympathize with such subtle

speculations—you will only make yourselves ridiculous.

oY
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For the question does not concern the advantage or disad-

vantage which we are expected to reap from such inquiries;

the question is merely, how far reason can advance in the

field of speculation, apart from all kinds of interest, and

whether we may depend upon the exertions of speculative

reason, or must renounce all reliance on it. Instead of join-

ing the combatants, it is your part to be a tranquil spectator

of the struggle—a laborious struggle for the parties en-

gaged, but attended, in its progress as well as in its result,

with the most advantageous consequences for the interests

of thought and knowledge. It is absurd to expect to be

enlighteaed by Reason, and at the same time to prescribe to

her what side of the q must adopt. Moreover,

reason is sufficiently sy its own power, the

limits iraposed on i re are sufficient; it is

unnecessary for you & additional guards, as if

its power were dangerd nstitution of the intel-

lectual state. In the at sagon there is no victory

gained which need in th sb your tranquillity.

The strife of diale ssity of reason, and we

cannot but wish that nducted long ere this

with that perfect free nght to be its essential

condition. Jn this case i have had at an earlier

period a matured and p ticism, which must have

put an end to all dialectical disputes, by exposing the illu-

sions and prejudices in which they originated.

There is in human nature an unworthy propensity—a

propensity which, like everything that springs from nature,

must in its final purpose be conducive to the good of

humanity—-to conceal our real sentiments, and to give

expression only to certain received opinions, which are re-

garded as at once safe and promotive of the common good.

It is true, this tendency, not only to conceal our real senti-

ments, but to profess those which may gain us favor in the

eyes of socicty, has not only etvilized, but, in a certain

measure, moralized us; as no one can break through the

outward covering of respectability, honor, and morality, and
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thus the seemingly-good examples which we see around us

form an excellent school for moral improvement, so long as

our belief in their genuineness remains unshaken, But this

disposition to represent ourselves as better than we are, and

to utter opinions which are not our own, can be nothing

more than a kind of provistonary arrangement of nature

to lead us from the rudeness of an uncivilized state, and to

teach us how to assume at least the appearance and manner

of the good we see. But when true principles have been

developed, and have obtained a sure foundation in our habit

of thought, this conventionalism must be attacked with

earnest vigor, otherwise it corrupts the beart, and checks

the growth of good dispositigna with the mischievous weed

of fair appearances.

I am sorry to rema

tation and hypocrisy i

where there is less temy

of thought. For what «

ests of intelligence, than

conceal the doubts wii

ments, or to Maintain

we well kuow to be

tency to misrepresen-

peculative discussion,

in the free expression

: prejudicial to the inter-

our real sentiments, to

in regard to our state-

rounds of proof which

ong as mere personal

vanity is the source of tf thy artifices—and this is

generally the case in speendagi assions, which are mostly

destitute of practical interest, and are incapable of complete
demonstration-—the vanity of the opposite party exaggerates

as much on the other side; and thus the result is the same,

although it is not brought about so soon as if the dispute

had been conducted in a sincere and upright spirit. But

where the mass entertains the notion that the aim of certain

subtle speculators is nothing Jess than to shake the very

foundations of public welfare and morality—it scems not

only prudent, but even praiseworthy, to maintain the good

eause by iHlusory arguments, rather than to give to our

supposed opponents the advantage of lowering our declara-

tions to the moderate tone of a merely practical conviction,

and of compelling us to confess our Inability to attain to
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apodictic certainty in speculative subjects. But we ought

to reflect that there is nothing in the world more fatal to the

maintenance of a good cause than deceit, misrepresentation,

and falsehood. That the strictest laws of honesty should be

observed in the discussion of a purely speculative subject,

is the least requirement that can be made. If we could

reckon with security even upon so little, the conflict of

speculative reason regarding the important questions of God,

immortality, and freedom, would have been either decided

long ago, or would very soon be brought to a conclusion.

But, in genoral, the uprightness of the defence stands in an

inverse ratio to the goodness of the cause; and perhaps more

honesty and fairness ar nose who deny than by

those who uphold the:

I shall persuade :

do not wish to sce a

arguments. Such will

ing to the principles of

what is, but what ought

no polemic of pure r

pute about a thing, th

in actual or even in pe

T have readers who

se defended by unfair

the fact that, accord-

que, If we consider not

vase, there can be really

w can two persons dis-

h neither can present

soe? Hach adopts the

plan of med:tating on } he purpose of drawing

from the idea, if he can, is more than the cdea, that is,

the reality of the object which it indicates. Ho shall they

settle the dispute, since neither is able to make his assertions

directly comprehensible and certain, but must restrict him-

self to attacking and confuting those of his opponent? All

statements cronuced by pure reason transcend the conditions

of possible experience, beyond the sphere of which we can

discover no criterion of truth, while they are-at the same

time framed in accordance with the laws of the understand-

ing, which ars applicable only to experience; and thus it is

the fate of ail such speculative discussions, that while the

one party attacks the weaker side of his opponent, he infal-

libly lays open his own weaknesses.

The critique of pure reason may be regarded as the
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highest tribunal for all speculative disputes; for it is not

involved in these disputes, which have an immediate rela-

tion to certain objects and not to the laws of the mind, but

is instituted for the purpose of determining the rights and

limits of reason.

Without the control of criticism reason is, as it were, in

a state of nature, and can only establish its claims and

assertions by war. Criticism, on the contrary, deciding all

questions according to the fundamental laws of its own insti-

tution, secures to us the peace of law and order, and enables

us to discuss all differences in the more tranquil manner of

a legal process. In the former case, disputes are ended by

vietory, which both sidgg. : ua, aad which is followed

by a hollow armistice ya sentence, which, as

it strikes at the root tive differences, insures

to all concerned a lasti he endless disputes of a

dogmatizing reagon sc ook for some mode of

arriving at a settled < a critical investigation

of reason itself; jusi ag aintains that the state of

nature ig a state of in} isnce, and that we must

leave it and submit 0% nstraint of law, which

indeed limits individual $i only that it may con-

sist with the freedom of dd with the common good

of all. :

This freedom will, among other things, permit of our

openly stating the difficulties and doubts which we are

ourselves unable to solve, without being decried on that ac-

count ag turbulent and dangerous citizens. This privilege

forms part of the native rights of human reason, which

recognizes no other judge than the universal reason of

humanity; and as this reason is the source of all progress

and improvement, such a privilege is to be held sacred and

inviolable. It is unwise, moreover, to denounce as danger-

ous, any bold assertions against, or rash attacks upon, an

opinion which is held by the largest and most moral class of

the community; for that would be giving them an importance

which they do not deserve. Whicn I] hear that the freedom

yy
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of the will, the hope of a future life, and the existence of

God have been overthrown by the arguments of some able

writer, I feel a strong desire to read his book; for I expect

that he will add to my knowledge, and impart greater clear.

ness and «listinctness to my views by the argumentative

power shown in his writings. But I am perfectly certain,

even before I have opened the book, that he has not sue-

ceeded in a single point, not because I believe I am in

possession of irrefutable demonstrations of these important

propositions, but because this transcendental critique, which

has disclosed to me the power and the Jimits of pure reason,

has fully convinced me that, aa it is insufficient to establish

the affirmative, it ia ag.+ and even more so, to

assure us of the truti answer to these ques-

tions. From what se pee-thinker derive his

knowledge that there e, no Supreme Being?

This proposition les ont fof possible oxperience,

and, therefore, boyond i bauman cognition. But

I would not read at ail which the dogmatical

maintainer of the gowl ¢ © his opponent, because

1 know well beforehan erely attack the falla-

cious grounds of his yout being able to estab-

lish his own assertions. new illusory argument,

in the construction of wh: ib and acuteness are shown,

is suggestive of new ideas and new trains of reasoning, and

in this respect the old and every-day sophistries are quite

useless. Again, the dogmatical opponent of religion gives

employment to criticism, and enables us to test and correct

its principles, while there is no occasion for anxiety in re-

gard to the influence and results of his reasoning.

But, it will be said, must we not warn the youth intrusted

to academical care against such writings, must we not pre-

serve them from the knowledge of these dangerous asser-

tions, until their judgment is ripened, or rather until the

doctrines which we wish to inculcate are so firmly rooted

in their minds as to withstand all attempts at instilling the

contrary dogmas, from whatever quarter they may come?
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If we are to confine ourselves to the dogmatical procedure

in the sphere of pure reason, and find ourselves unable to

settle such disputes otherwise than by becoming a party in

them, and setting counter-assertions against the statements

advanced by our opponents, there is certainly no plan more

advisable jor the moment, but, at the same time, none more

absurd and inefficient for the fudure, than this retaining of

the youthful mind under guardianship for a time, and thus

preserving it—for so long at least—from seduction into

error, But when, at a later period, either curiosity, or the

prevalent fashion of thonght, places such writings in their

hands, will the so-called convictions of their youth stand

firm? The young thin. bas in his armory none but

dogmatical weapons wi sist the attacks of his

opponent, and who « latent dialectic which

lies in his own opinion a those of the opposite

party, sees the advances nrguments and grounds

of proof which have t of novelty, against as

illusory grounds of pro « of this advantage, and

which, perhaps, excite on that the natural cre-

dulity of his youth & y his instructors. He

thinks he can find x f showing that he has
outgrown the disciplin rity, than by despising

those well-meant warnings, aval “knowing no system of

thought but that of dogmatism, he drinks deep draughis

of the poison that is to sap the principles in which his early

years were trained.

Exactly the opposite of the system here recommended

ought to be pursued in academical instruction. This can

only be effected, however, by a thorough training in the

critical investigation of pure reason. For, in order to bring

the principles of this critique into exercise as soon as pos-

sible, and to demonstrate their perfect sufficiency, even in

the presence of the highest degree of dialectical illusion, the

student ought to examine the assertions made on both sides

of speculative questions step by step, and to test them by

these principles. It cannot be a difficult task for him to
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show the fallacies inherent in these propositions, and thus

he begins early to feel his own power of securing himself

against the influence of such sophistical arguments, which

must finally lose, for him, all their illusory power. And,

although the same blows which overturn the edifice of his

opponent are as fatal to his own speculative structures, if

such he has wished to rear; he need not feel any sorrow in

regard to this seeming misfortune, as he has now before him

a fair prospect into the practical region, in which he may

reasonably hope to find a more secure foundation for a

rational system.

There is, accordingly, no proper polemic i in the sphere of

pure reason, Both pari . the air and fight with their

own shadows, as they limits of nature, and

can find no tangible kno firm footing for

their dogmatical confi rigorously as they may,

the shadows which # , immediately start up

again, like the heroes in and renew the bloodless

and unceasing contest.

But neither can we @

tical employment of j

upon the principle of

here 18 any proper scep-

ach as might be based

i} speculative disputes.

To excite reason against ace weapons in the hands

of the party on the one + as in those of the other,

and to remain an undisturbed and sarcastic spectator of the

fierce struggle that ensues, seems, from the dogmatical point

of view, to be a part fitting only a malevolent disposition.

But, when the sophist evidences an invincible obstinacy

and blindness, and a pride which no criticism can moderate,

there is no other practicable course than to oppose to this

pride and obstinacy similar feelings and pretensions on the

other side, equally well or ill founded, so that reason, stag-

gered by the reflections thus forced upon it, finds it neces-

sary to moderate its confidence in such pretensions, and to

listen to the advices of criticism. But we cannot stop at

these doubts, much less regard the conviction of our igno-

rance, not only as a cure for the conceit natural to dogma-
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tism, but as the settlement of the disputes in which reason

is involved with itself. On the contrary, scepticism is

merely a means of awakening reason from its dogmatic

dreams, and exciting it to a more careful investigation into

its own powers and pretensions. But, as scepticism appears

to be the shortest road to a permanent peace in the domain

of philosophy, and as it is the track pursued by the many

who aim at giving a philosophical coloring to their con-

temptuous dislike of all inquiries of this kind, I think it

necessary to present to my readers this mode of thought in

its true light.

Scepticism not a Permeay mnt. State for Human Reason

The consciousness #

recognized to be alk

forming the conclusion

motive to the pursuit.

ignorance of things, or:

my ignorance is accide

incite me, in the firat @

ing the objects of whi

critical investigation in

edge. But that my igh szolutely necessary and

unavoidable, and that ff esnsequentiy absolves from the

duty of all further investigation, is a fact which cannot be

made out upon empirical grounds—from observation, but

upon critical grounds alone, that is, by a thorough-going

investigation into the primary sources of cognition. It fol-

lows that the determination of the bounds of reason can be

made only on @ priori grounds; while the empirical limita-

tion of reason, which is merely an indeterminate cognition

of an ignorance that can never be completely removed, can

take place only @ posteriori. In other words, our empirical

knowledge is limited by that which yet remains for us to

know. The former cognition of our ignorance, which is

possible only on a rational basis, is a scéence; the latter is

merely a perception, and we cannot say how far the infer-

unless this ignorance is

y—ought, instead of

ries, to be the strongest

ATi ignorance is either

units of knowledge. If

nok necessary, it must

wymatical inquiry regard-

‘ant; in the second, to a

of all possible knowl-iad
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ences drawn from it may extend. If I regard the earth, as

it really appears to my senses, as a flat surface, I am igno-

rant how far this surface extends. But experience teaches

me that, how far soever I go, I always see before me a space

in which [can proceed further; and thus I know the limits

—merely visual—of my actual knowledge of the earth,

although I am ignorant of the limits of the earth itself.

Bat if I have got so far as to know that the earth is a

sphere, and that its surface is spherical, I can cognize

a priori and determine upon principles, from my knowledge

of a small part of this surface—say to the extent of a degree

—the diameter and circumference of the earth; and although

Tam ignorant of the objee yieh this surface contains, I

have a porfect knowlag and extent.

The sum of all ects of our cognition

seems to us to be a le : an apparent horizon—

that which forms the fi nt, and which has been

termed Ly us the idea « ioned totality. Tio reach

this limit by empirical 2 possible, and all attempts

to determine it @ priv o a principle are alike

in vain. But all the ¢ i by pure reason relate

to that which lcs b ison, or, at least, in its

boundary line.

