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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE

Whereas interest in Immanuel Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason is gratify-
ingly wide-spread, rather less so—not surprisingly—is the fluency in Ger-
man (especially in Kant’s German) that one requires in order to read the work
in the original. Thus most readers of the Critique outside of the German-
speaking countries continue to depend on reliable translations. There seems
to be general agreement that the most reliable English translation, on bal-
ance, has thus far been Norman Kemp Smith’s, published originally in
1929." The very fact that his translation has held this lofty position for so
many decades testifies to Kemp Smith’s remarkable achievement as a trans-
lator.2 On the other hand, the same decades—as might be expected—have
also permitted Kant scholars to discover in his translation a considerable
number of deficiencies of various types and degrees of seriousness;> and

'Other English translations are those by Francis Haywood (1838), J. M. D. Meiklejohn (1855),
and F. Max Miiller (1881). For further information, see the bibliography in the back of this
volume.

?In contrast, Kemp Smith’s Commentary to Kant’s ‘Critique of Pure Reason’ (London: Mac-
millan, 1918; Atlantic Highlands, N.J.. Humanities Press International, 1992), although still
widely read, has lost much of its influence. In the present translation Kemp Smith’s Commen-
tary is nonetheless cited regularly in footnotes, along with selected other secondary sources.

3These include vanous types of mistranslations of terms or parts of sentences, defective and
sometimes inconsistent interpretations of Kant's intended meaning (as discernible from the
context or from the work as a whole), and even outright omissions of words, phrases, and
whole sentences. Less well known is the degree to which Kemp Smith’s translation tends to
“sanitize” Kant's style, in places where enhancement of readability is not an issue. When
Kant expresses himself in a dramatic, or witty, or deliberately casual manner, Kemp Smith
usually expunges all such signs of flair, by substituting standard philosophical language and

xvii



xviii TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE

thus there has gradually arisen a demand for Kant’s Critique to be trans-
lated into English yet again.

This new translation of the Kritik der reinen Vernunft—Xant's magnum
opus on epistemology and metaphysics—has profited immensely from vari-
ous contributions made by two eminent Kant scholars: Professor James W,
Ellington (himself a translator of Kant, of considerable renown), and Pro-
fessor Patricia W. Kitcher. Ellington’s contributions are indicated variously
below. Kitcher’s contribution is her superb introduction to this volume. Init,
she provides a roadmap to Kant’s abstract and complex argumentation by
firmly locating his project in the context of eighteenth-century—and
current—attempts to understand the nature of the thinking mind and its abil-
ity to comprehend the physical universe.

The present translation itself is based on the Critique's first and second
editions—respectively of 1781 and 1787 and known as editions A and
B—as these appear in the standard edition of Kant’s works, Kants ge-
sammelte Schriften, issued by the Koniglich PreuBBische Akademie der Wis-
senschaften (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter & Co. and Predecessors, 1902-). In
that Akademie edition, B occupies volume 3, and A insofar as it deviates
from B is contained in volume 4; the editor for both is Benno Erdmann.
This translation presents A and B—with their page numbers on its
margins®—either simultaneously, or successively, or B as text and A as a
footnote,’ depending on the degree of variation between the two editions
in a given portion of the work. Where A and B themselves have variant
readings, I have considered them all, but I indicate only the more signifi-
cant ones, as seems appropriate for a translation. Apart from a few excep-
tions, all of which are footnoted, the translation follows the original in the
paragraphing and in the use of typographical emphasis and parentheses
(likewise in the omission of quote marks), but deals more liberally with
such other punctuation marks as dashes, colons, semicolons, and so on.

My foremost aims in this translation are high degrees of both accuracy
and readability. To achieve such accuracy, I rely heavily—apart, of course,
from very careful interpretation of the original—on terminological consis-

erasing any hint of drama. Indeed, Kant’s reputation as—in the Critigue, at any rate—an un-
inspired writer is due less to the work itself than to this method of translation.

“Because translation frequently alters the sequence of words (and sometimes of larger lin-
guislic units), the page breaks assumed for A and B in this volume can only approximate those
in the original.

SFootnotes containing Kantian materials are clearly distinguished from translator’s footnotes,
as I explain below.
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tency. Thus technical terms in the original are, as far as possible, translated
always by the same English term;® and this English term is never used,
without alerting the reader, to render some other expression. E.g., the Eng-
lish verb ‘to determine’ (similarly for the noun) is used always to translate
bestimmen, never such other German verbs as ausmachen (which, in the
sense that approximates ‘to determine,” means ‘to establish’ or ‘to de-
cide’). The term ‘pure’ always renders rein, never such nontechnical terms
as blof3 (‘mere’); and so on. And although the word ‘thing’ is indeed used—
for lack of an alternative—to translate both Ding and the nearly synony-
mous Sache, this fact is indicated in a footnote whenever the two German
terms occur in the same context; the same applies to ‘existence’ as render-
ing both Existenz and the synonymous Dasein; and so on. Likewise, Be-
Ziehung is translated by ‘reference’ (or, in some contexts, by ‘respect’) and
not—unless so indicated—by the less specific ‘relation’ (which normally
renders Verhdltnis, Relation); deutlich is translated by ‘distinct,” not by
‘clear’ (which renders the German klar, a term with a different meaning);
Kritik is translated always by ‘critique,’ never by the far from synonymous
‘criticism.” The same terminological consistency extends, a fortiori, to tech-
nical distinctions in the original. E.g., the English word ‘real’ (similarly for
the noun) is used only for Kant’s technical term real, never for his like-
wise technical but far from synonymous term wirklich, which means ‘ac-
tual’; and ‘to demonstrate’ is used only for Kant’s technical term demon-
strieren, never for beweisen, which means ‘to prove’ (nor for any other such
terms).” Likewise, Kant’s Erkenntnis (similarly for the verb) is translated
always as ‘cognition,’® never as ‘knowledge,” which renders Wissen. The

%In contexts where the same original term has a significantly different meaning—e.g., where
Bestimmung means not ‘determination’ but ‘vocation’—the original term is given in a foot-
note.

"Translating wirklich (without alerting the reader) both as ‘actual’ and as ‘real’ (similarly for
the nouns) creates illusory distinctions. See, e.g., Kemp Smith’s rendering of A 491-95/B 519
23, esp. A 495/B 523. Moreover, using ‘real’ (without alerting the reader) to translate both
wirklich and real erases a Kantian distinction, and is thus able to create illusory contradic-
tions. Consider, e.g., the result of Kemp Smith’s ambiguous use of ‘reality’ at A 853-54 = B
881-82. Similarly, Kemp Smith’s liberal use of ‘to demonstrate’ for terms other than demon-
strieren (such as beweisen, erweisen, zeigen, etc.) frequently creates illusory inconsistencies;
see, e.g., A 733-36/B 761-64, where Kant's very definition of ‘demonstrations’ (Demonstra-
tionen) immediately follows, and indeed even includes, loose uses of ‘to demonstrate’ (for
zeigen) and ‘demonstrable’ (for erweislich) that conflict with the definition given there.

BOr, in a few identified cases, as ‘recognition’
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two German terms are by no means synonymous, and hence translating both
as ‘knowledge’ leads to grave inaccuracies, including illusory contradic-
tions.’

To enhance readability, I use various grammatical and terminological de-
vices to clarify the original sentences and their interconnections as far as
this can be done without impairing accuracy. One such device'® consists
in dividing up most of Kant’s notoriously long sentences—a task that can
be quite difficult, especially when the sentences are conditional in form.
Another consists in replacing Kant’s frequently ambiguous uses of ‘the
former . . . the latter’ or ‘the first . .. the second’ by the appropriate refer-
ents.'! Yet another consists in interpolating'? (or, in the less urgent cases, sup-
plying in footnotes) individual words or short phrases that will assist readers—
especially those less experienced—in recognizing connections, transitions,
or contrasts that are, in my view, plainly intended in the original but are
left rather less explicit and clear there. E.g., such words as ‘thus’ or ‘for’
are sometimes inserted to clarify the transition to what is in fact intended
as a consequence or as a premise; ‘but’ is sometimes substituted for ‘and’
(or vice versa) if the result renders Kant’s intended meaning more clearly
in English; or a word in the singular may be changed to the corresponding
plural (or vice versa) when the singular might sound strange or misleading
in English; and so on. All the philosophically important interpolations, and
only these, are marked by brackets. Marking all interpolations by brackets
would, as I have come to believe as a result of a special minisurvey con-

9See, e.g., Kemp Smith’s contradictory rendering of A 818 = B 846, and then the further con-
tradiction between it and his translation of A 828-29 = B 856-57. In some cases, for lack of
a good alternative, I do use the word ‘knowledge’ to translate another Kantian term, Kennt-
nis or Kenntnisse—e.g., when using the more literal ‘acquaintance’ would result in convo-
luted constructions—and in a few cases I similarly use ‘to know’ for the verb kennen. But all
these cases (except for a few thoroughly nontechnical ones) are identified in footnotes.

100f course, readability is aided also by the fact—which I would not, however, call a device—
that I, too, employ most of the technical English vocabulary that has traditionally been used
in translating Kant. In cases where my translation of a technical Kantian term breaks with
tradition—e.g., in my use of ‘presentation’ (exceptions noted) rather than ‘representation’ for
Vorstellung—I1 explain and defend my choice in a footnote. In addition, the German equiva-
lents for the most important Kantian terms are given in footnotes at the beginning of major
portions of the work.

"Deciding which referents are appropriate is frequently a matter of considerable
interpretation—as, indeed, is translating any Kantian text.

12I.t:., inserting, substituting, or altering.
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ducted on this very issue,'® be both unnecessary and, for many readers, in-
jurious to readability—as would, I believe, abandoning the interpolations
themselves.

This volume is copiously annotated. Kant’s own footnotes as well as
notes containing Kantian passages from A that differ from B are distin-
guished from translator’s footnotes by their larger print, by bold footnote
and reference numbers, and by the absence of brackets around these Kant-
ian materials. Translator’s footnotes use the smaller print, have no bold
numbers, and are bracketed. When a footnote containing Kantian materi-
als has a footnote in turn, this latter note is referenced by a lowercase let-
ter, and its number in references is the same as that of the original note but
is followed by this lowercase letter.

The translator’s footnotes, a substantial number of which I owe to
James Ellington, are intended to assist readers—especially those less
experienced—in a variety of ways. A large number of these notes (many
contributed by Ellington) offer explanatory comments of various kinds. Oth-
ers provide translations—all of them my own—of Latin or other foreign
expressions, indicate variant readings, and so on. A considerable number
of translator’s notes (many again supplied by Ellington) contain references
to other relevant passages in the Critique; others provide relevant infor-
mation pertaining to other Kantian works; still others give references to
various authors—in particular, references (contributed mostly by Elling-
ton) to secondary sources regarding various topics in the Critique. Another
large number of footnotes (all my own) is terminological. Of these, the
longer ones explain or defend my translations of certain German terms. The
short ones give the original German terms whenever an original term has
been translated rather freely or is otherwise of special importance or inter-
est; whenever terminological relationships between adjacent terms in the
original have either been lost or (seemingly) been created in translation; or
whenever either the same German term is translated by different English
terms or different German terms are translated by the same English term

3The minisurvey was conducted on my behalf by Hackett Publishing Company. It was sent
to eleven noted Kant scholars (named below, in my acknowledgments), all of whom gra-
ciously responded. The results were communicated to me by the publisher. Upon careful con-
sideration of these philosophers’ arguments on both sides of the issue (some of which appro-
pnately involved the concerns of students), I found myself persuaded to adopt the present
policy concerning bracketed interpolations.
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in the same context.'* The German terms are usually given in such foot-
notes not as they appear in the original, but as they can be found—by in-
terested readers—in a modern German dictionary: viz., in their modern
spelling, and the verbs in the infinitive, the nouns in the nominative, etc.

References provided in this volume are given as follows. Page refer-
ences in the tables of contents—the main table from B (as expanded to in-
clude auxiliary materials of this volume) and the short table from A (which
precedes Kant’s Introduction)—are to the pagination of the present vol-
ume. In footnotes, references to the text of the Critique are given as ‘A’
and ‘B’ followed by the page numbers in those editions, which appear on
the margins of this translation. Similarly, references to footnotes give the
A and B page containing the footnote’s reference number, and then the foot-
note’s number (or number and lowercase letter) preceded either by ‘n.’ or
by ‘br. n.” (‘ns.” or ‘br. ns.’ in the plural)—respectively, for notes contain-
ing Kantian materials, or bracketed notes provided by the translator. Ref-
erences to other works by Kant are to the Akademie edition, and are given
as ‘Ak.’ followed by volume and page numbers and, as applicable, by ‘n.’
for a note.'’

At the end of this volume will be found a selected bibliography, a glos-
sary of the most important German terms in the Critique along with my
translations of them, and an index.

Acknowledgments: In the course of my work I frequently checked the
translation by Norrnan Kemp Smith, and occasionally also those by F. Max
Miiller and by J.M.D. Meiklejohn, as well as the abridged translation by
Wolfgang Schwarz.!® I wish to express my immense gratitude to Profes-
sor James W. Ellington not only for the contributions already mentioned,
but especially for his careful reading of the entire manuscript and for his
highly valuable criticisms. I am greatly indebted to Professor Patricia
Kitcher for having written such a splendid introduction to this volume. I
address sincerest thanks to the various members of Hackett Publishing
Company for their splendidly professional and very friendly collaboration
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form.

"*Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason—Concise Text (Aalen: Scientia, 1982).



TRANSLATOR'’S PREFACE  xxiii

survey concerning bracketed interpolations, I am grateful to the following
Kant scholars for providing me with their valuable (and in some cases gen-
erously elaborate) feedback and advice: Professors Henry E. Allison, Karl
Ameriks, Richard E. Aquila, Stephen Engstrom, Anthony C. Genova, Mary
Gregor, Salim Kemal, Rudolf A. Makkreel, Geoffrey Payzant, Timothy
Sean Quinn, and Jay F. Rosenberg. My warmest and deepest gratitude be-
longs, once again, to my wife and colleague, Professor Evelyn B. Pluhar,
who has contributed substantially to this project on several levels.

WERNER SCHRUTKA PLUHAR

The Pennsylvania State University
Fayette Campus, Uniontown






INTRODUCTION

1. Reading the Critique

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) is usually regarded as the most important fig-
ure in the history of Modern Western Philosophy. The Critique of Pure Rea-
son (1781, 1787) is his magnum opus. It is a very difficult book to read,
much less understand. Professor H. J. Paton of Oxford compared follow-
ing the “windings and twistings™ of the argument of the central portion of
the book, the “Transcendental Deduction,” to crossing the Great Arabian
desert,' and he was one of Kant’s most sympathetic interpreters.

The contemporary reader faces four different challenges in grappling
with this text. The most obvious is Kant’s language. Even a gifted trans-
lator cannot evade Kant’s deliberate introduction of new and complex terms
to present his theories. There is a point to this terminology. By using un-
familiar language, Kant alerts his readers to the fact that his words have
special and very precise senses that must be carefully understood if his theo-
ries are to be understood. A second challenge arises from the sheer diffi-
culty of his topics. As St. Augustine observed long ago, we all know what
time is until we are asked. Exactly the same point could be made about
Kant’s other central topics: space, mathematics, causation, and the subjects
and objects of knowledge.

The first two problems are compounded by a third: the interconnected-
ness of Kant’s theories. As we will see (p. lv-1vi), Kant believed that all of

'Kant's Metaphysics of Experience. New York: Humanities, 1936, vol. I, p. 547.
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knowledge had to fit into an interconnected whole, because the test of truth
of any particular claim was its ability to relate to other, independently es-
tablished, claims. Since he practiced what he preached, his discussions of
some hard problems, time, for example, anticipate other hard problems,
such as the nature of causation, so that his accounts of time and causation
will be not only consistent, but mutually supporting. Although the virtues
of this method are obvious, the result is that the work needs to be under-
stood as a whole and that many early discussions are unclear until reread
in the light of later discussions. The fourth challenge is common to his-
torical texts, but somewhat worse with the Critiqgue. Kant shared an intel-
lectual context with his original audience. Just as a contemporary writer
would not have to mention Einstein’s name in considering the implications
of relativity theory, there was no need for Kant to mention Newton or Leib-
niz in discussing questions about the nature of space or Hume in defend-
ing the unity of the self or the necessity of causation. This problem is more
severe in Kant’s writings, because he was more concemned to present his
own theories in a systematic fashion than to engage in point-by-point de-
bates with opponents. As a result, other thinkers are usually not men-
tioned, even though their work provided the context for Kant’s own re-
flections on a particular topic.

In sum, reading Kant is unusually difficult because he does not supply
an adequate historical context, he uses unfamiliar termis, and he aims to
present a systematically unified solution to a group of very hard problems.
My purpose in this introduction is to try to lighten some of those burdens.
Although I will discuss the major sections of the Critique in order, my re-
marks will often be informed by material that is available only later in the
text. One aim is to familiarize readers with some of Kant’s hard topics,
partly by supplying historical context and partly by relating them to con-
temporary intellectual projects. I will also introduce readers to Kant’s most
important terminology, both by situating it in his distinctive ways of look-
ing at particular issues and by supplying contemporary equivalents where
possible. The Critique is a bit like a jigsaw puzzle, in that, once some pieces
are in place, it becomes progressively easier to figure out what other pieces
must look like. My hope is that readers will achieve a sufficient grasp of
some key terms and issues. which can then serve as anchors for develop-
ing a more comprehensive understanding.

No introduction and no teacher can turn Kant’s Critique of Pure Rea-
son into easy reading. Would-be students of Kant must be prepared to ex-
ert considerable intellectual effort if they hope to read this book with a tol-
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erable degree of understanding. Like doing a difficult jigsaw or crossword
puzzle, there is also a great deal of intellectual satisfaction in unraveling
the mysteries of the Critique. For most people, however, that is hardly the
point. In achieving some mastery of Kant’s thought, readers put them-
selves in a position to understand many of the deepest currents in the his-
tory of ideas since Kant, including developments in our understanding of
science, religion, literature, and the human mind itself. They also add an
incredibly valuable tool to their own capacities to understand such com-
plex phenomena, the ability to see them through Kant’s eyes. Although I
agree with standard complaints about the obscurity of the text, my own
view of Kant’s philosophical analyses echoes that expressed by one of his
early admirers, the great German writer Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, who
compared the experience of reading a page of Kant to the feeling he had
when entering a brightly lit room.>

2.
Prefaces and Introduction: Kant’s Central Problem

Kant wrote two somewhat different versions of the Critique, one in 1781
and one in 1787. Following standard practice and this translation, I refer
to passages in the first by “A” and the pages in the standard German
edition, and passages in the second by “B” and its paging in the same
edition.

On the most general level, the topics of the Critique of Pure Reason are
epistemology and metaphysics. Epistemology is the study of lnowledge.
Typical issues include the extent of human knowledge, its degree of cer-
tainty, and its sources of evidence and justification. A long-standing dis-
pute in epistemology concerns whether all knowledge is gained through
sensory experience or whether we are born with some “‘innate” knowl-
edge. Metaphysics is concerned with basic questions about the nature of
reality: what caused the universe? what is the nature of space and time?
are all events caused? is all of the fumiture of the universe composed of
one kind of substance, matter, or are some things ‘“immaterial”?

Kant touches on all of these epistemological and metaphysical topics at
one point or another in the Critique, although some are much more promi-
nent than others. Unlike his predecessors (and some successors!), he also

2A conversation reported by A. Schopenhauer, Lexicon der Goethe Zitate, herausgegeben von
Richard Dobel, Ziirich: Artemis, 1968, p. 444.
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considers the relation between epistemology and metaphysics. One of
Kant’s basic messages in the Critzigue—perhaps his most basic—is that phi-
losophy errs when it tries to draw metaphysical conclusions about the way
the world is apart from our knowledge on the basis of epistemological ar-
guments about how we do or must acquire knowledge of the world.

Kant prefaces the Critique with a lament about the sad state of meta-
physics. But his program for reform is thoroughly epistemological. It is only
by working our way to a better understanding of the sources and limits of
human knowledge that we will be able to figure out what metaphysical
questions can fruitfully be asked. In the Introduction, Kant sharpens the
focus of his inquiry to three central questions. To understand the impor-
tance of these questions, consider the following three knowledge claims,
one from mathematics, one from Newtonian physics, and one from meta-
physics:

(1) The sum of the interior angles of a triangle equals 180°.
(2) At sea level, an unsupported object will fall at a rate of 9.8 m/sec?.

(3) All events are caused.

Although the third claim may seem a little strange, perhaps a little bold,
the first two should be completely familiar from high school science and
mathematics. What Kant noticed was that all three of these claims are a
little strange, and strange in the same way. Consider the second. Although
it lacks the word “all,” the claim is meant to be a universal generalization;
it is not that some particular object will fall with that acceleration, but that
any and all past, present, and future objects will accelerate at exactly the
same rate. But how could we know that? Obviously, we have not seen ev-
ery single object in the universe behave in this manner. The universality is
explicit in the third claim, but it is equally present in the first as well as in
the second. The first statement does not merely claim that a particular tri-
angle (such as the illustrative one drawn on the blackboard by a geometry
teacher) has this property; it claims that they all do.

One of Kant’s major points in the Introduction is that there is an appar-
ent problem with our knowledge of universal claims, such as those en-
countered in mathematics, science, and metaphysics: how is it possible?
Kant notes another odd feature of these claims. This feature can be seen
most easily by considering a contrasting sort of claim, for example, “all
the coins in my wallet are silver-colored.” Even though this claim is uni-
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versal in form, there is no problem about how it could be established. I
could simply check them all. But that is not the only difference between
this claim and a law of physics or mathematics. Although the claim about
the contents of my wallet is true, it is true by sheer coincidence. There is
nothing about being in my wallet that makes coins silver-colored. By con-
trast, it has seemed to many people (and especially to Kant), that there is
nothing accidental about all earthly objects accelerating at 9.8 m/sec?. If
an object is released near the earth’s surface, then it has to fall at this rate,
because it is a law of nature. That is why the claim can be made about all
past, present, and even future objects. Kant expresses this difference be-
tween claims such as the one about my wallet and the laws of physics and
mathematics by saying that the former are “contingent,” meaning that they
just happen to be true, and the latter are ‘“‘necessary,” meaning that they
have to be true (B 2-6).

What Kant calls the “genuine universality’’ of laws of nature and math-
ematics (as opposed to the accidental universality of the claim about the
coins in my wallet) is directly related to their necessity. It is precisely be-
cause these laws are thought to be necessary that they apply to all past,
present, and future objects. A future object will fall at this rate, because it
has to. The properties of genuine universality (hereafter “‘universality,
which is also Kant’s usage) and necessity are also related in that neither
can be established by sensory evidence. As David Hume (1711-1776) ar-
gued (and hence Kant did not bother to), the observation of past objects
and events can only tell us that a generalization has been true in the past,
it can never show that it Aad to be true, or that it will be true in the future.
There is a serious problem, then, about how we could ever know the truth
of universal and necessary claims. To signal their odd status, Kant de-
scribes such claims as ‘“‘a priori.”” This is a complex concept for Kant, and
we can now understand three of its interrelated meanings. A claim is “a
priori”’ for Kant if that claim cannot be established by appeal to sensory
observation or past experience and if that claim is necessary and univer-
sal. The contrasting term is “a posteriori,” which indicates that a knowl-
edge claim is based on the evidence of the senses, and hence is neither nec-
essary nor (genuinely) universal (B 2-6).

Philosophers prior to and after Kant have offered a possible solution to
the problem of a priori knowledge claims. The suggestion is that these
claims are true because of the meanings of the words they contain. To take
what has always been the parade case, the idea is that a claim like “all
bachelors are unmarried”’ is universally and necessarily true—any future
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bachelors will also have to be unmarried—because of the meanings of the
words or, as Hume put it, because of the relations between the *“ideas”
‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried’. Kant takes note of this tradition, when he in-
troduces the notions of ‘‘analytic” and “‘synthetic” judgments (A 6/B 10).
An “analytic” judgment is one in which the predicate concept (or term)
is “thought in” the subject concept. By contrast, the subject concept of a
“synthetic’” judgment does not ‘“contain’ the concept used in its predi-
cate. The suggestion would be that we know that all past, present, and fu-
ture bachelors will have to be unmarried, because the idea of being un-
married is part of (or thought in or contained in) the idea of being a
bachelor. In this way, the problem of a priori knowledge is solved for those
judgments that are both a priori and analytic. We know that these claims
are true, because as soon as we grasp the idea ‘‘bachelor”, for example,
we understand that it involves being unmarried.

