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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION
1781

Human reason, �n one sphere of �ts cogn�t�on, �s called upon to
cons�der quest�ons, wh�ch �t cannot decl�ne, as they are presented by
�ts own nature, but wh�ch �t cannot answer, as they transcend every
faculty of the m�nd.

It falls �nto th�s d�ff�culty w�thout any fault of �ts own. It beg�ns w�th
pr�nc�ples, wh�ch cannot be d�spensed w�th �n the f�eld of exper�ence,
and the truth and suff�c�ency of wh�ch are, at the same t�me, �nsured
by exper�ence. W�th these pr�nc�ples �t r�ses, �n obed�ence to the laws
of �ts own nature, to ever h�gher and more remote cond�t�ons. But �t
qu�ckly d�scovers that, �n th�s way, �ts labours must rema�n ever
�ncomplete, because new quest�ons never cease to present
themselves; and thus �t f�nds �tself compelled to have recourse to
pr�nc�ples wh�ch transcend the reg�on of exper�ence, wh�le they are
regarded by common sense w�thout d�strust. It thus falls �nto
confus�on and contrad�ct�ons, from wh�ch �t conjectures the presence
of latent errors, wh�ch, however, �t �s unable to d�scover, because the
pr�nc�ples �t employs, transcend�ng the l�m�ts of exper�ence, cannot
be tested by that cr�ter�on. The arena of these endless contests �s
called Metaphys�c.

T�me was, when she was the queen of all the sc�ences; and, �f we
take the w�ll for the deed, she certa�nly deserves, so far as regards
the h�gh �mportance of her object-matter, th�s t�tle of honour. Now, �t
�s the fash�on of the t�me to heap contempt and scorn upon her; and
the matron mourns, forlorn and forsaken, l�ke Hecuba:

Modo max�ma rerum,
Tot gener�s, nat�sque potens...



Nunc trahor exul, �nops.
—Ov�d, Metamorphoses. x���

At f�rst, her government, under the adm�n�strat�on of the
dogmat�sts, was an absolute despot�sm. But, as the leg�slat�ve
cont�nued to show traces of the anc�ent barbar�c rule, her emp�re
gradually broke up, and �ntest�ne wars �ntroduced the re�gn of
anarchy; wh�le the scept�cs, l�ke nomad�c tr�bes, who hate a
permanent hab�tat�on and settled mode of l�v�ng, attacked from t�me
to t�me those who had organ�zed themselves �nto c�v�l commun�t�es.
But the�r number was, very happ�ly, small; and thus they could not
ent�rely put a stop to the exert�ons of those who pers�sted �n ra�s�ng
new ed�f�ces, although on no settled or un�form plan. In recent t�mes
the hope dawned upon us of see�ng those d�sputes settled, and the
leg�t�macy of her cla�ms establ�shed by a k�nd of phys�ology of the
human understand�ng—that of the celebrated Locke. But �t was
found that—although �t was aff�rmed that th�s so-called queen could
not refer her descent to any h�gher source than that of common
exper�ence, a c�rcumstance wh�ch necessar�ly brought susp�c�on on
her cla�ms—as th�s genealogy was �ncorrect, she pers�sted �n the
advancement of her cla�ms to sovere�gnty. Thus metaphys�cs
necessar�ly fell back �nto the ant�quated and rotten const�tut�on of
dogmat�sm, and aga�n became obnox�ous to the contempt from
wh�ch efforts had been made to save �t. At present, as all methods,
accord�ng to the general persuas�on, have been tr�ed �n va�n, there
re�gns nought but wear�ness and complete �nd�fferent�sm—the
mother of chaos and n�ght �n the sc�ent�f�c world, but at the same
t�me the source of, or at least the prelude to, the re-creat�on and
re�nstallat�on of a sc�ence, when �t has fallen �nto confus�on,
obscur�ty, and d�suse from �ll d�rected effort.

For �t �s �n real�ty va�n to profess �nd�fference �n regard to such
�nqu�r�es, the object of wh�ch cannot be �nd�fferent to human�ty.
Bes�des, these pretended �nd�fferent�sts, however much they may try
to d�sgu�se themselves by the assumpt�on of a popular style and by
changes on the language of the schools, unavo�dably fall �nto
metaphys�cal declarat�ons and propos�t�ons, wh�ch they profess to
regard w�th so much contempt. At the same t�me, th�s �nd�fference,



wh�ch has ar�sen �n the world of sc�ence, and wh�ch relates to that
k�nd of knowledge wh�ch we should w�sh to see destroyed the last, �s
a phenomenon that well deserves our attent�on and reflect�on. It �s
pla�nly not the effect of the lev�ty, but of the matured judgement[1] of
the age, wh�ch refuses to be any longer enterta�ned w�th �llusory
knowledge, It �s, �n fact, a call to reason, aga�n to undertake the most
labor�ous of all tasks—that of self-exam�nat�on, and to establ�sh a
tr�bunal, wh�ch may secure �t �n �ts well-grounded cla�ms, wh�le �t
pronounces aga�nst all baseless assumpt�ons and pretens�ons, not �n
an arb�trary manner, but accord�ng to �ts own eternal and
unchangeable laws. Th�s tr�bunal �s noth�ng less than the Cr�t�cal
Invest�gat�on of Pure Reason.

[1] We very often hear compla�nts of the shallowness of the
present age, and of the decay of profound sc�ence. But I do not
th�nk that those wh�ch rest upon a secure foundat�on, such as
mathemat�cs, phys�cal sc�ence, etc., �n the least deserve th�s
reproach, but that they rather ma�nta�n the�r anc�ent fame, and �n
the latter case, �ndeed, far surpass �t. The same would be the
case w�th the other k�nds of cogn�t�on, �f the�r pr�nc�ples were but
f�rmly establ�shed. In the absence of th�s secur�ty, �nd�fference,
doubt, and f�nally, severe cr�t�c�sm are rather s�gns of a profound
hab�t of thought. Our age �s the age of cr�t�c�sm, to wh�ch
everyth�ng must be subjected. The sacredness of rel�g�on, and the
author�ty of leg�slat�on, are by many regarded as grounds of
exempt�on from the exam�nat�on of th�s tr�bunal. But, �f they are
exempted, they become the subjects of just susp�c�on, and cannot
lay cla�m to s�ncere respect, wh�ch reason accords only to that
wh�ch has stood the test of a free and publ�c exam�nat�on.

I do not mean by th�s a cr�t�c�sm of books and systems, but a
cr�t�cal �nqu�ry �nto the faculty of reason, w�th reference to the
cogn�t�ons to wh�ch �t str�ves to atta�n w�thout the a�d of exper�ence;
�n other words, the solut�on of the quest�on regard�ng the poss�b�l�ty
or �mposs�b�l�ty of metaphys�cs, and the determ�nat�on of the or�g�n,
as well as of the extent and l�m�ts of th�s sc�ence. All th�s must be
done on the bas�s of pr�nc�ples.

Th�s path—the only one now rema�n�ng—has been entered upon
by me; and I flatter myself that I have, �n th�s way, d�scovered the



cause of—and consequently the mode of remov�ng—all the errors
wh�ch have h�therto set reason at var�ance w�th �tself, �n the sphere
of non-emp�r�cal thought. I have not returned an evas�ve answer to
the quest�ons of reason, by alleg�ng the �nab�l�ty and l�m�tat�on of the
facult�es of the m�nd; I have, on the contrary, exam�ned them
completely �n the l�ght of pr�nc�ples, and, after hav�ng d�scovered the
cause of the doubts and contrad�ct�ons �nto wh�ch reason fell, have
solved them to �ts perfect sat�sfact�on. It �s true, these quest�ons have
not been solved as dogmat�sm, �n �ts va�n fanc�es and des�res, had
expected; for �t can only be sat�sf�ed by the exerc�se of mag�cal arts,
and of these I have no knowledge. But ne�ther do these come w�th�n
the compass of our mental powers; and �t was the duty of ph�losophy
to destroy the �llus�ons wh�ch had the�r or�g�n �n m�sconcept�ons,
whatever darl�ng hopes and valued expectat�ons may be ru�ned by
�ts explanat�ons. My ch�ef a�m �n th�s work has been thoroughness;
and I make bold to say that there �s not a s�ngle metaphys�cal
problem that does not f�nd �ts solut�on, or at least the key to �ts
solut�on, here. Pure reason �s a perfect un�ty; and therefore, �f the
pr�nc�ple presented by �t prove to be �nsuff�c�ent for the solut�on of
even a s�ngle one of those quest�ons to wh�ch the very nature of
reason g�ves b�rth, we must reject �t, as we could not be perfectly
certa�n of �ts suff�c�ency �n the case of the others.

Wh�le I say th�s, I th�nk I see upon the countenance of the reader
s�gns of d�ssat�sfact�on m�ngled w�th contempt, when he hears
declarat�ons wh�ch sound so boastful and extravagant; and yet they
are beyond compar�son more moderate than those advanced by the
commonest author of the commonest ph�losoph�cal programme, �n
wh�ch the dogmat�st professes to demonstrate the s�mple nature of
the soul, or the necess�ty of a pr�mal be�ng. Such a dogmat�st
prom�ses to extend human knowledge beyond the l�m�ts of poss�ble
exper�ence; wh�le I humbly confess that th�s �s completely beyond my
power. Instead of any such attempt, I conf�ne myself to the
exam�nat�on of reason alone and �ts pure thought; and I do not need
to seek far for the sum-total of �ts cogn�t�on, because �t has �ts seat �n
my own m�nd. Bes�des, common log�c presents me w�th a complete
and systemat�c catalogue of all the s�mple operat�ons of reason; and



�t �s my task to answer the quest�on how far reason can go, w�thout
the mater�al presented and the a�d furn�shed by exper�ence.

So much for the completeness and thoroughness necessary �n the
execut�on of the present task. The a�ms set before us are not
arb�trar�ly proposed, but are �mposed upon us by the nature of
cogn�t�on �tself.

The above remarks relate to the matter of our cr�t�cal �nqu�ry. As
regards the form, there are two �nd�spensable cond�t�ons, wh�ch any
one who undertakes so d�ff�cult a task as that of a cr�t�que of pure
reason, �s bound to fulf�l. These cond�t�ons are cert�tude and
clearness.

As regards cert�tude, I have fully conv�nced myself that, �n th�s
sphere of thought, op�n�on �s perfectly �nadm�ss�ble, and that
everyth�ng wh�ch bears the least semblance of an hypothes�s must
be excluded, as of no value �n such d�scuss�ons. For �t �s a
necessary cond�t�on of every cogn�t�on that �s to be establ�shed upon
à pr�or� grounds that �t shall be held to be absolutely necessary;
much more �s th�s the case w�th an attempt to determ�ne all pure à
pr�or� cogn�t�on, and to furn�sh the standard—and consequently an
example—of all apode�ct�c (ph�losoph�cal) cert�tude. Whether I have
succeeded �n what I professed to do, �t �s for the reader to determ�ne;
�t �s the author’s bus�ness merely to adduce grounds and reasons,
w�thout determ�n�ng what �nfluence these ought to have on the m�nd
of h�s judges. But, lest anyth�ng he may have sa�d may become the
�nnocent cause of doubt �n the�r m�nds, or tend to weaken the effect
wh�ch h�s arguments m�ght otherw�se produce—he may be allowed
to po�nt out those passages wh�ch may occas�on m�strust or d�ff�culty,
although these do not concern the ma�n purpose of the present work.
He does th�s solely w�th the v�ew of remov�ng from the m�nd of the
reader any doubts wh�ch m�ght affect h�s judgement of the work as a
whole, and �n regard to �ts ult�mate a�m.

I know no �nvest�gat�ons more necessary for a full �ns�ght �nto the
nature of the faculty wh�ch we call understand�ng, and at the same
t�me for the determ�nat�on of the rules and l�m�ts of �ts use, than
those undertaken �n the second chapter of the “Transcendental
Analyt�c,” under the t�tle of Deduct�on of the Pure Concept�ons of the



Understand�ng; and they have also cost me by far the greatest
labour—labour wh�ch, I hope, w�ll not rema�n uncompensated. The
v�ew there taken, wh�ch goes somewhat deeply �nto the subject, has
two s�des. The one relates to the objects of the pure understand�ng,
and �s �ntended to demonstrate and to render comprehens�ble the
object�ve val�d�ty of �ts à pr�or� concept�ons; and �t forms for th�s
reason an essent�al part of the Cr�t�que. The other cons�ders the pure
understand�ng �tself, �ts poss�b�l�ty and �ts powers of cogn�t�on—that
�s, from a subject�ve po�nt of v�ew; and, although th�s expos�t�on �s of
great �mportance, �t does not belong essent�ally to the ma�n purpose
of the work, because the grand quest�on �s what and how much can
reason and understand�ng, apart from exper�ence, cogn�ze, and not,
how �s the faculty of thought �tself poss�ble? As the latter �s an �nqu�ry
�nto the cause of a g�ven effect, and has thus �n �t some semblance
of an hypothes�s (although, as I shall show on another occas�on, th�s
�s really not the fact), �t would seem that, �n the present �nstance, I
had allowed myself to enounce a mere op�n�on, and that the reader
must therefore be at l�berty to hold a d�fferent op�n�on. But I beg to
rem�nd h�m that, �f my subject�ve deduct�on does not produce �n h�s
m�nd the conv�ct�on of �ts cert�tude at wh�ch I a�med, the object�ve
deduct�on, w�th wh�ch alone the present work �s properly concerned,
�s �n every respect sat�sfactory.

As regards clearness, the reader has a r�ght to demand, �n the f�rst
place, d�scurs�ve or log�cal clearness, that �s, on the bas�s of
concept�ons, and, secondly, �ntu�t�ve or æsthet�c clearness, by
means of �ntu�t�ons, that �s, by examples or other modes of
�llustrat�on �n concreto. I have done what I could for the f�rst k�nd of
�ntell�g�b�l�ty. Th�s was essent�al to my purpose; and �t thus became
the acc�dental cause of my �nab�l�ty to do complete just�ce to the
second requ�rement. I have been almost always at a loss, dur�ng the
progress of th�s work, how to settle th�s quest�on. Examples and
�llustrat�ons always appeared to me necessary, and, �n the f�rst
sketch of the Cr�t�que, naturally fell �nto the�r proper places. But I very
soon became aware of the magn�tude of my task, and the numerous
problems w�th wh�ch I should be engaged; and, as I perce�ved that
th�s cr�t�cal �nvest�gat�on would, even �f del�vered �n the dr�est
scholast�c manner, be far from be�ng br�ef, I found �t unadv�sable to



enlarge �t st�ll more w�th examples and explanat�ons, wh�ch are
necessary only from a popular po�nt of v�ew. I was �nduced to take
th�s course from the cons�derat�on also that the present work �s not
�ntended for popular use, that those devoted to sc�ence do not
requ�re such helps, although they are always acceptable, and that
they would have mater�ally �nterfered w�th my present purpose. Abbé
Terrasson remarks w�th great just�ce that, �f we est�mate the s�ze of a
work, not from the number of �ts pages, but from the t�me wh�ch we
requ�re to make ourselves master of �t, �t may be sa�d of many a
book—that �t would be much shorter, �f �t were not so short. On the
other hand, as regards the comprehens�b�l�ty of a system of
speculat�ve cogn�t�on, connected under a s�ngle pr�nc�ple, we may
say w�th equal just�ce: many a book would have been much clearer,
�f �t had not been �ntended to be so very clear. For explanat�ons and
examples, and other helps to �ntell�g�b�l�ty, a�d us �n the
comprehens�on of parts, but they d�stract the attent�on, d�ss�pate the
mental power of the reader, and stand �n the way of h�s form�ng a
clear concept�on of the whole; as he cannot atta�n soon enough to a
survey of the system, and the colour�ng and embell�shments
bestowed upon �t prevent h�s observ�ng �ts art�culat�on or
organ�zat�on—wh�ch �s the most �mportant cons�derat�on w�th h�m,
when he comes to judge of �ts un�ty and stab�l�ty.

The reader must naturally have a strong �nducement to co-operate
w�th the present author, �f he has formed the �ntent�on of erect�ng a
complete and sol�d ed�f�ce of metaphys�cal sc�ence, accord�ng to the
plan now la�d before h�m. Metaphys�cs, as here represented, �s the
only sc�ence wh�ch adm�ts of complet�on—and w�th l�ttle labour, �f �t �s
un�ted, �n a short t�me; so that noth�ng w�ll be left to future
generat�ons except the task of �llustrat�ng and apply�ng �t d�dact�cally.
For th�s sc�ence �s noth�ng more than the �nventory of all that �s g�ven
us by pure reason, systemat�cally arranged. Noth�ng can escape our
not�ce; for what reason produces from �tself cannot l�e concealed, but
must be brought to the l�ght by reason �tself, so soon as we have
d�scovered the common pr�nc�ple of the �deas we seek. The perfect
un�ty of th�s k�nd of cogn�t�ons, wh�ch are based upon pure
concept�ons, and un�nfluenced by any emp�r�cal element, or any



pecul�ar �ntu�t�on lead�ng to determ�nate exper�ence, renders th�s
completeness not only pract�cable, but also necessary.

Tecum hab�ta, et nôr�s quam s�t t�b� curta supellex.
—Pers�us. Sat�rae �v. 52.

Such a system of pure speculat�ve reason I hope to be able to
publ�sh under the t�tle of Metaphys�c of Nature[2]. The content of th�s
work (wh�ch w�ll not be half so long) w�ll be very much r�cher than
that of the present Cr�t�que, wh�ch has to d�scover the sources of th�s
cogn�t�on and expose the cond�t�ons of �ts poss�b�l�ty, and at the
same t�me to clear and level a f�t foundat�on for the sc�ent�f�c ed�f�ce.
In the present work, I look for the pat�ent hear�ng and the �mpart�al�ty
of a judge; �n the other, for the good-w�ll and ass�stance of a co-
labourer. For, however complete the l�st of pr�nc�ples for th�s system
may be �n the Cr�t�que, the correctness of the system requ�res that
no deduced concept�ons should be absent. These cannot be
presented à pr�or�, but must be gradually d�scovered; and, wh�le the
synthes�s of concept�ons has been fully exhausted �n the Cr�t�que, �t
�s necessary that, �n the proposed work, the same should be the
case w�th the�r analys�s. But th�s w�ll be rather an amusement than a
labour.

[2] In contrad�st�nct�on to the Metaphys�c of Eth�cs. Th�s work was
never publ�shed.
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Whether the treatment of that port�on of our knowledge wh�ch l�es
w�th�n the prov�nce of pure reason advances w�th that undev�at�ng
certa�nty wh�ch character�zes the progress of sc�ence, we shall be at
no loss to determ�ne. If we f�nd those who are engaged �n
metaphys�cal pursu�ts, unable to come to an understand�ng as to the
method wh�ch they ought to follow; �f we f�nd them, after the most
elaborate preparat�ons, �nvar�ably brought to a stand before the goal
�s reached, and compelled to retrace the�r steps and str�ke �nto fresh
paths, we may then feel qu�te sure that they are far from hav�ng
atta�ned to the certa�nty of sc�ent�f�c progress and may rather be sa�d
to be merely grop�ng about �n the dark. In these c�rcumstances we
shall render an �mportant serv�ce to reason �f we succeed �n s�mply
�nd�cat�ng the path along wh�ch �t must travel, �n order to arr�ve at any
results—even �f �t should be found necessary to abandon many of
those a�ms wh�ch, w�thout reflect�on, have been proposed for �ts
atta�nment.

That Log�c has advanced �n th�s sure course, even from the
earl�est t�mes, �s apparent from the fact that, s�nce Ar�stotle, �t has
been unable to advance a step and, thus, to all appearance has
reached �ts complet�on. For, �f some of the moderns have thought to
enlarge �ts doma�n by �ntroduc�ng psycholog�cal d�scuss�ons on the
mental facult�es, such as �mag�nat�on and w�t, metaphys�cal,
d�scuss�ons on the or�g�n of knowledge and the d�fferent k�nds of
cert�tude, accord�ng to the d�fference of the objects (�deal�sm,
scept�c�sm, and so on), or anthropolog�cal d�scuss�ons on prejud�ces,
the�r causes and remed�es: th�s attempt, on the part of these authors,



only shows the�r �gnorance of the pecul�ar nature of log�cal sc�ence.
We do not enlarge but d�sf�gure the sc�ences when we lose s�ght of
the�r respect�ve l�m�ts and allow them to run �nto one another. Now
log�c �s enclosed w�th�n l�m�ts wh�ch adm�t of perfectly clear def�n�t�on;
�t �s a sc�ence wh�ch has for �ts object noth�ng but the expos�t�on and
proof of the formal laws of all thought, whether �t be à pr�or� or
emp�r�cal, whatever be �ts or�g�n or �ts object, and whatever the
d�ff�cult�es—natural or acc�dental—wh�ch �t encounters �n the human
m�nd.

The early success of log�c must be attr�buted exclus�vely to the
narrowness of �ts f�eld, �n wh�ch abstract�on may, or rather must, be
made of all the objects of cogn�t�on w�th the�r character�st�c
d�st�nct�ons, and �n wh�ch the understand�ng has only to deal w�th
�tself and w�th �ts own forms. It �s, obv�ously, a much more d�ff�cult
task for reason to str�ke �nto the sure path of sc�ence, where �t has to
deal not s�mply w�th �tself, but w�th objects external to �tself. Hence,
log�c �s properly only a propædeut�c—forms, as �t were, the vest�bule
of the sc�ences; and wh�le �t �s necessary to enable us to form a
correct judgement w�th regard to the var�ous branches of knowledge,
st�ll the acqu�s�t�on of real, substant�ve knowledge �s to be sought
only �n the sc�ences properly so called, that �s, �n the object�ve
sc�ences.

Now these sc�ences, �f they can be termed rat�onal at all, must
conta�n elements of à pr�or� cogn�t�on, and th�s cogn�t�on may stand
�n a twofold relat�on to �ts object. E�ther �t may have to determ�ne the
concept�on of the object—wh�ch must be suppl�ed extraneously, or �t
may have to establ�sh �ts real�ty. The former �s theoret�cal, the latter
pract�cal, rat�onal cogn�t�on. In both, the pure or à pr�or� element must
be treated f�rst, and must be carefully d�st�ngu�shed from that wh�ch
�s suppl�ed from other sources. Any other method can only lead to
�rremed�able confus�on.

Mathemat�cs and phys�cs are the two theoret�cal sc�ences wh�ch
have to determ�ne the�r objects à pr�or�. The former �s purely à pr�or�,
the latter �s part�ally so, but �s also dependent on other sources of
cogn�t�on.



In the earl�est t�mes of wh�ch h�story affords us any record,
mathemat�cs had already entered on the sure course of sc�ence,
among that wonderful nat�on, the Greeks. St�ll �t �s not to be
supposed that �t was as easy for th�s sc�ence to str�ke �nto, or rather
to construct for �tself, that royal road, as �t was for log�c, �n wh�ch
reason has only to deal w�th �tself. On the contrary, I bel�eve that �t
must have rema�ned long—ch�efly among the Egypt�ans—�n the
stage of bl�nd grop�ng after �ts true a�ms and dest�nat�on, and that �t
was revolut�on�zed by the happy �dea of one man, who struck out
and determ�ned for all t�me the path wh�ch th�s sc�ence must follow,
and wh�ch adm�ts of an �ndef�n�te advancement. The h�story of th�s
�ntellectual revolut�on—much more �mportant �n �ts results than the
d�scovery of the passage round the celebrated Cape of Good Hope
—and of �ts author, has not been preserved. But D�ogenes Laert�us,
�n nam�ng the supposed d�scoverer of some of the s�mplest elements
of geometr�cal demonstrat�on—elements wh�ch, accord�ng to the
ord�nary op�n�on, do not even requ�re to be proved—makes �t
apparent that the change �ntroduced by the f�rst �nd�cat�on of th�s new
path, must have seemed of the utmost �mportance to the
mathemat�c�ans of that age, and �t has thus been secured aga�nst
the chance of obl�v�on. A new l�ght must have flashed on the m�nd of
the f�rst man (Thales, or whatever may have been h�s name) who
demonstrated the propert�es of the �sosceles tr�angle. For he found
that �t was not suff�c�ent to med�tate on the f�gure, as �t lay before h�s
eyes, or the concept�on of �t, as �t ex�sted �n h�s m�nd, and thus
endeavour to get at the knowledge of �ts propert�es, but that �t was
necessary to produce these propert�es, as �t were, by a pos�t�ve à
pr�or� construct�on; and that, �n order to arr�ve w�th certa�nty at à pr�or�
cogn�t�on, he must not attr�bute to the object any other propert�es
than those wh�ch necessar�ly followed from that wh�ch he had
h�mself, �n accordance w�th h�s concept�on, placed �n the object.

A much longer per�od elapsed before Phys�cs entered on the
h�ghway of sc�ence. For �t �s only about a century and a half s�nce the
w�se BACON gave a new d�rect�on to phys�cal stud�es, or rather—as
others were already on the r�ght track—�mparted fresh v�gour to the
pursu�t of th�s new d�rect�on. Here, too, as �n the case of
mathemat�cs, we f�nd ev�dence of a rap�d �ntellectual revolut�on. In



the remarks wh�ch follow I shall conf�ne myself to the emp�r�cal s�de
of natural sc�ence.

When GALILEI exper�mented w�th balls of a def�n�te we�ght on the
�ncl�ned plane, when TORRICELLI caused the a�r to susta�n a we�ght
wh�ch he had calculated beforehand to be equal to that of a def�n�te
column of water, or when STAHL, at a later per�od, converted metals
�nto l�me, and reconverted l�me �nto metal, by the add�t�on and
subtract�on of certa�n elements;[3] a l�ght broke upon all natural
ph�losophers. They learned that reason only perce�ves that wh�ch �t
produces after �ts own des�gn; that �t must not be content to follow,
as �t were, �n the lead�ng-str�ngs of nature, but must proceed �n
advance w�th pr�nc�ples of judgement accord�ng to unvary�ng laws,
and compel nature to reply �ts quest�ons. For acc�dental
observat�ons, made accord�ng to no preconce�ved plan, cannot be
un�ted under a necessary law. But �t �s th�s that reason seeks for and
requ�res. It �s only the pr�nc�ples of reason wh�ch can g�ve to
concordant phenomena the val�d�ty of laws, and �t �s only when
exper�ment �s d�rected by these rat�onal pr�nc�ples that �t can have
any real ut�l�ty. Reason must approach nature w�th the v�ew, �ndeed,
of rece�v�ng �nformat�on from �t, not, however, �n the character of a
pup�l, who l�stens to all that h�s master chooses to tell h�m, but �n that
of a judge, who compels the w�tnesses to reply to those quest�ons
wh�ch he h�mself th�nks f�t to propose. To th�s s�ngle �dea must the
revolut�on be ascr�bed, by wh�ch, after grop�ng �n the dark for so
many centur�es, natural sc�ence was at length conducted �nto the
path of certa�n progress.

[3] I do not here follow w�th exactness the h�story of the
exper�mental method, of wh�ch, �ndeed, the f�rst steps are �nvolved
�n some obscur�ty.

We come now to metaphys�cs, a purely speculat�ve sc�ence, wh�ch
occup�es a completely �solated pos�t�on and �s ent�rely �ndependent
of the teach�ngs of exper�ence. It deals w�th mere concept�ons—not,
l�ke mathemat�cs, w�th concept�ons appl�ed to �ntu�t�on—and �n �t,
reason �s the pup�l of �tself alone. It �s the oldest of the sc�ences, and
would st�ll surv�ve, even �f all the rest were swallowed up �n the abyss
of an all-destroy�ng barbar�sm. But �t has not yet had the good



fortune to atta�n to the sure sc�ent�f�c method. Th�s w�ll be apparent; �f
we apply the tests wh�ch we proposed at the outset. We f�nd that
reason perpetually comes to a stand, when �t attempts to ga�n à
pr�or� the percept�on even of those laws wh�ch the most common
exper�ence conf�rms. We f�nd �t compelled to retrace �ts steps �n
�nnumerable �nstances, and to abandon the path on wh�ch �t had
entered, because th�s does not lead to the des�red result. We f�nd,
too, that those who are engaged �n metaphys�cal pursu�ts are far
from be�ng able to agree among themselves, but that, on the
contrary, th�s sc�ence appears to furn�sh an arena spec�ally adapted
for the d�splay of sk�ll or the exerc�se of strength �n mock-contests—a
f�eld �n wh�ch no combatant ever yet succeeded �n ga�n�ng an �nch of
ground, �n wh�ch, at least, no v�ctory was ever yet crowned w�th
permanent possess�on.

Th�s leads us to �nqu�re why �t �s that, �n metaphys�cs, the sure
path of sc�ence has not h�therto been found. Shall we suppose that �t
�s �mposs�ble to d�scover �t? Why then should nature have v�s�ted our
reason w�th restless asp�rat�ons after �t, as �f �t were one of our
we�ght�est concerns? Nay, more, how l�ttle cause should we have to
place conf�dence �n our reason, �f �t abandons us �n a matter about
wh�ch, most of all, we des�re to know the truth—and not only so, but
even allures us to the pursu�t of va�n phantoms, only to betray us �n
the end? Or, �f the path has only h�therto been m�ssed, what
�nd�cat�ons do we possess to gu�de us �n a renewed �nvest�gat�on,
and to enable us to hope for greater success than has fallen to the
lot of our predecessors?

It appears to me that the examples of mathemat�cs and natural
ph�losophy, wh�ch, as we have seen, were brought �nto the�r present
cond�t�on by a sudden revolut�on, are suff�c�ently remarkable to f�x
our attent�on on the essent�al c�rcumstances of the change wh�ch
has proved so advantageous to them, and to �nduce us to make the
exper�ment of �m�tat�ng them, so far as the analogy wh�ch, as rat�onal
sc�ences, they bear to metaphys�cs may perm�t. It has h�therto been
assumed that our cogn�t�on must conform to the objects; but all
attempts to ascerta�n anyth�ng about these objects à pr�or�, by means
of concept�ons, and thus to extend the range of our knowledge, have
been rendered abort�ve by th�s assumpt�on. Let us then make the



exper�ment whether we may not be more successful �n metaphys�cs,
�f we assume that the objects must conform to our cogn�t�on. Th�s
appears, at all events, to accord better w�th the poss�b�l�ty of our
ga�n�ng the end we have �n v�ew, that �s to say, of arr�v�ng at the
cogn�t�on of objects à pr�or�, of determ�n�ng someth�ng w�th respect to
these objects, before they are g�ven to us. We here propose to do
just what COPERNICUS d�d �n attempt�ng to expla�n the celest�al
movements. When he found that he could make no progress by
assum�ng that all the heavenly bod�es revolved round the spectator,
he reversed the process, and tr�ed the exper�ment of assum�ng that
the spectator revolved, wh�le the stars rema�ned at rest. We may
make the same exper�ment w�th regard to the �ntu�t�on of objects. If
the �ntu�t�on must conform to the nature of the objects, I do not see
how we can know anyth�ng of them à pr�or�. If, on the other hand, the
object conforms to the nature of our faculty of �ntu�t�on, I can then
eas�ly conce�ve the poss�b�l�ty of such an à pr�or� knowledge. Now as
I cannot rest �n the mere �ntu�t�ons, but—�f they are to become
cogn�t�ons—must refer them, as representat�ons, to someth�ng, as
object, and must determ�ne the latter by means of the former, here
aga�n there are two courses open to me. E�ther, f�rst, I may assume
that the concept�ons, by wh�ch I effect th�s determ�nat�on, conform to
the object—and �n th�s case I am reduced to the same perplex�ty as
before; or secondly, I may assume that the objects, or, wh�ch �s the
same th�ng, that exper�ence, �n wh�ch alone as g�ven objects they are
cogn�zed, conform to my concept�ons—and then I am at no loss how
to proceed. For exper�ence �tself �s a mode of cogn�t�on wh�ch
requ�res understand�ng. Before objects, are g�ven to me, that �s, à
pr�or�, I must presuppose �n myself laws of the understand�ng wh�ch
are expressed �n concept�ons à pr�or�. To these concept�ons, then, all
the objects of exper�ence must necessar�ly conform. Now there are
objects wh�ch reason th�nks, and that necessar�ly, but wh�ch cannot
be g�ven �n exper�ence, or, at least, cannot be g�ven so as reason
th�nks them. The attempt to th�nk these objects w�ll hereafter furn�sh
an excellent test of the new method of thought wh�ch we have
adopted, and wh�ch �s based on the pr�nc�ple that we only cogn�ze �n
th�ngs à pr�or� that wh�ch we ourselves place �n them.[4]



[4] Th�s method, accord�ngly, wh�ch we have borrowed from the
natural ph�losopher, cons�sts �n seek�ng for the elements of pure
reason �n that wh�ch adm�ts of conf�rmat�on or refutat�on by
exper�ment. Now the propos�t�ons of pure reason, espec�ally when
they transcend the l�m�ts of poss�ble exper�ence, do not adm�t of
our mak�ng any exper�ment w�th the�r objects, as �n natural
sc�ence. Hence, w�th regard to those concept�ons and pr�nc�ples
wh�ch we assume à pr�or�, our only course w�ll be to v�ew them
from two d�fferent s�des. We must regard one and the same
concept�on, on the one hand, �n relat�on to exper�ence as an
object of the senses and of the understand�ng, on the other hand,
�n relat�on to reason, �solated and transcend�ng the l�m�ts of
exper�ence, as an object of mere thought. Now �f we f�nd that,
when we regard th�ngs from th�s double po�nt of v�ew, the result �s
�n harmony w�th the pr�nc�ple of pure reason, but that, when we
regard them from a s�ngle po�nt of v�ew, reason �s �nvolved �n self-
contrad�ct�on, then the exper�ment w�ll establ�sh the correctness of
th�s d�st�nct�on.

Th�s attempt succeeds as well as we could des�re, and prom�ses
to metaphys�cs, �n �ts f�rst part—that �s, where �t �s occup�ed w�th
concept�ons à pr�or�, of wh�ch the correspond�ng objects may be
g�ven �n exper�ence—the certa�n course of sc�ence. For by th�s new
method we are enabled perfectly to expla�n the poss�b�l�ty of à pr�or�
cogn�t�on, and, what �s more, to demonstrate sat�sfactor�ly the laws
wh�ch l�e à pr�or� at the foundat�on of nature, as the sum of the
objects of exper�ence—ne�ther of wh�ch was poss�ble accord�ng to
the procedure h�therto followed. But from th�s deduct�on of the faculty
of à pr�or� cogn�t�on �n the f�rst part of metaphys�cs, we der�ve a
surpr�s�ng result, and one wh�ch, to all appearance, m�l�tates aga�nst
the great end of metaphys�cs, as treated �n the second part. For we
come to the conclus�on that our faculty of cogn�t�on �s unable to
transcend the l�m�ts of poss�ble exper�ence; and yet th�s �s prec�sely
the most essent�al object of th�s sc�ence. The est�mate of our rat�onal
cogn�t�on à pr�or� at wh�ch we arr�ve �s that �t has only to do w�th
phenomena, and that th�ngs �n themselves, wh�le possess�ng a real
ex�stence, l�e beyond �ts sphere. Here we are enabled to put the
just�ce of th�s est�mate to the test. For that wh�ch of necess�ty �mpels
us to transcend the l�m�ts of exper�ence and of all phenomena �s the
uncond�t�oned, wh�ch reason absolutely requ�res �n th�ngs as they



are �n themselves, �n order to complete the ser�es of cond�t�ons. Now,
�f �t appears that when, on the one hand, we assume that our
cogn�t�on conforms to �ts objects as th�ngs �n themselves, the
uncond�t�oned cannot be thought w�thout contrad�ct�on, and that
when, on the other hand, we assume that our representat�on of
th�ngs as they are g�ven to us, does not conform to these th�ngs as
they are �n themselves, but that these objects, as phenomena,
conform to our mode of representat�on, the contrad�ct�on d�sappears:
we shall then be conv�nced of the truth of that wh�ch we began by
assum�ng for the sake of exper�ment; we may look upon �t as
establ�shed that the uncond�t�oned does not l�e �n th�ngs as we know
them, or as they are g�ven to us, but �n th�ngs as they are �n
themselves, beyond the range of our cogn�t�on.[5]

[5] Th�s exper�ment of pure reason has a great s�m�lar�ty to that of
the Chem�sts, wh�ch they term the exper�ment of reduct�on, or,
more usually, the synthet�c process. The analys�s of the
metaphys�c�an separates pure cogn�t�on à pr�or� �nto two
heterogeneous elements, v�z., the cogn�t�on of th�ngs as
phenomena, and of th�ngs �n themselves. D�alect�c comb�nes
these aga�n �nto harmony w�th the necessary rat�onal �dea of the
uncond�t�oned, and f�nds that th�s harmony never results except
through the above d�st�nct�on, wh�ch �s, therefore, concluded to be
just.

But, after we have thus den�ed the power of speculat�ve reason to
make any progress �n the sphere of the supersens�ble, �t st�ll rema�ns
for our cons�derat�on whether data do not ex�st �n pract�cal cogn�t�on
wh�ch may enable us to determ�ne the transcendent concept�on of
the uncond�t�oned, to r�se beyond the l�m�ts of all poss�ble exper�ence
from a pract�cal po�nt of v�ew, and thus to sat�sfy the great ends of
metaphys�cs. Speculat�ve reason has thus, at least, made room for
such an extens�on of our knowledge: and, �f �t must leave th�s space
vacant, st�ll �t does not rob us of the l�berty to f�ll �t up, �f we can, by
means of pract�cal data—nay, �t even challenges us to make the
attempt.[6]

[6] So the central laws of the movements of the heavenly bod�es
establ�shed the truth of that wh�ch Copern�cus, f�rst, assumed only
as a hypothes�s, and, at the same t�me, brought to l�ght that



�nv�s�ble force (Newton�an attract�on) wh�ch holds the un�verse
together. The latter would have rema�ned forever und�scovered, �f
Copern�cus had not ventured on the exper�ment—contrary to the
senses but st�ll just—of look�ng for the observed movements not
�n the heavenly bod�es, but �n the spectator. In th�s Preface I treat
the new metaphys�cal method as a hypothes�s w�th the v�ew of
render�ng apparent the f�rst attempts at such a change of method,
wh�ch are always hypothet�cal. But �n the Cr�t�que �tself �t w�ll be
demonstrated, not hypothet�cally, but apode�ct�cally, from the
nature of our representat�ons of space and t�me, and from the
elementary concept�ons of the understand�ng.

Th�s attempt to �ntroduce a complete revolut�on �n the procedure of
metaphys�cs, after the example of the geometr�c�ans and natural
ph�losophers, const�tutes the a�m of the Cr�t�que of Pure Speculat�ve
Reason. It �s a treat�se on the method to be followed, not a system of
the sc�ence �tself. But, at the same t�me, �t marks out and def�nes
both the external boundar�es and the �nternal structure of th�s
sc�ence. For pure speculat�ve reason has th�s pecul�ar�ty, that, �n
choos�ng the var�ous objects of thought, �t �s able to def�ne the l�m�ts
of �ts own facult�es, and even to g�ve a complete enumerat�on of the
poss�ble modes of propos�ng problems to �tself, and thus to sketch
out the ent�re system of metaphys�cs. For, on the one hand, �n
cogn�t�on à pr�or�, noth�ng must be attr�buted to the objects but what
the th�nk�ng subject der�ves from �tself; and, on the other hand,
reason �s, �n regard to the pr�nc�ples of cogn�t�on, a perfectly d�st�nct,
�ndependent un�ty, �n wh�ch, as �n an organ�zed body, every member
ex�sts for the sake of the others, and all for the sake of each, so that
no pr�nc�ple can be v�ewed, w�th safety, �n one relat�onsh�p, unless �t
�s, at the same t�me, v�ewed �n relat�on to the total use of pure
reason. Hence, too, metaphys�cs has th�s s�ngular advantage—an
advantage wh�ch falls to the lot of no other sc�ence wh�ch has to do
w�th objects—that, �f once �t �s conducted �nto the sure path of
sc�ence, by means of th�s cr�t�c�sm, �t can then take �n the whole
sphere of �ts cogn�t�ons, and can thus complete �ts work, and leave �t
for the use of poster�ty, as a cap�tal wh�ch can never rece�ve fresh
access�ons. For metaphys�cs has to deal only w�th pr�nc�ples and
w�th the l�m�tat�ons of �ts own employment as determ�ned by these
pr�nc�ples. To th�s perfect�on �t �s, therefore, bound, as the



fundamental sc�ence, to atta�n, and to �t the max�m may justly be
appl�ed:

N�l actum reputans, s� qu�d superesset agendum.

But, �t w�ll be asked, what k�nd of a treasure �s th�s that we propose
to bequeath to poster�ty? What �s the real value of th�s system of
metaphys�cs, pur�f�ed by cr�t�c�sm, and thereby reduced to a
permanent cond�t�on? A cursory v�ew of the present work w�ll lead to
the suppos�t�on that �ts use �s merely negat�ve, that �t only serves to
warn us aga�nst ventur�ng, w�th speculat�ve reason, beyond the l�m�ts
of exper�ence. Th�s �s, �n fact, �ts pr�mary use. But th�s, at once,
assumes a pos�t�ve value, when we observe that the pr�nc�ples w�th
wh�ch speculat�ve reason endeavours to transcend �ts l�m�ts lead
�nev�tably, not to the extens�on, but to the contract�on of the use of
reason, �nasmuch as they threaten to extend the l�m�ts of sens�b�l�ty,
wh�ch �s the�r proper sphere, over the ent�re realm of thought and,
thus, to supplant the pure (pract�cal) use of reason. So far, then, as
th�s cr�t�c�sm �s occup�ed �n conf�n�ng speculat�ve reason w�th�n �ts
proper bounds, �t �s only negat�ve; but, �nasmuch as �t thereby, at the
same t�me, removes an obstacle wh�ch �mpedes and even threatens
to destroy the use of pract�cal reason, �t possesses a pos�t�ve and
very �mportant value. In order to adm�t th�s, we have only to be
conv�nced that there �s an absolutely necessary use of pure reason
—the moral use—�n wh�ch �t �nev�tably transcends the l�m�ts of
sens�b�l�ty, w�thout the a�d of speculat�on, requ�r�ng only to be �nsured
aga�nst the effects of a speculat�on wh�ch would �nvolve �t �n
contrad�ct�on w�th �tself. To deny the pos�t�ve advantage of the
serv�ce wh�ch th�s cr�t�c�sm renders us would be as absurd as to
ma�nta�n that the system of pol�ce �s product�ve of no pos�t�ve benef�t,
s�nce �ts ma�n bus�ness �s to prevent the v�olence wh�ch c�t�zen has
to apprehend from c�t�zen, that so each may pursue h�s vocat�on �n
peace and secur�ty. That space and t�me are only forms of sens�ble
�ntu�t�on, and hence are only cond�t�ons of the ex�stence of th�ngs as
phenomena; that, moreover, we have no concept�ons of the
understand�ng, and, consequently, no elements for the cogn�t�on of
th�ngs, except �n so far as a correspond�ng �ntu�t�on can be g�ven to
these concept�ons; that, accord�ngly, we can have no cogn�t�on of an



object, as a th�ng �n �tself, but only as an object of sens�ble �ntu�t�on,
that �s, as phenomenon—all th�s �s proved �n the analyt�cal part of the
Cr�t�que; and from th�s the l�m�tat�on of all poss�ble speculat�ve
cogn�t�on to the mere objects of exper�ence, follows as a necessary
result. At the same t�me, �t must be carefully borne �n m�nd that, wh�le
we surrender the power of cogn�z�ng, we st�ll reserve the power of
th�nk�ng objects, as th�ngs �n themselves.[7] For, otherw�se, we should
requ�re to aff�rm the ex�stence of an appearance, w�thout someth�ng
that appears—wh�ch would be absurd. Now let us suppose, for a
moment, that we had not undertaken th�s cr�t�c�sm and, accord�ngly,
had not drawn the necessary d�st�nct�on between th�ngs as objects of
exper�ence and th�ngs as they are �n themselves. The pr�nc�ple of
causal�ty, and, by consequence, the mechan�sm of nature as
determ�ned by causal�ty, would then have absolute val�d�ty �n relat�on
to all th�ngs as eff�c�ent causes. I should then be unable to assert,
w�th regard to one and the same be�ng, e.g., the human soul, that �ts
w�ll �s free, and yet, at the same t�me, subject to natural necess�ty,
that �s, not free, w�thout fall�ng �nto a palpable contrad�ct�on, for �n
both propos�t�ons I should take the soul �n the same s�gn�f�cat�on, as
a th�ng �n general, as a th�ng �n �tself—as, w�thout prev�ous cr�t�c�sm, I
could not but take �t. Suppose now, on the other hand, that we have
undertaken th�s cr�t�c�sm, and have learnt that an object may be
taken �n two senses, f�rst, as a phenomenon, secondly, as a th�ng �n
�tself; and that, accord�ng to the deduct�on of the concept�ons of the
understand�ng, the pr�nc�ple of causal�ty has reference only to th�ngs
�n the f�rst sense. We then see how �t does not �nvolve any
contrad�ct�on to assert, on the one hand, that the w�ll, �n the
phenomenal sphere—�n v�s�ble act�on—�s necessar�ly obed�ent to the
law of nature, and, �n so far, not free; and, on the other hand, that, as
belong�ng to a th�ng �n �tself, �t �s not subject to that law, and,
accord�ngly, �s free. Now, �t �s true that I cannot, by means of
speculat�ve reason, and st�ll less by emp�r�cal observat�on, cogn�ze
my soul as a th�ng �n �tself and consequently, cannot cogn�ze l�berty
as the property of a be�ng to wh�ch I ascr�be effects �n the world of
sense. For, to do so, I must cogn�ze th�s be�ng as ex�st�ng, and yet
not �n t�me, wh�ch—s�nce I cannot support my concept�on by any
�ntu�t�on—�s �mposs�ble. At the same t�me, wh�le I cannot cogn�ze, I



can qu�te well th�nk freedom, that �s to say, my representat�on of �t
�nvolves at least no contrad�ct�on, �f we bear �n m�nd the cr�t�cal
d�st�nct�on of the two modes of representat�on (the sens�ble and the
�ntellectual) and the consequent l�m�tat�on of the concept�ons of the
pure understand�ng and of the pr�nc�ples wh�ch flow from them.
Suppose now that moral�ty necessar�ly presupposed l�berty, �n the
str�ctest sense, as a property of our w�ll; suppose that reason
conta�ned certa�n pract�cal, or�g�nal pr�nc�ples à pr�or�, wh�ch were
absolutely �mposs�ble w�thout th�s presuppos�t�on; and suppose, at
the same t�me, that speculat�ve reason had proved that l�berty was
�ncapable of be�ng thought at all. It would then follow that the moral
presuppos�t�on must g�ve way to the speculat�ve aff�rmat�on, the
oppos�te of wh�ch �nvolves an obv�ous contrad�ct�on, and that l�berty
and, w�th �t, moral�ty must y�eld to the mechan�sm of nature; for the
negat�on of moral�ty �nvolves no contrad�ct�on, except on the
presuppos�t�on of l�berty. Now moral�ty does not requ�re the
speculat�ve cogn�t�on of l�berty; �t �s enough that I can th�nk �t, that �ts
concept�on �nvolves no contrad�ct�on, that �t does not �nterfere w�th
the mechan�sm of nature. But even th�s requ�rement we could not
sat�sfy, �f we had not learnt the twofold sense �n wh�ch th�ngs may be
taken; and �t �s only �n th�s way that the doctr�ne of moral�ty and the
doctr�ne of nature are conf�ned w�th�n the�r proper l�m�ts. For th�s
result, then, we are �ndebted to a cr�t�c�sm wh�ch warns us of our
unavo�dable �gnorance w�th regard to th�ngs �n themselves, and
establ�shes the necessary l�m�tat�on of our theoret�cal cogn�t�on to
mere phenomena.

[7] In order to cogn�ze an object, I must be able to prove �ts
poss�b�l�ty, e�ther from �ts real�ty as attested by exper�ence, or à
pr�or�, by means of reason. But I can th�nk what I please, prov�ded
only I do not contrad�ct myself; that �s, prov�ded my concept�on �s
a poss�ble thought, though I may be unable to answer for the
ex�stence of a correspond�ng object �n the sum of poss�b�l�t�es. But
someth�ng more �s requ�red before I can attr�bute to such a
concept�on object�ve val�d�ty, that �s real poss�b�l�ty—the other
poss�b�l�ty be�ng merely log�cal. We are not, however, conf�ned to
theoret�cal sources of cogn�t�on for the means of sat�sfy�ng th�s
add�t�onal requ�rement, but may der�ve them from pract�cal
sources.



The pos�t�ve value of the cr�t�cal pr�nc�ples of pure reason �n
relat�on to the concept�on of God and of the s�mple nature of the
soul, adm�ts of a s�m�lar exempl�f�cat�on; but on th�s po�nt I shall not
dwell. I cannot even make the assumpt�on—as the pract�cal �nterests
of moral�ty requ�re—of God, freedom, and �mmortal�ty, �f I do not
depr�ve speculat�ve reason of �ts pretens�ons to transcendent �ns�ght.
For to arr�ve at these, �t must make use of pr�nc�ples wh�ch, �n fact,
extend only to the objects of poss�ble exper�ence, and wh�ch cannot
be appl�ed to objects beyond th�s sphere w�thout convert�ng them
�nto phenomena, and thus render�ng the pract�cal extens�on of pure
reason �mposs�ble. I must, therefore, abol�sh knowledge, to make
room for bel�ef. The dogmat�sm of metaphys�cs, that �s, the
presumpt�on that �t �s poss�ble to advance �n metaphys�cs w�thout
prev�ous cr�t�c�sm, �s the true source of the unbel�ef (always
dogmat�c) wh�ch m�l�tates aga�nst moral�ty.

Thus, wh�le �t may be no very d�ff�cult task to bequeath a legacy to
poster�ty, �n the shape of a system of metaphys�cs constructed �n
accordance w�th the Cr�t�que of Pure Reason, st�ll the value of such a
bequest �s not to be deprec�ated. It w�ll render an �mportant serv�ce
to reason, by subst�tut�ng the certa�nty of sc�ent�f�c method for that
random grop�ng after results w�thout the gu�dance of pr�nc�ples,
wh�ch has h�therto character�zed the pursu�t of metaphys�cal stud�es.
It w�ll render an �mportant serv�ce to the �nqu�r�ng m�nd of youth, by
lead�ng the student to apply h�s powers to the cult�vat�on of genu�ne
sc�ence, �nstead of wast�ng them, as at present, on speculat�ons
wh�ch can never lead to any result, or on the �dle attempt to �nvent
new �deas and op�n�ons. But, above all, �t w�ll confer an �nest�mable
benef�t on moral�ty and rel�g�on, by show�ng that all the object�ons
urged aga�nst them may be s�lenced for ever by the Socrat�c method,
that �s to say, by prov�ng the �gnorance of the objector. For, as the
world has never been, and, no doubt, never w�ll be w�thout a system
of metaphys�cs of one k�nd or another, �t �s the h�ghest and we�ght�est
concern of ph�losophy to render �t powerless for harm, by clos�ng up
the sources of error.

Th�s �mportant change �n the f�eld of the sc�ences, th�s loss of �ts
fanc�ed possess�ons, to wh�ch speculat�ve reason must subm�t, does
not prove �n any way detr�mental to the general �nterests of human�ty.



The advantages wh�ch the world has der�ved from the teach�ngs of
pure reason are not at all �mpa�red. The loss falls, �n �ts whole extent,
on the monopoly of the schools, but does not �n the sl�ghtest degree
touch the �nterests of mank�nd. I appeal to the most obst�nate
dogmat�st, whether the proof of the cont�nued ex�stence of the soul
after death, der�ved from the s�mpl�c�ty of �ts substance; of the
freedom of the w�ll �n oppos�t�on to the general mechan�sm of nature,
drawn from the subtle but �mpotent d�st�nct�on of subject�ve and
object�ve pract�cal necess�ty; or of the ex�stence of God, deduced
from the concept�on of an ens real�ss�mum—the cont�ngency of the
changeable, and the necess�ty of a pr�me mover, has ever been able
to pass beyond the l�m�ts of the schools, to penetrate the publ�c
m�nd, or to exerc�se the sl�ghtest �nfluence on �ts conv�ct�ons. It must
be adm�tted that th�s has not been the case and that, ow�ng to the
unf�tness of the common understand�ng for such subtle speculat�ons,
�t can never be expected to take place. On the contrary, �t �s pla�n
that the hope of a future l�fe ar�ses from the feel�ng, wh�ch ex�sts �n
the breast of every man, that the temporal �s �nadequate to meet and
sat�sfy the demands of h�s nature. In l�ke manner, �t cannot be
doubted that the clear exh�b�t�on of dut�es �n oppos�t�on to all the
cla�ms of �ncl�nat�on, g�ves r�se to the consc�ousness of freedom, and
that the glor�ous order, beauty, and prov�dent�al care, everywhere
d�splayed �n nature, g�ve r�se to the bel�ef �n a w�se and great Author
of the Un�verse. Such �s the genes�s of these general conv�ct�ons of
mank�nd, so far as they depend on rat�onal grounds; and th�s publ�c
property not only rema�ns und�sturbed, but �s even ra�sed to greater
�mportance, by the doctr�ne that the schools have no r�ght to arrogate
to themselves a more profound �ns�ght �nto a matter of general
human concernment than that to wh�ch the great mass of men, ever
held by us �n the h�ghest est�mat�on, can w�thout d�ff�culty atta�n, and
that the schools should, therefore, conf�ne themselves to the
elaborat�on of these un�versally comprehens�ble and, from a moral
po�nt of v�ew, amply sat�sfactory proofs. The change, therefore,
affects only the arrogant pretens�ons of the schools, wh�ch would
gladly reta�n, �n the�r own exclus�ve possess�on, the key to the truths
wh�ch they �mpart to the publ�c.



Quod mecum nesc�t, solus vult sc�re v�der�.

At the same t�me �t does not depr�ve the speculat�ve ph�losopher of
h�s just t�tle to be the sole depos�tor of a sc�ence wh�ch benef�ts the
publ�c w�thout �ts knowledge—I mean, the Cr�t�que of Pure Reason.
Th�s can never become popular and, �ndeed, has no occas�on to be
so; for f�nespun arguments �n favour of useful truths make just as
l�ttle �mpress�on on the publ�c m�nd as the equally subtle object�ons
brought aga�nst these truths. On the other hand, s�nce both
�nev�tably force themselves on every man who r�ses to the he�ght of
speculat�on, �t becomes the man�fest duty of the schools to enter
upon a thorough �nvest�gat�on of the r�ghts of speculat�ve reason
and, thus, to prevent the scandal wh�ch metaphys�cal controvers�es
are sure, sooner or later, to cause even to the masses. It �s only by
cr�t�c�sm that metaphys�c�ans (and, as such, theolog�ans too) can be
saved from these controvers�es and from the consequent pervers�on
of the�r doctr�nes. Cr�t�c�sm alone can str�ke a blow at the root of
mater�al�sm, fatal�sm, athe�sm, free-th�nk�ng, fanat�c�sm, and
superst�t�on, wh�ch are un�versally �njur�ous—as well as of �deal�sm
and scept�c�sm, wh�ch are dangerous to the schools, but can
scarcely pass over to the publ�c. If governments th�nk proper to
�nterfere w�th the affa�rs of the learned, �t would be more cons�stent
w�th a w�se regard for the �nterests of sc�ence, as well as for those of
soc�ety, to favour a cr�t�c�sm of th�s k�nd, by wh�ch alone the labours
of reason can be establ�shed on a f�rm bas�s, than to support the
r�d�culous despot�sm of the schools, wh�ch ra�se a loud cry of danger
to the publ�c over the destruct�on of cobwebs, of wh�ch the publ�c has
never taken any not�ce, and the loss of wh�ch, therefore, �t can never
feel.

Th�s cr�t�cal sc�ence �s not opposed to the dogmat�c procedure of
reason �n pure cogn�t�on; for pure cogn�t�on must always be
dogmat�c, that �s, must rest on str�ct demonstrat�on from sure
pr�nc�ples à pr�or�—but to dogmat�sm, that �s, to the presumpt�on that
�t �s poss�ble to make any progress w�th a pure cogn�t�on, der�ved
from (ph�losoph�cal) concept�ons, accord�ng to the pr�nc�ples wh�ch
reason has long been �n the hab�t of employ�ng—w�thout f�rst
�nqu�r�ng �n what way and by what r�ght reason has come �nto the



possess�on of these pr�nc�ples. Dogmat�sm �s thus the dogmat�c
procedure of pure reason w�thout prev�ous cr�t�c�sm of �ts own
powers, and �n oppos�ng th�s procedure, we must not be supposed to
lend any countenance to that loquac�ous shallowness wh�ch
arrogates to �tself the name of popular�ty, nor yet to scept�c�sm,
wh�ch makes short work w�th the whole sc�ence of metaphys�cs. On
the contrary, our cr�t�c�sm �s the necessary preparat�on for a
thoroughly sc�ent�f�c system of metaphys�cs wh�ch must perform �ts
task ent�rely à pr�or�, to the complete sat�sfact�on of speculat�ve
reason, and must, therefore, be treated, not popularly, but
scholast�cally. In carry�ng out the plan wh�ch the Cr�t�que prescr�bes,
that �s, �n the future system of metaphys�cs, we must have recourse
to the str�ct method of the celebrated WOLF, the greatest of all
dogmat�c ph�losophers. He was the f�rst to po�nt out the necess�ty of
establ�sh�ng f�xed pr�nc�ples, of clearly def�n�ng our concept�ons, and
of subject�ng our demonstrat�ons to the most severe scrut�ny, �nstead
of rashly jump�ng at conclus�ons. The example wh�ch he set served
to awaken that sp�r�t of profound and thorough �nvest�gat�on wh�ch �s
not yet ext�nct �n Germany. He would have been pecul�arly well f�tted
to g�ve a truly sc�ent�f�c character to metaphys�cal stud�es, had �t
occurred to h�m to prepare the f�eld by a cr�t�c�sm of the organum,
that �s, of pure reason �tself. That he fa�led to perce�ve the necess�ty
of such a procedure must be ascr�bed to the dogmat�c mode of
thought wh�ch character�zed h�s age, and on th�s po�nt the
ph�losophers of h�s t�me, as well as of all prev�ous t�mes, have
noth�ng to reproach each other w�th. Those who reject at once the
method of Wolf, and of the Cr�t�que of Pure Reason, can have no
other a�m but to shake off the fetters of sc�ence, to change labour
�nto sport, certa�nty �nto op�n�on, and ph�losophy �nto ph�lodoxy.

In th�s second ed�t�on, I have endeavoured, as far as poss�ble, to
remove the d�ff�cult�es and obscur�ty wh�ch, w�thout fault of m�ne
perhaps, have g�ven r�se to many m�sconcept�ons even among acute
th�nkers. In the propos�t�ons themselves, and �n the demonstrat�ons
by wh�ch they are supported, as well as �n the form and the ent�re
plan of the work, I have found noth�ng to alter; wh�ch must be
attr�buted partly to the long exam�nat�on to wh�ch I had subjected the
whole before offer�ng �t to the publ�c and partly to the nature of the



case. For pure speculat�ve reason �s an organ�c structure �n wh�ch
there �s noth�ng �solated or �ndependent, but every S�ngle part �s
essent�al to all the rest; and hence, the sl�ghtest �mperfect�on,
whether defect or pos�t�ve error, could not fa�l to betray �tself �n use. I
venture, further, to hope, that th�s system w�ll ma�nta�n the same
unalterable character for the future. I am led to enterta�n th�s
conf�dence, not by van�ty, but by the ev�dence wh�ch the equal�ty of
the result affords, when we proceed, f�rst, from the s�mplest elements
up to the complete whole of pure reason and, and then, backwards
from the whole to each part. We f�nd that the attempt to make the
sl�ghtest alterat�on, �n any part, leads �nev�tably to contrad�ct�ons, not
merely �n th�s system, but �n human reason �tself. At the same t�me,
there �s st�ll much room for �mprovement �n the expos�t�on of the
doctr�nes conta�ned �n th�s work. In the present ed�t�on, I have
endeavoured to remove m�sapprehens�ons of the æsthet�cal part,
espec�ally w�th regard to the concept�on of t�me; to clear away the
obscur�ty wh�ch has been found �n the deduct�on of the concept�ons
of the understand�ng; to supply the supposed want of suff�c�ent
ev�dence �n the demonstrat�on of the pr�nc�ples of the pure
understand�ng; and, lastly, to obv�ate the m�sunderstand�ng of the
paralog�sms wh�ch �mmed�ately precede the Rat�onal Psychology.
Beyond th�s po�nt—the end of the second ma�n d�v�s�on of the
“Transcendental D�alect�c”—I have not extended my alterat�ons,[8]

partly from want of t�me, and partly because I am not aware that any
port�on of the rema�nder has g�ven r�se to m�sconcept�ons among
�ntell�gent and �mpart�al cr�t�cs, whom I do not here ment�on w�th that
pra�se wh�ch �s the�r due, but who w�ll f�nd that the�r suggest�ons
have been attended to �n the work �tself.

[8] The only add�t�on, properly so called—and that only �n the
method of proof—wh�ch I have made �n the present ed�t�on,
cons�sts of a new refutat�on of psycholog�cal Ideal�sm, and a str�ct
demonstrat�on—the only one poss�ble, as I bel�eve—of the
object�ve real�ty of external �ntu�t�on. However harmless �deal�sm
may be cons�dered—although �n real�ty �t �s not so—�n regard to
the essent�al ends of metaphys�cs, �t must st�ll rema�n a scandal to
ph�losophy and to the general human reason to be obl�ged to
assume, as an art�cle of mere bel�ef, the ex�stence of th�ngs
external to ourselves (from wh�ch, yet, we der�ve the whole



mater�al of cogn�t�on for the �nternal sense), and not to be able to
oppose a sat�sfactory proof to any one who may call �t �n quest�on.
As there �s some obscur�ty of express�on �n the demonstrat�on as
�t stands �n the text, I propose to alter the passage �n quest�on as
follows: “But th�s permanent cannot be an �ntu�t�on �n me. For all
the determ�n�ng grounds of my ex�stence wh�ch can be found �n
me are representat�ons and, as such, do themselves requ�re a
permanent, d�st�nct from them, wh�ch may determ�ne my
ex�stence �n relat�on to the�r changes, that �s, my ex�stence �n
t�me, where�n they change.” It may, probably, be urged �n
oppos�t�on to th�s proof that, after all, I am only consc�ous
�mmed�ately of that wh�ch �s �n me, that �s, of my representat�on of
external th�ngs, and that, consequently, �t must always rema�n
uncerta�n whether anyth�ng correspond�ng to th�s representat�on
does or does not ex�st externally to me. But I am consc�ous,
through �nternal exper�ence, of my ex�stence �n t�me
(consequently, also, of the determ�nab�l�ty of the former �n the
latter), and that �s more than the s�mple consc�ousness of my
representat�on. It �s, �n fact, the same as the emp�r�cal
consc�ousness of my ex�stence, wh�ch can only be determ�ned �n
relat�on to someth�ng, wh�ch, wh�le connected w�th my ex�stence,
�s external to me. Th�s consc�ousness of my ex�stence �n t�me �s,
therefore, �dent�cal w�th the consc�ousness of a relat�on to
someth�ng external to me, and �t �s, therefore, exper�ence, not
f�ct�on, sense, not �mag�nat�on, wh�ch �nseparably connects the
external w�th my �nternal sense. For the external sense �s, �n �tself,
the relat�on of �ntu�t�on to someth�ng real, external to me; and the
real�ty of th�s someth�ng, as opposed to the mere �mag�nat�on of �t,
rests solely on �ts �nseparable connect�on w�th �nternal exper�ence
as the cond�t�on of �ts poss�b�l�ty. If w�th the �ntellectual
consc�ousness of my ex�stence, �n the representat�on: I am, wh�ch
accompan�es all my judgements, and all the operat�ons of my
understand�ng, I could, at the same t�me, connect a determ�nat�on
of my ex�stence by �ntellectual �ntu�t�on, then the consc�ousness of
a relat�on to someth�ng external to me would not be necessary.
But the �nternal �ntu�t�on �n wh�ch alone my ex�stence can be
determ�ned, though preceded by that purely �ntellectual
consc�ousness, �s �tself sens�ble and attached to the cond�t�on of
t�me. Hence th�s determ�nat�on of my ex�stence, and consequently
my �nternal exper�ence �tself, must depend on someth�ng
permanent wh�ch �s not �n me, wh�ch can be, therefore, only �n
someth�ng external to me, to wh�ch I must look upon myself as
be�ng related. Thus the real�ty of the external sense �s necessar�ly



connected w�th that of the �nternal, �n order to the poss�b�l�ty of
exper�ence �n general; that �s, I am just as certa�nly consc�ous that
there are th�ngs external to me related to my sense as I am that I
myself ex�st as determ�ned �n t�me. But �n order to ascerta�n to
what g�ven �ntu�t�ons objects, external me, really correspond, �n
other words, what �ntu�t�ons belong to the external sense and not
to �mag�nat�on, I must have recourse, �n every part�cular case, to
those rules accord�ng to wh�ch exper�ence �n general (even
�nternal exper�ence) �s d�st�ngu�shed from �mag�nat�on, and wh�ch
are always based on the propos�t�on that there really �s an
external exper�ence.—We may add the remark that the
representat�on of someth�ng permanent �n ex�stence, �s not the
same th�ng as the permanent representat�on; for a representat�on
may be very var�able and chang�ng—as all our representat�ons,
even that of matter, are—and yet refer to someth�ng permanent,
wh�ch must, therefore, be d�st�nct from all my representat�ons and
external to me, the ex�stence of wh�ch �s necessar�ly �ncluded �n
the determ�nat�on of my own ex�stence, and w�th �t const�tutes one
exper�ence—an exper�ence wh�ch would not even be poss�ble
�nternally, �f �t were not also at the same t�me, �n part, external. To
the quest�on How? we are no more able to reply, than we are, �n
general, to th�nk the stat�onary �n t�me, the coex�stence of wh�ch
w�th the var�able, produces the concept�on of change.

In attempt�ng to render the expos�t�on of my v�ews as �ntell�g�ble as
poss�ble, I have been compelled to leave out or abr�dge var�ous
passages wh�ch were not essent�al to the completeness of the work,
but wh�ch many readers m�ght cons�der useful �n other respects, and
m�ght be unw�ll�ng to m�ss. Th�s tr�fl�ng loss, wh�ch could not be
avo�ded w�thout swell�ng the book beyond due l�m�ts, may be
suppl�ed, at the pleasure of the reader, by a compar�son w�th the f�rst
ed�t�on, and w�ll, I hope, be more than compensated for by the
greater clearness of the expos�t�on as �t now stands.

I have observed, w�th pleasure and thankfulness, �n the pages of
var�ous rev�ews and treat�ses, that the sp�r�t of profound and
thorough �nvest�gat�on �s not ext�nct �n Germany, though �t may have
been overborne and s�lenced for a t�me by the fash�onable tone of a
l�cence �n th�nk�ng, wh�ch g�ves �tself the a�rs of gen�us, and that the
d�ff�cult�es wh�ch beset the paths of cr�t�c�sm have not prevented
energet�c and acute th�nkers from mak�ng themselves masters of the



sc�ence of pure reason to wh�ch these paths conduct—a sc�ence
wh�ch �s not popular, but scholast�c �n �ts character, and wh�ch alone
can hope for a last�ng ex�stence or possess an ab�d�ng value. To
these deserv�ng men, who so happ�ly comb�ne profund�ty of v�ew
w�th a talent for luc�d expos�t�on—a talent wh�ch I myself am not
consc�ous of possess�ng—I leave the task of remov�ng any obscur�ty
wh�ch may st�ll adhere to the statement of my doctr�nes. For, �n th�s
case, the danger �s not that of be�ng refuted, but of be�ng
m�sunderstood. For my own part, I must henceforward absta�n from
controversy, although I shall carefully attend to all suggest�ons,
whether from fr�ends or adversar�es, wh�ch may be of use �n the
future elaborat�on of the system of th�s Propædeut�c. As, dur�ng
these labours, I have advanced pretty far �n years th�s month I reach
my s�xty-fourth year—�t w�ll be necessary for me to econom�ze t�me,
�f I am to carry out my plan of elaborat�ng the metaphys�cs of nature
as well as of morals, �n conf�rmat�on of the correctness of the
pr�nc�ples establ�shed �n th�s Cr�t�que of Pure Reason, both
speculat�ve and pract�cal; and I must, therefore, leave the task of
clear�ng up the obscur�t�es of the present work—�nev�table, perhaps,
at the outset—as well as, the defence of the whole, to those
deserv�ng men, who have made my system the�r own. A
ph�losoph�cal system cannot come forward armed at all po�nts l�ke a
mathemat�cal treat�se, and hence �t may be qu�te poss�ble to take
object�on to part�cular passages, wh�le the organ�c structure of the
system, cons�dered as a un�ty, has no danger to apprehend. But few
possess the ab�l�ty, and st�ll fewer the �ncl�nat�on, to take a
comprehens�ve v�ew of a new system. By conf�n�ng the v�ew to
part�cular passages, tak�ng these out of the�r connect�on and
compar�ng them w�th one another, �t �s easy to p�ck out apparent
contrad�ct�ons, espec�ally �n a work wr�tten w�th any freedom of style.
These contrad�ct�ons place the work �n an unfavourable l�ght �n the
eyes of those who rely on the judgement of others, but are eas�ly
reconc�led by those who have mastered the �dea of the whole. If a
theory possesses stab�l�ty �n �tself, the act�on and react�on wh�ch
seemed at f�rst to threaten �ts ex�stence serve only, �n the course of
t�me, to smooth down any superf�c�al roughness or �nequal�ty, and—�f



men of �ns�ght, �mpart�al�ty, and truly popular g�fts, turn the�r attent�on
to �t—to secure to �t, �n a short t�me, the requ�s�te elegance also.

KÖNIGSBERG, Apr�l 1787.



Introduct�on

I. Of the d�fference between Pure and Emp�r�cal
Knowledge

That all our knowledge beg�ns w�th exper�ence there can be no
doubt. For how �s �t poss�ble that the faculty of cogn�t�on should be
awakened �nto exerc�se otherw�se than by means of objects wh�ch
affect our senses, and partly of themselves produce representat�ons,
partly rouse our powers of understand�ng �nto act�v�ty, to compare to
connect, or to separate these, and so to convert the raw mater�al of
our sensuous �mpress�ons �nto a knowledge of objects, wh�ch �s
called exper�ence? In respect of t�me, therefore, no knowledge of
ours �s antecedent to exper�ence, but beg�ns w�th �t.

But, though all our knowledge beg�ns w�th exper�ence, �t by no
means follows that all ar�ses out of exper�ence. For, on the contrary,
�t �s qu�te poss�ble that our emp�r�cal knowledge �s a compound of
that wh�ch we rece�ve through �mpress�ons, and that wh�ch the
faculty of cogn�t�on suppl�es from �tself (sensuous �mpress�ons g�v�ng
merely the occas�on), an add�t�on wh�ch we cannot d�st�ngu�sh from
the or�g�nal element g�ven by sense, t�ll long pract�ce has made us
attent�ve to, and sk�lful �n separat�ng �t. It �s, therefore, a quest�on
wh�ch requ�res close �nvest�gat�on, and not to be answered at f�rst
s�ght, whether there ex�sts a knowledge altogether �ndependent of
exper�ence, and even of all sensuous �mpress�ons? Knowledge of
th�s k�nd �s called à pr�or�, �n contrad�st�nct�on to emp�r�cal knowledge,
wh�ch has �ts sources à poster�or�, that �s, �n exper�ence.



But the express�on, “à pr�or�,” �s not as yet def�n�te enough
adequately to �nd�cate the whole mean�ng of the quest�on above
started. For, �n speak�ng of knowledge wh�ch has �ts sources �n
exper�ence, we are wont to say, that th�s or that may be known à
pr�or�, because we do not der�ve th�s knowledge �mmed�ately from
exper�ence, but from a general rule, wh�ch, however, we have �tself
borrowed from exper�ence. Thus, �f a man underm�ned h�s house, we
say, “he m�ght know à pr�or� that �t would have fallen;” that �s, he
needed not to have wa�ted for the exper�ence that �t d�d actually fall.
But st�ll, à pr�or�, he could not know even th�s much. For, that bod�es
are heavy, and, consequently, that they fall when the�r supports are
taken away, must have been known to h�m prev�ously, by means of
exper�ence.

By the term “knowledge à pr�or�,” therefore, we shall �n the sequel
understand, not such as �s �ndependent of th�s or that k�nd of
exper�ence, but such as �s absolutely so of all exper�ence. Opposed
to th�s �s emp�r�cal knowledge, or that wh�ch �s poss�ble only à
poster�or�, that �s, through exper�ence. Knowledge à pr�or� �s e�ther
pure or �mpure. Pure knowledge à pr�or� �s that w�th wh�ch no
emp�r�cal element �s m�xed up. For example, the propos�t�on, “Every
change has a cause,” �s a propos�t�on à pr�or�, but �mpure, because
change �s a concept�on wh�ch can only be der�ved from exper�ence.

II. The Human Intellect, even �n an Unph�losoph�cal
State, �s �n Possess�on of Certa�n Cogn�t�ons “à

pr�or�”.
The quest�on now �s as to a cr�ter�on, by wh�ch we may securely

d�st�ngu�sh a pure from an emp�r�cal cogn�t�on. Exper�ence no doubt
teaches us that th�s or that object �s const�tuted �n such and such a
manner, but not that �t could not poss�bly ex�st otherw�se. Now, �n the
f�rst place, �f we have a propos�t�on wh�ch conta�ns the �dea of
necess�ty �n �ts very concept�on, �t �s pr�or�. If, moreover, �t �s not
der�ved from any other propos�t�on, unless from one equally �nvolv�ng



the �dea of necess�ty, �t �s absolutely pr�or�. Secondly, an emp�r�cal
judgement never exh�b�ts str�ct and absolute, but only assumed and
comparat�ve un�versal�ty (by �nduct�on); therefore, the most we can
say �s—so far as we have h�therto observed, there �s no except�on to
th�s or that rule. If, on the other hand, a judgement carr�es w�th �t
str�ct and absolute un�versal�ty, that �s, adm�ts of no poss�ble
except�on, �t �s not der�ved from exper�ence, but �s val�d absolutely à
pr�or�.

Emp�r�cal un�versal�ty �s, therefore, only an arb�trary extens�on of
val�d�ty, from that wh�ch may be pred�cated of a propos�t�on val�d �n
most cases, to that wh�ch �s asserted of a propos�t�on wh�ch holds
good �n all; as, for example, �n the aff�rmat�on, “All bod�es are heavy.”
When, on the contrary, str�ct un�versal�ty character�zes a judgement,
�t necessar�ly �nd�cates another pecul�ar source of knowledge,
namely, a faculty of cogn�t�on à pr�or�. Necess�ty and str�ct
un�versal�ty, therefore, are �nfall�ble tests for d�st�ngu�sh�ng pure from
emp�r�cal knowledge, and are �nseparably connected w�th each
other. But as �n the use of these cr�ter�a the emp�r�cal l�m�tat�on �s
somet�mes more eas�ly detected than the cont�ngency of the
judgement, or the unl�m�ted un�versal�ty wh�ch we attach to a
judgement �s often a more conv�nc�ng proof than �ts necess�ty, �t may
be adv�sable to use the cr�ter�a separately, each be�ng by �tself
�nfall�ble.

Now, that �n the sphere of human cogn�t�on we have judgements
wh�ch are necessary, and �n the str�ctest sense un�versal,
consequently pure à pr�or�, �t w�ll be an easy matter to show. If we
des�re an example from the sc�ences, we need only take any
propos�t�on �n mathemat�cs. If we cast our eyes upon the commonest
operat�ons of the understand�ng, the propos�t�on, “Every change
must have a cause,” w�ll amply serve our purpose. In the latter case,
�ndeed, the concept�on of a cause so pla�nly �nvolves the concept�on
of a necess�ty of connect�on w�th an effect, and of a str�ct un�versal�ty
of the law, that the very not�on of a cause would ent�rely d�sappear,
were we to der�ve �t, l�ke Hume, from a frequent assoc�at�on of what
happens w�th that wh�ch precedes; and the hab�t thence or�g�nat�ng
of connect�ng representat�ons—the necess�ty �nherent �n the
judgement be�ng therefore merely subject�ve. Bes�des, w�thout



seek�ng for such examples of pr�nc�ples ex�st�ng à pr�or� �n cogn�t�on,
we m�ght eas�ly show that such pr�nc�ples are the �nd�spensable
bas�s of the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence �tself, and consequently prove
the�r ex�stence à pr�or�. For whence could our exper�ence �tself
acqu�re certa�nty, �f all the rules on wh�ch �t depends were
themselves emp�r�cal, and consequently fortu�tous? No one,
therefore, can adm�t the val�d�ty of the use of such rules as f�rst
pr�nc�ples. But, for the present, we may content ourselves w�th
hav�ng establ�shed the fact, that we do possess and exerc�se a
faculty of pure à pr�or� cogn�t�on; and, secondly, w�th hav�ng po�nted
out the proper tests of such cogn�t�on, namely, un�versal�ty and
necess�ty.

Not only �n judgements, however, but even �n concept�ons, �s an à
pr�or� or�g�n man�fest. For example, �f we take away by degrees from
our concept�ons of a body all that can be referred to mere sensuous
exper�ence—colour, hardness or softness, we�ght, even
�mpenetrab�l�ty—the body w�ll then van�sh; but the space wh�ch �t
occup�ed st�ll rema�ns, and th�s �t �s utterly �mposs�ble to ann�h�late �n
thought. Aga�n, �f we take away, �n l�ke manner, from our emp�r�cal
concept�on of any object, corporeal or �ncorporeal, all propert�es
wh�ch mere exper�ence has taught us to connect w�th �t, st�ll we
cannot th�nk away those through wh�ch we cog�tate �t as substance,
or adher�ng to substance, although our concept�on of substance �s
more determ�ned than that of an object. Compelled, therefore, by
that necess�ty w�th wh�ch the concept�on of substance forces �tself
upon us, we must confess that �t has �ts seat �n our faculty of
cogn�t�on à pr�or�.

III. Ph�losophy stands �n need of a Sc�ence wh�ch
shall Determ�ne the Poss�b�l�ty, Pr�nc�ples, and Extent

of Human Knowledge “à pr�or�”
Of far more �mportance than all that has been above sa�d, �s the

cons�derat�on that certa�n of our cogn�t�ons r�se completely above the



sphere of all poss�ble exper�ence, and by means of concept�ons, to
wh�ch there ex�sts �n the whole extent of exper�ence no
correspond�ng object, seem to extend the range of our judgements
beyond �ts bounds. And just �n th�s transcendental or supersens�ble
sphere, where exper�ence affords us ne�ther �nstruct�on nor
gu�dance, l�e the �nvest�gat�ons of reason, wh�ch, on account of the�r
�mportance, we cons�der far preferable to, and as hav�ng a far more
elevated a�m than, all that the understand�ng can ach�eve w�th�n the
sphere of sensuous phenomena. So h�gh a value do we set upon
these �nvest�gat�ons, that even at the r�sk of error, we pers�st �n
follow�ng them out, and perm�t ne�ther doubt nor d�sregard nor
�nd�fference to restra�n us from the pursu�t. These unavo�dable
problems of mere pure reason are God, freedom (of w�ll), and
�mmortal�ty. The sc�ence wh�ch, w�th all �ts prel�m�nar�es, has for �ts
espec�al object the solut�on of these problems �s named metaphys�cs
—a sc�ence wh�ch �s at the very outset dogmat�cal, that �s, �t
conf�dently takes upon �tself the execut�on of th�s task w�thout any
prev�ous �nvest�gat�on of the ab�l�ty or �nab�l�ty of reason for such an
undertak�ng.

Now the safe ground of exper�ence be�ng thus abandoned, �t
seems nevertheless natural that we should hes�tate to erect a
bu�ld�ng w�th the cogn�t�ons we possess, w�thout know�ng whence
they come, and on the strength of pr�nc�ples, the or�g�n of wh�ch �s
und�scovered. Instead of thus try�ng to bu�ld w�thout a foundat�on, �t
�s rather to be expected that we should long ago have put the
quest�on, how the understand�ng can arr�ve at these à pr�or�
cogn�t�ons, and what �s the extent, val�d�ty, and worth wh�ch they may
possess? We say, “Th�s �s natural enough,” mean�ng by the word
natural, that wh�ch �s cons�stent w�th a just and reasonable way of
th�nk�ng; but �f we understand by the term, that wh�ch usually
happens, noth�ng �ndeed could be more natural and more
comprehens�ble than that th�s �nvest�gat�on should be left long
unattempted. For one part of our pure knowledge, the sc�ence of
mathemat�cs, has been long f�rmly establ�shed, and thus leads us to
form flatter�ng expectat�ons w�th regard to others, though these may
be of qu�te a d�fferent nature. Bes�des, when we get beyond the
bounds of exper�ence, we are of course safe from oppos�t�on �n that



quarter; and the charm of w�den�ng the range of our knowledge �s so
great that, unless we are brought to a standst�ll by some ev�dent
contrad�ct�on, we hurry on undoubt�ngly �n our course. Th�s, however,
may be avo�ded, �f we are suff�c�ently caut�ous �n the construct�on of
our f�ct�ons, wh�ch are not the less f�ct�ons on that account.

Mathemat�cal sc�ence affords us a br�ll�ant example, how far,
�ndependently of all exper�ence, we may carry our à pr�or�
knowledge. It �s true that the mathemat�c�an occup�es h�mself w�th
objects and cogn�t�ons only �n so far as they can be represented by
means of �ntu�t�on. But th�s c�rcumstance �s eas�ly overlooked,
because the sa�d �ntu�t�on can �tself be g�ven à pr�or�, and therefore �s
hardly to be d�st�ngu�shed from a mere pure concept�on. Dece�ved by
such a proof of the power of reason, we can perce�ve no l�m�ts to the
extens�on of our knowledge. The l�ght dove cleav�ng �n free fl�ght the
th�n a�r, whose res�stance �t feels, m�ght �mag�ne that her movements
would be far more free and rap�d �n a�rless space. Just �n the same
way d�d Plato, abandon�ng the world of sense because of the narrow
l�m�ts �t sets to the understand�ng, venture upon the w�ngs of �deas
beyond �t, �nto the vo�d space of pure �ntellect. He d�d not reflect that
he made no real progress by all h�s efforts; for he met w�th no
res�stance wh�ch m�ght serve h�m for a support, as �t were, whereon
to rest, and on wh�ch he m�ght apply h�s powers, �n order to let the
�ntellect acqu�re momentum for �ts progress. It �s, �ndeed, the
common fate of human reason �n speculat�on, to f�n�sh the �mpos�ng
ed�f�ce of thought as rap�dly as poss�ble, and then for the f�rst t�me to
beg�n to exam�ne whether the foundat�on �s a sol�d one or no. Arr�ved
at th�s po�nt, all sorts of excuses are sought after, �n order to console
us for �ts want of stab�l�ty, or rather, �ndeed, to enable Us to d�spense
altogether w�th so late and dangerous an �nvest�gat�on. But what
frees us dur�ng the process of bu�ld�ng from all apprehens�on or
susp�c�on, and flatters us �nto the bel�ef of �ts sol�d�ty, �s th�s. A great
part, perhaps the greatest part, of the bus�ness of our reason
cons�sts �n the analysat�on of the concept�ons wh�ch we already
possess of objects. By th�s means we ga�n a mult�tude of cogn�t�ons,
wh�ch although really noth�ng more than eluc�dat�ons or explanat�ons
of that wh�ch (though �n a confused manner) was already thought �n
our concept�ons, are, at least �n respect of the�r form, pr�zed as new



�ntrospect�ons; wh�lst, so far as regards the�r matter or content, we
have really made no add�t�on to our concept�ons, but only d�s�nvolved
them. But as th�s process does furn�sh a real pr�or� knowledge, wh�ch
has a sure progress and useful results, reason, dece�ved by th�s,
sl�ps �n, w�thout be�ng �tself aware of �t, assert�ons of a qu�te d�fferent
k�nd; �n wh�ch, to g�ven concept�ons �t adds others, à pr�or� �ndeed,
but ent�rely fore�gn to them, w�thout our know�ng how �t arr�ves at
these, and, �ndeed, w�thout such a quest�on ever suggest�ng �tself. I
shall therefore at once proceed to exam�ne the d�fference between
these two modes of knowledge.

IV. Of the D�fference Between Analyt�cal and
Synthet�cal Judgements.

In all judgements where�n the relat�on of a subject to the pred�cate
�s cog�tated (I ment�on aff�rmat�ve judgements only here; the
appl�cat�on to negat�ve w�ll be very easy), th�s relat�on �s poss�ble �n
two d�fferent ways. E�ther the pred�cate B belongs to the subject A,
as somewhat wh�ch �s conta�ned (though covertly) �n the concept�on
A; or the pred�cate B l�es completely out of the concept�on A,
although �t stands �n connect�on w�th �t. In the f�rst �nstance, I term
the judgement analyt�cal, �n the second, synthet�cal. Analyt�cal
judgements (aff�rmat�ve) are therefore those �n wh�ch the connect�on
of the pred�cate w�th the subject �s cog�tated through �dent�ty; those
�n wh�ch th�s connect�on �s cog�tated w�thout �dent�ty, are called
synthet�cal judgements. The former may be called expl�cat�ve, the
latter augmentat�ve judgements; because the former add �n the
pred�cate noth�ng to the concept�on of the subject, but only analyse �t
�nto �ts const�tuent concept�ons, wh�ch were thought already �n the
subject, although �n a confused manner; the latter add to our
concept�ons of the subject a pred�cate wh�ch was not conta�ned �n �t,
and wh�ch no analys�s could ever have d�scovered there�n. For
example, when I say, “All bod�es are extended,” th�s �s an analyt�cal
judgement. For I need not go beyond the concept�on of body �n order
to f�nd extens�on connected w�th �t, but merely analyse the



concept�on, that �s, become consc�ous of the man�fold propert�es
wh�ch I th�nk �n that concept�on, �n order to d�scover th�s pred�cate �n
�t: �t �s therefore an analyt�cal judgement. On the other hand, when I
say, “All bod�es are heavy,” the pred�cate �s someth�ng totally
d�fferent from that wh�ch I th�nk �n the mere concept�on of a body. By
the add�t�on of such a pred�cate, therefore, �t becomes a synthet�cal
judgement.

Judgements of exper�ence, as such, are always synthet�cal. For �t
would be absurd to th�nk of ground�ng an analyt�cal judgement on
exper�ence, because �n form�ng such a judgement I need not go out
of the sphere of my concept�ons, and therefore recourse to the
test�mony of exper�ence �s qu�te unnecessary. That “bod�es are
extended” �s not an emp�r�cal judgement, but a propos�t�on wh�ch
stands f�rm à pr�or�. For before address�ng myself to exper�ence, I
already have �n my concept�on all the requ�s�te cond�t�ons for the
judgement, and I have only to extract the pred�cate from the
concept�on, accord�ng to the pr�nc�ple of contrad�ct�on, and thereby at
the same t�me become consc�ous of the necess�ty of the judgement,
a necess�ty wh�ch I could never learn from exper�ence. On the other
hand, though at f�rst I do not at all �nclude the pred�cate of we�ght �n
my concept�on of body �n general, that concept�on st�ll �nd�cates an
object of exper�ence, a part of the total�ty of exper�ence, to wh�ch I
can st�ll add other parts; and th�s I do when I recogn�ze by
observat�on that bod�es are heavy. I can cogn�ze beforehand by
analys�s the concept�on of body through the character�st�cs of
extens�on, �mpenetrab�l�ty, shape, etc., all wh�ch are cog�tated �n th�s
concept�on. But now I extend my knowledge, and look�ng back on
exper�ence from wh�ch I had der�ved th�s concept�on of body, I f�nd
we�ght at all t�mes connected w�th the above character�st�cs, and
therefore I synthet�cally add to my concept�ons th�s as a pred�cate,
and say, “All bod�es are heavy.” Thus �t �s exper�ence upon wh�ch
rests the poss�b�l�ty of the synthes�s of the pred�cate of we�ght w�th
the concept�on of body, because both concept�ons, although the one
�s not conta�ned �n the other, st�ll belong to one another (only
cont�ngently, however), as parts of a whole, namely, of exper�ence,
wh�ch �s �tself a synthes�s of �ntu�t�ons.



But to synthet�cal judgements à pr�or�, such a�d �s ent�rely want�ng.
If I go out of and beyond the concept�on A, �n order to recogn�ze
another B as connected w�th �t, what foundat�on have I to rest on,
whereby to render the synthes�s poss�ble? I have here no longer the
advantage of look�ng out �n the sphere of exper�ence for what I want.
Let us take, for example, the propos�t�on, “Everyth�ng that happens
has a cause.” In the concept�on of “someth�ng that happens,” I
�ndeed th�nk an ex�stence wh�ch a certa�n t�me antecedes, and from
th�s I can der�ve analyt�cal judgements. But the concept�on of a
cause l�es qu�te out of the above concept�on, and �nd�cates
someth�ng ent�rely d�fferent from “that wh�ch happens,” and �s
consequently not conta�ned �n that concept�on. How then am I able
to assert concern�ng the general concept�on—“that wh�ch
happens”—someth�ng ent�rely d�fferent from that concept�on, and to
recogn�ze the concept�on of cause although not conta�ned �n �t, yet
as belong�ng to �t, and even necessar�ly? what �s here the unknown
= X, upon wh�ch the understand�ng rests when �t bel�eves �t has
found, out of the concept�on A a fore�gn pred�cate B, wh�ch �t
nevertheless cons�ders to be connected w�th �t? It cannot be
exper�ence, because the pr�nc�ple adduced annexes the two
representat�ons, cause and effect, to the representat�on ex�stence,
not only w�th un�versal�ty, wh�ch exper�ence cannot g�ve, but also
w�th the express�on of necess�ty, therefore completely à pr�or� and
from pure concept�ons. Upon such synthet�cal, that �s augmentat�ve
propos�t�ons, depends the whole a�m of our speculat�ve knowledge à
pr�or�; for although analyt�cal judgements are �ndeed h�ghly �mportant
and necessary, they are so, only to arr�ve at that clearness of
concept�ons wh�ch �s requ�s�te for a sure and extended synthes�s,
and th�s alone �s a real acqu�s�t�on.

V. In all Theoret�cal Sc�ences of Reason, Synthet�cal
Judgements “à pr�or�” are conta�ned as Pr�nc�ples.
1. Mathemat�cal judgements are always synthet�cal. H�therto th�s

fact, though �ncontestably true and very �mportant �n �ts



consequences, seems to have escaped the analysts of the human
m�nd, nay, to be �n complete oppos�t�on to all the�r conjectures. For
as �t was found that mathemat�cal conclus�ons all proceed accord�ng
to the pr�nc�ple of contrad�ct�on (wh�ch the nature of every apode�ct�c
certa�nty requ�res), people became persuaded that the fundamental
pr�nc�ples of the sc�ence also were recogn�zed and adm�tted �n the
same way. But the not�on �s fallac�ous; for although a synthet�cal
propos�t�on can certa�nly be d�scerned by means of the pr�nc�ple of
contrad�ct�on, th�s �s poss�ble only when another synthet�cal
propos�t�on precedes, from wh�ch the latter �s deduced, but never of
�tself.

Before all, be �t observed, that proper mathemat�cal propos�t�ons
are always judgements à pr�or�, and not emp�r�cal, because they
carry along w�th them the concept�on of necess�ty, wh�ch cannot be
g�ven by exper�ence. If th�s be demurred to, �t matters not; I w�ll then
l�m�t my assert�on to pure mathemat�cs, the very concept�on of wh�ch
�mpl�es that �t cons�sts of knowledge altogether non-emp�r�cal and à
pr�or�.

We m�ght, �ndeed at f�rst suppose that the propos�t�on 7 + 5 = 12 �s
a merely analyt�cal propos�t�on, follow�ng (accord�ng to the pr�nc�ple
of contrad�ct�on) from the concept�on of a sum of seven and f�ve. But
�f we regard �t more narrowly, we f�nd that our concept�on of the sum
of seven and f�ve conta�ns noth�ng more than the un�t�ng of both
sums �nto one, whereby �t cannot at all be cog�tated what th�s s�ngle
number �s wh�ch embraces both. The concept�on of twelve �s by no
means obta�ned by merely cog�tat�ng the un�on of seven and f�ve;
and we may analyse our concept�on of such a poss�ble sum as long
as we w�ll, st�ll we shall never d�scover �n �t the not�on of twelve. We
must go beyond these concept�ons, and have recourse to an �ntu�t�on
wh�ch corresponds to one of the two—our f�ve f�ngers, for example,
or l�ke Segner �n h�s Ar�thmet�c f�ve po�nts, and so by degrees, add
the un�ts conta�ned �n the f�ve g�ven �n the �ntu�t�on, to the concept�on
of seven. For I f�rst take the number 7, and, for the concept�on of 5
call�ng �n the a�d of the f�ngers of my hand as objects of �ntu�t�on, I
add the un�ts, wh�ch I before took together to make up the number 5,
gradually now by means of the mater�al �mage my hand, to the
number 7, and by th�s process, I at length see the number 12 ar�se.



That 7 should be added to 5, I have certa�nly cog�tated �n my
concept�on of a sum = 7 + 5, but not that th�s sum was equal to 12.
Ar�thmet�cal propos�t�ons are therefore always synthet�cal, of wh�ch
we may become more clearly conv�nced by try�ng large numbers.
For �t w�ll thus become qu�te ev�dent that, turn and tw�st our
concept�ons as we may, �t �s �mposs�ble, w�thout hav�ng recourse to
�ntu�t�on, to arr�ve at the sum total or product by means of the mere
analys�s of our concept�ons. Just as l�ttle �s any pr�nc�ple of pure
geometry analyt�cal. “A stra�ght l�ne between two po�nts �s the
shortest,” �s a synthet�cal propos�t�on. For my concept�on of stra�ght
conta�ns no not�on of quant�ty, but �s merely qual�tat�ve. The
concept�on of the shortest �s therefore fore wholly an add�t�on, and by
no analys�s can �t be extracted from our concept�on of a stra�ght l�ne.
Intu�t�on must therefore here lend �ts a�d, by means of wh�ch, and
thus only, our synthes�s �s poss�ble.

Some few pr�nc�ples prepos�ted by geometr�c�ans are, �ndeed,
really analyt�cal, and depend on the pr�nc�ple of contrad�ct�on. They
serve, however, l�ke �dent�cal propos�t�ons, as l�nks �n the cha�n of
method, not as pr�nc�ples—for example, a = a, the whole �s equal to
�tself, or (a+b) —> a, the whole �s greater than �ts part. And yet even
these pr�nc�ples themselves, though they der�ve the�r val�d�ty from
pure concept�ons, are only adm�tted �n mathemat�cs because they
can be presented �n �ntu�t�on. What causes us here commonly to
bel�eve that the pred�cate of such apode�ct�c judgements �s already
conta�ned �n our concept�on, and that the judgement �s therefore
analyt�cal, �s merely the equ�vocal nature of the express�on. We must
jo�n �n thought a certa�n pred�cate to a g�ven concept�on, and th�s
necess�ty cleaves already to the concept�on. But the quest�on �s, not
what we must jo�n �n thought to the g�ven concept�on, but what we
really th�nk there�n, though only obscurely, and then �t becomes
man�fest that the pred�cate perta�ns to these concept�ons,
necessar�ly �ndeed, yet not as thought �n the concept�on �tself, but by
v�rtue of an �ntu�t�on, wh�ch must be added to the concept�on.

2. The sc�ence of natural ph�losophy (phys�cs) conta�ns �n �tself
synthet�cal judgements à pr�or�, as pr�nc�ples. I shall adduce two
propos�t�ons. For �nstance, the propos�t�on, “In all changes of the
mater�al world, the quant�ty of matter rema�ns unchanged”; or, that,



“In all commun�cat�on of mot�on, act�on and react�on must always be
equal.” In both of these, not only �s the necess�ty, and therefore the�r
or�g�n à pr�or� clear, but also that they are synthet�cal propos�t�ons.
For �n the concept�on of matter, I do not cog�tate �ts permanency, but
merely �ts presence �n space, wh�ch �t f�lls. I therefore really go out of
and beyond the concept�on of matter, �n order to th�nk on to �t
someth�ng à pr�or�, wh�ch I d�d not th�nk �n �t. The propos�t�on �s
therefore not analyt�cal, but synthet�cal, and nevertheless conce�ved
à pr�or�; and so �t �s w�th regard to the other propos�t�ons of the pure
part of natural ph�losophy.

3. As to metaphys�cs, even �f we look upon �t merely as an
attempted sc�ence, yet, from the nature of human reason, an
�nd�spensable one, we f�nd that �t must conta�n synthet�cal
propos�t�ons à pr�or�. It �s not merely the duty of metaphys�cs to
d�ssect, and thereby analyt�cally to �llustrate the concept�ons wh�ch
we form à pr�or� of th�ngs; but we seek to w�den the range of our à
pr�or� knowledge. For th�s purpose, we must ava�l ourselves of such
pr�nc�ples as add someth�ng to the or�g�nal concept�on—someth�ng
not �dent�cal w�th, nor conta�ned �n �t, and by means of synthet�cal
judgements à pr�or�, leave far beh�nd us the l�m�ts of exper�ence; for
example, �n the propos�t�on, “the world must have a beg�nn�ng,” and
such l�ke. Thus metaphys�cs, accord�ng to the proper a�m of the
sc�ence, cons�sts merely of synthet�cal propos�t�ons à pr�or�.

VI. The Un�versal Problem of Pure Reason.
It �s extremely advantageous to be able to br�ng a number of

�nvest�gat�ons under the formula of a s�ngle problem. For �n th�s
manner, we not only fac�l�tate our own labour, �nasmuch as we def�ne
�t clearly to ourselves, but also render �t more easy for others to
dec�de whether we have done just�ce to our undertak�ng. The proper
problem of pure reason, then, �s conta�ned �n the quest�on: “How are
synthet�cal judgements à pr�or� poss�ble?”

That metaphys�cal sc�ence has h�therto rema�ned �n so vac�llat�ng
a state of uncerta�nty and contrad�ct�on, �s only to be attr�buted to the



fact that th�s great problem, and perhaps even the d�fference
between analyt�cal and synthet�cal judgements, d�d not sooner
suggest �tself to ph�losophers. Upon the solut�on of th�s problem, or
upon suff�c�ent proof of the �mposs�b�l�ty of synthet�cal knowledge à
pr�or�, depends the ex�stence or downfall of the sc�ence of
metaphys�cs. Among ph�losophers, Dav�d Hume came the nearest of
all to th�s problem; yet �t never acqu�red �n h�s m�nd suff�c�ent
prec�s�on, nor d�d he regard the quest�on �n �ts un�versal�ty. On the
contrary, he stopped short at the synthet�cal propos�t�on of the
connect�on of an effect w�th �ts cause (pr�nc�p�um causal�tat�s),
�ns�st�ng that such propos�t�on à pr�or� was �mposs�ble. Accord�ng to
h�s conclus�ons, then, all that we term metaphys�cal sc�ence �s a
mere delus�on, ar�s�ng from the fanc�ed �ns�ght of reason �nto that
wh�ch �s �n truth borrowed from exper�ence, and to wh�ch hab�t has
g�ven the appearance of necess�ty. Aga�nst th�s assert�on,
destruct�ve to all pure ph�losophy, he would have been guarded, had
he had our problem before h�s eyes �n �ts un�versal�ty. For he would
then have perce�ved that, accord�ng to h�s own argument, there
l�kew�se could not be any pure mathemat�cal sc�ence, wh�ch
assuredly cannot ex�st w�thout synthet�cal propos�t�ons à pr�or�—an
absurd�ty from wh�ch h�s good understand�ng must have saved h�m.

In the solut�on of the above problem �s at the same t�me
comprehended the poss�b�l�ty of the use of pure reason �n the
foundat�on and construct�on of all sc�ences wh�ch conta�n theoret�cal
knowledge à pr�or� of objects, that �s to say, the answer to the
follow�ng quest�ons:

How �s pure mathemat�cal sc�ence poss�ble?
How �s pure natural sc�ence poss�ble?
Respect�ng these sc�ences, as they do certa�nly ex�st, �t may w�th

propr�ety be asked, how they are poss�ble?—for that they must be
poss�ble �s shown by the fact of the�r really ex�st�ng.[9] But as to
metaphys�cs, the m�serable progress �t has h�therto made, and the
fact that of no one system yet brought forward, far as regards �ts true
a�m, can �t be sa�d that th�s sc�ence really ex�sts, leaves any one at
l�berty to doubt w�th reason the very poss�b�l�ty of �ts ex�stence.



[9] As to the ex�stence of pure natural sc�ence, or phys�cs,
perhaps many may st�ll express doubts. But we have only to look
at the d�fferent propos�t�ons wh�ch are commonly treated of at the
commencement of proper (emp�r�cal) phys�cal sc�ence—those, for
example, relat�ng to the permanence of the same quant�ty of
matter, the v�s �nert�ae, the equal�ty of act�on and react�on, etc.—to
be soon conv�nced that they form a sc�ence of pure phys�cs
(phys�ca pura, or rat�onal�s), wh�ch well deserves to be separately
exposed as a spec�al sc�ence, �n �ts whole extent, whether that be
great or conf�ned.

Yet, �n a certa�n sense, th�s k�nd of knowledge must
unquest�onably be looked upon as g�ven; �n other words,
metaphys�cs must be cons�dered as really ex�st�ng, �f not as a
sc�ence, nevertheless as a natural d�spos�t�on of the human m�nd
(metaphys�ca natural�s). For human reason, w�thout any �nst�gat�ons
�mputable to the mere van�ty of great knowledge, unceas�ngly
progresses, urged on by �ts own feel�ng of need, towards such
quest�ons as cannot be answered by any emp�r�cal appl�cat�on of
reason, or pr�nc�ples der�ved therefrom; and so there has ever really
ex�sted �n every man some system of metaphys�cs. It w�ll always
ex�st, so soon as reason awakes to the exerc�se of �ts power of
speculat�on. And now the quest�on ar�ses: “How �s metaphys�cs, as a
natural d�spos�t�on, poss�ble?” In other words, how, from the nature
of un�versal human reason, do those quest�ons ar�se wh�ch pure
reason proposes to �tself, and wh�ch �t �s �mpelled by �ts own feel�ng
of need to answer as well as �t can?

But as �n all the attempts h�therto made to answer the quest�ons
wh�ch reason �s prompted by �ts very nature to propose to �tself, for
example, whether the world had a beg�nn�ng, or has ex�sted from
etern�ty, �t has always met w�th unavo�dable contrad�ct�ons, we must
not rest sat�sf�ed w�th the mere natural d�spos�t�on of the m�nd to
metaphys�cs, that �s, w�th the ex�stence of the faculty of pure reason,
whence, �ndeed, some sort of metaphys�cal system always ar�ses;
but �t must be poss�ble to arr�ve at certa�nty �n regard to the quest�on
whether we know or do not know the th�ngs of wh�ch metaphys�cs
treats. We must be able to arr�ve at a dec�s�on on the subjects of �ts
quest�ons, or on the ab�l�ty or �nab�l�ty of reason to form any



judgement respect�ng them; and therefore e�ther to extend w�th
conf�dence the bounds of our pure reason, or to set str�ctly def�ned
and safe l�m�ts to �ts act�on. Th�s last quest�on, wh�ch ar�ses out of
the above un�versal problem, would properly run thus: “How �s
metaphys�cs poss�ble as a sc�ence?”

Thus, the cr�t�que of reason leads at last, naturally and necessar�ly,
to sc�ence; and, on the other hand, the dogmat�cal use of reason
w�thout cr�t�c�sm leads to groundless assert�ons, aga�nst wh�ch others
equally spec�ous can always be set, thus end�ng unavo�dably �n
scept�c�sm.

Bes�des, th�s sc�ence cannot be of great and form�dable prol�x�ty,
because �t has not to do w�th objects of reason, the var�ety of wh�ch
�s �nexhaust�ble, but merely w�th Reason herself and her problems;
problems wh�ch ar�se out of her own bosom, and are not proposed to
her by the nature of outward th�ngs, but by her own nature. And
when once Reason has prev�ously become able completely to
understand her own power �n regard to objects wh�ch she meets w�th
�n exper�ence, �t w�ll be easy to determ�ne securely the extent and
l�m�ts of her attempted appl�cat�on to objects beyond the conf�nes of
exper�ence.

We may and must, therefore, regard the attempts h�therto made to
establ�sh metaphys�cal sc�ence dogmat�cally as non-ex�stent. For
what of analys�s, that �s, mere d�ssect�on of concept�ons, �s conta�ned
�n one or other, �s not the a�m of, but only a preparat�on for
metaphys�cs proper, wh�ch has for �ts object the extens�on, by means
of synthes�s, of our à pr�or� knowledge. And for th�s purpose, mere
analys�s �s of course useless, because �t only shows what �s
conta�ned �n these concept�ons, but not how we arr�ve, à pr�or�, at
them; and th�s �t �s her duty to show, �n order to be able afterwards to
determ�ne the�r val�d use �n regard to all objects of exper�ence, to all
knowledge �n general. But l�ttle self-den�al, �ndeed, �s needed to g�ve
up these pretens�ons, see�ng the unden�able, and �n the dogmat�c
mode of procedure, �nev�table contrad�ct�ons of Reason w�th herself,
have long s�nce ru�ned the reputat�on of every system of
metaphys�cs that has appeared up to th�s t�me. It w�ll requ�re more
f�rmness to rema�n undeterred by d�ff�culty from w�th�n, and



oppos�t�on from w�thout, from endeavour�ng, by a method qu�te
opposed to all those h�therto followed, to further the growth and
fru�tfulness of a sc�ence �nd�spensable to human reason—a sc�ence
from wh�ch every branch �t has borne may be cut away, but whose
roots rema�n �ndestruct�ble.

VII. Idea and D�v�s�on of a Part�cular Sc�ence, under
the Name of a Cr�t�que of Pure Reason.

From all that has been sa�d, there results the �dea of a part�cular
sc�ence, wh�ch may be called the Cr�t�que of Pure Reason. For
reason �s the faculty wh�ch furn�shes us w�th the pr�nc�ples of
knowledge à pr�or�. Hence, pure reason �s the faculty wh�ch conta�ns
the pr�nc�ples of cogn�z�ng anyth�ng absolutely à pr�or�. An organon of
pure reason would be a compend�um of those pr�nc�ples accord�ng to
wh�ch alone all pure cogn�t�ons à pr�or� can be obta�ned. The
completely extended appl�cat�on of such an organon would afford us
a system of pure reason. As th�s, however, �s demand�ng a great
deal, and �t �s yet doubtful whether any extens�on of our knowledge
be here poss�ble, or, �f so, �n what cases; we can regard a sc�ence of
the mere cr�t�c�sm of pure reason, �ts sources and l�m�ts, as the
propædeut�c to a system of pure reason. Such a sc�ence must not be
called a doctr�ne, but only a cr�t�que of pure reason; and �ts use, �n
regard to speculat�on, would be only negat�ve, not to enlarge the
bounds of, but to pur�fy, our reason, and to sh�eld �t aga�nst error—
wh�ch alone �s no l�ttle ga�n. I apply the term transcendental to all
knowledge wh�ch �s not so much occup�ed w�th objects as w�th the
mode of our cogn�t�on of these objects, so far as th�s mode of
cogn�t�on �s poss�ble à pr�or�. A system of such concept�ons would be
called transcendental ph�losophy. But th�s, aga�n, �s st�ll beyond the
bounds of our present essay. For as such a sc�ence must conta�n a
complete expos�t�on not only of our synthet�cal à pr�or�, but of our
analyt�cal à pr�or� knowledge, �t �s of too w�de a range for our present
purpose, because we do not requ�re to carry our analys�s any farther
than �s necessary to understand, �n the�r full extent, the pr�nc�ples of



synthes�s à pr�or�, w�th wh�ch alone we have to do. Th�s �nvest�gat�on,
wh�ch we cannot properly call a doctr�ne, but only a transcendental
cr�t�que, because �t a�ms not at the enlargement, but at the correct�on
and gu�dance, of our knowledge, and �s to serve as a touchstone of
the worth or worthlessness of all knowledge à pr�or�, �s the sole
object of our present essay. Such a cr�t�que �s consequently, as far
as poss�ble, a preparat�on for an organon; and �f th�s new organon
should be found to fa�l, at least for a canon of pure reason, accord�ng
to wh�ch the complete system of the ph�losophy of pure reason,
whether �t extend or l�m�t the bounds of that reason, m�ght one day
be set forth both analyt�cally and synthet�cally. For that th�s �s
poss�ble, nay, that such a system �s not of so great extent as to
preclude the hope of �ts ever be�ng completed, �s ev�dent. For we
have not here to do w�th the nature of outward objects, wh�ch �s
�nf�n�te, but solely w�th the m�nd, wh�ch judges of the nature of
objects, and, aga�n, w�th the m�nd only �n respect of �ts cogn�t�on à
pr�or�. And the object of our �nvest�gat�ons, as �t �s not to be sought
w�thout, but, altogether w�th�n, ourselves, cannot rema�n concealed,
and �n all probab�l�ty �s l�m�ted enough to be completely surveyed and
fa�rly est�mated, accord�ng to �ts worth or worthlessness. St�ll less let
the reader here expect a cr�t�que of books and systems of pure
reason; our present object �s exclus�vely a cr�t�que of the faculty of
pure reason �tself. Only when we make th�s cr�t�que our foundat�on,
do we possess a pure touchstone for est�mat�ng the ph�losoph�cal
value of anc�ent and modern wr�t�ngs on th�s subject; and w�thout th�s
cr�ter�on, the �ncompetent h�stor�an or judge dec�des upon and
corrects the groundless assert�ons of others w�th h�s own, wh�ch
have themselves just as l�ttle foundat�on.

Transcendental ph�losophy �s the �dea of a sc�ence, for wh�ch the
Cr�t�que of Pure Reason must sketch the whole plan
arch�tecton�cally, that �s, from pr�nc�ples, w�th a full guarantee for the
val�d�ty and stab�l�ty of all the parts wh�ch enter �nto the bu�ld�ng. It �s
the system of all the pr�nc�ples of pure reason. If th�s Cr�t�que �tself
does not assume the t�tle of transcendental ph�losophy, �t �s only
because, to be a complete system, �t ought to conta�n a full analys�s
of all human knowledge à pr�or�. Our cr�t�que must, �ndeed, lay before
us a complete enumerat�on of all the rad�cal concept�ons wh�ch



const�tute the sa�d pure knowledge. But from the complete analys�s
of these concept�ons themselves, as also from a complete
�nvest�gat�on of those der�ved from them, �t absta�ns w�th reason;
partly because �t would be dev�at�ng from the end �n v�ew to occupy
�tself w�th th�s analys�s, s�nce th�s process �s not attended w�th the
d�ff�culty and �nsecur�ty to be found �n the synthes�s, to wh�ch our
cr�t�que �s ent�rely devoted, and partly because �t would be
�ncons�stent w�th the un�ty of our plan to burden th�s essay w�th the
v�nd�cat�on of the completeness of such an analys�s and deduct�on,
w�th wh�ch, after all, we have at present noth�ng to do. Th�s
completeness of the analys�s of these rad�cal concept�ons, as well as
of the deduct�on from the concept�ons à pr�or� wh�ch may be g�ven by
the analys�s, we can, however, eas�ly atta�n, prov�ded only that we
are �n possess�on of all these rad�cal concept�ons, wh�ch are to serve
as pr�nc�ples of the synthes�s, and that �n respect of th�s ma�n
purpose noth�ng �s want�ng.

To the Cr�t�que of Pure Reason, therefore, belongs all that
const�tutes transcendental ph�losophy; and �t �s the complete �dea of
transcendental ph�losophy, but st�ll not the sc�ence �tself; because �t
only proceeds so far w�th the analys�s as �s necessary to the power
of judg�ng completely of our synthet�cal knowledge à pr�or�.

The pr�nc�pal th�ng we must attend to, �n the d�v�s�on of the parts of
a sc�ence l�ke th�s, �s that no concept�ons must enter �t wh�ch conta�n
aught emp�r�cal; �n other words, that the knowledge à pr�or� must be
completely pure. Hence, although the h�ghest pr�nc�ples and
fundamental concept�ons of moral�ty are certa�nly cogn�t�ons à pr�or�,
yet they do not belong to transcendental ph�losophy; because,
though they certa�nly do not lay the concept�ons of pa�n, pleasure,
des�res, �ncl�nat�ons, etc. (wh�ch are all of emp�r�cal or�g�n), at the
foundat�on of �ts precepts, yet st�ll �nto the concept�on of duty—as an
obstacle to be overcome, or as an �nc�tement wh�ch should not be
made �nto a mot�ve—these emp�r�cal concept�ons must necessar�ly
enter, �n the construct�on of a system of pure moral�ty.
Transcendental ph�losophy �s consequently a ph�losophy of the pure
and merely speculat�ve reason. For all that �s pract�cal, so far as �t
conta�ns mot�ves, relates to feel�ngs, and these belong to emp�r�cal
sources of cogn�t�on.



If we w�sh to d�v�de th�s sc�ence from the un�versal po�nt of v�ew of
a sc�ence �n general, �t ought to comprehend, f�rst, a Doctr�ne of the
Elements, and, secondly, a Doctr�ne of the Method of pure reason.
Each of these ma�n d�v�s�ons w�ll have �ts subd�v�s�ons, the separate
reasons for wh�ch we cannot here part�cular�ze. Only so much seems
necessary, by way of �ntroduct�on of premon�t�on, that there are two
sources of human knowledge (wh�ch probably spr�ng from a
common, but to us unknown root), namely, sense and
understand�ng. By the former, objects are g�ven to us; by the latter,
thought. So far as the faculty of sense may conta�n representat�ons à
pr�or�, wh�ch form the cond�t�ons under wh�ch objects are g�ven, �n so
far �t belongs to transcendental ph�losophy. The transcendental
doctr�ne of sense must form the f�rst part of our sc�ence of elements,
because the cond�t�ons under wh�ch alone the objects of human
knowledge are g�ven must precede those under wh�ch they are
thought.



I. TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF
ELEMENTS.

FIRST PART. TRANSCENDENTAL ÆSTHETIC.

§ I. Introductory.
In whatsoever mode, or by whatsoever means, our knowledge

may relate to objects, �t �s at least qu�te clear that the only manner �n
wh�ch �t �mmed�ately relates to them �s by means of an �ntu�t�on. To
th�s as the �nd�spensable groundwork, all thought po�nts. But an
�ntu�t�on can take place only �n so far as the object �s g�ven to us.
Th�s, aga�n, �s only poss�ble, to man at least, on cond�t�on that the
object affect the m�nd �n a certa�n manner. The capac�ty for rece�v�ng
representat�ons (recept�v�ty) through the mode �n wh�ch we are
affected by objects, objects, �s called sens�b�l�ty. By means of
sens�b�l�ty, therefore, objects are g�ven to us, and �t alone furn�shes
us w�th �ntu�t�ons; by the understand�ng they are thought, and from �t
ar�se concept�ons. But an thought must d�rectly, or �nd�rectly, by
means of certa�n s�gns, relate ult�mately to �ntu�t�ons; consequently,
w�th us, to sens�b�l�ty, because �n no other way can an object be
g�ven to us.

The effect of an object upon the faculty of representat�on, so far as
we are affected by the sa�d object, �s sensat�on. That sort of �ntu�t�on
wh�ch relates to an object by means of sensat�on �s called an
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on. The undeterm�ned object of an emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on



�s called phenomenon. That wh�ch �n the phenomenon corresponds
to the sensat�on, I term �ts matter; but that wh�ch effects that the
content of the phenomenon can be arranged under certa�n relat�ons,
I call �ts form. But that �n wh�ch our sensat�ons are merely arranged,
and by wh�ch they are suscept�ble of assum�ng a certa�n form,
cannot be �tself sensat�on. It �s, then, the matter of all phenomena
that �s g�ven to us à poster�or�; the form must l�e ready à pr�or� for
them �n the m�nd, and consequently can be regarded separately from
all sensat�on.

I call all representat�ons pure, �n the transcendental mean�ng of the
word, where�n noth�ng �s met w�th that belongs to sensat�on. And
accord�ngly we f�nd ex�st�ng �n the m�nd à pr�or�, the pure form of
sensuous �ntu�t�ons �n general, �n wh�ch all the man�fold content of
the phenomenal world �s arranged and v�ewed under certa�n
relat�ons. Th�s pure form of sens�b�l�ty I shall call pure �ntu�t�on. Thus,
�f I take away from our representat�on of a body all that the
understand�ng th�nks as belong�ng to �t, as substance, force,
d�v�s�b�l�ty, etc., and also whatever belongs to sensat�on, as
�mpenetrab�l�ty, hardness, colour, etc.; yet there �s st�ll someth�ng left
us from th�s emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, namely, extens�on and shape. These
belong to pure �ntu�t�on, wh�ch ex�sts à pr�or� �n the m�nd, as a mere
form of sens�b�l�ty, and w�thout any real object of the senses or any
sensat�on.

The sc�ence of all the pr�nc�ples of sens�b�l�ty à pr�or�, I call
transcendental æsthet�c.[10] There must, then, be such a sc�ence
form�ng the f�rst part of the transcendental doctr�ne of elements, �n
contrad�st�nct�on to that part wh�ch conta�ns the pr�nc�ples of pure
thought, and wh�ch �s called transcendental log�c.

[10] The Germans are the only people who at present use th�s
word to �nd�cate what others call the cr�t�que of taste. At the
foundat�on of th�s term l�es the d�sappo�nted hope, wh�ch the
em�nent analyst, Baumgarten, conce�ved, of subject�ng the
cr�t�c�sm of the beaut�ful to pr�nc�ples of reason, and so of
elevat�ng �ts rules �nto a sc�ence. But h�s endeavours were va�n.
For the sa�d rules or cr�ter�a are, �n respect to the�r ch�ef sources,
merely emp�r�cal, consequently never can serve as determ�nate
laws à pr�or�, by wh�ch our judgement �n matters of taste �s to be



d�rected. It �s rather our judgement wh�ch forms the proper test as
to the correctness of the pr�nc�ples. On th�s account �t �s adv�sable
to g�ve up the use of the term as des�gnat�ng the cr�t�que of taste,
and to apply �t solely to that doctr�ne, wh�ch �s true sc�ence—the
sc�ence of the laws of sens�b�l�ty—and thus come nearer to the
language and the sense of the anc�ents �n the�r well-known
d�v�s�on of the objects of cogn�t�on �nto a�otheta ka� noeta, or to
share �t w�th speculat�ve ph�losophy, and employ �t partly �n a
transcendental, partly �n a psycholog�cal s�gn�f�cat�on.

In the sc�ence of transcendental æsthet�c accord�ngly, we shall f�rst
�solate sens�b�l�ty or the sensuous faculty, by separat�ng from �t all
that �s annexed to �ts percept�ons by the concept�ons of
understand�ng, so that noth�ng be left but emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on. In the
next place we shall take away from th�s �ntu�t�on all that belongs to
sensat�on, so that noth�ng may rema�n but pure �ntu�t�on, and the
mere form of phenomena, wh�ch �s all that the sens�b�l�ty can afford à
pr�or�. From th�s �nvest�gat�on �t w�ll be found that there are two pure
forms of sensuous �ntu�t�on, as pr�nc�ples of knowledge à pr�or�,
namely, space and t�me. To the cons�derat�on of these we shall now
proceed.

SECTION I. Of Space.

§ 2. Metaphys�cal Expos�t�on of th�s Concept�on.
By means of the external sense (a property of the m�nd), we

represent to ourselves objects as w�thout us, and these all �n space.
Here�n alone are the�r shape, d�mens�ons, and relat�ons to each
other determ�ned or determ�nable. The �nternal sense, by means of
wh�ch the m�nd contemplates �tself or �ts �nternal state, g�ves, �ndeed,
no �ntu�t�on of the soul as an object; yet there �s nevertheless a
determ�nate form, under wh�ch alone the contemplat�on of our
�nternal state �s poss�ble, so that all wh�ch relates to the �nward
determ�nat�ons of the m�nd �s represented �n relat�ons of t�me. Of



t�me we cannot have any external �ntu�t�on, any more than we can
have an �nternal �ntu�t�on of space. What then are t�me and space?
Are they real ex�stences? Or, are they merely relat�ons or
determ�nat�ons of th�ngs, such, however, as would equally belong to
these th�ngs �n themselves, though they should never become
objects of �ntu�t�on; or, are they such as belong only to the form of
�ntu�t�on, and consequently to the subject�ve const�tut�on of the m�nd,
w�thout wh�ch these pred�cates of t�me and space could not be
attached to any object? In order to become �nformed on these po�nts,
we shall f�rst g�ve an expos�t�on of the concept�on of space. By
expos�t�on, I mean the clear, though not deta�led, representat�on of
that wh�ch belongs to a concept�on; and an expos�t�on �s
metaphys�cal when �t conta�ns that wh�ch represents the concept�on
as g�ven à pr�or�.

1. Space �s not a concept�on wh�ch has been der�ved from outward
exper�ences. For, �n order that certa�n sensat�ons may relate to
someth�ng w�thout me (that �s, to someth�ng wh�ch occup�es a
d�fferent part of space from that �n wh�ch I am); �n l�ke manner, �n
order that I may represent them not merely as w�thout, of, and near
to each other, but also �n separate places, the representat�on of
space must already ex�st as a foundat�on. Consequently, the
representat�on of space cannot be borrowed from the relat�ons of
external phenomena through exper�ence; but, on the contrary, th�s
external exper�ence �s �tself only poss�ble through the sa�d
antecedent representat�on.

2. Space then �s a necessary representat�on à pr�or�, wh�ch serves
for the foundat�on of all external �ntu�t�ons. We never can �mag�ne or
make a representat�on to ourselves of the non-ex�stence of space,
though we may eas�ly enough th�nk that no objects are found �n �t. It
must, therefore, be cons�dered as the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of
phenomena, and by no means as a determ�nat�on dependent on
them, and �s a representat�on à pr�or�, wh�ch necessar�ly suppl�es the
bas�s for external phenomena.

3. Space �s no d�scurs�ve, or as we say, general concept�on of the
relat�ons of th�ngs, but a pure �ntu�t�on. For, �n the f�rst place, we can
only represent to ourselves one space, and, when we talk of d�vers



spaces, we mean only parts of one and the same space. Moreover,
these parts cannot antecede th�s one all-embrac�ng space, as the
component parts from wh�ch the aggregate can be made up, but can
be cog�tated only as ex�st�ng �n �t. Space �s essent�ally one, and
mult�pl�c�ty �n �t, consequently the general not�on of spaces, of th�s or
that space, depends solely upon l�m�tat�ons. Hence �t follows that an
à pr�or� �ntu�t�on (wh�ch �s not emp�r�cal) l�es at the root of all our
concept�ons of space. Thus, moreover, the pr�nc�ples of geometry—
for example, that “�n a tr�angle, two s�des together are greater than
the th�rd,” are never deduced from general concept�ons of l�ne and
tr�angle, but from �ntu�t�on, and th�s à pr�or�, w�th apode�ct�c certa�nty.

4. Space �s represented as an �nf�n�te g�ven quant�ty. Now every
concept�on must �ndeed be cons�dered as a representat�on wh�ch �s
conta�ned �n an �nf�n�te mult�tude of d�fferent poss�ble
representat�ons, wh�ch, therefore, compr�ses these under �tself; but
no concept�on, as such, can be so conce�ved, as �f �t conta�ned w�th�n
�tself an �nf�n�te mult�tude of representat�ons. Nevertheless, space �s
so conce�ved of, for all parts of space are equally capable of be�ng
produced to �nf�n�ty. Consequently, the or�g�nal representat�on of
space �s an �ntu�t�on à pr�or�, and not a concept�on.

§ 3. Transcendental Expos�t�on of the Concept�on of
Space.

By a transcendental expos�t�on, I mean the explanat�on of a
concept�on, as a pr�nc�ple, whence can be d�scerned the poss�b�l�ty
of other synthet�cal à pr�or� cogn�t�ons. For th�s purpose, �t �s
requ�s�te, f�rstly, that such cogn�t�ons do really flow from the g�ven
concept�on; and, secondly, that the sa�d cogn�t�ons are only poss�ble
under the presuppos�t�on of a g�ven mode of expla�n�ng th�s
concept�on.

Geometry �s a sc�ence wh�ch determ�nes the propert�es of space
synthet�cally, and yet à pr�or�. What, then, must be our representat�on
of space, �n order that such a cogn�t�on of �t may be poss�ble? It must
be or�g�nally �ntu�t�on, for from a mere concept�on, no propos�t�ons



can be deduced wh�ch go out beyond the concept�on, and yet th�s
happens �n geometry. (Introd. V.) But th�s �ntu�t�on must be found �n
the m�nd à pr�or�, that �s, before any percept�on of objects,
consequently must be pure, not emp�r�cal, �ntu�t�on. For geometr�cal
pr�nc�ples are always apode�ct�c, that �s, un�ted w�th the
consc�ousness of the�r necess�ty, as: “Space has only three
d�mens�ons.” But propos�t�ons of th�s k�nd cannot be emp�r�cal
judgements, nor conclus�ons from them. (Introd. II.) Now, how can an
external �ntu�t�on anter�or to objects themselves, and �n wh�ch our
concept�on of objects can be determ�ned à pr�or�, ex�st �n the human
m�nd? Obv�ously not otherw�se than �n so far as �t has �ts seat �n the
subject only, as the formal capac�ty of the subject’s be�ng affected by
objects, and thereby of obta�n�ng �mmed�ate representat�on, that �s,
�ntu�t�on; consequently, only as the form of the external sense �n
general.

Thus �t �s only by means of our explanat�on that the poss�b�l�ty of
geometry, as a synthet�cal sc�ence à pr�or�, becomes
comprehens�ble. Every mode of explanat�on wh�ch does not show us
th�s poss�b�l�ty, although �n appearance �t may be s�m�lar to ours, can
w�th the utmost certa�nty be d�st�ngu�shed from �t by these marks.

§ 4. Conclus�ons from the forego�ng Concept�ons.
(a) Space does not represent any property of objects as th�ngs �n

themselves, nor does �t represent them �n the�r relat�ons to each
other; �n other words, space does not represent to us any
determ�nat�on of objects such as attaches to the objects themselves,
and would rema�n, even though all subject�ve cond�t�ons of the
�ntu�t�on were abstracted. For ne�ther absolute nor relat�ve
determ�nat�ons of objects can be �ntu�ted pr�or to the ex�stence of the
th�ngs to wh�ch they belong, and therefore not à pr�or�.

(b) Space �s noth�ng else than the form of all phenomena of the
external sense, that �s, the subject�ve cond�t�on of the sens�b�l�ty,
under wh�ch alone external �ntu�t�on �s poss�ble. Now, because the
recept�v�ty or capac�ty of the subject to be affected by objects



necessar�ly antecedes all �ntu�t�ons of these objects, �t �s eas�ly
understood how the form of all phenomena can be g�ven �n the m�nd
prev�ous to all actual percept�ons, therefore à pr�or�, and how �t, as a
pure �ntu�t�on, �n wh�ch all objects must be determ�ned, can conta�n
pr�nc�ples of the relat�ons of these objects pr�or to all exper�ence.

It �s therefore from the human po�nt of v�ew only that we can speak
of space, extended objects, etc. If we depart from the subject�ve
cond�t�on, under wh�ch alone we can obta�n external �ntu�t�on, or, �n
other words, by means of wh�ch we are affected by objects, the
representat�on of space has no mean�ng whatsoever. Th�s pred�cate
�s only appl�cable to th�ngs �n so far as they appear to us, that �s, are
objects of sens�b�l�ty. The constant form of th�s recept�v�ty, wh�ch we
call sens�b�l�ty, �s a necessary cond�t�on of all relat�ons �n wh�ch
objects can be �ntu�ted as ex�st�ng w�thout us, and when abstract�on
of these objects �s made, �s a pure �ntu�t�on, to wh�ch we g�ve the
name of space. It �s clear that we cannot make the spec�al cond�t�ons
of sens�b�l�ty �nto cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs, but only of the
poss�b�l�ty of the�r ex�stence as far as they are phenomena. And so
we may correctly say that space conta�ns all wh�ch can appear to us
externally, but not all th�ngs cons�dered as th�ngs �n themselves, be
they �ntu�ted or not, or by whatsoever subject one w�ll. As to the
�ntu�t�ons of other th�nk�ng be�ngs, we cannot judge whether they are
or are not bound by the same cond�t�ons wh�ch l�m�t our own
�ntu�t�on, and wh�ch for us are un�versally val�d. If we jo�n the
l�m�tat�on of a judgement to the concept�on of the subject, then the
judgement w�ll possess uncond�t�oned val�d�ty. For example, the
propos�t�on, “All objects are bes�de each other �n space,” �s val�d only
under the l�m�tat�on that these th�ngs are taken as objects of our
sensuous �ntu�t�on. But �f I jo�n the cond�t�on to the concept�on and
say, “All th�ngs, as external phenomena, are bes�de each other �n
space,” then the rule �s val�d un�versally, and w�thout any l�m�tat�on.
Our expos�t�ons, consequently, teach the real�ty (�.e., the object�ve
val�d�ty) of space �n regard of all wh�ch can be presented to us
externally as object, and at the same t�me also the �deal�ty of space
�n regard to objects when they are cons�dered by means of reason
as th�ngs �n themselves, that �s, w�thout reference to the const�tut�on
of our sens�b�l�ty. We ma�nta�n, therefore, the emp�r�cal real�ty of



space �n regard to all poss�ble external exper�ence, although we
must adm�t �ts transcendental �deal�ty; �n other words, that �t �s
noth�ng, so soon as we w�thdraw the cond�t�on upon wh�ch the
poss�b�l�ty of all exper�ence depends and look upon space as
someth�ng that belongs to th�ngs �n themselves.

But, w�th the except�on of space, there �s no representat�on,
subject�ve and referr�ng to someth�ng external to us, wh�ch could be
called object�ve à pr�or�. For there are no other subject�ve
representat�ons from wh�ch we can deduce synthet�cal propos�t�ons à
pr�or�, as we can from the �ntu�t�on of space. (See § 3.) Therefore, to
speak accurately, no �deal�ty whatever belongs to these, although
they agree �n th�s respect w�th the representat�on of space, that they
belong merely to the subject�ve nature of the mode of sensuous
percept�on; such a mode, for example, as that of s�ght, of hear�ng,
and of feel�ng, by means of the sensat�ons of colour, sound, and
heat, but wh�ch, because they are only sensat�ons and not �ntu�t�ons,
do not of themselves g�ve us the cogn�t�on of any object, least of all,
an à pr�or� cogn�t�on. My purpose, �n the above remark, �s merely
th�s: to guard any one aga�nst �llustrat�ng the asserted �deal�ty of
space by examples qu�te �nsuff�c�ent, for example, by colour, taste,
etc.; for these must be contemplated not as propert�es of th�ngs, but
only as changes �n the subject, changes wh�ch may be d�fferent �n
d�fferent men. For, �n such a case, that wh�ch �s or�g�nally a mere
phenomenon, a rose, for example, �s taken by the emp�r�cal
understand�ng for a th�ng �n �tself, though to every d�fferent eye, �n
respect of �ts colour, �t may appear d�fferent. On the contrary, the
transcendental concept�on of phenomena �n space �s a cr�t�cal
admon�t�on, that, �n general, noth�ng wh�ch �s �ntu�ted �n space �s a
th�ng �n �tself, and that space �s not a form wh�ch belongs as a
property to th�ngs; but that objects are qu�te unknown to us �n
themselves, and what we call outward objects, are noth�ng else but
mere representat�ons of our sens�b�l�ty, whose form �s space, but
whose real correlate, the th�ng �n �tself, �s not known by means of
these representat�ons, nor ever can be, but respect�ng wh�ch, �n
exper�ence, no �nqu�ry �s ever made.



SECTION II. Of T�me.

§ 5. Metaphys�cal Expos�t�on of th�s Concept�on.
1. T�me �s not an emp�r�cal concept�on. For ne�ther coex�stence nor

success�on would be perce�ved by us, �f the representat�on of t�me
d�d not ex�st as a foundat�on à pr�or�. W�thout th�s presuppos�t�on we
could not represent to ourselves that th�ngs ex�st together at one and
the same t�me, or at d�fferent t�mes, that �s, contemporaneously, or �n
success�on.

2. T�me �s a necessary representat�on, ly�ng at the foundat�on of all
our �ntu�t�ons. W�th regard to phenomena �n general, we cannot th�nk
away t�me from them, and represent them to ourselves as out of and
unconnected w�th t�me, but we can qu�te well represent to ourselves
t�me vo�d of phenomena. T�me �s therefore g�ven à pr�or�. In �t alone
�s all real�ty of phenomena poss�ble. These may all be ann�h�lated �n
thought, but t�me �tself, as the un�versal cond�t�on of the�r poss�b�l�ty,
cannot be so annulled.

3. On th�s necess�ty à pr�or� �s also founded the poss�b�l�ty of
apode�ct�c pr�nc�ples of the relat�ons of t�me, or ax�oms of t�me �n
general, such as: “T�me has only one d�mens�on,” “D�fferent t�mes
are not coex�stent but success�ve” (as d�fferent spaces are not
success�ve but coex�stent). These pr�nc�ples cannot be der�ved from
exper�ence, for �t would g�ve ne�ther str�ct un�versal�ty, nor apode�ct�c
certa�nty. We should only be able to say, “so common exper�ence
teaches us,” but not “�t must be so.” They are val�d as rules, through
wh�ch, �n general, exper�ence �s poss�ble; and they �nstruct us
respect�ng exper�ence, and not by means of �t.

4. T�me �s not a d�scurs�ve, or as �t �s called, general concept�on,
but a pure form of the sensuous �ntu�t�on. D�fferent t�mes are merely
parts of one and the same t�me. But the representat�on wh�ch can
only be g�ven by a s�ngle object �s an �ntu�t�on. Bes�des, the
propos�t�on that d�fferent t�mes cannot be coex�stent could not be
der�ved from a general concept�on. For th�s propos�t�on �s synthet�cal,



and therefore cannot spr�ng out of concept�ons alone. It �s therefore
conta�ned �mmed�ately �n the �ntu�t�on and representat�on of t�me.

5. The �nf�n�ty of t�me s�gn�f�es noth�ng more than that every
determ�ned quant�ty of t�me �s poss�ble only through l�m�tat�ons of
one t�me ly�ng at the foundat�on. Consequently, the or�g�nal
representat�on, t�me, must be g�ven as unl�m�ted. But as the
determ�nate representat�on of the parts of t�me and of every quant�ty
of an object can only be obta�ned by l�m�tat�on, the complete
representat�on of t�me must not be furn�shed by means of
concept�ons, for these conta�n only part�al representat�ons.
Concept�ons, on the contrary, must have �mmed�ate �ntu�t�on for the�r
bas�s.

§ 6 Transcendental Expos�t�on of the Concept�on of
T�me.

I may here refer to what �s sa�d above (§ 5, 3), where, for or sake
of brev�ty, I have placed under the head of metaphys�cal expos�t�on,
that wh�ch �s properly transcendental. Here I shall add that the
concept�on of change, and w�th �t the concept�on of mot�on, as
change of place, �s poss�ble only through and �n the representat�on of
t�me; that �f th�s representat�on were not an �ntu�t�on (�nternal) à pr�or�,
no concept�on, of whatever k�nd, could render comprehens�ble the
poss�b�l�ty of change, �n other words, of a conjunct�on of
contrad�ctor�ly opposed pred�cates �n one and the same object, for
example, the presence of a th�ng �n a place and the non-presence of
the same th�ng �n the same place. It �s only �n t�me that �t �s poss�ble
to meet w�th two contrad�ctor�ly opposed determ�nat�ons �n one th�ng,
that �s, after each other. Thus our concept�on of t�me expla�ns the
poss�b�l�ty of so much synthet�cal knowledge à pr�or�, as �s exh�b�ted
�n the general doctr�ne of mot�on, wh�ch �s not a l�ttle fru�tful.

§ 7. Conclus�ons from the above Concept�ons.



(a) T�me �s not someth�ng wh�ch subs�sts of �tself, or wh�ch �nheres
�n th�ngs as an object�ve determ�nat�on, and therefore rema�ns, when
abstract�on �s made of the subject�ve cond�t�ons of the �ntu�t�on of
th�ngs. For �n the former case, �t would be someth�ng real, yet w�thout
present�ng to any power of percept�on any real object. In the latter
case, as an order or determ�nat�on �nherent �n th�ngs themselves, �t
could not be antecedent to th�ngs, as the�r cond�t�on, nor d�scerned
or �ntu�ted by means of synthet�cal propos�t�ons à pr�or�. But all th�s �s
qu�te poss�ble when we regard t�me as merely the subject�ve
cond�t�on under wh�ch all our �ntu�t�ons take place. For �n that case,
th�s form of the �nward �ntu�t�on can be represented pr�or to the
objects, and consequently à pr�or�.

(b) T�me �s noth�ng else than the form of the �nternal sense, that �s,
of the �ntu�t�ons of self and of our �nternal state. For t�me cannot be
any determ�nat�on of outward phenomena. It has to do ne�ther w�th
shape nor pos�t�on; on the contrary, �t determ�nes the relat�on of
representat�ons �n our �nternal state. And prec�sely because th�s
�nternal �ntu�t�on presents to us no shape or form, we endeavour to
supply th�s want by analog�es, and represent the course of t�me by a
l�ne progress�ng to �nf�n�ty, the content of wh�ch const�tutes a ser�es
wh�ch �s only of one d�mens�on; and we conclude from the propert�es
of th�s l�ne as to all the propert�es of t�me, w�th th�s s�ngle except�on,
that the parts of the l�ne are coex�stent, wh�lst those of t�me are
success�ve. From th�s �t �s clear also that the representat�on of t�me �s
�tself an �ntu�t�on, because all �ts relat�ons can be expressed �n an
external �ntu�t�on.

(c) T�me �s the formal cond�t�on à pr�or� of all phenomena
whatsoever. Space, as the pure form of external �ntu�t�on, �s l�m�ted
as a cond�t�on à pr�or� to external phenomena alone. On the other
hand, because all representat�ons, whether they have or have not
external th�ngs for the�r objects, st�ll �n themselves, as determ�nat�ons
of the m�nd, belong to our �nternal state; and because th�s �nternal
state �s subject to the formal cond�t�on of the �nternal �ntu�t�on, that �s,
to t�me—t�me �s a cond�t�on à pr�or� of all phenomena whatsoever—
the �mmed�ate cond�t�on of all �nternal, and thereby the med�ate
cond�t�on of all external phenomena. If I can say à pr�or�, “All outward
phenomena are �n space, and determ�ned à pr�or� accord�ng to the



relat�ons of space,” I can also, from the pr�nc�ple of the �nternal
sense, aff�rm un�versally, “All phenomena �n general, that �s, all
objects of the senses, are �n t�me and stand necessar�ly �n relat�ons
of t�me.”

If we abstract our �nternal �ntu�t�on of ourselves and all external
�ntu�t�ons, poss�ble only by v�rtue of th�s �nternal �ntu�t�on and
presented to us by our faculty of representat�on, and consequently
take objects as they are �n themselves, then t�me �s noth�ng. It �s only
of object�ve val�d�ty �n regard to phenomena, because these are
th�ngs wh�ch we regard as objects of our senses. It no longer
object�ve we, make abstract�on of the sensuousness of our �ntu�t�on,
�n other words, of that mode of representat�on wh�ch �s pecul�ar to us,
and speak of th�ngs �n general. T�me �s therefore merely a subject�ve
cond�t�on of our (human) �ntu�t�on (wh�ch �s always sensuous, that �s,
so far as we are affected by objects), and �n �tself, �ndependently of
the m�nd or subject, �s noth�ng. Nevertheless, �n respect of all
phenomena, consequently of all th�ngs wh�ch come w�th�n the sphere
of our exper�ence, �t �s necessar�ly object�ve. We cannot say, “All
th�ngs are �n t�me,” because �n th�s concept�on of th�ngs �n general,
we abstract and make no ment�on of any sort of �ntu�t�on of th�ngs.
But th�s �s the proper cond�t�on under wh�ch t�me belongs to our
representat�on of objects. If we add the cond�t�on to the concept�on,
and say, “All th�ngs, as phenomena, that �s, objects of sensuous
�ntu�t�on, are �n t�me,” then the propos�t�on has �ts sound object�ve
val�d�ty and un�versal�ty à pr�or�.

What we have now set forth teaches, therefore, the emp�r�cal
real�ty of t�me; that �s, �ts object�ve val�d�ty �n reference to all objects
wh�ch can ever be presented to our senses. And as our �ntu�t�on �s
always sensuous, no object ever can be presented to us �n
exper�ence, wh�ch does not come under the cond�t�ons of t�me. On
the other hand, we deny to t�me all cla�m to absolute real�ty; that �s,
we deny that �t, w�thout hav�ng regard to the form of our sensuous
�ntu�t�on, absolutely �nheres �n th�ngs as a cond�t�on or property. Such
propert�es as belong to objects as th�ngs �n themselves never can be
presented to us through the med�um of the senses. Here�n cons�sts,
therefore, the transcendental �deal�ty of t�me, accord�ng to wh�ch, �f
we abstract the subject�ve cond�t�ons of sensuous �ntu�t�on, �t �s



noth�ng, and cannot be reckoned as subs�st�ng or �nher�ng �n objects
as th�ngs �n themselves, �ndependently of �ts relat�on to our �ntu�t�on.
Th�s �deal�ty, l�ke that of space, �s not to be proved or �llustrated by
fallac�ous analog�es w�th sensat�ons, for th�s reason—that �n such
arguments or �llustrat�ons, we make the presuppos�t�on that the
phenomenon, �n wh�ch such and such pred�cates �nhere, has
object�ve real�ty, wh�le �n th�s case we can only f�nd such an object�ve
real�ty as �s �tself emp�r�cal, that �s, regards the object as a mere
phenomenon. In reference to th�s subject, see the remark �n Sect�on
I (§ 4)

§ 8. Eluc�dat�on.
Aga�nst th�s theory, wh�ch grants emp�r�cal real�ty to t�me, but

den�es to �t absolute and transcendental real�ty, I have heard from
�ntell�gent men an object�on so unan�mously urged that I conclude
that �t must naturally present �tself to every reader to whom these
cons�derat�ons are novel. It runs thus: “Changes are real” (th�s the
cont�nual change �n our own representat�ons demonstrates, even
though the ex�stence of all external phenomena, together w�th the�r
changes, �s den�ed). Now, changes are only poss�ble �n t�me, and
therefore t�me must be someth�ng real. But there �s no d�ff�culty �n
answer�ng th�s. I grant the whole argument. T�me, no doubt, �s
someth�ng real, that �s, �t �s the real form of our �nternal �ntu�t�on. It
therefore has subject�ve real�ty, �n reference to our �nternal
exper�ence, that �s, I have really the representat�on of t�me and of my
determ�nat�ons there�n. T�me, therefore, �s not to be regarded as an
object, but as the mode of representat�on of myself as an object. But
�f I could �ntu�te myself, or be �ntu�ted by another be�ng, w�thout th�s
cond�t�on of sens�b�l�ty, then those very determ�nat�ons wh�ch we now
represent to ourselves as changes, would present to us a knowledge
�n wh�ch the representat�on of t�me, and consequently of change,
would not appear. The emp�r�cal real�ty of t�me, therefore, rema�ns,
as the cond�t�on of all our exper�ence. But absolute real�ty, accord�ng
to what has been sa�d above, cannot be granted �t. T�me �s noth�ng
but the form of our �nternal �ntu�t�on.[11] If we take away from �t the



spec�al cond�t�on of our sens�b�l�ty, the concept�on of t�me also
van�shes; and �t �nheres not �n the objects themselves, but solely �n
the subject (or m�nd) wh�ch �ntu�tes them.

[11] I can �ndeed say “my representat�ons follow one another, or
are success�ve”; but th�s means only that we are consc�ous of
them as �n a success�on, that �s, accord�ng to the form of the
�nternal sense. T�me, therefore, �s not a th�ng �n �tself, nor �s �t any
object�ve determ�nat�on perta�n�ng to, or �nherent �n th�ngs.

But the reason why th�s object�on �s so unan�mously brought
aga�nst our doctr�ne of t�me, and that too by d�sputants who cannot
start any �ntell�g�ble arguments aga�nst the doctr�ne of the �deal�ty of
space, �s th�s—they have no hope of demonstrat�ng apode�ct�cally
the absolute real�ty of space, because the doctr�ne of �deal�sm �s
aga�nst them, accord�ng to wh�ch the real�ty of external objects �s not
capable of any str�ct proof. On the other hand, the real�ty of the
object of our �nternal sense (that �s, myself and my �nternal state) �s
clear �mmed�ately through consc�ousness. The former—external
objects �n space—m�ght be a mere delus�on, but the latter—the
object of my �nternal percept�on—�s unden�ably real. They do not,
however, reflect that both, w�thout quest�on of the�r real�ty as
representat�ons, belong only to the genus phenomenon, wh�ch has
always two aspects, the one, the object cons�dered as a th�ng �n
�tself, w�thout regard to the mode of �ntu�t�ng �t, and the nature of
wh�ch rema�ns for th�s very reason problemat�cal, the other, the form
of our �ntu�t�on of the object, wh�ch must be sought not �n the object
as a th�ng �n �tself, but �n the subject to wh�ch �t appears—wh�ch form
of �ntu�t�on nevertheless belongs really and necessar�ly to the
phenomenal object.

T�me and space are, therefore, two sources of knowledge, from
wh�ch, à pr�or�, var�ous synthet�cal cogn�t�ons can be drawn. Of th�s
we f�nd a str�k�ng example �n the cogn�t�ons of space and �ts
relat�ons, wh�ch form the foundat�on of pure mathemat�cs. They are
the two pure forms of all �ntu�t�ons, and thereby make synthet�cal
propos�t�ons à pr�or� poss�ble. But these sources of knowledge be�ng
merely cond�t�ons of our sens�b�l�ty, do therefore, and as such, str�ctly
determ�ne the�r own range and purpose, �n that they do not and



cannot present objects as th�ngs �n themselves, but are appl�cable to
them solely �n so far as they are cons�dered as sensuous
phenomena. The sphere of phenomena �s the only sphere of the�r
val�d�ty, and �f we venture out of th�s, no further object�ve use can be
made of them. For the rest, th�s formal real�ty of t�me and space
leaves the val�d�ty of our emp�r�cal knowledge unshaken; for our
certa�nty �n that respect �s equally f�rm, whether these forms
necessar�ly �nhere �n the th�ngs themselves, or only �n our �ntu�t�ons
of them. On the other hand, those who ma�nta�n the absolute real�ty
of t�me and space, whether as essent�ally subs�st�ng, or only
�nher�ng, as mod�f�cat�ons, �n th�ngs, must f�nd themselves at utter
var�ance w�th the pr�nc�ples of exper�ence �tself. For, �f they dec�de for
the f�rst v�ew, and make space and t�me �nto substances, th�s be�ng
the s�de taken by mathemat�cal natural ph�losophers, they must
adm�t two self-subs�st�ng nonent�t�es, �nf�n�te and eternal, wh�ch ex�st
(yet w�thout there be�ng anyth�ng real) for the purpose of conta�n�ng
�n themselves everyth�ng that �s real. If they adopt the second v�ew of
�nherence, wh�ch �s preferred by some metaphys�cal natural
ph�losophers, and regard space and t�me as relat�ons (cont�gu�ty �n
space or success�on �n t�me), abstracted from exper�ence, though
represented confusedly �n th�s state of separat�on, they f�nd
themselves �n that case necess�tated to deny the val�d�ty of
mathemat�cal doctr�nes à pr�or� �n reference to real th�ngs (for
example, �n space)—at all events the�r apode�ct�c certa�nty. For such
certa�nty cannot be found �n an à poster�or� propos�t�on; and the
concept�ons à pr�or� of space and t�me are, accord�ng to th�s op�n�on,
mere creat�ons of the �mag�nat�on, hav�ng the�r source really �n
exper�ence, �nasmuch as, out of relat�ons abstracted from
exper�ence, �mag�nat�on has made up someth�ng wh�ch conta�ns,
�ndeed, general statements of these relat�ons, yet of wh�ch no
appl�cat�on can be made w�thout the restr�ct�ons attached thereto by
nature. The former of these part�es ga�ns th�s advantage, that they
keep the sphere of phenomena free for mathemat�cal sc�ence. On
the other hand, these very cond�t�ons (space and t�me) embarrass
them greatly, when the understand�ng endeavours to pass the l�m�ts
of that sphere. The latter has, �ndeed, th�s advantage, that the
representat�ons of space and t�me do not come �n the�r way when



they w�sh to judge of objects, not as phenomena, but merely �n the�r
relat�on to the understand�ng. Devo�d, however, of a true and
object�vely val�d à pr�or� �ntu�t�on, they can ne�ther furn�sh any bas�s
for the poss�b�l�ty of mathemat�cal cogn�t�ons à pr�or�, nor br�ng the
propos�t�ons of exper�ence �nto necessary accordance w�th those of
mathemat�cs. In our theory of the true nature of these two or�g�nal
forms of the sens�b�l�ty, both d�ff�cult�es are surmounted.

In conclus�on, that transcendental æsthet�c cannot conta�n any
more than these two elements—space and t�me, �s suff�c�ently
obv�ous from the fact that all other concept�ons apperta�n�ng to
sens�b�l�ty, even that of mot�on, wh�ch un�tes �n �tself both elements,
presuppose someth�ng emp�r�cal. Mot�on, for example, presupposes
the percept�on of someth�ng movable. But space cons�dered �n �tself
conta�ns noth�ng movable, consequently mot�on must be someth�ng
wh�ch �s found �n space only through exper�ence—�n other words, an
emp�r�cal datum. In l�ke manner, transcendental æsthet�c cannot
number the concept�on of change among �ts data à pr�or�; for t�me
�tself does not change, but only someth�ng wh�ch �s �n t�me. To
acqu�re the concept�on of change, therefore, the percept�on of some
ex�st�ng object and of the success�on of �ts determ�nat�ons, �n one
word, exper�ence, �s necessary.

§ 9. General Remarks on Transcendental Æsthet�c.
I. In order to prevent any m�sunderstand�ng, �t w�ll be requ�s�te, �n

the f�rst place, to recap�tulate, as clearly as poss�ble, what our
op�n�on �s w�th respect to the fundamental nature of our sensuous
cogn�t�on �n general. We have �ntended, then, to say that all our
�ntu�t�on �s noth�ng but the representat�on of phenomena; that the
th�ngs wh�ch we �ntu�te, are not �n themselves the same as our
representat�ons of them �n �ntu�t�on, nor are the�r relat�ons �n
themselves so const�tuted as they appear to us; and that �f we take
away the subject, or even only the subject�ve const�tut�on of our
senses �n general, then not only the nature and relat�ons of objects �n
space and t�me, but even space and t�me themselves d�sappear; and



that these, as phenomena, cannot ex�st �n themselves, but only �n
us. What may be the nature of objects cons�dered as th�ngs �n
themselves and w�thout reference to the recept�v�ty of our sens�b�l�ty
�s qu�te unknown to us. We know noth�ng more than our mode of
perce�v�ng them, wh�ch �s pecul�ar to us, and wh�ch, though not of
necess�ty perta�n�ng to every an�mated be�ng, �s so to the whole
human race. W�th th�s alone we have to do. Space and t�me are the
pure forms thereof; sensat�on the matter. The former alone can we
cogn�ze à pr�or�, that �s, antecedent to all actual percept�on; and for
th�s reason such cogn�t�on �s called pure �ntu�t�on. The latter �s that �n
our cogn�t�on wh�ch �s called cogn�t�on à poster�or�, that �s, emp�r�cal
�ntu�t�on. The former apperta�n absolutely and necessar�ly to our
sens�b�l�ty, of whatsoever k�nd our sensat�ons may be; the latter may
be of very d�vers�f�ed character. Suppos�ng that we should carry our
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on even to the very h�ghest degree of clearness, we
should not thereby advance one step nearer to a knowledge of the
const�tut�on of objects as th�ngs �n themselves. For we could only, at
best, arr�ve at a complete cogn�t�on of our own mode of �ntu�t�on, that
�s of our sens�b�l�ty, and th�s always under the cond�t�ons or�g�nally
attach�ng to the subject, namely, the cond�t�ons of space and t�me;
wh�le the quest�on: “What are objects cons�dered as th�ngs �n
themselves?” rema�ns unanswerable even after the most thorough
exam�nat�on of the phenomenal world.

To say, then, that all our sens�b�l�ty �s noth�ng but the confused
representat�on of th�ngs conta�n�ng exclus�vely that wh�ch belongs to
them as th�ngs �n themselves, and th�s under an accumulat�on of
character�st�c marks and part�al representat�ons wh�ch we cannot
d�st�ngu�sh �n consc�ousness, �s a fals�f�cat�on of the concept�on of
sens�b�l�ty and phenomen�zat�on, wh�ch renders our whole doctr�ne
thereof empty and useless. The d�fference between a confused and
a clear representat�on �s merely log�cal and has noth�ng to do w�th
content. No doubt the concept�on of r�ght, as employed by a sound
understand�ng, conta�ns all that the most subtle �nvest�gat�on could
unfold from �t, although, �n the ord�nary pract�cal use of the word, we
are not consc�ous of the man�fold representat�ons compr�sed �n the
concept�on. But we cannot for th�s reason assert that the ord�nary
concept�on �s a sensuous one, conta�n�ng a mere phenomenon, for



r�ght cannot appear as a phenomenon; but the concept�on of �t l�es �n
the understand�ng, and represents a property (the moral property) of
act�ons, wh�ch belongs to them �n themselves. On the other hand,
the representat�on �n �ntu�t�on of a body conta�ns noth�ng wh�ch could
belong to an object cons�dered as a th�ng �n �tself, but merely the
phenomenon or appearance of someth�ng, and the mode �n wh�ch
we are affected by that appearance; and th�s recept�v�ty of our faculty
of cogn�t�on �s called sens�b�l�ty, and rema�ns toto caelo d�fferent from
the cogn�t�on of an object �n �tself, even though we should exam�ne
the content of the phenomenon to the very bottom.

It must be adm�tted that the Le�bn�tz-Wolf�an ph�losophy has
ass�gned an ent�rely erroneous po�nt of v�ew to all �nvest�gat�ons �nto
the nature and or�g�n of our cogn�t�ons, �nasmuch as �t regards the
d�st�nct�on between the sensuous and the �ntellectual as merely
log�cal, whereas �t �s pla�nly transcendental, and concerns not merely
the clearness or obscur�ty, but the content and or�g�n of both. For the
faculty of sens�b�l�ty not only does not present us w�th an �nd�st�nct
and confused cogn�t�on of objects as th�ngs �n themselves, but, �n
fact, g�ves us no knowledge of these at all. On the contrary, so soon
as we abstract �n thought our own subject�ve nature, the object
represented, w�th the propert�es ascr�bed to �t by sensuous �ntu�t�on,
ent�rely d�sappears, because �t was only th�s subject�ve nature that
determ�ned the form of the object as a phenomenon.

In phenomena, we commonly, �ndeed, d�st�ngu�sh that wh�ch
essent�ally belongs to the �ntu�t�on of them, and �s val�d for the
sensuous faculty of every human be�ng, from that wh�ch belongs to
the same �ntu�t�on acc�dentally, as val�d not for the sensuous faculty
�n general, but for a part�cular state or organ�zat�on of th�s or that
sense. Accord�ngly, we are accustomed to say that the former �s a
cogn�t�on wh�ch represents the object �tself, wh�lst the latter presents
only a part�cular appearance or phenomenon thereof. Th�s
d�st�nct�on, however, �s only emp�r�cal. If we stop here (as �s usual),
and do not regard the emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on as �tself a mere
phenomenon (as we ought to do), �n wh�ch noth�ng that can
apperta�n to a th�ng �n �tself �s to be found, our transcendental
d�st�nct�on �s lost, and we bel�eve that we cogn�ze objects as th�ngs �n
themselves, although �n the whole range of the sensuous world,



�nvest�gate the nature of �ts objects as profoundly as we may, we
have to do w�th noth�ng but phenomena. Thus, we call the ra�nbow a
mere appearance of phenomenon �n a sunny shower, and the ra�n,
the real�ty or th�ng �n �tself; and th�s �s r�ght enough, �f we understand
the latter concept�on �n a merely phys�cal sense, that �s, as that
wh�ch �n un�versal exper�ence, and under whatever cond�t�ons of
sensuous percept�on, �s known �n �ntu�t�on to be so and so
determ�ned, and not otherw�se. But �f we cons�der th�s emp�r�cal
datum generally, and �nqu�re, w�thout reference to �ts accordance
w�th all our senses, whether there can be d�scovered �n �t aught
wh�ch represents an object as a th�ng �n �tself (the ra�ndrops of
course are not such, for they are, as phenomena, emp�r�cal objects),
the quest�on of the relat�on of the representat�on to the object �s
transcendental; and not only are the ra�ndrops mere phenomena, but
even the�r c�rcular form, nay, the space �tself through wh�ch they fall,
�s noth�ng �n �tself, but both are mere mod�f�cat�ons or fundamental
d�spos�t�ons of our sensuous �ntu�t�on, wh�lst the transcendental
object rema�ns for us utterly unknown.

The second �mportant concern of our æsthet�c �s that �t does not
obta�n favour merely as a plaus�ble hypothes�s, but possess as
undoubted a character of certa�nty as can be demanded of any
theory wh�ch �s to serve for an organon. In order fully to conv�nce the
reader of th�s certa�nty, we shall select a case wh�ch w�ll serve to
make �ts val�d�ty apparent, and also to �llustrate what has been sa�d
�n § 3.

Suppose, then, that space and t�me are �n themselves object�ve,
and cond�t�ons of the—poss�b�l�ty of objects as th�ngs �n themselves.
In the f�rst place, �t �s ev�dent that both present us, w�th very many
apode�ct�c and synthet�c propos�t�ons à pr�or�, but espec�ally space—
and for th�s reason we shall prefer �t for �nvest�gat�on at present. As
the propos�t�ons of geometry are cogn�zed synthet�cally à pr�or�, and
w�th apode�ct�c certa�nty, I �nqu�re: Whence do you obta�n
propos�t�ons of th�s k�nd, and on what bas�s does the understand�ng
rest, �n order to arr�ve at such absolutely necessary and un�versally
val�d truths?



There �s no other way than through �ntu�t�ons or concept�ons, as
such; and these are g�ven e�ther à pr�or� or à poster�or�. The latter,
namely, emp�r�cal concept�ons, together w�th the emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on
on wh�ch they are founded, cannot afford any synthet�cal propos�t�on,
except such as �s �tself also emp�r�cal, that �s, a propos�t�on of
exper�ence. But an emp�r�cal propos�t�on cannot possess the
qual�t�es of necess�ty and absolute un�versal�ty, wh�ch, nevertheless,
are the character�st�cs of all geometr�cal propos�t�ons. As to the f�rst
and only means to arr�ve at such cogn�t�ons, namely, through mere
concept�ons or �ntu�t�ons à pr�or�, �t �s qu�te clear that from mere
concept�ons no synthet�cal cogn�t�ons, but only analyt�cal ones, can
be obta�ned. Take, for example, the propos�t�on: “Two stra�ght l�nes
cannot enclose a space, and w�th these alone no f�gure �s poss�ble,”
and try to deduce �t from the concept�on of a stra�ght l�ne and the
number two; or take the propos�t�on: “It �s poss�ble to construct a
f�gure w�th three stra�ght l�nes,” and endeavour, �n l�ke manner, to
deduce �t from the mere concept�on of a stra�ght l�ne and the number
three. All your endeavours are �n va�n, and you f�nd yourself forced to
have recourse to �ntu�t�on, as, �n fact, geometry always does. You
therefore g�ve yourself an object �n �ntu�t�on. But of what k�nd �s th�s
�ntu�t�on? Is �t a pure à pr�or�, or �s �t an emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on? If the
latter, then ne�ther an un�versally val�d, much less an apode�ct�c
propos�t�on can ar�se from �t, for exper�ence never can g�ve us any
such propos�t�on. You must, therefore, g�ve yourself an object à pr�or�
�n �ntu�t�on, and upon that ground your synthet�cal propos�t�on. Now �f
there d�d not ex�st w�th�n you a faculty of �ntu�t�on à pr�or�; �f th�s
subject�ve cond�t�on were not �n respect to �ts form also the un�versal
cond�t�on à pr�or� under wh�ch alone the object of th�s external
�ntu�t�on �s �tself poss�ble; �f the object (that �s, the tr�angle) were
someth�ng �n �tself, w�thout relat�on to you the subject; how could you
aff�rm that that wh�ch l�es necessar�ly �n your subject�ve cond�t�ons �n
order to construct a tr�angle, must also necessar�ly belong to the
tr�angle �n �tself? For to your concept�ons of three l�nes, you could not
add anyth�ng new (that �s, the f�gure); wh�ch, therefore, must
necessar�ly be found �n the object, because the object �s g�ven
before your cogn�t�on, and not by means of �t. If, therefore, space
(and t�me also) were not a mere form of your �ntu�t�on, wh�ch



conta�ns cond�t�ons à pr�or�, under wh�ch alone th�ngs can become
external objects for you, and w�thout wh�ch subject�ve cond�t�ons the
objects are �n themselves noth�ng, you could not construct any
synthet�cal propos�t�on whatsoever regard�ng external objects. It �s
therefore not merely poss�ble or probable, but �ndub�tably certa�n,
that space and t�me, as the necessary cond�t�ons of all our external
and �nternal exper�ence, are merely subject�ve cond�t�ons of all our
�ntu�t�ons, �n relat�on to wh�ch all objects are therefore mere
phenomena, and not th�ngs �n themselves, presented to us �n th�s
part�cular manner. And for th�s reason, �n respect to the form of
phenomena, much may be sa�d à pr�or�, wh�lst of the th�ng �n �tself,
wh�ch may l�e at the foundat�on of these phenomena, �t �s �mposs�ble
to say anyth�ng.

II. In conf�rmat�on of th�s theory of the �deal�ty of the external as
well as �nternal sense, consequently of all objects of sense, as mere
phenomena, we may espec�ally remark that all �n our cogn�t�on that
belongs to �ntu�t�on conta�ns noth�ng more than mere relat�ons. (The
feel�ngs of pa�n and pleasure, and the w�ll, wh�ch are not cogn�t�ons,
are excepted.) The relat�ons, to w�t, of place �n an �ntu�t�on
(extens�on), change of place (mot�on), and laws accord�ng to wh�ch
th�s change �s determ�ned (mov�ng forces). That, however, wh�ch �s
present �n th�s or that place, or any operat�on go�ng on, or result
tak�ng place �n the th�ngs themselves, w�th the except�on of change
of place, �s not g�ven to us by �ntu�t�on. Now by means of mere
relat�ons, a th�ng cannot be known �n �tself; and �t may therefore be
fa�rly concluded, that, as through the external sense noth�ng but
mere representat�ons of relat�ons are g�ven us, the sa�d external
sense �n �ts representat�on can conta�n only the relat�on of the object
to the subject, but not the essent�al nature of the object as a th�ng �n
�tself.

The same �s the case w�th the �nternal �ntu�t�on, not only because,
�n the �nternal �ntu�t�on, the representat�on of the external senses
const�tutes the mater�al w�th wh�ch the m�nd �s occup�ed; but
because t�me, �n wh�ch we place, and wh�ch �tself antecedes the
consc�ousness of, these representat�ons �n exper�ence, and wh�ch,
as the formal cond�t�on of the mode accord�ng to wh�ch objects are
placed �n the m�nd, l�es at the foundat�on of them, conta�ns relat�ons



of the success�ve, the coex�stent, and of that wh�ch always must be
coex�stent w�th success�on, the permanent. Now that wh�ch, as
representat�on, can antecede every exerc�se of thought (of an
object), �s �ntu�t�on; and when �t conta�ns noth�ng but relat�ons, �t �s
the form of the �ntu�t�on, wh�ch, as �t presents us w�th no
representat�on, except �n so far as someth�ng �s placed �n the m�nd,
can be noth�ng else than the mode �n wh�ch the m�nd �s affected by
�ts own act�v�ty, to w�t—�ts present�ng to �tself representat�ons,
consequently the mode �n wh�ch the m�nd �s affected by �tself; that �s,
�t can be noth�ng but an �nternal sense �n respect to �ts form.
Everyth�ng that �s represented through the med�um of sense �s so far
phenomenal; consequently, we must e�ther refuse altogether to
adm�t an �nternal sense, or the subject, wh�ch �s the object of that
sense, could only be represented by �t as phenomenon, and not as �t
would judge of �tself, �f �ts �ntu�t�on were pure spontaneous act�v�ty,
that �s, were �ntellectual. The d�ff�culty here l�es wholly �n the
quest�on: How can the subject have an �nternal �ntu�t�on of �tself? But
th�s d�ff�culty �s common to every theory. The consc�ousness of self
(appercept�on) �s the s�mple representat�on of the “ego”; and �f by
means of that representat�on alone, all the man�fold representat�ons
�n the subject were spontaneously g�ven, then our �nternal �ntu�t�on
would be �ntellectual. Th�s consc�ousness �n man requ�res an �nternal
percept�on of the man�fold representat�ons wh�ch are prev�ously
g�ven �n the subject; and the manner �n wh�ch these representat�ons
are g�ven �n the m�nd w�thout spontane�ty, must, on account of th�s
d�fference (the want of spontane�ty), be called sens�b�l�ty. If the
faculty of self-consc�ousness �s to apprehend what l�es �n the m�nd, �t
must all act that and can �n th�s way alone produce an �ntu�t�on of
self. But the form of th�s �ntu�t�on, wh�ch l�es �n the or�g�nal
const�tut�on of the m�nd, determ�nes, �n the representat�on of t�me,
the manner �n wh�ch the man�fold representat�ons are to comb�ne
themselves �n the m�nd; s�nce the subject �ntu�tes �tself, not as �t
would represent �tself �mmed�ately and spontaneously, but accord�ng
to the manner �n wh�ch the m�nd �s �nternally affected, consequently,
as �t appears, and not as �t �s.