The selebrated Da ag one of those geogra-

phers of human reason who believe that they have given a

sufficient answer to all such questions, by declaring them to

lie beyond the horizon of our knowledge—a horizon which,

however, Hume was unable to determine. His attention

especially was directed to the principle of causality; and he

remarked with perfect justice, that the truth of this princi-

plo, and even the objective validity of the conception of a

cause, was not commonly based upon clear insight, that is,

upon a privri cognitiou. Hence he concluded that this law

does not derive its authority from its universality and neces-

sity, but merely from its general applicability in the course

of experience, and a kind of subjective necessity thence

arising, which he termed habit. From the inability of reason

XI —Sorenve—24
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to establish this principle as a necessary law for the acqui-

sition of all experience, he inferred the nullity of all the
attempts of reason to pass the region of the empirical.

This procedure, of subjecting the facta of reason to ox-
amination, and, if necessary, to disapproval, may be termed
the censura of reason. This censwra must inevitably lead us
to doubts regarding all transcendent employment of princi-
ples. But this is only the second step in our inquiry. The

first step in regard to the subjects of pure reason, and which
marks the infancy of that faculty, is that of dogmatism.
The second, which we have just mentioned, is that of
scepticism, and it gives evidence that our judgment has been

improved by experience. a third step is necessary—
indicative of the matupit sahood of the judgment,
which now lays a firn universal and neces-
sary principles. This criticism, in which we

do not examine the fac ut reason itself, in the
whole extent of its powe ward to its capability of

a priort cognition; and ctermine not merely the

empirical and ever-shiflt of our knowledge, bus

its necessary and etern iemonstrate from in-

dubitable principles, x ignorance in respect
to this or that subject, 8 1rd to all possible ques-

tions of a certain class. £ ticism is a resting-place
for reason, in which it may reflect on its dogmatical wander-

ings, and gain some knowledge of the region in which it
happens to be, that it may pursue its way with greater cer-

tainty; but it cannot be its permanent dwelling-place. It
must take up its abode only in the region of complete certi-

tude, whether this relates to the cognition of objects them-
selves, or the limits which bound all our cognition.

Reason is not to be considered as an indefinitely extended
plane, of the bounds of which we have only a general

knowledge; it ought rather to be compared to a sphere, the
radius of which may be found from the curvature of its
surface—that is, the nature of a priori synthetical proposi-

tions—and, consequently, its circumference and extent.
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Beyond the sphere of experience there are no objects which

it can cognize; nay, even questions regarding such supposi-

titious objects relate only to the subjective principles of a

complete determination of the relations which exist between

the understanding-conceptions which lie within this sphere,

We are actually in possession of @ priori synthetical cog-

nitions, as is proved by the existence of the principles of

the understanding, which anticipate experience. If any one

cannot comprehend the possibility of these principles, he

may have some reason to doubt whether they are really

a priori; but he cannot on this account declare them to be

impossivle, and affirm the nullity of the steps which reason

may have taken under the: uce, He can only say: If

we perceived their orig’ thenticity, we should

be able to determine | imits of reason; but,

til] we can do this, all + rarding the latter are

mere randorn assertions. w, the doubt respecting

all dogmatical philosep proceeds without the

guidance of criticism, i sanded; but we cannot

therefore deny to reasogt $0 construct a sound

philosophy, when the repared by a thorough

critical investigation. gptions produced, and

all the questions raised, | sen, do not lie in the

sphere of experience, bat in't OF reason itself, and hence

they must be solved, and shown to be either valid or inad-

missible, by that faculty. We have no right to decline the

solution of such problems, on the ground that the solution

can be discovered only from the nature of things, and under

pretence of the limitation of human faculties, for reason is

the sole creator of all these ideas, and is therefore bound

either to establish their validity or to expose their illusory

nature,

The polemic of scepticism is properly directed against

the dogmatist who erects a system of philosophy without

having examined the fundamental objective principles on

which it is based, for the purpose of evidencing the futility

of his designs, and thus bringing him to a knowledge of his
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own powers. But, in itself, scepticism does not give us any

certain information in regard to the bounds of our knowl-

edge. All unsuccessful dogmatical attempts of reason are

facta, which it is always useful to submit to the censure of

the sceptic. But this cannot help us to any decision regard-

ing the expectations which reason cherishes of better success

in future endeavors; the investigations of scepticism cannot,

therefore, settle the dispute regarding the rights and powers

of human reason.

Hume is perhaps the ablest and most ingenious of all

sceptical philosophers, and his writings have, undoubtedly,

exerted the most powerful influence in awakening reason

to a thorough investigation 3 own powers, It will,

therefore, well repay asider for a little the

course of reasoning ¥ , and the errors into

which he strayed, alths on the path of truth

and certitude.

Hume was probably

developed the notion, +

certain class beyond oui

termed this kind of 3

manner in which I pa

experience, no doubts ¢ riained. Hxperience is

itself a synthesis of perc it employs perceptions

to increment the conception, which [ obtain by means of an-

other perception. But we feel persuaded that we are able

to proceed beyond a conception, and to extend our cognition

a priori. We attempt this in two ways—either through the

pure understanding, in relation to that which may become

an object of experience, or through pure reason, in relation

to such properties of things, or of the existence of things,’

as can never be presented in any experience. This sceptical

philosopher did not distinguish these two kinds of judg-

ments, as he ought to have done, but regarded this augmen-

tation of conceptions, and, if we may so express ourselves,

the spontaneous generation of understanding and reason, in-

dependently of the impregnation of experience, as altogether

hough he never clearly

sad in judgments of a

of the object. I have

etical. As regards the

ception by the aid of
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impossible. The so-called a priori principles of these facul-

ties he consequently held to be invalid and imaginary, and

regarded them as nothing but subjective habits of thought

originating in experience, and therefore purely empirical

and contingent rules, to which we attribute a spurious neces-

sity and universality. In support of this strange assertion,

he referred us to the generally acknowledged principle of

the relation between cause and effect. No faculty of the

mind cuv conduct us from the conception of a thing to the

existence of something else; and hence he believed he could

infer that, without experience, we possess no source from

which we can augment a conception, and no ground suffi-

cient to justify us in fray lgrnent that is to extend

our cognition @ prior 1b of the sun, which

shines upon a picee of: 1 time melts it, while

it hardens clay, no pov terstanding could infer

from the conceptions wk ously possessed of these

substanves; much less : « priort law that could

conduct us to such a which experience alone

ean certify. On the « have seen in our dis-

cussion of Transcend: at, although we can

never proceed immedittt # content of the con-

ception whieh is given u rays cognize completely

a priort-—in relation, howéVer toa third term, namely, pos-

sible expcerience—the law of its connection with other things,

For example, if I observe that a piece of wax melts, I can

cognize 4 priort that there must have been something (the

sun’s heat) preceding, which this effect follows according

to a fixcd Jaw; although, without the aid of experience, I

could not cognize @ privrt and in a determinate manner,

either the cause from the effect, or the effect from the cause,

Hume was therefore wrong in inferring, from the contin-

gency of the determination according to law, the contingency

of the law itself; and the passing beyond the conception of a

thing to possible experience (which is an @ priori proceed-

ing, constituting the objective reality of the conception), he

confounded with our synthesis of objects in actual experi-
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ence, which is always, of course, empirical. Thus, too, he

regarded the principle of affinity, which has its seat in the

understanding and indicates a necessary connection, as a

mere rule of association, lying in the imitative faculty of

imagination, which can present only contingent, and not

objective connections,

The sceptical errors of this remarkably acute thinker

arose principally from a defect, which was common to him

with the dogmatists, namely, that he had never made a sys-

tematic review of all the different kinds of a priort synthesis

performed by the understanding. Had he done so, he would

have found, to take one example among many, that the prin-

ciple of permanence Was acter, and that it, as well

as the principle of ca s experience. In this

way he might have ribe the determinate

limits of the @ priort understanding and rea-

son. But he merely ‘

ited, instead of showing

general mistrust in the p

us any determinate ki

and unavoidable ign

some of the principle

limits were; he created a

neulties, without giving

bounds of our necessary

xined and condemned

‘tanding, without inves-

tigating all its powers ampleteness necessary to

criticism. He denies, certain powers to the

understanding, but he goes further, and declares it to be

utterly inadequate to the a priori extension of knowledge,

although he has not fully examined all the powers which

reside in the faculty; and thus the fate which always over-

takes scepticism meets him too. That is to say, his own

declarations are doubted, for his objections were based upon

facta, which are contingent, and not upon principles, which

can alone demonstrate the necessary invalidity of all dog-

matical assertions.

As Hume makes no distinction between the well-grounded

claims of the understanding and the dialectical pretensions

of reason, against which, however, his attacks are mainly di-

rected, reason does not feel itself shut out from all attempts

rubo,
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at the extension of a priort cognition, and hence it refuses,

in spite of a few checks in this or that quarter, to relinquish

such efforts. For one naturally arms one’s self to resist an

attack, and becomes more obstinate in the resolve to estab-

lish the claims he has advanced. But a complete review of

the powers of reason, and the conviction thence arising that

we are in possession of a limited field of action, while we

must admit the vanity of higher claims, puts an end to all

doubt and dispute, and induces reason to rest satisfied with

the undisturbed possession of its limited domain.

To the uncritical dogmatist, who has not surveyed the

sphere of his undersiaadis _ determined, in accordance

with principles, the ii sognition, who, conse-

quently, 1s ignorant < , and believes he will

discover them by the ¢ kes in the field of cog-

nition, these attacks of ‘<¢ not only dangerous,

but destructive. For if § » proposition in his chain

of reasoning which he ea: «, or the fallacy in which

he cannot evolve in : i & principle, suspicion

fals on all his state plausible they may

appear.

And thus scepticism, . { dogmatical philosophy,

conducts us to a sound iWVastizatich into the understanding

and the reason. When we are thus far advanced, we need

fear no further attacks; for the limits of our domain are

clearly marked out, and we can make no claims nor become

involved in any disputes regarding the region that lies be-

yond these limits. Thus the sceptical procedure in philoso-

phy does not present any solution of the problems of reason,

but it forms an excellent exercise for its powers, awakening

its circumspection, and indicating the means whereby it may

most fully establish its claims to its legitimate possessions.

ho
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THE DISCIPLINE OF PURE REASON

SECTION THIRD

The Discipline of Pure Reason in Hypothests

This critique of reason has now taught us that all its

efforts to extend the bounds of knowledge, by means of

pure speculation, are utterly fruitless. So much the wider

field, it may appear, lies open to hypothesis; as, where we

cannot know with certainty, we are at liberty to make

guesses, and to form suppositions.

Imagination may be allowed, under the strict surveil-

lance of reason, to inv Spositions; but these must be

based on something 4 ertain—and that is the

possibility of the obje yell assured upon this

point, it is allowable vse to supposition in re-

gard to the reality of # & this supposition must,

unless it ig utterly gro connected, as its ground

of explanation, with skis is really given and abso-

lutely certain. Such im is termed a hypothesis,

It is beyond our : the least conception a

priori of the possibili connection in phenom-

ena; and the category re understanding will not

enable us to excogiia ch connection, but merely

helps us to understand it, when we meet with it in experl-

ence, For this reason we cannot, in accordance with the

categories, imagine or invent any object or any property of

an object not given, or that may not be given in experience,

and employ it ina hypothesis; otherwise, we should be bas-

ing our chain of reasoning upon mere chimerical fancies, and

not upon conceptions of things. Thus, we have no right to

assume the existence of new powers, not existing in nature

—for example, an understanding with a non-sensuous intui-

tion, a force of attraction without contact, or some new kind

of substances occupying space, and yet without the property

of impenetrability; and, consequently, we cannot assume

that there is any other kind of community among sub-
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stances than that observable in experience, any kind of

presence than that in space, or any kind of duration than

that in time. In one word, the conditions of possible expe-

rience are for reason the only conditions of the possibility

of things; reason cannot venture to form, independently of

these conditions, any conceptions of things, because such

conceptions, although not self-contradictory, are without

object and without application. ,

The conceptions of reason are, as we have already shown,

mere ideas, and do not relate to any object in any kind of ex-

perience, At the same time, they do not indicate imaginary

or possible objects. v hey ave purely problematical in their

nature, and, as aids te xercise of the faculties,

form the basis of the ‘les for the systematic
employment of the u sé field of experience.

If we leave this grou: nce, they become mere

fictions of thought, 4 of which is quite in-

demonstrable; and the sequently be employed,

as hypotheses, in the ox real phenomena. It is

quite admissible to cog as simple, for the pur-

pose of enabling ou: the idea of a perfect

and necessary unity & es of the mind as the

principle of all our ing ita internal phenomena,

although we cannot cognize this unity i conereto. But to

assume that the soul is a simple substance (a transcendental

conception) would be enouncing a proposition which is not

only indemoustrable—as many physical hypotheses are, but

a proposition which is purely arbitrary, and in the highest

degree rash. ‘The simple is never presented in experience;

and, if by substance ig here meant the permanent object of

sensuous intuition, the possibility of a simple phenomenon is

perfectly inconceivable. Reason affords no good grounds

for admitting the existence of intelligible beings, or of intel-

ligible properties of sensuous things, although—as we have

no conception either of their possibility or of their imposst-

bility—it will always be out of our power to affirm dogmati-

cally that they do not exist.
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In the explanation of given phenomena, no other things

and no other grounds of explanation can be employed, than

those which stand in connection with the given phenomena

according to the known laws of experience. <A transcendental

hypothesis, in which a mere idea of reason is employed to

explain the phenomena of nature, would not give us any

better insight into a phenomenon, as we should be trying to

explain what we do not sufficiently understand from known

empirical principles, by what we do not understand at all.

The principle of such a hypothesis might conduce to the

satisfaction of reason, but it would not assist the understand-

ing in its application to objects. Order and conformity to

aims in the sphere of natux isi be themselves explained

upon natural grounds: . to natural laws; and

the wildest hypothess ly physical, are here

more admissible than al hypothesis, such as

that of a divine author rvypothesis would intro-

duce the principle of ig: which requires us to give

up the search for cau: kt be discovered in the

course of experience, : isfied with a mere idea,

As regards the absolu grounds of explana-

tion in the series of + can be no hindrance

to the understanding in rhenomena; because, as

they are to us nothing phenomena, we have no

right to look for anything like completeness in the synthesis

of the series of their conditions.

Transcendental hypotheses are therefore inadmissible; and

we cannot use the liberty of employing, in the absence of

physical, hyperphysical grounds of explanation. And this

for two reasons; first, because such hypotheses do not ad-

vance reason, but rather stop it in its progress; secondly,

because this license would render fruitless all its exertions

in its own proper sphere, which is that of experience. For,

when the explanation of natural phenomena happens to be

difficult, we have constantly at hand « transcendental ground

of explanation, which lifts us above the necessity of investi-

gating nature; and our inquirics are brought to a close, not
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because we have obtained all the requisite knowledge, but

because we abut upon a principle which is incomprehensi-

ble, and which, indeed, is so far back in the track of thought

as to contain the conception of the absolutely primal being.