If the claims of science, mathematics, and metaphysics are all analytic,
then the apparent problem of their a priori status disappears. But it is ex-
actly here that Kant makes one of his most original contributions. His point
is very simple. If analytic claims are true just by virtue of the relations
among our ideas, then they would not seem to have any relation to the
world around us. The great weakness with the “analytic” solution to the
problem of a priori knowledge is that, if they only describe the relations
among our ideas, then it is totally mysterious how the laws of mathemat-
ics and physics (at least) can be so remarkably useful in predicting the fu-
ture course of actual events. Further, if the laws of science and mathemat-
ics are a matter of our ideas, then, seemingly, we could change them simply
by adopting new ideas. Because it trivializes the status of these subjects
(and metaphysics), Kant rejected the analytic solution. This led him to his
famous formulation of the central problem of the Critique: How are syn-
thetic a priori knowledge claims possible? That is: how is it possible for
us ever to be justified in making the universal and necessary claims that
occur in mathematics, science, and metaphysics once we recognize that
these claims cannot simply be a matter of the relations among our own
ideas? (B19ff.)

His strategy for resolving the problem was to examine how knowledge
is possible in general. Although he agreed with the Empiricists that all
knowledge begins with experience (A 1/B 1), he wanted to inquire whether
all aspects of knowledge derive from sensory evidence or whether some
aspects arise from our minds’ ways of dealing with sensory experience (B
1-2). His project is to try to determine the necessary conditions for any
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knowledge at all and, in particular, to determine whether any of these nec-
essary conditions come from the mind itself. A fourth meaning of “a
priori” for Kant is “in the mind prior to the perception of any object’” (B
41). More precisely, his strategy is to try to show that the universal and
necessary (and hence a priori) claims of mathematics, science, and meta-
physics owe their special status to the fact that certain conditions, which
are necessary for knowledge in general, lie a priori in the mind and en-
able it to deal with sensory experience.

To anticipate, his conclusion will be that some claims of metaphysics,
mathematics, and science are universally and necessarily true of all the ob-
jects of which we can ever have any knowledge, because those claims re-
flect the ways in which our minds work—and must work—if we are going
to be able to have any knowledge at all based on the evidence presented to
our senses. This was an entirely novel way to try to demonstrate the truth
of knowledge claims, as Kant well realized. Perhaps somewhat immod-
estly, he compared his revolution in epistemology to the Copernican revo-
lution in astronomy. Still, the analogy is helpful. Copernicus reversed the
usual perspective by considering whether the earth moved around the sun,
rather than the standard view that the sun and all the celestial bodies re-
volved around the earth. The standard view in epistemology is that our
knowledge claims can be vindicated only by showing that our thoughts
about objects conform to what the objects themselves are like. Kant of-
fered a new perspective. He urges us to consider vindicating our knowl-
edge claims by inquiring whether the objects of which we can have knowl-
edge must conform to our ways of knowing (B xvi-xvii).

Because of the unusual nature of his enterprise, Kant gave it a special
name: ‘“‘transcendental” philosophy. The goal of transcendental philoso-
phy is to investigate the necessary conditions for knowledge with a view
to showing that some of those necessary conditions are a priori, universal
and necessary features of our knowledge, that derive from the mind’s own
ways of dealing with the data of the senses. The term “transcendental”
has often been a source of confusion, because it includes three not obvi-
ously related ideas: (1) the idea that some conditions are necessary for
knowledge and (2) the idea that some claims are a priori, in stating uni-
versal and necessary features of the world, and (3) the idea that some fea-
tures of our knowledge are a priori, in the sense that they do not derive
from sensory evidence, but from our minds’ ways of dealing with sensory
evidence. What is distinctive about Kant’s philosophy is his belief that some
of the necessary conditions for knowledge are also a priori, in all four
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senses of that term: they are universal, necessary, cannot be established by
sensory experience, and reflect the mind’s ways of dealing with sensory
experience; the term “transcendental’ constantly draws attention to that
complex doctrine.

3.
Transcendental Aesthetic: The Science of
Sensory Perception

A. Perception. Kant begins his inquiries with an assumption that there are
(at least) two quite different mental faculties involved in achieving knowl-
edge, sensibility and understanding, or, in contemporary terrninology, per-
ception and conception (A 19/B 33). Although the distinction between these
faculties is as pervasive now as it was in Kant’s day, it is nonetheless prob-
lematic. To my knowledge, no one has ever been able to say exactly what
the difference between the two faculties comes to. The general idea is that
perception involves the sense organs and conception involves concepts, but
it is an open question whether our concepts constrain or influence percep-
tion, and it may well be that some concepts essentially involve perceptual
images. Kant did not intend his use of this distinction to settle any of these
psychological questions. Rather his assumption of two faculties rests on
epistemological (and ordinary psychological) grounds. His epistemologi-
cal point is that we can have knowledge of the world around us only if we
have some faculty for taking in information about that world and some fac-
ulty for drawing useful connections between past, present, and future bits
of sensory informnation. Failing that, we could never use our experience with
objects to enable us to understand how they and similar objects will be-
have in the future. Kant’s distinction also honors ordinary usage. At least
at first glance, there appears to be a significant difference between seeing
a beautiful garden and having the thought that it would be more pleasant
to sit in a beautiful garden while reading.

Although it has other important topics, as we will see, the central topic
of the first part of the Critique, the Transcendental Aesthetic, is what Kant
called the “science of a priori sensibility”” (A 21/B 35). What he meant is
that, true to his transcendental approach, he is going to investigate percep-
tion, which is a necessary condition for knowledge or cognition, to deter-
mine whether it contains any a priori elements that are themselves neces-
sary for knowledge. At this point it is critical to recall the multiple meanings
of ““a priori.” We are looking for elements which are necessary and uni-
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versal features of perceptual experience and which do not derive from sen-
sory experience. How are we to find such features?

To understand Kant’s method, we need some further terminology. Let
us take “‘presentation” to be the most general term for any mental state
that is about an object. A perception of a beautiful garden, a judgment that
“Socrates is wise,” or a belief that “Emma Woodhouse was clueless”
would all be presentations of, respectively, a beautiful garden, Socrates and
wisdom, and a fictional person with an unfortunate character trait. Kant’s
method is to start with a presentation of, for example, a body, and then to
subtract the conceptual elements (such as the thought that bodies can re-
sist force), and then to subtract those elements of the presentation that can
be derived from the senses, such as color and hardness. Whatever remains,
if anything, would have to be the faculty of perception’s own contribution
to the presentation (A 20-21/B 34-35).

This method of “isolating” the a priori contributions of the faculty of
perception is both more and less difficult than it may appear. As already
noted, since it is not clear exactly what the perception/conception distinc-
tion involves, it is not obvious how to subtract away the conceptual ele-
ments. Oddly, the second subtraction, of the elements contributed by the
senses, is more straightforward. Kant could take advantage of the work of
his predecessors, who had noticed that the retina of the eye that receives
visual stimulation could not contain any information about depth. To see
their point, think of vision geometrically. The retina can register informa-
tion from only one point on any given line of sight. For example, if you
look at a pencil pointing away from you, then you can see only the eraser.
That end of the pencil will occlude all the rest. But the same is true for
each of the lines of sight. Whatever you see “first” along each line of sight
will block out anything else on that line of sight. Hence, depth itself—
which is the distance from the eye along the lines of sight—cannot reg-
ister on the retina. To recall a familiar concept from geometry, a retinal
image is a planar projection of the seen object. Now, without depth infor-
mation, it is also impossible to determine either the length or the width of
an object. If you tilt the pencil slightly, so that you can see the other end,
but still hold it at almost 180° to your eye, then it will make a very short
projection on your retina, whatever its actual length, and the same is true
for width that is ““foreshortened” by an odd visual angle. Since the retina
cannot supply depth information, it cannot inform us about the length or
width of objects either; that is, it cannot provide information about their
“extension” (or extent) in space or their shape (since shape is constituted
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by length, width, and depth) (A 20-21/B 34-35). Hence Kant concluded
that an object’s shape or spatial configuration is a property contributed by
the faculty of perception itself.

This conclusion is strange, because we certainly seem to see the shapes
of objects. Kant is not, however, denying that our perceptions of objects
include lots of information about their shapes. What he is denying is that
this information comes straight in through our visual organ. His claim is
that, unlike colors, which are directly registered on the retina (in the cones),
the perceptual faculty must interpret the two-dimensional information on
the retina as a three-dimensional array. Perhaps the best way to understand
his view is to think about “planar projections,” that is, the two-dimensional
shape of the shadows of solid objects. As you may recall from geometry,
differently shaped solid figures can have the same planar projection. Given
just a planar projection, it could be interpreted as the projection of many
different three-dimensional shapes, even though many shapes would also
be ruled out as possible interpretations. I believe that this is Kant’s point:
the sensory information registered on our visual organ constrains, but does
not determine, a three-dimensional visual image; the production of that im-
age requires work from the faculty of perception. In contemporary termi-
nology, Kant’s claim would be that the sensory data on our retinas must
be processed by our perceptual systems before the visual perception of a
house, for example, is possible. Since this processing results in a percep-
tion with spatial properties, Kant describes space as the “forin of pure in-
tuition™ (or “‘perception,” in contemporary terminology), meaning that all
perceptions will have spatial properties, because these properties are the
result of “‘pure” (that is, not from the senses) processes that lie a priori in
our perceptual faculty (A 20/B 34).

Many contemporary cognitive scientists would agree with Kant that vi-
sual images do not emerge simply from retinal data, but require a great
deal of processing by the visual system. Kant goes on, however, to draw
some quite startling philosophical conclusions. His first concemn is to ar-
gue that the spatial properties of objects are not dispensable features of
them. On the contrary, they are necessary conditions for any knowledge or
cognition of objects. (Knowledge is usually thought to require justified true
belief;, cognition is a weaker relation, such as perceiving an object or dis-
tinguishing that object from others.) He offers a straightforward epistemo-
logical argument. It is not possible to have any knowledge or cognition of
an object without being able to distinguish that object from all others. Fail-
ing the ability to separate that object from others, it would not even be clear
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which object the knowledge or cognition is about. As Kant observes here
(A 23-24/B 38-39), but makes clearer later with an example, it is not pos-
sible to distinguish one object from all others, a drop of water, for ex-
ample, from all others, unless that object is located in space (A 263/B 319).
The idea is roughly that the spatiality of an object allows us to keep track
of it through space and hence to distinguish it from any qualitatively alike
objects. Although this argument about the necessity of spatiality for distin-
guishing objects has been much debated, there is fairly general agreement
that Kant has at least made a good case for the claim that the spatial fea-
tures of objects are necessary for any knowledge of them. His further claims
remain highly controversial.

B. Space, Time, and Mathematics. Beyond the “science of a priori per-
ception,” the Transcendental Aesthetic is essentially concerned with two ap-
parently unrelated issues, the nature of space and time and the synthetic a
priori status of mathematics. Although both are large issues, I will try to pro-
vide some sense of the problems that Kant was addressing and of why he
thought they had anything to do with perception. For many years before Kant
wrote the Critique, many of the best minds in Europe had been seriously en-
gaged in a debate about the nature of space and time. Very roughly, the fol-
lowers of Isaac Newton (1642-1727) believed that space, for example, was
a preexisting container into which objects were placed (either by God or by
natural forces). The key point was that space did not depend on the exist-
ence of objects; it was real independently of whether any objects occupied
it. In sharp opposition, the followers of Gottfried Wilhelm von Leibniz
(1646-1716) regarded space as nothing more than a system of relative po-
sitions among objects. On their side, the Leibnizians had the important point
that space could not be seen directly; all we ever see are objects in space,
not space itself. The Newtonians thought they had science on their side. Al-
though space could not be directly perceived, it had to exist, because forces
are real, which meant that acceleration had to be real, which meant that dis-
tance through space and time had to be real. Beyond the question of space’s
dependence on objects, particular problems about the infinite extent and in-
finite divisibility of space and time had also arisen, problems to which Kant
returned in a later portion of the Critique (the Antinomies). Kant himself had
tried to defend Newton in an early paper, but he was highly dissatisfied with

3“Conceming the ultimate foundation of the differentiation of regions in space” (1768), in
Kant's Precritical Writings, G. B. Kerford and D. E. Walford, trans. and eds., New York:
Bames and Noble, 1968 36-43
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his own solution. In the Critique, he appears to have given up any hope of
resolving questions about the nature of space and time by appeals to ob-
servation or scientific theory. Still there is the obvious fact that objects ap-
pear to be in spatial relations to each other and to the perceiver. Kant’s so-
lution to this debate is to maintain that space is the a priori forin of human
perception. As such, it is (1) real, in the sense that all the objects of which
we will ever have any cognition will be spatial; but it is also (2) ideal, in
the sense that we have no idea whether objects have spatial properties in-
dependently of our spatial perceptions of them (A 26-30/B 42-45). This
is one of the first conclusions of ‘‘transcendental idealism,” Kant’s own
name for his philosophical system, and we need to pause and consider it
carefully to avoid some standard misunderstandings.

Recall that one of Kant’s main themes is that we should not hastily draw
metaphysical conclusions from epistemological premises. All of the points
we have considered are epistemological. One premise (which is cast in se-
rious doubt by contemporary physics) is that neither observation nor sci-
entific theory can reveal the nature of space. Another is that spatial prop-
erties appear necessary for the differentiation of objects. A third is that the
senses cannot by themselves supply spatial information. Since these pre-
mises all concern our ways of knowing about space, we are in no position
to draw conclusions about what space is like in itself (A 42/B 59-60). This
is important to bear in mind, because readers are often tempted to assume
that, since Kant claims that the spatial features of perceived objects arise
in part through the effects of our own perceptual system, then they are
somehow figments of the imagination; objects are not really spatial, space
is not real; these are things that we merely imagine. That is not Kant’s con-
sidered position. His claim is that, insofar as we are able to have knowl-
edge of objects, we must perceive them as spatial, and this is partly ac-
complished through the processes of the perceptual system itself. By his
own theory, he is in no position to determine whether objects do or do not
have spatial properties ‘‘before” we perceive them, or independently of our
perceptions of them, although sometimes he seems tempted to speculate
on this question (A 42/B 59-60). The thesis of transcendental idealism is
that what we know of objects depends in part on our ways of knowing them.

"To claim that Kant believes that objects are not really spatial is to suggest
that he thinks that we can find out something about objects apart from our
ways of knowing them—but that contradicts his own central doctrine!

A second possible source of confusion concemns the *“‘contribution’ of
the perceptual system. The idea would be that if spatial features come from
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the perceptual system, then they must not be real. Again, however, this is
not Kant’s position. The “pure form of intuition” does not simply make up
spatial properties for objects; rather it interprets sensory data (Kant’s sen-
sations [A 20/B 34]) in a three-dimensional spatial array. The data con-
strain the interpretation, just as a particular planar projection constrains the
range of objects of which it might be a projection. On Kant’s theory, your
perception of a garden would be an interpretation of your (visual) sensa-
tions, but it is not especially arbitrary: it is constrained by the sensations;
Kant assumes that the human visual system is uniform, so that way of in-
terpreting sensory data will be common to all sighted people; and, finally,
he argues that some spatial interpretation of sensory data is necessary for
any, however limited, cognition of objects.

To recap: Kant argues that all the objects of which we can have any cog-
nition will have spatial features, because those features are a reflection of
the way we do and must process perceptual data, if any cognition is to be
possible. With this one theory, he provides solutions to both the problem
of how we perceive a three-dimensional world via two-dimensional sense
organs and to the question of how science can treat all past, present, and
future objects as standing in spatial relations to each other, even though we
seem unable either to observe space directly or to infer to its existence from
our scientific theories. As if this were not enough, Kant also expects his
theory that space is the form of intuition to solve one more important prob-
lem: the status of mathematical claims.

C. Kant’s Doctrines. We have already considered the problem. Kant
claims that the laws of mathematics, in particular, the theorems of Euclid-
ean geometry (henceforth *‘geometry’’) are both synthetic and a priori.
They are necessary and universal, but they are not just a matter of the ideas
in our heads, but adequate descriptions of the world we encounter. How,
then, could we ever know, for example, that all the triangles that we will
ever encounter will have the property that the sum of their interior angles
is equal to 180°? Kant argues that there is only one possible solution to the
necessary and universal applicability of geometry to the world we experi-
ence: Euclidean geometry is the geometry of the form of human percep-
tion (B 40-41). The theorems of geometry are accurate descriptions of the
world we encounter through perception, because the human perceptual sys-
tem interprets sensory data in a three-dimensional Euclidean spatial grid.
That would explain why the space of the geometers is also the space of
Newtonian physics.
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Like most commentators, I have concentrated on Kant’s discussions of
space, because they are both more developed and more intuitive, but the
Transcendental Aesthetic also offers parallel arguments about time. Again
the opening claim is that time is not directly registered in our senses. Al-
though this may seem to be strange claim, since you may feel that you have
a “sense” of time, ask yourself what sense that might be. As further con-
firmation of the problematic character of perception of time, note that many
sportscasts impose a clock on the television screen to inform viewers of how
much time is passing. If we could simply detect the passage of time, that
would not be necessary. Because we cannot take in temporal information
directly through our senses, Kant again claims that the temporal properties
require processing by our perceptual system, although he will not explain
until much later (the Analogies of Experience, see p. xlix ff.) the sort of data
that permit us to interpret the world we experience in temporal terms.

Although both claims are surprising, Kant’s position that the existence
of time can be established neither by observation nor by science has seemed
much less plausible to his readers than the comparable claims about space.
As he acknowledged, the phenomenon of change seems to imply that time
is real (A 36-37/B 53-54). Much of science is concerned with character-
izing the changes effected by natural processes, and it does not seem pos-
sible to make sense of the notions of change or process without assuming
the existence of time. If an object O lacks a property P (say, a tree not hav-
ing leaves in the winter) and then acquires P (its leaves come out in spring),
seemingly we can avoid contradiction—O both has and lacks P—only by
taking account of the temporal differences. Worse still, Kant’s epistemo-
logical theory itself describes cognitive processes, namely, the interpreta-
tion of sensory data through perceptual (and, as we will see, conceptual)
processes. How can we make sense of Kant’s own theory of the origins of
our knowledge of spatial properties, for example, without assuming the pas-
sage of time?*

Before turning to the next major section of the Critique, it will be use-
ful to take stock of what has happened in the Transcendental Aesthetic. Kant
has argued that space and time are the a priori forms of human perception,
meaning that the spatial and temporal properties of the objects we perceive
do not derive from sensory data, but from our minds’ own ways of inter-

“The apparent inconsistency between Kant's claim about the ideality of time and his own epis-
temological theory has been examined in detail by P F. Strawson in The Bounds of Sense,
London: Methuen, 1966.
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preting sensory data. He has also argued that we can have no cognition at
all of objects unless we interpret the data of our senses in spatial and tem-
poral terms. So these a priori aspects of presentations are also necessary
for cognition, and this is our first piece of transcendental knowledge. By
Kant’s lights, we now understand the a priori origin of the spatial and tem-
poral aspects of presentations, and so we understand why those aspects are
a priori in the sense of being universal and necessary aspects of the world
we encounter in perception (A 56/B 81). Kant’s hope that his arguments
about the necessary conditions for cognition in general might finally re-
solve issues about the nature of space and time and the applicability of Eu-
clidean geometry to the world we encounter in experience has been dimmed
by recent developments in science and mathematics. However, his basic
insight that cognitive achievements such as perception are a conjoint prod-
uct of sensory data and the mind’s ways of interpreting those data prob-
ably seems more plausible now, in light of recent developments in cogni-
tive science, than it did to his contemporaries.

4.
The Transcendental Analytic: The Rules by
Which We Think

A. THE METAPHYSICAL DEDUCTION

In moving from the Transcendental Aesthetic to the Transcendental Ana-
lytic, we move from our perceptual to our conceptual faculties. Recall
Kant’s basic position that cognition requires that we integrate the informa-
tion brought in through the senses so that objects may be classified to-
gether as similar. A presentation that can be applied to more than one ob-
ject, e.g. “dog,” Kant calls a “‘concept” (A 68/B 93). Concepts are required
for any and all cognition, because they indicate similarities across objects.
The Transcendental Analytic is about a priori concepts, that is, concepts
that apply universally and necessarily throughout the objects we encoun-
ter, and which lie a priori in our thinking faculty, which Kant calls the “‘un-
derstanding” (although at a later point, he also discusses a second type of
thinking faculty, “reason,” see below p. liv ff.). The goal of this long and
complex section of the Critique is to argue that we possess various a priori
concepts, which are necessary for cognition in general. He gives these a
priori concepts that are necessary for cognition a special name: ‘“‘catego-
ries.” Although they approach this topic from somewhat different angles,
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the three main sections of the Transcendental Analytic, the “Guide” (of-
ten referred to, as I do in this section, as the “Metaphysical Deduction”),
the Transcendental Deduction, and the Principles of Pure Understanding,
are all intended to advance the common goal of demonstrating that certain
a priori concepts must be used if any cognition at all is to be possible.

How could we ever determine which among all our concepts might be
necessary for all cognition? We might look for the most common con-
cepts, but this approach struck Kant as too haphazard to be likely to lead
to success. Instead, he believed that he had found a clue to the discovery
of all such concepts. He observed that what we use concepts for is making
judgments. Even the simplest classification, such as “that is a chair,” is a
judgment with a subject “that” and a predicate ‘‘chair.”” His idea was that
if we could reduce all the many forms of judgment to a few basic kinds
(which include all the rest as special cases), then that might give us a clue
about the most fundamental types of concepts (A 68—70/B 93-95). Kant
was encouraged in this project by his belief that the job of determining the
basic forms of judgment had already been carried out by Aristotle, so this
resource was at hand for his own endeavors.

There has been much debate about the adequacy of the table of judg-
ments (A 70/B 95), and about the accuracy of Kant’s claim that the table
comes from Aristotle. Perhaps the most fruitful way to approach Kant’s
table of judgments is not to worry about whether all the details are correct,
but to consider whether the general idea of basic forms of judgment—
forms that would have to be used for any cognition to be possible—makes
sense. At first glance, it might seem that all we would need for some cog-
nition would be affirmative judgments: “this is a chair,” “that is a table,”
and so forth. Seemingly, this is how small children begin their cognitive
careers, substituting pointing for the demonstrative (‘“this’’), using the pres-
ence of the chair to stand for its own existence (““is”), skipping the article
(*“a”), and just announcing “chair.” To get some feel for Kant’s position,
consider whether it is plausible to believe that a two-year-old pointing at a
chair and saying *‘chair’ actually has the knowledge, “this is a chair.” One
of Kant’s points is that even an apparently simple affirmative judgment,
“this is a chair,” is not very simple. In particular, he would argue that small
children should not be regarded as affirming “chair” of chairs unless they
at least have the capacity to deny it, to recognize that the table is no chair.
In cognitive development, the use of negation probably comes after one-
word “‘affirmations™ such as “chair.” Kant’s point is not about psycho-
logical development, however, but cognitive achievement. His plausible, if
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debatable, position is that putative cognizers are incapable of real
affirmation unless they have the capacity for negation. To have the ca-
pacity to make negative judgments is just to have the concept of negation,
however, so by the same reasoning, any cognizer must have this category.

Let us consider just a couple of other key categories. Kant believed that
cognizers must be able to make particular judgments. They must be able
to single out some one thing that is the subject of their judgments: this chair.
As in the case of affirmation and negation, Kant reasoned that a would-be
cognizer could not really understand the concept of one thing—a unitary
thing—without also being able to understand the concept of more than
one thing, the concept of plurality. Further, he recognized that these two
concepts, unity and plurality (A 80/B 106), were required for a cognizer to
understand what a concept was. Since concepts are presentations that can
apply to more than one object, it is at least not obvious how a person could
understand a concept as a concept, without also understanding the con-
cepts of ‘“‘one thing” (unity) and “more than one thing” (plurality) of a
kind.