III. When we say that the �ntu�t�on of external objects, and also the
self-�ntu�t�on of the subject, represent both, objects and subject, �n



space and t�me, as they affect our senses, that �s, as they appear—
th�s �s by no means equ�valent to assert�ng that these objects are
mere �llusory appearances. For when we speak of th�ngs as
phenomena, the objects, nay, even the propert�es wh�ch we ascr�be
to them, are looked upon as really g�ven; only that, �n so far as th�s or
that property depends upon the mode of �ntu�t�on of the subject, �n
the relat�on of the g�ven object to the subject, the object as
phenomenon �s to be d�st�ngu�shed from the object as a th�ng �n
�tself. Thus I do not say that bod�es seem or appear to be external to
me, or that my soul seems merely to be g�ven �n my self-
consc�ousness, although I ma�nta�n that the propert�es of space and
t�me, �n conform�ty to wh�ch I set both, as the cond�t�on of the�r
ex�stence, ab�de �n my mode of �ntu�t�on, and not �n the objects �n
themselves. It would be my own fault, �f out of that wh�ch I should
reckon as phenomenon, I made mere �llusory appearance.[12] But th�s
w�ll not happen, because of our pr�nc�ple of the �deal�ty of all
sensuous �ntu�t�ons. On the contrary, �f we ascr�be object�ve real�ty to
these forms of representat�on, �t becomes �mposs�ble to avo�d
chang�ng everyth�ng �nto mere appearance. For �f we regard space
and t�me as propert�es, wh�ch must be found �n objects as th�ngs �n
themselves, as s�ne qu�bus non of the poss�b�l�ty of the�r ex�stence,
and reflect on the absurd�t�es �n wh�ch we then f�nd ourselves
�nvolved, �nasmuch as we are compelled to adm�t the ex�stence of
two �nf�n�te th�ngs, wh�ch are nevertheless not substances, nor
anyth�ng really �nher�ng �n substances, nay, to adm�t that they are the
necessary cond�t�ons of the ex�stence of all th�ngs, and moreover,
that they must cont�nue to ex�st, although all ex�st�ng th�ngs were
ann�h�lated—we cannot blame the good Berkeley for degrad�ng
bod�es to mere �llusory appearances. Nay, even our own ex�stence,
wh�ch would �n th�s case depend upon the self-ex�stent real�ty of
such a mere nonent�ty as t�me, would necessar�ly be changed w�th �t
�nto mere appearance—an absurd�ty wh�ch no one has as yet been
gu�lty of.

[12] The pred�cates of the phenomenon can be aff�xed to the
object �tself �n relat�on to our sensuous faculty; for example, the
red colour or the perfume to the rose. But (�llusory) appearance
never can be attr�buted as a pred�cate to an object, for th�s very



reason, that �t attr�butes to th�s object �n �tself that wh�ch belongs
to �t only �n relat�on to our sensuous faculty, or to the subject �n
general, e.g., the two handles wh�ch were formerly ascr�bed to
Saturn. That wh�ch �s never to be found �n the object �tself, but
always �n the relat�on of the object to the subject, and wh�ch
moreover �s �nseparable from our representat�on of the object, we
denom�nate phenomenon. Thus the pred�cates of space and t�me
are r�ghtly attr�buted to objects of the senses as such, and �n th�s
there �s no �llus�on. On the contrary, �f I ascr�be redness of the
rose as a th�ng �n �tself, or to Saturn h�s handles, or extens�on to
all external objects, cons�dered as th�ngs �n themselves, w�thout
regard�ng the determ�nate relat�on of these objects to the subject,
and w�thout l�m�t�ng my judgement to that relat�on—then, and then
only, ar�ses �llus�on.

IV. In natural theology, where we th�nk of an object—God—wh�ch
never can be an object of �ntu�t�on to us, and even to h�mself can
never be an object of sensuous �ntu�t�on, we carefully avo�d
attr�but�ng to h�s �ntu�t�on the cond�t�ons of space and t�me—and
�ntu�t�on all h�s cogn�t�on must be, and not thought, wh�ch always
�ncludes l�m�tat�on. But w�th what r�ght can we do th�s �f we make
them forms of objects as th�ngs �n themselves, and such, moreover,
as would cont�nue to ex�st as à pr�or� cond�t�ons of the ex�stence of
th�ngs, even though the th�ngs themselves were ann�h�lated? For as
cond�t�ons of all ex�stence �n general, space and t�me must be
cond�t�ons of the ex�stence of the Supreme Be�ng also. But �f we do
not thus make them object�ve forms of all th�ngs, there �s no other
way left than to make them subject�ve forms of our mode of �ntu�t�on
—external and �nternal; wh�ch �s called sensuous, because �t �s not
pr�m�t�ve, that �s, �s not such as g�ves �n �tself the ex�stence of the
object of the �ntu�t�on (a mode of �ntu�t�on wh�ch, so far as we can
judge, can belong only to the Creator), but �s dependent on the
ex�stence of the object, �s poss�ble, therefore, only on cond�t�on that
the representat�ve faculty of the subject �s affected by the object.

It �s, moreover, not necessary that we should l�m�t the mode of
�ntu�t�on �n space and t�me to the sensuous faculty of man. It may
well be that all f�n�te th�nk�ng be�ngs must necessar�ly �n th�s respect
agree w�th man (though as to th�s we cannot dec�de), but sens�b�l�ty
does not on account of th�s un�versal�ty cease to be sens�b�l�ty, for



th�s very reason, that �t �s a deduced (�ntu�tus der�vat�vus), and not an
or�g�nal (�ntu�tus or�g�nar�us), consequently not an �ntellectual
�ntu�t�on, and th�s �ntu�t�on, as such, for reasons above ment�oned,
seems to belong solely to the Supreme Be�ng, but never to a be�ng
dependent, quoad �ts ex�stence, as well as �ts �ntu�t�on (wh�ch �ts
ex�stence determ�nes and l�m�ts relat�vely to g�ven objects). Th�s
latter remark, however, must be taken only as an �llustrat�on, and not
as any proof of the truth of our æsthet�cal theory.

§ 10. Conclus�on of the Transcendental Æsthet�c.
We have now completely before us one part of the solut�on of the

grand general problem of transcendental ph�losophy, namely, the
quest�on: “How are synthet�cal propos�t�ons à pr�or� poss�ble?” That �s
to say, we have shown that we are �n possess�on of pure à pr�or�
�ntu�t�ons, namely, space and t�me, �n wh�ch we f�nd, when �n a
judgement à pr�or� we pass out beyond the g�ven concept�on,
someth�ng wh�ch �s not d�scoverable �n that concept�on, but �s
certa�nly found à pr�or� �n the �ntu�t�on wh�ch corresponds to the
concept�on, and can be un�ted synthet�cally w�th �t. But the
judgements wh�ch these pure �ntu�t�ons enable us to make, never
reach farther than to objects of the senses, and are val�d only for
objects of poss�ble exper�ence.

Second Part—TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

INTRODUCTION. Idea of a Transcendental Log�c.

I. Of Log�c �n General.



Our knowledge spr�ngs from two ma�n sources �n the m�nd, f�rst of
wh�ch �s the faculty or power of rece�v�ng representat�ons (recept�v�ty
for �mpress�ons); the second �s the power of cogn�z�ng by means of
these representat�ons (spontane�ty �n the product�on of concept�ons).
Through the f�rst an object �s g�ven to us; through the second, �t �s, �n
relat�on to the representat�on (wh�ch �s a mere determ�nat�on of the
m�nd), thought. Intu�t�on and concept�ons const�tute, therefore, the
elements of all our knowledge, so that ne�ther concept�ons w�thout
an �ntu�t�on �n some way correspond�ng to them, nor �ntu�t�on w�thout
concept�ons, can afford us a cogn�t�on. Both are e�ther pure or
emp�r�cal. They are emp�r�cal, when sensat�on (wh�ch presupposes
the actual presence of the object) �s conta�ned �n them; and pure,
when no sensat�on �s m�xed w�th the representat�on. Sensat�ons we
may call the matter of sensuous cogn�t�on. Pure �ntu�t�on
consequently conta�ns merely the form under wh�ch someth�ng �s
�ntu�ted, and pure concept�on only the form of the thought of an
object. Only pure �ntu�t�ons and pure concept�ons are poss�ble à
pr�or�; the emp�r�cal only à poster�or�.

We apply the term sens�b�l�ty to the recept�v�ty of the m�nd for
�mpress�ons, �n so far as �t �s �n some way affected; and, on the other
hand, we call the faculty of spontaneously produc�ng
representat�ons, or the spontane�ty of cogn�t�on, understand�ng. Our
nature �s so const�tuted that �ntu�t�on w�th us never can be other than
sensuous, that �s, �t conta�ns only the mode �n wh�ch we are affected
by objects. On the other hand, the faculty of th�nk�ng the object of
sensuous �ntu�t�on �s the understand�ng. Ne�ther of these facult�es
has a preference over the other. W�thout the sensuous faculty no
object would be g�ven to us, and w�thout the understand�ng no object
would be thought. Thoughts w�thout content are vo�d; �ntu�t�ons
w�thout concept�ons, bl�nd. Hence �t �s as necessary for the m�nd to
make �ts concept�ons sensuous (that �s, to jo�n to them the object �n
�ntu�t�on), as to make �ts �ntu�t�ons �ntell�g�ble (that �s, to br�ng them
under concept�ons). Ne�ther of these facult�es can exchange �ts
proper funct�on. Understand�ng cannot �ntu�te, and the sensuous
faculty cannot th�nk. In no other way than from the un�ted operat�on
of both, can knowledge ar�se. But no one ought, on th�s account, to
overlook the d�fference of the elements contr�buted by each; we have



rather great reason carefully to separate and d�st�ngu�sh them. We
therefore d�st�ngu�sh the sc�ence of the laws of sens�b�l�ty, that �s,
æsthet�c, from the sc�ence of the laws of the understand�ng, that �s,
log�c.

Now, log�c �n �ts turn may be cons�dered as twofold—namely, as
log�c of the general, or of the part�cular use of the understand�ng.
The f�rst conta�ns the absolutely necessary laws of thought, w�thout
wh�ch no use whatsoever of the understand�ng �s poss�ble, and g�ves
laws therefore to the understand�ng, w�thout regard to the d�fference
of objects on wh�ch �t may be employed. The log�c of the part�cular
use of the understand�ng conta�ns the laws of correct th�nk�ng upon a
part�cular class of objects. The former may be called elemental log�c
—the latter, the organon of th�s or that part�cular sc�ence. The latter
�s for the most part employed �n the schools, as a propædeut�c to the
sc�ences, although, �ndeed, accord�ng to the course of human
reason, �t �s the last th�ng we arr�ve at, when the sc�ence has been
already matured, and needs only the f�n�sh�ng touches towards �ts
correct�on and complet�on; for our knowledge of the objects of our
attempted sc�ence must be tolerably extens�ve and complete before
we can �nd�cate the laws by wh�ch a sc�ence of these objects can be
establ�shed.

General log�c �s aga�n e�ther pure or appl�ed. In the former, we
abstract all the emp�r�cal cond�t�ons under wh�ch the understand�ng �s
exerc�sed; for example, the �nfluence of the senses, the play of the
fantasy or �mag�nat�on, the laws of the memory, the force of hab�t, of
�ncl�nat�on, etc., consequently also, the sources of prejud�ce—�n a
word, we abstract all causes from wh�ch part�cular cogn�t�ons ar�se,
because these causes regard the understand�ng under certa�n
c�rcumstances of �ts appl�cat�on, and, to the knowledge of them
exper�ence �s requ�red. Pure general log�c has to do, therefore,
merely w�th pure à pr�or� pr�nc�ples, and �s a canon of understand�ng
and reason, but only �n respect of the formal part of the�r use, be the
content what �t may, emp�r�cal or transcendental. General log�c �s
called appl�ed, when �t �s d�rected to the laws of the use of the
understand�ng, under the subject�ve emp�r�cal cond�t�ons wh�ch
psychology teaches us. It has therefore emp�r�cal pr�nc�ples,
although, at the same t�me, �t �s �n so far general, that �t appl�es to the



exerc�se of the understand�ng, w�thout regard to the d�fference of
objects. On th�s account, moreover, �t �s ne�ther a canon of the
understand�ng �n general, nor an organon of a part�cular sc�ence, but
merely a cathart�c of the human understand�ng.

In general log�c, therefore, that part wh�ch const�tutes pure log�c
must be carefully d�st�ngu�shed from that wh�ch const�tutes appl�ed
(though st�ll general) log�c. The former alone �s properly sc�ence,
although short and dry, as the method�cal expos�t�on of an elemental
doctr�ne of the understand�ng ought to be. In th�s, therefore, log�c�ans
must always bear �n m�nd two rules:

1. As general log�c, �t makes abstract�on of all content of the
cogn�t�on of the understand�ng, and of the d�fference of objects, and
has to do w�th noth�ng but the mere form of thought.

2. As pure log�c, �t has no emp�r�cal pr�nc�ples, and consequently
draws noth�ng (contrary to the common persuas�on) from
psychology, wh�ch therefore has no �nfluence on the canon of the
understand�ng. It �s a demonstrated doctr�ne, and everyth�ng �n �t
must be certa�n completely à pr�or�.

What I called appl�ed log�c (contrary to the common acceptat�on of
th�s term, accord�ng to wh�ch �t should conta�n certa�n exerc�ses for
the scholar, for wh�ch pure log�c g�ves the rules), �s a representat�on
of the understand�ng, and of the rules of �ts necessary employment
�n concreto, that �s to say, under the acc�dental cond�t�ons of the
subject, wh�ch may e�ther h�nder or promote th�s employment, and
wh�ch are all g�ven only emp�r�cally. Thus appl�ed log�c treats of
attent�on, �ts �mped�ments and consequences, of the or�g�n of error,
of the state of doubt, hes�tat�on, conv�ct�on, etc., and to �t �s related
pure general log�c �n the same way that pure moral�ty, wh�ch conta�ns
only the necessary moral laws of a free w�ll, �s related to pract�cal
eth�cs, wh�ch cons�ders these laws under all the �mped�ments of
feel�ngs, �ncl�nat�ons, and pass�ons to wh�ch men are more or less
subjected, and wh�ch never can furn�sh us w�th a true and
demonstrated sc�ence, because �t, as well as appl�ed log�c, requ�res
emp�r�cal and psycholog�cal pr�nc�ples.



II. Of Transcendental Log�c.
General log�c, as we have seen, makes abstract�on of all content

of cogn�t�on, that �s, of all relat�on of cogn�t�on to �ts object, and
regards only the log�cal form �n the relat�on of cogn�t�ons to each
other, that �s, the form of thought �n general. But as we have both
pure and emp�r�cal �ntu�t�ons (as transcendental æsthet�c proves), �n
l�ke manner a d�st�nct�on m�ght be drawn between pure and emp�r�cal
thought (of objects). In th�s case, there would ex�st a k�nd of log�c, �n
wh�ch we should not make abstract�on of all content of cogn�t�on; for
or log�c wh�ch should compr�se merely the laws of pure thought (of
an object), would of course exclude all those cogn�t�ons wh�ch were
of emp�r�cal content. Th�s k�nd of log�c would also exam�ne the or�g�n
of our cogn�t�ons of objects, so far as that or�g�n cannot be ascr�bed
to the objects themselves; wh�le, on the contrary, general log�c has
noth�ng to do w�th the or�g�n of our cogn�t�ons, but contemplates our
representat�ons, be they g�ven pr�m�t�vely à pr�or� �n ourselves, or be
they only of emp�r�cal or�g�n, solely accord�ng to the laws wh�ch the
understand�ng observes �n employ�ng them �n the process of
thought, �n relat�on to each other. Consequently, general log�c treats
of the form of the understand�ng only, wh�ch can be appl�ed to
representat�ons, from whatever source they may have ar�sen.

And here I shall make a remark, wh�ch the reader must bear well
�n m�nd �n the course of the follow�ng cons�derat�ons, to w�t, that not
every cogn�t�on à pr�or�, but only those through wh�ch we cogn�ze
that and how certa�n representat�ons (�ntu�t�ons or concept�ons) are
appl�ed or are poss�ble only à pr�or�; that �s to say, the à pr�or�
poss�b�l�ty of cogn�t�on and the à pr�or� use of �t are transcendental.
Therefore ne�ther �s space, nor any à pr�or� geometr�cal
determ�nat�on of space, a transcendental Representat�on, but only
the knowledge that such a representat�on �s not of emp�r�cal or�g�n,
and the poss�b�l�ty of �ts relat�ng to objects of exper�ence, although
�tself à pr�or�, can be called transcendental. So also, the appl�cat�on
of space to objects �n general would be transcendental; but �f �t be
l�m�ted to objects of sense �t �s emp�r�cal. Thus, the d�st�nct�on of the
transcendental and emp�r�cal belongs only to the cr�t�que of
cogn�t�ons, and does not concern the relat�on of these to the�r object.



Accord�ngly, �n the expectat�on that there may perhaps be
concept�ons wh�ch relate à pr�or� to objects, not as pure or sensuous
�ntu�t�ons, but merely as acts of pure thought (wh�ch are therefore
concept�ons, but ne�ther of emp�r�cal nor æsthet�cal or�g�n)—�n th�s
expectat�on, I say, we form to ourselves, by ant�c�pat�on, the �dea of a
sc�ence of pure understand�ng and rat�onal cogn�t�on, by means of
wh�ch we may cog�tate objects ent�rely à pr�or�. A sc�ence of th�s
k�nd, wh�ch should determ�ne the or�g�n, the extent, and the object�ve
val�d�ty of such cogn�t�ons, must be called transcendental log�c,
because �t has not, l�ke general log�c, to do w�th the laws of
understand�ng and reason �n relat�on to emp�r�cal as well as pure
rat�onal cogn�t�ons w�thout d�st�nct�on, but concerns �tself w�th these
only �n an à pr�or� relat�on to objects.

III. Of the D�v�s�on of General Log�c �nto Analyt�c and
D�alect�c.

The old quest�on w�th wh�ch people sought to push log�c�ans �nto a
corner, so that they must e�ther have recourse to p�t�ful soph�sms or
confess the�r �gnorance, and consequently the van�ty of the�r whole
art, �s th�s: “What �s truth?” The def�n�t�on of the word truth, to w�t,
“the accordance of the cogn�t�on w�th �ts object,” �s presupposed �n
the quest�on; but we des�re to be told, �n the answer to �t, what �s the
un�versal and secure cr�ter�on of the truth of every cogn�t�on.

To know what quest�ons we may reasonably propose �s �n �tself a
strong ev�dence of sagac�ty and �ntell�gence. For �f a quest�on be �n
�tself absurd and unsuscept�ble of a rat�onal answer, �t �s attended
w�th the danger—not to ment�on the shame that falls upon the
person who proposes �t—of seduc�ng the unguarded l�stener �nto
mak�ng absurd answers, and we are presented w�th the r�d�culous
spectacle of one (as the anc�ents sa�d) “m�lk�ng the he-goat, and the
other hold�ng a s�eve.”

If truth cons�sts �n the accordance of a cogn�t�on w�th �ts object, th�s
object must be, �pso facto, d�st�ngu�shed from all others; for a
cogn�t�on �s false �f �t does not accord w�th the object to wh�ch �t



relates, although �t conta�ns someth�ng wh�ch may be aff�rmed of
other objects. Now an un�versal cr�ter�on of truth would be that wh�ch
�s val�d for all cogn�t�ons, w�thout d�st�nct�on of the�r objects. But �t �s
ev�dent that s�nce, �n the case of such a cr�ter�on, we make
abstract�on of all the content of a cogn�t�on (that �s, of all relat�on to
�ts object), and truth relates prec�sely to th�s content, �t must be
utterly absurd to ask for a mark of the truth of th�s content of
cogn�t�on; and that, accord�ngly, a suff�c�ent, and at the same t�me
un�versal, test of truth cannot poss�bly be found. As we have already
termed the content of a cogn�t�on �ts matter, we shall say: “Of the
truth of our cogn�t�ons �n respect of the�r matter, no un�versal test can
be demanded, because such a demand �s self-contrad�ctory.”

On the other hand, w�th regard to our cogn�t�on �n respect of �ts
mere form (exclud�ng all content), �t �s equally man�fest that log�c, �n
so far as �t exh�b�ts the un�versal and necessary laws of the
understand�ng, must �n these very laws present us w�th cr�ter�a of
truth. Whatever contrad�cts these rules �s false, because thereby the
understand�ng �s made to contrad�ct �ts own un�versal laws of
thought; that �s, to contrad�ct �tself. These cr�ter�a, however, apply
solely to the form of truth, that �s, of thought �n general, and �n so far
they are perfectly accurate, yet not suff�c�ent. For although a
cogn�t�on may be perfectly accurate as to log�cal form, that �s, not
self-contrad�ctory, �t �s notw�thstand�ng qu�te poss�ble that �t may not
stand �n agreement w�th �ts object. Consequently, the merely log�cal
cr�ter�on of truth, namely, the accordance of a cogn�t�on w�th the
un�versal and formal laws of understand�ng and reason, �s noth�ng
more than the cond�t�o s�ne qua non, or negat�ve cond�t�on of all
truth. Farther than th�s log�c cannot go, and the error wh�ch depends
not on the form, but on the content of the cogn�t�on, �t has no test to
d�scover.

General log�c, then, resolves the whole formal bus�ness of
understand�ng and reason �nto �ts elements, and exh�b�ts them as
pr�nc�ples of all log�cal judg�ng of our cogn�t�ons. Th�s part of log�c
may, therefore, be called analyt�c, and �s at least the negat�ve test of
truth, because all cogn�t�ons must f�rst of an be est�mated and tr�ed
accord�ng to these laws before we proceed to �nvest�gate them �n
respect of the�r content, �n order to d�scover whether they conta�n



pos�t�ve truth �n regard to the�r object. Because, however, the mere
form of a cogn�t�on, accurately as �t may accord w�th log�cal laws, �s
�nsuff�c�ent to supply us w�th mater�al (object�ve) truth, no one, by
means of log�c alone, can venture to pred�cate anyth�ng of or dec�de
concern�ng objects, unless he has obta�ned, �ndependently of log�c,
well-grounded �nformat�on about them, �n order afterwards to
exam�ne, accord�ng to log�cal laws, �nto the use and connect�on, �n a
coher�ng whole, of that �nformat�on, or, what �s st�ll better, merely to
test �t by them. Notw�thstand�ng, there l�es so seduct�ve a charm �n
the possess�on of a spec�ous art l�ke th�s—an art wh�ch g�ves to all
our cogn�t�ons the form of the understand�ng, although w�th respect
to the content thereof we may be sadly def�c�ent—that general log�c,
wh�ch �s merely a canon of judgement, has been employed as an
organon for the actual product�on, or rather for the semblance of
product�on, of object�ve assert�ons, and has thus been grossly
m�sappl�ed. Now general log�c, �n �ts assumed character of organon,
�s called d�alect�c.

D�fferent as are the s�gn�f�cat�ons �n wh�ch the anc�ents used th�s
term for a sc�ence or an art, we may safely �nfer, from the�r actual
employment of �t, that w�th them �t was noth�ng else than a log�c of
�llus�on—a soph�st�cal art for g�v�ng �gnorance, nay, even �ntent�onal
soph�str�es, the colour�ng of truth, �n wh�ch the thoroughness of
procedure wh�ch log�c requ�res was �m�tated, and the�r top�c
employed to cloak the empty pretens�ons. Now �t may be taken as a
safe and useful warn�ng, that general log�c, cons�dered as an
organon, must always be a log�c of �llus�on, that �s, be d�alect�cal, for,
as �t teaches us noth�ng whatever respect�ng the content of our
cogn�t�ons, but merely the formal cond�t�ons of the�r accordance w�th
the understand�ng, wh�ch do not relate to and are qu�te �nd�fferent �n
respect of objects, any attempt to employ �t as an �nstrument
(organon) �n order to extend and enlarge the range of our knowledge
must end �n mere prat�ng; any one be�ng able to ma�nta�n or oppose,
w�th some appearance of truth, any s�ngle assert�on whatever.

Such �nstruct�on �s qu�te unbecom�ng the d�gn�ty of ph�losophy. For
these reasons we have chosen to denom�nate th�s part of log�c
d�alect�c, �n the sense of a cr�t�que of d�alect�cal �llus�on, and we w�sh
the term to be so understood �n th�s place.



IV. Of the D�v�s�on of Transcendental Log�c �nto
Transcendental Analyt�c and D�alect�c.

In transcendental log�c we �solate the understand�ng (as �n
transcendental æsthet�c the sens�b�l�ty) and select from our cogn�t�on
merely that part of thought wh�ch has �ts or�g�n �n the understand�ng
alone. The exerc�se of th�s pure cogn�t�on, however, depends upon
th�s as �ts cond�t�on, that objects to wh�ch �t may be appl�ed be g�ven
to us �n �ntu�t�on, for w�thout �ntu�t�on the whole of our cogn�t�on �s
w�thout objects, and �s therefore qu�te vo�d. That part of
transcendental log�c, then, wh�ch treats of the elements of pure
cogn�t�on of the understand�ng, and of the pr�nc�ples w�thout wh�ch
no object at all can be thought, �s transcendental analyt�c, and at the
same t�me a log�c of truth. For no cogn�t�on can contrad�ct �t, w�thout
los�ng at the same t�me all content, that �s, los�ng all reference to an
object, and therefore all truth. But because we are very eas�ly
seduced �nto employ�ng these pure cogn�t�ons and pr�nc�ples of the
understand�ng by themselves, and that even beyond the boundar�es
of exper�ence, wh�ch yet �s the only source whence we can obta�n
matter (objects) on wh�ch those pure concept�ons may be employed
—understand�ng runs the r�sk of mak�ng, by means of empty
soph�sms, a mater�al and object�ve use of the mere formal pr�nc�ples
of the pure understand�ng, and of pass�ng judgements on objects
w�thout d�st�nct�on—objects wh�ch are not g�ven to us, nay, perhaps
cannot be g�ven to us �n any way. Now, as �t ought properly to be
only a canon for judg�ng of the emp�r�cal use of the understand�ng,
th�s k�nd of log�c �s m�sused when we seek to employ �t as an
organon of the un�versal and unl�m�ted exerc�se of the
understand�ng, and attempt w�th the pure understand�ng alone to
judge synthet�cally, aff�rm, and determ�ne respect�ng objects �n
general. In th�s case the exerc�se of the pure understand�ng
becomes d�alect�cal. The second part of our transcendental log�c
must therefore be a cr�t�que of d�alect�cal �llus�on, and th�s cr�t�que we



shall term transcendental d�alect�c—not mean�ng �t as an art of
produc�ng dogmat�cally such �llus�on (an art wh�ch �s unfortunately
too current among the pract�t�oners of metaphys�cal juggl�ng), but as
a cr�t�que of understand�ng and reason �n regard to the�r
hyperphys�cal use. Th�s cr�t�que w�ll expose the groundless nature of
the pretens�ons of these two facult�es, and �nval�date the�r cla�ms to
the d�scovery and enlargement of our cogn�t�ons merely by means of
transcendental pr�nc�ples, and show that the proper employment of
these facult�es �s to test the judgements made by the pure
understand�ng, and to guard �t from soph�st�cal delus�on.

FIRST DIVISION. TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC.
TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC. § 1

Transcendental analyt�c �s the d�ssect�on of the whole of our à
pr�or� knowledge �nto the elements of the pure cogn�t�on of the
understand�ng. In order to effect our purpose, �t �s necessary: (1)
That the concept�ons be pure and not emp�r�cal; (2) That they belong
not to �ntu�t�on and sens�b�l�ty, but to thought and understand�ng; (3)
That they be elementary concept�ons, and as such, qu�te d�fferent
from deduced or compound concept�ons; (4) That our table of these
elementary concept�ons be complete, and f�ll up the whole sphere of
the pure understand�ng. Now th�s completeness of a sc�ence cannot
be accepted w�th conf�dence on the guarantee of a mere est�mate of
�ts ex�stence �n an aggregate formed only by means of repeated
exper�ments and attempts. The completeness wh�ch we requ�re �s
poss�ble only by means of an �dea of the total�ty of the à pr�or�
cogn�t�on of the understand�ng, and through the thereby determ�ned
d�v�s�on of the concept�ons wh�ch form the sa�d whole; consequently,
only by means of the�r connect�on �n a system. Pure understand�ng
d�st�ngu�shes �tself not merely from everyth�ng emp�r�cal, but also
completely from all sens�b�l�ty. It �s a un�ty self-subs�stent, self-
suff�c�ent, and not to be enlarged by any add�t�ons from w�thout.
Hence the sum of �ts cogn�t�on const�tutes a system to be determ�ned
by and compr�sed under an �dea; and the completeness and



art�culat�on of th�s system can at the same t�me serve as a test of the
correctness and genu�neness of all the parts of cogn�t�on that belong
to �t. The whole of th�s part of transcendental log�c cons�sts of two
books, of wh�ch the one conta�ns the concept�ons, and the other the
pr�nc�ples of pure understand�ng.

BOOK I. Analyt�c of Concept�ons. § 2
By the term Analyt�c of Concept�ons, I do not understand the

analys�s of these, or the usual process �n ph�losoph�cal �nvest�gat�ons
of d�ssect�ng the concept�ons wh�ch present themselves, accord�ng
to the�r content, and so mak�ng them clear; but I mean the h�therto
l�ttle attempted d�ssect�on of the faculty of understand�ng �tself, �n
order to �nvest�gate the poss�b�l�ty of concept�ons à pr�or�, by look�ng
for them �n the understand�ng alone, as the�r b�rthplace, and
analys�ng the pure use of th�s faculty. For th�s �s the proper duty of a
transcendental ph�losophy; what rema�ns �s the log�cal treatment of
the concept�ons �n ph�losophy �n general. We shall therefore follow
up the pure concept�ons even to the�r germs and beg�nn�ngs �n the
human understand�ng, �n wh�ch they l�e, unt�l they are developed on
occas�ons presented by exper�ence, and, freed by the same
understand�ng from the emp�r�cal cond�t�ons attach�ng to them, are
set forth �n the�r unalloyed pur�ty.

Chapter I. Of the Transcendental Clue to the
D�scovery of all Pure Concept�ons of the

Understand�ng

Introductory § 3



When we call �nto play a faculty of cogn�t�on, d�fferent concept�ons
man�fest themselves accord�ng to the d�fferent c�rcumstances, and
make known th�s faculty, and assemble themselves �nto a more or
less extens�ve collect�on, accord�ng to the t�me or penetrat�on that
has been appl�ed to the cons�derat�on of them. Where th�s process,
conducted as �t �s mechan�cally, so to speak, w�ll end, cannot be
determ�ned w�th certa�nty. Bes�des, the concept�ons wh�ch we
d�scover �n th�s haphazard manner present themselves by no means
�n order and systemat�c un�ty, but are at last coupled together only
accord�ng to resemblances to each other, and arranged �n ser�es,
accord�ng to the quant�ty of the�r content, from the s�mpler to the
more complex—ser�es wh�ch are anyth�ng but systemat�c, though not
altogether w�thout a certa�n k�nd of method �n the�r construct�on.

Transcendental ph�losophy has the advantage, and moreover the
duty, of search�ng for �ts concept�ons accord�ng to a pr�nc�ple;
because these concept�ons spr�ng pure and unm�xed out of the
understand�ng as an absolute un�ty, and therefore must be
connected w�th each other accord�ng to one concept�on or �dea. A
connect�on of th�s k�nd, however, furn�shes us w�th a ready prepared
rule, by wh�ch �ts proper place may be ass�gned to every pure
concept�on of the understand�ng, and the completeness of the
system of all be determ�ned à pr�or�—both wh�ch would otherw�se
have been dependent on mere cho�ce or chance.

Sect�on I. Of the Log�cal Use of the Understand�ng �n
General § 4

The understand�ng was def�ned above only negat�vely, as a non-
sensuous faculty of cogn�t�on. Now, �ndependently of sens�b�l�ty, we
cannot poss�bly have any �ntu�t�on; consequently, the understand�ng
�s no faculty of �ntu�t�on. But bes�des �ntu�t�on there �s no other mode
of cogn�t�on, except through concept�ons; consequently, the cogn�t�on
of every, at least of every human, understand�ng �s a cogn�t�on
through concept�ons—not �ntu�t�ve, but d�scurs�ve. All �ntu�t�ons, as
sensuous, depend on affect�ons; concept�ons, therefore, upon



funct�ons. By the word funct�on I understand the un�ty of the act of
arrang�ng d�verse representat�ons under one common
representat�on. Concept�ons, then, are based on the spontane�ty of
thought, as sensuous �ntu�t�ons are on the recept�v�ty of �mpress�ons.
Now, the understand�ng cannot make any other use of these
concept�ons than to judge by means of them. As no representat�on,
except an �ntu�t�on, relates �mmed�ately to �ts object, a concept�on
never relates �mmed�ately to an object, but only to some other
representat�on thereof, be that an �ntu�t�on or �tself a concept�on. A
judgement, therefore, �s the med�ate cogn�t�on of an object,
consequently the representat�on of a representat�on of �t. In every
judgement there �s a concept�on wh�ch appl�es to, and �s val�d for
many other concept�ons, and wh�ch among these comprehends also
a g�ven representat�on, th�s last be�ng �mmed�ately connected w�th an
object. For example, �n the judgement—“All bod�es are d�v�s�ble,” our
concept�on of d�v�s�ble appl�es to var�ous other concept�ons; among
these, however, �t �s here part�cularly appl�ed to the concept�on of
body, and th�s concept�on of body relates to certa�n phenomena
wh�ch occur to us. These objects, therefore, are med�ately
represented by the concept�on of d�v�s�b�l�ty. All judgements,
accord�ngly, are funct�ons of un�ty �n our representat�ons, �nasmuch
as, �nstead of an �mmed�ate, a h�gher representat�on, wh�ch
compr�ses th�s and var�ous others, �s used for our cogn�t�on of the
object, and thereby many poss�ble cogn�t�ons are collected �nto one.
But we can reduce all acts of the understand�ng to judgements, so
that understand�ng may be represented as the faculty of judg�ng. For
�t �s, accord�ng to what has been sa�d above, a faculty of thought.
Now thought �s cogn�t�on by means of concept�ons. But concept�ons,
as pred�cates of poss�ble judgements, relate to some representat�on
of a yet undeterm�ned object. Thus the concept�on of body �nd�cates
someth�ng—for example, metal—wh�ch can be cogn�zed by means
of that concept�on. It �s therefore a concept�on, for the reason alone
that other representat�ons are conta�ned under �t, by means of wh�ch
�t can relate to objects. It �s therefore the pred�cate to a poss�ble
judgement; for example: “Every metal �s a body.” All the funct�ons of
the understand�ng therefore can be d�scovered, when we can



completely exh�b�t the funct�ons of un�ty �n judgements. And that th�s
may be effected very eas�ly, the follow�ng sect�on w�ll show.

Sect�on II. Of the Log�cal Funct�on of the
Understand�ng �n Judgements § 5

If we abstract all the content of a judgement, and cons�der only the
�ntellectual form thereof, we f�nd that the funct�on of thought �n a
judgement can be brought under four heads, of wh�ch each conta�ns
three momenta. These may be conven�ently represented �n the
follow�ng table:
                                    1
                         Quantity of
judgements                                Universal
                                Particular
                                Singular

                      2                           3
                    Quality                   Relation                 
Affirmative                Categorical
                  Negative                   Hypothetical
                  Infinite                   Disjunctive

                                    4
                                 Modality                              
Problematical
                               Assertorical
                               Apodeictical

As th�s d�v�s�on appears to d�ffer �n some, though not essent�al
po�nts, from the usual techn�que of log�c�ans, the follow�ng
observat�ons, for the prevent�on of otherw�se poss�ble
m�sunderstand�ng, w�ll not be w�thout the�r use.

1. Log�c�ans say, w�th just�ce, that �n the use of judgements �n
syllog�sms, s�ngular judgements may be treated l�ke un�versal ones.
For, prec�sely because a s�ngular judgement has no extent at all, �ts
pred�cate cannot refer to a part of that wh�ch �s conta�ned �n the
concept�on of the subject and be excluded from the rest. The
pred�cate �s val�d for the whole concept�on just as �f �t were a general
concept�on, and had extent, to the whole of wh�ch the pred�cate
appl�ed. On the other hand, let us compare a s�ngular w�th a general



judgement, merely as a cogn�t�on, �n regard to quant�ty. The s�ngular
judgement relates to the general one, as un�ty to �nf�n�ty, and �s
therefore �n �tself essent�ally d�fferent. Thus, �f we est�mate a s�ngular
judgement (jud�c�um s�ngulare) not merely accord�ng to �ts �ntr�ns�c
val�d�ty as a judgement, but also as a cogn�t�on generally, accord�ng
to �ts quant�ty �n compar�son w�th that of other cogn�t�ons, �t �s then
ent�rely d�fferent from a general judgement (jud�c�um commune), and
�n a complete table of the momenta of thought deserves a separate
place—though, �ndeed, th�s would not be necessary �n a log�c l�m�ted
merely to the cons�derat�on of the use of judgements �n reference to
each other.

2. In l�ke manner, �n transcendental log�c, �nf�n�te must be
d�st�ngu�shed from aff�rmat�ve judgements, although �n general log�c
they are r�ghtly enough classed under aff�rmat�ve. General log�c
abstracts all content of the pred�cate (though �t be negat�ve), and
only cons�ders whether the sa�d pred�cate be aff�rmed or den�ed of
the subject. But transcendental log�c cons�ders also the worth or
content of th�s log�cal aff�rmat�on—an aff�rmat�on by means of a
merely negat�ve pred�cate, and �nqu�res how much the sum total of
our cogn�t�on ga�ns by th�s aff�rmat�on. For example, �f I say of the
soul, “It �s not mortal”—by th�s negat�ve judgement I should at least
ward off error. Now, by the propos�t�on, “The soul �s not mortal,” I
have, �n respect of the log�cal form, really aff�rmed, �nasmuch as I
thereby place the soul �n the unl�m�ted sphere of �mmortal be�ngs.
Now, because of the whole sphere of poss�ble ex�stences, the mortal
occup�es one part, and the �mmortal the other, ne�ther more nor less
�s aff�rmed by the propos�t�on than that the soul �s one among the
�nf�n�te mult�tude of th�ngs wh�ch rema�n over, when I take away the
whole mortal part. But by th�s proceed�ng we accompl�sh only th�s
much, that the �nf�n�te sphere of all poss�ble ex�stences �s �n so far
l�m�ted that the mortal �s excluded from �t, and the soul �s placed �n
the rema�n�ng part of the extent of th�s sphere. But th�s part rema�ns,
notw�thstand�ng th�s except�on, �nf�n�te, and more and more parts
may be taken away from the whole sphere, w�thout �n the sl�ghtest
degree thereby augment�ng or aff�rmat�vely determ�n�ng our
concept�on of the soul. These judgements, therefore, �nf�n�te �n
respect of the�r log�cal extent, are, �n respect of the content of the�r



cogn�t�on, merely l�m�tat�ve; and are consequently ent�tled to a place
�n our transcendental table of all the momenta of thought �n
judgements, because the funct�on of the understand�ng exerc�sed by
them may perhaps be of �mportance �n the f�eld of �ts pure à pr�or�
cogn�t�on.

3. All relat�ons of thought �n judgements are those (a) of the
pred�cate to the subject; (b) of the pr�nc�ple to �ts consequence; (c) of
the d�v�ded cogn�t�on and all the members of the d�v�s�on to each
other. In the f�rst of these three classes, we cons�der only two
concept�ons; �n the second, two judgements; �n the th�rd, several
judgements �n relat�on to each other. The hypothet�cal propos�t�on, “If
perfect just�ce ex�sts, the obst�nately w�cked are pun�shed,” conta�ns
properly the relat�on to each other of two propos�t�ons, namely,
“Perfect just�ce ex�sts,” and “The obst�nately w�cked are pun�shed.”
Whether these propos�t�ons are �n themselves true �s a quest�on not
here dec�ded. Noth�ng �s cog�tated by means of th�s judgement
except a certa�n consequence. F�nally, the d�sjunct�ve judgement
conta�ns a relat�on of two or more propos�t�ons to each other—a
relat�on not of consequence, but of log�cal oppos�t�on, �n so far as the
sphere of the one propos�t�on excludes that of the other. But �t
conta�ns at the same t�me a relat�on of commun�ty, �n so far as all the
propos�t�ons taken together f�ll up the sphere of the cogn�t�on. The
d�sjunct�ve judgement conta�ns, therefore, the relat�on of the parts of
the whole sphere of a cogn�t�on, s�nce the sphere of each part �s a
complemental part of the sphere of the other, each contr�but�ng to
form the sum total of the d�v�ded cogn�t�on. Take, for example, the
propos�t�on, “The world ex�sts e�ther through bl�nd chance, or through
�nternal necess�ty, or through an external cause.” Each of these
propos�t�ons embraces a part of the sphere of our poss�ble cogn�t�on
as to the ex�stence of a world; all of them taken together, the whole
sphere. To take the cogn�t�on out of one of these spheres, �s
equ�valent to plac�ng �t �n one of the others; and, on the other hand,
to place �t �n one sphere �s equ�valent to tak�ng �t out of the rest.
There �s, therefore, �n a d�sjunct�ve judgement a certa�n commun�ty
of cogn�t�ons, wh�ch cons�sts �n th�s, that they mutually exclude each
other, yet thereby determ�ne, as a whole, the true cogn�t�on,
�nasmuch as, taken together, they make up the complete content of



a part�cular g�ven cogn�t�on. And th�s �s all that I f�nd necessary, for
the sake of what follows, to remark �n th�s place.

4. The modal�ty of judgements �s a qu�te pecul�ar funct�on, w�th th�s
d�st�ngu�sh�ng character�st�c, that �t contr�butes noth�ng to the content
of a judgement (for bes�des quant�ty, qual�ty, and relat�on, there �s
noth�ng more that const�tutes the content of a judgement), but
concerns �tself only w�th the value of the copula �n relat�on to thought
�n general. Problemat�cal judgements are those �n wh�ch the
aff�rmat�on or negat�on �s accepted as merely poss�ble (ad l�b�tum). In
the assertor�cal, we regard the propos�t�on as real (true); �n the
apode�ct�cal, we look on �t as necessary.[13] Thus the two judgements
(antecedens et consequens), the relat�on of wh�ch const�tutes a
hypothet�cal judgement, l�kew�se those (the members of the d�v�s�on)
�n whose rec�proc�ty the d�sjunct�ve cons�sts, are only problemat�cal.
In the example above g�ven the propos�t�on, “There ex�sts perfect
just�ce,” �s not stated assertor�cally, but as an ad l�b�tum judgement,
wh�ch someone may choose to adopt, and the consequence alone �s
assertor�cal. Hence such judgements may be obv�ously false, and
yet, taken problemat�cally, be cond�t�ons of our cogn�t�on of the truth.
Thus the propos�t�on, “The world ex�sts only by bl�nd chance,” �s �n
the d�sjunct�ve judgement of problemat�cal �mport only: that �s to say,
one may accept �t for the moment, and �t helps us (l�ke the �nd�cat�on
of the wrong road among all the roads that one can take) to f�nd out
the true propos�t�on. The problemat�cal propos�t�on �s, therefore, that
wh�ch expresses only log�cal poss�b�l�ty (wh�ch �s not object�ve); that
�s, �t expresses a free cho�ce to adm�t the val�d�ty of such a
propos�t�on—a merely arb�trary recept�on of �t �nto the understand�ng.
The assertor�cal speaks of log�cal real�ty or truth; as, for example, �n
a hypothet�cal syllog�sm, the antecedens presents �tself �n a
problemat�cal form �n the major, �n an assertor�cal form �n the m�nor,
and �t shows that the propos�t�on �s �n harmony w�th the laws of the
understand�ng. The apode�ct�cal propos�t�on cog�tates the
assertor�cal as determ�ned by these very laws of the understand�ng,
consequently as aff�rm�ng à pr�or�, and �n th�s manner �t expresses
log�cal necess�ty. Now because all �s here gradually �ncorporated
w�th the understand�ng—�nasmuch as �n the f�rst place we judge
problemat�cally; then accept assertor�cally our judgement as true;



lastly, aff�rm �t as �nseparably un�ted w�th the understand�ng, that �s,
as necessary and apode�ct�cal—we may safely reckon these three
funct�ons of modal�ty as so many momenta of thought.

[13] Just as �f thought were �n the f�rst �nstance a funct�on of the
understand�ng; �n the second, of judgement; �n the th�rd, of
reason. A remark wh�ch w�ll be expla�ned �n the sequel.

Sect�on III. Of the Pure Concept�ons of the
Understand�ng, or Categor�es § 6

General log�c, as has been repeatedly sa�d, makes abstract�on of
all content of cogn�t�on, and expects to rece�ve representat�ons from
some other quarter, �n order, by means of analys�s, to convert them
�nto concept�ons. On the contrary, transcendental log�c has ly�ng
before �t the man�fold content of à pr�or� sens�b�l�ty, wh�ch
transcendental æsthet�c presents to �t �n order to g�ve matter to the
pure concept�ons of the understand�ng, w�thout wh�ch transcendental
log�c would have no content, and be therefore utterly vo�d. Now
space and t�me conta�n an �nf�n�te d�vers�ty of determ�nat�ons of pure
à pr�or� �ntu�t�on, but are nevertheless the cond�t�on of the m�nd’s
recept�v�ty, under wh�ch alone �t can obta�n representat�ons of
objects, and wh�ch, consequently, must always affect the concept�on
of these objects. But the spontane�ty of thought requ�res that th�s
d�vers�ty be exam�ned after a certa�n manner, rece�ved �nto the m�nd,
and connected, �n order afterwards to form a cogn�t�on out of �t. Th�s
Process I call synthes�s.

By the word synthes�s, �n �ts most general s�gn�f�cat�on, I
understand the process of jo�n�ng d�fferent representat�ons to each
other and of comprehend�ng the�r d�vers�ty �n one cogn�t�on. Th�s
synthes�s �s pure when the d�vers�ty �s not g�ven emp�r�cally but à
pr�or� (as that �n space and t�me). Our representat�ons must be g�ven
prev�ously to any analys�s of them; and no concept�ons can ar�se,
quoad the�r content, analyt�cally. But the synthes�s of a d�vers�ty (be �t
g�ven à pr�or� or emp�r�cally) �s the f�rst requ�s�te for the product�on of



a cogn�t�on, wh�ch �n �ts beg�nn�ng, �ndeed, may be crude and
confused, and therefore �n need of analys�s—st�ll, synthes�s �s that
by wh�ch alone the elements of our cogn�t�ons are collected and
un�ted �nto a certa�n content, consequently �t �s the f�rst th�ng on
wh�ch we must f�x our attent�on, �f we w�sh to �nvest�gate the or�g�n of
our knowledge.

Synthes�s, generally speak�ng, �s, as we shall afterwards see, the
mere operat�on of the �mag�nat�on—a bl�nd but �nd�spensable
funct�on of the soul, w�thout wh�ch we should have no cogn�t�on
whatever, but of the work�ng of wh�ch we are seldom even
consc�ous. But to reduce th�s synthes�s to concept�ons �s a funct�on
of the understand�ng, by means of wh�ch we atta�n to cogn�t�on, �n
the proper mean�ng of the term.

Pure synthes�s, represented generally, g�ves us the pure
concept�on of the understand�ng. But by th�s pure synthes�s, I mean
that wh�ch rests upon a bas�s of à pr�or� synthet�cal un�ty. Thus, our
numerat�on (and th�s �s more observable �n large numbers) �s a
synthes�s accord�ng to concept�ons, because �t takes place
accord�ng to a common bas�s of un�ty (for example, the decade). By
means of th�s concept�on, therefore, the un�ty �n the synthes�s of the
man�fold becomes necessary.

By means of analys�s d�fferent representat�ons are brought under
one concept�on—an operat�on of wh�ch general log�c treats. On the
other hand, the duty of transcendental log�c �s to reduce to
concept�ons, not representat�ons, but the pure synthes�s of
representat�ons. The f�rst th�ng wh�ch must be g�ven to us for the
sake of the à pr�or� cogn�t�on of all objects, �s the d�vers�ty of the pure
�ntu�t�on; the synthes�s of th�s d�vers�ty by means of the �mag�nat�on �s
the second; but th�s g�ves, as yet, no cogn�t�on. The concept�ons
wh�ch g�ve un�ty to th�s pure synthes�s, and wh�ch cons�st solely �n
the representat�on of th�s necessary synthet�cal un�ty, furn�sh the
th�rd requ�s�te for the cogn�t�on of an object, and these concept�ons
are g�ven by the understand�ng.

The same funct�on wh�ch g�ves un�ty to the d�fferent representat�on
�n a judgement, g�ves also un�ty to the mere synthes�s of d�fferent
representat�ons �n an �ntu�t�on; and th�s un�ty we call the pure



concept�on of the understand�ng. Thus, the same understand�ng, and
by the same operat�ons, whereby �n concept�ons, by means of
analyt�cal un�ty, �t produced the log�cal form of a judgement,
�ntroduces, by means of the synthet�cal un�ty of the man�fold �n
�ntu�t�on, a transcendental content �nto �ts representat�ons, on wh�ch
account they are called pure concept�ons of the understand�ng, and
they apply à pr�or� to objects, a result not w�th�n the power of general
log�c.

In th�s manner, there ar�se exactly so many pure concept�ons of
the understand�ng, apply�ng à pr�or� to objects of �ntu�t�on �n general,
as there are log�cal funct�ons �n all poss�ble judgements. For there �s
no other funct�on or faculty ex�st�ng �n the understand�ng bes�des
those enumerated �n that table. These concept�ons we shall, w�th
Ar�stotle, call categor�es, our purpose be�ng or�g�nally �dent�cal w�th
h�s, notw�thstand�ng the great d�fference �n the execut�on.
                     TABLE OF THE CATEGORIES

                    1                         2

              Of Quantity                Of Quality             
Unity                      Reality
              Plurality                  Negation
              Totality                   Limitation

                           3
                      Of Relation   Of Inherence and Subsistence (substantia
et accidens)
   Of Causality and Dependence (cause and effect)
   Of Community (reciprocity between the agent and patient)

                           4
                     Of Modality              Possibility—Impossibility
              Existence—Non-existence
              Necessity—Contingence

Th�s, then, �s a catalogue of all the or�g�nally pure concept�ons of
the synthes�s wh�ch the understand�ng conta�ns à pr�or�, and these
concept�ons alone ent�tle �t to be called a pure understand�ng;
�nasmuch as only by them �t can render the man�fold of �ntu�t�on
conce�vable, �n other words, th�nk an object of �ntu�t�on. Th�s d�v�s�on
�s made systemat�cally from a common pr�nc�ple, namely the faculty
of judgement (wh�ch �s just the same as the power of thought), and
has not ar�sen rhapsod�cally from a search at haphazard after pure
concept�ons, respect�ng the full number of wh�ch we never could be



certa�n, �nasmuch as we employ �nduct�on alone �n our search,
w�thout cons�der�ng that �n th�s way we can never understand
wherefore prec�sely these concept�ons, and none others, ab�de �n the
pure understand�ng. It was a des�gn worthy of an acute th�nker l�ke
Ar�stotle, to search for these fundamental concept�ons. Dest�tute,
however, of any gu�d�ng pr�nc�ple, he p�cked them up just as they
occurred to h�m, and at f�rst hunted out ten, wh�ch he called
categor�es (pred�caments). Afterwards be bel�eved that he had
d�scovered f�ve others, wh�ch were added under the name of post
pred�caments. But h�s catalogue st�ll rema�ned defect�ve. Bes�des,
there are to be found among them some of the modes of pure
sens�b�l�ty (quando, ub�, s�tus, also pr�us, s�mul), and l�kew�se an
emp�r�cal concept�on (motus)—wh�ch can by no means belong to th�s
genealog�cal reg�ster of the pure understand�ng. Moreover, there are
deduced concept�ons (act�o, pass�o) enumerated among the or�g�nal
concept�ons, and, of the latter, some are ent�rely want�ng.

W�th regard to these, �t �s to be remarked, that the categor�es, as
the true pr�m�t�ve concept�ons of the pure understand�ng, have also
the�r pure deduced concept�ons, wh�ch, �n a complete system of
transcendental ph�losophy, must by no means be passed over;
though �n a merely cr�t�cal essay we must be contented w�th the
s�mple ment�on of the fact.

Let �t be allowed me to call these pure, but deduced concept�ons
of the understand�ng, the pred�cables of the pure understand�ng, �n
contrad�st�nct�on to pred�caments. If we are �n possess�on of the
or�g�nal and pr�m�t�ve, the deduced and subs�d�ary concept�ons can
eas�ly be added, and the genealog�cal tree of the understand�ng
completely del�neated. As my present a�m �s not to set forth a
complete system, but merely the pr�nc�ples of one, I reserve th�s task
for another t�me. It may be eas�ly executed by any one who w�ll refer
to the ontolog�cal manuals, and subord�nate to the category of
causal�ty, for example, the pred�cables of force, act�on, pass�on; to
that of commun�ty, those of presence and res�stance; to the
categor�es of modal�ty, those of or�g�nat�on, ext�nct�on, change; and
so w�th the rest. The categor�es comb�ned w�th the modes of pure
sens�b�l�ty, or w�th one another, afford a great number of deduced à
pr�or� concept�ons; a complete enumerat�on of wh�ch would be a



useful and not unpleasant, but �n th�s place a perfectly d�spensable,
occupat�on.

I purposely om�t the def�n�t�ons of the categor�es �n th�s treat�se. I
shall analyse these concept�ons only so far as �s necessary for the
doctr�ne of method, wh�ch �s to form a part of th�s cr�t�que. In a
system of pure reason, def�n�t�ons of them would be w�th just�ce
demanded of me, but to g�ve them here would only b�de from our
v�ew the ma�n a�m of our �nvest�gat�on, at the same t�me ra�s�ng
doubts and object�ons, the cons�derat�on of wh�ch, w�thout �njust�ce
to our ma�n purpose, may be very well postponed t�ll another
opportun�ty. Meanwh�le, �t ought to be suff�c�ently clear, from the l�ttle
we have already sa�d on th�s subject, that the format�on of a
complete vocabulary of pure concept�ons, accompan�ed by all the
requ�s�te explanat�ons, �s not only a poss�ble, but an easy
undertak�ng. The compartments already ex�st; �t �s only necessary to
f�ll them up; and a systemat�c top�c l�ke the present, �nd�cates w�th
perfect prec�s�on the proper place to wh�ch each concept�on belongs,
wh�le �t read�ly po�nts out any that have not yet been f�lled up.

§ 7

Our table of the categor�es suggests cons�derat�ons of some
�mportance, wh�ch may perhaps have s�gn�f�cant results �n regard to
the sc�ent�f�c form of all rat�onal cogn�t�ons. For, that th�s table �s
useful �n the theoret�cal part of ph�losophy, nay, �nd�spensable for the
sketch�ng of the complete plan of a sc�ence, so far as that sc�ence
rests upon concept�ons à pr�or�, and for d�v�d�ng �t mathemat�cally,
accord�ng to f�xed pr�nc�ples, �s most man�fest from the fact that �t
conta�ns all the elementary concept�ons of the understand�ng, nay,
even the form of a system of these �n the understand�ng �tself, and
consequently �nd�cates all the momenta, and also the �nternal
arrangement of a projected speculat�ve sc�ence, as I have elsewhere
shown.[14] Here follow some of these observat�ons.

[14] In the “Metaphys�cal Pr�nc�ples of Natural Sc�ence.”

I. Th�s table, wh�ch conta�ns four classes of concept�ons of the
understand�ng, may, �n the f�rst �nstance, be d�v�ded �nto two classes,



the f�rst of wh�ch relates to objects of �ntu�t�on—pure as well as
emp�r�cal; the second, to the ex�stence of these objects, e�ther �n
relat�on to one another, or to the understand�ng.

The former of these classes of categor�es I would ent�tle the
mathemat�cal, and the latter the dynam�cal categor�es. The former,
as we see, has no correlates; these are only to be found �n the
second class. Th�s d�fference must have a ground �n the nature of
the human understand�ng.

II. The number of the categor�es �n each class �s always the same,
namely, three—a fact wh�ch also demands some cons�derat�on,
because �n all other cases d�v�s�on à pr�or� through concept�ons �s
necessar�ly d�chotomy. It �s to be added, that the th�rd category �n
each tr�ad always ar�ses from the comb�nat�on of the second w�th the
f�rst.

Thus total�ty �s noth�ng else but plural�ty contemplated as un�ty;
l�m�tat�on �s merely real�ty conjo�ned w�th negat�on; commun�ty �s the
causal�ty of a substance, rec�procally determ�n�ng, and determ�ned
by other substances; and f�nally, necess�ty �s noth�ng but ex�stence,
wh�ch �s g�ven through the poss�b�l�ty �tself. Let �t not be supposed,
however, that the th�rd category �s merely a deduced, and not a
pr�m�t�ve concept�on of the pure understand�ng. For the conjunct�on
of the f�rst and second, �n order to produce the th�rd concept�on,
requ�res a part�cular funct�on of the understand�ng, wh�ch �s by no
means �dent�cal w�th those wh�ch are exerc�sed �n the f�rst and
second. Thus, the concept�on of a number (wh�ch belongs to the
category of total�ty) �s not always poss�ble, where the concept�ons of
mult�tude and un�ty ex�st (for example, �n the representat�on of the
�nf�n�te). Or, �f I conjo�n the concept�on of a cause w�th that of a
substance, �t does not follow that the concept�on of �nfluence, that �s,
how one substance can be the cause of someth�ng �n another
substance, w�ll be understood from that. Thus �t �s ev�dent that a
part�cular act of the understand�ng �s here necessary; and so �n the
other �nstances.

III. W�th respect to one category, namely, that of commun�ty, wh�ch
�s found �n the th�rd class, �t �s not so easy as w�th the others to



detect �ts accordance w�th the form of the d�sjunct�ve judgement
wh�ch corresponds to �t �n the table of the log�cal funct�ons.

In order to assure ourselves of th�s accordance, we must observe
that �n every d�sjunct�ve judgement, the sphere of the judgement
(that �s, the complex of all that �s conta�ned �n �t) �s represented as a
whole d�v�ded �nto parts; and, s�nce one part cannot be conta�ned �n
the other, they are cog�tated as co-ord�nated w�th, not subord�nated
to each other, so that they do not determ�ne each other un�laterally,
as �n a l�near ser�es, but rec�procally, as �n an aggregate—(�f one
member of the d�v�s�on �s pos�ted, all the rest are excluded; and
conversely).

Now a l�ke connect�on �s cog�tated �n a whole of th�ngs; for one
th�ng �s not subord�nated, as effect, to another as cause of �ts
ex�stence, but, on the contrary, �s co-ord�nated contemporaneously
and rec�procally, as a cause �n relat�on to the determ�nat�on of the
others (for example, �n a body—the parts of wh�ch mutually attract
and repel each other). And th�s �s an ent�rely d�fferent k�nd of
connect�on from that wh�ch we f�nd �n the mere relat�on of the cause
to the effect (the pr�nc�ple to the consequence), for �n such a
connect�on the consequence does not �n �ts turn determ�ne the
pr�nc�ple, and therefore does not const�tute, w�th the latter, a whole—
just as the Creator does not w�th the world make up a whole. The
process of understand�ng by wh�ch �t represents to �tself the sphere
of a d�v�ded concept�on, �s employed also when we th�nk of a th�ng
as d�v�s�ble; and �n the same manner as the members of the d�v�s�on
�n the former exclude one another, and yet are connected �n one
sphere, so the understand�ng represents to �tself the parts of the
latter, as hav�ng—each of them—an ex�stence (as substances),
�ndependently of the others, and yet as un�ted �n one whole.

§ 8

In the transcendental ph�losophy of the anc�ents there ex�sts one
more lead�ng d�v�s�on, wh�ch conta�ns pure concept�ons of the
understand�ng, and wh�ch, although not numbered among the
categor�es, ought, accord�ng to them, as concept�ons à pr�or�, to be
val�d of objects. But �n th�s case they would augment the number of



the categor�es; wh�ch cannot be. These are set forth �n the
propos�t�on, so renowned among the schoolmen—‘Quodl�bet ens est
UNUM, VERUM, BONUM.’ Now, though the �nferences from th�s
pr�nc�ple were mere tautolog�cal propos�t�ons, and though �t �s
allowed only by courtesy to reta�n a place �n modern metaphys�cs,
yet a thought wh�ch ma�nta�ned �tself for such a length of t�me,
however empty �t seems to be, deserves an �nvest�gat�on of �ts or�g�n,
and just�f�es the conjecture that �t must be grounded �n some law of
the understand�ng, wh�ch, as �s often the case, has only been
erroneously �nterpreted. These pretended transcendental pred�cates
are, �n fact, noth�ng but log�cal requ�s�tes and cr�ter�a of all cogn�t�on
of objects, and they employ, as the bas�s for th�s cogn�t�on, the
categor�es of quant�ty, namely, un�ty, plural�ty, and total�ty. But these,
wh�ch must be taken as mater�al cond�t�ons, that �s, as belong�ng to
the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs themselves, they employed merely �n a
formal s�gn�f�cat�on, as belong�ng to the log�cal requ�s�tes of all
cogn�t�on, and yet most unguardedly changed these cr�ter�a of
thought �nto propert�es of objects, as th�ngs �n themselves. Now, �n
every cogn�t�on of an object, there �s un�ty of concept�on, wh�ch may
be called qual�tat�ve un�ty, so far as by th�s term we understand only
the un�ty �n our connect�on of the man�fold; for example, un�ty of the
theme �n a play, an orat�on, or a story. Secondly, there �s truth �n
respect of the deduct�ons from �t. The more true deduct�ons we have
from a g�ven concept�on, the more cr�ter�a of �ts object�ve real�ty. Th�s
we m�ght call the qual�tat�ve plural�ty of character�st�c marks, wh�ch
belong to a concept�on as to a common foundat�on, but are not
cog�tated as a quant�ty �n �t. Th�rdly, there �s perfect�on—wh�ch
cons�sts �n th�s, that the plural�ty falls back upon the un�ty of the
concept�on, and accords completely w�th that concept�on and w�th no
other. Th�s we may denom�nate qual�tat�ve completeness. Hence �t �s
ev�dent that these log�cal cr�ter�a of the poss�b�l�ty of cogn�t�on are
merely the three categor�es of quant�ty mod�f�ed and transformed to
su�t an unauthor�zed manner of apply�ng them. That �s to say, the
three categor�es, �n wh�ch the un�ty �n the product�on of the quantum
must be homogeneous throughout, are transformed solely w�th a
v�ew to the connect�on of heterogeneous parts of cogn�t�on �n one act
of consc�ousness, by means of the qual�ty of the cogn�t�on, wh�ch �s



the pr�nc�ple of that connect�on. Thus the cr�ter�on of the poss�b�l�ty of
a concept�on (not of �ts object) �s the def�n�t�on of �t, �n wh�ch the un�ty
of the concept�on, the truth of all that may be �mmed�ately deduced
from �t, and f�nally, the completeness of what has been thus
deduced, const�tute the requ�s�tes for the reproduct�on of the whole
concept�on. Thus also, the cr�ter�on or test of an hypothes�s �s the
�ntell�g�b�l�ty of the rece�ved pr�nc�ple of explanat�on, or �ts un�ty
(w�thout help from any subs�d�ary hypothes�s)—the truth of our
deduct�ons from �t (cons�stency w�th each other and w�th exper�ence)
—and lastly, the completeness of the pr�nc�ple of the explanat�on of
these deduct�ons, wh�ch refer to ne�ther more nor less than what was
adm�tted �n the hypothes�s, restor�ng analyt�cally and à poster�or�,
what was cog�tated synthet�cally and à pr�or�. By the concept�ons,
therefore, of un�ty, truth, and perfect�on, we have made no add�t�on to
the transcendental table of the categor�es, wh�ch �s complete w�thout
them. We have, on the contrary, merely employed the three
categor�es of quant�ty, sett�ng as�de the�r appl�cat�on to objects of
exper�ence, as general log�cal laws of the cons�stency of cogn�t�on
w�th �tself.

Chapter II. Of the Deduct�on of the Pure Concept�ons
of the Understand�ng

Sect�on I. Of the Pr�nc�ples of a Transcendental
Deduct�on �n general § 9

Teachers of jur�sprudence, when speak�ng of r�ghts and cla�ms,
d�st�ngu�sh �n a cause the quest�on of r�ght (qu�d jur�s) from the
quest�on of fact (qu�d fact�), and wh�le they demand proof of both,
they g�ve to the proof of the former, wh�ch goes to establ�sh r�ght or
cla�m �n law, the name of deduct�on. Now we make use of a great
number of emp�r�cal concept�ons, w�thout oppos�t�on from any one;



and cons�der ourselves, even w�thout any attempt at deduct�on,
just�f�ed �n attach�ng to them a sense, and a suppos�t�t�ous
s�gn�f�cat�on, because we have always exper�ence at hand to
demonstrate the�r object�ve real�ty. There ex�st also, however,
usurped concept�ons, such as fortune, fate, wh�ch c�rculate w�th
almost un�versal �ndulgence, and yet are occas�onally challenged by
the quest�on, “qu�d jur�s?” In such cases, we have great d�ff�culty �n
d�scover�ng any deduct�on for these terms, �nasmuch as we cannot
produce any man�fest ground of r�ght, e�ther from exper�ence or from
reason, on wh�ch the cla�m to employ them can be founded.

Among the many concept�ons, wh�ch make up the very var�egated
web of human cogn�t�on, some are dest�ned for pure use à pr�or�,
�ndependent of all exper�ence; and the�r t�tle to be so employed
always requ�res a deduct�on, �nasmuch as, to just�fy such use of
them, proofs from exper�ence are not suff�c�ent; but �t �s necessary to
know how these concept�ons can apply to objects w�thout be�ng
der�ved from exper�ence. I term, therefore, an exam�nat�on of the
manner �n wh�ch concept�ons can apply à pr�or� to objects, the
transcendental deduct�on of concept�ons, and I d�st�ngu�sh �t from the
emp�r�cal deduct�on, wh�ch �nd�cates the mode �n wh�ch concept�on �s
obta�ned through exper�ence and reflect�on thereon; consequently,
does not concern �tself w�th the r�ght, but only w�th the fact of our
obta�n�ng concept�ons �n such and such a manner. We have already
seen that we are �n possess�on of two perfectly d�fferent k�nds of
concept�ons, wh�ch nevertheless agree w�th each other �n th�s, that
they both apply to objects completely à pr�or�. These are the
concept�ons of space and t�me as forms of sens�b�l�ty, and the
categor�es as pure concept�ons of the understand�ng. To attempt an
emp�r�cal deduct�on of e�ther of these classes would be labour �n
va�n, because the d�st�ngu�sh�ng character�st�c of the�r nature
cons�sts �n th�s, that they apply to the�r objects, w�thout hav�ng
borrowed anyth�ng from exper�ence towards the representat�on of
them. Consequently, �f a deduct�on of these concept�ons �s
necessary, �t must always be transcendental.

Meanwh�le, w�th respect to these concept�ons, as w�th respect to
all our cogn�t�on, we certa�nly may d�scover �n exper�ence, �f not the
pr�nc�ple of the�r poss�b�l�ty, yet the occas�on�ng causes of the�r



product�on. It w�ll be found that the �mpress�ons of sense g�ve the
f�rst occas�on for br�ng�ng �nto act�on the whole faculty of cogn�t�on,
and for the product�on of exper�ence, wh�ch conta�ns two very
d�ss�m�lar elements, namely, a matter for cogn�t�on, g�ven by the
senses, and a certa�n form for the arrangement of th�s matter, ar�s�ng
out of the �nner founta�n of pure �ntu�t�on and thought; and these, on
occas�on g�ven by sensuous �mpress�ons, are called �nto exerc�se
and produce concept�ons. Such an �nvest�gat�on �nto the f�rst efforts
of our faculty of cogn�t�on to mount from part�cular percept�ons to
general concept�ons �s undoubtedly of great ut�l�ty; and we have to
thank the celebrated Locke for hav�ng f�rst opened the way for th�s
�nqu�ry. But a deduct�on of the pure à pr�or� concept�ons of course
never can be made �n th�s way, see�ng that, �n regard to the�r future
employment, wh�ch must be ent�rely �ndependent of exper�ence, they
must have a far d�fferent cert�f�cate of b�rth to show from that of a
descent from exper�ence. Th�s attempted phys�olog�cal der�vat�on,
wh�ch cannot properly be called deduct�on, because �t relates merely
to a quaest�o fact�, I shall ent�tle an explanat�on of the possess�on of
a pure cogn�t�on. It �s therefore man�fest that there can only be a
transcendental deduct�on of these concept�ons and by no means an
emp�r�cal one; also, that all attempts at an emp�r�cal deduct�on, �n
regard to pure à pr�or� concept�ons, are va�n, and can only be made
by one who does not understand the altogether pecul�ar nature of
these cogn�t�ons.

But although �t �s adm�tted that the only poss�ble deduct�on of pure
à pr�or� cogn�t�on �s a transcendental deduct�on, �t �s not, for that
reason, perfectly man�fest that such a deduct�on �s absolutely
necessary. We have already traced to the�r sources the concept�ons
of space and t�me, by means of a transcendental deduct�on, and we
have expla�ned and determ�ned the�r object�ve val�d�ty à pr�or�.
Geometry, nevertheless, advances stead�ly and securely �n the
prov�nce of pure à pr�or� cogn�t�ons, w�thout need�ng to ask from
ph�losophy any cert�f�cate as to the pure and leg�t�mate or�g�n of �ts
fundamental concept�on of space. But the use of the concept�on �n
th�s sc�ence extends only to the external world of sense, the pure
form of the �ntu�t�on of wh�ch �s space; and �n th�s world, therefore, all
geometr�cal cogn�t�on, because �t �s founded upon à pr�or� �ntu�t�on,



possesses �mmed�ate ev�dence, and the objects of th�s cogn�t�on are
g�ven à pr�or� (as regards the�r form) �n �ntu�t�on by and through the
cogn�t�on �tself. W�th the pure concept�ons of understand�ng, on the
contrary, commences the absolute necess�ty of seek�ng a
transcendental deduct�on, not only of these concept�ons themselves,
but l�kew�se of space, because, �nasmuch as they make aff�rmat�ons
concern�ng objects not by means of the pred�cates of �ntu�t�on and
sens�b�l�ty, but of pure thought à pr�or�, they apply to objects w�thout
any of the cond�t�ons of sens�b�l�ty. Bes�des, not be�ng founded on
exper�ence, they are not presented w�th any object �n à pr�or� �ntu�t�on
upon wh�ch, antecedently to exper�ence, they m�ght base the�r
synthes�s. Hence results, not only doubt as to the object�ve val�d�ty
and proper l�m�ts of the�r use, but that even our concept�on of space
�s rendered equ�vocal; �nasmuch as we are very ready w�th the a�d of
the categor�es, to carry the use of th�s concept�on beyond the
cond�t�ons of sensuous �ntu�t�on—and, for th�s reason, we have
already found a transcendental deduct�on of �t needful. The reader,
then, must be qu�te conv�nced of the absolute necess�ty of a
transcendental deduct�on, before tak�ng a s�ngle step �n the f�eld of
pure reason; because otherw�se he goes to work bl�ndly, and after he
has wondered about �n all d�rect�ons, returns to the state of utter
�gnorance from wh�ch he started. He ought, moreover, clearly to
recogn�ze beforehand the unavo�dable d�ff�cult�es �n h�s undertak�ng,
so that he may not afterwards compla�n of the obscur�ty �n wh�ch the
subject �tself �s deeply �nvolved, or become too soon �mpat�ent of the
obstacles �n h�s path; because we have a cho�ce of only two th�ngs—
e�ther at once to g�ve up all pretens�ons to knowledge beyond the
l�m�ts of poss�ble exper�ence, or to br�ng th�s cr�t�cal �nvest�gat�on to
complet�on.

We have been able, w�th very l�ttle trouble, to make �t
comprehens�ble how the concept�ons of space and t�me, although à
pr�or� cogn�t�ons, must necessar�ly apply to external objects, and
render a synthet�cal cogn�t�on of these poss�ble, �ndependently of all
exper�ence. For �nasmuch as only by means of such pure form of
sens�b�l�ty an object can appear to us, that �s, be an object of
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, space and t�me are pure �ntu�t�ons, wh�ch conta�n



à pr�or� the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of objects as phenomena, and
an à pr�or� synthes�s �n these �ntu�t�ons possesses object�ve val�d�ty.

On the other hand, the categor�es of the understand�ng do not
represent the cond�t�ons under wh�ch objects are g�ven to us �n
�ntu�t�on; objects can consequently appear to us w�thout necessar�ly
connect�ng themselves w�th these, and consequently w�thout any
necess�ty b�nd�ng on the understand�ng to conta�n à pr�or� the
cond�t�ons of these objects. Thus we f�nd ourselves �nvolved �n a
d�ff�culty wh�ch d�d not present �tself �n the sphere of sens�b�l�ty, that
�s to say, we cannot d�scover how the subject�ve cond�t�ons of
thought can have object�ve val�d�ty, �n other words, can become
cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of all cogn�t�on of objects; for phenomena
may certa�nly be g�ven to us �n �ntu�t�on w�thout any help from the
funct�ons of the understand�ng. Let us take, for example, the
concept�on of cause, wh�ch �nd�cates a pecul�ar k�nd of synthes�s,
namely, that w�th someth�ng, A, someth�ng ent�rely d�fferent, B, �s
connected accord�ng to a law. It �s not à pr�or� man�fest why
phenomena should conta�n anyth�ng of th�s k�nd (we are of course
debarred from appeal�ng for proof to exper�ence, for the object�ve
val�d�ty of th�s concept�on must be demonstrated à pr�or�), and �t
hence rema�ns doubtful à pr�or�, whether such a concept�on be not
qu�te vo�d and w�thout any correspond�ng object among phenomena.
For that objects of sensuous �ntu�t�on must correspond to the formal
cond�t�ons of sens�b�l�ty ex�st�ng à pr�or� �n the m�nd �s qu�te ev�dent,
from the fact that w�thout these they could not be objects for us; but
that they must also correspond to the cond�t�ons wh�ch
understand�ng requ�res for the synthet�cal un�ty of thought �s an
assert�on, the grounds for wh�ch are not so eas�ly to be d�scovered.
For phenomena m�ght be so const�tuted as not to correspond to the
cond�t�ons of the un�ty of thought; and all th�ngs m�ght l�e �n such
confus�on that, for example, noth�ng could be met w�th �n the sphere
of phenomena to suggest a law of synthes�s, and so correspond to
the concept�on of cause and effect; so that th�s concept�on would be
qu�te vo�d, null, and w�thout s�gn�f�cance. Phenomena would
nevertheless cont�nue to present objects to our �ntu�t�on; for mere
�ntu�t�on does not �n any respect stand �n need of the funct�ons of
thought.



If we thought to free ourselves from the labour of these
�nvest�gat�ons by say�ng: “Exper�ence �s constantly offer�ng us
examples of the relat�on of cause and effect �n phenomena, and
presents us w�th abundant opportun�ty of abstract�ng the concept�on
of cause, and so at the same t�me of corroborat�ng the object�ve
val�d�ty of th�s concept�on”; we should �n th�s case be overlook�ng the
fact, that the concept�on of cause cannot ar�se �n th�s way at all; that,
on the contrary, �t must e�ther have an à pr�or� bas�s �n the
understand�ng, or be rejected as a mere ch�mera. For th�s
concept�on demands that someth�ng, A, should be of such a nature
that someth�ng else, B, should follow from �t necessar�ly, and
accord�ng to an absolutely un�versal law. We may certa�nly collect
from phenomena a law, accord�ng to wh�ch th�s or that usually
happens, but the element of necess�ty �s not to be found �n �t. Hence
�t �s ev�dent that to the synthes�s of cause and effect belongs a
d�gn�ty, wh�ch �s utterly want�ng �n any emp�r�cal synthes�s; for �t �s no
mere mechan�cal synthes�s, by means of add�t�on, but a dynam�cal
one; that �s to say, the effect �s not to be cog�tated as merely
annexed to the cause, but as pos�ted by and through the cause, and
result�ng from �t. The str�ct un�versal�ty of th�s law never can be a
character�st�c of emp�r�cal laws, wh�ch obta�n through �nduct�on only
a comparat�ve un�versal�ty, that �s, an extended range of pract�cal
appl�cat�on. But the pure concept�ons of the understand�ng would
ent�rely lose all the�r pecul�ar character, �f we treated them merely as
the product�ons of exper�ence.

Trans�t�on to the Transcendental Deduct�on of the
Categor�es § 10

There are only two poss�ble ways �n wh�ch synthet�cal
representat�on and �ts objects can co�nc�de w�th and relate
necessar�ly to each other, and, as �t were, meet together. E�ther the
object alone makes the representat�on poss�ble, or the
representat�on alone makes the object poss�ble. In the former case,
the relat�on between them �s only emp�r�cal, and an à pr�or�



representat�on �s �mposs�ble. And th�s �s the case w�th phenomena,
as regards that �n them wh�ch �s referable to mere sensat�on. In the
latter case—although representat�on alone (for of �ts causal�ty, by
means of the w�ll, we do not here speak) does not produce the object
as to �ts ex�stence, �t must nevertheless be à pr�or� determ�nat�ve �n
regard to the object, �f �t �s only by means of the representat�on that
we can cogn�ze anyth�ng as an object. Now there are only two
cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of a cogn�t�on of objects; f�rstly, �ntu�t�on,
by means of wh�ch the object, though only as phenomenon, �s g�ven;
secondly, concept�on, by means of wh�ch the object wh�ch
corresponds to th�s �ntu�t�on �s thought. But �t �s ev�dent from what
has been sa�d on æsthet�c that the f�rst cond�t�on, under wh�ch alone
objects can be �ntu�ted, must �n fact ex�st, as a formal bas�s for them,
à pr�or� �n the m�nd. W�th th�s formal cond�t�on of sens�b�l�ty, therefore,
all phenomena necessar�ly correspond, because �t �s only through �t
that they can be phenomena at all; that �s, can be emp�r�cally �ntu�ted
and g�ven. Now the quest�on �s whether there do not ex�st, à pr�or� �n
the m�nd, concept�ons of understand�ng also, as cond�t�ons under
wh�ch alone someth�ng, �f not �ntu�ted, �s yet thought as object. If th�s
quest�on be answered �n the aff�rmat�ve, �t follows that all emp�r�cal
cogn�t�on of objects �s necessar�ly conformable to such concept�ons,
s�nce, �f they are not presupposed, �t �s �mposs�ble that anyth�ng can
be an object of exper�ence. Now all exper�ence conta�ns, bes�des the
�ntu�t�on of the senses through wh�ch an object �s g�ven, a concept�on
also of an object that �s g�ven �n �ntu�t�on. Accord�ngly, concept�ons of
objects �n general must l�e as à pr�or� cond�t�ons at the foundat�on of
all emp�r�cal cogn�t�on; and consequently, the object�ve val�d�ty of the
categor�es, as à pr�or� concept�ons, w�ll rest upon th�s, that
exper�ence (as far as regards the form of thought) �s poss�ble only by
the�r means. For �n that case they apply necessar�ly and à pr�or� to
objects of exper�ence, because only through them can an object of
exper�ence be thought.

The whole a�m of the transcendental deduct�on of all à pr�or�
concept�ons �s to show that these concept�ons are à pr�or� cond�t�ons
of the poss�b�l�ty of all exper�ence. Concept�ons wh�ch afford us the
object�ve foundat�on of the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence are for that very
reason necessary. But the analys�s of the exper�ences �n wh�ch they



are met w�th �s not deduct�on, but only an �llustrat�on of them,
because from exper�ence they could never der�ve the attr�bute of
necess�ty. W�thout the�r or�g�nal appl�cab�l�ty and relat�on to all
poss�ble exper�ence, �n wh�ch all objects of cogn�t�on present
themselves, the relat�on of the categor�es to objects, of whatever
nature, would be qu�te �ncomprehens�ble.

The celebrated Locke, for want of due reflect�on on these po�nts,
and because he met w�th pure concept�ons of the understand�ng �n
exper�ence, sought also to deduce them from exper�ence, and yet
proceeded so �nconsequently as to attempt, w�th the�r a�d, to arr�ve �t
cogn�t�ons wh�ch l�e far beyond the l�m�ts of all exper�ence. Dav�d
Hume perce�ved that, to render th�s poss�ble, �t was necessary that
the concept�ons should have an à pr�or� or�g�n. But as he could not
expla�n how �t was poss�ble that concept�ons wh�ch are not
connected w�th each other �n the understand�ng must nevertheless
be thought as necessar�ly connected �n the object—and �t never
occurred to h�m that the understand�ng �tself m�ght, perhaps, by
means of these concept�ons, be the author of the exper�ence �n
wh�ch �ts objects were presented to �t—he was forced to dr�ve these
concept�ons from exper�ence, that �s, from a subject�ve necess�ty
ar�s�ng from repeated assoc�at�on of exper�ences erroneously
cons�dered to be object�ve—�n one word, from hab�t. But he
proceeded w�th perfect consequence and declared �t to be
�mposs�ble, w�th such concept�ons and the pr�nc�ples ar�s�ng from
them, to overstep the l�m�ts of exper�ence. The emp�r�cal der�vat�on,
however, wh�ch both of these ph�losophers attr�buted to these
concept�ons, cannot poss�bly be reconc�led w�th the fact that we do
possess sc�ent�f�c à pr�or� cogn�t�ons, namely, those of pure
mathemat�cs and general phys�cs.

The former of these two celebrated men opened a w�de door to
extravagance—(for �f reason has once undoubted r�ght on �ts s�de, �t
w�ll not allow �tself to be conf�ned to set l�m�ts, by vague
recommendat�ons of moderat�on); the latter gave h�mself up ent�rely
to scept�c�sm—a natural consequence, after hav�ng d�scovered, as
he thought, that the faculty of cogn�t�on was not trustworthy. We now
�ntend to make a tr�al whether �t be not poss�ble safely to conduct



reason between these two rocks, to ass�gn her determ�nate l�m�ts,
and yet leave open for her the ent�re sphere of her leg�t�mate act�v�ty.

I shall merely prem�se an explanat�on of what the categor�es are.
They are concept�ons of an object �n general, by means of wh�ch �ts
�ntu�t�on �s contemplated as determ�ned �n relat�on to one of the
log�cal funct�ons of judgement. The follow�ng w�ll make th�s pla�n. The
funct�on of the categor�cal judgement �s that of the relat�on of subject
to pred�cate; for example, �n the propos�t�on: “All bod�es are
d�v�s�ble.” But �n regard to the merely log�cal use of the
understand�ng, �t st�ll rema�ns undeterm�ned to wh�ch Of these two
concept�ons belongs the funct�on Of subject and to wh�ch that of
pred�cate. For we could also say: “Some d�v�s�ble �s a body.” But the
category of substance, when the concept�on of a body �s brought
under �t, determ�nes that; and �ts emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on �n exper�ence
must be contemplated always as subject and never as mere
pred�cate. And so w�th all the other categor�es.

Sect�on II Transcendental Deduct�on of the pure
Concept�ons of the Understand�ng

Of the Poss�b�l�ty of a Conjunct�on of the man�fold
representat�ons g�ven by Sense § 11.

The man�fold content �n our representat�ons can be g�ven �n an
�ntu�t�on wh�ch �s merely sensuous—�n other words, �s noth�ng but
suscept�b�l�ty; and the form of th�s �ntu�t�on can ex�st à pr�or� �n our
faculty of representat�on, w�thout be�ng anyth�ng else but the mode �n
wh�ch the subject �s affected. But the conjunct�on (conjunct�o) of a
man�fold �n �ntu�t�on never can be g�ven us by the senses; �t cannot
therefore be conta�ned �n the pure form of sensuous �ntu�t�on, for �t �s
a spontaneous act of the faculty of representat�on. And as we must,
to d�st�ngu�sh �t from sens�b�l�ty, ent�tle th�s faculty understand�ng; so



all conjunct�on whether consc�ous or unconsc�ous, be �t of the
man�fold �n �ntu�t�on, sensuous or non-sensuous, or of several
concept�ons—�s an act of the understand�ng. To th�s act we shall g�ve
the general appellat�on of synthes�s, thereby to �nd�cate, at the same
t�me, that we cannot represent anyth�ng as conjo�ned �n the object
w�thout hav�ng prev�ously conjo�ned �t ourselves. Of all mental
not�ons, that of conjunct�on �s the only one wh�ch cannot be g�ven
through objects, but can be or�g�nated only by the subject �tself,
because �t �s an act of �ts purely spontaneous act�v�ty. The reader w�ll
eas�ly enough perce�ve that the poss�b�l�ty of conjunct�on must be
grounded �n the very nature of th�s act, and that �t must be equally
val�d for all conjunct�on, and that analys�s, wh�ch appears to be �ts
contrary, must, nevertheless, always presuppose �t; for where the
understand�ng has not prev�ously conjo�ned, �t cannot d�ssect or
analyse, because only as conjo�ned by �t, must that wh�ch �s to be
analysed have been g�ven to our faculty of representat�on.

But the concept�on of conjunct�on �ncludes, bes�des the concept�on
of the man�fold and of the synthes�s of �t, that of the un�ty of �t also.
Conjunct�on �s the representat�on of the synthet�cal un�ty of the
man�fold.[15] Th�s �dea of un�ty, therefore, cannot ar�se out of that of
conjunct�on; much rather does that �dea, by comb�n�ng �tself w�th the
representat�on of the man�fold, render the concept�on of conjunct�on
poss�ble. Th�s un�ty, wh�ch à pr�or� precedes all concept�ons of
conjunct�on, �s not the category of un�ty (§ 6); for all the categor�es
are based upon log�cal funct�ons of judgement, and �n these
funct�ons we already have conjunct�on, and consequently un�ty of
g�ven concept�ons. It �s therefore ev�dent that the category of un�ty
presupposes conjunct�on. We must therefore look st�ll h�gher for th�s
un�ty (as qual�tat�ve, § 8), �n that, namely, wh�ch conta�ns the ground
of the un�ty of d�verse concept�ons �n judgements, the ground,
consequently, of the poss�b�l�ty of the ex�stence of the understand�ng,
even �n regard to �ts log�cal use.

[15] Whether the representat�ons are �n themselves �dent�cal, and
consequently whether one can be thought analyt�cally by means
of and through the other, �s a quest�on wh�ch we need not at
present cons�der. Our Consc�ousness of the one, when we speak
of the man�fold, �s always d�st�ngu�shable from our consc�ousness



of the other; and �t �s only respect�ng the synthes�s of th�s
(poss�ble) consc�ousness that we here treat.

Of the Or�g�nally Synthet�cal Un�ty of Appercept�on §
12

The “I th�nk” must accompany all my representat�ons, for otherw�se
someth�ng would be represented �n me wh�ch could not be thought;
�n other words, the representat�on would e�ther be �mposs�ble, or at
least be, �n relat�on to me, noth�ng. That representat�on wh�ch can be
g�ven prev�ously to all thought �s called �ntu�t�on. All the d�vers�ty or
man�fold content of �ntu�t�on, has, therefore, a necessary relat�on to
the “I th�nk,” �n the subject �n wh�ch th�s d�vers�ty �s found. But th�s
representat�on, “I th�nk,” �s an act of spontane�ty; that �s to say, �t
cannot be regarded as belong�ng to mere sens�b�l�ty. I call �t pure
appercept�on, �n order to d�st�ngu�sh �t from emp�r�cal; or pr�m�t�ve
appercept�on, because �t �s self-consc�ousness wh�ch, wh�lst �t g�ves
b�rth to the representat�on “I th�nk,” must necessar�ly be capable of
accompany�ng all our representat�ons. It �s �n all acts of
consc�ousness one and the same, and unaccompan�ed by �t, no
representat�on can ex�st for me. The un�ty of th�s appercept�on I call
the transcendental un�ty of self-consc�ousness, �n order to �nd�cate
the poss�b�l�ty of à pr�or� cogn�t�on ar�s�ng from �t. For the man�fold
representat�ons wh�ch are g�ven �n an �ntu�t�on would not all of them
be my representat�ons, �f they d�d not all belong to one self-
consc�ousness, that �s, as my representat�ons (even although I am
not consc�ous of them as such), they must conform to the cond�t�on
under wh�ch alone they can ex�st together �n a common self-
consc�ousness, because otherw�se they would not all w�thout
except�on belong to me. From th�s pr�m�t�ve conjunct�on follow many
�mportant results.

For example, th�s un�versal �dent�ty of the appercept�on of the
man�fold g�ven �n �ntu�t�on conta�ns a synthes�s of representat�ons
and �s poss�ble only by means of the consc�ousness of th�s
synthes�s. For the emp�r�cal consc�ousness wh�ch accompan�es



d�fferent representat�ons �s �n �tself fragmentary and d�sun�ted, and
w�thout relat�on to the �dent�ty of the subject. Th�s relat�on, then, does
not ex�st because I accompany every representat�on w�th
consc�ousness, but because I jo�n one representat�on to another, and
am consc�ous of the synthes�s of them. Consequently, only because
I can connect a var�ety of g�ven representat�ons �n one
consc�ousness, �s �t poss�ble that I can represent to myself the
�dent�ty of consc�ousness �n these representat�ons; �n other words,
the analyt�cal un�ty of appercept�on �s poss�ble only under the
presuppos�t�on of a synthet�cal un�ty.[16] The thought, “These
representat�ons g�ven �n �ntu�t�on belong all of them to me,” �s
accord�ngly just the same as, “I un�te them �n one self-
consc�ousness, or can at least so un�te them”; and although th�s
thought �s not �tself the consc�ousness of the synthes�s of
representat�ons, �t presupposes the poss�b�l�ty of �t; that �s to say, for
the reason alone that I can comprehend the var�ety of my
representat�ons �n one consc�ousness, do I call them my
representat�ons, for otherw�se I must have as many-coloured and
var�ous a self as are the representat�ons of wh�ch I am consc�ous.
Synthet�cal un�ty of the man�fold �n �ntu�t�ons, as g�ven à pr�or�, �s
therefore the foundat�on of the �dent�ty of appercept�on �tself, wh�ch
antecedes à pr�or� all determ�nate thought. But the conjunct�on of
representat�ons �nto a concept�on �s not to be found �n objects
themselves, nor can �t be, as �t were, borrowed from them and taken
up �nto the understand�ng by percept�on, but �t �s on the contrary an
operat�on of the understand�ng �tself, wh�ch �s noth�ng more than the
faculty of conjo�n�ng à pr�or� and of br�ng�ng the var�ety of g�ven
representat�ons under the un�ty of appercept�on. Th�s pr�nc�ple �s the
h�ghest �n all human cogn�t�on.

[16] All general concept�ons—as such—depend, for the�r
ex�stence, on the analyt�cal un�ty of consc�ousness. For example,
when I th�nk of red �n general, I thereby th�nk to myself a property
wh�ch (as a character�st�c mark) can be d�scovered somewhere,
or can be un�ted w�th other representat�ons; consequently, �t �s
only by means of a forethought poss�ble synthet�cal un�ty that I
can th�nk to myself the analyt�cal. A representat�on wh�ch �s
cog�tated as common to d�fferent representat�ons, �s regarded as
belong�ng to such as, bes�des th�s common representat�on,



conta�n someth�ng d�fferent; consequently �t must be prev�ously
thought �n synthet�cal un�ty w�th other although only poss�ble
representat�ons, before I can th�nk �n �t the analyt�cal un�ty of
consc�ousness wh�ch makes �t a conceptas commun�s. And thus
the synthet�cal un�ty of appercept�on �s the h�ghest po�nt w�th
wh�ch we must connect every operat�on of the understand�ng,
even the whole of log�c, and after �t our transcendental
ph�losophy; �ndeed, th�s faculty �s the understand�ng �tself.

Th�s fundamental pr�nc�ple of the necessary un�ty of appercept�on
�s �ndeed an �dent�cal, and therefore analyt�cal, propos�t�on; but �t
nevertheless expla�ns the necess�ty for a synthes�s of the man�fold
g�ven �n an �ntu�t�on, w�thout wh�ch the �dent�ty of self-consc�ousness
would be �ncog�table. For the ego, as a s�mple representat�on,
presents us w�th no man�fold content; only �n �ntu�t�on, wh�ch �s qu�te
d�fferent from the representat�on ego, can �t be g�ven us, and by
means of conjunct�on �t �s cog�tated �n one self-consc�ousness. An
understand�ng, �n wh�ch all the man�fold should be g�ven by means of
consc�ousness �tself, would be �ntu�t�ve; our understand�ng can only
th�nk and must look for �ts �ntu�t�on to sense. I am, therefore,
consc�ous of my �dent�cal self, �n relat�on to all the var�ety of
representat�ons g�ven to me �n an �ntu�t�on, because I call all of them
my representat�ons. In other words, I am consc�ous myself of a
necessary à pr�or� synthes�s of my representat�ons, wh�ch �s called
the or�g�nal synthet�cal un�ty of appercept�on, under wh�ch rank all
the representat�ons presented to me, but that only by means of a
synthes�s.

The Pr�nc�ple of the Synthet�cal Un�ty of Appercept�on
�s the h�ghest Pr�nc�ple of all exerc�se of the

Understand�ng § 13
The supreme pr�nc�ple of the poss�b�l�ty of all �ntu�t�on �n relat�on to

sens�b�l�ty was, accord�ng to our transcendental æsthet�c, that all the
man�fold �n �ntu�t�on be subject to the formal cond�t�ons of space and
t�me. The supreme pr�nc�ple of the poss�b�l�ty of �t �n relat�on to the



understand�ng �s that all the man�fold �n �t be subject to cond�t�ons of
the or�g�nally synthet�cal un�ty or appercept�on.[17] To the former of
these two pr�nc�ples are subject all the var�ous representat�ons of
�ntu�t�on, �n so far as they are g�ven to us; to the latter, �n so far as
they must be capable of conjunct�on �n one consc�ousness; for
w�thout th�s noth�ng can be thought or cogn�zed, because the g�ven
representat�ons would not have �n common the act Of the
appercept�on “I th�nk” and therefore could not be connected �n one
self-consc�ousness.

[17] Space and t�me, and all port�ons thereof, are �ntu�t�ons;
consequently are, w�th a man�fold for the�r content, s�ngle
representat�ons. (See the Transcendental Æsthet�c.)
Consequently, they are not pure concept�ons, by means of wh�ch
the same consc�ousness �s found �n a great number of
representat�ons; but, on the contrary, they are many
representat�ons conta�ned �n one, the consc�ousness of wh�ch �s,
so to speak, compounded. The un�ty of consc�ousness �s
nevertheless synthet�cal and, therefore, pr�m�t�ve. From th�s
pecul�ar character of consc�ousness follow many �mportant
consequences. (See § 21.)

Understand�ng �s, to speak generally, the faculty Of cogn�t�ons.
These cons�st �n the determ�ned relat�on of g�ven representat�on to
an object. But an object �s that, �n the concept�on of wh�ch the
man�fold �n a g�ven �ntu�t�on �s un�ted. Now all un�on of
representat�ons requ�res un�ty of consc�ousness �n the synthes�s of
them. Consequently, �t �s the un�ty of consc�ousness alone that
const�tutes the poss�b�l�ty of representat�ons relat�ng to an object,
and therefore of the�r object�ve val�d�ty, and of the�r becom�ng
cogn�t�ons, and consequently, the poss�b�l�ty of the ex�stence of the
understand�ng �tself.

The f�rst pure cogn�t�on of understand�ng, then, upon wh�ch �s
founded all �ts other exerc�se, and wh�ch �s at the same t�me perfectly
�ndependent of all cond�t�ons of mere sensuous �ntu�t�on, �s the
pr�nc�ple of the or�g�nal synthet�cal un�ty of appercept�on. Thus the
mere form of external sensuous �ntu�t�on, namely, space, affords us,
per se, no cogn�t�on; �t merely contr�butes the man�fold �n à pr�or�
�ntu�t�on to a poss�ble cogn�t�on. But, �n order to cogn�ze someth�ng �n



space (for example, a l�ne), I must draw �t, and thus produce
synthet�cally a determ�ned conjunct�on of the g�ven man�fold, so that
the un�ty of th�s act �s at the same t�me the un�ty of consc�ousness (�n
the concept�on of a l�ne), and by th�s means alone �s an object (a
determ�nate space) cogn�zed. The synthet�cal un�ty of consc�ousness
�s, therefore, an object�ve cond�t�on of all cogn�t�on, wh�ch I do not
merely requ�re �n order to cogn�ze an object, but to wh�ch every
�ntu�t�on must necessar�ly be subject, �n order to become an object
for me; because �n any other way, and w�thout th�s synthes�s, the
man�fold �n �ntu�t�on could not be un�ted �n one consc�ousness.

Th�s propos�t�on �s, as already sa�d, �tself analyt�cal, although �t
const�tutes the synthet�cal un�ty, the cond�t�on of all thought; for �t
states noth�ng more than that all my representat�ons �n any g�ven
�ntu�t�on must be subject to the cond�t�on wh�ch alone enables me to
connect them, as my representat�on w�th the �dent�cal self, and so to
un�te them synthet�cally �n one appercept�on, by means of the
general express�on, “I th�nk.”

But th�s pr�nc�ple �s not to be regarded as a pr�nc�ple for every
poss�ble understand�ng, but only for the understand�ng by means of
whose pure appercept�on �n the thought I am, no man�fold content �s
g�ven. The understand�ng or m�nd wh�ch conta�ned the man�fold �n
�ntu�t�on, �n and through the act �tself of �ts own self-consc�ousness,
�n other words, an understand�ng by and �n the representat�on of
wh�ch the objects of the representat�on should at the same t�me
ex�st, would not requ�re a spec�al act of synthes�s of the man�fold as
the cond�t�on of the un�ty of �ts consc�ousness, an act of wh�ch the
human understand�ng, wh�ch th�nks only and cannot �ntu�te, has
absolute need. But th�s pr�nc�ple �s the f�rst pr�nc�ple of all the
operat�ons of our understand�ng, so that we cannot form the least
concept�on of any other poss�ble understand�ng, e�ther of one such
as should be �tself �ntu�t�on, or possess a sensuous �ntu�t�on, but w�th
forms d�fferent from those of space and t�me.



What Object�ve Un�ty of Self-consc�ousness �s § 14
It �s by means of the transcendental un�ty of appercept�on that all

the man�fold, g�ven �n an �ntu�t�on �s un�ted �nto a concept�on of the
object. On th�s account �t �s called object�ve, and must be
d�st�ngu�shed from the subject�ve un�ty of consc�ousness, wh�ch �s a
determ�nat�on of the �nternal sense, by means of wh�ch the sa�d
man�fold �n �ntu�t�on �s g�ven emp�r�cally to be so un�ted. Whether I
can be emp�r�cally consc�ous of the man�fold as coex�stent or as
success�ve, depends upon c�rcumstances, or emp�r�cal cond�t�ons.
Hence the emp�r�cal un�ty of consc�ousness by means of assoc�at�on
of representat�ons, �tself relates to a phenomenal world and �s wholly
cont�ngent. On the contrary, the pure form of �ntu�t�on �n t�me, merely
as an �ntu�t�on, wh�ch conta�ns a g�ven man�fold, �s subject to the
or�g�nal un�ty of consc�ousness, and that solely by means of the
necessary relat�on of the man�fold �n �ntu�t�on to the “I th�nk,”
consequently by means of the pure synthes�s of the understand�ng,
wh�ch l�es à pr�or� at the foundat�on of all emp�r�cal synthes�s. The
transcendental un�ty of appercept�on �s alone object�vely val�d; the
emp�r�cal wh�ch we do not cons�der �n th�s essay, and wh�ch �s
merely a un�ty deduced from the former under g�ven cond�t�ons �n
concreto, possesses only subject�ve val�d�ty. One person connects
the not�on conveyed �n a word w�th one th�ng, another w�th another
th�ng; and the un�ty of consc�ousness �n that wh�ch �s emp�r�cal, �s, �n
relat�on to that wh�ch �s g�ven by exper�ence, not necessar�ly and
un�versally val�d.

The Log�cal Form of all Judgements cons�sts �n the
Object�ve Un�ty of Appercept�on of the Concept�ons

conta�ned there�n § 15



I could never sat�sfy myself w�th the def�n�t�on wh�ch log�c�ans g�ve
of a judgement. It �s, accord�ng to them, the representat�on of a
relat�on between two concept�ons. I shall not dwell here on the
fault�ness of th�s def�n�t�on, �n that �t su�ts only for categor�cal and not
for hypothet�cal or d�sjunct�ve judgements, these latter conta�n�ng a
relat�on not of concept�ons but of judgements themselves—a blunder
from wh�ch many ev�l results have followed.[18] It �s more �mportant
for our present purpose to observe, that th�s def�n�t�on does not
determ�ne �n what the sa�d relat�on cons�sts.

[18] The ted�ous doctr�ne of the four syllog�st�c f�gures concerns
only categor�cal syllog�sms; and although �t �s noth�ng more than
an art�f�ce by surrept�t�ously �ntroduc�ng �mmed�ate conclus�ons
(consequent�ae �mmed�atae) among the prem�ses of a pure
syllog�sm, to g�ve �sm g�ve r�se to an appearance of more modes
of draw�ng a conclus�on than that �n the f�rst f�gure, the art�f�ce
would not have had much success, had not �ts authors succeeded
�n br�ng�ng categor�cal judgements �nto exclus�ve respect, as
those to wh�ch all others must be referred—a doctr�ne, however,
wh�ch, accord�ng to § 5, �s utterly false.

But �f I �nvest�gate more closely the relat�on of g�ven cogn�t�ons �n
every judgement, and d�st�ngu�sh �t, as belong�ng to the
understand�ng, from the relat�on wh�ch �s produced accord�ng to laws
of the reproduct�ve �mag�nat�on (wh�ch has only subject�ve val�d�ty), I
f�nd that judgement �s noth�ng but the mode of br�ng�ng g�ven
cogn�t�ons under the object�ve un�t of appercept�on. Th�s �s pla�n from
our use of the term of relat�on �s �n judgements, �n order to
d�st�ngu�sh the object�ve un�ty of g�ven representat�ons from the
subject�ve un�ty. For th�s term �nd�cates the relat�on of these
representat�ons to the or�g�nal appercept�on, and also the�r
necessary un�ty, even although the judgement �s emp�r�cal, therefore
cont�ngent, as �n the judgement: “All bod�es are heavy.” I do not
mean by th�s, that these representat�ons do necessar�ly belong to
each other �n emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, but that by means of the necessary
un�ty of apprec�at�on they belong to each other �n the synthes�s of
�ntu�t�ons, that �s to say, they belong to each other accord�ng to
pr�nc�ples of the object�ve determ�nat�on of all our representat�ons, �n
so far as cogn�t�on can ar�se from them, these pr�nc�ples be�ng all



deduced from the ma�n pr�nc�ple of the transcendental un�ty of
appercept�on. In th�s way alone can there ar�se from th�s relat�on a
judgement, that �s, a relat�on wh�ch has object�ve val�d�ty, and �s
perfectly d�st�nct from that relat�on of the very same representat�ons
wh�ch has only subject�ve val�d�ty—a relat�on, to w�t, wh�ch �s
produced accord�ng to laws of assoc�at�on. Accord�ng to these laws, I
could only say: “When I hold �n my hand or carry a body, I feel an
�mpress�on of we�ght”; but I could not say: “It, the body, �s heavy”; for
th�s �s tantamount to say�ng both these representat�ons are conjo�ned
�n the object, that �s, w�thout d�st�nct�on as to the cond�t�on of the
subject, and do not merely stand together �n my percept�on, however
frequently the percept�ve act may be repeated.

All Sensuous Intu�t�ons are subject to the Categor�es,
as Cond�t�ons under wh�ch alone the man�fold

Content of them can be un�ted �n one Consc�ousness
§ 16

The man�fold content g�ven �n a sensuous �ntu�t�on comes
necessar�ly under the or�g�nal synthet�cal un�ty of appercept�on,
because thereby alone �s the un�ty of �ntu�t�on poss�ble (§ 13). But
that act of the understand�ng, by wh�ch the man�fold content of g�ven
representat�ons (whether �ntu�t�ons or concept�ons) �s brought under
one appercept�on, �s the log�cal funct�on of judgements (§ 15). All the
man�fold, therefore, �n so far as �t �s g�ven �n one emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, �s
determ�ned �n relat�on to one of the log�cal funct�ons of judgement, by
means of wh�ch �t �s brought �nto un�on �n one consc�ousness. Now
the categor�es are noth�ng else than these funct�ons of judgement so
far as the man�fold �n a g�ven �ntu�t�on �s determ�ned �n relat�on to
them (§ 9). Consequently, the man�fold �n a g�ven �ntu�t�on �s
necessar�ly subject to the categor�es of the understand�ng.



Observat�on § 17
The man�fold �n an �ntu�t�on, wh�ch I call m�ne, �s represented by

means of the synthes�s of the understand�ng, as belong�ng to the
necessary un�ty of self-consc�ousness, and th�s takes place by
means of the category.[19] The category �nd�cates accord�ngly that the
emp�r�cal consc�ousness of a g�ven man�fold �n an �ntu�t�on �s subject
to a pure self-consc�ousness à pr�or�, �n the same manner as an
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on �s subject to a pure sensuous �ntu�t�on, wh�ch �s
also à pr�or�. In the above propos�t�on, then, l�es the beg�nn�ng of a
deduct�on of the pure concept�ons of the understand�ng. Now, as the
categor�es have the�r or�g�n �n the understand�ng alone,
�ndependently of sens�b�l�ty, I must �n my deduct�on make abstract�on
of the mode �n wh�ch the man�fold of an emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on �s g�ven, �n
order to f�x my attent�on exclus�vely on the un�ty wh�ch �s brought by
the understand�ng �nto the �ntu�t�on by means of the category. In what
follows (§ 22), �t w�ll be shown, from the mode �n wh�ch the emp�r�cal
�ntu�t�on �s g�ven �n the faculty of sens�b�l�ty, that the un�ty wh�ch
belongs to �t �s no other than that wh�ch the category (accord�ng to §
16) �mposes on the man�fold �n a g�ven �ntu�t�on, and thus, �ts à pr�or�
val�d�ty �n regard to all objects of sense be�ng establ�shed, the
purpose of our deduct�on w�ll be fully atta�ned.

[19] The proof of th�s rests on the represented un�ty of �ntu�t�on, by
means of wh�ch an object �s g�ven, and wh�ch always �ncludes �n
�tself a synthes�s of the man�fold to be �ntu�ted, and also the
relat�on of th�s latter to un�ty of appercept�on.

But there �s one th�ng �n the above demonstrat�on of wh�ch I could
not make abstract�on, namely, that the man�fold to be �ntu�ted must
be g�ven prev�ously to the synthes�s of the understand�ng, and
�ndependently of �t. How th�s takes place rema�ns here
undeterm�ned. For �f I cog�tate an understand�ng wh�ch was �tself
�ntu�t�ve (as, for example, a d�v�ne understand�ng wh�ch should not
represent g�ven objects, but by whose representat�on the objects
themselves should be g�ven or produced), the categor�es would
possess no s�gn�f�cance �n relat�on to such a faculty of cogn�t�on.
They are merely rules for an understand�ng, whose whole power



cons�sts �n thought, that �s, �n the act of subm�tt�ng the synthes�s of
the man�fold wh�ch �s presented to �t �n �ntu�t�on from a very d�fferent
quarter, to the un�ty of appercept�on; a faculty, therefore, wh�ch
cogn�zes noth�ng per se, but only connects and arranges the
mater�al of cogn�t�on, the �ntu�t�on, namely, wh�ch must be presented
to �t by means of the object. But to show reasons for th�s pecul�ar
character of our understand�ngs, that �t produces un�ty of
appercept�on à pr�or� only by means of categor�es, and a certa�n k�nd
and number thereof, �s as �mposs�ble as to expla�n why we are
endowed w�th prec�sely so many funct�ons of judgement and no
more, or why t�me and space are the only forms of our �ntu�t�on.

In Cogn�t�on, �ts Appl�cat�on to Objects of Exper�ence
�s the only leg�t�mate use of the Category § 18

To th�nk an object and to cogn�ze an object are by no means the
same th�ng. In cogn�t�on there are two elements: f�rstly, the
concept�on, whereby an object �s cog�tated (the category); and,
secondly, the �ntu�t�on, whereby the object �s g�ven. For suppos�ng
that to the concept�on a correspond�ng �ntu�t�on could not be g�ven, �t
would st�ll be a thought as regards �ts form, but w�thout any object,
and no cogn�t�on of anyth�ng would be poss�ble by means of �t,
�nasmuch as, so far as I knew, there ex�sted and could ex�st noth�ng
to wh�ch my thought could be appl�ed. Now all �ntu�t�on poss�ble to us
�s sensuous; consequently, our thought of an object by means of a
pure concept�on of the understand�ng, can become cogn�t�on for us
only �n so far as th�s concept�on �s appl�ed to objects of the senses.
Sensuous �ntu�t�on �s e�ther pure �ntu�t�on (space and t�me) or
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on—of that wh�ch �s �mmed�ately represented �n
space and t�me by means of sensat�on as real. Through the
determ�nat�on of pure �ntu�t�on we obta�n à pr�or� cogn�t�ons of
objects, as �n mathemat�cs, but only as regards the�r form as
phenomena; whether there can ex�st th�ngs wh�ch must be �ntu�ted �n
th�s form �s not thereby establ�shed. All mathemat�cal concept�ons,
therefore, are not per se cogn�t�on, except �n so far as we



presuppose that there ex�st th�ngs wh�ch can only be represented
conformably to the form of our pure sensuous �ntu�t�on. But th�ngs �n
space and t�me are g�ven only �n so far as they are percept�ons
(representat�ons accompan�ed w�th sensat�on), therefore only by
emp�r�cal representat�on. Consequently the pure concept�ons of the
understand�ng, even when they are appl�ed to �ntu�t�ons à pr�or� (as �n
mathemat�cs), produce cogn�t�on only �n so far as these (and
therefore the concept�ons of the understand�ng by means of them)
can be appl�ed to emp�r�cal �ntu�t�ons. Consequently the categor�es
do not, even by means of pure �ntu�t�on afford us any cogn�t�on of
th�ngs; they can only do so �n so far as they can be appl�ed to
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on. That �s to say, the categor�es serve only to render
emp�r�cal cogn�t�on poss�ble. But th�s �s what we call exper�ence.
Consequently, �n cogn�t�on, the�r appl�cat�on to objects of exper�ence
�s the only leg�t�mate use of the categor�es.

§ 19

The forego�ng propos�t�on �s of the utmost �mportance, for �t
determ�nes the l�m�ts of the exerc�se of the pure concept�ons of the
understand�ng �n regard to objects, just as transcendental æsthet�c
determ�ned the l�m�ts of the exerc�se of the pure form of our
sensuous �ntu�t�on. Space and t�me, as cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of
the presentat�on of objects to us, are val�d no further than for objects
of sense, consequently, only for exper�ence. Beyond these l�m�ts
they represent to us noth�ng, for they belong only to sense, and have
no real�ty apart from �t. The pure concept�ons of the understand�ng
are free from th�s l�m�tat�on, and extend to objects of �ntu�t�on �n
general, be the �ntu�t�on l�ke or unl�ke to ours, prov�ded only �t be
sensuous, and not �ntellectual. But th�s extens�on of concept�ons
beyond the range of our �ntu�t�on �s of no advantage; for they are
then mere empty concept�ons of objects, as to the poss�b�l�ty or
�mposs�b�l�ty of the ex�stence of wh�ch they furn�sh us w�th no means
of d�scovery. They are mere forms of thought, w�thout object�ve
real�ty, because we have no �ntu�t�on to wh�ch the synthet�cal un�ty of
appercept�on, wh�ch alone the categor�es conta�n, could be appl�ed,



for the purpose of determ�n�ng an object. Our sensuous and
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on can alone g�ve them s�gn�f�cance and mean�ng.

If, then, we suppose an object of a non-sensuous �ntu�t�on to be
g�ven we can �n that case represent �t by all those pred�cates wh�ch
are �mpl�ed �n the presuppos�t�on that noth�ng apperta�n�ng to
sensuous �ntu�t�on belongs to �t; for example, that �t �s not extended,
or �n space; that �ts durat�on �s not t�me; that �n �t no change (the
effect of the determ�nat�ons �n t�me) �s to be met w�th, and so on. But
�t �s no proper knowledge �f I merely �nd�cate what the �ntu�t�on of the
object �s not, w�thout be�ng able to say what �s conta�ned �n �t, for I
have not shown the poss�b�l�ty of an object to wh�ch my pure
concept�on of understand�ng could be appl�cable, because I have not
been able to furn�sh any �ntu�t�on correspond�ng to �t, but am only
able to say that our �ntu�t�on �s not val�d for �t. But the most �mportant
po�nt �s th�s, that to a someth�ng of th�s k�nd not one category can be
found appl�cable. Take, for example, the concept�on of substance,
that �s, someth�ng that can ex�st as subject, but never as mere
pred�cate; �n regard to th�s concept�on I am qu�te �gnorant whether
there can really be anyth�ng to correspond to such a determ�nat�on of
thought, �f emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on d�d not afford me the occas�on for �ts
appl�cat�on. But of th�s more �n the sequel.

Of the Appl�cat�on of the Categor�es to Objects of the
Senses �n general § 20

The pure concept�ons of the understand�ng apply to objects of
�ntu�t�on �n general, through the understand�ng alone, whether the
�ntu�t�on be our own or some other, prov�ded only �t be sensuous, but
are, for th�s very reason, mere forms of thought, by means of wh�ch
alone no determ�ned object can be cogn�zed. The synthes�s or
conjunct�on of the man�fold �n these concept�ons relates, we have
sa�d, only to the un�ty of appercept�on, and �s for th�s reason the
ground of the poss�b�l�ty of à pr�or� cogn�t�on, �n so far as th�s
cogn�t�on �s dependent on the understand�ng. Th�s synthes�s �s,
therefore, not merely transcendental, but also purely �ntellectual. But



because a certa�n form of sensuous �ntu�t�on ex�sts �n the m�nd à
pr�or� wh�ch rests on the recept�v�ty of the representat�ve faculty
(sens�b�l�ty), the understand�ng, as a spontane�ty, �s able to
determ�ne the �nternal sense by means of the d�vers�ty of g�ven
representat�ons, conformably to the synthet�cal un�ty of appercept�on,
and thus to cog�tate the synthet�cal un�ty of the appercept�on of the
man�fold of sensuous �ntu�t�on à pr�or�, as the cond�t�on to wh�ch must
necessar�ly be subm�tted all objects of human �ntu�t�on. And �n th�s
manner the categor�es as mere forms of thought rece�ve object�ve
real�ty, that �s, appl�cat�on to objects wh�ch are g�ven to us �n �ntu�t�on,
but that only as phenomena, for �t �s only of phenomena that we are
capable of à pr�or� �ntu�t�on.

Th�s synthes�s of the man�fold of sensuous �ntu�t�on, wh�ch �s
poss�ble and necessary à pr�or�, may be called f�gurat�ve (synthes�s
spec�osa), �n contrad�st�nct�on to that wh�ch �s cog�tated �n the mere
category �n regard to the man�fold of an �ntu�t�on �n general, and �s
called connect�on or conjunct�on of the understand�ng (synthes�s
�ntellectual�s). Both are transcendental, not merely because they
themselves precede à pr�or� all exper�ence, but also because they
form the bas�s for the poss�b�l�ty of other cogn�t�on à pr�or�.

But the f�gurat�ve synthes�s, when �t has relat�on only to the
or�g�nally synthet�cal un�ty of appercept�on, that �s to the
transcendental un�ty cog�tated �n the categor�es, must, to be
d�st�ngu�shed from the purely �ntellectual conjunct�on, be ent�tled the
transcendental synthes�s of �mag�nat�on. Imag�nat�on �s the faculty of
represent�ng an object even w�thout �ts presence �n �ntu�t�on. Now, as
all our �ntu�t�on �s sensuous, �mag�nat�on, by reason of the subject�ve
cond�t�on under wh�ch alone �t can g�ve a correspond�ng �ntu�t�on to
the concept�ons of the understand�ng, belongs to sens�b�l�ty. But �n
so far as the synthes�s of the �mag�nat�on �s an act of spontane�ty,
wh�ch �s determ�nat�ve, and not, l�ke sense, merely determ�nable,
and wh�ch �s consequently able to determ�ne sense à pr�or�,
accord�ng to �ts form, conformably to the un�ty of appercept�on, �n so
far �s the �mag�nat�on a faculty of determ�n�ng sens�b�l�ty à pr�or�, and
�ts synthes�s of �ntu�t�ons accord�ng to the categor�es must be the
transcendental synthes�s of the �mag�nat�on. It �s an operat�on of the
understand�ng on sens�b�l�ty, and the f�rst appl�cat�on of the



understand�ng to objects of poss�ble �ntu�t�on, and at the same t�me
the bas�s for the exerc�se of the other funct�ons of that faculty. As
f�gurat�ve, �t �s d�st�ngu�shed from the merely �ntellectual synthes�s,
wh�ch �s produced by the understand�ng alone, w�thout the a�d of
�mag�nat�on. Now, �n so far as �mag�nat�on �s spontane�ty, I
somet�mes call �t also the product�ve �mag�nat�on, and d�st�ngu�sh �t
from the reproduct�ve, the synthes�s of wh�ch �s subject ent�rely to
emp�r�cal laws, those of assoc�at�on, namely, and wh�ch, therefore,
contr�butes noth�ng to the explanat�on of the poss�b�l�ty of à pr�or�
cogn�t�on, and for th�s reason belongs not to transcendental
ph�losophy, but to psychology.

We have now arr�ved at the proper place for expla�n�ng the
paradox wh�ch must have struck every one �n our expos�t�on of the
�nternal sense (§ 6), namely—how th�s sense represents us to our
own consc�ousness, only as we appear to ourselves, not as we are
�n ourselves, because, to w�t, we �ntu�te ourselves only as we are
�nwardly affected. Now th�s appears to be contrad�ctory, �nasmuch as
we thus stand �n a pass�ve relat�on to ourselves; and therefore �n the
systems of psychology, the �nternal sense �s commonly held to be
one w�th the faculty of appercept�on, wh�le we, on the contrary,
carefully d�st�ngu�sh them.

That wh�ch determ�nes the �nternal sense �s the understand�ng,
and �ts or�g�nal power of conjo�n�ng the man�fold of �ntu�t�on, that �s, of
br�ng�ng th�s under an appercept�on (upon wh�ch rests the poss�b�l�ty
of the understand�ng �tself). Now, as the human understand�ng �s not
�n �tself a faculty of �ntu�t�on, and �s unable to exerc�se such a power,
�n order to conjo�n, as �t were, the man�fold of �ts own �ntu�t�on, the
synthes�s of understand�ng �s, cons�dered per se, noth�ng but the
un�ty of act�on, of wh�ch, as such, �t �s self-consc�ous, even apart
from sens�b�l�ty, by wh�ch, moreover, �t �s able to determ�ne our
�nternal sense �n respect of the man�fold wh�ch may be presented to
�t accord�ng to the form of sensuous �ntu�t�on. Thus, under the name
of a transcendental synthes�s of �mag�nat�on, the understand�ng
exerc�ses an act�v�ty upon the pass�ve subject, whose faculty �t �s;
and so we are r�ght �n say�ng that the �nternal sense �s affected
thereby. Appercept�on and �ts synthet�cal un�ty are by no means one
and the same w�th the �nternal sense. The former, as the source of



all our synthet�cal conjunct�on, appl�es, under the name of the
categor�es, to the man�fold of �ntu�t�on �n general, pr�or to all
sensuous �ntu�t�on of objects. The �nternal sense, on the contrary,
conta�ns merely the form of �ntu�t�on, but w�thout any synthet�cal
conjunct�on of the man�fold there�n, and consequently does not
conta�n any determ�ned �ntu�t�on, wh�ch �s poss�ble only through
consc�ousness of the determ�nat�on of the man�fold by the
transcendental act of the �mag�nat�on (synthet�cal �nfluence of the
understand�ng on the �nternal sense), wh�ch I have named f�gurat�ve
synthes�s.

Th�s we can �ndeed always perce�ve �n ourselves. We cannot
cog�tate a geometr�cal l�ne w�thout draw�ng �t �n thought, nor a c�rcle
w�thout descr�b�ng �t, nor represent the three d�mens�ons of space
w�thout draw�ng three l�nes from the same po�nt perpend�cular to one
another. We cannot even cog�tate t�me, unless, �n draw�ng a stra�ght
l�ne (wh�ch �s to serve as the external f�gurat�ve representat�on of
t�me), we f�x our attent�on on the act of the synthes�s of the man�fold,
whereby we determ�ne success�vely the �nternal sense, and thus
attend also to the success�on of th�s determ�nat�on. Mot�on as an act
of the subject (not as a determ�nat�on of an object),[20] consequently
the synthes�s of the man�fold �n space, �f we make abstract�on of
space and attend merely to the act by wh�ch we determ�ne the
�nternal sense accord�ng to �ts form, �s that wh�ch produces the
concept�on of success�on. The understand�ng, therefore, does by no
means f�nd �n the �nternal sense any such synthes�s of the man�fold,
but produces �t, �n that �t affects th�s sense. At the same t�me, how “I
who th�nk” �s d�st�nct from the “�” wh�ch �ntu�tes �tself (other modes of
�ntu�t�on be�ng cog�table as at least poss�ble), and yet one and the
same w�th th�s latter as the same subject; how, therefore, I am able
to say: “I, as an �ntell�gence and th�nk�ng subject, cogn�ze myself as
an object thought, so far as I am, moreover, g�ven to myself �n
�ntu�t�on—only, l�ke other phenomena, not as I am �n myself, and as
cons�dered by the understand�ng, but merely as I appear”—�s a
quest�on that has �n �t ne�ther more nor less d�ff�culty than the
quest�on—“How can I be an object to myself?” or th�s—“How I can
be an object of my own �ntu�t�on and �nternal percept�ons?” But that
such must be the fact, �f we adm�t that space �s merely a pure form of



the phenomena of external sense, can be clearly proved by the
cons�derat�on that we cannot represent t�me, wh�ch �s not an object
of external �ntu�t�on, �n any other way than under the �mage of a l�ne,
wh�ch we draw �n thought, a mode of representat�on w�thout wh�ch
we could not cogn�ze the un�ty of �ts d�mens�on, and also that we are
necess�tated to take our determ�nat�on of per�ods of t�me, or of po�nts
of t�me, for all our �nternal percept�ons from the changes wh�ch we
perce�ve �n outward th�ngs. It follows that we must arrange the
determ�nat�ons of the �nternal sense, as phenomena �n t�me, exactly
�n the same manner as we arrange those of the external senses �n
space. And consequently, �f we grant, respect�ng th�s latter, that by
means of them we know objects only �n so far as we are affected
externally, we must also confess, w�th regard to the �nternal sense,
that by means of �t we �ntu�te ourselves only as we are �nternally
affected by ourselves; �n other words, as regards �nternal �ntu�t�on,
we cogn�ze our own subject only as phenomenon, and not as �t �s �n
�tself.[21]

[20] Mot�on of an object �n space does not belong to a pure
sc�ence, consequently not to geometry; because, that a th�ng �s
movable cannot be known à pr�or�, but only from exper�ence. But
mot�on, cons�dered as the descr�pt�on of a space, �s a pure act of
the success�ve synthes�s of the man�fold �n external �ntu�t�on by
means of product�ve �mag�nat�on, and belongs not only to
geometry, but even to transcendental ph�losophy.

[21] I do not see why so much d�ff�culty should be found �n
adm�tt�ng that our �nternal sense �s affected by ourselves. Every
act of attent�on exempl�f�es �t. In such an act the understand�ng
determ�nes the �nternal sense by the synthet�cal conjunct�on wh�ch
�t cog�tates, conformably to the �nternal �ntu�t�on wh�ch
corresponds to the man�fold �n the synthes�s of the understand�ng.
How much the m�nd �s usually affected thereby every one w�ll be
able to perce�ve �n h�mself.

§ 21

On the other hand, �n the transcendental synthes�s of the man�fold
content of representat�ons, consequently �n the synthet�cal un�ty of
appercept�on, I am consc�ous of myself, not as I appear to myself,



nor as I am �n myself, but only that “I am.” Th�s representat�on �s a
thought, not an �ntu�t�on. Now, as �n order to cogn�ze ourselves, �n
add�t�on to the act of th�nk�ng, wh�ch subjects the man�fold of every
poss�ble �ntu�t�on to the un�ty of appercept�on, there �s necessary a
determ�nate mode of �ntu�t�on, whereby th�s man�fold �s g�ven;
although my own ex�stence �s certa�nly not mere phenomenon (much
less mere �llus�on), the determ�nat�on of my ex�stence[22] Can only
take place conformably to the form of the �nternal sense, accord�ng
to the part�cular mode �n wh�ch the man�fold wh�ch I conjo�n �s g�ven
�n �nternal �ntu�t�on, and I have therefore no knowledge of myself as I
am, but merely as I appear to myself. The consc�ousness of self �s
thus very far from a knowledge of self, �n wh�ch I do not use the
categor�es, whereby I cog�tate an object, by means of the
conjunct�on of the man�fold �n one appercept�on. In the same way as
I requ�re, for the sake of the cogn�t�on of an object d�st�nct from
myself, not only the thought of an object �n general (�n the category),
but also an �ntu�t�on by wh�ch to determ�ne that general concept�on,
�n the same way do I requ�re, �n order to the cogn�t�on of myself, not
only the consc�ousness of myself or the thought that I th�nk myself,
but �n add�t�on an �ntu�t�on of the man�fold �n myself, by wh�ch to
determ�ne th�s thought. It �s true that I ex�st as an �ntell�gence wh�ch
�s consc�ous only of �ts faculty of conjunct�on or synthes�s, but
subjected �n relat�on to the man�fold wh�ch th�s �ntell�gence has to
conjo�n to a l�m�tat�ve conjunct�on called the �nternal sense. My
�ntell�gence (that �s, I) can render that conjunct�on or synthes�s
percept�ble only accord�ng to the relat�ons of t�me, wh�ch are qu�te
beyond the proper sphere of the concept�ons of the understand�ng
and consequently cogn�ze �tself �n respect to an �ntu�t�on (wh�ch
cannot poss�bly be �ntellectual, nor g�ven by the understand�ng), only
as �t appears to �tself, and not as �t would cogn�ze �tself, �f �ts �ntu�t�on
were �ntellectual.

[22] The “I th�nk” expresses the act of determ�n�ng my own
ex�stence. My ex�stence �s thus already g�ven by the act of
consc�ousness; but the mode �n wh�ch I must determ�ne my
ex�stence, that �s, the mode �n wh�ch I must place the man�fold
belong�ng to my ex�stence, �s not thereby g�ven. For th�s purpose
�ntu�t�on of self �s requ�red, and th�s �ntu�t�on possesses a form



g�ven à pr�or�, namely, t�me, wh�ch �s sensuous, and belongs to
our recept�v�ty of the determ�nable. Now, as I do not possess
another �ntu�t�on of self wh�ch g�ves the determ�n�ng �n me (of the
spontane�ty of wh�ch I am consc�ous), pr�or to the act of
determ�nat�on, �n the same manner as t�me g�ves the
determ�nable, �t �s clear that I am unable to determ�ne my own
ex�stence as that of a spontaneous be�ng, but I am only able to
represent to myself the spontane�ty of my thought, that �s, of my
determ�nat�on, and my ex�stence rema�ns ever determ�nable �n a
purely sensuous manner, that �s to say, l�ke the ex�stence of a
phenomenon. But �t �s because of th�s spontane�ty that I call
myself an �ntell�gence.

Transcendental Deduct�on of the un�versally poss�ble
employment �n exper�ence of the Pure Concept�ons

of the Understand�ng § 22
In the metaphys�cal deduct�on, the à pr�or� or�g�n of categor�es was

proved by the�r complete accordance w�th the general log�cal of
thought; �n the transcendental deduct�on was exh�b�ted the poss�b�l�ty
of the categor�es as à pr�or� cogn�t�ons of objects of an �ntu�t�on �n
general (§ 16 and 17).At present we are about to expla�n the
poss�b�l�ty of cogn�z�ng, à pr�or�, by means of the categor�es, all
objects wh�ch can poss�bly be presented to our senses, not, �ndeed,
accord�ng to the form of the�r �ntu�t�on, but accord�ng to the laws of
the�r conjunct�on or synthes�s, and thus, as �t were, of prescr�b�ng
laws to nature and even of render�ng nature poss�ble. For �f the
categor�es were �nadequate to th�s task, �t would not be ev�dent to us
why everyth�ng that �s presented to our senses must be subject to
those laws wh�ch have an à pr�or� or�g�n �n the understand�ng �tself.

I prem�se that by the term synthes�s of apprehens�on I understand
the comb�nat�on of the man�fold �n an emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, whereby
percept�on, that �s, emp�r�cal consc�ousness of the �ntu�t�on (as
phenomenon), �s poss�ble.



We have à pr�or� forms of the external and �nternal sensuous
�ntu�t�on �n the representat�ons of space and t�me, and to these must
the synthes�s of apprehens�on of the man�fold �n a phenomenon be
always comformable, because the synthes�s �tself can only take
place accord�ng to these forms. But space and t�me are not merely
forms of sensuous �ntu�t�on, but �ntu�t�ons themselves (wh�ch conta�n
a man�fold), and therefore conta�n à pr�or� the determ�nat�on of the
un�ty of th�s man�fold.[23] (See the Transcendent Æsthet�c.) Therefore
�s un�ty of the synthes�s of the man�fold w�thout or w�th�n us,
consequently also a conjunct�on to wh�ch all that �s to be represented
as determ�ned �n space or t�me must correspond, g�ven à pr�or� along
w�th (not �n) these �ntu�t�ons, as the cond�t�on of the synthes�s of all
apprehens�on of them. But th�s synthet�cal un�ty can be no other than
that of the conjunct�on of the man�fold of a g�ven �ntu�t�on �n general,
�n a pr�m�t�ve act of consc�ousness, accord�ng to the categor�es, but
appl�ed to our sensuous �ntu�t�on. Consequently all synthes�s,
whereby alone �s even percept�on poss�ble, �s subject to the
categor�es. And, as exper�ence �s cogn�t�on by means of conjo�ned
percept�ons, the categor�es are cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of
exper�ence and are therefore val�d à pr�or� for all objects of
exper�ence.

[23] Space represented as an object (as geometry really requ�res
�t to be) conta�ns more than the mere form of the �ntu�t�on; namely,
a comb�nat�on of the man�fold g�ven accord�ng to the form of
sens�b�l�ty �nto a representat�on that can be �ntu�ted; so that the
form of the �ntu�t�on g�ves us merely the man�fold, but the formal
�ntu�t�on g�ves un�ty of representat�on. In the æsthet�c, I regarded
th�s un�ty as belong�ng ent�rely to sens�b�l�ty, for the purpose of
�nd�cat�ng that �t antecedes all concept�ons, although �t
presupposes a synthes�s wh�ch does not belong to sense, through
wh�ch alone, however, all our concept�ons of space and t�me are
poss�ble. For as by means of th�s un�ty alone (the understand�ng
determ�n�ng the sens�b�l�ty) space and t�me are g�ven as �ntu�t�ons,
�t follows that the un�ty of th�s �ntu�t�on à pr�or� belongs to space
and t�me, and not to the concept�on of the understand�ng (§ 20).

When, then, for example, I make the emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on of a house
by apprehens�on of the man�fold conta�ned there�n �nto a percept�on,



the necessary un�ty of space and of my external sensuous �ntu�t�on
l�es at the foundat�on of th�s act, and I, as �t were, draw the form of
the house conformably to th�s synthet�cal un�ty of the man�fold �n
space. But th�s very synthet�cal un�ty rema�ns, even when I abstract
the form of space, and has �ts seat �n the understand�ng, and �s �n
fact the category of the synthes�s of the homogeneous �n an �ntu�t�on;
that �s to say, the category of quant�ty, to wh�ch the aforesa�d
synthes�s of apprehens�on, that �s, the percept�on, must be
completely conformable.[24]

[24] In th�s manner �t �s proved, that the synthes�s of
apprehens�on, wh�ch �s emp�r�cal, must necessar�ly be
conformable to the synthes�s of appercept�on, wh�ch �s �ntellectual,
and conta�ned à pr�or� �n the category. It �s one and the same
spontane�ty wh�ch at one t�me, under the name of �mag�nat�on, at
another under that of understand�ng, produces conjunct�on �n the
man�fold of �ntu�t�on.

To take another example, when I perce�ve the freez�ng of water, I
apprehend two states (flu�d�ty and sol�d�ty), wh�ch, as such, stand
toward each other mutually �n a relat�on of t�me. But �n the t�me,
wh�ch I place as an �nternal �ntu�t�on, at the foundat�on of th�s
phenomenon, I represent to myself synthet�cal un�ty of the man�fold,
w�thout wh�ch the aforesa�d relat�on could not be g�ven �n an �ntu�t�on
as determ�ned (�n regard to the success�on of t�me). Now th�s
synthet�cal un�ty, as the à pr�or� cond�t�on under wh�ch I conjo�n the
man�fold of an �ntu�t�on, �s, �f I make abstract�on of the permanent
form of my �nternal �ntu�t�on (that �s to say, of t�me), the category of
cause, by means of wh�ch, when appl�ed to my sens�b�l�ty, I
determ�ne everyth�ng that occurs accord�ng to relat�ons of t�me.
Consequently apprehens�on �n such an event, and the event �tself,
as far as regards the poss�b�l�ty of �ts percept�on, stands under the
concept�on of the relat�on of cause and effect: and so �n all other
cases.

Categor�es are concept�ons wh�ch prescr�be laws à pr�or� to
phenomena, consequently to nature as the complex of all
phenomena (natura mater�al�ter spectata). And now the quest�on
ar�ses—�nasmuch as these categor�es are not der�ved from nature,



and do not regulate themselves accord�ng to her as the�r model (for
�n that case they would be emp�r�cal)—how �t �s conce�vable that
nature must regulate herself accord�ng to them, �n other words, how
the categor�es can determ�ne à pr�or� the synthes�s of the man�fold of
nature, and yet not der�ve the�r or�g�n from her. The follow�ng �s the
solut�on of th�s en�gma.

It �s not �n the least more d�ff�cult to conce�ve how the laws of the
phenomena of nature must harmon�ze w�th the understand�ng and
w�th �ts à pr�or� form—that �s, �ts faculty of conjo�n�ng the man�fold—
than �t �s to understand how the phenomena themselves must
correspond w�th the à pr�or� form of our sensuous �ntu�t�on. For laws
do not ex�st �n the phenomena any more than the phenomena ex�st
as th�ngs �n themselves. Laws do not ex�st except by relat�on to the
subject �n wh�ch the phenomena �nhere, �n so far as �t possesses
understand�ng, just as phenomena have no ex�stence except by
relat�on to the same ex�st�ng subject �n so far as �t has senses. To
th�ngs as th�ngs �n themselves, conformab�l�ty to law must
necessar�ly belong �ndependently of an understand�ng to cogn�ze
them. But phenomena are only representat�ons of th�ngs wh�ch are
utterly unknown �n respect to what they are �n themselves. But as
mere representat�ons, they stand under no law of conjunct�on except
that wh�ch the conjo�n�ng faculty prescr�bes. Now that wh�ch conjo�ns
the man�fold of sensuous �ntu�t�on �s �mag�nat�on, a mental act to
wh�ch understand�ng contr�butes un�ty of �ntellectual synthes�s, and
sens�b�l�ty, man�foldness of apprehens�on. Now as all poss�ble
percept�on depends on the synthes�s of apprehens�on, and th�s
emp�r�cal synthes�s �tself on the transcendental, consequently on the
categor�es, �t �s ev�dent that all poss�ble percept�ons, and therefore
everyth�ng that can atta�n to emp�r�cal consc�ousness, that �s, all
phenomena of nature, must, as regards the�r conjunct�on, be subject
to the categor�es. And nature (cons�dered merely as nature �n
general) �s dependent on them, as the or�g�nal ground of her
necessary conformab�l�ty to law (as natura formal�ter spectata). But
the pure faculty (of the understand�ng) of prescr�b�ng laws à pr�or� to
phenomena by means of mere categor�es, �s not competent to
enounce other or more laws than those on wh�ch a nature �n general,
as a conformab�l�ty to law of phenomena of space and t�me,



depends. Part�cular laws, �nasmuch as they concern emp�r�cally
determ�ned phenomena, cannot be ent�rely deduced from pure laws,
although they all stand under them. Exper�ence must be superadded
�n order to know these part�cular laws; but �n regard to exper�ence �n
general, and everyth�ng that can be cogn�zed as an object thereof,
these à pr�or� laws are our only rule and gu�de.

Result of th�s Deduct�on of the Concept�ons of the
Understand�ng § 23

We cannot th�nk any object except by means of the categor�es; we
cannot cogn�ze any thought except by means of �ntu�t�ons
correspond�ng to these concept�ons. Now all our �ntu�t�ons are
sensuous, and our cogn�t�on, �n so far as the object of �t �s g�ven, �s
emp�r�cal. But emp�r�cal cogn�t�on �s exper�ence; consequently no à
pr�or� cogn�t�on �s poss�ble for us, except of objects of poss�ble
exper�ence.[25]

[25] Lest my readers should stumble at th�s assert�on, and the
conclus�ons that may be too rashly drawn from �t, I must rem�nd
them that the categor�es �n the act of thought are by no means
l�m�ted by the cond�t�ons of our sensuous �ntu�t�on, but have an
unbounded sphere of act�on. It �s only the cogn�t�on of the object
of thought, the determ�n�ng of the object, wh�ch requ�res �ntu�t�on.
In the absence of �ntu�t�on, our thought of an object may st�ll have
true and useful consequences �n regard to the exerc�se of reason
by the subject. But as th�s exerc�se of reason �s not always
d�rected on the determ�nat�on of the object, �n other words, on
cogn�t�on thereof, but also on the determ�nat�on of the subject and
�ts vol�t�on, I do not �ntend to treat of �t �n th�s place.

But th�s cogn�t�on, wh�ch �s l�m�ted to objects of exper�ence, �s not
for that reason der�ved ent�rely, from, exper�ence, but—and th�s �s
asserted of the pure �ntu�t�ons and the pure concept�ons of the
understand�ng—there are, unquest�onably, elements of cogn�t�on,
wh�ch ex�st �n the m�nd à pr�or�. Now there are only two ways �n
wh�ch a necessary harmony of exper�ence w�th the concept�ons of �ts



objects can be cog�tated. E�ther exper�ence makes these
concept�ons poss�ble, or the concept�ons make exper�ence poss�ble.
The former of these statements w�ll not bold good w�th respect to the
categor�es (nor �n regard to pure sensuous �ntu�t�on), for they are à
pr�or� concept�ons, and therefore �ndependent of exper�ence. The
assert�on of an emp�r�cal or�g�n would attr�bute to them a sort of
generat�o aequ�voca. Consequently, noth�ng rema�ns but to adopt the
second alternat�ve (wh�ch presents us w�th a system, as �t were, of
the ep�genes�s of pure reason), namely, that on the part of the
understand�ng the categor�es do conta�n the grounds of the
poss�b�l�ty of all exper�ence. But w�th respect to the quest�ons how
they make exper�ence poss�ble, and what are the pr�nc�ples of the
poss�b�l�ty thereof w�th wh�ch they present us �n the�r appl�cat�on to
phenomena, the follow�ng sect�on on the transcendental exerc�se of
the faculty of judgement w�ll �nform the reader.

It �s qu�te poss�ble that someone may propose a spec�es of
preformat�on-system of pure reason—a m�ddle way between the two
—to w�t, that the categor�es are ne�ther �nnate and f�rst à pr�or�
pr�nc�ples of cogn�t�on, nor der�ved from exper�ence, but are merely
subject�ve apt�tudes for thought �mplanted �n us contemporaneously
w�th our ex�stence, wh�ch were so ordered and d�sposed by our
Creator, that the�r exerc�se perfectly harmon�zes w�th the laws of
nature wh�ch regulate exper�ence. Now, not to ment�on that w�th such
an hypothes�s �t �s �mposs�ble to say at what po�nt we must stop �n
the employment of predeterm�ned apt�tudes, the fact that the
categor�es would �n th�s case ent�rely lose that character of necess�ty
wh�ch �s essent�ally �nvolved �n the very concept�on of them, �s a
conclus�ve object�on to �t. The concept�on of cause, for example,
wh�ch expresses the necess�ty of an effect under a presupposed
cond�t�on, would be false, �f �t rested only upon such an arb�trary
subject�ve necess�ty of un�t�ng certa�n emp�r�cal representat�ons
accord�ng to such a rule of relat�on. I could not then say—“The effect
�s connected w�th �ts cause �n the object (that �s, necessar�ly),” but
only, “I am so const�tuted that I can th�nk th�s representat�on as so
connected, and not otherw�se.” Now th�s �s just what the scept�c
wants. For �n th�s case, all our knowledge, depend�ng on the
supposed object�ve val�d�ty of our judgement, �s noth�ng but mere



�llus�on; nor would there be want�ng people who would deny any
such subject�ve necess�ty �n respect to themselves, though they
must feel �t. At all events, we could not d�spute w�th any one on that
wh�ch merely depends on the manner �n wh�ch h�s subject �s
organ�zed.

Short v�ew of the above Deduct�on.
The forego�ng deduct�on �s an expos�t�on of the pure concept�ons

of the understand�ng (and w�th them of all theoret�cal à pr�or�
cogn�t�on), as pr�nc�ples of the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence, but of
exper�ence as the determ�nat�on of all phenomena �n space and t�me
�n general—of exper�ence, f�nally, from the pr�nc�ple of the or�g�nal
synthet�cal un�ty of appercept�on, as the form of the understand�ng �n
relat�on to t�me and space as or�g�nal forms of sens�b�l�ty.

I cons�der the d�v�s�on by paragraphs to be necessary only up to
th�s po�nt, because we had to treat of the elementary concept�ons.
As we now proceed to the expos�t�on of the employment of these, I
shall not des�gnate the chapters �n th�s manner any further.

BOOK II. Analyt�c of Pr�nc�ples
General log�c �s constructed upon a plan wh�ch co�nc�des exactly

w�th the d�v�s�on of the h�gher facult�es of cogn�t�on. These are,
understand�ng, judgement, and reason. Th�s sc�ence, accord�ngly,
treats �n �ts analyt�c of concept�ons, judgements, and conclus�ons �n
exact correspondence w�th the funct�ons and order of those mental
powers wh�ch we �nclude generally under the gener�c denom�nat�on
of understand�ng.

As th�s merely formal log�c makes abstract�on of all content of
cogn�t�on, whether pure or emp�r�cal, and occup�es �tself w�th the
mere form of thought (d�scurs�ve cogn�t�on), �t must conta�n �n �ts
analyt�c a canon for reason. For the form of reason has �ts law,
wh�ch, w�thout tak�ng �nto cons�derat�on the part�cular nature of the
cogn�t�on about wh�ch �t �s employed, can be d�scovered à pr�or�, by
the s�mple analys�s of the act�on of reason �nto �ts momenta.



Transcendental log�c, l�m�ted as �t �s to a determ�nate content, that
of pure à pr�or� cogn�t�ons, to w�t, cannot �m�tate general log�c �n th�s
d�v�s�on. For �t �s ev�dent that the transcendental employment of
reason �s not object�vely val�d, and therefore does not belong to the
log�c of truth (that �s, to analyt�c), but as a log�c of �llus�on, occup�es a
part�cular department �n the scholast�c system under the name of
transcendental d�alect�c.

Understand�ng and judgement accord�ngly possess �n
transcendental log�c a canon of object�vely val�d, and therefore true
exerc�se, and are comprehended �n the analyt�cal department of that
log�c. But reason, �n her endeavours to arr�ve by à pr�or� means at
some true statement concern�ng objects and to extend cogn�t�on
beyond the bounds of poss�ble exper�ence, �s altogether d�alect�c,
and her �llusory assert�ons cannot be constructed �nto a canon such
as an analyt�c ought to conta�n.

Accord�ngly, the analyt�c of pr�nc�ples w�ll be merely a canon for
the faculty of judgement, for the �nstruct�on of th�s faculty �n �ts
appl�cat�on to phenomena of the pure concept�ons of the
understand�ng, wh�ch conta�n the necessary cond�t�on for the
establ�shment of à pr�or� laws. On th�s account, although the subject
of the follow�ng chapters �s the espec�al pr�nc�ples of understand�ng, I
shall make use of the term Doctr�ne of the faculty of judgement, �n
order to def�ne more part�cularly my present purpose.

INTRODUCTION. Of the Transcendental Faculty of
judgement �n General

If understand�ng �n general be def�ned as the faculty of laws or
rules, the faculty of judgement may be termed the faculty of
subsumpt�on under these rules; that �s, of d�st�ngu�sh�ng whether th�s
or that does or does not stand under a g�ven rule (casus datae leg�s).
General log�c conta�ns no d�rect�ons or precepts for the faculty of
judgement, nor can �t conta�n any such. For as �t makes abstract�on
of all content of cogn�t�on, no duty �s left for �t, except that of
expos�ng analyt�cally the mere form of cogn�t�on �n concept�ons,



judgements, and conclus�ons, and of thereby establ�sh�ng formal
rules for all exerc�se of the understand�ng. Now �f th�s log�c w�shed to
g�ve some general d�rect�on how we should subsume under these
rules, that �s, how we should d�st�ngu�sh whether th�s or that d�d or
d�d not stand under them, th�s aga�n could not be done otherw�se
than by means of a rule. But th�s rule, prec�sely because �t �s a rule,
requ�res for �tself d�rect�on from the faculty of judgement. Thus, �t �s
ev�dent that the understand�ng �s capable of be�ng �nstructed by
rules, but that the judgement �s a pecul�ar talent, wh�ch does not, and
cannot requ�re tu�t�on, but only exerc�se. Th�s faculty �s therefore the
spec�f�c qual�ty of the so-called mother w�t, the want of wh�ch no
scholast�c d�sc�pl�ne can compensate.

For although educat�on may furn�sh, and, as �t were, engraft upon
a l�m�ted understand�ng rules borrowed from other m�nds, yet the
power of employ�ng these rules correctly must belong to the pup�l
h�mself; and no rule wh�ch we can prescr�be to h�m w�th th�s purpose
�s, �n the absence or def�c�ency of th�s g�ft of nature, secure from
m�suse.[26] A phys�c�an therefore, a judge or a statesman, may have
�n h�s head many adm�rable patholog�cal, jur�d�cal, or pol�t�cal rules,
�n a degree that may enable h�m to be a profound teacher �n h�s
part�cular sc�ence, and yet �n the appl�cat�on of these rules he may
very poss�bly blunder—e�ther because he �s want�ng �n natural
judgement (though not �n understand�ng) and, wh�lst he can
comprehend the general �n abstracto, cannot d�st�ngu�sh whether a
part�cular case �n concreto ought to rank under the former; or
because h�s faculty of judgement has not been suff�c�ently exerc�sed
by examples and real pract�ce. Indeed, the grand and only use of
examples, �s to sharpen the judgement. For as regards the
correctness and prec�s�on of the �ns�ght of the understand�ng,
examples are commonly �njur�ous rather than otherw�se, because, as
casus �n term�n�s they seldom adequately fulf�l the cond�t�ons of the
rule. Bes�des, they often weaken the power of our understand�ng to
apprehend rules or laws �n the�r un�versal�ty, �ndependently of
part�cular c�rcumstances of exper�ence; and hence, accustom us to
employ them more as formulae than as pr�nc�ples. Examples are
thus the go-cart of the judgement, wh�ch he who �s naturally def�c�ent
�n that faculty cannot afford to d�spense w�th.



[26] Def�c�ency �n judgement �s properly that wh�ch �s called
stup�d�ty; and for such a fa�l�ng we know no remedy. A dull or
narrow-m�nded person, to whom noth�ng �s want�ng but a proper
degree of understand�ng, may be �mproved by tu�t�on, even so far
as to deserve the ep�thet of learned. But as such persons
frequently labour under a def�c�ency �n the faculty of judgement, �t
�s not uncommon to f�nd men extremely learned who �n the
appl�cat�on of the�r sc�ence betray a lamentable degree th�s
�rremed�able want.

But although general log�c cannot g�ve d�rect�ons to the faculty of
judgement, the case �s very d�fferent as regards transcendental log�c,
�nsomuch that �t appears to be the espec�al duty of the latter to
secure and d�rect, by means of determ�nate rules, the faculty of
judgement �n the employment of the pure understand�ng. For, as a
doctr�ne, that �s, as an endeavour to enlarge the sphere of the
understand�ng �n regard to pure à pr�or� cogn�t�ons, ph�losophy �s
worse than useless, s�nce from all the attempts h�therto made, l�ttle
or no ground has been ga�ned. But, as a cr�t�que, �n order to guard
aga�nst the m�stakes of the faculty of judgement (lapsus jud�c��) �n the
employment of the few pure concept�ons of the understand�ng wh�ch
we possess, although �ts use �s �n th�s case purely negat�ve,
ph�losophy �s called upon to apply all �ts acuteness and penetrat�on.

But transcendental ph�losophy has th�s pecul�ar�ty, that bes�des
�nd�cat�ng the rule, or rather the general cond�t�on for rules, wh�ch �s
g�ven �n the pure concept�on of the understand�ng, �t can, at the
same t�me, �nd�cate à pr�or� the case to wh�ch the rule must be
appl�ed. The cause of the super�or�ty wh�ch, �n th�s respect,
transcendental ph�losophy possesses above all other sc�ences
except mathemat�cs, l�es �n th�s: �t treats of concept�ons wh�ch must
relate à pr�or� to the�r objects, whose object�ve val�d�ty consequently
cannot be demonstrated à poster�or�, and �s, at the same t�me, under
the obl�gat�on of present�ng �n general but suff�c�ent tests, the
cond�t�ons under wh�ch objects can be g�ven �n harmony w�th those
concept�ons; otherw�se they would be mere log�cal forms, w�thout
content, and not pure concept�ons of the understand�ng.

Our transcendental doctr�ne of the faculty of judgement w�ll conta�n
two chapters. The f�rst w�ll treat of the sensuous cond�t�on under



wh�ch alone pure concept�ons of the understand�ng can be employed
—that �s, of the schemat�sm of the pure understand�ng. The second
w�ll treat of those synthet�cal judgements wh�ch are der�ved à pr�or�
from pure concept�ons of the understand�ng under those cond�t�ons,
and wh�ch l�e à pr�or� at the foundat�on of all other cogn�t�ons, that �s
to say, �t w�ll treat of the pr�nc�ples of the pure understand�ng.

TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF THE FACULTY
OF JUDGEMENT OR, ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES

Chapter I. Of the Schemat�sm at of the Pure
Concept�ons of the Understand�ng

In all subsumpt�ons of an object under a concept�on, the
representat�on of the object must be homogeneous w�th the
concept�on; �n other words, the concept�on must conta�n that wh�ch �s
represented �n the object to be subsumed under �t. For th�s �s the
mean�ng of the express�on: “An object �s conta�ned under a
concept�on.” Thus the emp�r�cal concept�on of a plate �s
homogeneous w�th the pure geometr�cal concept�on of a c�rcle,
�nasmuch as the roundness wh�ch �s cog�tated �n the former �s
�ntu�ted �n the latter.

But pure concept�ons of the understand�ng, when compared w�th
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�ons, or even w�th sensuous �ntu�t�ons �n general, are
qu�te heterogeneous, and never can be d�scovered �n any �ntu�t�on.
How then �s the subsumpt�on of the latter under the former, and
consequently the appl�cat�on of the categor�es to phenomena,
poss�ble?—For �t �s �mposs�ble to say, for example: “Causal�ty can be
�ntu�ted through the senses and �s conta�ned �n the phenomenon.”—
Th�s natural and �mportant quest�on forms the real cause of the
necess�ty of a transcendental doctr�ne of the faculty of judgement,
w�th the purpose, to w�t, of show�ng how pure concept�ons of the



understand�ng can be appl�ed to phenomena. In all other sc�ences,
where the concept�ons by wh�ch the object �s thought �n the general
are not so d�fferent and heterogeneous from those wh�ch represent
the object �n concreto—as �t �s g�ven, �t �s qu�te unnecessary to
�nst�tute any spec�al �nqu�r�es concern�ng the appl�cat�on of the
former to the latter.

Now �t �s qu�te clear that there must be some th�rd th�ng, wh�ch on
the one s�de �s homogeneous w�th the category, and w�th the
phenomenon on the other, and so makes the appl�cat�on of the
former to the latter poss�ble. Th�s med�at�ng representat�on must be
pure (w�thout any emp�r�cal content), and yet must on the one s�de
be �ntellectual, on the other sensuous. Such a representat�on �s the
transcendental schema.

The concept�on of the understand�ng conta�ns pure synthet�cal
un�ty of the man�fold �n general. T�me, as the formal cond�t�on of the
man�fold of the �nternal sense, consequently of the conjunct�on of all
representat�ons, conta�ns à pr�or� a man�fold �n the pure �ntu�t�on.
Now a transcendental determ�nat�on of t�me �s so far homogeneous
w�th the category, wh�ch const�tutes the un�ty thereof, that �t �s
un�versal and rests upon a rule à pr�or�. On the other hand, �t �s so far
homogeneous w�th the phenomenon, �nasmuch as t�me �s conta�ned
�n every emp�r�cal representat�on of the man�fold. Thus an appl�cat�on
of the category to phenomena becomes poss�ble, by means of the
transcendental determ�nat�on of t�me, wh�ch, as the schema of the
concept�ons of the understand�ng, med�ates the subsumpt�on of the
latter under the former.

After what has been proved �n our deduct�on of the categor�es, no
one, �t �s to be hoped, can hes�tate as to the proper dec�s�on of the
quest�on, whether the employment of these pure concept�ons of the
understand�ng ought to be merely emp�r�cal or also transcendental;
�n other words, whether the categor�es, as cond�t�ons of a poss�ble
exper�ence, relate à pr�or� solely to phenomena, or whether, as
cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs �n general, the�r appl�cat�on can
be extended to objects as th�ngs �n themselves. For we have there
seen that concept�ons are qu�te �mposs�ble, and utterly w�thout
s�gn�f�cat�on, unless e�ther to them, or at least to the elements of



wh�ch they cons�st, an object be g�ven; and that, consequently, they
cannot poss�bly apply to objects as th�ngs �n themselves w�thout
regard to the quest�on whether and how these may be g�ven to us;
and, further, that the only manner �n wh�ch objects can be g�ven to us
�s by means of the mod�f�cat�on of our sens�b�l�ty; and, f�nally, that
pure à pr�or� concept�ons, �n add�t�on to the funct�on of the
understand�ng �n the category, must conta�n à pr�or� formal cond�t�ons
of sens�b�l�ty (of the �nternal sense, namely), wh�ch aga�n conta�n the
general cond�t�on under wh�ch alone the category can be appl�ed to
any object. Th�s formal and pure cond�t�on of sens�b�l�ty, to wh�ch the
concept�on of the understand�ng �s restr�cted �n �ts employment, we
shall name the schema of the concept�on of the understand�ng, and
the procedure of the understand�ng w�th these schemata we shall
call the schemat�sm of the pure understand�ng.

The schema �s, �n �tself, always a mere product of the �mag�nat�on.
But, as the synthes�s of �mag�nat�on has for �ts a�m no s�ngle �ntu�t�on,
but merely un�ty �n the determ�nat�on of sens�b�l�ty, the schema �s
clearly d�st�ngu�shable from the �mage. Thus, �f I place f�ve po�nts one
after another.... th�s �s an �mage of the number f�ve. On the other
hand, �f I only th�nk a number �n general, wh�ch may be e�ther f�ve or
a hundred, th�s thought �s rather the representat�on of a method of
represent�ng �n an �mage a sum (e.g., a thousand) �n conform�ty w�th
a concept�on, than the �mage �tself, an �mage wh�ch I should f�nd
some l�ttle d�ff�culty �n rev�ew�ng, and compar�ng w�th the concept�on.
Now th�s representat�on of a general procedure of the �mag�nat�on to
present �ts �mage to a concept�on, I call the schema of th�s
concept�on.

In truth, �t �s not �mages of objects, but schemata, wh�ch l�e at the
foundat�on of our pure sensuous concept�ons. No �mage could ever
be adequate to our concept�on of a tr�angle �n general. For the
generalness of the concept�on �t never could atta�n to, as th�s
�ncludes under �tself all tr�angles, whether r�ght-angled, acute-angled,
etc., wh�lst the �mage would always be l�m�ted to a s�ngle part of th�s
sphere. The schema of the tr�angle can ex�st nowhere else than �n
thought, and �t �nd�cates a rule of the synthes�s of the �mag�nat�on �n
regard to pure f�gures �n space. St�ll less �s an object of exper�ence,
or an �mage of the object, ever to the emp�r�cal concept�on. On the



contrary, the concept�on always relates �mmed�ately to the schema of
the �mag�nat�on, as a rule for the determ�nat�on of our �ntu�t�on, �n
conform�ty w�th a certa�n general concept�on. The concept�on of a
dog �nd�cates a rule, accord�ng to wh�ch my �mag�nat�on can
del�neate the f�gure of a four-footed an�mal �n general, w�thout be�ng
l�m�ted to any part�cular �nd�v�dual form wh�ch exper�ence presents to
me, or �ndeed to any poss�ble �mage that I can represent to myself �n
concreto. Th�s schemat�sm of our understand�ng �n regard to
phenomena and the�r mere form, �s an art, h�dden �n the depths of
the human soul, whose true modes of act�on we shall only w�th
d�ff�culty d�scover and unve�l. Thus much only can we say: “The
�mage �s a product of the emp�r�cal faculty of the product�ve
�mag�nat�on—the schema of sensuous concept�ons (of f�gures �n
space, for example) �s a product, and, as �t were, a monogram of the
pure �mag�nat�on à pr�or�, whereby and accord�ng to wh�ch �mages
f�rst become poss�ble, wh�ch, however, can be connected w�th the
concept�on only med�ately by means of the schema wh�ch they
�nd�cate, and are �n themselves never fully adequate to �t.” On the
other hand, the schema of a pure concept�on of the understand�ng �s
someth�ng that cannot be reduced �nto any �mage—�t �s noth�ng else
than the pure synthes�s expressed by the category, conformably, to a
rule of un�ty accord�ng to concept�ons. It �s a transcendental product
of the �mag�nat�on, a product wh�ch concerns the determ�nat�on of
the �nternal sense, accord�ng to cond�t�ons of �ts form (t�me) �n
respect to all representat�ons, �n so far as these representat�ons
must be conjo�ned à pr�or� �n one concept�on, conformably to the
un�ty of appercept�on.

W�thout enter�ng upon a dry and ted�ous analys�s of the essent�al
requ�s�tes of transcendental schemata of the pure concept�ons of the
understand�ng, we shall rather proceed at once to g�ve an
explanat�on of them accord�ng to the order of the categor�es, and �n
connect�on therew�th.

For the external sense the pure �mage of all quant�t�es
(quantorum) �s space; the pure �mage of all objects of sense �n
general, �s t�me. But the pure schema of quant�ty (quant�tat�s) as a
concept�on of the understand�ng, �s number, a representat�on wh�ch
comprehends the success�ve add�t�on of one to one (homogeneous



quant�t�es). Thus, number �s noth�ng else than the un�ty of the
synthes�s of the man�fold �n a homogeneous �ntu�t�on, by means of
my generat�ng t�me �tself �n my apprehens�on of the �ntu�t�on.

Real�ty, �n the pure concept�on of the understand�ng, �s that wh�ch
corresponds to a sensat�on �n general; that, consequently, the
concept�on of wh�ch �nd�cates a be�ng (�n t�me). Negat�on �s that the
concept�on of wh�ch represents a not-be�ng (�n t�me). The oppos�t�on
of these two cons�sts therefore �n the d�fference of one and the same
t�me, as a t�me f�lled or a t�me empty. Now as t�me �s only the form of
�ntu�t�on, consequently of objects as phenomena, that wh�ch �n
objects corresponds to sensat�on �s the transcendental matter of all
objects as th�ngs �n themselves (Sachhe�t, real�ty). Now every
sensat�on has a degree or quant�ty by wh�ch �t can f�ll t�me, that �s to
say, the �nternal sense �n respect of the representat�on of an object,
more or less, unt�l �t van�shes �nto noth�ng (= 0 = negat�o). Thus there
�s a relat�on and connect�on between real�ty and negat�on, or rather a
trans�t�on from the former to the latter, wh�ch makes every real�ty
representable to us as a quantum; and the schema of a real�ty as the
quant�ty of someth�ng �n so far as �t f�lls t�me, �s exactly th�s
cont�nuous and un�form generat�on of the real�ty �n t�me, as we
descend �n t�me from the sensat�on wh�ch has a certa�n degree,
down to the van�sh�ng thereof, or gradually ascend from negat�on to
the quant�ty thereof.

The schema of substance �s the permanence of the real �n t�me;
that �s, the representat�on of �t as a substratum of the emp�r�cal
determ�nat�on of t�me; a substratum wh�ch therefore rema�ns, wh�lst
all else changes. (T�me passes not, but �n �t passes the ex�stence of
the changeable. To t�me, therefore, wh�ch �s �tself unchangeable and
permanent, corresponds that wh�ch �n the phenomenon �s
unchangeable �n ex�stence, that �s, substance, and �t �s only by �t that
the success�on and coex�stence of phenomena can be determ�ned �n
regard to t�me.)

The schema of cause and of the causal�ty of a th�ng �s the real
wh�ch, when pos�ted, �s always followed by someth�ng else. It
cons�sts, therefore, �n the success�on of the man�fold, �n so far as
that success�on �s subjected to a rule.



The schema of commun�ty (rec�proc�ty of act�on and react�on), or
the rec�procal causal�ty of substances �n respect of the�r acc�dents, �s
the coex�stence of the determ�nat�ons of the one w�th those of the
other, accord�ng to a general rule.

The schema of poss�b�l�ty �s the accordance of the synthes�s of
d�fferent representat�ons w�th the cond�t�ons of t�me �n general (as,
for example, oppos�tes cannot ex�st together at the same t�me �n the
same th�ng, but only after each other), and �s therefore the
determ�nat�on of the representat�on of a th�ng at any t�me.

The schema of real�ty �s ex�stence �n a determ�ned t�me.
The schema of necess�ty �s the ex�stence of an object �n all t�me.
It �s clear, from all th�s, that the schema of the category of quant�ty

conta�ns and represents the generat�on (synthes�s) of t�me �tself, �n
the success�ve apprehens�on of an object; the schema of qual�ty the
synthes�s of sensat�on w�th the representat�on of t�me, or the f�ll�ng
up of t�me; the schema of relat�on the relat�on of percept�ons to each
other �n all t�me (that �s, accord�ng to a rule of the determ�nat�on of
t�me): and f�nally, the schema of modal�ty and �ts categor�es, t�me
�tself, as the correlat�ve of the determ�nat�on of an object—whether �t
does belong to t�me, and how. The schemata, therefore, are noth�ng
but à pr�or� determ�nat�ons of t�me accord�ng to rules, and these, �n
regard to all poss�ble objects, follow�ng the arrangement of the
categor�es, relate to the ser�es �n t�me, the content �n t�me, the order
�n t�me, and f�nally, to the complex or total�ty �n t�me.

Hence �t �s apparent that the schemat�sm of the understand�ng, by
means of the transcendental synthes�s of the �mag�nat�on, amounts
to noth�ng else than the un�ty of the man�fold of �ntu�t�on �n the
�nternal sense, and thus �nd�rectly to the un�ty of appercept�on, as a
funct�on correspond�ng to the �nternal sense (a recept�v�ty). Thus, the
schemata of the pure concept�ons of the understand�ng are the true
and only cond�t�ons whereby our understand�ng rece�ves an
appl�cat�on to objects, and consequently s�gn�f�cance. F�nally,
therefore, the categor�es are only capable of emp�r�cal use,
�nasmuch as they serve merely to subject phenomena to the
un�versal rules of synthes�s, by means of an à pr�or� necessary un�ty
(on account of the necessary un�on of all consc�ousness �n one



or�g�nal appercept�on); and so to render them suscept�ble of a
complete connect�on �n one exper�ence. But w�th�n th�s whole of
poss�ble exper�ence l�e all our cogn�t�ons, and �n the un�versal
relat�on to th�s exper�ence cons�sts transcendental truth, wh�ch
antecedes all emp�r�cal truth, and renders the latter poss�ble.

It �s, however, ev�dent at f�rst s�ght, that although the schemata of
sens�b�l�ty are the sole agents �n real�z�ng the categor�es, they do,
nevertheless, also restr�ct them, that �s, they l�m�t the categor�es by
cond�t�ons wh�ch l�e beyond the sphere of understand�ng—namely, �n
sens�b�l�ty. Hence the schema �s properly only the phenomenon, or
the sensuous concept�on of an object �n harmony w�th the category.
(Numerus est quant�tas phaenomenon—sensat�o real�tas
phaenomenon; constans et perdurab�le rerum substant�a
phaenomenon—aetern�tas, necess�tas, phaenomena, etc.) Now, �f
we remove a restr�ct�ve cond�t�on, we thereby ampl�fy, �t appears, the
formerly l�m�ted concept�on. In th�s way, the categor�es �n the�r pure
s�gn�f�cat�on, free from all cond�t�ons of sens�b�l�ty, ought to be val�d of
th�ngs as they are, and not, as the schemata represent them, merely
as they appear; and consequently the categor�es must have a
s�gn�f�cance far more extended, and wholly �ndependent of all
schemata. In truth, there does always rema�n to the pure
concept�ons of the understand�ng, after abstract�ng every sensuous
cond�t�on, a value and s�gn�f�cance, wh�ch �s, however, merely
log�cal. But �n th�s case, no object �s g�ven them, and therefore they
have no mean�ng suff�c�ent to afford us a concept�on of an object.
The not�on of substance, for example, �f we leave out the sensuous
determ�nat�on of permanence, would mean noth�ng more than a
someth�ng wh�ch can be cog�tated as subject, w�thout the poss�b�l�ty
of becom�ng a pred�cate to anyth�ng else. Of th�s representat�on I can
make noth�ng, �nasmuch as �t does not �nd�cate to me what
determ�nat�ons the th�ng possesses wh�ch must thus be val�d as
prem�er subject. Consequently, the categor�es, w�thout schemata are
merely funct�ons of the understand�ng for the product�on of
concept�ons, but do not represent any object. Th�s s�gn�f�cance they
der�ve from sens�b�l�ty, wh�ch at the same t�me real�zes the
understand�ng and restr�cts �t.



Chapter II. System of all Pr�nc�ples of the Pure
Understand�ng

In the forego�ng chapter we have merely cons�dered the general
cond�t�ons under wh�ch alone the transcendental faculty of
judgement �s just�f�ed �n us�ng the pure concept�ons of the
understand�ng for synthet�cal judgements. Our duty at present �s to
exh�b�t �n systemat�c connect�on those judgements wh�ch the
understand�ng really produces à pr�or�. For th�s purpose, our table of
the categor�es w�ll certa�nly afford us the natural and safe gu�dance.
For �t �s prec�sely the categor�es whose appl�cat�on to poss�ble
exper�ence must const�tute all pure à pr�or� cogn�t�on of the
understand�ng; and the relat�on of wh�ch to sens�b�l�ty w�ll, on that
very account, present us w�th a complete and systemat�c catalogue
of all the transcendental pr�nc�ples of the use of the understand�ng.

Pr�nc�ples à pr�or� are so called, not merely because they conta�n
�n themselves the grounds of other judgements, but also because
they themselves are not grounded �n h�gher and more general
cogn�t�ons. Th�s pecul�ar�ty, however, does not ra�se them altogether
above the need of a proof. For although there could be found no
h�gher cogn�t�on, and therefore no object�ve proof, and although such
a pr�nc�ple rather serves as the foundat�on for all cogn�t�on of the
object, th�s by no means h�nders us from draw�ng a proof from the
subject�ve sources of the poss�b�l�ty of the cogn�t�on of an object.
Such a proof �s necessary, moreover, because w�thout �t the pr�nc�ple
m�ght be l�able to the �mputat�on of be�ng a mere gratu�tous
assert�on.