The next requisite for the admissibility of a hypothesis

‘is its sulliciency. That is, it must determine a priori the

consequences which are given in experience, and which are

supposed to follow from the hypothesis itself. If we re-

quire to employ auxiliary hypotheses, the suspicion natu-

rally arises that they are mere fictions; because the neces-

sity for each of them requires the same justification as in the
ease of the original hypothesis, and thus their testimony is

invalid. If we suppos ence of an infinitely perfect

cause, we possess sulk or the explanation of

the conformity to ai d the greatness which

we observe in the uni nd ourselves obliged,

when we observe the ¢ ford and the exceptions

to these laws, to empioy theses in support of the

original one. We empl of the simple nature of

the human soul as the ail the theories we may

form of its phenome meet with difficulties

in our way, when we ot soul phenomena simi-

lar to the changes whichs matter, we require to

call in new auxiliary hyp . ‘hese may, indeed, not

be false, but we do not know thei to be true, because the

only witness to their certitude is the hypothesis which they

themselves have been called in to explain.

We are not discussing the above-mentioned assertions

regarding the immaterial unity of the soul and the existence

of a Supreme Being, as dogmata, which certain philosophers

profess to demonstrate @ priort, but purely as hypotheses,

In the former case, the dogmatist must take care that his

arguments possess the apodictic certainty of a demonstra-

tion. For the assertion that the reality of such ideas is

probable, is as absurd as a proof of the probability of a

proposition in geometry. Pure abstract reason, apart from

all experienve, can either cognize a proposition entirely @
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priori, and as necessary, or if can cognize nothing at all;

and hence the judgments if enounces are never mere opin-

ions, they are either apodictic certainties, or declarations

that nothing can be known on the subject. Opinions and

probable judgments on the nature of things can only be em-

ployed to explain given phenomena, or they may relate to

the effect, in accordance with empirical laws, of an actually

existing cause, In other words, we must restrict the sphere

of opinion to the world of experience and nature. Beyond

this region opinion is mere inveution; unless we are groping

about for the truth on a path not yet fully- known, and have

some hopes of stumbling upon it by chance.

But, although hypothas®eaire inadmissible in answers

to the questions of ¢, reason, they may be

einployed in the defe wers. That is to say,

hypotheses are admissi , but not in the sphere

of dogmatism. By the atements of this charae-

ter, [do not mean an af scovering new grounds

for their support, but mos tation of the arguments

of opponents. All @ 9 ical propositions possess

the peculiarity, that, uilosopher who main-

tains the reality of the icd in the proposition

is not in possession of owledge to establish the

certainty of his statemer sporant is as little able to

prove the truth of the opposite, This equality of fortune
does not allow the oue party to be superior to the other in

the sphere of speculative cognition; and it is this sphere

accordingly that is the proper arena of these endless specu-

lative conflicts. But we shall afterward show that, in rela-

tion to its practical exercise, Reason has the right of admit-

ting what, in the field of pure speculation, she would not

be justified in supposing, except upon perfectly sufficient

grounds; because all such suppositions destroy the neces-

sary completeness of speculation—a condition which the

practical reason, however, docs not vonsider to be requi-

site. In this sphere, therefore, Reason is mistress of a pos-

session, her title to which she does not require to prove—
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which, in fact, she could not do. The burden of proof

accordingly rests upon the opponent, But as he has just

as little knowledge regarding the subject discussed, and is

as little able to prove the non-existence of the object of an

idea, as the philosopher on the other side is to demonstrate

its reality, it is evident that there is an advantage on the

side of the philosopher who maintains his proposition as a

practically necessary supposition (melior est conditio posst-

dentis). For be is at liberty to omploy, in self-defence, the

same weapons as his opponent makes use of in attacking

him; that is, he has a right to use hypotheses not for the

purpose of supporting the arguments in favor of his own

propositions, but to show spponent knows no more

than himself regard, under discussion, and

cannot boast of any

Hypotheses are, th

pure reason, only as

supports to dogmatical

we must always seek for

son is, in the sphere g ism, dialectical in its

own nature. The ditt ctions we have to fear

lie in ourselves. They" but never superannuated

claims; and we must 89 i, and settle them once

aud forever, if we are to expect a permanent peace. Exter-

nal tranquillity is hollow and unreal. The root of these con-

tradictions, which lies in the nature of Luman reason, must

be destroyed; aud this can only be done by giving it, in the

first instance, freedom to grow, nay, by nourishing if, that

it may send out shoots, and thus betray its own existence.

lt is our duty, therefore, to try to discover new objections,

to put weapons in the hands of our opponent, and to grant

him the most favorable position in the arena that he can

wish. We have nothing to fear from these concessions; on

the contrary, we may rather hope that we shall thus make

yurselves master of a possession which no one will ever

renture to dispute.

The thinker requires, to be fully equipped, the hypoth-

For speculative rea-
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eses of pure reason, which, although but leaden weapons

(for they have not been steeled in the armory of experience),

are as useful as any that can be employed by his opponents,

If, accordingly, we have assumed, from a non-speculative

point of view, the immaterial nature of the soul, and are

met by the objection that experience seems to prove that

the growth and decay of our mental faculties are mere modi-

fications of the sensuous organism—we can weaken the force

of this objection, by the assumption that the body is nothing

but the fundamental phenomenon, to which, as a necessary

condition, all sensibility, and consequently all thought, re-

lates in the present state of our existence; and that the sep-

aration of soul and he tbe.couclusion of the sensu-

ous exercise of our # on, and the beginning

of the intellectual. 1, in this view of the

question, be regarded cause of thought, but

merely as its restrictive 2 promotive of the sen-

suous and animal, bus a to the pure and spirit-

ual life; and the depend nimal life on the consti-

tution of the body w e that the whole life of

man was also depende of the organism. We

might go still further, af new objections, or carry

out to their extreme conse hose which have already

been adduced. ,

Generation, in the human race as well as among the

irrational animals, depends on so many accidents—of ovca-

sion, of proper sustenance, of the laws enacted by the

government of a country, of vice even, that it is difficult

to believe in the eternal existence of a being, whose life has

begun under circumstances so mean and trivial, and so

entirely dependent upon our own control. As regards the

continuance of the existence of the whole race, we need

have no difficulties, for accident in single cases is subject to

general Jaws; but, in the case of each individual, it would

sccm as if we could hardly expect so wonderful an effect

from causes so insignificant. But, in answer to these ob-

jections, we may adduce the transcendental hypothesis, that
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all life is properly intelligible, and not subject to changes

of time, and that it neither began in birth, nor will end in

death. We may assume that this life is nothing more than

a sensuous representation of pure spiritual life; that the

whole world of sense is but an image, hovering before

the faculty of cognition which we exercise in this sphere,

and with no more objective reality than a dream; and that

if we could intuite ourselves and other things as they really

are, we should see ourselves in a world of spiritual natures,

our connection with which did not begin at our birth, and

will not cease with the destruction of the body. And so on.

We cannot be said to know what has been above

asserted, nor do we sero! wintain the truth of these

assertions; and the né uiicated are not even

ideas of reason, they lous conceptions. But

this hypothetical prox cos conformity with the

laws of reason. Our oF kes the absence of em-

pirical conditions for a ¢ complete impossibility

of all that we have assert re bave to show him that

he has not exhausted & nere of possibility, and

that he can as little : phere by the laws of

experience and natu ay a secure foundation

for the onerations of reg 1 the region of experi-

ence. Such hypothetical det against the pretensions of

an opponent must not be regarded as declarations of opinion.

The philosopher abandons them, so soon as the opposite

party renounces its dogmatical conceit. To maintain a

simply negative position, in relation to propositions which

rest on an insecure foundation, well befits the moderation

of a true philosopher; but to uphold the objections urged

against an opponent as proofs of the opposite statement, Is

a proceeding just as unwarrantable and arrogant as it is to

attack the position of a philosopher who advances affirma-

tive propositions regarding such a subject.

It is evident, therefore, that hypotheses, in the specula-

tive sphere, are valid, not as independent propositions, but

only relatively to opposite transcendent assumptions. For,

: Ge



568 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON

to make the principles of possible experience conditions of

the possibility of things in general is just as transcendent a

procedure as to maintain the objective reality of ideas which
can be applied to no objects except such as lie without the

limits of possible experience. The judgments enounced by

pure reason must be necessary, or they must not be enounced

atall. Reason cannot trouble herself with opinions. But

the hypotheses we have beon discussing are merely proble-

matical judgments, which can neither be confuted nor proved ;

while, therefore, they are not personal opinions, they are

indispensable as answers to objections which are liable to

be raised. But we must take care to confine them to this

function, and guard againgt.any assumption on their part of

absolute validity, a p 3ch would involve reason

in inextricable difficy ictions.

THE DISCH RE REASON

Ke TREE,

The Discipline of 2% in Relation to Proofs

It is a peculiarity §

scendental syntheti

hes the proofs of tran

trom those of all othe

a priort synthetical c: fat rcason, in the case of

the former, does not é veptions directly to an

object, but is first obliged fo prove, @ priori, the objective
validity of these conceptions and the possibility of their

syntheses. This is not merely a prudential rule, it is essen-

tial to the very possibility of the proof of a transcendental

proposition. If I am required to pass, a priori, beyond the

conception of an object, [ find that it is utterly impossible

without the guidance of something which is not contained

in the conception. In mathematics, it is a priort intuition

that guides my synthesis; and, in this case, all our conclu-

sions may be drawn immediately from pure intuition. In

transcendental cognition, so long as we are dealing only

with conceptions of the understanding, we are guided by

possible experience. That is to say, a proof in the sphere
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of transcendental cognition does not show that the given

coneeptien (that of an event, for example) leads directly to

another conception (that of a cause)—for this would be a

salius which nothing can justify; but it shows that experi-

ence itself, and consequently the object of experience, is

impossible without the connection indicated by these con-

ceptions. It follows that such a proof must demonstrate the

possibility of arriving, synthetically and @ priori, at a cer-

tain knowledge of things, which was not contained in our

conceptions of these things. Unless we pay particular atten-

tion to this requirement, our proofs, instead of pursuing the

straight path indicated by reason, follow the tortuous road

of mere subjective as ‘he illusory conviction,

which rests upon sul association, and which

is considered ag resu! reeption of a real and

objective natural affin open to doubt and sus-

picion. For this reason: pmpts which have been

made to prove the pri ieficient reason, have, ac-

cording to the univer of philosophers, been

quite unsuccessful; an. ypearance of transcen-

dental criticism, it wa stter, as this principle

could not be abandon “boldly to the common-

sense of mankind (a pr ich always proves that

the problem, which reason ought to solve, is one in which

philosophers find great difficulties), rather than attempt to

discover new dogmatical proofs.

But, if the proposition to be proved is a proposition of

pure reason, and if [ aim at passing beyond my empirical

conceptions by the aid of mere ideas, it is necessary that the

proof should first show that such a step in synthesis is possi-

ble (which it is not), before it proceeds to prove the truth of

the proposition itself, The so-called proof of the simple

nature of the soul from the unity of apperception is a very

plausible one. But it contains no answer to the objection,

that, as the notion of absolute simplicity is not a conception

which is directly applicable to a perception, but is an idea

which must be inferred--if at all—from observation, it is

E
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by no means evident, how the mere fact of consciousness,

which is contained in all thought, although in so far a simple

representation, can conduct me to the consciousness and

cognition of a thing which is purely a thinking substance.

When I represent to my mind the power of my body as in

motion, my body in this thought is so far absolute unity,

and my representation of it is a simple one; and hence

I can indicate this representation by the motion of a point,

because T have made abstraction of the size or volume of

the body. But I cannot hence infer that, given merely the

moving power of a body, the body may be cogitated as

simple substance, merely because the representation in my

mind takes no account tend In space, and is conse-

quently simple. Th otion, is very different

from the objectively ce the Ego, which is

simple in the first se a second sense, as indi-

cating the soul itsel vaplex conception, with

& very various contest. evident that, in all such

arguments, there lurks m, We guess (for with-

out some such suri x would not be excited

in reference to a pr ‘ter) at the presence of

the paralogism, by kee ore us a criterion of the

possibility of those sy positions which aim at

proving more than exp each us. This criterion

is obtained from the observation that such proofs do not

lead us directly from the subject of the proposition to

be proved to the required predicate, but find it necessary

to presuppose the possibility of extending our cognition

a priort by means of ideas, We must, accordingly, always

use the greatest caution; we require, before attempting any

proof, to consider how it is possible to extend the sphere of

cognition by the operations of pure reason, and from what

source we are to derive knowledge, which is not obtained

from the analysis of conceptions, nor relates, by anticipa-

tion, to possible experience. We shall thus spare our-

selves much severe and fruitless labor, by not expect-

ing from reason what is beyond its power, or rather by
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subjecting it to discipline, and teaching it to moderate

its vehement desires for the extension of the sphere of

cognition,

The first rule for our guidance is, therefore, not to

attempt a transcendental proof, before we have considered

from what source we are to derive the principles upon

which the prool is to be based, and what right we have to

expect that our conclusions from these principles will be

veracious. If they are principles of the understanding,

it is vain to expect that we should attain by their means

to ideas of pure reason; for these principles are valid only

in regard to objects of possible experience. If they are

principles of pure reas ig alike in vain. For

the principles of reas as objective, are with-

out exception dialect no validity or truth,

except as regulative pri systematic employment

of reason in experien uth delusive proofs are

presented to us, it is eat therm with the non

liguet of a matured jac: although we are unable

to expose the particu! on which the proof is

based, we have a rig eduction of the prin-

ciples employed in i; principles have their

origin in pure reason leduction is absolutely

impossible. And thus it is ‘unnecessary that we should

trouble ourselves with the exposure and confutation of

every sophistical illusion; we may, at once, bring all dia-

lectic, which is inexhaustible in the production of fallacies,

before the bar of critical reason, which tests the principles

upon which all dialectical procedure is based. The second

peculiarity of transcendental proof is, that a transcendental

proposition cannot rest upon more than @ single proof. If

I am drawing conclusions, not from conceptions, but from

intuition corresponding to a conception, be it pure intuition,

as in mathematics, or empirical, as in natural science, the

intuition whick forms the basis of my inferences presents

me with materials for many synthetical propositions, which

T can connect in various modes, while, as it is allowable to
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proceed from different points in the intention, I can arrive

by different paths at the same proposition.