Merely classifying objects would provide little, if any, knowledge, un-
less we could also recognize that they have common attributes. For ex-
ample, a chair and a table might both be made out of wood, and hence be
similar in an important respect. But making the judgment “the table is
wooden” requires that we be able to recognize that an object, a table, can
have attributes, or properties, and this, in turn, requires something like the
concept of subject (a bearer of properties) and the concept of property, or
as Kant calls them, in an older vocabulary, the concepts of ‘‘substance”
and ‘“‘accident” (A 80/B106). As a final example, Kant recognized that
we would have very little knowledge unless we recognized relations among
properties, in particular, the dependence of some properties on others.
Hence hypothetical judgments also seem required, judgments such as “‘if
a match is struck, then it will light,”” ““if metal is left in water, then it will
rust,” and so forth. Although this is more controversial than the previous
cases, Kant will argue that the ability to make hypothetical judgments it-
self requires the concept of cause and effect. As we will see below, his
claim is not that the property mentioned in the antecedent (the ““if”” part)
is the cause of the property mentioned in the consequent (the *““then” part),
but rather that some causal knowledge is required to support any claim that
one sort of property is connected to another.

For these and other reasons, Kant believed that there were basic forms
of judgment that were required for even the most minimal knowledge of
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the world, and hence that certain concepts, the categories, were necessary
for experience. Kant’s own term *‘guide” suggests that this section was not
meant to provide conclusive proof of the existence of the categories, but
simply to acquaint readers with these possibly key concepts and to give
them some idea of how and why they might be central to all cognition.

B. THE TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION

Apparently, this section is intended first to explain what a transcendental
deduction is and then to offer such a deduction for the concepts (the cat-
egories) introduced in the previous section. Unfortunately this appearance
is quite misleading. Readers find this section confusing, in part, because
‘““the transcendental deduction of the categories of the understanding” does
not offer a transcendental deduction of any of the categories! Most of the
categories are not even mentioned in this section. Not surprisingly, readers
are often at a loss to figure out what Kant is doing in this dense and some-
times repetitive line of argumentation. Kant himself was dissatisfied with
this chapter and totally rewrote it for the 1787 edition. Although some com-
mentators favor the earlier and others the later version, my own view is
largely the same as Kant’s: the differences between the editions mainly con-
cerns the order of exposition. The one important difference—and signifi-
cant advance of the ‘“B’’ over the “A” edition—comes at the end, at § 26.
I will discuss both versions of the transcendental deduction together, mov-
ing freely between them, except for some final comments about § 26 of the
B edition.

Section I, which is common to both editions, fulfills its stated purpose
of characterizing a transcendental deduction. Kant explains what a tran-
scendental deduction is by drawing an analogy with a legal deduction (A
84/B 116). Unfortunately, this type of legal argument is no longer used, so
the analogy does not help contemporary readers. In eighteenth-century Prus-
sia, lawyers tried to establish legal rights to a piece of property, for ex-
ample, by constructing a deduction which traced the current claim back to
its origin, thereby revealing the legitimacy of the claim.” What is at issue
in the transcendental deduction are not the rights of various individuals to

Kant scholars owe their present understanding of legal deductions, and so their present un-
derstanding of transcendental deductions, to a relatively recent paper by Dieter Henrich,
“Kant’s Notion of a Deduction and the Methodological Background of the First Critique, in
Eckart Forster, ed. Kant’s Transcendental Deductions, Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1989: pp. 29-46
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particular properties, but the rights of all cognizers to use various concepts
(A 85/B 117).

The concepts in question come from metaphysics, and here, at last, we
return to the problems with which we began. Certain concepts had been
criticized by the Empiricist philosophers, John Locke (1632-1704), George
Berkeley (1685-1753), and David Hume, in particular “substance” and
“cause,” on the grounds that their origins could not be traced back to the
senses. Implicit in their criticism is the assumption that if a concept can be
traced back to sensory data, for example, the use of the concept ‘‘dog” to
our sensory encounters with dogs, then there is no question about the ap-
plicability of the concept. “Dog’ applies to those objects that give rise to
the sensory data that lead to the formation of the concept “dog.” Such con-
cepts thus have an “empirical deduction™ (A 85/B 117). Locke and Ber-
keley had argued that “substance” and Hume had argued that “‘cause” could
not be traced back to sensory data. These concepts are not a posteriori,
derived from sensory experience, but a priori, not derived from experi-
ence, so it is not clear how or whether they can be legitimately applied to
the objects of our experience. The purpose of a transcendental deduction
is to establish the legitimate use of these concepts in science and meta-
physics, by tracing their origins back to the necessary operations of the un-
derstanding in combining sensory information in a way that makes it us-
able in cognition. The deduction reveals them to be legitimate by showing
that they are indispensable for any cognition at all (A 92-93/B 124-26).
Put slightly differently, the goal of a transcendental deduction is to show
that certain concepts that are a priori, in the sense that they cannot be de-
rived from sensory data, are necessary for all cognition, and so are a priori
in the sense that they describe universal and necessary features of all the
objects of which we can ever have any knowledge. To use Kant’s central
example: the concept of cause cannot be traced back to particular features
of sensory experience, but the claim that all events have causes is univer-
sally and necessarily true of all the events of which we can have any cog-
nition. Or so he will argue in the Second Analogy.

We are now in a position to appreciate a second reason for the legend-
ary difficulties of the ‘‘Transcendental Deduction” (besides the fact that this
chapter does not present a deduction of the categories) and to understand
what this section is trying to accomplish. Its purpose is to set the stage for
a transcendental deduction, by trying to determine the necessary opera-
tions of the mind in achieving cognition. This is an incredibly difficult
project, one that we cannot carry out with much confidence even today.
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Contemporary readers may well feel that, without the resources of current
cognitive science, Kant’s project is actually hopeless. Oddly, however, he
had some resources available that are little used by contemporary research-
ers. Today it is common to approach cognition by starting with the early
stages of perception. Kant started at the other end of the process, with cog-
nitive products like judgments and inferences. He also asked a very differ-
ent sort of question, a normative question: What sorts of processes would
be necessary for us to achieve sound judgments and inferences? In con-
temporary terminology, where much current research is descriptive and
“bottom-up,” Kant’s approach was “‘top-down” and normative. He tried
to analyze the sorts of processes that were necessary for genuine cognition
to be possible.

Kant’s own description of the transcendental deduction characterized it
as having two sides, a “‘subjective” and an “objective” side, with the lat-
ter being the more crucial (A xvi—xvii). The purpose of the “objective”
side is to explore the conditions that must be met by our presentations for
any of them to qualify as knowledge of objects. Alternatively, it is an ex-
ploration of the necessary conditions of objective knowledge itself, how,
for example, we are able to claim that “I know that the table is wooden,”
as opposed to saying merely that “the table seems wooden to me.” Al-
though, as we will see below, the “subjective” side is also extremely im-
portant, Kant well realized that he was in no position to offer psychologi-
cal hypotheses about the actual mechanisms that make objective knowledge
possible. Rather, the purpose of the subjective deduction is to describe in
a very general way the sorts of cognitive processes that were required for
knowledge of objects. As we will also see below, one of Kant’s constant
themes is that the Empiricists’ all-purpose psychological mechanism—the
association of ideas that were experienced together in time and space—is
inadequate to explain any, however minimal, cognition of objects (e.g. A
112).

Kant did not refer to the “processing” of information, but to the com-
bining or “‘synthesizing” of the contents of presentations. In this case, how-
ever, the contemporary equivalent of “processing information” for “‘syn-
thesizing [the contents of] presentations,” captures his meaning very well.
Although I will alternate among the three expressions, ‘‘processing infor-
mation,” ‘“‘combining presentations,” and ‘‘synthesizing presentations,”
readers should not be misled by the last expression. “‘Synthesis” and the
corresponding adjective “synthetic”’ do not mean the same in this context
as the term “synthetic”’ encountered earlier. In the context of the deduc-
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tion, Kant is referring to the processing of information; in the Introduction,
where he lays out the problem to be solved in the deduction, he refers to
a property of a judgment—the fact that its predicate is not part of its sub-
ject concept. His view is that all judgments, analytic and synthetic, are pro-
duced through the synthesizing of presentations.

Kant’s most important claim on the subjective side of the transcenden-
tal deduction is that the subject of cognition must be unified. As noted
(above, p. xxvi), Kant often failed to supply the historical context of claims,
and this is one of the most egregious cases. Students of the history of phi-
losophy will recall that David Hume had denied that the human mind pos-
sessed any sort of unity. In his memorable phrase, the mind is nothing but
a “‘bundle of perceptions,” each of which could exist perfectly well on its
own, without any other mental states at all.° Although Hume’s successors
were appalled by this counterintuitive claim, they found it very hard to re-
fute. Kant’s approach was entirely novel. As he foreshadows at A 107, what
he will argue is that the unity of the mind is necessary, because without
such unity there would be no cognition at all. To see his point, think of the
operation of combining information and, in particular, think of the con-
tents of a resultant mental state or presentation in which, as Kant puts it,
“we ... draw many possible cognitions into one” (A 69/B 94). This state
could not exist in independence of the earlier presentations whose contents
were combined in it, for without them, it would lack all content (A 116).
So Kant maintains—in direct contradiction to Hume—that for even the sim-
plest cognition to be possible, the mind must have a synthetic unity, namely,
a connection among its states brought about by operations of synthesis.

The unity of the self is a very important theme for Kant, and he signals
its importance by giving his doctrine a special and extraordinarily complex
name— the “transcendental unity of apperception.” What he means by
this is that the synthetic unity of the self, explained above, is transcenden-
tal, because it is a necessary condition for the possibility of cognition, and
because this concept, the *“I,” the thinking self, is a priori (B 132). On the
latter point, he was in complete agreement with Hume: There is no sen-
sory impression of a self. Against Hume, he argues that “I” is still a le-
gitimate concept that applies to objects in the world (namely, the subjects
of knowledge), because such subjects are necessary for any cognition at
all. The ‘““apperception” piece of this doctrine adds yet another complex-

®David Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, L. A. Selby-Bigge, ed., Oxford: The Clarendon
Press, 1978, p. 251.
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ity. “Apperception” is often presented as equivalent to ‘‘self-
consciousness.” Unfortunately, the illumination provided by such a gloss
is quite limited, because it was far from clear in the eighteenth century—
and it is far from clear now—what either a ““self”” or “‘consciousness” is.
As a first start, we might note that it follows even from the small piece of
Kant’s analysis of cognition that we have considered so far that anyone who
investigates the bases of cognition must recognize the existence of selves.
So some type of self-recognition appears to have been established, at least
for epistemologists. Notice, however, what the combination of information
from different mental states involves: using information from an earlier state
in a later state and hence a kind of awareness of that information. In ar-
guing for the necessity of various kinds of syntheses for cognition, Kant
will also be arguing for the necessity of a continual self-consciousness in
the sense of a constant use of information contained in earlier states of the
subject. Although I do not pretend that the following is a complete account
of Kant’s doctrine of the transcendental unity of apperception, perhaps
it is a start. By this phrase, Kant meant to refer to the constant access to
and use of the contents of earlier presentations that is necessary for the pro-
duction of presentations that achieve a cognitive relation to objects, in-
cluding perceptions, classifications, judgments, and inferences.

Having given some sense of the main event of the subjective deduction,
I will briefly discuss just a few of the key turns in the objective deduction.
Because it is usually considered to be the most basic form of cognition,
Kant begins the A version by describing the *‘synthesis” that is required
by perception. His claim is (again) that perception itself cannot be a simple
matter of receiving visual information on the retina. To begin to under-
stand his argument in this section, it is important to realize (as he and his
predecessors realized) that the retinal image is constantly changing as we
move our heads and bodies. How, then, do we perceive the world as we
do, as a collection of stable objects in spatial relations to each other? Kant’s
claim is that even for perception, we must combine information from our
successive, fleeting presentations to create a stable perceptual image. Now
consider looking at a large building, such as a cathedral. You might look
first at the doors, then at the spire, then at the rose window, and finally at
the walls. To create a stable perceptual image of the cathedral, you some-
how rearrange that material so that the spire is presented as being at the
top, the rose window as embedded in the walls above the door, and so forth,
regardless of the order in which you take in this information. Kant’s sec-
ond point is that, not only does perception itself require the synthesis of
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presentations, it requires combining them by some principle other than the
law of association, because all that psychological law would produce would
be a repetition of the data of sense in the order in which they were re-
ceived. To form a perception of the cathedral, however, the sensory data
must be given some order other than the order of sensing (A 120). Notice,
however, that Kant did not offer a psychological hypothesis about how the
requisite order is produced; his claim is simply that merely to perceive spa-
tially arrayed objects, the contents of presentations must be combined ac-
cording to some principle other than the law of association.

Knowledge also requires that we form presentations of objects, and Kant
offers a very interesting analysis of this apparently simple task. How can a
Presentation be about an object? That is, how could the various character-
istics contained in one presentation all belong to one object? Suppose, for
example, that I have a presentation of my computer as a hard, white, rect-
angular solid. How can I know that there really is an object with these char-
acteristics? As Kant notes at A 104~5, we can never make this determina-
tion by comparing my presentation to some object outside of my cognition
which “corresponds” to the presentation, because I have no access to any-
thing outside of my cognition. If I Jook at the computer again, that will just
give me a fresh presentation, not an object corresponding to it, or to my
earlier presentation.

Yet we seem to be able to distinguish between objects that are really
there, such as my computer, and objects which are not, such as the dagger
Macbeth thought he saw, but later realized that he had only imagined. How?
Since we cannot make this distinction by checking our presentations against
nonpresented objects that correspond to them, Kant saw no alternative but
to infer the use of internal standards for making the objective/[merely] sub-
jective distinction. In the A edition, he suggests that it is our concept of an
object itself that supplies the standard. If that concept includes the idea that
objects do not go in and out of existence, for example, then that would al-
low Macbeth to dismiss the dagger as a mere phantom (A 199ff.). In the B
edition, Kant claims that we can make judgments about objects only by
appealing to principles associated with the categories: the “‘principles of
the objective determination of all presentations’ (B 142). To take the most
important category for Kant, causation, the idea is that the way we deter-
mine which presentations present real objects and which are merely sub-
jective is by trying to situate the objects and properties presented in a pre-
sentation in the causal structure of the world. Those contents that can be
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understood causally present real objects; those whose contents have no
place in a comprehensive causal account of the world would are unreal.

Although Kant’s suggestion that we distinguish the real from the imagi-
nary by a (tacit) appeal to causal considerations has some initial plausibil-
ity, he did not offer any detailed arguments in the Transcendental Deduc-
tion chapter that the production of judgments of objects requires the use
of internal principles indicating causal relations. As already noted, despite
its misleading title, he did not provide a transcendental deduction for any
of the categories in this section. There are merely suggested links between
the need to integrate information in some way other than the law of asso-
ciation for various cognitive tasks to be possible and the idea of categorial
principles that might be used to mediate the required integration. Still, he
may have shown something that was quite important in the epistemology
of his time and is still important in the epistemology and cognitive science
of our own. Even quite simple kinds of cognition require that information
be combined in the mind by some principles beyond the association of
ideas. And even if he has not established the necessity of any category, he
has made significant progress on a central project of transcendental ide-
alism. In arguing that we must use internal standards in sorting out objec-
tive reality from subjective phantasm, he has given plausibility to his shock-
ing claim that the order and regularity we observe in nature is our own (A
125-28/B 163—-64)—because what we count as part of the natural world
is a reflection of our own internal standards that are necessary for cogni-
tion.

At the end of the B edition (§ 26, B 159ff.), Kant considered an inte-
gration that was left in too-soft focus in A, the integration, not of informa-
tion, but of the faculties of perceiving and thinking. In essence, he asks
himself a blunt, but crucial, question: What is the relation between the many
syntheses of the understanding just discussed in the Transcendental Ana-
lytic and the analysis of the perceptual forms of intuition described in the
Transcendental Aesthetic? Like much of the Critique, § 26 has been the sub-
ject of intensive interpretive efforts, and the following should be regarded
as merely one way of making sense of this difficult passage. We know from
the Transcendental Aesthetic that the spatial and temporal features of our
perceptual arrays are not simply given in our sensory data; the perceiving
of one object as behind another or one event as after another requires some
sort of interpretation by the perceptual system. Kant’s startling proposal is
that the spatial and temporal ordering of objects in perception is carried
out by syntheses that are somehow directed by the categorial principles of
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the understanding (B 161). To use his own example, we place our percep-
tion of ice after our perception of water in time, because we recognize that
the ice resulted from a causal process—freezing— performed on the water
(B 162). He does not argue for this claim in § 26; that argument will come
in the Second Analogy, where he maintains that the only way we could or-
der events in time is by interpreting them as part of a system of causal re-
lations. Here he is merely giving an example of a possible connection and
arguing that, if it were the case that the temporal and spatial ordering of
events and objects in perception arose through categorial principles, then
the categories would have to apply to all the objects and events of percep-
tion. This is so, because we would not be able to perceive objects and events
in spatial and temporal arrays at all, and hence would have no cognitive
relations to them, unless the categories applied to them.

C. THE ANALYTIC OF PRINCIPLES

The purpose of this section is twofold. First, Kant attempts to provide tem-
poral interpretations of the categories in the Schematism section. In es-
sence, he is trying to explain how concepts such as actuality, substance,
and cause relate to the temporal features of the world. So, for example, he
suggests that a substance, one of the basic constituents of reality, would
exist at all times, as opposed to an event, which occurs only at a particular
time, or to nonbasic entities (e.g. bridges) which exist for some time and
then fall apart (A 143/B 182). As many readers have noticed, the symme-
try between space and time seems to be given up in this section, and the
succeeding discussions focus on temporal issues at the apparent expense
of problems of spatial position.

The second goal of the Analytic of Principles is to argue that certain
principles are universally and necessarily true throughout the world of our
experience, because they reflect the mind’s own ways of integrating infor-
mation, which ways are necessary for any cognition of temporal proper-
ties. (Recall that the cognition of temporal properties is itself necessary to
any cognition at all, above p. xxxviii.) At this point, the reader may won-
der whether Kant is ever going to provide an argument for the necessity of
the categories themselves. His strategy in the Principles Chapter is, how-
ever, to argue for that very point, by arguing for the principles. If he could
establish the principles of the first two analogies, for example, “‘in all varia-
tion . .. substance is permanent, and its quantum in nature is neither in-
creased nor decreased”” (B 224), and “‘all changes occur according to the
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law of the connection of cause and effect”” (B 232), then he would have
shown the legitimacy of using the scientific-metaphysical concepts of “‘sub-
stance” and “cause’”’! As do most commentators, I will focus on Kant’s
famous defense of the causal principle in the Second Analogy, because, by
his own testimony, this was the issue that inspired his transcendental ap-
proach, and it is also the most carefully argued part of the Principles
Chapter.

Although Hume’s name is not mentioned in either version of this sec-
tion, from the beginning, Kant’s readers have understood that his purpose
was to vindicate the causal concept after Hume’s devastating attack. One
reason for the immense interest in the section is that it presents a relatively
rare opportunity in the history of philosophy of seeing two major philoso-
phers in direct conflict over a central philosophical issue. Hume’s attack
on the causal concept concerned the issues of universality and necessity.
He recognized that, as people normally use the concept of “cause,” to say
that a pool of water caused a piece of metal to rust is to imply that if any
similar metal object were placed in the same wet circumstances, it too
would rust. Put another way, Hume recognized that even singular causal
claims were implicitly universal. He also believed that causal claims car-
ried with them an element of necessity. It is no lucky coincidence, but a
law of nature, that objects with the constitution of metal have to rust when
put in contact with any stuff with the constitution of water. Hume’s objec-
tion to the use of a causal concept that implied universality and necessity
was straightforward. No amount of experience with objects can tell us how
they have to behave or how they will behave in the future. All we have
ever observed is the “constant conjunction” between metals immersed in
water and rust. Hence all we are entitled to assert is that there has been a
constant conjunction of these properties. We have never seen a necessary
connection between these two states.’

Kant’s “reply to Hume” was to argue that we could have no cognition
of events, of objects changing by acquiring or losing a property, unless we
used a concept of causation that included both the offending and related
(see above, p. xxix) properties of universality and necessity. In briefest sum-
mary, this is Kant’s argument.® Whether we are perceiving an unchanging

"Hume, Treatise, pp. 78—82, 155-72.

8Although this has been a very difficult argument to interpret, many current scholars believe
that Paul Guyer has recently produced a definitive analysis For more details, see Kant and
the Claims of Knowledge, New York: Cambridge University Press, 1987, Chapter 10
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house or a boat moving downstream, all of our presentations are succes-
sive (B 234). With the house, for example, we might first look at the roof,
then at the windows, then at the door; with the boat, first we see it at a po-
sition upstream, then we see it in intermediate locations; finally we see it
further down the stream. In both cases, our presentations are changing and
guccessive, but only in the case of the boat do we perceive an event, a
change in the object. His claim is that we can recognize a change in our
presentations as a presentation of change in objects (as the presentation of
an event) only if we also recognize the existence of some causal force (A
191-95/B 236-41). That is, we recognize that the boat has moved down-
stream, because we assume that a current or a motor or the wind has caused
that change in location and that, given such a force, any and all boats would
have to move. By Kant’s lights, it is the very universality and necessity of
causal connections that entitles us to claim that we have perceived actual
change in objects and not mere changes in our own subjective presenta-
tions.

Although this argument may seem counterintuitive, it helps to recall the
scientific context. Debates over the Copemnican hypothesis had empha-
sized the problem of distinguishing real from apparent motion. This prob-
lem is resolved in Newtonian mechanics, by maintaining that real motion
is that brought about by some force on the body. One way to look at Kant’s
argument is as a defense of this Newtonian position. In essence, what Kant
is arguing is that it is only by appeal to causes that one could distinguish
real motion from a subjective impression of motion, because that is the only
way one could ever recognize any kind of change at all.

With the Principles Chapter, Kant takes himself to have completed most
of the positive work of the Critique. He hopes that he has shown that and
how the a priori generalizations of mathematics (e.g. Euclidean geometry)
and some of the important a priori principles of science and metaphysics
(the conservation of substances, the principle that all events have causes)
are both universally and necessarily true of all the objects of which we can
have any cognition, because they reflect processes that lie a priori in the
mind and that are required for integrating sensory information into cogni-
tions of objects. Before turning to the negative doctrines of the Transcen-
dental Dialectic, he pauses to survey the position to which he and (he hopes)
his reader have been led.

One way to understand that position is as a synthesis (in yet a different
sense!) of the Empiricist and Rationalist epistemologies that preceded him.
Like the Empiricists, Kant believed that all knowledge depended on the
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taking in of information through the senses. He firmly rejected the Ratio-
nalist doctrine of innate ideas, but he elaborated and expanded on Leib-
niz’s cryptic claim that nothing is innate in the mind except the mind it-
self.” What Kant has argued is that certain ways of combining information
are innate in the mind, because if they were not, then the data taken in by
the senses would not lead to cognition, even very basic forms of cognition,
such as the perceiving, classifying, and judging of objects. His method of
arguing for such claims is not to run psychological experiments nor (ob-
viously) computer simulations of mental processes, but rather to look at
the normative requirements of cognition: perception is supposed to inform
us about the properties of objects in our environment; judgments are sup-
posed to be about properties, objects, and the relations among them, and
not merely about our own impressions. The claim is that our perceptions
and judgments could have these characteristics only if they were formed
according to our own internal standards, standards that enable us to distin-
guish, for example, changes in our own presentations from the presenta-
tion of change in objects.

At one level, Kant’s claim should strike contemporary readers as more
plausible than it did his own generation of scholars. It is a familiar idea in
contemporary cognitive science that the perceptual system, for example,
must have some means of sorting out movements in objects from the move-
ments of the perceiver. Kant, however, went further than most cognitive
scientists are willing to venture, at least for the present. He claimed that
because of the ways in which our minds must operate in order to achieve
basic cognition, certain principles are universally and necessarily true of
all the objects and events of which we can have any cognition at all. In this
way, he believed that he had given real plausibility to some of the ‘“‘nec-
essary truths” claimed by the Rationalists and firmly rejected by the Em-
piricists, on the grounds that observation and experience could never es-
tablish necessity.