In the second place, we shall l�m�t our �nvest�gat�ons to those
pr�nc�ples wh�ch relate to the categor�es. For as to the pr�nc�ples of
transcendental æsthet�c, accord�ng to wh�ch space and t�me are the
cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs as phenomena, as also the
restr�ct�on of these pr�nc�ples, namely, that they cannot be appl�ed to
objects as th�ngs �n themselves—these, of course, do not fall w�th�n
the scope of our present �nqu�ry. In l�ke manner, the pr�nc�ples of
mathemat�cal sc�ence form no part of th�s system, because they are
all drawn from �ntu�t�on, and not from the pure concept�on of the



understand�ng. The poss�b�l�ty of these pr�nc�ples, however, w�ll
necessar�ly be cons�dered here, �nasmuch as they are synthet�cal
judgements à pr�or�, not �ndeed for the purpose of prov�ng the�r
accuracy and apode�ct�c certa�nty, wh�ch �s unnecessary, but merely
to render conce�vable and deduce the poss�b�l�ty of such ev�dent à
pr�or� cogn�t�ons.

But we shall have also to speak of the pr�nc�ple of analyt�cal
judgements, �n oppos�t�on to synthet�cal judgements, wh�ch �s the
proper subject of our �nqu�r�es, because th�s very oppos�t�on w�ll free
the theory of the latter from all amb�gu�ty, and place �t clearly before
our eyes �n �ts true nature.

SYSTEM OF THE PRINCIPLES OF THE PURE UNDERSTANDING

Sect�on I. Of the Supreme Pr�nc�ple of all Analyt�cal
Judgements

Whatever may be the content of our cogn�t�on, and �n whatever
manner our cogn�t�on may be related to �ts object, the un�versal,
although only negat�ve cond�t�ons of all our judgements �s that they
do not contrad�ct themselves; otherw�se these judgements are �n
themselves (even w�thout respect to the object) noth�ng. But
although there may ex�st no contrad�ct�on �n our judgement, �t may
nevertheless connect concept�ons �n such a manner that they do not
correspond to the object, or w�thout any grounds e�ther à pr�or� or à
poster�or� for arr�v�ng at such a judgement, and thus, w�thout be�ng
self-contrad�ctory, a judgement may nevertheless be e�ther false or
groundless.

Now, the propos�t�on: “No subject can have a pred�cate that
contrad�cts �t,” �s called the pr�nc�ple of contrad�ct�on, and �s a
un�versal but purely negat�ve cr�ter�on of all truth. But �t belongs to
log�c alone, because �t �s val�d of cogn�t�ons, merely as cogn�t�ons
and w�thout respect to the�r content, and declares that the
contrad�ct�on ent�rely null�f�es them. We can also, however, make a
pos�t�ve use of th�s pr�nc�ple, that �s, not merely to ban�sh falsehood



and error (�n so far as �t rests upon contrad�ct�on), but also for the
cogn�t�on of truth. For �f the judgement �s analyt�cal, be �t aff�rmat�ve
or negat�ve, �ts truth must always be recogn�zable by means of the
pr�nc�ple of contrad�ct�on. For the contrary of that wh�ch l�es and �s
cog�tated as concept�on �n the cogn�t�on of the object w�ll be always
properly negat�ved, but the concept�on �tself must always be aff�rmed
of the object, �nasmuch as the contrary thereof would be �n
contrad�ct�on to the object.

We must therefore hold the pr�nc�ple of contrad�ct�on to be the
un�versal and fully suff�c�ent Pr�nc�ple of all analyt�cal cogn�t�on. But
as a suff�c�ent cr�ter�on of truth, �t has no further ut�l�ty or author�ty.
For the fact that no cogn�t�on can be at var�ance w�th th�s pr�nc�ple
w�thout null�fy�ng �tself, const�tutes th�s pr�nc�ple the s�ne qua non, but
not the determ�n�ng ground of the truth of our cogn�t�on. As our
bus�ness at present �s properly w�th the synthet�cal part of our
knowledge only, we shall always be on our guard not to transgress
th�s �nv�olable pr�nc�ple; but at the same t�me not to expect from �t
any d�rect ass�stance �n the establ�shment of the truth of any
synthet�cal propos�t�on.

There ex�sts, however, a formula of th�s celebrated pr�nc�ple—a
pr�nc�ple merely formal and ent�rely w�thout content—wh�ch conta�ns
a synthes�s that has been �nadvertently and qu�te unnecessar�ly
m�xed up w�th �t. It �s th�s: “It �s �mposs�ble for a th�ng to be and not to
be at the same t�me.” Not to ment�on the superfluousness of the
add�t�on of the word �mposs�ble to �nd�cate the apode�ct�c certa�nty,
wh�ch ought to be self-ev�dent from the propos�t�on �tself, the
propos�t�on �s affected by the cond�t�on of t�me, and as �t were says:
“A th�ng = A, wh�ch �s someth�ng = B, cannot at the same t�me be
non-B.” But both, B as well as non-B, may qu�te well ex�st �n
success�on. For example, a man who �s young cannot at the same
t�me be old; but the same man can very well be at one t�me young,
and at another not young, that �s, old. Now the pr�nc�ple of
contrad�ct�on as a merely log�cal propos�t�on must not by any means
l�m�t �ts appl�cat�on merely to relat�ons of t�me, and consequently a
formula l�ke the preced�ng �s qu�te fore�gn to �ts true purpose. The
m�sunderstand�ng ar�ses �n th�s way. We f�rst of all separate a
pred�cate of a th�ng from the concept�on of the th�ng, and afterwards



connect w�th th�s pred�cate �ts oppos�te, and hence do not establ�sh
any contrad�ct�on w�th the subject, but only w�th �ts pred�cate, wh�ch
has been conjo�ned w�th the subject synthet�cally—a contrad�ct�on,
moreover, wh�ch obta�ns only when the f�rst and second pred�cate
are aff�rmed �n the same t�me. If I say: “A man who �s �gnorant �s not
learned,” the cond�t�on “at the same t�me” must be added, for he who
�s at one t�me �gnorant, may at another be learned. But �f I say: “No
�gnorant man �s a learned man,” the propos�t�on �s analyt�cal,
because the character�st�c �gnorance �s now a const�tuent part of the
concept�on of the subject; and �n th�s case the negat�ve propos�t�on �s
ev�dent �mmed�ately from the propos�t�on of contrad�ct�on, w�thout the
necess�ty of add�ng the cond�t�on “the same t�me.” Th�s �s the reason
why I have altered the formula of th�s pr�nc�ple—an alterat�on wh�ch
shows very clearly the nature of an analyt�cal propos�t�on.



Sect�on II. Of the Supreme Pr�nc�ple of all Synthet�cal
Judgements

The explanat�on of the poss�b�l�ty of synthet�cal judgements �s a
task w�th wh�ch general log�c has noth�ng to do; �ndeed she needs
not even be acqua�nted w�th �ts name. But �n transcendental log�c �t
�s the most �mportant matter to be dealt w�th—�ndeed the only one, �f
the quest�on �s of the poss�b�l�ty of synthet�cal judgements à pr�or�,
the cond�t�ons and extent of the�r val�d�ty. For when th�s quest�on �s
fully dec�ded, �t can reach �ts a�m w�th perfect ease, the
determ�nat�on, to w�t, of the extent and l�m�ts of the pure
understand�ng.

In an analyt�cal judgement I do not go beyond the g�ven
concept�on, �n order to arr�ve at some dec�s�on respect�ng �t. If the
judgement �s aff�rmat�ve, I pred�cate of the concept�on only that
wh�ch was already cog�tated �n �t; �f negat�ve, I merely exclude from
the concept�on �ts contrary. But �n synthet�cal judgements, I must go
beyond the g�ven concept�on, �n order to cog�tate, �n relat�on w�th �t,
someth�ng qu�te d�fferent from that wh�ch was cog�tated �n �t, a
relat�on wh�ch �s consequently never one e�ther of �dent�ty or
contrad�ct�on, and by means of wh�ch the truth or error of the
judgement cannot be d�scerned merely from the judgement �tself.

Granted, then, that we must go out beyond a g�ven concept�on, �n
order to compare �t synthet�cally w�th another, a th�rd th�ng �s
necessary, �n wh�ch alone the synthes�s of two concept�ons can
or�g�nate. Now what �s th�s tert�um qu�d that �s to be the med�um of all
synthet�cal judgements? It �s only a complex �n wh�ch all our
representat�ons are conta�ned, the �nternal sense to w�t, and �ts form
à pr�or�, t�me.

The synthes�s of our representat�ons rests upon the �mag�nat�on;
the�r synthet�cal un�ty (wh�ch �s requ�s�te to a judgement), upon the
un�ty of appercept�on. In th�s, therefore, �s to be sought the poss�b�l�ty



of synthet�cal judgements, and as all three conta�n the sources of à
pr�or� representat�ons, the poss�b�l�ty of pure synthet�cal judgements
also; nay, they are necessary upon these grounds, �f we are to
possess a knowledge of objects, wh�ch rests solely upon the
synthes�s of representat�ons.

If a cogn�t�on �s to have object�ve real�ty, that �s, to relate to an
object, and possess sense and mean�ng �n respect to �t, �t �s
necessary that the object be g�ven �n some way or another. W�thout
th�s, our concept�ons are empty, and we may �ndeed have thought by
means of them, but by such th�nk�ng we have not, �n fact, cogn�zed
anyth�ng, we have merely played w�th representat�on. To g�ve an
object, �f th�s express�on be understood �n the sense of “to present”
the object, not med�ately but �mmed�ately �n �ntu�t�on, means noth�ng
else than to apply the representat�on of �t to exper�ence, be that
exper�ence real or only poss�ble. Space and t�me themselves, pure
as these concept�ons are from all that �s emp�r�cal, and certa�n as �t �s
that they are represented fully à pr�or� �n the m�nd, would be
completely w�thout object�ve val�d�ty, and w�thout sense and
s�gn�f�cance, �f the�r necessary use �n the objects of exper�ence were
not shown. Nay, the representat�on of them �s a mere schema, that
always relates to the reproduct�ve �mag�nat�on, wh�ch calls up the
objects of exper�ence, w�thout wh�ch they have no mean�ng. And so
�t �s w�th all concept�ons w�thout d�st�nct�on.

The poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence �s, then, that wh�ch g�ves object�ve
real�ty to all our à pr�or� cogn�t�ons. Now exper�ence depends upon
the synthet�cal un�ty of phenomena, that �s, upon a synthes�s
accord�ng to concept�ons of the object of phenomena �n general, a
synthes�s w�thout wh�ch exper�ence never could become knowledge,
but would be merely a rhapsody of percept�ons, never f�tt�ng together
�nto any connected text, accord�ng to rules of a thoroughly un�ted
(poss�ble) consc�ousness, and therefore never subjected to the
transcendental and necessary un�ty of appercept�on. Exper�ence has
therefore for a foundat�on, à pr�or� pr�nc�ples of �ts form, that �s to say,
general rules of un�ty �n the synthes�s of phenomena, the object�ve
real�ty of wh�ch rules, as necessary cond�t�ons even of the poss�b�l�ty
of exper�ence can wh�ch rules, as necessary cond�t�ons—even of the
poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence—can always be shown �n exper�ence. But



apart from th�s relat�on, à pr�or� synthet�cal propos�t�ons are
absolutely �mposs�ble, because they have no th�rd term, that �s, no
pure object, �n wh�ch the synthet�cal un�ty can exh�b�t the object�ve
real�ty of �ts concept�ons.

Although, then, respect�ng space, or the forms wh�ch product�ve
�mag�nat�on descr�bes there�n, we do cogn�ze much à pr�or� �n
synthet�cal judgements, and are really �n no need of exper�ence for
th�s purpose, such knowledge would nevertheless amount to noth�ng
but a busy tr�fl�ng w�th a mere ch�mera, were not space to be
cons�dered as the cond�t�on of the phenomena wh�ch const�tute the
mater�al of external exper�ence. Hence those pure synthet�cal
judgements do relate, though but med�ately, to poss�ble exper�ence,
or rather to the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence, and upon that alone �s
founded the object�ve val�d�ty of the�r synthes�s.

Wh�le then, on the one hand, exper�ence, as emp�r�cal synthes�s,
�s the only poss�ble mode of cogn�t�on wh�ch g�ves real�ty to all other
synthes�s; on the other hand, th�s latter synthes�s, as cogn�t�on à
pr�or�, possesses truth, that �s, accordance w�th �ts object, only �n so
far as �t conta�ns noth�ng more than what �s necessary to the
synthet�cal un�ty of exper�ence.

Accord�ngly, the supreme pr�nc�ple of all synthet�cal judgements �s:
“Every object �s subject to the necessary cond�t�ons of the synthet�cal
un�ty of the man�fold of �ntu�t�on �n a poss�ble exper�ence.”

À pr�or� synthet�cal judgements are poss�ble when we apply the
formal cond�t�ons of the à pr�or� �ntu�t�on, the synthes�s of the
�mag�nat�on, and the necessary un�ty of that synthes�s �n a
transcendental appercept�on, to a poss�ble cogn�t�on of exper�ence,
and say: “The cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence �n general
are at the same t�me cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of the objects of
exper�ence, and have, for that reason, object�ve val�d�ty �n an à pr�or�
synthet�cal judgement.”

Sect�on III. Systemat�c Representat�on of all
Synthet�cal Pr�nc�ples of the Pure Understand�ng



That pr�nc�ples ex�st at all �s to be ascr�bed solely to the pure
understand�ng, wh�ch �s not only the faculty of rules �n regard to that
wh�ch happens, but �s even the source of pr�nc�ples accord�ng to
wh�ch everyth�ng that can be presented to us as an object �s
necessar�ly subject to rules, because w�thout such rules we never
could atta�n to cogn�t�on of an object. Even the laws of nature, �f they
are contemplated as pr�nc�ples of the emp�r�cal use of the
understand�ng, possess also a character�st�c of necess�ty, and we
may therefore at least expect them to be determ�ned upon grounds
wh�ch are val�d à pr�or� and antecedent to all exper�ence. But all laws
of nature, w�thout d�st�nct�on, are subject to h�gher pr�nc�ples of the
understand�ng, �nasmuch as the former are merely appl�cat�ons of
the latter to part�cular cases of exper�ence. These h�gher pr�nc�ples
alone therefore g�ve the concept�on, wh�ch conta�ns the necessary
cond�t�on, and, as �t were, the exponent of a rule; exper�ence, on the
other hand, g�ves the case wh�ch comes under the rule.

There �s no danger of our m�stak�ng merely emp�r�cal pr�nc�ples for
pr�nc�ples of the pure understand�ng, or conversely; for the character
of necess�ty, accord�ng to concept�ons wh�ch d�st�ngu�sh the latter,
and the absence of th�s �n every emp�r�cal propos�t�on, how
extens�vely val�d soever �t may be, �s a perfect safeguard aga�nst
confound�ng them. There are, however, pure pr�nc�ples à pr�or�,
wh�ch nevertheless I should not ascr�be to the pure understand�ng—
for th�s reason, that they are not der�ved from pure concept�ons, but
(although by the med�at�on of the understand�ng) from pure
�ntu�t�ons. But understand�ng �s the faculty of concept�ons. Such
pr�nc�ples mathemat�cal sc�ence possesses, but the�r appl�cat�on to
exper�ence, consequently the�r object�ve val�d�ty, nay the poss�b�l�ty
of such à pr�or� synthet�cal cogn�t�ons (the deduct�on thereof) rests
ent�rely upon the pure understand�ng.

On th�s account, I shall not reckon among my pr�nc�ples those of
mathemat�cs; though I shall �nclude those upon the poss�b�l�ty and
object�ve val�d�ty à pr�or�, of pr�nc�ples of the mathemat�cal sc�ence,
wh�ch, consequently, are to be looked upon as the pr�nc�ple of these,
and wh�ch proceed from concept�ons to �ntu�t�on, and not from
�ntu�t�on to concept�ons.



In the appl�cat�on of the pure concept�ons of the understand�ng to
poss�ble exper�ence, the employment of the�r synthes�s �s e�ther
mathemat�cal or dynam�cal, for �t �s d�rected partly on the �ntu�t�on
alone, partly on the ex�stence of a phenomenon. But the à pr�or�
cond�t�ons of �ntu�t�on are �n relat�on to a poss�ble exper�ence
absolutely necessary, those of the ex�stence of objects of a poss�ble
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on are �n themselves cont�ngent. Hence the pr�nc�ples
of the mathemat�cal use of the categor�es w�ll possess a character of
absolute necess�ty, that �s, w�ll be apode�ct�c; those, on the other
hand, of the dynam�cal use, the character of an à pr�or� necess�ty
�ndeed, but only under the cond�t�on of emp�r�cal thought �n an
exper�ence, therefore only med�ately and �nd�rectly. Consequently
they w�ll not possess that �mmed�ate ev�dence wh�ch �s pecul�ar to
the former, although the�r appl�cat�on to exper�ence does not, for that
reason, lose �ts truth and cert�tude. But of th�s po�nt we shall be
better able to judge at the conclus�on of th�s system of pr�nc�ples.

The table of the categor�es �s naturally our gu�de to the table of
pr�nc�ples, because these are noth�ng else than rules for the
object�ve employment of the former. Accord�ngly, all pr�nc�ples of the
pure understand�ng are:
                                1
                              Axioms
                           of Intuition

               2                                    3
          Anticipations                          Analogies
          of Perception                        of Experience
                                4
                          Postulates of
                        Empirical Thought
                           in general

These appellat�ons I have chosen adv�sedly, �n order that we m�ght
not lose s�ght of the d�st�nct�ons �n respect of the ev�dence and the
employment of these pr�nc�ples. It w�ll, however, soon appear that—a
fact wh�ch concerns both the ev�dence of these pr�nc�ples, and the à
pr�or� determ�nat�on of phenomena—accord�ng to the categor�es of
quant�ty and qual�ty (�f we attend merely to the form of these), the
pr�nc�ples of these categor�es are d�st�ngu�shable from those of the
two others, �n as much as the former are possessed of an �ntu�t�ve,
but the latter of a merely d�scurs�ve, though �n both �nstances a



complete, cert�tude. I shall therefore call the former mathemat�cal,
and the latter dynam�cal pr�nc�ples.[27] It must be observed, however,
that by these terms I mean just as l�ttle �n the one case the pr�nc�ples
of mathemat�cs as those of general (phys�cal) dynam�cs �n the other.
I have here �n v�ew merely the pr�nc�ples of the pure understand�ng,
�n the�r appl�cat�on to the �nternal sense (w�thout d�st�nct�on of the
representat�ons g�ven there�n), by means of wh�ch the sc�ences of
mathemat�cs and dynam�cs become poss�ble. Accord�ngly, I have
named these pr�nc�ples rather w�th reference to the�r appl�cat�on than
the�r content; and I shall now proceed to cons�der them �n the order
�n wh�ch they stand �n the table.

[27] All comb�nat�on (conjunct�o) �s e�ther compos�t�on (compos�t�o)
or connect�on (nexus). The former �s the synthes�s of a man�fold,
the parts of wh�ch do not necessar�ly belong to each other. For
example, the two tr�angles �nto wh�ch a square �s d�v�ded by a
d�agonal, do not necessar�ly belong to each other, and of th�s k�nd
�s the synthes�s of the homogeneous �n everyth�ng that can be
mathemat�cally cons�dered. Th�s synthes�s can be d�v�ded �nto
those of aggregat�on and coal�t�on, the former of wh�ch �s appl�ed
to extens�ve, the latter to �ntens�ve quant�t�es. The second sort of
comb�nat�on (nexus) �s the synthes�s of a man�fold, �n so far as �ts
parts do belong necessar�ly to each other; for example, the
acc�dent to a substance, or the effect to the cause. Consequently
�t �s a synthes�s of that wh�ch though heterogeneous, �s
represented as connected à pr�or�. Th�s comb�nat�on—not an
arb�trary one—I ent�tle dynam�cal because �t concerns the
connect�on of the ex�stence of the man�fold. Th�s, aga�n, may be
d�v�ded �nto the phys�cal synthes�s, of the phenomena d�v�ded
among each other, and the metaphys�cal synthes�s, or the
connect�on of phenomena à pr�or� �n the faculty of cogn�t�on.

1. AXIOMS OF INTUITION.
The pr�nc�ple of these �s: All Intu�t�ons are Extens�ve Quant�t�es.
PROOF.
All phenomena conta�n, as regards the�r form, an �ntu�t�on �n space

and t�me, wh�ch l�es à pr�or� at the foundat�on of all w�thout except�on.
Phenomena, therefore, cannot be apprehended, that �s, rece�ved �nto
emp�r�cal consc�ousness otherw�se than through the synthes�s of a



man�fold, through wh�ch the representat�ons of a determ�nate space
or t�me are generated; that �s to say, through the compos�t�on of the
homogeneous and the consc�ousness of the synthet�cal un�ty of th�s
man�fold (homogeneous). Now the consc�ousness of a
homogeneous man�fold �n �ntu�t�on, �n so far as thereby the
representat�on of an object �s rendered poss�ble, �s the concept�on of
a quant�ty (quant�). Consequently, even the percept�on of an object
as phenomenon �s poss�ble only through the same synthet�cal un�ty
of the man�fold of the g�ven sensuous �ntu�t�on, through wh�ch the
un�ty of the compos�t�on of the homogeneous man�fold �n the
concept�on of a quant�ty �s cog�tated; that �s to say, all phenomena
are quant�t�es, and extens�ve quant�t�es, because as �ntu�t�ons �n
space or t�me they must be represented by means of the same
synthes�s through wh�ch space and t�me themselves are determ�ned.

An extens�ve quant�ty I call that where�n the representat�on of the
parts renders poss�ble (and therefore necessar�ly antecedes) the
representat�on of the whole. I cannot represent to myself any l�ne,
however small, w�thout draw�ng �t �n thought, that �s, w�thout
generat�ng from a po�nt all �ts parts one after another, and �n th�s way
alone produc�ng th�s �ntu�t�on. Prec�sely the same �s the case w�th
every, even the smallest, port�on of t�me. I cog�tate there�n only the
success�ve progress from one moment to another, and hence, by
means of the d�fferent port�ons of t�me and the add�t�on of them, a
determ�nate quant�ty of t�me �s produced. As the pure �ntu�t�on �n all
phenomena �s e�ther t�me or space, so �s every phenomenon �n �ts
character of �ntu�t�on an extens�ve quant�ty, �nasmuch as �t can only
be cogn�zed �n our apprehens�on by success�ve synthes�s (from part
to part). All phenomena are, accord�ngly, to be cons�dered as
aggregates, that �s, as a collect�on of prev�ously g�ven parts; wh�ch �s
not the case w�th every sort of quant�t�es, but only w�th those wh�ch
are represented and apprehended by us as extens�ve.

On th�s success�ve synthes�s of the product�ve �mag�nat�on, �n the
generat�on of f�gures, �s founded the mathemat�cs of extens�on, or
geometry, w�th �ts ax�oms, wh�ch express the cond�t�ons of sensuous
�ntu�t�on à pr�or�, under wh�ch alone the schema of a pure concept�on
of external �ntu�t�on can ex�st; for example, “be tween two po�nts only
one stra�ght l�ne �s poss�ble,” “two stra�ght l�nes cannot enclose a



space,” etc. These are the ax�oms wh�ch properly relate only to
quant�t�es (quanta) as such.

But, as regards the quant�ty of a th�ng (quant�tas), that �s to say,
the answer to the quest�on: “How large �s th�s or that object?”
although, �n respect to th�s quest�on, we have var�ous propos�t�ons
synthet�cal and �mmed�ately certa�n (�ndemonstrab�l�a); we have, �n
the proper sense of the term, no ax�oms. For example, the
propos�t�ons: “If equals be added to equals, the wholes are equal”; “If
equals be taken from equals, the rema�nders are equal”; are
analyt�cal, because I am �mmed�ately consc�ous of the �dent�ty of the
product�on of the one quant�ty w�th the product�on of the other;
whereas ax�oms must be à pr�or� synthet�cal propos�t�ons. On the
other hand, the self-ev�dent propos�t�ons as to the relat�on of
numbers, are certa�nly synthet�cal but not un�versal, l�ke those of
geometry, and for th�s reason cannot be called ax�oms, but numer�cal
formulae. That 7 + 5 = 12 �s not an analyt�cal propos�t�on. For ne�ther
�n the representat�on of seven, nor of f�ve, nor of the compos�t�on of
the two numbers, do I cog�tate the number twelve. (Whether I
cog�tate the number �n the add�t�on of both, �s not at present the
quest�on; for �n the case of an analyt�cal propos�t�on, the only po�nt �s
whether I really cog�tate the pred�cate �n the representat�on of the
subject.) But although the propos�t�on �s synthet�cal, �t �s nevertheless
only a s�ngular propos�t�on. In so far as regard �s here had merely to
the synthes�s of the homogeneous (the un�ts), �t cannot take place
except �n one manner, although our use of these numbers �s
afterwards general. If I say: “A tr�angle can be constructed w�th three
l�nes, any two of wh�ch taken together are greater than the th�rd,” I
exerc�se merely the pure funct�on of the product�ve �mag�nat�on,
wh�ch may draw the l�nes longer or shorter and construct the angles
at �ts pleasure. On the contrary, the number seven �s poss�ble only �n
one manner, and so �s l�kew�se the number twelve, wh�ch results
from the synthes�s of seven and f�ve. Such propos�t�ons, then, cannot
be termed ax�oms (for �n that case we should have an �nf�n�ty of
these), but numer�cal formulae.

Th�s transcendental pr�nc�ple of the mathemat�cs of phenomena
greatly enlarges our à pr�or� cogn�t�on. For �t �s by th�s pr�nc�ple alone
that pure mathemat�cs �s rendered appl�cable �n all �ts prec�s�on to



objects of exper�ence, and w�thout �t the val�d�ty of th�s appl�cat�on
would not be so self-ev�dent; on the contrary, contrad�ct�ons and
confus�ons have often ar�sen on th�s very po�nt. Phenomena are not
th�ngs �n themselves. Emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on �s poss�ble only through pure
�ntu�t�on (of space and t�me); consequently, what geometry aff�rms of
the latter, �s �nd�sputably val�d of the former. All evas�ons, such as the
statement that objects of sense do not conform to the rules of
construct�on �n space (for example, to the rule of the �nf�n�te
d�v�s�b�l�ty of l�nes or angles), must fall to the ground. For, �f these
object�ons hold good, we deny to space, and w�th �t to all
mathemat�cs, object�ve val�d�ty, and no longer know wherefore, and
how far, mathemat�cs can be appl�ed to phenomena. The synthes�s
of spaces and t�mes as the essent�al form of all �ntu�t�on, �s that
wh�ch renders poss�ble the apprehens�on of a phenomenon, and
therefore every external exper�ence, consequently all cogn�t�on of the
objects of exper�ence; and whatever mathemat�cs �n �ts pure use
proves of the former, must necessar�ly hold good of the latter. All
object�ons are but the ch�caner�es of an �ll-�nstructed reason, wh�ch
erroneously th�nks to l�berate the objects of sense from the formal
cond�t�ons of our sens�b�l�ty, and represents these, although mere
phenomena, as th�ngs �n themselves, presented as such to our
understand�ng. But �n th�s case, no à pr�or� synthet�cal cogn�t�on of
them could be poss�ble, consequently not through pure concept�ons
of space and the sc�ence wh�ch determ�nes these concept�ons, that
�s to say, geometry, would �tself be �mposs�ble.

2. ANTICIPATIONS OF PERCEPTION.
The pr�nc�ple of these �s: In all phenomena the Real, that wh�ch �s

an object of sensat�on, has Intens�ve Quant�ty, that �s, has a Degree.
PROOF.
Percept�on �s emp�r�cal consc�ousness, that �s to say, a

consc�ousness wh�ch conta�ns an element of sensat�on. Phenomena
as objects of percept�on are not pure, that �s, merely formal
�ntu�t�ons, l�ke space and t�me, for they cannot be perce�ved �n
themselves.[28] They conta�n, then, over and above the �ntu�t�on, the
mater�als for an object (through wh�ch �s represented someth�ng
ex�st�ng �n space or t�me), that �s to say, they conta�n the real of



sensat�on, as a representat�on merely subject�ve, wh�ch g�ves us
merely the consc�ousness that the subject �s affected, and wh�ch we
refer to some external object. Now, a gradual trans�t�on from
emp�r�cal consc�ousness to pure consc�ousness �s poss�ble,
�nasmuch as the real �n th�s consc�ousness ent�rely van�shes, and
there rema�ns a merely formal consc�ousness (à pr�or�) of the
man�fold �n t�me and space; consequently there �s poss�ble a
synthes�s also of the product�on of the quant�ty of a sensat�on from
�ts commencement, that �s, from the pure �ntu�t�on = 0 onwards up to
a certa�n quant�ty of the sensat�on. Now as sensat�on �n �tself �s not
an object�ve representat�on, and �n �t �s to be found ne�ther the
�ntu�t�on of space nor of t�me, �t cannot possess any extens�ve
quant�ty, and yet there does belong to �t a quant�ty (and that by
means of �ts apprehens�on, �n wh�ch emp�r�cal consc�ousness can
w�th�n a certa�n t�me r�se from noth�ng = 0 up to �ts g�ven amount),
consequently an �ntens�ve quant�ty. And thus we must ascr�be
�ntens�ve quant�ty, that �s, a degree of �nfluence on sense to all
objects of percept�on, �n so far as th�s percept�on conta�ns sensat�on.

[28] They can be perce�ved only as phenomena, and some part of
them must always belong to the non-ego; whereas pure �ntu�t�ons
are ent�rely the products of the m�nd �tself, and as such are
cogn�zed �n themselves.—Tr

All cogn�t�on, by means of wh�ch I am enabled to cogn�ze and
determ�ne à pr�or� what belongs to emp�r�cal cogn�t�on, may be called
an ant�c�pat�on; and w�thout doubt th�s �s the sense �n wh�ch Ep�curus
employed h�s express�on prholeps�s. But as there �s �n phenomena
someth�ng wh�ch �s never cogn�zed à pr�or�, wh�ch on th�s account
const�tutes the proper d�fference between pure and emp�r�cal
cogn�t�on, that �s to say, sensat�on (as the matter of percept�on), �t
follows, that sensat�on �s just that element �n cogn�t�on wh�ch cannot
be at all ant�c�pated. On the other hand, we m�ght very well term the
pure determ�nat�ons �n space and t�me, as well �n regard to f�gure as
to quant�ty, ant�c�pat�ons of phenomena, because they represent à
pr�or� that wh�ch may always be g�ven à poster�or� �n exper�ence. But
suppose that �n every sensat�on, as sensat�on �n general, w�thout any
part�cular sensat�on be�ng thought of, there ex�sted someth�ng wh�ch



could be cogn�zed à pr�or�, th�s would deserve to be called
ant�c�pat�on �n a spec�al sense—spec�al, because �t may seem
surpr�s�ng to forestall exper�ence, �n that wh�ch concerns the matter
of exper�ence, and wh�ch we can only der�ve from �tself. Yet such
really �s the case here.

Apprehens�on[29], by means of sensat�on alone, f�lls only one
moment, that �s, �f I do not take �nto cons�derat�on a success�on of
many sensat�ons. As that �n the phenomenon, the apprehens�on of
wh�ch �s not a success�ve synthes�s advanc�ng from parts to an
ent�re representat�on, sensat�on has therefore no extens�ve quant�ty;
the want of sensat�on �n a moment of t�me would represent �t as
empty, consequently = 0. That wh�ch �n the emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on
corresponds to sensat�on �s real�ty (real�tas phaenomenon); that
wh�ch corresponds to the absence of �t, negat�on = 0. Now every
sensat�on �s capable of a d�m�nut�on, so that �t can decrease, and
thus gradually d�sappear. Therefore, between real�ty �n a
phenomenon and negat�on, there ex�sts a cont�nuous concatenat�on
of many poss�ble �ntermed�ate sensat�ons, the d�fference of wh�ch
from each other �s always smaller than that between the g�ven
sensat�on and zero, or complete negat�on. That �s to say, the real �n
a phenomenon has always a quant�ty, wh�ch however �s not
d�scoverable �n apprehens�on, �nasmuch as apprehens�on take place
by means of mere sensat�on �n one �nstant, and not by the
success�ve synthes�s of many sensat�ons, and therefore does not
progress from parts to the whole. Consequently, �t has a quant�ty, but
not an extens�ve quant�ty.

[29] Apprehens�on �s the Kant�an word for precept�on, �n the
largest sense �n wh�ch we employ that term. It �s the genus wh�ch
�ncludes under �, as spec�es, percept�on proper and sensat�on
proper—Tr

Now that quant�ty wh�ch �s apprehended only as un�ty, and �n
wh�ch plural�ty can be represented only by approx�mat�on to negat�on
= O, I term �ntens�ve quant�ty. Consequently, real�ty �n a phenomenon
has �ntens�ve quant�ty, that �s, a degree. If we cons�der th�s real�ty as
cause (be �t of sensat�on or of another real�ty �n the phenomenon, for
example, a change), we call the degree of real�ty �n �ts character of



cause a momentum, for example, the momentum of we�ght; and for
th�s reason, that the degree only �nd�cates that quant�ty the
apprehens�on of wh�ch �s not success�ve, but �nstantaneous. Th�s,
however, I touch upon only �n pass�ng, for w�th causal�ty I have at
present noth�ng to do.

Accord�ngly, every sensat�on, consequently every real�ty �n
phenomena, however small �t may be, has a degree, that �s, an
�ntens�ve quant�ty, wh�ch may always be lessened, and between
real�ty and negat�on there ex�sts a cont�nuous connect�on of poss�ble
real�t�es, and poss�ble smaller percept�ons. Every colour—for
example, red—has a degree, wh�ch, be �t ever so small, �s never the
smallest, and so �s �t always w�th heat, the momentum of we�ght, etc.

Th�s property of quant�t�es, accord�ng to wh�ch no part of them �s
the smallest poss�ble (no part s�mple), �s called the�r cont�nu�ty.
Space and t�me are quanta cont�nua, because no part of them can
be g�ven, w�thout enclos�ng �t w�th�n boundar�es (po�nts and
moments), consequently, th�s g�ven part �s �tself a space or a t�me.
Space, therefore, cons�sts only of spaces, and t�me of t�mes. Po�nts
and moments are only boundar�es, that �s, the mere places or
pos�t�ons of the�r l�m�tat�on. But places always presuppose �ntu�t�ons
wh�ch are to l�m�t or determ�ne them; and we cannot conce�ve e�ther
space or t�me composed of const�tuent parts wh�ch are g�ven before
space or t�me. Such quant�t�es may also be called flow�ng, because
synthes�s (of the product�ve �mag�nat�on) �n the product�on of these
quant�t�es �s a progress�on �n t�me, the cont�nu�ty of wh�ch we are
accustomed to �nd�cate by the express�on flow�ng.

All phenomena, then, are cont�nuous quant�t�es, �n respect both to
�ntu�t�on and mere percept�on (sensat�on, and w�th �t real�ty). In the
former case they are extens�ve quant�t�es; �n the latter, �ntens�ve.
When the synthes�s of the man�fold of a phenomenon �s �nterrupted,
there results merely an aggregate of several phenomena, and not
properly a phenomenon as a quant�ty, wh�ch �s not produced by the
mere cont�nuat�on of the product�ve synthes�s of a certa�n k�nd, but
by the repet�t�on of a synthes�s always ceas�ng. For example, �f I call
th�rteen dollars a sum or quant�ty of money, I employ the term qu�te
correctly, �nasmuch as I understand by th�rteen dollars the value of a



mark �n standard s�lver, wh�ch �s, to be sure, a cont�nuous quant�ty, �n
wh�ch no part �s the smallest, but every part m�ght const�tute a p�ece
of money, wh�ch would conta�n mater�al for st�ll smaller p�eces. If,
however, by the words th�rteen dollars I understand so many co�ns
(be the�r value �n s�lver what �t may), �t would be qu�te erroneous to
use the express�on a quant�ty of dollars; on the contrary, I must call
them aggregate, that �s, a number of co�ns. And as �n every number
we must have un�ty as the foundat�on, so a phenomenon taken as
un�ty �s a quant�ty, and as such always a cont�nuous quant�ty
(quantum cont�nuum).

Now, see�ng all phenomena, whether cons�dered as extens�ve or
�ntens�ve, are cont�nuous quant�t�es, the propos�t�on: “All change
(trans�t�on of a th�ng from one state �nto another) �s cont�nuous,”
m�ght be proved here eas�ly, and w�th mathemat�cal ev�dence, were �t
not that the causal�ty of a change l�es, ent�rely beyond the bounds of
a transcendental ph�losophy, and presupposes emp�r�cal pr�nc�ples.
For of the poss�b�l�ty of a cause wh�ch changes the cond�t�on of
th�ngs, that �s, wh�ch determ�nes them to the contrary to a certa�n
g�ven state, the understand�ng g�ves us à pr�or� no knowledge; not
merely because �t has no �ns�ght �nto the poss�b�l�ty of �t (for such
�ns�ght �s absent �n several à pr�or� cogn�t�ons), but because the
not�on of change concerns only certa�n determ�nat�ons of
phenomena, wh�ch exper�ence alone can acqua�nt us w�th, wh�le
the�r cause l�es �n the unchangeable. But see�ng that we have
noth�ng wh�ch we could here employ but the pure fundamental
concept�ons of all poss�ble exper�ence, among wh�ch of course
noth�ng emp�r�cal can be adm�tted, we dare not, w�thout �njur�ng the
un�ty of our system, ant�c�pate general phys�cal sc�ence, wh�ch �s
bu�lt upon certa�n fundamental exper�ences.

Nevertheless, we are �n no want of proofs of the great �nfluence
wh�ch the pr�nc�ple above developed exerc�ses �n the ant�c�pat�on of
percept�ons, and even �n supply�ng the want of them, so far as to
sh�eld us aga�nst the false conclus�ons wh�ch otherw�se we m�ght
rashly draw.

If all real�ty �n percept�on has a degree, between wh�ch and
negat�on there �s an endless sequence of ever smaller degrees, and



�f, nevertheless, every sense must have a determ�nate degree of
recept�v�ty for sensat�ons; no percept�on, and consequently no
exper�ence �s poss�ble, wh�ch can prove, e�ther �mmed�ately or
med�ately, an ent�re absence of all real�ty �n a phenomenon; �n other
words, �t �s �mposs�ble ever to draw from exper�ence a proof of the
ex�stence of empty space or of empty t�me. For �n the f�rst place, an
ent�re absence of real�ty �n a sensuous �ntu�t�on cannot of course be
an object of percept�on; secondly, such absence cannot be deduced
from the contemplat�on of any s�ngle phenomenon, and the
d�fference of the degrees �n �ts real�ty; nor ought �t ever to be
adm�tted �n explanat�on of any phenomenon. For �f even the
complete �ntu�t�on of a determ�nate space or t�me �s thoroughly real,
that �s, �f no part thereof �s empty, yet because every real�ty has �ts
degree, wh�ch, w�th the extens�ve quant�ty of the phenomenon
unchanged, can d�m�n�sh through endless gradat�ons down to
noth�ng (the vo�d), there must be �nf�n�tely graduated degrees, w�th
wh�ch space or t�me �s f�lled, and the �ntens�ve quant�ty �n d�fferent
phenomena may be smaller or greater, although the extens�ve
quant�ty of the �ntu�t�on rema�ns equal and unaltered.

We shall g�ve an example of th�s. Almost all natural ph�losophers,
remark�ng a great d�fference �n the quant�ty of the matter of d�fferent
k�nds �n bod�es w�th the same volume (partly on account of the
momentum of grav�ty or we�ght, partly on account of the momentum
of res�stance to other bod�es �n mot�on), conclude unan�mously that
th�s volume (extens�ve quant�ty of the phenomenon) must be vo�d �n
all bod�es, although �n d�fferent proport�on. But who would suspect
that these for the most part mathemat�cal and mechan�cal �nqu�rers
�nto nature should ground th�s conclus�on solely on a metaphys�cal
hypothes�s—a sort of hypothes�s wh�ch they profess to d�sparage
and avo�d? Yet th�s they do, �n assum�ng that the real �n space (I
must not here call �t �mpenetrab�l�ty or we�ght, because these are
emp�r�cal concept�ons) �s always �dent�cal, and can only be
d�st�ngu�shed accord�ng to �ts extens�ve quant�ty, that �s, mult�pl�c�ty.
Now to th�s presuppos�t�on, for wh�ch they can have no ground �n
exper�ence, and wh�ch consequently �s merely metaphys�cal, I
oppose a transcendental demonstrat�on, wh�ch �t �s true w�ll not
expla�n the d�fference �n the f�ll�ng up of spaces, but wh�ch



nevertheless completely does away w�th the supposed necess�ty of
the above-ment�oned presuppos�t�on that we cannot expla�n the sa�d
d�fference otherw�se than by the hypothes�s of empty spaces. Th�s
demonstrat�on, moreover, has the mer�t of sett�ng the understand�ng
at l�berty to conce�ve th�s d�st�nct�on �n a d�fferent manner, �f the
explanat�on of the fact requ�res any such hypothes�s. For we
perce�ve that although two equal spaces may be completely f�lled by
matters altogether d�fferent, so that �n ne�ther of them �s there left a
s�ngle po�nt where�n matter �s not present, nevertheless, every real�ty
has �ts degree (of res�stance or of we�ght), wh�ch, w�thout d�m�nut�on
of the extens�ve quant�ty, can become less and less ad �nf�n�tum,
before �t passes �nto noth�ngness and d�sappears. Thus an
expans�on wh�ch f�lls a space—for example, calor�c, or any other
real�ty �n the phenomenal world—can decrease �n �ts degrees to
�nf�n�ty, yet w�thout leav�ng the smallest part of the space empty; on
the contrary, f�ll�ng �t w�th those lesser degrees as completely as
another phenomenon could w�th greater. My �ntent�on here �s by no
means to ma�nta�n that th�s �s really the case w�th the d�fference of
matters, �n regard to the�r spec�f�c grav�ty; I w�sh only to prove, from a
pr�nc�ple of the pure understand�ng, that the nature of our
percept�ons makes such a mode of explanat�on poss�ble, and that �t
�s erroneous to regard the real �n a phenomenon as equal quoad �ts
degree, and d�fferent only quoad �ts aggregat�on and extens�ve
quant�ty, and th�s, too, on the pretended author�ty of an à pr�or�
pr�nc�ple of the understand�ng.

Nevertheless, th�s pr�nc�ple of the ant�c�pat�on of percept�on must
somewhat startle an �nqu�rer whom �n�t�at�on �nto transcendental
ph�losophy has rendered caut�ous. We must naturally enterta�n some
doubt whether or not the understand�ng can enounce any such
synthet�cal propos�t�on as that respect�ng the degree of all real�ty �n
phenomena, and consequently the poss�b�l�ty of the �nternal
d�fference of sensat�on �tself—abstract�on be�ng made of �ts emp�r�cal
qual�ty. Thus �t �s a quest�on not unworthy of solut�on: “How the
understand�ng can pronounce synthet�cally and à pr�or� respect�ng
phenomena, and thus ant�c�pate these, even �n that wh�ch �s
pecul�arly and merely emp�r�cal, that, namely, wh�ch concerns
sensat�on �tself?”



The qual�ty of sensat�on �s �n all cases merely emp�r�cal, and
cannot be represented à pr�or� (for example, colours, taste, etc.). But
the real—that wh�ch corresponds to sensat�on—�n oppos�t�on to
negat�on = 0, only represents someth�ng the concept�on of wh�ch �n
�tself conta�ns a be�ng (e�n seyn), and s�gn�f�es noth�ng but the
synthes�s �n an emp�r�cal consc�ousness. That �s to say, the emp�r�cal
consc�ousness �n the �nternal sense can be ra�sed from 0 to every
h�gher degree, so that the very same extens�ve quant�ty of �ntu�t�on,
an �llum�nated surface, for example, exc�tes as great a sensat�on as
an aggregate of many other surfaces less �llum�nated. We can
therefore make complete abstract�on of the extens�ve quant�ty of a
phenomenon, and represent to ourselves �n the mere sensat�on �n a
certa�n momentum, a synthes�s of homogeneous ascens�on from 0
up to the g�ven emp�r�cal consc�ousness, All sensat�ons therefore as
such are g�ven only à poster�or�, but th�s property thereof, namely,
that they have a degree, can be known à pr�or�. It �s worthy of
remark, that �n respect to quant�t�es �n general, we can cogn�ze à
pr�or� only a s�ngle qual�ty, namely, cont�nu�ty; but �n respect to all
qual�ty (the real �n phenomena), we cannot cogn�ze à pr�or� anyth�ng
more than the �ntens�ve quant�ty thereof, namely, that they have a
degree. All else �s left to exper�ence.

3. ANALOGIES OF EXPERIENCE.
The pr�nc�ple of these �s: Exper�ence �s poss�ble only through the

representat�on of a necessary connect�on of Percept�ons.
PROOF.
Exper�ence �s an emp�r�cal cogn�t�on; that �s to say, a cogn�t�on

wh�ch determ�nes an object by means of percept�ons. It �s therefore a
synthes�s of percept�ons, a synthes�s wh�ch �s not �tself conta�ned �n
percept�on, but wh�ch conta�ns the synthet�cal un�ty of the man�fold of
percept�on �n a consc�ousness; and th�s un�ty const�tutes the
essent�al of our cogn�t�on of objects of the senses, that �s, of
exper�ence (not merely of �ntu�t�on or sensat�on). Now �n exper�ence
our percept�ons come together cont�ngently, so that no character of
necess�ty �n the�r connect�on appears, or can appear from the
percept�ons themselves, because apprehens�on �s only a plac�ng
together of the man�fold of emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, and no representat�on



of a necess�ty �n the connected ex�stence of the phenomena wh�ch
apprehens�on br�ngs together, �s to be d�scovered there�n. But as
exper�ence �s a cogn�t�on of objects by means of percept�ons, �t
follows that the relat�on of the ex�stence of the ex�stence of the
man�fold must be represented �n exper�ence not as �t �s put together
�n t�me, but as �t �s object�vely �n t�me. And as t�me �tself cannot be
perce�ved, the determ�nat�on of the ex�stence of objects �n t�me can
only take place by means of the�r connect�on �n t�me �n general,
consequently only by means of à pr�or� connect�ng concept�ons. Now
as these concept�ons always possess the character of necess�ty,
exper�ence �s poss�ble only by means of a representat�on of the
necessary connect�on of percept�on.

The three mod� of t�me are permanence, success�on, and
coex�stence. Accord�ngly, there are three rules of all relat�ons of t�me
�n phenomena, accord�ng to wh�ch the ex�stence of every
phenomenon �s determ�ned �n respect of the un�ty of all t�me, and
these antecede all exper�ence and render �t poss�ble.

The general pr�nc�ple of all three analog�es rests on the necessary
un�ty of appercept�on �n relat�on to all poss�ble emp�r�cal
consc�ousness (percept�on) at every t�me, consequently, as th�s un�ty
l�es à pr�or� at the foundat�on of all mental operat�ons, the pr�nc�ple
rests on the synthet�cal un�ty of all phenomena accord�ng to the�r
relat�on �n t�me. For the or�g�nal appercept�on relates to our �nternal
sense (the complex of all representat�ons), and �ndeed relates à
pr�or� to �ts form, that �s to say, the relat�on of the man�fold emp�r�cal
consc�ousness �n t�me. Now th�s man�fold must be comb�ned �n
or�g�nal appercept�on accord�ng to relat�ons of t�me—a necess�ty
�mposed by the à pr�or� transcendental un�ty of appercept�on, to
wh�ch �s subjected all that can belong to my (�.e., my own) cogn�t�on,
and therefore all that can become an object for me. Th�s synthet�cal
and à pr�or� determ�ned un�ty �n relat�on of percept�ons �n t�me �s
therefore the rule: “All emp�r�cal determ�nat�ons of t�me must be
subject to rules of the general determ�nat�on of t�me”; and the
analog�es of exper�ence, of wh�ch we are now about to treat, must be
rules of th�s nature.



These pr�nc�ples have th�s pecul�ar�ty, that they do not concern
phenomena, and the synthes�s of the emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on thereof, but
merely the ex�stence of phenomena and the�r relat�on to each other
�n regard to th�s ex�stence. Now the mode �n wh�ch we apprehend a
th�ng �n a phenomenon can be determ�ned à pr�or� �n such a manner
that the rule of �ts synthes�s can g�ve, that �s to say, can produce th�s
à pr�or� �ntu�t�on �n every emp�r�cal example. But the ex�stence of
phenomena cannot be known à pr�or�, and although we could arr�ve
by th�s path at a conclus�on of the fact of some ex�stence, we could
not cogn�ze that ex�stence determ�nately, that �s to say, we should be
�ncapable of ant�c�pat�ng �n what respect the emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on of �t
would be d�st�ngu�shable from that of others.

The two pr�nc�ples above ment�oned, wh�ch I called mathemat�cal,
�n cons�derat�on of the fact of the�r author�z�ng the appl�cat�on of
mathemat�c phenomena, relate to these phenomena only �n regard
to the�r poss�b�l�ty, and �nstruct us how phenomena, as far as regards
the�r �ntu�t�on or the real �n the�r percept�on, can be generated
accord�ng to the rules of a mathemat�cal synthes�s. Consequently,
numer�cal quant�t�es, and w�th them the determ�nat�on of a
phenomenon as a quant�ty, can be employed �n the one case as well
as �n the other. Thus, for example, out of 200,000 �llum�nat�ons by
the moon, I m�ght compose and g�ve à pr�or�, that �s construct, the
degree of our sensat�ons of the sun-l�ght.[30] We may therefore ent�tle
these two pr�nc�ples const�tut�ve.

[30] Kant’s mean�ng �s: The two pr�nc�ples enunc�ated under the
heads of “Ax�oms of Intu�t�on,” and “Ant�c�pat�ons of Percept�on,”
author�ze the appl�cat�on to phenomena of determ�nat�ons of s�ze
and number, that �s of mathemat�c. For example, I may compute
the l�ght of the sun, and say that �ts quant�ty �s a certa�n number of
t�mes greater than that of the moon. In the same way, heat �s
measured by the compar�son of �ts d�fferent effects on water, &c.,
and on mercury �n a thermometer.—Tr

The case �s very d�fferent w�th those pr�nc�ples whose prov�nce �t �s
to subject the ex�stence of phenomena to rules à pr�or�. For as
ex�stence does not adm�t of be�ng constructed, �t �s clear that they
must only concern the relat�ons of ex�stence and be merely



regulat�ve pr�nc�ples. In th�s case, therefore, ne�ther ax�oms nor
ant�c�pat�ons are to be thought of. Thus, �f a percept�on �s g�ven us, �n
a certa�n relat�on of t�me to other (although undeterm�ned)
percept�ons, we cannot then say à pr�or�, what and how great (�n
quant�ty) the other percept�on necessar�ly connected w�th the former
�s, but only how �t �s connected, quoad �ts ex�stence, �n th�s g�ven
modus of t�me. Analog�es �n ph�losophy mean someth�ng very
d�fferent from that wh�ch they represent �n mathemat�cs. In the latter
they are formulae, wh�ch enounce the equal�ty of two relat�ons of
quant�ty, and are always const�tut�ve, so that �f two terms of the
proport�on are g�ven, the th�rd �s also g�ven, that �s, can be
constructed by the a�d of these formulae. But �n ph�losophy, analogy
�s not the equal�ty of two quant�tat�ve but of two qual�tat�ve relat�ons.
In th�s case, from three g�ven terms, I can g�ve à pr�or� and cogn�ze
the relat�on to a fourth member, but not th�s fourth term �tself,
although I certa�nly possess a rule to gu�de me �n the search for th�s
fourth term �n exper�ence, and a mark to ass�st me �n d�scover�ng �t.
An analogy of exper�ence �s therefore only a rule accord�ng to wh�ch
un�ty of exper�ence must ar�se out of percept�ons �n respect to
objects (phenomena) not as a const�tut�ve, but merely as a regulat�ve
pr�nc�ple. The same holds good also of the postulates of emp�r�cal
thought �n general, wh�ch relate to the synthes�s of mere �ntu�t�on
(wh�ch concerns the form of phenomena), the synthes�s of
percept�on (wh�ch concerns the matter of phenomena), and the
synthes�s of exper�ence (wh�ch concerns the relat�on of these
percept�ons). For they are only regulat�ve pr�nc�ples, and clearly
d�st�ngu�shable from the mathemat�cal, wh�ch are const�tut�ve, not
�ndeed �n regard to the certa�nty wh�ch both possess à pr�or�, but �n
the mode of ev�dence thereof, consequently also �n the manner of
demonstrat�on.

But what has been observed of all synthet�cal propos�t�ons, and
must be part�cularly remarked �n th�s place, �s th�s, that these
analog�es possess s�gn�f�cance and val�d�ty, not as pr�nc�ples of the
transcendental, but only as pr�nc�ples of the emp�r�cal use of the
understand�ng, and the�r truth can therefore be proved only as such,
and that consequently the phenomena must not be subjo�ned d�rectly
under the categor�es, but only under the�r schemata. For �f the



objects to wh�ch those pr�nc�ples must be appl�ed were th�ngs �n
themselves, �t would be qu�te �mposs�ble to cogn�ze aught
concern�ng them synthet�cally à pr�or�. But they are noth�ng but
phenomena; a complete knowledge of wh�ch—a knowledge to wh�ch
all pr�nc�ples à pr�or� must at last relate—�s the only poss�ble
exper�ence. It follows that these pr�nc�ples can have noth�ng else for
the�r a�m than the cond�t�ons of the emp�r�cal cogn�t�on �n the un�ty of
synthes�s of phenomena. But th�s synthes�s �s cog�tated only �n the
schema of the pure concept�on of the understand�ng, of whose un�ty,
as that of a synthes�s �n general, the category conta�ns the funct�on
unrestr�cted by any sensuous cond�t�on. These pr�nc�ples w�ll
therefore author�ze us to connect phenomena accord�ng to an
analogy, w�th the log�cal and un�versal un�ty of concept�ons, and
consequently to employ the categor�es �n the pr�nc�ples themselves;
but �n the appl�cat�on of them to exper�ence, we shall use only the�r
schemata, as the key to the�r proper appl�cat�on, �nstead of the
categor�es, or rather the latter as restr�ct�ng cond�t�ons, under the t�tle
of “formulae” of the former.

A. FIRST ANALOGY.
Pr�nc�ple of the Permanence of Substance.
In all changes of phenomena, substance �s permanent, and the

quantum thereof �n nature �s ne�ther �ncreased nor d�m�n�shed.
PROOF.
All phenomena ex�st �n t�me, where�n alone as substratum, that �s,

as the permanent form of the �nternal �ntu�t�on, coex�stence and
success�on can be represented. Consequently t�me, �n wh�ch all
changes of phenomena must be cog�tated, rema�ns and changes
not, because �t �s that �n wh�ch success�on and coex�stence can be
represented only as determ�nat�ons thereof. Now, t�me �n �tself
cannot be an object of percept�on. It follows that �n objects of
percept�on, that �s, �n phenomena, there must be found a substratum
wh�ch represents t�me �n general, and �n wh�ch all change or
coex�stence can be perce�ved by means of the relat�on of
phenomena to �t. But the substratum of all real�ty, that �s, of all that
perta�ns to the ex�stence of th�ngs, �s substance; all that perta�ns to
ex�stence can be cog�tated only as a determ�nat�on of substance.



Consequently, the permanent, �n relat�on to wh�ch alone can all
relat�ons of t�me �n phenomena be determ�ned, �s substance �n the
world of phenomena, that �s, the real �n phenomena, that wh�ch, as
the substratum of all change, rema�ns ever the same. Accord�ngly,
as th�s cannot change �n ex�stence, �ts quant�ty �n nature can ne�ther
be �ncreased nor d�m�n�shed.

Our apprehens�on of the man�fold �n a phenomenon �s always
success�ve, �s Consequently always chang�ng. By �t alone we could,
therefore, never determ�ne whether th�s man�fold, as an object of
exper�ence, �s coex�stent or success�ve, unless �t had for a
foundat�on someth�ng f�xed and permanent, of the ex�stence of wh�ch
all success�on and coex�stence are noth�ng but so many modes
(mod� of t�me). Only �n the permanent, then, are relat�ons of t�me
poss�ble (for s�multane�ty and success�on are the only relat�ons �n
t�me); that �s to say, the permanent �s the substratum of our emp�r�cal
representat�on of t�me �tself, �n wh�ch alone all determ�nat�on of t�me
�s poss�ble. Permanence �s, �n fact, just another express�on for t�me,
as the ab�d�ng correlate of all ex�stence of phenomena, and of all
change, and of all coex�stence. For change does not affect t�me
�tself, but only the phenomena �n t�me (just as coex�stence cannot be
regarded as a modus of t�me �tself, see�ng that �n t�me no parts are
coex�stent, but all success�ve). If we were to attr�bute success�on to
t�me �tself, we should be obl�ged to cog�tate another t�me, �n wh�ch
th�s success�on would be poss�ble. It �s only by means of the
permanent that ex�stence �n d�fferent parts of the success�ve ser�es
of t�me rece�ves a quant�ty, wh�ch we ent�tle durat�on. For �n mere
success�on, ex�stence �s perpetually van�sh�ng and recommenc�ng,
and therefore never has even the least quant�ty. W�thout the
permanent, then, no relat�on �n t�me �s poss�ble. Now, t�me �n �tself �s
not an object of percept�on; consequently the permanent �n
phenomena must be regarded as the substratum of all determ�nat�on
of t�me, and consequently also as the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of
all synthet�cal un�ty of percept�ons, that �s, of exper�ence; and all
ex�stence and all change �n t�me can only be regarded as a mode �n
the ex�stence of that wh�ch ab�des unchangeably. Therefore, �n all
phenomena, the permanent �s the object �n �tself, that �s, the
substance (phenomenon); but all that changes or can change



belongs only to the mode of the ex�stence of th�s substance or
substances, consequently to �ts determ�nat�ons.

I f�nd that �n all ages not only the ph�losopher, but even the
common understand�ng, has prepos�ted th�s permanence as a
substratum of all change �n phenomena; �ndeed, I am compelled to
bel�eve that they w�ll always accept th�s as an �ndub�table fact. Only
the ph�losopher expresses h�mself �n a more prec�se and def�n�te
manner, when he says: “In all changes �n the world, the substance
rema�ns, and the acc�dents alone are changeable.” But of th�s
dec�dedly synthet�cal propos�t�on, I nowhere meet w�th even an
attempt at proof; nay, �t very rarely has the good fortune to stand, as
�t deserves to do, at the head of the pure and ent�rely à pr�or� laws of
nature. In truth, the statement that substance �s permanent, �s
tautolog�cal. For th�s very permanence �s the ground on wh�ch we
apply the category of substance to the phenomenon; and we should
have been obl�ged to prove that �n all phenomena there �s someth�ng
permanent, of the ex�stence of wh�ch the changeable �s noth�ng but a
determ�nat�on. But because a proof of th�s nature cannot be
dogmat�cal, that �s, cannot be drawn from concept�ons, �nasmuch as
�t concerns a synthet�cal propos�t�on à pr�or�, and as ph�losophers
never reflected that such propos�t�ons are val�d only �n relat�on to
poss�ble exper�ence, and therefore cannot be proved except by
means of a deduct�on of the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence, �t �s no wonder
that wh�le �t has served as the foundat�on of all exper�ence (for we
feel the need of �t �n emp�r�cal cogn�t�on), �t has never been
supported by proof.

A ph�losopher was asked: “What �s the we�ght of smoke?” He
answered: “Subtract from the we�ght of the burnt wood the we�ght of
the rema�n�ng ashes, and you w�ll have the we�ght of the smoke.”
Thus he presumed �t to be �ncontrovert�ble that even �n f�re the
matter (substance) does not per�sh, but that only the form of �t
undergoes a change. In l�ke manner was the say�ng: “From noth�ng
comes noth�ng,” only another �nference from the pr�nc�ple or
permanence, or rather of the ever-ab�d�ng ex�stence of the true
subject �n phenomena. For �f that �n the phenomenon wh�ch we call
substance �s to be the proper substratum of all determ�nat�on of t�me,
�t follows that all ex�stence �n past as well as �n future t�me, must be



determ�nable by means of �t alone. Hence we are ent�tled to apply
the term substance to a phenomenon, only because we suppose �ts
ex�stence �n all t�me, a not�on wh�ch the word permanence does not
fully express, as �t seems rather to be referable to future t�me.
However, the �nternal necess�ty perpetually to be, �s �nseparably
connected w�th the necess�ty always to have been, and so the
express�on may stand as �t �s. “G�gn� de n�h�lo n�h�l; �n n�h�lum n�l
posse revert�,”[31] are two propos�t�ons wh�ch the anc�ents never
parted, and wh�ch people nowadays somet�mes m�stakenly d�sjo�n,
because they �mag�ne that the propos�t�ons apply to objects as th�ngs
�n themselves, and that the former m�ght be �n�m�cal to the
dependence (even �n respect of �ts substance also) of the world upon
a supreme cause. But th�s apprehens�on �s ent�rely needless, for the
quest�on �n th�s case �s only of phenomena �n the sphere of
exper�ence, the un�ty of wh�ch never could be poss�ble, �f we
adm�tted the poss�b�l�ty that new th�ngs (�n respect of the�r
substance) should ar�se. For �n that case, we should lose altogether
that wh�ch alone can represent the un�ty of t�me, to w�t, the �dent�ty of
the substratum, as that through wh�ch alone all change possesses
complete and thorough un�ty. Th�s permanence �s, however, noth�ng
but the manner �n wh�ch we represent to ourselves the ex�stence of
th�ngs �n the phenomenal world.

[31] Pers�us, Sat�rae, ���.83-84.

The determ�nat�ons of a substance, wh�ch are only part�cular
modes of �ts ex�stence, are called acc�dents. They are always real,
because they concern the ex�stence of substance (negat�ons are
only determ�nat�ons, wh�ch express the non-ex�stence of someth�ng
�n the substance). Now, �f to th�s real �n the substance we ascr�be a
part�cular ex�stence (for example, to mot�on as an acc�dent of
matter), th�s ex�stence �s called �nherence, �n contrad�st�nct�on to the
ex�stence of substance, wh�ch we call subs�stence. But hence ar�se
many m�sconcept�ons, and �t would be a more accurate and just
mode of express�on to des�gnate the acc�dent only as the mode �n
wh�ch the ex�stence of a substance �s pos�t�vely determ�ned.
Meanwh�le, by reason of the cond�t�ons of the log�cal exerc�se of our
understand�ng, �t �s �mposs�ble to avo�d separat�ng, as �t were, that



wh�ch �n the ex�stence of a substance �s subject to change, wh�lst the
substance rema�ns, and regard�ng �t �n relat�on to that wh�ch �s
properly permanent and rad�cal. On th�s account, th�s category of
substance stands under the t�tle of relat�on, rather because �t �s the
cond�t�on thereof than because �t conta�ns �n �tself any relat�on.

Now, upon th�s not�on of permanence rests the proper not�on of
the concept�on change. Or�g�n and ext�nct�on are not changes of that
wh�ch or�g�nates or becomes ext�nct. Change �s but a mode of
ex�stence, wh�ch follows on another mode of ex�stence of the same
object; hence all that changes �s permanent, and only the cond�t�on
thereof changes. Now s�nce th�s mutat�on affects only
determ�nat�ons, wh�ch can have a beg�nn�ng or an end, we may say,
employ�ng an express�on wh�ch seems somewhat paradox�cal: “Only
the permanent (substance) �s subject to change; the mutable suffers
no change, but rather alternat�on, that �s, when certa�n
determ�nat�ons cease, others beg�n.”

Change, when, cannot be perce�ved by us except �n substances,
and or�g�n or ext�nct�on �n an absolute sense, that does not concern
merely a determ�nat�on of the permanent, cannot be a poss�ble
percept�on, for �t �s th�s very not�on of the permanent wh�ch renders
poss�ble the representat�on of a trans�t�on from one state �nto
another, and from non-be�ng to be�ng, wh�ch, consequently, can be
emp�r�cally cogn�zed only as alternat�ng determ�nat�ons of that wh�ch
�s permanent. Grant that a th�ng absolutely beg�ns to be; we must
then have a po�nt of t�me �n wh�ch �t was not. But how and by what
can we f�x and determ�ne th�s po�nt of t�me, unless by that wh�ch
already ex�sts? For a vo�d t�me—preced�ng—�s not an object of
percept�on; but �f we connect th�s beg�nn�ng w�th objects wh�ch
ex�sted prev�ously, and wh�ch cont�nue to ex�st t�ll the object �n
quest�on �n quest�on beg�ns to be, then the latter can only be a
determ�nat�on of the former as the permanent. The same holds good
of the not�on of ext�nct�on, for th�s presupposes the emp�r�cal
representat�on of a t�me, �n wh�ch a phenomenon no longer ex�sts.

Substances (�n the world of phenomena) are the substratum of all
determ�nat�ons of t�me. The beg�nn�ng of some, and the ceas�ng to
be of other substances, would utterly do away w�th the only cond�t�on



of the emp�r�cal un�ty of t�me; and �n that case phenomena would
relate to two d�fferent t�mes, �n wh�ch, s�de by s�de, ex�stence would
pass; wh�ch �s absurd. For there �s only one t�me �n wh�ch all d�fferent
t�mes must be placed, not as coex�stent, but as success�ve.

Accord�ngly, permanence �s a necessary cond�t�on under wh�ch
alone phenomena, as th�ngs or objects, are determ�nable �n a
poss�ble exper�ence. But as regards the emp�r�cal cr�ter�on of th�s
necessary permanence, and w�th �t of the substant�al�ty of
phenomena, we shall f�nd suff�c�ent opportun�ty to speak �n the
sequel.

B. SECOND ANALOGY.
Pr�nc�ple of the Success�on of T�me Accord�ng to the Law of

Causal�ty. All changes take place accord�ng to the law of the
connect�on of Cause and Effect.

PROOF.
(That all phenomena �n the success�on of t�me are only changes,

that �s, a success�ve be�ng and non-be�ng of the determ�nat�ons of
substance, wh�ch �s permanent; consequently that a be�ng of
substance �tself wh�ch follows on the non-be�ng thereof, or a non-
be�ng of substance wh�ch follows on the be�ng thereof, �n other
words, that the or�g�n or ext�nct�on of substance �tself, �s �mposs�ble—
all th�s has been fully establ�shed �n treat�ng of the forego�ng
pr�nc�ple. Th�s pr�nc�ple m�ght have been expressed as follows: “All
alterat�on (success�on) of phenomena �s merely change”; for the
changes of substance are not or�g�n or ext�nct�on, because the
concept�on of change presupposes the same subject as ex�st�ng w�th
two oppos�te determ�nat�ons, and consequently as permanent. After
th�s premon�t�on, we shall proceed to the proof.)

I perce�ve that phenomena succeed one another, that �s to say, a
state of th�ngs ex�sts at one t�me, the oppos�te of wh�ch ex�sted �n a
former state. In th�s case, then, I really connect together two
percept�ons �n t�me. Now connect�on �s not an operat�on of mere
sense and �ntu�t�on, but �s the product of a synthet�cal faculty of
�mag�nat�on, wh�ch determ�nes the �nternal sense �n respect of a
relat�on of t�me. But �mag�nat�on can connect these two states �n two
ways, so that e�ther the one or the other may antecede �n t�me; for



t�me �n �tself cannot be an object of percept�on, and what �n an object
precedes and what follows cannot be emp�r�cally determ�ned �n
relat�on to �t. I am only consc�ous, then, that my �mag�nat�on places
one state before and the other after; not that the one state antecedes
the other �n the object. In other words, the object�ve relat�on of the
success�ve phenomena rema�ns qu�te undeterm�ned by means of
mere percept�on. Now �n order that th�s relat�on may be cogn�zed as
determ�ned, the relat�on between the two states must be so cog�tated
that �t �s thereby determ�ned as necessary, wh�ch of them must be
placed before and wh�ch after, and not conversely. But the
concept�on wh�ch carr�es w�th �t a necess�ty of synthet�cal un�ty, can
be none other than a pure concept�on of the understand�ng wh�ch
does not l�e �n mere percept�on; and �n th�s case �t �s the concept�on
of “the relat�on of cause and effect,” the former of wh�ch determ�nes
the latter �n t�me, as �ts necessary consequence, and not as
someth�ng wh�ch m�ght poss�bly antecede (or wh�ch m�ght �n some
cases not be perce�ved to follow). It follows that �t �s only because we
subject the sequence of phenomena, and consequently all change,
to the law of causal�ty, that exper�ence �tself, that �s, emp�r�cal
cogn�t�on of phenomena, becomes poss�ble; and consequently, that
phenomena themselves, as objects of exper�ence, are poss�ble only
by v�rtue of th�s law.

Our apprehens�on of the man�fold of phenomena �s always
success�ve. The representat�ons of parts succeed one another.
Whether they succeed one another �n the object also, �s a second
po�nt for reflect�on, wh�ch was not conta�ned �n the former. Now we
may certa�nly g�ve the name of object to everyth�ng, even to every
representat�on, so far as we are consc�ous thereof; but what th�s
word may mean �n the case of phenomena, not merely �n so far as
they (as representat�ons) are objects, but only �n so far as they
�nd�cate an object, �s a quest�on requ�r�ng deeper cons�derat�on. In so
far as they, regarded merely as representat�ons, are at the same
t�me objects of consc�ousness, they are not to be d�st�ngu�shed from
apprehens�on, that �s, recept�on �nto the synthes�s of �mag�nat�on,
and we must therefore say: “The man�fold of phenomena �s always
produced success�vely �n the m�nd.” If phenomena were th�ngs �n
themselves, no man would be able to conjecture from the



success�on of our representat�ons how th�s man�fold �s connected �n
the object; for we have to do only w�th our representat�ons. How
th�ngs may be �n themselves, w�thout regard to the representat�ons
through wh�ch they affect us, �s utterly beyond the sphere of our
cogn�t�on. Now although phenomena are not th�ngs �n themselves,
and are nevertheless the only th�ng g�ven to us to be cogn�zed, �t �s
my duty to show what sort of connect�on �n t�me belongs to the
man�fold �n phenomena themselves, wh�le the representat�on of th�s
man�fold �n apprehens�on �s always success�ve. For example, the
apprehens�on of the man�fold �n the phenomenon of a house wh�ch
stands before me, �s success�ve. Now comes the quest�on whether
the man�fold of th�s house �s �n �tself success�ve—wh�ch no one w�ll
be at all w�ll�ng to grant. But, so soon as I ra�se my concept�on of an
object to the transcendental s�gn�f�cat�on thereof, I f�nd that the house
�s not a th�ng �n �tself, but only a phenomenon, that �s, a
representat�on, the transcendental object of wh�ch rema�ns utterly
unknown. What then am I to understand by the quest�on: “How can
the man�fold be connected �n the phenomenon �tself—not cons�dered
as a th�ng �n �tself, but merely as a phenomenon?” Here that wh�ch
l�es �n my success�ve apprehens�on �s regarded as representat�on,
wh�lst the phenomenon wh�ch �s g�ven me, notw�thstand�ng that �t �s
noth�ng more than a complex of these representat�ons, �s regarded
as the object thereof, w�th wh�ch my concept�on, drawn from the
representat�ons of apprehens�on, must harmon�ze. It �s very soon
seen that, as accordance of the cogn�t�on w�th �ts object const�tutes
truth, the quest�on now before us can only relate to the formal
cond�t�ons of emp�r�cal truth; and that the phenomenon, �n oppos�t�on
to the representat�ons of apprehens�on, can only be d�st�ngu�shed
therefrom as the object of them, �f �t �s subject to a rule wh�ch
d�st�ngu�shes �t from every other apprehens�on, and wh�ch renders
necessary a mode of connect�on of the man�fold. That �n the
phenomenon wh�ch conta�ns the cond�t�on of th�s necessary rule of
apprehens�on, �s the object.

Let us now proceed to our task. That someth�ng happens, that �s
to say, that someth�ng or some state ex�sts wh�ch before was not,
cannot be emp�r�cally perce�ved, unless a phenomenon precedes,
wh�ch does not conta�n �n �tself th�s state. For a real�ty wh�ch should



follow upon a vo�d t�me, �n other words, a beg�nn�ng, wh�ch no state
of th�ngs precedes, can just as l�ttle be apprehended as the vo�d t�me
�tself. Every apprehens�on of an event �s therefore a percept�on
wh�ch follows upon another percept�on. But as th�s �s the case w�th
all synthes�s of apprehens�on, as I have shown above �n the example
of a house, my apprehens�on of an event �s not yet suff�c�ently
d�st�ngu�shed from other apprehens�ons. But I remark also that �f �n a
phenomenon wh�ch conta�ns an occurrence, I call the antecedent
state of my percept�on, A, and the follow�ng state, B, the percept�on
B can only follow A �n apprehens�on, and the percept�on A cannot
follow B, but only precede �t. For example, I see a sh�p float down the
stream of a r�ver. My percept�on of �ts place lower down follows upon
my percept�on of �ts place h�gher up the course of the r�ver, and �t �s
�mposs�ble that, �n the apprehens�on of th�s phenomenon, the vessel
should be perce�ved f�rst below and afterwards h�gher up the stream.
Here, therefore, the order �n the sequence of percept�ons �n
apprehens�on �s determ�ned; and by th�s order apprehens�on �s
regulated. In the former example, my percept�ons �n the
apprehens�on of a house m�ght beg�n at the roof and end at the
foundat�on, or v�ce versa; or I m�ght apprehend the man�fold �n th�s
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, by go�ng from left to r�ght, and from r�ght to left.
Accord�ngly, �n the ser�es of these percept�ons, there was no
determ�ned order, wh�ch necess�tated my beg�nn�ng at a certa�n
po�nt, �n order emp�r�cally to connect the man�fold. But th�s rule �s
always to be met w�th �n the percept�on of that wh�ch happens, and �t
makes the order of the success�ve percept�ons �n the apprehens�on
of such a phenomenon necessary.

I must, therefore, �n the present case, deduce the subject�ve
sequence of apprehens�on from the object�ve sequence of
phenomena, for otherw�se the former �s qu�te undeterm�ned, and one
phenomenon �s not d�st�ngu�shable from another. The former alone
proves noth�ng as to the connect�on of the man�fold �n an object, for �t
�s qu�te arb�trary. The latter must cons�st �n the order of the man�fold
�n a phenomenon, accord�ng to wh�ch order the apprehens�on of one
th�ng (that wh�ch happens) follows that of another th�ng (wh�ch
precedes), �n conform�ty w�th a rule. In th�s way alone can I be
author�zed to say of the phenomenon �tself, and not merely of my



own apprehens�on, that a certa�n order or sequence �s to be found
there�n. That �s, �n other words, I cannot arrange my apprehens�on
otherw�se than �n th�s order.

In conform�ty w�th th�s rule, then, �t �s necessary that �n that wh�ch
antecedes an event there be found the cond�t�on of a rule, accord�ng
to wh�ch �n th�s event follows always and necessar�ly; but I cannot
reverse th�s and go back from the event, and determ�ne (by
apprehens�on) that wh�ch antecedes �t. For no phenomenon goes
back from the succeed�ng po�nt of t�me to the preced�ng po�nt,
although �t does certa�nly relate to a preced�ng po�nt of t�me; from a
g�ven t�me, on the other hand, there �s always a necessary
progress�on to the determ�ned succeed�ng t�me. Therefore, because
there certa�nly �s someth�ng that follows, I must of necess�ty connect
�t w�th someth�ng else, wh�ch antecedes, and upon wh�ch �t follows,
�n conform�ty w�th a rule, that �s necessar�ly, so that the event, as
cond�t�oned, affords certa�n �nd�cat�on of a cond�t�on, and th�s
cond�t�on determ�nes the event.

Let us suppose that noth�ng precedes an event, upon wh�ch th�s
event must follow �n conform�ty w�th a rule. All sequence of
percept�on would then ex�st only �n apprehens�on, that �s to say,
would be merely subject�ve, and �t could not thereby be object�vely
determ�ned what th�ng ought to precede, and what ought to follow �n
percept�on. In such a case, we should have noth�ng but a play of
representat�ons, wh�ch would possess no appl�cat�on to any object.
That �s to say, �t would not be poss�ble through percept�on to
d�st�ngu�sh one phenomenon from another, as regards relat�ons of
t�me; because the success�on �n the act of apprehens�on would
always be of the same sort, and therefore there would be noth�ng �n
the phenomenon to determ�ne the success�on, and to render a
certa�n sequence object�vely necessary. And, �n th�s case, I cannot
say that two states �n a phenomenon follow one upon the other, but
only that one apprehens�on follows upon another. But th�s �s merely
subject�ve, and does not determ�ne an object, and consequently
cannot be held to be cogn�t�on of an object—not even �n the
phenomenal world.



Accord�ngly, when we know �n exper�ence that someth�ng
happens, we always presuppose that someth�ng precedes,
whereupon �t follows �n conform�ty w�th a rule. For otherw�se I could
not say of the object that �t follows; because the mere success�on �n
my apprehens�on, �f �t be not determ�ned by a rule �n relat�on to
someth�ng preced�ng, does not author�ze success�on �n the object.
Only, therefore, �n reference to a rule, accord�ng to wh�ch
phenomena are determ�ned �n the�r sequence, that �s, as they
happen, by the preced�ng state, can I make my subject�ve synthes�s
(of apprehens�on) object�ve, and �t �s only under th�s presuppos�t�on
that even the exper�ence of an event �s poss�ble.

No doubt �t appears as �f th�s were �n thorough contrad�ct�on to all
the not�ons wh�ch people have h�therto enterta�ned �n regard to the
procedure of the human understand�ng. Accord�ng to these op�n�ons,
�t �s by means of the percept�on and compar�son of s�m�lar
consequences follow�ng upon certa�n antecedent phenomena that
the understand�ng �s led to the d�scovery of a rule, accord�ng to
wh�ch certa�n events always follow certa�n phenomena, and �t �s only
by th�s process that we atta�n to the concept�on of cause. Upon such
a bas�s, �t �s clear that th�s concept�on must be merely emp�r�cal, and
the rule wh�ch �t furn�shes us w�th—“Everyth�ng that happens must
have a cause”—would be just as cont�ngent as exper�ence �tself. The
un�versal�ty and necess�ty of the rule or law would be perfectly
spur�ous attr�butes of �t. Indeed, �t could not possess un�versal
val�d�ty, �nasmuch as �t would not �n th�s case be à pr�or�, but founded
on deduct�on. But the same �s the case w�th th�s law as w�th other
pure à pr�or� representat�ons (e.g., space and t�me), wh�ch we can
draw �n perfect clearness and completeness from exper�ence, only
because we had already placed them there�n, and by that means,
and by that alone, had rendered exper�ence poss�ble. Indeed, the
log�cal clearness of th�s representat�on of a rule, determ�n�ng the
ser�es of events, �s poss�ble only when we have made use thereof �n
exper�ence. Nevertheless, the recogn�t�on of th�s rule, as a cond�t�on
of the synthet�cal un�ty of phenomena �n t�me, was the ground of
exper�ence �tself and consequently preceded �t à pr�or�.

It �s now our duty to show by an example that we never, even �n
exper�ence, attr�bute to an object the not�on of success�on or effect



(of an event—that �s, the happen�ng of someth�ng that d�d not ex�st
before), and d�st�ngu�sh �t from the subject�ve success�on of
apprehens�on, unless when a rule l�es at the foundat�on, wh�ch
compels us to observe th�s order of percept�on �n preference to any
other, and that, �ndeed, �t �s th�s necess�ty wh�ch f�rst renders
poss�ble the representat�on of a success�on �n the object.

We have representat�ons w�th�n us, of wh�ch also we can be
consc�ous. But, however w�dely extended, however accurate and
thoroughgo�ng th�s consc�ousness may be, these representat�ons are
st�ll noth�ng more than representat�ons, that �s, �nternal
determ�nat�ons of the m�nd �n th�s or that relat�on of t�me. Now how
happens �t that to these representat�ons we should set an object, or
that, �n add�t�on to the�r subject�ve real�ty, as mod�f�cat�ons, we should
st�ll further attr�bute to them a certa�n unknown object�ve real�ty? It �s
clear that object�ve s�gn�f�cancy cannot cons�st �n a relat�on to
another representat�on (of that wh�ch we des�re to term object), for �n
that case the quest�on aga�n ar�ses: “How does th�s other
representat�on go out of �tself, and obta�n object�ve s�gn�f�cancy over
and above the subject�ve, wh�ch �s proper to �t, as a determ�nat�on of
a state of m�nd?” If we try to d�scover what sort of new property the
relat�on to an object g�ves to our subject�ve representat�ons, and
what new �mportance they thereby rece�ve, we shall f�nd that th�s
relat�on has no other effect than that of render�ng necessary the
connect�on of our representat�ons �n a certa�n manner, and of
subject�ng them to a rule; and that conversely, �t �s only because a
certa�n order �s necessary �n the relat�ons of t�me of our
representat�ons, that object�ve s�gn�f�cancy �s ascr�bed to them.

In the synthes�s of phenomena, the man�fold of our
representat�ons �s always success�ve. Now hereby �s not
represented an object, for by means of th�s success�on, wh�ch �s
common to all apprehens�on, no one th�ng �s d�st�ngu�shed from
another. But so soon as I perce�ve or assume that �n th�s success�on
there �s a relat�on to a state antecedent, from wh�ch the
representat�on follows �n accordance w�th a rule, so soon do I
represent someth�ng as an event, or as a th�ng that happens; �n
other words, I cogn�ze an object to wh�ch I must ass�gn a certa�n
determ�nate pos�t�on �n t�me, wh�ch cannot be altered, because of the



preced�ng state �n the object. When, therefore, I perce�ve that
someth�ng happens, there �s conta�ned �n th�s representat�on, �n the
f�rst place, the fact, that someth�ng antecedes; because, �t �s only �n
relat�on to th�s that the phenomenon obta�ns �ts proper relat�on of
t�me, �n other words, ex�sts after an antecedent t�me, �n wh�ch �t d�d
not ex�st. But �t can rece�ve �ts determ�ned place �n t�me only by the
presuppos�t�on that someth�ng ex�sted �n the forego�ng state, upon
wh�ch �t follows �nev�tably and always, that �s, �n conform�ty w�th a
rule. From all th�s �t �s ev�dent that, �n the f�rst place, I cannot reverse
the order of success�on, and make that wh�ch happens precede that
upon wh�ch �t follows; and that, �n the second place, �f the antecedent
state be pos�ted, a certa�n determ�nate event �nev�tably and
necessar�ly follows. Hence �t follows that there ex�sts a certa�n order
�n our representat�ons, whereby the present g�ves a sure �nd�cat�on
of some prev�ously ex�st�ng state, as a correlate, though st�ll
undeterm�ned, of the ex�st�ng event wh�ch �s g�ven—a correlate
wh�ch �tself relates to the event as �ts consequence, cond�t�ons �t,
and connects �t necessar�ly w�th �tself �n the ser�es of t�me.

If then �t be adm�tted as a necessary law of sens�b�l�ty, and
consequently a formal cond�t�on of all percept�on, that the preced�ng
necessar�ly determ�nes the succeed�ng t�me (�nasmuch as I cannot
arr�ve at the succeed�ng except through the preced�ng), �t must
l�kew�se be an �nd�spensable law of emp�r�cal representat�on of the
ser�es of t�me that the phenomena of the past determ�ne all
phenomena �n the succeed�ng t�me, and that the latter, as events,
cannot take place, except �n so far as the former determ�ne the�r
ex�stence �n t�me, that �s to say, establ�sh �t accord�ng to a rule. For �t
�s of course only �n phenomena that we can emp�r�cally cogn�ze th�s
cont�nu�ty �n the connect�on of t�mes.

For all exper�ence and for the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence,
understand�ng �s �nd�spensable, and the f�rst step wh�ch �t takes �n
th�s sphere �s not to render the representat�on of objects clear, but to
render the representat�on of an object �n general, poss�ble. It does
th�s by apply�ng the order of t�me to phenomena, and the�r ex�stence.
In other words, �t ass�gns to each phenomenon, as a consequence, a
place �n relat�on to preced�ng phenomena, determ�ned à pr�or� �n
t�me, w�thout wh�ch �t could not harmon�ze w�th t�me �tself, wh�ch



determ�nes a place à pr�or� to all �ts parts. Th�s determ�nat�on of place
cannot be der�ved from the relat�on of phenomena to absolute t�me
(for �t �s not an object of percept�on); but, on the contrary,
phenomena must rec�procally determ�ne the places �n t�me of one
another, and render these necessary �n the order of t�me. In other
words, whatever follows or happens, must follow �n conform�ty w�th a
un�versal rule upon that wh�ch was conta�ned �n the forego�ng state.
Hence ar�ses a ser�es of phenomena, wh�ch, by means of the
understand�ng, produces and renders necessary exactly the same
order and cont�nuous connect�on �n the ser�es of our poss�ble
percept�ons, as �s found à pr�or� �n the form of �nternal �ntu�t�on (t�me),
�n wh�ch all our percept�ons must have place.

That someth�ng happens, then, �s a percept�on wh�ch belongs to a
poss�ble exper�ence, wh�ch becomes real only because I look upon
the phenomenon as determ�ned �n regard to �ts place �n t�me,
consequently as an object, wh�ch can always be found by means of
a rule �n the connected ser�es of my percept�ons. But th�s rule of the
determ�nat�on of a th�ng accord�ng to success�on �n t�me �s as
follows: “In what precedes may be found the cond�t�on, under wh�ch
an event always (that �s, necessar�ly) follows.” From all th�s �t �s
obv�ous that the pr�nc�ple of cause and effect �s the pr�nc�ple of
poss�ble exper�ence, that �s, of object�ve cogn�t�on of phenomena, �n
regard to the�r relat�ons �n the success�on of t�me.



The proof of th�s fundamental propos�t�on rests ent�rely on the
follow�ng momenta of argument. To all emp�r�cal cogn�t�on belongs
the synthes�s of the man�fold by the �mag�nat�on, a synthes�s wh�ch �s
always success�ve, that �s, �n wh�ch the representat�ons there�n
always follow one another. But the order of success�on �n
�mag�nat�on �s not determ�ned, and the ser�es of success�ve
representat�ons may be taken retrogress�vely as well as
progress�vely. But �f th�s synthes�s �s a synthes�s of apprehens�on (of
the man�fold of a g�ven phenomenon), then the order �s determ�ned
�n the object, or to speak more accurately, there �s there�n an order of
success�ve synthes�s wh�ch determ�nes an object, and accord�ng to
wh�ch someth�ng necessar�ly precedes, and when th�s �s pos�ted,
someth�ng else necessar�ly follows. If, then, my percept�on �s to
conta�n the cogn�t�on of an event, that �s, of someth�ng wh�ch really
happens, �t must be an emp�r�cal judgement, where�n we th�nk that
the success�on �s determ�ned; that �s, �t presupposes another
phenomenon, upon wh�ch th�s event follows necessar�ly, or �n
conform�ty w�th a rule. If, on the contrary, when I pos�ted the
antecedent, the event d�d not necessar�ly follow, I should be obl�ged
to cons�der �t merely as a subject�ve play of my �mag�nat�on, and �f �n
th�s I represented to myself anyth�ng as object�ve, I must look upon �t
as a mere dream. Thus, the relat�on of phenomena (as poss�ble
percept�ons), accord�ng to wh�ch that wh�ch happens �s, as to �ts
ex�stence, necessar�ly determ�ned �n t�me by someth�ng wh�ch
antecedes, �n conform�ty w�th a rule—�n other words, the relat�on of
cause and effect—�s the cond�t�on of the object�ve val�d�ty of our
emp�r�cal judgements �n regard to the sequence of percept�ons,
consequently of the�r emp�r�cal truth, and therefore of exper�ence.
The pr�nc�ple of the relat�on of causal�ty �n the success�on of
phenomena �s therefore val�d for all objects of exper�ence, because �t
�s �tself the ground of the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence.

Here, however, a d�ff�culty ar�ses, wh�ch must be resolved. The
pr�nc�ple of the connect�on of causal�ty among phenomena �s l�m�ted



�n our formula to the success�on thereof, although �n pract�ce we f�nd
that the pr�nc�ple appl�es also when the phenomena ex�st together �n
the same t�me, and that cause and effect may be s�multaneous. For
example, there �s heat �n a room, wh�ch does not ex�st �n the open
a�r. I look about for the cause, and f�nd �t to be the f�re, Now the f�re
as the cause �s s�multaneous w�th �ts effect, the heat of the room. In
th�s case, then, there �s no success�on as regards t�me, between
cause and effect, but they are s�multaneous; and st�ll the law holds
good. The greater part of operat�ng causes �n nature are
s�multaneous w�th the�r effects, and the success�on �n t�me of the
latter �s produced only because the cause cannot ach�eve the total of
�ts effect �n one moment. But at the moment when the effect f�rst
ar�ses, �t �s always s�multaneous w�th the causal�ty of �ts cause,
because, �f the cause had but a moment before ceased to be, the
effect could not have ar�sen. Here �t must be spec�ally remembered
that we must cons�der the order of t�me and not the lapse thereof.
The relat�on rema�ns, even though no t�me has elapsed. The t�me
between the causal�ty of the cause and �ts �mmed�ate effect may
ent�rely van�sh, and the cause and effect be thus s�multaneous, but
the relat�on of the one to the other rema�ns always determ�nable
accord�ng to t�me. If, for example, I cons�der a leaden ball, wh�ch l�es
upon a cush�on and makes a hollow �n �t, as a cause, then �t �s
s�multaneous w�th the effect. But I d�st�ngu�sh the two through the
relat�on of t�me of the dynam�cal connect�on of both. For �f I lay the
ball upon the cush�on, then the hollow follows upon the before
smooth surface; but suppos�ng the cush�on has, from some cause or
another, a hollow, there does not thereupon follow a leaden ball.

Thus, the law of success�on of t�me �s �n all �nstances the only
emp�r�cal cr�ter�on of effect �n relat�on to the causal�ty of the
antecedent cause. The glass �s the cause of the r�s�ng of the water
above �ts hor�zontal surface, although the two phenomena are
contemporaneous. For, as soon as I draw some water w�th the glass
from a larger vessel, an effect follows thereupon, namely, the change
of the hor�zontal state wh�ch the water had �n the large vessel �nto a
concave, wh�ch �t assumes �n the glass.

Th�s concept�on of causal�ty leads us to the concept�on of act�on;
that of act�on, to the concept�on of force; and through �t, to the



concept�on of substance. As I do not w�sh th�s cr�t�cal essay, the sole
purpose of wh�ch �s to treat of the sources of our synthet�cal
cogn�t�on à pr�or�, to be crowded w�th analyses wh�ch merely expla�n,
but do not enlarge the sphere of our concept�ons, I reserve the
deta�led explanat�on of the above concept�ons for a future system of
pure reason. Such an analys�s, �ndeed, executed w�th great
part�cular�ty, may already be found �n well-known works on th�s
subject. But I cannot at present refra�n from mak�ng a few remarks
on the emp�r�cal cr�ter�on of a substance, �n so far as �t seems to be
more ev�dent and more eas�ly recogn�zed through the concept�on of
act�on than through that of the permanence of a phenomenon.

Where act�on (consequently act�v�ty and force) ex�sts, substance
also must ex�st, and �n �t alone must be sought the seat of that fru�tful
source of phenomena. Very well. But �f we are called upon to expla�n
what we mean by substance, and w�sh to avo�d the v�ce of reason�ng
�n a c�rcle, the answer �s by no means so easy. How shall we
conclude �mmed�ately from the act�on to the permanence of that
wh�ch acts, th�s be�ng nevertheless an essent�al and pecul�ar
cr�ter�on of substance (phenomenon)? But after what has been sa�d
above, the solut�on of th�s quest�on becomes easy enough, although
by the common mode of procedure—merely analys�ng our
concept�ons—�t would be qu�te �mposs�ble. The concept�on of act�on
�nd�cates the relat�on of the subject of causal�ty to the effect. Now
because all effect cons�sts �n that wh�ch happens, therefore �n the
changeable, the last subject thereof �s the permanent, as the
substratum of all that changes, that �s, substance. For accord�ng to
the pr�nc�ple of causal�ty, act�ons are always the f�rst ground of all
change �n phenomena and, consequently, cannot be a property of a
subject wh�ch �tself changes, because �f th�s were the case, other
act�ons and another subject would be necessary to determ�ne th�s
change. From all th�s �t results that act�on alone, as an emp�r�cal
cr�ter�on, �s a suff�c�ent proof of the presence of substant�al�ty, w�thout
any necess�ty on my part of endeavour�ng to d�scover the
permanence of substance by a compar�son. Bes�des, by th�s mode
of �nduct�on we could not atta�n to the completeness wh�ch the
magn�tude and str�ct un�versal�ty of the concept�on requ�res. For that
the pr�mary subject of the causal�ty of all ar�s�ng and pass�ng away,



all or�g�n and ext�nct�on, cannot �tself (�n the sphere of phenomena)
ar�se and pass away, �s a sound and safe conclus�on, a conclus�on
wh�ch leads us to the concept�on of emp�r�cal necess�ty and
permanence �n ex�stence, and consequently to the concept�on of a
substance as phenomenon.

When someth�ng happens, the mere fact of the occurrence,
w�thout regard to that wh�ch occurs, �s an object requ�r�ng
�nvest�gat�on. The trans�t�on from the non-be�ng of a state �nto the
ex�stence of �t, suppos�ng that th�s state conta�ns no qual�ty wh�ch
prev�ously ex�sted �n the phenomenon, �s a fact of �tself demand�ng
�nqu�ry. Such an event, as has been shown �n No. A, does not
concern substance (for substance does not thus or�g�nate), but �ts
cond�t�on or state. It �s therefore only change, and not or�g�n from
noth�ng. If th�s or�g�n be regarded as the effect of a fore�gn cause, �t
�s termed creat�on, wh�ch cannot be adm�tted as an event among
phenomena, because the very poss�b�l�ty of �t would ann�h�late the
un�ty of exper�ence. If, however, I regard all th�ngs not as
phenomena, but as th�ngs �n themselves and objects of
understand�ng alone, they, although substances, may be cons�dered
as dependent, �n respect of the�r ex�stence, on a fore�gn cause. But
th�s would requ�re a very d�fferent mean�ng �n the words, a mean�ng
wh�ch could not apply to phenomena as objects of poss�ble
exper�ence.

How a th�ng can be changed, how �t �s poss�ble that upon one
state ex�st�ng �n one po�nt of t�me, an oppos�te state should follow �n
another po�nt of t�me—of th�s we have not the smallest concept�on à
pr�or�. There �s requ�s�te for th�s the knowledge of real powers, wh�ch
can only be g�ven emp�r�cally; for example, knowledge of mov�ng
forces, or, �n other words, of certa�n success�ve phenomena (as
movements) wh�ch �nd�cate the presence of such forces. But the
form of every change, the cond�t�on under wh�ch alone �t can take
place as the com�ng �nto ex�stence of another state (be the content
of the change, that �s, the state wh�ch �s changed, what �t may), and
consequently the success�on of the states themselves can very well
be cons�dered à pr�or�, �n relat�on to the law of causal�ty and the
cond�t�ons of t�me.[32]



[32] It must be remarked that I do not speak of the change of
certa�n relat�ons, but of the change of the state. Thus, when a
body moves �n a un�form manner, �t does not change �ts state (of
mot�on); but only when all mot�on �ncreases or decreases.

When a substance passes from one state, a, �nto another state, b,
the po�nt of t�me �n wh�ch the latter ex�sts �s d�fferent from, and
subsequent to that �n wh�ch the former ex�sted. In l�ke manner, the
second state, as real�ty (�n the phenomenon), d�ffers from the f�rst, �n
wh�ch the real�ty of the second d�d not ex�st, as b from zero. That �s
to say, �f the state, b, d�ffers from the state, a, only �n respect to
quant�ty, the change �s a com�ng �nto ex�stence of b -a, wh�ch �n the
former state d�d not ex�st, and �n relat�on to wh�ch that state �s = O.

Now the quest�on ar�ses how a th�ng passes from one state = a,
�nto another state = b. Between two moments there �s always a
certa�n t�me, and between two states ex�st�ng �n these moments
there �s always a d�fference hav�ng a certa�n quant�ty (for all parts of
phenomena are �n the�r turn quant�t�es). Consequently, every
trans�t�on from one state �nto another �s always effected �n a t�me
conta�ned between two moments, of wh�ch the f�rst determ�nes the
state wh�ch leaves, and the second determ�nes the state �nto the
th�ng passes. The th�ng leaves, and the second determ�nes the state
�nto wh�ch the th�ng Both moments, then, are l�m�tat�ons of the t�me
of a change, consequently of the �ntermed�ate state between both,
and as such they belong to the total of the change. Now every
change has a cause, wh�ch ev�dences �ts causal�ty �n the whole t�me
dur�ng wh�ch the charge takes place. The cause, therefore, does not
produce the change all at once or �n one moment, but �n a t�me, so
that, as the t�me gradually �ncreases from the commenc�ng �nstant, a,
to �ts complet�on at b, �n l�ke manner also, the quant�ty of the real�ty
(b - a) �s generated through the lesser degrees wh�ch are conta�ned
between the f�rst and last. All change �s therefore poss�ble only
through a cont�nuous act�on of the causal�ty, wh�ch, �n so far as �t �s
un�form, we call a momentum. The change does not cons�st of these
momenta, but �s generated or produced by them as the�r effect.

Such �s the law of the cont�nu�ty of all change, the ground of wh�ch
�s that ne�ther t�me �tself nor any phenomenon �n t�me cons�sts of



parts wh�ch are the smallest poss�ble, but that, notw�thstand�ng, the
state of a th�ng passes �n the process of a change through all these
parts, as elements, to �ts second state. There �s no smallest degree
of real�ty �n a phenomenon, just as there �s no smallest degree �n the
quant�ty of t�me; and so the new state of real�ty grows up out of the
former state, through all the �nf�n�te degrees thereof, the d�fferences
of wh�ch one from another, taken all together, are less than the
d�fference between o and a.

It �s not our bus�ness to �nqu�re here �nto the ut�l�ty of th�s pr�nc�ple
�n the �nvest�gat�on of nature. But how such a propos�t�on, wh�ch
appears so greatly to extend our knowledge of nature, �s poss�ble
completely à pr�or�, �s �ndeed a quest�on wh�ch deserves
�nvest�gat�on, although the f�rst v�ew seems to demonstrate the truth
and real�ty of the pr�nc�ple, and the quest�on, how �t �s poss�ble, may
be cons�dered superfluous. For there are so many groundless
pretens�ons to the enlargement of our knowledge by pure reason
that we must take �t as a general rule to be m�strustful of all such,
and w�thout a thoroughgo�ng and rad�cal deduct�on, to bel�eve
noth�ng of the sort even on the clearest dogmat�cal ev�dence.

Every add�t�on to our emp�r�cal knowledge, and every advance
made �n the exerc�se of our percept�on, �s noth�ng more than an
extens�on of the determ�nat�on of the �nternal sense, that �s to say, a
progress�on �n t�me, be objects themselves what they may,
phenomena, or pure �ntu�t�ons. Th�s progress�on �n t�me determ�nes
everyth�ng, and �s �tself determ�ned by noth�ng else. That �s to say,
the parts of the progress�on ex�st only �n t�me, and by means of the
synthes�s thereof, and are not g�ven antecedently to �t. For th�s
reason, every trans�t�on �n percept�on to anyth�ng wh�ch follows upon
another �n t�me, �s a determ�nat�on of t�me by means of the
product�on of th�s percept�on. And as th�s determ�nat�on of t�me �s,
always and �n all �ts parts, a quant�ty, the percept�on produced �s to
be cons�dered as a quant�ty wh�ch proceeds through all �ts degrees
—no one of wh�ch �s the smallest poss�ble—from zero up to �ts
determ�ned degree. From th�s we perce�ve the poss�b�l�ty of
cogn�z�ng à pr�or� a law of changes—a law, however, wh�ch concerns
the�r form merely. We merely ant�c�pate our own apprehens�on, the
formal cond�t�on of wh�ch, �nasmuch as �t �s �tself to be found �n the



m�nd antecedently to all g�ven phenomena, must certa�nly be
capable of be�ng cogn�zed à pr�or�.

Thus, as t�me conta�ns the sensuous cond�t�on à pr�or� of the
poss�b�l�ty of a cont�nuous progress�on of that wh�ch ex�sts to that
wh�ch follows �t, the understand�ng, by v�rtue of the un�ty of
appercept�on, conta�ns the cond�t�on à pr�or� of the poss�b�l�ty of a
cont�nuous determ�nat�on of the pos�t�on �n t�me of all phenomena,
and th�s by means of the ser�es of causes and effects, the former of
wh�ch necess�tate the sequence of the latter, and thereby render
un�versally and for all t�me, and by consequence, object�vely, val�d
the emp�r�cal cogn�t�on of the relat�ons of t�me.

C. THIRD ANALOGY.
Pr�nc�ple of Coex�stence, Accord�ng to the Law of Rec�proc�ty or

Commun�ty.
All substances, �n so far as they can be perce�ved �n space at the

same t�me, ex�st �n a state of complete rec�proc�ty of act�on.
PROOF.
Th�ngs are coex�stent, when �n emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on the percept�on of

the one can follow upon the percept�on of the other, and v�ce versa—
wh�ch cannot occur �n the success�on of phenomena, as we have
shown �n the explanat�on of the second pr�nc�ple. Thus I can
perce�ve the moon and then the earth, or conversely, f�rst the earth
and then the moon; and for the reason that my percept�ons of these
objects can rec�procally follow each other, I say, they ex�st
contemporaneously. Now coex�stence �s the ex�stence of the
man�fold �n the same t�me. But t�me �tself �s not an object of
percept�on; and therefore we cannot conclude from the fact that
th�ngs are placed �n the same t�me, the other fact, that the percept�on
of these th�ngs can follow each other rec�procally. The synthes�s of
the �mag�nat�on �n apprehens�on would only present to us each of
these percept�ons as present �n the subject when the other �s not
present, and contrar�w�se; but would not show that the objects are
coex�stent, that �s to say, that, �f the one ex�sts, the other also ex�sts
�n the same t�me, and that th�s �s necessar�ly so, �n order that the
percept�ons may be capable of follow�ng each other rec�procally. It
follows that a concept�on of the understand�ng or category of the



rec�procal sequence of the determ�nat�ons of phenomena (ex�st�ng,
as they do, apart from each other, and yet contemporaneously), �s
requ�s�te to just�fy us �n say�ng that the rec�procal success�on of
percept�ons has �ts foundat�on �n the object, and to enable us to
represent coex�stence as object�ve. But that relat�on of substances �n
wh�ch the one conta�ns determ�nat�ons the ground of wh�ch �s �n the
other substance, �s the relat�on of �nfluence. And, when th�s �nfluence
�s rec�procal, �t �s the relat�on of commun�ty or rec�proc�ty.
Consequently the coex�stence of substances �n space cannot be
cogn�zed �n exper�ence otherw�se than under the precond�t�on of
the�r rec�procal act�on. Th�s �s therefore the cond�t�on of the
poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs themselves as objects of exper�ence.

Th�ngs are coex�stent, �n so far as they ex�st �n one and the same
t�me. But how can we know that they ex�st �n one and the same
t�me? Only by observ�ng that the order �n the synthes�s of
apprehens�on of the man�fold �s arb�trary and a matter of
�nd�fference, that �s to say, that �t can proceed from A, through B, C,
D, to E, or contrar�w�se from E to A. For �f they were success�ve �n
t�me (and �n the order, let us suppose, wh�ch beg�ns w�th A), �t �s
qu�te �mposs�ble for the apprehens�on �n percept�on to beg�n w�th E
and go backwards to A, �nasmuch as A belongs to past t�me and,
therefore, cannot be an object of apprehens�on.

Let us assume that �n a number of substances cons�dered as
phenomena each �s completely �solated, that �s, that no one acts
upon another. Then I say that the coex�stence of these cannot be an
object of poss�ble percept�on and that the ex�stence of one cannot,
by any mode of emp�r�cal synthes�s, lead us to the ex�stence of
another. For we �mag�ne them �n th�s case to be separated by a
completely vo�d space, and thus percept�on, wh�ch proceeds from
the one to the other �n t�me, would �ndeed determ�ne the�r ex�stence
by means of a follow�ng percept�on, but would be qu�te unable to
d�st�ngu�sh whether the one phenomenon follows object�vely upon
the f�rst, or �s coex�stent w�th �t.

Bes�des the mere fact of ex�stence, then, there must be someth�ng
by means of wh�ch A determ�nes the pos�t�on of B �n t�me and,
conversely, B the pos�t�on of A; because only under th�s cond�t�on



can substances be emp�r�cally represented as ex�st�ng
contemporaneously. Now that alone determ�nes the pos�t�on of
another th�ng �n t�me wh�ch �s the cause of �t or of �ts determ�nat�ons.
Consequently every substance (�nasmuch as �t can have success�on
pred�cated of �t only �n respect of �ts determ�nat�ons) must conta�n the
causal�ty of certa�n determ�nat�ons �n another substance, and at the
same t�me the effects of the causal�ty of the other �n �tself. That �s to
say, substances must stand (med�ately or �mmed�ately) �n dynam�cal
commun�ty w�th each other, �f coex�stence �s to be cogn�zed �n any
poss�ble exper�ence. But, �n regard to objects of exper�ence, that �s
absolutely necessary w�thout wh�ch the exper�ence of these objects
would �tself be �mposs�ble. Consequently �t �s absolutely necessary
that all substances �n the world of phenomena, �n so far as they are
coex�stent, stand �n a relat�on of complete commun�ty of rec�procal
act�on to each other.

The word commun�ty has �n our language[33] two mean�ngs, and
conta�ns the two not�ons conveyed �n the Lat�n commun�o and
commerc�um. We employ �t �n th�s place �n the latter sense—that of a
dynam�cal commun�ty, w�thout wh�ch even the commun�ty of place
(commun�o spat��) could not be emp�r�cally cogn�zed. In our
exper�ences �t �s easy to observe that �t �s only the cont�nuous
�nfluences �n all parts of space that can conduct our senses from one
object to another; that the l�ght wh�ch plays between our eyes and
the heavenly bod�es produces a med�at�ng commun�ty between them
and us, and thereby ev�dences the�r coex�stence w�th us; that we
cannot emp�r�cally change our pos�t�on (perce�ve th�s change),
unless the ex�stence of matter throughout the whole of space
rendered poss�ble the percept�on of the pos�t�ons we occupy; and
that th�s percept�on can prove the contemporaneous ex�stence of
these places only through the�r rec�procal �nfluence, and thereby also
the coex�stence of even the most remote objects—although �n th�s
case the proof �s only med�ate. W�thout commun�ty, every percept�on
(of a phenomenon �n space) �s separated from every other and
�solated, and the cha�n of emp�r�cal representat�ons, that �s, of
exper�ence, must, w�th the appearance of a new object, beg�n
ent�rely de novo, w�thout the least connect�on w�th preced�ng
representat�ons, and w�thout stand�ng towards these even �n the



relat�on of t�me. My �ntent�on here �s by no means to combat the
not�on of empty space; for �t may ex�st where our percept�ons cannot
ex�st, �nasmuch as they cannot reach thereto, and where, therefore,
no emp�r�cal percept�on of coex�stence takes place. But �n th�s case �t
�s not an object of poss�ble exper�ence.

[33] German

The follow�ng remarks may be useful �n the way of explanat�on. In
the m�nd, all phenomena, as contents of a poss�ble exper�ence, must
ex�st �n commun�ty (commun�o) of appercept�on or consc�ousness,
and �n so far as �t �s requ�s�te that objects be represented as
coex�stent and connected, �n so far must they rec�procally determ�ne
the pos�t�on �n t�me of each other and thereby const�tute a whole. If
th�s subject�ve commun�ty �s to rest upon an object�ve bas�s, or to be
appl�ed to substances as phenomena, the percept�on of one
substance must render poss�ble the percept�on of another, and
conversely. For otherw�se success�on, wh�ch �s always found �n
percept�ons as apprehens�ons, would be pred�cated of external
objects, and the�r representat�on of the�r coex�stence be thus
�mposs�ble. But th�s �s a rec�procal �nfluence, that �s to say, a real
commun�ty (commerc�um) of substances, w�thout wh�ch therefore the
emp�r�cal relat�on of coex�stence would be a not�on beyond the reach
of our m�nds. By v�rtue of th�s commerc�um, phenomena, �n so far as
they are apart from, and nevertheless �n connect�on w�th each other,
const�tute a compos�tum reale. Such compos�ta are poss�ble �n many
d�fferent ways. The three dynam�cal relat�ons then, from wh�ch all
others spr�ng, are those of �nherence, consequence, and
compos�t�on.

These, then, are the three analog�es of exper�ence. They are
noth�ng more than pr�nc�ples of the determ�nat�on of the ex�stence of
phenomena �n t�me, accord�ng to the three mod� of th�s
determ�nat�on; to w�t, the relat�on to t�me �tself as a quant�ty (the
quant�ty of ex�stence, that �s, durat�on), the relat�on �n t�me as a
ser�es or success�on, f�nally, the relat�on �n t�me as the complex of all
ex�stence (s�multane�ty). Th�s un�ty of determ�nat�on �n regard to t�me
�s thoroughly dynam�cal; that �s to say, t�me �s not cons�dered as that
�n wh�ch exper�ence determ�nes �mmed�ately to every ex�stence �ts



pos�t�on; for th�s �s �mposs�ble, �nasmuch as absolute t�me �s not an
object of percept�on, by means of wh�ch phenomena can be
connected w�th each other. On the contrary, the rule of the
understand�ng, through wh�ch alone the ex�stence of phenomena
can rece�ve synthet�cal un�ty as regards relat�ons of t�me, determ�nes
for every phenomenon �ts pos�t�on �n t�me, and consequently à pr�or�,
and w�th val�d�ty for all and every t�me.

By nature, �n the emp�r�cal sense of the word, we understand the
total�ty of phenomena connected, �n respect of the�r ex�stence,
accord�ng to necessary rules, that �s, laws. There are therefore
certa�n laws (wh�ch are moreover à pr�or�) wh�ch make nature
poss�ble; and all emp�r�cal laws can ex�st only by means of
exper�ence, and by v�rtue of those pr�m�t�ve laws through wh�ch
exper�ence �tself becomes poss�ble. The purpose of the analog�es �s
therefore to represent to us the un�ty of nature �n the connect�on of
all phenomena under certa�n exponents, the only bus�ness of wh�ch
�s to express the relat�on of t�me (�n so far as �t conta�ns all ex�stence
�n �tself) to the un�ty of appercept�on, wh�ch can ex�st �n synthes�s
only accord�ng to rules. The comb�ned express�on of all �s th�s: “All
phenomena ex�st �n one nature, and must so ex�st, �nasmuch as
w�thout th�s à pr�or� un�ty, no un�ty of exper�ence, and consequently
no determ�nat�on of objects �n exper�ence, �s poss�ble.”

As regards the mode of proof wh�ch we have employed �n treat�ng
of these transcendental laws of nature, and the pecul�ar character of
we must make one remark, wh�ch w�ll at the same t�me be �mportant
as a gu�de �n every other attempt to demonstrate the truth of
�ntellectual and l�kew�se synthet�cal propos�t�ons à pr�or�. Had we
endeavoured to prove these analog�es dogmat�cally, that �s, from
concept�ons; that �s to say, had we employed th�s method �n
attempt�ng to show that everyth�ng wh�ch ex�sts, ex�sts only �n that
wh�ch �s permanent—that every th�ng or event presupposes the
ex�stence of someth�ng �n a preced�ng state, upon wh�ch �t follows �n
conform�ty w�th a rule—lastly, that �n the man�fold, wh�ch �s
coex�stent, the states coex�st �n connect�on w�th each other
accord�ng to a rule, all our labour would have been utterly �n va�n.
For more concept�ons of th�ngs, analyse them as we may, cannot
enable us to conclude from the ex�stence of one object to the



ex�stence of another. What other course was left for us to pursue?
Th�s only, to demonstrate the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence as a cogn�t�on
�n wh�ch at last all objects must be capable of be�ng presented to us,
�f the representat�on of them �s to possess any object�ve real�ty. Now
�n th�s th�rd, th�s med�at�ng term, the essent�al form of wh�ch cons�sts
�n the synthet�cal un�ty of the appercept�on of all phenomena, we
found à pr�or� cond�t�ons of the un�versal and necessary
determ�nat�on as to t�me of all ex�stences �n the world of phenomena,
w�thout wh�ch the emp�r�cal determ�nat�on thereof as to t�me would
�tself be �mposs�ble, and we also d�scovered rules of synthet�cal un�ty
à pr�or�, by means of wh�ch we could ant�c�pate exper�ence. For want
of th�s method, and from the fancy that �t was poss�ble to d�scover a
dogmat�cal proof of the synthet�cal propos�t�ons wh�ch are requ�s�te �n
the emp�r�cal employment of the understand�ng, has �t happened that
a proof of the pr�nc�ple of suff�c�ent reason has been so often
attempted, and always �n va�n. The other two analog�es nobody has
ever thought of, although they have always been s�lently employed
by the m�nd,[34] because the gu�d�ng thread furn�shed by the
categor�es was want�ng, the gu�de wh�ch alone can enable us to
d�scover every h�atus, both �n the system of concept�ons and of
pr�nc�ples.

[34] The un�ty of the un�verse, �n wh�ch all phenomena to be
connected, �s ev�dently a mere consequence of the adm�tted
pr�nc�ple of the commun�ty of all substances wh�ch are coex�stent.
For were substances �solated, they could not as parts const�tute a
whole, and were the�r connect�on (rec�procal act�on of the
man�fold) not necessary from the very fact of coex�stence, we
could not conclude from the fact of the latter as a merely �deal
relat�on to the former as a real one. We have, however, shown �n
�ts place that commun�ty �s the proper ground of the poss�b�l�ty of
an emp�r�cal cogn�t�on of coex�stence, and that we may therefore
properly reason from the latter to the former as �ts cond�t�on.

4. THE POSTULATES OF EMPIRICAL THOUGHT.
1. That wh�ch agrees w�th the formal cond�t�ons (�ntu�t�on and

concept�on) of exper�ence, �s poss�ble.
2. That wh�ch coheres w�th the mater�al cond�t�ons of exper�ence

(sensat�on), �s real.



3. That whose coherence w�th the real �s determ�ned accord�ng to
un�versal cond�t�ons of exper�ence �s (ex�sts) necessary.

Explanat�on.
The categor�es of modal�ty possess th�s pecul�ar�ty, that they do

not �n the least determ�ne the object, or enlarge the concept�on to
wh�ch they are annexed as pred�cates, but only express �ts relat�on
to the faculty of cogn�t�on. Though my concept�on of a th�ng �s �n �tself
complete, I am st�ll ent�tled to ask whether the object of �t �s merely
poss�ble, or whether �t �s also real, or, �f the latter, whether �t �s also
necessary. But hereby the object �tself �s not more def�n�tely
determ�ned �n thought, but the quest�on �s only �n what relat�on �t,
�nclud�ng all �ts determ�nat�ons, stands to the understand�ng and �ts
employment �n exper�ence, to the emp�r�cal faculty of judgement, and
to the reason of �ts appl�cat�on to exper�ence.

For th�s very reason, too, the categor�es of modal�ty are noth�ng
more than explanat�ons of the concept�ons of poss�b�l�ty, real�ty, and
necess�ty, as employed �n exper�ence, and at the same t�me,
restr�ct�ons of all the categor�es to emp�r�cal use alone, not
author�z�ng the transcendental employment of them. For �f they are
to have someth�ng more than a merely log�cal s�gn�f�cance, and to be
someth�ng more than a mere analyt�cal express�on of the form of
thought, and to have a relat�on to th�ngs and the�r poss�b�l�ty, real�ty,
or necess�ty, they must concern poss�ble exper�ence and �ts
synthet�cal un�ty, �n wh�ch alone objects of cogn�t�on can be g�ven.

The postulate of the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs requ�res also, that the
concept�on of the th�ngs agree w�th the formal cond�t�ons of our
exper�ence �n general. But th�s, that �s to say, the object�ve form of
exper�ence, conta�ns all the k�nds of synthes�s wh�ch are requ�s�te for
the cogn�t�on of objects. A concept�on wh�ch conta�ns a synthes�s
must be regarded as empty and, w�thout reference to an object, �f �ts
synthes�s does not belong to exper�ence—e�ther as borrowed from �t,
and �n th�s case �t �s called an emp�r�cal concept�on, or such as �s the
ground and à pr�or� cond�t�on of exper�ence (�ts form), and �n th�s
case �t �s a pure concept�on, a concept�on wh�ch nevertheless
belongs to exper�ence, �nasmuch as �ts object can be found �n th�s
alone. For where shall we f�nd the cr�ter�on or character of the



poss�b�l�ty of an object wh�ch �s cog�tated by means of an à pr�or�
synthet�cal concept�on, �f not �n the synthes�s wh�ch const�tutes the
form of emp�r�cal cogn�t�on of objects? That �n such a concept�on no
contrad�ct�on ex�sts �s �ndeed a necessary log�cal cond�t�on, but very
far from be�ng suff�c�ent to establ�sh the object�ve real�ty of the
concept�on, that �s, the poss�b�l�ty of such an object as �s thought �n
the concept�on. Thus, �n the concept�on of a f�gure wh�ch �s
conta�ned w�th�n two stra�ght l�nes, there �s no contrad�ct�on, for the
concept�ons of two stra�ght l�nes and of the�r junct�on conta�n no
negat�on of a f�gure. The �mposs�b�l�ty �n such a case does not rest
upon the concept�on �n �tself, but upon the construct�on of �t �n space,
that �s to say, upon the cond�t�ons of space and �ts determ�nat�ons.
But these have themselves object�ve real�ty, that �s, they apply to
poss�ble th�ngs, because they conta�n à pr�or� the form of exper�ence
�n general.

And now we shall proceed to po�nt out the extens�ve ut�l�ty and
�nfluence of th�s postulate of poss�b�l�ty. When I represent to myself a
th�ng that �s permanent, so that everyth�ng �n �t wh�ch changes
belongs merely to �ts state or cond�t�on, from such a concept�on
alone I never can cogn�ze that such a th�ng �s poss�ble. Or, �f I
represent to myself someth�ng wh�ch �s so const�tuted that, when �t �s
pos�ted, someth�ng else follows always and �nfall�bly, my thought
conta�ns no self-contrad�ct�on; but whether such a property as
causal�ty �s to be found �n any poss�ble th�ng, my thought alone
affords no means of judg�ng. F�nally, I can represent to myself
d�fferent th�ngs (substances) wh�ch are so const�tuted that the state
or cond�t�on of one causes a change �n the state of the other, and
rec�procally; but whether such a relat�on �s a property of th�ngs
cannot be perce�ved from these concept�ons, wh�ch conta�n a merely
arb�trary synthes�s. Only from the fact, therefore, that these
concept�ons express à pr�or� the relat�ons of percept�ons �n every
exper�ence, do we know that they possess object�ve real�ty, that �s,
transcendental truth; and that �ndependent of exper�ence, though not
�ndependent of all relat�on to form of an exper�ence �n general and �ts
synthet�cal un�ty, �n wh�ch alone objects can be emp�r�cally cogn�zed.

But when we fash�on to ourselves new concept�ons of substances,
forces, act�on, and react�on, from the mater�al presented to us by



percept�on, w�thout follow�ng the example of exper�ence �n the�r
connect�on, we create mere ch�meras, of the poss�b�l�ty of wh�ch we
cannot d�scover any cr�ter�on, because we have not taken
exper�ence for our �nstructress, though we have borrowed the
concept�ons from her. Such f�ct�t�ous concept�ons der�ve the�r
character of poss�b�l�ty not, l�ke the categor�es, à pr�or�, as
concept�ons on wh�ch all exper�ence depends, but only, à poster�or�,
as concept�ons g�ven by means of exper�ence �tself, and the�r
poss�b�l�ty must e�ther be cogn�zed à poster�or� and emp�r�cally, or �t
cannot be cogn�zed at all. A substance wh�ch �s permanently present
�n space, yet w�thout f�ll�ng �t (l�ke that tert�um qu�d between matter
and the th�nk�ng subject wh�ch some have tr�ed to �ntroduce �nto
metaphys�cs), or a pecul�ar fundamental power of the m�nd of
�ntu�t�ng the future by ant�c�pat�on (�nstead of merely �nferr�ng from
past and present events), or, f�nally, a power of the m�nd to place
�tself �n commun�ty of thought w�th other men, however d�stant they
may be—these are concept�ons the poss�b�l�ty of wh�ch has no
ground to rest upon. For they are not based upon exper�ence and �ts
known laws; and, w�thout exper�ence, they are a merely arb�trary
conjunct�on of thoughts, wh�ch, though conta�n�ng no �nternal
contrad�ct�on, has no cla�m to object�ve real�ty, ne�ther, consequently,
to the poss�b�l�ty of such an object as �s thought �n these
concept�ons. As far as concerns real�ty, �t �s self-ev�dent that we
cannot cog�tate such a poss�b�l�ty �n concreto w�thout the a�d of
exper�ence; because real�ty �s concerned only w�th sensat�on, as the
matter of exper�ence, and not w�th the form of thought, w�th wh�ch we
can no doubt �ndulge �n shap�ng fanc�es.

But I pass by everyth�ng wh�ch der�ves �ts poss�b�l�ty from real�ty �n
exper�ence, and I purpose treat�ng here merely of the poss�b�l�ty of
th�ngs by means of à pr�or� concept�ons. I ma�nta�n, then, that the
poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs �s not der�ved from such concept�ons per se, but
only when cons�dered as formal and object�ve cond�t�ons of an
exper�ence �n general.

It seems, �ndeed, as �f the poss�b�l�ty of a tr�angle could be
cogn�zed from the concept�on of �t alone (wh�ch �s certa�nly
�ndependent of exper�ence); for we can certa�nly g�ve to the
concept�on a correspond�ng object completely à pr�or�, that �s to say,



we can construct �t. But as a tr�angle �s only the form of an object, �t
must rema�n a mere product of the �mag�nat�on, and the poss�b�l�ty of
the ex�stence of an object correspond�ng to �t must rema�n doubtful,
unless we can d�scover some other ground, unless we know that the
f�gure can be cog�tated under the cond�t�ons upon wh�ch all objects
of exper�ence rest. Now, the facts that space �s a formal cond�t�on à
pr�or� of external exper�ence, that the format�ve synthes�s, by wh�ch
we construct a tr�angle �n �mag�nat�on, �s the very same as that we
employ �n the apprehens�on of a phenomenon for the purpose of
mak�ng an emp�r�cal concept�on of �t, are what alone connect the
not�on of the poss�b�l�ty of such a th�ng, w�th the concept�on of �t. In
the same manner, the poss�b�l�ty of cont�nuous quant�t�es, �ndeed of
quant�t�es �n general, for the concept�ons of them are w�thout
except�on synthet�cal, �s never ev�dent from the concept�ons �n
themselves, but only when they are cons�dered as the formal
cond�t�ons of the determ�nat�on of objects �n exper�ence. And where,
�ndeed, should we look for objects to correspond to our concept�ons,
�f not �n exper�ence, by wh�ch alone objects are presented to us? It
�s, however, true that w�thout antecedent exper�ence we can cogn�ze
and character�ze the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs, relat�vely to the formal
cond�t�ons, under wh�ch someth�ng �s determ�ned �n exper�ence as
an object, consequently, completely à pr�or�. But st�ll th�s �s poss�ble
only �n relat�on to exper�ence and w�th�n �ts l�m�ts.

The postulate concern�ng the cogn�t�on of the real�ty of th�ngs
requ�res percept�on, consequently consc�ous sensat�on, not �ndeed
�mmed�ately, that �s, of the object �tself, whose ex�stence �s to be
cogn�zed, but st�ll that the object have some connect�on w�th a real
percept�on, �n accordance w�th the analog�es of exper�ence, wh�ch
exh�b�t all k�nds of real connect�on �n exper�ence.

From the mere concept�on of a th�ng �t �s �mposs�ble to conclude �ts
ex�stence. For, let the concept�on be ever so complete, and
conta�n�ng a statement of all the determ�nat�ons of the th�ng, the
ex�stence of �t has noth�ng to do w�th all th�s, but only w�th thew
quest�on whether such a th�ng �s g�ven, so that the percept�on of �t
can �n every case precede the concept�on. For the fact that the
concept�on of �t precedes the percept�on, merely �nd�cates the
poss�b�l�ty of �ts ex�stence; �t �s percept�on wh�ch presents matter to



the concept�on, that �s the sole cr�ter�on of real�ty. Pr�or to the
percept�on of the th�ng, however, and therefore comparat�vely à
pr�or�, we are able to cogn�ze �ts ex�stence, prov�ded �t stands �n
connect�on w�th some percept�ons accord�ng to the pr�nc�ples of the
emp�r�cal conjunct�on of these, that �s, �n conform�ty w�th the
analog�es of percept�on. For, �n th�s case, the ex�stence of the
supposed th�ng �s connected w�th our percept�on �n a poss�ble
exper�ence, and we are able, w�th the gu�dance of these analog�es,
to reason �n the ser�es of poss�ble percept�ons from a th�ng wh�ch we
do really perce�ve to the th�ng we do not perce�ve. Thus, we cogn�ze
the ex�stence of a magnet�c matter penetrat�ng all bod�es from the
percept�on of the attract�on of the steel-f�l�ngs by the magnet,
although the const�tut�on of our organs renders an �mmed�ate
percept�on of th�s matter �mposs�ble for us. For, accord�ng to the laws
of sens�b�l�ty and the connected context of our percept�ons, we
should �n an exper�ence come also on an �mmed�ate emp�r�cal
�ntu�t�on of th�s matter, �f our senses were more acute—but th�s
obtuseness has no �nfluence upon and cannot alter the form of
poss�ble exper�ence �n general. Our knowledge of the ex�stence of
th�ngs reaches as far as our percept�ons, and what may be �nferred
from them accord�ng to emp�r�cal laws, extend. If we do not set out
from exper�ence, or do not proceed accord�ng to the laws of the
emp�r�cal connect�on of phenomena, our pretens�ons to d�scover the
ex�stence of a th�ng wh�ch we do not �mmed�ately perce�ve are va�n.
Ideal�sm, however, br�ngs forward powerful object�ons to these rules
for prov�ng ex�stence med�ately. Th�s �s, therefore, the proper place
for �ts refutat�on.

REFUTATION OF IDEALISM.
Ideal�sm—I mean mater�al �deal�sm—�s the theory wh�ch declares

the ex�stence of objects �n space w�thout us to be e�ther () doubtful
and �ndemonstrable, or (2) false and �mposs�ble. The f�rst �s the
problemat�cal �deal�sm of Descartes, who adm�ts the undoubted
certa�nty of only one emp�r�cal assert�on (assert�o), to w�t, “I am.” The
second �s the dogmat�cal �deal�sm of Berkeley, who ma�nta�ns that
space, together w�th all the objects of wh�ch �t �s the �nseparable
cond�t�on, �s a th�ng wh�ch �s �n �tself �mposs�ble, and that
consequently the objects �n space are mere products of the



�mag�nat�on. The dogmat�cal theory of �deal�sm �s unavo�dable, �f we
regard space as a property of th�ngs �n themselves; for �n that case �t
�s, w�th all to wh�ch �t serves as cond�t�on, a nonent�ty. But the
foundat�on for th�s k�nd of �deal�sm we have already destroyed �n the
transcendental æsthet�c. Problemat�cal �deal�sm, wh�ch makes no
such assert�on, but only alleges our �ncapac�ty to prove the ex�stence
of anyth�ng bes�des ourselves by means of �mmed�ate exper�ence, �s
a theory rat�onal and ev�denc�ng a thorough and ph�losoph�cal mode
of th�nk�ng, for �t observes the rule not to form a dec�s�ve judgement
before suff�c�ent proof be shown. The des�red proof must therefore
demonstrate that we have exper�ence of external th�ngs, and not
mere fanc�es. For th�s purpose, we must prove, that our �nternal and,
to Descartes, �ndub�table exper�ence �s �tself poss�ble only under the
prev�ous assumpt�on of external exper�ence.

THEOREM.
The s�mple but emp�r�cally determ�ned consc�ousness of my own

ex�stence proves the ex�stence of external objects �n space.
PROOF
I am consc�ous of my own ex�stence as determ�ned �n t�me. All

determ�nat�on �n regard to t�me presupposes the ex�stence of
someth�ng permanent �n percept�on. But th�s permanent someth�ng
cannot be someth�ng �n me, for the very reason that my ex�stence �n
t�me �s �tself determ�ned by th�s permanent someth�ng. It follows that
the percept�on of th�s permanent ex�stence �s poss�ble only through a
th�ng w�thout me and not through the mere representat�on of a th�ng
w�thout me. Consequently, the determ�nat�on of my ex�stence �n t�me
�s poss�ble only through the ex�stence of real th�ngs external to me.
Now, consc�ousness �n t�me �s necessar�ly connected w�th the
consc�ousness of the poss�b�l�ty of th�s determ�nat�on �n t�me. Hence
�t follows that consc�ousness �n t�me �s necessar�ly connected also
w�th the ex�stence of th�ngs w�thout me, �nasmuch as the ex�stence
of these th�ngs �s the cond�t�on of determ�nat�on �n t�me. That �s to
say, the consc�ousness of my own ex�stence �s at the same t�me an
�mmed�ate consc�ousness of the ex�stence of other th�ngs w�thout
me.



Remark I. The reader w�ll observe, that �n the forego�ng proof the
game wh�ch �deal�sm plays �s retorted upon �tself, and w�th more
just�ce. It assumed that the only �mmed�ate exper�ence �s �nternal
and that from th�s we can only �nfer the ex�stence of external th�ngs.
But, as always happens, when we reason from g�ven effects to
determ�ned causes, �deal�sm has reasoned w�th too much haste and
uncerta�nty, for �t �s qu�te poss�ble that the cause of our
representat�ons may l�e �n ourselves, and that we ascr�be �t falsely to
external th�ngs. But our proof shows that external exper�ence �s
properly �mmed�ate,[35] that only by v�rtue of �t—not, �ndeed, the
consc�ousness of our own ex�stence, but certa�nly the determ�nat�on
of our ex�stence �n t�me, that �s, �nternal exper�ence—�s poss�ble. It �s
true, that the representat�on “I am,” wh�ch �s the express�on of the
consc�ousness wh�ch can accompany all my thoughts, �s that wh�ch
�mmed�ately �ncludes the ex�stence of a subject. But �n th�s
representat�on we cannot f�nd any knowledge of the subject, and
therefore also no emp�r�cal knowledge, that �s, exper�ence. For
exper�ence conta�ns, �n add�t�on to the thought of someth�ng ex�st�ng,
�ntu�t�on, and �n th�s case �t must be �nternal �ntu�t�on, that �s, t�me, �n
relat�on to wh�ch the subject must be determ�ned. But the ex�stence
of external th�ngs �s absolutely requ�s�te for th�s purpose, so that �t
follows that �nternal exper�ence �s �tself poss�ble only med�ately and
through external exper�ence.

[35] The �mmed�ate consc�ousness of the ex�stence of external
th�ngs �s, �n the preced�ng theorem, not presupposed, but proved,
by the poss�b�l�ty of th�s consc�ousness understood by us or not.
The quest�on as to the poss�b�l�ty of �t would stand thus: “Have we
an �nternal sense, but no external sense, and �s our bel�ef �n
external percept�on a mere delus�on?” But �t �s ev�dent that, �n
order merely to fancy to ourselves anyth�ng as external, that �s, to
present �t to the sense �n �ntu�t�on we must already possess an
external sense, and must thereby d�st�ngu�sh �mmed�ately the
mere recept�v�ty of an external �ntu�t�on from the spontane�ty wh�ch
character�zes every act of �mag�nat�on. For merely to �mag�ne also
an external sense, would ann�h�late the faculty of �ntu�t�on �tself
wh�ch �s to be determ�ned by the �mag�nat�on.



Remark II. Now w�th th�s v�ew all emp�r�cal use of our faculty of
cogn�t�on �n the determ�nat�on of t�me �s �n perfect accordance. Its
truth �s supported by the fact that �t �s poss�ble to perce�ve a
determ�nat�on of t�me only by means of a change �n external relat�ons
(mot�on) to the permanent �n space (for example, we become aware
of the sun’s mot�on by observ�ng the changes of h�s relat�on to the
objects of th�s earth). But th�s �s not all. We f�nd that we possess
noth�ng permanent that can correspond and be subm�tted to the
concept�on of a substance as �ntu�t�on, except matter. Th�s �dea of
permanence �s not �tself der�ved from external exper�ence, but �s an
à pr�or� necessary cond�t�on of all determ�nat�on of t�me,
consequently also of the �nternal sense �n reference to our own
ex�stence, and that through the ex�stence of external th�ngs. In the
representat�on “I,” the consc�ousness of myself �s not an �ntu�t�on, but
a merely �ntellectual representat�on produced by the spontaneous
act�v�ty of a th�nk�ng subject. It follows, that th�s “�” has not any
pred�cate of �ntu�t�on, wh�ch, �n �ts character of permanence, could
serve as correlate to the determ�nat�on of t�me �n the �nternal sense
—�n the same way as �mpenetrab�l�ty �s the correlate of matter as an
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on.

Remark III. From the fact that the ex�stence of external th�ngs �s a
necessary cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of a determ�ned consc�ousness
of ourselves, �t does not follow that every �ntu�t�ve representat�on of
external th�ngs �nvolves the ex�stence of these th�ngs, for the�r
representat�ons may very well be the mere products of the
�mag�nat�on (�n dreams as well as �n madness); though, �ndeed,
these are themselves created by the reproduct�on of prev�ous
external percept�ons, wh�ch, as has been shown, are poss�ble only
through the real�ty of external objects. The sole a�m of our remarks
has, however, been to prove that �nternal exper�ence �n general �s
poss�ble only through external exper�ence �n general. Whether th�s or
that supposed exper�ence be purely �mag�nary must be d�scovered
from �ts part�cular determ�nat�ons and by compar�ng these w�th the
cr�ter�a of all real exper�ence.

F�nally, as regards the th�rd postulate, �t appl�es to mater�al
necess�ty �n ex�stence, and not to merely formal and log�cal
necess�ty �n the connect�on of concept�ons. Now as we cannot



cogn�ze completely à pr�or� the ex�stence of any object of sense,
though we can do so comparat�vely à pr�or�, that �s, relat�vely to
some other prev�ously g�ven ex�stence—a cogn�t�on, however, wh�ch
can only be of such an ex�stence as must be conta�ned �n the
complex of exper�ence, of wh�ch the prev�ously g�ven percept�on �s a
part—the necess�ty of ex�stence can never be cogn�zed from
concept�ons, but always, on the contrary, from �ts connect�on w�th
that wh�ch �s an object of percept�on. But the only ex�stence
cogn�zed, under the cond�t�on of other g�ven phenomena, as
necessary, �s the ex�stence of effects from g�ven causes �n
conform�ty w�th the laws of causal�ty. It �s consequently not the
necess�ty of the ex�stence of th�ngs (as substances), but the
necess�ty of the state of th�ngs that we cogn�ze, and that not
�mmed�ately, but by means of the ex�stence of other states g�ven �n
percept�on, accord�ng to emp�r�cal laws of causal�ty. Hence �t follows
that the cr�ter�on of necess�ty �s to be found only �n the law of
poss�ble exper�ence—that everyth�ng wh�ch happens �s determ�ned à
pr�or� �n the phenomenon by �ts cause. Thus we cogn�ze only the
necess�ty of effects �n nature, the causes of wh�ch are g�ven us.
Moreover, the cr�ter�on of necess�ty �n ex�stence possesses no
appl�cat�on beyond the f�eld of poss�ble exper�ence, and even �n th�s
�t �s not val�d of the ex�stence of th�ngs as substances, because
these can never be cons�dered as emp�r�cal effects, or as someth�ng
that happens and has a beg�nn�ng. Necess�ty, therefore, regards only
the relat�ons of phenomena accord�ng to the dynam�cal law of
causal�ty, and the poss�b�l�ty grounded thereon, of reason�ng from
some g�ven ex�stence (of a cause) à pr�or� to another ex�stence (of
an effect). “Everyth�ng that happens �s hypothet�cally necessary,” �s a
pr�nc�ple wh�ch subjects the changes that take place �n the world to a
law, that �s, to a rule of necessary ex�stence, w�thout wh�ch nature
herself could not poss�bly ex�st. Hence the propos�t�on, “Noth�ng
happens by bl�nd chance (�n mundo non datur casus),” �s an à pr�or�
law of nature. The case �s the same w�th the propos�t�on, “Necess�ty
�n nature �s not bl�nd,” that �s, �t �s cond�t�oned, consequently
�ntell�g�ble necess�ty (non datur fatum). Both laws subject the play of
change to “a nature of th�ngs (as phenomena),” or, wh�ch �s the same
th�ng, to the un�ty of the understand�ng, and through the



understand�ng alone can changes belong to an exper�ence, as the
synthet�cal un�ty of phenomena. Both belong to the class of
dynam�cal pr�nc�ples. The former �s properly a consequence of the
pr�nc�ple of causal�ty—one of the analog�es of exper�ence. The latter
belongs to the pr�nc�ples of modal�ty, wh�ch to the determ�nat�on of
causal�ty adds the concept�on of necess�ty, wh�ch �s �tself, however,
subject to a rule of the understand�ng. The pr�nc�ple of cont�nu�ty
forb�ds any leap �n the ser�es of phenomena regarded as changes (�n
mundo non datur saltus); and l�kew�se, �n the complex of all emp�r�cal
�ntu�t�ons �n space, any break or h�atus between two phenomena
(non datur h�atus)—for we can so express the pr�nc�ple, that
exper�ence can adm�t noth�ng wh�ch proves the ex�stence of a
vacuum, or wh�ch even adm�ts �t as a part of an emp�r�cal synthes�s.
For, as regards a vacuum or vo�d, wh�ch we may cog�tate as out and
beyond the f�eld of poss�ble exper�ence (the world), such a quest�on
cannot come before the tr�bunal of mere understand�ng, wh�ch
dec�des only upon quest�ons that concern the employment of g�ven
phenomena for the construct�on of emp�r�cal cogn�t�on. It �s rather a
problem for �deal reason, wh�ch passes beyond the sphere of a
poss�ble exper�ence and a�ms at form�ng a judgement of that wh�ch
surrounds and c�rcumscr�bes �t, and the proper place for the
cons�derat�on of �t �s the transcendental d�alect�c. These four
propos�t�ons, “In mundo non datur h�atus, non datur saltus, non datur
casus, non datur fatum,” as well as all pr�nc�ples of transcendental
or�g�n, we could very eas�ly exh�b�t �n the�r proper order, that �s, �n
conform�ty w�th the order of the categor�es, and ass�gn to each �ts
proper place. But the already pract�sed reader w�ll do th�s for h�mself,
or d�scover the clue to such an arrangement. But the comb�ned
result of all �s s�mply th�s, to adm�t �nto the emp�r�cal synthes�s
noth�ng wh�ch m�ght cause a break �n or be fore�gn to the
understand�ng and the cont�nuous connect�on of all phenomena, that
�s, the un�ty of the concept�ons of the understand�ng. For �n the
understand�ng alone �s the un�ty of exper�ence, �n wh�ch all
percept�ons must have the�r ass�gned place, poss�ble.

Whether the f�eld of poss�b�l�ty be greater than that of real�ty, and
whether the f�eld of the latter be �tself greater than that of necess�ty,
are �nterest�ng enough quest�ons, and qu�te capable of synthet�c



solut�on, quest�ons, however, wh�ch come under the jur�sd�ct�on of
reason alone. For they are tantamount to ask�ng whether all th�ngs
as phenomena do w�thout except�on belong to the complex and
connected whole of a s�ngle exper�ence, of wh�ch every g�ven
percept�on �s a part wh�ch therefore cannot be conjo�ned w�th any
other phenomena—or, whether my percept�ons can belong to more
than one poss�ble exper�ence? The understand�ng g�ves to
exper�ence, accord�ng to the subject�ve and formal cond�t�ons, of
sens�b�l�ty as well as of appercept�on, the rules wh�ch alone make
th�s exper�ence poss�ble. Other forms of �ntu�t�on bes�des those of
space and t�me, other forms of understand�ng bes�des the d�scurs�ve
forms of thought, or of cogn�t�on by means of concept�ons, we can
ne�ther �mag�ne nor make �ntell�g�ble to ourselves; and even �f we
could, they would st�ll not belong to exper�ence, wh�ch �s the only
mode of cogn�t�on by wh�ch objects are presented to us. Whether
other percept�ons bes�des those wh�ch belong to the total of our
poss�ble exper�ence, and consequently whether some other sphere
of matter ex�sts, the understand�ng has no power to dec�de, �ts
proper occupat�on be�ng w�th the synthes�s of that wh�ch �s g�ven.
Moreover, the poverty of the usual arguments wh�ch go to prove the
ex�stence of a vast sphere of poss�b�l�ty, of wh�ch all that �s real
(every object of exper�ence) �s but a small part, �s very remarkable.
“All real �s poss�ble”; from th�s follows naturally, accord�ng to the
log�cal laws of convers�on, the part�cular propos�t�on: “Some poss�ble
�s real.” Now th�s seems to be equ�valent to: “Much �s poss�ble that �s
not real.” No doubt �t does seem as �f we ought to cons�der the sum
of the poss�ble to be greater than that of the real, from the fact that
someth�ng must be added to the former to const�tute the latter. But
th�s not�on of add�ng to the poss�ble �s absurd. For that wh�ch �s not
�n the sum of the poss�ble, and consequently requ�res to be added to
�t, �s man�festly �mposs�ble. In add�t�on to accordance w�th the formal
cond�t�ons of exper�ence, the understand�ng requ�res a connect�on
w�th some percept�on; but that wh�ch �s connected w�th th�s
percept�on �s real, even although �t �s not �mmed�ately perce�ved. But
that another ser�es of phenomena, �n complete coherence w�th that
wh�ch �s g�ven �n percept�on, consequently more than one all-
embrac�ng exper�ence �s poss�ble, �s an �nference wh�ch cannot be



concluded from the data g�ven us by exper�ence, and st�ll less
w�thout any data at all. That wh�ch �s poss�ble only under cond�t�ons
wh�ch are themselves merely poss�ble, �s not poss�ble �n any respect.
And yet we can f�nd no more certa�n ground on wh�ch to base the
d�scuss�on of the quest�on whether the sphere of poss�b�l�ty �s w�der
than that of exper�ence.

I have merely ment�oned these quest�ons, that �n treat�ng of the
concept�on of the understand�ng, there m�ght be no om�ss�on of
anyth�ng that, �n the common op�n�on, belongs to them. In real�ty,
however, the not�on of absolute poss�b�l�ty (poss�b�l�ty wh�ch �s val�d
�n every respect) �s not a mere concept�on of the understand�ng,
wh�ch can be employed emp�r�cally, but belongs to reason alone,
wh�ch passes the bounds of all emp�r�cal use of the understand�ng.
We have, therefore, contented ourselves w�th a merely cr�t�cal
remark, leav�ng the subject to be expla�ned �n the sequel.

Before conclud�ng th�s fourth sect�on, and at the same t�me the
system of all pr�nc�ples of the pure understand�ng, �t seems proper to
ment�on the reasons wh�ch �nduced me to term the pr�nc�ples of
modal�ty postulates. Th�s express�on I do not here use �n the sense
wh�ch some more recent ph�losophers, contrary to �ts mean�ng w�th
mathemat�c�ans, to whom the word properly belongs, attach to �t—
that of a propos�t�on, namely, �mmed�ately certa�n, requ�r�ng ne�ther
deduct�on nor proof. For �f, �n the case of synthet�cal propos�t�ons,
however ev�dent they may be, we accord to them w�thout deduct�on,
and merely on the strength of the�r own pretens�ons, unqual�f�ed
bel�ef, all cr�t�que of the understand�ng �s ent�rely lost; and, as there
�s no want of bold pretens�ons, wh�ch the common bel�ef (though for
the ph�losopher th�s �s no credent�al) does not reject, the
understand�ng l�es exposed to every delus�on and conce�t, w�thout
the power of refus�ng �ts assent to those assert�ons, wh�ch, though
�lleg�t�mate, demand acceptance as ver�table ax�oms. When,
therefore, to the concept�on of a th�ng an à pr�or� determ�nat�on �s
synthet�cally added, such a propos�t�on must obta�n, �f not a proof, at
least a deduct�on of the leg�t�macy of �ts assert�on.

The pr�nc�ples of modal�ty are, however, not object�vely synthet�cal,
for the pred�cates of poss�b�l�ty, real�ty, and necess�ty do not �n the



least augment the concept�on of that of wh�ch they are aff�rmed,
�nasmuch as they contr�bute noth�ng to the representat�on of the
object. But as they are, nevertheless, always synthet�cal, they are so
merely subject�vely. That �s to say, they have a reflect�ve power, and
apply to the concept�on of a th�ng, of wh�ch, �n other respects, they
aff�rm noth�ng, the faculty of cogn�t�on �n wh�ch the concept�on
or�g�nates and has �ts seat. So that �f the concept�on merely agree
w�th the formal cond�t�ons of exper�ence, �ts object �s called poss�ble;
�f �t �s �n connect�on w�th percept�on, and determ�ned thereby, the
object �s real; �f �t �s determ�ned accord�ng to concept�ons by means
of the connect�on of percept�ons, the object �s called necessary. The
pr�nc�ples of modal�ty therefore pred�cate of a concept�on noth�ng
more than the procedure of the faculty of cogn�t�on wh�ch generated
�t. Now a postulate �n mathemat�cs �s a pract�cal propos�t�on wh�ch
conta�ns noth�ng but the synthes�s by wh�ch we present an object to
ourselves, and produce the concept�on of �t, for example—“W�th a
g�ven l�ne, to descr�be a c�rcle upon a plane, from a g�ven po�nt”; and
such a propos�t�on does not adm�t of proof, because the procedure,
wh�ch �t requ�res, �s exactly that by wh�ch alone �t �s poss�ble to
generate the concept�on of such a f�gure. W�th the same r�ght,
accord�ngly, can we postulate the pr�nc�ples of modal�ty, because
they do not augment[36] the concept�on of a th�ng but merely �nd�cate
the manner �n wh�ch �t �s connected w�th the faculty of cogn�t�on.

[36] When I th�nk the real�ty of a th�ng, I do really th�nk more than
the poss�b�l�ty, but not �n the th�ng; for that can never conta�n more
�n real�ty than was conta�ned �n �ts complete poss�b�l�ty. But wh�le
the not�on of poss�b�l�ty �s merely the not�on of a pos�t�on of th�ng
�n relat�on to the understand�ng (�ts emp�r�cal use), real�ty �s the
conjunct�on of the th�ng w�th percept�on.

GENERAL REMARK ON THE SYSTEM OF PRINCIPLES.
It �s very remarkable that we cannot perce�ve the poss�b�l�ty of a

th�ng from the category alone, but must always have an �ntu�t�on, by
wh�ch to make ev�dent the object�ve real�ty of the pure concept�on of
the understand�ng. Take, for example, the categor�es of relat�on. How
(1) a th�ng can ex�st only as a subject, and not as a mere
determ�nat�on of other th�ngs, that �s, can be substance; or how (2),



because someth�ng ex�sts, some other th�ng must ex�st,
consequently how a th�ng can be a cause; or how (3), when several
th�ngs ex�st, from the fact that one of these th�ngs ex�sts, some
consequence to the others follows, and rec�procally, and �n th�s way
a commun�ty of substances can be poss�ble—are quest�ons whose
solut�on cannot be obta�ned from mere concept�ons. The very same
�s the case w�th the other categor�es; for example, how a th�ng can
be of the same sort w�th many others, that �s, can be a quant�ty, and
so on. So long as we have not �ntu�t�on we cannot know whether we
do really th�nk an object by the categor�es, and where an object can
anywhere be found to cohere w�th them, and thus the truth �s
establ�shed, that the categor�es are not �n themselves cogn�t�ons, but
mere forms of thought for the construct�on of cogn�t�ons from g�ven
�ntu�t�ons. For the same reason �s �t true that from categor�es alone
no synthet�cal propos�t�on can be made. For example: “In every
ex�stence there �s substance,” that �s, someth�ng that can ex�st only
as a subject and not as mere pred�cate; or, “Everyth�ng �s a
quant�ty”—to construct propos�t�ons such as these, we requ�re
someth�ng to enable us to go out beyond the g�ven concept�on and
connect another w�th �t. For the same reason the attempt to prove a
synthet�cal propos�t�on by means of mere concept�ons, for example:
“Everyth�ng that ex�sts cont�ngently has a cause,” has never
succeeded. We could never get further than prov�ng that, w�thout th�s
relat�on to concept�ons, we could not conce�ve the ex�stence of the
cont�ngent, that �s, could not à pr�or� through the understand�ng
cogn�ze the ex�stence of such a th�ng; but �t does not hence follow
that th�s �s also the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of the th�ng �tself that �s
sa�d to be cont�ngent. If, accord�ngly; we look back to our proof of the
pr�nc�ple of causal�ty, we shall f�nd that we were able to prove �t as
val�d only of objects of poss�ble exper�ence, and, �ndeed, only as
�tself the pr�nc�ple of the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence, Consequently of
the cogn�t�on of an object g�ven �n emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, and not from
mere concept�ons. That, however, the propos�t�on: “Everyth�ng that �s
cont�ngent must have a cause,” �s ev�dent to every one merely from
concept�ons, �s not to be den�ed. But �n th�s case the concept�on of
the cont�ngent �s cog�tated as �nvolv�ng not the category of modal�ty
(as that the non-ex�stence of wh�ch can be conce�ved) but that of



relat�on (as that wh�ch can ex�st only as the consequence of
someth�ng else), and so �t �s really an �dent�cal propos�t�on: “That
wh�ch can ex�st only as a consequence, has a cause.” In fact, when
we have to g�ve examples of cont�ngent ex�stence, we always refer
to changes, and not merely to the poss�b�l�ty of conce�v�ng the
oppos�te.[37] But change �s an event, wh�ch, as such, �s poss�ble only
through a cause, and cons�dered per se �ts non-ex�stence �s
therefore poss�ble, and we become cogn�zant of �ts cont�ngency from
the fact that �t can ex�st only as the effect of a cause. Hence, �f a
th�ng �s assumed to be cont�ngent, �t �s an analyt�cal propos�t�on to
say, �t has a cause.

[37] We can eas�ly conce�ve the non-ex�stence of matter; but the
anc�ents d�d not thence �nfer �ts cont�ngency. But even the
alternat�on of the ex�stence and non-ex�stence of a g�ven state �n
a th�ng, �n wh�ch all change cons�sts, by no means proves the
cont�ngency of that state—the ground of proof be�ng the real�ty of
�ts oppos�te. For example, a body �s �n a state of rest after mot�on,
but we cannot �nfer the cont�ngency of the mot�on from the fact
that the former �s the oppos�te of the latter. For th�s oppos�te �s
merely a log�cal and not a real oppos�te to the other. If we w�sh to
demonstrate the cont�ngency of the mot�on, what we ought to
prove �s that, �nstead of the mot�on wh�ch took place �n the
preced�ng po�nt of t�me, �t was poss�ble for the body to have been
then �n rest, not, that �t �s afterwards �n rest; for �n th�s case, both
oppos�tes are perfectly cons�stent w�th each other.

But �t �s st�ll more remarkable that, to understand the poss�b�l�ty of
th�ngs accord�ng to the categor�es and thus to demonstrate the
object�ve real�ty of the latter, we requ�re not merely �ntu�t�ons, but
external �ntu�t�ons. If, for example, we take the pure concept�ons of
relat�on, we f�nd that (1) for the purpose of present�ng to the
concept�on of substance someth�ng permanent �n �ntu�t�on
correspond�ng thereto and thus of demonstrat�ng the object�ve real�ty
of th�s concept�on, we requ�re an �ntu�t�on (of matter) �n space,
because space alone �s permanent and determ�nes th�ngs as such,
wh�le t�me, and w�th �t all that �s �n the �nternal sense, �s �n a state of
cont�nual flow; (2) �n order to represent change as the �ntu�t�on
correspond�ng to the concept�on of causal�ty, we requ�re the



representat�on of mot�on as change �n space; �n fact, �t �s through �t
alone that changes, the poss�b�l�ty of wh�ch no pure understand�ng
can perce�ve, are capable of be�ng �ntu�ted. Change �s the
connect�on of determ�nat�ons contrad�ctor�ly opposed to each other �n
the ex�stence of one and the same th�ng. Now, how �t �s poss�ble that
out of a g�ven state one qu�te oppos�te to �t �n the same th�ng should
follow, reason w�thout an example can not only not conce�ve, but
cannot even make �ntell�g�ble w�thout �ntu�t�on; and th�s �ntu�t�on �s the
mot�on of a po�nt �n space; the ex�stence of wh�ch �n d�fferent spaces
(as a consequence of oppos�te determ�nat�ons) alone makes the
�ntu�t�on of change poss�ble. For, �n order to make even �nternal
change cogn�table, we requ�re to represent t�me, as the form of the
�nternal sense, f�gurat�vely by a l�ne, and the �nternal change by the
draw�ng of that l�ne (mot�on), and consequently are obl�ged to
employ external �ntu�t�on to be able to represent the success�ve
ex�stence of ourselves �n d�fferent states. The proper ground of th�s
fact �s that all change to be perce�ved as change presupposes
someth�ng permanent �n �ntu�t�on, wh�le �n the �nternal sense no
permanent �ntu�t�on �s to be found. Lastly, the object�ve poss�b�l�ty of
the category of commun�ty cannot be conce�ved by mere reason,
and consequently �ts object�ve real�ty cannot be demonstrated
w�thout an �ntu�t�on, and that external �n space. For how can we
conce�ve the poss�b�l�ty of commun�ty, that �s, when several
substances ex�st, that some effect on the ex�stence of the one
follows from the ex�stence of the other, and rec�procally, and
therefore that, because someth�ng ex�sts �n the latter, someth�ng else
must ex�st �n the former, wh�ch could not be understood from �ts own
ex�stence alone? For th�s �s the very essence of commun�ty—wh�ch
�s �nconce�vable as a property of th�ngs wh�ch are perfectly �solated.
Hence, Le�bn�tz, �n attr�but�ng to the substances of the world—as
cog�tated by the understand�ng alone—a commun�ty, requ�red the
med�at�ng a�d of a d�v�n�ty; for, from the�r ex�stence, such a property
seemed to h�m w�th just�ce �nconce�vable. But we can very eas�ly
conce�ve the poss�b�l�ty of commun�ty (of substances as phenomena)
�f we represent them to ourselves as �n space, consequently �n
external �ntu�t�on. For external �ntu�t�on conta�ns �n �tself à pr�or�
formal external relat�ons, as the cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of the



real relat�ons of act�on and react�on, and therefore of the poss�b�l�ty
of commun�ty. W�th the same ease can �t be demonstrated, that the
poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs as quant�t�es, and consequently the object�ve
real�ty of the category of quant�ty, can be grounded only �n external
�ntu�t�on, and that by �ts means alone �s the not�on of quant�ty
appropr�ated by the �nternal sense. But I must avo�d prol�x�ty, and
leave the task of �llustrat�ng th�s by examples to the reader’s own
reflect�on.

The above remarks are of the greatest �mportance, not only for the
conf�rmat�on of our prev�ous confutat�on of �deal�sm, but st�ll more
when the subject of self-cogn�t�on by mere �nternal consc�ousness
and the determ�nat�on of our own nature w�thout the a�d of external
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�ons �s under d�scuss�on, for the �nd�cat�on of the
grounds of the poss�b�l�ty of such a cogn�t�on.

The result of the whole of th�s part of the analyt�c of pr�nc�ples �s,
therefore: “All pr�nc�ples of the pure understand�ng are noth�ng more
than à pr�or� pr�nc�ples of the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence, and to
exper�ence alone do all à pr�or� synthet�cal propos�t�ons apply and
relate”; �ndeed, the�r poss�b�l�ty �tself rests ent�rely on th�s relat�on.

Chapter III Of the Ground of the D�v�s�on of all
Objects �nto Phenomena and Noumena

We have now not only traversed the reg�on of the pure
understand�ng and carefully surveyed every part of �t, but we have
also measured �t, and ass�gned to everyth�ng there�n �ts proper
place. But th�s land �s an �sland, and enclosed by nature herself
w�th�n unchangeable l�m�ts. It �s the land of truth (an attract�ve word),
surrounded by a w�de and stormy ocean, the reg�on of �llus�on, where
many a fog-bank, many an �ceberg, seems to the mar�ner, on h�s
voyage of d�scovery, a new country, and, wh�le constantly delud�ng
h�m w�th va�n hopes, engages h�m �n dangerous adventures, from
wh�ch he never can des�st, and wh�ch yet he never can br�ng to a
term�nat�on. But before ventur�ng upon th�s sea, �n order to explore �t
�n �ts whole extent, and to arr�ve at a certa�nty whether anyth�ng �s to



be d�scovered there, �t w�ll not be w�thout advantage �f we cast our
eyes upon the chart of the land that we are about to leave, and to
ask ourselves, f�rstly, whether we cannot rest perfectly contented
w�th what �t conta�ns, or whether we must not of necess�ty be
contented w�th �t, �f we can f�nd nowhere else a sol�d foundat�on to
bu�ld upon; and, secondly, by what t�tle we possess th�s land �tself,
and how we hold �t secure aga�nst all host�le cla�ms? Although, �n the
course of our analyt�c, we have already g�ven suff�c�ent answers to
these quest�ons, yet a summary recap�tulat�on of these solut�ons
may be useful �n strengthen�ng our conv�ct�on, by un�t�ng �n one po�nt
the momenta of the arguments.

We have seen that everyth�ng wh�ch the understand�ng draws
from �tself, w�thout borrow�ng from exper�ence, �t nevertheless
possesses only for the behoof and use of exper�ence. The pr�nc�ples
of the pure understand�ng, whether const�tut�ve à pr�or� (as the
mathemat�cal pr�nc�ples), or merely regulat�ve (as the dynam�cal),
conta�n noth�ng but the pure schema, as �t were, of poss�ble
exper�ence. For exper�ence possesses �ts un�ty from the synthet�cal
un�ty wh�ch the understand�ng, or�g�nally and from �tself, �mparts to
the synthes�s of the �mag�nat�on �n relat�on to appercept�on, and �n à
pr�or� relat�on to and agreement w�th wh�ch phenomena, as data for a
poss�ble cogn�t�on, must stand. But although these rules of the
understand�ng are not only à pr�or� true, but the very source of all
truth, that �s, of the accordance of our cogn�t�on w�th objects, and on
th�s ground, that they conta�n the bas�s of the poss�b�l�ty of
exper�ence, as the ensemble of all cogn�t�on, �t seems to us not
enough to propound what �s true—we des�re also to be told what we
want to know. If, then, we learn noth�ng more by th�s cr�t�cal
exam�nat�on than what we should have pract�sed �n the merely
emp�r�cal use of the understand�ng, w�thout any such subtle �nqu�ry,
the presumpt�on �s that the advantage we reap from �t �s not worth
the labour bestowed upon �t. It may certa�nly be answered that no
rash cur�os�ty �s more prejud�c�al to the enlargement of our
knowledge than that wh�ch must know beforehand the ut�l�ty of th�s or
that p�ece of �nformat�on wh�ch we seek, before we have entered on
the needful �nvest�gat�ons, and before one could form the least
concept�on of �ts ut�l�ty, even though �t were placed before our eyes.



But there �s one advantage �n such transcendental �nqu�r�es wh�ch
can be made comprehens�ble to the dullest and most reluctant
learner—th�s, namely, that the understand�ng wh�ch �s occup�ed
merely w�th emp�r�cal exerc�se, and does not reflect on the sources
of �ts own cogn�t�on, may exerc�se �ts funct�ons very well and very
successfully, but �s qu�te unable to do one th�ng, and that of very
great �mportance, to determ�ne, namely, the bounds that l�m�t �ts
employment, and to know what l�es w�th�n or w�thout �ts own sphere.
Th�s purpose can be obta�ned only by such profound �nvest�gat�ons
as we have �nst�tuted. But �f �t cannot d�st�ngu�sh whether certa�n
quest�ons l�e w�th�n �ts hor�zon or not, �t can never be sure e�ther as
to �ts cla�ms or possess�ons, but must lay �ts account w�th many
hum�l�at�ng correct�ons, when �t transgresses, as �t unavo�dably w�ll,
the l�m�ts of �ts own terr�tory, and loses �tself �n fanc�ful op�n�ons and
bl�nd�ng �llus�ons.

That the understand�ng, therefore, cannot make of �ts à pr�or�
pr�nc�ples, or even of �ts concept�ons, other than an emp�r�cal use, �s
a propos�t�on wh�ch leads to the most �mportant results. A
transcendental use �s made of a concept�on �n a fundamental
propos�t�on or pr�nc�ple, when �t �s referred to th�ngs �n general and
cons�dered as th�ngs �n themselves; an emp�r�cal use, when �t �s
referred merely to phenomena, that �s, to objects of a poss�ble
exper�ence. That the latter use of a concept�on �s the only adm�ss�ble
one �s ev�dent from the reasons follow�ng. For every concept�on are
requ�s�te, f�rstly, the log�cal form of a concept�on (of thought) general;
and, secondly, the poss�b�l�ty of present�ng to th�s an object to wh�ch
�t may apply. Fa�l�ng th�s latter, �t has no sense, and utterly vo�d of
content, although �t may conta�n the log�cal funct�on for construct�ng
a concept�on from certa�n data. Now, object cannot be g�ven to a
concept�on otherw�se than by �ntu�t�on, and, even �f a pure �ntu�t�on
antecedent to the object �s à pr�or� poss�ble, th�s pure �ntu�t�on can
�tself obta�n object�ve val�d�ty only from emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, of wh�ch �t
�s �tself but the form. All concept�ons, therefore, and w�th them all
pr�nc�ples, however h�gh the degree of the�r à pr�or� poss�b�l�ty, relate
to emp�r�cal �ntu�t�ons, that �s, to data towards a poss�ble exper�ence.
W�thout th�s they possess no object�ve val�d�ty, but are mere play of
�mag�nat�on or of understand�ng w�th �mages or not�ons. Let us take,



for example, the concept�ons of mathemat�cs, and f�rst �n �ts pure
�ntu�t�ons. “Space has three d�mens�ons”—“Between two po�nts there
can be only one stra�ght l�ne,” etc. Although all these pr�nc�ples, and
the representat�on of the object w�th wh�ch th�s sc�ence occup�es
�tself, are generated �n the m�nd ent�rely à pr�or�, they would
nevertheless have no s�gn�f�cance �f we were not always able to
exh�b�t the�r s�gn�f�cance �n and by means of phenomena (emp�r�cal
objects). Hence �t �s requ�s�te that an abstract concept�on be made
sensuous, that �s, that an object correspond�ng to �t �n �ntu�t�on be
forthcom�ng, otherw�se the concept�on rema�ns, as we say, w�thout
sense, that �s, w�thout mean�ng. Mathemat�cs fulf�ls th�s requ�rement
by the construct�on of the f�gure, wh�ch �s a phenomenon ev�dent to
the senses. The same sc�ence f�nds support and s�gn�f�cance �n
number; th�s �n �ts turn f�nds �t �n the f�ngers, or �n counters, or �n l�nes
and po�nts. The concept�on �tself �s always produced à pr�or�,
together w�th the synthet�cal pr�nc�ples or formulas from such
concept�ons; but the proper employment of them, and the�r
appl�cat�on to objects, can ex�st nowhere but �n exper�ence, the
poss�b�l�ty of wh�ch, as regards �ts form, they conta�n à pr�or�.

That th�s �s also the case w�th all of the categor�es and the
pr�nc�ples based upon them �s ev�dent from the fact that we cannot
render �ntell�g�ble the poss�b�l�ty of an object correspond�ng to them
w�thout hav�ng recourse to the cond�t�ons of sens�b�l�ty, consequently,
to the form of phenomena, to wh�ch, as the�r only proper objects,
the�r use must therefore be conf�ned, �nasmuch as, �f th�s cond�t�on �s
removed, all s�gn�f�cance, that �s, all relat�on to an object, d�sappears,
and no example can be found to make �t comprehens�ble what sort
of th�ngs we ought to th�nk under such concept�ons.

The concept�on of quant�ty cannot be expla�ned except by say�ng
that �t �s the determ�nat�on of a th�ng whereby �t can be cog�tated how
many t�mes one �s placed �n �t. But th�s “how many t�mes” �s based
upon success�ve repet�t�on, consequently upon t�me and the
synthes�s of the homogeneous there�n. Real�ty, �n contrad�st�nct�on to
negat�on, can be expla�ned only by cog�tat�ng a t�me wh�ch �s e�ther
f�lled therew�th or �s vo�d. If I leave out the not�on of permanence
(wh�ch �s ex�stence �n all t�me), there rema�ns �n the concept�on of
substance noth�ng but the log�cal not�on of subject, a not�on of wh�ch



I endeavour to real�ze by represent�ng to myself someth�ng that can
ex�st only as a subject. But not only am I perfectly �gnorant of any
cond�t�ons under wh�ch th�s log�cal prerogat�ve can belong to a th�ng,
I can make noth�ng out of the not�on, and draw no �nference from �t,
because no object to wh�ch to apply the concept�on �s determ�ned,
and we consequently do not know whether �t has any mean�ng at all.
In l�ke manner, �f I leave out the not�on of t�me, �n wh�ch someth�ng
follows upon some other th�ng �n conform�ty w�th a rule, I can f�nd
noth�ng �n the pure category, except that there �s a someth�ng of
such a sort that from �t a conclus�on may be drawn as to the
ex�stence of some other th�ng. But �n th�s case �t would not only be
�mposs�ble to d�st�ngu�sh between a cause and an effect, but, as th�s
power to draw conclus�ons requ�res cond�t�ons of wh�ch I am qu�te
�gnorant, the concept�on �s not determ�ned as to the mode �n wh�ch �t
ought to apply to an object. The so-called pr�nc�ple: “Everyth�ng that
�s cont�ngent has a cause,” comes w�th a grav�ty and self-assumed
author�ty that seems to requ�re no support from w�thout. But, I ask,
what �s meant by cont�ngent? The answer �s that the non-ex�stence
of wh�ch �s poss�ble. But I should l�ke very well to know by what
means th�s poss�b�l�ty of non-ex�stence �s to be cogn�zed, �f we do not
represent to ourselves a success�on �n the ser�es of phenomena, and
�n th�s success�on an ex�stence wh�ch follows a non-ex�stence, or
conversely, consequently, change. For to say, that the non-ex�stence
of a th�ng �s not self-contrad�ctory �s a lame appeal to a log�cal
cond�t�on, wh�ch �s no doubt a necessary cond�t�on of the ex�stence
of the concept�on, but �s far from be�ng suff�c�ent for the real object�ve
poss�b�l�ty of non-ex�stence. I can ann�h�late �n thought every ex�st�ng
substance w�thout self-contrad�ct�on, but I cannot �nfer from th�s the�r
object�ve cont�ngency �n ex�stence, that �s to say, the poss�b�l�ty of
the�r non-ex�stence �n �tself. As regards the category of commun�ty, �t
may eas�ly be �nferred that, as the pure categor�es of substance and
causal�ty are �ncapable of a def�n�t�on and explanat�on suff�c�ent to
determ�ne the�r object w�thout the a�d of �ntu�t�on, the category of
rec�procal causal�ty �n the relat�on of substances to each other
(commerc�um) �s just as l�ttle suscept�ble thereof. Poss�b�l�ty,
ex�stence, and necess�ty nobody has ever yet been able to expla�n
w�thout be�ng gu�lty of man�fest tautology, when the def�n�t�on has



been drawn ent�rely from the pure understand�ng. For the
subst�tut�on of the log�cal poss�b�l�ty of the concept�on—the cond�t�on
of wh�ch �s that �t be not self-contrad�ctory, for the transcendental
poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs—the cond�t�on of wh�ch �s that there be an object
correspond�ng to the concept�on, �s a tr�ck wh�ch can only dece�ve
the �nexper�enced.[38]



[38] In one word, to none of these concept�ons belongs a
correspond�ng object, and consequently the�r real poss�b�l�ty
cannot be demonstrated, �f we take away sensuous �ntu�t�on—the
only �ntu�t�on wh�ch we possess—and there then rema�ns noth�ng
but the log�cal poss�b�l�ty, that �s, the fact that the concept�on or
thought �s poss�ble—wh�ch, however, �s not the quest�on; what we
want to know be�ng, whether �t relates to an object and thus
possesses any mean�ng.