But every transcendental proposition sets out from a

conception, and posits the synthetical condition of the pos-

sibility of an object according to this conception. There

must, therefore, be but one yround of proof, because it is

the conception alone which determines the object; and thus

the proof cannot contain anything more than the determi-

nation of the object according to the conception. In our

Transcendental Analytic, for example, we inferred the prin-

ciple, Every event has a cause, from the only condition of

the objective possibility of our conception of an event.

This is, that an event , determined in time, and

consequently cannot <f experience, unless it

stands under this dy his is the only possible

ground of proof; fer < 1 of an event possesses

objective validity, thas cnception, only because

the law of causality det 8 object to which it can

refer. Other argumen rs of this principle have

been attempted—such : the contingent nature of

a phenomenon; but nent is considered, we

can discover no crite®x ency, except the fact

of an event—-of sorneth ng, that is to say, the

existence which is precedéd’ bythe non-existence of an ob-

ject, and thus we fall back on the very thing to be proved.

If the proposition, Every thinking being is simple, is to be

proved, we keep to the conception of the Ego, which is

simple, and to which all thought has a relation. The same

ig the case with the transcendental proof of the existence

of a Deity, which is based solely upon the harmony and

reciprocal fitness of the conceptions of an ens realissimum

and a necessary being, and cannot be attempted in any

other manner.

This caution serves to simplify very mack the criticism

of all propositions of reason. When reason employs con-

ceptions alone, only one proof of its thesis is possible, if

any. When, therefore, the dogmatist advances with ten
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arguments in favor of a proposition, we may be sure that

not one of them is conclusive. For if he possessed one

which proved the proposition he brings forward to demon-

stration—as must always be the case with the propositions

of pure reason—what need is there for any more? His

intention can only be similar to that of the advocate who

had different arguments for different judges; thus availing

himself of the weakness of those who examine his argu-

ments, who, without going into any profound investigation,

adopt the view of the case which seems most probable at

first sight, and decide according to it,

The third rule for the guidance of pure reason in the
conduct of w proof is, 4b scendental proofs must

never be apagegic ¢ always ostensive or

direct. The direct 9 not only establishes

the truth of the propa roved, but exposes the

grounds of its truth; ¢ mn the other hand, may

assure us of the truth sosltion, but it cannot

enable us to compreher urls of its possibility.

The latter is, accordin auxiliary to an argu-

ment, than a strictls nd rational mode of

procedure. Jn one rest ¥, they have an advan-

tage over direct proof act, that the mode of

arguing by contradiction, witich they employ, renders our

understanding of the question more clear, and approximates

the proof to the certainty of an intuitional demonstration.

he true reason why indirect proofs are employed in

different sciences, is this, When the grounds upon which

we seek to base a cognition are too various or too profound,

we try whether or not we may not discover the truth of our

sognition from its consequences. The modus ponens. of

‘easoning from the truth of its inferences to the truth of a

wroposition, would be admissible if all the inferences that

ian be drawn from it are known to be true; for in this case

here can be only one possible ground for these inferences,

nd that is the true one. But this is a quite impracticable

rocedure, as it surpasses all our powers to discover all the
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possible inferences that can be drawn from a proposition.

But this mode of reasoning is employed, under favor, when

we wish to prove the truth of a hypothesis; in which

case we admit the truth of the conclusion—which is sup-

ported by analogy—that, if all the inferences we have drawn

and examined agree with the proposition assumed, all other

possible inferences will also agree with it. But, in this way,

a hypothesis can never be established as a demonstrated

truth. The modus tollens of reasoning from known infer-

ences to the unknown proposition, is not only a rigorous,

but a very easy mode of proof. For, if it can be shown

that but one inference from a proposition is fulse, then the

proposition must itself he instead, then, of examin-

ing, in an ostensive whole series of the

grounds on which thé position rests, we need
only take the opposité position, and if one in-

ference from it be {ai the opposite be itself

false; and, consequently: esision which we wished

to prove, must be true.

The apagogic methad

sciences where it is imj

resentation for an olsjes Where this is possi-

given proposition may

contradict merely the aebisetivé sonditions of thought, and

not the objective cognition; or it may happen that both

propositions contradict each other only under a subjective

condition, which is incorrectly considered to be objective,

and, as the condition is itself false, both propositions may

be false, and it will, consequently, be impossible to conclude

the truth of the one from the falseness of the other.

In mathematics such subreptions are impossible; and

it is in this science, accordingly, that the indirect mode of

proof has its true place. In the science of nature, where

all assertion is based upon empirical intuition, such subrep-

tions may be guarded against by the repeated comparison of
observations; but this mode of proof is of little value in this
sphere of knowledge. But the transcendental efforts of pure
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reason are all made in the sphere of the subjective, which is

the real medium of all dialectical illusion; and thus reason

endeavors, in its premises, to impose upon us subjective

representations for objective cognitions. In the transcen-

dental sphere of pure reason, then, and in the case of

synthetical propositions, it is inadmissible to support a

statement by disproving the counter-statement. Jor only

two cases are possible; cither, the counter-statement is

nothing but the enouncement of the inconsistency of the

opposite opinion with the subjective conditions of reason

which does not affect the real case (for example, we cannot

comprehend the unconditioned necessity of the existence of

a being, and hence ev proof of the existence

of such a being must ubjective grounds, while

the possibility of thi annot with justice be

denied); or, both pre ig dialectical in their

nature, are based ups le conception. In this

latter case the rule app atts nulla sunt predicata;

that is to say, what we al what we deny, respecting

such an object, are eq nd the apagogiec mode

of arriving at the tra wwe impossible. If, for

example, we presuppe: i2 of sense is given in

itself in its totality, ii is that it is infinite, or that

it is finite and limited in Both are false, because the

hypothesis is false. For the notion of phenomena (as mere

representations) which are given in themselves (as objects)

is self-contradictory; and the infinitude of this imaginary

whole would, indeed, be unconditioned, but would be incon-

sistent (as everything in the phenomenal world is condi-

tioned) with the unconditioned determination and finitude

of quantities which is presupposed in our conception.

The apagogic mode of proof is the true source of those

illusions which have always had so strong an attraction for

the admirers of dogmatical philosophy. It may be compared

to a champion, who maintains the honor and claims of the

party he has adopted, by offering battle to all who doubt

the validity of these claims and the purity of that honor;
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while nothing can be proved in this way, except the respec-

tive strength of the combatants, and the advantage, in

this respect, is always on the side of the attacking party.

Spectators, observing that each party is alternately con-

queror and conquered, are led to regard the subject of dis-

pute as beyond the power of man to decide upon. But such

an opinion cannot be justified; and it is sufficient to apply

to these reasoners the remark:

Non defensoribus istis

Tempus eget,

Each must try to establish his assertions by a transcendental

deduction of the grounds of. proof empl loyed in his argument,

and thus enable us ix ay the claims of reason

may be supported. ses his assertions upon

subjective grounds, b i with ease; not, how-

ever, to the advantage: atist, who likewise de-

pends upon subjective '§ ognition, and is in like

manner driven into a vor! opponent. But, if parties

employ the direct met lure, they will soon dis-

cover the difficulty, n ibility of proving their

assertions, and will } geal to prescription and

precedence; or they wilt Sis of criticism, discover

with ease the dogmaticat y which they had been

mocked, and compel reason o renounce its exaggerated pre-

tensions to speculative insight, and to confine itself within

the limits of its proper sphere—that of practical principles.

TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF METHOD

CUAPTER SECOND

THE CANON OF PURE REASON

It is a humiliating consideration for human reason, that

it is incompetent to discover truth by means of pure specu-

lation, but, on the contrary, stands in need of discipline to

check its deviations from the straight path, and to expose

the illusions which it originates. But, on the other hand,
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this consideration ought to elevate and to give it confidence,

for this discipline is exercised by itself alone, and it is sub-

ject to the censure of no other power. The bounds, more-

over, which it is forced to set to its speculative exercise,

form likewise a check upon the fallacious pretensions of

opponents; and thus what remains of its possessions, after

these exaggerated claims have been disallowed, is secure

from attack or usurpation. The greatest, and perhaps the

only, use of all philosophy of pure reason is, accordingly,

of a purely negative character. It is not an organon for

the extension, but a discipline for the determination of the

limits of its exercise; and, without laying claim to the dis-

covery of new truth, if ywodest merit of guarding

against error.

At the same time,

cognitions which belong

which become the caus

their true character, whi

reason continually striv

the inextinguishable

firm footing in some rag:

of experience ?—It hopes

knowledge in which i } sest interest. It enters

upon the path of pure specu ; but in vain. We have

some reason, however, to expect that, in the only other

way that lies open to it—-the path of practical reason—-it may

meet with better success.

I understand by a canon a list of the a priort principles

of the proper employment of certain faculties of cognition.

Thus general logic, in its analytical department, is a formal

canon for the faculties of understanding and reason. In the

same way, Transcendental Analytic was seen to be a canon

of the pure understanding ; for it alone is competent to

enounce true a priori synthetical cognitions. But, when

no proper employment of a faculty of cognition is possible,

no canon can exist. But the synthetical cognition of pure

speculative reason is, as has been shown, completely impos-

XI —So1ENcE—25

me source of positive

in of pure reason, and

sniv, from our mistaking

n the goal toward which

lze can we account for

human mind to find a

e limits of the world

to the possession of a
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sible. There cannot, therefore, exist any canon for the

speculative exercise of this faculty—for its speculative exer-

cise is entirely dialectical; and consequently, transcendental

logic, in this respect, is merely a discipline, and not a canon.

If, then, there is any proper mode of employing the faculty

of pure reason—in which case there must be a canon for

this faculty—this canon will relate, not to the speculative,

but to the practical use of reason. This canon we now pro-

ceed to investigate.

THE CANON OF PURE REASON

SECTION First

ure Use of Reason

son a natural desire to

ence, to attempt to reach

n by the help of ideas

*antil it has fulfilled its

5 cognitions into a self-

the motive for this en-

ive, or in its practical

Of the Ultima

There exists in

venture beyond the

the utmost bounds «

alone, and not to r

course and raised ihe

subsistent systematic

deavor to be found

interests alone?

Setting aside, at present, the results of the labors of pure

reason in its speculati Focemerdise, £ shall merely inquire
regarding the problems, the solution of which forms its ulti-

mate aim—whether reached or not, and in relation to which

all other aims are but partial and intermediate. These
highest aims must, from the nature of reason, possess com-

plete unity; otherwise the highest interest of humanity

could not be successfully promoted.

The transcendental speculation of reason relates to threo .

things: the freedom of the will, the immortality of the soul,

and the existence of God. The speculative interest which

reason has in those questions is very small; and, for its sake

alone, we should not undertake the labor of transcendental

investigation—-a labor full of toil and ceascless struggle.

We should be loth to undertake this labor, because the
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discoveries we might make would not be of the smallest

use in the sphere of concrete or physical investigation. We

may find out that the will is free, but this knowledge only

relates to the intelligible cause of our volition. As regards

the phenomena or expressions of this will, that is, our ac-

tions, we are bound, in obedience to an inviolable maxim,

without which reason cannot be employed in the sphere of

experience, to explain these in the same way as we explain

all the other phenomena of nature, that is to say, according

to its unchangeable laws. We may have discovered the

spirituality and immortality of the soul, but we cannot

employ this knowledge to explain the phenomena of this

life, nor the peculiar nature e fature; because our con-

ception of an incorpeors rely negative and does

not add anything to o d the only inferences

to be drawn from it 4 tious. If, again, we

prove the existence of nielligence, we should

be able from it to make armity to aims existing

in the arrangement of t& eornprehensible; but we

should not be justified 3 from it any particular

arrangement or disposd ing any, where it is

not perceived. For it % role of the speculative

use of reason, that we re wrlook natural causes, or

refuse to listen to the tegaht sfiexperience, for the sake

of deducing what we know and perceive from something

that transcends all our knowledge. In one word, these three

propositions are, for the speculative reason, always tran-

scendent, and cannot be employed as immanent principles

in relation to the objects of experience; they are, conse-

quently, of no use to us in this sphere, being but the value.

less results of the severe but unprofitable efforts of reason.

If, then, the actual cognition of these three cardinal propo.

sitions is perfectly useless, while Reason uses her utmost

endeavors to induce us to admit them, it is plain that their

real value and importance relate to our practical, and not

to our speculative interest.

I term all that is possible through free-will, practical.
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But if the conditions of the exercise of free volition are
empirical, reason can have only a regulative, and not a con-

stitutive, influence upon it, and is serviceable morely for the

introduction of unity into its empirical laws. In the moral

philosophy of prudence, for example, the sole business of

reason is to bring about a union of all the ends, which are

aimed at by our inclinations, into one ultimate end—that of

happiness, and to show the agreement which should exist

among the means of attaining that end. In this sphere, ac-

cordingly, reason cannot present to us any other than prag-

matical laws of free action, for our guidance toward the aims

set up by the senses, and is incompetent to give us laws

which are pure and dsiexmined completely a@ priori. On

the other hand, pure pita ne ends of which: have

i vt, and which are not

the contrary, absolutely

e products of pure rea-

id these alone belong to

ise of reason, and admit

empirically conditionet

imperative in their na

son. Such are the «

the sphere of the prac

of a canon,

All the powers of

termed pure philosoph

above-mentioned prob These again have a still

higher end the answer « question, what we ought to do,

if the will is free, if there is a God, and a future world.

Now, as this problem relates to our conduct, in reference to

the highest aim of humanity, it is evident that the ultimate

intention of nature, in the constitution of our reason, has

been directed to the moral alone.

We must take care, however, in turning our attention

to an object which is foreign’ to the sphere of transcendental

philosophy, not to injure the unity of our system by digres-

phere of what may be

directed to the three

1 All practical conceptions relate to objects of pleasure and pain, and conse-
quently—in an indirect manner, at least—-to objects of fooling. But as feeling

is not a faculty of representation, but lies out of the aphere of our powers of

cognition, the clements of our judgments, in so far ag they relate to pleasure or

pain, that is, the elements of our practical judgmonts, do not belong to transcen-

dental philosophy, which has to do with pure a priord coguitions alone,
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sions, nor, on the other hand, to fail in clearness, by saying

too little on the new subject of discussion. I hope to avoid

both extremes, by keeping as close as possible to the tran-

scendental, and excluding all psychological, that is, empirical

elements.