Kant was concemed in his concluding remarks in the Transcendental
Analytic to avoid possible misunderstandings of his position. His claim is
only that the objects and events of which we can have cognition must be
interpreted by us as having certain properties, including spatial, temporal,
and causal properties. He has established—and could establish—no con-
clusions whatsoever about what objects are like independent of our cog-

9G. W. Leibniz, New Essays on Human Understanding, abridged edition, Peter Remnant and
Jonathan Bennett, trans. and eds., New York: Cambridge University Press, 1982: 110-11.
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nitive relations to them, including whether such objects do or do not have
spatial, temporal, or causal properties. To highlight this important point,
Kant again adopted a specialized vocabulary, characterizing the objects and
events to which we have or can have cognitive relations as ‘“phenom-
ena,”’ and objects understood as independent of any cognitive relation to
us as “‘noumena” (A 235ff/B 294ff.). Although there has been much de-
bate in the past over this issue, most current scholars do not take “phe-
nomena” and ‘“noumena” to indicate two different kinds of objects, but
rather two different ways of regarding objects, either as objects as we per-
ceive and understand them or as objects existing independently of any cog-
nitive relation we might have to them.'® The concepts of *“phenomena” and
“noumena’ are important for Kant, because the central positive and nega-
tive claims of Transcendental Idealism can be expressed in terms of them:
Our knowledge is a reflection of both sensory evidence and our own ways
of knowing objects and hence is only of phenomenal objects; we can know
nothing whatsoever of noumenal objects, objects as they are in themselves
apart from our ways of knowing. Hence our metaphysical knowledge is
restricted to universal and necessary properties of phenomenal objects; we
cannot achieve metaphysical knowledge of noumena by engaging in epis-
temological reflections on what objects must be like for us to know them—or
in any other way.

5.
Transcendental Dialectic: The Source of
Metaphysical Error

Nearly three hundred pages into the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant finally
tumns to the topic of reason. His goal in the Transcendental Dialectic is to
show that all of the metaphysical errors into which previous philosophies
have fallen have a common source in the nature of the faculty of reason
itself (A 293ff./B 349ff.). In particular, disputes about the nature of the soul,
the fundamental properties of the universe, and the existence of God will
all be traced to the deceptive illusions of our capacity for reason. Despite
the announced negative intentions of this part of the Critique, however, it
also presents a fascinating account of the necessary positive contributions
of our faculty of reason to knowledge, especially scientific knowledge.

'%This understanding of the phenomenal/noumenal distinction has been defended in great de-

tail by Henry Allison, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism, New Haven: Yale University Press,
1983.
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“Reason” is the name that Kant gave to our capacity for drawing in-
ferences (A 303/B 359). We make inferences, or reason, every day of our
lives. If you wake up in a dark room, you immediately infer that it is not
yet moming. This apparently simple assumption is actually quite complex.
How do you know that it is not 8:00 A.M.? You reason: if it were 8:00 A.M.,
then the sun would have risen, and it would be light. Buthow do you know
that the sun would have risen by that hour? At this point, you might ap-
peal to two quite different facts, the fact that it always has risen, or the fact
that the earth revolves on its axis in a regular way during a twenty-four-
hour period, and that the part of the earth you are on would be facing the
sun at 8:00 A.M. As he did in the earlier, positive part of the book, Kant
wants to try to understand how this kind of cognition, knowledge through
inference, is possible.

To take Kant’s own example (A 321-22/B 378), how can we infer that
Caius is mortal? He reasons that this would be possible only if we can find
some concept, e.g. “‘man,” that applies to Caius and which itself implies
the property of mortality. So, we must seek a classification, in this case
“man,” that appears in a general principle “All men are mortal” that per-
mits the inference to be drawn (in the previous example, the principle would
be either ‘“the sun rises every moming” or ‘“the earth rotates on its axis
every twenty-four hours’’). Notice, however, that the explanation is still far
from complete. How can we assert that ‘“all men are mortal”? Again, we
would have to find some “higher” classification, “mammal’’ perhaps, and
a “higher” principle, such as “all mammals are mortal.” In turn, we would
need to find some still higher principle, perhaps ‘“all animals are mortal,”
through which we could establish that “all mammals are mortal” and so
on, advancing to ever-higher principles.

Kant drew a positive and a negative moral from the need of reason to
embed one inference in an ascending series of inferences (or “syllogisms”
in his terminology [A 331/B 388]). The positive moral, which is presented,
after several long negative sections, in the section “On the Regulative Use
of the Ideas of Pure Reason,” is that inference is possible only if our con-
cepts are systematically related, so that it is possible to find ever-higher
principles. In the inference about Caius, we can find a higher principle only
because “man’ is a species of the genus “mammal,” which is itself a spe-
cies of the genus ‘“animal,” which is itself a species of the genus “living
thing,”” and so on. Kant drew two important conclusions: (1) inference is
possible only because our concepts stand in hierarchies related as species
and genera; (2) the variety of nature is so great that if we formed concepts
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as the Empiricists suggest, just by linking properties that are frequently
found together in experience, our concepts would lack the systematic in-
terconnection necessary for inference. Hence the faculty of reason must ac-
tively seek systematically interrelated concepts (A 657/B 685).

At the beginning of the Transcendental Analytic, Kant introduced the
discipline of ““‘transcendental logic,” contrasting it with both general and
applied logic (A 55/B 79). Although the issue is contested, I think that we
are now in a position to understand what he was talking about. The pur-
pose of transcendental logic is to explain how it is possible for the forms
of syllogism described in general logic (e.g. All A’s are B’s, x is an A, there-
fore, x is a B) to be applicable to the actual objects of experience. We now
have part of the answer: we can use logic to gain knowledge (through in-
ference) of actual objects, because our reasoning capacity seeks hierarchi-
cally related concepts-—ever-higher genera, and ever-lower species. Kant
illustrated this seeking in discussions of several examples, earth, air, fire,
and water (A 646/B 674), the fundamental powers of the mind (A 649/B
677), and the acids and alkalis of the chemists (A 652/B 680). As he notes,
when scientists observe a great variety, as in chemical compounds, they
seek to reduce that multiplicity to the fewest kinds with the largest scope;
but when there are differences, they also seek to divide them into ever more
fine-grained subspecies, until all the differences are accounted for (A 656/B
684). Thus, the laws and concepts of any science will be systematically
interrelated, as indeed they must be. For both layman and scientists deter-
mine the truth of their theories, not just by looking at sensory data, but
also by seeing how well those theories fit into the most unified theory of
the largest number of phenomena (A 647/B 675).

As Kant well realized, the need of reason for systematically interrelated
concepts might well go unfulfilled. Nature might be a mess, with no dis-
coverable regularities. To recall some earlier examples, if cinnabar were
sometimes red and sometimes black (A 100), if currents sometimes moved
boats and sometimes left them at rest, if men sometimes died and some-
times lived forever, then there would be no general principles upon which
reasoning could be based. Unfortunately, the fact that reason needs nature
to be systematic cannot make it so. Instead, Kant described the situation
as one in which reason “projects” (A 647/B 675) or *‘presupposes’ (A 650/
B 678) or “demands™ (A 651/B 679) a systematic unity of nature, because
without such unity “we would have no reason at all, [and] . . . without rea-
son, no coherent use of the understanding, ... and [hence] ... no suffi-
cient mark of empirical truth” (A 651/B 679). Reason’s critical contribu-
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tion to knowledge is to seek systematic unity in nature, thereby providing
acriterion for the truth of theories and enabling the concepts of the under-
standing to serve in inferences about the properties of not-yet-experienced
objects.

Metaphysical error results when we confuse our “‘projecting” of the or-
der of nature with the discovery of such an order. Alternatively, error arises
through the confusion of a principle of the systematic unity of nature which
merely regulates our search for laws of nature with a metaphysical prin-
ciple describing what nature is like. Although the issue is delicate, Kant
wants to contrast the regulative principle that we much search for system-
atic unity with constitutive principles such as “all objects occupy a Eu-
clidean space.” There are at least two important differences between these
principles. First, the principle about space does not concem nature as it is
in itself, but simply nature insofar as we are able to have knowledge of it.
Second, whereas we could have no cognition at all unless we perceived
objects in spatial relations, the regulative principle of reason requires only
that we seek systematic unity; it does not and could not require that we
grasp the complete systematic interconnection of all natural phenomena.

Kant maintains that we incorrectly infer the existence of God as a first
cause, because reason demands that any causal explanation be completed,
by finding the cause of the cited cause, and then the cause of that cause,
and so on. This, however, is simply a mistake. We are wrongly inferring a
metaphysical conclusion about the existence of a first cause of the uni-
verse from an epistemological argument about the need to look for higher
principles.

Although Kant was concerned to reveal the systematic character of meta-
physical error in the Transcendental Dialectic, he also wished to engage
some pressing issues of the day. To give some sense of these discussions,
I will briefly consider what he regarded as the three fundamental meta-
physical questions: the immortality of the soul, freedom of the will, and
the existence of God.

In the Paralogisms chapter, Kant took on and essentially eliminated the
then-contemporary discipline of ‘“Rational Psychology.” The project of Ra-
tional Psychology was to determine the properties of the soul, by deter-
mining what souls had to be like in order to think. In some ways, this
project is very directly related to Kant’s own efforts in the subjective de-
duction (see above p. xliv ff.). He was also concerned to determine what a
subject of knowledge had to be like to be capable of cognition. Unlike his
Rationalist predecessors, however, Kant came to realize the inherent limi-
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tation of his method (A 399). Consider the following prototypical argu-
ment from Rational Psychology (cf. A 351ff.). Any thinking thing must be
unified and without any separate parts. For if thinking were distributed, say
by having a different part of the brain represent each of the different words
of the verse “Let me not to the marriage of true minds admit impedi-
ments,”'! then there would be no subject who grasped the meaning of the
whole verse. Hence, a thinking soul cannot have separate parts; but if some-
thing lacks parts, then it cannot be destroyed; hence the soul is immortal.
Kant realized that so dramatic a metaphysical claim could not be extracted
from the highly abstract description of the thinking self warranted by the
premises. We know from his own analysis of thinking in general that the
subject of thought must possess a synthetic unity, but “that unity is col-
lective and can . .. refer just as well to the collective unity of the sub-
stances cooperating on the thought . . . as it can to the absolute unity of the
subject” (A 353). Rational psychology is a hopeless enterprise, because it
is not possible to infer the constitution of a thinking thing from an abstract
description of the requirements of thought.

In the Antinomies chapter, Kant retuned to the puzzles about the na-
ture and extent of space and time. He also tackled one of the most vexing
of all metaphysical questions, the problem of free will and determinism
(the Third Antinomy). An antinomy is a conflict of arguments that arises
when two contradictory claims, P and not-P, can both be defended by rea-
soning that seems completely cogent. Something must be wrong, because,
by the law of noncontradiction, it is not possible for both P and not-P to
be true. Still, both arguments appear to be solid. Kant regarded the peren-
nial philosophical dispute between determinism and free will as just such
an antinomy. On the side of determinism, we have (among other consid-
erations), Kant’s own argument from the Second Analogy that we can have
no cognition of events that are not caused. On the side of free will are
weighty ethical considerations, some of which Kant presents with great
force in his two major works of ethics, the Groundwork of the Metaphys-
ics of Morals (1785) and the Critique of Practical Reason (1788, often re-
ferred to as the ““Second Critique™). The basic idea is that we can be re-
sponsible for an act only if we were free not to do that action at the time
of the acting. If all events are caused, however, then apparently there is a

chain of causes culminating in that moment of acting that determines the
act.

"'Shakespeare, Sonnet 116.
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Kant’s highly controversial solution was to suggest that claims of free
will and determinism might both be true (A 538ff./B 566ff.). Even though
any phenomenal event cognized by us must stand in causal relations, that
consideration tells us nothing about that event regarded noumenally, apart
from the necessary conditions for our knowledge. For all we know, the
event could be free in itself. Kant maintained that the issue of whether there
is any freedom of the will could not be decided by theoretical consider-
ations; those tell us only that events, insofar as we can understand them,
stand in causal relations; theoretical reason is and must be silent on the
question of whether events are free independently of our ways of knowing
about them (A 551~ 58/B 579-86). Thus he regarded the Critique of Pure
Reason as leaving the door open on this question, which could then be de-
cided not on theoretical considerations, but on practical ones about how
we should act. In the Second Critique and the Groundwork, Kant argues
that the ability to act ethically requires us to think of ourselves as acting
independently of any foreign cause. Although scholars are divided over the
plausibility of Kant’s solution to the free-will issue, the importance of his
ethical theories is granted by all. As they have been for many years, cur-
rent discussions of ethics have been dominated by two main schools of
thought, the Utilitarianism of John Stuart Mill (1806-1873) and Kantian
ethics.

The final major topic of the Critique of Pure Reason is Rational The-
ology, proofs for the existence of God (A 571ff./B 599ff.). Along with his
frequent rival, David Hume, Kant offered searching criticisms of the stan-
dard methods of “‘proving” the existence of God. Between them, Hume
and Kant largely put an end to the field of Rational Theology as a serious
intellectual endeavor, thereby changing the face of religion. As with free
will, Kant’s position was that this question has not been and cannot be
settled by speculative reason. For him, as for almost all subsequent theo-
logians, religious belief can never be a matter of intersubjective proof, but
only of faith. As he noted way back in the Preface (B xxx), one of his goals
in the Critique was to save religion from speculative metaphysical argu-
ments that are indulged only because people like their conclusions: he will
“annul knowledge in order to make room for faith.”

In the wake of the Scientific Revolution, one of the great philosophical
projects of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was to try to under-
stand the extent and bases of human knowledge. Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason represents the fullest flowering of this endeavor, because it seeks
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to explain the possibility of all knowledge, from the simplest perception to
the most sophisticated scientific theory. Its still shocking conclusion is that
all knowledge, even that which seems the most direct and elementary, must
be a conjoint product of sensory evidence and the mind’s own principles
for dealing with evidence. Although the arguments about the requirements
of knowledge are highly abstract, the issues to which they are directed have
enormous practical importance. Who and what are the arbiters of knowl-
edge? science? religion? common sense? Are quantitative sciences better
sources of knowledge than qualitative and, if so, in what ways? Are some
issues beyond the realm of science and, if so, why?

Although these problems began with the Enlightenment, they continue
to dominate the Western intellectual landscape—and to roil the allegedly
placid waters of colleges and universities. If the standards of all intellec-
tual disciplines, from literature to psychology to physics, are our own hu-
man standards, then how can any claims be objective? If there is no truly
objective knowledge, free of all taint of human influence, then how can
any claim or theory be regarded as better than any other? In explaining the
importance of his reflections on ethics, Kant noted that although innocence
is a glorious thing, the sad fact is that it cannot long maintain itself and is
easily led astray.'? His point is no less true in epistemology than it is in
ethics. As children, we probably start by believing everything that we see
and hear. Then doubts may be raised, when we recognize the vast scope of
some of our scientific claims and our inability to rely on anything beyond
our own rational standards for weighing evidence. The Critique of Pure
Reason is the perfect antidote to epistemological naiveté. In coming to grips
with this deep and difficult book, readers learn to appreciate the complex-
ity of the human capacity for knowledge, its inevitable weaknesses, and its
equally inevitable strengths.

Patricia Kitcher
University of California, San Diego

2Kant, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, Lewis White Beck, trans., New York:
Bobbs-Merill, 1959, p. 21.
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B ii

BACO DE VERULAMIO

INSTAURATIO MAGNA.
PRAEFATIO.

De nobis ipsis silemus: De re autem quae agitur, petimus: ut homines eam
non opinionem, sed opus esse cogitent; ac pro certo habeant, non sectae
nos alicuius, aut placiti, sed utilitatis et amplitudinis humanae fundamenta
moliri. Deinde, ut suis commodis aequi . .. in commune consulant . . . et
ipsi in partem veniant. Praeterea, ut bene sperent, neque Instaurationem
nostram ut quiddam infinitum et ultra mortale fingant, et animo concipi-
ant; quum revera sit infiniti erroris finis et terminus legitimus.!

![This motto was added in B. It is a quote from the preface (published in 1620) to the In-
stauratio magna (Great Instauration) by Francis Bacon (1561-1626), Baron Verulam, Vis-
count St. Albans, lord chancellor of England, philosopher, and man of letters. The complete
second sentence of the motto, with Kant’s omissions restored, reads: ‘‘Deinde, ut suis com-
modis aequi, exutis opinionum zelis et praeiudiciis, in commune consulant, ac ab erroribus
viarum atque impedimentis, nostris praesidiis et auxiliis liberati et muniti, laborum qui res-
tant et ipsi in partem veniant.” The entire passage (with Kant’s omissions inserted in the first
four pairs of brackets) translates as follows:

About myself I am silent. But regarding the matter at hand, I ask people
to consider it not an opinion, but a work; let me assure them that I en-
deavor to lay the foundation not for any sect or dogma, but for the ben-
efit and greatness of humanity. Moreover, I ask that people, in their own
interest, [give up the rivalries and prejudices regarding opinions and] be
mindful of the common good; [and that] they themselves, [being now
freed and protected by the safeguards and aids I have provided against
errors and impediments in the methods,] also take part [in the tasks that
remain]. Finally, I ask them to have confidence, and not to imagine and
construe my Instauration as something [unending or] infinite and su-
prahuman, when it is in fact unending error’s end and proper boundary.
(All translations given in footnotes are my own, though I do not say so
on each occasion.)]



To his Excellency

The Royal Minister of State
Baron von Zedlitz?

My Lord,

To do one’s share to further the growth of the sciences is to pursue an
interest that is also your Excellency’s own; for your interest in the sciences
is linked to them quite closely not only through your exalted position as a
patron of them, but also through your more intimate relationship to them
as a lover and enlightened expert. It is because of this that I avail myself
of the one means to some extent in my power, of showing my gratitude for
the gracious confidence with which your Excellency honors me in assum-
ing that I can make some contribution toward that aim.

To the same gracious attention with which your Excellency has honored
the first edition of this work do I now dedicate this second edition also,
and along with it all the other concerns of my literary vocation, and remain
with the deepest reverence,’

Your Excellency’s

Humble, most obedient servant,
IMMANUEL KANT

Kénigsberg,
April 23, 1787*

2[l(m'l Abraham Freiherr von Zedlitz (1731-1793) served in various capacites, including high
chancellor and minister of justice, under Frederick the Great (and later under Frederick Wil-
liam II). He was also in charge of school affairs.]

3[In the place of this paragraph, A has:]

Whoever delights in the speculative life will find, as [the answer to] one
of his temperate wishes, that the approval of an enlightened and com-
petent judge strongly encourages him to engage in efforts whose ben-
efit is great, though remote and hence quite unrecognized by the eyes
of ordinary people.

To such a judge and to his gracious attention I now dedicate this
work, and commit to his protection all the other concerns of my liter-
ary vocation, and remain with the deepest reverence, . ..

*[In A, the date of the dedication is March 29, 1781.]
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PREFACE

[FIRST EDITION]’

Human reason has a peculiar fate in one kind of its cognitions:® it is
troubled by questions that it cannot dismiss, because they are posed to it
by the nature of reason itself, but that it also cannot answer, because they
surpass human reason’s every ability.

Our reason falls into this perplexity through no fault of its own. Reason
starts from principles’ that it cannot avoid using in the course of experi-

3[For an extensive commentary on this Preface of the first edition, see Hans Vaihinger’s Com-
mentar zu Kants Kritik der reinen Vernunft (New York and London: Garland Pub., Inc., 1976),
vol. 1, 81-157. This is a reprint of the original edition published by W. Spemann of Stuttgart
in 1881, on the occasion of the hundredth anniversary of the publication of the Critique’s first
edition. (For Vaihinger’s comments on the title page, motto, and dedication, see ibid., 73—80.)
Vaihinger provides extensive interpretation (as well as criticism) and indicates the many his-
torical influences on the development of Kant's critical philosophy. His interpretation of Kant's
thought has come to be dubbed the “patchwork theory.” This theory found a prominent ex-
ponent in Norman Kemp Smith, who defends it in his A Commentary to Kant'’s ‘Critique of
Pure Reason’ (2d ed., New York: Humanities Press, 1962 [1923]). Although the patchwork
theory has since fallen into disfavor, it exerted considerable influence on Kant scholarship,
which is the reason why its sources are indicated in footnotes to this translation. (For Kemp
Smith’s comments on the Prefaces to editions A and B, see ibid., 8-25; for his comments on
title, motto, and dedication, see ibid., 1-7.)]

G[Erkenntnisse. This translation consistently renders Erkenntnis as ‘cognition’ (and in a few
identified instances as ‘recognition’), never as ‘knowledge.’ The reason is that on Kant’s view
certain cases of practical cognition (Erkenntnis), such as that of God, are not instances of
knowledge (Wissen), but of rational (moral) faith. See, e.g., B xxi and xxx, A 633-34 = B
661-62, and A 828-29 = B 856-57. Cf. the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 467, 46970, 472,
and 475, and the Critique of Practical Reason, Ak. V, 4 together with 137.]

"[Grundsiitze. 1 am rendering as ‘principle’ both Grundsatz and Prinzip, because it seems to
me that Kant uses the two interchangeably (in this work and in others—see esp. the Logic,
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ence, and that this experience at the same time sufficiently justifies it in
using. By means of these principles our reason (as indeed its nature re-
quires it to do) ascends ever higher, to more remote conditions. But it be-
comes aware that in this way, since the questions never cease, its task must
remain forever uncompleted. Thus it finds itself compelled to resort to prin-
ciples that go beyond all possible use in experience, and that nonetheless
seem so little suspect that even common human reason agrees with them.
By doing this, however, human reason plunges into darkness and contra-
dictions; and although it can indeed gather from these that they must be
based on errors lying hidden somewhere, it is unable to discover these er-
rors. For the principles that it employs go beyond the boundary of all ex-
perience and hence no longer acknowledge any touchstone of experience.
The combat arena of these endless conflicts is what we call metaphysics.

There was a time when metaphysics was called the queen of all the sci-
ences; and if the will be taken for the deed, then she did in fact, because
of the superior importance of her subject matter, deserve that title of honor.
The tone in vogue8 in this era, however, has made it fashionable to treat
her with total disdain; a matron who, outcast and abandoned, laments like
Hecuba: Modo maxima rerum, tot generis natisque potens . . . nunc trahor
exul, inops.—Ovid, Metamorphoses.®

Initially her reign, administered by the dogmatists, was despotic. But
since the legislation still bore the traces of ancient barbarism, her reign was

Ak. IX, 110), contrary to what Wolfgang Schwarz has argued in a book in which he trans-
lates and largely paraphrases parts of Kant’s first Critique: Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure
Reason—Concise Text (Aalen: Scientia Verlag, 1982). Schwarz claims (ibid., 263) that at B
356 (A 299) Kant makes a “decisive distinction” between Grundsdtze and Prinzipien. But in
fact the distinction made there is between understanding as our power of Regeln (i.e., rules,
not Grundsdtze), and reason as our power of Prinzipien (principles). Moreover, just a little
bit later, and still in the same context, Kant very plainly feels free once again to switch from
Prinzipien (in the next two paragraphs) to Grundsdatze (in the paragraph after that). The switch
is perfectly casual, with no suggestion whatever that a distinction is being made. Schwarz
also holds (ibid., 268) that Kant makes a distinction between Objekt and Gegenstand. Here
too I remain unconvinced, and am rendering both terms as ‘object.’ I should add, in faimess
to Schwargz, that in terminological matters such as these I have come to soften (though not
abandon) the position I took in a paper whose main purpose was to defend my rendering of
one key term: “How to Render Zweckmdpigkeit in Kant's Third Critique,” in Interpreting
Kant, ed. Moltke S. Gram, 85-98 (Iowa City: University of Iowa Press, 1982).]

8 Modeton.]

°[The quote is from xiii, 508—10, and says: *' A moment ago I was ruling supreme in the world,
a woman of might through all my sons and daughters . . .; now I am powerless, dragged into
exile, ...”]
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beset by civil wars and thus gradually degenerated to complete anarchy;
and the skeptics, a kind of nomads who loathe all steady cultivation of the
soil, tore up from time to time the civil society. Luckily, however, the skep-
tics were few in number, and thus they could not prevent the dogmatists
from trying again and again, though without following any consistent plan,
to plant that society anew. In modemn times, it did seem at one point as if
all these conflicts would be brought to an end and the legitimacy of the
claims of metaphysics decided upon once and for all, through a certain
physiology of the human understanding (whose author was the illustrious
Locke). It tuned out, however, that although the alleged queen’s descent
was traced back to the rabble, i.e., common experience, which should have
made her pretensions rightly suspect, she yet continued to uphold her
claims, because that genealogy was in fact a fictitious one falsely ascribed
to her. Thus everything'® lapsed back into the obsolete, worm-eaten dog-
matism, and thence into the disdain from which this science was to have
been rescued. And now, after all paths (as people are persuading them-
selves) have been tried in vain, there prevails in the sciences a weariness
and utter indifferentism,"' which is the mother of chaos and night—yet is
also the source, or at least the prelude, of their approaching reform and en-
lightenment after ill-applied diligence has left them dark, confused, and use-
less.