It follows �ncontestably, that the pure concept�ons of the
understand�ng are �ncapable of transcendental, and must always be
of emp�r�cal use alone, and that the pr�nc�ples of the pure
understand�ng relate only to the general cond�t�ons of a poss�ble
exper�ence, to objects of the senses, and never to th�ngs �n general,
apart from the mode �n wh�ch we �ntu�te them.

Transcendental analyt�c has accord�ngly th�s �mportant result, to
w�t, that the understand�ng �s competent effect noth�ng à pr�or�,
except the ant�c�pat�on of the form of a poss�ble exper�ence �n
general, and that, as that wh�ch �s not phenomenon cannot be an
object of exper�ence, �t can never overstep the l�m�ts of sens�b�l�ty,
w�th�n wh�ch alone objects are presented to us. Its pr�nc�ples are
merely pr�nc�ples of the expos�t�on of phenomena, and the proud
name of an ontology, wh�ch professes to present synthet�cal
cogn�t�ons à pr�or� of th�ngs �n general �n a systemat�c doctr�ne, must
g�ve place to the modest t�tle of analyt�c of the pure understand�ng.

Thought �s the act of referr�ng a g�ven �ntu�t�on to an object. If the
mode of th�s �ntu�t�on �s unknown to us, the object �s merely
transcendental, and the concept�on of the understand�ng �s
employed only transcendentally, that �s, to produce un�ty �n the
thought of a man�fold �n general. Now a pure category, �n wh�ch all
cond�t�ons of sensuous �ntu�t�on—as the only �ntu�t�on we possess—
are abstracted, does not determ�ne an object, but merely expresses
the thought of an object �n general, accord�ng to d�fferent modes.
Now, to employ a concept�on, the funct�on of judgement �s requ�red,



by wh�ch an object �s subsumed under the concept�on, consequently
the at least formal cond�t�on, under wh�ch someth�ng can be g�ven �n
�ntu�t�on. Fa�l�ng th�s cond�t�on of judgement (schema), subsumpt�on
�s �mposs�ble; for there �s �n such a case noth�ng g�ven, wh�ch may
be subsumed under the concept�on. The merely transcendental use
of the categor�es �s therefore, �n fact, no use at all and has no
determ�ned, or even, as regards �ts form, determ�nable object. Hence
�t follows that the pure category �s �ncompetent to establ�sh a
synthet�cal à pr�or� pr�nc�ple, and that the pr�nc�ples of the pure
understand�ng are only of emp�r�cal and never of transcendental use,
and that beyond the sphere of poss�ble exper�ence no synthet�cal à
pr�or� pr�nc�ples are poss�ble.

It may be adv�sable, therefore, to express ourselves thus. The
pure categor�es, apart from the formal cond�t�ons of sens�b�l�ty, have
a merely transcendental mean�ng, but are nevertheless not of
transcendental use, because th�s �s �n �tself �mposs�ble, �nasmuch as
all the cond�t�ons of any employment or use of them (�n judgements)
are absent, to w�t, the formal cond�t�ons of the subsumpt�on of an
object under these concept�ons. As, therefore, �n the character of
pure categor�es, they must be employed emp�r�cally, and cannot be
employed transcendentally, they are of no use at all, when separated
from sens�b�l�ty, that �s, they cannot be appl�ed to an object. They are
merely the pure form of the employment of the understand�ng �n
respect of objects �n general and of thought, w�thout �ts be�ng at the
same t�me poss�ble to th�nk or to determ�ne any object by the�r
means. But there lurks at the foundat�on of th�s subject an �llus�on
wh�ch �t �s very d�ff�cult to avo�d. The categor�es are not based, as
regards the�r or�g�n, upon sens�b�l�ty, l�ke the forms of �ntu�t�on, space,
and t�me; they seem, therefore, to be capable of an appl�cat�on
beyond the sphere of sensuous objects. But th�s �s not the case.
They are noth�ng but mere forms of thought, wh�ch conta�n only the
log�cal faculty of un�t�ng à pr�or� �n consc�ousness the man�fold g�ven
�n �ntu�t�on. Apart, then, from the only �ntu�t�on poss�ble for us, they
have st�ll less mean�ng than the pure sensuous forms, space and
t�me, for through them an object �s at least g�ven, wh�le a mode of
connect�on of the man�fold, when the �ntu�t�on wh�ch alone g�ves the
man�fold �s want�ng, has no mean�ng at all. At the same t�me, when



we des�gnate certa�n objects as phenomena or sensuous ex�stences,
thus d�st�ngu�sh�ng our mode of �ntu�t�ng them from the�r own nature
as th�ngs �n themselves, �t �s ev�dent that by th�s very d�st�nct�on we
as �t were place the latter, cons�dered �n th�s the�r own nature,
although we do not so �ntu�te them, �n oppos�t�on to the former, or, on
the other hand, we do so place other poss�ble th�ngs, wh�ch are not
objects of our senses, but are cog�tated by the understand�ng alone,
and call them �ntell�g�ble ex�stences (noumena). Now the quest�on
ar�ses whether the pure concept�ons of our understand�ng do
possess s�gn�f�cance �n respect of these latter, and may poss�bly be
a mode of cogn�z�ng them.

But we are met at the very commencement w�th an amb�gu�ty,
wh�ch may eas�ly occas�on great m�sapprehens�on. The
understand�ng, when �t terms an object �n a certa�n relat�on
phenomenon, at the same t�me forms out of th�s relat�on a
representat�on or not�on of an object �n �tself, and hence bel�eves that
�t can form also concept�ons of such objects. Now as the
understand�ng possesses no other fundamental concept�ons bes�des
the categor�es, �t takes for granted that an object cons�dered as a
th�ng �n �tself must be capable of be�ng thought by means of these
pure concept�ons, and �s thereby led to hold the perfectly
undeterm�ned concept�on of an �ntell�g�ble ex�stence, a someth�ng
out of the sphere of our sens�b�l�ty, for a determ�nate concept�on of
an ex�stence wh�ch we can cogn�ze �n some way or other by means
of the understand�ng.

If, by the term noumenon, we understand a th�ng so far as �t �s not
an object of our sensuous �ntu�t�on, thus mak�ng abstract�on of our
mode of �ntu�t�ng �t, th�s �s a noumenon �n the negat�ve sense of the
word. But �f we understand by �t an object of a non-sensuous
�ntu�t�on, we �n th�s case assume a pecul�ar mode of �ntu�t�on, an
�ntellectual �ntu�t�on, to w�t, wh�ch does not, however, belong to us, of
the very poss�b�l�ty of wh�ch we have no not�on—and th�s �s a
noumenon �n the pos�t�ve sense.

The doctr�ne of sens�b�l�ty �s also the doctr�ne of noumena �n the
negat�ve sense, that �s, of th�ngs wh�ch the understand�ng �s obl�ged
to cog�tate apart from any relat�on to our mode of �ntu�t�on,



consequently not as mere phenomena, but as th�ngs �n themselves.
But the understand�ng at the same t�me comprehends that �t cannot
employ �ts categor�es for the cons�derat�on of th�ngs �n themselves,
because these possess s�gn�f�cance only �n relat�on to the un�ty of
�ntu�t�ons �n space and t�me, and that they are competent to
determ�ne th�s un�ty by means of general à pr�or� connect�ng
concept�ons only on account of the pure �deal�ty of space and t�me.
Where th�s un�ty of t�me �s not to be met w�th, as �s the case w�th
noumena, the whole use, �ndeed the whole mean�ng of the
categor�es �s ent�rely lost, for even the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs to
correspond to the categor�es �s �n th�s case �ncomprehens�ble. On
th�s po�nt, I need only refer the reader to what I have sa�d at the
commencement of the General Remark appended to the forego�ng
chapter. Now, the poss�b�l�ty of a th�ng can never be proved from the
fact that the concept�on of �t �s not self-contrad�ctory, but only by
means of an �ntu�t�on correspond�ng to the concept�on. If, therefore,
we w�sh to apply the categor�es to objects wh�ch cannot be regarded
as phenomena, we must have an �ntu�t�on d�fferent from the
sensuous, and �n th�s case the objects would be a noumena �n the
pos�t�ve sense of the word. Now, as such an �ntu�t�on, that �s, an
�ntellectual �ntu�t�on, �s no part of our faculty of cogn�t�on, �t �s
absolutely �mposs�ble for the categor�es to possess any appl�cat�on
beyond the l�m�ts of exper�ence. It may be true that there are
�ntell�g�ble ex�stences to wh�ch our faculty of sensuous �ntu�t�on has
no relat�on, and cannot be appl�ed, but our concept�ons of the
understand�ng, as mere forms of thought for our sensuous �ntu�t�on,
do not extend to these. What, therefore, we call noumenon must be
understood by us as such �n a negat�ve sense.

If I take away from an emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on all thought (by means of
the categor�es), there rema�ns no cogn�t�on of any object; for by
means of mere �ntu�t�on noth�ng �s cog�tated, and, from the ex�stence
of such or such an affect�on of sens�b�l�ty �n me, �t does not follow
that th�s affect�on or representat�on has any relat�on to an object
w�thout me. But �f I take away all �ntu�t�on, there st�ll rema�ns the form
of thought, that �s, the mode of determ�n�ng an object for the man�fold
of a poss�ble �ntu�t�on. Thus the categor�es do �n some measure
really extend further than sensuous �ntu�t�on, �nasmuch as they th�nk



objects �n general, w�thout regard to the mode (of sens�b�l�ty) �n
wh�ch these objects are g�ven. But they do not for th�s reason apply
to and determ�ne a w�der sphere of objects, because we cannot
assume that such can be g�ven, w�thout presuppos�ng the poss�b�l�ty
of another than the sensuous mode of �ntu�t�on, a suppos�t�on we are
not just�f�ed �n mak�ng.

I call a concept�on problemat�cal wh�ch conta�ns �n �tself no
contrad�ct�on, and wh�ch �s connected w�th other cogn�t�ons as a
l�m�tat�on of g�ven concept�ons, but whose object�ve real�ty cannot be
cogn�zed �n any manner. The concept�on of a noumenon, that �s, of a
th�ng wh�ch must be cog�tated not as an object of sense, but as a
th�ng �n �tself (solely through the pure understand�ng), �s not self-
contrad�ctory, for we are not ent�tled to ma�nta�n that sens�b�l�ty �s the
only poss�ble mode of �ntu�t�on. Nay, further, th�s concept�on �s
necessary to restra�n sensuous �ntu�t�on w�th�n the bounds of
phenomena, and thus to l�m�t the object�ve val�d�ty of sensuous
cogn�t�on; for th�ngs �n themselves, wh�ch l�e beyond �ts prov�nce, are
called noumena for the very purpose of �nd�cat�ng that th�s cogn�t�on
does not extend �ts appl�cat�on to all that the understand�ng th�nks.
But, after all, the poss�b�l�ty of such noumena �s qu�te
�ncomprehens�ble, and beyond the sphere of phenomena, all �s for
us a mere vo�d; that �s to say, we possess an understand�ng whose
prov�nce does problemat�cally extend beyond th�s sphere, but we do
not possess an �ntu�t�on, �ndeed, not even the concept�on of a
poss�ble �ntu�t�on, by means of wh�ch objects beyond the reg�on of
sens�b�l�ty could be g�ven us, and �n reference to wh�ch the
understand�ng m�ght be employed assertor�cally. The concept�on of a
noumenon �s therefore merely a l�m�tat�ve concept�on and therefore
only of negat�ve use. But �t �s not an arb�trary or f�ct�t�ous not�on, but
�s connected w�th the l�m�tat�on of sens�b�l�ty, w�thout, however, be�ng
capable of present�ng us w�th any pos�t�ve datum beyond th�s
sphere.

The d�v�s�on of objects �nto phenomena and noumena, and of the
world �nto a mundus sens�b�l�s and �ntell�g�b�l�s �s therefore qu�te
�nadm�ss�ble �n a pos�t�ve sense, although concept�ons do certa�nly
adm�t of such a d�v�s�on; for the class of noumena have no
determ�nate object correspond�ng to them, and cannot therefore



possess object�ve val�d�ty. If we abandon the senses, how can �t be
made conce�vable that the categor�es (wh�ch are the only
concept�ons that could serve as concept�ons for noumena) have any
sense or mean�ng at all, �nasmuch as someth�ng more than the mere
un�ty of thought, namely, a poss�ble �ntu�t�on, �s requ�s�te for the�r
appl�cat�on to an object? The concept�on of a noumenon, cons�dered
as merely problemat�cal, �s, however, not only adm�ss�ble, but, as a
l�m�tat�ve concept�on of sens�b�l�ty, absolutely necessary. But, �n th�s
case, a noumenon �s not a part�cular �ntell�g�ble object for our
understand�ng; on the contrary, the k�nd of understand�ng to wh�ch �t
could belong �s �tself a problem, for we cannot form the most d�stant
concept�on of the poss�b�l�ty of an understand�ng wh�ch should
cogn�ze an object, not d�scurs�vely by means of categor�es, but
�ntu�t�vely �n a non-sensuous �ntu�t�on. Our understand�ng atta�ns �n
th�s way a sort of negat�ve extens�on. That �s to say, �t �s not l�m�ted
by, but rather l�m�ts, sens�b�l�ty, by g�v�ng the name of noumena to
th�ngs, not cons�dered as phenomena, but as th�ngs �n themselves.
But �t at the same t�me prescr�bes l�m�ts to �tself, for �t confesses �tself
unable to cogn�ze these by means of the categor�es, and hence �s
compelled to cog�tate them merely as an unknown someth�ng.

I f�nd, however, �n the wr�t�ngs of modern authors, an ent�rely
d�fferent use of the express�ons, mundus sens�b�l�s and �ntell�g�b�l�s,
wh�ch qu�te departs from the mean�ng of the anc�ents—an
acceptat�on �n wh�ch, �ndeed, there �s to be found no d�ff�culty, but
wh�ch at the same t�me depends on mere verbal qu�bbl�ng.
Accord�ng to th�s mean�ng, some have chosen to call the complex of
phenomena, �n so far as �t �s �ntu�ted, mundus sens�b�l�s, but �n so far
as the connect�on thereof �s cog�tated accord�ng to general laws of
thought, mundus �ntell�g�b�l�s. Astronomy, �n so far as we mean by
the word the mere observat�on of the starry heaven, may represent
the former; a system of astronomy, such as the Copern�can or
Newton�an, the latter. But such tw�st�ng of words �s a mere
soph�st�cal subterfuge, to avo�d a d�ff�cult quest�on, by mod�fy�ng �ts
mean�ng to su�t our own conven�ence. To be sure, understand�ng
and reason are employed �n the cogn�t�on of phenomena; but the
quest�on �s, whether these can be appl�ed when the object �s not a
phenomenon and �n th�s sense we regard �t �f �t �s cog�tated as g�ven



to the understand�ng alone, and not to the senses. The quest�on
therefore �s whether, over and above the emp�r�cal use of the
understand�ng, a transcendental use �s poss�ble, wh�ch appl�es to the
noumenon as an object. Th�s quest�on we have answered �n the
negat�ve.

When therefore we say, the senses represent objects as they
appear, the understand�ng as they are, the latter statement must not
be understood �n a transcendental, but only �n an emp�r�cal
s�gn�f�cat�on, that �s, as they must be represented �n the complete
connect�on of phenomena, and not accord�ng to what they may be,
apart from the�r relat�on to poss�ble exper�ence, consequently not as
objects of the pure understand�ng. For th�s must ever rema�n
unknown to us. Nay, �t �s also qu�te unknown to us whether any such
transcendental or extraord�nary cogn�t�on �s poss�ble under any
c�rcumstances, at least, whether �t �s poss�ble by means of our
categor�es. Understand�ng and sens�b�l�ty, w�th us, can determ�ne
objects only �n conjunct�on. If we separate them, we have �ntu�t�ons
w�thout concept�ons, or concept�ons w�thout �ntu�t�ons; �n both cases,
representat�ons, wh�ch we cannot apply to any determ�nate object.

If, after all our �nqu�r�es and explanat�ons, any one st�ll hes�tates to
abandon the mere transcendental use of the categor�es, let h�m
attempt to construct w�th them a synthet�cal propos�t�on. It would, of
course, be unnecessary for th�s purpose to construct an analyt�cal
propos�t�on, for that does not extend the sphere of the
understand�ng, but, be�ng concerned only about what �s cog�tated �n
the concept�on �tself, �t leaves �t qu�te undec�ded whether the
concept�on has any relat�on to objects, or merely �nd�cates the un�ty
of thought—complete abstract�on be�ng made of the mod� �n wh�ch
an object may be g�ven: �n such a propos�t�on, �t �s suff�c�ent for the
understand�ng to know what l�es �n the concept�on—to what �t appl�es
�s to �t �nd�fferent. The attempt must therefore be made w�th a
synthet�cal and so-called transcendental pr�nc�ple, for example:
“Everyth�ng that ex�sts, ex�sts as substance,” or, “Everyth�ng that �s
cont�ngent ex�sts as an effect of some other th�ng, v�z., of �ts cause.”
Now I ask, whence can the understand�ng draw these synthet�cal
propos�t�ons, when the concept�ons conta�ned there�n do not relate to
poss�ble exper�ence but to th�ngs �n themselves (noumena)? Where



�s to be found the th�rd term, wh�ch �s always requ�s�te PURE s�te �n a
synthet�cal propos�t�on, wh�ch may connect �n the same propos�t�on
concept�ons wh�ch have no log�cal (analyt�cal) connect�on w�th each
other? The propos�t�on never w�ll be demonstrated, nay, more, the
poss�b�l�ty of any such pure assert�on never can be shown, w�thout
mak�ng reference to the emp�r�cal use of the understand�ng, and
thus, �pso facto, completely renounc�ng pure and non-sensuous
judgement. Thus the concept�on of pure and merely �ntell�g�ble
objects �s completely vo�d of all pr�nc�ples of �ts appl�cat�on, because
we cannot �mag�ne any mode �n wh�ch they m�ght be g�ven, and the
problemat�cal thought wh�ch leaves a place open for them serves
only, l�ke a vo�d space, to l�m�t the use of emp�r�cal pr�nc�ples, w�thout
conta�n�ng at the same t�me any other object of cogn�t�on beyond
the�r sphere.

APPENDIX
Of the Equ�vocal Nature or Amph�boly of the Concept�ons of

Reflect�on from the Confus�on of the Transcendental w�th the
Emp�r�cal use of the Understand�ng.

Reflect�on (reflex�o) �s not occup�ed about objects themselves, for
the purpose of d�rectly obta�n�ng concept�ons of them, but �s that
state of the m�nd �n wh�ch we set ourselves to d�scover the subject�ve
cond�t�ons under wh�ch we obta�n concept�ons. It �s the
consc�ousness of the relat�on of g�ven representat�ons to the d�fferent
sources or facult�es of cogn�t�on, by wh�ch alone the�r relat�on to each
other can be r�ghtly determ�ned. The f�rst quest�on wh�ch occurs �n
cons�der�ng our representat�ons �s to what faculty of cogn�t�on do
they belong? To the understand�ng or to the senses? Many
judgements are adm�tted to be true from mere hab�t or �ncl�nat�on;
but, because reflect�on ne�ther precedes nor follows, �t �s held to be a
judgement that has �ts or�g�n �n the understand�ng. All judgements do
not requ�re exam�nat�on, that �s, �nvest�gat�on �nto the grounds of
the�r truth. For, when they are �mmed�ately certa�n (for example:
“Between two po�nts there can be only one stra�ght l�ne”), no better



or less med�ate test of the�r truth can be found than that wh�ch they
themselves conta�n and express. But all judgement, nay, all
compar�sons requ�re reflect�on, that �s, a d�st�nct�on of the faculty of
cogn�t�on to wh�ch the g�ven concept�ons belong. The act whereby I
compare my representat�ons w�th the faculty of cogn�t�on wh�ch
or�g�nates them, and whereby I d�st�ngu�sh whether they are
compared w�th each other as belong�ng to the pure understand�ng or
to sensuous �ntu�t�on, I term transcendental reflect�on. Now, the
relat�ons �n wh�ch concept�ons can stand to each other are those of
�dent�ty and d�fference, agreement and oppos�t�on, of the �nternal and
external, f�nally, of the determ�nable and the determ�n�ng (matter and
form). The proper determ�nat�on of these relat�ons rests on the
quest�on, to what faculty of cogn�t�on they subject�vely belong,
whether to sens�b�l�ty or understand�ng? For, on the manner �n wh�ch
we solve th�s quest�on depends the manner �n wh�ch we must
cog�tate these relat�ons.

Before construct�ng any object�ve judgement, we compare the
concept�ons that are to be placed �n the judgement, and observe
whether there ex�sts �dent�ty (of many representat�ons �n one
concept�on), �f a general judgement �s to be constructed, or
d�fference, �f a part�cular; whether there �s agreement when
aff�rmat�ve; and oppos�t�on when negat�ve judgements are to be
constructed, and so on. For th�s reason we ought to call these
concept�ons, concept�ons of compar�son (conceptus comparat�on�s).
But as, when the quest�on �s not as to the log�cal form, but as to the
content of concept�ons, that �s to say, whether the th�ngs themselves
are �dent�cal or d�fferent, �n agreement or oppos�t�on, and so on, the
th�ngs can have a twofold relat�on to our faculty of cogn�t�on, to w�t, a
relat�on e�ther to sens�b�l�ty or to the understand�ng, and as on th�s
relat�on depends the�r relat�on to each other, transcendental
reflect�on, that �s, the relat�on of g�ven representat�ons to one or the
other faculty of cogn�t�on, can alone determ�ne th�s latter relat�on.
Thus we shall not be able to d�scover whether the th�ngs are
�dent�cal or d�fferent, �n agreement or oppos�t�on, etc., from the mere
concept�on of the th�ngs by means of compar�son (comparat�o), but
only by d�st�ngu�sh�ng the mode of cogn�t�on to wh�ch they belong, �n
other words, by means of transcendental reflect�on. We may,



therefore, w�th just�ce say, that log�cal reflect�on �s mere compar�son,
for �n �t no account �s taken of the faculty of cogn�t�on to wh�ch the
g�ven concept�ons belong, and they are consequently, as far as
regards the�r or�g�n, to be treated as homogeneous; wh�le
transcendental reflect�on (wh�ch appl�es to the objects themselves)
conta�ns the ground of the poss�b�l�ty of object�ve compar�son of
representat�ons w�th each other, and �s therefore very d�fferent from
the former, because the facult�es of cogn�t�on to wh�ch they belong
are not even the same. Transcendental reflect�on �s a duty wh�ch no
one can neglect who w�shes to establ�sh an à pr�or� judgement upon
th�ngs. We shall now proceed to fulf�l th�s duty, and thereby throw not
a l�ttle l�ght on the quest�on as to the determ�nat�on of the proper
bus�ness of the understand�ng.

1. Ident�ty and D�fference. When an object �s presented to us
several t�mes, but always w�th the same �nternal determ�nat�ons
(qual�tas et quant�tas), �t, �f an object of pure understand�ng, �s
always the same, not several th�ngs, but only one th�ng (numer�ca
�dent�tas); but �f a phenomenon, we do not concern ourselves w�th
compar�ng the concept�on of the th�ng w�th the concept�on of some
other, but, although they may be �n th�s respect perfectly the same,
the d�fference of place at the same t�me �s a suff�c�ent ground for
assert�ng the numer�cal d�fference of these objects (of sense). Thus,
�n the case of two drops of water, we may make complete
abstract�on of all �nternal d�fference (qual�ty and quant�ty), and, the
fact that they are �ntu�ted at the same t�me �n d�fferent places, �s
suff�c�ent to just�fy us �n hold�ng them to be numer�cally d�fferent.
Le�bn�tz regarded phenomena as th�ngs �n themselves, consequently
as �ntell�g�b�l�a, that �s, objects of pure understand�ng (although, on
account of the confused nature of the�r representat�ons, he gave
them the name of phenomena), and �n th�s case h�s pr�nc�ple of the
�nd�scern�ble (pr�nc�p�um �dentat�s �nd�scern�b�l�um) �s not to be
�mpugned. But, as phenomena are objects of sens�b�l�ty, and, as the
understand�ng, �n respect of them, must be employed emp�r�cally and
not purely or transcendentally, plural�ty and numer�cal d�fference are
g�ven by space �tself as the cond�t�on of external phenomena. For
one part of space, although �t may be perfectly s�m�lar and equal to
another part, �s st�ll w�thout �t, and for th�s reason alone �s d�fferent



from the latter, wh�ch �s added to �t �n order to make up a greater
space. It follows that th�s must hold good of all th�ngs that are �n the
d�fferent parts of space at the same t�me, however s�m�lar and equal
one may be to another.

2. Agreement and Oppos�t�on. When real�ty �s represented by the
pure understand�ng (real�tas noumenon), oppos�t�on between
real�t�es �s �ncog�table—such a relat�on, that �s, that when these
real�t�es are connected �n one subject, they ann�h�late the effects of
each other and may be represented �n the formula 3 -3 = 0. On the
other hand, the real �n a phenomenon (real�tas phaenomenon) may
very well be �n mutual oppos�t�on, and, when un�ted �n the same
subject, the one may completely or �n part ann�h�late the effect or
consequence of the other; as �n the case of two mov�ng forces �n the
same stra�ght l�ne draw�ng or �mpell�ng a po�nt �n oppos�te d�rect�ons,
or �n the case of a pleasure counterbalanc�ng a certa�n amount of
pa�n.

3. The Internal and External. In an object of the pure
understand�ng, only that �s �nternal wh�ch has no relat�on (as regards
�ts ex�stence) to anyth�ng d�fferent from �tself. On the other hand, the
�nternal determ�nat�ons of a substant�a phaenomenon �n space are
noth�ng but relat�ons, and �t �s �tself noth�ng more than a complex of
mere relat�ons. Substance �n space we are cogn�zant of only through
forces operat�ve �n �t, e�ther draw�ng others towards �tself (attract�on),
or prevent�ng others from forc�ng �nto �tself (repuls�on and
�mpenetrab�l�ty). We know no other propert�es that make up the
concept�on of substance phenomenal �n space, and wh�ch we term
matter. On the other hand, as an object of the pure understand�ng,
every substance must have �nternal determ�nat�on and forces. But
what other �nternal attr�butes of such an object can I th�nk than those
wh�ch my �nternal sense presents to me? That, to w�t, wh�ch �n e�ther
�tself thought, or someth�ng analogous to �t. Hence Le�bn�tz, who
looked upon th�ngs as noumena, after deny�ng them everyth�ng l�ke
external relat�on, and therefore also compos�t�on or comb�nat�on,
declared that all substances, even the component parts of matter,
were s�mple substances w�th powers of representat�on, �n one word,
monads.



4. Matter and Form. These two concept�ons l�e at the foundat�on of
all other reflect�on, so �nseparably are they connected w�th every
mode of exerc�s�ng the understand�ng. The former denotes the
determ�nable �n general, the second �ts determ�nat�on, both �n a
transcendental sense, abstract�on be�ng made of every d�fference �n
that wh�ch �s g�ven, and of the mode �n wh�ch �t �s determ�ned.
Log�c�ans formerly termed the un�versal, matter, the spec�f�c
d�fference of th�s or that part of the un�versal, form. In a judgement
one may call the g�ven concept�ons log�cal matter (for the
judgement), the relat�on of these to each other (by means of the
copula), the form of the judgement. In an object, the compos�te parts
thereof (essent�al�a) are the matter; the mode �n wh�ch they are
connected �n the object, the form. In respect to th�ngs �n general,
unl�m�ted real�ty was regarded as the matter of all poss�b�l�ty, the
l�m�tat�on thereof (negat�on) as the form, by wh�ch one th�ng �s
d�st�ngu�shed from another accord�ng to transcendental concept�ons.
The understand�ng demands that someth�ng be g�ven (at least �n the
concept�on), �n order to be able to determ�ne �t �n a certa�n manner.
Hence, �n a concept�on of the pure understand�ng, the matter
precedes the form, and for th�s reason Le�bn�tz f�rst assumed the
ex�stence of th�ngs (monads) and of an �nternal power of
representat�on �n them, �n order to found upon th�s the�r external
relat�on and the commun�ty the�r state (that �s, of the�r
representat�ons). Hence, w�th h�m, space and t�me were poss�ble—
the former through the relat�on of substances, the latter through the
connect�on of the�r determ�nat�ons w�th each other, as causes and
effects. And so would �t really be, �f the pure understand�ng were
capable of an �mmed�ate appl�cat�on to objects, and �f space and
t�me were determ�nat�ons of th�ngs �n themselves. But be�ng merely
sensuous �ntu�t�ons, �n wh�ch we determ�ne all objects solely as
phenomena, the form of �ntu�t�on (as a subject�ve property of
sens�b�l�ty) must antecede all matter (sensat�ons), consequently
space and t�me must antecede all phenomena and all data of
exper�ence, and rather make exper�ence �tself poss�ble. But the
�ntellectual ph�losopher could not endure that the form should
precede the th�ngs themselves and determ�ne the�r poss�b�l�ty; an
object�on perfectly correct, �f we assume that we �ntu�te th�ngs as



they are, although w�th confused representat�on. But as sensuous
�ntu�t�on �s a pecul�ar subject�ve cond�t�on, wh�ch �s à pr�or� at the
foundat�on of all percept�on, and the form of wh�ch �s pr�m�t�ve, the
form must be g�ven per se, and so far from matter (or the th�ngs
themselves wh�ch appear) ly�ng at the foundat�on of exper�ence (as
we must conclude, �f we judge by mere concept�ons), the very
poss�b�l�ty of �tself presupposes, on the contrary, a g�ven formal
�ntu�t�on (space and t�me).

REMARK ON THE AMPHIBOLY OF THE CONCEPTIONS OF
REFLECTION.

Let me be allowed to term the pos�t�on wh�ch we ass�gn to a
concept�on e�ther �n the sens�b�l�ty or �n the pure understand�ng, the
transcendental place. In th�s manner, the appo�ntment of the pos�t�on
wh�ch must be taken by each concept�on accord�ng to the d�fference
�n �ts use, and the d�rect�ons for determ�n�ng th�s place to all
concept�ons accord�ng to rules, would be a transcendental top�c, a
doctr�ne wh�ch would thoroughly sh�eld us from the surrept�t�ous
dev�ces of the pure understand�ng and the delus�ons wh�ch thence
ar�se, as �t would always d�st�ngu�sh to what faculty of cogn�t�on each
concept�on properly belonged. Every concept�on, every t�tle, under
wh�ch many cogn�t�ons rank together, may be called a log�cal place.
Upon th�s �s based the log�cal top�c of Ar�stotle, of wh�ch teachers
and rhetor�c�ans could ava�l themselves, �n order, under certa�n t�tles
of thought, to observe what would best su�t the matter they had to
treat, and thus enable themselves to qu�bble and talk w�th fluency
and an appearance of profund�ty.

Transcendental top�c, on the contrary, conta�ns noth�ng more than
the above-ment�oned four t�tles of all compar�son and d�st�nct�on,
wh�ch d�ffer from categor�es �n th�s respect, that they do not
represent the object accord�ng to that wh�ch const�tutes �ts
concept�on (quant�ty, real�ty), but set forth merely the compar�son of
representat�ons, wh�ch precedes our concept�ons of th�ngs. But th�s
compar�son requ�res a prev�ous reflect�on, that �s, a determ�nat�on of
the place to wh�ch the representat�ons of the th�ngs wh�ch are
compared belong, whether, to w�t, they are cog�tated by the pure
understand�ng, or g�ven by sens�b�l�ty.



Concept�ons may be log�cally compared w�thout the trouble of
�nqu�r�ng to what faculty the�r objects belong, whether as noumena,
to the understand�ng, or as phenomena, to sens�b�l�ty. If, however,
we w�sh to employ these concept�ons �n respect of objects, prev�ous
transcendental reflect�on �s necessary. W�thout th�s reflect�on I
should make a very unsafe use of these concept�ons, and construct
pretended synthet�cal propos�t�ons wh�ch cr�t�cal reason cannot
acknowledge and wh�ch are based solely upon a transcendental
amph�boly, that �s, upon a subst�tut�on of an object of pure
understand�ng for a phenomenon.

For want of th�s doctr�ne of transcendental top�c, and consequently
dece�ved by the amph�boly of the concept�ons of reflect�on, the
celebrated Le�bn�tz constructed an �ntellectual system of the world,
or rather, bel�eved h�mself competent to cogn�ze the �nternal nature
of th�ngs, by compar�ng all objects merely w�th the understand�ng
and the abstract formal concept�ons of thought. Our table of the
concept�ons of reflect�on g�ves us the unexpected advantage of
be�ng able to exh�b�t the d�st�nct�ve pecul�ar�t�es of h�s system �n all �ts
parts, and at the same t�me of expos�ng the fundamental pr�nc�ple of
th�s pecul�ar mode of thought, wh�ch rested upon naught but a
m�sconcept�on. He compared all th�ngs w�th each other merely by
means of concept�ons, and naturally found no other d�fferences than
those by wh�ch the understand�ng d�st�ngu�shes �ts pure concept�ons
one from another. The cond�t�ons of sensuous �ntu�t�on, wh�ch
conta�n �n themselves the�r own means of d�st�nct�on, he d�d not look
upon as pr�m�t�ve, because sens�b�l�ty was to h�m but a confused
mode of representat�on and not any part�cular source of
representat�ons. A phenomenon was for h�m the representat�on of
the th�ng �n �tself, although d�st�ngu�shed from cogn�t�on by the
understand�ng only �n respect of the log�cal form—the former w�th �ts
usual want of analys�s conta�n�ng, accord�ng to h�m, a certa�n m�xture
of collateral representat�ons �n �ts concept�on of a th�ng, wh�ch �t �s
the duty of the understand�ng to separate and d�st�ngu�sh. In one
word, Le�bn�tz �ntellectual�zed phenomena, just as Locke, �n h�s
system of noogony (�f I may be allowed to make use of such
express�ons), sensual�zed the concept�ons of the understand�ng, that
�s to say, declared them to be noth�ng more than emp�r�cal or



abstract concept�ons of reflect�on. Instead of seek�ng �n the
understand�ng and sens�b�l�ty two d�fferent sources of
representat�ons, wh�ch, however, can present us w�th object�ve
judgements of th�ngs only �n conjunct�on, each of these great men
recogn�zed but one of these facult�es, wh�ch, �n the�r op�n�on, appl�ed
�mmed�ately to th�ngs �n themselves, the other hav�ng no duty but
that of confus�ng or arrang�ng the representat�ons of the former.

Accord�ngly, the objects of sense were compared by Le�bn�tz as
th�ngs �n general merely �n the understand�ng.

1st. He compares them �n regard to the�r �dent�ty or d�fference—as
judged by the understand�ng. As, therefore, he cons�dered merely
the concept�ons of objects, and not the�r pos�t�on �n �ntu�t�on, �n wh�ch
alone objects can be g�ven, and left qu�te out of s�ght the
transcendental locale of these concept�ons—whether, that �s, the�r
object ought to be classed among phenomena, or among th�ngs �n
themselves, �t was to be expected that he should extend the
appl�cat�on of the pr�nc�ple of �nd�scern�bles, wh�ch �s val�d solely of
concept�ons of th�ngs �n general, to objects of sense (mundus
phaenomenon), and that he should bel�eve that he had thereby
contr�buted �n no small degree to extend our knowledge of nature. In
truth, �f I cogn�ze �n all �ts �nner determ�nat�ons a drop of water as a
th�ng �n �tself, I cannot look upon one drop as d�fferent from another,
�f the concept�on of the one �s completely �dent�cal w�th that of the
other. But �f �t �s a phenomenon �n space, �t has a place not merely �n
the understand�ng (among concept�ons), but also �n sensuous
external �ntu�t�on (�n space), and �n th�s case, the phys�cal locale �s a
matter of �nd�fference �n regard to the �nternal determ�nat�ons of
th�ngs, and one place, B, may conta�n a th�ng wh�ch �s perfectly
s�m�lar and equal to another �n a place, A, just as well as �f the two
th�ngs were �n every respect d�fferent from each other. D�fference of
place w�thout any other cond�t�ons, makes the plural�ty and
d�st�nct�on of objects as phenomena, not only poss�ble �n �tself, but
even necessary. Consequently, the above so-called law �s not a law
of nature. It �s merely an analyt�cal rule for the compar�son of th�ngs
by means of mere concept�ons.



2nd. The pr�nc�ple: “Real�t�es (as s�mple aff�rmat�ons) never
log�cally contrad�ct each other,” �s a propos�t�on perfectly true
respect�ng the relat�on of concept�ons, but, whether as regards
nature, or th�ngs �n themselves (of wh�ch we have not the sl�ghtest
concept�on), �s w�thout any the least mean�ng. For real oppos�t�on, �n
wh�ch A -B �s = 0, ex�sts everywhere, an oppos�t�on, that �s, �n wh�ch
one real�ty un�ted w�th another �n the same subject ann�h�lates the
effects of the other—a fact wh�ch �s constantly brought before our
eyes by the d�fferent antagon�st�c act�ons and operat�ons �n nature,
wh�ch, nevertheless, as depend�ng on real forces, must be called
real�tates phaenomena. General mechan�cs can even present us
w�th the emp�r�cal cond�t�on of th�s oppos�t�on �n an à pr�or� rule, as �t
d�rects �ts attent�on to the oppos�t�on �n the d�rect�on of forces—a
cond�t�on of wh�ch the transcendental concept�on of real�ty can tell us
noth�ng. Although M. Le�bn�tz d�d not announce th�s propos�t�on w�th
prec�sely the pomp of a new pr�nc�ple, he yet employed �t for the
establ�shment of new propos�t�ons, and h�s followers �ntroduced �t
�nto the�r Le�bn�tz�o-Wolf�an system of ph�losophy. Accord�ng to th�s
pr�nc�ple, for example, all ev�ls are but consequences of the l�m�ted
nature of created be�ngs, that �s, negat�ons, because these are the
only oppos�te of real�ty. (In the mere concept�on of a th�ng �n general
th�s �s really the case, but not �n th�ngs as phenomena.) In l�ke
manner, the upholders of th�s system deem �t not only poss�ble, but
natural also, to connect and un�te all real�ty �n one be�ng, because
they acknowledge no other sort of oppos�t�on than that of
contrad�ct�on (by wh�ch the concept�on �tself of a th�ng �s ann�h�lated),
and f�nd themselves unable to conce�ve an oppos�t�on of rec�procal
destruct�on, so to speak, �n wh�ch one real cause destroys the effect
of another, and the cond�t�ons of whose representat�on we meet w�th
only �n sens�b�l�ty.

3rd. The Le�bn�tz�an monadology has really no better foundat�on
than on th�s ph�losopher’s mode of falsely represent�ng the d�fference
of the �nternal and external solely �n relat�on to the understand�ng.
Substances, �n general, must have someth�ng �nward, wh�ch �s
therefore free from external relat�ons, consequently from that of
compos�t�on also. The s�mple—that wh�ch can be represented by a
un�t—�s therefore the foundat�on of that wh�ch �s �nternal �n th�ngs �n



themselves. The �nternal state of substances cannot therefore
cons�st �n place, shape, contact, or mot�on, determ�nat�ons wh�ch are
all external relat�ons, and we can ascr�be to them no other than that
whereby we �nternally determ�ne our faculty of sense �tself, that �s to
say, the state of representat�on. Thus, then, were constructed the
monads, wh�ch were to form the elements of the un�verse, the act�ve
force of wh�ch cons�sts �n representat�on, the effects of th�s force
be�ng thus ent�rely conf�ned to themselves.

For the same reason, h�s v�ew of the poss�ble commun�ty of
substances could not represent �t but as a predeterm�ned harmony,
and by no means as a phys�cal �nfluence. For �nasmuch as
everyth�ng �s occup�ed only �nternally, that �s, w�th �ts own
representat�ons, the state of the representat�ons of one substance
could not stand �n act�ve and l�v�ng connect�on w�th that of another,
but some th�rd cause operat�ng on all w�thout except�on was
necessary to make the d�fferent states correspond w�th one another.
And th�s d�d not happen by means of ass�stance appl�ed �n each
part�cular case (systema ass�stent�ae), but through the un�ty of the
�dea of a cause occup�ed and connected w�th all substances, �n
wh�ch they necessar�ly rece�ve, accord�ng to the Le�bn�tz�an school,
the�r ex�stence and permanence, consequently also rec�procal
correspondence, accord�ng to un�versal laws.

4th. Th�s ph�losopher’s celebrated doctr�ne of space and t�me, �n
wh�ch he �ntellectual�zed these forms of sens�b�l�ty, or�g�nated �n the
same delus�on of transcendental reflect�on. If I attempt to represent
by the mere understand�ng, the external relat�ons of th�ngs, I can do
so only by employ�ng the concept�on of the�r rec�procal act�on, and �f
I w�sh to connect one state of the same th�ng w�th another state, I
must ava�l myself of the not�on of the order of cause and effect. And
thus Le�bn�tz regarded space as a certa�n order �n the commun�ty of
substances, and t�me as the dynam�cal sequence of the�r states.
That wh�ch space and t�me possess proper to themselves and
�ndependent of th�ngs, he ascr�bed to a necessary confus�on �n our
concept�ons of them, whereby that wh�ch �s a mere form of
dynam�cal relat�ons �s held to be a self-ex�stent �ntu�t�on, antecedent
even to th�ngs themselves. Thus space and t�me were the �ntell�g�ble
form of the connect�on of th�ngs (substances and the�r states) �n



themselves. But th�ngs were �ntell�g�ble substances (substant�ae
noumena). At the same t�me, he made these concept�ons val�d of
phenomena, because he d�d not allow to sens�b�l�ty a pecul�ar mode
of �ntu�t�on, but sought all, even the emp�r�cal representat�on of
objects, �n the understand�ng, and left to sense naught but the
desp�cable task of confus�ng and d�sarrang�ng the representat�ons of
the former.

But even �f we could frame any synthet�cal propos�t�on concern�ng
th�ngs �n themselves by means of the pure understand�ng (wh�ch �s
�mposs�ble), �t could not apply to phenomena, wh�ch do not represent
th�ngs �n themselves. In such a case I should be obl�ged �n
transcendental reflect�on to compare my concept�ons only under the
cond�t�ons of sens�b�l�ty, and so space and t�me would not be
determ�nat�ons of th�ngs �n themselves, but of phenomena. What
th�ngs may be �n themselves, I know not and need not know,
because a th�ng �s never presented to me otherw�se than as a
phenomenon.

I must adopt the same mode of procedure w�th the other
concept�ons of reflect�on. Matter �s substant�a phaenomenon. That �n
�t wh�ch �s �nternal I seek to d�scover �n all parts of space wh�ch �t
occup�es, and �n all the funct�ons and operat�ons �t performs, and
wh�ch are �ndeed never anyth�ng but phenomena of the external
sense. I cannot therefore f�nd anyth�ng that �s absolutely, but only
what �s comparat�vely �nternal, and wh�ch �tself cons�sts of external
relat�ons. The absolutely �nternal �n matter, and as �t should be
accord�ng to the pure understand�ng, �s a mere ch�mera, for matter �s
not an object for the pure understand�ng. But the transcendental
object, wh�ch �s the foundat�on of the phenomenon wh�ch we call
matter, �s a mere nesc�o qu�d, the nature of wh�ch we could not
understand, even though someone were found able to tell us. For we
can understand noth�ng that does not br�ng w�th �t someth�ng �n
�ntu�t�on correspond�ng to the express�ons employed. If, by the
compla�nt of be�ng unable to perce�ve the �nternal nature of th�ngs, �t
�s meant that we do not comprehend by the pure understand�ng what
the th�ngs wh�ch appear to us may be �n themselves, �t �s a s�lly and
unreasonable compla�nt; for those who talk thus really des�re that we
should be able to cogn�ze, consequently to �ntu�te, th�ngs w�thout



senses, and therefore w�sh that we possessed a faculty of cogn�t�on
perfectly d�fferent from the human faculty, not merely �n degree, but
even as regards �ntu�t�on and the mode thereof, so that thus we
should not be men, but belong to a class of be�ngs, the poss�b�l�ty of
whose ex�stence, much less the�r nature and const�tut�on, we have
no means of cogn�z�ng. By observat�on and analys�s of phenomena
we penetrate �nto the �nter�or of nature, and no one can say what
progress th�s knowledge may make �n t�me. But those transcendental
quest�ons wh�ch pass beyond the l�m�ts of nature, we could never
answer, even although all nature were la�d open to us, because we
have not the power of observ�ng our own m�nd w�th any other
�ntu�t�on than that of our �nternal sense. For here�n l�es the mystery of
the or�g�n and source of our faculty of sens�b�l�ty. Its appl�cat�on to an
object, and the transcendental ground of th�s un�ty of subject�ve and
object�ve, l�e too deeply concealed for us, who cogn�ze ourselves
only through the �nternal sense, consequently as phenomena, to be
able to d�scover �n our ex�stence anyth�ng but phenomena, the non-
sensuous cause of wh�ch we at the same t�me earnestly des�re to
penetrate to.

The great ut�l�ty of th�s cr�t�que of conclus�ons arr�ved at by the
processes of mere reflect�on cons�sts �n �ts clear demonstrat�on of
the null�ty of all conclus�ons respect�ng objects wh�ch are compared
w�th each other �n the understand�ng alone, wh�le �t at the same t�me
conf�rms what we part�cularly �ns�sted on, namely, that, although
phenomena are not �ncluded as th�ngs �n themselves among the
objects of the pure understand�ng, they are nevertheless the only
th�ngs by wh�ch our cogn�t�on can possess object�ve real�ty, that �s to
say, wh�ch g�ve us �ntu�t�ons to correspond w�th our concept�ons.

When we reflect �n a purely log�cal manner, we do noth�ng more
than compare concept�ons �n our understand�ng, to d�scover whether
both have the same content, whether they are self-contrad�ctory or
not, whether anyth�ng �s conta�ned �n e�ther concept�on, wh�ch of the
two �s g�ven, and wh�ch �s merely a mode of th�nk�ng that g�ven. But �f
I apply these concept�ons to an object �n general (�n the
transcendental sense), w�thout f�rst determ�n�ng whether �t �s an
object of sensuous or �ntellectual �ntu�t�on, certa�n l�m�tat�ons present
themselves, wh�ch forb�d us to pass beyond the concept�ons and



render all emp�r�cal use of them �mposs�ble. And thus these
l�m�tat�ons prove that the representat�on of an object as a th�ng �n
general �s not only �nsuff�c�ent, but, w�thout sensuous determ�nat�on
and �ndependently of emp�r�cal cond�t�ons, self-contrad�ctory; that we
must therefore make abstract�on of all objects, as �n log�c, or,
adm�tt�ng them, must th�nk them under cond�t�ons of sensuous
�ntu�t�on; that, consequently, the �ntell�g�ble requ�res an altogether
pecul�ar �ntu�t�on, wh�ch we do not possess, and �n the absence of
wh�ch �t �s for us noth�ng; wh�le, on the other hand phenomena
cannot be objects �n themselves. For, when I merely th�nk th�ngs �n
general, the d�fference �n the�r external relat�ons cannot const�tute a
d�fference �n the th�ngs themselves; on the contrary, the former
presupposes the latter, and �f the concept�on of one of two th�ngs �s
not �nternally d�fferent from that of the other, I am merely th�nk�ng the
same th�ng �n d�fferent relat�ons. Further, by the add�t�on of one
aff�rmat�on (real�ty) to the other, the pos�t�ve there�n �s really
augmented, and noth�ng �s abstracted or w�thdrawn from �t; hence
the real �n th�ngs cannot be �n contrad�ct�on w�th or oppos�t�on to �tself
—and so on.

The true use of the concept�ons of reflect�on �n the employment of
the understand�ng has, as we have shown, been so m�sconce�ved by
Le�bn�tz, one of the most acute ph�losophers of e�ther anc�ent or
modern t�mes, that he has been m�sled �nto the construct�on of a
baseless system of �ntellectual cogn�t�on, wh�ch professes to
determ�ne �ts objects w�thout the �ntervent�on of the senses. For th�s
reason, the expos�t�on of the cause of the amph�boly of these
concept�ons, as the or�g�n of these false pr�nc�ples, �s of great ut�l�ty
�n determ�n�ng w�th certa�nty the proper l�m�ts of the understand�ng.

It �s r�ght to say whatever �s aff�rmed or den�ed of the whole of a
concept�on can be aff�rmed or den�ed of any part of �t (d�ctum de
omn� et nullo); but �t would be absurd so to alter th�s log�cal
propos�t�on as to say whatever �s not conta�ned �n a general
concept�on �s l�kew�se not conta�ned �n the part�cular concept�ons
wh�ch rank under �t; for the latter are part�cular concept�ons, for the
very reason that the�r content �s greater than that wh�ch �s cog�tated
�n the general concept�on. And yet the whole �ntellectual system of
Le�bn�tz �s based upon th�s false pr�nc�ple, and w�th �t must



necessar�ly fall to the ground, together w�th all the amb�guous
pr�nc�ples �n reference to the employment of the understand�ng wh�ch
have thence or�g�nated.

Le�bn�tz’s pr�nc�ple of the �dent�ty of �nd�scern�bles or
�nd�st�ngu�shables �s really based on the presuppos�t�on that, �f �n the
concept�on of a th�ng a certa�n d�st�nct�on �s not to be found, �t �s also
not to be met w�th �n th�ngs themselves; that, consequently, all th�ngs
are completely �dent�cal (numero eadem) wh�ch are not
d�st�ngu�shable from each other (as to qual�ty or quant�ty) �n our
concept�ons of them. But, as �n the mere concept�on of anyth�ng
abstract�on has been made of many necessary cond�t�ons of
�ntu�t�on, that of wh�ch abstract�on has been made �s rashly held to
be non-ex�stent, and noth�ng �s attr�buted to the th�ng but what �s
conta�ned �n �ts concept�on.

The concept�on of a cub�c foot of space, however I may th�nk �t, �s
�n �tself completely �dent�cal. But two cub�c feet �n space are
nevertheless d�st�nct from each other from the sole fact of the�r be�ng
�n d�fferent places (they are numero d�versa); and these places are
cond�t�ons of �ntu�t�on, where�n the object of th�s concept�on �s g�ven,
and wh�ch do not belong to the concept�on, but to the faculty of
sens�b�l�ty. In l�ke manner, there �s �n the concept�on of a th�ng no
contrad�ct�on when a negat�ve �s not connected w�th an aff�rmat�ve;
and merely aff�rmat�ve concept�ons cannot, �n conjunct�on, produce
any negat�on. But �n sensuous �ntu�t�on, where�n real�ty (take for
example, mot�on) �s g�ven, we f�nd cond�t�ons (oppos�te d�rect�ons)—
of wh�ch abstract�on has been made �n the concept�on of mot�on �n
general—wh�ch render poss�ble a contrad�ct�on or oppos�t�on (not
�ndeed of a log�cal k�nd)—and wh�ch from pure pos�t�ves produce
zero = 0. We are therefore not just�f�ed �n say�ng that all real�ty �s �n
perfect agreement and harmony, because no contrad�ct�on �s
d�scoverable among �ts concept�ons.[39] Accord�ng to mere
concept�ons, that wh�ch �s �nternal �s the substratum of all relat�ons or
external determ�nat�ons. When, therefore, I abstract all cond�t�ons of
�ntu�t�on, and conf�ne myself solely to the concept�on of a th�ng �n
general, I can make abstract�on of all external relat�ons, and there
must nevertheless rema�n a concept�on of that wh�ch �nd�cates no
relat�on, but merely �nternal determ�nat�ons. Now �t seems to follow



that �n everyth�ng (substance) there �s someth�ng wh�ch �s absolutely
�nternal and wh�ch antecedes all external determ�nat�ons, �nasmuch
as �t renders them poss�ble; and that therefore th�s substratum �s
someth�ng wh�ch does not conta�n any external relat�ons and �s
consequently s�mple (for corporeal th�ngs are never anyth�ng but
relat�ons, at least of the�r parts external to each other); and,
�nasmuch as we know of no other absolutely �nternal determ�nat�ons
than those of the �nternal sense, th�s substratum �s not only s�mple,
but also, analogously w�th our �nternal sense, determ�ned through
representat�ons, that �s to say, all th�ngs are properly monads, or
s�mple be�ngs endowed w�th the power of representat�on. Now all
th�s would be perfectly correct, �f the concept�on of a th�ng were the
only necessary cond�t�on of the presentat�on of objects of external
�ntu�t�on. It �s, on the contrary, man�fest that a permanent
phenomenon �n space (�mpenetrable extens�on) can conta�n mere
relat�ons, and noth�ng that �s absolutely �nternal, and yet be the
pr�mary substratum of all external percept�on. By mere concept�ons I
cannot th�nk anyth�ng external, w�thout, at the same t�me, th�nk�ng
someth�ng �nternal, for the reason that concept�ons of relat�ons
presuppose g�ven th�ngs, and w�thout these are �mposs�ble. But, as
an �ntu�t�on there �s someth�ng (that �s, space, wh�ch, w�th all �t
conta�ns, cons�sts of purely formal, or, �ndeed, real relat�ons) wh�ch �s
not found �n the mere concept�on of a th�ng �n general, and th�s
presents to us the substratum wh�ch could not be cogn�zed through
concept�ons alone, I cannot say: because a th�ng cannot be
represented by mere concept�ons w�thout someth�ng absolutely
�nternal, there �s also, �n the th�ngs themselves wh�ch are conta�ned
under these concept�ons, and �n the�r �ntu�t�on noth�ng external to
wh�ch someth�ng absolutely �nternal does not serve as the
foundat�on. For, when we have made abstract�on of all the cond�t�ons
of �ntu�t�on, there certa�nly rema�ns �n the mere concept�on noth�ng
but the �nternal �n general, through wh�ch alone the external �s
poss�ble. But th�s necess�ty, wh�ch �s grounded upon abstract�on
alone, does not obta�n �n the case of th�ngs themselves, �n so far as
they are g�ven �n �ntu�t�on w�th such determ�nat�ons as express mere
relat�ons, w�thout hav�ng anyth�ng �nternal as the�r foundat�on; for
they are not th�ngs of a th�ng of wh�ch we can ne�ther for they are not



th�ngs �n themselves, but only phenomena. What we cogn�ze �n
matter �s noth�ng but relat�ons (what we call �ts �nternal
determ�nat�ons are but comparat�vely �nternal). But there are some
self-subs�stent and permanent, through wh�ch a determ�ned object �s
g�ven. That I, when abstract�on �s made of these relat�ons, have
noth�ng more to th�nk, does not destroy the concept�on of a th�ng as
phenomenon, nor the concept�on of an object �n abstracto, but �t
does away w�th the poss�b�l�ty of an object that �s determ�nable
accord�ng to mere concept�ons, that �s, of a noumenon. It �s certa�nly
startl�ng to hear that a th�ng cons�sts solely of relat�ons; but th�s th�ng
�s s�mply a phenomenon, and cannot be cog�tated by means of the
mere categor�es: �t does �tself cons�st �n the mere relat�on of
someth�ng �n general to the senses. In the same way, we cannot
cog�tate relat�ons of th�ngs �n abstracto, �f we commence w�th
concept�ons alone, �n any other manner than that one �s the cause of
determ�nat�ons �n the other; for that �s �tself the concept�on of the
understand�ng or category of relat�on. But, as �n th�s case we make
abstract�on of all �ntu�t�on, we lose altogether the mode �n wh�ch the
man�fold determ�nes to each of �ts parts �ts place, that �s, the form of
sens�b�l�ty (space); and yet th�s mode antecedes all emp�r�cal
causal�ty.

[39] If any one w�shes here to have recourse to the usual
subterfuge, and to say, that at least real�tates noumena cannot be
�n oppos�t�on to each other, �t w�ll be requ�s�te for h�m to adduce an
example of th�s pure and non-sensuous real�ty, that �t may be
understood whether the not�on represents someth�ng or noth�ng.
But an example cannot be found except �n exper�ence, wh�ch
never presents to us anyth�ng more than phenomena; and thus
the propos�t�on means noth�ng more than that the concept�on
wh�ch conta�ns only aff�rmat�ves does not conta�n anyth�ng
negat�ve—a propos�t�on nobody ever doubted.

If by �ntell�g�ble objects we understand th�ngs wh�ch can be thought
by means of the pure categor�es, w�thout the need of the schemata
of sens�b�l�ty, such objects are �mposs�ble. For the cond�t�on of the
object�ve use of all our concept�ons of understand�ng �s the mode of
our sensuous �ntu�t�on, whereby objects are g�ven; and, �f we make
abstract�on of the latter, the former can have no relat�on to an object.



And even �f we should suppose a d�fferent k�nd of �ntu�t�on from our
own, st�ll our funct�ons of thought would have no use or s�gn�f�cat�on
�n respect thereof. But �f we understand by the term, objects of a
non-sensuous �ntu�t�on, �n respect of wh�ch our categor�es are not
val�d, and of wh�ch we can accord�ngly have no knowledge (ne�ther
�ntu�t�on nor concept�on), �n th�s merely negat�ve sense noumena
must be adm�tted. For th�s �s no more than say�ng that our mode of
�ntu�t�on �s not appl�cable to all th�ngs, but only to objects of our
senses, that consequently �ts object�ve val�d�ty �s l�m�ted, and that
room �s therefore left for another k�nd of �ntu�t�on, and thus also for
th�ngs that may be objects of �t. But �n th�s sense the concept�on of a
noumenon �s problemat�cal, that �s to say, �t �s the not�on of that �t
that �t �s poss�ble, nor that �t �s �mposs�ble, �nasmuch as we do not
know of any mode of �ntu�t�on bes�des the sensuous, or of any other
sort of concept�ons than the categor�es—a mode of �ntu�t�on and a
k�nd of concept�on ne�ther of wh�ch �s appl�cable to a non-sensuous
object. We are on th�s account �ncompetent to extend the sphere of
our objects of thought beyond the cond�t�ons of our sens�b�l�ty, and to
assume the ex�stence of objects of pure thought, that �s, of
noumena, �nasmuch as these have no true pos�t�ve s�gn�f�cat�on. For
�t must be confessed of the categor�es that they are not of
themselves suff�c�ent for the cogn�t�on of th�ngs �n themselves and,
w�thout the data of sens�b�l�ty, are mere subject�ve forms of the un�ty
of the understand�ng. Thought �s certa�nly not a product of the
senses, and �n so far �s not l�m�ted by them, but �t does not therefore
follow that �t may be employed purely and w�thout the �ntervent�on of
sens�b�l�ty, for �t would then be w�thout reference to an object. And
we cannot call a noumenon an object of pure thought; for the
representat�on thereof �s but the problemat�cal concept�on of an
object for a perfectly d�fferent �ntu�t�on and a perfectly d�fferent
understand�ng from ours, both of wh�ch are consequently themselves
problemat�cal. The concept�on of a noumenon �s therefore not the
concept�on of an object, but merely a problemat�cal concept�on
�nseparably connected w�th the l�m�tat�on of our sens�b�l�ty. That �s to
say, th�s concept�on conta�ns the answer to the quest�on: “Are there
objects qu�te unconnected w�th, and �ndependent of, our �ntu�t�on?”—
a quest�on to wh�ch only an �ndeterm�nate answer can be g�ven. That



answer �s: “Inasmuch as sensuous �ntu�t�on does not apply to all
th�ngs w�thout d�st�nct�on, there rema�ns room for other and d�fferent
objects.” The ex�stence of these problemat�cal objects �s therefore
not absolutely den�ed, �n the absence of a determ�nate concept�on of
them, but, as no category �s val�d �n respect of them, ne�ther must
they be adm�tted as objects for our understand�ng.

Understand�ng accord�ngly l�m�ts sens�b�l�ty, w�thout at the same
t�me enlarg�ng �ts own f�eld. Wh�le, moreover, �t forb�ds sens�b�l�ty to
apply �ts forms and modes to th�ngs �n themselves and restr�cts �t to
the sphere of phenomena, �t cog�tates an object �n �tself, only,
however, as a transcendental object, wh�ch �s the cause of a
phenomenon (consequently not �tself a phenomenon), and wh�ch
cannot be thought e�ther as a quant�ty or as real�ty, or as substance
(because these concept�ons always requ�re sensuous forms �n wh�ch
to determ�ne an object)—an object, therefore, of wh�ch we are qu�te
unable to say whether �t can be met w�th �n ourselves or out of us,
whether �t would be ann�h�lated together w�th sens�b�l�ty, or, �f th�s
were taken away, would cont�nue to ex�st. If we w�sh to call th�s
object a noumenon, because the representat�on of �t �s non-
sensuous, we are at l�berty to do so. But as we can apply to �t none
of the concept�ons of our understand�ng, the representat�on �s for us
qu�te vo�d, and �s ava�lable only for the �nd�cat�on of the l�m�ts of our
sensuous �ntu�t�on, thereby leav�ng at the same t�me an empty
space, wh�ch we are competent to f�ll by the a�d ne�ther of poss�ble
exper�ence, nor of the pure understand�ng.

The cr�t�que of the pure understand�ng, accord�ngly, does not
perm�t us to create for ourselves a new f�eld of objects beyond those
wh�ch are presented to us as phenomena, and to stray �nto
�ntell�g�ble worlds; nay, �t does not even allow us to endeavour to
form so much as a concept�on of them. The spec�ous error wh�ch
leads to th�s—and wh�ch �s a perfectly excusable one—l�es �n the
fact that the employment of the understand�ng, contrary to �ts proper
purpose and dest�nat�on, �s made transcendental, and objects, that
�s, poss�ble �ntu�t�ons, are made to regulate themselves accord�ng to
concept�ons, �nstead of the concept�ons arrang�ng themselves
accord�ng to the �ntu�t�ons, on wh�ch alone the�r own object�ve val�d�ty
rests. Now the reason of th�s aga�n �s that appercept�on, and w�th �t



thought, antecedes all poss�ble determ�nate arrangement of
representat�ons. Accord�ngly we th�nk someth�ng �n general and
determ�ne �t on the one hand sensuously, but, on the other,
d�st�ngu�sh the general and �n abstracto represented object from th�s
part�cular mode of �ntu�t�ng �t. In th�s case there rema�ns a mode of
determ�n�ng the object by mere thought, wh�ch �s really but a log�cal
form w�thout content, wh�ch, however, seems to us to be a mode of
the ex�stence of the object �n �tself (noumenon), w�thout regard to
�ntu�t�on wh�ch �s l�m�ted to our senses.

Before end�ng th�s transcendental analyt�c, we must make an
add�t�on, wh�ch, although �n �tself of no part�cular �mportance, seems
to be necessary to the completeness of the system. The h�ghest
concept�on, w�th wh�ch a transcendental ph�losophy commonly
beg�ns, �s the d�v�s�on �nto poss�ble and �mposs�ble. But as all
d�v�s�on presupposes a d�v�ded concept�on, a st�ll h�gher one must
ex�st, and th�s �s the concept�on of an object �n general—
problemat�cally understood and w�thout �ts be�ng dec�ded whether �t
�s someth�ng or noth�ng. As the categor�es are the only concept�ons
wh�ch apply to objects �n general, the d�st�ngu�sh�ng of an object,
whether �t �s someth�ng or noth�ng, must proceed accord�ng to the
order and d�rect�on of the categor�es.

1. To the categor�es of quant�ty, that �s, the concept�ons of all,
many, and one, the concept�on wh�ch ann�h�lates all, that �s, the
concept�on of none, �s opposed. And thus the object of a concept�on,
to wh�ch no �ntu�t�on can be found to correspond, �s = noth�ng. That
�s, �t �s a concept�on w�thout an object (ens rat�on�s), l�ke noumena,
wh�ch cannot be cons�dered poss�ble �n the sphere of real�ty, though
they must not therefore be held to be �mposs�ble—or l�ke certa�n new
fundamental forces �n matter, the ex�stence of wh�ch �s cog�table
w�thout contrad�ct�on, though, as examples from exper�ence are not
forthcom�ng, they must not be regarded as poss�ble.

2. Real�ty �s someth�ng; negat�on �s noth�ng, that �s, a concept�on
of the absence of an object, as cold, a shadow (n�h�l pr�vat�vum).

3. The mere form of �ntu�t�on, w�thout substance, �s �n �tself no
object, but the merely formal cond�t�on of an object (as
phenomenon), as pure space and pure t�me. These are certa�nly



someth�ng, as forms of �ntu�t�on, but are not themselves objects
wh�ch are �ntu�ted (ens �mag�nar�um).

4. The object of a concept�on wh�ch �s self-contrad�ctory, �s
noth�ng, because the concept�on �s noth�ng—�s �mposs�ble, as a
f�gure composed of two stra�ght l�nes (n�h�l negat�vum).

The table of th�s d�v�s�on of the concept�on of noth�ng (the
correspond�ng d�v�s�on of the concept�on of someth�ng does not
requ�re spec�al descr�pt�on) must therefore be arranged as follows:



                      NOTHING
                        AS

                        1
                As Empty Conception
                 without object,
                  ens rationis           2                               3
     Empty object of               Empty intuition
      a conception,                without object,
     nihil privativum              ens imaginarium                        4
                   Empty object
                 without conception,
                  nihil negativum

We see that the ens rat�on�s �s d�st�ngu�shed from the n�h�l
negat�vum or pure noth�ng by the cons�derat�on that the former must
not be reckoned among poss�b�l�t�es, because �t �s a mere f�ct�on—
though not self-contrad�ctory, wh�le the latter �s completely opposed
to all poss�b�l�ty, �nasmuch as the concept�on ann�h�lates �tself. Both,
however, are empty concept�ons. On the other hand, the n�h�l
pr�vat�vum and ens �mag�nar�um are empty data for concept�ons. If
l�ght be not g�ven to the senses, we cannot represent to ourselves
darkness, and �f extended objects are not perce�ved, we cannot
represent space. Ne�ther the negat�on, nor the mere form of �ntu�t�on
can, w�thout someth�ng real, be an object.

SECOND DIVISION—TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

TRANSCENDENTAL DIALECTIC.
INTRODUCTION.

I. Of Transcendental Illusory Appearance



We termed d�alect�c �n general a log�c of appearance. Th�s does
not s�gn�fy a doctr�ne of probab�l�ty; for probab�l�ty �s truth, only
cogn�zed upon �nsuff�c�ent grounds, and though the �nformat�on �t
g�ves us �s �mperfect, �t �s not therefore dece�tful. Hence �t must not
be separated from the analyt�cal part of log�c. St�ll less must
phenomenon and appearance be held to be �dent�cal. For truth or
�llusory appearance does not res�de �n the object, �n so far as �t �s
�ntu�ted, but �n the judgement upon the object, �n so far as �t �s
thought. It �s, therefore, qu�te correct to say that the senses do not
err, not because they always judge correctly, but because they do
not judge at all. Hence truth and error, consequently also, �llusory
appearance as the cause of error, are only to be found �n a
judgement, that �s, �n the relat�on of an object to our understand�ng.
In a cogn�t�on wh�ch completely harmon�zes w�th the laws of the
understand�ng, no error can ex�st. In a representat�on of the senses
—as not conta�n�ng any judgement—there �s also no error. But no
power of nature can of �tself dev�ate from �ts own laws. Hence ne�ther
the understand�ng per se (w�thout the �nfluence of another cause),
nor the senses per se, would fall �nto error; the former could not,
because, �f �t acts only accord�ng to �ts own laws, the effect (the
judgement) must necessar�ly accord w�th these laws. But �n
accordance w�th the laws of the understand�ng cons�sts the formal
element �n all truth. In the senses there �s no judgement—ne�ther a
true nor a false one. But, as we have no source of cogn�t�on bes�des
these two, �t follows that error �s caused solely by the unobserved
�nfluence of the sens�b�l�ty upon the understand�ng. And thus �t
happens that the subject�ve grounds of a judgement and are
confounded w�th the object�ve, and cause them to dev�ate from the�r
proper determ�nat�on,[40] just as a body �n mot�on would always of
�tself proceed �n a stra�ght l�ne, but �f another �mpetus g�ves to �t a
d�fferent d�rect�on, �t w�ll then start off �nto a curv�l�near l�ne of mot�on.
To d�st�ngu�sh the pecul�ar act�on of the understand�ng from the
power wh�ch m�ngles w�th �t, �t �s necessary to cons�der an erroneous
judgement as the d�agonal between two forces, that determ�ne the
judgement �n two d�fferent d�rect�ons, wh�ch, as �t were, form an
angle, and to resolve th�s compos�te operat�on �nto the s�mple ones
of the understand�ng and the sens�b�l�ty. In pure à pr�or� judgements



th�s must be done by means of transcendental reflect�on, whereby,
as has been already shown, each representat�on has �ts place
appo�nted �n the correspond�ng faculty of cogn�t�on, and
consequently the �nfluence of the one faculty upon the other �s made
apparent.

[40] Sens�b�l�ty, subjected to the understand�ng, as the object
upon wh�ch the understand�ng employs �ts funct�ons, �s the source
of real cogn�t�ons. But, �n so far as �t exerc�ses an �nfluence upon
the act�on of the understand�ng and determ�nes �t to judgement,
sens�b�l�ty �s �tself the cause of error.

It �s not at present our bus�ness to treat of emp�r�cal �llusory
appearance (for example, opt�cal �llus�on), wh�ch occurs �n the
emp�r�cal appl�cat�on of otherw�se correct rules of the understand�ng,
and �n wh�ch the judgement �s m�sled by the �nfluence of �mag�nat�on.
Our purpose �s to speak of transcendental �llusory appearance,
wh�ch �nfluences pr�nc�ples—that are not even appl�ed to exper�ence,
for �n th�s case we should possess a sure test of the�r correctness—
but wh�ch leads us, �n d�sregard of all the warn�ngs of cr�t�c�sm,
completely beyond the emp�r�cal employment of the categor�es and
deludes us w�th the ch�mera of an extens�on of the sphere of the
pure understand�ng. We shall term those pr�nc�ples the appl�cat�on of
wh�ch �s conf�ned ent�rely w�th�n the l�m�ts of poss�ble exper�ence,
�mmanent; those, on the other hand, wh�ch transgress these l�m�ts,
we shall call transcendent pr�nc�ples. But by these latter I do not
understand pr�nc�ples of the transcendental use or m�suse of the
categor�es, wh�ch �s �n real�ty a mere fault of the judgement when not
under due restra�nt from cr�t�c�sm, and therefore not pay�ng suff�c�ent
attent�on to the l�m�ts of the sphere �n wh�ch the pure understand�ng
�s allowed to exerc�se �ts funct�ons; but real pr�nc�ples wh�ch exhort
us to break down all those barr�ers, and to lay cla�m to a perfectly
new f�eld of cogn�t�on, wh�ch recogn�zes no l�ne of demarcat�on. Thus
transcendental and transcendent are not �dent�cal terms. The
pr�nc�ples of the pure understand�ng, wh�ch we have already
propounded, ought to be of emp�r�cal and not of transcendental use,
that �s, they are not appl�cable to any object beyond the sphere of
exper�ence. A pr�nc�ple wh�ch removes these l�m�ts, nay, wh�ch



author�zes us to overstep them, �s called transcendent. If our
cr�t�c�sm can succeed �n expos�ng the �llus�on �n these pretended
pr�nc�ples, those wh�ch are l�m�ted �n the�r employment to the sphere
of exper�ence may be called, �n oppos�t�on to the others, �mmanent
pr�nc�ples of the pure understand�ng.

Log�cal �llus�on, wh�ch cons�sts merely �n the �m�tat�on of the form
of reason (the �llus�on �n soph�st�cal syllog�sms), ar�ses ent�rely from
a want of due attent�on to log�cal rules. So soon as the attent�on �s
awakened to the case before us, th�s �llus�on totally d�sappears.
Transcendental �llus�on, on the contrary, does not cease to ex�st,
even after �t has been exposed, and �ts noth�ngness clearly
perce�ved by means of transcendental cr�t�c�sm. Take, for example,
the �llus�on �n the propos�t�on: “The world must have a beg�nn�ng �n
t�me.” The cause of th�s �s as follows. In our reason, subject�vely
cons�dered as a faculty of human cogn�t�on, there ex�st fundamental
rules and max�ms of �ts exerc�se, wh�ch have completely the
appearance of object�ve pr�nc�ples. Now from th�s cause �t happens
that the subject�ve necess�ty of a certa�n connect�on of our
concept�ons, �s regarded as an object�ve necess�ty of the
determ�nat�on of th�ngs �n themselves. Th�s �llus�on �t �s �mposs�ble to
avo�d, just as we cannot avo�d perce�v�ng that the sea appears to be
h�gher at a d�stance than �t �s near the shore, because we see the
former by means of h�gher rays than the latter, or, wh�ch �s a st�ll
stronger case, as even the astronomer cannot prevent h�mself from
see�ng the moon larger at �ts r�s�ng than some t�me afterwards,
although he �s not dece�ved by th�s �llus�on.

Transcendental d�alect�c w�ll therefore content �tself w�th expos�ng
the �llusory appearance �n transcendental judgements, and guard�ng
us aga�nst �t; but to make �t, as �n the case of log�cal �llus�on, ent�rely
d�sappear and cease to be �llus�on �s utterly beyond �ts power. For we
have here to do w�th a natural and unavo�dable �llus�on, wh�ch rests
upon subject�ve pr�nc�ples and �mposes these upon us as object�ve,
wh�le log�cal d�alect�c, �n the detect�on of soph�sms, has to do merely
w�th an error �n the log�cal consequence of the propos�t�ons, or w�th
an art�f�c�ally constructed �llus�on, �n �m�tat�on of the natural error.
There �s, therefore, a natural and unavo�dable d�alect�c of pure
reason—not that �n wh�ch the bungler, from want of the requ�s�te



knowledge, �nvolves h�mself, nor that wh�ch the soph�st dev�ses for
the purpose of m�slead�ng, but that wh�ch �s an �nseparable adjunct
of human reason, and wh�ch, even after �ts �llus�ons have been
exposed, does not cease to dece�ve, and cont�nually to lead reason
�nto momentary errors, wh�ch �t becomes necessary cont�nually to
remove.

II. Of Pure Reason as the Seat of Transcendental
Illusory Appearance

A. OF REASON IN GENERAL.
All our knowledge beg�ns w�th sense, proceeds thence to

understand�ng, and ends w�th reason, beyond wh�ch noth�ng h�gher
can be d�scovered �n the human m�nd for elaborat�ng the matter of
�ntu�t�on and subject�ng �t to the h�ghest un�ty of thought. At th�s stage
of our �nqu�ry �t �s my duty to g�ve an explanat�on of th�s, the h�ghest
faculty of cogn�t�on, and I confess I f�nd myself here �n some d�ff�culty.
Of reason, as of the understand�ng, there �s a merely formal, that �s,
log�cal use, �n wh�ch �t makes abstract�on of all content of cogn�t�on;
but there �s also a real use, �nasmuch as �t conta�ns �n �tself the
source of certa�n concept�ons and pr�nc�ples, wh�ch �t does not
borrow e�ther from the senses or the understand�ng. The former
faculty has been long def�ned by log�c�ans as the faculty of med�ate
conclus�on �n contrad�st�nct�on to �mmed�ate conclus�ons
(consequent�ae �mmed�atae); but the nature of the latter, wh�ch �tself
generates concept�ons, �s not to be understood from th�s def�n�t�on.
Now as a d�v�s�on of reason �nto a log�cal and a transcendental
faculty presents �tself here, �t becomes necessary to seek for a
h�gher concept�on of th�s source of cogn�t�on wh�ch shall comprehend
both concept�ons. In th�s we may expect, accord�ng to the analogy of
the concept�ons of the understand�ng, that the log�cal concept�on w�ll
g�ve us the key to the transcendental, and that the table of the
funct�ons of the former w�ll present us w�th the clue to the
concept�ons of reason.



In the former part of our transcendental log�c, we def�ned the
understand�ng to be the faculty of rules; reason may be d�st�ngu�shed
from understand�ng as the faculty of pr�nc�ples.

The term pr�nc�ple �s amb�guous, and commonly s�gn�f�es merely a
cogn�t�on that may be employed as a pr�nc�ple, although �t �s not �n
�tself, and as regards �ts proper or�g�n, ent�tled to the d�st�nct�on.
Every general propos�t�on, even �f der�ved from exper�ence by the
process of �nduct�on, may serve as the major �n a syllog�sm; but �t �s
not for that reason a pr�nc�ple. Mathemat�cal ax�oms (for example,
there can be only one stra�ght l�ne between two po�nts) are general à
pr�or� cogn�t�ons, and are therefore r�ghtly denom�nated pr�nc�ples,
relat�vely to the cases wh�ch can be subsumed under them. But I
cannot for th�s reason say that I cogn�ze th�s property of a stra�ght
l�ne from pr�nc�ples—I cogn�ze �t only �n pure �ntu�t�on.

Cogn�t�on from pr�nc�ples, then, �s that cogn�t�on �n wh�ch I cogn�ze
the part�cular �n the general by means of concept�ons. Thus every
syllog�sm �s a form of the deduct�on of a cogn�t�on from a pr�nc�ple.
For the major always g�ves a concept�on, through wh�ch everyth�ng
that �s subsumed under the cond�t�on thereof �s cogn�zed accord�ng
to a pr�nc�ple. Now as every general cogn�t�on may serve as the
major �n a syllog�sm, and the understand�ng presents us w�th such
general à pr�or� propos�t�ons, they may be termed pr�nc�ples, �n
respect of the�r poss�ble use.

But �f we cons�der these pr�nc�ples of the pure understand�ng �n
relat�on to the�r or�g�n, we shall f�nd them to be anyth�ng rather than
cogn�t�ons from concept�ons. For they would not even be poss�ble à
pr�or�, �f we could not rely on the ass�stance of pure �ntu�t�on (�n
mathemat�cs), or on that of the cond�t�ons of a poss�ble exper�ence.
That everyth�ng that happens has a cause, cannot be concluded
from the general concept�on of that wh�ch happens; on the contrary
the pr�nc�ple of causal�ty �nstructs us as to the mode of obta�n�ng
from that wh�ch happens a determ�nate emp�r�cal concept�on.

Synthet�cal cogn�t�ons from concept�ons the understand�ng cannot
supply, and they alone are ent�tled to be called pr�nc�ples. At the
same t�me, all general propos�t�ons may be termed comparat�ve
pr�nc�ples.



It has been a long-cher�shed w�sh—that (who knows how late),
may one day, be happ�ly accompl�shed—that the pr�nc�ples of the
endless var�ety of c�v�l laws should be �nvest�gated and exposed; for
�n th�s way alone can we f�nd the secret of s�mpl�fy�ng leg�slat�on. But
�n th�s case, laws are noth�ng more than l�m�tat�ons of our freedom
upon cond�t�ons under wh�ch �t subs�sts �n perfect harmony w�th
�tself; they consequently have for the�r object that wh�ch �s
completely our own work, and of wh�ch we ourselves may be the
cause by means of these concept�ons. But how objects as th�ngs �n
themselves—how the nature of th�ngs �s subord�nated to pr�nc�ples
and �s to be determ�ned, accord�ng to concept�ons, �s a quest�on
wh�ch �t seems well n�gh �mposs�ble to answer. Be th�s, however, as
�t may—for on th�s po�nt our �nvest�gat�on �s yet to be made—�t �s at
least man�fest from what we have sa�d that cogn�t�on from pr�nc�ples
�s someth�ng very d�fferent from cogn�t�on by means of the
understand�ng, wh�ch may �ndeed precede other cogn�t�ons �n the
form of a pr�nc�ple, but �n �tself—�n so far as �t �s synthet�cal—�s
ne�ther based upon mere thought, nor conta�ns a general propos�t�on
drawn from concept�ons alone.

The understand�ng may be a faculty for the product�on of un�ty of
phenomena by v�rtue of rules; the reason �s a faculty for the
product�on of un�ty of rules (of the understand�ng) under pr�nc�ples.
Reason, therefore, never appl�es d�rectly to exper�ence, or to any
sensuous object; �ts object �s, on the contrary, the understand�ng, to
the man�fold cogn�t�on of wh�ch �t g�ves a un�ty à pr�or� by means of
concept�ons—a un�ty wh�ch may be called rat�onal un�ty, and wh�ch �s
of a nature very d�fferent from that of the un�ty produced by the
understand�ng.

The above �s the general concept�on of the faculty of reason, �n so
far as �t has been poss�ble to make �t comprehens�ble �n the absence
of examples. These w�ll be g�ven �n the sequel.

B. OF THE LOGICAL USE OF REASON.
A d�st�nct�on �s commonly made between that wh�ch �s �mmed�ately

cogn�zed and that wh�ch �s �nferred or concluded. That �n a f�gure
wh�ch �s bounded by three stra�ght l�nes there are three angles, �s an
�mmed�ate cogn�t�on; but that these angles are together equal to two



r�ght angles, �s an �nference or conclus�on. Now, as we are
constantly employ�ng th�s mode of thought and have thus become
qu�te accustomed to �t, we no longer remark the above d�st�nct�on,
and, as �n the case of the so-called decept�ons of sense, cons�der as
�mmed�ately perce�ved, what has really been �nferred. In every
reason�ng or syllog�sm, there �s a fundamental propos�t�on,
afterwards a second drawn from �t, and f�nally the conclus�on, wh�ch
connects the truth �n the f�rst w�th the truth �n the second—and that
�nfall�bly. If the judgement concluded �s so conta�ned �n the f�rst
propos�t�on that �t can be deduced from �t w�thout the med�tat�on of a
th�rd not�on, the conclus�on �s called �mmed�ate (consequent�a
�mmed�ata); I prefer the term conclus�on of the understand�ng. But �f,
�n add�t�on to the fundamental cogn�t�on, a second judgement �s
necessary for the product�on of the conclus�on, �t �s called a
conclus�on of the reason. In the propos�t�on: All men are mortal, are
conta�ned the propos�t�ons: Some men are mortal, Noth�ng that �s not
mortal �s a man, and these are therefore �mmed�ate conclus�ons from
the f�rst. On the other hand, the propos�t�on: all the learned are
mortal, �s not conta�ned �n the ma�n propos�t�on (for the concept�on of
a learned man does not occur �n �t), and �t can be deduced from the
ma�n propos�t�on only by means of a med�at�ng judgement.

In every syllog�sm I f�rst cog�tate a rule (the major) by means of the
understand�ng. In the next place I subsume a cogn�t�on under the
cond�t�on of the rule (and th�s �s the m�nor) by means of the
judgement. And f�nally I determ�ne my cogn�t�on by means of the
pred�cate of the rule (th�s �s the conclus�o), consequently, I determ�ne
�t à pr�or� by means of the reason. The relat�ons, therefore, wh�ch the
major propos�t�on, as the rule, represents between a cogn�t�on and
�ts cond�t�on, const�tute the d�fferent k�nds of syllog�sms. These are
just threefold—analogously w�th all judgements, �n so far as they
d�ffer �n the mode of express�ng the relat�on of a cogn�t�on �n the
understand�ng—namely, categor�cal, hypothet�cal, and d�sjunct�ve.

When as often happens, the conclus�on �s a judgement wh�ch may
follow from other g�ven judgements, through wh�ch a perfectly
d�fferent object �s cog�tated, I endeavour to d�scover �n the
understand�ng whether the assert�on �n th�s conclus�on does not
stand under certa�n cond�t�ons accord�ng to a general rule. If I f�nd



such a cond�t�on, and �f the object ment�oned �n the conclus�on can
be subsumed under the g�ven cond�t�on, then th�s conclus�on follows
from a rule wh�ch �s also val�d for other objects of cogn�t�on. From
th�s we see that reason endeavours to subject the great var�ety of
the cogn�t�ons of the understand�ng to the smallest poss�ble number
of pr�nc�ples (general cond�t�ons), and thus to produce �n �t the
h�ghest un�ty.

C. OF THE PURE USE OF REASON.
Can we �solate reason, and, �f so, �s �t �n th�s case a pecul�ar

source of concept�ons and judgements wh�ch spr�ng from �t alone,
and through wh�ch �t can be appl�ed to objects; or �s �t merely a
subord�nate faculty, whose duty �t �s to g�ve a certa�n form to g�ven
cogn�t�ons—a form wh�ch �s called log�cal, and through wh�ch the
cogn�t�ons of the understand�ng are subord�nated to each other, and
lower rules to h�gher (those, to w�t, whose cond�t�on compr�ses �n �ts
sphere the cond�t�on of the others), �n so far as th�s can be done by
compar�son? Th�s �s the quest�on wh�ch we have at present to
answer. Man�fold var�ety of rules and un�ty of pr�nc�ples �s a
requ�rement of reason, for the purpose of br�ng�ng the understand�ng
�nto complete accordance w�th �tself, just as understand�ng subjects
the man�fold content of �ntu�t�on to concept�ons, and thereby
�ntroduces connect�on �nto �t. But th�s pr�nc�ple prescr�bes no law to
objects, and does not conta�n any ground of the poss�b�l�ty of
cogn�z�ng or of determ�n�ng them as such, but �s merely a subject�ve
law for the proper arrangement of the content of the understand�ng.
The purpose of th�s law �s, by a compar�son of the concept�ons of the
understand�ng, to reduce them to the smallest poss�ble number,
although, at the same t�me, �t does not just�fy us �n demand�ng from
objects themselves such a un�form�ty as m�ght contr�bute to the
conven�ence and the enlargement of the sphere of the
understand�ng, or �n expect�ng that �t w�ll �tself thus rece�ve from
them object�ve val�d�ty. In one word, the quest�on �s: “does reason �n
�tself, that �s, does pure reason conta�n à pr�or� synthet�cal pr�nc�ples
and rules, and what are those pr�nc�ples?”

The formal and log�cal procedure of reason �n syllog�sms g�ves us
suff�c�ent �nformat�on �n regard to the ground on wh�ch the



transcendental pr�nc�ple of reason �n �ts pure synthet�cal cogn�t�on
w�ll rest.

1. Reason, as observed �n the syllog�st�c process, �s not appl�cable
to �ntu�t�ons, for the purpose of subject�ng them to rules—for th�s �s
the prov�nce of the understand�ng w�th �ts categor�es—but to
concept�ons and judgements. If pure reason does apply to objects
and the �ntu�t�on of them, �t does so not �mmed�ately, but med�ately—
through the understand�ng and �ts judgements, wh�ch have a d�rect
relat�on to the senses and the�r �ntu�t�on, for the purpose of
determ�n�ng the�r objects. The un�ty of reason �s therefore not the
un�ty of a poss�ble exper�ence, but �s essent�ally d�fferent from th�s
un�ty, wh�ch �s that of the understand�ng. That everyth�ng wh�ch
happens has a cause, �s not a pr�nc�ple cogn�zed and prescr�bed by
reason. Th�s pr�nc�ple makes the un�ty of exper�ence poss�ble and
borrows noth�ng from reason, wh�ch, w�thout a reference to poss�ble
exper�ence, could never have produced by means of mere
concept�ons any such synthet�cal un�ty.

2. Reason, �n �ts log�cal use, endeavours to d�scover the general
cond�t�on of �ts judgement (the conclus�on), and a syllog�sm �s �tself
noth�ng but a judgement by means of the subsumpt�on of �ts
cond�t�on under a general rule (the major). Now as th�s rule may �tself
be subjected to the same process of reason, and thus the cond�t�on
of the cond�t�on be sought (by means of a prosyllog�sm) as long as
the process can be cont�nued, �t �s very man�fest that the pecul�ar
pr�nc�ple of reason �n �ts log�cal use �s to f�nd for the cond�t�oned
cogn�t�on of the understand�ng the uncond�t�oned whereby the un�ty
of the former �s completed.

But th�s log�cal max�m cannot be a pr�nc�ple of pure reason, unless
we adm�t that, �f the cond�t�oned �s g�ven, the whole ser�es of
cond�t�ons subord�nated to one another—a ser�es wh�ch �s
consequently �tself uncond�t�oned—�s also g�ven, that �s, conta�ned �n
the object and �ts connect�on.

But th�s pr�nc�ple of pure reason �s ev�dently synthet�cal; for,
analyt�cally, the cond�t�oned certa�nly relates to some cond�t�on, but
not to the uncond�t�oned. From th�s pr�nc�ple also there must
or�g�nate d�fferent synthet�cal propos�t�ons, of wh�ch the pure



understand�ng �s perfectly �gnorant, for �t has to do only w�th objects
of a poss�ble exper�ence, the cogn�t�on and synthes�s of wh�ch �s
always cond�t�oned. The uncond�t�oned, �f �t does really ex�st, must
be espec�ally cons�dered �n regard to the determ�nat�ons wh�ch
d�st�ngu�sh �t from whatever �s cond�t�oned, and w�ll thus afford us
mater�al for many à pr�or� synthet�cal propos�t�ons.

The pr�nc�ples result�ng from th�s h�ghest pr�nc�ple of pure reason
w�ll, however, be transcendent �n relat�on to phenomena, that �s to
say, �t w�ll be �mposs�ble to make any adequate emp�r�cal use of th�s
pr�nc�ple. It �s therefore completely d�fferent from all pr�nc�ples of the
understand�ng, the use made of wh�ch �s ent�rely �mmanent, the�r
object and purpose be�ng merely the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence. Now
our duty �n the transcendental d�alect�c �s as follows. To d�scover
whether the pr�nc�ple that the ser�es of cond�t�ons (�n the synthes�s of
phenomena, or of thought �n general) extends to the uncond�t�oned �s
object�vely true, or not; what consequences result therefrom affect�ng
the emp�r�cal use of the understand�ng, or rather whether there ex�sts
any such object�vely val�d propos�t�on of reason, and whether �t �s
not, on the contrary, a merely log�cal precept wh�ch d�rects us to
ascend perpetually to st�ll h�gher cond�t�ons, to approach
completeness �n the ser�es of them, and thus to �ntroduce �nto our
cogn�t�on the h�ghest poss�ble un�ty of reason. We must ascerta�n, I
say, whether th�s requ�rement of reason has not been regarded, by a
m�sunderstand�ng, as a transcendental pr�nc�ple of pure reason,
wh�ch postulates a thorough completeness �n the ser�es of cond�t�ons
�n objects themselves. We must show, moreover, the m�sconcept�ons
and �llus�ons that �ntrude �nto syllog�sms, the major propos�t�on of
wh�ch pure reason has suppl�ed—a propos�t�on wh�ch has perhaps
more of the character of a pet�t�o than of a postulatum—and that
proceed from exper�ence upwards to �ts cond�t�ons. The solut�on of
these problems �s our task �n transcendental d�alect�c, wh�ch we are
about to expose even at �ts source, that l�es deep �n human reason.
We shall d�v�de �t �nto two parts, the f�rst of wh�ch w�ll treat of the
transcendent concept�ons of pure reason, the second of
transcendent and d�alect�cal syllog�sms.



TRANSCENDENTAL DIALECTIC—BOOK I—OF
THE CONCEPTIONS OF PURE REASON.

The concept�ons of pure reason—we do not here speak of the
poss�b�l�ty of them—are not obta�ned by reflect�on, but by �nference
or conclus�on. The concept�ons of understand�ng are also cog�tated à
pr�or� antecedently to exper�ence, and render �t poss�ble; but they
conta�n noth�ng but the un�ty of reflect�on upon phenomena, �n so far
as these must necessar�ly belong to a poss�ble emp�r�cal
consc�ousness. Through them alone are cogn�t�on and the
determ�nat�on of an object poss�ble. It �s from them, accord�ngly, that
we rece�ve mater�al for reason�ng, and antecedently to them we
possess no à pr�or� concept�ons of objects from wh�ch they m�ght be
deduced, On the other hand, the sole bas�s of the�r object�ve real�ty
cons�sts �n the necess�ty �mposed on them, as conta�n�ng the
�ntellectual form of all exper�ence, of restr�ct�ng the�r appl�cat�on and
�nfluence to the sphere of exper�ence.

But the term, concept�on of reason, or rat�onal concept�on, �tself
�nd�cates that �t does not conf�ne �tself w�th�n the l�m�ts of exper�ence,
because �ts object-matter �s a cogn�t�on, of wh�ch every emp�r�cal
cogn�t�on �s but a part—nay, the whole of poss�ble exper�ence may
be �tself but a part of �t—a cogn�t�on to wh�ch no actual exper�ence
ever fully atta�ns, although �t does always perta�n to �t. The a�m of
rat�onal concept�ons �s the comprehens�on, as that of the
concept�ons of understand�ng �s the understand�ng of percept�ons. If
they conta�n the uncond�t�oned, they relate to that to wh�ch all
exper�ence �s subord�nate, but wh�ch �s never �tself an object of
exper�ence—that towards wh�ch reason tends �n all �ts conclus�ons
from exper�ence, and by the standard of wh�ch �t est�mates the
degree of the�r emp�r�cal use, but wh�ch �s never �tself an element �n
an emp�r�cal synthes�s. If, notw�thstand�ng, such concept�ons
possess object�ve val�d�ty, they may be called conceptus rat�oc�nat�
(concept�ons leg�t�mately concluded); �n cases where they do not,
they have been adm�tted on account of hav�ng the appearance of
be�ng correctly concluded, and may be called conceptus
rat�oc�nantes (soph�st�cal concept�ons). But as th�s can only be



suff�c�ently demonstrated �n that part of our treat�se wh�ch relates to
the d�alect�cal conclus�ons of reason, we shall om�t any cons�derat�on
of �t �n th�s place. As we called the pure concept�ons of the
understand�ng categor�es, we shall also d�st�ngu�sh those of pure
reason by a new name and call them transcendental �deas. These
terms, however, we must �n the f�rst place expla�n and just�fy.

Sect�on I—Of Ideas �n General
Desp�te the great wealth of words wh�ch European languages

possess, the th�nker f�nds h�mself often at a loss for an express�on
exactly su�ted to h�s concept�on, for want of wh�ch he �s unable to
make h�mself �ntell�g�ble e�ther to others or to h�mself. To co�n new
words �s a pretens�on to leg�slat�on �n language wh�ch �s seldom
successful; and, before recourse �s taken to so desperate an
exped�ent, �t �s adv�sable to exam�ne the dead and learned
languages, w�th the hope and the probab�l�ty that we may there meet
w�th some adequate express�on of the not�on we have �n our m�nds.
In th�s case, even �f the or�g�nal mean�ng of the word has become
somewhat uncerta�n, from carelessness or want of caut�on on the
part of the authors of �t, �t �s always better to adhere to and conf�rm
�ts proper mean�ng—even although �t may be doubtful whether �t was
formerly used �n exactly th�s sense—than to make our labour va�n by
want of suff�c�ent care to render ourselves �ntell�g�ble.

For th�s reason, when �t happens that there ex�sts only a s�ngle
word to express a certa�n concept�on, and th�s word, �n �ts usual
acceptat�on, �s thoroughly adequate to the concept�on, the accurate
d�st�nct�on of wh�ch from related concept�ons �s of great �mportance,
we ought not to employ the express�on �mprov�dently, or, for the sake
of var�ety and elegance of style, use �t as a synonym for other
cognate words. It �s our duty, on the contrary, carefully to preserve �ts
pecul�ar s�gn�f�cat�on, as otherw�se �t eas�ly happens that when the
attent�on of the reader �s no longer part�cularly attracted to the
express�on, and �t �s lost am�d the mult�tude of other words of very



d�fferent �mport, the thought wh�ch �t conveyed, and wh�ch �t alone
conveyed, �s lost w�th �t.

Plato employed the express�on �dea �n a way that pla�nly showed
he meant by �t someth�ng wh�ch �s never der�ved from the senses,
but wh�ch far transcends even the concept�ons of the understand�ng
(w�th wh�ch Ar�stotle occup�ed h�mself), �nasmuch as �n exper�ence
noth�ng perfectly correspond�ng to them could be found. Ideas are,
accord�ng to h�m, archetypes of th�ngs themselves, and not merely
keys to poss�ble exper�ences, l�ke the categor�es. In h�s v�ew they
flow from the h�ghest reason, by wh�ch they have been �mparted to
human reason, wh�ch, however, ex�sts no longer �n �ts or�g�nal state,
but �s obl�ged w�th great labour to recall by rem�n�scence—wh�ch �s
called ph�losophy—the old but now sadly obscured �deas. I w�ll not
here enter upon any l�terary �nvest�gat�on of the sense wh�ch th�s
subl�me ph�losopher attached to th�s express�on. I shall content
myself w�th remark�ng that �t �s noth�ng unusual, �n common
conversat�on as well as �n wr�tten works, by compar�ng the thoughts
wh�ch an author has del�vered upon a subject, to understand h�m
better than he understood h�mself �nasmuch as he may not have
suff�c�ently determ�ned h�s concept�on, and thus have somet�mes
spoken, nay even thought, �n oppos�t�on to h�s own op�n�ons.

Plato perce�ved very clearly that our faculty of cogn�t�on has the
feel�ng of a much h�gher vocat�on than that of merely spell�ng out
phenomena accord�ng to synthet�cal un�ty, for the purpose of be�ng
able to read them as exper�ence, and that our reason naturally ra�ses
�tself to cogn�t�ons far too elevated to adm�t of the poss�b�l�ty of an
object g�ven by exper�ence correspond�ng to them—cogn�t�ons wh�ch
are nevertheless real, and are not mere phantoms of the bra�n.

Th�s ph�losopher found h�s �deas espec�ally �n all that �s pract�cal,
[41] that �s, wh�ch rests upon freedom, wh�ch �n �ts turn ranks under
cogn�t�ons that are the pecul�ar product of reason. He who would
der�ve from exper�ence the concept�ons of v�rtue, who would make
(as many have really done) that, wh�ch at best can but serve as an
�mperfectly �llustrat�ve example, a model for or the format�on of a
perfectly adequate �dea on the subject, would �n fact transform v�rtue
�nto a nonent�ty changeable accord�ng to t�me and c�rcumstance and



utterly �ncapable of be�ng employed as a rule. On the contrary, every
one �s consc�ous that, when any one �s held up to h�m as a model of
v�rtue, he compares th�s so-called model w�th the true or�g�nal wh�ch
he possesses �n h�s own m�nd and values h�m accord�ng to th�s
standard. But th�s standard �s the �dea of v�rtue, �n relat�on to wh�ch
all poss�ble objects of exper�ence are �ndeed serv�ceable as
examples—proofs of the pract�cab�l�ty �n a certa�n degree of that
wh�ch the concept�on of v�rtue demands—but certa�nly not as
archetypes. That the act�ons of man w�ll never be �n perfect
accordance w�th all the requ�rements of the pure �deas of reason,
does not prove the thought to be ch�mer�cal. For only through th�s
�dea are all judgements as to moral mer�t or demer�t poss�ble; �t
consequently l�es at the foundat�on of every approach to moral
perfect�on, however far removed from �t the obstacles �n human
nature—�ndeterm�nable as to degree—may keep us.

[41] He certa�nly extended the appl�cat�on of h�s concept�on to
speculat�ve cogn�t�ons also, prov�ded they were g�ven pure and
completely à pr�or�, nay, even to mathemat�cs, although th�s
sc�ence cannot possess an object otherwhere than �n Poss�ble
exper�ence. I cannot follow h�m �n th�s, and as l�ttle can I follow
h�m �n h�s myst�cal deduct�on of these �deas, or �n h�s
hypostat�zat�on of them; although, �n truth, the elevated and
exaggerated language wh�ch he employed �n descr�b�ng them �s
qu�te capable of an �nterpretat�on more subdued and more �n
accordance w�th fact and the nature of th�ngs.

The Platon�c Republ�c has become proverb�al as an example—
and a str�k�ng one—of �mag�nary perfect�on, such as can ex�st only �n
the bra�n of the �dle th�nker; and Brucker r�d�cules the ph�losopher for
ma�nta�n�ng that a pr�nce can never govern well, unless he �s
part�c�pant �n the �deas. But we should do better to follow up th�s
thought and, where th�s adm�rable th�nker leaves us w�thout
ass�stance, employ new efforts to place �t �n clearer l�ght, rather than
carelessly fl�ng �t as�de as useless, under the very m�serable and
pern�c�ous pretext of �mpract�cab�l�ty. A const�tut�on of the greatest
poss�ble human freedom accord�ng to laws, by wh�ch the l�berty of
every �nd�v�dual can cons�st w�th the l�berty of every other (not of the
greatest poss�ble happ�ness, for th�s follows necessar�ly from the



former), �s, to say the least, a necessary �dea, wh�ch must be placed
at the foundat�on not only of the f�rst plan of the const�tut�on of a
state, but of all �ts laws. And, �n th�s, �t not necessary at the outset to
take account of the obstacles wh�ch l�e �n our way—obstacles wh�ch
perhaps do not necessar�ly ar�se from the character of human
nature, but rather from the prev�ous neglect of true �deas �n
leg�slat�on. For there �s noth�ng more pern�c�ous and more unworthy
of a ph�losopher, than the vulgar appeal to a so-called adverse
exper�ence, wh�ch �ndeed would not have ex�sted, �f those �nst�tut�ons
had been establ�shed at the proper t�me and �n accordance w�th
�deas; wh�le, �nstead of th�s, concept�ons, crude for the very reason
that they have been drawn from exper�ence, have marred and
frustrated all our better v�ews and �ntent�ons. The more leg�slat�on
and government are �n harmony w�th th�s �dea, the more rare do
pun�shments become and thus �t �s qu�te reasonable to ma�nta�n, as
Plato d�d, that �n a perfect state no pun�shments at all would be
necessary. Now although a perfect state may never ex�st, the �dea �s
not on that account the less just, wh�ch holds up th�s max�mum as
the archetype or standard of a const�tut�on, �n order to br�ng
leg�slat�ve government always nearer and nearer to the greatest
poss�ble perfect�on. For at what prec�se degree human nature must
stop �n �ts progress, and how w�de must be the chasm wh�ch must
necessar�ly ex�st between the �dea and �ts real�zat�on, are problems
wh�ch no one can or ought to determ�ne—and for th�s reason, that �t
�s the dest�nat�on of freedom to overstep all ass�gned l�m�ts between
�tself and the �dea.

But not only �n that where�n human reason �s a real causal agent
and where �deas are operat�ve causes (of act�ons and the�r objects),
that �s to say, �n the reg�on of eth�cs, but also �n regard to nature
herself, Plato saw clear proofs of an or�g�n from �deas. A plant, and
an�mal, the regular order of nature—probably also the d�spos�t�on of
the whole un�verse—g�ve man�fest ev�dence that they are poss�ble
only by means of and accord�ng to �deas; that, �ndeed, no one
creature, under the �nd�v�dual cond�t�ons of �ts ex�stence, perfectly
harmon�zes w�th the �dea of the most perfect of �ts k�nd—just as l�ttle
as man w�th the �dea of human�ty, wh�ch nevertheless he bears �n h�s
soul as the archetypal standard of h�s act�ons; that, notw�thstand�ng,



these �deas are �n the h�ghest sense �nd�v�dually, unchangeably, and
completely determ�ned, and are the or�g�nal causes of th�ngs; and
that the total�ty of connected objects �n the un�verse �s alone fully
adequate to that �dea. Sett�ng as�de the exaggerat�ons of express�on
�n the wr�t�ngs of th�s ph�losopher, the mental power exh�b�ted �n th�s
ascent from the ectypal mode of regard�ng the phys�cal world to the
arch�tecton�c connect�on thereof accord�ng to ends, that �s, �deas, �s
an effort wh�ch deserves �m�tat�on and cla�ms respect. But as regards
the pr�nc�ples of eth�cs, of leg�slat�on, and of rel�g�on, spheres �n
wh�ch �deas alone render exper�ence poss�ble, although they never
atta�n to full express�on there�n, he has v�nd�cated for h�mself a
pos�t�on of pecul�ar mer�t, wh�ch �s not apprec�ated only because �t �s
judged by the very emp�r�cal rules, the val�d�ty of wh�ch as pr�nc�ples
�s destroyed by �deas. For as regards nature, exper�ence presents us
w�th rules and �s the source of truth, but �n relat�on to eth�cal laws
exper�ence �s the parent of �llus�on, and �t �s �n the h�ghest degree
reprehens�ble to l�m�t or to deduce the laws wh�ch d�ctate what I
ought to do, from what �s done.

We must, however, om�t the cons�derat�on of these �mportant
subjects, the development of wh�ch �s �n real�ty the pecul�ar duty and
d�gn�ty of ph�losophy, and conf�ne ourselves for the present to the
more humble but not less useful task of prepar�ng a f�rm foundat�on
for those majest�c ed�f�ces of moral sc�ence. For th�s foundat�on has
been h�therto �nsecure from the many subterranean passages wh�ch
reason �n �ts conf�dent but va�n search for treasures has made �n all
d�rect�ons. Our present duty �s to make ourselves perfectly
acqua�nted w�th the transcendental use made of pure reason, �ts
pr�nc�ples and �deas, that we may be able properly to determ�ne and
value �ts �nfluence and real worth. But before br�ng�ng these
�ntroductory remarks to a close, I beg those who really have
ph�losophy at heart—and the�r number �s but small—�f they shall f�nd
themselves conv�nced by the cons�derat�ons follow�ng as well as by
those above, to exert themselves to preserve to the express�on �dea
�ts or�g�nal s�gn�f�cat�on, and to take care that �t be not lost among
those other express�ons by wh�ch all sorts of representat�ons are
loosely des�gnated—that the �nterests of sc�ence may not thereby
suffer. We are �n no want of words to denom�nate adequately every



mode of representat�on, w�thout the necess�ty of encroach�ng upon
terms wh�ch are proper to others. The follow�ng �s a graduated l�st of
them. The genus �s representat�on �n general (representat�o). Under
�t stands representat�on w�th consc�ousness (percept�o). A percept�on
wh�ch relates solely to the subject as a mod�f�cat�on of �ts state, �s a
sensat�on (sensat�o), an object�ve percept�on �s a cogn�t�on
(cogn�t�o). A cogn�t�on �s e�ther an �ntu�t�on or a concept�on (�ntu�tus
vel conceptus). The former has an �mmed�ate relat�on to the object
and �s s�ngular and �nd�v�dual; the latter has but a med�ate relat�on,
by means of a character�st�c mark wh�ch may be common to several
th�ngs. A concept�on �s e�ther emp�r�cal or pure. A pure concept�on, �n
so far as �t has �ts or�g�n �n the understand�ng alone, and �s not the
concept�on of a pure sensuous �mage, �s called not�o. A concept�on
formed from not�ons, wh�ch transcends the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence,
�s an �dea, or a concept�on of reason. To one who has accustomed
h�mself to these d�st�nct�ons, �t must be qu�te �ntolerable to hear the
representat�on of the colour red called an �dea. It ought not even to
be called a not�on or concept�on of understand�ng.

Sect�on II. Of Transcendental Ideas
Transcendental analyt�c showed us how the mere log�cal form of

our cogn�t�on can conta�n the or�g�n of pure concept�ons à pr�or�,
concept�ons wh�ch represent objects antecedently to all exper�ence,
or rather, �nd�cate the synthet�cal un�ty wh�ch alone renders poss�ble
an emp�r�cal cogn�t�on of objects. The form of judgements—
converted �nto a concept�on of the synthes�s of �ntu�t�ons—produced
the categor�es wh�ch d�rect the employment of the understand�ng �n
exper�ence. Th�s cons�derat�on warrants us to expect that the form of
syllog�sms, when appl�ed to synthet�cal un�ty of �ntu�t�ons, follow�ng
the rule of the categor�es, w�ll conta�n the or�g�n of part�cular à pr�or�
concept�ons, wh�ch we may call pure concept�ons of reason or
transcendental �deas, and wh�ch w�ll determ�ne the use of the
understand�ng �n the total�ty of exper�ence accord�ng to pr�nc�ples.



The funct�on of reason �n arguments cons�sts �n the un�versal�ty of
a cogn�t�on accord�ng to concept�ons, and the syllog�sm �tself �s a
judgement wh�ch �s determ�ned à pr�or� �n the whole extent of �ts
cond�t�on. The propos�t�on: “Ca�us �s mortal,” �s one wh�ch may be
obta�ned from exper�ence by the a�d of the understand�ng alone; but
my w�sh �s to f�nd a concept�on wh�ch conta�ns the cond�t�on under
wh�ch the pred�cate of th�s judgement �s g�ven—�n th�s case, the
concept�on of man—and after subsum�ng under th�s cond�t�on, taken
�n �ts whole extent (all men are mortal), I determ�ne accord�ng to �t
the cogn�t�on of the object thought, and say: “Ca�us �s mortal.”

Hence, �n the conclus�on of a syllog�sm we restr�ct a pred�cate to a
certa�n object, after hav�ng thought �t �n the major �n �ts whole extent
under a certa�n cond�t�on. Th�s complete quant�ty of the extent �n
relat�on to such a cond�t�on �s called un�versal�ty (un�versal�tas). To
th�s corresponds total�ty (un�vers�tas) of cond�t�ons �n the synthes�s of
�ntu�t�ons. The transcendental concept�on of reason �s therefore
noth�ng else than the concept�on of the total�ty of the cond�t�ons of a
g�ven cond�t�oned. Now as the uncond�t�oned alone renders poss�ble
total�ty of cond�t�ons, and, conversely, the total�ty of cond�t�ons �s
�tself always uncond�t�oned; a pure rat�onal concept�on �n general can
be def�ned and expla�ned by means of the concept�on of the
uncond�t�oned, �n so far as �t conta�ns a bas�s for the synthes�s of the
cond�t�oned.

To the number of modes of relat�on wh�ch the understand�ng
cog�tates by means of the categor�es, the number of pure rat�onal
concept�ons w�ll correspond. We must therefore seek for, f�rst, an
uncond�t�oned of the categor�cal synthes�s �n a subject; secondly, of
the hypothet�cal synthes�s of the members of a ser�es; th�rdly, of the
d�sjunct�ve synthes�s of parts �n a system.

There are exactly the same number of modes of syllog�sms, each
of wh�ch proceeds through prosyllog�sms to the uncond�t�oned—one
to the subject wh�ch cannot be employed as pred�cate, another to the
presuppos�t�on wh�ch supposes noth�ng h�gher than �tself, and the
th�rd to an aggregate of the members of the complete d�v�s�on of a
concept�on. Hence the pure rat�onal concept�ons of total�ty �n the
synthes�s of cond�t�ons have a necessary foundat�on �n the nature of



human reason—at least as modes of elevat�ng the un�ty of the
understand�ng to the uncond�t�oned. They may have no val�d
appl�cat�on, correspond�ng to the�r transcendental employment, �n
concreto, and be thus of no greater ut�l�ty than to d�rect the
understand�ng how, wh�le extend�ng them as w�dely as poss�ble, to
ma�nta�n �ts exerc�se and appl�cat�on �n perfect cons�stence and
harmony.

But, wh�le speak�ng here of the total�ty of cond�t�ons and of the
uncond�t�oned as the common t�tle of all concept�ons of reason, we
aga�n l�ght upon an express�on wh�ch we f�nd �t �mposs�ble to
d�spense w�th, and wh�ch nevertheless, ow�ng to the amb�gu�ty
attach�ng to �t from long abuse, we cannot employ w�th safety. The
word absolute �s one of the few words wh�ch, �n �ts or�g�nal
s�gn�f�cat�on, was perfectly adequate to the concept�on �t was
�ntended to convey—a concept�on wh�ch no other word �n the same
language exactly su�ts, and the loss—or, wh�ch �s the same th�ng, the
�ncaut�ous and loose employment—of wh�ch must be followed by the
loss of the concept�on �tself. And, as �t �s a concept�on wh�ch
occup�es much of the attent�on of reason, �ts loss would be greatly to
the detr�ment of all transcendental ph�losophy. The word absolute �s
at present frequently used to denote that someth�ng can be
pred�cated of a th�ng cons�dered �n �tself and �ntr�ns�cally. In th�s
sense absolutely poss�ble would s�gn�fy that wh�ch �s poss�ble �n �tself
(�nterne)—wh�ch �s, �n fact, the least that one can pred�cate of an
object. On the other hand, �t �s somet�mes employed to �nd�cate that
a th�ng �s val�d �n all respects—for example, absolute sovere�gnty.
Absolutely poss�ble would �n th�s sense s�gn�fy that wh�ch �s poss�ble
�n all relat�ons and �n every respect; and th�s �s the most that can be
pred�cated of the poss�b�l�ty of a th�ng. Now these s�gn�f�cat�ons do �n
truth frequently co�nc�de. Thus, for example, that wh�ch �s �ntr�ns�cally
�mposs�ble, �s also �mposs�ble �n all relat�ons, that �s, absolutely
�mposs�ble. But �n most cases they d�ffer from each other toto caelo,
and I can by no means conclude that, because a th�ng �s �n �tself
poss�ble, �t �s also poss�ble �n all relat�ons, and therefore absolutely.
Nay, more, I shall �n the sequel show that absolute necess�ty does
not by any means depend on �nternal necess�ty, and that, therefore,
�t must not be cons�dered as synonymous w�th �t. Of an oppos�te



wh�ch �s �ntr�ns�cally �mposs�ble, we may aff�rm that �t �s �n all
respects �mposs�ble, and that, consequently, the th�ng �tself, of wh�ch
th�s �s the oppos�te, �s absolutely necessary; but I cannot reason
conversely and say, the oppos�te of that wh�ch �s absolutely
necessary �s �ntr�ns�cally �mposs�ble, that �s, that the absolute
necess�ty of th�ngs �s an �nternal necess�ty. For th�s �nternal necess�ty
�s �n certa�n cases a mere empty word w�th wh�ch the least
concept�on cannot be connected, wh�le the concept�on of the
necess�ty of a th�ng �n all relat�ons possesses very pecul�ar
determ�nat�ons. Now as the loss of a concept�on of great ut�l�ty �n
speculat�ve sc�ence cannot be a matter of �nd�fference to the
ph�losopher, I trust that the proper determ�nat�on and careful
preservat�on of the express�on on wh�ch the concept�on depends w�ll
l�kew�se be not �nd�fferent to h�m.

In th�s enlarged s�gn�f�cat�on, then, shall I employ the word
absolute, �n oppos�t�on to that wh�ch �s val�d only �n some part�cular
respect; for the latter �s restr�cted by cond�t�ons, the former �s val�d
w�thout any restr�ct�on whatever.

Now the transcendental concept�on of reason has for �ts object
noth�ng else than absolute total�ty �n the synthes�s of cond�t�ons and
does not rest sat�sf�ed t�ll �t has atta�ned to the absolutely, that �s, �n
all respects and relat�ons, uncond�t�oned. For pure reason leaves to
the understand�ng everyth�ng that �mmed�ately relates to the object
of �ntu�t�on or rather to the�r synthes�s �n �mag�nat�on. The former
restr�cts �tself to the absolute total�ty �n the employment of the
concept�ons of the understand�ng and a�ms at carry�ng out the
synthet�cal un�ty wh�ch �s cog�tated �n the category, even to the
uncond�t�oned. Th�s un�ty may hence be called the rat�onal un�ty of
phenomena, as the other, wh�ch the category expresses, may be
termed the un�ty of the understand�ng. Reason, therefore, has an
�mmed�ate relat�on to the use of the understand�ng, not �ndeed �n so
far as the latter conta�ns the ground of poss�ble exper�ence (for the
concept�on of the absolute total�ty of cond�t�ons �s not a concept�on
that can be employed �n exper�ence, because no exper�ence �s
uncond�t�oned), but solely for the purpose of d�rect�ng �t to a certa�n
un�ty, of wh�ch the understand�ng has no concept�on, and the a�m of
wh�ch �s to collect �nto an absolute whole all acts of the



understand�ng. Hence the object�ve employment of the pure
concept�ons of reason �s always transcendent, wh�le that of the pure
concept�ons of the understand�ng must, accord�ng to the�r nature, be
always �mmanent, �nasmuch as they are l�m�ted to poss�ble
exper�ence.

I understand by �dea a necessary concept�on of reason, to wh�ch
no correspond�ng object can be d�scovered �n the world of sense.
Accord�ngly, the pure concept�ons of reason at present under
cons�derat�on are transcendental �deas. They are concept�ons of
pure reason, for they regard all emp�r�cal cogn�t�on as determ�ned by
means of an absolute total�ty of cond�t�ons. They are not mere
f�ct�ons, but natural and necessary products of reason, and have
hence a necessary relat�on to the whole sphere of the exerc�se of the
understand�ng. And, f�nally, they are transcendent, and overstep the
l�m�ts of all exper�ences, �n wh�ch, consequently, no object can ever
be presented that would be perfectly adequate to a transcendental
�dea. When we use the word �dea, we say, as regards �ts object (an
object of the pure understand�ng), a great deal, but as regards �ts
subject (that �s, �n respect of �ts real�ty under cond�t�ons of
exper�ence), exceed�ngly l�ttle, because the �dea, as the concept�on
of a max�mum, can never be completely and adequately presented
�n concreto. Now, as �n the merely speculat�ve employment of reason
the latter �s properly the sole a�m, and as �n th�s case the
approx�mat�on to a concept�on, wh�ch �s never atta�ned �n pract�ce, �s
the same th�ng as �f the concept�on were non-ex�stent—�t �s
commonly sa�d of the concept�on of th�s k�nd, “�t �s only an �dea.” So
we m�ght very well say, “the absolute total�ty of all phenomena �s only
an �dea,” for, as we never can present an adequate representat�on of
�t, �t rema�ns for us a problem �ncapable of solut�on. On the other
hand, as �n the pract�cal use of the understand�ng we have only to do
w�th act�on and pract�ce accord�ng to rules, an �dea of pure reason
can always be g�ven really �n concreto, although only part�ally, nay, �t
�s the �nd�spensable cond�t�on of all pract�cal employment of reason.
The pract�ce or execut�on of the �dea �s always l�m�ted and defect�ve,
but nevertheless w�th�n �ndeterm�nable boundar�es, consequently
always under the �nfluence of the concept�on of an absolute
perfect�on. And thus the pract�cal �dea �s always �n the h�ghest



degree fru�tful, and �n relat�on to real act�ons �nd�spensably
necessary. In the �dea, pure reason possesses even causal�ty and
the power of produc�ng that wh�ch �ts concept�on conta�ns. Hence we
cannot say of w�sdom, �n a d�sparag�ng way, “�t �s only an �dea.” For,
for the very reason that �t �s the �dea of the necessary un�ty of all
poss�ble a�ms, �t must be for all pract�cal exert�ons and endeavours
the pr�m�t�ve cond�t�on and rule—a rule wh�ch, �f not const�tut�ve, �s at
least l�m�tat�ve.

Now, although we must say of the transcendental concept�ons of
reason, “they are only �deas,” we must not, on th�s account, look
upon them as superfluous and nugatory. For, although no object can
be determ�ned by them, they can be of great ut�l�ty, unobserved and
at the bas�s of the ed�f�ce of the understand�ng, as the canon for �ts
extended and self-cons�stent exerc�se—a canon wh�ch, �ndeed, does
not enable �t to cogn�ze more �n an object than �t would cogn�ze by
the help of �ts own concept�ons, but wh�ch gu�des �t more securely �n
�ts cogn�t�on. Not to ment�on that they perhaps render poss�ble a
trans�t�on from our concept�ons of nature and the non-ego to the
pract�cal concept�ons, and thus produce for even eth�cal �deas
keep�ng, so to speak, and connect�on w�th the speculat�ve cogn�t�ons
of reason. The expl�cat�on of all th�s must be looked for �n the sequel.

But sett�ng as�de, �n conform�ty w�th our or�g�nal purpose, the
cons�derat�on of the pract�cal �deas, we proceed to contemplate
reason �n �ts speculat�ve use alone, nay, �n a st�ll more restr�cted
sphere, to w�t, �n the transcendental use; and here must str�ke �nto
the same path wh�ch we followed �n our deduct�on of the categor�es.
That �s to say, we shall cons�der the log�cal form of the cogn�t�on of
reason, that we may see whether reason may not be thereby a
source of concept�ons wh�ch enables us to regard objects �n
themselves as determ�ned synthet�cally à pr�or�, �n relat�on to one or
other of the funct�ons of reason.

Reason, cons�dered as the faculty of a certa�n log�cal form of
cogn�t�on, �s the faculty of conclus�on, that �s, of med�ate judgement
—by means of the subsumpt�on of the cond�t�on of a poss�ble
judgement under the cond�t�on of a g�ven judgement. The g�ven
judgement �s the general rule (major). The subsumpt�on of the



cond�t�on of another poss�ble judgement under the cond�t�on of the
rule �s the m�nor. The actual judgement, wh�ch enounces the
assert�on of the rule �n the subsumed case, �s the conclus�on
(conclus�o). The rule pred�cates someth�ng generally under a certa�n
cond�t�on. The cond�t�on of the rule �s sat�sf�ed �n some part�cular
case. It follows that what was val�d �n general under that cond�t�on
must also be cons�dered as val�d �n the part�cular case wh�ch
sat�sf�es th�s cond�t�on. It �s very pla�n that reason atta�ns to a
cogn�t�on, by means of acts of the understand�ng wh�ch const�tute a
ser�es of cond�t�ons. When I arr�ve at the propos�t�on, “All bod�es are
changeable,” by beg�nn�ng w�th the more remote cogn�t�on (�n wh�ch
the concept�on of body does not appear, but wh�ch nevertheless
conta�ns the cond�t�on of that concept�on), “All compound �s
changeable,” by proceed�ng from th�s to a less remote cogn�t�on,
wh�ch stands under the cond�t�on of the former, “Bod�es are
compound,” and hence to a th�rd, wh�ch at length connects for me
the remote cogn�t�on (changeable) w�th the one before me,
“Consequently, bod�es are changeable”—I have arr�ved at a
cogn�t�on (conclus�on) through a ser�es of cond�t�ons (prem�sses).
Now every ser�es, whose exponent (of the categor�cal or hypothet�cal
judgement) �s g�ven, can be cont�nued; consequently the same
procedure of reason conducts us to the rat�oc�nat�o polysyllog�st�ca,
wh�ch �s a ser�es of syllog�sms, that can be cont�nued e�ther on the
s�de of the cond�t�ons (per prosyllog�smos) or of the cond�t�oned (per
ep�syllog�smos) to an �ndef�n�te extent.

But we very soon perce�ve that the cha�n or ser�es of
prosyllog�sms, that �s, of deduced cogn�t�ons on the s�de of the
grounds or cond�t�ons of a g�ven cogn�t�on, �n other words, the
ascend�ng ser�es of syllog�sms must have a very d�fferent relat�on to
the faculty of reason from that of the descend�ng ser�es, that �s, the
progress�ve procedure of reason on the s�de of the cond�t�oned by
means of ep�syllog�sms. For, as �n the former case the cogn�t�on
(conclus�o) �s g�ven only as cond�t�oned, reason can atta�n to th�s
cogn�t�on only under the presuppos�t�on that all the members of the
ser�es on the s�de of the cond�t�ons are g�ven (total�ty �n the ser�es of
prem�sses), because only under th�s suppos�t�on �s the judgement we
may be cons�der�ng poss�ble à pr�or�; wh�le on the s�de of the



cond�t�oned or the �nferences, only an �ncomplete and becom�ng, and
not a presupposed or g�ven ser�es, consequently only a potent�al
progress�on, �s cog�tated. Hence, when a cogn�t�on �s contemplated
as cond�t�oned, reason �s compelled to cons�der the ser�es of
cond�t�ons �n an ascend�ng l�ne as completed and g�ven �n the�r
total�ty. But �f the very same cond�t�on �s cons�dered at the same t�me
as the cond�t�on of other cogn�t�ons, wh�ch together const�tute a
ser�es of �nferences or consequences �n a descend�ng l�ne, reason
may preserve a perfect �nd�fference, as to how far th�s progress�on
may extend a parte poster�or�, and whether the total�ty of th�s ser�es
�s poss�ble, because �t stands �n no need of such a ser�es for the
purpose of arr�v�ng at the conclus�on before �t, �nasmuch as th�s
conclus�on �s suff�c�ently guaranteed and determ�ned on grounds a
parte pr�or�. It may be the case, that upon the s�de of the cond�t�ons
the ser�es of prem�sses has a f�rst or h�ghest cond�t�on, or �t may not
possess th�s, and so be a parte pr�or� unl�m�ted; but �t must,
nevertheless, conta�n total�ty of cond�t�ons, even adm�tt�ng that we
never could succeed �n completely apprehend�ng �t; and the whole
ser�es must be uncond�t�onally true, �f the cond�t�oned, wh�ch �s
cons�dered as an �nference result�ng from �t, �s to be held as true.
Th�s �s a requ�rement of reason, wh�ch announces �ts cogn�t�on as
determ�ned à pr�or� and as necessary, e�ther �n �tself—and �n th�s
case �t needs no grounds to rest upon—or, �f �t �s deduced, as a
member of a ser�es of grounds, wh�ch �s �tself uncond�t�onally true.

Sect�on III. System of Transcendental Ideas
We are not at present engaged w�th a log�cal d�alect�c, wh�ch

makes complete abstract�on of the content of cogn�t�on and a�ms
only at unve�l�ng the �llusory appearance �n the form of syllog�sms.
Our subject �s transcendental d�alect�c, wh�ch must conta�n,
completely à pr�or�, the or�g�n of certa�n cogn�t�ons drawn from pure
reason, and the or�g�n of certa�n deduced concept�ons, the object of
wh�ch cannot be g�ven emp�r�cally and wh�ch therefore l�e beyond the
sphere of the faculty of understand�ng. We have observed, from the
natural relat�on wh�ch the transcendental use of our cogn�t�on, �n



syllog�sms as well as �n judgements, must have to the log�cal, that
there are three k�nds of d�alect�cal arguments, correspond�ng to the
three modes of conclus�on, by wh�ch reason atta�ns to cogn�t�ons on
pr�nc�ples; and that �n all �t �s the bus�ness of reason to ascend from
the cond�t�oned synthes�s, beyond wh�ch the understand�ng never
proceeds, to the uncond�t�oned wh�ch the understand�ng never can
reach.

Now the most general relat�ons wh�ch can ex�st �n our
representat�ons are: 1st, the relat�on to the subject; 2nd, the relat�on
to objects, e�ther as phenomena, or as objects of thought �n general.
If we connect th�s subd�v�s�on w�th the ma�n d�v�s�on, all the relat�ons
of our representat�ons, of wh�ch we can form e�ther a concept�on or
an �dea, are threefold: 1. The relat�on to the subject; 2. The relat�on
to the man�fold of the object as a phenomenon; 3. The relat�on to all
th�ngs �n general.

Now all pure concept�ons have to do �n general w�th the synthet�cal
un�ty of representat�ons; concept�ons of pure reason (transcendental
�deas), on the other hand, w�th the uncond�t�onal synthet�cal un�ty of
all cond�t�ons. It follows that all transcendental �deas arrange
themselves �n three classes, the f�rst of wh�ch conta�ns the absolute
(uncond�t�oned) un�ty of the th�nk�ng subject, the second the absolute
un�ty of the ser�es of the cond�t�ons of a phenomenon, the th�rd the
absolute un�ty of the cond�t�on of all objects of thought �n general.

The th�nk�ng subject �s the object-matter of Psychology; the sum
total of all phenomena (the world) �s the object-matter of Cosmology;
and the th�ng wh�ch conta�ns the h�ghest cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty
of all that �s cog�table (the be�ng of all be�ngs) �s the object-matter of
all Theology. Thus pure reason presents us w�th the �dea of a
transcendental doctr�ne of the soul (psycholog�a rat�onal�s), of a
transcendental sc�ence of the world (cosmolog�a rat�onal�s), and
f�nally of a transcendental doctr�ne of God (theolog�a
transcendental�s). Understand�ng cannot or�g�nate even the outl�ne of
any of these sc�ences, even when connected w�th the h�ghest log�cal
use of reason, that �s, all cog�table syllog�sms—for the purpose of
proceed�ng from one object (phenomenon) to all others, even to the



utmost l�m�ts of the emp�r�cal synthes�s. They are, on the contrary,
pure and genu�ne products, or problems, of pure reason.

What mod� of the pure concept�ons of reason these transcendental
�deas are w�ll be fully exposed �n the follow�ng chapter. They follow
the gu�d�ng thread of the categor�es. For pure reason never relates
�mmed�ately to objects, but to the concept�ons of these conta�ned �n
the understand�ng. In l�ke manner, �t w�ll be made man�fest �n the
deta�led explanat�on of these �deas—how reason, merely through the
synthet�cal use of the same funct�on wh�ch �t employs �n a categor�cal
syllog�sm, necessar�ly atta�ns to the concept�on of the absolute un�ty
of the th�nk�ng subject—how the log�cal procedure �n hypothet�cal
�deas necessar�ly produces the �dea of the absolutely uncond�t�oned
�n a ser�es of g�ven cond�t�ons, and f�nally—how the mere form of the
d�sjunct�ve syllog�sm �nvolves the h�ghest concept�on of a be�ng of all
be�ngs: a thought wh�ch at f�rst s�ght seems �n the h�ghest degree
paradox�cal.

An object�ve deduct�on, such as we were able to present �n the
case of the categor�es, �s �mposs�ble as regards these
transcendental �deas. For they have, �n truth, no relat�on to any
object, �n exper�ence, for the very reason that they are only �deas.
But a subject�ve deduct�on of them from the nature of our reason �s
poss�ble, and has been g�ven �n the present chapter.

It �s easy to perce�ve that the sole a�m of pure reason �s the
absolute total�ty of the synthes�s on the s�de of the cond�t�ons, and
that �t does not concern �tself w�th the absolute completeness on the
Part of the cond�t�oned. For of the former alone does she stand �n
need, �n order to prepos�t the whole ser�es of cond�t�ons, and thus
present them to the understand�ng à pr�or�. But �f we once have a
completely (and uncond�t�onally) g�ven cond�t�on, there �s no further
necess�ty, �n proceed�ng w�th the ser�es, for a concept�on of reason;
for the understand�ng takes of �tself every step downward, from the
cond�t�on to the cond�t�oned. Thus the transcendental �deas are
ava�lable only for ascend�ng �n the ser�es of cond�t�ons, t�ll we reach
the uncond�t�oned, that �s, pr�nc�ples. As regards descend�ng to the
cond�t�oned, on the other hand, we f�nd that there �s a w�dely
extens�ve log�cal use wh�ch reason makes of the laws of the



understand�ng, but that a transcendental use thereof �s �mposs�ble;
and that when we form an �dea of the absolute total�ty of such a
synthes�s, for example, of the whole ser�es of all future changes �n
the world, th�s �dea �s a mere ens rat�on�s, an arb�trary f�ct�on of
thought, and not a necessary presuppos�t�on of reason. For the
poss�b�l�ty of the cond�t�oned presupposes the total�ty of �ts
cond�t�ons, but not of �ts consequences. Consequently, th�s
concept�on �s not a transcendental �dea—and �t �s w�th these alone
that we are at present occup�ed.

F�nally, �t �s obv�ous that there ex�sts among the transcendental
�deas a certa�n connect�on and un�ty, and that pure reason, by
means of them, collects all �ts cogn�t�ons �nto one system. From the
cogn�t�on of self to the cogn�t�on of the world, and through these to
the supreme be�ng, the progress�on �s so natural, that �t seems to
resemble the log�cal march of reason from the prem�sses to the
conclus�on.[42] Now whether there l�es unobserved at the foundat�on
of these �deas an analogy of the same k�nd as ex�sts between the
log�cal and transcendental procedure of reason, �s another of those
quest�ons, the answer to wh�ch we must not expect t�ll we arr�ve at a
more advanced stage �n our �nqu�r�es. In th�s cursory and prel�m�nary
v�ew, we have, meanwh�le, reached our a�m. For we have d�spelled
the amb�gu�ty wh�ch attached to the transcendental concept�ons of
reason, from the�r be�ng commonly m�xed up w�th other concept�ons
�n the systems of ph�losophers, and not properly d�st�ngu�shed from
the concept�ons of the understand�ng; we have exposed the�r or�g�n
and, thereby, at the same t�me the�r determ�nate number, and
presented them �n a systemat�c connect�on, and have thus marked
out and enclosed a def�n�te sphere for pure reason.

[42] The sc�ence of Metaphys�cs has for the proper object of �ts
�nqu�r�es only three grand �deas: GOD, FREEDOM, and
IMMORTALITY, and �t a�ms at show�ng, that the second
concept�on, conjo�ned w�th the f�rst, must lead to the th�rd, as a
necessary conclus�on. All the other subjects w�th wh�ch �t occup�es
�tself, are merely means for the atta�nment and real�zat�on of these
�deas. It does not requ�re these �deas for the construct�on of a
sc�ence of nature, but, on the contrary, for the purpose of pass�ng
beyond the sphere of nature. A complete �ns�ght �nto and



comprehens�on of them would render Theology, Eth�cs, and,
through the conjunct�on of both, Rel�g�on, solely dependent on the
speculat�ve faculty of reason. In a systemat�c representat�on of
these �deas the above-ment�oned arrangement—the synthet�cal
one—would be the most su�table; but �n the �nvest�gat�on wh�ch
must necessar�ly precede �t, the analyt�cal, wh�ch reverses th�s
arrangement, would be better adapted to our purpose, as �n �t we
should proceed from that wh�ch exper�ence �mmed�ately presents
to us—psychology, to cosmology, and thence to theology.

TRANSCENDENTAL DIALECTIC—BOOK II—OF
THE DIALECTICAL PROCEDURE OF PURE

REASON
It may be sa�d that the object of a merely transcendental �dea �s

someth�ng of wh�ch we have no concept�on, although the �dea may
be a necessary product of reason accord�ng to �ts or�g�nal laws. For,
�n fact, a concept�on of an object that �s adequate to the �dea g�ven
by reason, �s �mposs�ble. For such an object must be capable of
be�ng presented and �ntu�ted �n a Poss�ble exper�ence. But we
should express our mean�ng better, and w�th less r�sk of be�ng
m�sunderstood, �f we sa�d that we can have no knowledge of an
object, wh�ch perfectly corresponds to an �dea, although we may
possess a problemat�cal concept�on thereof.

Now the transcendental (subject�ve) real�ty at least of the pure
concept�ons of reason rests upon the fact that we are led to such
�deas by a necessary procedure of reason. There must therefore be
syllog�sms wh�ch conta�n no emp�r�cal prem�sses, and by means of
wh�ch we conclude from someth�ng that we do know, to someth�ng of
wh�ch we do not even possess a concept�on, to wh�ch we,
nevertheless, by an unavo�dable �llus�on, ascr�be object�ve real�ty.
Such arguments are, as regards the�r result, rather to be termed
soph�sms than syllog�sms, although �ndeed, as regards the�r or�g�n,
they are very well ent�tled to the latter name, �nasmuch as they are
not f�ct�ons or acc�dental products of reason, but are necess�tated by



�ts very nature. They are soph�sms, not of men, but of pure reason
herself, from wh�ch the W�sest cannot free h�mself. After long labour
he may be able to guard aga�nst the error, but he can never be
thoroughly r�d of the �llus�on wh�ch cont�nually mocks and m�sleads
h�m.

Of these d�alect�cal arguments there are three k�nds,
correspond�ng to the number of the �deas wh�ch the�r conclus�ons
present. In the argument or syllog�sm of the f�rst class, I conclude,
from the transcendental concept�on of the subject conta�ns no
man�fold, the absolute un�ty of the subject �tself, of wh�ch I cannot �n
th�s manner atta�n to a concept�on. Th�s d�alect�cal argument I shall
call the transcendental paralog�sm. The second class of soph�st�cal
arguments �s occup�ed w�th the transcendental concept�on of the
absolute total�ty of the ser�es of cond�t�ons for a g�ven phenomenon,
and I conclude, from the fact that I have always a self-contrad�ctory
concept�on of the uncond�t�oned synthet�cal un�ty of the ser�es upon
one s�de, the truth of the oppos�te un�ty, of wh�ch I have nevertheless
no concept�on. The cond�t�on of reason �n these d�alect�cal
arguments, I shall term the ant�nomy of pure reason. F�nally,
accord�ng to the th�rd k�nd of soph�st�cal argument, I conclude, from
the total�ty of the cond�t�ons of th�nk�ng objects �n general, �n so far as
they can be g�ven, the absolute synthet�cal un�ty of all cond�t�ons of
the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs �n general; that �s, from th�ngs wh�ch I do not
know �n the�r mere transcendental concept�on, I conclude a be�ng of
all be�ngs wh�ch I know st�ll less by means of a transcendental
concept�on, and of whose uncond�t�oned necess�ty I can form no
concept�on whatever. Th�s d�alect�cal argument I shall call the �deal
of pure reason.

Chapter I. Of the Paralog�sms of Pure Reason
The log�cal paralog�sm cons�sts �n the fals�ty of an argument �n

respect of �ts form, be the content what �t may. But a transcendental
paralog�sm has a transcendental foundat�on, and concludes falsely,
wh�le the form �s correct and unexcept�onable. In th�s manner the



paralog�sm has �ts foundat�on �n the nature of human reason, and �s
the parent of an unavo�dable, though not �nsoluble, mental �llus�on.

We now come to a concept�on wh�ch was not �nserted �n the
general l�st of transcendental concept�ons, and yet must be reckoned
w�th them, but at the same t�me w�thout �n the least alter�ng, or
�nd�cat�ng a def�c�ency �n that table. Th�s �s the concept�on, or, �f the
term �s preferred, the judgement, “I th�nk.” But �t �s read�ly perce�ved
that th�s thought �s as �t were the veh�cle of all concept�ons �n
general, and consequently of transcendental concept�ons also, and
that �t �s therefore regarded as a transcendental concept�on, although
�t can have no pecul�ar cla�m to be so ranked, �nasmuch as �ts only
use �s to �nd�cate that all thought �s accompan�ed by consc�ousness.
At the same t�me, pure as th�s concept�on �s from emp�r�cal content
(�mpress�ons of the senses), �t enables us to d�st�ngu�sh two d�fferent
k�nds of objects. “I,” as th�nk�ng, am an object of the �nternal sense,
and am called soul. That wh�ch �s an object of the external senses �s
called body. Thus the express�on, “I,” as a th�nk�ng be�ng, des�gnates
the object-matter of psychology, wh�ch may be called “the rat�onal
doctr�ne of the soul,” �nasmuch as �n th�s sc�ence I des�re to know
noth�ng of the soul but what, �ndependently of all exper�ence (wh�ch
determ�nes me �n concreto), may be concluded from th�s concept�on
“I,” �n so far as �t appears �n all thought.

Now, the rat�onal doctr�ne of the soul �s really an undertak�ng of
th�s k�nd. For �f the smallest emp�r�cal element of thought, �f any
part�cular percept�on of my �nternal state, were to be �ntroduced
among the grounds of cogn�t�on of th�s sc�ence, �t would not be a
rat�onal, but an emp�r�cal doctr�ne of the soul. We have thus before
us a pretended sc�ence, ra�sed upon the s�ngle propos�t�on, “I th�nk,”
whose foundat�on or want of foundat�on we may very properly, and
agreeably w�th the nature of a transcendental ph�losophy, here
exam�ne. It ought not to be objected that �n th�s propos�t�on, wh�ch
expresses the percept�on of one’s self, an �nternal exper�ence �s
asserted, and that consequently the rat�onal doctr�ne of the soul
wh�ch �s founded upon �t, �s not pure, but partly founded upon an
emp�r�cal pr�nc�ple. For th�s �nternal percept�on �s noth�ng more than
the mere appercept�on, “I th�nk,” wh�ch �n fact renders all
transcendental concept�ons poss�ble, �n wh�ch we say, “I th�nk



substance, cause, etc.” For �nternal exper�ence �n general and �ts
poss�b�l�ty, or percept�on �n general, and �ts relat�on to other
percept�ons, unless some part�cular d�st�nct�on or determ�nat�on
thereof �s emp�r�cally g�ven, cannot be regarded as emp�r�cal
cogn�t�on, but as cogn�t�on of the emp�r�cal, and belongs to the
�nvest�gat�on of the poss�b�l�ty of every exper�ence, wh�ch �s certa�nly
transcendental. The smallest object of exper�ence (for example, only
pleasure or pa�n), that should be �ncluded �n the general
representat�on of self-consc�ousness, would �mmed�ately change the
rat�onal �nto an emp�r�cal psychology.

“I th�nk” �s therefore the only text of rat�onal psychology, from
wh�ch �t must develop �ts whole system. It �s man�fest that th�s
thought, when appl�ed to an object (myself), can conta�n noth�ng but
transcendental pred�cates thereof; because the least emp�r�cal
pred�cate would destroy the pur�ty of the sc�ence and �ts
�ndependence of all exper�ence.

But we shall have to follow here the gu�dance of the categor�es—
only, as �n the present case a th�ng, “I,” as th�nk�ng be�ng, �s at f�rst
g�ven, we shall—not �ndeed change the order of the categor�es as �t
stands �n the table—but beg�n at the category of substance, by wh�ch
at the a th�ng �n �tself �s represented and proceeds backwards
through the ser�es. The top�c of the rat�onal doctr�ne of the soul, from
wh�ch everyth�ng else �t may conta�n must be deduced, �s
accord�ngly as follows:



            1                          2
  The Soul is SUBSTANCE       As regards its quality
                                it is SIMPLE

                      3
          As regards the different
          times in which it exists,
          it is numerically identical,
          that is UNITY, not Plurality.

                       4
  It is in relation to possible objects in space[43]

[43] The reader, who may not so eas�ly perce�ve the psycholog�cal
sense of these express�ons, taken here �n the�r transcendental
abstract�on, and cannot guess why the latter attr�bute of the soul
belongs to the category of ex�stence, w�ll f�nd the express�ons
suff�c�ently expla�ned and just�f�ed �n the sequel. I have, moreover,
to apolog�ze for the Lat�n terms wh�ch have been employed,
�nstead of the�r German synonyms, contrary to the rules of correct
wr�t�ng. But I judged �t better to sacr�f�ce elegance to persp�cu�ty.

From these elements or�g�nate all the concept�ons of pure
psychology, by comb�nat�on alone, w�thout the a�d of any other
pr�nc�ple. Th�s substance, merely as an object of the �nternal sense,
g�ves the concept�on of Immater�al�ty; as s�mple substance, that of
Incorrupt�b�l�ty; �ts �dent�ty, as �ntellectual substance, g�ves the
concept�on of Personal�ty; all these three together, Sp�r�tual�ty. Its
relat�on to objects �n space g�ves us the concept�on of connect�on
(commerc�um) w�th bod�es. Thus �t represents th�nk�ng substance as
the pr�nc�ple of l�fe �n matter, that �s, as a soul (an�ma), and as the
ground of An�mal�ty; and th�s, l�m�ted and determ�ned by the
concept�on of sp�r�tual�ty, g�ves us that of Immortal�ty.

Now to these concept�ons relate four paralog�sms of a
transcendental psychology, wh�ch �s falsely held to be a sc�ence of
pure reason, touch�ng the nature of our th�nk�ng be�ng. We can,
however, lay at the foundat�on of th�s sc�ence noth�ng but the s�mple
and �n �tself perfectly contentless representat�on “�” wh�ch cannot
even be called a concept�on, but merely a consc�ousness wh�ch



accompan�es all concept�ons. By th�s “I,” or “He,” or “It,” who or
wh�ch th�nks, noth�ng more �s represented than a transcendental
subject of thought = x, wh�ch �s cogn�zed only by means of the
thoughts that are �ts pred�cates, and of wh�ch, apart from these, we
cannot form the least concept�on. Hence �n a perpetual c�rcle,
�nasmuch as we must always employ �t, �n order to frame any
judgement respect�ng �t. And th�s �nconven�ence we f�nd �t �mposs�ble
to r�d ourselves of, because consc�ousness �n �tself �s not so much a
representat�on d�st�ngu�sh�ng a part�cular object, as a form of
representat�on �n general, �n so far as �t may be termed cogn�t�on; for
�n and by cogn�t�on alone do I th�nk anyth�ng.

It must, however, appear extraord�nary at f�rst s�ght that the
cond�t�on under wh�ch I th�nk, and wh�ch �s consequently a property
of my subject, should be held to be l�kew�se val�d for every ex�stence
wh�ch th�nks, and that we can presume to base upon a seem�ngly
emp�r�cal propos�t�on a judgement wh�ch �s apode�ct�c and un�versal,
to w�t, that everyth�ng wh�ch th�nks �s const�tuted as the vo�ce of my
consc�ousness declares �t to be, that �s, as a self-consc�ous be�ng.
The cause of th�s bel�ef �s to be found �n the fact that we necessar�ly
attr�bute to th�ngs à pr�or� all the propert�es wh�ch const�tute
cond�t�ons under wh�ch alone we can cog�tate them. Now I cannot
obta�n the least representat�on of a th�nk�ng be�ng by means of
external exper�ence, but solely through self-consc�ousness. Such
objects are consequently noth�ng more than the transference of th�s
consc�ousness of m�ne to other th�ngs wh�ch can only thus be
represented as th�nk�ng be�ngs. The propos�t�on, “I th�nk,” �s, �n the
present case, understood �n a problemat�cal sense, not �n so far as �t
conta�ns a percept�on of an ex�stence (l�ke the Cartes�an “Cog�to,
ergo sum”), but �n regard to �ts mere poss�b�l�ty—for the purpose of
d�scover�ng what propert�es may be �nferred from so s�mple a
propos�t�on and pred�cated of the subject of �t.

If at the foundat�on of our pure rat�onal cogn�t�on of th�nk�ng be�ngs
there lay more than the mere Cog�to—�f we could l�kew�se call �n a�d
observat�ons on the play of our thoughts, and the thence der�ved
natural laws of the th�nk�ng self, there would ar�se an emp�r�cal
psychology wh�ch would be a k�nd of phys�ology of the �nternal sense
and m�ght poss�bly be capable of expla�n�ng the phenomena of that



sense. But �t could never be ava�lable for d�scover�ng those
propert�es wh�ch do not belong to poss�ble exper�ence (such as the
qual�ty of s�mpl�c�ty), nor could �t make any apode�ct�c enunc�at�on on
the nature of th�nk�ng be�ngs: �t would therefore not be a rat�onal
psychology.

Now, as the propos�t�on “I th�nk” (�n the problemat�cal sense)
conta�ns the form of every judgement �n general and �s the constant
accompan�ment of all the categor�es, �t �s man�fest that conclus�ons
are drawn from �t only by a transcendental employment of the
understand�ng. Th�s use of the understand�ng excludes all emp�r�cal
elements; and we cannot, as has been shown above, have any
favourable concept�on beforehand of �ts procedure. We shall
therefore follow w�th a cr�t�cal eye th�s propos�t�on through all the
pred�caments of pure psychology; but we shall, for brev�ty’s sake,
allow th�s exam�nat�on to proceed �n an un�nterrupted connect�on.

Before enter�ng on th�s task, however, the follow�ng general
remark may help to qu�cken our attent�on to th�s mode of argument.
It �s not merely through my th�nk�ng that I cogn�ze an object, but only
through my determ�n�ng a g�ven �ntu�t�on �n relat�on to the un�ty of
consc�ousness �n wh�ch all th�nk�ng cons�sts. It follows that I cogn�ze
myself, not through my be�ng consc�ous of myself as th�nk�ng, but
only when I am consc�ous of the �ntu�t�on of myself as determ�ned �n
relat�on to the funct�on of thought. All the mod� of self-consc�ousness
�n thought are hence not concept�ons of objects (concept�ons of the
understand�ng—categor�es); they are mere log�cal funct�ons, wh�ch
do not present to thought an object to be cogn�zed, and cannot
therefore present my Self as an object. Not the consc�ousness of the
determ�n�ng, but only that of the determ�nable self, that �s, of my
�nternal �ntu�t�on (�n so far as the man�fold conta�ned �n �t can be
connected conformably w�th the general cond�t�on of the un�ty of
appercept�on �n thought), �s the object.

1. In all judgements I am the determ�n�ng subject of that relat�on
wh�ch const�tutes a judgement. But that the I wh�ch th�nks, must be
cons�dered as �n thought always a subject, and as a th�ng wh�ch
cannot be a pred�cate to thought, �s an apode�ct�c and �dent�cal
propos�t�on. But th�s propos�t�on does not s�gn�fy that I, as an object,



am, for myself, a self-subs�stent be�ng or substance. Th�s latter
statement—an amb�t�ous one—requ�res to be supported by data
wh�ch are not to be d�scovered �n thought; and are perhaps (�n so far
as I cons�der the th�nk�ng self merely as such) not to be d�scovered
�n the th�nk�ng self at all.

2. That the I or Ego of appercept�on, and consequently �n all
thought, �s s�ngular or s�mple, and cannot be resolved �nto a plural�ty
of subjects, and therefore �nd�cates a log�cally s�mple subject—th�s �s
self-ev�dent from the very concept�on of an Ego, and �s consequently
an analyt�cal propos�t�on. But th�s �s not tantamount to declar�ng that
the th�nk�ng Ego �s a s�mple substance—for th�s would be a
synthet�cal propos�t�on. The concept�on of substance always relates
to �ntu�t�ons, wh�ch w�th me cannot be other than sensuous, and
wh�ch consequently l�e completely out of the sphere of the
understand�ng and �ts thought: but to th�s sphere belongs the
aff�rmat�on that the Ego �s s�mple �n thought. It would �ndeed be
surpr�s�ng, �f the concept�on of “substance,” wh�ch �n other cases
requ�res so much labour to d�st�ngu�sh from the other elements
presented by �ntu�t�on—so much trouble, too, to d�scover whether �t
can be s�mple (as �n the case of the parts of matter)—should be
presented �mmed�ately to me, as �f by revelat�on, �n the poorest
mental representat�on of all.

3. The propos�t�on of the �dent�ty of my Self am�dst all the man�fold
representat�ons of wh�ch I am consc�ous, �s l�kew�se a propos�t�on
ly�ng �n the concept�ons themselves, and �s consequently analyt�cal.
But th�s �dent�ty of the subject, of wh�ch I am consc�ous �n all �ts
representat�ons, does not relate to or concern the �ntu�t�on of the
subject, by wh�ch �t �s g�ven as an object. Th�s propos�t�on cannot
therefore enounce the �dent�ty of the person, by wh�ch �s understood
the consc�ousness of the �dent�ty of �ts own substance as a th�nk�ng
be�ng �n all change and var�at�on of c�rcumstances. To prove th�s, we
should requ�re not a mere analys�s of the propos�t�on, but synthet�cal
judgements based upon a g�ven �ntu�t�on.

4. I d�st�ngu�sh my own ex�stence, as that of a th�nk�ng be�ng, from
that of other th�ngs external to me—among wh�ch my body also �s
reckoned. Th�s �s also an analyt�cal propos�t�on, for other th�ngs are



exactly those wh�ch I th�nk as d�fferent or d�st�ngu�shed from myself.
But whether th�s consc�ousness of myself �s poss�ble w�thout th�ngs
external to me; and whether therefore I can ex�st merely as a
th�nk�ng be�ng (w�thout be�ng man)—cannot be known or �nferred
from th�s propos�t�on.

Thus we have ga�ned noth�ng as regards the cogn�t�on of myself
as object, by the analys�s of the consc�ousness of my Self �n thought.
The log�cal expos�t�on of thought �n general �s m�staken for a
metaphys�cal determ�nat�on of the object.

Our Cr�t�que would be an �nvest�gat�on utterly superfluous, �f there
ex�sted a poss�b�l�ty of prov�ng à pr�or�, that all th�nk�ng be�ngs are �n
themselves s�mple substances, as such, therefore, possess the
�nseparable attr�bute of personal�ty, and are consc�ous of the�r
ex�stence apart from and unconnected w�th matter. For we should
thus have taken a step beyond the world of sense, and have
penetrated �nto the sphere of noumena; and �n th�s case the r�ght
could not be den�ed us of extend�ng our knowledge �n th�s sphere, of
establ�sh�ng ourselves, and, under a favour�ng star, appropr�at�ng to
ourselves possess�ons �n �t. For the propos�t�on: “Every th�nk�ng
be�ng, as such, �s s�mple substance,” �s an à pr�or� synthet�cal
propos�t�on; because �n the f�rst place �t goes beyond the concept�on
wh�ch �s the subject of �t, and adds to the mere not�on of a th�nk�ng
be�ng the mode of �ts ex�stence, and �n the second place annexes a
pred�cate (that of s�mpl�c�ty) to the latter concept�on—a pred�cate
wh�ch �t could not have d�scovered �n the sphere of exper�ence. It
would follow that à pr�or� synthet�cal propos�t�ons are poss�ble and
leg�t�mate, not only, as we have ma�nta�ned, �n relat�on to objects of
poss�ble exper�ence, and as pr�nc�ples of the poss�b�l�ty of th�s
exper�ence �tself, but are appl�cable to th�ngs �n themselves—an
�nference wh�ch makes an end of the whole of th�s Cr�t�que, and
obl�ges us to fall back on the old mode of metaphys�cal procedure.
But �ndeed the danger �s not so great, �f we look a l�ttle closer �nto the
quest�on.

There lurks �n the procedure of rat�onal Psychology a paralog�sm,
wh�ch �s represented �n the follow�ng syllog�sm:



That wh�ch cannot be cog�tated otherw�se than as subject, does
not ex�st otherw�se than as subject, and �s therefore substance.

A th�nk�ng be�ng, cons�dered merely as such, cannot be cog�tated
otherw�se than as subject.

Therefore �t ex�sts also as such, that �s, as substance.
In the major we speak of a be�ng that can be cog�tated generally

and �n every relat�on, consequently as �t may be g�ven �n �ntu�t�on.
But �n the m�nor we speak of the same be�ng only �n so far as �t
regards �tself as subject, relat�vely to thought and the un�ty of
consc�ousness, but not �n relat�on to �ntu�t�on, by wh�ch �t �s
presented as an object to thought. Thus the conclus�on �s here
arr�ved at by a Soph�sma f�gurae d�ct�on�s.[44]

[44] Thought �s taken �n the two prem�sses �n two totally d�fferent
senses. In the major �t �s cons�dered as relat�ng and apply�ng to
objects �n general, consequently to objects of �ntu�t�on also. In the
m�nor, we understand �t as relat�ng merely to self-consc�ousness.
In th�s sense, we do not cog�tate an object, but merely the relat�on
to the self-consc�ousness of the subject, as the form of thought. In
the former prem�ss we speak of th�ngs wh�ch cannot be cog�tated
otherw�se than as subjects. In the second, we do not speak of
th�ngs, but of thought (all objects be�ng abstracted), �n wh�ch the
Ego �s always the subject of consc�ousness. Hence the conclus�on
cannot be, “I cannot ex�st otherw�se than as subject”; but only “I
can, �n cog�tat�ng my ex�stence, employ my Ego only as the
subject of the judgement.” But th�s �s an �dent�cal propos�t�on, and
throws no l�ght on the mode of my ex�stence.

That th�s famous argument �s a mere paralog�sm, w�ll be pla�n to
any one who w�ll cons�der the general remark wh�ch precedes our
expos�t�on of the pr�nc�ples of the pure understand�ng, and the
sect�on on noumena. For �t was there proved that the concept�on of a
th�ng, wh�ch can ex�st per se—only as a subject and never as a
pred�cate, possesses no object�ve real�ty; that �s to say, we can
never know whether there ex�sts any object to correspond to the
concept�on; consequently, the concept�on �s noth�ng more than a
concept�on, and from �t we der�ve no proper knowledge. If th�s
concept�on �s to �nd�cate by the term substance, an object that can
be g�ven, �f �t �s to become a cogn�t�on, we must have at the



foundat�on of the cogn�t�on a permanent �ntu�t�on, as the
�nd�spensable cond�t�on of �ts object�ve real�ty. For through �ntu�t�on
alone can an object be g�ven. But �n �nternal �ntu�t�on there �s noth�ng
permanent, for the Ego �s but the consc�ousness of my thought. If
then, we appeal merely to thought, we cannot d�scover the
necessary cond�t�on of the appl�cat�on of the concept�on of substance
—that �s, of a subject ex�st�ng per se—to the subject as a th�nk�ng
be�ng. And thus the concept�on of the s�mple nature of substance,
wh�ch �s connected w�th the object�ve real�ty of th�s concept�on, �s
shown to be also �nval�d, and to be, �n fact, noth�ng more than the
log�cal qual�tat�ve un�ty of self-consc�ousness �n thought; wh�lst we
rema�n perfectly �gnorant whether the subject �s compos�te or not.

Refutat�on of the Argument of Mendelssohn for the Substant�al�ty
or Permanence of the Soul.

Th�s acute ph�losopher eas�ly perce�ved the �nsuff�c�ency of the
common argument wh�ch attempts to prove that the soul—�t be�ng
granted that �t �s a s�mple be�ng—cannot per�sh by d�ssolut�on or
decompos�t�on; he saw �t �s not �mposs�ble for �t to cease to be by
ext�nct�on, or d�sappearance. He endeavoured to prove �n h�s
Phaedo, that the soul cannot be ann�h�lated, by show�ng that a
s�mple be�ng cannot cease to ex�st. Inasmuch as, he sa�d, a s�mple
ex�stence cannot d�m�n�sh, nor gradually lose port�ons of �ts be�ng,
and thus be by degrees reduced to noth�ng (for �t possesses no
parts, and therefore no mult�pl�c�ty), between the moment �n wh�ch �t
�s, and the moment �n wh�ch �t �s not, no t�me can be d�scovered—
wh�ch �s �mposs�ble. But th�s ph�losopher d�d not cons�der that,
grant�ng the soul to possess th�s s�mple nature, wh�ch conta�ns no
parts external to each other and consequently no extens�ve quant�ty,
we cannot refuse to �t any less than to any other be�ng, �ntens�ve
quant�ty, that �s, a degree of real�ty �n regard to all �ts facult�es, nay, to
all that const�tutes �ts ex�stence. But th�s degree of real�ty can
become less and less through an �nf�n�te ser�es of smaller degrees. It
follows, therefore, that th�s supposed substance—th�s th�ng, the
permanence of wh�ch �s not assured �n any other way, may, �f not by
decompos�t�on, by gradual loss (rem�ss�o) of �ts powers
(consequently by elanguescence, �f I may employ th�s express�on),
be changed �nto noth�ng. For consc�ousness �tself has always a



degree, wh�ch may be lessened.[45] Consequently the faculty of be�ng
consc�ous may be d�m�n�shed; and so w�th all other facult�es. The
permanence of the soul, therefore, as an object of the �nternal sense,
rema�ns undemonstrated, nay, even �ndemonstrable. Its permanence
�n l�fe �s ev�dent, per se, �nasmuch as the th�nk�ng be�ng (as man) �s
to �tself, at the same t�me, an object of the external senses. But th�s
does not author�ze the rat�onal psycholog�st to aff�rm, from mere
concept�ons, �ts permanence beyond l�fe.[46]

[45] Clearness �s not, as log�c�ans ma�nta�n, the consc�ousness of
a representat�on. For a certa�n degree of consc�ousness, wh�ch
may not, however, be suff�c�ent for recollect�on, �s to be met w�th
�n many d�m representat�ons. For w�thout any consc�ousness at
all, we should not be able to recogn�ze any d�fference �n the
obscure representat�ons we connect; as we really can do w�th
many concept�ons, such as those of r�ght and just�ce, and those of
the mus�c�an, who str�kes at once several notes �n �mprov�s�ng a
p�ece of mus�c. But a representat�on �s clear, �n wh�ch our
consc�ousness �s suff�c�ent for the consc�ousness of the d�fference
of th�s representat�on from others. If we are only consc�ous that
there �s a d�fference, but are not consc�ous of the d�fference—that
�s, what the d�fference �s—the representat�on must be termed
obscure. There �s, consequently, an �nf�n�te ser�es of degrees of
consc�ousness down to �ts ent�re d�sappearance.

[46] There are some who th�nk they have done enough to
establ�sh a new poss�b�l�ty �n the mode of the ex�stence of souls,
when they have shown that there �s no contrad�ct�on �n the�r
hypotheses on th�s subject. Such are those who aff�rm the
poss�b�l�ty of thought—of wh�ch they have no other knowledge
than what they der�ve from �ts use �n connect�ng emp�r�cal
�ntu�t�ons presented �n th�s our human l�fe—after th�s l�fe has
ceased. But �t �s very easy to embarrass them by the �ntroduct�on
of counter-poss�b�l�t�es, wh�ch rest upon qu�te as good a
foundat�on. Such, for example, �s the poss�b�l�ty of the d�v�s�on of a
s�mple substance �nto several substances; and conversely, of the
coal�t�on of several �nto one s�mple substance. For, although
d�v�s�b�l�ty presupposes compos�t�on, �t does not necessar�ly
requ�re a compos�t�on of substances, but only of the degrees (of
the several facult�es) of one and the same substance. Now we
can cog�tate all the powers and facult�es of the soul—even that of
consc�ousness—as d�m�n�shed by one half, the substance st�ll



rema�n�ng. In the same way we can represent to ourselves w�thout
contrad�ct�on, th�s obl�terated half as preserved, not �n the soul,
but w�thout �t; and we can bel�eve that, as �n th�s case every th�ng
that �s real �n the soul, and has a degree—consequently �ts ent�re
ex�stence—has been halved, a part�cular substance would ar�se
out of the soul. For the mult�pl�c�ty, wh�ch has been d�v�ded,
formerly ex�sted, but not as a mult�pl�c�ty of substances, but of
every real�ty as the quantum of ex�stence �n �t; and the un�ty of
substance was merely a mode of ex�stence, wh�ch by th�s d�v�s�on
alone has been transformed �nto a plural�ty of subs�stence. In the
same manner several s�mple substances m�ght coalesce �nto one,
w�thout anyth�ng be�ng lost except the plural�ty of subs�stence,
�nasmuch as the one substance would conta�n the degree of
real�ty of all the former substances. Perhaps, �ndeed, the s�mple
substances, wh�ch appear under the form of matter, m�ght (not
�ndeed by a mechan�cal or chem�cal �nfluence upon each other,
but by an unknown �nfluence, of wh�ch the former would be but
the phenomenal appearance), by means of such a dynam�cal
d�v�s�on of the parent-souls, as �ntens�ve quant�t�es, produce other
souls, wh�le the former repa�red the loss thus susta�ned w�th new
matter of the same sort. I am far from allow�ng any value to such
ch�meras; and the pr�nc�ples of our analyt�c have clearly proved
that no other than an emp�r�cal use of the categor�es—that of
substance, for example—�s poss�ble. But �f the rat�onal�st �s bold
enough to construct, on the mere author�ty of the faculty of
thought—w�thout any �ntu�t�on, whereby an object �s g�ven—a self-
subs�stent be�ng, merely because the un�ty of appercept�on �n
thought cannot allow h�m to bel�eve �t a compos�te be�ng, �nstead
of declar�ng, as he ought to do, that he �s unable to expla�n the
poss�b�l�ty of a th�nk�ng nature; what ought to h�nder the
mater�al�st, w�th as complete an �ndependence of exper�ence, to
employ the pr�nc�ple of the rat�onal�st �n a d�rectly oppos�te manner
—st�ll preserv�ng the formal un�ty requ�red by h�s opponent?

If, now, we take the above propos�t�ons—as they must be
accepted as val�d for all th�nk�ng be�ngs �n the system of rat�onal
psychology—�n synthet�cal connect�on, and proceed, from the
category of relat�on, w�th the propos�t�on: “All th�nk�ng be�ngs are, as
such, substances,” backwards through the ser�es, t�ll the c�rcle �s
completed; we come at last to the�r ex�stence, of wh�ch, �n th�s
system of rat�onal psychology, substances are held to be consc�ous,
�ndependently of external th�ngs; nay, �t �s asserted that, �n relat�on to



the permanence wh�ch �s a necessary character�st�c of substance,
they can of themselves determ�ne external th�ngs. It follows that
�deal�sm—at least problemat�cal �deal�sm, �s perfectly unavo�dable �n
th�s rat�onal�st�c system. And, �f the ex�stence of outward th�ngs �s not
held to be requ�s�te to the determ�nat�on of the ex�stence of a
substance �n t�me, the ex�stence of these outward th�ngs at all, �s a
gratu�tous assumpt�on wh�ch rema�ns w�thout the poss�b�l�ty of a
proof.

But �f we proceed analyt�cally—the “I th�nk” as a propos�t�on
conta�n�ng �n �tself an ex�stence as g�ven, consequently modal�ty
be�ng the pr�nc�ple—and d�ssect th�s propos�t�on, �n order to
ascerta�n �ts content, and d�scover whether and how th�s Ego
determ�nes �ts ex�stence �n t�me and space w�thout the a�d of
anyth�ng external; the propos�t�ons of rat�onal�st�c psychology would
not beg�n w�th the concept�on of a th�nk�ng be�ng, but w�th a real�ty,
and the propert�es of a th�nk�ng be�ng �n general would be deduced
from the mode �n wh�ch th�s real�ty �s cog�tated, after everyth�ng
emp�r�cal had been abstracted; as �s shown �n the follow�ng table:
                        1
                      I think,

            2                             3
        as Subject,              as simple Subject,

                        4
               as identical Subject,
           in every state of my thought.

Now, �nasmuch as �t �s not determ�ned �n th�s second propos�t�on,
whether I can ex�st and be cog�tated only as subject, and not also as
a pred�cate of another be�ng, the concept�on of a subject �s here
taken �n a merely log�cal sense; and �t rema�ns undeterm�ned,
whether substance �s to be cog�tated under the concept�on or not.
But �n the th�rd propos�t�on, the absolute un�ty of appercept�on—the
s�mple Ego �n the representat�on to wh�ch all connect�on and
separat�on, wh�ch const�tute thought, relate, �s of �tself �mportant;
even although �t presents us w�th no �nformat�on about the
const�tut�on or subs�stence of the subject. Appercept�on �s someth�ng
real, and the s�mpl�c�ty of �ts nature �s g�ven �n the very fact of �ts
poss�b�l�ty. Now �n space there �s noth�ng real that �s at the same t�me
s�mple; for po�nts, wh�ch are the only s�mple th�ngs �n space, are



merely l�m�ts, but not const�tuent parts of space. From th�s follows
the �mposs�b�l�ty of a def�n�t�on on the bas�s of mater�al�sm of the
const�tut�on of my Ego as a merely th�nk�ng subject. But, because my
ex�stence �s cons�dered �n the f�rst propos�t�on as g�ven, for �t does
not mean, “Every th�nk�ng be�ng ex�sts” (for th�s would be pred�cat�ng
of them absolute necess�ty), but only, “I ex�st th�nk�ng”; the
propos�t�on �s qu�te emp�r�cal, and conta�ns the determ�nab�l�ty of my
ex�stence merely �n relat�on to my representat�ons �n t�me. But as I
requ�re for th�s purpose someth�ng that �s permanent, such as �s not
g�ven �n �nternal �ntu�t�on; the mode of my ex�stence, whether as
substance or as acc�dent, cannot be determ�ned by means of th�s
s�mple self-consc�ousness. Thus, �f mater�al�sm �s �nadequate to
expla�n the mode �n wh�ch I ex�st, sp�r�tual�sm �s l�kew�se as
�nsuff�c�ent; and the conclus�on �s that we are utterly unable to atta�n
to any knowledge of the const�tut�on of the soul, �n so far as relates
to the poss�b�l�ty of �ts ex�stence apart from external objects.