T have to remark, in the first place, that at present I treat

of the conception of freedom in the practical sense only, and

set aside the corresponding transcendental concoption, which

cannot be employed as a ground of explanation in the phe-

nomena! world, but is itself a problem for pure reason. A

will is purely animal (arbitrium brutum), when it is deter-

mined by sensuous impulses or instincts only, that is, when

it is determined in a passa raanner. A will, which can

be determined indepe ous impulses, conse-

quently by motives _ anson alone, is called a

free will (arbitrium iG yerything which is con-

nected with this free wi urinciple or consequence,

is termed practical, The of practical freedom can

be proved from expert For the human will is

not determined by th. namediately affects the

senses; on the contra power, by calling up

the notion of what i ytful in a more distant

relation, of overcoming ata impressions on our

sensuous faculty of des “Put these considerations of

what is desirable in relation to our whole state, that is, is

in the end good and useful, are based entirely upon reason,

This faculty, accordingly, enounces laws, which are impera-

tive or objective laws of freedom, and which tell us what

ought to take place, thus distinguishing themselves from the

laws of nature, which relate to that which does take pluce.

The laws of freedom or of free will are hence termed prac-

tical laws.

Whether reason is not itself, in the actual delivery of

these laws, determined in its turn by other influences, and

whether the action which, in relation to sensuous impulses,

we call free, may not in relation to higher and more remote

operative causes, really form a part of nature—these are
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questions which do not here concern us. They are purely

speculative questions; and all we have to do, in the prac-
tical sphere, is to inquire into the rule of conduct which

reason has to present. Hxperience demonstrates to us the

existence of practical freedom as one of the causes which

exist in nature, that is, it shows the causal power of reason

in the determination of the will. The idea of transcendental
freedom, on the contrary, requires that reason—~in relation
to its causal power of commencing a series of phenomena—

should be independent of all sensuous determining causes;
and thus it seems to be in opposition to the Jaw of nature

and to all possible experience. I¢ therefore remains a prob-

lem for the human ming. his problem does not con-

cern reason in its prac 2 have, therefore, in a

canon of pure reasoz. y two questions, which

relate to the practical. nre reason—Is there a

God? and, Is there 2 “¢ The question of tran-
scendental freedom is px: lative, and we may there-

fore set it entirely aside me to treat of practical

reason. Besides, we hy Uy discussed this sub-

ject in the antinomy o

THE CANO REASON

SECTION SECOND

Of the Ideal of the Summum Bonuwm as a Determining
Ground of the Ultimate End of Pure Reason

Reason conducted us, in its speculative use, through the

field of experience, and, as it can never find complete satis-
faction in that sphere, from thence to speculative ideas—
which, however, in the end brought us back again to expe-
rience, and thus fulfilled the purpose of reason, in a manner

which, though useful, was not at all in accordance with our
expectations. It now remains for us to consider whether
pure reason can be employed in a practical sphere, and

whether it will here conduct us to those ideas which at-
tain the highest ends of pure reason, as we have just stated
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them. We shall thus ascertain whether, from the point of

view of its practical interest, reason may not be able to sup-

ply us with that which, on the speculative side, it wholly

denies us.

The whole interest of reason, speculative as well as prac-

tical, is centred in the three following questions:

1. WHat cAN I know? |

2. WHaT ouGgut I To po?

3. Wuat May I nope?

The first question is purely speculative. We have, as I

flatter myself, exhausted all the replies of which it is sus-

ceptible, and have at last found the reply with which reason

must content itself, and.w ch it ought to be content,

vtical, But from the

rhich all these efforts

we remain just as far

ar ease, and declined the

knowledge is concerned,

that, In regard to those

two great ends to the

of pure reason were in:

removed as if we had

task at the outset. So fa

thus much, at least, is ¢

two problems, it lies be

The second questic

indeed fall within the pir

not transcendental, but eonsequently cannot in

itself form the subject of riticism.

The third question, If I act as [ ought to do, what may

I then hope ?—is at once practical and theoretical. The

practical forms a clew to the answer of the theorctical, and

—in its highest form—speculative question. For all hoping

has happiness for its object, and stands in precisely the same

relation to the practical and the law of morality, as knowing

to the theoretical cognition of things and the law of nature.

The former arrives finally at the conclusion that something

is (which determines the ultimate end), because something

ought to take place; the latter, that something is (which oper-

ates as the highest cause), because something does take place,

Happiness is the satisfaction of all our desires; extensive,

in regard to their multiplicity; intensive, in regard to their

ical. As such it may

> reason, but still it is
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degree; and protensive, in regard to their duration. The

practical law based on the motive of happiness, I term a

pragmatical law (or prudential rule); but that law, assum-

ing such to exist, which has no other motive than the wor-

thiness of being happy, I term a moral or ethical law. The

first tells us what we have to do, if we wish to become pos-

sessed of happiness; the second dictates how we ought to

act, in order to deserve happiness. The first is based upon

empirical principles; for it is only by experience that I can

learn cither what inclinations exist which desire satisfaction,

or what are the natural means of satisfying them. The sec-

ond takes no account of our desires or the means of satisfy-

ing them, and regards only sedom of a rational being,

and the necessary co: hich alone this freedom

can harmonize with of happiness according

to principles. Th ay therefore rest upon

mere ideas of pure ré be cognized a priori.

T assume that ther oral laws which determine,

entirely a priori (withou to empirical motives, that

is, to happiness), the eg ‘ational being, or in other

words, the use which. ia freedom, and that these

laws are absolutely 3 erely hypothetically, on

the supposition of oth ds), and therefore in all

respects necessary. 1 2aii afarradted in assuming this, not

only by the arguments of ‘the most enlightened moralists,

but by the moral judgment of every man who will make the

attempt to form a distinct conception of such a law,

Pure reason, then, contains, not indeed in its speculative,

but in its practical, or, more strictly, its moral use, princi-

ples of the possibility of experience, of such actions, namely,

as, in accordance with ethical precepts, might be met with in

the history of man. For since reason commands that such

actions should take place, it must be possible for them to

take place; and hence a particular kind of systematic unity

—the moral, must be possible. We have found, it is true,

that the systematic unity of nature could not be established

according to speculative principles of reason, because, while
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reason possesses a causal power in relation to freedom, it has

none in relation to the whole sphere of nature; and, while

moral principles of reason can produce free actions, they

cannot produce natural laws. It is, then, in its practical,

but especially in its moral use, that the principles of pure

reason possess objective reality.

{ eall the world a moral world, in so far as it may be

in accordance with all the ethical laws—which, by virtue of

the freedom of reasonable beings, it can be, and according

to the necessary laws of morality it ought to be. But this

world must be conceived only as an intelligible world, inas-

much as abstraction is therein made of all conditions (ends),

and even of all impediments tg.morality (the weakness or

pravity of human nature}.< he, it is a mere idea

—though still a practical * have, and ought

to have, an influence on $h ve, so as to bring it

as far as possible into cox iself. The idea of

a moral world has, therefore reality, not as refer-

ring to an object of intelhg tion—for of such an

object we can form no ¢ iatever—but to the

world of sense-——conceive an object of pure

reason in its practical use as mysticum of ra-

tional beings in it, in so faras run, arbitrium of the

individua: is placed, under a8¢ sae of moral laws, in

complete systematic unity both with itself, and with the

freedom of all others. .

- That is the answer to the first of the two questions of

pure reason which relate to its practical interest: Do that

uhich will render thee worthy of happiness. The second

question is this: If I conduct myself so as not to be un-

worthy of happiness, may I hope thereby to obtain happi-

ness? In order to arrive at the solution of this question,

we must inquire whether the principles of pure reason,

‘ which prescribe a priori the law, necessarily also connect

this hope with it.

T say, then, that just as the moral principles are necessary

according to reason in its practical use, so it is equally neces-
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sary according to reason in its theoretical use, to assume that

every one has ground to hope for happiness in the measure

in which he has made himself worthy of it in his conduct,

and that therefore the system of morality is inseparably

(though only in the idea of pure reason) connected with

that of happiness.

Now in an intelligible, that is, in the moral world, in the

conception of which we make abstraction of all the impedi-

ments to morality (sensuous desires), such a system of hap-

piness, connected with and proportioned to morality, may

be conceived as necessary, because freedom of volition—

partly incited, and partly restrained by moral laws—would

be itself the cause o spiness; and thus rational

beings, under the g: principles, would be

themselves the authot if own enduring welfare
and that of others, & stem of self-rewarding

morality is only an ide: hg out of which depends

upon the condition that 4 azote as he ought; in other

words, that all actions beings be such as they

would be if they sprun rexe Will, comprehend-

ing in, or under, itse wills. But since the

moral law is binding 62 ‘vidual in the use of his

freedom of volition, eve others should not act in con-

formity with this law, neither the nature of things, nor the

causality of actions and their relation to morality, determine

how the consequences of these actions will be related to hap-

piness; and the necessary connection of the hope of happi-

ness with the unceasing endeavor to become worthy of hap-

piness, cannot be cognized by reason, if we take nature alone

for our guide. This connection can be hoped for only on

the assumption that the cause of nature is a supreme reason,

which governs according to moral laws.

-I term the idea of an intelligence in which the morally

most perfect will, united with supreme blessedness, is the

cause of all happiness in the world, so far as happiness

stands in strict relation to morality (as the worthiness of

being happy), the Ideal of the Supreme Good. It is only,
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then, in the ideal of the supreme original good, that pure

reason can find the ground of the practically necessary con-

nection of both elements of the highest derivative good, and

accordingly of an intelligible, that is, moral world. Now

since we are necessitated by reason to conceive ourselves

as belonging to such a world, while the senses present to

us nothing but a world of phenomena, we must assume the

former as a consequence of our conduct in the world of sense

(since the world of sense gives us no hint of it), and therefore

as future in relation to us. Thus God and a future life are

two hypotheses which, according to the principles of pure

reason, are inseparable from the obligation which this reason

imposes upon us.

Morality per se cor

no system of happine:

in strict proportion to m

the intelligible world, u

a ruler, together with hi

look upon as future, rease

orit must regard the me

necessary consequence ¥

them, must, without +

Hence also the moral niversally regarded as

commanis, which they ¢ “wpe, did they not connect

@ priort adequate consequences with their dictates, and thus

carry with them promises and threats. But this, again, they

could not do, did they not reside in a necessary being, as the

Supreme Good, which alone can render such a teleological

unity possible.

Leibnitz termed the world, when viewed in relation to the

rational beings which it contains, and the moral relations in

which they stand to each other, under the government of the

Supreme Good, the kingdom of Grace, and distinguished it

from the kingdom of Nature, in which these rational beings

live, under moral laws, indeed, but expect no other conse-

quences from their actions than such as follow according to

the course of nature in the world of sense. To view our-

But we can form

aras it is dispensed

his is only possible in

thor and ruler, Such

. world, which we must

lf compelled to assume;

le dreams, since the

reason connects with

, fall to the ground.
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selves, therefore, as in the kingdom of grace, in which all

happiness awaits us, except in so far as we ourselves limit

our participation in it by actions which render us unworthy

of happiness, is a practically necessary idea of reason.

Practical laws, in so far as they are subjective grounds

of actions, that is, subjective principles, are termed maxims.

The judgments of morality, in its purity and ultimate results,

are framed according to ideas; the observance of its laws,

according to maxims.

The whole course of our life must be subject to moral

maxims; but this is impossible, unless with the moral law,

which is a mere idea, reason connects an efficient cause

which ordains to all couducg is in conformity with the

moral law an issue eitl another life, which is

in exact conformity wi ims. Thus, without

a God and without a w to us now, but hoped

for, the glorious ideas re, indeed, objects of

approbation and of adn % cannot be the springs

of purpose and action. + not satisfy all the aims

which are natural to ev ai veing, and which are

determined a priori by self, and necessary.

Happiness alone is, eason, far from being

the complete good. Heaseit it approve of it (however

much inclination may des M)Pekcept as united with de-

sert. On the other hand, morality alone, and with it, mere
desert, is likewise far from being the complete good. To

make it complete, he who conducts himself in a manner

not unworthy of happiness, must be able to hope for the

possession of happiness. Even reason, unbiased by private

ends, or interested considerations, cannot judge otherwise,

if it puts itself in the place of a being whose business it is

to dispense all happiness to others. or in the practical

idea both points are essentially combined, though in such

a way that participation in happiness is rendered possible by

the moral disposition, as its condition, and not conversely,

the moral disposition by the prospect of happiness. For a

disposition which should require the prospect of happiness
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as its necessary condition, would not be moral, and hence

also would not be worthy of complete happiness—a happi-

ness which, in the view of reason, recognizes no limitation

but such as arises from our own immoral conduct.

Happiness, therefore, in exact proportion with the moral-

ity of rational beings (whereby they are made worthy of

happiness), constitutes alone the supreme good of a world

into which we absolutely must transport ourselves according

to the commands of pure but practical reason. Tuis world

is, it is true, only an intelligible world; for of such a sys-

tematic unity of ends as it requires, the world of sense gives

us no hint. Its reality can be based on nothing else but the

hypothesis of a supreme. af good. In it independent

reason, equipped wit ‘y of a supreme cause,

founds, maintains, ac versal order of things,

with the raost perfect sarmony, however much

this order may be hidds: ihe world of sense.

This moral theology niar advantage, in con- »

trast with speculative th feading inevitably to the

conception of a sole, 7 wai Kirst Cause, whereof

speculative theology & any indication on ob-

jective grounds, far leas Hcing evidence. For we

find neither in transcend a natural theology, how-

ever far reason may ead us tH these, any ground to warrant

us in assuming the existence of one only Being, which stands

at the head of all natural causes, and on which these are en-

tirely dependent. On the other hand, if we take our stand

on moral unity as a necessary law of the universe, and from

this point of view consider what is necessary to give this law

adequate efficiency and, for us, obligatory force, we must

come to the conclusion that there is one only supreme will,

which comprehends all these laws in itself. For how, under

different wills, should we find complete unity of ends? This

will must be omnipotent, that all nature and its relation to

morality in the world may be subject to it; omniscient, that

it may have knowledge of the most secret feelings and their

moral worth; omnipresent, that it may be at hand to supply
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every necessity to which the highest weal of the world may

give rise; eternal, that this harmony of nature and liberty

may never fail; and so on.