For it is futile to try to feign indifference'” concerning inquiries whose
object cannot be indifferent to human nature. Moreover, however much
those alleged indifferentists try to disguise themselves in a popular tone by
changing the language of the school, they inevitably fall back—insofar as
they think anything at all—into metaphysical assertions, the very asser-
tions they claimed to despise so much. Yet this indifference—which occurs
at the very time when all the sciences are flourishing, and which involves
precisely those sciences whose knowledge,'? if such could be obtained, we
would least of all forgo--—-is a phenomenon that deserves our attention and
reflection. It is evidently the effect not of the heedlessness but of the ma-
tured judgment™® of our age, which is no longer willing to be put off with

19[1.e., metaphysics.]
[ Indifferentismus.)

2[Gleichgiiltigkeit.]

13[K enntnisse.]

14Now and then one hears complaints about the shallow way of thinking in our age
and the decline of solid® science. But I fail to see how the sciences that rest on a
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seeming knowledge.'> And it is a call to reason to take on once again the
most difficult of all its tasks—viz., that of self-cognition—and to set up a
tribunal that will make reason secure in its rightful claims and will dismiss
all baseless pretensions, not by fiat but in accordance with reason’s eternal
and immutable laws. This tribunal is none other than the critique of reason
itself: the critique of pure reason.

By critique of pure reason, however, I do not mean a critique of books
and systems, but I mean the critique of our power of reason as such,'6 in
regard to all cognitions after which reason may strive independently of all
experience. Hence I mean by it the decision as to whether a metaphysics
as such is possible or impossible, and the determination of its sources as
well as its range and bounds—all on the basis of principles.

Now, this is the path—the only one that remained—which I have pur-
sued, and I flatter myself to have found on it the elimination of all the er-
rors that had thus far set reason, as used independently’’ of experience, at
variance with itself. I have certainly not evaded reason’s questions, by
pleading the incapacity of human reason. Rather, I have made a complete

well-built foundation—such as mathematics, natural science, etc.—in the least de-
serve this reproach. On the contrary, they are upholding their ancient reputation for
solidity, and in the case of natural science even surpass it. Now, the same spirit
would be found operative in other kinds of cognition as well, if care had first been
taken to correct their principles. In the absence of such correction, indifference,
doubt, and—finally—strict critique are, rather, proofs of a solid way of thinking,
Our age is properly the age of critique, and to critique everything must submit. Re-
ligion and legislation commonly seek to exempt themselves from critique, religion
through its sanctity and legislation through its majesty. But in doing so they arouse
well-deserved suspicion and cannot lay claim to unfeigned respect; such respect is
accorded by reason only to what has been able to withstand reason’s free and open
examination.
*{Or, possibly, ‘thorough’: griindlich.]

15[Scheinwissen.]

%des Vernunftvermégens iiberhaupt. 1 render Vermigen (and likewise Kraft in this sense) as
‘power’ (sometimes also as ‘ability’) rather than as ‘faculty,’” in order to dissociate Kant's
theory (of cognition, desire, etc.) from the traditional faculty psychology. (See also A 51/B 75
br. n. 22.) My point here is to keep the Kantian powers, which are simply abilities, from be-
coming reified, i.e., tumed into psychological entities such as compartments, sources, or agen-
cies “in” the mind. Hence when this translation presents Kant as speaking of the power of
judgment (or of thought, concepts, desire, and so on), what is meant is simply an ability—a
“faculty” only in that sense. In such expressions, moreover, ‘power’ is never used to mean
anything like strength or forcefulness (of judgments, concepts, desires, and so on.)].

-frei.}



PREFACE [FIRST EDITION] 9

specification of them according to principles, and, upon discovering the lo-
cus'® of reason’s disagreement'® with itself, have resolved them to its full
satisfaction. To be sure, my answers to these questions have not turmed out
to be such as a raving dogmatist’s thirst for knowledge might expect. Noth-
ing but magical powers —at which I am no adept—could satisfy that kind
of thirst for knowledge. Presumably, however, this was also not the aim of
our reason’s natural vocation. The duty of philosophy was, rather, to re-
move the deception arising from misinterpretation, even at the cost of de-
stroying the most highly extolled and cherished delusion. In that activity, I
have made comprehensiveness’® my major aim, and I venture to say that
there should not be a single metaphysical problem that has not been solved
here, or for whose solution the key has not at least been provided. In fact,
pure reason is so perfect a unity that, if its principle were insufficient for
the solution of even a single one of all the questions assigned to reason by
its own nature, then we might just as well throw the principle away; for
then we could not fully rely on its being adequate to any of the remaining
questions either.

As I am saying this, I think I perceive in the reader’s face an indigna-
tion, mixed with contempt, at claims that seem so vainglorious and im-
modest. Yet they are incomparably more moderate than the claims of ev-
ery author who offers us the most common program, wherein he purports
to prove, say, the simple nature of the soul, or the necessity of a first be-
ginning of the world. For whereas he promises to expand human cognition
beyond all bounds of possible experience, I humbly confess that this is
wholly beyond my power. Instead I deal solely with reason itself and its
pure thinking; and to gain comprehensive acquaintance with my reason I
need not search far from myself. For I encounter it within myself, and com-
mon logic already provides me with an example [which shows] that all
simple acts of reason can be enumerated completely and systematically.
Here, however, the question arises as to just how much I may hope to ac-
complish with reason once all the material and assistance provided by ex-
perience is taken away from me.

So much about completeness in achieving each of the purposes®! set for
us, and comprehensiveness in achieving all of them together—purposes set

w[Punkt.]
‘9[Lilerally, ‘misunderstanding’: Mifiverstand.]
[ Ausfiihrlichkeit. See A 727 = B 755 incl. n. 105, and cf. A 732 = B 760.]

21[Or ‘ends’: Zwecke.]

A xiii
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for us not by this or that precept, but by the nature of cognition itself, which
is the matter of our critical inquiry.

Two further items, concerning the form of the inquiry, must be regarded
as essential demands that may rightly be made of an author who ventures
upon so slippery an undertaking: certainty and distinctness.

As regards certainty, [ have bound myself by my own verdict: that hold-
ing opinions is in no way permissible in this kind of study; and that what-
ever in it so much as resembles a hypothesis is contraband, which is not to
be offered for sale at even the lowest price but must be confiscated as soon
as it is discovered. For, any cognition that is to hold** a priori proclaims
on its own that it wants to be regarded as absolutely necessary. So does,
but much more so still, a determination of all pure a priori cognitions; for
it is to be the standard and hence is itself to be the [prime] example of all
apodeictic (philosophical) certainty. Now, whether I have in this work
achieved what I am here promising is left entirely to the reader’s judg-
ment; for the author should only submit grounds, and should not pro-
nounce on their effect on his judges. But in order to keep those grounds
from being weakened by something through no fault of his own, the au-
thor may surely be permitted to draw attention himself to those passages
that, although they serve only a subordinate purpose, might occasion some
distrust. He may thus be in time to block the influence that a reader’s slight-
est qualms concerning such a point might have had on his judgment re-
garding the work’s main purpose.

I know of>® no inquiries more important for exploring the power that
we call understanding, and for determining at the same time the rules and
bounds of its use, than those that I have undertaken in the second chapter
of the Transcendental Analytic, under the title of Deduction of the Pure
Concepts of Understanding.>* They are also the ones that have cost me the
greatest effort—but, as I hope, an effort not unrewarded. This study, how-
ever, which is designed to go to some depth, has two sides. The one side
refers to the objects of pure understanding and is intended to establish and
make comprehensible the objective validity of understanding’s a priori con-
cepts, and precisely because of this pertains to my purposes essentially. The
other side seeks to examine pure understanding itself as regards its possi-
bility and the cognitive powers underlying it in turn, and hence seeks to

22(feststehen. ]
D[kennen.)

24[See A 84-130, and cf B 116-69.]
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examine it in a subjective respect. And although this latter exposition®® is
of great importance for my main purpose, it does not pertain to it essen-
tially. For the main question is always this: what, and how much, can un-
derstanding and reason cognize independently of all experience? rather
than: how is our power of thought itself possible? This latter question is,
as it were, a search for the cause of a given effect, and to that extent there
is something about it resembling a hypothesis (even though in fact, as I
shall show on another occasion, it is not so). Thus it seems as if in this
case I have permitted myself to hold an opinion, and that the reader too
must hence be free to hold a different opinion. On this point I must ask the
reader in advance to remember this: should my subjective deduction have
failed to produce in him the full conviction that I expect it to produce, yet
the objective deduction, with which I am concerned above all, will still ac-
quire its full force; perhaps what I say on pages [A] 92 to 93 is even suf-
ficient for this all by itself.

As regards distinctness,?® finally, the reader has a right to demand, first,
the discursive (logical) distinctness arising through concepts, but then also
an intuitive®’ (aesthetic) distinctness arising through intuitions,?® i.c.,
through examples or other illustrations in concreto.?® For discursive dis-
tinctness I have provided sufficiently. This pertained to the essence of my
project. But it was also the incidental cause of my inability to comply with

[ Erirterung.)

[ Deutlichkeit. Distinctness must not be equated with clarity (Klarheit). The Cartesian no-
tions of clarity and diswnctness had been refined by Leibniz as follows: An idea is clear if we
can (without doubt) distinguish it from all other ideas, though we may not know by what
characteristics we do so. An idea is distinct if it is clear in all its parts (characteristics) and
their combination, so that it can be distinguished from all other ideas explicitly, by abstrac-
tion (from the sensible detail) and definition. Now Kant does not here define distinctness. (But
see the end of this note.) Moreover, he expands the notion by allowing not only for a logical
(discursive, i.e., conceptual) but also for an intuitive (aesthetic, i.e., sensible) distinctness. But
the upcoming passage does show that Kant means rather more by distinctness than he does
by clarity as defined by him, in Leibnizian fashion, at B 414 n. 273. On clarity and distinct-
ness in Kant, see his Logic, Ak. IX, 58-65, and cf. 33-35, 38-39, 140, 145; see also the An-
thropology, Ak. VII, 137-38.]

27[imui!ive.]

28[Anschauungen.]

2[In the First Introduction to the Critique of Judgment (Ak. XX, 226n) Kant says: “. .. [L]ogi-
cal distinctness and aesthetic distinctness are as different as day and night, and aesthetic dis-
tinctness [may] occur even if we do not present [vorstellen] the object through concepts at

all, i.e., even if our presentation is an intuition and hence sensible.” See also below, A 41-44/B
59-62. (As regards my rendering of vorstellen as ‘to present,’ see B xvii br. n. 73.)]

A xvii

A xviii
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the demand for intuitive distinctness—a demand that, though less strict, is
still legitimate. As my work progressed, I was almost constantly undecided
as to what to do about intuitive distinctness. Examples and illustrations al-
ways seemed to me necessary, and thus they actually did appropriately find
their place in my first draft. But I soon discerned the magnitude of my task
and the multitude of topics that I would have to deal with. And being aware
that through this magnitude and multitude alone my work would already
expand enough if treated in the dry, merely scholastic way, I found it in-
advisable to enlarge the work still further through examples and illustra-
tions. These are necessary only from the popular point of view, and there
is no way to adapt this work for popular use. The genuine experts in this
science have less need for such simplification, which, though always agree-
able, might here even have had consequences running counter to my pur-
poses. It is true that Abbot Terrasson tells us that if the size of a book were
measured not by the number of its pages but by the time required to un-
derstand it, then we could say about many books that they would be much
shorter if they were not so short.>° On the other hand, if we are concerned
with the [distinctness and] comprehensibility of a voluminous whole of
speculative cognition that yet coheres in one principle, then we could just
as legitimately say that many books would have turned out much more dis-
tinct if they had not been intended to be quite so distinct. For the aids to
distinctness, while helpful®! in parts of a book, are often distracting in the
book as a whole. They keep the reader from arriving quickly enough at an
overview of the whole; and with all their bright colors they do cover up
and conceal the articulation or structure of the system, even though that
structure is what matters most if we are to be able to judge the system’s
unity and sturdiness.

I think the reader might find it rather appealing to unite his efforts with
those of the author, when the author has an opportunity to carry out, in ac-
cordance with the plan here put forth, a major and important work in a com-

3%Jean Terrasson (1670-1750), apart from his activities in the church, was also a professor
of ancient philosophy. Kant’s quote is from a German translation of Terrasson’s La Philoso-
phie applicable a tous les objets de U'esprit et de la raison (Philosophy as Applicable to All
Objects of Spirit and Reason), published posthumously in 1754. The German translation (Ber-
lin, 1762) bears the title Philosophie nach ihrem allgemeinen Einflusse auf alle Gegenstinde
des Geistes und der Sitten (Philosophy According to Its General Influence on All Objects of
Spirit and Morals), Kant’s quote is from p. 117 ]

3![Reading, with Rosenkranz and Erdmann, helfen for fehlen (‘are missing, or, at best, ‘are
missed’).]
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plete and yet lasting manner. Now metaphysics, according to the concepts
of it that I shall be providing here, is the only one among all the sciences
that may expect such completion, and may expect it within a short time
and through a small though concentrated effort. It may expect such comple-
tion as will leave to our descendants nothing more than the task of arrang-
ing everything in the didactic manner according to their aims, yet without
their being able to increase the content in the least. For such a work of
metaphysics®? is nothing but the inventory, put in systematic order, of all
the possessions that we have through pure reason. Here nothing can es-
cape us, because what reason brings forth entirely from itself cannot hide,
but is brought to light by reason itself as soon as we have discovered its
common principle. For cognitions of this kind arise from pure concepts
alone; they cannot be influenced —viz., expanded and increased—by any-
thing taken from experience, or even by particular intuition that might*?
lead to determinate experience.** And the perfect unity of this kind of cog-
nitions makes the mentioned unconditioned completeness not only fea-
sible, but also necessary. Tecum habita, et noris quam sit tibi curta
supellex— Persius.®

Such a system of pure (speculative) reason I myself hope to provide un-
der the title of Metaphysics of Nature. That system, though not half as vo-
luminous as this critique, is to be incomparably richer in content. But first
the critique had to establish the sources and conditions of the possibility
of that system, and needed to clear and level a ground that was entirely
overgrown. For this critique I expect from my reader the patience and im-
partiality of a judge; but for the system, the consideration and support of
an assistant. For however completely all the principles for that system are
set forth in the critique, the comprehensiveness of the system itself re-
quires also that no derivative concepts be missing. These cannot be esti-
mated a priori, but must be discovered gradually. Similarly, whereas in the
critique®® the entire synthesis of concepts was done exhaustively, in the sys-

32[es. which can refer only to ‘work’ above.]
Bsollte.]
34[Without itself as yet being such experience.]

35[From the Satires of Aulus (or Etruscan Aules) Persius Flaccus (34-62 A.D.), Roman poet
and satirist, Satire iv, 52: “Live in your own house, and you will realize how sparsely it is
furnished.”]

31 dort.)
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tem®’ we require in addition that their analysis also be done

exhaustively—though all of that is easy and more entertaining than labo-
rious.

Now I just need to add a few comments concerning the printing. Be-
cause the beginning of the printing was slightly delayed, I was able to see
only about half of the proof sheets. I am now finding some misprints in
them. They do not disturb the meaning, except for one misprint that occurs
on p. [A] 379, fourth line from the bottom,® where we must read in kind
[specifisch) instead of skeptically [sceptisch].>® The antinomy of pure rea-
son, from p. [A] 425 [426] to p. 461, has been set up, in the manner of a
table, in such a way that whatever belongs to the thesis runs continuously
on the left side; and what belongs to the antithesis, on the right side. I have
arranged the antinomy in this way in order to make it easier to compare
thesis and antithesis with each other.*°

Y hier:]
38In the original German edition.]

3[The two German terms are given in their older spelling here, to show the similarity be-
tween them. They are now spelled spezifisch and skeptisch.]

“O[Satz and Gegensatz here, Thesis and Antithesis just above.]
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Whether someone’s treatment of the cognitions pertaining to reason’s busi-
ness does or does not follow the secure path*' of a science—this we can
soon judge from the result. If, after many preparations and arrangements
have been made, the treatment falters as soon as it tums to its purpose; or
if, in order to reach that purpose, it repeatedly has to retrace its steps and
enter upon a different path; or, again, if the various collaborators cannot be
brought to agree on the manner in which their common aim is to be
achieved—then we may rest assured that such an endeavor is still far from
having entered upon the secure path of a science, but is a mere groping
about. We shall indeed be rendering a service to reason if we can possibly
discover that path, even if we should have to give up as futile much that
was included in the purpose which we had previously adopted without de-
liberation.

Logic has been following that secure path from the earliest times. This
is evident from the fact that since Aristotle it has not needed to retrace a
single step, unless perhaps removing some of its dispensable subtleties, or
setting it forth in a more distinct and determinate way, were to be counted
as improvements of logic, even though they pertain more to the elegance
of that science than to its being secure. Another remarkable fact about logic
is that thus far it also has not been able to advance a single step, and hence
is to all appearances closed and completed. It is true that some of the
moderns have meant to expand logic. Some of them have inserted
into it psychological chapters on the different cognitive powers (e.g.,

*![Gang here, Weg just below.]

15
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on our power of imagination, or on ingenuity). Others have inserted meta-
physical chapters on the origin of cognition, or the origin of the different
kinds of certainty according to the difference in the objects (i.e., chapters
on*? idealism, skepticism, etc.). Still others have inserted into logic an-
thropological chapters on prejudices (as well as their causes and rem-
edies). But all these attempts to expand logic are the result of ignorance
concerning the peculiar nature of this science. We do not augment sci-
ences, but corrupt them, if we allow their boundaries to overlap. But the
boundary of logic is determined quite precisely by the fact that logic is a
science that provides nothing but a comprehensive exposition*? and strict
proof of the formal rules of all thought. (Such thought may be a priori or
empirical, may have any origin or object whatsoever, and may encounter
in our minds obstacles that are accidental or natural.)

That logic has been so successful in following the secure path of a sci-
ence is an advantage that it owes entirely to its limitations. They entitle it,
even obligate it, to abstract from all objects of cognition and their differ-
ences; hence in logic the understanding deals with nothing more than it-
self and its form.** Reason naturally had to find it far more difficult to en-
ter upon the secure path of science when dealing not just with itself, but
also with objects. By the same token, logic is a propaedeutic and forns, as
it were, only the vestibule of the sciences; and when knowledge*® is at is-
sue, while for the judging of such knowledge we do indeed presuppose a
logic, yet for its acquisition we must look to what are called sciences prop-
erly and objectively.

Now insofar as there is to be reason in these sciences, something in them
must be cognized a priori. Moreover, reason’s cognition can be referred to
the object of that cognition in two ways: either in order merely to deter-
mine the object and its concept (which must be supplied from elsewhere),
or in order to make it actual as well. The first is reason’s theoretical, the
second its practical cognition. In both the pure part, i.e., the part in which

421 am repeating *chapters on’ on the assumption that dem was meant to go with another von,
as used by Kant with the psychological chapters and again with the anthropological ones, in
place of the iiber to which he switched for the metaphysical chapters. Conceivably, dem could
be construed as going with nach, with Objekte translated (rather loosely) as ’projects’ and re-
ferring (a bit oddly) to idealism and skepticism (which are not usually considered “‘projects’).]

“darlegen.]

“4{Kant’s views on general logic are to be found primarily in his Logic and his Reflections on
Logic, in volumes IX and XVI, respectively, of the Akademie edition of Kant’s writings.]

*[Kenntnisse.)
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reason determines its object entirely a priori, must be set forth all by itself
beforehand, no matter how much or how little it may contain. We must not
mix with this part what comes from other sources. For we follow bad eco-
nomic procedure if we blindly spend what comes in and are afterwards un-
able, when the procedure falters, to distinguish which part of the income
can support the expenditure and which must be cut from it.*¢

Two [sciences involving] theoretical cognitions by reason are to deter-
mine their objects a priori: they are mathematics and physics. In math-
ematics this determination is to be entirely pure; in physics it is to be at
least partly pure, but to some extent also in accordance with sources of cog-
nition other than reason.

Mathematics has been following the secure path®’ of a science since the
earliest times to which the history of human reason extends; it did so al-
ready among that admirable people, the Greeks. But we must not think that
it was as easy for mathematics to hit upon that royal road— or, rather, to
build it on its own—as it was for logic, where reason deals only with it-
self. Rather, I believe that for a long time (above all, it was still so among
the Egyptians) mathemasics did no more than grope about, and that its trans-
formation into a science was due to a revolution brought about by the for-
tunate idea®® that occurred to one man during an experiment. From that
time onward, the route that mathematics had to take could no longer be
missed, and the secure path®® of a science had been entered upon and traced
out for all time and to an infinite distance. This revolution in the way of
thinking was much more important than the discovery of the passage around
the celebrated Cape.™ Its history, and that of the fortunate man who brought
this revolution about, is lost to us. But Diogenes Laértius> always names
the reputed authors of even the minutest elements of geometrical demon-
stration, elements that in ordinary people’s judgment do not even stand in
need of proof; and Diogenes hands down to us a story concerning the

“S{Reading, with Erdmann, von welchem for von welcher.)
“[Weg, also translated as ‘road’ and as ‘passage’ just below.]
*8(Einfall.]

“[Gang.}

*[The Cape of Good Hope.]

3!Author of the only extant continuous account of the lives and doctrines of the main Greek
philosophers. He is thought to have flourished (where is not clear) in the early part of the
third century A.D. His work is known under various titles, such as The Lives of Philosophers,
Lives and Opinions of Famous Philosophers, and several others.]
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change that was brought about by the first indication of this new path’s
discovery. This story shows that the memory of this change must have
seemed exceedingly important to mathematicians, and thus became indel-
ible. When the isosceles triangle was first demonstrated, something dawned
on the man who did so. (He may have been called Thales,>* or by some
other name.) He found that what he needed to do was not to investigate
what he saw in the figure, nor—for that matter—to investigate the mere
concept of that figure, and to let that inform him, as it were, of the figure’s
properties. He found, rather, that he must bring out (by constructing the
figure) the properties that the figure had by virtue of what he himself was,
according to concepts, thinking into it a priori and exhibiting.>* And he
found that in order for him to know anything a priori and with certainty
about the figure, he must attribute to this thing nothing but what follows
necessarily from what he has himself put into it in accordance with his
concept.

Natural science took much longer to hit upon the high road of science.
For only about a century and a half have passed since the ingenious Ba-
con, Baron Verulam,* made the proposal that partly prompted this road’s
discovery, and partly-—insofar as some were already on the trail of this dis-
covery—invigorated it further. This discovery, t00,55 can be explained
only by a sudden revolution in people’s way of thinking. I shall here take
account of natural science only insofar as it is founded on empirical prin-
ciples.

Something dawned on all investigators of nature when Galileo let balls,
of a weight chosen by himself, roll down his inclined plane;® or when Tor-

52[Thales of Miletus (in Asia Minor), who was considered one of the Seven Wise Men of an-
cient Greece, flourished around 585 B.C. He has been regarded, since early antiquity, as the
founder of the Ionian school of natural philosophy, and is generally credited with having in-
troduced geometry to Greece. Cf. Diogenes Laértius (preceding note), i, 22-44.]

53[darstellen. This term (similarly for the noun) has traditionally been rendered most often as
‘to present.’ I believe that ‘to exhibit’ conveys Kant’s meaning rather better. (Ina few places,
all marked by bracketed insertions, Kant uses Darstellung in a nontechnical sense, as mean-
ing exposition.) In this translation, ‘to present’ is used instead to render vorstellen. My rea-
sons for this rendering are given at B xvii br. n. 73.]

54/See above. B ii br. n. 1. Emphasis on ‘Verulam® deleted.]
33[Like the one in mathematics: B xi.]