And, �ndeed, how should �t be poss�ble, merely by the a�d of the
un�ty of consc�ousness—wh�ch we cogn�ze only for the reason that �t
�s �nd�spensable to the poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence—to pass the bounds
of exper�ence (our ex�stence �n th�s l�fe); and to extend our cogn�t�on
to the nature of all th�nk�ng be�ngs by means of the emp�r�cal—but �n
relat�on to every sort of �ntu�t�on, perfectly undeterm�ned—
propos�t�on, “I th�nk”?

There does not then ex�st any rat�onal psychology as a doctr�ne
furn�sh�ng any add�t�on to our knowledge of ourselves. It �s noth�ng
more than a d�sc�pl�ne, wh�ch sets �mpassable l�m�ts to speculat�ve
reason �n th�s reg�on of thought, to prevent �t, on the one hand, from
throw�ng �tself �nto the arms of a soulless mater�al�sm, and, on the
other, from los�ng �tself �n the mazes of a baseless sp�r�tual�sm. It
teaches us to cons�der th�s refusal of our reason to g�ve any
sat�sfactory answer to quest�ons wh�ch reach beyond the l�m�ts of
th�s our human l�fe, as a h�nt to abandon fru�tless speculat�on; and to
d�rect, to a pract�cal use, our knowledge of ourselves—wh�ch,
although appl�cable only to objects of exper�ence, rece�ves �ts
pr�nc�ples from a h�gher source, and regulates �ts procedure as �f our
dest�ny reached far beyond the boundar�es of exper�ence and l�fe.



From all th�s �t �s ev�dent that rat�onal psychology has �ts or�g�n �n a
mere m�sunderstand�ng. The un�ty of consc�ousness, wh�ch l�es at
the bas�s of the categor�es, �s cons�dered to be an �ntu�t�on of the
subject as an object; and the category of substance �s appl�ed to the
�ntu�t�on. But th�s un�ty �s noth�ng more than the un�ty �n thought, by
wh�ch no object �s g�ven; to wh�ch therefore the category of
substance—wh�ch always presupposes a g�ven �ntu�t�on—cannot be
appl�ed. Consequently, the subject cannot be cogn�zed. The subject
of the categor�es cannot, therefore, for the very reason that �t
cog�tates these, frame any concept�on of �tself as an object of the
categor�es; for, to cog�tate these, �t must lay at the foundat�on �ts own
pure self-consc�ousness—the very th�ng that �t w�shes to expla�n and
descr�be. In l�ke manner, the subject, �n wh�ch the representat�on of
t�me has �ts bas�s, cannot determ�ne, for th�s very reason, �ts own
ex�stence �n t�me. Now, �f the latter �s �mposs�ble, the former, as an
attempt to determ�ne �tself by means of the categor�es as a th�nk�ng
be�ng �n general, �s no less so.[47]

[47] The “I th�nk” �s, as has been already stated, an emp�r�cal
propos�t�on, and conta�ns the propos�t�on, “I ex�st.” But I cannot
say, “Everyth�ng, wh�ch th�nks, ex�sts”; for �n th�s case the property
of thought would const�tute all be�ngs possess�ng �t, necessary
be�ngs. Hence my ex�stence cannot be cons�dered as an
�nference from the propos�t�on, “I th�nk,” as Descartes ma�nta�ned
—because �n th�s case the major prem�ss, “Everyth�ng, wh�ch
th�nks, ex�sts,” must precede—but the two propos�t�ons are
�dent�cal. The propos�t�on, “I th�nk,” expresses an undeterm�ned
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, that percept�on (prov�ng consequently that
sensat�on, wh�ch must belong to sens�b�l�ty, l�es at the foundat�on
of th�s propos�t�on); but �t precedes exper�ence, whose prov�nce �t
�s to determ�ne an object of percept�on by means of the categor�es
�n relat�on to t�me; and ex�stence �n th�s propos�t�on �s not a
category, as �t does not apply to an undeterm�ned g�ven object,
but only to one of wh�ch we have a concept�on, and about wh�ch
we w�sh to know whether �t does or does not ex�st, out of, and
apart from th�s concept�on. An undeterm�ned percept�on s�gn�f�es
here merely someth�ng real that has been g�ven, only, however, to
thought �n general—but not as a phenomenon, nor as a th�ng �n
�tself (noumenon), but only as someth�ng that really ex�sts, and �s
des�gnated as such �n the propos�t�on, “I th�nk.” For �t must be



remarked that, when I call the propos�t�on, “I th�nk,” an emp�r�cal
propos�t�on, I do not thereby mean that the Ego �n the propos�t�on
�s an emp�r�cal representat�on; on the contrary, �t �s purely
�ntellectual, because �t belongs to thought �n general. But w�thout
some emp�r�cal representat�on, wh�ch presents to the m�nd
mater�al for thought, the mental act, “I th�nk,” would not take place;
and the emp�r�cal �s only the cond�t�on of the appl�cat�on or
employment of the pure �ntellectual faculty.

Thus, then, appears the van�ty of the hope of establ�sh�ng a
cogn�t�on wh�ch �s to extend �ts rule beyond the l�m�ts of exper�ence—
a cogn�t�on wh�ch �s one of the h�ghest �nterests of human�ty; and
thus �s proved the fut�l�ty of the attempt of speculat�ve ph�losophy �n
th�s reg�on of thought. But, �n th�s �nterest of thought, the sever�ty of
cr�t�c�sm has rendered to reason a not un�mportant serv�ce, by the
demonstrat�on of the �mposs�b�l�ty of mak�ng any dogmat�cal
aff�rmat�on concern�ng an object of exper�ence beyond the
boundar�es of exper�ence. She has thus fort�f�ed reason aga�nst all
aff�rmat�ons of the contrary. Now, th�s can be accompl�shed �n only
two ways. E�ther our propos�t�on must be proved apode�ct�cally; or, �f
th�s �s unsuccessful, the sources of th�s �nab�l�ty must be sought for,
and, �f these are d�scovered to ex�st �n the natural and necessary
l�m�tat�on of our reason, our opponents must subm�t to the same law
of renunc�at�on and refra�n from advanc�ng cla�ms to dogmat�c
assert�on.

But the r�ght, say rather the necess�ty to adm�t a future l�fe, upon
pr�nc�ples of the pract�cal conjo�ned w�th the speculat�ve use of
reason, has lost noth�ng by th�s renunc�at�on; for the merely
speculat�ve proof has never had any �nfluence upon the common
reason of men. It stands upon the po�nt of a ha�r, so that even the
schools have been able to preserve �t from fall�ng only by �ncessantly
d�scuss�ng �t and sp�nn�ng �t l�ke a top; and even �n the�r eyes �t has
never been able to present any safe foundat�on for the erect�on of a
theory. The proofs wh�ch have been current among men, preserve
the�r value und�m�n�shed; nay, rather ga�n �n clearness and
unsoph�st�cated power, by the reject�on of the dogmat�cal
assumpt�ons of speculat�ve reason. For reason �s thus conf�ned
w�th�n her own pecul�ar prov�nce—the arrangement of ends or a�ms,



wh�ch �s at the same t�me the arrangement of nature; and, as a
pract�cal faculty, w�thout l�m�t�ng �tself to the latter, �t �s just�f�ed �n
extend�ng the former, and w�th �t our own ex�stence, beyond the
boundar�es of exper�ence and l�fe. If we turn our attent�on to the
analogy of the nature of l�v�ng be�ngs �n th�s world, �n the
cons�derat�on of wh�ch reason �s obl�ged to accept as a pr�nc�ple that
no organ, no faculty, no appet�te �s useless, and that noth�ng �s
superfluous, noth�ng d�sproport�onate to �ts use, noth�ng unsu�ted to
�ts end; but that, on the contrary, everyth�ng �s perfectly conformed to
�ts dest�nat�on �n l�fe—we shall f�nd that man, who alone �s the f�nal
end and a�m of th�s order, �s st�ll the only an�mal that seems to be
excepted from �t. For h�s natural g�fts—not merely as regards the
talents and mot�ves that may �nc�te h�m to employ them, but
espec�ally the moral law �n h�m—stretch so far beyond all mere
earthly ut�l�ty and advantage, that he feels h�mself bound to pr�ze the
mere consc�ousness of prob�ty, apart from all advantageous
consequences—even the shadowy g�ft of posthumous fame—above
everyth�ng; and he �s consc�ous of an �nward call to const�tute
h�mself, by h�s conduct �n th�s world—w�thout regard to mere
sublunary �nterests—the c�t�zen of a better. Th�s m�ghty, �rres�st�ble
proof—accompan�ed by an ever-�ncreas�ng knowledge of the
conformab�l�ty to a purpose �n everyth�ng we see around us, by the
conv�ct�on of the boundless �mmens�ty of creat�on, by the
consc�ousness of a certa�n �ll�m�tableness �n the poss�ble extens�on
of our knowledge, and by a des�re commensurate therew�th—
rema�ns to human�ty, even after the theoret�cal cogn�t�on of ourselves
has fa�led to establ�sh the necess�ty of an ex�stence after death.

Conclus�on of the Solut�on of the Psycholog�cal Paralog�sm.

The d�alect�cal �llus�on �n rat�onal psychology ar�ses from our
confound�ng an �dea of reason (of a pure �ntell�gence) w�th the
concept�on—�n every respect undeterm�ned—of a th�nk�ng be�ng �n
general. I cog�tate myself �n behalf of a poss�ble exper�ence, at the
same t�me mak�ng abstract�on of all actual exper�ence; and �nfer
therefrom that I can be consc�ous of myself apart from exper�ence
and �ts emp�r�cal cond�t�ons. I consequently confound the poss�ble



abstract�on of my emp�r�cally determ�ned ex�stence w�th the
supposed consc�ousness of a poss�ble separate ex�stence of my
th�nk�ng self; and I bel�eve that I cogn�ze what �s substant�al �n myself
as a transcendental subject, when I have noth�ng more �n thought
than the un�ty of consc�ousness, wh�ch l�es at the bas�s of all
determ�nat�on of cogn�t�on.

The task of expla�n�ng the commun�ty of the soul w�th the body
does not properly belong to the psychology of wh�ch we are here
speak�ng; because �t proposes to prove the personal�ty of the soul
apart from th�s commun�on (after death), and �s therefore
transcendent �n the proper sense of the word, although occupy�ng
�tself w�th an object of exper�ence—only �n so far, however, as �t
ceases to be an object of exper�ence. But a suff�c�ent answer may be
found to the quest�on �n our system. The d�ff�culty wh�ch l�es �n the
execut�on of th�s task cons�sts, as �s well known, �n the presupposed
heterogene�ty of the object of the �nternal sense (the soul) and the
objects of the external senses; �nasmuch as the formal cond�t�on of
the �ntu�t�on of the one �s t�me, and of that of the other space also.
But �f we cons�der that both k�nds of objects do not d�ffer �nternally,
but only �n so far as the one appears externally to the other—
consequently, that what l�es at the bas�s of phenomena, as a th�ng �n
�tself, may not be heterogeneous; th�s d�ff�culty d�sappears. There
then rema�ns no other d�ff�culty than �s to be found �n the quest�on—
how a commun�ty of substances �s poss�ble; a quest�on wh�ch l�es
out of the reg�on of psychology, and wh�ch the reader, after what �n
our analyt�c has been sa�d of pr�m�t�ve forces and facult�es, w�ll eas�ly
judge to be also beyond the reg�on of human cogn�t�on.

GENERAL REMARK
On the Trans�t�on from Rat�onal Psychology to Cosmology.
The propos�t�on, “I th�nk,” or, “I ex�st th�nk�ng,” �s an emp�r�cal

propos�t�on. But such a propos�t�on must be based on emp�r�cal
�ntu�t�on, and the object cog�tated as a phenomenon; and thus our
theory appears to ma�nta�n that the soul, even �n thought, �s merely a
phenomenon; and �n th�s way our consc�ousness �tself, �n fact, abuts
upon noth�ng.



Thought, per se, �s merely the purely spontaneous log�cal funct�on
wh�ch operates to connect the man�fold of a poss�ble �ntu�t�on; and �t
does not represent the subject of consc�ousness as a phenomenon
—for th�s reason alone, that �t pays no attent�on to the quest�on
whether the mode of �ntu�t�ng �t �s sensuous or �ntellectual. I therefore
do not represent myself �n thought e�ther as I am, or as I appear to
myself; I merely cog�tate myself as an object �n general, of the mode
of �ntu�t�ng wh�ch I make abstract�on. When I represent myself as the
subject of thought, or as the ground of thought, these modes of
representat�on are not related to the categor�es of substance or of
cause; for these are funct�ons of thought appl�cable only to our
sensuous �ntu�t�on. The appl�cat�on of these categor�es to the Ego
would, however, be necessary, �f I w�shed to make myself an object
of knowledge. But I w�sh to be consc�ous of myself only as th�nk�ng;
�n what mode my Self �s g�ven �n �ntu�t�on, I do not cons�der, and �t
may be that I, who th�nk, am a phenomenon—although not �n so far
as I am a th�nk�ng be�ng; but �n the consc�ousness of myself �n mere
thought I am a be�ng, though th�s consc�ousness does not present to
me any property of th�s be�ng as mater�al for thought.

But the propos�t�on, “I th�nk,” �n so far as �t declares, “I ex�st
th�nk�ng,” �s not the mere representat�on of a log�cal funct�on. It
determ�nes the subject (wh�ch �s �n th�s case an object also) �n
relat�on to ex�stence; and �t cannot be g�ven w�thout the a�d of the
�nternal sense, whose �ntu�t�on presents to us an object, not as a
th�ng �n �tself, but always as a phenomenon. In th�s propos�t�on there
�s therefore someth�ng more to be found than the mere spontane�ty
of thought; there �s also the recept�v�ty of �ntu�t�on, that �s, my thought
of myself appl�ed to the emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on of myself. Now, �n th�s
�ntu�t�on the th�nk�ng self must seek the cond�t�ons of the employment
of �ts log�cal funct�ons as categor�es of substance, cause, and so
forth; not merely for the purpose of d�st�ngu�sh�ng �tself as an object
�n �tself by means of the representat�on “I,” but also for the purpose
of determ�n�ng the mode of �ts ex�stence, that �s, of cogn�z�ng �tself as
noumenon. But th�s �s �mposs�ble, for the �nternal emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on
�s sensuous, and presents us w�th noth�ng but phenomenal data,
wh�ch do not ass�st the object of pure consc�ousness �n �ts attempt to



cogn�ze �tself as a separate ex�stence, but are useful only as
contr�but�ons to exper�ence.

But, let �t be granted that we could d�scover, not �n exper�ence, but
�n certa�n f�rmly-establ�shed à pr�or� laws of the use of pure reason—
laws relat�ng to our ex�stence, author�ty to cons�der ourselves as
leg�slat�ng à pr�or� �n relat�on to our own ex�stence and as
determ�n�ng th�s ex�stence; we should, on th�s suppos�t�on, f�nd
ourselves possessed of a spontane�ty, by wh�ch our actual ex�stence
would be determ�nable, w�thout the a�d of the cond�t�ons of emp�r�cal
�ntu�t�on. We should also become aware that �n the consc�ousness of
our ex�stence there was an à pr�or� content, wh�ch would serve to
determ�ne our own ex�stence—an ex�stence only sensuously
determ�nable—relat�vely, however, to a certa�n �nternal faculty �n
relat�on to an �ntell�g�ble world.

But th�s would not g�ve the least help to the attempts of rat�onal
psychology. For th�s wonderful faculty, wh�ch the consc�ousness of
the moral law �n me reveals, would present me w�th a pr�nc�ple of the
determ�nat�on of my own ex�stence wh�ch �s purely �ntellectual—but
by what pred�cates? By none other than those wh�ch are g�ven �n
sensuous �ntu�t�on. Thus I should f�nd myself �n the same pos�t�on �n
rat�onal psychology wh�ch I formerly occup�ed, that �s to say, I should
f�nd myself st�ll �n need of sensuous �ntu�t�ons, �n order to g�ve
s�gn�f�cance to my concept�ons of substance and cause, by means of
wh�ch alone I can possess a knowledge of myself: but these
�ntu�t�ons can never ra�se me above the sphere of exper�ence. I
should be just�f�ed, however, �n apply�ng these concept�ons, �n regard
to the�r pract�cal use, wh�ch �s always d�rected to objects of
exper�ence—�n conform�ty w�th the�r analog�cal s�gn�f�cance when
employed theoret�cally—to freedom and �ts subject. At the same
t�me, I should understand by them merely the log�cal funct�ons of
subject and pred�cate, of pr�nc�ple and consequence, �n conform�ty
w�th wh�ch all act�ons are so determ�ned, that they are capable of
be�ng expla�ned along w�th the laws of nature, conformably to the
categor�es of substance and cause, although they or�g�nate from a
very d�fferent pr�nc�ple. We have made these observat�ons for the
purpose of guard�ng aga�nst m�sunderstand�ng, to wh�ch the doctr�ne



of our �ntu�t�on of self as a phenomenon �s exposed. We shall have
occas�on to perce�ve the�r ut�l�ty �n the sequel.

Chapter II. The Ant�nomy of Pure Reason
We showed �n the �ntroduct�on to th�s part of our work, that all

transcendental �llus�on of pure reason arose from d�alect�cal
arguments, the schema of wh�ch log�c g�ves us �n �ts three formal
spec�es of syllog�sms—just as the categor�es f�nd the�r log�cal
schema �n the four funct�ons of all judgements. The f�rst k�nd of these
soph�st�cal arguments related to the uncond�t�oned un�ty of the
subject�ve cond�t�ons of all representat�ons �n general (of the subject
or soul), �n correspondence w�th the categor�cal syllog�sms, the
major of wh�ch, as the pr�nc�ple, enounces the relat�on of a pred�cate
to a subject. The second k�nd of d�alect�cal argument w�ll therefore
be concerned, follow�ng the analogy w�th hypothet�cal syllog�sms,
w�th the uncond�t�oned un�ty of the object�ve cond�t�ons �n the
phenomenon; and, �n th�s way, the theme of the th�rd k�nd to be
treated of �n the follow�ng chapter w�ll be the uncond�t�oned un�ty of
the object�ve cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of objects �n general.

But �t �s worthy of remark that the transcendental paralog�sm
produced �n the m�nd only a one-th�rd �llus�on, �n regard to the �dea of
the subject of our thought; and the concept�ons of reason gave no
ground to ma�nta�n the contrary propos�t�on. The advantage �s
completely on the s�de of Pneumat�sm; although th�s theory �tself
passes �nto naught, �n the cruc�ble of pure reason.

Very d�fferent �s the case when we apply reason to the object�ve
synthes�s of phenomena. Here, certa�nly, reason establ�shes, w�th
much plaus�b�l�ty, �ts pr�nc�ple of uncond�t�oned un�ty; but �t very soon
falls �nto such contrad�ct�ons that �t �s compelled, �n relat�on to
cosmology, to renounce �ts pretens�ons.

For here a new phenomenon of human reason meets us—a
perfectly natural ant�thet�c, wh�ch does not requ�re to be sought for
by subtle soph�stry, but �nto wh�ch reason of �tself unavo�dably falls. It
�s thereby preserved, to be sure, from the slumber of a fanc�ed



conv�ct�on—wh�ch a merely one-s�ded �llus�on produces; but �t �s at
the same t�me compelled, e�ther, on the one hand, to abandon �tself
to a despa�r�ng scept�c�sm, or, on the other, to assume a dogmat�cal
conf�dence and obst�nate pers�stence �n certa�n assert�ons, w�thout
grant�ng a fa�r hear�ng to the other s�de of the quest�on. E�ther �s the
death of a sound ph�losophy, although the former m�ght perhaps
deserve the t�tle of the euthanas�a of pure reason.

Before enter�ng th�s reg�on of d�scord and confus�on, wh�ch the
confl�ct of the laws of pure reason (ant�nomy) produces, we shall
present the reader w�th some cons�derat�ons, �n explanat�on and
just�f�cat�on of the method we �ntend to follow �n our treatment of th�s
subject. I term all transcendental �deas, �n so far as they relate to the
absolute total�ty �n the synthes�s of phenomena, cosm�cal
concept�ons; partly on account of th�s uncond�t�oned total�ty, on
wh�ch the concept�on of the world-whole �s based—a concept�on,
wh�ch �s �tself an �dea—partly because they relate solely to the
synthes�s of phenomena—the emp�r�cal synthes�s; wh�le, on the
other hand, the absolute total�ty �n the synthes�s of the cond�t�ons of
all poss�ble th�ngs g�ves r�se to an �deal of pure reason, wh�ch �s
qu�te d�st�nct from the cosm�cal concept�on, although �t stands �n
relat�on w�th �t. Hence, as the paralog�sms of pure reason la�d the
foundat�on for a d�alect�cal psychology, the ant�nomy of pure reason
w�ll present us w�th the transcendental pr�nc�ples of a pretended pure
(rat�onal) cosmology—not, however, to declare �t val�d and to
appropr�ate �t, but—as the very term of a confl�ct of reason
suff�c�ently �nd�cates, to present �t as an �dea wh�ch cannot be
reconc�led w�th phenomena and exper�ence.

Sect�on I. System of Cosmolog�cal Ideas
That We may be able to enumerate w�th systemat�c prec�s�on

these �deas accord�ng to a pr�nc�ple, we must remark, �n the f�rst
place, that �t �s from the understand�ng alone that pure and
transcendental concept�ons take the�r or�g�n; that the reason does
not properly g�ve b�rth to any concept�on, but only frees the



concept�on of the understand�ng from the unavo�dable l�m�tat�on of a
poss�ble exper�ence, and thus endeavours to ra�se �t above the
emp�r�cal, though �t must st�ll be �n connect�on w�th �t. Th�s happens
from the fact that, for a g�ven cond�t�oned, reason demands absolute
total�ty on the s�de of the cond�t�ons (to wh�ch the understand�ng
subm�ts all phenomena), and thus makes of the category a
transcendental �dea. Th�s �t does that �t may be able to g�ve absolute
completeness to the emp�r�cal synthes�s, by cont�nu�ng �t to the
uncond�t�oned (wh�ch �s not to be found �n exper�ence, but only �n the
�dea). Reason requ�res th�s accord�ng to the pr�nc�ple: If the
cond�t�oned �s g�ven the whole of the cond�t�ons, and consequently
the absolutely uncond�t�oned, �s also g�ven, whereby alone the
former was poss�ble. F�rst, then, the transcendental �deas are
properly noth�ng but categor�es elevated to the uncond�t�oned; and
they may be arranged �n a table accord�ng to the t�tles of the latter.
But, secondly, all the categor�es are not ava�lable for th�s purpose,
but only those �n wh�ch the synthes�s const�tutes a ser�es—of
cond�t�ons subord�nated to, not co-ord�nated w�th, each other.
Absolute total�ty �s requ�red of reason only �n so far as concerns the
ascend�ng ser�es of the cond�t�ons of a cond�t�oned; not,
consequently, when the quest�on relates to the descend�ng ser�es of
consequences, or to the aggregate of the co-ord�nated cond�t�ons of
these consequences. For, �n relat�on to a g�ven cond�t�oned,
cond�t�ons are presupposed and cons�dered to be g�ven along w�th �t.
On the other hand, as the consequences do not render poss�ble the�r
cond�t�ons, but rather presuppose them—�n the cons�derat�on of the
process�on of consequences (or �n the descent from the g�ven
cond�t�on to the cond�t�oned), we may be qu�te unconcerned whether
the ser�es ceases or not; and the�r total�ty �s not a necessary demand
of reason.

Thus we cog�tate—and necessar�ly—a g�ven t�me completely
elapsed up to a g�ven moment, although that t�me �s not
determ�nable by us. But as regards t�me future, wh�ch �s not the
cond�t�on of arr�v�ng at the present, �n order to conce�ve �t; �t �s qu�te
�nd�fferent whether we cons�der future t�me as ceas�ng at some po�nt,
or as prolong�ng �tself to �nf�n�ty. Take, for example, the ser�es m, n,
o, �n wh�ch n �s g�ven as cond�t�oned �n relat�on to m, but at the same



t�me as the cond�t�on of o, and let the ser�es proceed upwards from
the cond�t�oned n to m (l, k, �, etc.), and also downwards from the
cond�t�on n to the cond�t�oned o (p, q, r, etc.)—I must presuppose the
former ser�es, to be able to cons�der n as g�ven, and n �s accord�ng
to reason (the total�ty of cond�t�ons) poss�ble only by means of that
ser�es. But �ts poss�b�l�ty does not rest on the follow�ng ser�es o, p, q,
r, wh�ch for th�s reason cannot be regarded as g�ven, but only as
capable of be�ng g�ven (dab�l�s).

I shall term the synthes�s of the ser�es on the s�de of the cond�t�ons
—from that nearest to the g�ven phenomenon up to the more remote
—regress�ve; that wh�ch proceeds on the s�de of the cond�t�oned,
from the �mmed�ate consequence to the more remote, I shall call the
progress�ve synthes�s. The former proceeds �n antecedent�a, the
latter �n consequent�a. The cosmolog�cal �deas are therefore
occup�ed w�th the total�ty of the regress�ve synthes�s, and proceed �n
antecedent�a, not �n consequent�a. When the latter takes place, �t �s
an arb�trary and not a necessary problem of pure reason; for we
requ�re, for the complete understand�ng of what �s g�ven �n a
phenomenon, not the consequences wh�ch succeed, but the grounds
or pr�nc�ples wh�ch precede.

In order to construct the table of �deas �n correspondence w�th the
table of categor�es, we take f�rst the two pr�m�t�ve quanta of all our
�ntu�t�ons, t�me and space. T�me �s �n �tself a ser�es (and the formal
cond�t�on of all ser�es), and hence, �n relat�on to a g�ven present, we
must d�st�ngu�sh à pr�or� �n �t the antecedent�a as cond�t�ons (t�me
past) from the consequent�a (t�me future). Consequently, the
transcendental �dea of the absolute total�ty of the ser�es of the
cond�t�ons of a g�ven cond�t�oned, relates merely to all past t�me.
Accord�ng to the �dea of reason, the whole past t�me, as the
cond�t�on of the g�ven moment, �s necessar�ly cog�tated as g�ven.
But, as regards space, there ex�sts �n �t no d�st�nct�on between
progressus and regressus; for �t �s an aggregate and not a ser�es—
�ts parts ex�st�ng together at the same t�me. I can cons�der a g�ven
po�nt of t�me �n relat�on to past t�me only as cond�t�oned, because th�s
g�ven moment comes �nto ex�stence only through the past t�me
rather through the pass�ng of the preced�ng t�me. But as the parts of
space are not subord�nated, but co-ord�nated to each other, one part



cannot be the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of the other; and space �s
not �n �tself, l�ke t�me, a ser�es. But the synthes�s of the man�fold
parts of space—(the syntheses whereby we apprehend space)—�s
nevertheless success�ve; �t takes place, therefore, �n t�me, and
conta�ns a ser�es. And as �n th�s ser�es of aggregated spaces (for
example, the feet �n a rood), beg�nn�ng w�th a g�ven port�on of space,
those wh�ch cont�nue to be annexed form the cond�t�on of the l�m�ts
of the former—the measurement of a space must also be regarded
as a synthes�s of the ser�es of the cond�t�ons of a g�ven cond�t�oned.
It d�ffers, however, �n th�s respect from that of t�me, that the s�de of
the cond�t�oned �s not �n �tself d�st�ngu�shable from the s�de of the
cond�t�on; and, consequently, regressus and progressus �n space
seem to be �dent�cal. But, �nasmuch as one part of space �s not
g�ven, but only l�m�ted, by and through another, we must also
cons�der every l�m�ted space as cond�t�oned, �n so far as �t
presupposes some other space as the cond�t�on of �ts l�m�tat�on, and
so on. As regards l�m�tat�on, therefore, our procedure �n space �s also
a regressus, and the transcendental �dea of the absolute total�ty of
the synthes�s �n a ser�es of cond�t�ons appl�es to space also; and I
am ent�tled to demand the absolute total�ty of the phenomenal
synthes�s �n space as well as �n t�me. Whether my demand can be
sat�sf�ed �s a quest�on to be answered �n the sequel.

Secondly, the real �n space—that �s, matter—�s cond�t�oned. Its
�nternal cond�t�ons are �ts parts, and the parts of parts �ts remote
cond�t�ons; so that �n th�s case we f�nd a regress�ve synthes�s, the
absolute total�ty of wh�ch �s a demand of reason. But th�s cannot be
obta�ned otherw�se than by a complete d�v�s�on of parts, whereby the
real �n matter becomes e�ther noth�ng or that wh�ch �s not matter, that
�s to say, the s�mple. Consequently we f�nd here also a ser�es of
cond�t�ons and a progress to the uncond�t�oned.

Th�rdly, as regards the categor�es of a real relat�on between
phenomena, the category of substance and �ts acc�dents �s not
su�table for the format�on of a transcendental �dea; that �s to say,
reason has no ground, �n regard to �t, to proceed regress�vely w�th
cond�t�ons. For acc�dents (�n so far as they �nhere �n a substance)
are co-ord�nated w�th each other, and do not const�tute a ser�es. And,
�n relat�on to substance, they are not properly subord�nated to �t, but



are the mode of ex�stence of the substance �tself. The concept�on of
the substant�al m�ght nevertheless seem to be an �dea of the
transcendental reason. But, as th�s s�gn�f�es noth�ng more than the
concept�on of an object �n general, wh�ch subs�sts �n so far as we
cog�tate �n �t merely a transcendental subject w�thout any pred�cates;
and as the quest�on here �s of an uncond�t�oned �n the ser�es of
phenomena—�t �s clear that the substant�al can form no member
thereof. The same holds good of substances �n commun�ty, wh�ch
are mere aggregates and do not form a ser�es. For they are not
subord�nated to each other as cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of each
other; wh�ch, however, may be aff�rmed of spaces, the l�m�ts of wh�ch
are never determ�ned �n themselves, but always by some other
space. It �s, therefore, only �n the category of causal�ty that we can
f�nd a ser�es of causes to a g�ven effect, and �n wh�ch we ascend
from the latter, as the cond�t�oned, to the former as the cond�t�ons,
and thus answer the quest�on of reason.

Fourthly, the concept�ons of the poss�ble, the actual, and the
necessary do not conduct us to any ser�es—except�ng only �n so far
as the cont�ngent �n ex�stence must always be regarded as
cond�t�oned, and as �nd�cat�ng, accord�ng to a law of the
understand�ng, a cond�t�on, under wh�ch �t �s necessary to r�se to a
h�gher, t�ll �n the total�ty of the ser�es, reason arr�ves at uncond�t�oned
necess�ty.

There are, accord�ngly, only four cosmolog�cal �deas,
correspond�ng w�th the four t�tles of the categor�es. For we can select
only such as necessar�ly furn�sh us w�th a ser�es �n the synthes�s of
the man�fold.



                      1
            The absolute Completeness
                    of the
                 COMPOSITION
     of the given totality of all phenomena.

                      2
            The absolute Completeness
                    of the
                   DIVISION
     of given totality in a phenomenon.

                       3
            The absolute Completeness
                     of the
                   ORIGINATION
                  of a phenomenon.

                       4
            The absolute Completeness
         of the DEPENDENCE of the EXISTENCE
        of what is changeable in a phenomenon.

We must here remark, �n the f�rst place, that the �dea of absolute
total�ty relates to noth�ng but the expos�t�on of phenomena, and
therefore not to the pure concept�on of a total�ty of th�ngs.
Phenomena are here, therefore, regarded as g�ven, and reason
requ�res the absolute completeness of the cond�t�ons of the�r
poss�b�l�ty, �n so far as these cond�t�ons const�tute a ser�es—
consequently an absolutely (that �s, �n every respect) complete
synthes�s, whereby a phenomenon can be expla�ned accord�ng to
the laws of the understand�ng.

Secondly, �t �s properly the uncond�t�oned alone that reason seeks
�n th�s ser�ally and regress�vely conducted synthes�s of cond�t�ons. It
w�shes, to speak �n another way, to atta�n to completeness �n the
ser�es of prem�sses, so as to render �t unnecessary to presuppose
others. Th�s uncond�t�oned �s always conta�ned �n the absolute
total�ty of the ser�es, when we endeavour to form a representat�on of
�t �n thought. But th�s absolutely complete synthes�s �s �tself but an
�dea; for �t �s �mposs�ble, at least before hand, to know whether any
such synthes�s �s poss�ble �n the case of phenomena. When we
represent all ex�stence �n thought by means of pure concept�ons of



the understand�ng, w�thout any cond�t�ons of sensuous �ntu�t�on, we
may say w�th just�ce that for a g�ven cond�t�oned the whole ser�es of
cond�t�ons subord�nated to each other �s also g�ven; for the former �s
only g�ven through the latter. But we f�nd �n the case of phenomena a
part�cular l�m�tat�on of the mode �n wh�ch cond�t�ons are g�ven, that �s,
through the success�ve synthes�s of the man�fold of �ntu�t�on, wh�ch
must be complete �n the regress. Now whether th�s completeness �s
sensuously poss�ble, �s a problem. But the �dea of �t l�es �n the
reason—be �t poss�ble or �mposs�ble to connect w�th the �dea
adequate emp�r�cal concept�ons. Therefore, as �n the absolute total�ty
of the regress�ve synthes�s of the man�fold �n a phenomenon
(follow�ng the gu�dance of the categor�es, wh�ch represent �t as a
ser�es of cond�t�ons to a g�ven cond�t�oned) the uncond�t�oned �s
necessar�ly conta�ned—�t be�ng st�ll left unascerta�ned whether and
how th�s total�ty ex�sts; reason sets out from the �dea of total�ty,
although �ts proper and f�nal a�m �s the uncond�t�oned—of the whole
ser�es, or of a part thereof.

Th�s uncond�t�oned may be cog�tated—e�ther as ex�st�ng only �n
the ent�re ser�es, all the members of wh�ch therefore would be
w�thout except�on cond�t�oned and only the total�ty absolutely
uncond�t�oned—and �n th�s case the regressus �s called �nf�n�te; or
the absolutely uncond�t�oned �s only a part of the ser�es, to wh�ch the
other members are subord�nated, but wh�ch Is not �tself subm�tted to
any other cond�t�on.[48] In the former case the ser�es �s a parte pr�or�
unl�m�ted (w�thout beg�nn�ng), that �s, �nf�n�te, and nevertheless
completely g�ven. But the regress �n �t �s never completed, and can
only be called potent�ally �nf�n�te. In the second case there ex�sts a
f�rst �n the ser�es. Th�s f�rst �s called, �n relat�on to past t�me, the
beg�nn�ng of the world; �n relat�on to space, the l�m�t of the world; �n
relat�on to the parts of a g�ven l�m�ted whole, the s�mple; �n relat�on to
causes, absolute spontane�ty (l�berty); and �n relat�on to the
ex�stence of changeable th�ngs, absolute phys�cal necess�ty.

[48] The absolute total�ty of the ser�es of cond�t�ons to a g�ven
cond�t�oned �s always uncond�t�oned; because beyond �t there
ex�st no other cond�t�ons, on wh�ch �t m�ght depend. But the
absolute total�ty of such a ser�es �s only an �dea, or rather a
problemat�cal concept�on, the poss�b�l�ty of wh�ch must be



�nvest�gated—part�cularly �n relat�on to the mode �n wh�ch the
uncond�t�oned, as the transcendental �dea wh�ch �s the real
subject of �nqu�ry, may be conta�ned there�n.

We possess two express�ons, world and nature, wh�ch are
generally �nterchanged. The f�rst denotes the mathemat�cal total of
all phenomena and the total�ty of the�r synthes�s—�n �ts progress by
means of compos�t�on, as well as by d�v�s�on. And the world �s
termed nature,[49] when �t �s regarded as a dynam�cal whole—when
our attent�on �s not d�rected to the aggregat�on �n space and t�me, for
the purpose of cog�tat�ng �t as a quant�ty, but to the un�ty �n the
ex�stence of phenomena. In th�s case the cond�t�on of that wh�ch
happens �s called a cause; the uncond�t�oned causal�ty of the cause
�n a phenomenon �s termed l�berty; the cond�t�oned cause �s called �n
a more l�m�ted sense a natural cause. The cond�t�oned �n ex�stence
�s termed cont�ngent, and the uncond�t�oned necessary. The
uncond�t�oned necess�ty of phenomena may be called natural
necess�ty.

[49] Nature, understood adject�ve (formal�ter), s�gn�f�es the
complex of the determ�nat�ons of a th�ng, connected accord�ng to
an �nternal pr�nc�ple of causal�ty. On the other hand, we
understand by nature, substant�ve (mater�al�ter), the sum total of
phenomena, �n so far as they, by v�rtue of an �nternal pr�nc�ple of
causal�ty, are connected w�th each other throughout. In the former
sense we speak of the nature of l�qu�d matter, of f�re, etc., and
employ the word only adject�ve; wh�le, �f speak�ng of the objects of
nature, we have �n our m�nds the �dea of a subs�st�ng whole.

The �deas wh�ch we are at present engaged �n d�scuss�ng I have
called cosmolog�cal �deas; partly because by the term world �s
understood the ent�re content of all phenomena, and our �deas are
d�rected solely to the uncond�t�oned among phenomena; partly also,
because world, �n the transcendental sense, s�gn�f�es the absolute
total�ty of the content of ex�st�ng th�ngs, and we are d�rect�ng our
attent�on only to the completeness of the synthes�s—although,
properly, only �n regress�on. In regard to the fact that these �deas are
all transcendent, and, although they do not transcend phenomena as
regards the�r mode, but are concerned solely w�th the world of sense



(and not w�th noumena), nevertheless carry the�r synthes�s to a
degree far above all poss�ble exper�ence—�t st�ll seems to me that
we can, w�th perfect propr�ety, des�gnate them cosm�cal concept�ons.
As regards the d�st�nct�on between the mathemat�cally and the
dynam�cally uncond�t�oned wh�ch �s the a�m of the regress�on of the
synthes�s, I should call the two former, �n a more l�m�ted s�gn�f�cat�on,
cosm�cal concept�ons, the rema�n�ng two transcendent phys�cal
concept�ons. Th�s d�st�nct�on does not at present seem to be of
part�cular �mportance, but we shall afterwards f�nd �t to be of some
value.

Sect�on II. Ant�thet�c of Pure Reason
Thet�c �s the term appl�ed to every collect�on of dogmat�cal

propos�t�ons. By ant�thet�c I do not understand dogmat�cal assert�ons
of the oppos�te, but the self-contrad�ct�on of seem�ngly dogmat�cal
cogn�t�ons (thes�s cum ant�thes�s), �n none of wh�ch we can d�scover
any dec�ded super�or�ty. Ant�thet�c �s not, therefore, occup�ed w�th
one-s�ded statements, but �s engaged �n cons�der�ng the
contrad�ctory nature of the general cogn�t�ons of reason and �ts
causes. Transcendental ant�thet�c �s an �nvest�gat�on �nto the
ant�nomy of pure reason, �ts causes and result. If we employ our
reason not merely �n the appl�cat�on of the pr�nc�ples of the
understand�ng to objects of exper�ence, but venture w�th �t beyond
these boundar�es, there ar�se certa�n soph�st�cal propos�t�ons or
theorems. These assert�ons have the follow�ng pecul�ar�t�es: They
can f�nd ne�ther conf�rmat�on nor confutat�on �n exper�ence; and each
�s �n �tself not only self-cons�stent, but possesses cond�t�ons of �ts
necess�ty �n the very nature of reason—only that, unluck�ly, there
ex�st just as val�d and necessary grounds for ma�nta�n�ng the
contrary propos�t�on.

The quest�ons wh�ch naturally ar�se �n the cons�derat�on of th�s
d�alect�c of pure reason, are therefore: 1st. In what propos�t�ons �s
pure reason unavo�dably subject to an ant�nomy? 2nd. What are the



causes of th�s ant�nomy? 3rd. Whether and �n what way can reason
free �tself from th�s self-contrad�ct�on?

A d�alect�cal propos�t�on or theorem of pure reason must,
accord�ng to what has been sa�d, be d�st�ngu�shable from all
soph�st�cal propos�t�ons, by the fact that �t �s not an answer to an
arb�trary quest�on, wh�ch may be ra�sed at the mere pleasure of any
person, but to one wh�ch human reason must necessar�ly encounter
�n �ts progress. In the second place, a d�alect�cal propos�t�on, w�th �ts
oppos�te, does not carry the appearance of a merely art�f�c�al �llus�on,
wh�ch d�sappears as soon as �t �s �nvest�gated, but a natural and
unavo�dable �llus�on, wh�ch, even when we are no longer dece�ved
by �t, cont�nues to mock us and, although rendered harmless, can
never be completely removed.

Th�s d�alect�cal doctr�ne w�ll not relate to the un�ty of understand�ng
�n emp�r�cal concept�ons, but to the un�ty of reason �n pure �deas. The
cond�t�ons of th�s doctr�ne are—�nasmuch as �t must, as a synthes�s
accord�ng to rules, be conformable to the understand�ng, and at the
same t�me as the absolute un�ty of the synthes�s, to the reason—
that, �f �t �s adequate to the un�ty of reason, �t �s too great for the
understand�ng, �f accord�ng w�th the understand�ng, �t �s too small for
the reason. Hence ar�ses a mutual oppos�t�on, wh�ch cannot be
avo�ded, do what we w�ll.

These soph�st�cal assert�ons of d�alect�c open, as �t were, a battle-
f�eld, where that s�de obta�ns the v�ctory wh�ch has been perm�tted to
make the attack, and he �s compelled to y�eld who has been
unfortunately obl�ged to stand on the defens�ve. And hence,
champ�ons of ab�l�ty, whether on the r�ght or on the wrong s�de, are
certa�n to carry away the crown of v�ctory, �f they only take care to
have the r�ght to make the last attack, and are not obl�ged to susta�n
another onset from the�r opponent. We can eas�ly bel�eve that th�s
arena has been often trampled by the feet of combatants, that many
v�ctor�es have been obta�ned on both s�des, but that the last v�ctory,
dec�s�ve of the affa�r between the contend�ng part�es, was won by
h�m who fought for the r�ght, only �f h�s adversary was forb�dden to
cont�nue the tourney. As �mpart�al ump�res, we must lay as�de
ent�rely the cons�derat�on whether the combatants are f�ght�ng for the



r�ght or for the wrong s�de, for the true or for the false, and allow the
combat to be f�rst dec�ded. Perhaps, after they have wear�ed more
than �njured each other, they w�ll d�scover the noth�ngness of the�r
cause of quarrel and part good fr�ends.

Th�s method of watch�ng, or rather of or�g�nat�ng, a confl�ct of
assert�ons, not for the purpose of f�nally dec�d�ng �n favour of e�ther
s�de, but to d�scover whether the object of the struggle �s not a mere
�llus�on, wh�ch each str�ves �n va�n to reach, but wh�ch would be no
ga�n even when reached—th�s procedure, I say, may be termed the
scept�cal method. It �s thoroughly d�st�nct from scept�c�sm—the
pr�nc�ple of a techn�cal and sc�ent�f�c �gnorance, wh�ch underm�nes
the foundat�ons of all knowledge, �n order, �f poss�ble, to destroy our
bel�ef and conf�dence there�n. For the scept�cal method a�ms at
certa�nty, by endeavour�ng to d�scover �n a confl�ct of th�s k�nd,
conducted honestly and �ntell�gently on both s�des, the po�nt of
m�sunderstand�ng; just as w�se leg�slators der�ve, from the
embarrassment of judges �n lawsu�ts, �nformat�on �n regard to the
defect�ve and �ll-def�ned parts of the�r statutes. The ant�nomy wh�ch
reveals �tself �n the appl�cat�on of laws, �s for our l�m�ted w�sdom the
best cr�ter�on of leg�slat�on. For the attent�on of reason, wh�ch �n
abstract speculat�on does not eas�ly become consc�ous of �ts errors,
�s thus roused to the momenta �n the determ�nat�on of �ts pr�nc�ples.

But th�s scept�cal method �s essent�ally pecul�ar to transcendental
ph�losophy, and can perhaps be d�spensed w�th �n every other f�eld
of �nvest�gat�on. In mathemat�cs �ts use would be absurd; because �n
�t no false assert�ons can long rema�n h�dden, �nasmuch as �ts
demonstrat�ons must always proceed under the gu�dance of pure
�ntu�t�on, and by means of an always ev�dent synthes�s. In
exper�mental ph�losophy, doubt and delay may be very useful; but no
m�sunderstand�ng �s poss�ble, wh�ch cannot be eas�ly removed; and
�n exper�ence means of solv�ng the d�ff�culty and putt�ng an end to
the d�ssens�on must at last be found, whether sooner or later. Moral
ph�losophy can always exh�b�t �ts pr�nc�ples, w�th the�r pract�cal
consequences, �n concreto—at least �n poss�ble exper�ences, and
thus escape the m�stakes and amb�gu�t�es of abstract�on. But
transcendental propos�t�ons, wh�ch lay cla�m to �ns�ght beyond the
reg�on of poss�ble exper�ence, cannot, on the one hand, exh�b�t the�r



abstract synthes�s �n any à pr�or� �ntu�t�on, nor, on the other, expose a
lurk�ng error by the help of exper�ence. Transcendental reason,
therefore, presents us w�th no other cr�ter�on than that of an attempt
to reconc�le such assert�ons, and for th�s purpose to perm�t a free
and unrestra�ned confl�ct between them. And th�s we now proceed to
arrange.[50]

[50] The ant�nom�es stand �n the order of the four transcendental
�deas above deta�led.

FIRST CONFLICT OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL IDEAS. THESIS.
The world has a beg�nn�ng �n t�me, and �s also l�m�ted �n regard to

space.
PROOF.
Granted that the world has no beg�nn�ng �n t�me; up to every g�ven

moment of t�me, an etern�ty must have elapsed, and therew�th
passed away an �nf�n�te ser�es of success�ve cond�t�ons or states of
th�ngs �n the world. Now the �nf�n�ty of a ser�es cons�sts �n the fact
that �t never can be completed by means of a success�ve synthes�s.
It follows that an �nf�n�te ser�es already elapsed �s �mposs�ble and
that, consequently, a beg�nn�ng of the world �s a necessary cond�t�on
of �ts ex�stence. And th�s was the f�rst th�ng to be proved.

As regards the second, let us take the oppos�te for granted. In th�s
case, the world must be an �nf�n�te g�ven total of coex�stent th�ngs.
Now we cannot cog�tate the d�mens�ons of a quant�ty, wh�ch �s not
g�ven w�th�n certa�n l�m�ts of an �ntu�t�on,[51] �n any other way than by
means of the synthes�s of �ts parts, and the total of such a quant�ty
only by means of a completed synthes�s, or the repeated add�t�on of
un�ty to �tself. Accord�ngly, to cog�tate the world, wh�ch f�lls all
spaces, as a whole, the success�ve synthes�s of the parts of an
�nf�n�te world must be looked upon as completed, that �s to say, an
�nf�n�te t�me must be regarded as hav�ng elapsed �n the enumerat�on
of all co-ex�st�ng th�ngs; wh�ch �s �mposs�ble. For th�s reason an
�nf�n�te aggregate of actual th�ngs cannot be cons�dered as a g�ven
whole, consequently, not as a contemporaneously g�ven whole. The
world �s consequently, as regards extens�on �n space, not �nf�n�te, but
enclosed �n l�m�ts. And th�s was the second th�ng to be proved.



[51] We may cons�der an undeterm�ned quant�ty as a whole, when
�t �s enclosed w�th�n l�m�ts, although we cannot construct or
ascerta�n �ts total�ty by measurement, that �s, by the success�ve
synthes�s of �ts parts. For �ts l�m�ts of themselves determ�ne �ts
completeness as a whole.

ANTITHESIS.
The world has no beg�nn�ng, and no l�m�ts �n space, but �s, �n

relat�on both to t�me and space, �nf�n�te.
PROOF.
For let �t be granted that �t has a beg�nn�ng. A beg�nn�ng �s an

ex�stence wh�ch �s preceded by a t�me �n wh�ch the th�ng does not
ex�st. On the above suppos�t�on, �t follows that there must have been
a t�me �n wh�ch the world d�d not ex�st, that �s, a vo�d t�me. But �n a
vo�d t�me the or�g�nat�on of a th�ng �s �mposs�ble; because no part of
any such t�me conta�ns a d�st�nct�ve cond�t�on of be�ng, �n preference
to that of non-be�ng (whether the supposed th�ng or�g�nate of �tself, or
by means of some other cause). Consequently, many ser�es of
th�ngs may have a beg�nn�ng �n the world, but the world �tself cannot
have a beg�nn�ng, and �s, therefore, �n relat�on to past t�me, �nf�n�te.

As regards the second statement, let us f�rst take the oppos�te for
granted—that the world �s f�n�te and l�m�ted �n space; �t follows that �t
must ex�st �n a vo�d space, wh�ch �s not l�m�ted. We should therefore
meet not only w�th a relat�on of th�ngs �n space, but also a relat�on of
th�ngs to space. Now, as the world �s an absolute whole, out of and
beyond wh�ch no object of �ntu�t�on, and consequently no correlate to
wh�ch can be d�scovered, th�s relat�on of the world to a vo�d space �s
merely a relat�on to no object. But such a relat�on, and consequently
the l�m�tat�on of the world by vo�d space, �s noth�ng. Consequently,
the world, as regards space, �s not l�m�ted, that �s, �t �s �nf�n�te �n
regard to extens�on.[52]

[52] Space �s merely the form of external �ntu�t�on (formal
�ntu�t�on), and not a real object wh�ch can be externally perce�ved.
Space, pr�or to all th�ngs wh�ch determ�ne �t (f�ll or l�m�t �t), or,
rather, wh�ch present an emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on conformable to �t, �s,
under the t�tle of absolute space, noth�ng but the mere poss�b�l�ty
of external phenomena, �n so far as they e�ther ex�st �n



themselves, or can annex themselves to g�ven �ntu�t�ons.
Emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on �s therefore not a compos�t�on of phenomena
and space (of percept�on and empty �ntu�t�on). The one �s not the
correlate of the other �n a synthes�s, but they are v�tally connected
�n the same emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, as matter and form. If we w�sh to
set one of these two apart from the other—space from
phenomena—there ar�se all sorts of empty determ�nat�ons of
external �ntu�t�on, wh�ch are very far from be�ng poss�ble
percept�ons. For example, mot�on or rest of the world �n an �nf�n�te
empty space, or a determ�nat�on of the mutual relat�on of both,
cannot poss�bly be perce�ved, and �s therefore merely the
pred�cate of a not�onal ent�ty.

OBSERVATIONS ON THE FIRST ANTINOMY. ON THE THESIS.
In br�ng�ng forward these confl�ct�ng arguments, I have not been

on the search for soph�sms, for the purpose of ava�l�ng myself of
spec�al plead�ng, wh�ch takes advantage of the carelessness of the
oppos�te party, appeals to a m�sunderstood statute, and erects �ts
unr�ghteous cla�ms upon an unfa�r �nterpretat�on. Both proofs
or�g�nate fa�rly from the nature of the case, and the advantage
presented by the m�stakes of the dogmat�sts of both part�es has
been completely set as�de.

The thes�s m�ght also have been unfa�rly demonstrated, by the
�ntroduct�on of an erroneous concept�on of the �nf�n�ty of a g�ven
quant�ty. A quant�ty �s �nf�n�te, �f a greater than �tself cannot poss�bly
ex�st. The quant�ty �s measured by the number of g�ven un�ts—wh�ch
are taken as a standard—conta�ned �n �t. Now no number can be the
greatest, because one or more un�ts can always be added. It follows
that an �nf�n�te g�ven quant�ty, consequently an �nf�n�te world (both as
regards t�me and extens�on) �s �mposs�ble. It �s, therefore, l�m�ted �n
both respects. In th�s manner I m�ght have conducted my proof; but
the concept�on g�ven �n �t does not agree w�th the true concept�on of
an �nf�n�te whole. In th�s there �s no representat�on of �ts quant�ty, �t �s
not sa�d how large �t �s; consequently �ts concept�on �s not the
concept�on of a max�mum. We cog�tate �n �t merely �ts relat�on to an
arb�trar�ly assumed un�t, �n relat�on to wh�ch �t �s greater than any
number. Now, just as the un�t wh�ch �s taken �s greater or smaller, the
�nf�n�te w�ll be greater or smaller; but the �nf�n�ty, wh�ch cons�sts



merely �n the relat�on to th�s g�ven un�t, must rema�n always the
same, although the absolute quant�ty of the whole �s not thereby
cogn�zed.

The true (transcendental) concept�on of �nf�n�ty �s: that the
success�ve synthes�s of un�ty �n the measurement of a g�ven
quantum can never be completed.[53] Hence �t follows, w�thout
poss�b�l�ty of m�stake, that an etern�ty of actual success�ve states up
to a g�ven (the present) moment cannot have elapsed, and that the
world must therefore have a beg�nn�ng.

[53] The quantum �n th�s sense conta�ns a conger�es of g�ven
un�ts, wh�ch �s greater than any number—and th�s �s the
mathemat�cal concept�on of the �nf�n�te.

In regard to the second part of the thes�s, the d�ff�culty as to an
�nf�n�te and yet elapsed ser�es d�sappears; for the man�fold of a world
�nf�n�te �n extens�on �s contemporaneously g�ven. But, �n order to
cog�tate the total of th�s man�fold, as we cannot have the a�d of l�m�ts
const�tut�ng by themselves th�s total �n �ntu�t�on, we are obl�ged to
g�ve some account of our concept�on, wh�ch �n th�s case cannot
proceed from the whole to the determ�ned quant�ty of the parts, but
must demonstrate the poss�b�l�ty of a whole by means of a
success�ve synthes�s of the parts. But as th�s synthes�s must
const�tute a ser�es that cannot be completed, �t �s �mposs�ble for us to
cog�tate pr�or to �t, and consequently not by means of �t, a total�ty. For
the concept�on of total�ty �tself �s �n the present case the
representat�on of a completed synthes�s of the parts; and th�s
complet�on, and consequently �ts concept�on, �s �mposs�ble.

ON THE ANTITHESIS.
The proof �n favour of the �nf�n�ty of the cosm�cal success�on and

the cosm�cal content �s based upon the cons�derat�on that, �n the
oppos�te case, a vo�d t�me and a vo�d space must const�tute the
l�m�ts of the world. Now I am not unaware, that there are some ways
of escap�ng th�s conclus�on. It may, for example, be alleged, that a
l�m�t to the world, as regards both space and t�me, �s qu�te poss�ble,
w�thout at the same t�me hold�ng the ex�stence of an absolute t�me
before the beg�nn�ng of the world, or an absolute space extend�ng



beyond the actual world—wh�ch �s �mposs�ble. I am qu�te well
sat�sf�ed w�th the latter part of th�s op�n�on of the ph�losophers of the
Le�bn�tz�an school. Space �s merely the form of external �ntu�t�on, but
not a real object wh�ch can �tself be externally �ntu�ted; �t �s not a
correlate of phenomena, �t �s the form of phenomena �tself. Space,
therefore, cannot be regarded as absolutely and �n �tself someth�ng
determ�nat�ve of the ex�stence of th�ngs, because �t �s not �tself an
object, but only the form of poss�ble objects. Consequently, th�ngs,
as phenomena, determ�ne space; that �s to say, they render �t
poss�ble that, of all the poss�ble pred�cates of space (s�ze and
relat�on), certa�n may belong to real�ty. But we cannot aff�rm the
converse, that space, as someth�ng self-subs�stent, can determ�ne
real th�ngs �n regard to s�ze or shape, for �t �s �n �tself not a real th�ng.
Space (f�lled or vo�d)[54] may therefore be l�m�ted by phenomena, but
phenomena cannot be l�m�ted by an empty space w�thout them. Th�s
�s true of t�me also. All th�s be�ng granted, �t �s nevertheless
�nd�sputable, that we must assume these two nonent�t�es, vo�d space
w�thout and vo�d t�me before the world, �f we assume the ex�stence of
cosm�cal l�m�ts, relat�vely to space or t�me.

[54] It �s ev�dent that what �s meant here �s, that empty space, �n
so far as �t �s l�m�ted by phenomena—space, that �s, w�th�n the
world—does not at least contrad�ct transcendental pr�nc�ples, and
may therefore, as regards them, be adm�tted, although �ts
poss�b�l�ty cannot on that account be aff�rmed.

For, as regards the subterfuge adopted by those who endeavour
to evade the consequence—that, �f the world �s l�m�ted as to space
and t�me, the �nf�n�te vo�d must determ�ne the ex�stence of actual
th�ngs �n regard to the�r d�mens�ons—�t ar�ses solely from the fact
that �nstead of a sensuous world, an �ntell�g�ble world—of wh�ch
noth�ng �s known—�s cog�tated; �nstead of a real beg�nn�ng (an
ex�stence, wh�ch �s preceded by a per�od �n wh�ch noth�ng ex�sts), an
ex�stence wh�ch presupposes no other cond�t�on than that of t�me;
and, �nstead of l�m�ts of extens�on, boundar�es of the un�verse. But
the quest�on relates to the mundus phaenomenon, and �ts quant�ty;
and �n th�s case we cannot make abstract�on of the cond�t�ons of
sens�b�l�ty, w�thout do�ng away w�th the essent�al real�ty of th�s world



�tself. The world of sense, �f �t �s l�m�ted, must necessar�ly l�e �n the
�nf�n�te vo�d. If th�s, and w�th �t space as the à pr�or� cond�t�on of the
poss�b�l�ty of phenomena, �s left out of v�ew, the whole world of sense
d�sappears. In our problem �s th�s alone cons�dered as g�ven. The
mundus �ntell�g�b�l�s �s noth�ng but the general concept�on of a world,
�n wh�ch abstract�on has been made of all cond�t�ons of �ntu�t�on, and
�n relat�on to wh�ch no synthet�cal propos�t�on—e�ther aff�rmat�ve or
negat�ve—�s poss�ble.

SECOND CONFLICT OF TRANSCENDENTAL IDEAS. THESIS.
Every compos�te substance �n the world cons�sts of s�mple parts;

and there ex�sts noth�ng that �s not e�ther �tself s�mple, or composed
of s�mple parts.

PROOF.
For, grant that compos�te substances do not cons�st of s�mple

parts; �n th�s case, �f all comb�nat�on or compos�t�on were ann�h�lated
�n thought, no compos�te part, and (as, by the suppos�t�on, there do
not ex�st s�mple parts) no s�mple part would ex�st. Consequently, no
substance; consequently, noth�ng would ex�st. E�ther, then, �t �s
�mposs�ble to ann�h�late compos�t�on �n thought; or, after such
ann�h�lat�on, there must rema�n someth�ng that subs�sts w�thout
compos�t�on, that �s, someth�ng that �s s�mple. But �n the former case
the compos�te could not �tself cons�st of substances, because w�th
substances compos�t�on �s merely a cont�ngent relat�on, apart from
wh�ch they must st�ll ex�st as self-subs�stent be�ngs. Now, as th�s
case contrad�cts the suppos�t�on, the second must conta�n the truth
—that the substant�al compos�te �n the world cons�sts of s�mple
parts.

It follows, as an �mmed�ate �nference, that the th�ngs �n the world
are all, w�thout except�on, s�mple be�ngs—that compos�t�on �s merely
an external cond�t�on perta�n�ng to them—and that, although we
never can separate and �solate the elementary substances from the
state of compos�t�on, reason must cog�tate these as the pr�mary
subjects of all compos�t�on, and consequently, as pr�or thereto—and
as s�mple substances.

ANTITHESIS.



No compos�te th�ng �n the world cons�sts of s�mple parts; and there
does not ex�st �n the world any s�mple substance.

PROOF.
Let �t be supposed that a compos�te th�ng (as substance) cons�sts

of s�mple parts. Inasmuch as all external relat�on, consequently all
compos�t�on of substances, �s poss�ble only �n space; the space,
occup�ed by that wh�ch �s compos�te, must cons�st of the same
number of parts as �s conta�ned �n the compos�te. But space does
not cons�st of s�mple parts, but of spaces. Therefore, every part of
the compos�te must occupy a space. But the absolutely pr�mary parts
of what �s compos�te are s�mple. It follows that what �s s�mple
occup�es a space. Now, as everyth�ng real that occup�es a space,
conta�ns a man�fold the parts of wh�ch are external to each other,
and �s consequently compos�te—and a real compos�te, not of
acc�dents (for these cannot ex�st external to each other apart from
substance), but of substances—�t follows that the s�mple must be a
substant�al compos�te, wh�ch �s self-contrad�ctory.

The second propos�t�on of the ant�thes�s—that there ex�sts �n the
world noth�ng that �s s�mple—�s here equ�valent to the follow�ng: The
ex�stence of the absolutely s�mple cannot be demonstrated from any
exper�ence or percept�on e�ther external or �nternal; and the
absolutely s�mple �s a mere �dea, the object�ve real�ty of wh�ch
cannot be demonstrated �n any poss�ble exper�ence; �t �s
consequently, �n the expos�t�on of phenomena, w�thout appl�cat�on
and object. For, let us take for granted that an object may be found �n
exper�ence for th�s transcendental �dea; the emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on of
such an object must then be recogn�zed to conta�n absolutely no
man�fold w�th �ts parts external to each other, and connected �nto
un�ty. Now, as we cannot reason from the non-consc�ousness of
such a man�fold to the �mposs�b�l�ty of �ts ex�stence �n the �ntu�t�on of
an object, and as the proof of th�s �mposs�b�l�ty �s necessary for the
establ�shment and proof of absolute s�mpl�c�ty; �t follows that th�s
s�mpl�c�ty cannot be �nferred from any percept�on whatever. As,
therefore, an absolutely s�mple object cannot be g�ven �n any
exper�ence, and the world of sense must be cons�dered as the sum
total of all poss�ble exper�ences: noth�ng s�mple ex�sts �n the world.



Th�s second propos�t�on �n the ant�thes�s has a more extended a�m
than the f�rst. The f�rst merely ban�shes the s�mple from the �ntu�t�on
of the compos�te; wh�le the second dr�ves �t ent�rely out of nature.
Hence we were unable to demonstrate �t from the concept�on of a
g�ven object of external �ntu�t�on (of the compos�te), but we were
obl�ged to prove �t from the relat�on of a g�ven object to a poss�ble
exper�ence �n general.

OBSERVATIONS ON THE SECOND ANTINOMY. THESIS.
When I speak of a whole, wh�ch necessar�ly cons�sts of s�mple

parts, I understand thereby only a substant�al whole, as the true
compos�te; that �s to say, I understand that cont�ngent un�ty of the
man�fold wh�ch �s g�ven as perfectly �solated (at least �n thought),
placed �n rec�procal connect�on, and thus const�tuted a un�ty. Space
ought not to be called a compos�tum but a totum, for �ts parts are
poss�ble �n the whole, and not the whole by means of the parts. It
m�ght perhaps be called a compos�tum �deale, but not a compos�tum
reale. But th�s �s of no �mportance. As space �s not a compos�te of
substances (and not even of real acc�dents), �f I abstract all
compos�t�on there�n—noth�ng, not even a po�nt, rema�ns; for a po�nt
�s poss�ble only as the l�m�t of a space—consequently of a
compos�te. Space and t�me, therefore, do not cons�st of s�mple parts.
That wh�ch belongs only to the cond�t�on or state of a substance,
even although �t possesses a quant�ty (mot�on or change, for
example), l�kew�se does not cons�st of s�mple parts. That �s to say, a
certa�n degree of change does not or�g�nate from the add�t�on of
many s�mple changes. Our �nference of the s�mple from the
compos�te �s val�d only of self-subs�st�ng th�ngs. But the acc�dents of
a state are not self-subs�stent. The proof, then, for the necess�ty of
the s�mple, as the component part of all that �s substant�al and
compos�te, may prove a fa�lure, and the whole case of th�s thes�s be
lost, �f we carry the propos�t�on too far, and w�sh to make �t val�d of
everyth�ng that �s compos�te w�thout d�st�nct�on—as �ndeed has really
now and then happened. Bes�des, I am here speak�ng only of the
s�mple, �n so far as �t �s necessar�ly g�ven �n the compos�te—the latter
be�ng capable of solut�on �nto the former as �ts component parts. The
proper s�gn�f�cat�on of the word monas (as employed by Le�bn�tz)
ought to relate to the s�mple, g�ven �mmed�ately as s�mple substance



(for example, �n consc�ousness), and not as an element of the
compos�te. As an clement, the term atomus would be more
appropr�ate. And as I w�sh to prove the ex�stence of s�mple
substances, only �n relat�on to, and as the elements of, the
compos�te, I m�ght term the ant�thes�s of the second Ant�nomy,
transcendental Atom�st�c. But as th�s word has long been employed
to des�gnate a part�cular theory of corporeal phenomena
(moleculae), and thus presupposes a bas�s of emp�r�cal concept�ons,
I prefer call�ng �t the d�alect�cal pr�nc�ple of Monadology.

ANTITHESIS.
Aga�nst the assert�on of the �nf�n�te subd�v�s�b�l�ty of matter whose

ground of proof �s purely mathemat�cal, object�ons have been alleged
by the Monad�sts. These object�ons lay themselves open, at f�rst
s�ght, to susp�c�on, from the fact that they do not recogn�ze the
clearest mathemat�cal proofs as propos�t�ons relat�ng to the
const�tut�on of space, �n so far as �t �s really the formal cond�t�on of
the poss�b�l�ty of all matter, but regard them merely as �nferences
from abstract but arb�trary concept�ons, wh�ch cannot have any
appl�cat�on to real th�ngs. Just as �f �t were poss�ble to �mag�ne
another mode of �ntu�t�on than that g�ven �n the pr�m�t�ve �ntu�t�on of
space; and just as �f �ts à pr�or� determ�nat�ons d�d not apply to
everyth�ng, the ex�stence of wh�ch �s poss�ble, from the fact alone of
�ts f�ll�ng space. If we l�sten to them, we shall f�nd ourselves requ�red
to cog�tate, �n add�t�on to the mathemat�cal po�nt, wh�ch �s s�mple—
not, however, a part, but a mere l�m�t of space—phys�cal po�nts,
wh�ch are �ndeed l�kew�se s�mple, but possess the pecul�ar property,
as parts of space, of f�ll�ng �t merely by the�r aggregat�on. I shall not
repeat here the common and clear refutat�ons of th�s absurd�ty,
wh�ch are to be found everywhere �n numbers: every one knows that
�t �s �mposs�ble to underm�ne the ev�dence of mathemat�cs by mere
d�scurs�ve concept�ons; I shall only remark that, �f �n th�s case
ph�losophy endeavours to ga�n an advantage over mathemat�cs by
soph�st�cal art�f�ces, �t �s because �t forgets that the d�scuss�on relates
solely to Phenomena and the�r cond�t�ons. It �s not suff�c�ent to f�nd
the concept�on of the s�mple for the pure concept�on of the
compos�te, but we must d�scover for the �ntu�t�on of the compos�te
(matter), the �ntu�t�on of the s�mple. Now th�s, accord�ng to the laws



of sens�b�l�ty, and consequently �n the case of objects of sense, �s
utterly �mposs�ble. In the case of a whole composed of substances,
wh�ch �s cog�tated solely by the pure understand�ng, �t may be
necessary to be �n possess�on of the s�mple before compos�t�on �s
poss�ble. But th�s does not hold good of the Totum substant�ale
phaenomenon, wh�ch, as an emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on �n space, possesses
the necessary property of conta�n�ng no s�mple part, for the very
reason that no part of space �s s�mple. Meanwh�le, the Monad�sts
have been subtle enough to escape from th�s d�ff�culty, by
presuppos�ng �ntu�t�on and the dynam�cal relat�on of substances as
the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of space, �nstead of regard�ng space
as the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of the objects of external �ntu�t�on,
that �s, of bod�es. Now we have a concept�on of bod�es only as
phenomena, and, as such, they necessar�ly presuppose space as
the cond�t�on of all external phenomena. The evas�on �s therefore �n
va�n; as, �ndeed, we have suff�c�ently shown �n our Æsthet�c. If
bod�es were th�ngs �n themselves, the proof of the Monad�sts would
be unexcept�onable.

The second d�alect�cal assert�on possesses the pecul�ar�ty of
hav�ng opposed to �t a dogmat�cal propos�t�on, wh�ch, among all such
soph�st�cal statements, �s the only one that undertakes to prove �n
the case of an object of exper�ence, that wh�ch �s properly a
transcendental �dea—the absolute s�mpl�c�ty of substance. The
propos�t�on �s that the object of the �nternal sense, the th�nk�ng Ego,
�s an absolute s�mple substance. W�thout at present enter�ng upon
th�s subject—as �t has been cons�dered at length �n a former chapter
—I shall merely remark that, �f someth�ng �s cog�tated merely as an
object, w�thout the add�t�on of any synthet�cal determ�nat�on of �ts
�ntu�t�on—as happens �n the case of the bare representat�on, I—�t �s
certa�n that no man�fold and no compos�t�on can be perce�ved �n
such a representat�on. As, moreover, the pred�cates whereby I
cog�tate th�s object are merely �ntu�t�ons of the �nternal sense, there
cannot be d�scovered �n them anyth�ng to prove the ex�stence of a
man�fold whose parts are external to each other, and, consequently,
noth�ng to prove the ex�stence of real compos�t�on. Consc�ousness,
therefore, �s so const�tuted that, �nasmuch as the th�nk�ng subject �s
at the same t�me �ts own object, �t cannot d�v�de �tself—although �t



can d�v�de �ts �nher�ng determ�nat�ons. For every object �n relat�on to
�tself �s absolute un�ty. Nevertheless, �f the subject �s regarded
externally, as an object of �ntu�t�on, �t must, �n �ts character of
phenomenon, possess the property of compos�t�on. And �t must
always be regarded �n th�s manner, �f we w�sh to know whether there
�s or �s not conta�ned �n �t a man�fold whose parts are external to
each other.

THIRD CONFLICT OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL IDEAS.
THESIS.

Causal�ty accord�ng to the laws of nature, �s not the only causal�ty
operat�ng to or�g�nate the phenomena of the world. A causal�ty of
freedom �s also necessary to account fully for these phenomena.

PROOF.
Let �t be supposed, that there �s no other k�nd of causal�ty than that

accord�ng to the laws of nature. Consequently, everyth�ng that
happens presupposes a prev�ous cond�t�on, wh�ch �t follows w�th
absolute certa�nty, �n conform�ty w�th a rule. But th�s prev�ous
cond�t�on must �tself be someth�ng that has happened (that has
ar�sen �n t�me, as �t d�d not ex�st before), for, �f �t has always been �n
ex�stence, �ts consequence or effect would not thus or�g�nate for the
f�rst t�me, but would l�kew�se have always ex�sted. The causal�ty,
therefore, of a cause, whereby someth�ng happens, �s �tself a th�ng
that has happened. Now th�s aga�n presupposes, �n conform�ty w�th
the law of nature, a prev�ous cond�t�on and �ts causal�ty, and th�s
another anter�or to the former, and so on. If, then, everyth�ng
happens solely �n accordance w�th the laws of nature, there cannot
be any real f�rst beg�nn�ng of th�ngs, but only a subaltern or
comparat�ve beg�nn�ng. There cannot, therefore, be a completeness
of ser�es on the s�de of the causes wh�ch or�g�nate the one from the
other. But the law of nature �s that noth�ng can happen w�thout a
suff�c�ent à pr�or� determ�ned cause. The propos�t�on therefore—�f all
causal�ty �s poss�ble only �n accordance w�th the laws of nature—�s,
when stated �n th�s unl�m�ted and general manner, self-contrad�ctory.
It follows that th�s cannot be the only k�nd of causal�ty.

From what has been sa�d, �t follows that a causal�ty must be
adm�tted, by means of wh�ch someth�ng happens, w�thout �ts cause



be�ng determ�ned accord�ng to necessary laws by some other cause
preced�ng. That �s to say, there must ex�st an absolute spontane�ty of
cause, wh�ch of �tself or�g�nates a ser�es of phenomena wh�ch
proceeds accord�ng to natural laws—consequently transcendental
freedom, w�thout wh�ch even �n the course of nature the success�on
of phenomena on the s�de of causes �s never complete.

ANTITHESIS.
There �s no such th�ng as freedom, but everyth�ng �n the world

happens solely accord�ng to the laws of nature.
PROOF.
Granted, that there does ex�st freedom �n the transcendental

sense, as a pecul�ar k�nd of causal�ty, operat�ng to produce events �n
the world—a faculty, that �s to say, of or�g�nat�ng a state, and
consequently a ser�es of consequences from that state. In th�s case,
not only the ser�es or�g�nated by th�s spontane�ty, but the
determ�nat�on of th�s spontane�ty �tself to the product�on of the ser�es,
that �s to say, the causal�ty �tself must have an absolute
commencement, such that noth�ng can precede to determ�ne th�s
act�on accord�ng to unvary�ng laws. But every beg�nn�ng of act�on
presupposes �n the act�ng cause a state of �nact�on; and a
dynam�cally pr�mal beg�nn�ng of act�on presupposes a state, wh�ch
has no connect�on—as regards causal�ty—w�th the preced�ng state
of the cause—wh�ch does not, that �s, �n any w�se result from �t.
Transcendental freedom �s therefore opposed to the natural law of
cause and effect, and such a conjunct�on of success�ve states �n
effect�ve causes �s destruct�ve of the poss�b�l�ty of un�ty �n exper�ence
and for that reason not to be found �n exper�ence—�s consequently a
mere f�ct�on of thought.

We have, therefore, noth�ng but nature to wh�ch we must look for
connect�on and order �n cosm�cal events. Freedom—�ndependence
of the laws of nature—�s certa�nly a del�verance from restra�nt, but �t
�s also a rel�nqu�sh�ng of the gu�dance of law and rule. For �t cannot
be alleged that, �nstead of the laws of nature, laws of freedom may
be �ntroduced �nto the causal�ty of the course of nature. For, �f
freedom were determ�ned accord�ng to laws, �t would be no longer
freedom, but merely nature. Nature, therefore, and transcendental



freedom are d�st�ngu�shable as conform�ty to law and lawlessness.
The former �mposes upon understand�ng the d�ff�culty of seek�ng the
or�g�n of events ever h�gher and h�gher �n the ser�es of causes,
�nasmuch as causal�ty �s always cond�t�oned thereby; wh�le �t
compensates th�s labour by the guarantee of a un�ty complete and �n
conform�ty w�th law. The latter, on the contrary, holds out to the
understand�ng the prom�se of a po�nt of rest �n the cha�n of causes,
by conduct�ng �t to an uncond�t�oned causal�ty, wh�ch professes to
have the power of spontaneous or�g�nat�on, but wh�ch, �n �ts own
utter bl�ndness, depr�ves �t of the gu�dance of rules, by wh�ch alone a
completely connected exper�ence �s poss�ble.

OBSERVATIONS ON THE THIRD ANTINOMY. ON THE THESIS.
The transcendental �dea of freedom �s far from const�tut�ng the

ent�re content of the psycholog�cal concept�on so termed, wh�ch �s for
the most part emp�r�cal. It merely presents us w�th the concept�on of
spontane�ty of act�on, as the proper ground for �mput�ng freedom to
the cause of a certa�n class of objects. It �s, however, the true
stumbl�ng-stone to ph�losophy, wh�ch meets w�th unconquerable
d�ff�cult�es �n the way of �ts adm�tt�ng th�s k�nd of uncond�t�oned
causal�ty. That element �n the quest�on of the freedom of the w�ll,
wh�ch has for so long a t�me placed speculat�ve reason �n such
perplex�ty, �s properly only transcendental, and concerns the
quest�on, whether there must be held to ex�st a faculty of
spontaneous or�g�nat�on of a ser�es of success�ve th�ngs or states.
How such a faculty �s poss�ble �s not a necessary �nqu�ry; for �n the
case of natural causal�ty �tself, we are obl�ged to content ourselves
w�th the à pr�or� knowledge that such a causal�ty must be
presupposed, although we are qu�te �ncapable of comprehend�ng
how the be�ng of one th�ng �s poss�ble through the be�ng of another,
but must for th�s �nformat�on look ent�rely to exper�ence. Now we
have demonstrated th�s necess�ty of a free f�rst beg�nn�ng of a ser�es
of phenomena, only �n so far as �t �s requ�red for the comprehens�on
of an or�g�n of the world, all follow�ng states be�ng regarded as a
success�on accord�ng to laws of nature alone. But, as there has thus
been proved the ex�stence of a faculty wh�ch can of �tself or�g�nate a
ser�es �n t�me—although we are unable to expla�n how �t can ex�st—
we feel ourselves author�zed to adm�t, even �n the m�dst of the



natural course of events, a beg�nn�ng, as regards causal�ty, of
d�fferent success�ons of phenomena, and at the same t�me to
attr�bute to all substances a faculty of free act�on. But we ought �n
th�s case not to allow ourselves to fall �nto a common
m�sunderstand�ng, and to suppose that, because a success�ve ser�es
�n the world can only have a comparat�vely f�rst beg�nn�ng—another
state or cond�t�on of th�ngs always preced�ng—an absolutely f�rst
beg�nn�ng of a ser�es �n the course of nature �s �mposs�ble. For we
are not speak�ng here of an absolutely f�rst beg�nn�ng �n relat�on to
t�me, but as regards causal�ty alone. When, for example, I,
completely of my own free w�ll, and �ndependently of the necessar�ly
determ�nat�ve �nfluence of natural causes, r�se from my cha�r, there
commences w�th th�s event, �nclud�ng �ts mater�al consequences �n
�nf�n�tum, an absolutely new ser�es; although, �n relat�on to t�me, th�s
event �s merely the cont�nuat�on of a preced�ng ser�es. For th�s
resolut�on and act of m�ne do not form part of the success�on of
effects �n nature, and are not mere cont�nuat�ons of �t; on the
contrary, the determ�n�ng causes of nature cease to operate �n
reference to th�s event, wh�ch certa�nly succeeds the acts of nature,
but does not proceed from them. For these reasons, the act�on of a
free agent must be termed, �n regard to causal�ty, �f not �n relat�on to
t�me, an absolutely pr�mal beg�nn�ng of a ser�es of phenomena.

The just�f�cat�on of th�s need of reason to rest upon a free act as
the f�rst beg�nn�ng of the ser�es of natural causes �s ev�dent from the
fact, that all ph�losophers of ant�qu�ty (w�th the except�on of the
Ep�curean school) felt themselves obl�ged, when construct�ng a
theory of the mot�ons of the un�verse, to accept a pr�me mover, that
�s, a freely act�ng cause, wh�ch spontaneously and pr�or to all other
causes evolved th�s ser�es of states. They always felt the need of
go�ng beyond mere nature, for the purpose of mak�ng a f�rst
beg�nn�ng comprehens�ble.

ON THE ANTITHESIS.
The assertor of the all-suff�c�ency of nature �n regard to causal�ty

(transcendental Phys�ocracy), �n oppos�t�on to the doctr�ne of
freedom, would defend h�s v�ew of the quest�on somewhat �n the
follow�ng manner. He would say, �n answer to the soph�st�cal



arguments of the oppos�te party: If you do not accept a mathemat�cal
f�rst, �n relat�on to t�me, you have no need to seek a dynam�cal f�rst,
�n regard to causal�ty. Who compelled you to �mag�ne an absolutely
pr�mal cond�t�on of the world, and therew�th an absolute beg�nn�ng of
the gradually progress�ng success�ons of phenomena—and, as
some foundat�on for th�s fancy of yours, to set bounds to unl�m�ted
nature? Inasmuch as the substances �n the world have always
ex�sted—at least the un�ty of exper�ence renders such a suppos�t�on
qu�te necessary—there �s no d�ff�culty �n bel�ev�ng also, that the
changes �n the cond�t�ons of these substances have always ex�sted;
and, consequently, that a f�rst beg�nn�ng, mathemat�cal or dynam�cal,
�s by no means requ�red. The poss�b�l�ty of such an �nf�n�te der�vat�on,
w�thout any �n�t�al member from wh�ch all the others result, �s
certa�nly qu�te �ncomprehens�ble. But, �f you are rash enough to deny
the en�gmat�cal secrets of nature for th�s reason, you w�ll f�nd
yourselves obl�ged to deny also the ex�stence of many fundamental
propert�es of natural objects (such as fundamental forces), wh�ch you
can just as l�ttle comprehend; and even the poss�b�l�ty of so s�mple a
concept�on as that of change must present to you �nsuperable
d�ff�cult�es. For �f exper�ence d�d not teach you that �t was real, you
never could conce�ve à pr�or� the poss�b�l�ty of th�s ceaseless
sequence of be�ng and non-be�ng.

But �f the ex�stence of a transcendental faculty of freedom �s
granted—a faculty of or�g�nat�ng changes �n the world—th�s faculty
must at least ex�st out of and apart from the world; although �t �s
certa�nly a bold assumpt�on, that, over and above the complete
content of all poss�ble �ntu�t�ons, there st�ll ex�sts an object wh�ch
cannot be presented �n any poss�ble percept�on. But, to attr�bute to
substances �n the world �tself such a faculty, �s qu�te �nadm�ss�ble;
for, �n th�s case; the connect�on of phenomena rec�procally
determ�n�ng and determ�ned accord�ng to general laws, wh�ch �s
termed nature, and along w�th �t the cr�ter�a of emp�r�cal truth, wh�ch
enable us to d�st�ngu�sh exper�ence from mere v�s�onary dream�ng,
would almost ent�rely d�sappear. In prox�m�ty w�th such a lawless
faculty of freedom, a system of nature �s hardly cog�table; for the
laws of the latter would be cont�nually subject to the �ntrus�ve
�nfluences of the former, and the course of phenomena, wh�ch would



otherw�se proceed regularly and un�formly, would become thereby
confused and d�sconnected.

FOURTH CONFLICT OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL IDEAS.
THESIS.

There ex�sts e�ther �n, or �n connect�on w�th the world—e�ther as a
part of �t, or as the cause of �t—an absolutely necessary be�ng.

PROOF.
The world of sense, as the sum total of all phenomena, conta�ns a

ser�es of changes. For, w�thout such a ser�es, the mental
representat�on of the ser�es of t�me �tself, as the cond�t�on of the
poss�b�l�ty of the sensuous world, could not be presented to us.[55]

But every change stands under �ts cond�t�on, wh�ch precedes �t �n
t�me and renders �t necessary. Now the ex�stence of a g�ven
cond�t�on presupposes a complete ser�es of cond�t�ons up to the
absolutely uncond�t�oned, wh�ch alone �s absolutely necessary. It
follows that someth�ng that �s absolutely necessary must ex�st, �f
change ex�sts as �ts consequence. But th�s necessary th�ng �tself
belongs to the sensuous world. For suppose �t to ex�st out of and
apart from �t, the ser�es of cosm�cal changes would rece�ve from �t a
beg�nn�ng, and yet th�s necessary cause would not �tself belong to
the world of sense. But th�s �s �mposs�ble. For, as the beg�nn�ng of a
ser�es �n t�me �s determ�ned only by that wh�ch precedes �t �n t�me,
the supreme cond�t�on of the beg�nn�ng of a ser�es of changes must
ex�st �n the t�me �n wh�ch th�s ser�es �tself d�d not ex�st; for a
beg�nn�ng supposes a t�me preced�ng, �n wh�ch the th�ng that beg�ns
to be was not �n ex�stence. The causal�ty of the necessary cause of
changes, and consequently the cause �tself, must for these reasons
belong to t�me—and to phenomena, t�me be�ng poss�ble only as the
form of phenomena. Consequently, �t cannot be cog�tated as
separated from the world of sense—the sum total of all phenomena.
There �s, therefore, conta�ned �n the world, someth�ng that �s
absolutely necessary—whether �t be the whole cosm�cal ser�es �tself,
or only a part of �t.

[55] Object�vely, t�me, as the formal cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of
change, precedes all changes; but subject�vely, and �n



consc�ousness, the representat�on of t�me, l�ke every other, �s
g�ven solely by occas�on of percept�on.

ANTITHESIS.
An absolutely necessary be�ng does not ex�st, e�ther �n the world,

or out of �t—as �ts cause.
PROOF.
Grant that e�ther the world �tself �s necessary, or that there �s

conta�ned �n �t a necessary ex�stence. Two cases are poss�ble. F�rst,
there must e�ther be �n the ser�es of cosm�cal changes a beg�nn�ng,
wh�ch �s uncond�t�onally necessary, and therefore uncaused—wh�ch
�s at var�ance w�th the dynam�cal law of the determ�nat�on of all
phenomena �n t�me; or, secondly, the ser�es �tself �s w�thout
beg�nn�ng, and, although cont�ngent and cond�t�oned �n all �ts parts,
�s nevertheless absolutely necessary and uncond�t�oned as a whole
—wh�ch �s self-contrad�ctory. For the ex�stence of an aggregate
cannot be necessary, �f no s�ngle part of �t possesses necessary
ex�stence.

Grant, on the other band, that an absolutely necessary cause
ex�sts out of and apart from the world. Th�s cause, as the h�ghest
member �n the ser�es of the causes of cosm�cal changes, must
or�g�nate or beg�n[56] the ex�stence of the latter and the�r ser�es. In
th�s case �t must also beg�n to act, and �ts causal�ty would therefore
belong to t�me, and consequently to the sum total of phenomena,
that �s, to the world. It follows that the cause cannot be out of the
world; wh�ch �s contrad�ctory to the hypothes�s. Therefore, ne�ther �n
the world, nor out of �t (but �n causal connect�on w�th �t), does there
ex�st any absolutely necessary be�ng.

[56] The word beg�n �s taken �n two senses. The f�rst �s act�ve—
the cause be�ng regarded as beg�nn�ng a ser�es of cond�t�ons as
�ts effect (�nf�t). The second �s pass�ve—the causal�ty �n the cause
�tself beg�nn�ng to operate (f�t). I reason here from the f�rst to the
second.

OBSERVATIONS ON THE FOURTH ANTINOMY. ON THE
THESIS.



To demonstrate the ex�stence of a necessary be�ng, I cannot be
perm�tted �n th�s place to employ any other than the cosmolog�cal
argument, wh�ch ascends from the cond�t�oned �n phenomena to the
uncond�t�oned �n concept�on—the uncond�t�oned be�ng cons�dered
the necessary cond�t�on of the absolute total�ty of the ser�es. The
proof, from the mere �dea of a supreme be�ng, belongs to another
pr�nc�ple of reason and requ�res separate d�scuss�on.

The pure cosmolog�cal proof demonstrates the ex�stence of a
necessary be�ng, but at the same t�me leaves �t qu�te unsettled,
whether th�s be�ng �s the world �tself, or qu�te d�st�nct from �t. To
establ�sh the truth of the latter v�ew, pr�nc�ples are requ�s�te, wh�ch
are not cosmolog�cal and do not proceed �n the ser�es of
phenomena. We should requ�re to �ntroduce �nto our proof
concept�ons of cont�ngent be�ngs—regarded merely as objects of the
understand�ng, and also a pr�nc�ple wh�ch enables us to connect
these, by means of mere concept�ons, w�th a necessary be�ng. But
the proper place for all such arguments �s a transcendent ph�losophy,
wh�ch has unhapp�ly not yet been establ�shed.

But, �f we beg�n our proof cosmolog�cally, by lay�ng at the
foundat�on of �t the ser�es of phenomena, and the regress �n �t
accord�ng to emp�r�cal laws of causal�ty, we are not at l�berty to break
off from th�s mode of demonstrat�on and to pass over to someth�ng
wh�ch �s not �tself a member of the ser�es. The cond�t�on must be
taken �n exactly the same s�gn�f�cat�on as the relat�on of the
cond�t�oned to �ts cond�t�on �n the ser�es has been taken, for the
ser�es must conduct us �n an unbroken regress to th�s supreme
cond�t�on. But �f th�s relat�on �s sensuous, and belongs to the poss�ble
emp�r�cal employment of understand�ng, the supreme cond�t�on or
cause must close the regress�ve ser�es accord�ng to the laws of
sens�b�l�ty and consequently, must belong to the ser�es of t�me. It
follows that th�s necessary ex�stence must be regarded as the
h�ghest member of the cosm�cal ser�es.

Certa�n ph�losophers have, nevertheless, allowed themselves the
l�berty of mak�ng such a saltus (metabas�s e�s allo gonos). From the
changes �n the world they have concluded the�r emp�r�cal
cont�ngency, that �s, the�r dependence on emp�r�cally-determ�ned



causes, and they thus adm�tted an ascend�ng ser�es of emp�r�cal
cond�t�ons: and �n th�s they are qu�te r�ght. But as they could not f�nd
�n th�s ser�es any pr�mal beg�nn�ng or any h�ghest member, they
passed suddenly from the emp�r�cal concept�on of cont�ngency to the
pure category, wh�ch presents us w�th a ser�es—not sensuous, but
�ntellectual—whose completeness does certa�nly rest upon the
ex�stence of an absolutely necessary cause. Nay, more, th�s
�ntellectual ser�es �s not t�ed to any sensuous cond�t�ons; and �s
therefore free from the cond�t�on of t�me, wh�ch requ�res �t
spontaneously to beg�n �ts causal�ty �n t�me. But such a procedure �s
perfectly �nadm�ss�ble, as w�ll be made pla�n from what follows.

In the pure sense of the categor�es, that �s cont�ngent the
contrad�ctory oppos�te of wh�ch �s poss�ble. Now we cannot reason
from emp�r�cal cont�ngency to �ntellectual. The oppos�te of that wh�ch
�s changed—the oppos�te of �ts state—�s actual at another t�me, and
�s therefore poss�ble. Consequently, �t �s not the contrad�ctory
oppos�te of the former state. To be that, �t �s necessary that, �n the
same t�me �n wh�ch the preced�ng state ex�sted, �ts oppos�te could
have ex�sted �n �ts place; but such a cogn�t�on �s not g�ven us �n the
mere phenomenon of change. A body that was �n mot�on = A, comes
�nto a state of rest = non-A. Now �t cannot be concluded from the fact
that a state oppos�te to the state A follows �t, that the contrad�ctory
oppos�te of A �s poss�ble; and that A �s therefore cont�ngent. To prove
th�s, we should requ�re to know that the state of rest could have
ex�sted �n the very same t�me �n wh�ch the mot�on took place. Now
we know noth�ng more than that the state of rest was actual �n the
t�me that followed the state of mot�on; consequently, that �t was also
poss�ble. But mot�on at one t�me, and rest at another t�me, are not
contrad�ctor�ly opposed to each other. It follows from what has been
sa�d that the success�on of oppos�te determ�nat�ons, that �s, change,
does not demonstrate the fact of cont�ngency as represented �n the
concept�ons of the pure understand�ng; and that �t cannot, therefore,
conduct us to the fact of the ex�stence of a necessary be�ng. Change
proves merely emp�r�cal cont�ngency, that �s to say, that the new
state could not have ex�sted w�thout a cause, wh�ch belongs to the
preced�ng t�me. Th�s cause—even although �t �s regarded as



absolutely necessary—must be presented to us �n t�me, and must
belong to the ser�es of phenomena.

ON THE ANTITHESIS.
The d�ff�cult�es wh�ch meet us, �n our attempt to r�se through the

ser�es of phenomena to the ex�stence of an absolutely necessary
supreme cause, must not or�g�nate from our �nab�l�ty to establ�sh the
truth of our mere concept�ons of the necessary ex�stence of a th�ng.
That �s to say, our object�ons not be ontolog�cal, but must be d�rected
aga�nst the causal connect�on w�th a ser�es of phenomena of a
cond�t�on wh�ch �s �tself uncond�t�oned. In one word, they must be
cosmolog�cal and relate to emp�r�cal laws. We must show that the
regress �n the ser�es of causes (�n the world of sense) cannot
conclude w�th an emp�r�cally uncond�t�oned cond�t�on, and that the
cosmolog�cal argument from the cont�ngency of the cosm�cal state—
a cont�ngency alleged to ar�se from change—does not just�fy us �n
accept�ng a f�rst cause, that �s, a pr�me or�g�nator of the cosm�cal
ser�es.

The reader w�ll observe �n th�s ant�nomy a very remarkable
contrast. The very same grounds of proof wh�ch establ�shed �n the
thes�s the ex�stence of a supreme be�ng, demonstrated �n the
ant�thes�s—and w�th equal str�ctness—the non-ex�stence of such a
be�ng. We found, f�rst, that a necessary be�ng ex�sts, because the
whole t�me past conta�ns the ser�es of all cond�t�ons, and w�th �t,
therefore, the uncond�t�oned (the necessary); secondly, that there
does not ex�st any necessary be�ng, for the same reason, that the
whole t�me past conta�ns the ser�es of all cond�t�ons—wh�ch are
themselves, therefore, �n the aggregate, cond�t�oned. The cause of
th�s seem�ng �ncongru�ty �s as follows. We attend, �n the f�rst
argument, solely to the absolute total�ty of the ser�es of cond�t�ons,
the one of wh�ch determ�nes the other �n t�me, and thus arr�ve at a
necessary uncond�t�oned. In the second, we cons�der, on the
contrary, the cont�ngency of everyth�ng that �s determ�ned �n the
ser�es of t�me—for every event �s preceded by a t�me, �n wh�ch the
cond�t�on �tself must be determ�ned as cond�t�oned—and thus
everyth�ng that �s uncond�t�oned or absolutely necessary d�sappears.
In both, the mode of proof �s qu�te �n accordance w�th the common



procedure of human reason, wh�ch often falls �nto d�scord w�th �tself,
from cons�der�ng an object from two d�fferent po�nts of v�ew. Herr von
Ma�ran regarded the controversy between two celebrated
astronomers, wh�ch arose from a s�m�lar d�ff�culty as to the cho�ce of
a proper standpo�nt, as a phenomenon of suff�c�ent �mportance to
warrant a separate treat�se on the subject. The one concluded: the
moon revolves on �ts own ax�s, because �t constantly presents the
same s�de to the earth; the other declared that the moon does not
revolve on �ts own ax�s, for the same reason. Both conclus�ons were
perfectly correct, accord�ng to the po�nt of v�ew from wh�ch the
mot�ons of the moon were cons�dered.

Sect�on III. Of the Interest of Reason �n these Self-
contrad�ct�ons

We have thus completely before us the d�alect�cal procedure of the
cosmolog�cal �deas. No poss�ble exper�ence can present us w�th an
object adequate to them �n extent. Nay, more, reason �tself cannot
cog�tate them as accord�ng w�th the general laws of exper�ence. And
yet they are not arb�trary f�ct�ons of thought. On the contrary, reason,
�n �ts un�nterrupted progress �n the emp�r�cal synthes�s, �s necessar�ly
conducted to them, when �t endeavours to free from all cond�t�ons
and to comprehend �n �ts uncond�t�oned total�ty that wh�ch can only
be determ�ned cond�t�onally �n accordance w�th the laws of
exper�ence. These d�alect�cal propos�t�ons are so many attempts to
solve four natural and unavo�dable problems of reason. There are
ne�ther more, nor can there be less, than th�s number, because there
are no other ser�es of synthet�cal hypotheses, l�m�t�ng à pr�or� the
emp�r�cal synthes�s.

The br�ll�ant cla�ms of reason str�v�ng to extend �ts dom�n�on
beyond the l�m�ts of exper�ence, have been represented above only
�n dry formulae, wh�ch conta�n merely the grounds of �ts pretens�ons.
They have, bes�des, �n conform�ty w�th the character of a
transcendental ph�losophy, been freed from every emp�r�cal element;
although the full splendour of the prom�ses they hold out, and the



ant�c�pat�ons they exc�te, man�fests �tself only when �n connect�on
w�th emp�r�cal cogn�t�ons. In the appl�cat�on of them, however, and �n
the advanc�ng enlargement of the employment of reason, wh�le
struggl�ng to r�se from the reg�on of exper�ence and to soar to those
subl�me �deas, ph�losophy d�scovers a value and a d�gn�ty, wh�ch, �f �t
could but make good �ts assert�ons, would ra�se �t far above all other
departments of human knowledge—profess�ng, as �t does, to present
a sure foundat�on for our h�ghest hopes and the ult�mate a�ms of all
the exert�ons of reason. The quest�ons: whether the world has a
beg�nn�ng and a l�m�t to �ts extens�on �n space; whether there ex�sts
anywhere, or perhaps, �n my own th�nk�ng Self, an �nd�v�s�ble and
�ndestruct�ble un�ty—or whether noth�ng but what �s d�v�s�ble and
trans�tory ex�sts; whether I am a free agent, or, l�ke other be�ngs, am
bound �n the cha�ns of nature and fate; whether, f�nally, there �s a
supreme cause of the world, or all our thought and speculat�on must
end w�th nature and the order of external th�ngs—are quest�ons for
the solut�on of wh�ch the mathemat�c�an would w�ll�ngly exchange h�s
whole sc�ence; for �n �t there �s no sat�sfact�on for the h�ghest
asp�rat�ons and most ardent des�res of human�ty. Nay, �t may even be
sa�d that the true value of mathemat�cs—that pr�de of human reason
—cons�sts �n th�s: that she gu�des reason to the knowledge of nature
—�n her greater as well as �n her less man�festat�ons—�n her
beaut�ful order and regular�ty—gu�des her, moreover, to an �ns�ght
�nto the wonderful un�ty of the mov�ng forces �n the operat�ons of
nature, far beyond the expectat�ons of a ph�losophy bu�ld�ng only on
exper�ence; and that she thus encourages ph�losophy to extend the
prov�nce of reason beyond all exper�ence, and at the same t�me
prov�des �t w�th the most excellent mater�als for support�ng �ts
�nvest�gat�ons, �n so far as the�r nature adm�ts, by adequate and
accordant �ntu�t�ons.

Unfortunately for speculat�on—but perhaps fortunately for the
pract�cal �nterests of human�ty—reason, �n the m�dst of her h�ghest
ant�c�pat�ons, f�nds herself hemmed �n by a press of oppos�te and
contrad�ctory conclus�ons, from wh�ch ne�ther her honour nor her
safety w�ll perm�t her to draw back. Nor can she regard these
confl�ct�ng tra�ns of reason�ng w�th �nd�fference as mere passages at
arms, st�ll less can she command peace; for �n the subject of the



confl�ct she has a deep �nterest. There �s no other course left open to
her than to reflect w�th herself upon the or�g�n of th�s d�sun�on �n
reason—whether �t may not ar�se from a mere m�sunderstand�ng.
After such an �nqu�ry, arrogant cla�ms would have to be g�ven up on
both s�des; but the sovere�gnty of reason over understand�ng and
sense would be based upon a sure foundat�on.

We shall at present defer th�s rad�cal �nqu�ry and, �n the meant�me,
cons�der for a l�ttle what s�de �n the controversy we should most
w�ll�ngly take, �f we were obl�ged to become part�sans at all. As, �n
th�s case, we leave out of s�ght altogether the log�cal cr�ter�on of
truth, and merely consult our own �nterest �n reference to the
quest�on, these cons�derat�ons, although �nadequate to settle the
quest�on of r�ght �n e�ther party, w�ll enable us to comprehend how
those who have taken part �n the struggle, adopt the one v�ew rather
than the other—no spec�al �ns�ght �nto the subject, however, hav�ng
�nfluenced the�r cho�ce. They w�ll, at the same t�me, expla�n to us
many other th�ngs by the way—for example, the f�ery zeal on the one
s�de and the cold ma�ntenance of the�r cause on the other; why the
one party has met w�th the warmest approbat�ons, and the other has
always been repulsed by �rreconc�lable prejud�ces.

There �s one th�ng, however, that determ�nes the proper po�nt of
v�ew, from wh�ch alone th�s prel�m�nary �nqu�ry can be �nst�tuted and
carr�ed on w�th the proper completeness—and that �s the compar�son
of the pr�nc�ples from wh�ch both s�des, thes�s and ant�thes�s,
proceed. My readers would remark �n the propos�t�ons of the
ant�thes�s a complete un�form�ty �n the mode of thought and a perfect
un�ty of pr�nc�ple. Its pr�nc�ple was that of pure emp�r�c�sm, not only �n
the expl�cat�on of the phenomena �n the world, but also �n the
solut�on of the transcendental �deas, even of that of the un�verse
�tself. The aff�rmat�ons of the thes�s, on the contrary, were based, �n
add�t�on to the emp�r�cal mode of explanat�on employed �n the ser�es
of phenomena, on �ntellectual propos�t�ons; and �ts pr�nc�ples were �n
so far not s�mple. I shall term the thes�s, �n v�ew of �ts essent�al
character�st�c, the dogmat�sm of pure reason.

On the s�de of Dogmat�sm, or of the thes�s, therefore, �n the
determ�nat�on of the cosmolog�cal �deas, we f�nd:



1. A pract�cal �nterest, wh�ch must be very dear to every r�ght-
th�nk�ng man. That the word has a beg�nn�ng—that the nature of my
th�nk�ng self �s s�mple, and therefore �ndestruct�ble—that I am a free
agent, and ra�sed above the compuls�on of nature and her laws—
and, f�nally, that the ent�re order of th�ngs, wh�ch form the world, �s
dependent upon a Supreme Be�ng, from whom the whole rece�ves
un�ty and connect�on—these are so many foundat�on-stones of
moral�ty and rel�g�on. The ant�thes�s depr�ves us of all these supports
—or, at least, seems so to depr�ve us.

2. A speculat�ve �nterest of reason man�fests �tself on th�s s�de.
For, �f we take the transcendental �deas and employ them �n the
manner wh�ch the thes�s d�rects, we can exh�b�t completely à pr�or�
the ent�re cha�n of cond�t�ons, and understand the der�vat�on of the
cond�t�oned—beg�nn�ng from the uncond�t�oned. Th�s the ant�thes�s
does not do; and for th�s reason does not meet w�th so welcome a
recept�on. For �t can g�ve no answer to our quest�on respect�ng the
cond�t�ons of �ts synthes�s—except such as must be supplemented
by another quest�on, and so on to �nf�n�ty. Accord�ng to �t, we must
r�se from a g�ven beg�nn�ng to one st�ll h�gher; every part conducts us
to a st�ll smaller one; every event �s preceded by another event
wh�ch �s �ts cause; and the cond�t�ons of ex�stence rest always upon
other and st�ll h�gher cond�t�ons, and f�nd ne�ther end nor bas�s �n
some self-subs�stent th�ng as the pr�mal be�ng.

3. Th�s s�de has also the advantage of popular�ty; and th�s
const�tutes no small part of �ts cla�m to favour. The common
understand�ng does not f�nd the least d�ff�culty �n the �dea of the
uncond�t�oned beg�nn�ng of all synthes�s—accustomed, as �t �s,
rather to follow our consequences than to seek for a proper bas�s for
cogn�t�on. In the concept�on of an absolute f�rst, moreover—the
poss�b�l�ty of wh�ch �t does not �nqu�re �nto—�t �s h�ghly grat�f�ed to
f�nd a f�rmly-establ�shed po�nt of departure for �ts attempts at theory;
wh�le �n the restless and cont�nuous ascent from the cond�t�oned to
the cond�t�on, always w�th one foot �n the a�r, �t can f�nd no
sat�sfact�on.

On the s�de of the ant�thes�s, or Emp�r�c�sm, �n the determ�nat�on of
the cosmolog�cal �deas:



1. We cannot d�scover any such pract�cal �nterest ar�s�ng from pure
pr�nc�ples of reason as moral�ty and rel�g�on present. On the contrary,
pure emp�r�c�sm seems to empty them of all the�r power and
�nfluence. If there does not ex�st a Supreme Be�ng d�st�nct from the
world—�f the world �s w�thout beg�nn�ng, consequently w�thout a
Creator—�f our w�lls are not free, and the soul �s d�v�s�ble and subject
to corrupt�on just l�ke matter—the �deas and pr�nc�ples of moral�ty
lose all val�d�ty and fall w�th the transcendental �deas wh�ch
const�tuted the�r theoret�cal support.

2. But emp�r�c�sm, �n compensat�on, holds out to reason, �n �ts
speculat�ve �nterests, certa�n �mportant advantages, far exceed�ng
any that the dogmat�st can prom�se us. For, when employed by the
emp�r�c�st, understand�ng �s always upon �ts proper ground of
�nvest�gat�on—the f�eld of poss�ble exper�ence, the laws of wh�ch �t
can explore, and thus extend �ts cogn�t�on securely and w�th clear
�ntell�gence w�thout be�ng stopped by l�m�ts �n any d�rect�on. Here can
�t and ought �t to f�nd and present to �ntu�t�on �ts proper object—not
only �n �tself, but �n all �ts relat�ons; or, �f �t employ concept�ons, upon
th�s ground �t can always present the correspond�ng �mages �n clear
and unm�stakable �ntu�t�ons. It �s qu�te unnecessary for �t to renounce
the gu�dance of nature, to attach �tself to �deas, the objects of wh�ch
�t cannot know; because, as mere �ntellectual ent�t�es, they cannot be
presented �n any �ntu�t�on. On the contrary, �t �s not even perm�tted to
abandon �ts proper occupat�on, under the pretence that �t has been
brought to a conclus�on (for �t never can be), and to pass �nto the
reg�on of �deal�z�ng reason and transcendent concept�ons, wh�ch �t �s
not requ�red to observe and explore the laws of nature, but merely to
th�nk and to �mag�ne—secure from be�ng contrad�cted by facts,
because they have not been called as w�tnesses, but passed by, or
perhaps subord�nated to the so-called h�gher �nterests and
cons�derat�ons of pure reason.

Hence the emp�r�c�st w�ll never allow h�mself to accept any epoch
of nature for the f�rst—the absolutely pr�mal state; he w�ll not bel�eve
that there can be l�m�ts to h�s outlook �nto her w�de doma�ns, nor
pass from the objects of nature, wh�ch he can sat�sfactor�ly expla�n
by means of observat�on and mathemat�cal thought—wh�ch he can
determ�ne synthet�cally �n �ntu�t�on, to those wh�ch ne�ther sense nor



�mag�nat�on can ever present �n concreto; he w�ll not concede the
ex�stence of a faculty �n nature, operat�ng �ndependently of the laws
of nature—a concess�on wh�ch would �ntroduce uncerta�nty �nto the
procedure of the understand�ng, wh�ch �s gu�ded by necessary laws
to the observat�on of phenomena; nor, f�nally, w�ll he perm�t h�mself
to seek a cause beyond nature, �nasmuch as we know noth�ng but �t,
and from �t alone rece�ve an object�ve bas�s for all our concept�ons
and �nstruct�on �n the unvary�ng laws of th�ngs.

In truth, �f the emp�r�cal ph�losopher had no other purpose �n the
establ�shment of h�s ant�thes�s than to check the presumpt�on of a
reason wh�ch m�stakes �ts true dest�nat�on, wh�ch boasts of �ts �ns�ght
and �ts knowledge, just where all �ns�ght and knowledge cease to
ex�st, and regards that wh�ch �s val�d only �n relat�on to a pract�cal
�nterest, as an advancement of the speculat�ve �nterests of the m�nd
(�n order, when �t �s conven�ent for �tself, to break the thread of our
phys�cal �nvest�gat�ons, and, under pretence of extend�ng our
cogn�t�on, connect them w�th transcendental �deas, by means of
wh�ch we really know only that we know noth�ng)—�f, I say, the
emp�r�c�st rested sat�sf�ed w�th th�s benef�t, the pr�nc�ple advanced by
h�m would be a max�m recommend�ng moderat�on �n the pretens�ons
of reason and modesty �n �ts aff�rmat�ons, and at the same t�me
would d�rect us to the r�ght mode of extend�ng the prov�nce of the
understand�ng, by the help of the only true teacher, exper�ence. In
obed�ence to th�s adv�ce, �ntellectual hypotheses and fa�th would not
be called �n a�d of our pract�cal �nterests; nor should we �ntroduce
them under the pompous t�tles of sc�ence and �ns�ght. For
speculat�ve cogn�t�on cannot f�nd an object�ve bas�s any other where
than �n exper�ence; and, when we overstep �ts l�m�ts our synthes�s,
wh�ch requ�res ever new cogn�t�ons �ndependent of exper�ence, has
no substratum of �ntu�t�on upon wh�ch to bu�ld.

But �f—as often happens—emp�r�c�sm, �n relat�on to �deas,
becomes �tself dogmat�c and boldly den�es that wh�ch �s above the
sphere of �ts phenomenal cogn�t�on, �t falls �tself �nto the error of
�ntemperance—an error wh�ch �s here all the more reprehens�ble, as
thereby the pract�cal �nterest of reason rece�ves an �rreparable �njury.



And th�s const�tutes the oppos�t�on between Ep�curean�sm[57] and
Platon�sm.

[57] It �s, however, st�ll a matter of doubt whether Ep�curus ever
propounded these pr�nc�ples as d�rect�ons for the object�ve
employment of the understand�ng. If, �ndeed, they were noth�ng
more than max�ms for the speculat�ve exerc�se of reason, he
g�ves ev�dence there�n a more genu�ne ph�losoph�c sp�r�t than any
of the ph�losophers of ant�qu�ty. That, �n the explanat�on of
phenomena, we must proceed as �f the f�eld of �nqu�ry had ne�ther
l�m�ts �n space nor commencement �n t�me; that we must be
sat�sf�ed w�th the teach�ng of exper�ence �n reference to the
mater�al of wh�ch the world �s posed; that we must not look for any
other mode of the or�g�nat�on of events than that wh�ch �s
determ�ned by the unalterable laws of nature; and f�nally, that we
not employ the hypothes�s of a cause d�st�nct from the world to
account for a phenomenon or for the world �tself—are pr�nc�ples
for the extens�on of speculat�ve ph�losophy, and the d�scovery of
the true sources of the pr�nc�ples of morals, wh�ch, however l�ttle
conformed to �n the present day, are undoubtedly correct. At the
same t�me, any one des�rous of �gnor�ng, �n mere speculat�on,
these dogmat�cal propos�t�ons, need not for that reason be
accused of deny�ng them.



Both Ep�curus and Plato assert more �n the�r systems than they
know. The former encourages and advances sc�ence—although to
the prejud�ce of the pract�cal; the latter presents us w�th excellent
pr�nc�ples for the �nvest�gat�on of the pract�cal, but, �n relat�on to
everyth�ng regard�ng wh�ch we can atta�n to speculat�ve cogn�t�on,
perm�ts reason to append �deal�st�c explanat�ons of natural
phenomena, to the great �njury of phys�cal �nvest�gat�on.

3. In regard to the th�rd mot�ve for the prel�m�nary cho�ce of a party
�n th�s war of assert�ons, �t seems very extraord�nary that emp�r�c�sm
should be utterly unpopular. We should be �ncl�ned to bel�eve that the
common understand�ng would rece�ve �t w�th pleasure—prom�s�ng as
�t does to sat�sfy �t w�thout pass�ng the bounds of exper�ence and �ts
connected order; wh�le transcendental dogmat�sm obl�ges �t to r�se to
concept�ons wh�ch far surpass the �ntell�gence and ab�l�ty of the most
pract�sed th�nkers. But �n th�s, �n truth, �s to be found �ts real mot�ve.
For the common understand�ng thus f�nds �tself �n a s�tuat�on where
not even the most learned can have the advantage of �t. If �t
understands l�ttle or noth�ng about these transcendental concept�ons,
no one can boast of understand�ng any more; and although �t may
not express �tself �n so scholast�cally correct a manner as others, �t
can busy �tself w�th reason�ng and arguments w�thout end,
wander�ng among mere �deas, about wh�ch one can always be very
eloquent, because we know noth�ng about them; wh�le, �n the
observat�on and �nvest�gat�on of nature, �t would be forced to rema�n
dumb and to confess �ts utter �gnorance. Thus �ndolence and van�ty
form of themselves strong recommendat�ons of these pr�nc�ples.
Bes�des, although �t �s a hard th�ng for a ph�losopher to assume a
pr�nc�ple, of wh�ch he can g�ve to h�mself no reasonable account, and
st�ll more to employ concept�ons, the object�ve real�ty of wh�ch
cannot be establ�shed, noth�ng �s more usual w�th the common
understand�ng. It wants someth�ng wh�ch w�ll allow �t to go to work
w�th conf�dence. The d�ff�culty of even comprehend�ng a suppos�t�on
does not d�squ�et �t, because—not know�ng what comprehend�ng



means—�t never even th�nks of the suppos�t�on �t may be adopt�ng as
a pr�nc�ple; and regards as known that w�th wh�ch �t has become
fam�l�ar from constant use. And, at last, all speculat�ve �nterests
d�sappear before the pract�cal �nterests wh�ch �t holds dear; and �t
fanc�es that �t understands and knows what �ts necess�t�es and
hopes �nc�te �t to assume or to bel�eve. Thus the emp�r�c�sm of
transcendentally �deal�z�ng reason �s robbed of all popular�ty; and,
however prejud�c�al �t may be to the h�ghest pract�cal pr�nc�ples, there
�s no fear that �t w�ll ever pass the l�m�ts of the schools, or acqu�re
any favour or �nfluence �n soc�ety or w�th the mult�tude.

Human reason �s by nature arch�tecton�c. That �s to say, �t regards
all cogn�t�ons as parts of a poss�ble system, and hence accepts only
such pr�nc�ples as at least do not �ncapac�tate a cogn�t�on to wh�ch
we may have atta�ned from be�ng placed along w�th others �n a
general system. But the propos�t�ons of the ant�thes�s are of a
character wh�ch renders the complet�on of an ed�f�ce of cogn�t�ons
�mposs�ble. Accord�ng to these, beyond one state or epoch of the
world there �s always to be found one more anc�ent; �n every part
always other parts themselves d�v�s�ble; preced�ng every event
another, the or�g�n of wh�ch must �tself be sought st�ll h�gher; and
everyth�ng �n ex�stence �s cond�t�oned, and st�ll not dependent on an
uncond�t�oned and pr�mal ex�stence. As, therefore, the ant�thes�s w�ll
not concede the ex�stence of a f�rst beg�nn�ng wh�ch m�ght be
ava�lable as a foundat�on, a complete ed�f�ce of cogn�t�on, �n the
presence of such hypothes�s, �s utterly �mposs�ble. Thus the
arch�tecton�c �nterest of reason, wh�ch requ�res a un�ty—not
emp�r�cal, but à pr�or� and rat�onal—forms a natural recommendat�on
for the assert�ons of the thes�s �n our ant�nomy.

But �f any one could free h�mself ent�rely from all cons�derat�ons of
�nterest, and we�gh w�thout part�al�ty the assert�ons of reason,
attend�ng only to the�r content, �rrespect�ve of the consequences
wh�ch follow from them; such a person, on the suppos�t�on that he
knew no other way out of the confus�on than to settle the truth of one
or other of the confl�ct�ng doctr�nes, would l�ve �n a state of cont�nual
hes�tat�on. Today, he would feel conv�nced that the human w�ll �s
free; to-morrow, cons�der�ng the �nd�ssoluble cha�n of nature, he
would look on freedom as a mere �llus�on and declare nature to be



all-�n-all. But, �f he were called to act�on, the play of the merely
speculat�ve reason would d�sappear l�ke the shapes of a dream, and
pract�cal �nterest would d�ctate h�s cho�ce of pr�nc�ples. But, as �t well
bef�ts a reflect�ve and �nqu�r�ng be�ng to devote certa�n per�ods of
t�me to the exam�nat�on of �ts own reason—to d�vest �tself of all
part�al�ty, and frankly to commun�cate �ts observat�ons for the
judgement and op�n�on of others; so no one can be blamed for, much
less prevented from, plac�ng both part�es on the�r tr�al, w�th
perm�ss�on to end themselves, free from �nt�m�dat�on, before
�nt�m�dat�on, before a sworn jury of equal cond�t�on w�th themselves
—the cond�t�on of weak and fall�ble men.

Sect�on IV. Of the necess�ty �mposed upon Pure
Reason of present�ng a Solut�on of �ts

Transcendental Problems
To avow an ab�l�ty to solve all problems and to answer all

quest�ons would be a profess�on certa�n to conv�ct any ph�losopher of
extravagant boast�ng and self-conce�t, and at once to destroy the
conf�dence that m�ght otherw�se have been reposed �n h�m. There
are, however, sc�ences so const�tuted that every quest�on ar�s�ng
w�th�n the�r sphere must necessar�ly be capable of rece�v�ng an
answer from the knowledge already possessed, for the answer must
be rece�ved from the same sources whence the quest�on arose. In
such sc�ences �t �s not allowable to excuse ourselves on the plea of
necessary and unavo�dable �gnorance; a solut�on �s absolutely
requ�s�te. The rule of r�ght and wrong must help us to the knowledge
of what �s r�ght or wrong �n all poss�ble cases; otherw�se, the �dea of
obl�gat�on or duty would be utterly null, for we cannot have any
obl�gat�on to that wh�ch we cannot know. On the other hand, �n our
�nvest�gat�ons of the phenomena of nature, much must rema�n
uncerta�n, and many quest�ons cont�nue �nsoluble; because what we
know of nature �s far from be�ng suff�c�ent to expla�n all the
phenomena that are presented to our observat�on. Now the quest�on



�s: Whether there �s �n transcendental ph�losophy any quest�on,
relat�ng to an object presented to pure reason, wh�ch �s
unanswerable by th�s reason; and whether we must regard the
subject of the quest�on as qu�te uncerta�n, so far as our knowledge
extends, and must g�ve �t a place among those subjects, of wh�ch we
have just so much concept�on as �s suff�c�ent to enable us to ra�se a
quest�on—faculty or mater�als fa�l�ng us, however, when we attempt
an answer.

Now I ma�nta�n that, among all speculat�ve cogn�t�on, the
pecul�ar�ty of transcendental ph�losophy �s that there �s no quest�on,
relat�ng to an object presented to pure reason, wh�ch �s �nsoluble by
th�s reason; and that the profess�on of unavo�dable �gnorance—the
problem be�ng alleged to be beyond the reach of our facult�es—
cannot free us from the obl�gat�on to present a complete and
sat�sfactory answer. For the very concept�on wh�ch enables us to
ra�se the quest�on must g�ve us the power of answer�ng �t; �nasmuch
as the object, as �n the case of r�ght and wrong, �s not to be
d�scovered out of the concept�on.

But, �n transcendental ph�losophy, �t �s only the cosmolog�cal
quest�ons to wh�ch we can demand a sat�sfactory answer �n relat�on
to the const�tut�on of the�r object; and the ph�losopher �s not
perm�tted to ava�l h�mself of the pretext of necessary �gnorance and
�mpenetrable obscur�ty. These quest�ons relate solely to the
cosmolog�cal �deas. For the object must be g�ven �n exper�ence, and
the quest�on relates to the adequateness of the object to an �dea. If
the object �s transcendental and therefore �tself unknown; �f the
quest�on, for example, �s whether the object—the someth�ng, the
phenomenon of wh�ch (�nternal—�n ourselves) �s thought—that �s to
say, the soul, �s �n �tself a s�mple be�ng; or whether there �s a cause
of all th�ngs, wh�ch �s absolutely necessary—�n such cases we are
seek�ng for our �dea an object, of wh�ch we may confess that �t �s
unknown to us, though we must not on that account assert that �t �s
�mposs�ble.[58] The cosmolog�cal �deas alone posses the pecul�ar�ty
that we can presuppose the object of them and the emp�r�cal
synthes�s requ�s�te for the concept�on of that object to be g�ven; and
the quest�on, wh�ch ar�ses from these �deas, relates merely to the
progress of th�s synthes�s, �n so far as �t must conta�n absolute



total�ty—wh�ch, however, �s not emp�r�cal, as �t cannot be g�ven �n
any exper�ence. Now, as the quest�on here �s solely �n regard to a
th�ng as the object of a poss�ble exper�ence and not as a th�ng �n
�tself, the answer to the transcendental cosmolog�cal quest�on need
not be sought out of the �dea, for the quest�on does not regard an
object �n �tself. The quest�on �n relat�on to a poss�ble exper�ence �s
not, “What can be g�ven �n an exper�ence �n concreto” but “what �s
conta�ned �n the �dea, to wh�ch the emp�r�cal synthes�s must
approx�mate.” The quest�on must therefore be capable of solut�on
from the �dea alone. For the �dea �s a creat�on of reason �tself, wh�ch
therefore cannot d�scla�m the obl�gat�on to answer or refer us to the
unknown object.

[58] The quest�on, “What �s the const�tut�on of a transcendental
object?” �s unanswerable—we are unable to say what �t �s; but we
can perce�ve that the quest�on �tself �s noth�ng; because �t does
not relate to any object that can be presented to us. For th�s
reason, we must cons�der all the quest�ons ra�sed �n
transcendental psychology as answerable and as really
answered; for they relate to the transcendental subject of all
�nternal phenomena, wh�ch �s not �tself phenomenon and
consequently not g�ven as an object, �n wh�ch, moreover, none of
the categor�es—and �t �s to them that the quest�on �s properly
d�rected—f�nd any cond�t�ons of �ts appl�cat�on. Here, therefore, �s
a case where no answer �s the only proper answer. For a quest�on
regard�ng the const�tut�on of a someth�ng wh�ch cannot be
cog�tated by any determ�ned pred�cate, be�ng completely beyond
the sphere of objects and exper�ence, �s perfectly null and vo�d.

It �s not so extraord�nary, as �t at f�rst s�ght appears, that a sc�ence
should demand and expect sat�sfactory answers to all the quest�ons
that may ar�se w�th�n �ts own sphere (quest�ones domest�cae),
although, up to a certa�n t�me, these answers may not have been
d�scovered. There are, �n add�t�on to transcendental ph�losophy, only
two pure sc�ences of reason; the one w�th a speculat�ve, the other
w�th a pract�cal content—pure mathemat�cs and pure eth�cs. Has any
one ever heard �t alleged that, from our complete and necessary
�gnorance of the cond�t�ons, �t �s uncerta�n what exact relat�on the
d�ameter of a c�rcle bears to the c�rcle �n rat�onal or �rrat�onal
numbers? By the former the sum cannot be g�ven exactly, by the



latter only approx�mately; and therefore we dec�de that the
�mposs�b�l�ty of a solut�on of the quest�on �s ev�dent. Lambert
presented us w�th a demonstrat�on of th�s. In the general pr�nc�ples of
morals there can be noth�ng uncerta�n, for the propos�t�ons are e�ther
utterly w�thout mean�ng, or must or�g�nate solely �n our rat�onal
concept�ons. On the other hand, there must be �n phys�cal sc�ence
an �nf�n�te number of conjectures, wh�ch can never become
certa�nt�es; because the phenomena of nature are not g�ven as
objects dependent on our concept�ons. The key to the solut�on of
such quest�ons cannot, therefore, be found �n our concept�ons, or �n
pure thought, but must l�e w�thout us and for that reason �s �n many
cases not to be d�scovered; and consequently a sat�sfactory
explanat�on cannot be expected. The quest�ons of transcendental
analyt�c, wh�ch relate to the deduct�on of our pure cogn�t�on, are not
to be regarded as of the same k�nd as those ment�oned above; for
we are not at present treat�ng of the certa�nty of judgements �n
relat�on to the or�g�n of our concept�ons, but only of that certa�nty �n
relat�on to objects.

We cannot, therefore, escape the respons�b�l�ty of at least a cr�t�cal
solut�on of the quest�ons of reason, by compla�nts of the l�m�ted
nature of our facult�es, and the seem�ngly humble confess�on that �t
�s beyond the power of our reason to dec�de, whether the world has
ex�sted from all etern�ty or had a beg�nn�ng—whether �t �s �nf�n�tely
extended, or enclosed w�th�n certa�n l�m�ts—whether anyth�ng �n the
world �s s�mple, or whether everyth�ng must be capable of �nf�n�te
d�v�s�b�l�ty—whether freedom can or�g�nate phenomena, or whether
everyth�ng �s absolutely dependent on the laws and order of nature—
and, f�nally, whether there ex�sts a be�ng that �s completely
uncond�t�oned and necessary, or whether the ex�stence of everyth�ng
�s cond�t�oned and consequently dependent on someth�ng external to
�tself, and therefore �n �ts own nature cont�ngent. For all these
quest�ons relate to an object, wh�ch can be g�ven nowhere else than
�n thought. Th�s object �s the absolutely uncond�t�oned total�ty of the
synthes�s of phenomena. If the concept�ons �n our m�nds do not
ass�st us to some certa�n result �n regard to these problems, we must
not defend ourselves on the plea that the object �tself rema�ns h�dden
from and unknown to us. For no such th�ng or object can be g�ven—�t



�s not to be found out of the �dea �n our m�nds. We must seek the
cause of our fa�lure �n our �dea �tself, wh�ch �s an �nsoluble problem
and �n regard to wh�ch we obst�nately assume that there ex�sts a real
object correspond�ng and adequate to �t. A clear explanat�on of the
d�alect�c wh�ch l�es �n our concept�on, w�ll very soon enable us to
come to a sat�sfactory dec�s�on �n regard to such a quest�on.

The pretext that we are unable to arr�ve at certa�nty �n regard to
these problems may be met w�th th�s quest�on, wh�ch requ�res at
least a pla�n answer: “From what source do the �deas or�g�nate, the
solut�on of wh�ch �nvolves you �n such d�ff�cult�es? Are you seek�ng
for an explanat�on of certa�n phenomena; and do you expect these
�deas to g�ve you the pr�nc�ples or the rules of th�s explanat�on?” Let
�t be granted, that all nature was la�d open before you; that noth�ng
was h�d from your senses and your consc�ousness. St�ll, you could
not cogn�ze �n concreto the object of your �deas �n any exper�ence.
For what �s demanded �s not only th�s full and complete �ntu�t�on, but
also a complete synthes�s and the consc�ousness of �ts absolute
total�ty; and th�s �s not poss�ble by means of any emp�r�cal cogn�t�on.
It follows that your quest�on—your �dea—�s by no means necessary
for the explanat�on of any phenomenon; and the �dea cannot have
been �n any sense g�ven by the object �tself. For such an object can
never be presented to us, because �t cannot be g�ven by any
poss�ble exper�ence. Whatever percept�ons you may atta�n to, you
are st�ll surrounded by cond�t�ons—�n space, or �n t�me—and you
cannot d�scover anyth�ng uncond�t�oned; nor can you dec�de whether
th�s uncond�t�oned �s to be placed �n an absolute beg�nn�ng of the
synthes�s, or �n an absolute total�ty of the ser�es w�thout beg�nn�ng. A
whole, �n the emp�r�cal s�gn�f�cat�on of the term, �s always merely
comparat�ve. The absolute whole of quant�ty (the un�verse), of
d�v�s�on, of der�vat�on, of the cond�t�on of ex�stence, w�th the quest�on
—whether �t �s to be produced by f�n�te or �nf�n�te synthes�s, no
poss�ble exper�ence can �nstruct us concern�ng. You w�ll not, for
example, be able to expla�n the phenomena of a body �n the least
degree better, whether you bel�eve �t to cons�st of s�mple, or of
compos�te parts; for a s�mple phenomenon—and just as l�ttle an
�nf�n�te ser�es of compos�t�on—can never be presented to your
percept�on. Phenomena requ�re and adm�t of explanat�on, only �n so



far as the cond�t�ons of that explanat�on are g�ven �n percept�on; but
the sum total of that wh�ch �s g�ven �n phenomena, cons�dered as an
absolute whole, �s �tself a percept�on—and we cannot therefore seek
for explanat�ons of th�s whole beyond �tself, �n other percept�ons. The
explanat�on of th�s whole �s the proper object of the transcendental
problems of pure reason.

Although, therefore, the solut�on of these problems �s unatta�nable
through exper�ence, we must not perm�t ourselves to say that �t �s
uncerta�n how the object of our �nqu�r�es �s const�tuted. For the object
�s �n our own m�nd and cannot be d�scovered �n exper�ence; and we
have only to take care that our thoughts are cons�stent w�th each
other, and to avo�d fall�ng �nto the amph�boly of regard�ng our �dea as
a representat�on of an object emp�r�cally g�ven, and therefore to be
cogn�zed accord�ng to the laws of exper�ence. A dogmat�cal solut�on
�s therefore not only unsat�sfactory but �mposs�ble. The cr�t�cal
solut�on, wh�ch may be a perfectly certa�n one, does not cons�der the
quest�on object�vely, but proceeds by �nqu�r�ng �nto the bas�s of the
cogn�t�on upon wh�ch the quest�on rests.

Sect�on V. Scept�cal Expos�t�on of the Cosmolog�cal
Problems presented �n the four Transcendental Ideas

We should be qu�te w�ll�ng to des�st from the demand of a
dogmat�cal answer to our quest�ons, �f we understood beforehand
that, be the answer what �t may, �t would only serve to �ncrease our
�gnorance, to throw us from one �ncomprehens�b�l�ty �nto another,
from one obscur�ty �nto another st�ll greater, and perhaps lead us �nto
�rreconc�lable contrad�ct�ons. If a dogmat�cal aff�rmat�ve or negat�ve
answer �s demanded, �s �t at all prudent to set as�de the probable
grounds of a solut�on wh�ch l�e before us and to take �nto
cons�derat�on what advantage we shall ga�n, �f the answer �s to
favour the one s�de or the other? If �t happens that �n both cases the
answer �s mere nonsense, we have �n th�s an �rres�st�ble summons to
�nst�tute a cr�t�cal �nvest�gat�on of the quest�on, for the purpose of
d�scover�ng whether �t �s based on a groundless presuppos�t�on and



relates to an �dea, the fals�ty of wh�ch would be more eas�ly exposed
�n �ts appl�cat�on and consequences than �n the mere representat�on
of �ts content. Th�s �s the great ut�l�ty of the scept�cal mode of treat�ng
the quest�ons addressed by pure reason to �tself. By th�s method we
eas�ly r�d ourselves of the confus�ons of dogmat�sm, and establ�sh �n
�ts place a temperate cr�t�c�sm, wh�ch, as a genu�ne cathart�c, w�ll
successfully remove the presumptuous not�ons of ph�losophy and
the�r consequence—the va�n pretens�on to un�versal sc�ence.

If, then, I could understand the nature of a cosmolog�cal �dea and
perce�ve, before I entered on the d�scuss�on of the subject at all, that,
whatever s�de of the quest�on regard�ng the uncond�t�oned of the
regress�ve synthes�s of phenomena �t favoured—�t must e�ther be too
great or too small for every concept�on of the understand�ng—I
would be able to comprehend how the �dea, wh�ch relates to an
object of exper�ence—an exper�ence wh�ch must be adequate to and
�n accordance w�th a poss�ble concept�on of the understand�ng—
must be completely vo�d and w�thout s�gn�f�cance, �nasmuch as �ts
object �s �nadequate, cons�der �t as we may. And th�s �s actually the
case w�th all cosmolog�cal concept�ons, wh�ch, for the reason above
ment�oned, �nvolve reason, so long as �t rema�ns attached to them, �n
an unavo�dable ant�nomy. For suppose:

F�rst, that the world has no beg�nn�ng—�n th�s case �t �s too large
for our concept�on; for th�s concept�on, wh�ch cons�sts �n a
success�ve regress, cannot overtake the whole etern�ty that has
elapsed. Grant that �t has a beg�nn�ng, �t �s then too small for the
concept�on of the understand�ng. For, as a beg�nn�ng presupposes a
t�me preced�ng, �t cannot be uncond�t�oned; and the law of the
emp�r�cal employment of the understand�ng �mposes the necess�ty of
look�ng for a h�gher cond�t�on of t�me; and the world �s, therefore,
ev�dently too small for th�s law.

The same �s the case w�th the double answer to the quest�on
regard�ng the extent, �n space, of the world. For, �f �t �s �nf�n�te and
unl�m�ted, �t must be too large for every poss�ble emp�r�cal
concept�on. If �t �s f�n�te and l�m�ted, we have a r�ght to ask: “What
determ�nes these l�m�ts?” Vo�d space �s not a self-subs�stent
correlate of th�ngs, and cannot be a f�nal cond�t�on—and st�ll less an



emp�r�cal cond�t�on, form�ng a part of a poss�ble exper�ence. For how
can we have any exper�ence or percept�on of an absolute vo�d? But
the absolute total�ty of the emp�r�cal synthes�s requ�res that the
uncond�t�oned be an emp�r�cal concept�on. Consequently, a f�n�te
world �s too small for our concept�on.

Secondly, �f every phenomenon (matter) �n space cons�sts of an
�nf�n�te number of parts, the regress of the d�v�s�on �s always too
great for our concept�on; and �f the d�v�s�on of space must cease w�th
some member of the d�v�s�on (the s�mple), �t �s too small for the �dea
of the uncond�t�oned. For the member at wh�ch we have d�scont�nued
our d�v�s�on st�ll adm�ts a regress to many more parts conta�ned �n
the object.

Th�rdly, suppose that every event �n the world happens �n
accordance w�th the laws of nature; the causal�ty of a cause must
�tself be an event and necess�tates a regress to a st�ll h�gher cause,
and consequently the unceas�ng prolongat�on of the ser�es of
cond�t�ons a parte pr�or�. Operat�ve nature �s therefore too large for
every concept�on we can form �n the synthes�s of cosm�cal events.

If we adm�t the ex�stence of spontaneously produced events, that
�s, of free agency, we are dr�ven, �n our search for suff�c�ent reasons,
on an unavo�dable law of nature and are compelled to appeal to the
emp�r�cal law of causal�ty, and we f�nd that any such total�ty of
connect�on �n our synthes�s �s too small for our necessary emp�r�cal
concept�on.

Fourthly, �f we assume the ex�stence of an absolutely necessary
be�ng—whether �t be the world or someth�ng �n the world, or the
cause of the world—we must place �t �n a t�me at an �nf�n�te d�stance
from any g�ven moment; for, otherw�se, �t must be dependent on
some other and h�gher ex�stence. Such an ex�stence �s, �n th�s case,
too large for our emp�r�cal concept�on, and unatta�nable by the
cont�nued regress of any synthes�s.

But �f we bel�eve that everyth�ng �n the world—be �t cond�t�on or
cond�t�oned—�s cont�ngent; every g�ven ex�stence �s too small for our
concept�on. For �n th�s case we are compelled to seek for some other
ex�stence upon wh�ch the former depends.



We have sa�d that �n all these cases the cosmolog�cal �dea �s
e�ther too great or too small for the emp�r�cal regress �n a synthes�s,
and consequently for every poss�ble concept�on of the
understand�ng. Why d�d we not express ourselves �n a manner
exactly the reverse of th�s and, �nstead of accus�ng the cosmolog�cal
�dea of over stepp�ng or of fall�ng short of �ts true a�m, poss�ble
exper�ence, say that, �n the f�rst case, the emp�r�cal concept�on �s
always too small for the �dea, and �n the second too great, and thus
attach the blame of these contrad�ct�ons to the emp�r�cal regress?
The reason �s th�s. Poss�ble exper�ence can alone g�ve real�ty to our
concept�ons; w�thout �t a concept�on �s merely an �dea, w�thout truth
or relat�on to an object. Hence a poss�ble emp�r�cal concept�on must
be the standard by wh�ch we are to judge whether an �dea �s
anyth�ng more than an �dea and f�ct�on of thought, or whether �t
relates to an object �n the world. If we say of a th�ng that �n relat�on to
some other th�ng �t �s too large or too small, the former �s cons�dered
as ex�st�ng for the sake of the latter, and requ�r�ng to be adapted to �t.
Among the tr�v�al subjects of d�scuss�on �n the old schools of
d�alect�cs was th�s quest�on: “If a ball cannot pass through a hole,
shall we say that the ball �s too large or the hole too small?” In th�s
case �t �s �nd�fferent what express�on we employ; for we do not know
wh�ch ex�sts for the sake of the other. On the other hand, we cannot
say: “The man �s too long for h�s coat”; but: “The coat �s too short for
the man.”

We are thus led to the well-founded susp�c�on that the
cosmolog�cal �deas, and all the confl�ct�ng soph�st�cal assert�ons
connected w�th them, are based upon a false and f�ct�t�ous
concept�on of the mode �n wh�ch the object of these �deas �s
presented to us; and th�s susp�c�on w�ll probably d�rect us how to
expose the �llus�on that has so long led us astray from the truth.

Sect�on VI. Transcendental Ideal�sm as the Key to
the Solut�on of Pure Cosmolog�cal D�alect�c



In the transcendental æsthet�c we proved that everyth�ng �ntu�ted
�n space and t�me, all objects of a poss�ble exper�ence, are noth�ng
but phenomena, that �s, mere representat�ons; and that these, as
presented to us—as extended bod�es, or as ser�es of changes—
have no self-subs�stent ex�stence apart from human thought. Th�s
doctr�ne I call Transcendental Ideal�sm.[59] The real�st �n the
transcendental sense regards these mod�f�cat�ons of our sens�b�l�ty,
these mere representat�ons, as th�ngs subs�st�ng �n themselves.

[59] I have elsewhere termed th�s theory formal �deal�sm, to
d�st�ngu�sh �t from mater�al �deal�sm, wh�ch doubts or den�es the
ex�stence of external th�ngs. To avo�d amb�gu�ty, �t seems
adv�sable �n many cases to employ th�s term �nstead of that
ment�oned �n the text.

It would be unjust to accuse us of hold�ng the long-decr�ed theory
of emp�r�cal �deal�sm, wh�ch, wh�le adm�tt�ng the real�ty of space,
den�es, or at least doubts, the ex�stence of bod�es extended �n �t, and
thus leaves us w�thout a suff�c�ent cr�ter�on of real�ty and �llus�on. The
supporters of th�s theory f�nd no d�ff�culty �n adm�tt�ng the real�ty of
the phenomena of the �nternal sense �n t�me; nay, they go the length
of ma�nta�n�ng that th�s �nternal exper�ence �s of �tself a suff�c�ent
proof of the real ex�stence of �ts object as a th�ng �n �tself.

Transcendental �deal�sm allows that the objects of external
�ntu�t�on—as �ntu�ted �n space, and all changes �n t�me—as
represented by the �nternal sense, are real. For, as space �s the form
of that �ntu�t�on wh�ch we call external, and, w�thout objects �n space,
no emp�r�cal representat�on could be g�ven us, we can and ought to
regard extended bod�es �n �t as real. The case �s the same w�th
representat�ons �n t�me. But t�me and space, w�th all phenomena
there�n, are not �n themselves th�ngs. They are noth�ng but
representat�ons and cannot ex�st out of and apart from the m�nd.
Nay, the sensuous �nternal �ntu�t�on of the m�nd (as the object of
consc�ousness), the determ�nat�on of wh�ch �s represented by the
success�on of d�fferent states �n t�me, �s not the real, proper self, as �t
ex�sts �n �tself—not the transcendental subject—but only a
phenomenon, wh�ch �s presented to the sens�b�l�ty of th�s, to us,
unknown be�ng. Th�s �nternal phenomenon cannot be adm�tted to be



a self-subs�st�ng th�ng; for �ts cond�t�on �s t�me, and t�me cannot be
the cond�t�on of a th�ng �n �tself. But the emp�r�cal truth of phenomena
�n space and t�me �s guaranteed beyond the poss�b�l�ty of doubt, and
suff�c�ently d�st�ngu�shed from the �llus�on of dreams or fancy—
although both have a proper and thorough connect�on �n an
exper�ence accord�ng to emp�r�cal laws. The objects of exper�ence
then are not th�ngs �n themselves, but are g�ven only �n exper�ence,
and have no ex�stence apart from and �ndependently of exper�ence.
That there may be �nhab�tants �n the moon, although no one has
ever observed them, must certa�nly be adm�tted; but th�s assert�on
means only, that we may �n the poss�ble progress of exper�ence
d�scover them at some future t�me. For that wh�ch stands �n
connect�on w�th a percept�on accord�ng to the laws of the progress of
exper�ence �s real. They are therefore really ex�stent, �f they stand �n
emp�r�cal connect�on w�th my actual or real consc�ousness, although
they are not �n themselves real, that �s, apart from the progress of
exper�ence.

There �s noth�ng actually g�ven—we can be consc�ous of noth�ng
as real, except a percept�on and the emp�r�cal progress�on from �t to
other poss�ble percept�ons. For phenomena, as mere
representat�ons, are real only �n percept�on; and percept�on �s, �n
fact, noth�ng but the real�ty of an emp�r�cal representat�on, that �s, a
phenomenon. To call a phenomenon a real th�ng pr�or to percept�on
means e�ther that we must meet w�th th�s phenomenon �n the
progress of exper�ence, or �t means noth�ng at all. For I can say only
of a th�ng �n �tself that �t ex�sts w�thout relat�on to the senses and
exper�ence. But we are speak�ng here merely of phenomena �n
space and t�me, both of wh�ch are determ�nat�ons of sens�b�l�ty, and
not of th�ngs �n themselves. It follows that phenomena are not th�ngs
�n themselves, but are mere representat�ons, wh�ch �f not g�ven �n us
—�n percept�on—are non-ex�stent.

The faculty of sensuous �ntu�t�on �s properly a recept�v�ty—a
capac�ty of be�ng affected �n a certa�n manner by representat�ons,
the relat�on of wh�ch to each other �s a pure �ntu�t�on of space and
t�me—the pure forms of sens�b�l�ty. These representat�ons, �n so far
as they are connected and determ�nable �n th�s relat�on (�n space
and t�me) accord�ng to laws of the un�ty of exper�ence, are called



objects. The non-sensuous cause of these representat�ons �s
completely unknown to us and hence cannot be �ntu�ted as an
object. For such an object could not be represented e�ther �n space
or �n t�me; and w�thout these cond�t�ons �ntu�t�on or representat�on �s
�mposs�ble. We may, at the same t�me, term the non-sensuous cause
of phenomena the transcendental object—but merely as a mental
correlate to sens�b�l�ty, cons�dered as a recept�v�ty. To th�s
transcendental object we may attr�bute the whole connect�on and
extent of our poss�ble percept�ons, and say that �t �s g�ven and ex�sts
�n �tself pr�or to all exper�ence. But the phenomena, correspond�ng to
�t, are not g�ven as th�ngs �n themselves, but �n exper�ence alone. For
they are mere representat�ons, rece�v�ng from percept�ons alone
s�gn�f�cance and relat�on to a real object, under the cond�t�on that th�s
or that percept�on—�nd�cat�ng an object—�s �n complete connect�on
w�th all others �n accordance w�th the rules of the un�ty of exper�ence.
Thus we can say: “The th�ngs that really ex�sted �n past t�me are
g�ven �n the transcendental object of exper�ence.” But these are to
me real objects, only �n so far as I can represent to my own m�nd,
that a regress�ve ser�es of poss�ble percept�ons—follow�ng the
�nd�cat�ons of h�story, or the footsteps of cause and effect—�n
accordance w�th emp�r�cal laws—that, �n one word, the course of the
world conducts us to an elapsed ser�es of t�me as the cond�t�on of
the present t�me. Th�s ser�es �n past t�me �s represented as real, not
�n �tself, but only �n connect�on w�th a poss�ble exper�ence. Thus,
when I say that certa�n events occurred �n past t�me, I merely assert
the poss�b�l�ty of prolong�ng the cha�n of exper�ence, from the present
percept�on, upwards to the cond�t�ons that determ�ne �t accord�ng to
t�me.

If I represent to myself all objects ex�st�ng �n all space and t�me, I
do not thereby place these �n space and t�me pr�or to all exper�ence;
on the contrary, such a representat�on �s noth�ng more than the
not�on of a poss�ble exper�ence, �n �ts absolute completeness. In
exper�ence alone are those objects, wh�ch are noth�ng but
representat�ons, g�ven. But, when I say they ex�sted pr�or to my
exper�ence, th�s means only that I must beg�n w�th the percept�on
present to me and follow the track �nd�cated unt�l I d�scover them �n
some part or reg�on of exper�ence. The cause of the emp�r�cal



cond�t�on of th�s progress�on—and consequently at what member
there�n I must stop, and at what po�nt �n the regress I am to f�nd th�s
member—�s transcendental, and hence necessar�ly �ncogn�zable.
But w�th th�s we have not to do; our concern �s only w�th the law of
progress�on �n exper�ence, �n wh�ch objects, that �s, phenomena, are
g�ven. It �s a matter of �nd�fference, whether I say, “I may �n the
progress of exper�ence d�scover stars, at a hundred t�mes greater
d�stance than the most d�stant of those now v�s�ble,” or, “Stars at th�s
d�stance may be met �n space, although no one has, or ever w�ll
d�scover them.” For, �f they are g�ven as th�ngs �n themselves,
w�thout any relat�on to poss�ble exper�ence, they are for me non-
ex�stent, consequently, are not objects, for they are not conta�ned �n
the regress�ve ser�es of exper�ence. But, �f these phenomena must
be employed �n the construct�on or support of the cosmolog�cal �dea
of an absolute whole, and when we are d�scuss�ng a quest�on that
oversteps the l�m�ts of poss�ble exper�ence, the proper d�st�nct�on of
the d�fferent theor�es of the real�ty of sensuous objects �s of great
�mportance, �n order to avo�d the �llus�on wh�ch must necessar�ly
ar�se from the m�s�nterpretat�on of our emp�r�cal concept�ons.

Sect�on VII. Cr�t�cal Solut�on of the Cosmolog�cal
Problem

The ant�nomy of pure reason �s based upon the follow�ng
d�alect�cal argument: “If that wh�ch �s cond�t�oned �s g�ven, the whole
ser�es of �ts cond�t�ons �s also g�ven; but sensuous objects are g�ven
as cond�t�oned; consequently...” Th�s syllog�sm, the major of wh�ch
seems so natural and ev�dent, �ntroduces as many cosmolog�cal
�deas as there are d�fferent k�nds of cond�t�ons �n the synthes�s of
phenomena, �n so far as these cond�t�ons const�tute a ser�es. These
�deas requ�re absolute total�ty �n the ser�es, and thus place reason �n
�nextr�cable embarrassment. Before proceed�ng to expose the fallacy
�n th�s d�alect�cal argument, �t w�ll be necessary to have a correct
understand�ng of certa�n concept�ons that appear �n �t.



In the f�rst place, the follow�ng propos�t�on �s ev�dent, and
�ndub�tably certa�n: “If the cond�t�oned �s g�ven, a regress �n the
ser�es of all �ts cond�t�ons �s thereby �mperat�vely requ�red.” For the
very concept�on of a cond�t�oned �s a concept�on of someth�ng
related to a cond�t�on, and, �f th�s cond�t�on �s �tself cond�t�oned, to
another cond�t�on—and so on through all the members of the ser�es.
Th�s propos�t�on �s, therefore, analyt�cal and has noth�ng to fear from
transcendental cr�t�c�sm. It �s a log�cal postulate of reason: to pursue,
as far as poss�ble, the connect�on of a concept�on w�th �ts cond�t�ons.

If, �n the second place, both the cond�t�oned and the cond�t�on are
th�ngs �n themselves, and �f the former �s g�ven, not only �s the
regress to the latter requ�s�te, but the latter �s really g�ven w�th the
former. Now, as th�s �s true of all the members of the ser�es, the
ent�re ser�es of cond�t�ons, and w�th them the uncond�t�oned, �s at the
same t�me g�ven �n the very fact of the cond�t�oned, the ex�stence of
wh�ch �s poss�ble only �n and through that ser�es, be�ng g�ven. In th�s
case, the synthes�s of the cond�t�oned w�th �ts cond�t�on, �s a
synthes�s of the understand�ng merely, wh�ch represents th�ngs as
they are, w�thout regard�ng whether and how we can cogn�ze them.
But �f I have to do w�th phenomena, wh�ch, �n the�r character of mere
representat�ons, are not g�ven, �f I do not atta�n to a cogn�t�on of them
(�n other words, to themselves, for they are noth�ng more than
emp�r�cal cogn�t�ons), I am not ent�tled to say: “If the cond�t�oned �s
g�ven, all �ts cond�t�ons (as phenomena) are also g�ven.” I cannot,
therefore, from the fact of a cond�t�oned be�ng g�ven, �nfer the
absolute total�ty of the ser�es of �ts cond�t�ons. For phenomena are
noth�ng but an emp�r�cal synthes�s �n apprehens�on or percept�on,
and are therefore g�ven only �n �t. Now, �n speak�ng of phenomena �t
does not follow that, �f the cond�t�oned �s g�ven, the synthes�s wh�ch
const�tutes �ts emp�r�cal cond�t�on �s also thereby g�ven and
presupposed; such a synthes�s can be establ�shed only by an actual
regress �n the ser�es of cond�t�ons. But we are ent�tled to say �n th�s
case that a regress to the cond�t�ons of a cond�t�oned, �n other words,
that a cont�nuous emp�r�cal synthes�s �s enjo�ned; that, �f the
cond�t�ons are not g�ven, they are at least requ�red; and that we are
certa�n to d�scover the cond�t�ons �n th�s regress.



We can now see that the major, �n the above cosmolog�cal
syllog�sm, takes the cond�t�oned �n the transcendental s�gn�f�cat�on
wh�ch �t has �n the pure category, wh�le the m�nor speaks of �t �n the
emp�r�cal s�gn�f�cat�on wh�ch �t has �n the category as appl�ed to
phenomena. There �s, therefore, a d�alect�cal fallacy �n the syllog�sm
—a soph�sma f�gurae d�ct�on�s. But th�s fallacy �s not a consc�ously
dev�sed one, but a perfectly natural �llus�on of the common reason of
man. For, when a th�ng �s g�ven as cond�t�oned, we presuppose �n
the major �ts cond�t�ons and the�r ser�es, unperce�ved, as �t were, and
unseen; because th�s �s noth�ng more than the log�cal requ�rement of
complete and sat�sfactory prem�sses for a g�ven conclus�on. In th�s
case, t�me �s altogether left out �n the connect�on of the cond�t�oned
w�th the cond�t�on; they are supposed to be g�ven �n themselves, and
contemporaneously. It �s, moreover, just as natural to regard
phenomena (�n the m�nor) as th�ngs �n themselves and as objects
presented to the pure understand�ng, as �n the major, �n wh�ch
complete abstract�on was made of all cond�t�ons of �ntu�t�on. But �t �s
under these cond�t�ons alone that objects are g�ven. Now we
overlooked a remarkable d�st�nct�on between the concept�ons. The
synthes�s of the cond�t�oned w�th �ts cond�t�on, and the complete
ser�es of the latter (�n the major) are not l�m�ted by t�me, and do not
conta�n the concept�on of success�on. On the contrary, the emp�r�cal
synthes�s and the ser�es of cond�t�ons �n the phenomenal world—
subsumed �n the m�nor—are necessar�ly success�ve and g�ven �n
t�me alone. It follows that I cannot presuppose �n the m�nor, as I d�d
�n the major, the absolute total�ty of the synthes�s and of the ser�es
there�n represented; for �n the major all the members of the ser�es
are g�ven as th�ngs �n themselves—w�thout any l�m�tat�ons or
cond�t�ons of t�me, wh�le �n the m�nor they are poss�ble only �n and
through a success�ve regress, wh�ch cannot ex�st, except �t be
actually carr�ed �nto execut�on �n the world of phenomena.

After th�s proof of the v�c�ousness of the argument commonly
employed �n ma�nta�n�ng cosmolog�cal assert�ons, both part�es may
now be justly d�sm�ssed, as advanc�ng cla�ms w�thout grounds or
t�tle. But the process has not been ended by conv�nc�ng them that
one or both were �n the wrong and had ma�nta�ned an assert�on
wh�ch was w�thout val�d grounds of proof. Noth�ng seems to be



clearer than that, �f one ma�nta�ns: “The world has a beg�nn�ng,” and
another: “The world has no beg�nn�ng,” one of the two must be r�ght.
But �t �s l�kew�se clear that, �f the ev�dence on both s�des �s equal, �t �s
�mposs�ble to d�scover on what s�de the truth l�es; and the
controversy cont�nues, although the part�es have been
recommended to peace before the tr�bunal of reason. There
rema�ns, then, no other means of settl�ng the quest�on than to
conv�nce the part�es, who refute each other w�th such
conclus�veness and ab�l�ty, that they are d�sput�ng about noth�ng, and
that a transcendental �llus�on has been mock�ng them w�th v�s�ons of
real�ty where there �s none. The mode of adjust�ng a d�spute wh�ch
cannot be dec�ded upon �ts own mer�ts, we shall now proceed to lay
before our readers.

Zeno of Elea, a subtle d�alect�c�an, was severely repr�manded by
Plato as a soph�st, who, merely from the base mot�ve of exh�b�t�ng
h�s sk�ll �n d�scuss�on, ma�nta�ned and subverted the same
propos�t�on by arguments as powerful and conv�nc�ng on the one
s�de as on the other. He ma�nta�ned, for example, that God (who was
probably noth�ng more, �n h�s v�ew, than the world) �s ne�ther f�n�te
nor �nf�n�te, ne�ther �n mot�on nor �n rest, ne�ther s�m�lar nor d�ss�m�lar
to any other th�ng. It seemed to those ph�losophers who cr�t�c�zed h�s
mode of d�scuss�on that h�s purpose was to deny completely both of
two self-contrad�ctory propos�t�ons—wh�ch �s absurd. But I cannot
bel�eve that there �s any just�ce �n th�s accusat�on. The f�rst of these
propos�t�ons I shall presently cons�der �n a more deta�led manner.
W�th regard to the others, �f by the word of God he understood
merely the Un�verse, h�s mean�ng must have been—that �t cannot be
permanently present �n one place—that �s, at rest—nor be capable of
chang�ng �ts place—that �s, of mov�ng—because all places are �n the
un�verse, and the un�verse �tself �s, therefore, �n no place. Aga�n, �f
the un�verse conta�ns �n �tself everyth�ng that ex�sts, �t cannot be
s�m�lar or d�ss�m�lar to any other th�ng, because there �s, �n fact, no
other th�ng w�th wh�ch �t can be compared. If two oppos�te
judgements presuppose a cont�ngent �mposs�ble, or arb�trary
cond�t�on, both—�n sp�te of the�r oppos�t�on (wh�ch �s, however, not
properly or really a contrad�ct�on)—fall away; because the cond�t�on,
wh�ch ensured the val�d�ty of both, has �tself d�sappeared.



If we say: “Everybody has e�ther a good or a bad smell,” we have
om�tted a th�rd poss�ble judgement—�t has no smell at all; and thus
both confl�ct�ng statements may be false. If we say: “It �s e�ther good-
smell�ng or not good-smell�ng (vel suaveolens vel non-suaveolens),”
both judgements are contrad�ctor�ly opposed; and the contrad�ctory
oppos�te of the former judgement—some bod�es are not good-
smell�ng—embraces also those bod�es wh�ch have no smell at all. In
the preced�ng pa�r of opposed judgements (per d�sparata), the
cont�ngent cond�t�on of the concept�on of body (smell) attached to
both confl�ct�ng statements, �nstead of hav�ng been om�tted �n the
latter, wh�ch �s consequently not the contrad�ctory oppos�te of the
former.

If, accord�ngly, we say: “The world �s e�ther �nf�n�te �n extens�on, or
�t �s not �nf�n�te (non est �nf�n�tus)”; and �f the former propos�t�on �s
false, �ts contrad�ctory oppos�te—the world �s not �nf�n�te—must be
true. And thus I should deny the ex�stence of an �nf�n�te, w�thout,
however aff�rm�ng the ex�stence of a f�n�te world. But �f we construct
our propos�t�on thus: “The world �s e�ther �nf�n�te or f�n�te (non-
�nf�n�te),” both statements may be false. For, �n th�s case, we
cons�der the world as per se determ�ned �n regard to quant�ty, and
wh�le, �n the one judgement, we deny �ts �nf�n�te and consequently,
perhaps, �ts �ndependent ex�stence; �n the other, we append to the
world, regarded as a th�ng �n �tself, a certa�n determ�nat�on—that of
f�n�tude; and the latter may be false as well as the former, �f the world
�s not g�ven as a th�ng �n �tself, and thus ne�ther as f�n�te nor as
�nf�n�te �n quant�ty. Th�s k�nd of oppos�t�on I may be allowed to term
d�alect�cal; that of contrad�ctor�es may be called analyt�cal oppos�t�on.
Thus then, of two d�alect�cally opposed judgements both may be
false, from the fact, that the one �s not a mere contrad�ctory of the
other, but actually enounces more than �s requ�s�te for a full and
complete contrad�ct�on.

When we regard the two propos�t�ons—“The world �s �nf�n�te �n
quant�ty,” and, “The world �s f�n�te �n quant�ty,” as contrad�ctory
oppos�tes, we are assum�ng that the world—the complete ser�es of
phenomena—�s a th�ng �n �tself. For �t rema�ns as a permanent
quant�ty, whether I deny the �nf�n�te or the f�n�te regress �n the ser�es
of �ts phenomena. But �f we d�sm�ss th�s assumpt�on—th�s



transcendental �llus�on—and deny that �t �s a th�ng �n �tself, the
contrad�ctory oppos�t�on �s metamorphosed �nto a merely d�alect�cal
one; and the world, as not ex�st�ng �n �tself—�ndependently of the
regress�ve ser�es of my representat�ons—ex�sts �n l�ke manner
ne�ther as a whole wh�ch �s �nf�n�te nor as a whole wh�ch �s f�n�te �n
�tself. The un�verse ex�sts for me only �n the emp�r�cal regress of the
ser�es of phenomena and not per se. If, then, �t �s always
cond�t�oned, �t �s never completely or as a whole; and �t �s, therefore,
not an uncond�t�oned whole and does not ex�st as such, e�ther w�th
an �nf�n�te, or w�th a f�n�te quant�ty.

What we have here sa�d of the f�rst cosmolog�cal �dea—that of the
absolute total�ty of quant�ty �n phenomena—appl�es also to the
others. The ser�es of cond�t�ons �s d�scoverable only �n the regress�ve
synthes�s �tself, and not �n the phenomenon cons�dered as a th�ng �n
�tself—g�ven pr�or to all regress. Hence I am compelled to say: “The
aggregate of parts �n a g�ven phenomenon �s �n �tself ne�ther f�n�te
nor �nf�n�te; and these parts are g�ven only �n the regress�ve
synthes�s of decompos�t�on—a synthes�s wh�ch �s never g�ven �n
absolute completeness, e�ther as f�n�te, or as �nf�n�te.” The same �s
the case w�th the ser�es of subord�nated causes, or of the
cond�t�oned up to the uncond�t�oned and necessary ex�stence, wh�ch
can never be regarded as �n �tself, �nd �n �ts total�ty, e�ther as f�n�te or
as �nf�n�te; because, as a ser�es of subord�nate representat�ons, �t
subs�sts only �n the dynam�cal regress and cannot be regarded as
ex�st�ng prev�ously to th�s regress, or as a self-subs�stent ser�es of
th�ngs.

Thus the ant�nomy of pure reason �n �ts cosmolog�cal �deas
d�sappears. For the above demonstrat�on has establ�shed the fact
that �t �s merely the product of a d�alect�cal and �llusory oppos�t�on,
wh�ch ar�ses from the appl�cat�on of the �dea of absolute total�ty—
adm�ss�ble only as a cond�t�on of th�ngs �n themselves—to
phenomena, wh�ch ex�st only �n our representat�ons, and—when
const�tut�ng a ser�es—�n a success�ve regress. Th�s ant�nomy of
reason may, however, be really prof�table to our speculat�ve
�nterests, not �n the way of contr�but�ng any dogmat�cal add�t�on, but
as present�ng to us another mater�al support �n our cr�t�cal
�nvest�gat�ons. For �t furn�shes us w�th an �nd�rect proof of the



transcendental �deal�ty of phenomena, �f our m�nds were not
completely sat�sf�ed w�th the d�rect proof set forth �n the
Trancendental Æsthet�c. The proof would proceed �n the follow�ng
d�lemma. If the world �s a whole ex�st�ng �n �tself, �t must be e�ther
f�n�te or �nf�n�te. But �t �s ne�ther f�n�te nor �nf�n�te—as has been
shown, on the one s�de, by the thes�s, on the other, by the ant�thes�s.
Therefore the world—the content of all phenomena—�s not a whole
ex�st�ng �n �tself. It follows that phenomena are noth�ng, apart from
our representat�ons. And th�s �s what we mean by transcendental
�deal�ty.

Th�s remark �s of some �mportance. It enables us to see that the
proofs of the fourfold ant�nomy are not mere soph�str�es—are not
fallac�ous, but grounded on the nature of reason, and val�d—under
the suppos�t�on that phenomena are th�ngs �n themselves. The
oppos�t�on of the judgements wh�ch follow makes �t ev�dent that a
fallacy lay �n the �n�t�al suppos�t�on, and thus helps us to d�scover the
true const�tut�on of objects of sense. Th�s transcendental d�alect�c
does not favour scept�c�sm, although �t presents us w�th a tr�umphant
demonstrat�on of the advantages of the scept�cal method, the great
ut�l�ty of wh�ch �s apparent �n the ant�nomy, where the arguments of
reason were allowed to confront each other �n und�m�n�shed force.
And although the result of these confl�cts of reason �s not what we
expected—although we have obta�ned no pos�t�ve dogmat�cal
add�t�on to metaphys�cal sc�ence—we have st�ll reaped a great
advantage �n the correct�on of our judgements on these subjects of
thought.

Sect�on VIII. Regulat�ve Pr�nc�ple of Pure Reason �n
relat�on to the Cosmolog�cal Ideas

The cosmolog�cal pr�nc�ple of total�ty could not g�ve us any certa�n
knowledge �n regard to the max�mum �n the ser�es of cond�t�ons �n
the world of sense, cons�dered as a th�ng �n �tself. The actual regress
�n the ser�es �s the only means of approach�ng th�s max�mum. Th�s
pr�nc�ple of pure reason, therefore, may st�ll be cons�dered as val�d—



not as an ax�om enabl�ng us to cog�tate total�ty �n the object as
actual, but as a problem for the understand�ng, wh�ch requ�res �t to
�nst�tute and to cont�nue, �n conform�ty w�th the �dea of total�ty �n the
m�nd, the regress �n the ser�es of the cond�t�ons of a g�ven
cond�t�oned. For �n the world of sense, that �s, �n space and t�me,
every cond�t�on wh�ch we d�scover �n our �nvest�gat�on of phenomena
�s �tself cond�t�oned; because sensuous objects are not th�ngs �n
themselves (�n wh�ch case an absolutely uncond�t�oned m�ght be
reached �n the progress of cogn�t�on), but are merely emp�r�cal
representat�ons the cond�t�ons of wh�ch must always be found �n
�ntu�t�on. The pr�nc�ple of reason �s therefore properly a mere rule—
prescr�b�ng a regress �n the ser�es of cond�t�ons for g�ven
phenomena, and proh�b�t�ng any pause or rest on an absolutely
uncond�t�oned. It �s, therefore, not a pr�nc�ple of the poss�b�l�ty of
exper�ence or of the emp�r�cal cogn�t�on of sensuous objects—
consequently not a pr�nc�ple of the understand�ng; for every
exper�ence �s conf�ned w�th�n certa�n proper l�m�ts determ�ned by the
g�ven �ntu�t�on. St�ll less �s �t a const�tut�ve pr�nc�ple of reason
author�z�ng us to extend our concept�on of the sensuous world
beyond all poss�ble exper�ence. It �s merely a pr�nc�ple for the
enlargement and extens�on of exper�ence as far as �s poss�ble for
human facult�es. It forb�ds us to cons�der any emp�r�cal l�m�ts as
absolute. It �s, hence, a pr�nc�ple of reason, wh�ch, as a rule, d�ctates
how we ought to proceed �n our emp�r�cal regress, but �s unable to
ant�c�pate or �nd�cate pr�or to the emp�r�cal regress what �s g�ven �n
the object �tself. I have termed �t for th�s reason a regulat�ve pr�nc�ple
of reason; wh�le the pr�nc�ple of the absolute total�ty of the ser�es of
cond�t�ons, as ex�st�ng �n �tself and g�ven �n the object, �s a
const�tut�ve cosmolog�cal pr�nc�ple. Th�s d�st�nct�on w�ll at once
demonstrate the falsehood of the const�tut�ve pr�nc�ple, and prevent
us from attr�but�ng (by a transcendental subrept�o) object�ve real�ty to
an �dea, wh�ch �s val�d only as a rule.

In order to understand the proper mean�ng of th�s rule of pure
reason, we must not�ce f�rst that �t cannot tell us what the object �s,
but only how the emp�r�cal regress �s to be proceeded w�th �n order to
atta�n to the complete concept�on of the object. If �t gave us any
�nformat�on �n respect to the former statement, �t would be a



const�tut�ve pr�nc�ple—a pr�nc�ple �mposs�ble from the nature of pure
reason. It w�ll not therefore enable us to establ�sh any such
conclus�ons as: “The ser�es of cond�t�ons for a g�ven cond�t�oned �s �n
�tself f�n�te,” or, “It �s �nf�n�te.” For, �n th�s case, we should be
cog�tat�ng �n the mere �dea of absolute total�ty, an object wh�ch �s not
and cannot be g�ven �n exper�ence; �nasmuch as we should be
attr�but�ng a real�ty object�ve and �ndependent of the emp�r�cal
synthes�s, to a ser�es of phenomena. Th�s �dea of reason cannot
then be regarded as val�d—except as a rule for the regress�ve
synthes�s �n the ser�es of cond�t�ons, accord�ng to wh�ch we must
proceed from the cond�t�oned, through all �ntermed�ate and
subord�nate cond�t�ons, up to the uncond�t�oned; although th�s goal �s
unatta�ned and unatta�nable. For the absolutely uncond�t�oned
cannot be d�scovered �n the sphere of exper�ence.

We now proceed to determ�ne clearly our not�on of a synthes�s
wh�ch can never be complete. There are two terms commonly
employed for th�s purpose. These terms are regarded as
express�ons of d�fferent and d�st�ngu�shable not�ons, although the
ground of the d�st�nct�on has never been clearly exposed. The term
employed by the mathemat�c�ans �s progressus �n �nf�n�tum. The
ph�losophers prefer the express�on progressus �n �ndef�n�tum.
W�thout deta�n�ng the reader w�th an exam�nat�on of the reasons for
such a d�st�nct�on, or w�th remarks on the r�ght or wrong use of the
terms, I shall endeavour clearly to determ�ne these concept�ons, so
far as �s necessary for the purpose �n th�s Cr�t�que.

We may, w�th propr�ety, say of a stra�ght l�ne, that �t may be
produced to �nf�n�ty. In th�s case the d�st�nct�on between a progressus
�n �nf�n�tum and a progressus �n �ndef�n�tum �s a mere p�ece of
subtlety. For, although when we say, “Produce a stra�ght l�ne,” �t �s
more correct to say �n �ndef�n�tum than �n �nf�n�tum; because the
former means, “Produce �t as far as you please,” the second, “You
must not cease to produce �t”; the express�on �n �nf�n�tum �s, when we
are speak�ng of the power to do �t, perfectly correct, for we can
always make �t longer �f we please—on to �nf�n�ty. And th�s remark
holds good �n all cases, when we speak of a progressus, that �s, an
advancement from the cond�t�on to the cond�t�oned; th�s poss�ble
advancement always proceeds to �nf�n�ty. We may proceed from a



g�ven pa�r �n the descend�ng l�ne of generat�on from father to son,
and cog�tate a never-end�ng l�ne of descendants from �t. For �n such
a case reason does not demand absolute total�ty �n the ser�es,
because �t does not presuppose �t as a cond�t�on and as g�ven
(datum), but merely as cond�t�oned, and as capable of be�ng g�ven
(dab�le).