But this systematic unity of ends in this world of intelli-

gences—which, as mere nature, is only a world of sense,

but, as a system of freedom of volition, may be termed an

intelligible, that is, moral world (regnum gratic)—leads

inevitably also to the teleological unity of all things which

constitute this great whole, according to universal natural

laws-—just as the unity of the former is according to uni-

versal and necessary moral laws—and unites the practical

with the speculative reason. The world must be represented

as having originated fran if it is to harmonize with

that use of reason witht ‘@ cannot even consider

ourselves as worthy < , the moral use, which

rests entirely on the i wrame good, Hence the

investigation of natur

- becomes, in its widest ox

taking its rige in moral

sence of freedom, and re

commands, establishes

grounds which must ly connected with the

internal possibility of S gives rise to a éran-

scendental theology, whith takes “the ideal of the highest

ontological perfection as a principle of systematic unity;

and this principle connects all things according to universal

and necessary natural laws, because all things have their

origin in the absolute necessity of the one only Primal Being.

What wse can we make of our understanding, even in re-

spect of experience, if we do not propose ends to ourselves ?

But the highest ends are those of morality, and it is only

pure reason that can give us the knowledge of these.

Though supplied with these, and putting ourselves under

their guidance, we can make no teleological use of the

knowledge of nature, as regards cognition, unless nature

itself has established teleological unity. For without this

unity we should not even possess reason, because we should

shysivo-theology. But this,

unity founded on the es-

iy instituted by external

al view of nature on
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have no school for reason, and no cultivation through ob-

jects which afford the materials for its conceptions. But

teleological unity is a necessary unity, and founded on the

essence of the individual will itself. Hence this will, which

is the condition of the application of this unity in concreto,

must be so likewise. In this way the transcendental enlarge-

ment of our rational cognition would be, not the cause, but

merely the effect of the practical teleology, which pure

reason imposes upon us.

Hence, also, we find in the history of human reason that,

before the moral conceptions were sufficiently purified and

determined, and before men had attained to a perception of

the systematic unity of.en# ing to these conceptions

and from necessary # <nowledge of nature,

and even a consider intellectual culture in

many other sciences, » only rude and vague

conceptions of the Ts Ss even admitting of an

astonishing indifference rd to this question alto-

gether. But the more vatment of mora] ideas,

which was rendered neg } extremely pure moral

Jaw of our religion, : interest, and thereby

quickened the percept n relation to this ob-

ject. In this way, an the help either of an

extended acquaintance with riaturé, or of a reliable tran-

scendental insight (for these have been wanting in all ages),

a conception of the Divine Being was arrived at, which we

now hold to be the correct one, not because speculative

reason convinces us of its correctness, but because it accords

with the moral principles of reason. Thus it is to pure

reason, but only in its practical use, that we must ascribe

the merit of having connected with our highest interest a

cognition, of which mere speculation was able only to form

a conjecture, but the validity of which it was unable to

establish—and of having thereby rendered it, not indeed a

demonstrated dogma, but a hypothesis absolutely necessary

to the essential ends of reason.

But if practical reason has reached this elevation, and
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has attained to the conception of a sole Primal Being, as

the supreme good, it must not, therefore, imagine that it

has transcended the empirical conditions of its application,

and risen to the immediate cognition of new objects; it

must not presume to start from the conception which it has

gained, and to deduce from it the moral laws themselves.

For it was these very laws, the internal practical necessity

of which led us to the hypothesis of an independent cause,

or of a wise ruler of the universe, who should give them

effect. Hence we are not entitled to regard them as acci-

dental and derived from the mere will of the ruler, espe-

cially as we have no conception of such a will, except

as formed in accordance. ¥ se laws, So far, then, as

practical reason has duct us, we shall not

look upon actions 43 m3, because they are the

commands of God, & yegard them as divine

commands, because we y bound by them. We

shall study freedom un reclogical unity which ac-

cords with principles o we shall look upon our-

selves as acting in co the divine will only in

so far as we hold sacra « which reason teaches

us from the nature of Hi elves, and we shall be-

lieve that we can obey ¢ y by promoting the weal

of the universe in ourselvéa Bnd in others. Moral theology

is, therefore, only of immanent use. It teaches us to fulfil

our destiny here in the world, by placing ourselves in har-

mony with the general system of ends, and warns us against

the fanaticism, nay, the crime of depriving reason of its

legislative authority in the moral conduct of life, for the

purpose of directly connecting this authority with the idea

of the Supreme Being. For this would be, not an immanent,

but a transcendent use of moral theology, and, like the

transcendent use of mere speculation, would inevitably

pervert and frustrate the ultimate ends of reason.
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THE CANON OF PURE REASON

Section THIRD

Of Opinion, Knowledge, and Belief

The holding of a thing to be true, is a phenomenon in

our understanding which may rest on objective grounds, but

requires, also, subjective causes in the mind of the person

judging. If a judgment is valid for every rational being,

then its ground is objectively sufficient, and it is termed

a conviction. Tf, on the other band, it has ita ground

in the particular charagte abject, it is termed a

persuasion,

Persuasion is a mor

ment, which lies solely

objective. Tence a judg

validity—is only valid fe

the holding of a thing te |

municated. But truth

object, and consequent&

ings, if true, must be : ith each other (con-

sentientia unt tertio conse se}. Conviction may,

therefore, be distinguished, trom an external point of view,

from persuasion, by the possibility of communicating it, and

by showing its validity for the reason of every man; for in

this case the presumption, at least, arises, that the agree-

ment of all judgments with each other, in spite of the

different characters of individuals, rests upon the common

ground of the agreement of each with the object, and thus

the correctness of the judgment is established.

Persuasion, accordingly, cannot be subjectively distin-

guished from conviction, that is, so long as the subject

views its judgment simply as a phenomenon of its own

mind. But if we inquire whether the grounds of our judg-

ment, which are valid for us, produce the same effect on the

reason of others as on our own, we have then the means,

ground of the judg-

et, being regarded as

fs kind has only private

vidual who judges, and

ig way cannot be com-

n agreement with the

tg of all understand-
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though only subjective means, not, indeed, of producing

conviction, but of detecting the merely private validity of

the judgment; in other words, of discovering that there is

in it the element of mere persuasion.

If we can, in addition to this, develop the subjective

causes of the judgment, which we have taken for its objective

grounds, and thus explain the deceptive judgment as a phe-

nomenon in our mind, apart altogether from the objective

character of the object, we can then expose the illusion and

need be no longer deceived by it, although, if its subjective

cause lies in our nature, we cannot hope altogether to escape

its influence.

[ can only mainiae

for every one, that wh:

I may keep for myself

not, and ought not, to

others. :

Holding for true, ox +

in relation to conviciion

tively valid), has thes

Belief, and Knowledge..

judgment, subjectively

subjectively sufficient, b zed as being objectively

insufficient. Knowledge’ is’ both ‘subjectively and objec-

tively sufficient. Subjective sufficiency is termed conviction

(for myself); objective sufficiency is termed certainty (for

all), I need not dwell longer on the explanation of such

simple conceptions.

T must never venture to be of opinion, without knowing

something, at least, by which my judgment, in itself merely

problematical, is brought into connection with the truth—

which connection, although not perfect, is still something

more than an arbitrary fiction. Moreover, the Jaw of such

a connection must be certain. Yor if, in relation to this

law, I have nothing more than opinion, my judgment is

but a play of the imagination, without the least relation

to truth.—In the judgments of pure reason, opinion has no

ura. as necessarily valid

nviction. Persuasion

sable to me; but I can-

pose it as binding upon

ve validity of a judgment

ai the same time, objec-

ving degrees: Opinion,

ensciously insufficient

bjectively. Belief is
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place. For as they do not rest on empirical grounds, and

as the sphere of pure reason is that of necessary truth and

@ priori cognition, the principle of connection in it requires
universality and necessity, and consequently perfect cer-

tainty—otherwise we should have no guide to the truth at

all. Hence it is absurd to have an opinion in pure mathe-

matics; we must know, or abstain from forming a judgment

altogether. The case is the same with the maxims of

morality. For we must not hazard an action on the mere

opinion that it is allowed, but we must know it to be so.

In the transcendental sphere of reason, on the other

hand, the term opinion is too weak, while the word knowl-

edge is too strong. F; iy speculative point of

view, therefore, we : udgment at all, For

the subjective ground at, such as produce

belief, cannot be adm lative inquiries, inas-

much as they cannot 4ont empirical support,

and are incapable of nmiunicated to others in

equal measure.

But it is only frer

theoretically insufficie

Now the practical refs

é point of view that a

¢ to skill or to morality;

to the former, when the wo is arbitrary and acci-

dental, to the latter, when it is absolutely necessary.

Ii we propose to ourselves any end whatever, the condi-

tions of its attainment are hypothetically necessary. The

necessity is subjectively, but still only comparatively, suffi-

cient, if I am acquainted with no other conditions under

which the end can be attained. On the other hand, it is

sufficient, absolutely, and for every one, if I know for cer-

tain that no one can be acquainted with any other con-

ditions, under which the attainment of the proposed end

would be possible. In the former case my supposition—

my judgment with regard to certain conditions, is a merely

accidental belief; in the latter it is a necessary belief. The

physician must pursue some course in the case of a patient

who is in danger, but is ignorant of the nature of the dis-
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ease. Ho observes the symptoms, and concludes, according

to the best of his judgment, that it is a case of phthisis.

His belief is, even in his own judgment, only gontingent:

another man might, perhaps, come nearer the truth. Such

a belief, contingent indeed, but still forming the ground of

the actual use of means for the attainment of certain ends,

I term pragmatical belief.

The usual test, whether that which any one maintains is

merely his persuasion, or his subjective conviction at least,

that is, his firm belief, is a bet. It frequently happens that

a man delivers his opinions with so much boldness and

assurance, that he appears to be under no apprehension as

to the possibility of hi or. The offer of a bet

startles him, and maké Sometimes it turns out

that his persuasion mai ducat, but not at ten.

For he does not hesita venture a ducat, but if

it is proposed to stalk adiately becomes aware

of the possibility of bis aken—a possibility which

has hitherto escaped hig if we imagine to our-

selves that we have te at piness of our whole life

on the truth of any p judgment drops its air

of triumph, we take discover the actual

strength of our belief. © tical belief has degrees,

varying in proportion to the interests ai stake.

Now, in cases where we cannot enter upon any course of

action in reference to some object, and where, accordingly,

our judgment is purely theoretical, we can still represent to

ourselves, in thought, the possibility of a course of action,

for which we suppose that we have sufficient grounds, if

any means existed of ascertaining the truth of the matter.

Thus we find in purely theoretical judgments an analogon of

practical judgments, to which the word belief may properly

be applied, and which we may term doctrinal belief. I should

not hesitate to stake my all on the truth of the proposition—

if there were any possibility. of bringing it to the test of ex-

perience—that, at least, some one of the planets, which we

see, is inhabited. Hence I say that I have not merely the
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opinion, but the strong belief, on the correctness of which

I would stake even many of the advantages of life, that

there are inhabitants in other worlds.

Now we must admit that the doctrine of the existence of

God belongs to doctrinal belief. For, although in respect

to the theoretical cognition of the universe I do not require

to form any theory which necessarily involves this idea, as

the condition of my explanation of the phenomena which

the universe presents, but, on the contrary, am rather bound

so to use my reason ag if everything were mere nature, stil]

teleological unity is so important a condition of the applica-

tion of my reason to nature, that it ia impossible for me to

ignore it—especially ai jiion to these considera-

tions, abundant exasy

But the sole conditic:

under which this unity

of nature, is the assum

ordered all things acco

quently the hypothesis

necessary for my guicg

is the condition under

contingent indeed, but By AL

since the result of my attemptsesd Irequently confirms the

utility of this assumption, and since nothing decisive can be
adduced against it, it follows that it would be saying far too

little to terra my judgment, in this case, 2 mere opinion,

and that, even in this theoretical connection, J may assert

that I firmly believe in God. Still, if we use words strictly,

this must not be called a practical, but a doctrinal belief,

which the theology of nature (physico-theology) must also

produce in my mind. In the wisdom of a Supreme Being,

and in the shortness of life, so inadequate to the develop-

ment of the glorious powers of human nature, we may find

equally sufficient grounds for a doctrinal belief in the future

life of the human soal.

The expression of belief is, in such cases, an expression

of modesty from the olyective point of view, but, at the same

he wisest ends. Conse-

thor of the universe is

astigation of nature—

» fulfil an end which is

important. Moreover,at
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time, of firm confidence, from the subjective. If I should

venture to term this merely theoretical judgment even so

much as a hypothesis which I am entitled to assume; a more

complete conception, with regard to another world and to
the cause of the world, might then be justly required of me

than I am, in reality, able to give. For, if I assume any-

thing, even as a mere hypothesis, I must, at least, know

so much of the properties of such a being as will enable

me, not to form the conception, but to imagine the existence

of it. But the word belief refers only to the guidance which

an idea gives me, and to its subjective influence on the con-

duct of my reason, which forces me to hold it fast, though

I may not be in a p & speculative account

of it,

But mere doctrins

stability. We often

of the difficulties which:

.end we inevitably return

It is quite otherwise

action is absolutely ne¢

ence to the moral law :

trovertibly established nly one condition pos-

sible, according to the yerception, under which

this end can harmonize ‘with all Sther ends, and so have

practical validity—namely, the existence of a God and of a

future world. I know also, to a certainty, that no one can

be acquainted with any other conditions which conduct to

the same unity of ends under the moral law. But since the

moral precept is, at the same time, my maxim (as reason

requires that it should be), I am irresistibly constrained to

believe in the existence of God and in a future life; and

Tam sure that nothing can make me waver in this belief,

since I should thereby overthrow my moral maxims, the

renunciation of which would render me hateful in my

own eyes.

Thus, while all the ambitious attempts of reason to pene-

trate beyond the limits of experience end in disappointment,

some extent, wanting in

of it, in consequence

eculation, though in the

Setief. For in this sphere

is, [ must act in obedi-

“he end is here incon-
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there is still enough left to satisfy us in a practical point of

view. No one, it is true, will be able to boast that he

knows that there is a God and a future life; for, if he knows

this, he is just the man whom J have long wished to find.