36[The point of Galileo’s experiment was to disprove the Scholastic view that heavy bodies
fall faster than light ones, by verifying his own theory that the distance covered would be
proportional to the square of the time and independent of the weight.}
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ricelli’” made the air carry a weight that he had judged>® beforehand to be
equal to the weight of a water column known to him; or when, in more re-
cent times, Stahl®® converted metals into calx and that in turn into metal,
by withdrawing something® from the metals and then restoring it to them.*?
What all these investigators of nature comprehended® was that reason has
insight only into what it itself produces according to its own plan;®* and
that reason must not allow nature by itself®* to keep it in leading strings,
as it were, but reason must—using principles that underlie its
judgments—proceed according to constant laws and compel nature to an-
swer reason’s own questions. For otherwise our observations, made with-
out following any plan outlined in advance, are contingent, i.e., they have
no coherence at all in terms of a necessary law—even though such a law
is what reason seeks and requires. When approaching nature, reason must
hold in one hand its principles, in terms of which alone concordant ap-
pearances can count as laws, and in the other hand the experiment that it
has devised in terms of those principles. Thus reason must indeed ap-
proach nature in order to be instructed by it; yet it must do so not in the
capacity of a pupil who lets the teacher tell him whatever the teacher wants,
but in the capacity of an appointed judge who compels the witnesses to
answer the questions that he puts to them. Thus even physics owes that

5IEvangelista Torricelli (1608—1647), Italian physicist and mathematician. He was first to
create a sustained vacuum, and he invented the barometer.]

8fgedacht.)

3Georg Emst Stahl (1660~1734), Geran physician and chemist. He developed the phlo-
giston theory of combustion, which offered the first comprehensive explanation of combus-
tion and of such related biological processes as respiration, fermentation, and decay. The theory
dominated chemical thought for almost a century, until its replacement by Lavoisier’s oxida-
tion theory of combustion.]

%[ The “something” was thought to be phlogiston. On the phlogiston theory of combustion
(cf. previous note), the processes involved are these: Metals, when heated, lose phlogiston
and become calces (or calx, in the singular), kinds of ashy powder now known to be oxides.
Calces, when heated with charcoal, reabsorb phlogiston and become metals again. (The origi-
nal phlogiston having been scattered and lost, the new phlogiston absorbed by the calx comes
from the charcoal, which is especially rich in phlogiston.)]

S am not here following with precision the course of the history of the experi-
mental method; indeed, the first beginnings of that history are not well known.
®2[As a result of the mentioned experiments. ]
S3[Cf. the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 384.]

allein.}
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very advantageous revolution in its way of thinking to this idea:%° the idea
that we must, in accordance with what reason itself puts into nature, seek
in nature (not attribute to it fictitiously) whatever reason must learn from
nature and would know nothing of on its own. This is what put natural sci-
ence, for the very first time, on the secure path of a science, after it had
for so many centuries been nothing more than a mere groping about.

Metaphysics is a speculative cognition by reason that is wholly isolated
and rises entirely above being instructed by experience. It is cognition
through mere concepts (not, like mathematics, cognition through the ap-
plication of concepts to intuition), so that here reason is to be its own pu-
pil. But although metaphysics is older than all the other sciences, and would
endure even if all the others were to be engulfed utterly in the abyss of an
all-annihilating barbarism, fate thus far has not favored it to the point of
enabling it to enter upon the secure path of a science. For in metaphysics
reason continually falters, even when the laws into which it seeks to gain
(as it pretends) a priori insight are those that are confirmed by the com-
monest experience. Countless times, in metaphysics, we have to retrace our
steps, because we find that our path does not lead us where we want to go.
As regards agreement in the assertions made by its devotees, metaphysics
is very far indeed from such agreement. It is, rather, a combat arena which
seems to be destined quite specifically for practicing one’s powers®® in
mock combat, and in which not one fighter has ever been able to gain even
the smallest territory and to base upon his victory a lasting possession.
There can be no doubt, therefore, that the procedure of metaphysics has
thus far been a mere groping about, and—worst of all—a groping about
among mere concepts.

Why is it, then, that in metaphysics we have thus far been unable to
find the secure path of science? Might this path be impossible here? Why,
then, has nature inflicted on reason, as one of reason’s most important con-
cems, the restless endeavor to discover®” that path? What is more: how little
cause have we to place confidence in our reason, when in one of the most
important matters®® where we desire knowledge reason not merely for-
sakes us, but puts us off with mere pretenses and in the end betrays us! Or
if we have only missed the path thus far, what indication do we have that

5[ Einfall.]
SS[Krdfte.]
$7[nachspiiren.)

S8(Stiicke.)
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if we renew our search, we may hope to be more fortunate than others be-
fore us have been?

I would think that the examples of mathematics and natural science,
which have become what they now are by a revolution accomplished all
at once, are sufficiently remarkable to [suggest that we should] reflect on
the essential component in that revolution, viz., the transformation of the
way of thinking that became so advantageous for them; and as far as is
permitted by the fact that they, as rational cognitions,%® are analogous to
metaphysics, we should [there] imitate them with regard to that transfor-
mation, at least by way of an experiment. Thus far it has been assumed
that all our cognition must conform to objects. On that presupposition, how-
ever, all our attempts to establish something about them a priori, by means
of concepts through which our cognition would be expanded, have come
to nothing. Let us, therefore, try to find out by experiment’® whether we
shall not make better progress in the problems of metaphysics if we as-
sume that objects must conform to our cognition.”*— This assumption al-
ready agrees better with the demanded possibility of an a priori cognition
of objects—i.e., a cognition that is to ascertain something about them be-
fore they are given to us. The situation here is the same as was that of Co-
pernicus when he first thought of explaining the motions of celestial bod-
ies.”? Having found it difficult to make progress there when he assumed
that the entire host of stars revolved around the spectator, he tried to find
out by experiment whether he might not be more successful if he had the
spectator revolve and the stars remain at rest. Now, we can try a similar
experiment in metaphysics. with regard to our intuition of objects. If our
intuition had to conform to the character of its objects, then I do not see
how we could know anything a priori about that character. But I can quite
readily conceive of this possibility if the object (as object of the senses)
conforms to the character of our power of intuition. However, if these in-
tuitions are to become cognitions, I cannot remain with them but must re-

“le., cognitions by reason.]
m[versuchen.]

TY[CSf. Walter Watson, The Architectonics of Meaning: Foundations of the New Pluralism (Al-
bany: State University of New York Press, 1985), 5-9.}

"[Nicolaus Copernicus (1473-1543), the Polish astronomer, reinvented the heliocentric hy-
pothesis. The hypothesis had been advanced previously by Aristarchus, a Greek astronomer
of the third century B.C. But his work was lost a few decades after he wrote it, and we know
about it only through other writers’ testimony that itself was not recovered until long after
the time of Copernicus.)

B xvi
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fer them, as presentations,”” to something or other as their object, and must
determine this object by means of them. [Since for this determination I re-
quire concepts, I must make one of two assumptions.] I can assume that
the concepts by means of which I bring about this determination likewise
conform to the object;”* and in that case I am again in the same perplexity
as to how I can know anything a priori about that object. Or else I assume
that the objects, or—what amounts to the same’> —the experience in which
alone they (as objects that are given to us) can be cognized, conform to
those concepts. On this latter assumption, I immediately see an easier way
out. For experience is itself a way of cognizing for which I need under-
standing. But understanding has its rule, a rule that I must presuppose within
me even before objects are given to me, and hence must presuppose a priori;
and that rule is expressed in a priori concepts. Hence all objects of expe-
rience must necessarily conform to these concepts and agree with them.
Afterwards, however, we must also consider objects insofar as they can
merely be thought, though thought necessarily, but cannot at all be given
in experience (at least not in the way in which reason thinks them). Our

"3[Vorstellungen. The traditional rendering of Vorstellung (similarly for the verb) as ‘repre-
sentation’ suggests that Kant’s theory of perception (etc.) is representational, which, however,
it is not (despite the fact that Kant sometimes adds the Latin repraesentatio). For one thing,
vorstellen, in the Kantian use of the term that is relevant here, is not something that Vorstel-
lungen do; it is something that we do. Moreover, vorstellen as so used never means anything
like ‘represent’ in the sense of ‘stand for.” Even an empirical intuition, e.g.. does not stand
for an object of experience (let alone a thing in itself), but rather enters into the experience
which that object of experience is. (Because ‘presentation’ too is slightly awkward, I have in
some contexts replaced it— if clarity could be enhanced at no risk of distortion—by ‘con-
ception’ or ‘thought’; similarly for the verb.) Presentations, as the term is here used, are such
objects of our direct awareness as sensations, intuitions, perceptions, concepts. cognitions,
ideas, and schemata. See A 320/B 376-77 and A 14(0/B 179. The German term darstellen
(similarly for the noun) has traditionally been rendered most often as ‘to present.” That ren-
dering, besides being somewhat unclear, obviously becomes especially harmful if vorstellen
is simultaneously rendered as ‘to represent.’ In this translation darstellen in Kant’s technical
sense of the term is rendered as ‘to exhibit,” which is clear and in no way misleading. (In a
few places—all clearly identified—Kant uses Darstellung in the nontechnical sense of ‘ex-
position.”) The terminological adjustments described here are not entirely new. I already made
them in translating Kant's third Critique: Immanuel Kant, Critique of Judgment, trans., with
an introduction, Werner S. Pluhar (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1987). I have
since discovered that Wolfgang Schwarz had chosen even earlier to render Vorstellung as ‘pre-
sentation’ in his 1982 translation of parts of the first Critique: see above, A vii br. n. 7.}

74[ As do the intuitions.]

"S[Because the objects under discussion are objects of our experience. i.e.. objects as expe-
rienced (objects given to us in experience).}
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attempts’® to think these objects (for they must surely be thinkable) will
afterwards provide us with a splendid touchstone of what we are adopting
as the changed method in our way of thinking, viz., that all we cognize a
priori about things is what we ourselves put into them.”’

This experiment’® is as successful as was desired. It promises that meta-
physics will be on the secure path of a science in its first part, viz., the part
where it deals with those a priori concepts for which corresponding ob-
jects adequate to these concepts can be given in experience. For on the
changed way of thinking we can quite readily explain how a priori cogni-
tion is possible; what is more, we can provide satisfactory proofs for the
laws that lie a priori at the basis’® of nature considered as the sum of ob-
jects of experience. Neither of these accomplishments was possible on the
lind of procedure used thus far. On the other hand, this deduction—provided

[ Versuche.]

77This method, then, which imitates that of the investigator of nature, consists in
searching for the elements of pure reason in what can be confirmed or refuted by
an experiment.* Now the propositions of pure reason, especially if they venture be-
yond all bounds of possible experience, cannot be tested by doing (as we do in
natural science) an experiment with their objects. Hence testing such propositions
will be feasible only by doing an experiment with concepts and principles that we
assume a priori. In that experiment we must arrange [to use] these concepts and
principles in such a way that the same objects can be contemplated from two dif-
ferent standpoints:® on the one hand, for the sake of experience, as objects of the
senses and of the understanding; yet on the other hand, for the sake of isolated
reason that strives to transcend all bounds of experience, as objects that we merely
think. Now if it turns out that contemplating things from that twofold point of view
results in harmony with the principle of reason, but that doing so from one and the
same point of view puts reason into an unavoidable conflict with itself, then the
experiment decides in favor of the correctness of distinguishing the two points of
view.

2[Experiment.]

®{Seiten.]

"8[Versuch. The experiment intended to find out whether we may not d o better in metaphys-
ics if we assume that the objects of our cognition must conform to our cognition, rather than
the other way round.)

[Grund. With a few exceptions, I am rendering this term as ‘basis’ rather than as ‘ground.’
Forone thing, the corresponding ‘based on’ is much less awkward than is ‘grounded in.’ Above
all, however, the ‘ground’ terminology tends to suggest a logical relation. The ‘basis’ termi-
nology is broader, almost always appropriately so. E.g., a Bestimmungsgrund, i.e., a basis de-
termining something, can be all sorts of things.}
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in the first part of metaphysics®® —of our power to cognize a priori®! pro-
duces a disturbing result that seems highly detrimental to the whole pur-
pose of metaphysics as dealt with in the second part:*? viz., that with this
power to cognize a priori we shall never be able to go beyond the bound-
ary of possible experience, even though doing so is precisely the most
essential concern of this science. Yet this very [situation permits] the ex-
periment that will countercheck the truth of the result that we obtained from
the first assessment of our a priori rational cognition: viz., that our rational
cognition applies only to appearances, and leaves the thing®® in itself un-
cognized by us, even though inherently actual. For what necessarily impels
us to go beyond the boundary of experience and of all appearances is the
unconditioned that reason demands in things® in themselves; reason—
necessarily and quite rightfully—demands this unconditioned for every-
thing conditioned, thus demanding that the series of conditions be com-
pleted by means of that unconditioned. Suppose, now, we find that the un-
conditioned cannot be thought at all without contradiction if we assume that
our experiential cognition conforms to objects as things in themselves, yet
that the contradiction vanishes if we assume that our presentation of things,
as these are given to us, does not conform to them as things in themselves,
but that these objects are, rather, appearances that conform to our way of
presenting. Suppose that we find, consequently, that the unconditioned is
not to be met with in things insofar as we are acquainted with®® them (ie.,
insofar as they are given to us), but is to be met with in them [only] insofar
as we are not acquainted with them, viz., insofar as they are things in them-
selves. If this is what we find, it will show that what we assumed initially
only by way of an experiment® does in fact have a foundation.?” Now,

®[ILe., in the Transcendental Aesthetic and the Transcendental Analytic of this Critique, A
19-292/B 33-349.]

81[Le., legitimation of the claim that we have such a power.]
82[] e., in the Transcendental Dialectic, A 293-704/B 349-732.]
83[Sache.]

84[Dingen.]

85[kennen.]

8[Viz., that our power of a priori cognition can inform us only about appearances, but can
never take us beyond the boundary of possible experience and allow us to cognize the thing
in itself.]

87This experiment® of pure reason is very similar to that done in chemistry, which
is called sometimes the experiment of reduction, but generally the synthetic pro-
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once we have denied that speculative reason can make any progress in that
realm of the suprasensible,®® we still have an option available to us. We
can try to discover®® whether perhaps in reason’s practical cognition data
can be found that would allow us to determine reason’s transcendent con-
cept of the unconditioned.”® Perhaps in this way our a priori cognition,
though one that is possible only from a practical point of view,”! would
still allow us to get beyond the boundary of all possible experience, as is
the wish of metaphysics. Moreover, when we follow this kind of proce-
dure, still speculative reason has at least provided us with room for such
an expansion [of our cognition], even if it had to leave that room empty.
And hence there is as yet nothing to keep us from filling in that room, if
we can, with practical data of reason; indeed, reason summons us to do
0.3

cedure. The analysis of the metaphysician has divided pure a priori cognition into
two very heterogeneous elements, viz., such cognition of things as appearances, and
of things in themselves. The [metaphysician’s] dialectic recombines the two so as
to yield agreement with reason’s necessary idea of the unconditioned, and finds that
this agreement can never be obtained except through that distinction, which is there-
fore [a] true one.

*[Experiment here, Versuch just below.}

88(1 ., the realm of objects considered as things in themselves rather than as objects of sense.}
B yersuchen.)

9[Le., make the concept determinate, give it content by means of attributes or “‘determina-
tions™ (cf. A 23/B 37 br. n. 30) of this unconditioned.}

?See below, B xxiv—xxv.]
%{Le., the use of practical reason.}

*In the same way,® the central laws governing the motions of the celestial bodies
provided with established certainty what Copernicus had initially assumed only as
a hypothesis, and at the same time provided proof of the invisible force (Newro-
nian attraction) that links together the world edifice. That force would have re-
mained forever undiscovered if Copernicus had not dared, in a manner that con-
flicted with the senses but yet was true, to seek the observed motions not in the
celestial objects but in the spectator. The transformation in the way of thinking [in
metaphysics} which I set forth in the Critique is analogous to the Copemican hy-
pothesis. Here in the preface I likewise put it forth only as a hypothesis, even though
in the treatise itself it will be proved, not hypothetically but apodeictically, from
the character of our presentations of space and time and from the elementary con-
cepts” of the understanding. Here [ put it forth as a hypothesis in order merely to

B xxii
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The task, then, of this critique of pure speculative reason consists in the
described attempt to transform the procedure previously followed in meta-
physics, by subjecting metaphysics to a complete revolution, thus follow-
ing the example set by the geometricians and investigators of nature.’ The
critique is a treatise on the method [of the science of metaphysics], not a
system of the science itself. Yet it does set down the entire outline of meta-
physics, including the bounds of this science as well as its entire internal
structure. For pure speculative reason has a twofold peculiarity. First, it both
can and ought to measure what its own ability is according to the different
ways in which it selects objects for its thought. For in a priori cognition
nothing can be attributed to objects except what the thinking subject takes
from itself. Second, pure speculative reason also can and ought to enumer-
ate completely and on its own the various ways it has of posing problems
to itself, and thus to set down in advance the entire outline for a system of
metaphysics. For, as regards its cognitive principles, it is an entirely sepa-
rate, self-subsistent™ unity in which, as in an organized body,96 each mem-
ber exists for the sake of all the others, and all exist for the sake of each
one. In this unity no principle can safely be taken in one reference unless
we have also investigated it in [its] thoroughgoing reference to our entire
pure use of reason. But [as a consequence of this unity of pure speculative
reason] metaphysics is also exceptionally fortunate in a way that is denied
to all other rational sciences dealing with objects (as distinguished from
logic, which deals only with the form of thought as such): Once metaphys-
ics has been brought by this critique onto the secure path of a science, it is
able to encompass®’ completely the entire realm of the cognitions pertain-
ing to it. Hence it can complete its work and put it aside for the use of
posterity, as capital that can never be increased. What enables metaphys-
ics to complete its work is that it deals merely with principles, and with
the restrictions on their use as determined by these principles themselves.
Moreover, being a basic science, it is also obligated to achieve this com-

draw attention to the first attempts at such a transformation; and such attempts are always
hypothetical.

*[As Kant has just described in the case of metaphysics.]

P[Le., the categories.]

94[See Walter Watson, op. cit. at B xvi br. n. 71, 35]
9(fiir sich bestehend.]
9[Cf. the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 373-74.]

97 befassen.]
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pleteness; regarding metaphysics we must be able to say: nil actum repu-
tans, si quid superesset agendum.%®

But, it will be asked, what sort of treasure is this that we mean to be-
queath to posterity, in leaving them a metaphysics that has been purified
by critique, though thereby also made durable? A cursory survey of this
work will leave one with the impression that such a metaphysics benefits
us only negatively, viz., by instructing us that in [using] speculative rea-
son we must never venture beyond the boundary of experience; and this
instruction is indeed its primary benefit. But this benefit becomes positive
as soon as we become aware that the principles with which speculative rea-
son ventures beyond its boundary do not in fact expand our use of reason;
they unfailingly narrow it, as we find when we examine them more closely.
For these principles, which properly pertain to sensibility, do actually
threaten® to expand the bounds of sensibility until they include'® every-
thing, thus threatening even to displace the pure (practical) use of reason.
Hence a critique that restricts speculative reason is, to that extent, indeed
negative. But because, by doing so, the critique also removes an obstacle
that restricts— or even threatens to annihilate—the practical use of reason,
its benefit is in fact positive and very important. We see this as soon as we
become convinced that there is a use of pure reason which is practical and
absolutely necessary (viz., its moral use). When used practically, pure rea-
son inevitably expands and reaches beyond the bounds of sensibility; and
although it does not require for this any help from speculative pure reason,
it must still be assured against interference'®' from it in order not to fall
into contradiction with itself. To deny that this service rendered by the cri-
tique has a positive benefit would be like saying that the police provides
no positive benefit; after all, one might say, the main task of the police is
only to put a stop to the violence on whose account citizens must fear each
other, in order that everyone may carry on his business calmly and safely.

%%[“Thinking that nothing was done as long as anything remained to be done.” The quote is
from the (unfinished) De bello civili (On the Civil War) by the Roman poet Lucan (Marcus
Annaeus Lucanus, A.D. 39-65), ii, 657. The poem, which is also called Pharsalia (after the
battle at Pharsalos described in Book vii), deals with the contest between Julius Caesar and
the Senate, and the person referred to in the quote is Caesar. Actually, instead of reputans
(thinking) the original has credens (believing), and instead of si it has dum or possibly cum
(a switch that does not affect the meaning here).]

9[If used in the way described.]

100¢iber]

1 Gegenwirkung.}
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Now in the analytic part of the critique I shall prove that space and time
are only forms of our sensible intuition and hence are only conditions of
the existence of things as appearances, and that, furthermore, we have no
concepts of understanding, and hence also no elements whatever for the
cognition of things, except insofar as intuition can be given corresponding
to these concepts. That will prove, consequently, that we cannot have
[speculative] cognition of any object'* as thing in itself, but can have such
cognition only insofar as the object is one of sensible intuition, i.e., an ap-
pearance. And from this it does indeed follow that any possible specula-
tive cognition of reason is restricted to mere objects of experience. On the
other hand, it must be noted carefully that this [conclusion] is always sub-
ject to this reservation: that we must be able at least to think, even if not
[speculatively] cognize, the same objects also as things in themselves.!®?
For otherwise an absurd proposition would follow, viz., that there is ap-
pearance without anything that appears. Now let us suppose that the dis-
tinction, necessitated by our critique, between objects of experience and
these same objects as things in themselves, had not been made at all. In
that case the principle of causality, and hence nature’s mechanism as gov-
erning the determination of [the exercise of] that causality, would defi-
nitely have to hold for all things as such'® [construed] as efficient causes.
Hence I could not, without manifest contradiction, say of the same being,
for example the human soul, that its will is free and yet is subject to natu-
ral necessity, i.e., not free. For I would be taking the soul in the same sense

192[Gegenstand here, Objekt just thereafter.]

1031n order for me to cognize an object I must be able to prove its [real] possibility
(either from its actuality as attested by experience, or a priori by means of reason).
But I can think whatever I want to, even if I am unable to commit myself to there
being, in the sum of all [logical] possibilities,” an object corresponding to the con-
cept.® All that is required in order for me to think something is that I do not con-
tradict myself, i.e., that my concept be a [logically] possible® thought. But I require
something further in order to attribute objective reality to a concept (i.e., real pos-
sibility, as distinguished from the merely logical possibility just mentioned).
However—and this is my point®—this something further need not be sought in theo-
retical sources of cognition, but may also lie in practical ones.

“[On the distinction between logical and real possibility, see A 391/B 178 br. n. 66.]

°[If there is such an object, then its concept has objective validity, i.e., the concept (and

the object as well) has also real possibility.]

‘(I e., thinkable. Cf. the etymology of ‘logical.’]

d[eben.]

'™[.e., including things in themselves: iiberhaupt. See br. n. 106, just below.]
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in the two propositions, viz., as a thing'®® as such'® (thing in itself); nor,
without prior critique, could I help taking it so. Suppose, on the other hand,
that the Critique is not in error when it teaches us to take the object in two
different senses,'”” viz., as appearance and as thing in itself; and that the
deduction of the Critigue’s concepts of understanding is correct, so that the
principle of causality applies to things only in the first sense,!% viz., in-
sofar as they are objects of experience, but that these same objects are not
subject to that principle when taken in the second sense.!® On these sup-
positions, no contradiction arises when we think the same will in both these
ways: in its appearance (i.e., in its visible acts), as conforming necessarily
to natural law and as to that extent not free; yet on the other hand, qua be-
longing to a thing in itself,''° as not subject to that law, and hence as free.'"!
Now as regards my soul when considered from this second standpoint, I
cannot cognize it through any [use of] speculative reason (let alone through
empirical observation); nor, therefore, can I in this way cognize freedom
as the property of a being to which I attribute effects in the world of sense.
For otherwise I would have to cognize such a being as a being determined
with regard to its existence and yet as not determined in time (which is
impossible, because I cannot base such a concept on any intuition). Nev-
ertheless, |although I cannot in this way cognize my freedom,] I can still
think freedom. lL.e., at least my presentation of freedom contains no con-
wradiction, if we make our critical distinction between the two ways of pre-
senting (sensible and intellectual), and restrict accordingly the pure con-
cepts of understanding and hence also the principles that flow from them.
Now let us suppose that morality necessarily presupposes freedom (in the
strictest sense) as a property of our will; for morality adduces a priori, as

YS[Ding here. Sache just below.]

106[iiberhaupt. In this translation, I render this term almost always by ‘as such,’” and only oc-
casionally by ‘in general’ (or ‘generally’), because this latter rendering can too often be mis-
read as an adverb modifying some nearby verb. See, for some early examples, A 61/B 86, A
66/B 90, A 69/B 94, B 115, A 111, B 140, B 143, B 146, B 159. And although ‘as such’ is
needed also to translate als solch-, this latter use is readily identifiable by means of its place-
ment or its insertion in commas.]

(O ‘significations’: Bedeutungen.]

1% Sinn.]