Very d�fferent �s the case w�th the problem: “How far the regress,
wh�ch ascends from the g�ven cond�t�oned to the cond�t�ons, must
extend”; whether I can say: “It �s a regress �n �nf�n�tum,” or only “�n
�ndef�n�tum”; and whether, for example, sett�ng out from the human
be�ngs at present al�ve �n the world, I may ascend �n the ser�es of
the�r ancestors, �n �nf�n�tum—mr whether all that can be sa�d �s, that
so far as I have proceeded, I have d�scovered no emp�r�cal ground
for cons�der�ng the ser�es l�m�ted, so that I am just�f�ed, and �ndeed,
compelled to search for ancestors st�ll further back, although I am
not obl�ged by the �dea of reason to presuppose them.

My answer to th�s quest�on �s: “If the ser�es �s g�ven �n emp�r�cal
�ntu�t�on as a whole, the regress �n the ser�es of �ts �nternal cond�t�ons
proceeds �n �nf�n�tum; but, �f only one member of the ser�es �s g�ven,
from wh�ch the regress �s to proceed to absolute total�ty, the regress
�s poss�ble only �n �ndef�n�tum.” For example, the d�v�s�on of a port�on
of matter g�ven w�th�n certa�n l�m�ts—of a body, that �s—proceeds �n
�nf�n�tum. For, as the cond�t�on of th�s whole �s �ts part, and the
cond�t�on of the part a part of the part, and so on, and as �n th�s
regress of decompos�t�on an uncond�t�oned �nd�v�s�ble member of the
ser�es of cond�t�ons �s not to be found; there are no reasons or
grounds �n exper�ence for stopp�ng �n the d�v�s�on, but, on the
contrary, the more remote members of the d�v�s�on are actually and
emp�r�cally g�ven pr�or to th�s d�v�s�on. That �s to say, the d�v�s�on
proceeds to �nf�n�ty. On the other hand, the ser�es of ancestors of any
g�ven human be�ng �s not g�ven, �n �ts absolute total�ty, �n any
exper�ence, and yet the regress proceeds from every genealog�cal
member of th�s ser�es to one st�ll h�gher, and does not meet w�th any
emp�r�cal l�m�t present�ng an absolutely uncond�t�oned member of the
ser�es. But as the members of such a ser�es are not conta�ned �n the
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on of the whole, pr�or to the regress, th�s regress does
not proceed to �nf�n�ty, but only �n �ndef�n�tum, that �s, we are called



upon to d�scover other and h�gher members, wh�ch are themselves
always cond�t�oned.

In ne�ther case—the regressus �n �nf�n�tum, nor the regressus �n
�ndef�n�tum, �s the ser�es of cond�t�ons to be cons�dered as actually
�nf�n�te �n the object �tself. Th�s m�ght be true of th�ngs �n themselves,
but �t cannot be asserted of phenomena, wh�ch, as cond�t�ons of
each other, are only g�ven �n the emp�r�cal regress �tself. Hence, the
quest�on no longer �s, “What �s the quant�ty of th�s ser�es of
cond�t�ons �n �tself—�s �t f�n�te or �nf�n�te?” for �t �s noth�ng �n �tself; but,
“How �s the emp�r�cal regress to be commenced, and how far ought
we to proceed w�th �t?” And here a s�gnal d�st�nct�on �n the
appl�cat�on of th�s rule becomes apparent. If the whole �s g�ven
emp�r�cally, �t �s poss�ble to recede �n the ser�es of �ts �nternal
cond�t�ons to �nf�n�ty. But �f the whole �s not g�ven, and can only be
g�ven by and through the emp�r�cal regress, I can only say: “It �s
poss�ble to �nf�n�ty, to proceed to st�ll h�gher cond�t�ons �n the ser�es.”
In the f�rst case, I am just�f�ed �n assert�ng that more members are
emp�r�cally g�ven �n the object than I atta�n to �n the regress (of
decompos�t�on). In the second case, I am just�f�ed only �n say�ng, that
I can always proceed further �n the regress, because no member of
the ser�es �s g�ven as absolutely cond�t�oned, and thus a h�gher
member �s poss�ble, and an �nqu�ry w�th regard to �t �s necessary. In
the one case �t �s necessary to f�nd other members of the ser�es, �n
the other �t �s necessary to �nqu�re for others, �nasmuch as
exper�ence presents no absolute l�m�tat�on of the regress. For, e�ther
you do not possess a percept�on wh�ch absolutely l�m�ts your
emp�r�cal regress, and �n th�s case the regress cannot be regarded
as complete; or, you do possess such a l�m�tat�ve percept�on, �n
wh�ch case �t �s not a part of your ser�es (for that wh�ch l�m�ts must be
d�st�nct from that wh�ch �s l�m�ted by �t), and �t �s �ncumbent you to
cont�nue your regress up to th�s cond�t�on, and so on.

These remarks w�ll be placed �n the�r proper l�ght by the�r
appl�cat�on �n the follow�ng sect�on.



Sect�on IX. Of the Emp�r�cal Use of the Regulat�ve
Pr�nc�ple of Reason w�th regard to the Cosmolog�cal

Ideas
We have shown that no transcendental use can be made e�ther of

the concept�ons of reason or of understand�ng. We have shown,
l�kew�se, that the demand of absolute total�ty �n the ser�es of
cond�t�ons �n the world of sense ar�ses from a transcendental
employment of reason, rest�ng on the op�n�on that phenomena are to
be regarded as th�ngs �n themselves. It follows that we are not
requ�red to answer the quest�on respect�ng the absolute quant�ty of a
ser�es—whether �t �s �n �tself l�m�ted or unl�m�ted. We are only called
upon to determ�ne how far we must proceed �n the emp�r�cal regress
from cond�t�on to cond�t�on, �n order to d�scover, �n conform�ty w�th
the rule of reason, a full and correct answer to the quest�ons
proposed by reason �tself.

Th�s pr�nc�ple of reason �s hence val�d only as a rule for the
extens�on of a poss�ble exper�ence—�ts �nval�d�ty as a pr�nc�ple
const�tut�ve of phenomena �n themselves hav�ng been suff�c�ently
demonstrated. And thus, too, the ant�nom�al confl�ct of reason w�th
�tself �s completely put an end to; �nasmuch as we have not only
presented a cr�t�cal solut�on of the fallacy lurk�ng �n the oppos�te
statements of reason, but have shown the true mean�ng of the �deas
wh�ch gave r�se to these statements. The d�alect�cal pr�nc�ple of
reason has, therefore, been changed �nto a doctr�nal pr�nc�ple. But �n
fact, �f th�s pr�nc�ple, �n the subject�ve s�gn�f�cat�on wh�ch we have
shown to be �ts only true sense, may be guaranteed as a pr�nc�ple of
the unceas�ng extens�on of the employment of our understand�ng, �ts
�nfluence and value are just as great as �f �t were an ax�om for the à
pr�or� determ�nat�on of objects. For such an ax�om could not exert a
stronger �nfluence on the extens�on and rect�f�cat�on of our
knowledge, otherw�se than by procur�ng for the pr�nc�ples of the
understand�ng the most w�dely expanded employment �n the f�eld of
exper�ence.



I. Solut�on of the Cosmolog�cal Idea of the Total�ty of
the Compos�t�on of Phenomena �n the Un�verse

Here, as well as �n the case of the other cosmolog�cal problems,
the ground of the regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of reason �s the propos�t�on that
�n our emp�r�cal regress no exper�ence of an absolute l�m�t, and
consequently no exper�ence of a cond�t�on, wh�ch �s �tself absolutely
uncond�t�oned, �s d�scoverable. And the truth of th�s propos�t�on �tself
rests upon the cons�derat�on that such an exper�ence must represent
to us phenomena as l�m�ted by noth�ng or the mere vo�d, on wh�ch
our cont�nued regress by means of percept�on must abut—wh�ch �s
�mposs�ble.

Now th�s propos�t�on, wh�ch declares that every cond�t�on atta�ned
�n the emp�r�cal regress must �tself be cons�dered emp�r�cally
cond�t�oned, conta�ns the rule �n term�n�s, wh�ch requ�res me, to
whatever extent I may have proceeded �n the ascend�ng ser�es,
always to look for some h�gher member �n the ser�es—whether th�s
member �s to become known to me through exper�ence, or not.

Noth�ng further �s necessary, then, for the solut�on of the f�rst
cosmolog�cal problem, than to dec�de, whether, �n the regress to the
uncond�t�oned quant�ty of the un�verse (as regards space and t�me),
th�s never l�m�ted ascent ought to be called a regressus �n �nf�n�tum
or �ndef�n�tum.

The general representat�on wh�ch we form �n our m�nds of the
ser�es of all past states or cond�t�ons of the world, or of all the th�ngs
wh�ch at present ex�st �n �t, �s �tself noth�ng more than a poss�ble
emp�r�cal regress, wh�ch �s cog�tated—although �n an undeterm�ned
manner—�n the m�nd, and wh�ch g�ves r�se to the concept�on of a
ser�es of cond�t�ons for a g�ven object.[60] Now I have a concept�on of
the un�verse, but not an �ntu�t�on—that �s, not an �ntu�t�on of �t as a
whole. Thus I cannot �nfer the magn�tude of the regress from the
quant�ty or magn�tude of the world, and determ�ne the former by
means of the latter; on the contrary, I must f�rst of all form a
concept�on of the quant�ty or magn�tude of the world from the
magn�tude of the emp�r�cal regress. But of th�s regress I know
noth�ng more than that I ought to proceed from every g�ven member



of the ser�es of cond�t�ons to one st�ll h�gher. But the quant�ty of the
un�verse �s not thereby determ�ned, and we cannot aff�rm that th�s
regress proceeds �n �nf�n�tum. Such an aff�rmat�on would ant�c�pate
the members of the ser�es wh�ch have not yet been reached, and
represent the number of them as beyond the grasp of any emp�r�cal
synthes�s; �t would consequently determ�ne the cosm�cal quant�ty
pr�or to the regress (although only �n a negat�ve manner)—wh�ch �s
�mposs�ble. For the world �s not g�ven �n �ts total�ty �n any �ntu�t�on:
consequently, �ts quant�ty cannot be g�ven pr�or to the regress. It
follows that we are unable to make any declarat�on respect�ng the
cosm�cal quant�ty �n �tself—not even that the regress �n �t �s a regress
�n �nf�n�tum; we must only endeavour to atta�n to a concept�on of the
quant�ty of the un�verse, �n conform�ty w�th the rule wh�ch determ�nes
the emp�r�cal regress �n �t. But th�s rule merely requ�res us never to
adm�t an absolute l�m�t to our ser�es—how far soever we may have
proceeded �n �t, but always, on the contrary, to subord�nate every
phenomenon to some other as �ts cond�t�on, and consequently to
proceed to th�s h�gher phenomenon. Such a regress �s, therefore, the
regressus �n �ndef�n�tum, wh�ch, as not determ�n�ng a quant�ty �n the
object, �s clearly d�st�ngu�shable from the regressus �n �nf�n�tum.

[60] The cosm�cal ser�es can ne�ther be greater nor smaller than
the poss�ble emp�r�cal regress, upon wh�ch �ts concept�on �s
based. And as th�s regress cannot be a determ�nate �nf�n�te
regress, st�ll less a determ�nate f�n�te (absolutely l�m�ted), �t �s
ev�dent that we cannot regard the world as e�ther f�n�te or �nf�n�te,
because the regress, wh�ch g�ves us the representat�on of the
world, �s ne�ther f�n�te nor �nf�n�te.

It follows from what we have sa�d that we are not just�f�ed �n
declar�ng the world to be �nf�n�te �n space, or as regards past t�me.
For th�s concept�on of an �nf�n�te g�ven quant�ty �s emp�r�cal; but we
cannot apply the concept�on of an �nf�n�te quant�ty to the world as an
object of the senses. I cannot say, “The regress from a g�ven
percept�on to everyth�ng l�m�ted e�ther �n space or t�me, proceeds �n
�nf�n�tum,” for th�s presupposes an �nf�n�te cosm�cal quant�ty; ne�ther
can I say, “It �s f�n�te,” for an absolute l�m�t �s l�kew�se �mposs�ble �n
exper�ence. It follows that I am not ent�tled to make any assert�on at
all respect�ng the whole object of exper�ence—the world of sense; I



must l�m�t my declarat�ons to the rule accord�ng to wh�ch exper�ence
or emp�r�cal knowledge �s to be atta�ned.

To the quest�on, therefore, respect�ng the cosm�cal quant�ty, the
f�rst and negat�ve answer �s: “The world has no beg�nn�ng �n t�me,
and no absolute l�m�t �n space.”

For, �n the contrary case, �t would be l�m�ted by a vo�d t�me on the
one hand, and by a vo�d space on the other. Now, s�nce the world, as
a phenomenon, cannot be thus l�m�ted �n �tself for a phenomenon �s
not a th�ng �n �tself; �t must be poss�ble for us to have a percept�on of
th�s l�m�tat�on by a vo�d t�me and a vo�d space. But such a percept�on
—such an exper�ence �s �mposs�ble; because �t has no content.
Consequently, an absolute cosm�cal l�m�t �s emp�r�cally, and therefore
absolutely, �mposs�ble.[61]

[61] The reader w�ll remark that the proof presented above �s very
d�fferent from the dogmat�cal demonstrat�on g�ven �n the ant�thes�s
of the f�rst ant�nomy. In that demonstrat�on, �t was taken for
granted that the world �s a th�ng �n �tself—g�ven �n �ts total�ty pr�or
to all regress, and a determ�ned pos�t�on �n space and t�me was
den�ed to �t—�f �t was not cons�dered as occupy�ng all t�me and all
space. Hence our conclus�on d�ffered from that g�ven above; for
we �nferred �n the ant�thes�s the actual �nf�n�ty of the world.

From th�s follows the aff�rmat�ve answer: “The regress �n the ser�es
of phenomena—as a determ�nat�on of the cosm�cal quant�ty,
proceeds �n �ndef�n�tum.” Th�s �s equ�valent to say�ng: “The world of
sense has no absolute quant�ty, but the emp�r�cal regress (through
wh�ch alone the world of sense �s presented to us on the s�de of �ts
cond�t�ons) rests upon a rule, wh�ch requ�res �t to proceed from every
member of the ser�es, as cond�t�oned, to one st�ll more remote
(whether through personal exper�ence, or by means of h�story, or the
cha�n of cause and effect), and not to cease at any po�nt �n th�s
extens�on of the poss�ble emp�r�cal employment of the
understand�ng.” And th�s �s the proper and only use wh�ch reason
can make of �ts pr�nc�ples.

The above rule does not prescr�be an unceas�ng regress �n one
k�nd of phenomena. It does not, for example, forb�d us, �n our ascent
from an �nd�v�dual human be�ng through the l�ne of h�s ancestors, to



expect that we shall d�scover at some po�nt of the regress a pr�meval
pa�r, or to adm�t, �n the ser�es of heavenly bod�es, a sun at the
farthest poss�ble d�stance from some centre. All that �t demands �s a
perpetual progress from phenomena to phenomena, even although
an actual percept�on �s not presented by them (as �n the case of our
percept�ons be�ng so weak as that we are unable to become
consc�ous of them), s�nce they, nevertheless, belong to poss�ble
exper�ence.

Every beg�nn�ng �s �n t�me, and all l�m�ts to extens�on are �n space.
But space and t�me are �n the world of sense. Consequently
phenomena �n the world are cond�t�onally l�m�ted, but the world �tself
�s not l�m�ted, e�ther cond�t�onally or uncond�t�onally.

For th�s reason, and because ne�ther the world nor the cosm�cal
ser�es of cond�t�ons to a g�ven cond�t�oned can be completely g�ven,
our concept�on of the cosm�cal quant�ty �s g�ven only �n and through
the regress and not pr�or to �t—�n a collect�ve �ntu�t�on. But the
regress �tself �s really noth�ng more than the determ�n�ng of the
cosm�cal quant�ty, and cannot therefore g�ve us any determ�ned
concept�on of �t—st�ll less a concept�on of a quant�ty wh�ch �s, �n
relat�on to a certa�n standard, �nf�n�te. The regress does not,
therefore, proceed to �nf�n�ty (an �nf�n�ty g�ven), but only to an
�ndef�n�te extent, for or the of present�ng to us a quant�ty—real�zed
only �n and through the regress �tself.

II. Solut�on of the Cosmolog�cal Idea of the Total�ty of
the D�v�s�on of a Whole g�ven �n Intu�t�on

When I d�v�de a whole wh�ch �s g�ven �n �ntu�t�on, I proceed from a
cond�t�oned to �ts cond�t�ons. The d�v�s�on of the parts of the whole
(subd�v�s�o or decompos�t�o) �s a regress �n the ser�es of these
cond�t�ons. The absolute total�ty of th�s ser�es would be actually
atta�ned and g�ven to the m�nd, �f the regress could arr�ve at s�mple
parts. But �f all the parts �n a cont�nuous decompos�t�on are
themselves d�v�s�ble, the d�v�s�on, that �s to say, the regress,
proceeds from the cond�t�oned to �ts cond�t�ons �n �nf�n�tum; because



the cond�t�ons (the parts) are themselves conta�ned �n the
cond�t�oned, and, as the latter �s g�ven �n a l�m�ted �ntu�t�on, the
former are all g�ven along w�th �t. Th�s regress cannot, therefore, be
called a regressus �n �ndef�n�tum, as happened �n the case of the
preced�ng cosmolog�cal �dea, the regress �n wh�ch proceeded from
the cond�t�oned to the cond�t�ons not g�ven contemporaneously and
along w�th �t, but d�scoverable only through the emp�r�cal regress. We
are not, however, ent�tled to aff�rm of a whole of th�s k�nd, wh�ch �s
d�v�s�ble �n �nf�n�tum, that �t cons�sts of an �nf�n�te number of parts.
For, although all the parts are conta�ned �n the �ntu�t�on of the whole,
the whole d�v�s�on �s not conta�ned there�n. The d�v�s�on �s conta�ned
only �n the progress�ng decompos�t�on—�n the regress �tself, wh�ch �s
the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty and actual�ty of the ser�es. Now, as
th�s regress �s �nf�n�te, all the members (parts) to wh�ch �t atta�ns
must be conta�ned �n the g�ven whole as an aggregate. But the
complete ser�es of d�v�s�on �s not conta�ned there�n. For th�s ser�es,
be�ng �nf�n�te �n success�on and always �ncomplete, cannot represent
an �nf�n�te number of members, and st�ll less a compos�t�on of these
members �nto a whole.

To apply th�s remark to space. Every l�m�ted part of space
presented to �ntu�t�on �s a whole, the parts of wh�ch are always
spaces—to whatever extent subd�v�ded. Every l�m�ted space �s
hence d�v�s�ble to �nf�n�ty.

Let us aga�n apply the remark to an external phenomenon
enclosed �n l�m�ts, that �s, a body. The d�v�s�b�l�ty of a body rests upon
the d�v�s�b�l�ty of space, wh�ch �s the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of the
body as an extended whole. A body �s consequently d�v�s�ble to
�nf�n�ty, though �t does not, for that reason, cons�st of an �nf�n�te
number of parts.

It certa�nly seems that, as a body must be cog�tated as substance
�n space, the law of d�v�s�b�l�ty would not be appl�cable to �t as
substance. For we may and ought to grant, �n the case of space, that
d�v�s�on or decompos�t�on, to any extent, never can utterly ann�h�late
compos�t�on (that �s to say, the smallest part of space must st�ll
cons�st of spaces); otherw�se space would ent�rely cease to ex�st—
wh�ch �s �mposs�ble. But, the assert�on on the other band that when



all compos�t�on �n matter �s ann�h�lated �n thought, noth�ng rema�ns,
does not seem to harmon�ze w�th the concept�on of substance, wh�ch
must be properly the subject of all compos�t�on and must rema�n,
even after the conjunct�on of �ts attr�butes �n space—wh�ch
const�tuted a body—�s ann�h�lated �n thought. But th�s �s not the case
w�th substance �n the phenomenal world, wh�ch �s not a th�ng �n �tself
cog�tated by the pure category. Phenomenal substance �s not an
absolute subject; �t �s merely a permanent sensuous �mage, and
noth�ng more than an �ntu�t�on, �n wh�ch the uncond�t�oned �s not to
be found.

But, although th�s rule of progress to �nf�n�ty �s leg�t�mate and
appl�cable to the subd�v�s�on of a phenomenon, as a mere
occupat�on or f�ll�ng of space, �t �s not appl�cable to a whole
cons�st�ng of a number of d�st�nct parts and const�tut�ng a quantum
d�scretum—that �s to say, an organ�zed body. It cannot be adm�tted
that every part �n an organ�zed whole �s �tself organ�zed, and that, �n
analys�ng �t to �nf�n�ty, we must always meet w�th organ�zed parts;
although we may allow that the parts of the matter wh�ch we
decompose �n �nf�n�tum, may be organ�zed. For the �nf�n�ty of the
d�v�s�on of a phenomenon �n space rests altogether on the fact that
the d�v�s�b�l�ty of a phenomenon �s g�ven only �n and through th�s
�nf�n�ty, that �s, an undeterm�ned number of parts �s g�ven, wh�le the
parts themselves are g�ven and determ�ned only �n and through the
subd�v�s�on; �n a word, the �nf�n�ty of the d�v�s�on necessar�ly
presupposes that the whole �s not already d�v�ded �n se. Hence our
d�v�s�on determ�nes a number of parts �n the whole—a number wh�ch
extends just as far as the actual regress �n the d�v�s�on; wh�le, on the
other hand, the very not�on of a body organ�zed to �nf�n�ty represents
the whole as already and �n �tself d�v�ded. We expect, therefore, to
f�nd �n �t a determ�nate, but at the same t�me, �nf�n�te, number of parts
—wh�ch �s self-contrad�ctory. For we should thus have a whole
conta�n�ng a ser�es of members wh�ch could not be completed �n any
regress—wh�ch �s �nf�n�te, and at the same t�me complete �n an
organ�zed compos�te. Inf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty �s appl�cable only to a
quantum cont�nuum, and �s based ent�rely on the �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty of
space, But �n a quantum d�scretum the mult�tude of parts or un�ts �s
always determ�ned, and hence always equal to some number. To



what extent a body may be organ�zed, exper�ence alone can �nform
us; and although, so far as our exper�ence of th�s or that body has
extended, we may not have d�scovered any �norgan�c part, such
parts must ex�st �n poss�ble exper�ence. But how far the
transcendental d�v�s�on of a phenomenon must extend, we cannot
know from exper�ence—�t �s a quest�on wh�ch exper�ence cannot
answer; �t �s answered only by the pr�nc�ple of reason wh�ch forb�ds
us to cons�der the emp�r�cal regress, �n the analys�s of extended
body, as ever absolutely complete.

Conclud�ng Remark on the Solut�on of the Transcendental
Mathemat�cal Ideas—and Introductory to the Solut�on of the
Dynam�cal Ideas.

We presented the ant�nomy of pure reason �n a tabular form, and
we endeavoured to show the ground of th�s self-contrad�ct�on on the
part of reason, and the only means of br�ng�ng �t to a conclus�on—
namely, by declar�ng both contrad�ctory statements to be false. We
represented �n these ant�nom�es the cond�t�ons of phenomena as
belong�ng to the cond�t�oned accord�ng to relat�ons of space and t�me
—wh�ch �s the usual suppos�t�on of the common understand�ng. In
th�s respect, all d�alect�cal representat�ons of total�ty, �n the ser�es of
cond�t�ons to a g�ven cond�t�oned, were perfectly homogeneous. The
cond�t�on was always a member of the ser�es along w�th the
cond�t�oned, and thus the homogene�ty of the whole ser�es was
assured. In th�s case the regress could never be cog�tated as
complete; or, �f th�s was the case, a member really cond�t�oned was
falsely regarded as a pr�mal member, consequently as
uncond�t�oned. In such an ant�nomy, therefore, we d�d not cons�der
the object, that �s, the cond�t�oned, but the ser�es of cond�t�ons
belong�ng to the object, and the magn�tude of that ser�es. And thus
arose the d�ff�culty—a d�ff�culty not to be settled by any dec�s�on
regard�ng the cla�ms of the two part�es, but s�mply by cutt�ng the knot
—by declar�ng the ser�es proposed by reason to be e�ther too long or
too short for the understand�ng, wh�ch could �n ne�ther case make �ts
concept�ons adequate w�th the �deas.

But we have overlooked, up to th�s po�nt, an essent�al d�fference
ex�st�ng between the concept�ons of the understand�ng wh�ch reason



endeavours to ra�se to the rank of �deas—two of these �nd�cat�ng a
mathemat�cal, and two a dynam�cal synthes�s of phenomena.
H�therto, �t was necessary to s�gnal�ze th�s d�st�nct�on; for, just as �n
our general representat�on of all transcendental �deas, we
cons�dered them under phenomenal cond�t�ons, so, �n the two
mathemat�cal �deas, our d�scuss�on �s concerned solely w�th an
object �n the world of phenomena. But as we are now about to
proceed to the cons�derat�on of the dynam�cal concept�ons of the
understand�ng, and the�r adequateness w�th �deas, we must not lose
s�ght of th�s d�st�nct�on. We shall f�nd that �t opens up to us an ent�rely
new v�ew of the confl�ct �n wh�ch reason �s �nvolved. For, wh�le �n the
f�rst two ant�nom�es, both part�es were d�sm�ssed, on the ground of
hav�ng advanced statements based upon false hypothes�s; �n the
present case the hope appears of d�scover�ng a hypothes�s wh�ch
may be cons�stent w�th the demands of reason, and, the judge
complet�ng the statement of the grounds of cla�m, wh�ch both part�es
had left �n an unsat�sfactory state, the quest�on may be settled on �ts
own mer�ts, not by d�sm�ss�ng the cla�mants, but by a compar�son of
the arguments on both s�des. If we cons�der merely the�r extens�on,
and whether they are adequate w�th �deas, the ser�es of cond�t�ons
may be regarded as all homogeneous. But the concept�on of the
understand�ng wh�ch l�es at the bas�s of these �deas, conta�ns e�ther
a synthes�s of the homogeneous (presupposed �n every quant�ty—�n
�ts compos�t�on as well as �n �ts d�v�s�on) or of the heterogeneous,
wh�ch �s the case �n the dynam�cal synthes�s of cause and effect, as
well as of the necessary and the cont�ngent.



Thus �t happens that �n the mathemat�cal ser�es of phenomena no
other than a sensuous cond�t�on �s adm�ss�ble—a cond�t�on wh�ch �s
�tself a member of the ser�es; wh�le the dynam�cal ser�es of sensuous
cond�t�ons adm�ts a heterogeneous cond�t�on, wh�ch �s not a member
of the ser�es, but, as purely �ntell�g�ble, l�es out of and beyond �t. And
thus reason �s sat�sf�ed, and an uncond�t�oned placed at the head of
the ser�es of phenomena, w�thout �ntroduc�ng confus�on �nto or
d�scont�nu�ng �t, contrary to the pr�nc�ples of the understand�ng.

Now, from the fact that the dynam�cal �deas adm�t a cond�t�on of
phenomena wh�ch does not form a part of the ser�es of phenomena,
ar�ses a result wh�ch we should not have expected from an ant�nomy.
In former cases, the result was that both contrad�ctory d�alect�cal
statements were declared to be false. In the present case, we f�nd
the cond�t�oned �n the dynam�cal ser�es connected w�th an
emp�r�cally uncond�t�oned, but non-sensuous cond�t�on; and thus
sat�sfact�on �s done to the understand�ng on the one hand and to the
reason on the other.[62] Wh�le, moreover, the d�alect�cal arguments for
uncond�t�oned total�ty �n mere phenomena fall to the ground, both
propos�t�ons of reason may be shown to be true �n the�r proper
s�gn�f�cat�on. Th�s could not happen �n the case of the cosmolog�cal
�deas wh�ch demanded a mathemat�cally uncond�t�oned un�ty; for no
cond�t�on could be placed at the head of the ser�es of phenomena,
except one wh�ch was �tself a phenomenon and consequently a
member of the ser�es.

[62] For the understand�ng cannot adm�t among phenomena a
cond�t�on wh�ch �s �tself emp�r�cally uncond�t�oned. But �f �t �s
poss�ble to cog�tate an �ntell�g�ble cond�t�on—one wh�ch �s not a
member of the ser�es of phenomena—for a cond�t�oned
phenomenon, w�thout break�ng the ser�es of emp�r�cal cond�t�ons,
such a cond�t�on may be adm�ss�ble as emp�r�cally uncond�t�oned,
and the emp�r�cal regress cont�nue regular, unceas�ng, and �ntact.



III. Solut�on of the Cosmolog�cal Idea of the Total�ty of
the Deduct�on of Cosm�cal Events from the�r Causes

There are only two modes of causal�ty cog�table—the causal�ty of
nature or of freedom. The f�rst �s the conjunct�on of a part�cular state
w�th another preced�ng �t �n the world of sense, the former follow�ng
the latter by v�rtue of a law. Now, as the causal�ty of phenomena �s
subject to cond�t�ons of t�me, and the preced�ng state, �f �t had always
ex�sted, could not have produced an effect wh�ch would make �ts f�rst
appearance at a part�cular t�me, the causal�ty of a cause must �tself
be an effect—must �tself have begun to be, and therefore, accord�ng
to the pr�nc�ple of the understand�ng, �tself requ�res a cause.

We must understand, on the contrary, by the term freedom, �n the
cosmolog�cal sense, a faculty of the spontaneous or�g�nat�on of a
state; the causal�ty of wh�ch, therefore, �s not subord�nated to
another cause determ�n�ng �t �n t�me. Freedom �s �n th�s sense a pure
transcendental �dea, wh�ch, �n the f�rst place, conta�ns no emp�r�cal
element; the object of wh�ch, �n the second place, cannot be g�ven or
determ�ned �n any exper�ence, because �t �s a un�versal law of the
very poss�b�l�ty of exper�ence, that everyth�ng wh�ch happens must
have a cause, that consequently the causal�ty of a cause, be�ng �tself
someth�ng that has happened, must also have a cause. In th�s v�ew
of the case, the whole f�eld of exper�ence, how far soever �t may
extend, conta�ns noth�ng that �s not subject to the laws of nature. But,
as we cannot by th�s means atta�n to an absolute total�ty of
cond�t�ons �n reference to the ser�es of causes and effects, reason
creates the �dea of a spontane�ty, wh�ch can beg�n to act of �tself, and
w�thout any external cause determ�n�ng �t to act�on, accord�ng to the
natural law of causal�ty.

It �s espec�ally remarkable that the pract�cal concept�on of freedom
�s based upon the transcendental �dea, and that the quest�on of the
poss�b�l�ty of the former �s d�ff�cult only as �t �nvolves the
cons�derat�on of the truth of the latter. Freedom, �n the pract�cal
sense, �s the �ndependence of the w�ll of coerc�on by sensuous
�mpulses. A w�ll �s sensuous, �n so far as �t �s patholog�cally affected
(by sensuous �mpulses); �t �s termed an�mal (arb�tr�um brutum), when



�t �s patholog�cally necess�tated. The human w�ll �s certa�nly an
arb�tr�um sens�t�vum, not brutum, but l�berum; because
sensuousness does not necess�tate �ts act�on, a faculty ex�st�ng �n
man of self-determ�nat�on, �ndependently of all sensuous coerc�on.

It �s pla�n that, �f all causal�ty �n the world of sense were natural—
and natural only—every event would be determ�ned by another
accord�ng to necessary laws, and that, consequently, phenomena, �n
so far as they determ�ne the w�ll, must necess�tate every act�on as a
natural effect from themselves; and thus all pract�cal freedom would
fall to the ground w�th the transcendental �dea. For the latter
presupposes that although a certa�n th�ng has not happened, �t ought
to have happened, and that, consequently, �ts phenomenal cause
was not so powerful and determ�nat�ve as to exclude the causal�ty of
our w�ll—a causal�ty capable of produc�ng effects �ndependently of
and even �n oppos�t�on to the power of natural causes, and capable,
consequently, of spontaneously or�g�nat�ng a ser�es of events.

Here, too, we f�nd �t to be the case, as we generally found �n the
self-contrad�ct�ons and perplex�t�es of a reason wh�ch str�ves to pass
the bounds of poss�ble exper�ence, that the problem �s properly not
phys�olog�cal, but transcendental. The quest�on of the poss�b�l�ty of
freedom does �ndeed concern psychology; but, as �t rests upon
d�alect�cal arguments of pure reason, �ts solut�on must engage the
attent�on of transcendental ph�losophy. Before attempt�ng th�s
solut�on, a task wh�ch transcendental ph�losophy cannot decl�ne, �t
w�ll be adv�sable to make a remark w�th regard to �ts procedure �n the
settlement of the quest�on.

If phenomena were th�ngs �n themselves, and t�me and space
forms of the ex�stence of th�ngs, cond�t�on and cond�t�oned would
always be members of the same ser�es; and thus would ar�se �n the
present case the ant�nomy common to all transcendental �deas—that
the�r ser�es �s e�ther too great or too small for the understand�ng. The
dynam�cal �deas, wh�ch we are about to d�scuss �n th�s and the
follow�ng sect�on, possess the pecul�ar�ty of relat�ng to an object, not
cons�dered as a quant�ty, but as an ex�stence; and thus, �n the
d�scuss�on of the present quest�on, we may make abstract�on of the
quant�ty of the ser�es of cond�t�ons, and cons�der merely the



dynam�cal relat�on of the cond�t�on to the cond�t�oned. The quest�on,
then, suggests �tself, whether freedom �s poss�ble; and, �f �t �s,
whether �t can cons�st w�th the un�versal�ty of the natural law of
causal�ty; and, consequently, whether we enounce a proper
d�sjunct�ve propos�t�on when we say: “Every effect must have �ts
or�g�n e�ther �n nature or �n freedom,” or whether both cannot ex�st
together �n the same event �n d�fferent relat�ons. The pr�nc�ple of an
unbroken connect�on between all events �n the phenomenal world, �n
accordance w�th the unchangeable laws of nature, �s a well-
establ�shed pr�nc�ple of transcendental analyt�c wh�ch adm�ts of no
except�on. The quest�on, therefore, �s: “Whether an effect,
determ�ned accord�ng to the laws of nature, can at the same t�me be
produced by a free agent, or whether freedom and nature mutually
exclude each other?” And here, the common but fallac�ous
hypothes�s of the absolute real�ty of phenomena man�fests �ts
�njur�ous �nfluence �n embarrass�ng the procedure of reason. For �f
phenomena are th�ngs �n themselves, freedom �s �mposs�ble. In th�s
case, nature �s the complete and all-suff�c�ent cause of every event;
and cond�t�on and cond�t�oned, cause and effect are conta�ned �n the
same ser�es, and necess�tated by the same law. If, on the contrary,
phenomena are held to be, as they are �n fact, noth�ng more than
mere representat�ons, connected w�th each other �n accordance w�th
emp�r�cal laws, they must have a ground wh�ch �s not phenomenal.
But the causal�ty of such an �ntell�g�ble cause �s not determ�ned or
determ�nable by phenomena; although �ts effects, as phenomena,
must be determ�ned by other phenomenal ex�stences. Th�s cause
and �ts causal�ty ex�st therefore out of and apart from the ser�es of
phenomena; wh�le �ts effects do ex�st and are d�scoverable �n the
ser�es of emp�r�cal cond�t�ons. Such an effect may therefore be
cons�dered to be free �n relat�on to �ts �ntell�g�ble cause, and
necessary �n relat�on to the phenomena from wh�ch �t �s a necessary
consequence—a d�st�nct�on wh�ch, stated �n th�s perfectly general
and abstract manner, must appear �n the h�ghest degree subtle and
obscure. The sequel w�ll expla�n. It �s suff�c�ent, at present, to remark
that, as the complete and unbroken connect�on of phenomena �s an
unalterable law of nature, freedom �s �mposs�ble—on the suppos�t�on
that phenomena are absolutely real. Hence those ph�losophers who



adhere to the common op�n�on on th�s subject can never succeed �n
reconc�l�ng the �deas of nature and freedom.

Poss�b�l�ty of Freedom �n Harmony w�th the Un�versal Law of
Natural Necess�ty.

That element �n a sensuous object wh�ch �s not �tself sensuous, I
may be allowed to term �ntell�g�ble. If, accord�ngly, an object wh�ch
must be regarded as a sensuous phenomenon possesses a faculty
wh�ch �s not an object of sensuous �ntu�t�on, but by means of wh�ch �t
�s capable of be�ng the cause of phenomena, the causal�ty of an
object or ex�stence of th�s k�nd may be regarded from two d�fferent
po�nts of v�ew. It may be cons�dered to be �ntell�g�ble, as regards �ts
act�on—the act�on of a th�ng wh�ch �s a th�ng �n �tself, and sensuous,
as regards �ts effects—the effects of a phenomenon belong�ng to the
sensuous world. We should accord�ngly, have to form both an
emp�r�cal and an �ntellectual concept�on of the causal�ty of such a
faculty or power—both, however, hav�ng reference to the same
effect. Th�s twofold manner of cog�tat�ng a power res�d�ng �n a
sensuous object does not run counter to any of the concept�ons
wh�ch we ought to form of the world of phenomena or of a poss�ble
exper�ence. Phenomena—not be�ng th�ngs �n themselves—must
have a transcendental object as a foundat�on, wh�ch determ�nes
them as mere representat�ons; and there seems to be no reason
why we should not ascr�be to th�s transcendental object, �n add�t�on
to the property of self-phenomen�zat�on, a causal�ty whose effects
are to be met w�th �n the world of phenomena, although �t �s not �tself
a phenomenon. But every effect�ve cause must possess a character,
that �s to say, a law of �ts causal�ty, w�thout wh�ch �t would cease to
be a cause. In the above case, then, every sensuous object would
possess an emp�r�cal character, wh�ch guaranteed that �ts act�ons, as
phenomena, stand �n complete and harmon�ous connect�on,
conformably to unvary�ng natural laws, w�th all other phenomena,
and can be deduced from these, as cond�t�ons, and that they do
thus, �n connect�on w�th these, const�tute a ser�es �n the order of
nature. Th�s sensuous object must, �n the second place, possess an
�ntell�g�ble character, wh�ch guarantees �t to be the cause of those
act�ons, as phenomena, although �t �s not �tself a phenomenon nor
subord�nate to the cond�t�ons of the world of sense. The former may



be termed the character of the th�ng as a phenomenon, the latter the
character of the th�ng as a th�ng �n �tself.

Now th�s act�ve subject would, �n �ts character of �ntell�g�ble
subject, be subord�nate to no cond�t�ons of t�me, for t�me �s only a
cond�t�on of phenomena, and not of th�ngs �n themselves. No act�on
would beg�n or cease to be �n th�s subject; �t would consequently be
free from the law of all determ�nat�on of t�me—the law of change,
namely, that everyth�ng wh�ch happens must have a cause �n the
phenomena of a preced�ng state. In one word, the causal�ty of the
subject, �n so far as �t �s �ntell�g�ble, would not form part of the ser�es
of emp�r�cal cond�t�ons wh�ch determ�ne and necess�tate an event �n
the world of sense. Aga�n, th�s �ntell�g�ble character of a th�ng cannot
be �mmed�ately cogn�zed, because we can perce�ve noth�ng but
phenomena, but �t must be capable of be�ng cog�tated �n harmony
w�th the emp�r�cal character; for we always f�nd ourselves compelled
to place, �n thought, a transcendental object at the bas�s of
phenomena although we can never know what th�s object �s �n �tself.

In v�rtue of �ts emp�r�cal character, th�s subject would at the same
t�me be subord�nate to all the emp�r�cal laws of causal�ty, and, as a
phenomenon and member of the sensuous world, �ts effects would
have to be accounted for by a reference to preced�ng phenomena.
Eternal phenomena must be capable of �nfluenc�ng �t; and �ts act�ons,
�n accordance w�th natural laws, must expla�n to us how �ts emp�r�cal
character, that �s, the law of �ts causal�ty, �s to be cogn�zed �n and by
means of exper�ence. In a word, all requ�s�tes for a complete and
necessary determ�nat�on of these act�ons must be presented to us by
exper�ence.

In v�rtue of �ts �ntell�g�ble character, on the other hand (although we
possess only a general concept�on of th�s character), the subject
must be regarded as free from all sensuous �nfluences, and from all
phenomenal determ�nat�on. Moreover, as noth�ng happens �n th�s
subject—for �t �s a noumenon, and there does not consequently ex�st
�n �t any change, demand�ng the dynam�cal determ�nat�on of t�me,
and for the same reason no connect�on w�th phenomena as causes
—th�s act�ve ex�stence must �n �ts act�ons be free from and
�ndependent of natural necess�ty, for or necess�ty ex�sts only �n the



world of phenomena. It would be qu�te correct to say that �t or�g�nates
or beg�ns �ts effects �n the world of sense from �tself, although the
act�on product�ve of these effects does not beg�n �n �tself. We should
not be �n th�s case aff�rm�ng that these sensuous effects began to
ex�st of themselves, because they are always determ�ned by pr�or
emp�r�cal cond�t�ons—by v�rtue of the emp�r�cal character, wh�ch �s
the phenomenon of the �ntell�g�ble character—and are poss�ble only
as const�tut�ng a cont�nuat�on of the ser�es of natural causes. And
thus nature and freedom, each �n the complete and absolute
s�gn�f�cat�on of these terms, can ex�st, w�thout contrad�ct�on or
d�sagreement, �n the same act�on.

Expos�t�on of the Cosmolog�cal Idea of Freedom �n Harmony w�th
the Un�versal Law of Natural Necess�ty.

I have thought �t adv�sable to lay before the reader at f�rst merely a
sketch of the solut�on of th�s transcendental problem, �n order to
enable h�m to form w�th greater ease a clear concept�on of the
course wh�ch reason must adopt �n the solut�on. I shall now proceed
to exh�b�t the several momenta of th�s solut�on, and to cons�der them
�n the�r order.

The natural law that everyth�ng wh�ch happens must have a
cause, that the causal�ty of th�s cause, that �s, the act�on of the cause
(wh�ch cannot always have ex�sted, but must be �tself an event, for �t
precedes �n t�me some effect wh�ch �t has or�g�nated), must have
�tself a phenomenal cause, by wh�ch �t �s determ�ned and, and,
consequently, all events are emp�r�cally determ�ned �n an order of
nature—th�s law, I say, wh�ch l�es at the foundat�on of the poss�b�l�ty
of exper�ence, and of a connected system of phenomena or nature �s
a law of the understand�ng, from wh�ch no departure, and to wh�ch
no except�on, can be adm�tted. For to except even a s�ngle
phenomenon from �ts operat�on �s to exclude �t from the sphere of
poss�ble exper�ence and thus to adm�t �t to be a mere f�ct�on of
thought or phantom of the bra�n.

Thus we are obl�ged to acknowledge the ex�stence of a cha�n of
causes, �n wh�ch, however, absolute total�ty cannot be found. But we
need not deta�n ourselves w�th th�s quest�on, for �t has already been
suff�c�ently answered �n our d�scuss�on of the ant�nom�es �nto wh�ch



reason falls, when �t attempts to reach the uncond�t�oned �n the
ser�es of phenomena. If we perm�t ourselves to be dece�ved by the
�llus�on of transcendental �deal�sm, we shall f�nd that ne�ther nature
nor freedom ex�sts. Now the quest�on �s: “Whether, adm�tt�ng the
ex�stence of natural necess�ty �n the world of phenomena, �t �s
poss�ble to cons�der an effect as at the same t�me an effect of nature
and an effect of freedom—or, whether these two modes of causal�ty
are contrad�ctory and �ncompat�ble?”

No phenomenal cause can absolutely and of �tself beg�n a ser�es.
Every act�on, �n so far as �t �s product�ve of an event, �s �tself an
event or occurrence, and presupposes another preced�ng state, �n
wh�ch �ts cause ex�sted. Thus everyth�ng that happens �s but a
cont�nuat�on of a ser�es, and an absolute beg�nn�ng �s �mposs�ble �n
the sensuous world. The act�ons of natural causes are, accord�ngly,
themselves effects, and presuppose causes preced�ng them �n t�me.
A pr�mal act�on wh�ch forms an absolute beg�nn�ng, �s beyond the
causal power of phenomena.

Now, �s �t absolutely necessary that, grant�ng that all effects are
phenomena, the causal�ty of the cause of these effects must also be
a phenomenon and belong to the emp�r�cal world? Is �t not rather
poss�ble that, although every effect �n the phenomenal world must be
connected w�th an emp�r�cal cause, accord�ng to the un�versal law of
nature, th�s emp�r�cal causal�ty may be �tself the effect of a non-
emp�r�cal and �ntell�g�ble causal�ty—�ts connect�on w�th natural
causes rema�n�ng nevertheless �ntact? Such a causal�ty would be
cons�dered, �n reference to phenomena, as the pr�mal act�on of a
cause, wh�ch �s �n so far, therefore, not phenomenal, but, by reason
of th�s faculty or power, �ntell�g�ble; although �t must, at the same
t�me, as a l�nk �n the cha�n of nature, be regarded as belong�ng to the
sensuous world.

A bel�ef �n the rec�procal causal�ty of phenomena �s necessary, �f
we are requ�red to look for and to present the natural cond�t�ons of
natural events, that �s to say, the�r causes. Th�s be�ng adm�tted as
unexcept�onably val�d, the requ�rements of the understand�ng, wh�ch
recogn�zes noth�ng but nature �n the reg�on of phenomena, are
sat�sf�ed, and our phys�cal explanat�ons of phys�cal phenomena may



proceed �n the�r regular course, w�thout h�ndrance and w�thout
oppos�t�on. But �t �s no stumbl�ng-block �n the way, even assum�ng
the �dea to be a pure f�ct�on, to adm�t that there are some natural
causes �n the possess�on of a faculty wh�ch �s not emp�r�cal, but
�ntell�g�ble, �nasmuch as �t �s not determ�ned to act�on by emp�r�cal
cond�t�ons, but purely and solely upon grounds brought forward by
the understand�ng—th�s act�on be�ng st�ll, when the cause �s
phenomen�zed, �n perfect accordance w�th the laws of emp�r�cal
causal�ty. Thus the act�ng subject, as a causal phenomenon, would
cont�nue to preserve a complete connect�on w�th nature and natural
cond�t�ons; and the phenomenon only of the subject (w�th all �ts
phenomenal causal�ty) would conta�n certa�n cond�t�ons, wh�ch, �f we
ascend from the emp�r�cal to the transcendental object, must
necessar�ly be regarded as �ntell�g�ble. For, �f we attend, �n our
�nqu�r�es w�th regard to causes �n the world of phenomena, to the
d�rect�ons of nature alone, we need not trouble ourselves about the
relat�on �n wh�ch the transcendental subject, wh�ch �s completely
unknown to us, stands to these phenomena and the�r connect�on �n
nature. The �ntell�g�ble ground of phenomena �n th�s subject does not
concern emp�r�cal quest�ons. It has to do only w�th pure thought; and,
although the effects of th�s thought and act�on of the pure
understand�ng are d�scoverable �n phenomena, these phenomena
must nevertheless be capable of a full and complete explanat�on,
upon purely phys�cal grounds and �n accordance w�th natural laws.
And �n th�s case we attend solely to the�r emp�r�cal and om�t all
cons�derat�on of the�r �ntell�g�ble character (wh�ch �s the
transcendental cause of the former) as completely unknown, except
�n so far as �t �s exh�b�ted by the latter as �ts emp�r�cal symbol. Now
let us apply th�s to exper�ence. Man �s a phenomenon of the
sensuous world and, at the same t�me, therefore, a natural cause,
the causal�ty of wh�ch must be regulated by emp�r�cal laws. As such,
he must possess an emp�r�cal character, l�ke all other natural
phenomena. We remark th�s emp�r�cal character �n h�s act�ons, wh�ch
reveal the presence of certa�n powers and facult�es. If we cons�der
�nan�mate or merely an�mal nature, we can d�scover no reason for
ascr�b�ng to ourselves any other than a faculty wh�ch �s determ�ned �n
a purely sensuous manner. But man, to whom nature reveals herself



only through sense, cogn�zes h�mself not only by h�s senses, but
also through pure appercept�on; and th�s �n act�ons and �nternal
determ�nat�ons, wh�ch he cannot regard as sensuous �mpress�ons.
He �s thus to h�mself, on the one hand, a phenomenon, but on the
other hand, �n respect of certa�n facult�es, a purely �ntell�g�ble object
—�ntell�g�ble, because �ts act�on cannot be ascr�bed to sensuous
recept�v�ty. These facult�es are understand�ng and reason. The latter,
espec�ally, �s �n a pecul�ar manner d�st�nct from all emp�r�cally-
cond�t�oned facult�es, for �t employs �deas alone �n the cons�derat�on
of �ts objects, and by means of these determ�nes the understand�ng,
wh�ch then proceeds to make an emp�r�cal use of �ts own
concept�ons, wh�ch, l�ke the �deas of reason, are pure and non-
emp�r�cal.

That reason possesses the faculty of causal�ty, or that at least we
are compelled so to represent �t, �s ev�dent from the �mperat�ves,
wh�ch �n the sphere of the pract�cal we �mpose on many of our
execut�ve powers. The words I ought express a spec�es of necess�ty,
and �mply a connect�on w�th grounds wh�ch nature does not and
cannot present to the m�nd of man. Understand�ng knows noth�ng �n
nature but that wh�ch �s, or has been, or w�ll be. It would be absurd to
say that anyth�ng �n nature ought to be other than �t �s �n the relat�ons
of t�me �n wh�ch �t stands; �ndeed, the ought, when we cons�der
merely the course of nature, has ne�ther appl�cat�on nor mean�ng.
The quest�on, “What ought to happen �n the sphere of nature?” �s just
as absurd as the quest�on, “What ought to be the propert�es of a
c�rcle?” All that we are ent�tled to ask �s, “What takes place �n
nature?” or, �n the latter case, “What are the propert�es of a c�rcle?”

But the �dea of an ought or of duty �nd�cates a poss�ble act�on, the
ground of wh�ch �s a pure concept�on; wh�le the ground of a merely
natural act�on �s, on the contrary, always a phenomenon. Th�s act�on
must certa�nly be poss�ble under phys�cal cond�t�ons, �f �t �s
prescr�bed by the moral �mperat�ve ought; but these phys�cal or
natural cond�t�ons do not concern the determ�nat�on of the w�ll �tself,
they relate to �ts effects alone, and the consequences of the effect �n
the world of phenomena. Whatever number of mot�ves nature may
present to my w�ll, whatever sensuous �mpulses—the moral ought �t
�s beyond the�r power to produce. They may produce a vol�t�on,



wh�ch, so far from be�ng necessary, �s always cond�t�oned—a vol�t�on
to wh�ch the ought enunc�ated by reason, sets an a�m and a
standard, g�ves perm�ss�on or proh�b�t�on. Be the object what �t may,
purely sensuous—as pleasure, or presented by pure reason—as
good, reason w�ll not y�eld to grounds wh�ch have an emp�r�cal or�g�n.
Reason w�ll not follow the order of th�ngs presented by exper�ence,
but, w�th perfect spontane�ty, rearranges them accord�ng to �deas,
w�th wh�ch �t compels emp�r�cal cond�t�ons to agree. It declares, �n
the name of these �deas, certa�n act�ons to be necessary wh�ch
nevertheless have not taken place and wh�ch perhaps never w�ll take
place; and yet presupposes that �t possesses the faculty of causal�ty
�n relat�on to these act�ons. For, �n the absence of th�s suppos�t�on, �t
could not expect �ts �deas to produce certa�n effects �n the world of
exper�ence.

Now, let us stop here and adm�t �t to be at least poss�ble that
reason does stand �n a really causal relat�on to phenomena. In th�s
case �t must—pure reason as �t �s—exh�b�t an emp�r�cal character.
For every cause supposes a rule, accord�ng to wh�ch certa�n
phenomena follow as effects from the cause, and every rule requ�res
un�form�ty �n these effects; and th�s �s the proper ground of the
concept�on of a cause—as a faculty or power. Now th�s concept�on
(of a cause) may be termed the emp�r�cal character of reason; and
th�s character �s a permanent one, wh�le the effects produced
appear, �n conform�ty w�th the var�ous cond�t�ons wh�ch accompany
and partly l�m�t them, �n var�ous forms.

Thus the vol�t�on of every man has an emp�r�cal character, wh�ch �s
noth�ng more than the causal�ty of h�s reason, �n so far as �ts effects
�n the phenomenal world man�fest the presence of a rule, accord�ng
to wh�ch we are enabled to exam�ne, �n the�r several k�nds and
degrees, the act�ons of th�s causal�ty and the rat�onal grounds for
these act�ons, and �n th�s way to dec�de upon the subject�ve
pr�nc�ples of the vol�t�on. Now we learn what th�s emp�r�cal character
�s only from phenomenal effects, and from the rule of these wh�ch �s
presented by exper�ence; and for th�s reason all the act�ons of man
�n the world of phenomena are determ�ned by h�s emp�r�cal
character, and the co-operat�ve causes of nature. If, then, we could
�nvest�gate all the phenomena of human vol�t�on to the�r lowest



foundat�on �n the m�nd, there would be no act�on wh�ch we could not
ant�c�pate w�th certa�nty, and recogn�ze to be absolutely necessary
from �ts preced�ng cond�t�ons. So far as relates to th�s emp�r�cal
character, therefore, there can be no freedom; and �t �s only �n the
l�ght of th�s character that we can cons�der the human w�ll, when we
conf�ne ourselves to s�mple observat�on and, as �s the case �n
anthropology, �nst�tute a phys�olog�cal �nvest�gat�on of the mot�ve
causes of human act�ons.

But when we cons�der the same act�ons �n relat�on to reason—not
for the purpose of expla�n�ng the�r or�g�n, that �s, �n relat�on to
speculat�ve reason, but to pract�cal reason, as the produc�ng cause
of these act�ons—we shall d�scover a rule and an order very d�fferent
from those of nature and exper�ence. For the declarat�on of th�s
mental faculty may be that what has and could not but take place �n
the course of nature, ought not to have taken place. Somet�mes, too,
we d�scover, or bel�eve that we d�scover, that the �deas of reason d�d
actually stand �n a causal relat�on to certa�n act�ons of man; and that
these act�ons have taken place because they were determ�ned, not
by emp�r�cal causes, but by the act of the w�ll upon grounds of
reason.

Now, grant�ng that reason stands �n a causal relat�on to
phenomena; can an act�on of reason be called free, when we know
that, sensuously, �n �ts emp�r�cal character, �t �s completely
determ�ned and absolutely necessary? But th�s emp�r�cal character �s
�tself determ�ned by the �ntell�g�ble character. The latter we cannot
cogn�ze; we can only �nd�cate �t by means of phenomena, wh�ch
enable us to have an �mmed�ate cogn�t�on only of the emp�r�cal
character.[63] An act�on, then, �n so far as �t �s to be ascr�bed to an
�ntell�g�ble cause, does not result from �t �n accordance w�th emp�r�cal
laws. That �s to say, not the cond�t�ons of pure reason, but only the�r
effects �n the �nternal sense, precede the act. Pure reason, as a
purely �ntell�g�ble faculty, �s not subject to the cond�t�ons of t�me. The
causal�ty of reason �n �ts �ntell�g�ble character does not beg�n to be; �t
does not make �ts appearance at a certa�n t�me, for the purpose of
produc�ng an effect. If th�s were not the case, the causal�ty of reason
would be subserv�ent to the natural law of phenomena, wh�ch
determ�nes them accord�ng to t�me, and as a ser�es of causes and



effects �n t�me; �t would consequently cease to be freedom and
become a part of nature. We are therefore just�f�ed �n say�ng: “If
reason stands �n a causal relat�on to phenomena, �t �s a faculty wh�ch
or�g�nates the sensuous cond�t�on of an emp�r�cal ser�es of effects.”
For the cond�t�on, wh�ch res�des �n the reason, �s non-sensuous, and
therefore cannot be or�g�nated, or beg�n to be. And thus we f�nd—
what we could not d�scover �n any emp�r�cal ser�es—a cond�t�on of a
success�ve ser�es of events �tself emp�r�cally uncond�t�oned. For, �n
the present case, the cond�t�on stands out of and beyond the ser�es
of phenomena—�t �s �ntell�g�ble, and �t consequently cannot be
subjected to any sensuous cond�t�on, or to any t�me-determ�nat�on by
a preced�ng cause.

[63] The real moral�ty of act�ons—the�r mer�t or demer�t, and even
that of our own conduct, �s completely unknown to us. Our
est�mates can relate only to the�r emp�r�cal character. How much
�s the result of the act�on of free w�ll, how much �s to be ascr�bed
to nature and to blameless error, or to a happy const�tut�on of
temperament (mer�to fortunae), no one can d�scover, nor, for th�s
reason, determ�ne w�th perfect just�ce.

But, �n another respect, the same cause belongs also to the ser�es
of phenomena. Man �s h�mself a phenomenon. H�s w�ll has an
emp�r�cal character, wh�ch �s the emp�r�cal cause of all h�s act�ons.
There �s no cond�t�on—determ�n�ng man and h�s vol�t�on �n
conform�ty w�th th�s character—wh�ch does not �tself form part of the
ser�es of effects �n nature, and �s subject to the�r law—the law
accord�ng to wh�ch an emp�r�cally undeterm�ned cause of an event �n
t�me cannot ex�st. For th�s reason no g�ven act�on can have an
absolute and spontaneous or�g�nat�on, all act�ons be�ng phenomena,
and belong�ng to the world of exper�ence. But �t cannot be sa�d of
reason, that the state �n wh�ch �t determ�nes the w�ll �s always
preceded by some other state determ�n�ng �t. For reason �s not a
phenomenon, and therefore not subject to sensuous cond�t�ons; and,
consequently, even �n relat�on to �ts causal�ty, the sequence or
cond�t�ons of t�me do not �nfluence reason, nor can the dynam�cal
law of nature, wh�ch determ�nes the sequence of t�me accord�ng to
certa�n rules, be appl�ed to �t.



Reason �s consequently the permanent cond�t�on of all act�ons of
the human w�ll. Each of these �s determ�ned �n the emp�r�cal
character of the man, even before �t has taken place. The �ntell�g�ble
character, of wh�ch the former �s but the sensuous schema, knows
no before or after; and every act�on, �rrespect�ve of the t�me-relat�on
�n wh�ch �t stands w�th other phenomena, �s the �mmed�ate effect of
the �ntell�g�ble character of pure reason, wh�ch, consequently, enjoys
freedom of act�on, and �s not dynam�cally determ�ned e�ther by
�nternal or external preced�ng cond�t�ons. Th�s freedom must not be
descr�bed, �n a merely negat�ve manner, as �ndependence of
emp�r�cal cond�t�ons, for �n th�s case the faculty of reason would
cease to be a cause of phenomena; but �t must be regarded,
pos�t�vely, as a faculty wh�ch can spontaneously or�g�nate a ser�es of
events. At the same t�me, �t must not be supposed that any
beg�nn�ng can take place �n reason; on the contrary, reason, as the
uncond�t�oned cond�t�on of all act�on of the w�ll, adm�ts of no t�me-
cond�t�ons, although �ts effect does really beg�n �n a ser�es of
phenomena—a beg�nn�ng wh�ch �s not, however, absolutely pr�mal.

I shall �llustrate th�s regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of reason by an example,
from �ts employment �n the world of exper�ence; proved �t cannot be
by any amount of exper�ence, or by any number of facts, for such
arguments cannot establ�sh the truth of transcendental propos�t�ons.
Let us take a voluntary act�on—for example, a falsehood—by means
of wh�ch a man has �ntroduced a certa�n degree of confus�on �nto the
soc�al l�fe of human�ty, wh�ch �s judged accord�ng to the mot�ves from
wh�ch �t or�g�nated, and the blame of wh�ch and of the ev�l
consequences ar�s�ng from �t, �s �mputed to the offender. We at f�rst
proceed to exam�ne the emp�r�cal character of the offence, and for
th�s purpose we endeavour to penetrate to the sources of that
character, such as a defect�ve educat�on, bad company, a shameless
and w�cked d�spos�t�on, fr�vol�ty, and want of reflect�on—not forgett�ng
also the occas�on�ng causes wh�ch preva�led at the moment of the
transgress�on. In th�s the procedure �s exactly the same as that
pursued �n the �nvest�gat�on of the ser�es of causes wh�ch determ�ne
a g�ven phys�cal effect. Now, although we bel�eve the act�on to have
been determ�ned by all these c�rcumstances, we do not the less
blame the offender. We do not blame h�m for h�s unhappy



d�spos�t�on, nor for the c�rcumstances wh�ch �nfluenced h�m, nay, not
even for h�s former course of l�fe; for we presuppose that all these
cons�derat�ons may be set as�de, that the ser�es of preced�ng
cond�t�ons may be regarded as hav�ng never ex�sted, and that the
act�on may be cons�dered as completely uncond�t�oned �n relat�on to
any state preced�ng, just as �f the agent commenced w�th �t an
ent�rely new ser�es of effects. Our blame of the offender �s grounded
upon a law of reason, wh�ch requ�res us to regard th�s faculty as a
cause, wh�ch could have and ought to have otherw�se determ�ned
the behav�our of the culpr�t, �ndependently of all emp�r�cal cond�t�ons.
Th�s causal�ty of reason we do not regard as a co-operat�ng agency,
but as complete �n �tself. It matters not whether the sensuous
�mpulses favoured or opposed the act�on of th�s causal�ty, the
offence �s est�mated accord�ng to �ts �ntell�g�ble character—the
offender �s dec�dedly worthy of blame, the moment he utters a
falsehood. It follows that we regard reason, �n sp�te of the emp�r�cal
cond�t�ons of the act, as completely free, and therefore, therefore, as
�n the present case, culpable.

The above judgement �s complete ev�dence that we are
accustomed to th�nk that reason �s not affected by sensuous
cond�t�ons, that �n �t no change takes place—although �ts
phenomena, �n other words, the mode �n wh�ch �t appears �n �ts
effects, are subject to change—that �n �t no preced�ng state
determ�nes the follow�ng, and, consequently, that �t does not form a
member of the ser�es of sensuous cond�t�ons wh�ch necess�tate
phenomena accord�ng to natural laws. Reason �s present and the
same �n all human act�ons and at all t�mes; but �t does not �tself ex�st
�n t�me, and therefore does not enter upon any state �n wh�ch �t d�d
not formerly ex�st. It �s, relat�vely to new states or cond�t�ons,
determ�n�ng, but not determ�nable. Hence we cannot ask: “Why d�d
not reason determ�ne �tself �n a d�fferent manner?” The quest�on
ought to be thus stated: “Why d�d not reason employ �ts power of
causal�ty to determ�ne certa�n phenomena �n a d�fferent manner?”
But th�s �s a quest�on wh�ch adm�ts of no answer. For a d�fferent
�ntell�g�ble character would have exh�b�ted a d�fferent emp�r�cal
character; and, when we say that, �n sp�te of the course wh�ch h�s
whole former l�fe has taken, the offender could have refra�ned from



utter�ng the falsehood, th�s means merely that the act was subject to
the power and author�ty—perm�ss�ve or proh�b�t�ve—of reason. Now,
reason �s not subject �n �ts causal�ty to any cond�t�ons of phenomena
or of t�me; and a d�fference �n t�me may produce a d�fference �n the
relat�on of phenomena to each other—for these are not th�ngs and
therefore not causes �n themselves—but �t cannot produce any
d�fference �n the relat�on �n wh�ch the act�on stands to the faculty of
reason.

Thus, then, �n our �nvest�gat�on �nto free act�ons and the causal
power wh�ch produced them, we arr�ve at an �ntell�g�ble cause,
beyond wh�ch, however, we cannot go; although we can recogn�ze
that �t �s free, that �s, �ndependent of all sensuous cond�t�ons, and
that, �n th�s way, �t may be the sensuously uncond�t�oned cond�t�on of
phenomena. But for what reason the �ntell�g�ble character generates
such and such phenomena and exh�b�ts such and such an emp�r�cal
character under certa�n c�rcumstances, �t �s beyond the power of our
reason to dec�de. The quest�on �s as much above the power and the
sphere of reason as the follow�ng would be: “Why does the
transcendental object of our external sensuous �ntu�t�on allow of no
other form than that of �ntu�t�on �n space?” But the problem, wh�ch we
were called upon to solve, does not requ�re us to enterta�n any such
quest�ons. The problem was merely th�s—whether freedom and
natural necess�ty can ex�st w�thout oppos�t�on �n the same act�on. To
th�s quest�on we have g�ven a suff�c�ent answer; for we have shown
that, as the former stands �n a relat�on to a d�fferent k�nd of cond�t�on
from those of the latter, the law of the one does not affect the law of
the other and that, consequently, both can ex�st together �n
�ndependence of and w�thout �nterference w�th each other.

The reader must be careful to remark that my �ntent�on �n the
above remarks has not been to prove the actual ex�stence of
freedom, as a faculty �n wh�ch res�des the cause of certa�n sensuous
phenomena. For, not to ment�on that such an argument would not
have a transcendental character, nor have been l�m�ted to the
d�scuss�on of pure concept�ons—all attempts at �nferr�ng from
exper�ence what cannot be cog�tated �n accordance w�th �ts laws,
must ever be unsuccessful. Nay, more, I have not even a�med at
demonstrat�ng the poss�b�l�ty of freedom; for th�s too would have



been a va�n endeavour, �nasmuch as �t �s beyond the power of the
m�nd to cogn�ze the poss�b�l�ty of a real�ty or of a causal power by the
a�d of mere à pr�or� concept�ons. Freedom has been cons�dered �n
the forego�ng remarks only as a transcendental �dea, by means of
wh�ch reason a�ms at or�g�nat�ng a ser�es of cond�t�ons �n the world of
phenomena w�th the help of that wh�ch �s sensuously uncond�t�oned,
�nvolv�ng �tself, however, �n an ant�nomy w�th the laws wh�ch �tself
prescr�bes for the conduct of the understand�ng. That th�s ant�nomy
�s based upon a mere �llus�on, and that nature and freedom are at
least not opposed—th�s was the only th�ng �n our power to prove,
and the quest�on wh�ch �t was our task to solve.

IV. Solut�on of the Cosmolog�cal Idea of the Total�ty of
the Dependence of Phenomenal Ex�stences

In the preced�ng remarks, we cons�dered the changes �n the world
of sense as const�tut�ng a dynam�cal ser�es, �n wh�ch each member
�s subord�nated to another—as �ts cause. Our present purpose �s to
ava�l ourselves of th�s ser�es of states or cond�t�ons as a gu�de to an
ex�stence wh�ch may be the h�ghest cond�t�on of all changeable
phenomena, that �s, to a necessary be�ng. Our endeavour to reach,
not the uncond�t�oned causal�ty, but the uncond�t�oned ex�stence, of
substance. The ser�es before us �s therefore a ser�es of concept�ons,
and not of �ntu�t�ons (�n wh�ch the one �ntu�t�on �s the cond�t�on of the
other).

But �t �s ev�dent that, as all phenomena are subject to change and
cond�t�oned �n the�r ex�stence, the ser�es of dependent ex�stences
cannot embrace an uncond�t�oned member, the ex�stence of wh�ch
would be absolutely necessary. It follows that, �f phenomena were
th�ngs �n themselves, and—as an �mmed�ate consequence from th�s
suppos�t�on—cond�t�on and cond�t�oned belonged to the same ser�es
of phenomena, the ex�stence of a necessary be�ng, as the cond�t�on
of the ex�stence of sensuous phenomena, would be perfectly
�mposs�ble.



An �mportant d�st�nct�on, however, ex�sts between the dynam�cal
and the mathemat�cal regress. The latter �s engaged solely w�th the
comb�nat�on of parts �nto a whole, or w�th the d�v�s�on of a whole �nto
�ts parts; and therefore are the cond�t�ons of �ts ser�es parts of the
ser�es, and to be consequently regarded as homogeneous, and for
th�s reason, as cons�st�ng, w�thout except�on, of phenomena. If the
former regress, on the contrary, the a�m of wh�ch �s not to establ�sh
the poss�b�l�ty of an uncond�t�oned whole cons�st�ng of g�ven parts, or
of an uncond�t�oned part of a g�ven whole, but to demonstrate the
poss�b�l�ty of the deduct�on of a certa�n state from �ts cause, or of the
cont�ngent ex�stence of substance from that wh�ch ex�sts necessar�ly,
�t �s not requ�s�te that the cond�t�on should form part of an emp�r�cal
ser�es along w�th the cond�t�oned.

In the case of the apparent ant�nomy w�th wh�ch we are at present
deal�ng, there ex�sts a way of escape from the d�ff�culty; for �t �s not
�mposs�ble that both of the contrad�ctory statements may be true �n
d�fferent relat�ons. All sensuous phenomena may be cont�ngent, and
consequently possess only an emp�r�cally cond�t�oned ex�stence, and
yet there may also ex�st a non-emp�r�cal cond�t�on of the whole
ser�es, or, �n other words, a necessary be�ng. For th�s necessary
be�ng, as an �ntell�g�ble cond�t�on, would not form a member—not
even the h�ghest member—of the ser�es; the whole world of sense
would be left �n �ts emp�r�cally determ�ned ex�stence un�nterfered w�th
and un�nfluenced. Th�s would also form a ground of d�st�nct�on
between the modes of solut�on employed for the th�rd and fourth
ant�nom�es. For, wh�le �n the cons�derat�on of freedom �n the former
ant�nomy, the th�ng �tself—the cause (substant�a phaenomenon)—
was regarded as belong�ng to the ser�es of cond�t�ons, and only �ts
causal�ty to the �ntell�g�ble world—we are obl�ged �n the present case
to cog�tate th�s necessary be�ng as purely �ntell�g�ble and as ex�st�ng
ent�rely apart from the world of sense (as an ens extramundanum);
for otherw�se �t would be subject to the phenomenal law of
cont�ngency and dependence.

In relat�on to the present problem, therefore, the regulat�ve
pr�nc�ple of reason �s that everyth�ng �n the sensuous world
possesses an emp�r�cally cond�t�oned ex�stence—that no property of
the sensuous world possesses uncond�t�oned necess�ty—that we are



bound to expect, and, so far as �s poss�ble, to seek for the emp�r�cal
cond�t�on of every member �n the ser�es of cond�t�ons—and that there
�s no suff�c�ent reason to just�fy us �n deduc�ng any ex�stence from a
cond�t�on wh�ch l�es out of and beyond the emp�r�cal ser�es, or �n
regard�ng any ex�stence as �ndependent and self-subs�stent;
although th�s should not prevent us from recogn�z�ng the poss�b�l�ty
of the whole ser�es be�ng based upon a be�ng wh�ch �s �ntell�g�ble,
and for th�s reason free from all emp�r�cal cond�t�ons.

But �t has been far from my �ntent�on, �n these remarks, to prove
the ex�stence of th�s uncond�t�oned and necessary be�ng, or even to
ev�dence the poss�b�l�ty of a purely �ntell�g�ble cond�t�on of the
ex�stence or all sensuous phenomena. As bounds were set to
reason, to prevent �t from leav�ng the gu�d�ng thread of emp�r�cal
cond�t�ons and los�ng �tself �n transcendent theor�es wh�ch are
�ncapable of concrete presentat�on; so �t was my purpose, on the
other band, to set bounds to the law of the purely emp�r�cal
understand�ng, and to protest aga�nst any attempts on �ts part at
dec�d�ng on the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs, or declar�ng the ex�stence of the
�ntell�g�ble to be �mposs�ble, merely on the ground that �t �s not
ava�lable for the explanat�on and expos�t�on of phenomena. It has
been shown, at the same t�me, that the cont�ngency of all the
phenomena of nature and the�r emp�r�cal cond�t�ons �s qu�te
cons�stent w�th the arb�trary hypothes�s of a necessary, although
purely �ntell�g�ble cond�t�on, that no real contrad�ct�on ex�sts between
them and that, consequently, both may be true. The ex�stence of
such an absolutely necessary be�ng may be �mposs�ble; but th�s can
never be demonstrated from the un�versal cont�ngency and
dependence of sensuous phenomena, nor from the pr�nc�ple wh�ch
forb�ds us to d�scont�nue the ser�es at some member of �t, or to seek
for �ts cause �n some sphere of ex�stence beyond the world of nature.
Reason goes �ts way �n the emp�r�cal world, and follows, too, �ts
pecul�ar path �n the sphere of the transcendental.

The sensuous world conta�ns noth�ng but phenomena, wh�ch are
mere representat�ons, and always sensuously cond�t�oned; th�ngs �n
themselves are not, and cannot be, objects to us. It �s not to be
wondered at, therefore, that we are not just�f�ed �n leap�ng from some
member of an emp�r�cal ser�es beyond the world of sense, as �f



emp�r�cal representat�ons were th�ngs �n themselves, ex�st�ng apart
from the�r transcendental ground �n the human m�nd, and the cause
of whose ex�stence may be sought out of the emp�r�cal ser�es. Th�s
would certa�nly be the case w�th cont�ngent th�ngs; but �t cannot be
w�th mere representat�ons of th�ngs, the cont�ngency of wh�ch �s �tself
merely a phenomenon and can relate to no other regress than that
wh�ch determ�nes phenomena, that �s, the emp�r�cal. But to cog�tate
an �ntell�g�ble ground of phenomena, as free, moreover, from the
cont�ngency of the latter, confl�cts ne�ther w�th the unl�m�ted nature of
the emp�r�cal regress, nor w�th the complete cont�ngency of
phenomena. And the demonstrat�on of th�s was the only th�ng
necessary for the solut�on of th�s apparent ant�nomy. For �f the
cond�t�on of every cond�t�oned—as regards �ts ex�stence—�s
sensuous, and for th�s reason a part of the same ser�es, �t must be
�tself cond�t�oned, as was shown �n the ant�thes�s of the fourth
ant�nomy. The embarrassments �nto wh�ch a reason, wh�ch
postulates the uncond�t�oned, necessar�ly falls, must, therefore,
cont�nue to ex�st; or the uncond�t�oned must be placed �n the sphere
of the �ntell�g�ble. In th�s way, �ts necess�ty does not requ�re, nor does
�t even perm�t, the presence of an emp�r�cal cond�t�on: and �t �s,
consequently, uncond�t�onally necessary.

The emp�r�cal employment of reason �s not affected by the
assumpt�on of a purely �ntell�g�ble be�ng; �t cont�nues �ts operat�ons
on the pr�nc�ple of the cont�ngency of all phenomena, proceed�ng
from emp�r�cal cond�t�ons to st�ll h�gher and h�gher cond�t�ons,
themselves emp�r�cal. Just as l�ttle does th�s regulat�ve pr�nc�ple
exclude the assumpt�on of an �ntell�g�ble cause, when the quest�on
regards merely the pure employment of reason—�n relat�on to ends
or a�ms. For, �n th�s case, an �ntell�g�ble cause s�gn�f�es merely the
transcendental and to us unknown ground of the poss�b�l�ty of
sensuous phenomena, and �ts ex�stence, necessary and
�ndependent of all sensuous cond�t�ons, �s not �ncons�stent w�th the
cont�ngency of phenomena, or w�th the unl�m�ted poss�b�l�ty of
regress wh�ch ex�sts �n the ser�es of emp�r�cal cond�t�ons.

Conclud�ng Remarks on the Ant�nomy of Pure Reason.



So long as the object of our rat�onal concept�ons �s the total�ty of
cond�t�ons �n the world of phenomena, and the sat�sfact�on, from th�s
source, of the requ�rements of reason, so long are our �deas
transcendental and cosmolog�cal. But when we set the
uncond�t�oned—wh�ch �s the a�m of all our �nqu�r�es—�n a sphere
wh�ch l�es out of the world of sense and poss�ble exper�ence, our
�deas become transcendent. They are then not merely serv�ceable
towards the complet�on of the exerc�se of reason (wh�ch rema�ns an
�dea, never executed, but always to be pursued); they detach
themselves completely from exper�ence and construct for
themselves objects, the mater�al of wh�ch has not been presented by
exper�ence, and the object�ve real�ty of wh�ch �s not based upon the
complet�on of the emp�r�cal ser�es, but upon pure à pr�or�
concept�ons. The �ntell�g�ble object of these transcendent �deas may
be conceded, as a transcendental object. But we cannot cog�tate �t
as a th�ng determ�nable by certa�n d�st�nct pred�cates relat�ng to �ts
�nternal nature, for �t has no connect�on w�th emp�r�cal concept�ons;
nor are we just�f�ed �n aff�rm�ng the ex�stence of any such object. It �s,
consequently, a mere product of the m�nd alone. Of all the
cosmolog�cal �deas, however, �t �s that occas�on�ng the fourth
ant�nomy wh�ch compels us to venture upon th�s step. For the
ex�stence of phenomena, always cond�t�oned and never self-
subs�stent, requ�res us to look for an object d�fferent from
phenomena—an �ntell�g�ble object, w�th wh�ch all cont�ngency must
cease. But, as we have allowed ourselves to assume the ex�stence
of a self-subs�stent real�ty out of the f�eld of exper�ence, and are
therefore obl�ged to regard phenomena as merely a cont�ngent mode
of represent�ng �ntell�g�ble objects employed by be�ngs wh�ch are
themselves �ntell�gences—no other course rema�ns for us than to
follow analogy and employ the same mode �n form�ng some
concept�on of �ntell�g�ble th�ngs, of wh�ch we have not the least
knowledge, wh�ch nature taught us to use �n the format�on of
emp�r�cal concept�ons. Exper�ence made us acqua�nted w�th the
cont�ngent. But we are at present engaged �n the d�scuss�on of
th�ngs wh�ch are not objects of exper�ence; and must, therefore,
deduce our knowledge of them from that wh�ch �s necessary
absolutely and �n �tself, that �s, from pure concept�ons. Hence the f�rst



step wh�ch we take out of the world of sense obl�ges us to beg�n our
system of new cogn�t�on w�th the �nvest�gat�on of a necessary be�ng,
and to deduce from our concept�ons of �t all our concept�ons of
�ntell�g�ble th�ngs. Th�s we propose to attempt �n the follow�ng
chapter.

Chapter III. The Ideal of Pure Reason

Sect�on I. Of the Ideal �n General
We have seen that pure concept�ons do not present objects to the

m�nd, except under sensuous cond�t�ons; because the cond�t�ons of
object�ve real�ty do not ex�st �n these concept�ons, wh�ch conta�n, �n
fact, noth�ng but the mere form of thought. They may, however, when
appl�ed to phenomena, be presented �n concreto; for �t �s phenomena
that present to them the mater�als for the format�on of emp�r�cal
concept�ons, wh�ch are noth�ng more than concrete forms of the
concept�ons of the understand�ng. But �deas are st�ll further removed
from object�ve real�ty than categor�es; for no phenomenon can ever
present them to the human m�nd �n concreto. They conta�n a certa�n
perfect�on, atta�nable by no poss�ble emp�r�cal cogn�t�on; and they
g�ve to reason a systemat�c un�ty, to wh�ch the un�ty of exper�ence
attempts to approx�mate, but can never completely atta�n.

But st�ll further removed than the �dea from object�ve real�ty �s the
Ideal, by wh�ch term I understand the �dea, not �n concreto, but �n
�nd�v�duo—as an �nd�v�dual th�ng, determ�nable or determ�ned by the
�dea alone. The �dea of human�ty �n �ts complete perfect�on supposes
not only the advancement of all the powers and facult�es, wh�ch
const�tute our concept�on of human nature, to a complete atta�nment
of the�r f�nal a�ms, but also everyth�ng wh�ch �s requ�s�te for the
complete determ�nat�on of the �dea; for of all contrad�ctory
pred�cates, only one can conform w�th the �dea of the perfect man.
What I have termed an �deal was �n Plato’s ph�losophy an �dea of the



d�v�ne m�nd—an �nd�v�dual object present to �ts pure �ntu�t�on, the
most perfect of every k�nd of poss�ble be�ngs, and the archetype of
all phenomenal ex�stences.

W�thout r�s�ng to these speculat�ve he�ghts, we are bound to
confess that human reason conta�ns not only �deas, but �deals, wh�ch
possess, not, l�ke those of Plato, creat�ve, but certa�nly pract�cal
power—as regulat�ve pr�nc�ples, and form the bas�s of the
perfect�b�l�ty of certa�n act�ons. Moral concept�ons are not perfectly
pure concept�ons of reason, because an emp�r�cal element—of
pleasure or pa�n—l�es at the foundat�on of them. In relat�on, however,
to the pr�nc�ple, whereby reason sets bounds to a freedom wh�ch �s
�n �tself w�thout law, and consequently when we attend merely to
the�r form, they may be cons�dered as pure concept�ons of reason.
V�rtue and w�sdom �n the�r perfect pur�ty are �deas. But the w�se man
of the Sto�cs �s an �deal, that �s to say, a human be�ng ex�st�ng only �n
thought and �n complete conform�ty w�th the �dea of w�sdom. As the
�dea prov�des a rule, so the �deal serves as an archetype for the
perfect and complete determ�nat�on of the copy. Thus the conduct of
th�s w�se and d�v�ne man serves us as a standard of act�on, w�th
wh�ch we may compare and judge ourselves, wh�ch may help us to
reform ourselves, although the perfect�on �t demands can never be
atta�ned by us. Although we cannot concede object�ve real�ty to
these �deals, they are not to be cons�dered as ch�meras; on the
contrary, they prov�de reason w�th a standard, wh�ch enables �t to
est�mate, by compar�son, the degree of �ncompleteness �n the
objects presented to �t. But to a�m at real�z�ng the �deal �n an example
�n the world of exper�ence—to descr�be, for �nstance, the character of
the perfectly w�se man �n a romance—�s �mpract�cable. Nay more,
there �s someth�ng absurd �n the attempt; and the result must be l�ttle
ed�fy�ng, as the natural l�m�tat�ons, wh�ch are cont�nually break�ng �n
upon the perfect�on and completeness of the �dea, destroy the
�llus�on �n the story and throw an a�r of susp�c�on even on what �s
good �n the �dea, wh�ch hence appears f�ct�t�ous and unreal.

Such �s the const�tut�on of the �deal of reason, wh�ch �s always
based upon determ�nate concept�ons, and serves as a rule and a
model for l�m�tat�on or of cr�t�c�sm. Very d�fferent �s the nature of the
�deals of the �mag�nat�on. Of these �t �s �mposs�ble to present an



�ntell�g�ble concept�on; they are a k�nd of monogram, drawn
accord�ng to no determ�nate rule, and form�ng rather a vague p�cture
—the product�on of many d�verse exper�ences—than a determ�nate
�mage. Such are the �deals wh�ch pa�nters and phys�ognom�sts
profess to have �n the�r m�nds, and wh�ch can serve ne�ther as a
model for product�on nor as a standard for apprec�at�on. They may
be termed, though �mproperly, sensuous �deals, as they are declared
to be models of certa�n poss�ble emp�r�cal �ntu�t�ons. They cannot,
however, furn�sh rules or standards for explanat�on or exam�nat�on.

In �ts �deals, reason a�ms at complete and perfect determ�nat�on
accord�ng to à pr�or� rules; and hence �t cog�tates an object, wh�ch
must be completely determ�nable �n conform�ty w�th pr�nc�ples,
although all emp�r�cal cond�t�ons are absent, and the concept�on of
the object �s on th�s account transcendent.

Sect�on II. Of the Transcendental Ideal (Prototypon
Trancendentale)

Every concept�on �s, �n relat�on to that wh�ch �s not conta�ned �n �t,
undeterm�ned and subject to the pr�nc�ple of determ�nab�l�ty. Th�s
pr�nc�ple �s that, of every two contrad�ctor�ly opposed pred�cates, only
one can belong to a concept�on. It �s a purely log�cal pr�nc�ple, �tself
based upon the pr�nc�ple of contrad�ct�on; �nasmuch as �t makes
complete abstract�on of the content and attends merely to the log�cal
form of the cogn�t�on.

But aga�n, everyth�ng, as regards �ts poss�b�l�ty, �s also subject to
the pr�nc�ple of complete determ�nat�on, accord�ng to wh�ch one of all
the poss�ble contrad�ctory pred�cates of th�ngs must belong to �t. Th�s
pr�nc�ple �s not based merely upon that of contrad�ct�on; for, �n
add�t�on to the relat�on between two contrad�ctory pred�cates, �t
regards everyth�ng as stand�ng �n a relat�on to the sum of
poss�b�l�t�es, as the sum total of all pred�cates of th�ngs, and, wh�le
presuppos�ng th�s sum as an à pr�or� cond�t�on, presents to the m�nd
everyth�ng as rece�v�ng the poss�b�l�ty of �ts �nd�v�dual ex�stence from
the relat�on �t bears to, and the share �t possesses �n, the aforesa�d



sum of poss�b�l�t�es.[64] The pr�nc�ple of complete determ�nat�on
relates the content and not to the log�cal form. It �s the pr�nc�ple of
the synthes�s of all the pred�cates wh�ch are requ�red to const�tute
the complete concept�on of a th�ng, and not a mere pr�nc�ple
analyt�cal representat�on, wh�ch enounces that one of two
contrad�ctory pred�cates must belong to a concept�on. It conta�ns,
moreover, a transcendental presuppos�t�on—that, namely, of the
mater�al for all poss�b�l�ty, wh�ch must conta�n à pr�or� the data for th�s
or that part�cular poss�b�l�ty.

[64] Thus th�s pr�nc�ple declares everyth�ng to possess a relat�on
to a common correlate—the sum-total of poss�b�l�ty, wh�ch, �f
d�scovered to ex�st �n the �dea of one �nd�v�dual th�ng, would
establ�sh the aff�n�ty of all poss�ble th�ngs, from the �dent�ty of the
ground of the�r complete determ�nat�on. The determ�nab�l�ty of
every concept�on �s subord�nate to the un�versal�ty (Allgeme�nhe�t,
un�versal�tas) of the pr�nc�ple of excluded m�ddle; the
determ�nat�on of a th�ng to the total�ty (Allhe�t, un�vers�tas) of all
poss�ble pred�cates.

The propos�t�on, everyth�ng wh�ch ex�sts �s completely determ�ned,
means not only that one of every pa�r of g�ven contrad�ctory
attr�butes, but that one of all poss�ble attr�butes, �s always pred�cable
of the th�ng; �n �t the pred�cates are not merely compared log�cally
w�th each other, but the th�ng �tself �s transcendentally compared w�th
the sum-total of all poss�ble pred�cates. The propos�t�on �s equ�valent
to say�ng: “To atta�n to a complete knowledge of a th�ng, �t �s
necessary to possess a knowledge of everyth�ng that �s poss�ble,
and to determ�ne �t thereby �n a pos�t�ve or negat�ve manner.” The
concept�on of complete determ�nat�on �s consequently a concept�on
wh�ch cannot be presented �n �ts total�ty �n concreto, and �s therefore
based upon an �dea, wh�ch has �ts seat �n the reason—the faculty
wh�ch prescr�bes to the understand�ng the laws of �ts harmon�ous
and perfect exerc�se.

Now, although th�s �dea of the sum-total of all poss�b�l�ty, �n so far
as �t forms the cond�t�on of the complete determ�nat�on of everyth�ng,
�s �tself undeterm�ned �n relat�on to the pred�cates wh�ch may
const�tute th�s sum-total, and we cog�tate �n �t merely the sum-total of
all poss�ble pred�cates—we nevertheless f�nd, upon closer



exam�nat�on, that th�s �dea, as a pr�m�t�ve concept�on of the m�nd,
excludes a large number of pred�cates—those deduced and those
�rreconc�lable w�th others, and that �t �s evolved as a concept�on
completely determ�ned à pr�or�. Thus �t becomes the concept�on of
an �nd�v�dual object, wh�ch �s completely determ�ned by and through
the mere �dea, and must consequently be termed an �deal of pure
reason.

When we cons�der all poss�ble pred�cates, not merely log�cally, but
transcendentally, that �s to say, w�th reference to the content wh�ch
may be cog�tated as ex�st�ng �n them à pr�or�, we shall f�nd that some
�nd�cate a be�ng, others merely a non-be�ng. The log�cal negat�on
expressed �n the word not does not properly belong to a concept�on,
but only to the relat�on of one concept�on to another �n a judgement,
and �s consequently qu�te �nsuff�c�ent to present to the m�nd the
content of a concept�on. The express�on not mortal does not �nd�cate
that a non-be�ng �s cog�tated �n the object; �t does not concern the
content at all. A transcendental negat�on, on the contrary, �nd�cates
non-be�ng �n �tself, and �s opposed to transcendental aff�rmat�on, the
concept�on of wh�ch of �tself expresses a be�ng. Hence th�s
aff�rmat�on �nd�cates a real�ty, because �n and through �t objects are
cons�dered to be someth�ng—to be th�ngs; wh�le the oppos�te
negat�on, on the other band, �nd�cates a mere want, or pr�vat�on, or
absence, and, where such negat�ons alone are attached to a
representat�on, the non-ex�stence of anyth�ng correspond�ng to the
representat�on.

Now a negat�on cannot be cog�tated as determ�ned, w�thout
cog�tat�ng at the same t�me the oppos�te aff�rmat�on. The man born
bl�nd has not the least not�on of darkness, because he has none of
l�ght; the vagabond knows noth�ng of poverty, because he has never
known what �t �s to be �n comfort;[65] the �gnorant man has no
concept�on of h�s �gnorance, because he has no concept�on of
knowledge. All concept�ons of negat�ves are accord�ngly der�ved or
deduced concept�ons; and real�t�es conta�n the data, and, so to
speak, the mater�al or transcendental content of the poss�b�l�ty and
complete determ�nat�on of all th�ngs.



[65] The �nvest�gat�ons and calculat�ons of astronomers have
taught us much that �s wonderful; but the most �mportant lesson
we have rece�ved from them �s the d�scovery of the abyss of our
�gnorance �n relat�on to the un�verse—an �gnorance the magn�tude
of wh�ch reason, w�thout the �nformat�on thus der�ved, could never
have conce�ved. Th�s d�scovery of our def�c�enc�es must produce
a great change �n the determ�nat�on of the a�ms of human reason.

If, therefore, a transcendental substratum l�es at the foundat�on of
the complete determ�nat�on of th�ngs—a substratum wh�ch �s to form
the fund from wh�ch all poss�ble pred�cates of th�ngs are to be
suppl�ed, th�s substratum cannot be anyth�ng else than the �dea of a
sum-total of real�ty (omn�tudo real�tat�s). In th�s v�ew, negat�ons are
noth�ng but l�m�tat�ons—a term wh�ch could not, w�th propr�ety, be
appl�ed to them, �f the unl�m�ted (the all) d�d not form the true bas�s of
our concept�on.

Th�s concept�on of a sum-total of real�ty �s the concept�on of a
th�ng �n �tself, regarded as completely determ�ned; and the
concept�on of an ens real�ss�mum �s the concept�on of an �nd�v�dual
be�ng, �nasmuch as �t �s determ�ned by that pred�cate of all poss�ble
contrad�ctory pred�cates, wh�ch �nd�cates and belongs to be�ng. It �s,
therefore, a transcendental �deal wh�ch forms the bas�s of the
complete determ�nat�on of everyth�ng that ex�sts, and �s the h�ghest
mater�al cond�t�on of �ts poss�b�l�ty—a cond�t�on on wh�ch must rest
the cog�tat�on of all objects w�th respect to the�r content. Nay, more,
th�s �deal �s the only proper �deal of wh�ch the human m�nd �s
capable; because �n th�s case alone a general concept�on of a th�ng
�s completely determ�ned by and through �tself, and cogn�zed as the
representat�on of an �nd�v�duum.

The log�cal determ�nat�on of a concept�on �s based upon a
d�sjunct�ve syllog�sm, the major of wh�ch conta�ns the log�cal d�v�s�on
of the extent of a general concept�on, the m�nor l�m�ts th�s extent to a
certa�n part, wh�le the conclus�on determ�nes the concept�on by th�s
part. The general concept�on of a real�ty cannot be d�v�ded à pr�or�,
because, w�thout the a�d of exper�ence, we cannot know any
determ�nate k�nds of real�ty, stand�ng under the former as the genus.
The transcendental pr�nc�ple of the complete determ�nat�on of all
th�ngs �s therefore merely the representat�on of the sum-total of all



real�ty; �t �s not a concept�on wh�ch �s the genus of all pred�cates
under �tself, but one wh�ch comprehends them all w�th�n �tself. The
complete determ�nat�on of a th�ng �s consequently based upon the
l�m�tat�on of th�s total of real�ty, so much be�ng pred�cated of the
th�ng, wh�le all that rema�ns over �s excluded—a procedure wh�ch �s
�n exact agreement w�th that of the d�sjunct�ve syllog�sm and the
determ�nat�on of the objects �n the conclus�on by one of the members
of the d�v�s�on. It follows that reason, �n lay�ng the transcendental
�deal at the foundat�on of �ts determ�nat�on of all poss�ble th�ngs,
takes a course �n exact analogy w�th that wh�ch �t pursues �n
d�sjunct�ve syllog�sms—a propos�t�on wh�ch formed the bas�s of the
systemat�c d�v�s�on of all transcendental �deas, accord�ng to wh�ch
they are produced �n complete parallel�sm w�th the three modes of
syllog�st�c reason�ng employed by the human m�nd.

It �s self-ev�dent that reason, �n cog�tat�ng the necessary complete
determ�nat�on of th�ngs, does not presuppose the ex�stence of a
be�ng correspond�ng to �ts �deal, but merely the �dea of the �deal—for
the purpose of deduc�ng from the uncond�t�onal total�ty of complete
determ�nat�on, The �deal �s therefore the prototype of all th�ngs,
wh�ch, as defect�ve cop�es (ectypa), rece�ve from �t the mater�al of
the�r poss�b�l�ty, and approx�mate to �t more or less, though �t �s
�mposs�ble that they can ever atta�n to �ts perfect�on.

The poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs must therefore be regarded as der�ved—
except that of the th�ng wh�ch conta�ns �n �tself all real�ty, wh�ch must
be cons�dered to be pr�m�t�ve and or�g�nal. For all negat�ons—and
they are the only pred�cates by means of wh�ch all other th�ngs can
be d�st�ngu�shed from the ens real�ss�mum—are mere l�m�tat�ons of a
greater and a h�gher—nay, the h�ghest real�ty; and they consequently
presuppose th�s real�ty, and are, as regards the�r content, der�ved
from �t. The man�fold nature of th�ngs �s only an �nf�n�tely var�ous
mode of l�m�t�ng the concept�on of the h�ghest real�ty, wh�ch �s the�r
common substratum; just as all f�gures are poss�ble only as d�fferent
modes of l�m�t�ng �nf�n�te space. The object of the �deal of reason—
an object ex�st�ng only �n reason �tself—�s also termed the pr�mal
be�ng (ens or�g�nar�um); as hav�ng no ex�stence super�or to h�m, the
supreme be�ng (ens summum); and as be�ng the cond�t�on of all
other be�ngs, wh�ch rank under �t, the be�ng of all be�ngs (ens



ent�um). But none of these terms �nd�cate the object�ve relat�on of an
actually ex�st�ng object to other th�ngs, but merely that of an �dea to
concept�ons; and all our �nvest�gat�ons �nto th�s subject st�ll leave us
�n perfect uncerta�nty w�th regard to the ex�stence of th�s be�ng.

A pr�mal be�ng cannot be sa�d to cons�st of many other be�ngs w�th
an ex�stence wh�ch �s der�vat�ve, for the latter presuppose the former,
and therefore cannot be const�tut�ve parts of �t. It follows that the
�deal of the pr�mal be�ng must be cog�tated as s�mple.

The deduct�on of the poss�b�l�ty of all other th�ngs from th�s pr�mal
be�ng cannot, str�ctly speak�ng, be cons�dered as a l�m�tat�on, or as a
k�nd of d�v�s�on of �ts real�ty; for th�s would be regard�ng the pr�mal
be�ng as a mere aggregate—wh�ch has been shown to be
�mposs�ble, although �t was so represented �n our f�rst rough sketch.
The h�ghest real�ty must be regarded rather as the ground than as
the sum-total of the poss�b�l�ty of all th�ngs, and the man�fold nature
of th�ngs be based, not upon the l�m�tat�on of the pr�mal be�ng �tself,
but upon the complete ser�es of effects wh�ch flow from �t. And thus
all our powers of sense, as well as all phenomenal real�ty,
phenomenal real�ty, may be w�th propr�ety regarded as belong�ng to
th�s ser�es of effects, wh�le they could not have formed parts of the
�dea, cons�dered as an aggregate. Pursu�ng th�s track, and
hypostat�z�ng th�s �dea, we shall f�nd ourselves author�zed to
determ�ne our not�on of the Supreme Be�ng by means of the mere
concept�on of a h�ghest real�ty, as one, s�mple, all-suff�c�ent, eternal,
and so on—�n one word, to determ�ne �t �n �ts uncond�t�oned
completeness by the a�d of every poss�ble pred�cate. The concept�on
of such a be�ng �s the concept�on of God �n �ts transcendental sense,
and thus the �deal of pure reason �s the object-matter of a
transcendental theology.

But, by such an employment of the transcendental �dea, we should
be over stepp�ng the l�m�ts of �ts val�d�ty and purpose. For reason
placed �t, as the concept�on of all real�ty, at the bas�s of the complete
determ�nat�on of th�ngs, w�thout requ�r�ng that th�s concept�on be
regarded as the concept�on of an object�ve ex�stence. Such an
ex�stence would be purely f�ct�t�ous, and the hypostat�z�ng of the
content of the �dea �nto an �deal, as an �nd�v�dual be�ng, �s a step



perfectly unauthor�zed. Nay, more, we are not even called upon to
assume the poss�b�l�ty of such an hypothes�s, as none of the
deduct�ons drawn from such an �deal would affect the complete
determ�nat�on of th�ngs �n general—for the sake of wh�ch alone �s the
�dea necessary.

It �s not suff�c�ent to c�rcumscr�be the procedure and the d�alect�c of
reason; we must also endeavour to d�scover the sources of th�s
d�alect�c, that we may have �t �n our power to g�ve a rat�onal
explanat�on of th�s �llus�on, as a phenomenon of the human m�nd.
For the �deal, of wh�ch we are at present speak�ng, �s based, not
upon an arb�trary, but upon a natural, �dea. The quest�on hence
ar�ses: How happens �t that reason regards the poss�b�l�ty of all
th�ngs as deduced from a s�ngle poss�b�l�ty, that, to w�t, of the h�ghest
real�ty, and presupposes th�s as ex�st�ng �n an �nd�v�dual and pr�mal
be�ng?

The answer �s ready; �t �s at once presented by the procedure of
transcendental analyt�c. The poss�b�l�ty of sensuous objects �s a
relat�on of these objects to thought, �n wh�ch someth�ng (the
emp�r�cal form) may be cog�tated à pr�or�; wh�le that wh�ch const�tutes
the matter—the real�ty of the phenomenon (that element wh�ch
corresponds to sensat�on)—must be g�ven from w�thout, as
otherw�se �t could not even be cog�tated by, nor could �ts poss�b�l�ty
be presentable to the m�nd. Now, a sensuous object �s completely
determ�ned, when �t has been compared w�th all phenomenal
pred�cates, and represented by means of these e�ther pos�t�vely or
negat�vely. But, as that wh�ch const�tutes the th�ng �tself—the real �n
a phenomenon, must be g�ven, and that, �n wh�ch the real of all
phenomena �s g�ven, �s exper�ence, one, sole, and all-embrac�ng—
the mater�al of the poss�b�l�ty of all sensuous objects must be
presupposed as g�ven �n a whole, and �t �s upon the l�m�tat�on of th�s
whole that the poss�b�l�ty of all emp�r�cal objects, the�r d�st�nct�on from
each other and the�r complete determ�nat�on, are based. Now, no
other objects are presented to us bes�des sensuous objects, and
these can be g�ven only �n connect�on w�th a poss�ble exper�ence; �t
follows that a th�ng �s not an object to us, unless �t presupposes the
whole or sum-total of emp�r�cal real�ty as the cond�t�on of �ts
poss�b�l�ty. Now, a natural �llus�on leads us to cons�der th�s pr�nc�ple,



wh�ch �s val�d only of sensuous objects, as val�d w�th regard to th�ngs
�n general. And thus we are �nduced to hold the emp�r�cal pr�nc�ple of
our concept�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs, as phenomena, by
leav�ng out th�s l�m�tat�ve cond�t�on, to be a transcendental pr�nc�ple
of the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs �n general.

We proceed afterwards to hypostat�ze th�s �dea of the sum-total of
all real�ty, by chang�ng the d�str�but�ve un�ty of the emp�r�cal exerc�se
of the understand�ng �nto the collect�ve un�ty of an emp�r�cal whole—
a d�alect�cal �llus�on, and by cog�tat�ng th�s whole or sum of
exper�ence as an �nd�v�dual th�ng, conta�n�ng �n �tself all emp�r�cal
real�ty. Th�s �nd�v�dual th�ng or be�ng �s then, by means of the above-
ment�oned transcendental subrept�on, subst�tuted for our not�on of a
th�ng wh�ch stands at the head of the poss�b�l�ty of all th�ngs, the real
cond�t�ons of whose complete determ�nat�on �t presents.[66]

[66] Th�s �deal of the ens real�ss�mum—although merely a mental
representat�on—�s f�rst object�v�zed, that �s, has an object�ve
ex�stence attr�buted to �t, then hypostat�zed, and f�nally, by the
natural progress of reason to the complet�on of un�ty, person�f�ed,
as we shall show presently. For the regulat�ve un�ty of exper�ence
�s not based upon phenomena themselves, but upon the
connect�on of the var�ety of phenomena by the understand�ng �n a
consc�ousness, and thus the un�ty of the supreme real�ty and the
complete determ�nab�l�ty of all th�ngs, seem to res�de �n a supreme
understand�ng, and, consequently, �n a consc�ous �ntell�gence.



Sect�on III. Of the Arguments employed by
Speculat�ve Reason �n Proof of the Ex�stence of a

Supreme Be�ng
Notw�thstand�ng the press�ng necess�ty wh�ch reason feels, to form

some presuppos�t�on that shall serve the understand�ng as a proper
bas�s for the complete determ�nat�on of �ts concept�ons, the �deal�st�c
and fact�t�ous nature of such a presuppos�t�on �s too ev�dent to allow
reason for a moment to persuade �tself �nto a bel�ef of the object�ve
ex�stence of a mere creat�on of �ts own thought. But there are other
cons�derat�ons wh�ch compel reason to seek out some rest�ng place
�n the regress from the cond�t�oned to the uncond�t�oned, wh�ch �s not
g�ven as an actual ex�stence from the mere concept�on of �t, although
�t alone can g�ve completeness to the ser�es of cond�t�ons. And th�s �s
the natural course of every human reason, even of the most
uneducated, although the path at f�rst entered �t does not always
cont�nue to follow. It does not beg�n from concept�ons, but from
common exper�ence, and requ�res a bas�s �n actual ex�stence. But
th�s bas�s �s �nsecure, unless �t rests upon the �mmovable rock of the
absolutely necessary. And th�s foundat�on �s �tself unworthy of trust, �f
�t leave under and above �t empty space, �f �t do not f�ll all, and leave
no room for a why or a wherefore, �f �t be not, �n one word, �nf�n�te �n
�ts real�ty.

If we adm�t the ex�stence of some one th�ng, whatever �t may be,
we must also adm�t that there �s someth�ng wh�ch ex�sts necessar�ly.
For what �s cont�ngent ex�sts only under the cond�t�on of some other
th�ng, wh�ch �s �ts cause; and from th�s we must go on to conclude
the ex�stence of a cause wh�ch �s not cont�ngent, and wh�ch
consequently ex�sts necessar�ly and uncond�t�onally. Such �s the
argument by wh�ch reason just�f�es �ts advances towards a pr�mal
be�ng.



Now reason looks round for the concept�on of a be�ng that may be
adm�tted, w�thout �ncons�stency, to be worthy of the attr�bute of
absolute necess�ty, not for the purpose of �nferr�ng à pr�or�, from the
concept�on of such a be�ng, �ts object�ve ex�stence (for �f reason
allowed �tself to take th�s course, �t would not requ�re a bas�s �n g�ven
and actual ex�stence, but merely the support of pure concept�ons),
but for the purpose of d�scover�ng, among all our concept�ons of
poss�ble th�ngs, that concept�on wh�ch possesses no element
�ncons�stent w�th the �dea of absolute necess�ty. For that there must
be some absolutely necessary ex�stence, �t regards as a truth
already establ�shed. Now, �f �t can remove every ex�stence �ncapable
of support�ng the attr�bute of absolute necess�ty, except�ng one—th�s
must be the absolutely necessary be�ng, whether �ts necess�ty �s
comprehens�ble by us, that �s, deduc�ble from the concept�on of �t
alone, or not.

Now that, the concept�on of wh�ch conta�ns a therefore to every
wherefore, wh�ch �s not defect�ve �n any respect whatever, wh�ch �s
all-suff�c�ent as a cond�t�on, seems to be the be�ng of wh�ch we can
justly pred�cate absolute necess�ty—for th�s reason, that, possess�ng
the cond�t�ons of all that �s poss�ble, �t does not and cannot �tself
requ�re any cond�t�on. And thus �t sat�sf�es, �n one respect at least,
the requ�rements of the concept�on of absolute necess�ty. In th�s
v�ew, �t �s super�or to all other concept�ons, wh�ch, as def�c�ent and
�ncomplete, do not possess the character�st�c of �ndependence of all
h�gher cond�t�ons. It �s true that we cannot �nfer from th�s that what
does not conta�n �n �tself the supreme and complete cond�t�on—the
cond�t�on of all other th�ngs—must possess only a cond�t�oned
ex�stence; but as l�ttle can we assert the contrary, for th�s supposed
be�ng does not possess the only character�st�c wh�ch can enable
reason to cogn�ze by means of an à pr�or� concept�on the
uncond�t�oned and necessary nature of �ts ex�stence.

The concept�on of an ens real�ss�mum �s that wh�ch best agrees
w�th the concept�on of an uncond�t�oned and necessary be�ng. The
former concept�on does not sat�sfy all the requ�rements of the latter;
but we have no cho�ce, we are obl�ged to adhere to �t, for we f�nd that
we cannot do w�thout the ex�stence of a necessary be�ng; and even
although we adm�t �t, we f�nd �t out of our power to d�scover �n the



whole sphere of poss�b�l�ty any be�ng that can advance well-
grounded cla�ms to such a d�st�nct�on.

The follow�ng �s, therefore, the natural course of human reason. It
beg�ns by persuad�ng �tself of the ex�stence of some necessary
be�ng. In th�s be�ng �t recogn�zes the character�st�cs of uncond�t�oned
ex�stence. It then seeks the concept�on of that wh�ch �s �ndependent
of all cond�t�ons, and f�nds �t �n that wh�ch �s �tself the suff�c�ent
cond�t�on of all other th�ngs—�n other words, �n that wh�ch conta�ns
all real�ty. But the unl�m�ted all �s an absolute un�ty, and �s conce�ved
by the m�nd as a be�ng one and supreme; and thus reason
concludes that the Supreme Be�ng, as the pr�mal bas�s of all th�ngs,
possesses an ex�stence wh�ch �s absolutely necessary.

Th�s concept�on must be regarded as �n some degree sat�sfactory,
�f we adm�t the ex�stence of a necessary be�ng, and cons�der that
there ex�sts a necess�ty for a def�n�te and f�nal answer to these
quest�ons. In such a case, we cannot make a better cho�ce, or rather
we have no cho�ce at all, but feel ourselves obl�ged to declare �n
favour of the absolute un�ty of complete real�ty, as the h�ghest source
of the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs. But �f there ex�sts no mot�ve for com�ng to
a def�n�te conclus�on, and we may leave the quest�on unanswered t�ll
we have fully we�ghed both s�des—�n other words, when we are
merely called upon to dec�de how much we happen to know about
the quest�on, and how much we merely flatter ourselves that we
know—the above conclus�on does not appear to be so great
advantage, but, on the contrary, seems defect�ve �n the grounds
upon wh�ch �t �s supported.

For, adm�tt�ng the truth of all that has been sa�d, that, namely, the
�nference from a g�ven ex�stence (my own, for example) to the
ex�stence of an uncond�t�oned and necessary be�ng �s val�d and
unassa�lable; that, �n the second place, we must cons�der a be�ng
wh�ch conta�ns all real�ty, and consequently all the cond�t�ons of other
th�ngs, to be absolutely uncond�t�oned; and adm�tt�ng too, that we
have thus d�scovered the concept�on of a th�ng to wh�ch may be
attr�buted, w�thout �ncons�stency, absolute necess�ty—�t does not
follow from all th�s that the concept�on of a l�m�ted be�ng, �n wh�ch the
supreme real�ty does not res�de, �s therefore �ncompat�ble w�th the



�dea of absolute necess�ty. For, although I do not d�scover the
element of the uncond�t�oned �n the concept�on of such a be�ng—an
element wh�ch �s man�festly ex�stent �n the sum-total of all cond�t�ons
—I am not ent�tled to conclude that �ts ex�stence �s therefore
cond�t�oned; just as I am not ent�tled to aff�rm, �n a hypothet�cal
syllog�sm, that where a certa�n cond�t�on does not ex�st (�n the
present, completeness, as far as pure concept�ons are concerned),
the cond�t�oned does not ex�st e�ther. On the contrary, we are free to
cons�der all l�m�ted be�ngs as l�kew�se uncond�t�onally necessary,
although we are unable to �nfer th�s from the general concept�on
wh�ch we have of them. Thus conducted, th�s argument �s �ncapable
of g�v�ng us the least not�on of the propert�es of a necessary be�ng,
and must be �n every respect w�thout result.

Th�s argument cont�nues, however, to possess a we�ght and an
author�ty, wh�ch, �n sp�te of �ts object�ve �nsuff�c�ency, �t has never
been d�vested of. For, grant�ng that certa�n respons�b�l�t�es l�e upon
us, wh�ch, as based on the �deas of reason, deserve to be respected
and subm�tted to, although they are �ncapable of a real or pract�cal
appl�cat�on to our nature, or, �n other words, would be respons�b�l�t�es
w�thout mot�ves, except upon the suppos�t�on of a Supreme Be�ng to
g�ve effect and �nfluence to the pract�cal laws: �n such a case we
should be bound to obey our concept�ons, wh�ch, although
object�vely �nsuff�c�ent, do, accord�ng to the standard of reason,
preponderate over and are super�or to any cla�ms that may be
advanced from any other quarter. The equ�l�br�um of doubt would �n
th�s case be destroyed by a pract�cal add�t�on; �ndeed, Reason would
be compelled to condemn herself, �f she refused to comply w�th the
demands of the judgement, no super�or to wh�ch we know—however
defect�ve her understand�ng of the grounds of these demands m�ght
be.

Th�s argument, although �n fact transcendental, �nasmuch as �t
rests upon the �ntr�ns�c �nsuff�c�ency of the cont�ngent, �s so s�mple
and natural, that the commonest understand�ng can apprec�ate �ts
value. We see th�ngs around us change, ar�se, and pass away; they,
or the�r cond�t�on, must therefore have a cause. The same demand
must aga�n be made of the cause �tself—as a datum of exper�ence.
Now �t �s natural that we should place the h�ghest causal�ty just



where we place supreme causal�ty, �n that be�ng, wh�ch conta�ns the
cond�t�ons of all poss�ble effects, and the concept�on of wh�ch �s so
s�mple as that of an all-embrac�ng real�ty. Th�s h�ghest cause, then,
we regard as absolutely necessary, because we f�nd �t absolutely
necessary to r�se to �t, and do not d�scover any reason for
proceed�ng beyond �t. Thus, among all nat�ons, through the darkest
polythe�sm gl�mmer some fa�nt sparks of monothe�sm, to wh�ch these
�dolaters have been led, not from reflect�on and profound thought,
but by the study and natural progress of the common understand�ng.

There are only three modes of prov�ng the ex�stence of a De�ty, on
the grounds of speculat�ve reason.

All the paths conduct�ng to th�s end beg�n e�ther from determ�nate
exper�ence and the pecul�ar const�tut�on of the world of sense, and
r�se, accord�ng to the laws of causal�ty, from �t to the h�ghest cause
ex�st�ng apart from the world—or from a purely �ndeterm�nate
exper�ence, that �s, some emp�r�cal ex�stence—or abstract�on �s
made of all exper�ence, and the ex�stence of a supreme cause �s
concluded from à pr�or� concept�ons alone. The f�rst �s the phys�co-
theolog�cal argument, the second the cosmolog�cal, the th�rd the
ontolog�cal. More there are not, and more there cannot be.

I shall show �t �s as unsuccessful on the one path—the emp�r�cal—
as on the other—the transcendental, and that �t stretches �ts w�ngs �n
va�n, to soar beyond the world of sense by the mere m�ght of
speculat�ve thought. As regards the order �n wh�ch we must d�scuss
those arguments, �t w�ll be exactly the reverse of that �n wh�ch
reason, �n the progress of �ts development, atta�ns to them—the
order �n wh�ch they are placed above. For �t w�ll be made man�fest to
the reader that, although exper�ence presents the occas�on and the
start�ng-po�nt, �t �s the transcendental �dea of reason wh�ch gu�des �t
�n �ts p�lgr�mage and �s the goal of all �ts struggles. I shall therefore
beg�n w�th an exam�nat�on of the transcendental argument, and
afterwards �nqu�re what add�t�onal strength has accrued to th�s mode
of proof from the add�t�on of the emp�r�cal element.



Sect�on IV. Of the Imposs�b�l�ty of an Ontolog�cal
Proof of the Ex�stence of God

It �s ev�dent from what has been sa�d that the concept�on of an
absolutely necessary be�ng �s a mere �dea, the object�ve real�ty of
wh�ch �s far from be�ng establ�shed by the mere fact that �t �s a need
of reason. On the contrary, th�s �dea serves merely to �nd�cate a
certa�n unatta�nable perfect�on, and rather l�m�ts the operat�ons than,
by the presentat�on of new objects, extends the sphere of the
understand�ng. But a strange anomaly meets us at the very
threshold; for the �nference from a g�ven ex�stence �n general to an
absolutely necessary ex�stence seems to be correct and
unavo�dable, wh�le the cond�t�ons of the understand�ng refuse to a�d
us �n form�ng any concept�on of such a be�ng.

Ph�losophers have always talked of an absolutely necessary
be�ng, and have nevertheless decl�ned to take the trouble of
conce�v�ng whether—and how—a be�ng of th�s nature �s even
cog�table, not to ment�on that �ts ex�stence �s actually demonstrable.
A verbal def�n�t�on of the concept�on �s certa�nly easy enough: �t �s
someth�ng the non-ex�stence of wh�ch �s �mposs�ble. But does th�s
def�n�t�on throw any l�ght upon the cond�t�ons wh�ch render �t
�mposs�ble to cog�tate the non-ex�stence of a th�ng—cond�t�ons wh�ch
we w�sh to ascerta�n, that we may d�scover whether we th�nk
anyth�ng �n the concept�on of such a be�ng or not? For the mere fact
that I throw away, by means of the word uncond�t�oned, all the
cond�t�ons wh�ch the understand�ng hab�tually requ�res �n order to
regard anyth�ng as necessary, �s very far from mak�ng clear whether
by means of the concept�on of the uncond�t�onally necessary I th�nk
of someth�ng, or really of noth�ng at all.

Nay, more, th�s chance-concept�on, now become so current, many
have endeavoured to expla�n by examples wh�ch seemed to render
any �nqu�r�es regard�ng �ts �ntell�g�b�l�ty qu�te needless. Every
geometr�cal propos�t�on—a tr�angle has three angles—�t was sa�d, �s
absolutely necessary; and thus people talked of an object wh�ch lay
out of the sphere of our understand�ng as �f �t were perfectly pla�n
what the concept�on of such a be�ng meant.



All the examples adduced have been drawn, w�thout except�on,
from judgements, and not from th�ngs. But the uncond�t�oned
necess�ty of a judgement does not form the absolute necess�ty of a
th�ng. On the contrary, the absolute necess�ty of a judgement �s only
a cond�t�oned necess�ty of a th�ng, or of the pred�cate �n a judgement.
The propos�t�on above-ment�oned does not enounce that three
angles necessar�ly ex�st, but, upon cond�t�on that a tr�angle ex�sts,
three angles must necessar�ly ex�st—�n �t. And thus th�s log�cal
necess�ty has been the source of the greatest delus�ons. Hav�ng
formed an à pr�or� concept�on of a th�ng, the content of wh�ch was
made to embrace ex�stence, we bel�eved ourselves safe �n
conclud�ng that, because ex�stence belongs necessar�ly to the object
of the concept�on (that �s, under the cond�t�on of my pos�t�ng th�s
th�ng as g�ven), the ex�stence of the th�ng �s also pos�ted necessar�ly,
and that �t �s therefore absolutely necessary—merely because �ts
ex�stence has been cog�tated �n the concept�on.

If, �n an �dent�cal judgement, I ann�h�late the pred�cate �n thought,
and reta�n the subject, a contrad�ct�on �s the result; and hence I say,
the former belongs necessar�ly to the latter. But �f I suppress both
subject and pred�cate �n thought, no contrad�ct�on ar�ses; for there �s
noth�ng at all, and therefore no means of form�ng a contrad�ct�on. To
suppose the ex�stence of a tr�angle and not that of �ts three angles, �s
self-contrad�ctory; but to suppose the non-ex�stence of both tr�angle
and angles �s perfectly adm�ss�ble. And so �s �t w�th the concept�on of
an absolutely necessary be�ng. Ann�h�late �ts ex�stence �n thought,
and you ann�h�late the th�ng �tself w�th all �ts pred�cates; how then
can there be any room for contrad�ct�on? Externally, there �s noth�ng
to g�ve r�se to a contrad�ct�on, for a th�ng cannot be necessary
externally; nor �nternally, for, by the ann�h�lat�on or suppress�on of the
th�ng �tself, �ts �nternal propert�es are also ann�h�lated. God �s
omn�potent—that �s a necessary judgement. H�s omn�potence cannot
be den�ed, �f the ex�stence of a De�ty �s pos�ted—the ex�stence, that
�s, of an �nf�n�te be�ng, the two concept�ons be�ng �dent�cal. But when
you say, God does not ex�st, ne�ther omn�potence nor any other
pred�cate �s aff�rmed; they must all d�sappear w�th the subject, and �n
th�s judgement there cannot ex�st the least self-contrad�ct�on.



You have thus seen that when the pred�cate of a judgement �s
ann�h�lated �n thought along w�th the subject, no �nternal
contrad�ct�on can ar�se, be the pred�cate what �t may. There �s no
poss�b�l�ty of evad�ng the conclus�on—you f�nd yourselves compelled
to declare: There are certa�n subjects wh�ch cannot be ann�h�lated �n
thought. But th�s �s noth�ng more than say�ng: There ex�st subjects
wh�ch are absolutely necessary—the very hypothes�s wh�ch you are
called upon to establ�sh. For I f�nd myself unable to form the sl�ghtest
concept�on of a th�ng wh�ch when ann�h�lated �n thought w�th all �ts
pred�cates, leaves beh�nd a contrad�ct�on; and contrad�ct�on �s the
only cr�ter�on of �mposs�b�l�ty �n the sphere of pure à pr�or�
concept�ons.

Aga�nst these general cons�derat�ons, the just�ce of wh�ch no one
can d�spute, one argument �s adduced, wh�ch �s regarded as
furn�sh�ng a sat�sfactory demonstrat�on from the fact. It �s aff�rmed
that there �s one and only one concept�on, �n wh�ch the non-be�ng or
ann�h�lat�on of the object �s self-contrad�ctory, and th�s �s the
concept�on of an ens real�ss�mum. It possesses, you say, all real�ty,
and you feel yourselves just�f�ed �n adm�tt�ng the poss�b�l�ty of such a
be�ng. (Th�s I am w�ll�ng to grant for the present, although the
ex�stence of a concept�on wh�ch �s not self-contrad�ctory �s far from
be�ng suff�c�ent to prove the poss�b�l�ty of an object.)[67] Now the
not�on of all real�ty embraces �n �t that of ex�stence; the not�on of
ex�stence l�es, therefore, �n the concept�on of th�s poss�ble th�ng. If
th�s th�ng �s ann�h�lated �n thought, the �nternal poss�b�l�ty of the th�ng
�s also ann�h�lated, wh�ch �s self-contrad�ctory.

[67] A concept�on �s always poss�ble, �f �t �s not self-contrad�ctory.
Th�s �s the log�cal cr�ter�on of poss�b�l�ty, d�st�ngu�sh�ng the object
of such a concept�on from the n�h�l negat�vum. But �t may be,
notw�thstand�ng, an empty concept�on, unless the object�ve real�ty
of th�s synthes�s, but wh�ch �t �s generated, �s demonstrated; and a
proof of th�s k�nd must be based upon pr�nc�ples of poss�ble
exper�ence, and not upon the pr�nc�ple of analys�s or
contrad�ct�on. Th�s remark may be serv�ceable as a warn�ng
aga�nst conclud�ng, from the poss�b�l�ty of a concept�on—wh�ch �s
log�cal—the poss�b�l�ty of a th�ng—wh�ch �s real.



I answer: It �s absurd to �ntroduce—under whatever term d�sgu�sed
—�nto the concept�on of a th�ng, wh�ch �s to be cog�tated solely �n
reference to �ts poss�b�l�ty, the concept�on of �ts ex�stence. If th�s �s
adm�tted, you w�ll have apparently ga�ned the day, but �n real�ty have
enounced noth�ng but a mere tautology. I ask, �s the propos�t�on, th�s
or that th�ng (wh�ch I am adm�tt�ng to be poss�ble) ex�sts, an
analyt�cal or a synthet�cal propos�t�on? If the former, there �s no
add�t�on made to the subject of your thought by the aff�rmat�on of �ts
ex�stence; but then the concept�on �n your m�nds �s �dent�cal w�th the
th�ng �tself, or you have supposed the ex�stence of a th�ng to be
poss�ble, and then �nferred �ts ex�stence from �ts �nternal poss�b�l�ty—
wh�ch �s but a m�serable tautology. The word real�ty �n the concept�on
of the th�ng, and the word ex�stence �n the concept�on of the
pred�cate, w�ll not help you out of the d�ff�culty. For, suppos�ng you
were to term all pos�t�ng of a th�ng real�ty, you have thereby pos�ted
the th�ng w�th all �ts pred�cates �n the concept�on of the subject and
assumed �ts actual ex�stence, and th�s you merely repeat �n the
pred�cate. But �f you confess, as every reasonable person must, that
every ex�stent�al propos�t�on �s synthet�cal, how can �t be ma�nta�ned
that the pred�cate of ex�stence cannot be den�ed w�thout
contrad�ct�on?—a property wh�ch �s the character�st�c of analyt�cal
propos�t�ons, alone.

I should have a reasonable hope of putt�ng an end for ever to th�s
soph�st�cal mode of argumentat�on, by a str�ct def�n�t�on of the
concept�on of ex�stence, d�d not my own exper�ence teach me that
the �llus�on ar�s�ng from our confound�ng a log�cal w�th a real
pred�cate (a pred�cate wh�ch a�ds �n the determ�nat�on of a th�ng)
res�sts almost all the endeavours of explanat�on and �llustrat�on. A
log�cal pred�cate may be what you please, even the subject may be
pred�cated of �tself; for log�c pays no regard to the content of a
judgement. But the determ�nat�on of a concept�on �s a pred�cate,
wh�ch adds to and enlarges the concept�on. It must not, therefore, be
conta�ned �n the concept�on.

Be�ng �s ev�dently not a real pred�cate, that �s, a concept�on of
someth�ng wh�ch �s added to the concept�on of some other th�ng. It �s
merely the pos�t�ng of a th�ng, or of certa�n determ�nat�ons �n �t.
Log�cally, �t �s merely the copula of a judgement. The propos�t�on,



God �s omn�potent, conta�ns two concept�ons, wh�ch have a certa�n
object or content; the word �s, �s no add�t�onal pred�cate—�t merely
�nd�cates the relat�on of the pred�cate to the subject. Now, �f I take the
subject (God) w�th all �ts pred�cates (omn�potence be�ng one), and
say: God �s, or, There �s a God, I add no new pred�cate to the
concept�on of God, I merely pos�t or aff�rm the ex�stence of the
subject w�th all �ts pred�cates—I pos�t the object �n relat�on to my
concept�on. The content of both �s the same; and there �s no add�t�on
made to the concept�on, wh�ch expresses merely the poss�b�l�ty of
the object, by my cog�tat�ng the object—�n the express�on, �t �s—as
absolutely g�ven or ex�st�ng. Thus the real conta�ns no more than the
poss�ble. A hundred real dollars conta�n no more than a hundred
poss�ble dollars. For, as the latter �nd�cate the concept�on, and the
former the object, on the suppos�t�on that the content of the former
was greater than that of the latter, my concept�on would not be an
express�on of the whole object, and would consequently be an
�nadequate concept�on of �t. But �n reckon�ng my wealth there may
be sa�d to be more �n a hundred real dollars than �n a hundred
poss�ble dollars—that �s, �n the mere concept�on of them. For the real
object—the dollars—�s not analyt�cally conta�ned �n my concept�on,
but forms a synthet�cal add�t�on to my concept�on (wh�ch �s merely a
determ�nat�on of my mental state), although th�s object�ve real�ty—
th�s ex�stence—apart from my concept�ons, does not �n the least
degree �ncrease the aforesa�d hundred dollars.

By whatever and by whatever number of pred�cates—even to the
complete determ�nat�on of �t—I may cog�tate a th�ng, I do not �n the
least augment the object of my concept�on by the add�t�on of the
statement: Th�s th�ng ex�sts. Otherw�se, not exactly the same, but
someth�ng more than what was cog�tated �n my concept�on, would
ex�st, and I could not aff�rm that the exact object of my concept�on
had real ex�stence. If I cog�tate a th�ng as conta�n�ng all modes of
real�ty except one, the mode of real�ty wh�ch �s absent �s not added
to the concept�on of the th�ng by the aff�rmat�on that the th�ng ex�sts;
on the contrary, the th�ng ex�sts—�f �t ex�st at all—w�th the same
defect as that cog�tated �n �ts concept�on; otherw�se not that wh�ch
was cog�tated, but someth�ng d�fferent, ex�sts. Now, �f I cog�tate a
be�ng as the h�ghest real�ty, w�thout defect or �mperfect�on, the



quest�on st�ll rema�ns—whether th�s be�ng ex�sts or not? For,
although no element �s want�ng �n the poss�ble real content of my
concept�on, there �s a defect �n �ts relat�on to my mental state, that �s,
I am �gnorant whether the cogn�t�on of the object �nd�cated by the
concept�on �s poss�ble à poster�or�. And here the cause of the
present d�ff�culty becomes apparent. If the quest�on regarded an
object of sense merely, �t would be �mposs�ble for me to confound
the concept�on w�th the ex�stence of a th�ng. For the concept�on
merely enables me to cog�tate an object as accord�ng w�th the
general cond�t�ons of exper�ence; wh�le the ex�stence of the object
perm�ts me to cog�tate �t as conta�ned �n the sphere of actual
exper�ence. At the same t�me, th�s connect�on w�th the world of
exper�ence does not �n the least augment the concept�on, although a
poss�ble percept�on has been added to the exper�ence of the m�nd.
But �f we cog�tate ex�stence by the pure category alone, �t �s not to be
wondered at, that we should f�nd ourselves unable to present any
cr�ter�on suff�c�ent to d�st�ngu�sh �t from mere poss�b�l�ty.

Whatever be the content of our concept�on of an object, �t �s
necessary to go beyond �t, �f we w�sh to pred�cate ex�stence of the
object. In the case of sensuous objects, th�s �s atta�ned by the�r
connect�on accord�ng to emp�r�cal laws w�th some one of my
percept�ons; but there �s no means of cogn�z�ng the ex�stence of
objects of pure thought, because �t must be cogn�zed completely à
pr�or�. But all our knowledge of ex�stence (be �t �mmed�ately by
percept�on, or by �nferences connect�ng some object w�th a
percept�on) belongs ent�rely to the sphere of exper�ence—wh�ch �s �n
perfect un�ty w�th �tself; and although an ex�stence out of th�s sphere
cannot be absolutely declared to be �mposs�ble, �t �s a hypothes�s the
truth of wh�ch we have no means of ascerta�n�ng.

The not�on of a Supreme Be�ng �s �n many respects a h�ghly useful
�dea; but for the very reason that �t �s an �dea, �t �s �ncapable of
enlarg�ng our cogn�t�on w�th regard to the ex�stence of th�ngs. It �s not
even suff�c�ent to �nstruct us as to the poss�b�l�ty of a be�ng wh�ch we
do not know to ex�st. The analyt�cal cr�ter�on of poss�b�l�ty, wh�ch
cons�sts �n the absence of contrad�ct�on �n propos�t�ons, cannot be
den�ed �t. But the connect�on of real propert�es �n a th�ng �s a
synthes�s of the poss�b�l�ty of wh�ch an à pr�or� judgement cannot be



formed, because these real�t�es are not presented to us spec�f�cally;
and even �f th�s were to happen, a judgement would st�ll be
�mposs�ble, because the cr�ter�on of the poss�b�l�ty of synthet�cal
cogn�t�ons must be sought for �n the world of exper�ence, to wh�ch
the object of an �dea cannot belong. And thus the celebrated Le�bn�tz
has utterly fa�led �n h�s attempt to establ�sh upon à pr�or� grounds the
poss�b�l�ty of th�s subl�me �deal be�ng.

The celebrated ontolog�cal or Cartes�an argument for the
ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng �s therefore �nsuff�c�ent; and we may
as well hope to �ncrease our stock of knowledge by the a�d of mere
�deas, as the merchant to augment h�s wealth by the add�t�on of
noughts to h�s cash account.

Sect�on V. Of the Imposs�b�l�ty of a Cosmolog�cal
Proof of the Ex�stence of God

It was by no means a natural course of proceed�ng, but, on the
contrary, an �nvent�on ent�rely due to the subtlety of the schools, to
attempt to draw from a mere �dea a proof of the ex�stence of an
object correspond�ng to �t. Such a course would never have been
pursued, were �t not for that need of reason wh�ch requ�res �t to
suppose the ex�stence of a necessary be�ng as a bas�s for the
emp�r�cal regress, and that, as th�s necess�ty must be uncond�t�oned
and à pr�or�, reason �s bound to d�scover a concept�on wh�ch shall
sat�sfy, �f poss�ble, th�s requ�rement, and enable us to atta�n to the à
pr�or� cogn�t�on of such a be�ng. Th�s concept�on was thought to be
found �n the �dea of an ens real�ss�mum, and thus th�s �dea was
employed for the atta�nment of a better def�ned knowledge of a
necessary be�ng, of the ex�stence of wh�ch we were conv�nced, or
persuaded, on other grounds. Thus reason was seduced from her
natural courage; and, �nstead of conclud�ng w�th the concept�on of an
ens real�ss�mum, an attempt was made to beg�n w�th �t, for the
purpose of �nferr�ng from �t that �dea of a necessary ex�stence wh�ch
�t was �n fact called �n to complete. Thus arose that unfortunate
ontolog�cal argument, wh�ch ne�ther sat�sf�es the healthy common



sense of human�ty, nor susta�ns the sc�ent�f�c exam�nat�on of the
ph�losopher.

The cosmolog�cal proof, wh�ch we are about to exam�ne, reta�ns
the connect�on between absolute necess�ty and the h�ghest real�ty;
but, �nstead of reason�ng from th�s h�ghest real�ty to a necessary
ex�stence, l�ke the preced�ng argument, �t concludes from the g�ven
uncond�t�oned necess�ty of some be�ng �ts unl�m�ted real�ty. The track
�t pursues, whether rat�onal or soph�st�cal, �s at least natural, and not
only goes far to persuade the common understand�ng, but shows
�tself deserv�ng of respect from the speculat�ve �ntellect; wh�le �t
conta�ns, at the same t�me, the outl�nes of all the arguments
employed �n natural theology—arguments wh�ch always have been,
and st�ll w�ll be, �n use and author�ty. These, however adorned, and
h�d under whatever embell�shments of rhetor�c and sent�ment, are at
bottom �dent�cal w�th the arguments we are at present to d�scuss.
Th�s proof, termed by Le�bn�tz the argumentum a cont�ngent�a mund�,
I shall now lay before the reader, and subject to a str�ct exam�nat�on.

It �s framed �n the follow�ng manner: If someth�ng ex�sts, an
absolutely necessary be�ng must l�kew�se ex�st. Now I, at least, ex�st.
Consequently, there ex�sts an absolutely necessary be�ng. The m�nor
conta�ns an exper�ence, the major reasons from a general
exper�ence to the ex�stence of a necessary be�ng.[68] Thus th�s
argument really beg�ns at exper�ence, and �s not completely à pr�or�,
or ontolog�cal. The object of all poss�ble exper�ence be�ng the world,
�t �s called the cosmolog�cal proof. It conta�ns no reference to any
pecul�ar property of sensuous objects, by wh�ch th�s world of sense
m�ght be d�st�ngu�shed from other poss�ble worlds; and �n th�s
respect �t d�ffers from the phys�co-theolog�cal proof, wh�ch �s based
upon the cons�derat�on of the pecul�ar const�tut�on of our sensuous
world.

[68] Th�s �nference �s too well known to requ�re more deta�led
d�scuss�on. It �s based upon the spur�ous transcendental law of
causal�ty, that everyth�ng wh�ch �s cont�ngent has a cause, wh�ch,
�f �tself cont�ngent, must also have a cause; and so on, t�ll the
ser�es of subord�nated causes must end w�th an absolutely
necessary cause, w�thout wh�ch �t would not possess
completeness.



The proof proceeds thus: A necessary be�ng can be determ�ned
only �n one way, that �s, �t can be determ�ned by only one of all
poss�ble opposed pred�cates; consequently, �t must be completely
determ�ned �n and by �ts concept�on. But there �s only a s�ngle
concept�on of a th�ng poss�ble, wh�ch completely determ�nes the
th�ng à pr�or�: that �s, the concept�on of the ens real�ss�mum. It follows
that the concept�on of the ens real�ss�mum �s the only concept�on by
and �n wh�ch we can cog�tate a necessary be�ng. Consequently, a
Supreme Be�ng necessar�ly ex�sts.

In th�s cosmolog�cal argument are assembled so many soph�st�cal
propos�t�ons that speculat�ve reason seems to have exerted �n �t all
her d�alect�cal sk�ll to produce a transcendental �llus�on of the most
extreme character. We shall postpone an �nvest�gat�on of th�s
argument for the present, and conf�ne ourselves to expos�ng the
stratagem by wh�ch �t �mposes upon us an old argument �n a new
dress, and appeals to the agreement of two w�tnesses, the one w�th
the credent�als of pure reason, and the other w�th those of
emp�r�c�sm; wh�le, �n fact, �t �s only the former who has changed h�s
dress and vo�ce, for the purpose of pass�ng h�mself off for an
add�t�onal w�tness. That �t may possess a secure foundat�on, �t bases
�ts conclus�ons upon exper�ence, and thus appears to be completely
d�st�nct from the ontolog�cal argument, wh�ch places �ts conf�dence
ent�rely �n pure à pr�or� concept�ons. But th�s exper�ence merely a�ds
reason �n mak�ng one step—to the ex�stence of a necessary be�ng.
What the propert�es of th�s be�ng are cannot be learned from
exper�ence; and therefore reason abandons �t altogether, and
pursues �ts �nqu�r�es �n the sphere of pure concept�on, for the
purpose of d�scover�ng what the propert�es of an absolutely
necessary be�ng ought to be, that �s, what among all poss�ble th�ngs
conta�n the cond�t�ons (requ�s�ta) of absolute necess�ty. Reason
bel�eves that �t has d�scovered these requ�s�tes �n the concept�on of
an ens real�ss�mum—and �n �t alone, and hence concludes: The ens
real�ss�mum �s an absolutely necessary be�ng. But �t �s ev�dent that
reason has here presupposed that the concept�on of an ens
real�ss�mum �s perfectly adequate to the concept�on of a be�ng of
absolute necess�ty, that �s, that we may �nfer the ex�stence of the
latter from that of the former—a propos�t�on wh�ch formed the bas�s



of the ontolog�cal argument, and wh�ch �s now employed �n the
support of the cosmolog�cal argument, contrary to the w�sh and
profess�ons of �ts �nventors. For the ex�stence of an absolutely
necessary be�ng �s g�ven �n concept�ons alone. But �f I say: “The
concept�on of the ens real�ss�mum �s a concept�on of th�s k�nd, and �n
fact the only concept�on wh�ch �s adequate to our �dea of a
necessary be�ng,” I am obl�ged to adm�t, that the latter may be
�nferred from the former. Thus �t �s properly the ontolog�cal argument
wh�ch f�gures �n the cosmolog�cal, and const�tutes the whole strength
of the latter; wh�le the spur�ous bas�s of exper�ence has been of no
further use than to conduct us to the concept�on of absolute
necess�ty, be�ng utterly �nsuff�c�ent to demonstrate the presence of
th�s attr�bute �n any determ�nate ex�stence or th�ng. For when we
propose to ourselves an a�m of th�s character, we must abandon the
sphere of exper�ence, and r�se to that of pure concept�ons, wh�ch we
exam�ne w�th the purpose of d�scover�ng whether any one conta�ns
the cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of an absolutely necessary be�ng. But
�f the poss�b�l�ty of such a be�ng �s thus demonstrated, �ts ex�stence �s
also proved; for we may then assert that, of all poss�ble be�ngs there
�s one wh�ch possesses the attr�bute of necess�ty—�n other words,
th�s be�ng possesses an absolutely necessary ex�stence.

All �llus�ons �n an argument are more eas�ly detected when they
are presented �n the formal manner employed by the schools, wh�ch
we now proceed to do.

If the propos�t�on: “Every absolutely necessary be�ng �s l�kew�se an
ens real�ss�mum,” �s correct (and �t �s th�s wh�ch const�tutes the
nervus proband� of the cosmolog�cal argument), �t must, l�ke all
aff�rmat�ve judgements, be capable of convers�on—the convers�o per
acc�dens, at least. It follows, then, that some ent�a real�ss�ma are
absolutely necessary be�ngs. But no ens real�ss�mum �s �n any
respect d�fferent from another, and what �s val�d of some �s val�d of
all. In th�s present case, therefore, I may employ s�mple convers�on,
and say: “Every ens real�ss�mum �s a necessary be�ng.” But as th�s
propos�t�on �s determ�ned à pr�or� by the concept�ons conta�ned �n �t,
the mere concept�on of an ens real�ss�mum must possess the
add�t�onal attr�bute of absolute necess�ty. But th�s �s exactly what was
ma�nta�ned �n the ontolog�cal argument, and not recogn�zed by the



cosmolog�cal, although �t formed the real ground of �ts d�sgu�sed and
�llusory reason�ng.

Thus the second mode employed by speculat�ve reason of
demonstrat�ng the ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng, �s not only, l�ke the
f�rst, �llusory and �nadequate, but possesses the add�t�onal blem�sh of
an �gnorat�o elench�—profess�ng to conduct us by a new road to the
des�red goal, but br�ng�ng us back, after a short c�rcu�t, to the old
path wh�ch we had deserted at �ts call.

I ment�oned above that th�s cosmolog�cal argument conta�ns a
perfect nest of d�alect�cal assumpt�ons, wh�ch transcendental
cr�t�c�sm does not f�nd �t d�ff�cult to expose and to d�ss�pate. I shall
merely enumerate these, leav�ng �t to the reader, who must by th�s
t�me be well pract�sed �n such matters, to �nvest�gate the fallac�es
res�d�ng there�n.

The follow�ng fallac�es, for example, are d�scoverable �n th�s mode
of proof: 1. The transcendental pr�nc�ple: “Everyth�ng that �s
cont�ngent must have a cause”—a pr�nc�ple w�thout s�gn�f�cance,
except �n the sensuous world. For the purely �ntellectual concept�on
of the cont�ngent cannot produce any synthet�cal propos�t�on, l�ke
that of causal�ty, wh�ch �s �tself w�thout s�gn�f�cance or d�st�ngu�sh�ng
character�st�c except �n the phenomenal world. But �n the present
case �t �s employed to help us beyond the l�m�ts of �ts sphere. 2.
“From the �mposs�b�l�ty of an �nf�n�te ascend�ng ser�es of causes �n
the world of sense a f�rst cause �s �nferred”; a conclus�on wh�ch the
pr�nc�ples of the employment of reason do not just�fy even �n the
sphere of exper�ence, and st�ll less when an attempt �s made to pass
the l�m�ts of th�s sphere. 3. Reason allows �tself to be sat�sf�ed upon
�nsuff�c�ent grounds, w�th regard to the complet�on of th�s ser�es. It
removes all cond�t�ons (w�thout wh�ch, however, no concept�on of
Necess�ty can take place); and, as after th�s �t �s beyond our power to
form any other concept�ons, �t accepts th�s as a complet�on of the
concept�on �t w�shes to form of the ser�es. 4. The log�cal poss�b�l�ty of
a concept�on of the total of real�ty (the cr�ter�on of th�s poss�b�l�ty
be�ng the absence of contrad�ct�on) �s confounded w�th the
transcendental, wh�ch requ�res a pr�nc�ple of the pract�cab�l�ty of such



a synthes�s—a pr�nc�ple wh�ch aga�n refers us to the world of
exper�ence. And so on.

The a�m of the cosmolog�cal argument �s to avo�d the necess�ty of
prov�ng the ex�stence of a necessary be�ng pr�or� from mere
concept�ons—a proof wh�ch must be ontolog�cal, and of wh�ch we
feel ourselves qu�te �ncapable. W�th th�s purpose, we reason from an
actual ex�stence—an exper�ence �n general, to an absolutely
necessary cond�t�on of that ex�stence. It �s �n th�s case unnecessary
to demonstrate �ts poss�b�l�ty. For after hav�ng proved that �t ex�sts,
the quest�on regard�ng �ts poss�b�l�ty �s superfluous. Now, when we
w�sh to def�ne more str�ctly the nature of th�s necessary be�ng, we do
not look out for some be�ng the concept�on of wh�ch would enable us
to comprehend the necess�ty of �ts be�ng—for �f we could do th�s, an
emp�r�cal presuppos�t�on would be unnecessary; no, we try to
d�scover merely the negat�ve cond�t�on (cond�t�o s�ne qua non),
w�thout wh�ch a be�ng would not be absolutely necessary. Now th�s
would be perfectly adm�ss�ble �n every sort of reason�ng, from a
consequence to �ts pr�nc�ple; but �n the present case �t unfortunately
happens that the cond�t�on of absolute necess�ty can be d�scovered
�n but a s�ngle be�ng, the concept�on of wh�ch must consequently
conta�n all that �s requ�s�te for demonstrat�ng the presence of
absolute necess�ty, and thus ent�tle me to �nfer th�s absolute
necess�ty à pr�or�. That �s, �t must be poss�ble to reason conversely,
and say: The th�ng, to wh�ch the concept�on of the h�ghest real�ty
belongs, �s absolutely necessary. But �f I cannot reason thus—and I
cannot, unless I bel�eve �n the suff�c�ency of the ontolog�cal argument
—I f�nd �nsurmountable obstacles �n my new path, and am really no
farther than the po�nt from wh�ch I set out. The concept�on of a
Supreme Be�ng sat�sf�es all quest�ons à pr�or� regard�ng the �nternal
determ�nat�ons of a th�ng, and �s for th�s reason an �deal w�thout
equal or parallel, the general concept�on of �t �nd�cat�ng �t as at the
same t�me an ens �nd�v�duum among all poss�ble th�ngs. But the
concept�on does not sat�sfy the quest�on regard�ng �ts ex�stence—
wh�ch was the purpose of all our �nqu�r�es; and, although the
ex�stence of a necessary be�ng were adm�tted, we should f�nd �t
�mposs�ble to answer the quest�on: What of all th�ngs �n the world
must be regarded as such?



It �s certa�nly allowable to adm�t the ex�stence of an all-suff�c�ent
be�ng—a cause of all poss�ble effects—for the purpose of enabl�ng
reason to �ntroduce un�ty �nto �ts mode and grounds of explanat�on
w�th regard to phenomena. But to assert that such a be�ng
necessar�ly ex�sts, �s no longer the modest enunc�at�on of an
adm�ss�ble hypothes�s, but the boldest declarat�on of an apode�ct�c
certa�nty; for the cogn�t�on of that wh�ch �s absolutely necessary must
�tself possess that character.

The a�m of the transcendental �deal formed by the m�nd �s e�ther to
d�scover a concept�on wh�ch shall harmon�ze w�th the �dea of
absolute necess�ty, or a concept�on wh�ch shall conta�n that �dea. If
the one �s poss�ble, so �s the other; for reason recogn�zes that alone
as absolutely necessary wh�ch �s necessary from �ts concept�on. But
both attempts are equally beyond our power—we f�nd �t �mposs�ble
to sat�sfy the understand�ng upon th�s po�nt, and as �mposs�ble to
�nduce �t to rema�n at rest �n relat�on to th�s �ncapac�ty.

Uncond�t�oned necess�ty, wh�ch, as the ult�mate support and stay
of all ex�st�ng th�ngs, �s an �nd�spensable requ�rement of the m�nd, �s
an abyss on the verge of wh�ch human reason trembles �n d�smay.
Even the �dea of etern�ty, terr�ble and subl�me as �t �s, as dep�cted by
Haller, does not produce upon the mental v�s�on such a feel�ng of
awe and terror; for, although �t measures the durat�on of th�ngs, �t
does not support them. We cannot bear, nor can we r�d ourselves of
the thought that a be�ng, wh�ch we regard as the greatest of all
poss�ble ex�stences, should say to h�mself: I am from etern�ty to
etern�ty; bes�de me there �s noth�ng, except that wh�ch ex�sts by my
w�ll; whence then am I? Here all s�nks away from under us; and the
greatest, as the smallest, perfect�on, hovers w�thout stay or foot�ng �n
presence of the speculat�ve reason, wh�ch f�nds �t as easy to part
w�th the one as w�th the other.

Many phys�cal powers, wh�ch ev�dence the�r ex�stence by the�r
effects, are perfectly �nscrutable �n the�r nature; they elude all our
powers of observat�on. The transcendental object wh�ch forms the
bas�s of phenomena, and, �n connect�on w�th �t, the reason why our
sens�b�l�ty possesses th�s rather than that part�cular k�nd of
cond�t�ons, are and must ever rema�n h�dden from our mental v�s�on;



the fact �s there, the reason of the fact we cannot see. But an �deal of
pure reason cannot be termed myster�ous or �nscrutable, because
the only credent�al of �ts real�ty �s the need of �t felt by reason, for the
purpose of g�v�ng completeness to the world of synthet�cal un�ty. An
�deal �s not even g�ven as a cog�table object, and therefore cannot be
�nscrutable; on the contrary, �t must, as a mere �dea, be based on the
const�tut�on of reason �tself, and on th�s account must be capable of
explanat�on and solut�on. For the very essence of reason cons�sts �n
�ts ab�l�ty to g�ve an account, of all our concept�ons, op�n�ons, and
assert�ons—upon object�ve, or, when they happen to be �llusory and
fallac�ous, upon subject�ve grounds.

Detect�on and Explanat�on of the D�alect�cal Illus�on �n all
Transcendental Arguments for the Ex�stence of a Necessary Be�ng.

Both of the above arguments are transcendental; �n other words,
they do not proceed upon emp�r�cal pr�nc�ples. For, although the
cosmolog�cal argument professed to lay a bas�s of exper�ence for �ts
ed�f�ce of reason�ng, �t d�d not ground �ts procedure upon the pecul�ar
const�tut�on of exper�ence, but upon pure pr�nc�ples of reason—�n
relat�on to an ex�stence g�ven by emp�r�cal consc�ousness; utterly
abandon�ng �ts gu�dance, however, for the purpose of support�ng �ts
assert�ons ent�rely upon pure concept�ons. Now what �s the cause, �n
these transcendental arguments, of the d�alect�cal, but natural,
�llus�on, wh�ch connects the concept�ons of necess�ty and supreme
real�ty, and hypostat�zes that wh�ch cannot be anyth�ng but an �dea?
What �s the cause of th�s unavo�dable step on the part of reason, of
adm�tt�ng that some one among all ex�st�ng th�ngs must be
necessary, wh�le �t falls back from the assert�on of the ex�stence of
such a be�ng as from an abyss? And how does reason proceed to
expla�n th�s anomaly to �tself, and from the waver�ng cond�t�on of a
t�m�d and reluctant approbat�on—always aga�n w�thdrawn—arr�ve at
a calm and settled �ns�ght �nto �ts cause?

It �s someth�ng very remarkable that, on the suppos�t�on that
someth�ng ex�sts, I cannot avo�d the �nference that someth�ng ex�sts
necessar�ly. Upon th�s perfectly natural—but not on that account
rel�able—�nference does the cosmolog�cal argument rest. But, let me
form any concept�on whatever of a th�ng, I f�nd that I cannot cog�tate



the ex�stence of the th�ng as absolutely necessary, and that noth�ng
prevents me—be the th�ng or be�ng what �t may—from cog�tat�ng �ts
non-ex�stence. I may thus be obl�ged to adm�t that all ex�st�ng th�ngs
have a necessary bas�s, wh�le I cannot cog�tate any s�ngle or
�nd�v�dual th�ng as necessary. In other words, I can never complete
the regress through the cond�t�ons of ex�stence, w�thout adm�tt�ng the
ex�stence of a necessary be�ng; but, on the other hand, I cannot
make a commencement from th�s be�ng.

If I must cog�tate someth�ng as ex�st�ng necessar�ly as the bas�s of
ex�st�ng th�ngs, and yet am not perm�tted to cog�tate any �nd�v�dual
th�ng as �n �tself necessary, the �nev�table �nference �s that necess�ty
and cont�ngency are not propert�es of th�ngs themselves—otherw�se
an �nternal contrad�ct�on would result; that consequently ne�ther of
these pr�nc�ples are object�ve, but merely subject�ve pr�nc�ples of
reason—the one requ�r�ng us to seek for a necessary ground for
everyth�ng that ex�sts, that �s, to be sat�sf�ed w�th no other
explanat�on than that wh�ch �s complete à pr�or�, the other forb�dd�ng
us ever to hope for the atta�nment of th�s completeness, that �s, to
regard no member of the emp�r�cal world as uncond�t�oned. In th�s
mode of v�ew�ng them, both pr�nc�ples, �n the�r purely heur�st�c and
regulat�ve character, and as concern�ng merely the formal �nterest of
reason, are qu�te cons�stent w�th each other. The one says: “You
must ph�losoph�ze upon nature,” as �f there ex�sted a necessary
pr�mal bas�s of all ex�st�ng th�ngs, solely for the purpose of
�ntroduc�ng systemat�c un�ty �nto your knowledge, by pursu�ng an
�dea of th�s character—a foundat�on wh�ch �s arb�trar�ly adm�tted to
be ult�mate; wh�le the other warns you to cons�der no �nd�v�dual
determ�nat�on, concern�ng the ex�stence of th�ngs, as such an
ult�mate foundat�on, that �s, as absolutely necessary, but to keep the
way always open for further progress �n the deduct�on, and to treat
every determ�nat�on as determ�ned by some other. But �f all that we
perce�ve must be regarded as cond�t�onally necessary, �t �s
�mposs�ble that anyth�ng wh�ch �s emp�r�cally g�ven should be
absolutely necessary.

It follows from th�s that you must accept the absolutely necessary
as out of and beyond the world, �nasmuch as �t �s useful only as a
pr�nc�ple of the h�ghest poss�ble un�ty �n exper�ence, and you cannot



d�scover any such necessary ex�stence �n the would, the second rule
requ�r�ng you to regard all emp�r�cal causes of un�ty as themselves
deduced.

The ph�losophers of ant�qu�ty regarded all the forms of nature as
cont�ngent; wh�le matter was cons�dered by them, �n accordance w�th
the judgement of the common reason of mank�nd, as pr�mal and
necessary. But �f they had regarded matter, not relat�vely—as the
substratum of phenomena, but absolutely and �n �tself—as an
�ndependent ex�stence, th�s �dea of absolute necess�ty would have
�mmed�ately d�sappeared. For there �s noth�ng absolutely connect�ng
reason w�th such an ex�stence; on the contrary, �t can ann�h�late �t �n
thought, always and w�thout self-contrad�ct�on. But �n thought alone
lay the �dea of absolute necess�ty. A regulat�ve pr�nc�ple must,
therefore, have been at the foundat�on of th�s op�n�on. In fact,
extens�on and �mpenetrab�l�ty—wh�ch together const�tute our
concept�on of matter—form the supreme emp�r�cal pr�nc�ple of the
un�ty of phenomena, and th�s pr�nc�ple, �n so far as �t �s emp�r�cally
uncond�t�oned, possesses the property of a regulat�ve pr�nc�ple. But,
as every determ�nat�on of matter wh�ch const�tutes what �s real �n �t—
and consequently �mpenetrab�l�ty—�s an effect, wh�ch must have a
cause, and �s for th�s reason always der�ved, the not�on of matter
cannot harmon�ze w�th the �dea of a necessary be�ng, �n �ts character
of the pr�nc�ple of all der�ved un�ty. For every one of �ts real
propert�es, be�ng der�ved, must be only cond�t�onally necessary, and
can therefore be ann�h�lated �n thought; and thus the whole ex�stence
of matter can be so ann�h�lated or suppressed. If th�s were not the
case, we should have found �n the world of phenomena the h�ghest
ground or cond�t�on of un�ty—wh�ch �s �mposs�ble, accord�ng to the
second regulat�ve pr�nc�ple. It follows that matter, and, �n general, all
that forms part of the world of sense, cannot be a necessary pr�mal
be�ng, nor even a pr�nc�ple of emp�r�cal un�ty, but that th�s be�ng or
pr�nc�ple must have �ts place ass�gned w�thout the world. And, �n th�s
way, we can proceed �n perfect conf�dence to deduce the
phenomena of the world and the�r ex�stence from other phenomena,
just as �f there ex�sted no necessary be�ng; and we can at the same
t�me, str�ve w�thout ceas�ng towards the atta�nment of completeness



for our deduct�on, just as �f such a be�ng—the supreme cond�t�on of
all ex�stences—were presupposed by the m�nd.

These remarks w�ll have made �t ev�dent to the reader that the
�deal of the Supreme Be�ng, far from be�ng an enouncement of the
ex�stence of a be�ng �n �tself necessary, �s noth�ng more than a
regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of reason, requ�r�ng us to regard all connect�on
ex�st�ng between phenomena as �f �t had �ts or�g�n from an all-
suff�c�ent necessary cause, and bas�ng upon th�s the rule of a
systemat�c and necessary un�ty �n the explanat�on of phenomena.
We cannot, at the same t�me, avo�d regard�ng, by a transcendental
subrept�o, th�s formal pr�nc�ple as const�tut�ve, and hypostat�z�ng th�s
un�ty. Prec�sely s�m�lar �s the case w�th our not�on of space. Space �s
the pr�mal cond�t�on of all forms, wh�ch are properly just so many
d�fferent l�m�tat�ons of �t; and thus, although �t �s merely a pr�nc�ple of
sens�b�l�ty, we cannot help regard�ng �t as an absolutely necessary
and self-subs�stent th�ng—as an object g�ven à pr�or� �n �tself. In the
same way, �t �s qu�te natural that, as the systemat�c un�ty of nature
cannot be establ�shed as a pr�nc�ple for the emp�r�cal employment of
reason, unless �t �s based upon the �dea of an ens real�ss�mum, as
the supreme cause, we should regard th�s �dea as a real object, and
th�s object, �n �ts character of supreme cond�t�on, as absolutely
necessary, and that �n th�s way a regulat�ve should be transformed
�nto a const�tut�ve pr�nc�ple. Th�s �nterchange becomes ev�dent when
I regard th�s supreme be�ng, wh�ch, relat�vely to the world, was
absolutely (uncond�t�onally) necessary, as a th�ng per se. In th�s
case, I f�nd �t �mposs�ble to represent th�s necess�ty �n or by any
concept�on, and �t ex�sts merely �n my own m�nd, as the formal
cond�t�on of thought, but not as a mater�al and hypostat�c cond�t�on of
ex�stence.

Sect�on VI. Of the Imposs�b�l�ty of a Phys�co-
Theolog�cal Proof

If, then, ne�ther a pure concept�on nor the general exper�ence of
an ex�st�ng be�ng can prov�de a suff�c�ent bas�s for the proof of the



ex�stence of the De�ty, we can make the attempt by the only other
mode—that of ground�ng our argument upon a determ�nate
exper�ence of the phenomena of the present world, the�r const�tut�on
and d�spos�t�on, and d�scover whether we can thus atta�n to a sound
conv�ct�on of the ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng. Th�s argument we
shall term the phys�co-theolog�cal argument. If �t �s shown to be
�nsuff�c�ent, speculat�ve reason cannot present us w�th any
sat�sfactory proof of the ex�stence of a be�ng correspond�ng to our
transcendental �dea.

It �s ev�dent from the remarks that have been made �n the
preced�ng sect�ons, that an answer to th�s quest�on w�ll be far from
be�ng d�ff�cult or unconv�nc�ng. For how can any exper�ence be
adequate w�th an �dea? The very essence of an �dea cons�sts �n the
fact that no exper�ence can ever be d�scovered congruent or
adequate w�th �t. The transcendental �dea of a necessary and all-
suff�c�ent be�ng �s so �mmeasurably great, so h�gh above all that �s
emp�r�cal, wh�ch �s always cond�t�oned, that we hope �n va�n to f�nd
mater�als �n the sphere of exper�ence suff�c�ently ample for our
concept�on, and �n va�n seek the uncond�t�oned among th�ngs that
are cond�t�oned, wh�le examples, nay, even gu�dance �s den�ed us by
the laws of emp�r�cal synthes�s.

If the Supreme Be�ng forms a l�nk �n the cha�n of emp�r�cal
cond�t�ons, �t must be a member of the emp�r�cal ser�es, and, l�ke the
lower members wh�ch �t precedes, have �ts or�g�n �n some h�gher
member of the ser�es. If, on the other hand, we d�sengage �t from the
cha�n, and cog�tate �t as an �ntell�g�ble be�ng, apart from the ser�es of
natural causes—how shall reason br�dge the abyss that separates
the latter from the former? All laws respect�ng the regress from
effects to causes, all synthet�cal add�t�ons to our knowledge relate
solely to poss�ble exper�ence and the objects of the sensuous world,
and, apart from them, are w�thout s�gn�f�cance.

The world around us opens before our v�ew so magn�f�cent a
spectacle of order, var�ety, beauty, and conform�ty to ends, that
whether we pursue our observat�ons �nto the �nf�n�ty of space �n the
one d�rect�on, or �nto �ts �ll�m�table d�v�s�ons �n the other, whether we
regard the world �n �ts greatest or �ts least man�festat�ons—even after



we have atta�ned to the h�ghest summ�t of knowledge wh�ch our
weak m�nds can reach, we f�nd that language �n the presence of
wonders so �nconce�vable has lost �ts force, and number �ts power to
reckon, nay, even thought fa�ls to conce�ve adequately, and our
concept�on of the whole d�ssolves �nto an aston�shment w�thout
power of express�on—all the more eloquent that �t �s dumb.
Everywhere around us we observe a cha�n of causes and effects, of
means and ends, of death and b�rth; and, as noth�ng has entered of
�tself �nto the cond�t�on �n wh�ch we f�nd �t, we are constantly referred
to some other th�ng, wh�ch �tself suggests the same �nqu�ry regard�ng
�ts cause, and thus the un�verse must s�nk �nto the abyss of
noth�ngness, unless we adm�t that, bes�des th�s �nf�n�te cha�n of
cont�ngenc�es, there ex�sts someth�ng that �s pr�mal and self-
subs�stent—someth�ng wh�ch, as the cause of th�s phenomenal
world, secures �ts cont�nuance and preservat�on.

Th�s h�ghest cause—what magn�tude shall we attr�bute to �t? Of
the content of the world we are �gnorant; st�ll less can we est�mate �ts
magn�tude by compar�son w�th the sphere of the poss�ble. But th�s
supreme cause be�ng a necess�ty of the human m�nd, what �s there
to prevent us from attr�but�ng to �t such a degree of perfect�on as to
place �t above the sphere of all that �s poss�ble? Th�s we can eas�ly
do, although only by the a�d of the fa�nt outl�ne of an abstract
concept�on, by represent�ng th�s be�ng to ourselves as conta�n�ng �n
�tself, as an �nd�v�dual substance, all poss�ble perfect�on—a
concept�on wh�ch sat�sf�es that requ�rement of reason wh�ch
demands pars�mony �n pr�nc�ples, wh�ch �s free from self-
contrad�ct�on, wh�ch even contr�butes to the extens�on of the
employment of reason �n exper�ence, by means of the gu�dance
afforded by th�s �dea to order and system, and wh�ch �n no respect
confl�cts w�th any law of exper�ence.

Th�s argument always deserves to be ment�oned w�th respect. It �s
the oldest, the clearest, and that most �n conform�ty w�th the common
reason of human�ty. It an�mates the study of nature, as �t �tself
der�ves �ts ex�stence and draws ever new strength from that source.
It �ntroduces a�ms and ends �nto a sphere �n wh�ch our observat�on
could not of �tself have d�scovered them, and extends our knowledge
of nature, by d�rect�ng our attent�on to a un�ty, the pr�nc�ple of wh�ch



l�es beyond nature. Th�s knowledge of nature aga�n reacts upon th�s
�dea—�ts cause; and thus our bel�ef �n a d�v�ne author of the un�verse
r�ses to the power of an �rres�st�ble conv�ct�on.

For these reasons �t would be utterly hopeless to attempt to rob
th�s argument of the author�ty �t has always enjoyed. The m�nd,
unceas�ngly elevated by these cons�derat�ons, wh�ch, although
emp�r�cal, are so remarkably powerful, and cont�nually add�ng to the�r
force, w�ll not suffer �tself to be depressed by the doubts suggested
by subtle speculat�on; �t tears �tself out of th�s state of uncerta�nty, the
moment �t casts a look upon the wondrous forms of nature and the
majesty of the un�verse, and r�ses from he�ght to he�ght, from
cond�t�on to cond�t�on, t�ll �t has elevated �tself to the supreme and
uncond�t�oned author of all.

But although we have noth�ng to object to the reasonableness and
ut�l�ty of th�s procedure, but have rather to commend and encourage
�t, we cannot approve of the cla�ms wh�ch th�s argument advances to
demonstrat�ve certa�nty and to a recept�on upon �ts own mer�ts, apart
from favour or support by other arguments. Nor can �t �njure the
cause of moral�ty to endeavour to lower the tone of the arrogant
soph�st, and to teach h�m that modesty and moderat�on wh�ch are
the propert�es of a bel�ef that br�ngs calm and content �nto the m�nd,
w�thout prescr�b�ng to �t an unworthy subject�on. I ma�nta�n, then, that
the phys�co-theolog�cal argument �s �nsuff�c�ent of �tself to prove the
ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng, that �t must entrust th�s to the
ontolog�cal argument—to wh�ch �t serves merely as an �ntroduct�on,
and that, consequently, th�s argument conta�ns the only poss�ble
ground of proof (possessed by speculat�ve reason) for the ex�stence
of th�s be�ng.

The ch�ef momenta �n the phys�co-theolog�cal argument are as
follow: 1. We observe �n the world man�fest s�gns of an arrangement
full of purpose, executed w�th great w�sdom, and argument �n whole
of a content �ndescr�bably var�ous, and of an extent w�thout l�m�ts. 2.
Th�s arrangement of means and ends �s ent�rely fore�gn to the th�ngs
ex�st�ng �n the world—�t belongs to them merely as a cont�ngent
attr�bute; �n other words, the nature of d�fferent th�ngs could not of
�tself, whatever means were employed, harmon�ously tend towards



certa�n purposes, were they not chosen and d�rected for these
purposes by a rat�onal and d�spos�ng pr�nc�ple, �n accordance w�th
certa�n fundamental �deas. 3. There ex�sts, therefore, a subl�me and
w�se cause (or several), wh�ch �s not merely a bl�nd, all-powerful
nature, produc�ng the be�ngs and events wh�ch f�ll the world �n
unconsc�ous fecund�ty, but a free and �ntell�gent cause of the world.
4. The un�ty of th�s cause may be �nferred from the un�ty of the
rec�procal relat�on ex�st�ng between the parts of the world, as
port�ons of an art�st�c ed�f�ce—an �nference wh�ch all our observat�on
favours, and all pr�nc�ples of analogy support.

In the above argument, �t �s �nferred from the analogy of certa�n
products of nature w�th those of human art, when �t compels Nature
to bend herself to �ts purposes, as �n the case of a house, a sh�p, or
a watch, that the same k�nd of causal�ty—namely, understand�ng and
w�ll—res�des �n nature. It �s also declared that the �nternal poss�b�l�ty
of th�s freely-act�ng nature (wh�ch �s the source of all art, and
perhaps also of human reason) �s der�vable from another and
superhuman art—a conclus�on wh�ch would perhaps be found
�ncapable of stand�ng the test of subtle transcendental cr�t�c�sm. But
to ne�ther of these op�n�ons shall we at present object. We shall only
remark that �t must be confessed that, �f we are to d�scuss the
subject of cause at all, we cannot proceed more securely than w�th
the gu�dance of the analogy subs�st�ng between nature and such
products of des�gn—these be�ng the only products whose causes
and modes of organ�zat�on are completely known to us. Reason
would be unable to sat�sfy her own requ�rements, �f she passed from
a causal�ty wh�ch she does know, to obscure and �ndemonstrable
pr�nc�ples of explanat�on wh�ch she does not know.

Accord�ng to the phys�co-theolog�cal argument, the connect�on and
harmony ex�st�ng �n the world ev�dence the cont�ngency of the form
merely, but not of the matter, that �s, of the substance of the world.
To establ�sh the truth of the latter op�n�on, �t would be necessary to
prove that all th�ngs would be �n themselves �ncapable of th�s
harmony and order, unless they were, even as regards the�r
substance, the product of a supreme w�sdom. But th�s would requ�re
very d�fferent grounds of proof from those presented by the analogy
w�th human art. Th�s proof can at most, therefore, demonstrate the



ex�stence of an arch�tect of the world, whose efforts are l�m�ted by
the capab�l�t�es of the mater�al w�th wh�ch he works, but not of a
creator of the world, to whom all th�ngs are subject. Thus th�s
argument �s utterly �nsuff�c�ent for the task before us—a
demonstrat�on of the ex�stence of an all-suff�c�ent be�ng. If we w�sh to
prove the cont�ngency of matter, we must have recourse to a
transcendental argument, wh�ch the phys�co-theolog�cal was
constructed expressly to avo�d.

We �nfer, from the order and des�gn v�s�ble �n the un�verse, as a
d�spos�t�on of a thoroughly cont�ngent character, the ex�stence of a
cause proport�onate thereto. The concept�on of th�s cause must
conta�n certa�n determ�nate qual�t�es, and �t must therefore be
regarded as the concept�on of a be�ng wh�ch possesses all power,
w�sdom, and so on, �n one word, all perfect�on—the concept�on, that
�s, of an all-suff�c�ent be�ng. For the pred�cates of very great,
aston�sh�ng, or �mmeasurable power and excellence, g�ve us no
determ�nate concept�on of the th�ng, nor do they �nform us what the
th�ng may be �n �tself. They merely �nd�cate the relat�on ex�st�ng
between the magn�tude of the object and the observer, who
compares �t w�th h�mself and w�th h�s own power of comprehens�on,
and are mere express�ons of pra�se and reverence, by wh�ch the
object �s e�ther magn�f�ed, or the observ�ng subject deprec�ated �n
relat�on to the object. Where we have to do w�th the magn�tude (of
the perfect�on) of a th�ng, we can d�scover no determ�nate
concept�on, except that wh�ch comprehends all poss�ble perfect�on or
completeness, and �t �s only the total (omn�tudo) of real�ty wh�ch �s
completely determ�ned �n and through �ts concept�on alone.