All knowledge, regarding an object of mere reason, can be

communicated; and I should thus be enabled to hope that

my own knowledge would receive this wonderful extension,

through the instrumentality of his instruction, No, my con-

viction is not logical, but moral certainty; and since it rests

on subjective grounds (of the moral sentiment), I must not

even say: Jt is morally certain that there is a God, ete., but:

fam morally certain, that.is, my belief in God and in
another world is so inté my moral nature, that

{am under as little a aving the former torn

from me as of losing

The only point in t

suspicion, is that this ra

ence of moral sentiment

and take a man whe i

moral laws, the que

then merely a proble

hat may appear open to

f presupposes the exist-

give up this assumption,

iiferent with regard to

an proposes becomes

, and may, indeed, be

supported by strong grote analogy, but not by such

as will compel the rmosé sopticism to give way.’

But in these questions no man is s free from all interest. For
though the want of good sentiments may place him beyond

the influence of moral interests, still even in this case

enough may be left to make him fear the existence of God

and a future life. For he cannct pretend to any certainty

of the non-existence of God ant of a future life, unless—

since it could only be proved by mere reason, and therefore

apodictically-—he is prepared to dstablish the impossibility of

? The human mind (as, 1 believe, every rational being must, of necessity do)
takes a natural interest in morality, although this interest is not undivided, and
may not be practically in preponderance. If you strengthen and increase it, you
will find the reasou become docile, more enlightened, and more capable of unit-
ng the speculative interest with the practical, But if you do not take care at
he outset, or at least midway, ty make men good, you will never force them

nto an honest belief.
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both, which certainly no reasonable man would undertake

to do. This would be a negative belief, which could not,

indeed, produce morality and good sentiments, but still

could produce an analogon of these, by operating as a pow-

erful restraint on the outbreak of evil dispositions.

But, it will be said, is this all that pure reason can effect,

in opening up prospects beyond the limits of experience?

Nothing more than two articles of belief? Common-sense

could have done as much as this, without taking the philos-

ophers to counsel in the matter!

I shall not here eulogize philosophy for the benefits

which the laborious efforts of its criticism have conferred

on human reason—even granting thai its merit should turn

out in the end to be ron this point some-.

thing more will be said ‘ction. But I ask, do

you require that thas rich concerns all men,

should transcend the & erstanding, and should

only be revealed to ya sophers? The very cir-

cumstance which has calk your censure, is the best

confirmation of the ec Cur previous assertions,

since it discloses, wha: ve been foreseen, that

Nature is not charges urtial distribution of her
gifts in those matters w érn all men without dis-

tinction, and that in respad s

nature we cannot advance further with the help of the high-
est philosophy, than under the guidance which nature has

vouchsafed to the meanest understanding,
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TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF METHOD

CHAPTER THIRD

THE ARCHITECTONIC OF PURE REASON

By the term Architectonic I mean the art of constructing

asystem. Without systeme , car knowledge cannot

become science; it wil @, and not a system.

Thus Architectonic ig he scientific in cogni-

tion, and therefore ned s part of our Method-

ology.

Reason cannot permxit

connected and rhapsedis

of our cognitions shox}

alone that they can ady

tem I mean the unity

fede to remain in an un-

ué requires that the sum

.& system. It is thus

Gf reason. By a sys-

‘itions under one idea.

This idea is the concept ‘y reason—of the form

of a whole, in so far as the ésnaeption determines @ priort

not only the limits of its content, but the place which each

of its parts is to occupy. The scientific idea contains, there-

fore, the end, and the form of the whole which is in accord-

ance with that end. The untty of the end, to which all the

parts of the systern relate, and through which all have a re-

lation to each other, communicates unity to the whole sys-

tem, so that the absence of any part can be immediately

detected from our knowledge of the rest; and it determines

a priort the limits of the system, thus excluding all contin-

gent or arbitrary additions. The whole is thus an organism

(articulatio), and not an aggregate (concervatio); it may grow

from within (per intussusceptionem), but it cannot increase

by external additions (per appositionem). It is thus like an

AI —Sorunce—26
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animal body, the growth of which does not add any limb,

but, without changing their proportions, makes each in its

sphere stronger and more active.

We require, for the execution of the idea of a system, a

schema, that is, a content and an arrangement of parts deter-

mined @ priort by the principle which the aim of the system

prescribes. A schema which is not projected in accordance

with an idea, that is, from the standpoint of the highest aim

of reason, but merely empirically, in accordance with acci-

dental aims and purposes (the number of which cannot be

predetermined), can give us nothing more than technical

unity. But the schema which is originated from an idea

(in which case reason with aims a priori, and

does not look for the ), forms the basis of

architectonical unity. * he proper acceptation

of that term, cannot b rically, that is, from ob-

servation of the similart etween different objects,

and the purely conting s make of our knowledge

in concreto with referen ds of arbitrary external

aims; its constitution & ymed on architectonical

principles, that is, it shown to possess an

essential affinity, and 5é hsing deduced from one

supreme and interna} ait nich forms the condition

of the possibility of the scientiit whole. The schema of a

science must give a priori the plan of it (monogramma),

and the division of the whole into parts, in conformity

with the idea of the science; and it must also distinguish

this whole from all others, according to certain understood

principles.

No one will attempt to construct a science, unless he have

some idea to rest on as a proper basis. But, in the elabora-

tion of the science he finds that the schema, nay, even the

definition which he at first gave of the science, rarely corre-

sponds with his idea; for this idea lies, like a germ, in our

reason, its parts undeveloped and hid even from microscopi-

cal observation. For this reason, we ought to explain and

define sciences, not according to the description which the

in
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originator gives of them, but according to the idea which

we find based in reason itself, and which is suggested by the
natural unity of the parts of the science already accumulated.
For it will often be found, that the originator of a science,
and even his latest successors, remain attached to an errone-

ous idea, which they cannot render clear to themselves, and

that they thus fail in determining the true content, the

articulation or systematic unity, and the limits of their

science.

It is unfortunate that, only after having occupied our-

selves for a long time in the collection of materials, under

the guidance of an idea which lies undeveloped in the mind,

but not according to any.« an of arrangement—nay,
only after we have sp d labor in the techni-
cal disposition of our i become possible to

view the idea of a scie © Ught, and to project,
according to architectonié , 4 plan of the whole,

in accordance with the air op, Systems seem, like
certain worms, to be farm { of generatio cequivoca
—by the mere confluen ions, and to gain com-

pleteness only with the ue. But the schema
or germ of all lies in res’ 6 not only every sys-
tem organized according idea, but all are united

into one grand system of human knowledge, of which they
form members. For this reason, it is possible to frame an
architectonic of all human cognition, the formation of which,
at the present time, considering the immense materials col-
lected or to be found in the ruins of old systems, would not
indeed be very difficult. Our purpose at present is merely
to sketch the plan of the Architectonie of all cognition given
by pure reason ; and we begin from the point where the main
root of human knowledge divides into two, one of which is
reason, By reason I understand here the whole higher fac-

ulty of eognition, the rational being placed in contradistinc-
tion to the empirical.

If I make complete abstraction of the content of cogni-

tion, objectively considored, all cognition is, from a subjec-
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tive point of view, either historical or rational. Historical

cognition is cognitio ex datis, rational, cognitio ex principiis.

Whatever may be the original source of a cognition, it is, in

relation to the person who possesses it, merely historical, if

he knows only what has been given him from another quar-

ter, whether that knowledge was communicated by direct

experience or by instruction. Thus the person who has

learned a system of philosophy—say the Wolfian—although

he has a perfect knowledge of all the principles, definitions

and arguments in that philosophy, as well as of the divisions

that have been made of the system, he possesses really no

more than a historical knowledge of the Wolfian system; he

knows only what has been: im, his judgments are only

those which he has re¢ teachers. Dispute the

validity of a definitict sletely at a loss to find

another. He has far on another’s; but the

imitative faculty is no ve. His knowledge has

not been drawn from res although, objectively con-

sidered, it is rational k subjectively, it is merely

historical. He has feai hat philosophy, and is

merely a plaster-cast ¢ Rational cognitions

which are objective, tha. fave their source in rea-

son, can be go termed fr ve point of view, only

when they have been drawn ‘by the individual himself from

the sources of reason, that is, from principles; and it is in

this way alone that criticism, or even the rejection of what

has been already learned, can spring up in the mind.

All rational cognition is, again, based either on concep-

tions, or on the construction of conceptions. The former

is termed philosophical, the latter mathematical. I have

already shown the essential difference of these two methods

of cognition in the first chapter. A cognition may be objec-

tively philosophical and subjectively historical—as is the

case with the majority of scholars and those who cannot

look beyond the limits of their system, and who remain in

a state of pupilage all their lives. But it is remarkable

that mathematical knowledge, when committed to memory,
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is valid, from the subjective point of view, as rational

knowledge also, and that the same distinction cannot be

drawn here as in the case of philosophical cognition, The

reason is, that the only way of arriving at this knowledge

is through the essential principles of reason, and thus it is

always certain and indisputable; because reason is employed

in concreto—but at the same time a priori—that is, in pure,

and therefore, infallible intuition; and thus all causes of

illusion and error are excluded. Of all the a prior? sciences

of reason, therefore, mathematics alone can be learned.

Philosophy—unless it be in a historical manner—cannot be

learned; we can at most learn to philosophize.

Philosophy is the sys {| philosophical cognition.

We must use this t ve sense, if we under-

stand by it the arches pts at philosophizing,

and the standard by w etive philosophies are to

be judged. In this se 1y is merely the idea of

a possible science, whic f exist in concreto, but to

which we endeavor in ya] to approximate, until

we have discovered so pursue—a path over-

grown by the errors « sense—and the image

we have hitherto tried ia, has become a per-

fect copy of the great p intil that time, we can-

not learn philosophy—it does ust éxist; if it does, where is

it, who possesses it, and how shall we know it? We can

only learn to philosophize; in other words, we can only ex-

ercise our powers of reasoning in accordance with general

principles, retaining, at the same time, the right of investi-

gating the sources of these principles, of testing, and even

of rejecting them.

Until then, our conception of philosophy is only a scholas-

tee conception—a conception, that is, of a system of cognition

which we are trying to elaborate into a science; all that we

at present know, being the systematic unity of this cogni-

tion, and consequently the logical completeness of the cog-

nition for the desired end. But there is also a cosmical con-

ception (conceptus cosmicus) of philosophy, which has always
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formed the true basis of this term, especially when philoso-

phy was personified and presented to us in the ideal of a

philosopher. In this view, philosophy is the science of the

relation of all cognition to the ultimate and essential aims of

human reason (¢eleologia rationis humane), and the philoso-

pher is not merely an artist—who occupies himself with

conceptions, but a law-giver—legislating for human reason.

In this sense of the word, it would be in the highest degree

arrogant to assume the title of philosopher, and to pretend

that we had reached the perfection of the prototype which

lies in the idea alone.

The mathematician, the natural philosopher, and the

logician—how far seever at. may have advanced in

rational, and the twe | hical knowledge—are

merely artists, engagé staent and formation of

conceptions; they canw philosophers. Above

them all, there is the x, who employs them as

instruments for the adv, of the essential aims of

human reason. Him al e gall philosopher; but

he nowhere exists. & £ his legislative power

resides in the mind ¢ d it alone teaches us

what kind of systematt#, lasophy demands in view

of the ultimate aims of .This idea is, therefore,

a cosmical conception.’ ”

In view of the complete systematic unity of reason, there

can only be one ultimate end of all the operations of the

mind. To this all other aims are subordinate, and nothing

more than means for its attainment. Thus ultimate end is

the destination of man, and the philosophy which relates

to it is termed Moral Philosophy. The superior position

occupied by moral philosophy, above all other spheres for

the operations of reason, sufficiently indicates the reason

why the ancients always included the idea—and in an es-

1 By acosmical conception, I mean one in which all men necessarily take an

interest: the aim of a science must accordingly be determined according to
scholastic [or partial] conceptions, if it is regarded merely ag a means to certain

arbitrarily proposed onds.



TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF METHOD 607

pecial manner—-of Moralist in that of Philosopher. Hven

at the present day, we call a man who appears to have the

power of self-government, even although his knowledge

may be very limited, by the name of philosopher.

The legislation of human reason, or philosophy, has two

objects—Nature and Freedom, and thus contains not only

the laws of nature, but also those of ethics, at first in two

separate systems, which, finally, merge into one grand philo-

sophical system of cognition. ‘The philosophy of Nature

relates to that which is, that of Ethics to that which ought

to be.

But all philosophy is either cognition on the basis of pure

reason, or the cognitie: the basis of empirical

principles. The forrag 2, the latter empirical

philosophy. :

The philosophy of

is, an inquiry into the

a priori cognition, aud

it is, secondly, the sy ater

ing the systematic pres
sophical knowledge, tx

reason, and is called Bb lis name may, how-

ever, be also given to the em of pure philosophy,

critical philosophy included, “and way designate the investi-

gation into the sources or possibility of @ priori cognition,

as well as the presentation of the a priort cognitions which

form a system of pure philosophy—excluding, at the same

time, all empirical and mathematical elements.

Metaphysic is divided into that of the speculative and that

of the practical use of pure reason, and is, accordingly, either

the Metaphysic of Nature, or the Metaphysic of Ethics. The

former contains all the pure rational principles—based upon

conceptions alone (and thus excluding mathematics)—of all

theoretical cognition; the latter, the principles which deter-

mine and necessitate a priori all action. Now moral philoso

phy alone contains a code of laws——for the regulation of our

actions—which are deduced from principles entirely @ priort.

either propedeutic, that

ason in regard to pure

Critical Philosophy; or

eagon—a science contain-

whole body of philo-

asory, given by pure
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Hence the Metaphysic of Hthics is the only pure moral phi-

losophy, as it is not based upon anthropological or other

empirical considerations. The metaphysic of speculative

reason is what is commonly called Metaphysic in the more

limited sense. But as pure Moral Philosophy properly

forms a part of this system of cognition, we must allow it

to retain the name of Metaphysic, although it is not requi-

site that we should insist on so terming it in our present

discussion.