'°9[I.e., as things in themselves ]

10[A soul.}

i[See below, A 444-51/B 472~79.]
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data of reason,''? original practical principles residing in reason, and these
principles would be absolutely impossible without the presupposition of
freedom.''® But then suppose that speculative reason had proved that free-
dom cannot be thought at all.!** In that case the moral presupposition''>
would have to yield to the other (supposition].!'® For this other [supposi-
tion]’s opposite involves a manifest contradiction'!” (whereas the opposite
of freedom and morality118 involves no contradiction, unless freedom has
already been presupposed!!9). Hence freedom, and with it morality, would
have to give way to the mechanism of nature. But in fact the situation is
different. All I need for morality is that freedom does not contradict itself
and hence can at least be thought; I do not need to have any further insight
into it. In other words, all I need is that freedom [in my act] puts no ob-
stacle whatever in the way of the natural mechanism [that governs] the same
act (when the act is taken in a different reference). Thus the doctrine'2? of
morality maintains its own place, and so does natural science. But this
would not have happened if the critique had not instructed us beforehand
about our unavoidable ignorance regarding things in themselves, restrict-
ing to mere appearances what we can cognize theoretically. This same ex-
position of the positive benefit found in critical principles of pure reason
can be produced again in regard to the concept of God and of the simple

2(Cf. the Critique of Practical Reason, Ak. V, 31.]

V3[CY. ibid., Ak. V, 28-33, 47-50, and also 3-4, 42, 93-94, 105, 161.]
119[Viz., as ruled out by the necessary mechanism of nature.)

Y5[Of freedom, as presupposed by morality.]

16/ That freedom cannot be thought.]

""7[Which would thus prove the original supposition, viz., that freedom cannot be thought.
The opposite (or denial) of this supposition is that freedom can be thought, which would con-
tradict a necessary mechanism that (as would have been proved by speculative reason) rules
out freedom.]

Y8 deren. ]

19[Here the opposite (or denial) is that there is no freedom and hence no (possibility of) mo-
rality, which would not contradict a necessary mechanism, obviously not even one that ruled
out freedom. Hence here the opposite or denial cannot prove the original supposition, viz., of
freedom as presupposed by morality. A contradiction would arise only if we had already pre-
supposed freedom: freedom would contradict both its own denial and that of (the possibility
of) morality.]

120(1 ehre, also translated as ‘science’ just below.]
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nature of our soul; but for the sake of brevity I shall omit it. Thus'*' I can-
not even assume God, freedom, and immortality, [as I must] for the sake
of the necessary practical use of my reason, if I do not at the same time
deprive speculative reason of its pretensions to transcendent insight. For in
order to reach God, freedom, and immortality, speculative reason must use
principles that in fact extend merely to objects of possible experience; and
when these principles are nonetheless applied to something that cannot be
an object of experience, they actually do always transform it into an ap-
pearance, and thus they declare all practical expansion of reason to be im-
possible. I therefore had to annul knowledge in order to make room for
faith."?? And the true source of all the lack of faith'?* which conflicts with
morality—and is always highly dogmatic—is dogmatism in metaphysics,
i.e., the prejudice according to which we can make progress in metaphys-
ics without a [prior] critique of pure reason.'?*

Although,'? therefore, it cannot be difficult to leave to posterity the be-
quest of a metaphysics drawn up systematically in accordance with a cri-
tique of pure reason, yet such a metaphysics is a gift that is not to be de-

. spised. For consider merely how reason is cultivated generally by pursuing

the secure path of a science, as compared to its baseless groping and care-

- less roaming-about when there is no critique. Consider also our youth with
" their desire for knowledge, who can then make better use of their time than
* they can under the usual dogmatism. That dogmatism encourages them

quite early and strongly to reason with ease about things of which they un-

121[By the same reasoning that has just been used.]

122(Glaube. It is knowledge (Wissen), not cognition (Erkenntnis), that is being “annulled” (auf-
heben). Strictly speaking, what is annulled is the claim to knowledge; Kant is adding a touch
of drama. As for Glaube, the term can mean either faith or belief. As the present context makes
clear (cf. A 820~31 = B 848-59 incl. br. n. 113), Kant’s Glaube, in the full sense of the term,
is incompatible with knowledge (though not with cognition; cf. above, A vii br. n. 6). As these
terms are used in English, faith is usually considered incompatible with knowledge, whereas
belief normally is not (but is even included in standard definitions of knowledge). Hence Kant’s
Glaube, in the full sense of the term, must be rendered as ‘faith.’]

123 Unglaube.]

124[Cf. the Critique of Judgment, Ak.V, 472: ‘. .. [A] person who lacks faith is one who de-
nies all validity to those rational ideas [of God and immortality of the soul] because there is
no theoretical foundation for their reality. Hence such a person judges dogmatically. A per-
son’s dogmatic lack of faith is incompatible with his having a moral maxim prevail in his
way of thinking. . ..”]

!25[] am starting a new paragraph where the original merely inserts a dash between sen-
tences.]
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derstand nothing and into which, moreover, neither they nor anyone else
in the world will ever have any insight. It may even encourage them to
seek to invent new ideas'?® and opinions and thus to neglect the study of
well-founded sciences. Above all, however, [we see the value of] such a
metaphysics if we take into account the inestimable advantage of putting
an end, for all future time, to all objections against morality and religion,
and of doing so in the Socratic manner, viz., by the clearest proof of the
opponents’ ignorance. For there has always been some metaphysics in the
world; and some metaphysics will presumably continue to be found in it,
but with it also a dialectic of pure reason, because a dialectic is natural to
pure reason. Hence the primary and most important concern of philosophy
is to deprive metaphysics, once and for all, of its detrimental influence, by
obstructing the source of its errors.

Despite this important change in the realm of the sciences and the loss
that speculative reason must suffer in what it has thus far imagined to be
its possession, the situation remains entirely as favorable as ever with re-
gard to the universal human concern, and with regard to the benefit that
the world has thus far obtained from the teachings of pure reason. The loss
affects only the monopoly of the schools, in no way does it affect the in-
terests of the people. Let me ask the most adamant dogmasist whether any
of the following proofs have ever been able, after emerging from the
schools, to reach the public and exert the slightest influence on its convic-
tion:'?” the one that proves our soul’s continuance after death from the sim-
plicity of substance; or the one that proves the freedom of the will as op-
posed to universal mechanism by means of subtle but ineffectual distinctions
between subjective and objective practical necessity; or the one that proves
the existence of God from the concept of a maximally real being ([or] from
the contingency of what is changeable and the necessity of a prime
mover).'?® I take it that these proofs have never reached the public and in-
fluenced it in that way; nor can they ever be expected to do so, because
the common human understanding is unfit for such subtle speculation.
Rather, the conviction spreading to the public, insofar as it rests on ratio-
nal grounds, has had to arise from quite different causes. As regards the

26[Gedanken.]
27[Cf. the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 476.]

128[Cf. A 604—6/B 632-34. Although the concept of the maximally real (or ‘supremely real’:
allerrealst) being applies also to the ontological proof, Kant may here have in mind only the
cosmological proof.].



PREFACE [SECOND EDITION] 33

soul’s continuance after death, the hope for a future life arose solely from
a predisposition discernible to every human being in his [own] nature, viz.,
the inability ever to be satisfied by what is temporal (and thus is inad-
equate for the predispositions of his whole vocation). As regards the free-
dom of the will, the consciousness of freedom arose from nothing but the
clear exhibition of duties in their opposition to all claims of the inclina-
tions. Finally, as regards the existence of God, the faith in [the existence
of] a wise and great author of the world arose solely from the splendid or-
der, beauty, and provisions manifested everywhere in nature. Indeed, not
only does this possession [of convictions held by the public] remain un-
disturbed, but it even gains further authority through what the schools are
[here] being told:'?° viz., that on a point dealing with the universal human
concern they should not claim to have a higher and more extensive insight
than that which can be attained just as readily by the great multitude (most
worthy of our respect); and that they should therefore confine themselves
solely to the cultivation of these universally comprehensible and for moral
aims sufficient bases of proof. Hence the change'*° affects merely the ar-
rogant claims of the schools, who would like to be considered in these mat-
ters (as they are rightly considered in many other matters) as the sole ex-
perts'3! and guardians for truths whose key they keep to themselves, telling
the public only how to use them (quod mecum nescit, solus vult scire
videri)."*? On the other hand, a more legitimate claim of the speculative
philosopher is nonetheless being taken care of here. He remains always the
exclusive trustee of a science that is useful to the public without its know-
ing this: viz., the critique of reason. For that critique can never become
popular; nor does it need to be. For just as finely spun arguments for use-
ful truths never make it into the heads of the people, so do the equally subtle
objections against those arguments never occur to them. The school, on the
other hand, inevitably gets involved in both the arguments and the objec-
tions, as does anyone who advances to [the point where he can] speculate.
Hence the school is obligated to investigate thoroughly the rights of specu-

129 pelehrt.)

13%[In the realm of the sciences.]

131K enner)

132[“‘What he is as ignorant of as I am he wants to appear to be the only one to understand.”

I am grateful to Francis E. Sparshott for identifying this quote (and to Geoffrey Payzant for
knowing whom to ask). It is from Horace’s Epistles, 11, i, 87. The original text actually has
ignorat instead of (the synonymous) nescit.]
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lative reason, in order to forestall once and for all the scandal that sooner
or later must become apparent, even to the people, from [all] the
controversies—the controversies in which, when there is no critique, meta-
physicians (and, as such, finally also the clergy) inevitably become en-
tangled, and which thereafter even corrupt their teachings. Solely by means
of critique can we cut off, at the very root, materialism, fatalism, atheism,
freethinking lack of faith, fanaticism, and superstition, which can become
harmful universally; and, finally, also idealism and skepticism, which are
dangerous mainly to the schools and cannot easily cross over to the pub-
lic. If governments do indeed think it proper to occupy themselves with
the concerns of scholars, they should promote the freedom for such cri-
tique, by which alone the works of reason can be put on a firm footing.
Promoting such freedom would conform much better to their wise care for
both sciences and people than does supporting the ridiculous despotism of
the schools. The schools raise a loud cry about danger to the public if one
tears up the webs they have spun, even though in fact the public has never
taken notice of these webs and hence can never feel the loss of them.
Critique does not stand in contrast to the dogmatic procedure that rea-
son follows in its pure cognitions; for that procedure is science (and sci-
ence must always be dogmatic, i.e., it must always do strict proofs from
secure a priori principles). Rather, critique stands in contrast to dogma-
tism. Dogmatism is the pretension that we can make progress'® by means
of no more than a pure cognition from concepts (i.e., philosophical cog-
nition) in accordance with principles—such concepts and principles as rea-
son has been using for a long time—without inquiring into the manner and
the right by which reason has arrived at them. Hence dogmatism is the dog-
matic procedure followed by reason without prior critique of its own abil-
ity. The contrast, therefore, is not one that is meant to support a garrulous
shallowness with claims to the name of popularity; let alone one to sup-
port skepticism, which makes short work of all metaphysics. Rather, cri-
tique is the preliminary operation necessary for promoting a metaphysics
that is well-founded and [thus] a science. Such a metaphysics must neces-
sarily be carried out dogmatically, and systematically according to the strict-
est demand, and hence carried out in a way that complies with school stan-
dards (rather than in a popular way). For this demand cannot be remitted,
because metaphysics promises to carry out its task entirely a priori, and
therefore to the complete satisfaction of speculative reason. Hence in car-

133[In metaphysics ]
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rying out some day the plan prescribed by the critique, i.e., in [composing]
the future system of metaphysics, we shall have to follow the strict method
of the illustrious Wolff, the greatest among all the dogmatic philoso-
phers.'** He was first to provide the example (through which he became
the originator of the—not yet extinct—spirit of thoroughness in Germany)
as to how one is to take the secure path of a science: viz., by establishing
principles in a law-governed way, determining concepts distinctly, trying
for strictness in proofs, and avoiding bold leaps in inferences. He was, by
the same token, superbly suited to transfer into that secure state such a sci-
ence as metaphysics is—provided it had occurred to him to prepare the
ground'?® in advance by a critique of the organ,'® viz., pure reason itself.
His failure to do so must be imputed not so much to him as rather to the
dogmatic way of thinking [characteristic] of his age; and for this failure
neither the philosophers of his own period, nor those of all the previous
ones, have any [grounds] to reproach one another. Those who reject Wolff’s
method and yet simultaneously also the procedure of the critique of pure
reason can have in mind nothing but [the aim of] shaking off the fetters of
science altogether,'®’ thus converting work into play, certainty into opin-
ion, and philosophy into philodoxy.'*®

As regards this second edition, 1 wanted, as is proper, to seize this op-
portunity in order to remedy as much as possible any difficulties and ob-
scurity, from which many of the misinterpretations may have arisen that
acute men—perhaps not without my fault—have hit upon in judging this
book. I have not found anything to change in the propositions themselves
and in the bases used for proving them, nor in the form and completeness
of the plan. This is due partly to the long examination to which I had sub-
jected them before submitting the book to the public, and partly to the char-
acter of the matter itself, i.e., the nature of a pure speculative reason. For
pure speculative reason has a true structure.' In such a structure every-

134/ Baron Christian von Wolff (1679-1754), German mathematician, natural scientist, and,

above all, rationalist philosopher of the enlightenment. He is the author of numerous writ-
ings. Although his work follows the tradition of Descartes and Leibniz, he developed his own
philosophical system within that tradition.]

35[Feld.]

1361 e., instrument. See A 61/B 86.]
B[gar],

138[pyrsuit of a creed.]

139[Gliederbau.)
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thing is an organ, i.e., everything is there for the sake of each member, and
each individual member is there for the sake of all,'*° and hence even the
slightest defect,'*! whether it be a mistake (error) or an omission, must in-
evitably betray itself when we use that plan or system. I hope, moreover,
that this system will continue to maintain itself in this unchangeable state.
What entitles me to this confidence is not self-conceit, but merely the fact
that this [unchangeable state of the system] is evident from the following
experiment: We obtain the same result whether we proceed from the mi-
nutest elements all the way to the whole of pure reason, or proceed back-
ward to each part when starting from the whole (for this whole also is given
by itself, through reason’s final aim in the practical sphere);'*? and the re-
sult is the same because any attempt to alter even the smallest part imme-
diately gives rise to contradictions, not merely in the system, but in human
reason in general. On the other hand, much remains to be done as regards
the [manner of] exposition,'** and in this regard I have tried to make im-
provements by providing this new edition. Some of these improvements
are meant to remedy the misunderstanding concerning the Aesthetic, espe-
cially the concept of time; others, the obscurity in the deduction of the con-
cepts of understanding. Yet other improvements are meant to remedy the
supposed lack of sufficient evidence in the proofs of the principles of pure
understanding; and others still, finally, to remedy the misinterpretation of
the paralogisms advanced against rational psychology. That is how far the
alterations extend that I have made in the manner of exposition. (L.e., they
extend only to the end of the first chapter of the Transcendental Dialec-
tic.)l"4 I did not extend them further because there was not enough time,

140[Cf. the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 376.]
14![In the plan displaying that systematic structure.]

192[Cf. B 7, B 395 ns. 222 and 222b, A 747 = B 775, and A 798 = B 826. See also the Cri-
tique of Judgment, Ak. V, 206, and cf. 168, 255, 257, 259, 262, 268, 341, 344, 353, 473]

193[ Darstellung.]

1490nly one of my alterations could I call, properly speaking, an addition, and even
it concerns only the kind of proof I offer. It consists—see p. [B] 275—in a new
refutation of psychological idealism, and a strict proof (also, I believe, the only pos-
sible proof) of the objective reality of outer intuition. However innocuous idealism
may be considered to be (without in fact being so) as regards the essential purposes
of metaphysics, there always remains this scandal for philosophy and human rea-
son in general [if we accept idealism]: that we have to accept merely on faith the
existence of things outside us (even though they provide us with all the material
we have for cognitions, even for those of our inner sense); and that, if it occurs to
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and also because with regard to the remainder I had not come upon any
misunderstanding by competent and impartial critics.'> Although I cannot

someone to doubt their existence, we have no satisfactory proof with which to oppose

him. Since there is some obscurity in the expressions I used in that proof, from the

third to the sixth line? I request that the passage be changed to the following:

“But this permanent something cannot be an intuition within me. For all bases de-
termining my existence that can be encountered within me are presentations; and,
being presentations, they themselves require something permanent distinct from
them, by reference to which their variation,°and hence my existence in the time in
which they vary, can be determined.” 1 suppose some will object to this proof by
saying: But all I am conscious of directly® is what is within me, i.e., my presenta-
tion of external things, and hence we still have not established whether or not there
is anything corresponding to it outside me. However, through inner experience 1
am conscious of my existence in time (and hence also of its determinability in time),
and that is more than to be conscious merely of my presentation. But this con-
sciousness of my existence (and of its determinability) in time is the same thing as
empirical consciousness of my existence, and that can be determined only by ref-
erence to something linked with my existence that is outside me. Therefore this
consciousness of my existence in time is linked, by way of identity,® with the con-
sciousness of a relation to something outside me; and hence what inseparably con-
nects what is outside me with my inner sense is experience rather than invention,’
[outer] sense rather than my power of imagination. For outer sense is in itself al-
ready the referring of intuition to something actual outside me; and the reality of
outer sense, as distinguished from imagination, rests only on our linking outer sense
inseparably, as we are doing here, with inner experience itself, viz., as the condi-
tion of the possibility of inner experience. [This empirical consciousness of my ex-
istence contrasts with] the intellectual consciousness of my existence that I have
in the conception / am, which accompanies all my judgments and acts of under-
standing: if with that intellectual consciousness of my existence I could at the same
time link a determination of my existence through intellectual intuition.® then this
determination would not include necessarily the consciousness of a relation to some-
thing outside me. But in fact I am unable to do so. That intellectual consciousness
of my existence does indeed lead the way; but the inner intuition in which alone
my existence can be determined is sensible intuition, and is tied to the condition of
time. But this [kind of] determination [of my existence], and hence inner experi-
ence itself, depends on something permanent to which I must regard myself as re-
lated by way of contrast; and anything permanent is not within me and hence is to
be found only in something outside me. Hence the reality of outer sense is linked
necessarily with the reality of inner sense, and this [link] makes experience as such
possible. In other words, I am conscious with just as much certainty that there are
things outside me that have reference to my sense, as I am conscious that I myself
exist as determined in time. On the other hand, for which of my given intuitions
there actually are objects outside me that correspond to them, objects that must
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name these critics and praise them as they deserve, they will doubtless find
on their own the places where I have taken their suggestions into ac-
count.'*% The improvements do, however, involve a small loss for the
reader, a loss that I could not prevent without making the book rather too
voluminous: I had to omit or abbreviate various materials that, while not
required essentially for the completeness of the whole, will yet be missed
by many readers as possibly useful for some other aim. I had to do this in

hence be attributed not to the power of imagination but to outer sense, as belong-
ing to it, must be established in each particular case. It must be established—and
here the proposition that there actually is outer experience must always lie at the
basis—in accordance with the rules by which experience as such (even inner ex-
perience) is distinguished from imagination. We may add to this a comment: The
presentation of something permanent in one’s existence is not the same thing as a
permanent presentation. For although—Ilike all our presentations, even those of
matter—the presentation of something permanent” may be quite mutable and may
vary greatly, it yet refers to something permanent. Hence this permanent something
must be a thing that is distinct from all my presentations and is external. The ex-
istence of this thing is included necessarily in the determination of my own exist-
ence, and [together] with it amounts to only a single experience; and this experi-
ence would not take place even inwardly if it were not (in part) outer at the same
time. As to how this occurs, we cannot explain that any further, just as in general
we cannot explain further how what is constant' is thought by us [as constant] in
time, with the concept of change arising from the simultaneity’ of what is constant
with what varies.

“[Of the original text of the proof (i.e., its third sentence), B 275.]

®[Wechsel. See B 224 br. n. 45, and cf. A 187/B 230.]

“[unmittelbar. The literal meaning of this term is ‘immediately’ in the sense of ‘without

mediation.’ But because ‘immediately’ also has its temporal sense (as ‘right away'), which

would frequently mislead, ‘direct’ (with mittelbar rendered analogously as ‘indirect’) is

almost always preferable.]

9[Dasein here and immediately below, Existenz just thereafter. Similarly further on in this

note.]

[identisch.]

f[I;"rdichtung.]

£[Intellectual intuition is what an intuitive understanding would have, whereas we do not:

our intuition is sensible, and our understanding is discursive, i.e., conceptual. See B 72

incl. br. n. 183.]

"[Leaving diese. Presumably Kant avoided saying jene because it could have been taken

to refer back to Anmerkung (‘comment’).]

i[stehend.]

H{Zugleichsein. See B 257 br n. 209.]

143[ Priifer.)

146[1n making the alterations I mentioned above.]
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order to make room for my new exposition, which, as I hope, is more com-
prehensible now. Basically, my exposition changes absolutely nothing in
the propositions or even in the bases used for proving them. But now and
then the way in which it departs from my previous method of setting forth
the material is such that I could not have accomplished this exposition by
means of mere interpolations. I hope that this small loss, which anyone who
so wishes can make up anyway by comparing this edition with the first
one, is more than made up by the fact that the new version is more com-
prehensible. I have been pleased and gratified by what I have seen in vari-
ous published writings (including reviews of some books, as well as sepa-
rate treatises). I saw there that the spirit of thoroughness in Germany has
not faded away, but has only been drowned out for a short time by the tone
in vogue, whereby people employ in their thinking a freedom that befits
[only] a genius.'*” And I saw that courageous and bright minds have gained
mastery of my Critique despite its thorny paths—paths that lead to a sci-
ence of pure reason which complies with school standards, but which as
such is the only science that lasts, and hence is exceedingly necessary.
These worthy men have that happy combination of thorough insight with
a talent for lucid exposition (the very talent that I am not aware of in my-
self), and I leave it to them to perfect my treatment of the material, which
here and there may still be deficient as regards lucidity of exposition. For
although there is in this case no danger of my being refuted, there certainly
is a danger of my not being understood. As for myself, although I shall
from now on be unable to enter into controversy, I shall pay careful atten-
tion to all suggestions, whether from friends or opponents, in order to use
them in the future when I carry out the system of metaphysics in accor-
dance with this propaedeutic. In the course of these labors, I have ad-
vanced considerably in age (this month I reach my sixty-fourth year).148 I
must therefore spend my time frugally, if I want to carry out my plan of
providing the metaphysics both of nature and of morals,'* and thus con-

7[CF. the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 310, 317.]
8[Completing his sixty-third year on April 22, 1787.]

149 The Metaphysics of Morals appeared in 1797. The case of the metaphysics of nature is

less clear. In 1786, one year before the publication of this Preface, Kant had already pub-
lished the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science. It is not clear in what respect he
considered that work, as conjoined with the Critique of Pure Reason, as falling short of a
metaphysics of nature. (Cf. Kant’s remarks in the Metaphysics of Morals, Ak. VI, 205,
214~15.) Even in the Critique of Judgment, published in 1790, he speaks of the metaphysics
of nature as a project still to be undertaken or completed (Ak. V, 170) Perhaps the missing
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firm the correctness of my critique of both speculative and practical rea-
son. Hence I must rely on the help of those worthy men who have made
this work their own, expecting them to clear up the obscurities in it that
could hardly have been avoided initially, as well as to defend it as a whole.
Any philosophical treatise can be tweaked in individual places (for it can-
not come forward in all the armor wom by mathematical treatises), while
yet the structure of the system, considered as a unity, is not in the slightest
danger. Few people have the intellectual*® agility to survey such a system
when it is new, but fewer still have the inclination to do so, because they
find all innovation inconvenient. Again, in any work that for the most part
uses language freely, we can easily dig up seeming contradictions if we
tear individual passages from their contexts and compare them with one
another. In the eyes of those who rely on the judgment of others, such seem-
ing contradictions cast an unfavorable light on the work; but they are quite
easily resolved by someone who has gained command of the idea as a
whole. Moreover, if a theory is internally stable, then any action and re-
action that initially portend great danger will in time serve only to smooth
away the theory’s unevennesses; and in a short time they will even provide
the theory with the requisite elegance, if those who deal with it are men of
impartiality, insight, and true popularity.