Now �t cannot be expected that any one w�ll be bold enough to
declare that he has a perfect �ns�ght �nto the relat�on wh�ch the
magn�tude of the world he contemplates bears (�n �ts extent as well
as �n �ts content) to omn�potence, �nto that of the order and des�gn �n
the world to the h�ghest w�sdom, and that of the un�ty of the world to
the absolute un�ty of a Supreme Be�ng. Phys�co-theology �s therefore
�ncapable of present�ng a determ�nate concept�on of a supreme
cause of the world, and �s therefore �nsuff�c�ent as a pr�nc�ple of
theology—a theology wh�ch �s �tself to be the bas�s of rel�g�on.



The atta�nment of absolute total�ty �s completely �mposs�ble on the
path of emp�r�c�sm. And yet th�s �s the path pursued �n the phys�co-
theolog�cal argument. What means shall we employ to br�dge the
abyss?

After elevat�ng ourselves to adm�rat�on of the magn�tude of the
power, w�sdom, and other attr�butes of the author of the world, and
f�nd�ng we can advance no further, we leave the argument on
emp�r�cal grounds, and proceed to �nfer the cont�ngency of the world
from the order and conform�ty to a�ms that are observable �n �t. From
th�s cont�ngency we �nfer, by the help of transcendental concept�ons
alone, the ex�stence of someth�ng absolutely necessary; and, st�ll
advanc�ng, proceed from the concept�on of the absolute necess�ty of
the f�rst cause to the completely determ�ned or determ�n�ng
concept�on thereof—the concept�on of an all-embrac�ng real�ty. Thus
the phys�co-theolog�cal, fa�l�ng �n �ts undertak�ng, recurs �n �ts
embarrassment to the cosmolog�cal argument; and, as th�s �s merely
the ontolog�cal argument �n d�sgu�se, �t executes �ts des�gn solely by
the a�d of pure reason, although �t at f�rst professed to have no
connect�on w�th th�s faculty and to base �ts ent�re procedure upon
exper�ence alone.

The phys�co-theolog�ans have therefore no reason to regard w�th
such contempt the transcendental mode of argument, and to look
down upon �t, w�th the conce�t of clear-s�ghted observers of nature,
as the bra�n-cobweb of obscure speculat�sts. For, �f they reflect upon
and exam�ne the�r own arguments, they w�ll f�nd that, after follow�ng
for some t�me the path of nature and exper�ence, and d�scover�ng
themselves no nearer the�r object, they suddenly leave th�s path and
pass �nto the reg�on of pure poss�b�l�ty, where they hope to reach
upon the w�ngs of �deas what had eluded all the�r emp�r�cal
�nvest�gat�ons. Ga�n�ng, as they th�nk, a f�rm foot�ng after th�s
�mmense leap, they extend the�r determ�nate concept�on—�nto the
possess�on of wh�ch they have come, they know not how—over the
whole sphere of creat�on, and expla�n the�r �deal, wh�ch �s ent�rely a
product of pure reason, by �llustrat�ons drawn from exper�ence—
though �n a degree m�serably unworthy of the grandeur of the object,
wh�le they refuse to acknowledge that they have arr�ved at th�s



cogn�t�on or hypothes�s by a very d�fferent road from that of
exper�ence.

Thus the phys�co-theolog�cal �s based upon the cosmolog�cal, and
th�s upon the ontolog�cal proof of the ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng;
and as bes�des these three there �s no other path open to
speculat�ve reason, the ontolog�cal proof, on the ground of pure
concept�ons of reason, �s the only poss�ble one, �f any proof of a
propos�t�on so far transcend�ng the emp�r�cal exerc�se of the
understand�ng �s poss�ble at all.

Sect�on VII. Cr�t�que of all Theology based upon
Speculat�ve Pr�nc�ples of Reason

If by the term theology I understand the cogn�t�on of a pr�mal
be�ng, that cogn�t�on �s based e�ther upon reason alone (theolog�a
rat�onal�s) or upon revelat�on (theolog�a revelata). The former
cog�tates �ts object e�ther by means of pure transcendental
concept�ons, as an ens or�g�nar�um, real�ss�mum, ens ent�um, and �s
termed transcendental theology; or, by means of a concept�on
der�ved from the nature of our own m�nd, as a supreme �ntell�gence,
and must then be ent�tled natural theology. The person who bel�eves
�n a transcendental theology alone, �s termed a de�st; he who
acknowledges the poss�b�l�ty of a natural theology also, a the�st. The
former adm�ts that we can cogn�ze by pure reason alone the
ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng, but at the same t�me ma�nta�ns that
our concept�on of th�s be�ng �s purely transcendental, and that all we
can say of �t �s that �t possesses all real�ty, w�thout be�ng able to
def�ne �t more closely. The second asserts that reason �s capable of
present�ng us, from the analogy w�th nature, w�th a more def�n�te
concept�on of th�s be�ng, and that �ts operat�ons, as the cause of all
th�ngs, are the results of �ntell�gence and free w�ll. The former
regards the Supreme Be�ng as the cause of the world—whether by
the necess�ty of h�s nature, or as a free agent, �s left undeterm�ned;
the latter cons�ders th�s be�ng as the author of the world.



Transcendental theology a�ms e�ther at �nferr�ng the ex�stence of a
Supreme Be�ng from a general exper�ence, w�thout any closer
reference to the world to wh�ch th�s exper�ence belongs, and �n th�s
case �t �s called cosmotheology; or �t endeavours to cogn�ze the
ex�stence of such a be�ng, through mere concept�ons, w�thout the a�d
of exper�ence, and �s then termed ontotheology.

Natural theology �nfers the attr�butes and the ex�stence of an
author of the world, from the const�tut�on of, the order and un�ty
observable �n, the world, �n wh�ch two modes of causal�ty must be
adm�tted to ex�st—those of nature and freedom. Thus �t r�ses from
th�s world to a supreme �ntell�gence, e�ther as the pr�nc�ple of all
natural, or of all moral order and perfect�on. In the former case �t �s
termed phys�co-theology, �n the latter, eth�cal or moral-theology.[69]

[69] Not theolog�cal eth�cs; for th�s sc�ence conta�ns eth�cal laws,
wh�ch presuppose the ex�stence of a Supreme Governor of the
world; wh�le moral-theology, on the contrary, �s the express�on of a
conv�ct�on of the ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng, founded upon
eth�cal laws.

As we are wont to understand by the term God not merely an
eternal nature, the operat�ons of wh�ch are �nsensate and bl�nd, but a
Supreme Be�ng, who �s the free and �ntell�gent author of all th�ngs,
and as �t �s th�s latter v�ew alone that can be of �nterest to human�ty,
we m�ght, �n str�ct r�gour, deny to the de�st any bel�ef �n God at all,
and regard h�m merely as a ma�nta�ner of the ex�stence of a pr�mal
be�ng or th�ng—the supreme cause of all other th�ngs. But, as no one
ought to be blamed, merely because he does not feel h�mself
just�f�ed �n ma�nta�n�ng a certa�n op�n�on, as �f he altogether den�ed �ts
truth and asserted the oppos�te, �t �s more correct—as �t �s less harsh
—to say, the de�st bel�eves �n a God, the the�st �n a l�v�ng God
(summa �ntell�gent�a). We shall now proceed to �nvest�gate the
sources of all these attempts of reason to establ�sh the ex�stence of
a Supreme Be�ng.

It may be suff�c�ent �n th�s place to def�ne theoret�cal knowledge or
cogn�t�on as knowledge of that wh�ch �s, and pract�cal knowledge as
knowledge of that wh�ch ought to be. In th�s v�ew, the theoret�cal
employment of reason �s that by wh�ch I cogn�ze à pr�or� (as



necessary) that someth�ng �s, wh�le the pract�cal �s that by wh�ch I
cogn�ze à pr�or� what ought to happen. Now, �f �t �s an �ndub�tably
certa�n, though at the same t�me an ent�rely cond�t�oned truth, that
someth�ng �s, or ought to happen, e�ther a certa�n determ�nate
cond�t�on of th�s truth �s absolutely necessary, or such a cond�t�on
may be arb�trar�ly presupposed. In the former case the cond�t�on �s
postulated (per thes�n), �n the latter supposed (per hypothes�n).
There are certa�n pract�cal laws—those of moral�ty—wh�ch are
absolutely necessary. Now, �f these laws necessar�ly presuppose the
ex�stence of some be�ng, as the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of the�r
obl�gatory power, th�s be�ng must be postulated, because the
cond�t�oned, from wh�ch we reason to th�s determ�nate cond�t�on, �s
�tself cogn�zed à pr�or� as absolutely necessary. We shall at some
future t�me show that the moral laws not merely presuppose the
ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng, but also, as themselves absolutely
necessary �n a d�fferent relat�on, demand or postulate �t—although
only from a pract�cal po�nt of v�ew. The d�scuss�on of th�s argument
we postpone for the present.

When the quest�on relates merely to that wh�ch �s, not to that
wh�ch ought to be, the cond�t�oned wh�ch �s presented �n exper�ence
�s always cog�tated as cont�ngent. For th�s reason �ts cond�t�on
cannot be regarded as absolutely necessary, but merely as relat�vely
necessary, or rather as needful; the cond�t�on �s �n �tself and à pr�or� a
mere arb�trary presuppos�t�on �n a�d of the cogn�t�on, by reason, of
the cond�t�oned. If, then, we are to possess a theoret�cal cogn�t�on of
the absolute necess�ty of a th�ng, we cannot atta�n to th�s cogn�t�on
otherw�se than à pr�or� by means of concept�ons; wh�le �t �s
�mposs�ble �n th�s way to cogn�ze the ex�stence of a cause wh�ch
bears any relat�on to an ex�stence g�ven �n exper�ence.

Theoret�cal cogn�t�on �s speculat�ve when �t relates to an object or
certa�n concept�ons of an object wh�ch �s not g�ven and cannot be
d�scovered by means of exper�ence. It �s opposed to the cogn�t�on of
nature, wh�ch concerns only those objects or pred�cates wh�ch can
be presented �n a poss�ble exper�ence.

The pr�nc�ple that everyth�ng wh�ch happens (the emp�r�cally
cont�ngent) must have a cause, �s a pr�nc�ple of the cogn�t�on of



nature, but not of speculat�ve cogn�t�on. For, �f we change �t �nto an
abstract pr�nc�ple, and depr�ve �t of �ts reference to exper�ence and
the emp�r�cal, we shall f�nd that �t cannot w�th just�ce be regarded any
longer as a synthet�cal propos�t�on, and that �t �s �mposs�ble to
d�scover any mode of trans�t�on from that wh�ch ex�sts to someth�ng
ent�rely d�fferent—termed cause. Nay, more, the concept�on of a
cause l�kew�se that of the cont�ngent—loses, �n th�s speculat�ve
mode of employ�ng �t, all s�gn�f�cance, for �ts object�ve real�ty and
mean�ng are comprehens�ble from exper�ence alone.

When from the ex�stence of the un�verse and the th�ngs �n �t the
ex�stence of a cause of the un�verse �s �nferred, reason �s proceed�ng
not �n the natural, but �n the speculat�ve method. For the pr�nc�ple of
the former enounces, not that th�ngs themselves or substances, but
only that wh�ch happens or the�r states—as emp�r�cally cont�ngent,
have a cause: the assert�on that the ex�stence of substance �tself �s
cont�ngent �s not just�f�ed by exper�ence, �t �s the assert�on of a
reason employ�ng �ts pr�nc�ples �n a speculat�ve manner. If, aga�n, I
�nfer from the form of the un�verse, from the way �n wh�ch all th�ngs
are connected and act and react upon each other, the ex�stence of a
cause ent�rely d�st�nct from the un�verse—th�s would aga�n be a
judgement of purely speculat�ve reason; because the object �n th�s
case—the cause—can never be an object of poss�ble exper�ence. In
both these cases the pr�nc�ple of causal�ty, wh�ch �s val�d only �n the
f�eld of exper�ence—useless and even mean�ngless beyond th�s
reg�on, would be d�verted from �ts proper dest�nat�on.

Now I ma�nta�n that all attempts of reason to establ�sh a theology
by the a�d of speculat�on alone are fru�tless, that the pr�nc�ples of
reason as appl�ed to nature do not conduct us to any theolog�cal
truths, and, consequently, that a rat�onal theology can have no
ex�stence, unless �t �s founded upon the laws of moral�ty. For all
synthet�cal pr�nc�ples of the understand�ng are val�d only as
�mmanent �n exper�ence; wh�le the cogn�t�on of a Supreme Be�ng
necess�tates the�r be�ng employed transcendentally, and of th�s the
understand�ng �s qu�te �ncapable. If the emp�r�cal law of causal�ty �s
to conduct us to a Supreme Be�ng, th�s be�ng must belong to the
cha�n of emp�r�cal objects—�n wh�ch case �t would be, l�ke all
phenomena, �tself cond�t�oned. If the poss�b�l�ty of pass�ng the l�m�ts



of exper�ence be adm�tted, by means of the dynam�cal law of the
relat�on of an effect to �ts cause, what k�nd of concept�on shall we
obta�n by th�s procedure? Certa�nly not the concept�on of a Supreme
Be�ng, because exper�ence never presents us w�th the greatest of all
poss�ble effects, and �t �s only an effect of th�s character that could
w�tness to the ex�stence of a correspond�ng cause. If, for the purpose
of fully sat�sfy�ng the requ�rements of Reason, we recogn�ze her r�ght
to assert the ex�stence of a perfect and absolutely necessary be�ng,
th�s can be adm�tted only from favour, and cannot be regarded as the
result or �rres�st�ble demonstrat�on. The phys�co-theolog�cal proof
may add we�ght to others—�f other proofs there are—by connect�ng
speculat�on w�th exper�ence; but �n �tself �t rather prepares the m�nd
for theolog�cal cogn�t�on, and g�ves �t a r�ght and natural d�rect�on,
than establ�shes a sure foundat�on for theology.

It �s now perfectly ev�dent that transcendental quest�ons adm�t only
of transcendental answers—those presented à pr�or� by pure
concept�ons w�thout the least emp�r�cal adm�xture. But the quest�on
�n the present case �s ev�dently synthet�cal—�t a�ms at the extens�on
of our cogn�t�on beyond the bounds of exper�ence—�t requ�res an
assurance respect�ng the ex�stence of a be�ng correspond�ng w�th
the �dea �n our m�nds, to wh�ch no exper�ence can ever be adequate.
Now �t has been abundantly proved that all à pr�or� synthet�cal
cogn�t�on �s poss�ble only as the express�on of the formal cond�t�ons
of a poss�ble exper�ence; and that the val�d�ty of all pr�nc�ples
depends upon the�r �mmanence �n the f�eld of exper�ence, that �s,
the�r relat�on to objects of emp�r�cal cogn�t�on or phenomena. Thus all
transcendental procedure �n reference to speculat�ve theology �s
w�thout result.

If any one prefers doubt�ng the conclus�veness of the proofs of our
analyt�c to los�ng the persuas�on of the val�d�ty of these old and t�me
honoured arguments, he at least cannot decl�ne answer�ng the
quest�on—how he can pass the l�m�ts of all poss�ble exper�ence by
the help of mere �deas. If he talks of new arguments, or of
�mprovements upon old arguments, I request h�m to spare me. There
�s certa�nly no great cho�ce �n th�s sphere of d�scuss�on, as all
speculat�ve arguments must at last look for support to the
ontolog�cal, and I have, therefore, very l�ttle to fear from the



argumentat�ve fecund�ty of the dogmat�cal defenders of a non-
sensuous reason. W�thout look�ng upon myself as a remarkably
combat�ve person, I shall not decl�ne the challenge to detect the
fallacy and destroy the pretens�ons of every attempt of speculat�ve
theology. And yet the hope of better fortune never deserts those who
are accustomed to the dogmat�cal mode of procedure. I shall,
therefore, restr�ct myself to the s�mple and equ�table demand that
such reasoners w�ll demonstrate, from the nature of the human m�nd
as well as from that of the other sources of knowledge, how we are
to proceed to extend our cogn�t�on completely à pr�or�, and to carry �t
to that po�nt where exper�ence abandons us, and no means ex�st of
guarantee�ng the object�ve real�ty of our concept�ons. In whatever
way the understand�ng may have atta�ned to a concept�on, the
ex�stence of the object of the concept�on cannot be d�scovered �n �t
by analys�s, because the cogn�t�on of the ex�stence of the object
depends upon the object’s be�ng pos�ted and g�ven �n �tself apart
from the concept�on. But �t �s utterly �mposs�ble to go beyond our
concept�on, w�thout the a�d of exper�ence—wh�ch presents to the
m�nd noth�ng but phenomena, or to atta�n by the help of mere
concept�ons to a conv�ct�on of the ex�stence of new k�nds of objects
or supernatural be�ngs.



But although pure speculat�ve reason �s far from suff�c�ent to
demonstrate the ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng, �t �s of the h�ghest
ut�l�ty �n correct�ng our concept�on of th�s be�ng—on the suppos�t�on
that we can atta�n to the cogn�t�on of �t by some other means—�n
mak�ng �t cons�stent w�th �tself and w�th all other concept�ons of
�ntell�g�ble objects, clear�ng �t from all that �s �ncompat�ble w�th the
concept�on of an ens summun, and el�m�nat�ng from �t all l�m�tat�ons
or adm�xtures of emp�r�cal elements.

Transcendental theology �s st�ll therefore, notw�thstand�ng �ts
object�ve �nsuff�c�ency, of �mportance �n a negat�ve respect; �t �s
useful as a test of the procedure of reason when engaged w�th pure
�deas, no other than a transcendental standard be�ng �n th�s case
adm�ss�ble. For �f, from a pract�cal po�nt of v�ew, the hypothes�s of a
Supreme and All-suff�c�ent Be�ng �s to ma�nta�n �ts val�d�ty w�thout
oppos�t�on, �t must be of the h�ghest �mportance to def�ne th�s
concept�on �n a correct and r�gorous manner—as the transcendental
concept�on of a necessary be�ng, to el�m�nate all phenomenal
elements (anthropomorph�sm �n �ts most extended s�gn�f�cat�on), and
at the same t�me to overflow all contrad�ctory assert�ons—be they
athe�st�c, de�st�c, or anthropomorph�c. Th�s �s of course very easy; as
the same arguments wh�ch demonstrated the �nab�l�ty of human
reason to aff�rm the ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng must be al�ke
suff�c�ent to prove the �nval�d�ty of �ts den�al. For �t �s �mposs�ble to
ga�n from the pure speculat�on of reason demonstrat�on that there
ex�sts no Supreme Be�ng, as the ground of all that ex�sts, or that th�s
be�ng possesses none of those propert�es wh�ch we regard as
analog�cal w�th the dynam�cal qual�t�es of a th�nk�ng be�ng, or that, as
the anthropomorph�sts would have us bel�eve, �t �s subject to all the
l�m�tat�ons wh�ch sens�b�l�ty �mposes upon those �ntell�gences wh�ch
ex�st �n the world of exper�ence.

A Supreme Be�ng �s, therefore, for the speculat�ve reason, a mere
�deal, though a faultless one—a concept�on wh�ch perfects and
crowns the system of human cogn�t�on, but the object�ve real�ty of



wh�ch can ne�ther be proved nor d�sproved by pure reason. If th�s
defect �s ever suppl�ed by a moral theology, the problemat�c
transcendental theology wh�ch has preceded, w�ll have been at least
serv�ceable as demonstrat�ng the mental necess�ty ex�st�ng for the
concept�on, by the complete determ�nat�on of �t wh�ch �t has
furn�shed, and the ceaseless test�ng of the conclus�ons of a reason
often dece�ved by sense, and not always �n harmony w�th �ts own
�deas. The attr�butes of necess�ty, �nf�n�tude, un�ty, ex�stence apart
from the world (and not as a world soul), etern�ty (free from
cond�t�ons of t�me), omn�presence (free from cond�t�ons of space),
omn�potence, and others, are pure transcendental pred�cates; and
thus the accurate concept�on of a Supreme Be�ng, wh�ch every
theology requ�res, �s furn�shed by transcendental theology alone.

APPENDIX. Of the Regulat�ve Employment of the
Ideas of Pure Reason

The result of all the d�alect�cal attempts of pure reason not only
conf�rms the truth of what we have already proved �n our
Transcendental Analyt�c, namely, that all �nferences wh�ch would
lead us beyond the l�m�ts of exper�ence are fallac�ous and
groundless, but �t at the same t�me teaches us th�s �mportant lesson,
that human reason has a natural �ncl�nat�on to overstep these l�m�ts,
and that transcendental �deas are as much the natural property of
the reason as categor�es are of the understand�ng. There ex�sts th�s
d�fference, however, that wh�le the categor�es never m�slead us,
outward objects be�ng always �n perfect harmony therew�th, �deas
are the parents of �rres�st�ble �llus�ons, the severest and most subtle
cr�t�c�sm be�ng requ�red to save us from the fallac�es wh�ch they
�nduce.

Whatever �s grounded �n the nature of our powers w�ll be found to
be �n harmony w�th the f�nal purpose and proper employment of
these powers, when once we have d�scovered the�r true d�rect�on
and a�m. We are ent�tled to suppose, therefore, that there ex�sts a
mode of employ�ng transcendental �deas wh�ch �s proper and



�mmanent; although, when we m�stake the�r mean�ng, and regard
them as concept�ons of actual th�ngs, the�r mode of appl�cat�on �s
transcendent and delus�ve. For �t �s not the �dea �tself, but only the
employment of the �dea �n relat�on to poss�ble exper�ence, that �s
transcendent or �mmanent. An �dea �s employed transcendently,
when �t �s appl�ed to an object falsely bel�eved to be adequate w�th
and to correspond to �t; �mm�nently, when �t �s appl�ed solely to the
employment of the understand�ng �n the sphere of exper�ence. Thus
all errors of subrept�o—of m�sappl�cat�on, are to be ascr�bed to
defects of judgement, and not to understand�ng or reason.

Reason never has an �mmed�ate relat�on to an object; �t relates
�mmed�ately to the understand�ng alone. It �s only through the
understand�ng that �t can be employed �n the f�eld of exper�ence. It
does not form concept�ons of objects, �t merely arranges them and
g�ves to them that un�ty wh�ch they are capable of possess�ng when
the sphere of the�r appl�cat�on has been extended as w�dely as
poss�ble. Reason ava�ls �tself of the concept�on of the understand�ng
for the sole purpose of produc�ng total�ty �n the d�fferent ser�es. Th�s
total�ty the understand�ng does not concern �tself w�th; �ts only
occupat�on �s the connect�on of exper�ences, by wh�ch ser�es of
cond�t�ons �n accordance w�th concept�ons are establ�shed. The
object of reason �s, therefore, the understand�ng and �ts proper
dest�nat�on. As the latter br�ngs un�ty �nto the d�vers�ty of objects by
means of �ts concept�ons, so the former br�ngs un�ty �nto the d�vers�ty
of concept�ons by means of �deas; as �t sets the f�nal a�m of a
collect�ve un�ty to the operat�ons of the understand�ng, wh�ch w�thout
th�s occup�es �tself w�th a d�str�but�ve un�ty alone.

I accord�ngly ma�nta�n that transcendental �deas can never be
employed as const�tut�ve �deas, that they cannot be concept�ons of
objects, and that, when thus cons�dered, they assume a fallac�ous
and d�alect�cal character. But, on the other hand, they are capable of
an adm�rable and �nd�spensably necessary appl�cat�on to objects—
as regulat�ve �deas, d�rect�ng the understand�ng to a certa�n a�m, the
gu�d�ng l�nes towards wh�ch all �ts laws follow, and �n wh�ch they all
meet �n one po�nt. Th�s po�nt—though a mere �dea (focus
�mag�nar�us), that �s, not a po�nt from wh�ch the concept�ons of the
understand�ng do really proceed, for �t l�es beyond the sphere of



poss�ble exper�ence—serves, notw�thstand�ng, to g�ve to these
concept�ons the greatest poss�ble un�ty comb�ned w�th the greatest
poss�ble extens�on. Hence ar�ses the natural �llus�on wh�ch �nduces
us to bel�eve that these l�nes proceed from an object wh�ch l�es out of
the sphere of emp�r�cal cogn�t�on, just as objects reflected �n a m�rror
appear to be beh�nd �t. But th�s �llus�on—wh�ch we may h�nder from
�mpos�ng upon us—�s necessary and unavo�dable, �f we des�re to
see, not only those objects wh�ch l�e before us, but those wh�ch are
at a great d�stance beh�nd us; that �s to say, when, �n the present
case, we d�rect the a�ms of the understand�ng, beyond every g�ven
exper�ence, towards an extens�on as great as can poss�bly be
atta�ned.

If we rev�ew our cogn�t�ons �n the�r ent�re extent, we shall f�nd that
the pecul�ar bus�ness of reason �s to arrange them �nto a system,
that �s to say, to g�ve them connect�on accord�ng to a pr�nc�ple. Th�s
un�ty presupposes an �dea—the �dea of the form of a whole (of
cogn�t�on), preced�ng the determ�nate cogn�t�on of the parts, and
conta�n�ng the cond�t�ons wh�ch determ�ne à pr�or� to every part �ts
place and relat�on to the other parts of the whole system. Th�s �dea,
accord�ngly, demands complete un�ty �n the cogn�t�on of the
understand�ng—not the un�ty of a cont�ngent aggregate, but that of a
system connected accord�ng to necessary laws. It cannot be
aff�rmed w�th propr�ety that th�s �dea �s a concept�on of an object; �t �s
merely a concept�on of the complete un�ty of the concept�ons of
objects, �n so far as th�s un�ty �s ava�lable to the understand�ng as a
rule. Such concept�ons of reason are not der�ved from nature; on the
contrary, we employ them for the �nterrogat�on and �nvest�gat�on of
nature, and regard our cogn�t�on as defect�ve so long as �t �s not
adequate to them. We adm�t that such a th�ng as pure earth, pure
water, or pure a�r, �s not to be d�scovered. And yet we requ�re these
concept�ons (wh�ch have the�r or�g�n �n the reason, so far as regards
the�r absolute pur�ty and completeness) for the purpose of
determ�n�ng the share wh�ch each of these natural causes has �n
every phenomenon. Thus the d�fferent k�nds of matter are all referred
to earths, as mere we�ght; to salts and �nflammable bod�es, as pure
force; and f�nally, to water and a�r, as the veh�cula of the former, or
the mach�nes employed by them �n the�r operat�ons—for the purpose



of expla�n�ng the chem�cal act�on and react�on of bod�es �n
accordance w�th the �dea of a mechan�sm. For, although not actually
so expressed, the �nfluence of such �deas of reason �s very
observable �n the procedure of natural ph�losophers.

If reason �s the faculty of deduc�ng the part�cular from the general,
and �f the general be certa�n �n se and g�ven, �t �s only necessary that
the judgement should subsume the part�cular under the general, the
part�cular be�ng thus necessar�ly determ�ned. I shall term th�s the
demonstrat�ve or apode�ct�c employment of reason. If, however, the
general �s adm�tted as problemat�cal only, and �s a mere �dea, the
part�cular case �s certa�n, but the un�versal�ty of the rule wh�ch
appl�es to th�s part�cular case rema�ns a problem. Several part�cular
cases, the certa�nty of wh�ch �s beyond doubt, are then taken and
exam�ned, for the purpose of d�scover�ng whether the rule �s
appl�cable to them; and �f �t appears that all the part�cular cases
wh�ch can be collected follow from the rule, �ts un�versal�ty �s
�nferred, and at the same t�me, all the causes wh�ch have not, or
cannot be presented to our observat�on, are concluded to be of the
same character w�th those wh�ch we have observed. Th�s I shall term
the hypothet�cal employment of the reason.

The hypothet�cal exerc�se of reason by the a�d of �deas employed
as problemat�cal concept�ons �s properly not const�tut�ve. That �s to
say, �f we cons�der the subject str�ctly, the truth of the rule, wh�ch has
been employed as an hypothes�s, does not follow from the use that
�s made of �t by reason. For how can we know all the poss�ble cases
that may ar�se? some of wh�ch may, however, prove except�ons to
the un�versal�ty of the rule. Th�s employment of reason �s merely
regulat�ve, and �ts sole a�m �s the �ntroduct�on of un�ty �nto the
aggregate of our part�cular cogn�t�ons, and thereby the
approx�mat�ng of the rule to un�versal�ty.

The object of the hypothet�cal employment of reason �s therefore
the systemat�c un�ty of cogn�t�ons; and th�s un�ty �s the cr�ter�on of the
truth of a rule. On the other hand, th�s systemat�c un�ty—as a mere
�dea—�s �n fact merely a un�ty projected, not to be regarded as g�ven,
but only �n the l�ght of a problem—a problem wh�ch serves, however,
as a pr�nc�ple for the var�ous and part�cular exerc�se of the



understand�ng �n exper�ence, d�rects �t w�th regard to those cases
wh�ch are not presented to our observat�on, and �ntroduces harmony
and cons�stency �nto all �ts operat�ons.

All that we can be certa�n of from the above cons�derat�ons �s that
th�s systemat�c un�ty �s a log�cal pr�nc�ple, whose a�m �s to ass�st the
understand�ng, where �t cannot of �tself atta�n to rules, by means of
�deas, to br�ng all these var�ous rules under one pr�nc�ple, and thus to
ensure the most complete cons�stency and connect�on that can be
atta�ned. But the assert�on that objects and the understand�ng by
wh�ch they are cogn�zed are so const�tuted as to be determ�ned to
systemat�c un�ty, that th�s may be postulated à pr�or�, w�thout any
reference to the �nterest of reason, and that we are just�f�ed �n
declar�ng all poss�ble cogn�t�ons—emp�r�cal and others—to possess
systemat�c un�ty, and to be subject to general pr�nc�ples from wh�ch,
notw�thstand�ng the�r var�ous character, they are all der�vable such
an assert�on can be founded only upon a transcendental pr�nc�ple of
reason, wh�ch would render th�s systemat�c un�ty not subject�vely and
log�cally—�n �ts character of a method, but object�vely necessary.

We shall �llustrate th�s by an example. The concept�ons of the
understand�ng make us acqua�nted, among many other k�nds of
un�ty, w�th that of the causal�ty of a substance, wh�ch �s termed
power. The d�fferent phenomenal man�festat�ons of the same
substance appear at f�rst v�ew to be so very d�ss�m�lar that we are
�ncl�ned to assume the ex�stence of just as many d�fferent powers as
there are d�fferent effects—as, �n the case of the human m�nd, we
have feel�ng, consc�ousness, �mag�nat�on, memory, w�t, analys�s,
pleasure, des�re and so on. Now we are requ�red by a log�cal max�m
to reduce these d�fferences to as small a number as poss�ble, by
compar�ng them and d�scover�ng the h�dden �dent�ty wh�ch ex�sts.
We must �nqu�re, for example, whether or not �mag�nat�on
(connected w�th consc�ousness), memory, w�t, and analys�s are not
merely d�fferent forms of understand�ng and reason. The �dea of a
fundamental power, the ex�stence of wh�ch no effort of log�c can
assure us of, �s the problem to be solved, for the systemat�c
representat�on of the ex�st�ng var�ety of powers. The log�cal pr�nc�ple
of reason requ�res us to produce as great a un�ty as �s poss�ble �n the
system of our cogn�t�ons; and the more the phenomena of th�s and



the other power are found to be �dent�cal, the more probable does �t
become, that they are noth�ng but d�fferent man�festat�ons of one and
the same power, wh�ch may be called, relat�vely speak�ng, a
fundamental power. And so w�th other cases.

These relat�vely fundamental powers must aga�n be compared
w�th each other, to d�scover, �f poss�ble, the one rad�cal and
absolutely fundamental power of wh�ch they are but the
man�festat�ons. But th�s un�ty �s purely hypothet�cal. It �s not
ma�nta�ned, that th�s un�ty does really ex�st, but that we must, �n the
�nterest of reason, that �s, for the establ�shment of pr�nc�ples for the
var�ous rules presented by exper�ence, try to d�scover and �ntroduce
�t, so far as �s pract�cable, �nto the sphere of our cogn�t�ons.

But the transcendental employment of the understand�ng would
lead us to bel�eve that th�s �dea of a fundamental power �s not
problemat�cal, but that �t possesses object�ve real�ty, and thus the
systemat�c un�ty of the var�ous powers or forces �n a substance �s
demanded by the understand�ng and erected �nto an apode�ct�c or
necessary pr�nc�ple. For, w�thout hav�ng attempted to d�scover the
un�ty of the var�ous powers ex�st�ng �n nature, nay, even after all our
attempts have fa�led, we notw�thstand�ng presuppose that �t does
ex�st, and may be, sooner or later, d�scovered. And th�s reason does,
not only, as �n the case above adduced, w�th regard to the un�ty of
substance, but where many substances, although all to a certa�n
extent homogeneous, are d�scoverable, as �n the case of matter �n
general. Here also does reason presuppose the ex�stence of the
systemat�c un�ty of var�ous powers—�nasmuch as part�cular laws of
nature are subord�nate to general laws; and pars�mony �n pr�nc�ples
�s not merely an econom�cal pr�nc�ple of reason, but an essent�al law
of nature.

We cannot understand, �n fact, how a log�cal pr�nc�ple of un�ty can
of r�ght ex�st, unless we presuppose a transcendental pr�nc�ple, by
wh�ch such a systemat�c un�t—as a property of objects themselves—
�s regarded as necessary à pr�or�. For w�th what r�ght can reason, �n
�ts log�cal exerc�se, requ�re us to regard the var�ety of forces wh�ch
nature d�splays, as �n effect a d�sgu�sed un�ty, and to deduce them
from one fundamental force or power, when she �s free to adm�t that



�t �s just as poss�ble that all forces should be d�fferent �n k�nd, and
that a systemat�c un�ty �s not conformable to the des�gn of nature? In
th�s v�ew of the case, reason would be proceed�ng �n d�rect
oppos�t�on to her own dest�nat�on, by sett�ng as an a�m an �dea wh�ch
ent�rely confl�cts w�th the procedure and arrangement of nature.
Ne�ther can we assert that reason has prev�ously �nferred th�s un�ty
from the cont�ngent nature of phenomena. For the law of reason
wh�ch requ�res us to seek for th�s un�ty �s a necessary law, �nasmuch
as w�thout �t we should not possess a faculty of reason, nor w�thout
reason a cons�stent and self-accordant mode of employ�ng the
understand�ng, nor, �n the absence of th�s, any proper and suff�c�ent
cr�ter�on of emp�r�cal truth. In relat�on to th�s cr�ter�on, therefore, we
must suppose the �dea of the systemat�c un�ty of nature to possess
object�ve val�d�ty and necess�ty.

We f�nd th�s transcendental presuppos�t�on lurk�ng �n d�fferent
forms �n the pr�nc�ples of ph�losophers, although they have ne�ther
recogn�zed �t nor confessed to themselves �ts presence. That the
d�vers�t�es of �nd�v�dual th�ngs do not exclude �dent�ty of spec�es, that
the var�ous spec�es must be cons�dered as merely d�fferent
determ�nat�ons of a few genera, and these aga�n as d�v�s�ons of st�ll
h�gher races, and so on—that, accord�ngly, a certa�n systemat�c un�ty
of all poss�ble emp�r�cal concept�ons, �n so far as they can be
deduced from h�gher and more general concept�ons, must be sought
for, �s a scholast�c max�m or log�cal pr�nc�ple, w�thout wh�ch reason
could not be employed by us. For we can �nfer the part�cular from the
general, only �n so far as general propert�es of th�ngs const�tute the
foundat�on upon wh�ch the part�cular rest.

That the same un�ty ex�sts �n nature �s presupposed by
ph�losophers �n the well-known scholast�c max�m, wh�ch forb�ds us
unnecessar�ly to augment the number of ent�t�es or pr�nc�ples (ent�a
praeter necess�tatem non esse mult�pl�canda). Th�s max�m asserts
that nature herself ass�sts �n the establ�shment of th�s un�ty of
reason, and that the seem�ngly �nf�n�te d�vers�ty of phenomena
should not deter us from the expectat�on of d�scover�ng beneath th�s
d�vers�ty a un�ty of fundamental propert�es, of wh�ch the aforesa�d
var�ety �s but a more or less determ�ned form. Th�s un�ty, although a
mere �dea, th�nkers have found �t necessary rather to moderate the



des�re than to encourage �t. It was cons�dered a great step when
chem�sts were able to reduce all salts to two ma�n genera—ac�ds
and alkal�s; and they regard th�s d�fference as �tself a mere var�ety, or
d�fferent man�festat�on of one and the same fundamental mater�al.
The d�fferent k�nds of earths (stones and even metals) chem�sts
have endeavoured to reduce to three, and afterwards to two; but st�ll,
not content w�th th�s advance, they cannot but th�nk that beh�nd
these d�vers�t�es there lurks but one genus—nay, that even salts and
earths have a common pr�nc�ple. It m�ght be conjectured that th�s �s
merely an econom�cal plan of reason, for the purpose of spar�ng
�tself trouble, and an attempt of a purely hypothet�cal character,
wh�ch, when successful, g�ves an appearance of probab�l�ty to the
pr�nc�ple of explanat�on employed by the reason. But a self�sh
purpose of th�s k�nd �s eas�ly to be d�st�ngu�shed from the �dea,
accord�ng to wh�ch every one presupposes that th�s un�ty �s �n
accordance w�th the laws of nature, and that reason does not �n th�s
case request, but requ�res, although we are qu�te unable to
determ�ne the proper l�m�ts of th�s un�ty.

If the d�vers�ty ex�st�ng �n phenomena—a d�vers�ty not of form (for
�n th�s they may be s�m�lar) but of content—were so great that the
subtlest human reason could never by compar�son d�scover �n them
the least s�m�lar�ty (wh�ch �s not �mposs�ble), �n th�s case the log�cal
law of genera would be w�thout foundat�on, the concept�on of a
genus, nay, all general concept�ons would be �mposs�ble, and the
faculty of the understand�ng, the exerc�se of wh�ch �s restr�cted to the
world of concept�ons, could not ex�st. The log�cal pr�nc�ple of genera,
accord�ngly, �f �t �s to be appl�ed to nature (by wh�ch I mean objects
presented to our senses), presupposes a transcendental pr�nc�ple. In
accordance w�th th�s pr�nc�ple, homogene�ty �s necessar�ly
presupposed �n the var�ety of phenomena (although we are unable to
determ�ne à pr�or� the degree of th�s homogene�ty), because w�thout
�t no emp�r�cal concept�ons, and consequently no exper�ence, would
be poss�ble.

The log�cal pr�nc�ple of genera, wh�ch demands �dent�ty �n
phenomena, �s balanced by another pr�nc�ple—that of spec�es, wh�ch
requ�res var�ety and d�vers�ty �n th�ngs, notw�thstand�ng the�r
accordance �n the same genus, and d�rects the understand�ng to



attend to the one no less than to the other. Th�s pr�nc�ple (of the
faculty of d�st�nct�on) acts as a check upon the reason and reason
exh�b�ts �n th�s respect a double and confl�ct�ng �nterest—on the one
hand, the �nterest �n the extent (the �nterest of general�ty) �n relat�on
to genera; on the other, that of the content (the �nterest of
�nd�v�dual�ty) �n relat�on to the var�ety of spec�es. In the former case,
the understand�ng cog�tates more under �ts concept�ons, �n the latter
�t cog�tates more �n them. Th�s d�st�nct�on man�fests �tself l�kew�se �n
the hab�ts of thought pecul�ar to natural ph�losophers, some of whom
—the remarkably speculat�ve heads—may be sa�d to be host�le to
heterogene�ty �n phenomena, and have the�r eyes always f�xed on
the un�ty of genera, wh�le others—w�th a strong emp�r�cal tendency—
a�m unceas�ngly at the analys�s of phenomena, and almost destroy
�n us the hope of ever be�ng able to est�mate the character of these
accord�ng to general pr�nc�ples.

The latter mode of thought �s ev�dently based upon a log�cal
pr�nc�ple, the a�m of wh�ch �s the systemat�c completeness of all
cogn�t�ons. Th�s pr�nc�ple author�zes me, beg�nn�ng at the genus, to
descend to the var�ous and d�verse conta�ned under �t; and �n th�s
way extens�on, as �n the former case un�ty, �s assured to the system.
For �f we merely exam�ne the sphere of the concept�on wh�ch
�nd�cates a genus, we cannot d�scover how far �t �s poss�ble to
proceed �n the d�v�s�on of that sphere; just as �t �s �mposs�ble, from
the cons�derat�on of the space occup�ed by matter, to determ�ne how
far we can proceed �n the d�v�s�on of �t. Hence every genus must
conta�n d�fferent spec�es, and these aga�n d�fferent subspec�es; and
as each of the latter must �tself conta�n a sphere (must be of a
certa�n extent, as a conceptus commun�s), reason demands that no
spec�es or sub-spec�es �s to be cons�dered as the lowest poss�ble.
For a spec�es or sub-spec�es, be�ng always a concept�on, wh�ch
conta�ns only what �s common to a number of d�fferent th�ngs, does
not completely determ�ne any �nd�v�dual th�ng, or relate �mmed�ately
to �t, and must consequently conta�n other concept�ons, that �s, other
sub-spec�es under �t. Th�s law of spec�f�cat�on may be thus
expressed: ent�um var�etates non temere sunt m�nuendae.

But �t �s easy to see that th�s log�cal law would l�kew�se be w�thout
sense or appl�cat�on, were �t not based upon a transcendental law of



spec�f�cat�on, wh�ch certa�nly does not requ�re that the d�fferences
ex�st�ng phenomena should be �nf�n�te �n number, for the log�cal
pr�nc�ple, wh�ch merely ma�nta�ns the �ndeterm�nateness of the
log�cal sphere of a concept�on, �n relat�on to �ts poss�ble d�v�s�on,
does not author�ze th�s statement; wh�le �t does �mpose upon the
understand�ng the duty of search�ng for subspec�es to every spec�es,
and m�nor d�fferences �n every d�fference. For, were there no lower
concept�ons, ne�ther could there be any h�gher. Now the
understand�ng cogn�zes only by means of concept�ons;
consequently, how far soever �t may proceed �n d�v�s�on, never by
mere �ntu�t�on, but always by lower and lower concept�ons. The
cogn�t�on of phenomena �n the�r complete determ�nat�on (wh�ch �s
poss�ble only by means of the understand�ng) requ�res an
unceas�ngly cont�nued spec�f�cat�on of concept�ons, and a
progress�on to ever smaller d�fferences, of wh�ch abstract�on bad
been made �n the concept�on of the spec�es, and st�ll more �n that of
the genus.

Th�s law of spec�f�cat�on cannot be deduced from exper�ence; �t
can never present us w�th a pr�nc�ple of so un�versal an appl�cat�on.
Emp�r�cal spec�f�cat�on very soon stops �n �ts d�st�nct�on of d�vers�t�es,
and requ�res the gu�dance of the transcendental law, as a pr�nc�ple of
the reason—a law wh�ch �mposes on us the necess�ty of never
ceas�ng �n our search for d�fferences, even although these may not
present themselves to the senses. That absorbent earths are of
d�fferent k�nds could only be d�scovered by obey�ng the ant�c�patory
law of reason, wh�ch �mposes upon the understand�ng the task of
d�scover�ng the d�fferences ex�st�ng between these earths, and
supposes that nature �s r�cher �n substances than our senses would
�nd�cate. The faculty of the understand�ng belongs to us just as much
under the presuppos�t�on of d�fferences �n the objects of nature, as
under the cond�t�on that these objects are homogeneous, because
we could not possess concept�ons, nor make any use of our
understand�ng, were not the phenomena �ncluded under these
concept�ons �n some respects d�ss�m�lar, as well as s�m�lar, �n the�r
character.

Reason thus prepares the sphere of the understand�ng for the
operat�ons of th�s faculty: 1. By the pr�nc�ple of the homogene�ty of



the d�verse �n h�gher genera; 2. By the pr�nc�ple of the var�ety of the
homogeneous �n lower spec�es; and, to complete the systemat�c
un�ty, �t adds, 3. A law of the aff�n�ty of all concept�ons wh�ch
prescr�bes a cont�nuous trans�t�on from one spec�es to every other by
the gradual �ncrease of d�vers�ty. We may term these the pr�nc�ples of
the homogene�ty, the spec�f�cat�on, and the cont�nu�ty of forms. The
latter results from the un�on of the two former, �nasmuch as we
regard the systemat�c connect�on as complete �n thought, �n the
ascent to h�gher genera, as well as �n the descent to lower spec�es.
For all d�vers�t�es must be related to each other, as they all spr�ng
from one h�ghest genus, descend�ng through the d�fferent gradat�ons
of a more and more extended determ�nat�on.

We may �llustrate the systemat�c un�ty produced by the three
log�cal pr�nc�ples �n the follow�ng manner. Every concept�on may be
regarded as a po�nt, wh�ch, as the standpo�nt of a spectator, has a
certa�n hor�zon, wh�ch may be sa�d to enclose a number of th�ngs
that may be v�ewed, so to speak, from that centre. W�th�n th�s
hor�zon there must be an �nf�n�te number of other po�nts, each of
wh�ch has �ts own hor�zon, smaller and more c�rcumscr�bed; �n other
words, every spec�es conta�ns sub-spec�es, accord�ng to the
pr�nc�ple of spec�f�cat�on, and the log�cal hor�zon cons�sts of smaller
hor�zons (subspec�es), but not of po�nts (�nd�v�duals), wh�ch possess
no extent. But d�fferent hor�zons or genera, wh�ch �nclude under
them so many concept�ons, may have one common hor�zon, from
wh�ch, as from a m�d-po�nt, they may be surveyed; and we may
proceed thus, t�ll we arr�ve at the h�ghest genus, or un�versal and
true hor�zon, wh�ch �s determ�ned by the h�ghest concept�on, and
wh�ch conta�ns under �tself all d�fferences and var�et�es, as genera,
spec�es, and subspec�es.

To th�s h�ghest standpo�nt I am conducted by the law of
homogene�ty, as to all lower and more var�ously-determ�ned
concept�ons by the law of spec�f�cat�on. Now as �n th�s way there
ex�sts no vo�d �n the whole extent of all poss�ble concept�ons, and as
out of the sphere of these the m�nd can d�scover noth�ng, there
ar�ses from the presuppos�t�on of the un�versal hor�zon above
ment�oned, and �ts complete d�v�s�on, the pr�nc�ple: Non datur
vacuum formarum. Th�s pr�nc�ple asserts that there are not d�fferent



pr�m�t�ve and h�ghest genera, wh�ch stand �solated, so to speak, from
each other, but all the var�ous genera are mere d�v�s�ons and
l�m�tat�ons of one h�ghest and un�versal genus; and hence follows
�mmed�ately the pr�nc�ple: Datur cont�nuum formarum. Th�s pr�nc�ple
�nd�cates that all d�fferences of spec�es l�m�t each other, and do not
adm�t of trans�t�on from one to another by a saltus, but only through
smaller degrees of the d�fference between the one spec�es and the
other. In one word, there are no spec�es or sub-spec�es wh�ch (�n the
v�ew of reason) are the nearest poss�ble to each other; �ntermed�ate
spec�es or sub-spec�es be�ng always poss�ble, the d�fference of
wh�ch from each of the former �s always smaller than the d�fference
ex�st�ng between these.

The f�rst law, therefore, d�rects us to avo�d the not�on that there
ex�st d�fferent pr�mal genera, and enounces the fact of perfect
homogene�ty; the second �mposes a check upon th�s tendency to
un�ty and prescr�bes the d�st�nct�on of sub-spec�es, before
proceed�ng to apply our general concept�ons to �nd�v�duals. The th�rd
un�tes both the former, by enounc�ng the fact of homogene�ty as
ex�st�ng even �n the most var�ous d�vers�ty, by means of the gradual
trans�t�on from one spec�es to another. Thus �t �nd�cates a
relat�onsh�p between the d�fferent branches or spec�es, �n so far as
they all spr�ng from the same stem.

But th�s log�cal law of the cont�nuum spec�erum (formarum
log�carum) presupposes a transcendental pr�nc�ple (lex cont�nu� �n
natura), w�thout wh�ch the understand�ng m�ght be led �nto error, by
follow�ng the gu�dance of the former, and thus perhaps pursu�ng a
path contrary to that prescr�bed by nature. Th�s law must,
consequently, be based upon pure transcendental, and not upon
emp�r�cal, cons�derat�ons. For, �n the latter case, �t would come later
than the system; whereas �t �s really �tself the parent of all that �s
systemat�c �n our cogn�t�on of nature. These pr�nc�ples are not mere
hypotheses employed for the purpose of exper�ment�ng upon nature;
although when any such connect�on �s d�scovered, �t forms a sol�d
ground for regard�ng the hypothet�cal un�ty as val�d �n the sphere of
nature—and thus they are �n th�s respect not w�thout the�r use. But
we go farther, and ma�nta�n that �t �s man�fest that these pr�nc�ples of
pars�mony �n fundamental causes, var�ety �n effects, and aff�n�ty �n



phenomena, are �n accordance both w�th reason and nature, and
that they are not mere methods or plans dev�sed for the purpose of
ass�st�ng us �n our observat�on of the external world.

But �t �s pla�n that th�s cont�nu�ty of forms �s a mere �dea, to wh�ch
no adequate object can be d�scovered �n exper�ence. And th�s for
two reasons. F�rst, because the spec�es �n nature are really d�v�ded,
and hence form quanta d�screta; and, �f the gradual progress�on
through the�r aff�n�ty were cont�nuous, the �ntermed�ate members
ly�ng between two g�ven spec�es must be �nf�n�te �n number, wh�ch �s
�mposs�ble. Secondly, because we cannot make any determ�nate
emp�r�cal use of th�s law, �nasmuch as �t does not present us w�th any
cr�ter�on of aff�n�ty wh�ch could a�d us �n determ�n�ng how far we
ought to pursue the graduat�on of d�fferences: �t merely conta�ns a
general �nd�cat�on that �t �s our duty to seek for and, �f poss�ble, to
d�scover them.

When we arrange these pr�nc�ples of systemat�c un�ty �n the order
conformable to the�r employment �n exper�ence, they w�ll stand thus:
Var�ety, Aff�n�ty, Un�ty, each of them, as �deas, be�ng taken �n the
h�ghest degree of the�r completeness. Reason presupposes the
ex�stence of cogn�t�ons of the understand�ng, wh�ch have a d�rect
relat�on to exper�ence, and a�ms at the �deal un�ty of these cogn�t�ons
—a un�ty wh�ch far transcends all exper�ence or emp�r�cal not�ons.
The aff�n�ty of the d�verse, notw�thstand�ng the d�fferences ex�st�ng
between �ts parts, has a relat�on to th�ngs, but a st�ll closer one to the
mere propert�es and powers of th�ngs. For example, �mperfect
exper�ence may represent the orb�ts of the planets as c�rcular. But
we d�scover var�at�ons from th�s course, and we proceed to suppose
that the planets revolve �n a path wh�ch, �f not a c�rcle, �s of a
character very s�m�lar to �t. That �s to say, the movements of those
planets wh�ch do not form a c�rcle w�ll approx�mate more or less to
the propert�es of a c�rcle, and probably form an ell�pse. The paths of
comets exh�b�t st�ll greater var�at�ons, for, so far as our observat�on
extends, they do not return upon the�r own course �n a c�rcle or
ell�pse. But we proceed to the conjecture that comets descr�be a
parabola, a f�gure wh�ch �s closely all�ed to the ell�pse. In fact, a
parabola �s merely an ell�pse, w�th �ts longer ax�s produced to an
�ndef�n�te extent. Thus these pr�nc�ples conduct us to a un�ty �n the



genera of the forms of these orb�ts, and, proceed�ng farther, to a
un�ty as regards the cause of the mot�ons of the heavenly bod�es—
that �s, grav�tat�on. But we go on extend�ng our conquests over
nature, and endeavour to expla�n all seem�ng dev�at�ons from these
rules, and even make add�t�ons to our system wh�ch no exper�ence
can ever substant�ate—for example, the theory, �n aff�n�ty w�th that of
ell�pses, of hyperbol�c paths of comets, pursu�ng wh�ch, these bod�es
leave our solar system and, pass�ng from sun to sun, un�te the most
d�stant parts of the �nf�n�te un�verse, wh�ch �s held together by the
same mov�ng power.

The most remarkable c�rcumstance connected w�th these
pr�nc�ples �s that they seem to be transcendental, and, although only
conta�n�ng �deas for the gu�dance of the emp�r�cal exerc�se of reason,
and although th�s emp�r�cal employment stands to these �deas �n an
asymptot�c relat�on alone (to use a mathemat�cal term), that �s,
cont�nually approx�mate, w�thout ever be�ng able to atta�n to them,
they possess, notw�thstand�ng, as à pr�or� synthet�cal propos�t�ons,
object�ve though undeterm�ned val�d�ty, and are ava�lable as rules for
poss�ble exper�ence. In the elaborat�on of our exper�ence, they may
also be employed w�th great advantage, as heur�st�c[70] pr�nc�ples. A
transcendental deduct�on of them cannot be made; such a deduct�on
be�ng always �mposs�ble �n the case of �deas, as has been already
shown.

[70] From the Greek, eurh�oko.

We d�st�ngu�shed, �n the Transcendental Analyt�c, the dynam�cal
pr�nc�ples of the understand�ng, wh�ch are regulat�ve pr�nc�ples of
�ntu�t�on, from the mathemat�cal, wh�ch are const�tut�ve pr�nc�ples of
�ntu�t�on. These dynam�cal laws are, however, const�tut�ve �n relat�on
to exper�ence, �nasmuch as they render the concept�ons w�thout
wh�ch exper�ence could not ex�st poss�ble à pr�or�. But the pr�nc�ples
of pure reason cannot be const�tut�ve even �n regard to emp�r�cal
concept�ons, because no sensuous schema correspond�ng to them
can be d�scovered, and they cannot therefore have an object �n
concreto. Now, �f I grant that they cannot be employed �n the sphere
of exper�ence, as const�tut�ve pr�nc�ples, how shall I secure for them



employment and object�ve val�d�ty as regulat�ve pr�nc�ples, and �n
what way can they be so employed?

The understand�ng �s the object of reason, as sens�b�l�ty �s the
object of the understand�ng. The product�on of systemat�c un�ty �n all
the emp�r�cal operat�ons of the understand�ng �s the proper
occupat�on of reason; just as �t �s the bus�ness of the understand�ng
to connect the var�ous content of phenomena by means of
concept�ons, and subject them to emp�r�cal laws. But the operat�ons
of the understand�ng are, w�thout the schemata of sens�b�l�ty,
undeterm�ned; and, �n the same manner, the un�ty of reason �s
perfectly undeterm�ned as regards the cond�t�ons under wh�ch, and
the extent to wh�ch, the understand�ng ought to carry the systemat�c
connect�on of �ts concept�ons. But, although �t �s �mposs�ble to
d�scover �n �ntu�t�on a schema for the complete systemat�c un�ty of all
the concept�ons of the understand�ng, there must be some analogon
of th�s schema. Th�s analogon �s the �dea of the max�mum of the
d�v�s�on and the connect�on of our cogn�t�on �n one pr�nc�ple. For we
may have a determ�nate not�on of a max�mum and an absolutely
perfect, all the restr�ct�ve cond�t�ons wh�ch are connected w�th an
�ndeterm�nate and var�ous content hav�ng been abstracted. Thus the
�dea of reason �s analogous w�th a sensuous schema, w�th th�s
d�fference, that the appl�cat�on of the categor�es to the schema of
reason does not present a cogn�t�on of any object (as �s the case
w�th the appl�cat�on of the categor�es to sensuous schemata), but
merely prov�des us w�th a rule or pr�nc�ple for the systemat�c un�ty of
the exerc�se of the understand�ng. Now, as every pr�nc�ple wh�ch
�mposes upon the exerc�se of the understand�ng à pr�or� compl�ance
w�th the rule of systemat�c un�ty also relates, although only �n an
�nd�rect manner, to an object of exper�ence, the pr�nc�ples of pure
reason w�ll also possess object�ve real�ty and val�d�ty �n relat�on to
exper�ence. But they w�ll not a�m at determ�n�ng our knowledge �n
regard to any emp�r�cal object; they w�ll merely �nd�cate the
procedure, follow�ng wh�ch the emp�r�cal and determ�nate exerc�se of
the understand�ng may be �n complete harmony and connect�on w�th
�tself—a result wh�ch �s produced by �ts be�ng brought �nto harmony
w�th the pr�nc�ple of systemat�c un�ty, so far as that �s poss�ble, and
deduced from �t.



I term all subject�ve pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are not der�ved from
observat�on of the const�tut�on of an object, but from the �nterest
wh�ch Reason has �n produc�ng a certa�n completeness �n her
cogn�t�on of that object, max�ms of reason. Thus there are max�ms of
speculat�ve reason, wh�ch are based solely upon �ts speculat�ve
�nterest, although they appear to be object�ve pr�nc�ples.

When pr�nc�ples wh�ch are really regulat�ve are regarded as
const�tut�ve, and employed as object�ve pr�nc�ples, contrad�ct�ons
must ar�se; but �f they are cons�dered as mere max�ms, there �s no
room for contrad�ct�ons of any k�nd, as they then merely �nd�cate the
d�fferent �nterests of reason, wh�ch occas�on d�fferences �n the mode
of thought. In effect, Reason has only one s�ngle �nterest, and the
seem�ng contrad�ct�on ex�st�ng between her max�ms merely �nd�cates
a d�fference �n, and a rec�procal l�m�tat�on of, the methods by wh�ch
th�s �nterest �s sat�sf�ed.

Th�s reasoner has at heart the �nterest of d�vers�ty—�n accordance
w�th the pr�nc�ple of spec�f�cat�on; another, the �nterest of un�ty—�n
accordance w�th the pr�nc�ple of aggregat�on. Each bel�eves that h�s
judgement rests upon a thorough �ns�ght �nto the subject he �s
exam�n�ng, and yet �t has been �nfluenced solely by a greater or less
degree of adherence to some one of the two pr�nc�ples, ne�ther of
wh�ch are object�ve, but or�g�nate solely from the �nterest of reason,
and on th�s account to be termed max�ms rather than pr�nc�ples.
When I observe �ntell�gent men d�sput�ng about the d�st�nct�ve
character�st�cs of men, an�mals, or plants, and even of m�nerals,
those on the one s�de assum�ng the ex�stence of certa�n nat�onal
character�st�cs, certa�n well-def�ned and hered�tary d�st�nct�ons of
fam�ly, race, and so on, wh�le the other s�de ma�nta�n that nature has
endowed all races of men w�th the same facult�es and d�spos�t�ons,
and that all d�fferences are but the result of external and acc�dental
c�rcumstances—I have only to cons�der for a moment the real nature
of the subject of d�scuss�on, to arr�ve at the conclus�on that �t �s a
subject far too deep for us to judge of, and that there �s l�ttle
probab�l�ty of e�ther party be�ng able to speak from a perfect �ns�ght
�nto and understand�ng of the nature of the subject �tself. Both have,
�n real�ty, been struggl�ng for the twofold �nterest of reason; the one
ma�nta�n�ng the one �nterest, the other the other. But th�s d�fference



between the max�ms of d�vers�ty and un�ty may eas�ly be reconc�led
and adjusted; although, so long as they are regarded as object�ve
pr�nc�ples, they must occas�on not only contrad�ct�ons and polem�c,
but place h�nderances �n the way of the advancement of truth, unt�l
some means �s d�scovered of reconc�l�ng these confl�ct�ng �nterests,
and br�ng�ng reason �nto un�on and harmony w�th �tself.

The same �s the case w�th the so-called law d�scovered by
Le�bn�tz, and supported w�th remarkable ab�l�ty by Bonnet—the law
of the cont�nuous gradat�on of created be�ngs, wh�ch �s noth�ng more
than an �nference from the pr�nc�ple of aff�n�ty; for observat�on and
study of the order of nature could never present �t to the m�nd as an
object�ve truth. The steps of th�s ladder, as they appear �n
exper�ence, are too far apart from each other, and the so-called petty
d�fferences between d�fferent k�nds of an�mals are �n nature
commonly so w�de separat�ons that no conf�dence can be placed �n
such v�ews (part�cularly when we reflect on the great var�ety of
th�ngs, and the ease w�th wh�ch we can d�scover resemblances), and
no fa�th �n the laws wh�ch are sa�d to express the a�ms and purposes
of nature. On the other hand, the method of �nvest�gat�ng the order of
nature �n the l�ght of th�s pr�nc�ple, and the max�m wh�ch requ�res us
to regard th�s order—�t be�ng st�ll undeterm�ned how far �t extends—
as really ex�st�ng �n nature, �s beyond doubt a leg�t�mate and
excellent pr�nc�ple of reason—a pr�nc�ple wh�ch extends farther than
any exper�ence or observat�on of ours and wh�ch, w�thout g�v�ng us
any pos�t�ve knowledge of anyth�ng �n the reg�on of exper�ence,
gu�des us to the goal of systemat�c un�ty.

Of the Ult�mate End of the Natural D�alect�c of Human Reason.
The �deas of pure reason cannot be, of themselves and �n the�r

own nature, d�alect�cal; �t �s from the�r m�semployment alone that
fallac�es and �llus�ons ar�se. For they or�g�nate �n the nature of reason
�tself, and �t �s �mposs�ble that th�s supreme tr�bunal for all the r�ghts
and cla�ms of speculat�on should be �tself undeserv�ng of conf�dence
and promot�ve of error. It �s to be expected, therefore, that these
�deas have a genu�ne and leg�t�mate a�m. It �s true, the mob of
soph�sts ra�se aga�nst reason the cry of �ncons�stency and
contrad�ct�on, and affect to desp�se the government of that faculty,



because they cannot understand �ts const�tut�on, wh�le �t �s to �ts
benef�c�al �nfluences alone that they owe the pos�t�on and the
�ntell�gence wh�ch enable them to cr�t�c�ze and to blame �ts
procedure.

We cannot employ an à pr�or� concept�on w�th certa�nty, unt�l we
have made a transcendental deduct�on therefore. The �deas of pure
reason do not adm�t of the same k�nd of deduct�on as the categor�es.
But �f they are to possess the least object�ve val�d�ty, and to
represent anyth�ng but mere creat�ons of thought (ent�a rat�on�s
rat�oc�nant�s), a deduct�on of them must be poss�ble. Th�s deduct�on
w�ll complete the cr�t�cal task �mposed upon pure reason; and �t �s to
th�s part Of our labours that we now proceed.

There �s a great d�fference between a th�ng’s be�ng presented to
the m�nd as an object �n an absolute sense, or merely as an �deal
object. In the former case I employ my concept�ons to determ�ne the
object; �n the latter case noth�ng �s present to the m�nd but a mere
schema, wh�ch does not relate d�rectly to an object, not even �n a
hypothet�cal sense, but wh�ch �s useful only for the purpose of
represent�ng other objects to the m�nd, �n a med�ate and �nd�rect
manner, by means of the�r relat�on to the �dea �n the �ntellect. Thus I
say the concept�on of a supreme �ntell�gence �s a mere �dea; that �s
to say, �ts object�ve real�ty does not cons�st �n the fact that �t has an
�mmed�ate relat�on to an object (for �n th�s sense we have no means
of establ�sh�ng �ts object�ve val�d�ty), �t �s merely a schema
constructed accord�ng to the necessary cond�t�ons of the un�ty of
reason—the schema of a th�ng �n general, wh�ch �s useful towards
the product�on of the h�ghest degree of systemat�c un�ty �n the
emp�r�cal exerc�se of reason, �n wh�ch we deduce th�s or that object
of exper�ence from the �mag�nary object of th�s �dea, as the ground or
cause of the sa�d object of exper�ence. In th�s way, the �dea �s
properly a heur�st�c, and not an ostens�ve, concept�on; �t does not
g�ve us any �nformat�on respect�ng the const�tut�on of an object, �t
merely �nd�cates how, under the gu�dance of the �dea, we ought to
�nvest�gate the const�tut�on and the relat�ons of objects �n the world of
exper�ence. Now, �f �t can be shown that the three k�nds of
transcendental �deas (psycholog�cal, cosmolog�cal, and theolog�cal),
although not relat�ng d�rectly to any object nor determ�n�ng �t, do



nevertheless, on the suppos�t�on of the ex�stence of an �deal object,
produce systemat�c un�ty �n the laws of the emp�r�cal employment of
the reason, and extend our emp�r�cal cogn�t�on, w�thout ever be�ng
�ncons�stent or �n oppos�t�on w�th �t—�t must be a necessary max�m of
reason to regulate �ts procedure accord�ng to these �deas. And th�s
forms the transcendental deduct�on of all speculat�ve �deas, not as
const�tut�ve pr�nc�ples of the extens�on of our cogn�t�on beyond the
l�m�ts of our exper�ence, but as regulat�ve pr�nc�ples of the systemat�c
un�ty of emp�r�cal cogn�t�on, wh�ch �s by the a�d of these �deas
arranged and emended w�th�n �ts own proper l�m�ts, to an extent
unatta�nable by the operat�on of the pr�nc�ples of the understand�ng
alone.

I shall make th�s pla�ner. Gu�ded by the pr�nc�ples �nvolved �n these
�deas, we must, �n the f�rst place, so connect all the phenomena,
act�ons, and feel�ngs of the m�nd, as �f �t were a s�mple substance,
wh�ch, endowed w�th personal �dent�ty, possesses a permanent
ex�stence (�n th�s l�fe at least), wh�le �ts states, among wh�ch those of
the body are to be �ncluded as external cond�t�ons, are �n cont�nual
change. Secondly, �n cosmology, we must �nvest�gate the cond�t�ons
of all natural phenomena, �nternal as well as external, as �f they
belonged to a cha�n �nf�n�te and w�thout any pr�me or supreme
member, wh�le we do not, on th�s account, deny the ex�stence of
�ntell�g�ble grounds of these phenomena, although we never employ
them to expla�n phenomena, for the s�mple reason that they are not
objects of our cogn�t�on. Th�rdly, �n the sphere of theology, we must
regard the whole system of poss�ble exper�ence as form�ng an
absolute, but dependent and sensuously-cond�t�oned un�ty, and at
the same t�me as based upon a sole, supreme, and all-suff�c�ent
ground ex�st�ng apart from the world �tself—a ground wh�ch �s a self-
subs�stent, pr�meval and creat�ve reason, �n relat�on to wh�ch we so
employ our reason �n the f�eld of exper�ence, as �f all objects drew
the�r or�g�n from that archetype of all reason. In other words, we
ought not to deduce the �nternal phenomena of the m�nd from a
s�mple th�nk�ng substance, but deduce them from each other under
the gu�dance of the regulat�ve �dea of a s�mple be�ng; we ought not to
deduce the phenomena, order, and un�ty of the un�verse from a
supreme �ntell�gence, but merely draw from th�s �dea of a supremely



w�se cause the rules wh�ch must gu�de reason �n �ts connect�on of
causes and effects.

Now there �s noth�ng to h�nder us from adm�tt�ng these �deas to
possess an object�ve and hyperbol�c ex�stence, except the
cosmolog�cal �deas, wh�ch lead reason �nto an ant�nomy: the
psycholog�cal and theolog�cal �deas are not ant�nom�al. They conta�n
no contrad�ct�on; and how, then, can any one d�spute the�r object�ve
real�ty, s�nce he who den�es �t knows as l�ttle about the�r poss�b�l�ty as
we who aff�rm? And yet, when we w�sh to adm�t the ex�stence of a
th�ng, �t �s not suff�c�ent to conv�nce ourselves that there �s no
pos�t�ve obstacle �n the way; for �t cannot be allowable to regard
mere creat�ons of thought, wh�ch transcend, though they do not
contrad�ct, all our concept�ons, as real and determ�nate objects,
solely upon the author�ty of a speculat�ve reason str�v�ng to compass
�ts own a�ms. They cannot, therefore, be adm�tted to be real �n
themselves; they can only possess a comparat�ve real�ty—that of a
schema of the regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of the systemat�c un�ty of all
cogn�t�on. They are to be regarded not as actual th�ngs, but as �n
some measure analogous to them. We abstract from the object of
the �dea all the cond�t�ons wh�ch l�m�t the exerc�se of our
understand�ng, but wh�ch, on the other hand, are the sole cond�t�ons
of our possess�ng a determ�nate concept�on of any g�ven th�ng. And
thus we cog�tate a someth�ng, of the real nature of wh�ch we have
not the least concept�on, but wh�ch we represent to ourselves as
stand�ng �n a relat�on to the whole system of phenomena, analogous
to that �n wh�ch phenomena stand to each other.

By adm�tt�ng these �deal be�ngs, we do not really extend our
cogn�t�ons beyond the objects of poss�ble exper�ence; we extend
merely the emp�r�cal un�ty of our exper�ence, by the a�d of systemat�c
un�ty, the schema of wh�ch �s furn�shed by the �dea, wh�ch �s
therefore val�d—not as a const�tut�ve, but as a regulat�ve pr�nc�ple.
For although we pos�t a th�ng correspond�ng to the �dea—a
someth�ng, an actual ex�stence—we do not on that account a�m at
the extens�on of our cogn�t�on by means of transcendent
concept�ons. Th�s ex�stence �s purely �deal, and not object�ve; �t �s the
mere express�on of the systemat�c un�ty wh�ch �s to be the gu�de of
reason �n the f�eld of exper�ence. There are no attempts made at



dec�d�ng what the ground of th�s un�ty may be, or what the real
nature of th�s �mag�nary be�ng.

Thus the transcendental and only determ�nate concept�on of God,
wh�ch �s presented to us by speculat�ve reason, �s �n the str�ctest
sense de�st�c. In other words, reason does not assure us of the
object�ve val�d�ty of the concept�on; �t merely g�ves us the �dea of
someth�ng, on wh�ch the supreme and necessary un�ty of all
exper�ence �s based. Th�s someth�ng we cannot, follow�ng the
analogy of a real substance, cog�tate otherw�se than as the cause of
all th�ngs operat�ng �n accordance w�th rat�onal laws, �f we regard �t
as an �nd�v�dual object; although we should rest contented w�th the
�dea alone as a regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of reason, and make no attempt
at complet�ng the sum of the cond�t�ons �mposed by thought. Th�s
attempt �s, �ndeed, �ncons�stent w�th the grand a�m of complete
systemat�c un�ty �n the sphere of cogn�t�on—a un�ty to wh�ch no
bounds are set by reason.

Hence �t happens that, adm�tt�ng a d�v�ne be�ng, I can have no
concept�on of the �nternal poss�b�l�ty of �ts perfect�on, or of the
necess�ty of �ts ex�stence. The only advantage of th�s adm�ss�on �s
that �t enables me to answer all other quest�ons relat�ng to the
cont�ngent, and to g�ve reason the most complete sat�sfact�on as
regards the un�ty wh�ch �t a�ms at atta�n�ng �n the world of
exper�ence. But I cannot sat�sfy reason w�th regard to th�s hypothes�s
�tself; and th�s proves that �t �s not �ts �ntell�gence and �ns�ght �nto the
subject, but �ts speculat�ve �nterest alone wh�ch �nduces �t to proceed
from a po�nt ly�ng far beyond the sphere of our cogn�t�on, for the
purpose of be�ng able to cons�der all objects as parts of a systemat�c
whole.

Here a d�st�nct�on presents �tself, �n regard to the way �n wh�ch we
may cog�tate a presuppos�t�on—a d�st�nct�on wh�ch �s somewhat
subtle, but of great �mportance �n transcendental ph�losophy. I may
have suff�c�ent grounds to adm�t someth�ng, or the ex�stence of
someth�ng, �n a relat�ve po�nt of v�ew (suppos�t�o relat�va), w�thout
be�ng just�f�ed �n adm�tt�ng �t �n an absolute sense (suppos�t�o
absoluta). Th�s d�st�nct�on �s undoubtedly requ�s�te, �n the case of a
regulat�ve pr�nc�ple, the necess�ty of wh�ch we recogn�ze, though we



are �gnorant of the source and cause of that necess�ty, and wh�ch we
assume to be based upon some ult�mate ground, for the purpose of
be�ng able to cog�tate the un�versal�ty of the pr�nc�ple �n a more
determ�nate way. For example, I cog�tate the ex�stence of a be�ng
correspond�ng to a pure transcendental �dea. But I cannot adm�t that
th�s be�ng ex�sts absolutely and �n �tself, because all of the
concept�ons by wh�ch I can cog�tate an object �n a determ�nate
manner fall short of assur�ng me of �ts ex�stence; nay, the cond�t�ons
of the object�ve val�d�ty of my concept�ons are excluded by the �dea
—by the very fact of �ts be�ng an �dea. The concept�ons of real�ty,
substance, causal�ty, nay, even that of necess�ty �n ex�stence, have
no s�gn�f�cance out of the sphere of emp�r�cal cogn�t�on, and cannot,
beyond that sphere, determ�ne any object. They may, accord�ngly, be
employed to expla�n the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs �n the world of sense,
but they are utterly �nadequate to expla�n the poss�b�l�ty of the
un�verse �tself cons�dered as a whole; because �n th�s case the
ground of explanat�on must l�e out of and beyond the world, and
cannot, therefore, be an object of poss�ble exper�ence. Now, I may
adm�t the ex�stence of an �ncomprehens�ble be�ng of th�s nature—the
object of a mere �dea, relat�vely to the world of sense; although I
have no ground to adm�t �ts ex�stence absolutely and �n �tself. For �f
an �dea (that of a systemat�c and complete un�ty, of wh�ch I shall
presently speak more part�cularly) l�es at the foundat�on of the most
extended emp�r�cal employment of reason, and �f th�s �dea cannot be
adequately represented �n concreto, although �t �s �nd�spensably
necessary for the approx�mat�on of emp�r�cal un�ty to the h�ghest
poss�ble degree—I am not only author�zed, but compelled, to real�ze
th�s �dea, that �s, to pos�t a real object correspond�ng thereto. But I
cannot profess to know th�s object; �t �s to me merely a someth�ng, to
wh�ch, as the ground of systemat�c un�ty �n cogn�t�on, I attr�bute such
propert�es as are analogous to the concept�ons employed by the
understand�ng �n the sphere of exper�ence. Follow�ng the analogy of
the not�ons of real�ty, substance, causal�ty, and necess�ty, I cog�tate a
be�ng, wh�ch possesses all these attr�butes �n the h�ghest degree;
and, as th�s �dea �s the offspr�ng of my reason alone, I cog�tate th�s
be�ng as self-subs�stent reason, and as the cause of the un�verse
operat�ng by means of �deas of the greatest poss�ble harmony and



un�ty. Thus I abstract all cond�t�ons that would l�m�t my �dea, solely for
the purpose of render�ng systemat�c un�ty poss�ble �n the world of
emp�r�cal d�vers�ty, and thus secur�ng the w�dest poss�ble extens�on
for the exerc�se of reason �n that sphere. Th�s I am enabled to do, by
regard�ng all connect�ons and relat�ons �n the world of sense, as �f
they were the d�spos�t�ons of a supreme reason, of wh�ch our reason
�s but a fa�nt �mage. I then proceed to cog�tate th�s Supreme Be�ng
by concept�ons wh�ch have, properly, no mean�ng or appl�cat�on,
except �n the world of sense. But as I am author�zed to employ the
transcendental hypothes�s of such a be�ng �n a relat�ve respect
alone, that �s, as the substratum of the greatest poss�ble un�ty �n
exper�ence—I may attr�bute to a be�ng wh�ch I regard as d�st�nct from
the world, such propert�es as belong solely to the sphere of sense
and exper�ence. For I do not des�re, and am not just�f�ed �n des�r�ng,
to cogn�ze th�s object of my �dea, as �t ex�sts �n �tself; for I possess no
concept�ons suff�c�ent for or task, those of real�ty, substance,
causal�ty, nay, even that of necess�ty �n ex�stence, los�ng all
s�gn�f�cance, and becom�ng merely the s�gns of concept�ons, w�thout
content and w�thout appl�cab�l�ty, when I attempt to carry them
beyond the l�m�ts of the world of sense. I cog�tate merely the relat�on
of a perfectly unknown be�ng to the greatest poss�ble systemat�c
un�ty of exper�ence, solely for the purpose of employ�ng �t as the
schema of the regulat�ve pr�nc�ple wh�ch d�rects reason �n �ts
emp�r�cal exerc�se.

It �s ev�dent, at the f�rst v�ew, that we cannot presuppose the real�ty
of th�s transcendental object, by means of the concept�ons of real�ty,
substance, causal�ty, and so on, because these concept�ons cannot
be appl�ed to anyth�ng that �s d�st�nct from the world of sense. Thus
the suppos�t�on of a Supreme Be�ng or cause �s purely relat�ve; �t �s
cog�tated only �n behalf of the systemat�c un�ty of exper�ence; such a
be�ng �s but a someth�ng, of whose ex�stence �n �tself we have not
the least concept�on. Thus, too, �t becomes suff�c�ently man�fest why
we requ�red the �dea of a necessary be�ng �n relat�on to objects g�ven
by sense, although we can never have the least concept�on of th�s
be�ng, or of �ts absolute necess�ty.

And now we can clearly perce�ve the result of our transcendental
d�alect�c, and the proper a�m of the �deas of pure reason—wh�ch



become d�alect�cal solely from m�sunderstand�ng and
�ncons�derateness. Pure reason �s, �n fact, occup�ed w�th �tself, and
not w�th any object. Objects are not presented to �t to be embraced �n
the un�ty of an emp�r�cal concept�on; �t �s only the cogn�t�ons of the
understand�ng that are presented to �t, for the purpose of rece�v�ng
the un�ty of a rat�onal concept�on, that �s, of be�ng connected
accord�ng to a pr�nc�ple. The un�ty of reason �s the un�ty of system;
and th�s systemat�c un�ty �s not an object�ve pr�nc�ple, extend�ng �ts
dom�n�on over objects, but a subject�ve max�m, extend�ng �ts
author�ty over the emp�r�cal cogn�t�on of objects. The systemat�c
connect�on wh�ch reason g�ves to the emp�r�cal employment of the
understand�ng not only advances the extens�on of that employment,
but ensures �ts correctness, and thus the pr�nc�ple of a systemat�c
un�ty of th�s nature �s also object�ve, although only �n an �ndef�n�te
respect (pr�nc�p�um vagum). It �s not, however, a const�tut�ve
pr�nc�ple, determ�n�ng an object to wh�ch �t d�rectly relates; �t �s
merely a regulat�ve pr�nc�ple or max�m, advanc�ng and strengthen�ng
the emp�r�cal exerc�se of reason, by the open�ng up of new paths of
wh�ch the understand�ng �s �gnorant, wh�le �t never confl�cts w�th the
laws of �ts exerc�se �n the sphere of exper�ence.

But reason cannot cog�tate th�s systemat�c un�ty, w�thout at the
same t�me cog�tat�ng an object of the �dea—an object that cannot be
presented �n any exper�ence, wh�ch conta�ns no concrete example of
a complete systemat�c un�ty. Th�s be�ng (ens rat�on�s rat�oc�natae) �s
therefore a mere �dea and �s not assumed to be a th�ng wh�ch �s real
absolutely and �n �tself. On the contrary, �t forms merely the
problemat�cal foundat�on of the connect�on wh�ch the m�nd
�ntroduces among the phenomena of the sensuous world. We look
upon th�s connect�on, �n the l�ght of the above-ment�oned �dea, as �f �t
drew �ts or�g�n from the supposed be�ng wh�ch corresponds to the
�dea. And yet all we a�m at �s the possess�on of th�s �dea as a secure
foundat�on for the systemat�c un�ty of exper�ence—a un�ty
�nd�spensable to reason, advantageous to the understand�ng, and
promot�ve of the �nterests of emp�r�cal cogn�t�on.

We m�stake the true mean�ng of th�s �dea when we regard �t as an
enouncement, or even as a hypothet�cal declarat�on of the ex�stence
of a real th�ng, wh�ch we are to regard as the or�g�n or ground of a



systemat�c const�tut�on of the un�verse. On the contrary, �t �s left
completely undeterm�ned what the nature or propert�es of th�s so-
called ground may be. The �dea �s merely to be adopted as a po�nt of
v�ew, from wh�ch th�s un�ty, so essent�al to reason and so benef�c�al
to the understand�ng, may be regarded as rad�at�ng. In one word,
th�s transcendental th�ng �s merely the schema of a regulat�ve
pr�nc�ple, by means of wh�ch Reason, so far as �n her l�es, extends
the dom�n�on of systemat�c un�ty over the whole sphere of
exper�ence.

The f�rst object of an �dea of th�s k�nd �s the ego, cons�dered
merely as a th�nk�ng nature or soul. If I w�sh to �nvest�gate the
propert�es of a th�nk�ng be�ng, I must �nterrogate exper�ence. But I
f�nd that I can apply none of the categor�es to th�s object, the schema
of these categor�es, wh�ch �s the cond�t�on of the�r appl�cat�on, be�ng
g�ven only �n sensuous �ntu�t�on. But I cannot thus atta�n to the
cogn�t�on of a systemat�c un�ty of all the phenomena of the �nternal
sense. Instead, therefore, of an emp�r�cal concept�on of what the soul
really �s, reason takes the concept�on of the emp�r�cal un�ty of all
thought, and, by cog�tat�ng th�s un�ty as uncond�t�oned and pr�m�t�ve,
constructs the rat�onal concept�on or �dea of a s�mple substance
wh�ch �s �n �tself unchangeable, possess�ng personal �dent�ty, and �n
connect�on w�th other real th�ngs external to �t; �n one word, �t
constructs the �dea of a s�mple self-subs�stent �ntell�gence. But the
real a�m of reason �n th�s procedure �s the atta�nment of pr�nc�ples of
systemat�c un�ty for the explanat�on of the phenomena of the soul.
That �s, reason des�res to be able to represent all the determ�nat�ons
of the �nternal sense as ex�st�ng �n one subject, all powers as
deduced from one fundamental power, all changes as mere var�et�es
�n the cond�t�on of a be�ng wh�ch �s permanent and always the same,
and all phenomena �n space as ent�rely d�fferent �n the�r nature from
the procedure of thought. Essent�al s�mpl�c�ty (w�th the other
attr�butes pred�cated of the ego) �s regarded as the mere schema of
th�s regulat�ve pr�nc�ple; �t �s not assumed that �t �s the actual ground
of the propert�es of the soul. For these propert�es may rest upon
qu�te d�fferent grounds, of wh�ch we are completely �gnorant; just as
the above pred�cates could not g�ve us any knowledge of the soul as
�t �s �n �tself, even �f we regarded them as val�d �n respect of �t,



�nasmuch as they const�tute a mere �dea, wh�ch cannot be
represented �n concreto. Noth�ng but good can result from a
psycholog�cal �dea of th�s k�nd, �f we only take proper care not to
cons�der �t as more than an �dea; that �s, �f we regard �t as val�d
merely �n relat�on to the employment of reason, �n the sphere of the
phenomena of the soul. Under the gu�dance of th�s �dea, or pr�nc�ple,
no emp�r�cal laws of corporeal phenomena are called �n to expla�n
that wh�ch �s a phenomenon of the �nternal sense alone; no w�ndy
hypotheses of the generat�on, ann�h�lat�on, and pal�ngenes�s of souls
are adm�tted. Thus the cons�derat�on of th�s object of the �nternal
sense �s kept pure, and unm�xed w�th heterogeneous elements;
wh�le the �nvest�gat�on of reason a�ms at reduc�ng all the grounds of
explanat�on employed �n th�s sphere of knowledge to a s�ngle
pr�nc�ple. All th�s �s best effected, nay, cannot be effected otherw�se
than by means of such a schema, wh�ch requ�res us to regard th�s
�deal th�ng as an actual ex�stence. The psycholog�cal �dea �s,
therefore, mean�ngless and �nappl�cable, except as the schema of a
regulat�ve concept�on. For, �f I ask whether the soul �s not really of a
sp�r�tual nature—�t �s a quest�on wh�ch has no mean�ng. From such a
concept�on has been abstracted, not merely all corporeal nature, but
all nature, that �s, all the pred�cates of a poss�ble exper�ence; and
consequently, all the cond�t�ons wh�ch enable us to cog�tate an object
to th�s concept�on have d�sappeared. But, �f these cond�t�ons are
absent, �t �s ev�dent that the concept�on �s mean�ngless.

The second regulat�ve �dea of speculat�ve reason �s the concept�on
of the un�verse. For nature �s properly the only object presented to
us, �n regard to wh�ch reason requ�res regulat�ve pr�nc�ples. Nature �s
twofold—th�nk�ng and corporeal nature. To cog�tate the latter �n
regard to �ts �nternal poss�b�l�ty, that �s, to determ�ne the appl�cat�on
of the categor�es to �t, no �dea �s requ�red—no representat�on wh�ch
transcends exper�ence. In th�s sphere, therefore, an �dea �s
�mposs�ble, sensuous �ntu�t�on be�ng our only gu�de; wh�le, �n the
sphere of psychology, we requ�re the fundamental �dea (I), wh�ch
conta�ns à pr�or� a certa�n form of thought namely, the un�ty of the
ego. Pure reason has, therefore, noth�ng left but nature �n general,
and the completeness of cond�t�ons �n nature �n accordance w�th
some pr�nc�ple. The absolute total�ty of the ser�es of these cond�t�ons



�s an �dea, wh�ch can never be fully real�zed �n the emp�r�cal exerc�se
of reason, wh�le �t �s serv�ceable as a rule for the procedure of
reason �n relat�on to that total�ty. It requ�res us, �n the explanat�on of
g�ven phenomena (�n the regress or ascent �n the ser�es), to proceed
as �f the ser�es were �nf�n�te �n �tself, that �s, were prolonged �n
�ndef�n�tum; wh�le on the other hand, where reason �s regarded as
�tself the determ�n�ng cause (�n the reg�on of freedom), we are
requ�red to proceed as �f we had not before us an object of sense,
but of the pure understand�ng. In th�s latter case, the cond�t�ons do
not ex�st �n the ser�es of phenomena, but may be placed qu�te out of
and beyond �t, and the ser�es of cond�t�ons may be regarded as �f �t
had an absolute beg�nn�ng from an �ntell�g�ble cause. All th�s proves
that the cosmolog�cal �deas are noth�ng but regulat�ve pr�nc�ples, and
not const�tut�ve; and that the�r a�m �s not to real�ze an actual total�ty �n
such ser�es. The full d�scuss�on of th�s subject w�ll be found �n �ts
proper place �n the chapter on the ant�nomy of pure reason.

The th�rd �dea of pure reason, conta�n�ng the hypothes�s of a be�ng
wh�ch �s val�d merely as a relat�ve hypothes�s, �s that of the one and
all-suff�c�ent cause of all cosmolog�cal ser�es, �n other words, the
�dea of God. We have not the sl�ghtest ground absolutely to adm�t
the ex�stence of an object correspond�ng to th�s �dea; for what can
empower or author�ze us to aff�rm the ex�stence of a be�ng of the
h�ghest perfect�on—a be�ng whose ex�stence �s absolutely necessary
—merely because we possess the concept�on of such a be�ng? The
answer �s: It �s the ex�stence of the world wh�ch renders th�s
hypothes�s necessary. But th�s answer makes �t perfectly ev�dent that
the �dea of th�s be�ng, l�ke all other speculat�ve �deas, �s essent�ally
noth�ng more than a demand upon reason that �t shall regulate the
connect�on wh�ch �t and �ts subord�nate facult�es �ntroduce �nto the
phenomena of the world by pr�nc�ples of systemat�c un�ty and,
consequently, that �t shall regard all phenomena as or�g�nat�ng from
one all-embrac�ng be�ng, as the supreme and all-suff�c�ent cause.
From th�s �t �s pla�n that the only a�m of reason �n th�s procedure �s
the establ�shment of �ts own formal rule for the extens�on of �ts
dom�n�on �n the world of exper�ence; that �t does not a�m at an
extens�on of �ts cogn�t�on beyond the l�m�ts of exper�ence; and that,
consequently, th�s �dea does not conta�n any const�tut�ve pr�nc�ple.



The h�ghest formal un�ty, wh�ch �s based upon �deas alone, �s the
un�ty of all th�ngs—a un�ty �n accordance w�th an a�m or purpose; and
the speculat�ve �nterest of reason renders �t necessary to regard all
order �n the world as �f �t or�g�nated from the �ntent�on and des�gn of a
supreme reason. Th�s pr�nc�ple unfolds to the v�ew of reason �n the
sphere of exper�ence new and enlarged prospects, and �nv�tes �t to
connect the phenomena of the world accord�ng to teleolog�cal laws,
and �n th�s way to atta�n to the h�ghest poss�ble degree of systemat�c
un�ty. The hypothes�s of a supreme �ntell�gence, as the sole cause of
the un�verse—an �ntell�gence wh�ch has for us no more than an �deal
ex�stence—�s accord�ngly always of the greatest serv�ce to reason.
Thus, �f we presuppose, �n relat�on to the f�gure of the earth (wh�ch �s
round, but somewhat flattened at the poles),[71] or that of mounta�ns
or seas, w�se des�gns on the part of an author of the un�verse, we
cannot fa�l to make, by the l�ght of th�s suppos�t�on, a great number of
�nterest�ng d�scover�es. If we keep to th�s hypothes�s, as a pr�nc�ple
wh�ch �s purely regulat�ve, even error cannot be very detr�mental.
For, �n th�s case, error can have no more ser�ous consequences than
that, where we expected to d�scover a teleolog�cal connect�on (nexus
f�nal�s), only a mechan�cal or phys�cal connect�on appears. In such a
case, we merely fa�l to f�nd the add�t�onal form of un�ty we expected,
but we do not lose the rat�onal un�ty wh�ch the m�nd requ�res �n �ts
procedure �n exper�ence. But even a m�scarr�age of th�s sort cannot
affect the law �n �ts general and teleolog�cal relat�ons. For although
we may conv�ct an anatom�st of an error, when he connects the l�mb
of some an�mal w�th a certa�n purpose, �t �s qu�te �mposs�ble to prove
�n a s�ngle case that any arrangement of nature, be �t what �t may, �s
ent�rely w�thout a�m or des�gn. And thus med�cal phys�ology, by the
a�d of a pr�nc�ple presented to �t by pure reason, extends �ts very
l�m�ted emp�r�cal knowledge of the purposes of the d�fferent parts of
an organ�zed body so far that �t may be asserted w�th the utmost
conf�dence, and w�th the approbat�on of all reflect�ng men, that every
organ or bod�ly part of an an�mal has �ts use and answers a certa�n
des�gn. Now, th�s �s a suppos�t�on wh�ch, �f regarded as of a
const�tut�ve character, goes much farther than any exper�ence or
observat�on of ours can just�fy. Hence �t �s ev�dent that �t �s noth�ng
more than a regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of reason, wh�ch a�ms at the h�ghest



degree of systemat�c un�ty, by the a�d of the �dea of a causal�ty
accord�ng to des�gn �n a supreme cause—a cause wh�ch �t regards
as the h�ghest �ntell�gence.

[71] The advantages wh�ch a c�rcular form, �n the case of the
earth, has over every other, are well known. But few are aware
that the sl�ght flatten�ng at the poles, wh�ch g�ves �t the f�gure of a
sphero�d, �s the only cause wh�ch prevents the elevat�ons of
cont�nents or even of mounta�ns, perhaps thrown up by some
�nternal convuls�on, from cont�nually alter�ng the pos�t�on of the
ax�s of the earth—and that to some cons�derable degree �n a short
t�me. The great protuberance of the earth under the Equator
serves to overbalance the �mpetus of all other masses of earth,
and thus to preserve the ax�s of the earth, so far as we can
observe, �n �ts present pos�t�on. And yet th�s w�se arrangement
has been unth�nk�ngly expla�ned from the equ�l�br�um of the
formerly flu�d mass.

If, however, we neglect th�s restr�ct�on of the �dea to a purely
regulat�ve �nfluence, reason �s betrayed �nto numerous errors. For �t
has then left the ground of exper�ence, �n wh�ch alone are to be
found the cr�ter�a of truth, and has ventured �nto the reg�on of the
�ncomprehens�ble and unsearchable, on the he�ghts of wh�ch �t loses
�ts power and collectedness, because �t has completely severed �ts
connect�on w�th exper�ence.

The f�rst error wh�ch ar�ses from our employ�ng the �dea of a
Supreme Be�ng as a const�tut�ve (�n repugnance to the very nature of
an �dea), and not as a regulat�ve pr�nc�ple, �s the error of �nact�ve
reason (�gnava rat�o).[72] We may so term every pr�nc�ple wh�ch
requ�res us to regard our �nvest�gat�ons of nature as absolutely
complete, and allows reason to cease �ts �nqu�r�es, as �f �t had fully
executed �ts task. Thus the psycholog�cal �dea of the ego, when
employed as a const�tut�ve pr�nc�ple for the explanat�on of the
phenomena of the soul, and for the extens�on of our knowledge
regard�ng th�s subject beyond the l�m�ts of exper�ence—even to the
cond�t�on of the soul after death—�s conven�ent enough for the
purposes of pure reason, but detr�mental and even ru�nous to �ts
�nterests �n the sphere of nature and exper�ence. The dogmat�z�ng
sp�r�tual�st expla�ns the unchang�ng un�ty of our personal�ty through



all changes of cond�t�on from the un�ty of a th�nk�ng substance, the
�nterest wh�ch we take �n th�ngs and events that can happen only
after our death, from a consc�ousness of the �mmater�al nature of our
th�nk�ng subject, and so on. Thus he d�spenses w�th all emp�r�cal
�nvest�gat�ons �nto the cause of these �nternal phenomena, and w�th
all poss�ble explanat�ons of them upon purely natural grounds; wh�le,
at the d�ctat�on of a transcendent reason, he passes by the
�mmanent sources of cogn�t�on �n exper�ence, greatly to h�s own
ease and conven�ence, but to the sacr�f�ce of all, genu�ne �ns�ght and
�ntell�gence. These prejud�c�al consequences become st�ll more
ev�dent, �n the case of the dogmat�cal treatment of our �dea of a
Supreme Intell�gence, and the theolog�cal system of nature (phys�co-
theology) wh�ch �s falsely based upon �t. For, �n th�s case, the a�ms
wh�ch we observe �n nature, and often those wh�ch we merely fancy
to ex�st, make the �nvest�gat�on of causes a very easy task, by
d�rect�ng us to refer such and such phenomena �mmed�ately to the
unsearchable w�ll and counsel of the Supreme W�sdom, wh�le we
ought to �nvest�gate the�r causes �n the general laws of the
mechan�sm of matter. We are thus recommended to cons�der the
labour of reason as ended, when we have merely d�spensed w�th �ts
employment, wh�ch �s gu�ded surely and safely only by the order of
nature and the ser�es of changes �n the world—wh�ch are arranged
accord�ng to �mmanent and general laws. Th�s error may be avo�ded,
�f we do not merely cons�der from the v�ew-po�nt of f�nal a�ms certa�n
parts of nature, such as the d�v�s�on and structure of a cont�nent, the
const�tut�on and d�rect�on of certa�n mounta�n-cha�ns, or even the
organ�zat�on ex�st�ng �n the vegetable and an�mal k�ngdoms, but look
upon th�s systemat�c un�ty of nature �n a perfectly general way, �n
relat�on to the �dea of a Supreme Intell�gence. If we pursue th�s
adv�ce, we lay as a foundat�on for all �nvest�gat�on the conform�ty to
a�ms of all phenomena of nature �n accordance w�th un�versal laws,
for wh�ch no part�cular arrangement of nature �s exempt, but only
cogn�zed by us w�th more or less d�ff�culty; and we possess a
regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of the systemat�c un�ty of a teleolog�cal
connect�on, wh�ch we do not attempt to ant�c�pate or predeterm�ne.
All that we do, and ought to do, �s to follow out the phys�co-
mechan�cal connect�on �n nature accord�ng to general laws, w�th the



hope of d�scover�ng, sooner or later, the teleolog�cal connect�on also.
Thus, and thus only, can the pr�nc�ple of f�nal un�ty a�d �n the
extens�on of the employment of reason �n the sphere of exper�ence,
w�thout be�ng �n any case detr�mental to �ts �nterests.

[72] Th�s was the term appl�ed by the old d�alect�c�ans to a
soph�st�cal argument, wh�ch ran thus: If �t �s your fate to d�e of th�s
d�sease, you w�ll d�e, whether you employ a phys�c�an or not.
C�cero says that th�s mode of reason�ng has rece�ved th�s
appellat�on, because, �f followed, �t puts an end to the employment
of reason �n the affa�rs of l�fe. For a s�m�lar reason, I have appl�ed
th�s des�gnat�on to the soph�st�cal argument of pure reason.

The second error wh�ch ar�ses from the m�sconcept�on of the
pr�nc�ple of systemat�c un�ty �s that of perverted reason (perversa
rat�o, usteron roteron rat�on�s). The �dea of systemat�c un�ty �s
ava�lable as a regulat�ve pr�nc�ple �n the connect�on of phenomena
accord�ng to general natural laws; and, how far soever we have to
travel upon the path of exper�ence to d�scover some fact or event,
th�s �dea requ�res us to bel�eve that we have approached all the more
nearly to the complet�on of �ts use �n the sphere of nature, although
that complet�on can never be atta�ned. But th�s error reverses the
procedure of reason. We beg�n by hypostat�z�ng the pr�nc�ple of
systemat�c un�ty, and by g�v�ng an anthropomorph�c determ�nat�on to
the concept�on of a Supreme Intell�gence, and then proceed forc�bly
to �mpose a�ms upon nature. Thus not only does teleology, wh�ch
ought to a�d �n the complet�on of un�ty �n accordance w�th general
laws, operate to the destruct�on of �ts �nfluence, but �t h�nders reason
from atta�n�ng �ts proper a�m, that �s, the proof, upon natural grounds,
of the ex�stence of a supreme �ntell�gent cause. For, �f we cannot
presuppose supreme f�nal�ty �n nature à pr�or�, that �s, as essent�ally
belong�ng to nature, how can we be d�rected to endeavour to
d�scover th�s un�ty and, r�s�ng gradually through �ts d�fferent degrees,
to approach the supreme perfect�on of an author of all—a perfect�on
wh�ch �s absolutely necessary, and therefore cogn�zable à pr�or�?
The regulat�ve pr�nc�ple d�rects us to presuppose systemat�c un�ty
absolutely and, consequently, as follow�ng from the essent�al nature
of th�ngs—but only as a un�ty of nature, not merely cogn�zed
emp�r�cally, but presupposed à pr�or�, although only �n an



�ndeterm�nate manner. But �f I �ns�st on bas�ng nature upon the
foundat�on of a supreme orda�n�ng Be�ng, the un�ty of nature �s �n
effect lost. For, �n th�s case, �t �s qu�te fore�gn and unessent�al to the
nature of th�ngs, and cannot be cogn�zed from the general laws of
nature. And thus ar�ses a v�c�ous c�rcular argument, what ought to
have been proved hav�ng been presupposed.

To take the regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of systemat�c un�ty �n nature for a
const�tut�ve pr�nc�ple, and to hypostat�ze and make a cause out of
that wh�ch �s properly the �deal ground of the cons�stent and
harmon�ous exerc�se of reason, �nvolves reason �n �nextr�cable
embarrassments. The �nvest�gat�on of nature pursues �ts own path
under the gu�dance of the cha�n of natural causes, �n accordance
w�th the general laws of nature, and ever follows the l�ght of the �dea
of an author of the un�verse—not for the purpose of deduc�ng the
f�nal�ty, wh�ch �t constantly pursues, from th�s Supreme Be�ng, but to
atta�n to the cogn�t�on of h�s ex�stence from the f�nal�ty wh�ch �t seeks
�n the ex�stence of the phenomena of nature, and, �f poss�ble, �n that
of all th�ngs to cogn�ze th�s be�ng, consequently, as absolutely
necessary. Whether th�s latter purpose succeed or not, the �dea �s
and must always be a true one, and �ts employment, when merely
regulat�ve, must always be accompan�ed by truthful and benef�c�al
results.



Complete un�ty, �n conform�ty w�th a�ms, const�tutes absolute
perfect�on. But �f we do not f�nd th�s un�ty �n the nature of the th�ngs
wh�ch go to const�tute the world of exper�ence, that �s, of object�ve
cogn�t�on, consequently �n the un�versal and necessary laws of
nature, how can we �nfer from th�s un�ty the �dea of the supreme and
absolutely necessary perfect�on of a pr�mal be�ng, wh�ch �s the or�g�n
of all causal�ty? The greatest systemat�c un�ty, and consequently
teleolog�cal un�ty, const�tutes the very foundat�on of the poss�b�l�ty of
the most extended employment of human reason. The �dea of un�ty
�s therefore essent�ally and �nd�ssolubly connected w�th the nature of
our reason. Th�s �dea �s a leg�slat�ve one; and hence �t �s very natural
that we should assume the ex�stence of a leg�slat�ve reason
correspond�ng to �t, from wh�ch the systemat�c un�ty of nature—the
object of the operat�ons of reason—must be der�ved.

In the course of our d�scuss�on of the ant�nom�es, we stated that �t
�s always poss�ble to answer all the quest�ons wh�ch pure reason
may ra�se; and that the plea of the l�m�ted nature of our cogn�t�on,
wh�ch �s unavo�dable and proper �n many quest�ons regard�ng natural
phenomena, cannot �n th�s case be adm�tted, because the quest�ons
ra�sed do not relate to the nature of th�ngs, but are necessar�ly
or�g�nated by the nature of reason �tself, and relate to �ts own �nternal
const�tut�on. We can now establ�sh th�s assert�on, wh�ch at f�rst s�ght
appeared so rash, �n relat�on to the two quest�ons �n wh�ch reason
takes the greatest �nterest, and thus complete our d�scuss�on of the
d�alect�c of pure reason.

If, then, the quest�on �s asked, �n relat�on to transcendental
theology,[73] f�rst, whether there �s anyth�ng d�st�nct from the world,
wh�ch conta�ns the ground of cosm�cal order and connect�on
accord�ng to general laws? The answer �s: Certa�nly. For the world �s
a sum of phenomena; there must, therefore, be some transcendental
bas�s of these phenomena, that �s, a bas�s cog�table by the pure
understand�ng alone. If, secondly, the quest�on �s asked whether th�s
be�ng �s substance, whether �t �s of the greatest real�ty, whether �t �s



necessary, and so forth? I answer that th�s quest�on �s utterly w�thout
mean�ng. For all the categor�es wh�ch a�d me �n form�ng a concept�on
of an object cannot be employed except �n the world of sense, and
are w�thout mean�ng when not appl�ed to objects of actual or
poss�ble exper�ence. Out of th�s sphere, they are not properly
concept�ons, but the mere marks or �nd�ces of concept�ons, wh�ch we
may adm�t, although they cannot, w�thout the help of exper�ence,
help us to understand any subject or th�ng. If, th�rdly, the quest�on �s
whether we may not cog�tate th�s be�ng, wh�ch �s d�st�nct from the
world, �n analogy w�th the objects of exper�ence? The answer �s:
Undoubtedly, but only as an �deal, and not as a real object. That �s,
we must cog�tate �t only as an unknown substratum of the systemat�c
un�ty, order, and f�nal�ty of the world—a un�ty wh�ch reason must
employ as the regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of �ts �nvest�gat�on of nature. Nay,
more, we may adm�t �nto the �dea certa�n anthropomorph�c elements,
wh�ch are promot�ve of the �nterests of th�s regulat�ve pr�nc�ple. For �t
�s no more than an �dea, wh�ch does not relate d�rectly to a be�ng
d�st�nct from the world, but to the regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of the
systemat�c un�ty of the world, by means, however, of a schema of
th�s un�ty—the schema of a Supreme Intell�gence, who �s the w�sely-
des�gn�ng author of the un�verse. What th�s bas�s of cosm�cal un�ty
may be �n �tself, we know not—we cannot d�scover from the �dea; we
merely know how we ought to employ the �dea of th�s un�ty, �n
relat�on to the systemat�c operat�on of reason �n the sphere of
exper�ence.

[73] After what has been sa�d of the psycholog�cal �dea of the ego
and �ts proper employment as a regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of the
operat�ons of reason, I need not enter �nto deta�ls regard�ng the
transcendental �llus�on by wh�ch the systemat�c un�ty of all the
var�ous phenomena of the �nternal sense �s hypostat�zed. The
procedure �s �n th�s case very s�m�lar to that wh�ch has been
d�scussed �n our remarks on the theolog�cal �deal.

But, �t w�ll be asked aga�n, can we on these grounds, adm�t the
ex�stence of a w�se and omn�potent author of the world? W�thout
doubt; and not only so, but we must assume the ex�stence of such a
be�ng. But do we thus extend the l�m�ts of our knowledge beyond the
f�eld of poss�ble exper�ence? By no means. For we have merely



presupposed a someth�ng, of wh�ch we have no concept�on, wh�ch
we do not know as �t �s �n �tself; but, �n relat�on to the systemat�c
d�spos�t�on of the un�verse, wh�ch we must presuppose �n all our
observat�on of nature, we have cog�tated th�s unknown be�ng �n
analogy w�th an �ntell�gent ex�stence (an emp�r�cal concept�on), that
�s to say, we have endowed �t w�th those attr�butes, wh�ch, judg�ng
from the nature of our own reason, may conta�n the ground of such a
systemat�c un�ty. Th�s �dea �s therefore val�d only relat�vely to the
employment �n exper�ence of our reason. But �f we attr�bute to �t
absolute and object�ve val�d�ty, we overlook the fact that �t �s merely
an �deal be�ng that we cog�tate; and, by sett�ng out from a bas�s
wh�ch �s not determ�nable by cons�derat�ons drawn from exper�ence,
we place ourselves �n a pos�t�on wh�ch �ncapac�tates us from
apply�ng th�s pr�nc�ple to the emp�r�cal employment of reason.

But, �t w�ll be asked further, can I make any use of th�s concept�on
and hypothes�s �n my �nvest�gat�ons �nto the world and nature? Yes,
for th�s very purpose was the �dea establ�shed by reason as a
fundamental bas�s. But may I regard certa�n arrangements, wh�ch
seemed to have been made �n conform�ty w�th some f�xed a�m, as
the arrangements of des�gn, and look upon them as proceed�ng from
the d�v�ne w�ll, w�th the �ntervent�on, however, of certa�n other
part�cular arrangements d�sposed to that end? Yes, you may do so;
but at the same t�me you must regard �t as �nd�fferent, whether �t �s
asserted that d�v�ne w�sdom has d�sposed all th�ngs �n conform�ty
w�th h�s h�ghest a�ms, or that the �dea of supreme w�sdom �s a
regulat�ve pr�nc�ple �n the �nvest�gat�on of nature, and at the same
t�me a pr�nc�ple of the systemat�c un�ty of nature accord�ng to general
laws, even �n those cases where we are unable to d�scover that
un�ty. In other words, �t must be perfectly �nd�fferent to you whether
you say, when you have d�scovered th�s un�ty: God has w�sely w�lled
�t so; or: Nature has w�sely arranged th�s. For �t was noth�ng but the
systemat�c un�ty, wh�ch reason requ�res as a bas�s for the
�nvest�gat�on of nature, that just�f�ed you �n accept�ng the �dea of a
supreme �ntell�gence as a schema for a regulat�ve pr�nc�ple; and, the
farther you advance �n the d�scovery of des�gn and f�nal�ty, the more
certa�n the val�d�ty of your �dea. But, as the whole a�m of th�s
regulat�ve pr�nc�ple was the d�scovery of a necessary and systemat�c



un�ty �n nature, we have, �n so far as we atta�n th�s, to attr�bute our
success to the �dea of a Supreme Be�ng; wh�le, at the same t�me, we
cannot, w�thout �nvolv�ng ourselves �n contrad�ct�ons, overlook the
general laws of nature, as �t was �n reference to them alone that th�s
�dea was employed. We cannot, I say, overlook the general laws of
nature, and regard th�s conform�ty to a�ms observable �n nature as
cont�ngent or hyperphys�cal �n �ts or�g�n; �nasmuch as there �s no
ground wh�ch can just�fy us �n the adm�ss�on of a be�ng w�th such
propert�es d�st�nct from and above nature. All that we are author�zed
to assert �s that th�s �dea may be employed as a pr�nc�ple, and that
the propert�es of the be�ng wh�ch �s assumed to correspond to �t may
be regarded as systemat�cally connected �n analogy w�th the causal
determ�nat�on of phenomena.

For the same reasons we are just�f�ed �n �ntroduc�ng �nto the �dea
of the supreme cause other anthropomorph�c elements (for w�thout
these we could not pred�cate anyth�ng of �t); we may regard �t as
allowable to cog�tate th�s cause as a be�ng w�th understand�ng, the
feel�ngs of pleasure and d�spleasure, and facult�es of des�re and w�ll
correspond�ng to these. At the same t�me, we may attr�bute to th�s
be�ng �nf�n�te perfect�on—a perfect�on wh�ch necessar�ly transcends
that wh�ch our knowledge of the order and des�gn �n the world
author�ze us to pred�cate of �t. For the regulat�ve law of systemat�c
un�ty requ�res us to study nature on the suppos�t�on that systemat�c
and f�nal un�ty �n �nf�n�tum �s everywhere d�scoverable, even �n the
h�ghest d�vers�ty. For, although we may d�scover l�ttle of th�s cosm�cal
perfect�on, �t belongs to the leg�slat�ve prerogat�ve of reason to
requ�re us always to seek for and to expect �t; wh�le �t must always
be benef�c�al to �nst�tute all �nqu�r�es �nto nature �n accordance w�th
th�s pr�nc�ple. But �t �s ev�dent that, by th�s �dea of a supreme author
of all, wh�ch I place as the foundat�on of all �nqu�r�es �nto nature, I do
not mean to assert the ex�stence of such a be�ng, or that I have any
knowledge of �ts ex�stence; and, consequently, I do not really deduce
anyth�ng from the ex�stence of th�s be�ng, but merely from �ts �dea,
that �s to say, from the nature of th�ngs �n th�s world, �n accordance
w�th th�s �dea. A certa�n d�m consc�ousness of the true use of th�s
�dea seems to have d�ctated to the ph�losophers of all t�mes the
moderate language used by them regard�ng the cause of the world.



We f�nd them employ�ng the express�ons w�sdom and care of nature,
and d�v�ne w�sdom, as synonymous—nay, �n purely speculat�ve
d�scuss�ons, preferr�ng the former, because �t does not carry the
appearance of greater pretens�ons than such as we are ent�tled to
make, and at the same t�me d�rects reason to �ts proper f�eld of
act�on—nature and her phenomena.

Thus, pure reason, wh�ch at f�rst seemed to prom�se us noth�ng
less than the extens�on of our cogn�t�on beyond the l�m�ts of
exper�ence, �s found, when thoroughly exam�ned, to conta�n noth�ng
but regulat�ve pr�nc�ples, the v�rtue and funct�on of wh�ch �s to
�ntroduce �nto our cogn�t�on a h�gher degree of un�ty than the
understand�ng could of �tself. These pr�nc�ples, by plac�ng the goal of
all our struggles at so great a d�stance, real�ze for us the most
thorough connect�on between the d�fferent parts of our cogn�t�on, and
the h�ghest degree of systemat�c un�ty. But, on the other hand, �f
m�sunderstood and employed as const�tut�ve pr�nc�ples of
transcendent cogn�t�on, they become the parents of �llus�ons and
contrad�ct�ons, wh�le pretend�ng to �ntroduce us to new reg�ons of
knowledge.

Thus all human cogn�t�on beg�ns w�th �ntu�t�ons, proceeds from
thence to concept�ons, and ends w�th �deas. Although �t possesses,
�n relat�on to all three elements, à pr�or� sources of cogn�t�on, wh�ch
seemed to transcend the l�m�ts of all exper�ence, a thoroughgo�ng
cr�t�c�sm demonstrates that speculat�ve reason can never, by the a�d
of these elements, pass the bounds of poss�ble exper�ence, and that
the proper dest�nat�on of th�s h�ghest faculty of cogn�t�on �s to employ
all methods, and all the pr�nc�ples of these methods, for the purpose
of penetrat�ng �nto the �nnermost secrets of nature, by the a�d of the
pr�nc�ples of un�ty (among all k�nds of wh�ch teleolog�cal un�ty �s the
h�ghest), wh�le �t ought not to attempt to soar above the sphere of
exper�ence, beyond wh�ch there l�es nought for us but the vo�d �nane.
The cr�t�cal exam�nat�on, �n our Transcendental Analyt�c, of all the
propos�t�ons wh�ch professed to extend cogn�t�on beyond the sphere
of exper�ence, completely demonstrated that they can only conduct
us to a poss�ble exper�ence. If we were not d�strustful even of the
clearest abstract theorems, �f we were not allured by spec�ous and
�nv�t�ng prospects to escape from the constra�n�ng power of the�r



ev�dence, we m�ght spare ourselves the labor�ous exam�nat�on of all
the d�alect�cal arguments wh�ch a transcendent reason adduces �n
support of �ts pretens�ons; for we should know w�th the most
complete certa�nty that, however honest such profess�ons m�ght be,
they are null and valueless, because they relate to a k�nd of
knowledge to wh�ch no man can by any poss�b�l�ty atta�n. But, as
there �s no end to d�scuss�on, �f we cannot d�scover the true cause of
the �llus�ons by wh�ch even the w�sest are dece�ved, and as the
analys�s of all our transcendent cogn�t�on �nto �ts elements �s of �tself
of no sl�ght value as a psycholog�cal study, wh�le �t �s a duty
�ncumbent on every ph�losopher—�t was found necessary to
�nvest�gate the d�alect�cal procedure of reason �n �ts pr�mary sources.
And as the �nferences of wh�ch th�s d�alect�c �s the parent are not
only dece�tful, but naturally possess a profound �nterest for human�ty,
�t was adv�sable at the same t�me, to g�ve a full account of the
momenta of th�s d�alect�cal procedure, and to depos�t �t �n the
arch�ves of human reason, as a warn�ng to all future metaphys�c�ans
to avo�d these causes of speculat�ve error.



II. Transcendental Doctr�ne of Method

If we regard the sum of the cogn�t�on of pure speculat�ve reason as
an ed�f�ce, the �dea of wh�ch, at least, ex�sts �n the human m�nd, �t
may be sa�d that we have �n the Transcendental Doctr�ne of
Elements exam�ned the mater�als and determ�ned to what ed�f�ce
these belong, and what �ts he�ght and stab�l�ty. We have found,
�ndeed, that, although we had purposed to bu�ld for ourselves a
tower wh�ch should reach to Heaven, the supply of mater�als suff�ced
merely for a hab�tat�on, wh�ch was spac�ous enough for all terrestr�al
purposes, and h�gh enough to enable us to survey the level pla�n of
exper�ence, but that the bold undertak�ng des�gned necessar�ly fa�led
for want of mater�als—not to ment�on the confus�on of tongues,
wh�ch gave r�se to endless d�sputes among the labourers on the plan
of the ed�f�ce, and at last scattered them over all the world, each to
erect a separate bu�ld�ng for h�mself, accord�ng to h�s own plans and
h�s own �ncl�nat�ons. Our present task relates not to the mater�als,
but to the plan of an ed�f�ce; and, as we have had suff�c�ent warn�ng
not to venture bl�ndly upon a des�gn wh�ch may be found to
transcend our natural powers, wh�le, at the same t�me, we cannot
g�ve up the �ntent�on of erect�ng a secure abode for the m�nd, we
must proport�on our des�gn to the mater�al wh�ch �s presented to us,
and wh�ch �s, at the same t�me, suff�c�ent for all our wants.

I understand, then, by the transcendental doctr�ne of method, the
determ�nat�on of the formal cond�t�ons of a complete system of pure
reason. We shall accord�ngly have to treat of the d�sc�pl�ne, the
canon, the arch�tecton�c, and, f�nally, the h�story of pure reason. Th�s
part of our Cr�t�que w�ll accompl�sh, from the transcendental po�nt of
v�ew, what has been usually attempted, but m�serably executed,
under the name of pract�cal log�c. It has been badly executed, I say,



because general log�c, not be�ng l�m�ted to any part�cular k�nd of
cogn�t�on (not even to the pure cogn�t�on of the understand�ng) nor to
any part�cular objects, �t cannot, w�thout borrow�ng from other
sc�ences, do more than present merely the t�tles or s�gns of poss�ble
methods and the techn�cal express�ons, wh�ch are employed �n the
systemat�c parts of all sc�ences; and thus the pup�l �s made
acqua�nted w�th names, the mean�ng and appl�cat�on of wh�ch he �s
to learn only at some future t�me.

Chapter I. The D�sc�pl�ne of Pure Reason
Negat�ve judgements—those wh�ch are so not merely as regards

the�r log�cal form, but �n respect of the�r content—are not commonly
held �n espec�al respect. They are, on the contrary, regarded as
jealous enem�es of our �nsat�able des�re for knowledge; and �t almost
requ�res an apology to �nduce us to tolerate, much less to pr�ze and
to respect them.

All propos�t�ons, �ndeed, may be log�cally expressed �n a negat�ve
form; but, �n relat�on to the content of our cogn�t�on, the pecul�ar
prov�nce of negat�ve judgements �s solely to prevent error. For th�s
reason, too, negat�ve propos�t�ons, wh�ch are framed for the purpose
of correct�ng false cogn�t�ons where error �s absolutely �mposs�ble,
are undoubtedly true, but �nane and senseless; that �s, they are �n
real�ty purposeless and, for th�s reason, often very r�d�culous. Such �s
the propos�t�on of the schoolman that Alexander could not have
subdued any countr�es w�thout an army.

But where the l�m�ts of our poss�ble cogn�t�on are very much
contracted, the attract�on to new f�elds of knowledge great, the
�llus�ons to wh�ch the m�nd �s subject of the most decept�ve character,
and the ev�l consequences of error of no �ncons�derable magn�tude—
the negat�ve element �n knowledge, wh�ch �s useful only to guard us
aga�nst error, �s of far more �mportance than much of that pos�t�ve
�nstruct�on wh�ch makes add�t�ons to the sum of our knowledge. The
restra�nt wh�ch �s employed to repress, and f�nally to ext�rpate the
constant �ncl�nat�on to depart from certa�n rules, �s termed d�sc�pl�ne.



It �s d�st�ngu�shed from culture, wh�ch a�ms at the format�on of a
certa�n degree of sk�ll, w�thout attempt�ng to repress or to destroy
any other mental power, already ex�st�ng. In the cult�vat�on of a
talent, wh�ch has g�ven ev�dence of an �mpulse towards self-
development, d�sc�pl�ne takes a negat�ve,[74] culture and doctr�ne a
pos�t�ve, part.

[74] I am well aware that, �n the language of the schools, the term
d�sc�pl�ne �s usually employed as synonymous w�th �nstruct�on. But
there are so many cases �n wh�ch �t �s necessary to d�st�ngu�sh the
not�on of the former, as a course of correct�ve tra�n�ng, from that of
the latter, as the commun�cat�on of knowledge, and the nature of
th�ngs �tself demands the appropr�at�on of the most su�table
express�ons for th�s d�st�nct�on, that �t �s my des�re that the former
terms should never be employed �n any other than a negat�ve
s�gn�f�cat�on.

That natural d�spos�t�ons and talents (such as �mag�nat�on and w�t),
wh�ch ask a free and unl�m�ted development, requ�re �n many
respects the correct�ve �nfluence of d�sc�pl�ne, every one w�ll read�ly
grant. But �t may well appear strange that reason, whose proper duty
�t �s to prescr�be rules of d�sc�pl�ne to all the other powers of the
m�nd, should �tself requ�re th�s correct�ve. It has, �n fact, h�therto
escaped th�s hum�l�at�on, only because, �n presence of �ts
magn�f�cent pretens�ons and h�gh pos�t�on, no one could read�ly
suspect �t to be capable of subst�tut�ng fanc�es for concept�ons, and
words for th�ngs.

Reason, when employed �n the f�eld of exper�ence, does not stand
�n need of cr�t�c�sm, because �ts pr�nc�ples are subjected to the
cont�nual test of emp�r�cal observat�ons. Nor �s cr�t�c�sm requ�s�te �n
the sphere of mathemat�cs, where the concept�ons of reason must
always be presented �n concreto �n pure �ntu�t�on, and baseless or
arb�trary assert�ons are d�scovered w�thout d�ff�culty. But where
reason �s not held �n a pla�n track by the �nfluence of emp�r�cal or of
pure �ntu�t�on, that �s, when �t �s employed �n the transcendental
sphere of pure concept�ons, �t stands �n great need of d�sc�pl�ne, to
restra�n �ts propens�ty to overstep the l�m�ts of poss�ble exper�ence
and to keep �t from wander�ng �nto error. In fact, the ut�l�ty of the
ph�losophy of pure reason �s ent�rely of th�s negat�ve character.



Part�cular errors may be corrected by part�cular an�madvers�ons, and
the causes of these errors may be erad�cated by cr�t�c�sm. But where
we f�nd, as �n the case of pure reason, a complete system of �llus�ons
and fallac�es, closely connected w�th each other and depend�ng upon
grand general pr�nc�ples, there seems to be requ�red a pecul�ar and
negat�ve code of mental leg�slat�on, wh�ch, under the denom�nat�on
of a d�sc�pl�ne, and founded upon the nature of reason and the
objects of �ts exerc�se, shall const�tute a system of thorough
exam�nat�on and test�ng, wh�ch no fallacy w�ll be able to w�thstand or
escape from, under whatever d�sgu�se or concealment �t may lurk.

But the reader must remark that, �n th�s the second d�v�s�on of our
transcendental Cr�t�que the d�sc�pl�ne of pure reason �s not d�rected
to the content, but to the method of the cogn�t�on of pure reason. The
former task has been completed �n the doctr�ne of elements. But
there �s so much s�m�lar�ty �n the mode of employ�ng the faculty of
reason, whatever be the object to wh�ch �t �s appl�ed, wh�le, at the
same t�me, �ts employment �n the transcendental sphere �s so
essent�ally d�fferent �n k�nd from every other, that, w�thout the
warn�ng negat�ve �nfluence of a d�sc�pl�ne spec�ally d�rected to that
end, the errors are unavo�dable wh�ch spr�ng from the unsk�llful
employment of the methods wh�ch are or�g�nated by reason but
wh�ch are out of place �n th�s sphere.

Sect�on I. The D�sc�pl�ne of Pure Reason �n the
Sphere of Dogmat�sm

The sc�ence of mathemat�cs presents the most br�ll�ant example of
the extens�on of the sphere of pure reason w�thout the a�d of
exper�ence. Examples are always contag�ous; and they exert an
espec�al �nfluence on the same faculty, wh�ch naturally flatters �tself
that �t w�ll have the same good fortune �n other case as fell to �ts lot �n
one fortunate �nstance. Hence pure reason hopes to be able to
extend �ts emp�re �n the transcendental sphere w�th equal success
and secur�ty, espec�ally when �t appl�es the same method wh�ch was
attended w�th such br�ll�ant results �n the sc�ence of mathemat�cs. It



�s, therefore, of the h�ghest �mportance for us to know whether the
method of arr�v�ng at demonstrat�ve certa�nty, wh�ch �s termed
mathemat�cal, be �dent�cal w�th that by wh�ch we endeavour to atta�n
the same degree of certa�nty �n ph�losophy, and wh�ch �s termed �n
that sc�ence dogmat�cal.

Ph�losoph�cal cogn�t�on �s the cogn�t�on of reason by means of
concept�ons; mathemat�cal cogn�t�on �s cogn�t�on by means of the
construct�on of concept�ons. The construct�on of a concept�on �s the
presentat�on à pr�or� of the �ntu�t�on wh�ch corresponds to the
concept�on. For th�s purpose a non-emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on �s requ�s�te,
wh�ch, as an �ntu�t�on, �s an �nd�v�dual object; wh�le, as the
construct�on of a concept�on (a general representat�on), �t must be
seen to be un�versally val�d for all the poss�ble �ntu�t�ons wh�ch rank
under that concept�on. Thus I construct a tr�angle, by the
presentat�on of the object wh�ch corresponds to th�s concept�on,
e�ther by mere �mag�nat�on, �n pure �ntu�t�on, or upon paper, �n
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, �n both cases completely à pr�or�, w�thout
borrow�ng the type of that f�gure from any exper�ence. The �nd�v�dual
f�gure drawn upon paper �s emp�r�cal; but �t serves, notw�thstand�ng,
to �nd�cate the concept�on, even �n �ts un�versal�ty, because �n th�s
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on we keep our eye merely on the act of the
construct�on of the concept�on, and pay no attent�on to the var�ous
modes of determ�n�ng �t, for example, �ts s�ze, the length of �ts s�des,
the s�ze of �ts angles, these not �n the least affect�ng the essent�al
character of the concept�on.

Ph�losoph�cal cogn�t�on, accord�ngly, regards the part�cular only �n
the general; mathemat�cal the general �n the part�cular, nay, �n the
�nd�v�dual. Th�s �s done, however, ent�rely à pr�or� and by means of
pure reason, so that, as th�s �nd�v�dual f�gure �s determ�ned under
certa�n un�versal cond�t�ons of construct�on, the object of the
concept�on, to wh�ch th�s �nd�v�dual f�gure corresponds as �ts
schema, must be cog�tated as un�versally determ�ned.

The essent�al d�fference of these two modes of cogn�t�on cons�sts,
therefore, �n th�s formal qual�ty; �t does not regard the d�fference of
the matter or objects of both. Those th�nkers who a�m at
d�st�ngu�sh�ng ph�losophy from mathemat�cs by assert�ng that the



former has to do w�th qual�ty merely, and the latter w�th quant�ty,
have m�staken the effect for the cause. The reason why
mathemat�cal cogn�t�on can relate only to quant�ty �s to be found �n �ts
form alone. For �t �s the concept�on of quant�t�es only that �s capable
of be�ng constructed, that �s, presented à pr�or� �n �ntu�t�on; wh�le
qual�t�es cannot be g�ven �n any other than an emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on.
Hence the cogn�t�on of qual�t�es by reason �s poss�ble only through
concept�ons. No one can f�nd an �ntu�t�on wh�ch shall correspond to
the concept�on of real�ty, except �n exper�ence; �t cannot be
presented to the m�nd à pr�or� and antecedently to the emp�r�cal
consc�ousness of a real�ty. We can form an �ntu�t�on, by means of the
mere concept�on of �t, of a cone, w�thout the a�d of exper�ence; but
the colour of the cone we cannot know except from exper�ence. I
cannot present an �ntu�t�on of a cause, except �n an example wh�ch
exper�ence offers to me. Bes�des, ph�losophy, as well as
mathemat�cs, treats of quant�t�es; as, for example, of total�ty, �nf�n�ty,
and so on. Mathemat�cs, too, treats of the d�fference of l�nes and
surfaces—as spaces of d�fferent qual�ty, of the cont�nu�ty of
extens�on—as a qual�ty thereof. But, although �n such cases they
have a common object, the mode �n wh�ch reason cons�ders that
object �s very d�fferent �n ph�losophy from what �t �s �n mathemat�cs.
The former conf�nes �tself to the general concept�ons; the latter can
do noth�ng w�th a mere concept�on, �t hastens to �ntu�t�on. In th�s
�ntu�t�on �t regards the concept�on �n concreto, not emp�r�cally, but �n
an à pr�or� �ntu�t�on, wh�ch �t has constructed; and �n wh�ch, all the
results wh�ch follow from the general cond�t�ons of the construct�on of
the concept�on are �n all cases val�d for the object of the constructed
concept�on.

Suppose that the concept�on of a tr�angle �s g�ven to a ph�losopher
and that he �s requ�red to d�scover, by the ph�losoph�cal method,
what relat�on the sum of �ts angles bears to a r�ght angle. He has
noth�ng before h�m but the concept�on of a f�gure enclosed w�th�n
three r�ght l�nes, and, consequently, w�th the same number of angles.
He may analyse the concept�on of a r�ght l�ne, of an angle, or of the
number three as long as he pleases, but he w�ll not d�scover any
propert�es not conta�ned �n these concept�ons. But, �f th�s quest�on �s
proposed to a geometr�c�an, he at once beg�ns by construct�ng a



tr�angle. He knows that two r�ght angles are equal to the sum of all
the cont�guous angles wh�ch proceed from one po�nt �n a stra�ght
l�ne; and he goes on to produce one s�de of h�s tr�angle, thus form�ng
two adjacent angles wh�ch are together equal to two r�ght angles. He
then d�v�des the exter�or of these angles, by draw�ng a l�ne parallel
w�th the oppos�te s�de of the tr�angle, and �mmed�ately perce�ves that
he has thus got an exter�or adjacent angle wh�ch �s equal to the
�nter�or. Proceed�ng �n th�s way, through a cha�n of �nferences, and
always on the ground of �ntu�t�on, he arr�ves at a clear and
un�versally val�d solut�on of the quest�on.

But mathemat�cs does not conf�ne �tself to the construct�on of
quant�t�es (quanta), as �n the case of geometry; �t occup�es �tself w�th
pure quant�ty also (quant�tas), as �n the case of algebra, where
complete abstract�on �s made of the propert�es of the object �nd�cated
by the concept�on of quant�ty. In algebra, a certa�n method of
notat�on by s�gns �s adopted, and these �nd�cate the d�fferent
poss�ble construct�ons of quant�t�es, the extract�on of roots, and so
on. After hav�ng thus denoted the general concept�on of quant�t�es,
accord�ng to the�r d�fferent relat�ons, the d�fferent operat�ons by
wh�ch quant�ty or number �s �ncreased or d�m�n�shed are presented �n
�ntu�t�on �n accordance w�th general rules. Thus, when one quant�ty �s
to be d�v�ded by another, the s�gns wh�ch denote both are placed �n
the form pecul�ar to the operat�on of d�v�s�on; and thus algebra, by
means of a symbol�cal construct�on of quant�ty, just as geometry, w�th
�ts ostens�ve or geometr�cal construct�on (a construct�on of the
objects themselves), arr�ves at results wh�ch d�scurs�ve cogn�t�on
cannot hope to reach by the a�d of mere concept�ons.

Now, what �s the cause of th�s d�fference �n the fortune of the
ph�losopher and the mathemat�c�an, the former of whom follows the
path of concept�ons, wh�le the latter pursues that of �ntu�t�ons, wh�ch
he represents, à pr�or�, �n correspondence w�th h�s concept�ons? The
cause �s ev�dent from what has been already demonstrated �n the
�ntroduct�on to th�s Cr�t�que. We do not, �n the present case, want to
d�scover analyt�cal propos�t�ons, wh�ch may be produced merely by
analys�ng our concept�ons—for �n th�s the ph�losopher would have
the advantage over h�s r�val; we a�m at the d�scovery of synthet�cal
propos�t�ons—such synthet�cal propos�t�ons, moreover, as can be



cogn�zed à pr�or�. I must not conf�ne myself to that wh�ch I actually
cog�tate �n my concept�on of a tr�angle, for th�s �s noth�ng more than
the mere def�n�t�on; I must try to go beyond that, and to arr�ve at
propert�es wh�ch are not conta�ned �n, although they belong to, the
concept�on. Now, th�s �s �mposs�ble, unless I determ�ne the object
present to my m�nd accord�ng to the cond�t�ons, e�ther of emp�r�cal,
or of pure, �ntu�t�on. In the former case, I should have an emp�r�cal
propos�t�on (arr�ved at by actual measurement of the angles of the
tr�angle), wh�ch would possess ne�ther un�versal�ty nor necess�ty; but
that would be of no value. In the latter, I proceed by geometr�cal
construct�on, by means of wh�ch I collect, �n a pure �ntu�t�on, just as I
would �n an emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, all the var�ous propert�es wh�ch
belong to the schema of a tr�angle �n general, and consequently to �ts
concept�on, and thus construct synthet�cal propos�t�ons wh�ch
possess the attr�bute of un�versal�ty.

It would be va�n to ph�losoph�ze upon the tr�angle, that �s, to reflect
on �t d�scurs�vely; I should get no further than the def�n�t�on w�th
wh�ch I had been obl�ged to set out. There are certa�nly
transcendental synthet�cal propos�t�ons wh�ch are framed by means
of pure concept�ons, and wh�ch form the pecul�ar d�st�nct�on of
ph�losophy; but these do not relate to any part�cular th�ng, but to a
th�ng �n general, and enounce the cond�t�ons under wh�ch the
percept�on of �t may become a part of poss�ble exper�ence. But the
sc�ence of mathemat�cs has noth�ng to do w�th such quest�ons, nor
w�th the quest�on of ex�stence �n any fash�on; �t �s concerned merely
w�th the propert�es of objects �n themselves, only �n so far as these
are connected w�th the concept�on of the objects.

In the above example, we merely attempted to show the great
d�fference wh�ch ex�sts between the d�scurs�ve employment of
reason �n the sphere of concept�ons, and �ts �ntu�t�ve exerc�se by
means of the construct�on of concept�ons. The quest�on naturally
ar�ses: What �s the cause wh�ch necess�tates th�s twofold exerc�se of
reason, and how are we to d�scover whether �t �s the ph�losoph�cal or
the mathemat�cal method wh�ch reason �s pursu�ng �n an argument?

All our knowledge relates, f�nally, to poss�ble �ntu�t�ons, for �t �s
these alone that present objects to the m�nd. An à pr�or� or non-



emp�r�cal concept�on conta�ns e�ther a pure �ntu�t�on—and �n th�s
case �t can be constructed; or �t conta�ns noth�ng but the synthes�s of
poss�ble �ntu�t�ons, wh�ch are not g�ven à pr�or�. In th�s latter case, �t
may help us to form synthet�cal à pr�or� judgements, but only �n the
d�scurs�ve method, by concept�ons, not �n the �ntu�t�ve, by means of
the construct�on of concept�ons.

The only à pr�or� �ntu�t�on �s that of the pure form of phenomena—
space and t�me. A concept�on of space and t�me as quanta may be
presented à pr�or� �n �ntu�t�on, that �s, constructed, e�ther alone w�th
the�r qual�ty (f�gure), or as pure quant�ty (the mere synthes�s of the
homogeneous), by means of number. But the matter of phenomena,
by wh�ch th�ngs are g�ven �n space and t�me, can be presented only
�n percept�on, à poster�or�. The only concept�on wh�ch represents à
pr�or� th�s emp�r�cal content of phenomena �s the concept�on of a
th�ng �n general; and the à pr�or� synthet�cal cogn�t�on of th�s
concept�on can g�ve us noth�ng more than the rule for the synthes�s
of that wh�ch may be conta�ned �n the correspond�ng à poster�or�
percept�on; �t �s utterly �nadequate to present an à pr�or� �ntu�t�on of
the real object, wh�ch must necessar�ly be emp�r�cal.

Synthet�cal propos�t�ons, wh�ch relate to th�ngs �n general, an à
pr�or� �ntu�t�on of wh�ch �s �mposs�ble, are transcendental. For th�s
reason transcendental propos�t�ons cannot be framed by means of
the construct�on of concept�ons; they are à pr�or�, and based ent�rely
on concept�ons themselves. They conta�n merely the rule, by wh�ch
we are to seek �n the world of percept�on or exper�ence the
synthet�cal un�ty of that wh�ch cannot be �ntu�ted à pr�or�. But they are
�ncompetent to present any of the concept�ons wh�ch appear �n them
�n an à pr�or� �ntu�t�on; these can be g�ven only à poster�or�, �n
exper�ence, wh�ch, however, �s �tself poss�ble only through these
synthet�cal pr�nc�ples.

If we are to form a synthet�cal judgement regard�ng a concept�on,
we must go beyond �t, to the �ntu�t�on �n wh�ch �t �s g�ven. If we keep
to what �s conta�ned �n the concept�on, the judgement �s merely
analyt�cal—�t �s merely an explanat�on of what we have cog�tated �n
the concept�on. But I can pass from the concept�on to the pure or
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on wh�ch corresponds to �t. I can proceed to exam�ne



my concept�on �n concreto, and to cogn�ze, e�ther à pr�or� or a
poster�o, what I f�nd �n the object of the concept�on. The former—à
pr�or� cogn�t�on—�s rat�onal-mathemat�cal cogn�t�on by means of the
construct�on of the concept�on; the latter—à poster�or� cogn�t�on—�s
purely emp�r�cal cogn�t�on, wh�ch does not possess the attr�butes of
necess�ty and un�versal�ty. Thus I may analyse the concept�on I have
of gold; but I ga�n no new �nformat�on from th�s analys�s, I merely
enumerate the d�fferent propert�es wh�ch I had connected w�th the
not�on �nd�cated by the word. My knowledge has ga�ned �n log�cal
clearness and arrangement, but no add�t�on has been made to �t. But
�f I take the matter wh�ch �s �nd�cated by th�s name, and subm�t �t to
the exam�nat�on of my senses, I am enabled to form several
synthet�cal—although st�ll emp�r�cal—propos�t�ons. The mathemat�cal
concept�on of a tr�angle I should construct, that �s, present à pr�or� �n
�ntu�t�on, and �n th�s way atta�n to rat�onal-synthet�cal cogn�t�on. But
when the transcendental concept�on of real�ty, or substance, or
power �s presented to my m�nd, I f�nd that �t does not relate to or
�nd�cate e�ther an emp�r�cal or pure �ntu�t�on, but that �t �nd�cates
merely the synthes�s of emp�r�cal �ntu�t�ons, wh�ch cannot of course
be g�ven à pr�or�. The synthes�s �n such a concept�on cannot proceed
à pr�or�—w�thout the a�d of exper�ence—to the �ntu�t�on wh�ch
corresponds to the concept�on; and, for th�s reason, none of these
concept�ons can produce a determ�nat�ve synthet�cal propos�t�on,
they can never present more than a pr�nc�ple of the synthes�s[75] of
poss�ble emp�r�cal �ntu�t�ons. A transcendental propos�t�on �s,
therefore, a synthet�cal cogn�t�on of reason by means of pure
concept�ons and the d�scurs�ve method, and �t renders poss�ble all
synthet�cal un�ty �n emp�r�cal cogn�t�on, though �t cannot present us
w�th any �ntu�t�on à pr�or�.

[75] In the case of the concept�on of cause, I do really go beyond
the emp�r�cal concept�on of an event—but not to the �ntu�t�on
wh�ch presents th�s concept�on �n concreto, but only to the t�me-
cond�t�ons, wh�ch may be found �n exper�ence to correspond to
the concept�on. My procedure �s, therefore, str�ctly accord�ng to
concept�ons; I cannot �n a case of th�s k�nd employ the
construct�on of concept�ons, because the concept�on �s merely a
rule for the synthes�s of percept�ons, wh�ch are not pure �ntu�t�ons,
and wh�ch, therefore, cannot be g�ven à pr�or�.



There �s thus a twofold exerc�se of reason. Both modes have the
propert�es of un�versal�ty and an à pr�or� or�g�n �n common, but are, �n
the�r procedure, of w�dely d�fferent character. The reason of th�s �s
that �n the world of phenomena, �n wh�ch alone objects are presented
to our m�nds, there are two ma�n elements—the form of �ntu�t�on
(space and t�me), wh�ch can be cogn�zed and determ�ned completely
à pr�or�, and the matter or content—that wh�ch �s presented �n space
and t�me, and wh�ch, consequently, conta�ns a someth�ng—an
ex�stence correspond�ng to our powers of sensat�on. As regards the
latter, wh�ch can never be g�ven �n a determ�nate mode except by
exper�ence, there are no à pr�or� not�ons wh�ch relate to �t, except the
undeterm�ned concept�ons of the synthes�s of poss�ble sensat�ons, �n
so far as these belong (�n a poss�ble exper�ence) to the un�ty of
consc�ousness. As regards the former, we can determ�ne our
concept�ons à pr�or� �n �ntu�t�on, �nasmuch as we are ourselves the
creators of the objects of the concept�ons �n space and t�me—these
objects be�ng regarded s�mply as quanta. In the one case, reason
proceeds accord�ng to concept�ons and can do noth�ng more than
subject phenomena to these—wh�ch can only be determ�ned
emp�r�cally, that �s, à poster�or�—�n conform�ty, however, w�th those
concept�ons as the rules of all emp�r�cal synthes�s. In the other case,
reason proceeds by the construct�on of concept�ons; and, as these
concept�ons relate to an à pr�or� �ntu�t�on, they may be g�ven and
determ�ned �n pure �ntu�t�on à pr�or�, and w�thout the a�d of emp�r�cal
data. The exam�nat�on and cons�derat�on of everyth�ng that ex�sts �n
space or t�me—whether �t �s a quantum or not, �n how far the
part�cular someth�ng (wh�ch f�lls space or t�me) �s a pr�mary
substratum, or a mere determ�nat�on of some other ex�stence,
whether �t relates to anyth�ng else—e�ther as cause or effect,
whether �ts ex�stence �s �solated or �n rec�procal connect�on w�th and
dependence upon others, the poss�b�l�ty of th�s ex�stence, �ts real�ty
and necess�ty or oppos�tes—all these form part of the cogn�t�on of
reason on the ground of concept�ons, and th�s cogn�t�on �s termed
ph�losoph�cal. But to determ�ne à pr�or� an �ntu�t�on �n space (�ts
f�gure), to d�v�de t�me �nto per�ods, or merely to cogn�ze the quant�ty
of an �ntu�t�on �n space and t�me, and to determ�ne �t by number—all



th�s �s an operat�on of reason by means of the construct�on of
concept�ons, and �s called mathemat�cal.

The success wh�ch attends the efforts of reason �n the sphere of
mathemat�cs naturally fosters the expectat�on that the same good
fortune w�ll be �ts lot, �f �t appl�es the mathemat�cal method �n other
reg�ons of mental endeavour bes�des that of quant�t�es. Its success �s
thus great, because �t can support all �ts concept�ons by à pr�or�
�ntu�t�ons and, �n th�s way, make �tself a master, as �t were, over
nature; wh�le pure ph�losophy, w�th �ts à pr�or� d�scurs�ve concept�ons,
bungles about �n the world of nature, and cannot accred�t or show
any à pr�or� ev�dence of the real�ty of these concept�ons. Masters �n
the sc�ence of mathemat�cs are conf�dent of the success of th�s
method; �ndeed, �t �s a common persuas�on that �t �s capable of be�ng
appl�ed to any subject of human thought. They have hardly ever
reflected or ph�losoph�zed on the�r favour�te sc�ence—a task of great
d�ff�culty; and the spec�f�c d�fference between the two modes of
employ�ng the faculty of reason has never entered the�r thoughts.
Rules current �n the f�eld of common exper�ence, and wh�ch common
sense stamps everywhere w�th �ts approval, are regarded by them as
ax�omat�c. From what source the concept�ons of space and t�me,
w�th wh�ch (as the only pr�m�t�ve quanta) they have to deal, enter
the�r m�nds, �s a quest�on wh�ch they do not trouble themselves to
answer; and they th�nk �t just as unnecessary to exam�ne �nto the
or�g�n of the pure concept�ons of the understand�ng and the extent of
the�r val�d�ty. All they have to do w�th them �s to employ them. In all
th�s they are perfectly r�ght, �f they do not overstep the l�m�ts of the
sphere of nature. But they pass, unconsc�ously, from the world of
sense to the �nsecure ground of pure transcendental concept�ons
(�nstab�l�s tellus, �nnab�l�s unda), where they can ne�ther stand nor
sw�m, and where the tracks of the�r footsteps are obl�terated by t�me;
wh�le the march of mathemat�cs �s pursued on a broad and
magn�f�cent h�ghway, wh�ch the latest poster�ty shall frequent w�thout
fear of danger or �mped�ment.

As we have taken upon us the task of determ�n�ng, clearly and
certa�nly, the l�m�ts of pure reason �n the sphere of
transcendental�sm, and as the efforts of reason �n th�s d�rect�on are
pers�sted �n, even after the pla�nest and most express�ve warn�ngs,



hope st�ll beckon�ng us past the l�m�ts of exper�ence �nto the
splendours of the �ntellectual world—�t becomes necessary to cut
away the last anchor of th�s fallac�ous and fantast�c hope. We shall,
accord�ngly, show that the mathemat�cal method �s unattended �n the
sphere of ph�losophy by the least advantage—except, perhaps, that
�t more pla�nly exh�b�ts �ts own �nadequacy—that geometry and
ph�losophy are two qu�te d�fferent th�ngs, although they go band �n
hand �n hand �n the f�eld of natural sc�ence, and, consequently, that
the procedure of the one can never be �m�tated by the other.

The ev�dence of mathemat�cs rests upon def�n�t�ons, ax�oms, and
demonstrat�ons. I shall be sat�sf�ed w�th show�ng that none of these
forms can be employed or �m�tated �n ph�losophy �n the sense �n
wh�ch they are understood by mathemat�c�ans; and that the
geometr�c�an, �f he employs h�s method �n ph�losophy, w�ll succeed
only �n bu�ld�ng card-castles, wh�le the employment of the
ph�losoph�cal method �n mathemat�cs can result �n noth�ng but mere
verb�age. The essent�al bus�ness of ph�losophy, �ndeed, �s to mark
out the l�m�ts of the sc�ence; and even the mathemat�c�an, unless h�s
talent �s naturally c�rcumscr�bed and l�m�ted to th�s part�cular
department of knowledge, cannot turn a deaf ear to the warn�ngs of
ph�losophy, or set h�mself above �ts d�rect�on.

I. Of Def�n�t�ons. A def�n�t�on �s, as the term �tself �nd�cates, the
representat�on, upon pr�mary grounds, of the complete concept�on of
a th�ng w�th�n �ts own l�m�ts.[76] Accord�ngly, an emp�r�cal concept�on
cannot be def�ned, �t can only be expla�ned. For, as there are �n such
a concept�on only a certa�n number of marks or s�gns, wh�ch denote
a certa�n class of sensuous objects, we can never be sure that we do
not cog�tate under the word wh�ch �nd�cates the same object, at one
t�me a greater, at another a smaller number of s�gns. Thus, one
person may cog�tate �n h�s concept�on of gold, �n add�t�on to �ts
propert�es of we�ght, colour, malleab�l�ty, that of res�st�ng rust, wh�le
another person may be �gnorant of th�s qual�ty. We employ certa�n
s�gns only so long as we requ�re them for the sake of d�st�nct�on; new
observat�ons abstract some and add new ones, so that an emp�r�cal
concept�on never rema�ns w�th�n permanent l�m�ts. It �s, �n fact,
useless to def�ne a concept�on of th�s k�nd. If, for example, we are
speak�ng of water and �ts propert�es, we do not stop at what we



actually th�nk by the word water, but proceed to observat�on and
exper�ment; and the word, w�th the few s�gns attached to �t, �s more
properly a des�gnat�on than a concept�on of the th�ng. A def�n�t�on �n
th�s case would ev�dently be noth�ng more than a determ�nat�on of
the word. In the second place, no à pr�or� concept�on, such as those
of substance, cause, r�ght, f�tness, and so on, can be def�ned. For I
can never be sure, that the clear representat�on of a g�ven
concept�on (wh�ch �s g�ven �n a confused state) has been fully
developed, unt�l I know that the representat�on �s adequate w�th �ts
object. But, �nasmuch as the concept�on, as �t �s presented to the
m�nd, may conta�n a number of obscure representat�ons, wh�ch we
do not observe �n our analys�s, although we employ them �n our
appl�cat�on of the concept�on, I can never be sure that my analys�s �s
complete, wh�le examples may make th�s probable, although they
can never demonstrate the fact. Instead of the word def�n�t�on, I
should rather employ the term expos�t�on—a more modest
express�on, wh�ch the cr�t�c may accept w�thout surrender�ng h�s
doubts as to the completeness of the analys�s of any such
concept�on. As, therefore, ne�ther emp�r�cal nor à pr�or� concept�ons
are capable of def�n�t�on, we have to see whether the only other k�nd
of concept�ons—arb�trary concept�ons—can be subjected to th�s
mental operat�on. Such a concept�on can always be def�ned; for I
must know thoroughly what I w�shed to cog�tate �n �t, as �t was I who
created �t, and �t was not g�ven to my m�nd e�ther by the nature of my
understand�ng or by exper�ence. At the same t�me, I cannot say that,
by such a def�n�t�on, I have def�ned a real object. If the concept�on �s
based upon emp�r�cal cond�t�ons, �f, for example, I have a concept�on
of a clock for a sh�p, th�s arb�trary concept�on does not assure me of
the ex�stence or even of the poss�b�l�ty of the object. My def�n�t�on of
such a concept�on would w�th more propr�ety be termed a declarat�on
of a project than a def�n�t�on of an object. There are no other
concept�ons wh�ch can bear def�n�t�on, except those wh�ch conta�n
an arb�trary synthes�s, wh�ch can be constructed à pr�or�.
Consequently, the sc�ence of mathemat�cs alone possesses
def�n�t�ons. For the object here thought �s presented à pr�or� �n
�ntu�t�on; and thus �t can never conta�n more or less than the
concept�on, because the concept�on of the object has been g�ven by



the def�n�t�on—and pr�mar�ly, that �s, w�thout der�v�ng the def�n�t�on
from any other source. Ph�losoph�cal def�n�t�ons are, therefore,
merely expos�t�ons of g�ven concept�ons, wh�le mathemat�cal
def�n�t�ons are construct�ons of concept�ons or�g�nally formed by the
m�nd �tself; the former are produced by analys�s, the completeness of
wh�ch �s never demonstrat�vely certa�n, the latter by a synthes�s. In a
mathemat�cal def�n�t�on the concept�on �s formed, �n a ph�losoph�cal
def�n�t�on �t �s only expla�ned. From th�s �t follows:

[76] The def�n�t�on must descr�be the concept�on completely that
�s, om�t none of the marks or s�gns of wh�ch �t composed; w�th�n �ts
own l�m�ts, that �s, �t must be prec�se, and enumerate no more
s�gns than belong to the concept�on; and on pr�mary grounds, that
�s to say, the l�m�tat�ons of the bounds of the concept�on must not
be deduced from other concept�ons, as �n th�s case a proof would
be necessary, and the so-called def�n�t�on would be �ncapable of
tak�ng �ts place at the bead of all the judgements we have to form
regard�ng an object.

(a) That we must not �m�tate, �n ph�losophy, the mathemat�cal
usage of commenc�ng w�th def�n�t�ons—except by way of hypothes�s
or exper�ment. For, as all so-called ph�losoph�cal def�n�t�ons are
merely analyses of g�ven concept�ons, these concept�ons, although
only �n a confused form, must precede the analys�s; and the
�ncomplete expos�t�on must precede the complete, so that we may
be able to draw certa�n �nferences from the character�st�cs wh�ch an
�ncomplete analys�s has enabled us to d�scover, before we atta�n to
the complete expos�t�on or def�n�t�on of the concept�on. In one word,
a full and clear def�n�t�on ought, �n ph�losophy, rather to form the
conclus�on than the commencement of our labours.[77] In
mathemat�cs, on the contrary, we cannot have a concept�on pr�or to
the def�n�t�on; �t �s the def�n�t�on wh�ch g�ves us the concept�on, and �t
must for th�s reason form the commencement of every cha�n of
mathemat�cal reason�ng.

[77] Ph�losophy abounds �n faulty def�n�t�ons, espec�ally such as
conta�n some of the elements requ�s�te to form a complete
def�n�t�on. If a concept�on could not be employed �n reason�ng
before �t had been def�ned, �t would fare �ll w�th all ph�losoph�cal
thought. But, as �ncompletely def�ned concept�ons may always be



employed w�thout detr�ment to truth, so far as our analys�s of the
elements conta�ned �n them proceeds, �mperfect def�n�t�ons, that
�s, propos�t�ons wh�ch are properly not def�n�t�ons, but merely
approx�mat�ons thereto, may be used w�th great advantage. In
mathemat�cs, def�n�t�on belongs ad esse, �n ph�losophy ad mel�us
esse. It �s a d�ff�cult task to construct a proper def�n�t�on. Jur�sts
are st�ll w�thout a complete def�n�t�on of the �dea of r�ght.

(b) Mathemat�cal def�n�t�ons cannot be erroneous. For the
concept�on �s g�ven only �n and through the def�n�t�on, and thus �t
conta�ns only what has been cog�tated �n the def�n�t�on. But although
a def�n�t�on cannot be �ncorrect, as regards �ts content, an error may
somet�mes, although seldom, creep �nto the form. Th�s error cons�sts
�n a want of prec�s�on. Thus the common def�n�t�on of a c�rcle—that �t
�s a curved l�ne, every po�nt �n wh�ch �s equally d�stant from another
po�nt called the centre—�s faulty, from the fact that the determ�nat�on
�nd�cated by the word curved �s superfluous. For there ought to be a
part�cular theorem, wh�ch may be eas�ly proved from the def�n�t�on, to
the effect that every l�ne, wh�ch has all �ts po�nts at equal d�stances
from another po�nt, must be a curved l�ne—that �s, that not even the
smallest part of �t can be stra�ght. Analyt�cal def�n�t�ons, on the other
hand, may be erroneous �n many respects, e�ther by the �ntroduct�on
of s�gns wh�ch do not actually ex�st �n the concept�on, or by want�ng
�n that completeness wh�ch forms the essent�al of a def�n�t�on. In the
latter case, the def�n�t�on �s necessar�ly defect�ve, because we can
never be fully certa�n of the completeness of our analys�s. For these
reasons, the method of def�n�t�on employed �n mathemat�cs cannot
be �m�tated �n ph�losophy.

2. Of Ax�oms. These, �n so far as they are �mmed�ately certa�n, are
à pr�or� synthet�cal pr�nc�ples. Now, one concept�on cannot be
connected synthet�cally and yet �mmed�ately w�th another; because,
�f we w�sh to proceed out of and beyond a concept�on, a th�rd
med�at�ng cogn�t�on �s necessary. And, as ph�losophy �s a cogn�t�on
of reason by the a�d of concept�ons alone, there �s to be found �n �t
no pr�nc�ple wh�ch deserves to be called an ax�om. Mathemat�cs, on
the other hand, may possess ax�oms, because �t can always connect
the pred�cates of an object à pr�or�, and w�thout any med�at�ng term,
by means of the construct�on of concept�ons �n �ntu�t�on. Such �s the



case w�th the propos�t�on: Three po�nts can always l�e �n a plane. On
the other hand, no synthet�cal pr�nc�ple wh�ch �s based upon
concept�ons, can ever be �mmed�ately certa�n (for example, the
propos�t�on: Everyth�ng that happens has a cause), because I requ�re
a med�at�ng term to connect the two concept�ons of event and cause
—namely, the cond�t�on of t�me-determ�nat�on �n an exper�ence, and I
cannot cogn�ze any such pr�nc�ple �mmed�ately and from concept�ons
alone. D�scurs�ve pr�nc�ples are, accord�ngly, very d�fferent from
�ntu�t�ve pr�nc�ples or ax�oms. The former always requ�re deduct�on,
wh�ch �n the case of the latter may be altogether d�spensed w�th.
Ax�oms are, for th�s reason, always self-ev�dent, wh�le ph�losoph�cal
pr�nc�ples, whatever may be the degree of certa�nty they possess,
cannot lay any cla�m to such a d�st�nct�on. No synthet�cal propos�t�on
of pure transcendental reason can be so ev�dent, as �s often rashly
enough declared, as the statement, tw�ce two are four. It �s true that
�n the Analyt�c I �ntroduced �nto the l�st of pr�nc�ples of the pure
understand�ng, certa�n ax�oms of �ntu�t�on; but the pr�nc�ple there
d�scussed was not �tself an ax�om, but served merely to present the
pr�nc�ple of the poss�b�l�ty of ax�oms �n general, wh�le �t was really
noth�ng more than a pr�nc�ple based upon concept�ons. For �t �s one
part of the duty of transcendental ph�losophy to establ�sh the
poss�b�l�ty of mathemat�cs �tself. Ph�losophy possesses, then, no
ax�oms, and has no r�ght to �mpose �ts à pr�or� pr�nc�ples upon
thought, unt�l �t has establ�shed the�r author�ty and val�d�ty by a
thoroughgo�ng deduct�on.

3. Of Demonstrat�ons. Only an apode�ct�c proof, based upon
�ntu�t�on, can be termed a demonstrat�on. Exper�ence teaches us
what �s, but �t cannot conv�nce us that �t m�ght not have been
otherw�se. Hence a proof upon emp�r�cal grounds cannot be
apode�ct�c. À pr�or� concept�ons, �n d�scurs�ve cogn�t�on, can never
produce �ntu�t�ve certa�nty or ev�dence, however certa�n the
judgement they present may be. Mathemat�cs alone, therefore,
conta�ns demonstrat�ons, because �t does not deduce �ts cogn�t�on
from concept�ons, but from the construct�on of concept�ons, that �s,
from �ntu�t�on, wh�ch can be g�ven à pr�or� �n accordance w�th
concept�ons. The method of algebra, �n equat�ons, from wh�ch the
correct answer �s deduced by reduct�on, �s a k�nd of construct�on—



not geometr�cal, but by symbols—�n wh�ch all concept�ons, espec�ally
those of the relat�ons of quant�t�es, are represented �n �ntu�t�on by
s�gns; and thus the conclus�ons �n that sc�ence are secured from
errors by the fact that every proof �s subm�tted to ocular ev�dence.
Ph�losoph�cal cogn�t�on does not possess th�s advantage, �t be�ng
requ�red to cons�der the general always �n abstracto (by means of
concept�ons), wh�le mathemat�cs can always cons�der �t �n concreto
(�n an �nd�v�dual �ntu�t�on), and at the same t�me by means of à pr�or�
representat�on, whereby all errors are rendered man�fest to the
senses. The former—d�scurs�ve proofs—ought to be termed
acroamat�c proofs, rather than demonstrat�ons, as only words are
employed �n them, wh�le demonstrat�ons proper, as the term �tself
�nd�cates, always requ�re a reference to the �ntu�t�on of the object.

It follows from all these cons�derat�ons that �t �s not consonant w�th
the nature of ph�losophy, espec�ally �n the sphere of pure reason, to
employ the dogmat�cal method, and to adorn �tself w�th the t�tles and
�ns�gn�a of mathemat�cal sc�ence. It does not belong to that order,
and can only hope for a fraternal un�on w�th that sc�ence. Its attempts
at mathemat�cal ev�dence are va�n pretens�ons, wh�ch can only keep
�t back from �ts true a�m, wh�ch �s to detect the �llusory procedure of
reason when transgress�ng �ts proper l�m�ts, and by fully expla�n�ng
and analys�ng our concept�ons, to conduct us from the d�m reg�ons of
speculat�on to the clear reg�on of modest self-knowledge. Reason
must not, therefore, �n �ts transcendental endeavours, look forward
w�th such conf�dence, as �f the path �t �s pursu�ng led stra�ght to �ts
a�m, nor reckon w�th such secur�ty upon �ts prem�sses, as to cons�der
�t unnecessary to take a step back, or to keep a str�ct watch for
errors, wh�ch, overlooked �n the pr�nc�ples, may be detected �n the
arguments themselves—�n wh�ch case �t may be requ�s�te e�ther to
determ�ne these pr�nc�ples w�th greater str�ctness, or to change them
ent�rely.

I d�v�de all apode�ct�c propos�t�ons, whether demonstrable or
�mmed�ately certa�n, �nto dogmata and mathemata. A d�rect
synthet�cal propos�t�on, based on concept�ons, �s a dogma; a
propos�t�on of the same k�nd, based on the construct�on of
concept�ons, �s a mathema. Analyt�cal judgements do not teach us
any more about an object than what was conta�ned �n the concept�on



we had of �t; because they do not extend our cogn�t�on beyond our
concept�on of an object, they merely eluc�date the concept�on. They
cannot therefore be w�th propr�ety termed dogmas. Of the two k�nds
of à pr�or� synthet�cal propos�t�ons above ment�oned, only those
wh�ch are employed �n ph�losophy can, accord�ng to the general
mode of speech, bear th�s name; those of ar�thmet�c or geometry
would not be r�ghtly so denom�nated. Thus the customary mode of
speak�ng conf�rms the explanat�on g�ven above, and the conclus�on
arr�ved at, that only those judgements wh�ch are based upon
concept�ons, not on the construct�on of concept�ons, can be termed
dogmat�cal.

Thus, pure reason, �n the sphere of speculat�on, does not conta�n
a s�ngle d�rect synthet�cal judgement based upon concept�ons. By
means of �deas, �t �s, as we have shown, �ncapable of produc�ng
synthet�cal judgements, wh�ch are object�vely val�d; by means of the
concept�ons of the understand�ng, �t establ�shes certa�n �ndub�table
pr�nc�ples, not, however, d�rectly on the bas�s of concept�ons, but
only �nd�rectly by means of the relat�on of these concept�ons to
someth�ng of a purely cont�ngent nature, namely, poss�ble
exper�ence. When exper�ence �s presupposed, these pr�nc�ples are
apode�ct�cally certa�n, but �n themselves, and d�rectly, they cannot
even be cogn�zed à pr�or�. Thus the g�ven concept�ons of cause and
event w�ll not be suff�c�ent for the demonstrat�on of the propos�t�on:
Every event has a cause. For th�s reason, �t �s not a dogma; although
from another po�nt of v�ew, that of exper�ence, �t �s capable of be�ng
proved to demonstrat�on. The proper term for such a propos�t�on �s
pr�nc�ple, and not theorem (although �t does requ�re to be proved),
because �t possesses the remarkable pecul�ar�ty of be�ng the
cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of �ts own ground of proof, that �s,
exper�ence, and of form�ng a necessary presuppos�t�on �n all
emp�r�cal observat�on.

If then, �n the speculat�ve sphere of pure reason, no dogmata are
to be found; all dogmat�cal methods, whether borrowed from
mathemat�cs, or �nvented by ph�losoph�cal th�nkers, are al�ke
�nappropr�ate and �neff�c�ent. They only serve to conceal errors and
fallac�es, and to dece�ve ph�losophy, whose duty �t �s to see that
reason pursues a safe and stra�ght path. A ph�losoph�cal method



may, however, be systemat�cal. For our reason �s, subject�vely
cons�dered, �tself a system, and, �n the sphere of mere concept�ons,
a system of �nvest�gat�on accord�ng to pr�nc�ples of un�ty, the mater�al
be�ng suppl�ed by exper�ence alone. But th�s �s not the proper place
for d�scuss�ng the pecul�ar method of transcendental ph�losophy, as
our present task �s s�mply to exam�ne whether our facult�es are
capable of erect�ng an ed�f�ce on the bas�s of pure reason, and how
far they may proceed w�th the mater�als at the�r command.

Sect�on II. The D�sc�pl�ne of Pure Reason �n Polem�cs
Reason must be subject, �n all �ts operat�ons, to cr�t�c�sm, wh�ch

must always be perm�tted to exerc�se �ts funct�ons w�thout restra�nt;
otherw�se �ts �nterests are �mper�lled and �ts �nfluence obnox�ous to
susp�c�on. There �s noth�ng, however useful, however sacred �t may
be, that can cla�m exempt�on from the search�ng exam�nat�on of th�s
supreme tr�bunal, wh�ch has no respect of persons. The very
ex�stence of reason depends upon th�s freedom; for the vo�ce of
reason �s not that of a d�ctator�al and despot�c power, �t �s rather l�ke
the vote of the c�t�zens of a free state, every member of wh�ch must
have the pr�v�lege of g�v�ng free express�on to h�s doubts, and
possess even the r�ght of veto.

But wh�le reason can never decl�ne to subm�t �tself to the tr�bunal
of cr�t�c�sm, �t has not always cause to dread the judgement of th�s
court. Pure reason, however, when engaged �n the sphere of
dogmat�sm, �s not so thoroughly consc�ous of a str�ct observance of
�ts h�ghest laws, as to appear before a h�gher jud�c�al reason w�th
perfect conf�dence. On the contrary, �t must renounce �ts magn�f�cent
dogmat�cal pretens�ons �n ph�losophy.

Very d�fferent �s the case when �t has to defend �tself, not before a
judge, but aga�nst an equal. If dogmat�cal assert�ons are advanced
on the negat�ve s�de, �n oppos�t�on to those made by reason on the
pos�t�ve s�de, �ts just�f�cat�on kat authrhopon �s complete, although
the proof of �ts propos�t�ons �s kat alethe�an unsat�sfactory.



By the polem�c of pure reason I mean the defence of �ts
propos�t�ons made by reason, �n oppos�t�on to the dogmat�cal
counter-propos�t�ons advanced by other part�es. The quest�on here �s
not whether �ts own statements may not also be false; �t merely
regards the fact that reason proves that the oppos�te cannot be
establ�shed w�th demonstrat�ve certa�nty, nor even asserted w�th a
h�gher degree of probab�l�ty. Reason does not hold her possess�ons
upon sufferance; for, although she cannot show a perfectly
sat�sfactory t�tle to them, no one can prove that she �s not the r�ghtful
possessor.

It �s a melancholy reflect�on that reason, �n �ts h�ghest exerc�se,
falls �nto an ant�thet�c; and that the supreme tr�bunal for the
settlement of d�fferences should not be at un�on w�th �tself. It �s true
that we had to d�scuss the quest�on of an apparent ant�thet�c, but we
found that �t was based upon a m�sconcept�on. In conform�ty w�th the
common prejud�ce, phenomena were regarded as th�ngs �n
themselves, and thus an absolute completeness �n the�r synthes�s
was requ�red �n the one mode or �n the other (�t was shown to be
�mposs�ble �n both); a demand ent�rely out of place �n regard to
phenomena. There was, then, no real self-contrad�ct�on of reason �n
the propos�t�ons: The ser�es of phenomena g�ven �n themselves has
an absolutely f�rst beg�nn�ng; and: Th�s ser�es �s absolutely and �n
�tself w�thout beg�nn�ng. The two propos�t�ons are perfectly cons�stent
w�th each other, because phenomena as phenomena are �n
themselves noth�ng, and consequently the hypothes�s that they are
th�ngs �n themselves must lead to self-contrad�ctory �nferences.

But there are cases �n wh�ch a s�m�lar m�sunderstand�ng cannot be
prov�ded aga�nst, and the d�spute must rema�n unsettled. Take, for
example, the the�st�c propos�t�on: There �s a Supreme Be�ng; and on
the other hand, the athe�st�c counter-statement: There ex�sts no
Supreme Be�ng; or, �n psychology: Everyth�ng that th�nks possesses
the attr�bute of absolute and permanent un�ty, wh�ch �s utterly
d�fferent from the trans�tory un�ty of mater�al phenomena; and the
counter-propos�t�on: The soul �s not an �mmater�al un�ty, and �ts
nature �s trans�tory, l�ke that of phenomena. The objects of these
quest�ons conta�n no heterogeneous or contrad�ctory elements, for
they relate to th�ngs �n themselves, and not to phenomena. There



would ar�se, �ndeed, a real contrad�ct�on, �f reason came forward w�th
a statement on the negat�ve s�de of these quest�ons alone. As
regards the cr�t�c�sm to wh�ch the grounds of proof on the aff�rmat�ve
s�de must be subjected, �t may be freely adm�tted, w�thout
necess�tat�ng the surrender of the aff�rmat�ve propos�t�ons, wh�ch
have, at least, the �nterest of reason �n the�r favour—an advantage
wh�ch the oppos�te party cannot lay cla�m to.