It is of the highest importance to separate those cogni-

tions which differ from others both in kind and in origin,

and to take great care that they are not confounded with

those, with which i} nerally found connected,

What the chemist dog of substances, what

the mathematician in“S és, 18, In a still higher

degree, the duty of th , that the value of each

different kind of cogni part it takes in the oper-

ations of the mind, may ‘defined. Human reason

has never wanted a Me f some kind, since it at-

tained the power of th ather of reflection; but

it has never been abi phere of thought and

cognition pure from al ‘foreign elements. The

idea of a science of this ald as speculation itself;

and what mind does not’ speculate—either in the scholastic

or in the popular fashion? At the same time, it must be

admitted that even thinkers by profession have been unable

clearly to explain the distinction between the two elements

of our cognition—the one completely @ priori, the other

@ posterior? ; and hence the proper definition of a peculiar

kind of cognition, and with it the just idea of a science

which has so long and so deeply engaged the attention of

the human mind, has never been established. When it was

said—Metaphysic is the science of the first principles of hu-

man cognition, this definition did not signalize a peculiarity

in kind, but only a difference in degree; these first principles

were thus declared to be more general than others, but no

criterion of distinction from empirical principles was given.



TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF METHOD 609

Of these some are more general, and therefore higher, than

others; and—as we cannot distinguish what is completely a

priort, from that which is known to be a posteriori—where

shall we draw the line which is to separate the higher and

so-called first principles, from the lower and subordinate

principles of cognition? What would be said if we were

asked to be satisfied with a division of the epochs of

the world into the earlier centuries and those following

them ?

Does the fifth, or the tenth century belong to the earlier

centuries? it would be asked. In the same way I ask:

Does the conception of extension belong to metaphysics?

You answer, yes. Well f..b0dy too? Yes, And

that of a fluid body? ou are unprepared to
admit this; for if yo & will belong to meta-

physics. From this } int the mere degree of

subordination—of the ¥ the general—cannot de-

termine the limits of a ac i that, In the present case,

we must expect to find 26 in the conceptions of

metaphysics both in in. The fundamental

idea of metaphysics another side, by the

fact that this kind « tion showed a certain

similarity in characte science of mathematics.

Both have the property in ‘common of possessing an a

priort origin; but, in the one, our knowledge is based

upon conceptions, in the other, on the construction of con-

ceptions. Thus a decided dissimilarity between philosophi-

cal and mathematical cognition comes out—a dissimilarity

which was always felt, but which could not be made distinct

for want of an insight into the criteria of the difference.

And thus it happened that, as philosophers themselves

failed in the proper development of the idea of their sci-

ence, the elaboration of the science could not proceed with

a definite aim, or under trustworthy guidance. Thus, too,

philosophers, ignorant of the path they ought to pursue, and

always disputing with cach other regarding the discoveries

which each asserted he had made, brought their science into
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disrepute with the rest of the world, and finally, even among

themselves.

All pure @ priori cognition forms, therefore, in view of
the peculiar faculty which originates it, a peculiar and dis-

tinct unity; and metaphysic is the term applied to the phi-

losophy which attempts to represent that cognition in this

systematic unity. The speculative part of metaphysic, which

has especially appropriated this appellation—that, which we

have called the Metaphysic of Nature--and which considers

everything, as it is (not as it ought to be), by means of a

priori conceptions, is divided in the following manner.

Metaphysic, in the more limited acceptation of the term,

consists of two parts—% ntal Philosophy and the

Physiology of pure reg er presents the system

of all the conceptions *

standing and the reaa«.

eral, but not to any par

latter has nature for iis

given objects—whether

to some other kind of

ology, although only

of reason in this rations,

physical or hyperphysi properly speaking, tm-

manent or transcendent. “he former relates to nature, in so

far as our knowledge regarding it may be applied in experi-

ence (in concreto); the latter to that connection of the objects

of experience, which transcends all experience. T'ranscen-

dent Physiology has, again, an internal and an external con-

nection with its object, both, however, transcending possi-

ble experience; the former is the Physiology of nature as a

whole, or transcendental cognition of the world, the latter of

the connection of the whole of nature with a being above

nature, or transcendental cognition of God.

Immanent physiology, on the contrary, considers nature

as the sum of all sensuous objects, consequently, as it is

presented to us—but still according to a priori conditions,

for it is under these alone that nature can be presented to

ralate to objects in gen-

objects (Ontologia); the

fatter, that is, the sum of

he senses, or, if we will,

:;d is accordingly Physi-

the use of the faculty

garding nature is either

»:
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our minds at all. The objects of immanent physiology are

of two kinds—1, those of the external senses, or corporeal

nature; 2, the object of the internal sense, the soul, or, in

accordance with our fundamental conceptions of it, thinking

nature. The metaphysics of corporeal nature is called

Physics, but, a8 it must contain only the principles of an

@ priori cognition of nature, we must term it rational phys-

ics. The metaphysics of thinking nature is called Psychol-

ogy, and for the same reason is to be regarded as merely the

rational cognition of the soul.

Thus the whole system of metaphysics consists of

four principal parts—1, Ontology; 2, Rational Physiology;

8, Rational Cosmology pect : Jgational Theology. The

second part—that of trine of nature—may

be subdivided into tw nalis' and psychologia

rationalis.

The fundamental ides

necessity dictates this di

eal—in accordance with

not merely technical, ¢

observed similarities

the whole science. &

sophy of pure reason of

18, therefore, architectoni-

si aims of reason, and

fo certain accidentally-

su the different parts of

, also, is the division

immutable and of legis sority, But the reader

may observe in it a few to which he ought to

demur, and which may weaken his conviction of its truth

and legitimacy.

In the first place, how can I desire an a priori cognition

or metaphysic of objects, in so far as they are given a pos-

deriori? and how is it possible to cognize the nature of

1 Tt must not be supposed that I mean by this appellation what is generally

called physica generalis, and which is rather mathematics than a philosophy of

nature. For the metaphysic of nature is compleiely different from mathematics,

nor is it 80 rich in resulta, aluhough it is of great importance as a critical tost

of the application of pure understanding-cognition to nature. For want of its

guidance, even mathematicians, adopting certain common notions—~which are,

in fact, metaphysical—have unconsciously crowded their theories of nature

with hypotheses, the fallacy of which becomes evident upon the application of

the principles of this metaphysic, without detriment, however, to the employ-

ment of mathematics in this sphere of cognition.
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things according to a priori principles, and to attain to a

rational physiology? The answer is this. We take from

experience nothing more than is requisite to present us with

an object (in general) of the external, or of the internal

sense; in the former case, by the mere conception of matter

(impenetrable and inanimate extension), in the latter, by the

conception of a thinking being—given in the internal em-

pirical representation, J think. As to the rest, we must not

employ in our metaphysic of these objects any empirical

principles (which add to the content of our conceptions by

means of experience), for the purpose of forming by their

help any judgments respecting these objects.

Secondly, what pia sign to empirical psychol-

ogy, which has alway ia part of Metaphys-

ics, and from which i important philosophi-

cal resulis have been >the hope of construct-

ing an a priori system 6: had been abandoned ?

T answer: It must be pl: ‘side of empirical physics

or physics proper; that a regarded as forming a

part of applied philcsoph wort principles of which

are contained in pure ph rich is therefore con-

nected, although if me >unded, with psychol-

ogy. Empirical psyche therefore be banished

from the sphere of Metaphysiés, and ia indeed excluded by

the very idea of that science. Jn conformity, however, with

scholastic usage, we must permit it to occupy a place in

metaphysics—but only as an appendix to it. We adopt this

course from motives of economy; as psychology is not ag

yet full enough to occupy our attention as an independent

study, while it is, at the same time, of too great importance

to be entirely excluded or placed where it has still less

affinity than it has with the subject of metaphysics. It is

a stranger who has been long a guest; and we make it wel-

come to stay, until it can take up a more suitable abode in

a complete system of Anthropology—the pendant to em-

pirical physics.

The above is the general idea of Metaphysics, which, as
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more was expected from it than could be looked for with

justice, and as these pleasant expectations were unfortunately

never realized, fell into general disrepute. Our Critique

must have fully convinced the reader, that, although meta-

physics cannot form the foundation of religion, it must

always be one of its most important bulwarks, and that

human reason, which naturally pursues a dialectical course,

cannot do without this science, which checks its tendencies

toward dialectic, and, by elevating reason to a scientific and

clear self-knowledge, prevents the ravages which a lawless

speculative reason would infallibly commit in the sphere

of morals as well as in that of religion. We may be sure,

therefore, whatever con be thrown upon metaphys-

ics by those who jud by its own nature, but

according to the aceié may have produced,

that if can never be andoned, that we must

always return to it sa ¢ one who has been for

atime estranged, beean ations with which it is

engaged relate to the bi { humanity, and reason

must always labor eit! ) settled views in regard

to these, or to destra others have already

established.

Metaphysic, therefor ginre, as well as that of

ethics, but in an especial manner the criticism which forms

the propedeutic to all the operations of reason—forms prop-

erly that department of knowledge which may be termed, in

the truest sense of the word, philosophy. The path which

it pursues is that of science, which, when it has once been

discovered, is never lost, and never misleads. Mathematics,

natural science, the common experience of men, have a high

value as means, for the most part, to accidental ends—but

at last also, to those which are necessary and essential to

the existence of humanity. But to guide them to this high

goal, they require the aid of rational cognition on the basis

of pure conceptions, which, be it termed as it may, is prop-

erly nothing but metaphysics.

For the same reason, metaphysics forms likewise the
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completion of the culture of human reason. In this respect, .

it is indispensable, setting aside altogether the influence

which it exerts as a science. For its subject-matter is the

elements and highest maxims of reason, which form the basis

of the possibility of some sciences and of the use of all. That,

as a purely speculative science, it is more useful in prevent-

ing error, than in the extension of knowledge, does not

detract from its value; on the contrary, the supreme office

of censor which it occupies, assures to it the highest author-

ity and importance. This office it administers for the pur-

pose of securing order, harmony, and well-being to science,

and of directing its noble and fruitful labors to the highest

possible aim—the hapyi ankind.

No OF METHOD

RTH

% REASON

This title is placed ;

nating a division of the

the purpose of desig-

fe reason, of which I do

not intend to treat at » hall content myself with

casting a cursory glance, froma Dutely transcendental point

of view—that of the nature of pure reason, on the labors of

philosophers up to the present time. They have aimed at

erecting an edifice of philosophy; but to my eye this edifice

appears to be in a very ruinous condition.

Tt is very remarkable, although naturally it could not

have been otherwise, that, in the infancy of philosophy, the

study of the nature of God, and the constitution of a future

world, formed the commencement, rather than the conclu-

sion, as we should have it, of the speculative efforts of the

human mind. However rude the religious conceptions gen-

erated by the remains of the old manners and customs of a

less cultivated time, the intelligent classes were not thereby
prevented from devoting themselves to free inquiry into the
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existence and nature of God; and they easily saw that there

could be no surer way of pleasing the invisible ruler of

the world, and of attaining to happiness in another world

at least, than a good and honest course of life mm this. Thus

theology and morals formed the two chief motives, or rather

the points of attraction in all abstract inquiries. But it was

the former that especially occupied the attention of specu-

lative reason, and which afterward became so celebrated

under the name of metaphysics.

. I shall not at present indicate the periods of time at

which the greatest changes in metaphysics took place, but

shall merely give a hasty sketch of the different ideas which

occasioned the most } evolutions in this sphere

of thought. There nt ends in relation to

which these revolutiaé nlace.

1. ln relation to the agnition of reason, phi-

losophers may be divides rusts and Intellectualists.

Epicurus may be regard ead of the former, Plato

of the latter. The dist ‘e signalized, subtle as it

is, dates from the earli¢ d was long maintained.

The former stserted, i es in sensuous objects

alone, and thet everyt? sorely imaginary; the

latter, that the scases a ts of ilnsion, and that

truth is to be found in the Gnderstanding alone. The former

did not deny to the conceptions of the understanding a cer-

tain kind of reality; but with them it was merely logical,

with the others it was mystical, The former admitted intel-

lectual conceptions, but declared that sensuous objects alone

possessed real existence. he latter maintained that all

real objects were intelligible, and believed that the pure

understanding possessed a faculty of intutiion apart from

sense, which, in their opinion, served only to confuse the

ideas of the understanding.

2. In relation to the origin of the pure cognitions of

reason, we find one school maintaining that they are derived

entirely from experience, and another, that they have their

origin in reagon alone. Aristotle may be regarded as the
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head of the Hmpiricists, and Plato, of the Noologists. Locke,

the follower of Aristotle in modern times, and Letbnits of

Plato (although he cannot be said to have imitated him in

his mysticism), have not been able to bring this question

to a settled conclusion. The procedure of Epicurus in his

sensual system, in which he always restricted his conclusions

to the sphere of experience, was much more consequent than

that of Aristotle and Locke. The latter especially, after

having derived all the conceptions and principles of the

mind from experience, goes so far, in the employment of

these conceptions and principles, as to maintain that we can

prove the existence of God and the immortality of the soul—

both of them objects i the limits of possible

experience—with th demonstration, as any

mathematical proposi®

3. In relation to me

to principles. We mea

ployed in the field of i

scientific. The natural

principle, that comme:

which he calls sound:

is procedure according

methods at present em-

o the naturalistic and the

rezgon lays it down as his

is the aid of science—

mon-sengse—can give a

more satisfactory answ as; important questions of

metaphysics than specu Je todo. He must main-

tain, therefore, that we can determine the content and

circumference of the moon more certainly by the naked

eye, than by the aid of mathematical reasoning. But this

system is mere misdlagy reduced to principles; and, what is

the most absurd thing in this doctrine, the neglect of all

scientific means is paraded as a peculiar method of extend-

ing our cognition. As regards those who are naturalists

because they know no better, they are certainly not to

be blamed. They follow common- “sense, without parading
their ignorance as a method. which is to teach us the won-
derful secret, how we are to find the truth which lies at

the bottom of the well of Democritus.

Quod sapio satis est mihi, non ego curo

Esse quod Arcesilas srumnogique Solones,—Pers.
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is their motto, under which they may lead a pleasant and

praiseworthy life, without troubling themselves with science,
or troubling science with them.

As regards those who wish to pursue a scientifie method,

they have now the choice of following either the dogmatical

or the sceptical, while they are bound never to desert the

systematic mode of procedure. When I mention, in relation

to the former, the celebrated Wol/, and as regards the latter,

David Hume, 1 may leave, in accordance with my present

intention, all others unnamed. The critical path alone is

still open. If my reader has been kind and patient enough

to accompany me, on this hitherto untravelled route, he can

now judge whether, if he 3 thers will contribute their
exertions toward ma ootpath a highroad of

thought, that, which & rave failed to accom-

plish, may not be exec 2 close of the present—

namely, to bring Ress 4 contentment in regard

to that which has alway hont permanent results,

occupied her powers ax her ardent desire for

knowledge.
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