I cannot agree w�th the op�n�on of several adm�rable th�nkers—
Sulzer among the rest—that, �n sp�te of the weakness of the
arguments h�therto �n use, we may hope, one day, to see suff�c�ent
demonstrat�ons of the two card�nal propos�t�ons of pure reason—the
ex�stence of a Supreme Be�ng, and the �mmortal�ty of the soul. I am
certa�n, on the contrary, that th�s w�ll never be the case. For on what
ground can reason base such synthet�cal propos�t�ons, wh�ch do not
relate to the objects of exper�ence and the�r �nternal poss�b�l�ty? But �t
�s also demonstrat�vely certa�n that no one w�ll ever be able to
ma�nta�n the contrary w�th the least show of probab�l�ty. For, as he
can attempt such a proof solely upon the bas�s of pure reason, he �s
bound to prove that a Supreme Be�ng, and a th�nk�ng subject �n the
character of a pure �ntell�gence, are �mposs�ble. But where w�ll he
f�nd the knowledge wh�ch can enable h�m to enounce synthet�cal
judgements �n regard to th�ngs wh�ch transcend the reg�on of
exper�ence? We may, therefore, rest assured that the oppos�te never
w�ll be demonstrated. We need not, then, have recourse to
scholast�c arguments; we may always adm�t the truth of those
propos�t�ons wh�ch are cons�stent w�th the speculat�ve �nterests of
reason �n the sphere of exper�ence, and form, moreover, the only
means of un�t�ng the speculat�ve w�th the pract�cal �nterest. Our
opponent, who must not be cons�dered here as a cr�t�c solely, we can
be ready to meet w�th a non l�quet wh�ch cannot fa�l to d�sconcert
h�m; wh�le we cannot deny h�s r�ght to a s�m�lar retort, as we have on
our s�de the advantage of the support of the subject�ve max�m of
reason, and can therefore look upon all h�s soph�st�cal arguments
w�th calm �nd�fference.

From th�s po�nt of v�ew, there �s properly no ant�thet�c of pure
reason. For the only arena for such a struggle would be upon the
f�eld of pure theology and psychology; but on th�s ground there can



appear no combatant whom we need to fear. R�d�cule and boast�ng
can be h�s only weapons; and these may be laughed at, as mere
ch�ld’s play. Th�s cons�derat�on restores to Reason her courage; for
what source of conf�dence could be found, �f she, whose vocat�on �t
�s to destroy error, were at var�ance w�th herself and w�thout any
reasonable hope of ever reach�ng a state of permanent repose?

Everyth�ng �n nature �s good for some purpose. Even po�sons are
serv�ceable; they destroy the ev�l effects of other po�sons generated
�n our system, and must always f�nd a place �n every complete
pharmacopoe�a. The object�ons ra�sed aga�nst the fallac�es and
soph�str�es of speculat�ve reason, are object�ons g�ven by the nature
of th�s reason �tself, and must therefore have a dest�nat�on and
purpose wh�ch can only be for the good of human�ty. For what
purpose has Prov�dence ra�sed many objects, �n wh�ch we have the
deepest �nterest, so far above us, that we va�nly try to cogn�ze them
w�th certa�nty, and our powers of mental v�s�on are rather exc�ted
than sat�sf�ed by the gl�mpses we may chance to se�ze? It �s very
doubtful whether �t �s for our benef�t to advance bold aff�rmat�ons
regard�ng subjects �nvolved �n such obscur�ty; perhaps �t would even
be detr�mental to our best �nterests. But �t �s undoubtedly always
benef�c�al to leave the �nvest�gat�ng, as well as the cr�t�cal reason, �n
perfect freedom, and perm�t �t to take charge of �ts own �nterests,
wh�ch are advanced as much by �ts l�m�tat�on, as by �ts extens�on of
�ts v�ews, and wh�ch always suffer by the �nterference of fore�gn
powers forc�ng �t, aga�nst �ts natural tendenc�es, to bend to certa�n
preconce�ved des�gns.

Allow your opponent to say what he th�nks reasonable, and
combat h�m only w�th the weapons of reason. Have no anx�ety for
the pract�cal �nterests of human�ty—these are never �mper�lled �n a
purely speculat�ve d�spute. Such a d�spute serves merely to d�sclose
the ant�nomy of reason, wh�ch, as �t has �ts source �n the nature of
reason, ought to be thoroughly �nvest�gated. Reason �s benef�ted by
the exam�nat�on of a subject on both s�des, and �ts judgements are
corrected by be�ng l�m�ted. It �s not the matter that may g�ve occas�on
to d�spute, but the manner. For �t �s perfectly perm�ss�ble to employ,
�n the presence of reason, the language of a f�rmly rooted fa�th, even



after we have been obl�ged to renounce all pretens�ons to
knowledge.

If we were to ask the d�spass�onate Dav�d Hume—a ph�losopher
endowed, �n a degree that few are, w�th a well-balanced judgement:
What mot�ve �nduced you to spend so much labour and thought �n
underm�n�ng the consol�ng and benef�c�al persuas�on that reason �s
capable of assur�ng us of the ex�stence, and present�ng us w�th a
determ�nate concept�on of a Supreme Be�ng?—h�s answer would be:
Noth�ng but the des�re of teach�ng reason to know �ts own powers
better, and, at the same t�me, a d�sl�ke of the procedure by wh�ch that
faculty was compelled to support foregone conclus�ons, and
prevented from confess�ng the �nternal weaknesses wh�ch �t cannot
but feel when �t enters upon a r�g�d self-exam�nat�on. If, on the other
hand, we were to ask Pr�estley—a ph�losopher who had no taste for
transcendental speculat�on, but was ent�rely devoted to the pr�nc�ples
of emp�r�c�sm—what h�s mot�ves were for overturn�ng those two ma�n
p�llars of rel�g�on—the doctr�nes of the freedom of the w�ll and the
�mmortal�ty of the soul (�n h�s v�ew the hope of a future l�fe �s but the
expectat�on of the m�racle of resurrect�on)—th�s ph�losopher, h�mself
a zealous and p�ous teacher of rel�g�on, could g�ve no other answer
than th�s: I acted �n the �nterest of reason, wh�ch always suffers,
when certa�n objects are expla�ned and judged by a reference to
other supposed laws than those of mater�al nature—the only laws
wh�ch we know �n a determ�nate manner. It would be unfa�r to decry
the latter ph�losopher, who endeavoured to harmon�ze h�s
paradox�cal op�n�ons w�th the �nterests of rel�g�on, and to undervalue
an honest and reflect�ng man, because he f�nds h�mself at a loss the
moment he has left the f�eld of natural sc�ence. The same grace
must be accorded to Hume, a man not less well-d�sposed, and qu�te
as blameless �n h�s moral character, and who pushed h�s abstract
speculat�ons to an extreme length, because, as he r�ghtly bel�eved,
the object of them l�es ent�rely beyond the bounds of natural sc�ence,
and w�th�n the sphere of pure �deas.

What �s to be done to prov�de aga�nst the danger wh�ch seems �n
the present case to menace the best �nterests of human�ty? The
course to be pursued �n reference to th�s subject �s a perfectly pla�n
and natural one. Let each th�nker pursue h�s own path; �f he shows



talent, �f he g�ves ev�dence of profound thought, �n one word, �f he
shows that he possesses the power of reason�ng—reason �s always
the ga�ner. If you have recourse to other means, �f you attempt to
coerce reason, �f you ra�se the cry of treason to human�ty, �f you
exc�te the feel�ngs of the crowd, wh�ch can ne�ther understand nor
sympath�ze w�th such subtle speculat�ons—you w�ll only make
yourselves r�d�culous. For the quest�on does not concern the
advantage or d�sadvantage wh�ch we are expected to reap from
such �nqu�r�es; the quest�on �s merely how far reason can advance �n
the f�eld of speculat�on, apart from all k�nds of �nterest, and whether
we may depend upon the exert�ons of speculat�ve reason, or must
renounce all rel�ance on �t. Instead of jo�n�ng the combatants, �t �s
your part to be a tranqu�l spectator of the struggle—a labor�ous
struggle for the part�es engaged, but attended, �n �ts progress as well
as �n �ts result, w�th the most advantageous consequences for the
�nterests of thought and knowledge. It �s absurd to expect to be
enl�ghtened by Reason, and at the same t�me to prescr�be to her
what s�de of the quest�on she must adopt. Moreover, reason �s
suff�c�ently held �n check by �ts own power, the l�m�ts �mposed on �t by
�ts own nature are suff�c�ent; �t �s unnecessary for you to place over �t
add�t�onal guards, as �f �ts power were dangerous to the const�tut�on
of the �ntellectual state. In the d�alect�c of reason there �s no v�ctory
ga�ned wh�ch need �n the least d�sturb your tranqu�l�ty.

The str�fe of d�alect�c �s a necess�ty of reason, and we cannot but
w�sh that �t had been conducted long ere th�s w�th that perfect
freedom wh�ch ought to be �ts essent�al cond�t�on. In th�s case, we
should have had at an earl�er per�od a matured and profound
cr�t�c�sm, wh�ch must have put an end to all d�alect�cal d�sputes, by
expos�ng the �llus�ons and prejud�ces �n wh�ch they or�g�nated.

There �s �n human nature an unworthy propens�ty—a propens�ty
wh�ch, l�ke everyth�ng that spr�ngs from nature, must �n �ts f�nal
purpose be conduc�ve to the good of human�ty—to conceal our real
sent�ments, and to g�ve express�on only to certa�n rece�ved op�n�ons,
wh�ch are regarded as at once safe and promot�ve of the common
good. It �s true, th�s tendency, not only to conceal our real
sent�ments, but to profess those wh�ch may ga�n us favour �n the
eyes of soc�ety, has not only c�v�l�zed, but, �n a certa�n measure,



moral�zed us; as no one can break through the outward cover�ng of
respectab�l�ty, honour, and moral�ty, and thus the seem�ngly-good
examples wh�ch we wh�ch we see around us form an excellent
school for moral �mprovement, so long as our bel�ef �n the�r
genu�neness rema�ns unshaken. But th�s d�spos�t�on to represent
ourselves as better than we are, and to utter op�n�ons wh�ch are not
our own, can be noth�ng more than a k�nd of prov�s�onary
arrangement of nature to lead us from the rudeness of an unc�v�l�zed
state, and to teach us how to assume at least the appearance and
manner of the good we see. But when true pr�nc�ples have been
developed, and have obta�ned a sure foundat�on �n our hab�t of
thought, th�s convent�onal�sm must be attacked w�th earnest v�gour,
otherw�se �t corrupts the heart, and checks the growth of good
d�spos�t�ons w�th the m�sch�evous weed of a�r appearances.

I am sorry to remark the same tendency to m�srepresentat�on and
hypocr�sy �n the sphere of speculat�ve d�scuss�on, where there �s less
temptat�on to restra�n the free express�on of thought. For what can
be more prejud�c�al to the �nterests of �ntell�gence than to fals�fy our
real sent�ments, to conceal the doubts wh�ch we feel �n regard to our
statements, or to ma�nta�n the val�d�ty of grounds of proof wh�ch we
well know to be �nsuff�c�ent? So long as mere personal van�ty �s the
source of these unworthy art�f�ces—and th�s �s generally the case �n
speculat�ve d�scuss�ons, wh�ch are mostly dest�tute of pract�cal
�nterest, and are �ncapable of complete demonstrat�on—the van�ty of
the oppos�te party exaggerates as much on the other s�de; and thus
the result �s the same, although �t �s not brought about so soon as �f
the d�spute had been conducted �n a s�ncere and upr�ght sp�r�t. But
where the mass enterta�ns the not�on that the a�m of certa�n subtle
speculators �s noth�ng less than to shake the very foundat�ons of
publ�c welfare and moral�ty—�t seems not only prudent, but even
pra�se worthy, to ma�nta�n the good cause by �llusory arguments,
rather than to g�ve to our supposed opponents the advantage of
lower�ng our declarat�ons to the moderate tone of a merely pract�cal
conv�ct�on, and of compell�ng us to confess our �nab�l�ty to atta�n to
apode�ct�c certa�nty �n speculat�ve subjects. But we ought to reflect
that there �s noth�ng, �n the world more fatal to the ma�ntenance of a
good cause than dece�t, m�srepresentat�on, and falsehood. That the



str�ctest laws of honesty should be observed �n the d�scuss�on of a
purely speculat�ve subject �s the least requ�rement that can be made.
If we could reckon w�th secur�ty even upon so l�ttle, the confl�ct of
speculat�ve reason regard�ng the �mportant quest�ons of God,
�mmortal�ty, and freedom, would have been e�ther dec�ded long ago,
or would very soon be brought to a conclus�on. But, �n general, the
upr�ghtness of the defence stands �n an �nverse rat�o to the
goodness of the cause; and perhaps more honesty and fa�rness are
shown by those who deny than by those who uphold these doctr�nes.

I shall persuade myself, then, that I have readers who do not w�sh
to see a r�ghteous cause defended by unfa�r arguments. Such w�ll
now recogn�ze the fact that, accord�ng to the pr�nc�ples of th�s
Cr�t�que, �f we cons�der not what �s, but what ought to be the case,
there can be really no polem�c of pure reason. For how can two
persons d�spute about a th�ng, the real�ty of wh�ch ne�ther can
present �n actual or even �n poss�ble exper�ence? Each adopts the
plan of med�tat�ng on h�s �dea for the purpose of draw�ng from the
�dea, �f he can, what �s more than the �dea, that �s, the real�ty of the
object wh�ch �t �nd�cates. How shall they settle the d�spute, s�nce
ne�ther �s able to make h�s assert�ons d�rectly comprehens�ble and
certa�n, but must restr�ct h�mself to attack�ng and confut�ng those of
h�s opponent? All statements enounced by pure reason transcend
the cond�t�ons of poss�ble exper�ence, beyond the sphere of wh�ch
we can d�scover no cr�ter�on of truth, wh�le they are at the same t�me
framed �n accordance w�th the laws of the understand�ng, wh�ch are
appl�cable only to exper�ence; and thus �t �s the fate of all such
speculat�ve d�scuss�ons that wh�le the one party attacks the weaker
s�de of h�s opponent, he �nfall�bly lays open h�s own weaknesses.

The cr�t�que of pure reason may be regarded as the h�ghest
tr�bunal for all speculat�ve d�sputes; for �t �s not �nvolved �n these
d�sputes, wh�ch have an �mmed�ate relat�on to certa�n objects and
not to the laws of the m�nd, but �s �nst�tuted for the purpose of
determ�n�ng the r�ghts and l�m�ts of reason.

W�thout the control of cr�t�c�sm, reason �s, as �t were, �n a state of
nature, and can only establ�sh �ts cla�ms and assert�ons by war.
Cr�t�c�sm, on the contrary, dec�d�ng all quest�ons accord�ng to the



fundamental laws of �ts own �nst�tut�on, secures to us the peace of
law and order, and enables us to d�scuss all d�fferences �n the more
tranqu�l manner of a legal process. In the former case, d�sputes are
ended by v�ctory, wh�ch both s�des may cla�m and wh�ch �s followed
by a hollow arm�st�ce; �n the latter, by a sentence, wh�ch, as �t str�kes
at the root of all speculat�ve d�fferences, ensures to all concerned a
last�ng peace. The endless d�sputes of a dogmat�z�ng reason compel
us to look for some mode of arr�v�ng at a settled dec�s�on by a cr�t�cal
�nvest�gat�on of reason �tself; just as Hobbes ma�nta�ns that the state
of nature �s a state of �njust�ce and v�olence, and that we must leave
�t and subm�t ourselves to the constra�nt of law, wh�ch �ndeed l�m�ts
�nd�v�dual freedom, but only that �t may cons�st w�th the freedom of
others and w�th the common good of all.

Th�s freedom w�ll, among other th�ngs, perm�t of our openly stat�ng
the d�ff�cult�es and doubts wh�ch we are ourselves unable to solve,
w�thout be�ng decr�ed on that account as turbulent and dangerous
c�t�zens. Th�s pr�v�lege forms part of the nat�ve r�ghts of human
reason, wh�ch recogn�zes no other judge than the un�versal reason
of human�ty; and as th�s reason �s the source of all progress and
�mprovement, such a pr�v�lege �s to be held sacred and �nv�olable. It
�s unw�se, moreover, to denounce as dangerous any bold assert�ons
aga�nst, or rash attacks upon, an op�n�on wh�ch �s held by the largest
and most moral class of the commun�ty; for that would be g�v�ng
them an �mportance wh�ch they do not deserve. When I hear that the
freedom of the w�ll, the hope of a future l�fe, and the ex�stence of
God have been overthrown by the arguments of some able wr�ter, I
feel a strong des�re to read h�s book; for I expect that he w�ll add to
my knowledge and �mpart greater clearness and d�st�nctness to my
v�ews by the argumentat�ve power shown �n h�s wr�t�ngs. But I am
perfectly certa�n, even before I have opened the book, that he has
not succeeded �n a s�ngle po�nt, not because I bel�eve I am �n
possess�on of �rrefutable demonstrat�ons of these �mportant
propos�t�ons, but because th�s transcendental cr�t�que, wh�ch has
d�sclosed to me the power and the l�m�ts of pure reason, has fully
conv�nced me that, as �t �s �nsuff�c�ent to establ�sh the aff�rmat�ve, �t �s
as powerless, and even more so, to assure us of the truth of the
negat�ve answer to these quest�ons. From what source does th�s



free-th�nker der�ve h�s knowledge that there �s, for example, no
Supreme Be�ng? Th�s propos�t�on l�es out of the f�eld of poss�ble
exper�ence, and, therefore, beyond the l�m�ts of human cogn�t�on. But
I would not read at, all the answer wh�ch the dogmat�cal ma�nta�ner
of the good cause makes to h�s opponent, because I know well
beforehand, that he w�ll merely attack the fallac�ous grounds of h�s
adversary, w�thout be�ng able to establ�sh h�s own assert�ons.
Bes�des, a new �llusory argument, �n the construct�on of wh�ch talent
and acuteness are shown, �s suggest�ve of new �deas and new tra�ns
of reason�ng, and �n th�s respect the old and everyday soph�str�es are
qu�te useless. Aga�n, the dogmat�cal opponent of rel�g�on g�ves
employment to cr�t�c�sm, and enables us to test and correct �ts
pr�nc�ples, wh�le there �s no occas�on for anx�ety �n regard to the
�nfluence and results of h�s reason�ng.

But, �t w�ll be sa�d, must we not warn the youth entrusted to
academ�cal care aga�nst such wr�t�ngs, must we not preserve them
from the knowledge of these dangerous assert�ons, unt�l the�r
judgement �s r�pened, or rather unt�l the doctr�nes wh�ch we w�sh to
�nculcate are so f�rmly rooted �n the�r m�nds as to w�thstand all
attempts at �nst�ll�ng the contrary dogmas, from whatever quarter
they may come?

If we are to conf�ne ourselves to the dogmat�cal procedure �n the
sphere of pure reason, and f�nd ourselves unable to settle such
d�sputes otherw�se than by becom�ng a party �n them, and sett�ng
counter-assert�ons aga�nst the statements advanced by our
opponents, there �s certa�nly no plan more adv�sable for the moment,
but, at the same t�me, none more absurd and �neff�c�ent for the
future, than th�s reta�n�ng of the youthful m�nd under guard�ansh�p for
a t�me, and thus preserv�ng �t—for so long at least—from seduct�on
�nto error. But when, at a later per�od, e�ther cur�os�ty, or the
prevalent fash�on of thought places such wr�t�ngs �n the�r hands, w�ll
the so-called conv�ct�ons of the�r youth stand f�rm? The young
th�nker, who has �n h�s armoury none but dogmat�cal weapons w�th
wh�ch to res�st the attacks of h�s opponent, and who cannot detect
the latent d�alect�c wh�ch l�es �n h�s own op�n�ons as well as �n those
of the oppos�te party, sees the advance of �llusory arguments and
grounds of proof wh�ch have the advantage of novelty, aga�nst as



�llusory grounds of proof dest�tute of th�s advantage, and wh�ch,
perhaps, exc�te the susp�c�on that the natural credul�ty of h�s youth
has been abused by h�s �nstructors. He th�nks he can f�nd no better
means of show�ng that he has out grown the d�sc�pl�ne of h�s m�nor�ty
than by desp�s�ng those well-meant warn�ngs, and, know�ng no
system of thought but that of dogmat�sm, he dr�nks deep draughts of
the po�son that �s to sap the pr�nc�ples �n wh�ch h�s early years were
tra�ned.

Exactly the oppos�te of the system here recommended ought to be
pursued �n academ�cal �nstruct�on. Th�s can only be effected,
however, by a thorough tra�n�ng �n the cr�t�cal �nvest�gat�on of pure
reason. For, �n order to br�ng the pr�nc�ples of th�s cr�t�que �nto
exerc�se as soon as poss�ble, and to demonstrate the�r perfect even
�n the presence of the h�ghest degree of d�alect�cal �llus�on, the
student ought to exam�ne the assert�ons made on both s�des of
speculat�ve quest�ons step by step, and to test them by these
pr�nc�ples. It cannot be a d�ff�cult task for h�m to show the fallac�es
�nherent �n these propos�t�ons, and thus he beg�ns early to feel h�s
own power of secur�ng h�mself aga�nst the �nfluence of such
soph�st�cal arguments, wh�ch must f�nally lose, for h�m, all the�r
�llusory power. And, although the same blows wh�ch overturn the
ed�f�ce of h�s opponent are as fatal to h�s own speculat�ve structures,
�f such he has w�shed to rear; he need not feel any sorrow �n regard
to th�s seem�ng m�sfortune, as he has now before h�m a fa�r prospect
�nto the pract�cal reg�on �n wh�ch he may reasonably hope to f�nd a
more secure foundat�on for a rat�onal system.

There �s, accord�ngly, no proper polem�c �n the sphere of pure
reason. Both part�es beat the a�r and f�ght w�th the�r own shadows,
as they pass beyond the l�m�ts of nature, and can f�nd no tang�ble
po�nt of attack—no f�rm foot�ng for the�r dogmat�cal confl�ct. F�ght as
v�gorously as they may, the shadows wh�ch they hew down,
�mmed�ately start up aga�n, l�ke the heroes �n Walhalla, and renew
the bloodless and unceas�ng contest.

But ne�ther can we adm�t that there �s any proper scept�cal
employment of pure reason, such as m�ght be based upon the
pr�nc�ple of neutral�ty �n all speculat�ve d�sputes. To exc�te reason



aga�nst �tself, to place weapons �n the hands of the party on the one
s�de as well as �n those of the other, and to rema�n an und�sturbed
and sarcast�c spectator of the f�erce struggle that ensues, seems,
from the dogmat�cal po�nt of v�ew, to be a part f�tt�ng only a
malevolent d�spos�t�on. But, when the soph�st ev�dences an �nv�nc�ble
obst�nacy and bl�ndness, and a pr�de wh�ch no cr�t�c�sm can
moderate, there �s no other pract�cable course than to oppose to th�s
pr�de and obst�nacy s�m�lar feel�ngs and pretens�ons on the other
s�de, equally well or �ll founded, so that reason, staggered by the
reflect�ons thus forced upon �t, f�nds �t necessary to moderate �ts
conf�dence �n such pretens�ons and to l�sten to the adv�ce of
cr�t�c�sm. But we cannot stop at these doubts, much less regard the
conv�ct�on of our �gnorance, not only as a cure for the conce�t natural
to dogmat�sm, but as the settlement of the d�sputes �n wh�ch reason
�s �nvolved w�th �tself. On the contrary, scept�c�sm �s merely a means
of awaken�ng reason from �ts dogmat�c dreams and exc�t�ng �t to a
more careful �nvest�gat�on �nto �ts own powers and pretens�ons. But,
as scept�c�sm appears to be the shortest road to a permanent peace
�n the doma�n of ph�losophy, and as �t �s the track pursued by the
many who a�m at g�v�ng a ph�losoph�cal colour�ng to the�r
contemptuous d�sl�ke of all �nqu�r�es of th�s k�nd, I th�nk �t necessary
to present to my readers th�s mode of thought �n �ts true l�ght.

Scept�c�sm not a Permanent State for Human Reason.
The consc�ousness of �gnorance—unless th�s �gnorance �s

recogn�zed to be absolutely necessary ought, �nstead of form�ng the
conclus�on of my �nqu�r�es, to be the strongest mot�ve to the pursu�t
of them. All �gnorance �s e�ther �gnorance of th�ngs or of the l�m�ts of
knowledge. If my �gnorance �s acc�dental and not necessary, �t must
�nc�te me, �n the f�rst case, to a dogmat�cal �nqu�ry regard�ng the
objects of wh�ch I am �gnorant; �n the second, to a cr�t�cal
�nvest�gat�on �nto the bounds of all poss�ble knowledge. But that my
�gnorance �s absolutely necessary and unavo�dable, and that �t
consequently absolves from the duty of all further �nvest�gat�on, �s a
fact wh�ch cannot be made out upon emp�r�cal grounds—from
observat�on—but upon cr�t�cal grounds alone, that �s, by a
thoroughgo�ng �nvest�gat�on �nto the pr�mary sources of cogn�t�on. It
follows that the determ�nat�on of the bounds of reason can be made



only on à pr�or� grounds; wh�le the emp�r�cal l�m�tat�on of reason,
wh�ch �s merely an �ndeterm�nate cogn�t�on of an �gnorance that can
never be completely removed, can take place only à poster�or�. In
other words, our emp�r�cal knowledge �s l�m�ted by that wh�ch yet
rema�ns for us to know. The former cogn�t�on of our �gnorance, wh�ch
�s poss�ble only on a rat�onal bas�s, �s a sc�ence; the latter �s merely a
percept�on, and we cannot say how far the �nferences drawn from �t
may extend. If I regard the earth, as �t really appears to my senses,
as a flat surface, I am �gnorant how far th�s surface extends. But
exper�ence teaches me that, how far soever I go, I always see before
me a space �n wh�ch I can proceed farther; and thus I know the l�m�ts
—merely v�sual—of my actual knowledge of the earth, although I am
�gnorant of the l�m�ts of the earth �tself. But �f I have got so far as to
know that the earth �s a sphere, and that �ts surface �s spher�cal, I
can cogn�ze à pr�or� and determ�ne upon pr�nc�ples, from my
knowledge of a small part of th�s surface—say to the extent of a
degree—the d�ameter and c�rcumference of the earth; and although I
am �gnorant of the objects wh�ch th�s surface conta�ns, I have a
perfect knowledge of �ts l�m�ts and extent.

The sum of all the poss�ble objects of our cogn�t�on seems to us to
be a level surface, w�th an apparent hor�zon—that wh�ch forms the
l�m�t of �ts extent, and wh�ch has been termed by us the �dea of
uncond�t�oned total�ty. To reach th�s l�m�t by emp�r�cal means �s
�mposs�ble, and all attempts to determ�ne �t à pr�or� accord�ng to a
pr�nc�ple, are al�ke �n va�n. But all the quest�ons ra�sed by pure
reason relate to that wh�ch l�es beyond th�s hor�zon, or, at least, �n �ts
boundary l�ne.

The celebrated Dav�d Hume was one of those geographers of
human reason who bel�eve that they have g�ven a suff�c�ent answer
to all such quest�ons by declar�ng them to l�e beyond the hor�zon of
our knowledge—a hor�zon wh�ch, however, Hume was unable to
determ�ne. H�s attent�on espec�ally was d�rected to the pr�nc�ple of
causal�ty; and he remarked w�th perfect just�ce that the truth of th�s
pr�nc�ple, and even the object�ve val�d�ty of the concept�on of a
cause, was not commonly based upon clear �ns�ght, that �s, upon à
pr�or� cogn�t�on. Hence he concluded that th�s law does not der�ve �ts
author�ty from �ts un�versal�ty and necess�ty, but merely from �ts



general appl�cab�l�ty �n the course of exper�ence, and a k�nd of
subject�ve necess�ty thence ar�s�ng, wh�ch he termed hab�t. From the
�nab�l�ty of reason to establ�sh th�s pr�nc�ple as a necessary law for
the acqu�s�t�on of all exper�ence, he �nferred the null�ty of all the
attempts of reason to pass the reg�on of the emp�r�cal.

Th�s procedure of subject�ng the facta of reason to exam�nat�on,
and, �f necessary, to d�sapproval, may be termed the censura of
reason. Th�s censura must �nev�tably lead us to doubts regard�ng all
transcendent employment of pr�nc�ples. But th�s �s only the second
step �n our �nqu�ry. The f�rst step �n regard to the subjects of pure
reason, and wh�ch marks the �nfancy of that faculty, �s that of
dogmat�sm. The second, wh�ch we have just ment�oned, �s that of
scept�c�sm, and �t g�ves ev�dence that our judgement has been
�mproved by exper�ence. But a th�rd step �s necessary—�nd�cat�ve of
the matur�ty and manhood of the judgement, wh�ch now lays a f�rm
foundat�on upon un�versal and necessary pr�nc�ples. Th�s �s the
per�od of cr�t�c�sm, �n wh�ch we do not exam�ne the facta of reason,
but reason �tself, �n the whole extent of �ts powers, and �n regard to
�ts capab�l�ty of à pr�or� cogn�t�on; and thus we determ�ne not merely
the emp�r�cal and ever-sh�ft�ng bounds of our knowledge, but �ts
necessary and eternal l�m�ts. We demonstrate from �ndub�table
pr�nc�ples, not merely our �gnorance �n respect to th�s or that subject,
but �n regard to all poss�ble quest�ons of a certa�n class. Thus
scept�c�sm �s a rest�ng place for reason, �n wh�ch �t may reflect on �ts
dogmat�cal wander�ngs and ga�n some knowledge of the reg�on �n
wh�ch �t happens to be, that �t may pursue �ts way w�th greater
certa�nty; but �t cannot be �ts permanent dwell�ng-place. It must take
up �ts abode only �n the reg�on of complete cert�tude, whether th�s
relates to the cogn�t�on of objects themselves, or to the l�m�ts wh�ch
bound all our cogn�t�on.



Reason �s not to be cons�dered as an �ndef�n�tely extended plane,
of the bounds of wh�ch we have only a general knowledge; �t ought
rather to be compared to a sphere, the rad�us of wh�ch may be found
from the curvature of �ts surface—that �s, the nature of à pr�or�
synthet�cal propos�t�ons—and, consequently, �ts c�rcumference and
extent. Beyond the sphere of exper�ence there are no objects wh�ch
�t can cogn�ze; nay, even quest�ons regard�ng such suppos�t�t�ous
objects relate only to the subject�ve pr�nc�ples of a complete
determ�nat�on of the relat�ons wh�ch ex�st between the
understand�ng-concept�ons wh�ch l�e w�th�n th�s sphere.

We are actually �n possess�on of à pr�or� synthet�cal cogn�t�ons, as
�s proved by the ex�stence of the pr�nc�ples of the understand�ng,
wh�ch ant�c�pate exper�ence. If any one cannot comprehend the
poss�b�l�ty of these pr�nc�ples, he may have some reason to doubt
whether they are really à pr�or�; but he cannot on th�s account
declare them to be �mposs�ble, and aff�rm the null�ty of the steps
wh�ch reason may have taken under the�r gu�dance. He can only
say: If we perce�ved the�r or�g�n and the�r authent�c�ty, we should be
able to determ�ne the extent and l�m�ts of reason; but, t�ll we can do
th�s, all propos�t�ons regard�ng the latter are mere random assert�ons.
In th�s v�ew, the doubt respect�ng all dogmat�cal ph�losophy, wh�ch
proceeds w�thout the gu�dance of cr�t�c�sm, �s well grounded; but we
cannot therefore deny to reason the ab�l�ty to construct a sound
ph�losophy, when the way has been prepared by a thorough cr�t�cal
�nvest�gat�on. All the concept�ons produced, and all the quest�ons
ra�sed, by pure reason, do not l�e �n the sphere of exper�ence, but �n
that of reason �tself, and hence they must be solved, and shown to
be e�ther val�d or �nadm�ss�ble, by that faculty. We have no r�ght to
decl�ne the solut�on of such problems, on the ground that the solut�on
can be d�scovered only from the nature of th�ngs, and under
pretence of the l�m�tat�on of human facult�es, for reason �s the sole
creator of all these �deas, and �s therefore bound e�ther to establ�sh
the�r val�d�ty or to expose the�r �llusory nature.



The polem�c of scept�c�sm �s properly d�rected aga�nst the
dogmat�st, who erects a system of ph�losophy w�thout hav�ng
exam�ned the fundamental object�ve pr�nc�ples on wh�ch �t �s based,
for the purpose of ev�denc�ng the fut�l�ty of h�s des�gns, and thus
br�ng�ng h�m to a knowledge of h�s own powers. But, �n �tself,
scept�c�sm does not g�ve us any certa�n �nformat�on �n regard to the
bounds of our knowledge. All unsuccessful dogmat�cal attempts of
reason are fac�a, wh�ch �t �s always useful to subm�t to the censure of
the scept�c. But th�s cannot help us to any dec�s�on regard�ng the
expectat�ons wh�ch reason cher�shes of better success �n future
endeavours; the �nvest�gat�ons of scept�c�sm cannot, therefore, settle
the d�spute regard�ng the r�ghts and powers of human reason.

Hume �s perhaps the ablest and most �ngen�ous of all scept�cal
ph�losophers, and h�s wr�t�ngs have, undoubtedly, exerted the most
powerful �nfluence �n awaken�ng reason to a thorough �nvest�gat�on
�nto �ts own powers. It w�ll, therefore, well repay our labours to
cons�der for a l�ttle the course of reason�ng wh�ch he followed and
the errors �nto wh�ch he strayed, although sett�ng out on the path of
truth and cert�tude.

Hume was probably aware, although he never clearly developed
the not�on, that we proceed �n judgements of a certa�n class beyond
our concept�on �f the object. I have termed th�s k�nd of judgement
synthet�cal. As regard the manner �n wh�ch I pass beyond my
concept�on by the a�d of exper�ence, no doubts can be enterta�ned.
Exper�ence �s �tself a synthes�s of percept�ons; and �t employs
percept�ons to �ncrement the concept�on, wh�ch I obta�n by means of
another percept�on. But we feel persuaded that we are able to
proceed beyond a concept�on, and to extend our cogn�t�on à pr�or�.
We attempt th�s �n two ways—e�ther, through the pure
understand�ng, �n relat�on to that wh�ch may become an object of
exper�ence, or, through pure reason, �n relat�on to such propert�es of
th�ngs, or of the ex�stence of th�ngs, as can never be presented �n
any exper�ence. Th�s scept�cal ph�losopher d�d not d�st�ngu�sh these
two k�nds of judgements, as he ought to have done, but regarded
th�s augmentat�on of concept�ons, and, �f we may so express
ourselves, the spontaneous generat�on of understand�ng and reason,
�ndependently of the �mpregnat�on of exper�ence, as altogether



�mposs�ble. The so-called à pr�or� pr�nc�ples of these facult�es he
consequently held to be �nval�d and �mag�nary, and regarded them as
noth�ng but subject�ve hab�ts of thought or�g�nat�ng �n exper�ence,
and therefore purely emp�r�cal and cont�ngent rules, to wh�ch we
attr�bute a spur�ous necess�ty and un�versal�ty. In support of th�s
strange assert�on, he referred us to the generally acknowledged
pr�nc�ple of the relat�on between cause and effect. No faculty of the
m�nd can conduct us from the concept�on of a th�ng to the ex�stence
of someth�ng else; and hence he bel�eved he could �nfer that, w�thout
exper�ence, we possess no source from wh�ch we can augment a
concept�on, and no ground suff�c�ent to just�fy us �n fram�ng a
judgement that �s to extend our cogn�t�on à pr�or�. That the l�ght of the
sun, wh�ch sh�nes upon a p�ece of wax, at the same t�me melts �t,
wh�le �t hardens clay, no power of the understand�ng could �nfer from
the concept�ons wh�ch we prev�ously possessed of these
substances; much less �s there any à pr�or� law that could conduct us
to such a conclus�on, wh�ch exper�ence alone can cert�fy. On the
other hand, we have seen �n our d�scuss�on of transcendental log�c,
that, although we can never proceed �mmed�ately beyond the
content of the concept�on wh�ch �s g�ven us, we can always cogn�ze
completely à pr�or�—�n relat�on, however, to a th�rd term, namely,
poss�ble exper�ence—the law of �ts connect�on w�th other th�ngs. For
example, �f I observe that a p�ece of wax melts, I can cogn�ze à pr�or�
that there must have been someth�ng (the sun’s heat) preced�ng,
wh�ch th�s law; although, w�thout the a�d of exper�ence, I could not
cogn�ze à pr�or� and �n a determ�nate manner e�ther the cause from
the effect, or the effect from the cause. Hume was, therefore, wrong
�n �nferr�ng, from the cont�ngency of the determ�nat�on accord�ng to
law, the cont�ngency of the law �tself; and the pass�ng beyond the
concept�on of a th�ng to poss�ble exper�ence (wh�ch �s an à pr�or�
proceed�ng, const�tut�ng the object�ve real�ty of the concept�on), he
confounded w�th our synthes�s of objects �n actual exper�ence, wh�ch
�s always, of course, emp�r�cal. Thus, too, he regarded the pr�nc�ple
of aff�n�ty, wh�ch has �ts seat �n the understand�ng and �nd�cates a
necessary connect�on, as a mere rule of assoc�at�on, ly�ng �n the
�m�tat�ve faculty of �mag�nat�on, wh�ch can present only cont�ngent,
and not object�ve connect�ons.



The scept�cal errors of th�s remarkably acute th�nker arose
pr�nc�pally from a defect, wh�ch was common to h�m w�th the
dogmat�sts, namely, that he had never made a systemat�c rev�ew of
all the d�fferent k�nds of à pr�or� synthes�s performed by the
understand�ng. Had he done so, he would have found, to take one
example among many, that the pr�nc�ple of permanence was of th�s
character, and that �t, as well as the pr�nc�ple of causal�ty, ant�c�pates
exper�ence. In th�s way he m�ght have been able to descr�be the
determ�nate l�m�ts of the à pr�or� operat�ons of understand�ng and
reason. But he merely declared the understand�ng to be l�m�ted,
�nstead of show�ng what �ts l�m�ts were; he created a general m�strust
�n the power of our facult�es, w�thout g�v�ng us any determ�nate
knowledge of the bounds of our necessary and unavo�dable
�gnorance; he exam�ned and condemned some of the pr�nc�ples of
the understand�ng, w�thout �nvest�gat�ng all �ts powers w�th the
completeness necessary to cr�t�c�sm. He den�es, w�th truth, certa�n
powers to the understand�ng, but he goes further, and declares �t to
be utterly �nadequate to the à pr�or� extens�on of knowledge,
although he has not fully exam�ned all the powers wh�ch res�de �n the
faculty; and thus the fate wh�ch always overtakes scept�c�sm meets
h�m too. That �s to say, h�s own declarat�ons are doubted, for h�s
object�ons were based upon facta, wh�ch are cont�ngent, and not
upon pr�nc�ples, wh�ch can alone demonstrate the necessary
�nval�d�ty of all dogmat�cal assert�ons.

As Hume makes no d�st�nct�on between the well-grounded cla�ms
of the understand�ng and the d�alect�cal pretens�ons of reason,
aga�nst wh�ch, however, h�s attacks are ma�nly d�rected, reason does
not feel �tself shut out from all attempts at the extens�on of à pr�or�
cogn�t�on, and hence �t refuses, �n sp�te of a few checks �n th�s or that
quarter, to rel�nqu�sh such efforts. For one naturally arms oneself to
res�st an attack, and becomes more obst�nate �n the resolve to
establ�sh the cla�ms he has advanced. But a complete rev�ew of the
powers of reason, and the conv�ct�on thence ar�s�ng that we are �n
possess�on of a l�m�ted f�eld of act�on, wh�le we must adm�t the van�ty
of h�gher cla�ms, puts an end to all doubt and d�spute, and �nduces
reason to rest sat�sf�ed w�th the und�sturbed possess�on of �ts l�m�ted
doma�n.



To the uncr�t�cal dogmat�st, who has not surveyed the sphere of h�s
understand�ng, nor determ�ned, �n accordance w�th pr�nc�ples, the
l�m�ts of poss�ble cogn�t�on, who, consequently, �s �gnorant of h�s own
powers, and bel�eves he w�ll d�scover them by the attempts he
makes �n the f�eld of cogn�t�on, these attacks of scept�c�sm are not
only dangerous, but destruct�ve. For �f there �s one propos�t�on �n h�s
cha�n of reason�ng wh�ch be he cannot prove, or the fallacy �n wh�ch
he cannot evolve �n accordance w�th a pr�nc�ple, susp�c�on falls on all
h�s statements, however plaus�ble they may appear.

And thus scept�c�sm, the bane of dogmat�cal ph�losophy, conducts
us to a sound �nvest�gat�on �nto the understand�ng and the reason.
When we are thus far advanced, we need fear no further attacks; for
the l�m�ts of our doma�n are clearly marked out, and we can make no
cla�ms nor become �nvolved �n any d�sputes regard�ng the reg�on that
l�es beyond these l�m�ts. Thus the scept�cal procedure �n ph�losophy
does not present any solut�on of the problems of reason, but �t forms
an excellent exerc�se for �ts powers, awaken�ng �ts c�rcumspect�on,
and �nd�cat�ng the means whereby �t may most fully establ�sh �ts
cla�ms to �ts leg�t�mate possess�ons.

Sect�on III. The D�sc�pl�ne of Pure Reason �n
Hypothes�s

Th�s cr�t�que of reason has now taught us that all �ts efforts to
extend the bounds of knowledge, by means of pure speculat�on, are
utterly fru�tless. So much the w�der f�eld, �t may appear, l�es open to
hypothes�s; as, where we cannot know w�th certa�nty, we are at
l�berty to make guesses and to form suppos�t�ons.

Imag�nat�on may be allowed, under the str�ct surve�llance of
reason, to �nvent suppos�t�ons; but, these must be based on
someth�ng that �s perfectly certa�n—and that �s the poss�b�l�ty of the
object. If we are well assured upon th�s po�nt, �t �s allowable to have
recourse to suppos�t�on �n regard to the real�ty of the object; but th�s
suppos�t�on must, unless �t �s utterly groundless, be connected, as �ts



ground of explanat�on, w�th that wh�ch �s really g�ven and absolutely
certa�n. Such a suppos�t�on �s termed a hypothes�s.

It �s beyond our power to form the least concept�on à pr�or� of the
poss�b�l�ty of dynam�cal connect�on �n phenomena; and the category
of the pure understand�ng w�ll not enable us to excog�tate any such
connect�on, but merely helps us to understand �t, when we meet w�th
�t �n exper�ence. For th�s reason we cannot, �n accordance w�th the
categor�es, �mag�ne or �nvent any object or any property of an object
not g�ven, or that may not be g�ven �n exper�ence, and employ �t �n a
hypothes�s; otherw�se, we should be bas�ng our cha�n of reason�ng
upon mere ch�mer�cal fanc�es, and not upon concept�ons of th�ngs.
Thus, we have no r�ght to assume the ex�stence of new powers, not
ex�st�ng �n nature—for example, an understand�ng w�th a non-
sensuous �ntu�t�on, a force of attract�on w�thout contact, or some new
k�nd of substances occupy�ng space, and yet w�thout the property of
�mpenetrab�l�ty—and, consequently, we cannot assume that there �s
any other k�nd of commun�ty among substances than that observable
�n exper�ence, any k�nd of presence than that �n space, or any k�nd of
durat�on than that �n t�me. In one word, the cond�t�ons of poss�ble
exper�ence are for reason the only cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of
th�ngs; reason cannot venture to form, �ndependently of these
cond�t�ons, any concept�ons of th�ngs, because such concept�ons,
although not self-contrad�ctory, are w�thout object and w�thout
appl�cat�on.

The concept�ons of reason are, as we have already shown, mere
�deas, and do not relate to any object �n any k�nd of exper�ence. At
the same t�me, they do not �nd�cate �mag�nary or poss�ble objects.
They are purely problemat�cal �n the�r nature and, as a�ds to the
heur�st�c exerc�se of the facult�es, form the bas�s of the regulat�ve
pr�nc�ples for the systemat�c employment of the understand�ng �n the
f�eld of exper�ence. If we leave th�s ground of exper�ence, they
become mere f�ct�ons of thought, the poss�b�l�ty of wh�ch �s qu�te
�ndemonstrable; and they cannot, consequently, be employed as
hypotheses �n the explanat�on of real phenomena. It �s qu�te
adm�ss�ble to cog�tate the soul as s�mple, for the purpose of enabl�ng
ourselves to employ the �dea of a perfect and necessary un�ty of all
the facult�es of the m�nd as the pr�nc�ple of all our �nqu�r�es �nto �ts



�nternal phenomena, although we cannot cogn�ze th�s un�ty �n
concreto. But to assume that the soul �s a s�mple substance (a
transcendental concept�on) would be enounc�ng a propos�t�on wh�ch
�s not only �ndemonstrable—as many phys�cal hypotheses are—but
a propos�t�on wh�ch �s purely arb�trary, and �n the h�ghest degree
rash. The s�mple �s never presented �n exper�ence; and, �f by
substance �s here meant the permanent object of sensuous �ntu�t�on,
the poss�b�l�ty of a s�mple phenomenon �s perfectly �nconce�vable.
Reason affords no good grounds for adm�tt�ng the ex�stence of
�ntell�g�ble be�ngs, or of �ntell�g�ble propert�es of sensuous th�ngs,
although—as we have no concept�on e�ther of the�r poss�b�l�ty or of
the�r �mposs�b�l�ty—�t w�ll always be out of our power to aff�rm
dogmat�cally that they do not ex�st. In the explanat�on of g�ven
phenomena, no other th�ngs and no other grounds of explanat�on
can be employed than those wh�ch stand �n connect�on w�th the
g�ven phenomena accord�ng to the known laws of exper�ence. A
transcendental hypothes�s, �n wh�ch a mere �dea of reason �s
employed to expla�n the phenomena of nature, would not g�ve us any
better �ns�ght �nto a phenomenon, as we should be try�ng to expla�n
what we do not suff�c�ently understand from known emp�r�cal
pr�nc�ples, by what we do not understand at all. The pr�nc�ples of
such a hypothes�s m�ght conduce to the sat�sfact�on of reason, but �t
would not ass�st the understand�ng �n �ts appl�cat�on to objects. Order
and conform�ty to a�ms �n the sphere of nature must be themselves
expla�ned upon natural grounds and accord�ng to natural laws; and
the w�ldest hypotheses, �f they are only phys�cal, are here more
adm�ss�ble than a hyperphys�cal hypothes�s, such as that of a d�v�ne
author. For such a hypothes�s would �ntroduce the pr�nc�ple of �gnava
rat�o, wh�ch requ�res us to g�ve up the search for causes that m�ght
be d�scovered �n the course of exper�ence and to rest sat�sf�ed w�th a
mere �dea. As regards the absolute total�ty of the grounds of
explanat�on �n the ser�es of these causes, th�s can be no h�ndrance
to the understand�ng �n the case of phenomena; because, as they
are to us noth�ng more than phenomena, we have no r�ght to look for
anyth�ng l�ke completeness �n the synthes�s of the ser�es of the�r
cond�t�ons.



Transcendental hypotheses are therefore �nadm�ss�ble; and we
cannot use the l�berty of employ�ng, �n the absence of phys�cal,
hyperphys�cal grounds of explanat�on. And th�s for two reasons; f�rst,
because such hypothes�s do not advance reason, but rather stop �t �n
�ts progress; secondly, because th�s l�cence would render fru�tless all
�ts exert�ons �n �ts own proper sphere, wh�ch �s that of exper�ence.
For, when the explanat�on of natural phenomena happens to be
d�ff�cult, we have constantly at hand a transcendental ground of
explanat�on, wh�ch l�fts us above the necess�ty of �nvest�gat�ng
nature; and our �nqu�r�es are brought to a close, not because we
have obta�ned all the requ�s�te knowledge, but because we abut
upon a pr�nc�ple wh�ch �s �ncomprehens�ble and wh�ch, �ndeed, �s so
far back �n the track of thought as to conta�n the concept�on of the
absolutely pr�mal be�ng.

The next requ�s�te for the adm�ss�b�l�ty of a hypothes�s �s �ts
suff�c�ency. That �s, �t must determ�ne à pr�or� the consequences
wh�ch are g�ven �n exper�ence and wh�ch are supposed to follow from
the hypothes�s �tself. If we requ�re to employ aux�l�ary hypotheses,
the susp�c�on naturally ar�ses that they are mere f�ct�ons; because
the necess�ty for each of them requ�res the same just�f�cat�on as �n
the case of the or�g�nal hypothes�s, and thus the�r test�mony �s
�nval�d. If we suppose the ex�stence of an �nf�n�tely perfect cause, we
possess suff�c�ent grounds for the explanat�on of the conform�ty to
a�ms, the order and the greatness wh�ch we observe �n the un�verse;
but we f�nd ourselves obl�ged, when we observe the ev�l �n the world
and the except�ons to these laws, to employ new hypothes�s �n
support of the or�g�nal one. We employ the �dea of the s�mple nature
of the human soul as the foundat�on of all the theor�es we may form
of �ts phenomena; but when we meet w�th d�ff�cult�es �n our way,
when we observe �n the soul phenomena s�m�lar to the changes
wh�ch take place �n matter, we requ�re to call �n new aux�l�ary
hypotheses. These may, �ndeed, not be false, but we do not know
them to be true, because the only w�tness to the�r cert�tude �s the
hypothes�s wh�ch they themselves have been called �n to expla�n.

We are not d�scuss�ng the above-ment�oned assert�ons regard�ng
the �mmater�al un�ty of the soul and the ex�stence of a Supreme
Be�ng as dogmata, wh�ch certa�n ph�losophers profess to



demonstrate à pr�or�, but purely as hypotheses. In the former case,
the dogmat�st must take care that h�s arguments possess the
apode�ct�c certa�nty of a demonstrat�on. For the assert�on that the
real�ty of such �deas �s probable �s as absurd as a proof of the
probab�l�ty of a propos�t�on �n geometry. Pure abstract reason, apart
from all exper�ence, can e�ther cogn�ze noth�ng at all; and hence the
judgements �t enounces are never mere op�n�ons, they are e�ther
apode�ct�c certa�nt�es, or declarat�ons that noth�ng can be known on
the subject. Op�n�ons and probable judgements on the nature of
th�ngs can only be employed to expla�n g�ven phenomena, or they
may relate to the effect, �n accordance w�th emp�r�cal laws, of an
actually ex�st�ng cause. In other words, we must restr�ct the sphere
of op�n�on to the world of exper�ence and nature. Beyond th�s reg�on
op�n�on �s mere �nvent�on; unless we are grop�ng about for the truth
on a path not yet fully known, and have some hopes of stumbl�ng
upon �t by chance.

But, although hypotheses are �nadm�ss�ble �n answers to the
quest�ons of pure speculat�ve reason, they may be employed �n the
defence of these answers. That �s to say, hypotheses are adm�ss�ble
�n polem�c, but not �n the sphere of dogmat�sm. By the defence of
statements of th�s character, I do not mean an attempt at d�scover�ng
new grounds for the�r support, but merely the refutat�on of the
arguments of opponents. All à pr�or� synthet�cal propos�t�ons possess
the pecul�ar�ty that, although the ph�losopher who ma�nta�ns the
real�ty of the �deas conta�ned �n the propos�t�on �s not �n possess�on
of suff�c�ent knowledge to establ�sh the certa�nty of h�s statements,
h�s opponent �s as l�ttle able to prove the truth of the oppos�te. Th�s
equal�ty of fortune does not allow the one party to be super�or to the
other �n the sphere of speculat�ve cogn�t�on; and �t �s th�s sphere,
accord�ngly, that �s the proper arena of these endless speculat�ve
confl�cts. But we shall afterwards show that, �n relat�on to �ts pract�cal
exerc�se, Reason has the r�ght of adm�tt�ng what, �n the f�eld of pure
speculat�on, she would not be just�f�ed �n suppos�ng, except upon
perfectly suff�c�ent grounds; because all such suppos�t�ons destroy
the necessary completeness of speculat�on—a cond�t�on wh�ch the
pract�cal reason, however, does not cons�der to be requ�s�te. In th�s
sphere, therefore, Reason �s m�stress of a possess�on, her t�tle to



wh�ch she does not requ�re to prove—wh�ch, �n fact, she could not
do. The burden of proof accord�ngly rests upon the opponent. But as
he has just as l�ttle knowledge regard�ng the subject d�scussed, and
�s as l�ttle able to prove the non-ex�stence of the object of an �dea, as
the ph�losopher on the other s�de �s to demonstrate �ts real�ty, �t �s
ev�dent that there �s an advantage on the s�de of the ph�losopher
who ma�nta�ns h�s propos�t�on as a pract�cally necessary suppos�t�on
(mel�or est cond�t�o poss�dent�s). For he �s at l�berty to employ, �n
self-defence, the same weapons as h�s opponent makes use of �n
attack�ng h�m; that �s, he has a r�ght to use hypotheses not for the
purpose of support�ng the arguments �n favour of h�s own
propos�t�ons, but to show that h�s opponent knows no more than
h�mself regard�ng the subject under d�scuss�on and cannot boast of
any speculat�ve advantage.

Hypotheses are, therefore, adm�ss�ble �n the sphere of pure
reason only as weapons for self-defence, and not as supports to
dogmat�cal assert�ons. But the oppos�ng party we must always seek
for �n ourselves. For speculat�ve reason �s, �n the sphere of
transcendental�sm, d�alect�cal �n �ts own nature. The d�ff�cult�es and
object�ons we have to fear l�e �n ourselves. They are l�ke old but
never superannuated cla�ms; and we must seek them out, and settle
them once and for ever, �f we are to expect a permanent peace.
External tranqu�l�ty �s hollow and unreal. The root of these
contrad�ct�ons, wh�ch l�es �n the nature of human reason, must be
destroyed; and th�s can only be done by g�v�ng �t, �n the f�rst �nstance,
freedom to grow, nay, by nour�sh�ng �t, that �t may send out shoots,
and thus betray �ts own ex�stence. It �s our duty, therefore, to try to
d�scover new object�ons, to put weapons �n the bands of our
opponent, and to grant h�m the most favourable pos�t�on �n the arena
that he can w�sh. We have noth�ng to fear from these concess�ons;
on the contrary, we may rather hope that we shall thus make
ourselves master of a possess�on wh�ch no one w�ll ever venture to
d�spute.

The th�nker requ�res, to be fully equ�pped, the hypotheses of pure
reason, wh�ch, although but leaden weapons (for they have not been
steeled �n the armoury of exper�ence), are as useful as any that can
be employed by h�s opponents. If, accord�ngly, we have assumed,



from a non-speculat�ve po�nt of v�ew, the �mmater�al nature of the
soul, and are met by the object�on that exper�ence seems to prove
that the growth and decay of our mental facult�es are mere
mod�f�cat�ons of the sensuous organ�sm—we can weaken the force
of th�s object�on by the assumpt�on that the body �s noth�ng but the
fundamental phenomenon, to wh�ch, as a necessary cond�t�on, all
sens�b�l�ty, and consequently all thought, relates �n the present state
of our ex�stence; and that the separat�on of soul and body forms the
conclus�on of the sensuous exerc�se of our power of cogn�t�on and
the beg�nn�ng of the �ntellectual. The body would, �n th�s v�ew of the
quest�on, be regarded, not as the cause of thought, but merely as �ts
restr�ct�ve cond�t�on, as promot�ve of the sensuous and an�mal, but
as a h�ndrance to the pure and sp�r�tual l�fe; and the dependence of
the an�mal l�fe on the const�tut�on of the body, would not prove that
the whole l�fe of man was also dependent on the state of the
organ�sm. We m�ght go st�ll farther, and d�scover new object�ons, or
carry out to the�r extreme consequences those wh�ch have already
been adduced.

Generat�on, �n the human race as well as among the �rrat�onal
an�mals, depends on so many acc�dents—of occas�on, of proper
sustenance, of the laws enacted by the government of a country of
v�ce even, that �t �s d�ff�cult to bel�eve �n the eternal ex�stence of a
be�ng whose l�fe has begun under c�rcumstances so mean and
tr�v�al, and so ent�rely dependent upon our own control. As regards
the cont�nuance of the ex�stence of the whole race, we need have no
d�ff�cult�es, for acc�dent �n s�ngle cases �s subject to general laws;
but, �n the case of each �nd�v�dual, �t would seem as �f we could
hardly expect so wonderful an effect from causes so �ns�gn�f�cant.
But, �n answer to these object�ons, we may adduce the
transcendental hypothes�s that all l�fe �s properly �ntell�g�ble, and not
subject to changes of t�me, and that �t ne�ther began �n b�rth, nor w�ll
end �n death. We may assume that th�s l�fe �s noth�ng more than a
sensuous representat�on of pure sp�r�tual l�fe; that the whole world of
sense �s but an �mage, hover�ng before the faculty of cogn�t�on wh�ch
we exerc�se �n th�s sphere, and w�th no more object�ve real�ty than a
dream; and that �f we could �ntu�te ourselves and other th�ngs as they
really are, we should see ourselves �n a world of sp�r�tual natures,



our connect�on w�th wh�ch d�d not beg�n at our b�rth and w�ll not
cease w�th the destruct�on of the body. And so on.

We cannot be sa�d to know what has been above asserted, nor do
we ser�ously ma�nta�n the truth of these assert�ons; and the not�ons
there�n �nd�cated are not even �deas of reason, they are purely
f�ct�t�ous concept�ons. But th�s hypothet�cal procedure �s �n perfect
conform�ty w�th the laws of reason. Our opponent m�stakes the
absence of emp�r�cal cond�t�ons for a proof of the complete
�mposs�b�l�ty of all that we have asserted; and we have to show h�m
that he has not exhausted the whole sphere of poss�b�l�ty and that he
can as l�ttle compass that sphere by the laws of exper�ence and
nature, as we can lay a secure foundat�on for the operat�ons of
reason beyond the reg�on of exper�ence. Such hypothet�cal defences
aga�nst the pretens�ons of an opponent must not be regarded as
declarat�ons of op�n�on. The ph�losopher abandons them, so soon as
the oppos�te party renounces �ts dogmat�cal conce�t. To ma�nta�n a
s�mply negat�ve pos�t�on �n relat�on to propos�t�ons wh�ch rest on an
�nsecure foundat�on, well bef�ts the moderat�on of a true ph�losopher;
but to uphold the object�ons urged aga�nst an opponent as proofs of
the oppos�te statement �s a proceed�ng just as unwarrantable and
arrogant as �t �s to attack the pos�t�on of a ph�losopher who advances
aff�rmat�ve propos�t�ons regard�ng such a subject.

It �s ev�dent, therefore, that hypotheses, �n the speculat�ve sphere,
are val�d, not as �ndependent propos�t�ons, but only relat�vely to
oppos�te transcendent assumpt�ons. For, to make the pr�nc�ples of
poss�ble exper�ence cond�t�ons of the poss�b�l�ty of th�ngs �n general
�s just as transcendent a procedure as to ma�nta�n the object�ve
real�ty of �deas wh�ch can be appl�ed to no objects except such as l�e
w�thout the l�m�ts of poss�ble exper�ence. The judgements enounced
by pure reason must be necessary, or they must not be enounced at
all. Reason cannot trouble herself w�th op�n�ons. But the hypotheses
we have been d�scuss�ng are merely problemat�cal judgements,
wh�ch can ne�ther be confuted nor proved; wh�le, therefore, they are
not personal op�n�ons, they are �nd�spensable as answers to
object�ons wh�ch are l�able to be ra�sed. But we must take care to
conf�ne them to th�s funct�on, and guard aga�nst any assumpt�on on



the�r part of absolute val�d�ty, a proceed�ng wh�ch would �nvolve
reason �n �nextr�cable d�ff�cult�es and contrad�ct�ons.

Sect�on IV. The D�sc�pl�ne of Pure Reason �n Relat�on
to Proofs

It �s a pecul�ar�ty, wh�ch d�st�ngu�shes the proofs of transcendental
synthet�cal propos�t�ons from those of all other à pr�or� synthet�cal
cogn�t�ons, that reason, �n the case of the former, does not apply �ts
concept�ons d�rectly to an object, but �s f�rst obl�ged to prove, à pr�or�,
the object�ve val�d�ty of these concept�ons and the poss�b�l�ty of the�r
syntheses. Th�s �s not merely a prudent�al rule, �t �s essent�al to the
very poss�b�l�ty of the proof of a transcendental propos�t�on. If I am
requ�red to pass, à pr�or�, beyond the concept�on of an object, I f�nd
that �t �s utterly �mposs�ble w�thout the gu�dance of someth�ng wh�ch
�s not conta�ned �n the concept�on. In mathemat�cs, �t �s à pr�or�
�ntu�t�on that gu�des my synthes�s; and, �n th�s case, all our
conclus�ons may be drawn �mmed�ately from pure �ntu�t�on. In
transcendental cogn�t�on, so long as we are deal�ng only w�th
concept�ons of the understand�ng, we are gu�ded by poss�ble
exper�ence. That �s to say, a proof �n the sphere of transcendental
cogn�t�on does not show that the g�ven concept�on (that of an event,
for example) leads d�rectly to another concept�on (that of a cause)—
for th�s would be a saltus wh�ch noth�ng can just�fy; but �t shows that
exper�ence �tself, and consequently the object of exper�ence, �s
�mposs�ble w�thout the connect�on �nd�cated by these concept�ons. It
follows that such a proof must demonstrate the poss�b�l�ty of arr�v�ng,
synthet�cally and à pr�or�, at a certa�n knowledge of th�ngs, wh�ch was
not conta�ned �n our concept�ons of these th�ngs. Unless we pay
part�cular attent�on to th�s requ�rement, our proofs, �nstead of
pursu�ng the stra�ght path �nd�cated by reason, follow the tortuous
road of mere subject�ve assoc�at�on. The �llusory conv�ct�on, wh�ch
rests upon subject�ve causes of assoc�at�on, and wh�ch �s cons�dered
as result�ng from the percept�on of a real and object�ve natural
aff�n�ty, �s always open to doubt and susp�c�on. For th�s reason, all



the attempts wh�ch have been made to prove the pr�nc�ple of
suff�c�ent reason, have, accord�ng to the un�versal adm�ss�on of
ph�losophers, been qu�te unsuccessful; and, before the appearance
of transcendental cr�t�c�sm, �t was cons�dered better, as th�s pr�nc�ple
could not be abandoned, to appeal boldly to the common sense of
mank�nd (a proceed�ng wh�ch always proves that the problem, wh�ch
reason ought to solve, �s one �n wh�ch ph�losophers f�nd great
d�ff�cult�es), rather than attempt to d�scover new dogmat�cal proofs.

But, �f the propos�t�on to be proved �s a propos�t�on of pure reason,
and �f I a�m at pass�ng beyond my emp�r�cal concept�ons by the a�d of
mere �deas, �t �s necessary that the proof should f�rst show that such
a step �n synthes�s �s poss�ble (wh�ch �t �s not), before �t proceeds to
prove the truth of the propos�t�on �tself. The so-called proof of the
s�mple nature of the soul from the un�ty of appercept�on, �s a very
plaus�ble one. But �t conta�ns no answer to the object�on, that, as the
not�on of absolute s�mpl�c�ty �s not a concept�on wh�ch �s d�rectly
appl�cable to a percept�on, but �s an �dea wh�ch must be �nferred—�f
at all—from observat�on, �t �s by no means ev�dent how the mere fact
of consc�ousness, wh�ch �s conta�ned �n all thought, although �n so
far a s�mple representat�on, can conduct me to the consc�ousness
and cogn�t�on of a th�ng wh�ch �s purely a th�nk�ng substance. When I
represent to my m�nd the power of my body as �n mot�on, my body �n
th�s thought �s so far absolute un�ty, and my representat�on of �t �s a
s�mple one; and hence I can �nd�cate th�s representat�on by the
mot�on of a po�nt, because I have made abstract�on of the s�ze or
volume of the body. But I cannot hence �nfer that, g�ven merely the
mov�ng power of a body, the body may be cog�tated as s�mple
substance, merely because the representat�on �n my m�nd takes no
account of �ts content �n space, and �s consequently s�mple. The
s�mple, �n abstract�on, �s very d�fferent from the object�vely s�mple;
and hence the Ego, wh�ch �s s�mple �n the f�rst sense, may, �n the
second sense, as �nd�cat�ng the soul �tself, be a very complex
concept�on, w�th a very var�ous content. Thus �t �s ev�dent that �n all
such arguments there lurks a paralog�sm. We guess (for w�thout
some such surm�se our susp�c�on would not be exc�ted �n reference
to a proof of th�s character) at the presence of the paralog�sm, by
keep�ng ever before us a cr�ter�on of the poss�b�l�ty of those



synthet�cal propos�t�ons wh�ch a�m at prov�ng more than exper�ence
can teach us. Th�s cr�ter�on �s obta�ned from the observat�on that
such proofs do not lead us d�rectly from the subject of the propos�t�on
to be proved to the requ�red pred�cate, but f�nd �t necessary to
presuppose the poss�b�l�ty of extend�ng our cogn�t�on à pr�or� by
means of �deas. We must, accord�ngly, always use the greatest
caut�on; we requ�re, before attempt�ng any proof, to cons�der how �t
�s poss�ble to extend the sphere of cogn�t�on by the operat�ons of
pure reason, and from what source we are to der�ve knowledge,
wh�ch �s not obta�ned from the analys�s of concept�ons, nor relates,
by ant�c�pat�on, to poss�ble exper�ence. We shall thus spare
ourselves much severe and fru�tless labour, by not expect�ng from
reason what �s beyond �ts power, or rather by subject�ng �t to
d�sc�pl�ne, and teach�ng �t to moderate �ts vehement des�res for the
extens�on of the sphere of cogn�t�on.

The f�rst rule for our gu�dance �s, therefore, not to attempt a
transcendental proof, before we have cons�dered from what source
we are to der�ve the pr�nc�ples upon wh�ch the proof �s to be based,
and what r�ght we have to expect that our conclus�ons from these
pr�nc�ples w�ll be verac�ous. If they are pr�nc�ples of the
understand�ng, �t �s va�n to expect that we should atta�n by the�r
means to �deas of pure reason; for these pr�nc�ples are val�d only �n
regard to objects of poss�ble exper�ence. If they are pr�nc�ples of
pure reason, our labour �s al�ke �n va�n. For the pr�nc�ples of reason,
�f employed as object�ve, are w�thout except�on d�alect�cal and
possess no val�d�ty or truth, except as regulat�ve pr�nc�ples of the
systemat�c employment of reason �n exper�ence. But when such
delus�ve proof are presented to us, �t �s our duty to meet them w�th
the non l�quet of a matured judgement; and, although we are unable
to expose the part�cular soph�sm upon wh�ch the proof �s based, we
have a r�ght to demand a deduct�on of the pr�nc�ples employed �n �t;
and, �f these pr�nc�ples have the�r or�g�n �n pure reason alone, such a
deduct�on �s absolutely �mposs�ble. And thus �t �s unnecessary that
we should trouble ourselves w�th the exposure and confutat�on of
every soph�st�cal �llus�on; we may, at once, br�ng all d�alect�c, wh�ch
�s �nexhaust�ble �n the product�on of fallac�es, before the bar of cr�t�cal
reason, wh�ch tests the pr�nc�ples upon wh�ch all d�alect�cal



procedure �s based. The second pecul�ar�ty of transcendental proof
�s that a transcendental propos�t�on cannot rest upon more than a
s�ngle proof. If I am draw�ng conclus�ons, not from concept�ons, but
from �ntu�t�on correspond�ng to a concept�on, be �t pure �ntu�t�on, as �n
mathemat�cs, or emp�r�cal, as �n natural sc�ence, the �ntu�t�on wh�ch
forms the bas�s of my �nferences presents me w�th mater�als for
many synthet�cal propos�t�ons, wh�ch I can connect �n var�ous
modes, wh�le, as �t �s allowable to proceed from d�fferent po�nts �n the
�ntent�on, I can arr�ve by d�fferent paths at the same propos�t�on.

But every transcendental propos�t�on sets out from a concept�on,
and pos�ts the synthet�cal cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of an object
accord�ng to th�s concept�on. There must, therefore, be but one
ground of proof, because �t �s the concept�on alone wh�ch determ�nes
the object; and thus the proof cannot conta�n anyth�ng more than the
determ�nat�on of the object accord�ng to the concept�on. In our
Transcendental Analyt�c, for example, we �nferred the pr�nc�ple:
Every event has a cause, from the only cond�t�on of the object�ve
poss�b�l�ty of our concept�on of an event. Th�s �s that an event cannot
be determ�ned �n t�me, and consequently cannot form a part of
exper�ence, unless �t stands under th�s dynam�cal law. Th�s �s the
only poss�ble ground of proof; for our concept�on of an event
possesses object�ve val�d�ty, that �s, �s a true concept�on, only
because the law of causal�ty determ�nes an object to wh�ch �t can
refer. Other arguments �n support of th�s pr�nc�ple have been
attempted—such as that from the cont�ngent nature of a
phenomenon; but when th�s argument �s cons�dered, we can
d�scover no cr�ter�on of cont�ngency, except the fact of an event—of
someth�ng happen�ng, that �s to say, the ex�stence wh�ch �s preceded
by the non-ex�stence of an object, and thus we fall back on the very
th�ng to be proved. If the propos�t�on: “Every th�nk�ng be�ng �s
s�mple,” �s to be proved, we keep to the concept�on of the ego, wh�ch
�s s�mple, and to wh�ch all thought has a relat�on. The same �s the
case w�th the transcendental proof of the ex�stence of a De�ty, wh�ch
�s based solely upon the harmony and rec�procal f�tness of the
concept�ons of an ens real�ss�mum and a necessary be�ng, and
cannot be attempted �n any other manner.



Th�s caut�on serves to s�mpl�fy very much the cr�t�c�sm of all
propos�t�ons of reason. When reason employs concept�ons alone,
only one proof of �ts thes�s �s poss�ble, �f any. When, therefore, the
dogmat�st advances w�th ten arguments �n favour of a propos�t�on,
we may be sure that not one of them �s conclus�ve. For �f he
possessed one wh�ch proved the propos�t�on he br�ngs forward to
demonstrat�on—as must always be the case w�th the propos�t�ons of
pure reason—what need �s there for any more? H�s �ntent�on can
only be s�m�lar to that of the advocate who had d�fferent arguments
for d�fferent judges; th�s ava�l�ng h�mself of the weakness of those
who exam�ne h�s arguments, who, w�thout go�ng �nto any profound
�nvest�gat�on, adopt the v�ew of the case wh�ch seems most probable
at f�rst s�ght and dec�de accord�ng to �t.

The th�rd rule for the gu�dance of pure reason �n the conduct of a
proof �s that all transcendental proofs must never be apagog�c or
�nd�rect, but always ostens�ve or d�rect. The d�rect or ostens�ve proof
not only establ�shes the truth of the propos�t�on to be proved, but
exposes the grounds of �ts truth; the apagog�c, on the other hand,
may assure us of the truth of the propos�t�on, but �t cannot enable us
to comprehend the grounds of �ts poss�b�l�ty. The latter �s,
accord�ngly, rather an aux�l�ary to an argument, than a str�ctly
ph�losoph�cal and rat�onal mode of procedure. In one respect,
however, they have an advantage over d�rect proofs, from the fact
that the mode of argu�ng by contrad�ct�on, wh�ch they employ,
renders our understand�ng of the quest�on more clear, and
approx�mates the proof to the certa�nty of an �ntu�t�onal
demonstrat�on.

The true reason why �nd�rect proofs are employed �n d�fferent
sc�ences �s th�s. When the grounds upon wh�ch we seek to base a
cogn�t�on are too var�ous or too profound, we try whether or not we
may not d�scover the truth of our cogn�t�on from �ts consequences.
The modus ponens of reason�ng from the truth of �ts �nferences to
the truth of a propos�t�on would be adm�ss�ble �f all the �nferences
that can be drawn from �t are known to be true; for �n th�s case there
can be only one poss�ble ground for these �nferences, and that �s the
true one. But th�s �s a qu�te �mpract�cable procedure, as �t surpasses
all our powers to d�scover all the poss�ble �nferences that can be



drawn from a propos�t�on. But th�s mode of reason�ng �s employed,
under favour, when we w�sh to prove the truth of an hypothes�s; �n
wh�ch case we adm�t the truth of the conclus�on—wh�ch �s supported
by analogy—that, �f all the �nferences we have drawn and exam�ned
agree w�th the propos�t�on assumed, all other poss�ble �nferences w�ll
also agree w�th �t. But, �n th�s way, an hypothes�s can never be
establ�shed as a demonstrated truth. The modus tollens of reason�ng
from known �nferences to the unknown propos�t�on, �s not only a
r�gorous, but a very easy mode of proof. For, �f �t can be shown that
but one �nference from a propos�t�on �s false, then the propos�t�on
must �tself be false. Instead, then, of exam�n�ng, �n an ostens�ve
argument, the whole ser�es of the grounds on wh�ch the truth of a
propos�t�on rests, we need only take the oppos�te of th�s propos�t�on,
and �f one �nference from �t be false, then must the oppos�te be �tself
false; and, consequently, the propos�t�on wh�ch we w�shed to prove
must be true.

The apagog�c method of proof �s adm�ss�ble only �n those sc�ences
where �t �s �mposs�ble to m�stake a subject�ve representat�on for an
object�ve cogn�t�on. Where th�s �s poss�ble, �t �s pla�n that the
oppos�te of a g�ven propos�t�on may contrad�ct merely the subject�ve
cond�t�ons of thought, and not the object�ve cogn�t�on; or �t may
happen that both propos�t�ons contrad�ct each other only under a
subject�ve cond�t�on, wh�ch �s �ncorrectly cons�dered to be object�ve,
and, as the cond�t�on �s �tself false, both propos�t�ons may be false,
and �t w�ll, consequently, be �mposs�ble to conclude the truth of the
one from the falseness of the other.

In mathemat�cs such subrept�ons are �mposs�ble; and �t �s �n th�s
sc�ence, accord�ngly, that the �nd�rect mode of proof has �ts true
place. In the sc�ence of nature, where all assert�on �s based upon
emp�r�cal �ntu�t�on, such subrept�ons may be guarded aga�nst by the
repeated compar�son of observat�ons; but th�s mode of proof �s of
l�ttle value �n th�s sphere of knowledge. But the transcendental efforts
of pure reason are all made �n the sphere of the subject�ve, wh�ch �s
the real med�um of all d�alect�cal �llus�on; and thus reason
endeavours, �n �ts prem�sses, to �mpose upon us subject�ve
representat�ons for object�ve cogn�t�ons. In the transcendental
sphere of pure reason, then, and �n the case of synthet�cal



propos�t�ons, �t �s �nadm�ss�ble to support a statement by d�sprov�ng
the counter-statement. For only two cases are poss�ble; e�ther, the
counter-statement �s noth�ng but the enouncement of the
�ncons�stency of the oppos�te op�n�on w�th the subject�ve cond�t�ons
of reason, wh�ch does not affect the real case (for example, we
cannot comprehend the uncond�t�oned necess�ty of the ex�stence of
a be�ng, and hence every speculat�ve proof of the ex�stence of such
a be�ng must be opposed on subject�ve grounds, wh�le the poss�b�l�ty
of th�s be�ng �n �tself cannot w�th just�ce be den�ed); or, both
propos�t�ons, be�ng d�alect�cal �n the�r nature, are based upon an
�mposs�ble concept�on. In th�s latter case the rule appl�es: non ent�s
nulla sunt pred�cata; that �s to say, what we aff�rm and what we deny,
respect�ng such an object, are equally untrue, and the apagog�c
mode of arr�v�ng at the truth �s �n th�s case �mposs�ble. If, for
example, we presuppose that the world of sense �s g�ven �n �tself �n
�ts total�ty, �t �s false, e�ther that �t �s �nf�n�te, or that �t �s f�n�te and
l�m�ted �n space. Both are false, because the hypothes�s �s false. For
the not�on of phenomena (as mere representat�ons) wh�ch are g�ven
�n themselves (as objects) �s self-contrad�ctory; and the �nf�n�tude of
th�s �mag�nary whole would, �ndeed, be uncond�t�oned, but would be
�ncons�stent (as everyth�ng �n the phenomenal world �s cond�t�oned)
w�th the uncond�t�oned determ�nat�on and f�n�tude of quant�t�es wh�ch
�s presupposed �n our concept�on.

The apagog�c mode of proof �s the true source of those �llus�ons
wh�ch have always had so strong an attract�on for the adm�rers of
dogmat�cal ph�losophy. It may be compared to a champ�on who
ma�nta�ns the honour and cla�ms of the party he has adopted by
offer�ng battle to all who doubt the val�d�ty of these cla�ms and the
pur�ty of that honour; wh�le noth�ng can be proved �n th�s way, except
the respect�ve strength of the combatants, and the advantage, �n th�s
respect, �s always on the s�de of the attack�ng party. Spectators,
observ�ng that each party �s alternately conqueror and conquered,
are led to regard the subject of d�spute as beyond the power of man
to dec�de upon. But such an op�n�on cannot be just�f�ed; and �t �s
suff�c�ent to apply to these reasoners the remark:



Non defensor�bus �st�s
Tempus eget.

Each must try to establ�sh h�s assert�ons by a transcendental
deduct�on of the grounds of proof employed �n h�s argument, and
thus enable us to see �n what way the cla�ms of reason may be
supported. If an opponent bases h�s assert�ons upon subject�ve
grounds, he may be refuted w�th ease; not, however to the
advantage of the dogmat�st, who l�kew�se depends upon subject�ve
sources of cogn�t�on and �s �n l�ke manner dr�ven �nto a corner by h�s
opponent. But, �f part�es employ the d�rect method of procedure, they
w�ll soon d�scover the d�ff�culty, nay, the �mposs�b�l�ty of prov�ng the�r
assert�ons, and w�ll be forced to appeal to prescr�pt�on and
precedence; or they w�ll, by the help of cr�t�c�sm, d�scover w�th ease
the dogmat�cal �llus�ons by wh�ch they had been mocked, and
compel reason to renounce �ts exaggerated pretens�ons to
speculat�ve �ns�ght and to conf�ne �tself w�th�n the l�m�ts of �ts proper
sphere—that of pract�cal pr�nc�ples.

Chapter II. The Canon of Pure Reason
It �s a hum�l�at�ng cons�derat�on for human reason that �t �s

�ncompetent to d�scover truth by means of pure speculat�on, but, on
the contrary, stands �n need of d�sc�pl�ne to check �ts dev�at�ons from
the stra�ght path and to expose the �llus�ons wh�ch �t or�g�nates. But,
on the other hand, th�s cons�derat�on ought to elevate and to g�ve �t
conf�dence, for th�s d�sc�pl�ne �s exerc�sed by �tself alone, and �t �s
subject to the censure of no other power. The bounds, moreover,
wh�ch �t �s forced to set to �ts speculat�ve exerc�se, form l�kew�se a
check upon the fallac�ous pretens�ons of opponents; and thus what
rema�ns of �ts possess�ons, after these exaggerated cla�ms have
been d�sallowed, �s secure from attack or usurpat�on. The greatest,
and perhaps the only, use of all ph�losophy of pure reason �s,
accord�ngly, of a purely negat�ve character. It �s not an organon for
the extens�on, but a d�sc�pl�ne for the determ�nat�on, of the l�m�ts of



�ts exerc�se; and w�thout lay�ng cla�m to the d�scovery of new truth, �t
has the modest mer�t of guard�ng aga�nst error.

At the same t�me, there must be some source of pos�t�ve
cogn�t�ons wh�ch belong to the doma�n of pure reason and wh�ch
become the causes of error only from our m�stak�ng the�r true
character, wh�le they form the goal towards wh�ch reason cont�nually
str�ves. How else can we account for the �next�ngu�shable des�re �n
the human m�nd to f�nd a f�rm foot�ng �n some reg�on beyond the
l�m�ts of the world of exper�ence? It hopes to atta�n to the possess�on
of a knowledge �n wh�ch �t has the deepest �nterest. It enters upon
the path of pure speculat�on; but �n va�n. We have some reason,
however, to expect that, �n the only other way that l�es open to �t—the
path of pract�cal reason—�t may meet w�th better success.

I understand by a canon a l�st of the à pr�or� pr�nc�ples of the
proper employment of certa�n facult�es of cogn�t�on. Thus general
log�c, �n �ts analyt�cal department, �s a formal canon for the facult�es
of understand�ng and reason. In the same way, Transcendental
Analyt�c was seen to be a canon of the pure understand�ng; for �t
alone �s competent to enounce true à pr�or� synthet�cal cogn�t�ons.
But, when no proper employment of a faculty of cogn�t�on �s poss�ble,
no canon can ex�st. But the synthet�cal cogn�t�on of pure speculat�ve
reason �s, as has been shown, completely �mposs�ble. There cannot,
therefore, ex�st any canon for the speculat�ve exerc�se of th�s faculty
—for �ts speculat�ve exerc�se �s ent�rely d�alect�cal; and,
consequently, transcendental log�c, �n th�s respect, �s merely a
d�sc�pl�ne, and not a canon. If, then, there �s any proper mode of
employ�ng the faculty of pure reason—�n wh�ch case there must be a
canon for th�s faculty—th�s canon w�ll relate, not to the speculat�ve,
but to the pract�cal use of reason. Th�s canon we now proceed to
�nvest�gate.

Sect�on I. Of the Ult�mate End of the Pure Use of
Reason



There ex�sts �n the faculty of reason a natural des�re to venture
beyond the f�eld of exper�ence, to attempt to reach the utmost
bounds of all cogn�t�on by the help of �deas alone, and not to rest
sat�sf�ed unt�l �t has fulf�lled �ts course and ra�sed the sum of �ts
cogn�t�ons �nto a self-subs�stent systemat�c whole. Is the mot�ve for
th�s endeavour to be found �n �ts speculat�ve, or �n �ts pract�cal
�nterests alone?

Sett�ng as�de, at present, the results of the labours of pure reason
�n �ts speculat�ve exerc�se, I shall merely �nqu�re regard�ng the
problems the solut�on of wh�ch forms �ts ult�mate a�m, whether
reached or not, and �n relat�on to wh�ch all other a�ms are but part�al
and �ntermed�ate. These h�ghest a�ms must, from the nature of
reason, possess complete un�ty; otherw�se the h�ghest �nterest of
human�ty could not be successfully promoted.

The transcendental speculat�on of reason relates to three th�ngs:
the freedom of the w�ll, the �mmortal�ty of the soul, and the ex�stence
of God. The speculat�ve �nterest wh�ch reason has �n those quest�ons
�s very small; and, for �ts sake alone, we should not undertake the
labour of transcendental �nvest�gat�on—a labour full of to�l and
ceaseless struggle. We should be loth to undertake th�s labour,
because the d�scover�es we m�ght make would not be of the smallest
use �n the sphere of concrete or phys�cal �nvest�gat�on. We may f�nd
out that the w�ll �s free, but th�s knowledge only relates to the
�ntell�g�ble cause of our vol�t�on. As regards the phenomena or
express�ons of th�s w�ll, that �s, our act�ons, we are bound, �n
obed�ence to an �nv�olable max�m, w�thout wh�ch reason cannot be
employed �n the sphere of exper�ence, to expla�n these �n the same
way as we expla�n all the other phenomena of nature, that �s to say,
accord�ng to �ts unchangeable laws. We may have d�scovered the
sp�r�tual�ty and �mmortal�ty of the soul, but we cannot employ th�s
knowledge to expla�n the phenomena of th�s l�fe, nor the pecul�ar
nature of the future, because our concept�on of an �ncorporeal nature
�s purely negat�ve and does not add anyth�ng to our knowledge, and
the only �nferences to be drawn from �t are purely f�ct�t�ous. If, aga�n,
we prove the ex�stence of a supreme �ntell�gence, we should be able
from �t to make the conform�ty to a�ms ex�st�ng �n the arrangement of
the world comprehens�ble; but we should not be just�f�ed �n deduc�ng



from �t any part�cular arrangement or d�spos�t�on, or �nferr�ng any
where �t �s not perce�ved. For �t �s a necessary rule of the speculat�ve
use of reason that we must not overlook natural causes, or refuse to
l�sten to the teach�ng of exper�ence, for the sake of deduc�ng what
we know and perce�ve from someth�ng that transcends all our
knowledge. In one word, these three propos�t�ons are, for the
speculat�ve reason, always transcendent, and cannot be employed
as �mmanent pr�nc�ples �n relat�on to the objects of exper�ence; they
are, consequently, of no use to us �n th�s sphere, be�ng but the
valueless results of the severe but unprof�table efforts of reason.

If, then, the actual cogn�t�on of these three card�nal propos�t�ons �s
perfectly useless, wh�le Reason uses her utmost endeavours to
�nduce us to adm�t them, �t �s pla�n that the�r real value and
�mportance relate to our pract�cal, and not to our speculat�ve �nterest.

I term all that �s poss�ble through free w�ll, pract�cal. But �f the
cond�t�ons of the exerc�se of free vol�t�on are emp�r�cal, reason can
have only a regulat�ve, and not a const�tut�ve, �nfluence upon �t, and
�s serv�ceable merely for the �ntroduct�on of un�ty �nto �ts emp�r�cal
laws. In the moral ph�losophy of prudence, for example, the sole
bus�ness of reason �s to br�ng about a un�on of all the ends, wh�ch
are a�med at by our �ncl�nat�ons, �nto one ult�mate end—that of
happ�ness—and to show the agreement wh�ch should ex�st among
the means of atta�n�ng that end. In th�s sphere, accord�ngly, reason
cannot present to us any other than pragmat�cal laws of free act�on,
for our gu�dance towards the a�ms set up by the senses, and �s
�ncompetent to g�ve us laws wh�ch are pure and determ�ned
completely à pr�or�. On the other hand, pure pract�cal laws, the ends
of wh�ch have been g�ven by reason ent�rely à pr�or�, and wh�ch are
not emp�r�cally cond�t�oned, but are, on the contrary, absolutely
�mperat�ve �n the�r nature, would be products of pure reason. Such
are the moral laws; and these alone belong to the sphere of the
pract�cal exerc�se of reason, and adm�t of a canon.

All the powers of reason, �n the sphere of what may be termed
pure ph�losophy, are, �n fact, d�rected to the three above-ment�oned
problems alone. These aga�n have a st�ll h�gher end—the answer to
the quest�on, what we ought to do, �f the w�ll �s free, �f there �s a God



and a future world. Now, as th�s problem relates to our �n reference
to the h�ghest a�m of human�ty, �t �s ev�dent that the ult�mate �ntent�on
of nature, �n the const�tut�on of our reason, has been d�rected to the
moral alone.

We must take care, however, �n turn�ng our attent�on to an object
wh�ch �s fore�gn[78] to the sphere of transcendental ph�losophy, not to
�njure the un�ty of our system by d�gress�ons, nor, on the other hand,
to fa�l �n clearness, by say�ng too l�ttle on the new subject of
d�scuss�on. I hope to avo�d both extremes, by keep�ng as close as
poss�ble to the transcendental, and exclud�ng all psycholog�cal, that
�s, emp�r�cal, elements.

[78] All pract�cal concept�ons relate to objects of pleasure and
pa�n, and consequently—�n an �nd�rect manner, at least—to
objects of feel�ng. But as feel�ng �s not a faculty of representat�on,
but l�es out of the sphere of our powers of cogn�t�on, the elements
of our judgements, �n so far as they relate to pleasure or pa�n, that
�s, the elements of our pract�cal judgements, do not belong to
transcendental ph�losophy, wh�ch has to do w�th pure à pr�or�
cogn�t�ons alone.

I have to remark, �n the f�rst place, that at present I treat of the
concept�on of freedom �n the pract�cal sense only, and set as�de the
correspond�ng transcendental concept�on, wh�ch cannot be
employed as a ground of explanat�on �n the phenomenal world, but �s
�tself a problem for pure reason. A w�ll �s purely an�mal (arb�tr�um
brutum) when �t �s determ�ned by sensuous �mpulses or �nst�ncts
only, that �s, when �t �s determ�ned �n a patholog�cal manner. A w�ll,
wh�ch can be determ�ned �ndependently of sensuous �mpulses,
consequently by mot�ves presented by reason alone, �s called a free
w�ll (arb�tr�um l�berum); and everyth�ng wh�ch �s connected w�th th�s
free w�ll, e�ther as pr�nc�ple or consequence, �s termed pract�cal. The
ex�stence of pract�cal freedom can be proved from exper�ence alone.
For the human w�ll �s not determ�ned by that alone wh�ch
�mmed�ately affects the senses; on the contrary, we have the power,
by call�ng up the not�on of what �s useful or hurtful �n a more d�stant
relat�on, of overcom�ng the �mmed�ate �mpress�ons on our sensuous
faculty of des�re. But these cons�derat�ons of what �s des�rable �n



relat�on to our whole state, that �s, �s �n the end good and useful, are
based ent�rely upon reason. Th�s faculty, accord�ngly, enounces
laws, wh�ch are �mperat�ve or object�ve laws of freedom and wh�ch
tell us what ought to take place, thus d�st�ngu�sh�ng themselves from
the laws of nature, wh�ch relate to that wh�ch does take place. The
laws of freedom or of free w�ll are hence termed pract�cal laws.

Whether reason �s not �tself, �n the actual del�very of these laws,
determ�ned �n �ts turn by other �nfluences, and whether the act�on
wh�ch, �n relat�on to sensuous �mpulses, we call free, may not, �n
relat�on to h�gher and more remote operat�ve causes, really form a
part of nature—these are quest�ons wh�ch do not here concern us.
They are purely speculat�ve quest�ons; and all we have to do, �n the
pract�cal sphere, �s to �nqu�re �nto the rule of conduct wh�ch reason
has to present. Exper�ence demonstrates to us the ex�stence of
pract�cal freedom as one of the causes wh�ch ex�st �n nature, that �s,
�t shows the causal power of reason �n the determ�nat�on of the w�ll.
The �dea of transcendental freedom, on the contrary, requ�res that
reason—�n relat�on to �ts causal power of commenc�ng a ser�es of
phenomena—should be �ndependent of all sensuous determ�n�ng
causes; and thus �t seems to be �n oppos�t�on to the law of nature
and to all poss�ble exper�ence. It therefore rema�ns a problem for the
human m�nd. But th�s problem does not concern reason �n �ts
pract�cal use; and we have, therefore, �n a canon of pure reason, to
do w�th only two quest�ons, wh�ch relate to the pract�cal �nterest of
pure reason: Is there a God? and, Is there a future l�fe? The quest�on
of transcendental freedom �s purely speculat�ve, and we may
therefore set �t ent�rely as�de when we come to treat of pract�cal
reason. Bes�des, we have already d�scussed th�s subject �n the
ant�nomy of pure reason.

Sect�on II. Of the Ideal of the Summum Bonum as a
Determ�n�ng Ground of the Ult�mate End of Pure

Reason



Reason conducted us, �n �ts speculat�ve use, through the f�eld of
exper�ence and, as �t can never f�nd complete sat�sfact�on �n that
sphere, from thence to speculat�ve �deas—wh�ch, however, �n the
end brought us back aga�n to exper�ence, and thus fulf�lled the
purpose of reason, �n a manner wh�ch, though useful, was not at all
�n accordance w�th our expectat�ons. It now rema�ns for us to
cons�der whether pure reason can be employed �n a pract�cal
sphere, and whether �t w�ll here conduct us to those �deas wh�ch
atta�n the h�ghest ends of pure reason, as we have just stated them.
We shall thus ascerta�n whether, from the po�nt of v�ew of �ts
pract�cal �nterest, reason may not be able to supply us w�th that
wh�ch, on the speculat�ve s�de, �t wholly den�es us.

The whole �nterest of reason, speculat�ve as well as pract�cal, �s
centred �n the three follow�ng quest�ons:

1. WHAT CAN I KNOW?
2. WHAT OUGHT I TO DO?
3. WHAT MAY I HOPE?

The f�rst quest�on �s purely speculat�ve. We have, as I flatter
myself, exhausted all the repl�es of wh�ch �t �s suscept�ble, and have
at last found the reply w�th wh�ch reason must content �tself, and w�th
wh�ch �t ought to be content, so long as �t pays no regard to the
pract�cal. But from the two great ends to the atta�nment of wh�ch all
these efforts of pure reason were �n fact d�rected, we rema�n just as
far removed as �f we had consulted our ease and decl�ned the task at
the outset. So far, then, as knowledge �s concerned, thus much, at
least, �s establ�shed, that, �n regard to those two problems, �t l�es
beyond our reach.

The second quest�on �s purely pract�cal. As such �t may �ndeed fall
w�th�n the prov�nce of pure reason, but st�ll �t �s not transcendental,
but moral, and consequently cannot �n �tself form the subject of our
cr�t�c�sm.

The th�rd quest�on: If I act as I ought to do, what may I then hope?
—�s at once pract�cal and theoret�cal. The pract�cal forms a clue to
the answer of the theoret�cal, and—�n �ts h�ghest form—speculat�ve
quest�on. For all hop�ng has happ�ness for �ts object and stands �n



prec�sely the same relat�on to the pract�cal and the law of moral�ty as
know�ng to the theoret�cal cogn�t�on of th�ngs and the law of nature.
The former arr�ves f�nally at the conclus�on that someth�ng �s (wh�ch
determ�nes the ult�mate end), because someth�ng ought to take
place; the latter, that someth�ng �s (wh�ch operates as the h�ghest
cause), because someth�ng does take place.

Happ�ness �s the sat�sfact�on of all our des�res; extens�ve, �n
regard to the�r mult�pl�c�ty; �ntens�ve, �n regard to the�r degree; and
protens�ve, �n regard to the�r durat�on. The pract�cal law based on the
mot�ve of happ�ness I term a pragmat�cal law (or prudent�al rule); but
that law, assum�ng such to ex�st, wh�ch has no other mot�ve than the
worth�ness of be�ng happy, I term a moral or eth�cal law. The f�rst
tells us what we have to do, �f we w�sh to become possessed of
happ�ness; the second d�ctates how we ought to act, �n order to
deserve happ�ness. The f�rst �s based upon emp�r�cal pr�nc�ples; for �t
�s only by exper�ence that I can learn e�ther what �ncl�nat�ons ex�st
wh�ch des�re sat�sfact�on, or what are the natural means of sat�sfy�ng
them. The second takes no account of our des�res or the means of
sat�sfy�ng them, and regards only the freedom of a rat�onal be�ng,
and the necessary cond�t�ons under wh�ch alone th�s freedom can
harmon�ze w�th the d�str�but�on of happ�ness accord�ng to pr�nc�ples.
Th�s second law may therefore rest upon mere �deas of pure reason,
and may be cogn�zed à pr�or�.

I assume that there are pure moral laws wh�ch determ�ne, ent�rely
à pr�or� (w�thout regard to emp�r�cal mot�ves, that �s, to happ�ness),
the conduct of a rat�onal be�ng, or �n other words, to use wh�ch �t
makes of �ts freedom, and that these laws are absolutely �mperat�ve
(not merely hypothet�cally, on the suppos�t�on of other emp�r�cal
ends), and therefore �n all respects necessary. I am warranted �n
assum�ng th�s, not only by the arguments of the most enl�ghtened
moral�sts, but by the moral judgement of every man who w�ll make
the attempt to form a d�st�nct concept�on of such a law.

Pure reason, then, conta�ns, not �ndeed �n �ts speculat�ve, but �n �ts
pract�cal, or, more str�ctly, �ts moral use, pr�nc�ples of the poss�b�l�ty of
exper�ence, of such act�ons, namely, as, �n accordance w�th eth�cal
precepts, m�ght be met w�th �n the h�story of man. For s�nce reason



commands that such act�ons should take place, �t must be poss�ble
for them to take place; and hence a part�cular k�nd of systemat�c
un�ty—the moral—must be poss�ble. We have found, �t �s true, that
the systemat�c un�ty of nature could not be establ�shed accord�ng to
speculat�ve pr�nc�ples of reason, because, wh�le reason possesses a
causal power �n relat�on to freedom, �t has none �n relat�on to the
whole sphere of nature; and, wh�le moral pr�nc�ples of reason can
produce free act�ons, they cannot produce natural laws. It �s, then, �n
�ts pract�cal, but espec�ally �n �ts moral use, that the pr�nc�ples of pure
reason possess object�ve real�ty.

I call the world a moral world, �n so far as �t may be �n accordance
w�th all the eth�cal laws—wh�ch, by v�rtue of the freedom of
reasonable be�ngs, �t can be, and accord�ng to the necessary laws of
moral�ty �t ought to be. But th�s world must be conce�ved only as an
�ntell�g�ble world, �nasmuch as abstract�on �s there�n made of all
cond�t�ons (ends), and even of all �mped�ments to moral�ty (the
weakness or prav�ty of human nature). So far, then, �t �s a mere �dea
—though st�ll a pract�cal �dea—wh�ch may have, and ought to have,
an �nfluence on the world of sense, so as to br�ng �t as far as
poss�ble �nto conform�ty w�th �tself. The �dea of a moral world has,
therefore, object�ve real�ty, not as referr�ng to an object of �ntell�g�ble
�ntu�t�on—for of such an object we can form no concept�on whatever
—but to the world of sense—conce�ved, however, as an object of
pure reason �n �ts pract�cal use—and to a corpus myst�cum of
rat�onal be�ngs �n �t, �n so far as the l�berum arb�tr�um of the �nd�v�dual
�s placed, under and by v�rtue of moral laws, �n complete systemat�c
un�ty both w�th �tself and w�th the freedom of all others.

That �s the answer to the f�rst of the two quest�ons of pure reason
wh�ch relate to �ts pract�cal �nterest: Do that wh�ch w�ll render thee
worthy of happ�ness. The second quest�on �s th�s: If I conduct myself
so as not to be unworthy of happ�ness, may I hope thereby to obta�n
happ�ness? In order to arr�ve at the solut�on of th�s quest�on, we must
�nqu�re whether the pr�nc�ples of pure reason, wh�ch prescr�be à
pr�or� the law, necessar�ly also connect th�s hope w�th �t.

I say, then, that just as the moral pr�nc�ples are necessary
accord�ng to reason �n �ts pract�cal use, so �t �s equally necessary



accord�ng to reason �n �ts theoret�cal use to assume that every one
has ground to hope for happ�ness �n the measure �n wh�ch he has
made h�mself worthy of �t �n h�s conduct, and that therefore the
system of moral�ty �s �nseparably (though only �n the �dea of pure
reason) connected w�th that of happ�ness.

Now �n an �ntell�g�ble, that �s, �n the moral world, �n the concept�on
of wh�ch we make abstract�on of all the �mped�ments to moral�ty
(sensuous des�res), such a system of happ�ness, connected w�th and
proport�oned to moral�ty, may be conce�ved as necessary, because
freedom of vol�t�on—partly �nc�ted, and partly restra�ned by moral
laws—would be �tself the cause of general happ�ness; and thus
rat�onal be�ngs, under the gu�dance of such pr�nc�ples, would be
themselves the authors both of the�r own endur�ng welfare and that
of others. But such a system of self-reward�ng moral�ty �s only an
�dea, the carry�ng out of wh�ch depends upon the cond�t�on that every
one acts as he ought; �n other words, that all act�ons of reasonable
be�ngs be such as they would be �f they sprung from a Supreme W�ll,
comprehend�ng �n, or under, �tself all part�cular w�lls. But s�nce the
moral law �s b�nd�ng on each �nd�v�dual �n the use of h�s freedom of
vol�t�on, even �f others should not act �n conform�ty w�th th�s law,
ne�ther the nature of th�ngs, nor the causal�ty of act�ons and the�r
relat�on to moral�ty, determ�ne how the consequences of these
act�ons w�ll be related to happ�ness; and the necessary connect�on of
the hope of happ�ness w�th the unceas�ng endeavour to become
worthy of happ�ness, cannot be cogn�zed by reason, �f we take
nature alone for our gu�de. Th�s connect�on can be hoped for only on
the assumpt�on that the cause of nature �s a supreme reason, wh�ch
governs accord�ng to moral laws.

I term the �dea of an �ntell�gence �n wh�ch the morally most perfect
w�ll, un�ted w�th supreme blessedness, �s the cause of all happ�ness
�n the world, so far as happ�ness stands �n str�ct relat�on to moral�ty
(as the worth�ness of be�ng happy), the �deal of the supreme Good. It
�s only, then, �n the �deal of the supreme or�g�nal good, that pure
reason can f�nd the ground of the pract�cally necessary connect�on of
both elements of the h�ghest der�vat�ve good, and accord�ngly of an
�ntell�g�ble, that �s, moral world. Now s�nce we are necess�tated by
reason to conce�ve ourselves as belong�ng to such a world, wh�le the



senses present to us noth�ng but a world of phenomena, we must
assume the former as a consequence of our conduct �n the world of
sense (s�nce the world of sense g�ves us no h�nt of �t), and therefore
as future �n relat�on to us. Thus God and a future l�fe are two
hypotheses wh�ch, accord�ng to the pr�nc�ples of pure reason, are
�nseparable from the obl�gat�on wh�ch th�s reason �mposes upon us.

Moral�ty per se const�tutes a system. But we can form no system
of happ�ness, except �n so far as �t �s d�spensed �n str�ct proport�on to
moral�ty. But th�s �s only poss�ble �n the �ntell�g�ble world, under a
w�se author and ruler. Such a ruler, together w�th l�fe �n such a world,
wh�ch we must look upon as future, reason f�nds �tself compelled to
assume; or �t must regard the moral laws as �dle dreams, s�nce the
necessary consequence wh�ch th�s same reason connects w�th them
must, w�thout th�s hypothes�s, fall to the ground. Hence also the
moral laws are un�versally regarded as commands, wh�ch they could
not be d�d they not connect à pr�or� adequate consequences w�th
the�r d�ctates, and thus carry w�th them prom�ses and threats. But
th�s, aga�n, they could not do, d�d they not res�de �n a necessary
be�ng, as the Supreme Good, wh�ch alone can render such a
teleolog�cal un�ty poss�ble.

Le�bn�tz termed the world, when v�ewed �n relat�on to the rat�onal
be�ngs wh�ch �t conta�ns, and the moral relat�ons �n wh�ch they stand
to each other, under the government of the Supreme Good, the
k�ngdom of Grace, and d�st�ngu�shed �t from the k�ngdom of Nature,
�n wh�ch these rat�onal be�ngs l�ve, under moral laws, �ndeed, but
expect no other consequences from the�r act�ons than such as follow
accord�ng to the course of nature �n the world of sense. To v�ew
ourselves, therefore, as �n the k�ngdom of grace, �n wh�ch all
happ�ness awa�ts us, except �n so far as we ourselves l�m�t our
part�c�pat�on �n �t by act�ons wh�ch render us unworthy of happ�ness,
�s a pract�cally necessary �dea of reason.

Pract�cal laws, �n so far as they are subject�ve grounds of act�ons,
that �s, subject�ve pr�nc�ples, are termed max�ms. The judgements of
moral accord�ng to �n �ts pur�ty and ult�mate results are framed
accord�ng �deas; the observance of �ts laws, accord�ng to accord�ng
to max�ms.



The whole course of our l�fe must be subject to moral max�ms; but
th�s �s �mposs�ble, unless w�th the moral law, wh�ch �s a mere �dea,
reason connects an eff�c�ent cause wh�ch orda�ns to all conduct
wh�ch �s �n conform�ty w�th the moral law an �ssue e�ther �n th�s or �n
another l�fe, wh�ch �s �n exact conform�ty w�th our h�ghest a�ms. Thus,
w�thout a God and w�thout a world, �nv�s�ble to us now, but hoped for,
the glor�ous �deas of moral�ty are, �ndeed, objects of approbat�on and
of adm�rat�on, but cannot be the spr�ngs of purpose and act�on. For
they do not sat�sfy all the a�ms wh�ch are natural to every rat�onal
be�ng, and wh�ch are determ�ned à pr�or� by pure reason �tself, and
necessary.

Happ�ness alone �s, �n the v�ew of reason, far from be�ng the
complete good. Reason does not approve of �t (however much
�ncl�nat�on may des�re �t), except as un�ted w�th desert. On the other
hand, moral�ty alone, and w�th �t, mere desert, �s l�kew�se far from
be�ng the complete good. To make �t complete, he who conducts
h�mself �n a manner not unworthy of happ�ness, must be able to
hope for the possess�on of happ�ness. Even reason, unb�ased by
pr�vate ends, or �nterested cons�derat�ons, cannot judge otherw�se, �f
�t puts �tself �n the place of a be�ng whose bus�ness �t �s to d�spense
all happ�ness to others. For �n the pract�cal �dea both po�nts are
essent�ally comb�ned, though �n such a way that part�c�pat�on �n
happ�ness �s rendered poss�ble by the moral d�spos�t�on, as �ts
cond�t�on, and not conversely, the moral d�spos�t�on by the prospect
of happ�ness. For a d�spos�t�on wh�ch should requ�re the prospect of
happ�ness as �ts necessary cond�t�on would not be moral, and hence
also would not be worthy of complete happ�ness—a happ�ness
wh�ch, �n the v�ew of reason, recogn�zes no l�m�tat�on but such as
ar�ses from our own �mmoral conduct.

Happ�ness, therefore, �n exact proport�on w�th the moral�ty of
rat�onal be�ngs (whereby they are made worthy of happ�ness),
const�tutes alone the supreme good of a world �nto wh�ch we
absolutely must transport ourselves accord�ng to the commands of
pure but pract�cal reason. Th�s world �s, �t �s true, only an �ntell�g�ble
world; for of such a systemat�c un�ty of ends as �t requ�res, the world
of sense g�ves us no h�nt. Its real�ty can be based on noth�ng else
but the hypothes�s of a supreme or�g�nal good. In �t �ndependent



reason, equ�pped w�th all the suff�c�ency of a supreme cause,
founds, ma�nta�ns, and fulf�ls the un�versal order of th�ngs, w�th the
most perfect teleolog�cal harmony, however much th�s order may be
h�dden from us �n the world of sense.

Th�s moral theology has the pecul�ar advantage, �n contrast w�th
speculat�ve theology, of lead�ng �nev�tably to the concept�on of a
sole, perfect, and rat�onal F�rst Cause, whereof speculat�ve theology
does not g�ve us any �nd�cat�on on object�ve grounds, far less any
conv�nc�ng ev�dence. For we f�nd ne�ther �n transcendental nor �n
natural theology, however far reason may lead us �n these, any
ground to warrant us �n assum�ng the ex�stence of one only Be�ng,
wh�ch stands at the head of all natural causes, and on wh�ch these
are ent�rely dependent. On the other band, �f we take our stand on
moral un�ty as a necessary law of the un�verse, and from th�s po�nt of
v�ew cons�der what �s necessary to g�ve th�s law adequate eff�c�ency
and, for us, obl�gatory force, we must come to the conclus�on that
there �s one only supreme w�ll, wh�ch comprehends all these laws �n
�tself. For how, under d�fferent w�lls, should we f�nd complete un�ty of
ends? Th�s w�ll must be omn�potent, that all nature and �ts relat�on to
moral�ty �n the world may be subject to �t; omn�sc�ent, that �t may
have knowledge of the most secret feel�ngs and the�r moral worth;
omn�present, that �t may be at hand to supply every necess�ty to
wh�ch the h�ghest weal of the world may g�ve r�se; eternal, that th�s
harmony of nature and l�berty may never fa�l; and so on.

But th�s systemat�c un�ty of ends �n th�s world of �ntell�gences—
wh�ch, as mere nature, �s only a world of sense, but, as a system of
freedom of vol�t�on, may be termed an �ntell�g�ble, that �s, moral world
(regnum grat�ae)—leads �nev�tably also to the teleolog�cal un�ty of all
th�ngs wh�ch const�tute th�s great whole, accord�ng to un�versal
natural laws—just as the un�ty of the former �s accord�ng to un�versal
and necessary moral laws—and un�tes the pract�cal w�th the
speculat�ve reason. The world must be represented as hav�ng
or�g�nated from an �dea, �f �t �s to harmon�ze w�th that use of reason
w�thout wh�ch we cannot even cons�der ourselves as worthy of
reason—namely, the moral use, wh�ch rests ent�rely on the �dea of
the supreme good. Hence the �nvest�gat�on of nature rece�ves a
teleolog�cal d�rect�on, and becomes, �n �ts w�dest extens�on, phys�co-



theology. But th�s, tak�ng �ts r�se �n moral order as a un�ty founded on
the essence of freedom, and not acc�dentally �nst�tuted by external
commands, establ�shes the teleolog�cal v�ew of nature on grounds
wh�ch must be �nseparably connected w�th the �nternal poss�b�l�ty of
th�ngs. Th�s g�ves r�se to a transcendental theology, wh�ch takes the
�deal of the h�ghest ontolog�cal perfect�on as a pr�nc�ple of systemat�c
un�ty; and th�s pr�nc�ple connects all th�ngs accord�ng to un�versal
and necessary natural laws, because all th�ngs have the�r or�g�n �n
the absolute necess�ty of the one only Pr�mal Be�ng.

What use can we make of our understand�ng, even �n respect of
exper�ence, �f we do not propose ends to ourselves? But the h�ghest
ends are those of moral�ty, and �t �s only pure reason that can g�ve us
the knowledge of these. Though suppl�ed w�th these, and putt�ng
ourselves under the�r gu�dance, we can make no teleolog�cal use of
the knowledge of nature, as regards cogn�t�on, unless nature �tself
has establ�shed teleolog�cal un�ty. For w�thout th�s un�ty we should
not even possess reason, because we should have no school for
reason, and no cult�vat�on through objects wh�ch afford the mater�als
for �ts concept�ons. But teleolog�cal un�ty �s a necessary un�ty, and
founded on the essence of the �nd�v�dual w�ll �tself. Hence th�s w�ll,
wh�ch �s the cond�t�on of the appl�cat�on of th�s un�ty �n concreto,
must be so l�kew�se. In th�s way the transcendental enlargement of
our rat�onal cogn�t�on would be, not the cause, but merely the effect
of the pract�cal teleology wh�ch pure reason �mposes upon us.

Hence, also, we f�nd �n the h�story of human reason that, before
the moral concept�ons were suff�c�ently pur�f�ed and determ�ned, and
before men had atta�ned to a percept�on of the systemat�c un�ty of
ends accord�ng to these concept�ons and from necessary pr�nc�ples,
the knowledge of nature, and even a cons�derable amount of
�ntellectual culture �n many other sc�ences, could produce only rude
and vague concept�ons of the De�ty, somet�mes even adm�tt�ng of an
aston�sh�ng �nd�fference w�th regard to th�s quest�on altogether. But
the more enlarged treatment of moral �deas, wh�ch was rendered
necessary by the extreme pure moral law of our rel�g�on, awakened
the �nterest, and thereby qu�ckened the percept�ons of reason �n
relat�on to th�s object. In th�s way, and w�thout the help e�ther of an
extended acqua�ntance w�th nature, or of a rel�able transcendental



�ns�ght (for these have been want�ng �n all ages), a concept�on of the
D�v�ne Be�ng was arr�ved at, wh�ch we now bold to be the correct
one, not because speculat�ve reason conv�nces us of �ts correctness,
but because �t accords w�th the moral pr�nc�ples of reason. Thus �t �s
to pure reason, but only �n �ts pract�cal use, that we must ascr�be the
mer�t of hav�ng connected w�th our h�ghest �nterest a cogn�t�on, of
wh�ch mere speculat�on was able only to form a conjecture, but the
val�d�ty of wh�ch �t was unable to establ�sh—and of hav�ng thereby
rendered �t, not �ndeed a demonstrated dogma, but a hypothes�s
absolutely necessary to the essent�al ends of reason.



But �f pract�cal reason has reached th�s elevat�on, and has atta�ned
to the concept�on of a sole Pr�mal Be�ng as the supreme good, �t
must not, therefore, �mag�ne that �t has transcended the emp�r�cal
cond�t�ons of �ts appl�cat�on, and r�sen to the �mmed�ate cogn�t�on of
new objects; �t must not presume to start from the concept�on wh�ch
�t has ga�ned, and to deduce from �t the moral laws themselves. For �t
was these very laws, the �nternal pract�cal necess�ty of wh�ch led us
to the hypothes�s of an �ndependent cause, or of a w�se ruler of the
un�verse, who should g�ve them effect. Hence we are not ent�tled to
regard them as acc�dental and der�ved from the mere w�ll of the ruler,
espec�ally as we have no concept�on of such a w�ll, except as formed
�n accordance w�th these laws. So far, then, as pract�cal reason has
the r�ght to conduct us, we shall not look upon act�ons as b�nd�ng on
us, because they are the commands of God, but we shall regard
them as d�v�ne commands, because we are �nternally bound by
them. We shall study freedom under the teleolog�cal un�ty wh�ch
accords w�th pr�nc�ples of reason; we shall look upon ourselves as
act�ng �n conform�ty w�th the d�v�ne w�ll only �n so far as we hold
sacred the moral law wh�ch reason teaches us from the nature of
act�ons themselves, and we shall bel�eve that we can obey that w�ll
only by promot�ng the weal of the un�verse �n ourselves and �n
others. Moral theology �s, therefore, only of �mmanent use. It teaches
us to fulf�l our dest�ny here �n the world, by plac�ng ourselves �n
harmony w�th the general system of ends, and warns us aga�nst the
fanat�c�sm, nay, the cr�me of depr�v�ng reason of �ts leg�slat�ve
author�ty �n the moral conduct of l�fe, for the purpose of d�rectly
connect�ng th�s author�ty w�th the �dea of the Supreme Be�ng. For th�s
would be, not an �mmanent, but a transcendent use of moral
theology, and, l�ke the transcendent use of mere speculat�on, would
�nev�tably pervert and frustrate the ult�mate ends of reason.

Sect�on III. Of Op�n�on, Knowledge, and Bel�ef



The hold�ng of a th�ng to be true �s a phenomenon �n our
understand�ng wh�ch may rest on object�ve grounds, but requ�res,
also, subject�ve causes �n the m�nd of the person judg�ng. If a
judgement �s val�d for every rat�onal be�ng, then �ts ground �s
object�vely suff�c�ent, and �t �s termed a conv�ct�on. If, on the other
hand, �t has �ts ground �n the part�cular character of the subject, �t �s
termed a persuas�on.

Persuas�on �s a mere �llus�on, the ground of the judgement, wh�ch
l�es solely �n the subject, be�ng regarded as object�ve. Hence a
judgement of th�s k�nd has only pr�vate val�d�ty—�s only val�d for the
�nd�v�dual who judges, and the hold�ng of a th�ng to be true �n th�s
way cannot be commun�cated. But truth depends upon agreement
w�th the object, and consequently the judgements of all
understand�ngs, �f true, must be �n agreement w�th each other
(consent�ent�a un� tert�o consent�unt �nter se). Conv�ct�on may,
therefore, be d�st�ngu�shed, from an external po�nt of v�ew, from
persuas�on, by the poss�b�l�ty of commun�cat�ng �t and by show�ng �ts
val�d�ty for the reason of every man; for �n th�s case the presumpt�on,
at least, ar�ses that the agreement of all judgements w�th each other,
�n sp�te of the d�fferent characters of �nd�v�duals, rests upon the
common ground of the agreement of each w�th the object, and thus
the correctness of the judgement �s establ�shed.

Persuas�on, accord�ngly, cannot be subject�vely d�st�ngu�shed from
conv�ct�on, that �s, so long as the subject v�ews �ts judgement s�mply
as a phenomenon of �ts own m�nd. But �f we �nqu�re whether the
grounds of our judgement, wh�ch are val�d for us, produce the same
effect on the reason of others as on our own, we have then the
means, though only subject�ve means, not, �ndeed, of produc�ng
conv�ct�on, but of detect�ng the merely pr�vate val�d�ty of the
judgement; �n other words, of d�scover�ng that there �s �n �t the
element of mere persuas�on.

If we can, �n add�t�on to th�s, develop the subject�ve causes of the
judgement, wh�ch we have taken for �ts object�ve grounds, and thus
expla�n the decept�ve judgement as a phenomenon �n our m�nd,
apart altogether from the object�ve character of the object, we can
then expose the �llus�on and need be no longer dece�ved by �t,



although, �f �ts subject�ve cause l�es �n our nature, we cannot hope
altogether to escape �ts �nfluence.

I can only ma�nta�n, that �s, aff�rm as necessar�ly val�d for every
one, that wh�ch produces conv�ct�on. Persuas�on I may keep for
myself, �f �t �s agreeable to me; but I cannot, and ought not, to
attempt to �mpose �t as b�nd�ng upon others.

Hold�ng for true, or the subject�ve val�d�ty of a judgement �n relat�on
to conv�ct�on (wh�ch �s, at the same t�me, object�vely val�d), has the
three follow�ng degrees: op�n�on, bel�ef, and knowledge. Op�n�on �s a
consc�ously �nsuff�c�ent judgement, subject�vely as well as
object�vely. Bel�ef �s subject�vely suff�c�ent, but �s recogn�zed as be�ng
object�vely �nsuff�c�ent. Knowledge �s both subject�vely and
object�vely suff�c�ent. Subject�ve suff�c�ency �s termed conv�ct�on (for
myself); object�ve suff�c�ency �s termed certa�nty (for all). I need not
dwell longer on the explanat�on of such s�mple concept�ons.

I must never venture to be of op�n�on, w�thout know�ng someth�ng,
at least, by wh�ch my judgement, �n �tself merely problemat�cal, �s
brought �nto connect�on w�th the truth—wh�ch connect�on, although
not perfect, �s st�ll someth�ng more than an arb�trary f�ct�on.
Moreover, the law of such a connect�on must be certa�n. For �f, �n
relat�on to th�s law, I have noth�ng more than op�n�on, my judgement
�s but a play of the �mag�nat�on, w�thout the least relat�on to truth. In
the judgements of pure reason, op�n�on has no place. For, as they do
not rest on emp�r�cal grounds and as the sphere of pure reason �s
that of necessary truth and à pr�or� cogn�t�on, the pr�nc�ple of
connect�on �n �t requ�res un�versal�ty and necess�ty, and
consequently perfect certa�nty—otherw�se we should have no gu�de
to the truth at all. Hence �t �s absurd to have an op�n�on �n pure
mathemat�cs; we must know, or absta�n from form�ng a judgement
altogether. The case �s the same w�th the max�ms of moral�ty. For we
must not hazard an act�on on the mere op�n�on that �t �s allowed, but
we must know �t to be so. In the transcendental sphere of reason, on
the other hand, the term op�n�on �s too weak, wh�le the word
knowledge �s too strong. From the merely speculat�ve po�nt of v�ew,
therefore, we cannot form a judgement at all. For the subject�ve
grounds of a judgement, such as produce bel�ef, cannot be adm�tted



�n speculat�ve �nqu�r�es, �nasmuch as they cannot stand w�thout
emp�r�cal support and are �ncapable of be�ng commun�cated to
others �n equal measure.

But �t �s only from the pract�cal po�nt of v�ew that a theoret�cally
�nsuff�c�ent judgement can be termed bel�ef. Now the pract�cal
reference �s e�ther to sk�ll or to moral�ty; to the former, when the end
proposed �s arb�trary and acc�dental, to the latter, when �t �s
absolutely necessary.

If we propose to ourselves any end whatever, the cond�t�ons of �ts
atta�nment are hypothet�cally necessary. The necess�ty �s
subject�vely, but st�ll only comparat�vely, suff�c�ent, �f I am acqua�nted
w�th no other cond�t�ons under wh�ch the end can be atta�ned. On the
other hand, �t �s suff�c�ent, absolutely and for every one, �f I know for
certa�n that no one can be acqua�nted w�th any other cond�t�ons
under wh�ch the atta�nment of the proposed end would be poss�ble.
In the former case my suppos�t�on—my judgement w�th regard to
certa�n cond�t�ons—�s a merely acc�dental bel�ef; �n the latter �t �s a
necessary bel�ef. The phys�c�an must pursue some course �n the
case of a pat�ent who �s �n danger, but �s �gnorant of the nature of the
d�sease. He observes the symptoms, and concludes, accord�ng to
the best of h�s judgement, that �t �s a case of phth�s�s. H�s bel�ef �s,
even �n h�s own judgement, only cont�ngent: another man m�ght,
perhaps come nearer the truth. Such a bel�ef, cont�ngent �ndeed, but
st�ll form�ng the ground of the actual use of means for the atta�nment
of certa�n ends, I term Pragmat�cal bel�ef.

The usual test, whether that wh�ch any one ma�nta�ns �s merely h�s
persuas�on, or h�s subject�ve conv�ct�on at least, that �s, h�s f�rm
bel�ef, �s a bet. It frequently happens that a man del�vers h�s op�n�ons
w�th so much boldness and assurance, that he appears to be under
no apprehens�on as to the poss�b�l�ty of h�s be�ng �n error. The offer
of a bet startles h�m, and makes h�m pause. Somet�mes �t turns out
that h�s persuas�on may be valued at a ducat, but not at ten. For he
does not hes�tate, perhaps, to venture a ducat, but �f �t �s proposed to
stake ten, he �mmed�ately becomes aware of the poss�b�l�ty of h�s
be�ng m�staken—a poss�b�l�ty wh�ch has h�therto escaped h�s
observat�on. If we �mag�ne to ourselves that we have to stake the



happ�ness of our whole l�fe on the truth of any propos�t�on, our
judgement drops �ts a�r of tr�umph, we take the alarm, and d�scover
the actual strength of our bel�ef. Thus pragmat�cal bel�ef has
degrees, vary�ng �n proport�on to the �nterests at stake.

Now, �n cases where we cannot enter upon any course of act�on �n
reference to some object, and where, accord�ngly, our judgement �s
purely theoret�cal, we can st�ll represent to ourselves, �n thought, the
poss�b�l�ty of a course of act�on, for wh�ch we suppose that we have
suff�c�ent grounds, �f any means ex�sted of ascerta�n�ng the truth of
the matter. Thus we f�nd �n purely theoret�cal judgements an
analogon of pract�cal judgements, to wh�ch the word bel�ef may
properly be appl�ed, and wh�ch we may term doctr�nal bel�ef. I should
not hes�tate to stake my all on the truth of the propos�t�on—�f there
were any poss�b�l�ty of br�ng�ng �t to the test of exper�ence—that, at
least, some one of the planets, wh�ch we see, �s �nhab�ted. Hence I
say that I have not merely the op�n�on, but the strong bel�ef, on the
correctness of wh�ch I would stake even many of the advantages of
l�fe, that there are �nhab�tants �n other worlds.

Now we must adm�t that the doctr�ne of the ex�stence of God
belongs to doctr�nal bel�ef. For, although �n respect to the theoret�cal
cogn�t�on of the un�verse I do not requ�re to form any theory wh�ch
necessar�ly �nvolves th�s �dea, as the cond�t�on of my explanat�on of
the phenomena wh�ch the un�verse presents, but, on the contrary,
am rather bound so to use my reason as �f everyth�ng were mere
nature, st�ll teleolog�cal un�ty �s so �mportant a cond�t�on of the
appl�cat�on of my reason to nature, that �t �s �mposs�ble for me to
�gnore �t—espec�ally s�nce, �n add�t�on to these cons�derat�ons,
abundant examples of �t are suppl�ed by exper�ence. But the sole
cond�t�on, so far as my knowledge extends, under wh�ch th�s un�ty
can be my gu�de �n the �nvest�gat�on of nature, �s the assumpt�on that
a supreme �ntell�gence has ordered all th�ngs accord�ng to the w�sest
ends. Consequently, the hypothes�s of a w�se author of the un�verse
�s necessary for my gu�dance �n the �nvest�gat�on of nature—�s the
cond�t�on under wh�ch alone I can fulf�l an end wh�ch �s cont�ngent
�ndeed, but by no means un�mportant. Moreover, s�nce the result of
my attempts so frequently conf�rms the ut�l�ty of th�s assumpt�on, and
s�nce noth�ng dec�s�ve can be adduced aga�nst �t, �t follows that �t



would be say�ng far too l�ttle to term my judgement, �n th�s case, a
mere op�n�on, and that, even �n th�s theoret�cal connect�on, I may
assert that I f�rmly bel�eve �n God. St�ll, �f we use words str�ctly, th�s
must not be called a pract�cal, but a doctr�nal bel�ef, wh�ch the
theology of nature (phys�co-theology) must also produce �n my m�nd.
In the w�sdom of a Supreme Be�ng, and �n the shortness of l�fe, so
�nadequate to the development of the glor�ous powers of human
nature, we may f�nd equally suff�c�ent grounds for a doctr�nal bel�ef �n
the future l�fe of the human soul.

The express�on of bel�ef �s, �n such cases, an express�on of
modesty from the object�ve po�nt of v�ew, but, at the same t�me, of
f�rm conf�dence, from the subject�ve. If I should venture to term th�s
merely theoret�cal judgement even so much as a hypothes�s wh�ch I
am ent�tled to assume; a more complete concept�on, w�th regard to
another world and to the cause of the world, m�ght then be justly
requ�red of me than I am, �n real�ty, able to g�ve. For, �f I assume
anyth�ng, even as a mere hypothes�s, I must, at least, know so much
of the propert�es of such a be�ng as w�ll enable me, not to form the
concept�on, but to �mag�ne the ex�stence of �t. But the word bel�ef
refers only to the gu�dance wh�ch an �dea g�ves me, and to �ts
subject�ve �nfluence on the conduct of my reason, wh�ch forces me to
hold �t fast, though I may not be �n a pos�t�on to g�ve a speculat�ve
account of �t.

But mere doctr�nal bel�ef �s, to some extent, want�ng �n stab�l�ty. We
often qu�t our hold of �t, �n consequence of the d�ff�cult�es wh�ch occur
�n speculat�on, though �n the end we �nev�tably return to �t aga�n.

It �s qu�te otherw�se w�th moral bel�ef. For �n th�s sphere act�on �s
absolutely necessary, that �s, I must act �n obed�ence to the moral
law �n all po�nts. The end �s here �ncontrovert�bly establ�shed, and
there �s only one cond�t�on poss�ble, accord�ng to the best of my
percept�on, under wh�ch th�s end can harmon�ze w�th all other ends,
and so have pract�cal val�d�ty—namely, the ex�stence of a God and
of a future world. I know also, to a certa�nty, that no one can be
acqua�nted w�th any other cond�t�ons wh�ch conduct to the same
un�ty of ends under the moral law. But s�nce the moral precept �s, at
the same t�me, my max�m (as reason requ�res that �t should be), I am



�rres�st�bly constra�ned to bel�eve �n the ex�stence of God and �n a
future l�fe; and I am sure that noth�ng can make me waver �n th�s
bel�ef, s�nce I should thereby overthrow my moral max�ms, the
renunc�at�on of wh�ch would render me hateful �n my own eyes.

Thus, wh�le all the amb�t�ous attempts of reason to penetrate
beyond the l�m�ts of exper�ence end �n d�sappo�ntment, there �s st�ll
enough left to sat�sfy us �n a pract�cal po�nt of v�ew. No one, �t �s true,
w�ll be able to boast that he knows that there �s a God and a future
l�fe; for, �f he knows th�s, he �s just the man whom I have long w�shed
to f�nd. All knowledge, regard�ng an object of mere reason, can be
commun�cated; and I should thus be enabled to hope that my own
knowledge would rece�ve th�s wonderful extens�on, through the
�nstrumental�ty of h�s �nstruct�on. No, my conv�ct�on �s not log�cal, but
moral certa�nty; and s�nce �t rests on subject�ve grounds (of the moral
sent�ment), I must not even say: It �s morally certa�n that there �s a
God, etc., but: I am morally certa�n, that �s, my bel�ef �n God and �n
another world �s so �nterwoven w�th my moral nature that I am under
as l�ttle apprehens�on of hav�ng the former torn from me as of los�ng
the latter.

The only po�nt �n th�s argument that may appear open to susp�c�on
�s that th�s rat�onal bel�ef presupposes the ex�stence of moral
sent�ments. If we g�ve up th�s assumpt�on, and take a man who �s
ent�rely �nd�fferent w�th regard to moral laws, the quest�on wh�ch
reason proposes, becomes then merely a problem for speculat�on
and may, �ndeed, be supported by strong grounds from analogy, but
not by such as w�ll compel the most obst�nate scept�c�sm to g�ve way.
[79] But �n these quest�ons no man �s free from all �nterest. For though
the want of good sent�ments may place h�m beyond the �nfluence of
moral �nterests, st�ll even �n th�s case enough may be left to make
h�m fear the ex�stence of God and a future l�fe. For he cannot
pretend to any certa�nty of the non-ex�stence of God and of a future
l�fe, unless—s�nce �t could only be proved by mere reason, and
therefore apode�ct�cally—he �s prepared to establ�sh the �mposs�b�l�ty
of both, wh�ch certa�nly no reasonable man would undertake to do.
Th�s would be a negat�ve bel�ef, wh�ch could not, �ndeed, produce
moral�ty and good sent�ments, but st�ll could produce an analogon of



these, by operat�ng as a powerful restra�nt on the outbreak of ev�l
d�spos�t�ons.

[79] The human m�nd (as, I bel�eve, every rat�onal be�ng must of
necess�ty do) takes a natural �nterest �n moral�ty, although th�s
�nterest �s not und�v�ded, and may not be pract�cally �n
preponderance. If you strengthen and �ncrease �t, you w�ll f�nd the
reason become doc�le, more enl�ghtened, and more capable of
un�t�ng the speculat�ve �nterest w�th the pract�cal. But �f you do not
take care at the outset, or at least m�dway, to make men good,
you w�ll never force them �nto an honest bel�ef.

But, �t w�ll be sa�d, �s th�s all that pure reason can effect, �n open�ng
up prospects beyond the l�m�ts of exper�ence? Noth�ng more than
two art�cles of bel�ef? Common sense could have done as much as
th�s, w�thout tak�ng the ph�losophers to counsel �n the matter!

I shall not here eulog�ze ph�losophy for the benef�ts wh�ch the
labor�ous efforts of �ts cr�t�c�sm have conferred on human reason—
even grant�ng that �ts mer�t should turn out �n the end to be only
negat�ve—for on th�s po�nt someth�ng more w�ll be sa�d �n the next
sect�on. But, I ask, do you requ�re that that knowledge wh�ch
concerns all men, should transcend the common understand�ng, and
should only be revealed to you by ph�losophers? The very
c�rcumstance wh�ch has called forth your censure, �s the best
conf�rmat�on of the correctness of our prev�ous assert�ons, s�nce �t
d�scloses, what could not have been foreseen, that Nature �s not
chargeable w�th any part�al d�str�but�on of her g�fts �n those matters
wh�ch concern all men w�thout d�st�nct�on and that, �n respect to the
essent�al ends of human nature, we cannot advance further w�th the
help of the h�ghest ph�losophy, than under the gu�dance wh�ch nature
has vouchsafed to the meanest understand�ng.

Chapter III. The Arch�tecton�c of Pure Reason
By the term arch�tecton�c I mean the art of construct�ng a system.

W�thout systemat�c un�ty, our knowledge cannot become sc�ence; �t
w�ll be an aggregate, and not a system. Thus arch�tecton�c �s the



doctr�ne of the sc�ent�f�c �n cogn�t�on, and therefore necessar�ly forms
part of our methodology.

Reason cannot perm�t our knowledge to rema�n �n an unconnected
and rhapsod�st�c state, but requ�res that the sum of our cogn�t�ons
should const�tute a system. It �s thus alone that they can advance the
ends of reason. By a system I mean the un�ty of var�ous cogn�t�ons
under one �dea. Th�s �dea �s the concept�on—g�ven by reason—of
the form of a whole, �n so far as the concept�on determ�nes à pr�or�
not only the l�m�ts of �ts content, but the place wh�ch each of �ts parts
�s to occupy. The sc�ent�f�c �dea conta�ns, therefore, the end and the
form of the whole wh�ch �s �n accordance w�th that end. The un�ty of
the end, to wh�ch all the parts of the system relate, and through
wh�ch all have a relat�on to each other, commun�cates un�ty to the
whole system, so that the absence of any part can be �mmed�ately
detected from our knowledge of the rest; and �t determ�nes à pr�or�
the l�m�ts of the system, thus exclud�ng all cont�ngent or arb�trary
add�t�ons. The whole �s thus an organ�sm (art�culat�o), and not an
aggregate (coacervat�o); �t may grow from w�th�n (per
�ntussuscept�onem), but �t cannot �ncrease by external add�t�ons (per
appos�t�onem). It �s, thus, l�ke an an�mal body, the growth of wh�ch
does not add any l�mb, but, w�thout chang�ng the�r proport�ons,
makes each �n �ts sphere stronger and more act�ve.

We requ�re, for the execut�on of the �dea of a system, a schema,
that �s, a content and an arrangement of parts determ�ned à pr�or� by
the pr�nc�ple wh�ch the a�m of the system prescr�bes. A schema
wh�ch �s not projected �n accordance w�th an �dea, that �s, from the
standpo�nt of the h�ghest a�m of reason, but merely emp�r�cally, �n
accordance w�th acc�dental a�ms and purposes (the number of wh�ch
cannot be predeterm�ned), can g�ve us noth�ng more than techn�cal
un�ty. But the schema wh�ch �s or�g�nated from an �dea (�n wh�ch case
reason presents us w�th a�ms à pr�or�, and does not look for them to
exper�ence), forms the bas�s of arch�tecton�cal un�ty. A sc�ence, �n
the proper acceptat�on of that term, cannot be formed techn�cally,
that �s, from observat�on of the s�m�lar�ty ex�st�ng between d�fferent
objects, and the purely cont�ngent use we make of our knowledge �n
concreto w�th reference to all k�nds of arb�trary external a�ms; �ts
const�tut�on must be framed on arch�tecton�cal pr�nc�ples, that �s, �ts



parts must be shown to possess an essent�al aff�n�ty, and be capable
of be�ng deduced from one supreme and �nternal a�m or end, wh�ch
forms the cond�t�on of the poss�b�l�ty of the sc�ent�f�c whole. The
schema of a sc�ence must g�ve à pr�or� the plan of �t (monogramma),
and the d�v�s�on of the whole �nto parts, �n conform�ty w�th the �dea of
the sc�ence; and �t must also d�st�ngu�sh th�s whole from all others,
accord�ng to certa�n understood pr�nc�ples.

No one w�ll attempt to construct a sc�ence, unless he have some
�dea to rest on as a proper bas�s. But, �n the elaborat�on of the
sc�ence, he f�nds that the schema, nay, even the def�n�t�on wh�ch he
at f�rst gave of the sc�ence, rarely corresponds w�th h�s �dea; for th�s
�dea l�es, l�ke a germ, �n our reason, �ts parts undeveloped and h�d
even from m�croscop�cal observat�on. For th�s reason, we ought to
expla�n and def�ne sc�ences, not accord�ng to the descr�pt�on wh�ch
the or�g�nator g�ves of them, but accord�ng to the �dea wh�ch we f�nd
based �n reason �tself, and wh�ch �s suggested by the natural un�ty of
the parts of the sc�ence already accumulated. For �t w�ll of ten be
found that the or�g�nator of a sc�ence and even h�s latest successors
rema�n attached to an erroneous �dea, wh�ch they cannot render
clear to themselves, and that they thus fa�l �n determ�n�ng the true
content, the art�culat�on or systemat�c un�ty, and the l�m�ts of the�r
sc�ence.

It �s unfortunate that, only after hav�ng occup�ed ourselves for a
long t�me �n the collect�on of mater�als, under the gu�dance of an �dea
wh�ch l�es undeveloped �n the m�nd, but not accord�ng to any def�n�te
plan of arrangement—nay, only after we have spent much t�me and
labour �n the techn�cal d�spos�t�on of our mater�als, does �t become
poss�ble to v�ew the �dea of a sc�ence �n a clear l�ght, and to project,
accord�ng to arch�tecton�cal pr�nc�ples, a plan of the whole, �n
accordance w�th the a�ms of reason. Systems seem, l�ke certa�n
worms, to be formed by a k�nd of generat�o aequ�voca—by the mere
confluence of concept�ons, and to ga�n completeness only w�th the
progress of t�me. But the schema or germ of all l�es �n reason; and
thus �s not only every system organ�zed accord�ng to �ts own �dea,
but all are un�ted �nto one grand system of human knowledge, of
wh�ch they form members. For th�s reason, �t �s poss�ble to frame an
arch�tecton�c of all human cogn�t�on, the format�on of wh�ch, at the



present t�me, cons�der�ng the �mmense mater�als collected or to be
found �n the ru�ns of old systems, would not �ndeed be very d�ff�cult.
Our purpose at present �s merely to sketch the plan of the
arch�tecton�c of all cogn�t�on g�ven by pure reason; and we beg�n
from the po�nt where the ma�n root of human knowledge d�v�des �nto
two, one of wh�ch �s reason. By reason I understand here the whole
h�gher faculty of cogn�t�on, the rat�onal be�ng placed �n
contrad�st�nct�on to the emp�r�cal.

If I make complete abstract�on of the content of cogn�t�on,
object�vely cons�dered, all cogn�t�on �s, from a subject�ve po�nt of
v�ew, e�ther h�stor�cal or rat�onal. H�stor�cal cogn�t�on �s cogn�t�o ex
dat�s, rat�onal, cogn�t�o ex pr�nc�p��s. Whatever may be the or�g�nal
source of a cogn�t�on, �t �s, �n relat�on to the person who possesses �t,
merely h�stor�cal, �f he knows only what has been g�ven h�m from
another quarter, whether that knowledge was commun�cated by
d�rect exper�ence or by �nstruct�on. Thus the Person who has learned
a system of ph�losophy—say the Wolf�an—although he has a perfect
knowledge of all the pr�nc�ples, def�n�t�ons, and arguments �n that
ph�losophy, as well as of the d�v�s�ons that have been made of the
system, possesses really no more than an h�stor�cal knowledge of
the Wolf�an system; he knows only what has been told h�m, h�s
judgements are only those wh�ch he has rece�ved from h�s teachers.
D�spute the val�d�ty of a def�n�t�on, and he �s completely at a loss to
f�nd another. He has formed h�s m�nd on another’s; but the �m�tat�ve
faculty �s not the product�ve. H�s knowledge has not been drawn from
reason; and although, object�vely cons�dered, �t �s rat�onal
knowledge, subject�vely, �t �s merely h�stor�cal. He has learned th�s or
that ph�losophy and �s merely a plaster cast of a l�v�ng man. Rat�onal
cogn�t�ons wh�ch are object�ve, that �s, wh�ch have the�r source �n
reason, can be so termed from a subject�ve po�nt of v�ew, only when
they have been drawn by the �nd�v�dual h�mself from the sources of
reason, that �s, from pr�nc�ples; and �t �s �n th�s way alone that
cr�t�c�sm, or even the reject�on of what has been already learned, can
spr�ng up �n the m�nd.

All rat�onal cogn�t�on �s, aga�n, based e�ther on concept�ons, or on
the construct�on of concept�ons. The former �s termed ph�losoph�cal,
the latter mathemat�cal. I have already shown the essent�al



d�fference of these two methods of cogn�t�on �n the f�rst chapter. A
cogn�t�on may be object�vely ph�losoph�cal and subject�vely h�stor�cal
—as �s the case w�th the major�ty of scholars and those who cannot
look beyond the l�m�ts of the�r system, and who rema�n �n a state of
pup�lage all the�r l�ves. But �t �s remarkable that mathemat�cal
knowledge, when comm�tted to memory, �s val�d, from the subject�ve
po�nt of v�ew, as rat�onal knowledge also, and that the same
d�st�nct�on cannot be drawn here as �n the case of ph�losoph�cal
cogn�t�on. The reason �s that the only way of arr�v�ng at th�s
knowledge �s through the essent�al pr�nc�ples of reason, and thus �t �s
always certa�n and �nd�sputable; because reason �s employed �n
concreto—but at the same t�me à pr�or�—that �s, �n pure and,
therefore, �nfall�ble �ntu�t�on; and thus all causes of �llus�on and error
are excluded. Of all the à pr�or� sc�ences of reason, therefore,
mathemat�cs alone can be learned. Ph�losophy—unless �t be �n an
h�stor�cal manner—cannot be learned; we can at most learn to
ph�losoph�ze.

Ph�losophy �s the system of all ph�losoph�cal cogn�t�on. We must
use th�s term �n an object�ve sense, �f we understand by �t the
archetype of all attempts at ph�losoph�z�ng, and the standard by
wh�ch all subject�ve ph�losoph�es are to be judged. In th�s sense,
ph�losophy �s merely the �dea of a poss�ble sc�ence, wh�ch does not
ex�st �n concreto, but to wh�ch we endeavour �n var�ous ways to
approx�mate, unt�l we have d�scovered the r�ght path to pursue—a
path overgrown by the errors and �llus�ons of sense—and the �mage
we have h�therto tr�ed �n va�n to shape has become a perfect copy of
the great prototype. Unt�l that t�me, we cannot learn ph�losophy—�t
does not ex�st; �f �t does, where �s �t, who possesses �t, and how shall
we know �t? We can only learn to ph�losoph�ze; �n other words, we
can only exerc�se our powers of reason�ng �n accordance w�th
general pr�nc�ples, reta�n�ng at the same t�me, the r�ght of
�nvest�gat�ng the sources of these pr�nc�ples, of test�ng, and even of
reject�ng them.

Unt�l then, our concept�on of ph�losophy �s only a scholast�c
concept�on—a concept�on, that �s, of a system of cogn�t�on wh�ch we
are try�ng to elaborate �nto a sc�ence; all that we at present know
be�ng the systemat�c un�ty of th�s cogn�t�on, and consequently the



log�cal completeness of the cogn�t�on for the des�red end. But there
�s also a cosm�cal concept�on (conceptus cosm�cus) of ph�losophy,
wh�ch has always formed the true bas�s of th�s term, espec�ally when
ph�losophy was person�f�ed and presented to us �n the �deal of a
ph�losopher. In th�s v�ew ph�losophy �s the sc�ence of the relat�on of
all cogn�t�on to the ult�mate and essent�al a�ms of human reason
(teleolog�a rat�on�s humanae), and the ph�losopher �s not merely an
art�st—who occup�es h�mself w�th concept�ons—but a lawg�ver,
leg�slat�ng for human reason. In th�s sense of the word, �t would be �n
the h�ghest degree arrogant to assume the t�tle of ph�losopher, and to
pretend that we had reached the perfect�on of the prototype wh�ch
l�es �n the �dea alone.

The mathemat�c�an, the natural ph�losopher, and the log�c�an—
how far soever the f�rst may have advanced �n rat�onal, and the two
latter �n ph�losoph�cal knowledge—are merely art�sts, engaged �n the
arrangement and format�on of concept�ons; they cannot be termed
ph�losophers. Above them all, there �s the �deal teacher, who
employs them as �nstruments for the advancement of the essent�al
a�ms of human reason. H�m alone can we call ph�losopher; but he
nowhere ex�sts. But the �dea of h�s leg�slat�ve power res�des �n the
m�nd of every man, and �t alone teaches us what k�nd of systemat�c
un�ty ph�losophy demands �n v�ew of the ult�mate a�ms of reason.
Th�s �dea �s, therefore, a cosm�cal concept�on.[80]

[80] By a cosm�cal concept�on, I mean one �n wh�ch all men
necessar�ly take an �nterest; the a�m of a sc�ence must
accord�ngly be determ�ned accord�ng to scholast�c concept�ons, �f
�t �s regarded merely as a means to certa�n arb�trar�ly proposed
ends.

In v�ew of the complete systemat�c un�ty of reason, there can only
be one ult�mate end of all the operat�ons of the m�nd. To th�s all other
a�ms are subord�nate, and noth�ng more than means for �ts
atta�nment. Th�s ult�mate end �s the dest�nat�on of man, and the
ph�losophy wh�ch relates to �t �s termed moral ph�losophy. The
super�or pos�t�on occup�ed by moral ph�losophy, above all other
spheres for the operat�ons of reason, suff�c�ently �nd�cates the reason
why the anc�ents always �ncluded the �dea—and �n an espec�al



manner—of moral�st �n that of ph�losopher. Even at the present day,
we call a man who appears to have the power of self-government,
even although h�s knowledge may be very l�m�ted, by the name of
ph�losopher.

The leg�slat�on of human reason, or ph�losophy, has two objects—
nature and freedom—and thus conta�ns not only the laws of nature,
but also those of eth�cs, at f�rst �n two separate systems, wh�ch,
f�nally, merge �nto one grand ph�losoph�cal system of cogn�t�on. The
ph�losophy of nature relates to that wh�ch �s, that of eth�cs to that
wh�ch ought to be.

But all ph�losophy �s e�ther cogn�t�on on the bas�s of pure reason,
or the cogn�t�on of reason on the bas�s of emp�r�cal pr�nc�ples. The
former �s termed pure, the latter emp�r�cal ph�losophy.

The ph�losophy of pure reason �s e�ther propædeut�c, that �s, an
�nqu�ry �nto the powers of reason �n regard to pure à pr�or� cogn�t�on,
and �s termed cr�t�cal ph�losophy; or �t �s, secondly, the system of
pure reason—a sc�ence conta�n�ng the systemat�c presentat�on of
the whole body of ph�losoph�cal knowledge, true as well as �llusory,
g�ven by pure reason—and �s called metaphys�c. Th�s name may,
however, be also g�ven to the whole system of pure ph�losophy,
cr�t�cal ph�losophy �ncluded, and may des�gnate the �nvest�gat�on �nto
the sources or poss�b�l�ty of à pr�or� cogn�t�on, as well as the
presentat�on of the à pr�or� cogn�t�ons wh�ch form a system of pure
ph�losophy—exclud�ng, at the same t�me, all emp�r�cal and
mathemat�cal elements.

Metaphys�c �s d�v�ded �nto that of the speculat�ve and that of the
pract�cal use of pure reason, and �s, accord�ngly, e�ther the
metaphys�c of nature, or the metaphys�c of eth�cs. The former
conta�ns all the pure rat�onal pr�nc�ples—based upon concept�ons
alone (and thus exclud�ng mathemat�cs)—of all theoret�cal cogn�t�on;
the latter, the pr�nc�ples wh�ch determ�ne and necess�tate à pr�or� all
act�on. Now moral ph�losophy alone conta�ns a code of laws—for the
regulat�on of our act�ons—wh�ch are deduced from pr�nc�ples ent�rely
à pr�or�. Hence the metaphys�c of eth�cs �s the only pure moral
ph�losophy, as �t �s not based upon anthropolog�cal or other emp�r�cal
cons�derat�ons. The metaphys�c of speculat�ve reason �s what �s



commonly called metaphys�c �n the more l�m�ted sense. But as pure
moral ph�losophy properly forms a part of th�s system of cogn�t�on,
we must allow �t to reta�n the name of metaphys�c, although �t �s not
requ�s�te that we should �ns�st on so term�ng �t �n our present
d�scuss�on.

It �s of the h�ghest �mportance to separate those cogn�t�ons wh�ch
d�ffer from others both �n k�nd and �n or�g�n, and to take great care
that they are not confounded w�th those w�th wh�ch they are
generally found connected. What the chem�st does �n the analys�s of
substances, what the mathemat�c�an �n pure mathemat�cs, �s, �n a
st�ll h�gher degree, the duty of the ph�losopher, that the value of each
d�fferent k�nd of cogn�t�on, and the part �t takes �n the operat�ons of
the m�nd, may be clearly def�ned. Human reason has never wanted a
metaphys�c of some k�nd, s�nce �t atta�ned the power of thought, or
rather of reflect�on; but �t has never been able to keep th�s sphere of
thought and cogn�t�on pure from all adm�xture of fore�gn elements.
The �dea of a sc�ence of th�s k�nd �s as old as speculat�on �tself; and
what m�nd does not speculate—e�ther �n the scholast�c or �n the
popular fash�on? At the same t�me, �t must be adm�tted that even
th�nkers by profess�on have been unable clearly to expla�n the
d�st�nct�on between the two elements of our cogn�t�on—the one
completely à pr�or�, the other à poster�or�; and hence the proper
def�n�t�on of a pecul�ar k�nd of cogn�t�on, and w�th �t the just �dea of a
sc�ence wh�ch has so long and so deeply engaged the attent�on of
the human m�nd, has never been establ�shed. When �t was sa�d:
“Metaphys�c �s the sc�ence of the f�rst pr�nc�ples of human cogn�t�on,”
th�s def�n�t�on d�d not s�gnal�ze a pecul�ar�ty �n k�nd, but only a
d�fference �n degree; these f�rst pr�nc�ples were thus declared to be
more general than others, but no cr�ter�on of d�st�nct�on from
emp�r�cal pr�nc�ples was g�ven. Of these some are more general, and
therefore h�gher, than others; and—as we cannot d�st�ngu�sh what �s
completely à pr�or� from that wh�ch �s known to be à poster�or�—
where shall we draw the l�ne wh�ch �s to separate the h�gher and so-
called f�rst pr�nc�ples, from the lower and subord�nate pr�nc�ples of
cogn�t�on? What would be sa�d �f we were asked to be sat�sf�ed w�th
a d�v�s�on of the epochs of the world �nto the earl�er centur�es and
those follow�ng them? “Does the f�fth, or the tenth century belong to



the earl�er centur�es?” �t would be asked. In the same way I ask:
Does the concept�on of extens�on belong to metaphys�cs? You
answer, “Yes.” Well, that of body too? “Yes.” And that of a flu�d body?
You stop, you are unprepared to adm�t th�s; for �f you do, everyth�ng
w�ll belong to metaphys�cs. From th�s �t �s ev�dent that the mere
degree of subord�nat�on—of the part�cular to the general—cannot
determ�ne the l�m�ts of a sc�ence; and that, �n the present case, we
must expect to f�nd a d�fference �n the concept�ons of metaphys�cs
both �n k�nd and �n or�g�n. The fundamental �dea of metaphys�cs was
obscured on another s�de by the fact that th�s k�nd of à pr�or�
cogn�t�on showed a certa�n s�m�lar�ty �n character w�th the sc�ence of
mathemat�cs. Both have the property �n common of possess�ng an à
pr�or� or�g�n; but, �n the one, our knowledge �s based upon
concept�ons, �n the other, on the construct�on of concept�ons. Thus a
dec�ded d�ss�m�lar�ty between ph�losoph�cal and mathemat�cal
cogn�t�on comes out—a d�ss�m�lar�ty wh�ch was always felt, but wh�ch
could not be made d�st�nct for want of an �ns�ght �nto the cr�ter�a of
the d�fference. And thus �t happened that, as ph�losophers
themselves fa�led �n the proper development of the �dea of the�r
sc�ence, the elaborat�on of the sc�ence could not proceed w�th a
def�n�te a�m, or under trustworthy gu�dance. Thus, too, ph�losophers,
�gnorant of the path they ought to pursue and always d�sput�ng w�th
each other regard�ng the d�scover�es wh�ch each asserted he had
made, brought the�r sc�ence �nto d�srepute w�th the rest of the world,
and f�nally, even among themselves.

All pure à pr�or� cogn�t�on forms, therefore, �n v�ew of the pecul�ar
faculty wh�ch or�g�nates �t, a pecul�ar and d�st�nct un�ty; and
metaphys�c �s the term appl�ed to the ph�losophy wh�ch attempts to
represent that cogn�t�on �n th�s systemat�c un�ty. The speculat�ve part
of metaphys�c, wh�ch has espec�ally appropr�ated th�s appellat�on—
that wh�ch we have called the metaphys�c of nature—and wh�ch
cons�ders everyth�ng, as �t �s (not as �t ought to be), by means of à
pr�or� concept�ons, �s d�v�ded �n the follow�ng manner.

Metaphys�c, �n the more l�m�ted acceptat�on of the term, cons�sts of
two parts—transcendental ph�losophy and the phys�ology of pure
reason. The former presents the system of all the concept�ons and
pr�nc�ples belong�ng to the understand�ng and the reason, and wh�ch



relate to objects �n general, but not to any part�cular g�ven objects
(Ontolog�a); the latter has nature for �ts subject-matter, that �s, the
sum of g�ven objects—whether g�ven to the senses, or, �f we w�ll, to
some other k�nd of �ntu�t�on—and �s accord�ngly phys�ology, although
only rat�onal�s. But the use of the faculty of reason �n th�s rat�onal
mode of regard�ng nature �s e�ther phys�cal or hyperphys�cal, or,
more properly speak�ng, �mmanent or transcendent. The former
relates to nature, �n so far as our knowledge regard�ng �t may be
appl�ed �n exper�ence (�n concreto); the latter to that connect�on of
the objects of exper�ence, wh�ch transcends all exper�ence.
Transcendent phys�ology has, aga�n, an �nternal and an external
connect�on w�th �ts object, both, however, transcend�ng poss�ble
exper�ence; the former �s the phys�ology of nature as a whole, or
transcendental cogn�t�on of the world, the latter of the connect�on of
the whole of nature w�th a be�ng above nature, or transcendental
cogn�t�on of God.

Immanent phys�ology, on the contrary, cons�ders nature as the
sum of all sensuous objects, consequently, as �t �s presented to us—
but st�ll accord�ng to à pr�or� cond�t�ons, for �t �s under these alone
that nature can be presented to our m�nds at all. The objects of
�mmanent phys�ology are of two k�nds: 1. Those of the external
senses, or corporeal nature; 2. The object of the �nternal sense, the
soul, or, �n accordance w�th our fundamental concept�ons of �t,
th�nk�ng nature. The metaphys�cs of corporeal nature �s called
phys�cs; but, as �t must conta�n only the pr�nc�ples of an à pr�or�
cogn�t�on of nature, we must term �t rat�onal phys�cs. The
metaphys�cs of th�nk�ng nature �s called psychology, and for the
same reason �s to be regarded as merely the rat�onal cogn�t�on of the
soul.

Thus the whole system of metaphys�cs cons�sts of four pr�nc�pal
parts: 1. Ontology; 2. Rat�onal Phys�ology; 3. Rat�onal cosmology;
and 4. Rat�onal theology. The second part—that of the rat�onal
doctr�ne of nature—may be subd�v�ded �nto two, phys�ca rat�onal�s[81]

and psycholog�a rat�onal�s.

[81] It must not be supposed that I mean by th�s appellat�on what
�s generally called phys�ca general �s, and wh�ch �s rather



mathemat�cs than a ph�losophy of nature. For the metaphys�c of
nature �s completely d�fferent from mathemat�cs, nor �s �t so r�ch �n
results, although �t �s of great �mportance as a cr�t�cal test of the
appl�cat�on of pure understand�ng—cogn�t�on to nature. For want
of �ts gu�dance, even mathemat�c�ans, adopt�ng certa�n common
not�ons—wh�ch are, �n fact, metaphys�cal—have unconsc�ously
crowded the�r theor�es of nature w�th hypotheses, the fallacy of
wh�ch becomes ev�dent upon the appl�cat�on of the pr�nc�ples of
th�s metaphys�c, w�thout detr�ment, however, to the employment of
mathemat�cs �n th�s sphere of cogn�t�on.

The fundamental �dea of a ph�losophy of pure reason of necess�ty
d�ctates th�s d�v�s�on; �t �s, therefore, arch�tecton�cal—�n accordance
w�th the h�ghest a�ms of reason, and not merely techn�cal, or
accord�ng to certa�n acc�dentally-observed s�m�lar�t�es ex�st�ng
between the d�fferent parts of the whole sc�ence. For th�s reason,
also, �s the d�v�s�on �mmutable and of leg�slat�ve author�ty. But the
reader may observe �n �t a few po�nts to wh�ch he ought to demur,
and wh�ch may weaken h�s conv�ct�on of �ts truth and leg�t�macy.

In the f�rst place, how can I des�re an à pr�or� cogn�t�on or
metaphys�c of objects, �n so far as they are g�ven à poster�or�? and
how �s �t poss�ble to cogn�ze the nature of th�ngs accord�ng to à pr�or�
pr�nc�ples, and to atta�n to a rat�onal phys�ology? The answer �s th�s.
We take from exper�ence noth�ng more than �s requ�s�te to present
us w�th an object (�n general) of the external or of the �nternal sense;
�n the former case, by the mere concept�on of matter (�mpenetrable
and �nan�mate extens�on), �n the latter, by the concept�on of a
th�nk�ng be�ng—g�ven �n the �nternal emp�r�cal representat�on, I th�nk.
As to the rest, we must not employ �n our metaphys�c of these
objects any emp�r�cal pr�nc�ples (wh�ch add to the content of our
concept�ons by means of exper�ence), for the purpose of form�ng by
the�r help any judgements respect�ng these objects.

Secondly, what place shall we ass�gn to emp�r�cal psychology,
wh�ch has always been cons�dered a part of metaphys�cs, and from
wh�ch �n our t�me such �mportant ph�losoph�cal results have been
expected, after the hope of construct�ng an à pr�or� system of
knowledge had been abandoned? I answer: It must be placed by the
s�de of emp�r�cal phys�cs or phys�cs proper; that �s, must be regarded



as form�ng a part of appl�ed ph�losophy, the à pr�or� pr�nc�ples of
wh�ch are conta�ned �n pure ph�losophy, wh�ch �s therefore
connected, although �t must not be confounded, w�th psychology.
Emp�r�cal psychology must therefore be ban�shed from the sphere of
metaphys�cs, and �s �ndeed excluded by the very �dea of that
sc�ence. In conform�ty, however, w�th scholast�c usage, we must
perm�t �t to occupy a place �n metaphys�cs—but only as an append�x
to �t. We adopt th�s course from mot�ves of economy; as psychology
�s not as yet full enough to occupy our attent�on as an �ndependent
study, wh�le �t �s, at the same t�me, of too great �mportance to be
ent�rely excluded or placed where �t has st�ll less aff�n�ty than �t has
w�th the subject of metaphys�cs. It �s a stranger who has been long a
guest; and we make �t welcome to stay, unt�l �t can take up a more
su�table abode �n a complete system of anthropology—the pendant
to emp�r�cal phys�cs.

The above �s the general �dea of metaphys�cs, wh�ch, as more was
expected from �t than could be looked for w�th just�ce, and as these
pleasant expectat�ons were unfortunately never real�zed, fell �nto
general d�srepute. Our Cr�t�que must have fully conv�nced the reader
that, although metaphys�cs cannot form the foundat�on of rel�g�on, �t
must always be one of �ts most �mportant bulwarks, and that human
reason, wh�ch naturally pursues a d�alect�cal course, cannot do
w�thout th�s sc�ence, wh�ch checks �ts tendenc�es towards d�alect�c
and, by elevat�ng reason to a sc�ent�f�c and clear self-knowledge,
prevents the ravages wh�ch a lawless speculat�ve reason would
�nfall�bly comm�t �n the sphere of morals as well as �n that of rel�g�on.
We may be sure, therefore, whatever contempt may be thrown upon
metaphys�cs by those who judge a sc�ence not by �ts own nature, but
accord�ng to the acc�dental effects �t may have produced, that �t can
never be completely abandoned, that we must always return to �t as
to a beloved one who has been for a t�me estranged, because the
quest�ons w�th wh�ch �t �s engaged relate to the h�ghest a�ms of
human�ty, and reason must always labour e�ther to atta�n to settled
v�ews �n regard to these, or to destroy those wh�ch others have
already establ�shed.

Metaphys�c, therefore—that of nature, as well as that of eth�cs, but
�n an espec�al manner the cr�t�c�sm wh�ch forms the propædeut�c to



all the operat�ons of reason—forms properly that department of
knowledge wh�ch may be termed, �n the truest sense of the word,
ph�losophy. The path wh�ch �t pursues �s that of sc�ence, wh�ch, when
�t has once been d�scovered, �s never lost, and never m�sleads.
Mathemat�cs, natural sc�ence, the common exper�ence of men, have
a h�gh value as means, for the most part, to acc�dental ends—but at
last also, to those wh�ch are necessary and essent�al to the
ex�stence of human�ty. But to gu�de them to th�s h�gh goal, they
requ�re the a�d of rat�onal cogn�t�on on the bas�s of pure concept�ons,
wh�ch, be �t termed as �t may, �s properly noth�ng but metaphys�cs.

For the same reason, metaphys�cs forms l�kew�se the complet�on
of the culture of human reason. In th�s respect, �t �s �nd�spensable,
sett�ng as�de altogether the �nfluence wh�ch �t exerts as a sc�ence.
For �ts subject-matter �s the elements and h�ghest max�ms of reason,
wh�ch form the bas�s of the poss�b�l�ty of some sc�ences and of the
use of all. That, as a purely speculat�ve sc�ence, �t �s more useful �n
prevent�ng error than �n the extens�on of knowledge, does not detract
from �ts value; on the contrary, the supreme off�ce of censor wh�ch �t
occup�es assures to �t the h�ghest author�ty and �mportance. Th�s
off�ce �t adm�n�sters for the purpose of secur�ng order, harmony, and
well-be�ng to sc�ence, and of d�rect�ng �ts noble and fru�tful labours to
the h�ghest poss�ble a�m—the happ�ness of all mank�nd.

Chapter IV. The H�story of Pure Reason
Th�s t�tle �s placed here merely for the purpose of des�gnat�ng a

d�v�s�on of the system of pure reason of wh�ch I do not �ntend to treat
at present. I shall content myself w�th cast�ng a cursory glance, from
a purely transcendental po�nt of v�ew—that of the nature of pure
reason—on the labours of ph�losophers up to the present t�me. They
have a�med at erect�ng an ed�f�ce of ph�losophy; but to my eye th�s
ed�f�ce appears to be �n a very ru�nous cond�t�on.

It �s very remarkable, although naturally �t could not have been
otherw�se, that, �n the �nfancy of ph�losophy, the study of the nature
of God and the const�tut�on of a future world formed the



commencement, rather than the conclus�on, as we should have �t, of
the speculat�ve efforts of the human m�nd. However rude the
rel�g�ous concept�ons generated by the rema�ns of the old manners
and customs of a less cult�vated t�me, the �ntell�gent classes were not
thereby prevented from devot�ng themselves to free �nqu�ry �nto the
ex�stence and nature of God; and they eas�ly saw that there could be
no surer way of pleas�ng the �nv�s�ble ruler of the world, and of
atta�n�ng to happ�ness �n another world at least, than a good and
honest course of l�fe �n th�s. Thus theology and morals formed the
two ch�ef mot�ves, or rather the po�nts of attract�on �n all abstract
�nqu�r�es. But �t was the former that espec�ally occup�ed the attent�on
of speculat�ve reason, and wh�ch afterwards became so celebrated
under the name of metaphys�cs.

I shall not at present �nd�cate the per�ods of t�me at wh�ch the
greatest changes �n metaphys�cs took place, but shall merely g�ve a
hasty sketch of the d�fferent �deas wh�ch occas�oned the most
�mportant revolut�ons �n th�s sphere of thought. There are three
d�fferent ends �n relat�on to wh�ch these revolut�ons have taken
place.

1. In relat�on to the object of the cogn�t�on of reason, ph�losophers
may be d�v�ded �nto sensual�sts and �ntellectual�sts. Ep�curus may be
regarded as the head of the former, Plato of the latter. The d�st�nct�on
here s�gnal�zed, subtle as �t �s, dates from the earl�est t�mes, and was
long ma�nta�ned. The former asserted that real�ty res�des �n
sensuous objects alone, and that everyth�ng else �s merely
�mag�nary; the latter, that the senses are the parents of �llus�on and
that truth �s to be found �n the understand�ng alone. The former d�d
not deny to the concept�ons of the understand�ng a certa�n k�nd of
real�ty; but w�th them �t was merely log�cal, w�th the others �t was
myst�cal. The former adm�tted �ntellectual concept�ons, but declared
that sensuous objects alone possessed real ex�stence. The latter
ma�nta�ned that all real objects were �ntell�g�ble, and bel�eved that the
pure understand�ng possessed a faculty of �ntu�t�on apart from
sense, wh�ch, �n the�r op�n�on, served only to confuse the �deas of the
understand�ng.



2. In relat�on to the or�g�n of the pure cogn�t�ons of reason, we f�nd
one school ma�nta�n�ng that they are der�ved ent�rely from
exper�ence, and another that they have the�r or�g�n �n reason alone.
Ar�stotle may be regarded as the bead of the emp�r�c�sts, and Plato
of the noolog�sts. Locke, the follower of Ar�stotle �n modern t�mes,
and Le�bn�tz of Plato (although he cannot be sa�d to have �m�tated
h�m �n h�s myst�c�sm), have not been able to br�ng th�s quest�on to a
settled conclus�on. The procedure of Ep�curus �n h�s sensual system,
�n wh�ch he always restr�cted h�s conclus�ons to the sphere of
exper�ence, was much more consequent than that of Ar�stotle and
Locke. The latter espec�ally, after hav�ng der�ved all the concept�ons
and pr�nc�ples of the m�nd from exper�ence, goes so far, �n the
employment of these concept�ons and pr�nc�ples, as to ma�nta�n that
we can prove the ex�stence of God and the ex�stence of God and the
�mmortal�ty of them objects ly�ng beyond the soul—both of them of
poss�ble exper�ence—w�th the same force of demonstrat�on as any
mathemat�cal propos�t�on.

3. In relat�on to method. Method �s procedure accord�ng to
pr�nc�ples. We may d�v�de the methods at present employed �n the
f�eld of �nqu�ry �nto the natural�st�c and the sc�ent�f�c. The natural�st of
pure reason lays �t down as h�s pr�nc�ple that common reason,
w�thout the a�d of sc�ence—wh�ch he calls sound reason, or common
sense—can g�ve a more sat�sfactory answer to the most �mportant
quest�ons of metaphys�cs than speculat�on �s able to do. He must
ma�nta�n, therefore, that we can determ�ne the content and
c�rcumference of the moon more certa�nly by the naked eye, than by
the a�d of mathemat�cal reason�ng. But th�s system �s mere m�sology
reduced to pr�nc�ples; and, what �s the most absurd th�ng �n th�s
doctr�ne, the neglect of all sc�ent�f�c means �s paraded as a pecul�ar
method of extend�ng our cogn�t�on. As regards those who are
natural�sts because they know no better, they are certa�nly not to be
blamed. They follow common sense, w�thout parad�ng the�r
�gnorance as a method wh�ch �s to teach us the wonderful secret,
how we are to f�nd the truth wh�ch l�es at the bottom of the well of
Democr�tus.



Quod sap�o sat�s est m�h�, non ego curo Esse quod
Arces�las aerumnos�queSolones. PERSIUS
—Sat�rae, ���. 78-79.

�s the�r motto, under wh�ch they may lead a pleasant and
pra�seworthy l�fe, w�thout troubl�ng themselves w�th sc�ence or
troubl�ng sc�ence w�th them.

As regards those who w�sh to pursue a sc�ent�f�c method, they
have now the cho�ce of follow�ng e�ther the dogmat�cal or the
scept�cal, wh�le they are bound never to desert the systemat�c mode
of procedure. When I ment�on, �n relat�on to the former, the
celebrated Wolf, and as regards the latter, Dav�d Hume, I may leave,
�n accordance w�th my present �ntent�on, all others unnamed. The
cr�t�cal path alone �s st�ll open. If my reader has been k�nd and
pat�ent enough to accompany me on th�s h�therto untravelled route,
he can now judge whether, �f he and others w�ll contr�bute the�r
exert�ons towards mak�ng th�s narrow footpath a h�gh road of
thought, that wh�ch many centur�es have fa�led to accompl�sh may
not be executed before the close of the present—namely, to br�ng
Reason to perfect contentment �n regard to that wh�ch has always,
but w�thout permanent results, occup�ed her powers and engaged
her ardent des�re for knowledge.
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