Konigsberg, in the month of April, 1787.

part was the projected Transition from the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science to
Physics, on which Kant worked until a year before his death and which appeared (in unfin-
ished form) in what is now called the Opus Postumum (Ak. XXI and XXII). Cf. James W.
Ellington, “The Unity of Kant’s Thought in His Philosophy of Corporeal Nature,” 135-219
(esp. 213-19) in Book II of his translation of the Prolegomera and the Metaphysical Foun-
dations of Natural Science. Immanuel Kant, Philosophy of Material Nature (Indianapolis:
Hackett Publishing Company, 1985).]
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INTRODUCTION

[SECOND EDITION]*

1.** ON THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN
PURE AND EMPIRICAL COGNITION

There can be no doubt that all our cognition begins with experience. For
what else might rouse our cognitive power to its operation if objects stir-
ring our senses did not do so? In part these objects by themselves bring

152( Textual differences between the Introduction in B (which has seven sections) and the one
in A (which has two) are indicated in footnotes. For two extensive commentaries on Kant’s
Introduction, see Hans Vaihinger’s Commentar zu Kants Kritik der reinen Vernunft, vol. 1,
158-496, and Nonnan Kemp Smith’s A Commentary to Kant’s ‘Critique of Pure Reason,’
26~78 (both works cited above, Ak. vii br. n. 5. The interpretation of Kant’s Introduction pro-
vided by Vaihinger and Kemp Smith is now generally regarded as flawed. For a plausible
(and more sympathetic) alternative interpretation, see Herbert James Paton, Kant’s Meta-
physic of Experience (London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd, 1936 [1970]), vol. 1, 5§7-90.]

153(Sections I and II in B replace the first two paragraphs (and section heading)

from Section I in A. The Introduction in A starts as follows:]

INTRODUCTION [FIRST EDITION]
I. The Idea of Transcendental Philosophy

Experience is, without doubt, the first product to which our under-
standing gives rise, by working on the raw material of sense impres-
sions. That is precisely why experience is our first instruction, and why,

43
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about presentations.’>* In part they set in motion our understanding’s ac-
tivity, by which it compares these presentations, connects or separates them,
and thus processes the raw material of sense impressions into a cognition
of objects that is called experience. In terms of time, therefore, no cogni-
tion in us precedes experience, and all our cognition begins with experi-
ence.

But even though all our cognition starts with experience, that does not
mean that all of it arises from experience. For it might well be that even

as it progresses, it is so inexhaustible in new information—so much
so that if the lives of all future generations are strung together, they
will never be lacking in new knowledge® that can be gathered on that
soil. Yet experience is far from being our understanding’s only realm,
and our understanding cannot be confined to it. Experience does in-
deed tell us what is, but not that it must necessarily be so and not
otherwise. And that is precisely why experience gives us no true uni-
versality; and reason, which is so eager for that [universal] kind of
cognitions, is more stimulated by experience than satisfied. Now, such
universal cognitions, which are at the same time characterized by in-
trinsic necessity, must be independent of experience, clear and certain
by themselves. Hence they are called a priori cognitions; by contrast,
what is borrowed solely from experience is, as we put it, cognized only
a posteriori, or empirically.

Now, it turns out—what is extremely remarkable—that even among
our experiences there is an admixture of cognitions that must originate
a priori, and that serve perhaps only to give coherence to our presen-
tations of the senses. For even if we remove from our experiences ev-
erything belonging to the senses, there still remain certain original con-
cepts, and judgments generated from these, that must have arisen entirely
a priori, independently of experience. These concepts and judgments
must have arisen in this way because through them we can—or at least
we believe that we can—say more about the objects that appear to the
senses than mere experience would teach us; and through them do as-
sertions involve® true universality and strict necessity, such as merely
empirical cognition cannot supply.©

2[Kenntnisse.)

Ylenthalten.]
‘[The text of A continues with the first paragraph in Section III of B.]

154 Vorstellungen. See B xvii br. n. 73.]



INTRODUCTION [SECOND EDITION] 45

our experiential cognition is composite, consisting of what we receive
through impressions and what our own cognitive power supplies from it-
self (sense impressions merely prompting it to do so). If our cognitive
power does make such an addition, we may not be able to distinguish it
from that basic material'>* until long practice has made us attentive to it
and skilled in separating it from the basic material.

This question, then, whether there is such a cognition that is indepen-
dent of experience and even of all impressions of the senses, is one that
cannot be disposed of as soon as it comes to light,'>® but that at least still
needs closer investigation. Such cognitions are called a priori cognitions;,
they are distinguished from empirical cognitions, whose sources are a pos-
teriori, namely, in experience.

But that expression, [viz., a priori,] is not yet determinate enough to
indicate adequately the full meaning of the question just posed. For it is
customary, I suppose, to say of much cognition derived from experiential
sources that we can or do partake of it a priori. We say this because we
derive the cognition not directly from experience but from a universal rule,
even though that rule itself was indeed borrowed by us from experience.
Thus if someone has undermined the foundation of his house, we say that
he could have known a priori that the house would cave in, i.e., he did not
have to wait for the experience of its actually caving in. And yet he could
not have known this completely a priori. For he did first have to find out
through experience that bodies have weight and hence fall when their sup-
port is withdrawn.

In what follows, therefore, we shall mean by a priori cognitions not those
that occur independently of this or that experience, but those that occur ab-
solutely independently of all experience. They contrast with empirical cog-
nitions, which are those that are possible only a posteriori, i.e., through ex-
perience. But we call a priori cognitions pure if nothing empirical
whatsoever is mixed in with them. Thus, e.g., the proposition, Every change
has its cause, is an a priori proposition; yet it is not pure, because change
is a concept that can be obtained only from experience.

155[].e., raw material: Grundstoff.]

'38[Anschein.]
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II. WE ARE IN POSSESSION OF CERTAIN
A PRIORI COGNITIONS, AND EVEN COMMON
UNDERSTANDING IS NEVER WITHOUT THEM

What matters here is that we find a characteristic by which we can safely
distinguish a pure cognition from empirical ones. Now, experience does in-
deed teach us that something is thus or thus, but not that it cannot be oth-
erwise. First, then, if we find a proposition such that in thinking it we think
at the same time its necessity, then it is an a priori judgment; and if, in ad-
dition, it is not derived from any proposition except one that itself has the
validity of a necessary proposition, then it is absolutely a priori. Second,
experience never provides its judgments with true or strict universality, but
only (through induction) with assumed and comparative universality; hence
[there] we should, properly speaking, say [merely] that as far as we have
observed until now, no exception is to be found to this or that rule. If, there-
fore, a judgment is thought with strict universality, i.e., thought in such a
way that no exception whatever is allowed as possible, then the judgment
is not derived from experience, but is valid absolutely a priori. Hence em-
pirical universality is only [the result of] our choosing to upgrade'’” va-
lidity from one that holds in most cases to one that holds in all, as, e.g., in
the proposition, All bodies have weight. But when universality is strict and
belongs to a judgment essentially, then it points to a special cognitive source
for the judgment, viz., a power of a priori cognition. Hence necessity and
strict universality are safe indicators of a priori cognition, and they do more-
over belong together inseparably. It is nevertheless advisable to make sepa-
rate use of the two criteria, even though each is infallible by itself. For, in
using them, there are times when showing the empirical limitedness of a
cognition is easier than showing the contingency of the judgments based
on it; and there are times when showing the unlimited universality that we
attribute to a judgment is more convincing'>® than is showing the judg-
ment’s necessity.

Now, it is easy to show that in human cognition there actually are such
judgments [as we are looking for, viz.], judgments that are necessary and
in the strictest sense universal, and hence are pure a priori judgments. If
we want an example from the sciences, we need only look to all the propo-
sitions of mathematics; if we want one from the most ordinary use of un-

57 willkiirliche Steigerung.]

158[einleuchtend. )
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derstanding, then we can use the proposition that all change must have a
cause. Indeed, in this latter proposition the very concept of a cause so mani-
festly contains the concept of a necessity in [the cause’s] connection with
an effect, and of a strict universality of the rule'>® [governing that connec-
tion], that the concept of a cause would get lost entirely if we derived it as
Hume did: viz., from a repeated association of what happens with what pre-
cedes, and from our resulting habit's° of connecting presentations (hence
from a merely subjective necessity). But we do not need such examples'®"
in order to prove that pure a priori principles actual[ly exist] in our cog-
nition. We could, alternatively, establish that these principles are indispens-
able for the possibility of experience as such, and hence establish [their
existence] a priori. For where might even experience get its certainty if all
the rules by which it proceeds were always in turn'6? empirical and hence
contingent, so that they could hardly be considered first principles? But here
we may settle for having established as a matter of fact [that there is a]
pure use of our cognitive power, and to have established what its indica-
tors are. However, we can see such an a priori origin not merely in judg-
ments, but even in some concepts. If from your experiential concept of
a body'®* you gradually omit everything that is empirical in a body—the
color, the hardness or softness, the weight, even'®* the impenetrabil-
ity—there yet remains the space that was occupied by the body (which has
now entirely vanished), and this space you cannot omit [from the concept].
Similarly, if from your empirical concept of any object whatever, corpo-
real'®® or incorporeal, you omit all properties that experience has taught
you, you still cannot take away from the concept the property through
which you think the object either as a substance or as attaching to a sub-
stance (even though this concept of substance is more determinate than that

’”[Cf. Robert Paul Wolff, Kant’s Theory of Mental Activity (Gloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith,
1973), 121-25.]

169[Or ‘custom’: Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, V, Pt. 1, and cf. VII, Pt. II. Cf.
also below, B 19-20, 127. Kant knew Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature only indirectly,
through citations (translated into German) from James Beattie’s Essay on the Nature and Im-
mutability of Truth, of 1770.]

1¢![Examples from the sciences or from ordinary understanding,.]
162[] ¢., even the higher-order rules.]

lss[Kﬁrper,]

163 <even’ omitted in the fourth original edition (1794).]

165 kéirperlich.)
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of an object as such'®®). Hence you must, won over by the necessity with
which this concept of substance forces itself upon you, admit that this con-
cept resides a priori in your cognitive power.

ITI. PHILOSOPHY NEEDS A SCIENCE
THAT WILL DETERMINE THE POSSIBILITY,
THE PRINCIPLES, AND THE RANGE
OF ALL A PRIORI COGNITIONS'’

Much more significant yet than all the preceding'®® is the fact that there
are certain cognitions that [not only extend to but] even leave the realm of
all possible experiences. These cognitions, by means of concepts to which
no corresponding object can be given in experience at all, appear to ex-
pand the range of our judgments beyond all bounds of experience.

And precisely in these latter cognitions, which go beyond the world of
sense, where experience cannot provide us with any guide or correction,
reside our reason’s inquiries. We regard these inquiries as far superior in
importance, and their final aim as much more sublime,'®® than anything
that our understanding can learn in the realm of appearances. Indeed, we
would sooner dare anything, even at the risk of error, than give up such
treasured inquiries [into the unavoidable problems of reason], whether on
the ground that they are precarious somehow, or from disdain and indif-
ference.'™ These unavoidable problems of reason themselves are God, free-
dom, and immortality. But the science whose final aim, involving the sci-
ence’s entire apparatus, is in fact directed solely at solving these problems
is called metaphysics. Initially, the procedure of metaphysics is dogmatic;
i.e., [metaphysics], without first examining whether reason is capable or
incapable of so great an enterprise, confidently undertakes to carry it out.

166[The concept of an object as such does not include even (the property or *“‘detennination”
of) permanence. Cf. A 242-43/B 300-301.}).

167[The text of A continues, together with that of B, just below The section number and head-

ing were added in B.}

'“[I.e., than the fact that we have a priori cognitions as described. In A this sentence starts
with ‘But’; ‘than all the preceding’ added in B.]

189[Cf. the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 245, 264.]

'70[Remainder of paragraph added in B. For its content, cf. A 337/B 395 n. 222,A 798 = B
826, and the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 473.]
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Now, suppose that we!’! had just left the terrain of experience. Would
we immediately erect an edifice by means of what cognitions we have,
though we do not know from where? Would we erect it on credit, i.e., on
principles whose origin is unfamiliar to us? It does seem natural that we
would not, but that we would first seek assurance through careful inquir-
ies that the foundation had been laid. In other words, it does seem natural
that we would, rather,'’? long since have raised the question as to just how
our understanding could arrive at all these a priori cognitions, and what
might be their range, validity, and value. And in fact nothing would be more
natural, if by the term natural'’® we mean what properly and reason-
ably'”* ought to happen. If, on the other hand, we mean by this term what
usually happens, then nothing is more natural and comprehensible than the
fact that for a long time this inquiry had to remain unperformed. For, one
part of these [a priori] cognitions, viz.,'’> the mathematical ones, possess
long-standing reliability, and thereby raise favorable expectations concern-
ing other [a priori] cognitions as well, even though these may be of a quite
different nature. Moreover, once we are beyond the sphere of experience,
we are assured of not being refuted'’® by experience. The appeal'”’ of ex-
panding our cognitions is so great that nothing but hitting upon a clear con-
tradiction can stop our progress. On the other hand, we can avoid such con-
tradiction by merely'’® being cautious in our inventions—even though they
remain nonetheless inventions. Mathematics provides us with a splendid
example of how much we can achieve, independently of experience, in a
priori cognition. Now, it is true that mathematics deals with objects and
cognitions only to the extent that they can be exhibited in intuition. But
this detail is easily overlooked because that intuition can itself be given a
priori and hence is rarely!”® distinguished from a mere pure concept. Cap-
171[man.]
72[rather’ added in B.]
173(Instead of ‘by the tern natural’, A has ‘by this term.’]
4 verniinftigerweise.)
175[‘viz.’ (als) added in B.]

176[ A has ‘contradicted.’]
77[Reiz.]
178 “merely’ (nur) added in B.]

9(kaum.]
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tivated'® by such a proof of reason’s might, our urge to expand [our cog-
nitions] sees no boundaries. When the light dove parts the air in free flight
and feels the air’s resistance, it might come to think that it would do much
better still in space devoid of air. In the same way Plato left the world of
sense because it sets such narrow limits to'®' our understanding; on the
wings of the ideas,'®? he ventured beyond that world and into the empty
space of pure understanding. He did not notice that with all his efforts he
made no headway. He failed to make headway because he had no resting
point against which—as a foothold, as it were—he might brace himself and
apply his forces in order to set the understanding in motion. But [Plato is
no exception]: it is human reason’s usual fate, in speculation, to finish its
edifice as soon as possible, and not to inquire until afterwards whether a
good foundation has in fact been laid for it. Then all sorts of rationaliza-
tions'®3 are hunted up in order to reassure us that the edifice is sturdy, or,
preferably, even to reject altogether!® so late and risky an examination of
it. But what keeps us, while we are building, free from all anxiety and sus-
picion, and flatters us with a seeming thoroughness, is the following. A large
part—perhaps the largest—of our reason’s business consists in dissecting
what concepts of objects we already have. This [procedure] supplies us with
a multitude of cognitions. And although these cognitions are nothing more
than clarifications or elucidations of what has already been thought in our
concepts (although thought as yet in a confused way), they are yet rated
equal to new insights at least in form, even though in matter or content
they do not expand the concepts we have but only spell them out. Now
since this procedure yields actual a priori cognition that progresses in a safe
and useful way, reason uses this pretense, though without itself noticing
this, to lay claim surreptitiously'®® to assertions of a quite different kind.
In these assertions, reason adds to given concepts others quite foreign to
them, doing so moreover'®® a priori. Yet how reason arrived at these con-

'80[ A has ‘encouraged.’]

1811A has ‘puts such manifold obstacles in the way of.’]

182[1deen.)

183(Beschinigungen.]

'84[“even,” along with ‘preferably’ and ‘altogether’ (auch . . . lieber gar), added in B.]
185

[erschleichen.]

'86[‘moreover’ (und zwar) added in B. The addition helps to remove an ambiguity in the Ger-
man text of A: it helps to separate ‘a priori’ from Begriffen (concepts) and thus keeps the ex-
pression from seeming to modify that noun.]
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cepts is not known; indeed, such a'®” question is not even thought of. Hence
I shall deal at the very outset with the distinction between these two kinds
of cognition.

IV.”® ON THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN
ANALYTIC AND SYNTHETIC JUDGMENTS

In all judgments in which we think the relation of a subject to the predi-
cate (I here consider affirmative judgments only, because the application to
negative judgments is easy afterwards'®®), this relation is possible in two
ways. Either the predicate B belongs to the subject A as something that is
(covertly) contained in this concept A; or B, though connected with con-
cept A, lies quite'® outside it."' In the first case I call the judgment ana-
Iytic; in the second, synthetic.'®*> Hence (affirmative) analytic judgments are
those in which the predicate’s connection with the subject is thought by
[thinking] identity, whereas those judgments in which this connection is
thought without [thinking] identity are to be called synthetic. Analytic judg-
ments could also be called elucidatory.'™ For they do not through the predi-
cate add anything to the concept of the subject; rather, they only dissect
the concept, breaking it up into its component concepts which had already
been thought in it (although thought confusedly). Synthetic judgments, on
the other hand, could also be called expansive.194 For they do add to the
concept of the subject a predicate that had not been thought in that con-
ceptat all and could not have been extracted from it by any dissection. For

'87(Instead of ‘such a,’ A has ‘this.’]

’"[This number absent in A, where the heading is that of the second subsection of Section
L]

189 <afterwards’ added in B.]

'®[ganz, presumably intended for emphasis only, and not for a contrast between complete
and partial exclusion.]

91CE. I W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 145-47.]
92[Emphasis in both terms added in B.]

93[Emphasis added in B.]

9% Erweiterungsurteile; emphasis added in B. I prefer to translate erweiternd as ‘expansive’

rather than as ‘ampliative.’ My reason is that the corresponding verb, erweitern, is rendered
better as ‘expand’ than as ‘amplify,” because the latter term might (to contemporary readers)
suggest increase in force.]

Al
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example, if I say: All bodies are extended—then this is an analytic judg-
ment. For I do not need to go beyond'®’ the concept that I link with the
word body in order to find that extension is connected with it. All I need
to do in order to find this predicate in the concept is to dissect the concept,
i.e., become conscious'®® of the manifold'®’ that I always think in it. Hence
the judgment is analytic. By contrast, if I say: All bodies are heavy'®®*—then
the predicate is something quite different from what I think in the mere
concept of a body as such. Hence adding such a predicate yields a syn-
thetic judgment.'®®

200Experiential *°' judgments, as such, are one and all synthetic.2*? For
to base an analytic judgment on experience would be absurd, because in

195[ A has ‘outside.’]

196 bewupt in A, mir bewuft in B. The latter conforms better to German grammar, but adds
nothing to the meaning.]

1710f component concepts. ]

198[n the technical sense of ‘heavy,’ as meaning no more than *having weight’; cf. B 2, B 4.

‘All bodies have weight’ lacks the copula ‘are’ and hence would, in the present context, cre-
ate a nusleading contrast to ‘All bodies are extended.’]

199[Cf. Lewis White Beck, “Can Kant’s Synthedic Judgments Be Made Analytic?” in Kant-
Studien, 47 (1955), 168—81; reprinted in Beck’s Studies in the Philosophy of Kant (India-
napolis: Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1965), 74-91. Cf. also Moltke S. Gram, Kant, Ontology,
and the A Priori (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1968), 43—82.]

200[This paragraph in B replaces the following two in A:]

Now, this shows clearly: (1) that analytic judgments do notatall ex-
pand our cognition, but spell out and make understandable to myself
the concept that I already have; (2) that in synthetic judgments, where
the predicate does not lie within the concept of the subject, I must have
besides this concept something else (X) on which the understanding re-
lies in order to cognize nonetheless that the predicate belongs to that
concept.

In empirical judgments, or in judgments of experience,” it is not dif-
ficult at all to find this X. For here this X is the complete experience of
the object that I think by means of a concept A, the concept amounting
only to part of the experience. For although in the concept of a body as
such I do not at all include the predicate of heaviness,” yet the concept
designates the complete experience [of a body] by means of part of it;
hence I can add to this part, as belonging to it, further parts of the same
experience. I can begin by cognizing the concept of a body analytically
through the characteristics of extension, impenetrability, shape, etc., all
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its case I can formulate my judgment without going outside my concept,
and hence do not need for it any testimony of experience. Thus the [ana-
lytic] proposition that bodies are extended is one that holds®®® a priori and
is not an experiential judgment. For before I turn to experience, I already
have in the concept [of body] all the conditions required for my judgment.
I have only to extract from it, in accordance with the principle of contra-
diction, the predicate [of extension]; in doing so, I can at the same time
become conscious of the judgment’s necessity, of which experience would
not even inform me. On the other hand, though in the concept of a body
as such I do not at all include the predicate of heaviness,”®* yet the con-
cept designates an object of experience by means of part of this experi-
ence; hence I can [synthetically] add to this part further parts, of the same
experience, in addition to those that belonged to the concept of a body as
such. I can begin by cognizing the concept of a body analytically through
the characteristics of extension, impenetrability, shape, etc., all of which
are thought in this concept. But then I expand my cognition: by looking
back to the experience from which I have abstracted this concept of body,
I also find heaviness to be always connected with the above characteris-
tics; and so I add it, as a predicate, to that concept synthetically. Hence

of which are thought in this concept. But then I expand my cognition:
by looking back to the experience from which I have abstracted this con-
cept of body, I also find heaviness to be always connected with the above
characteristics. Hence experience is the X that lies outside the concept
A and makes possible the synthesis of the predicate B of heaviness with
the concept A.

*[See br. n. 201, just below.]

b[In the technical sense of ‘heaviness,’ as meaning no more than ‘weight.’ See just
above, br. n. 198.]

2V Erfahrungs- (‘of experience,’ literally). The German noun has no corresponding adjec-
tive. In translating Kant, the proper English adjective corresponding to ‘experience’ is ‘ex-
periential,” which in Kant is not synonymous with ‘empirical.” Whereas experience is indeed
empirical (insofar as it includes sensation), perception (which includes sensation) is empiri-
cal (viz.,, empirical intuition) without as yet being experience. In order for perception to be-
come experience, it must be given the synthetic unity provided by the understanding’s cat-
egones. See A 183/B 226 (cf. B vii, 12, 161) and the Prolegomena, Ak 1V, 297-98.]
202[The beginning of this paragraph, through ‘inform me,’ is taken almost verbatim from the
Prolegomena: see Ak. 1V, 268.]

203 feststehen |

204[See br. n. 200b, just above.]
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experience is what makes possible the synthesis of the predicate of heavi-
ness with the concept of body. For although neither of the two concepts is
contained in the other, yet they belong to each other, though only contin-
gently, as parts of a whole; that whole is experience, which is itself a syn-
thetic combination® of intuitions.

In synthetic judgments that are a priori, however, this remedy~™ is en-
tirely lacking. If I am to go beyond®*’ the concept A in order to cognize
another concept B as combined with it, I rely on something that makes the
synthesis possible: what is that something, considering that here I do not
have the advantage of looking around for it in the realm of experience?
Take the proposition: Everything that happens has its cause.—In the con-
cept of something that happens I do indeed think an existence preceded by
a time, etc., and from this one can obtain analytic judgments. But the con-
cept of a cause lies quite outside that earlier concept and?®® indicates some-
thing different from what happens; hence®® it is not part of what is con-
tained?'? in this latter presentation. In speaking generally of what happens,
how can I say about it something quite different from it, and cognize as'
belonging to it—indeed, belonging to it necessarily*''—the concept of
cause, even though this concept is not contained in the concept of what
happens? What is here the unknown = X on which?!? the understanding
relies when it believes that it discovers, outside the concept A,%'* a predi-
cate B that is foreign to concept A but that the understanding considers
nonetheless to be connected with that concept??'* This unknown cannot be
experience. For in adding the presentation of cause to the presentation of
what happens, the above principle does so not only with greater universal-
ity than experience can provide, but also with the necessity’s being ex-

206

205[0n (linking) or combination (Verbindung), assembly (Zusammensetzung), and connection
(Verkniipfung), see below, B 201 n. 30.]

206 e., expenence.]

2071 A has ‘outside.’]

208[Jies entirely outside that concept and’ added in B.]
20(Instead of ‘hence,’ A has ‘and.’]

2100sr ... gar nicht mit enthalten.]

2! This insertion added in B.]

22Instead of ‘unknown = X,' A has ‘the X.']
213[Literally, ‘concept of A’ (in this case).]

214“that the understanding considers’ added in B.]
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pressed; hence it does so entirely a priori and on the basis of mere con-
cepts. Now, on such synthetic, i.e., expansive, principles depends®'® the
whole final aim of our speculative a priori cognition. For, analytic prin-
ciples are indeed exceedingly important and needed, but only for attaining
that distinctness in concepts which is required for a secure and extensive
synthesis that, as such, will actually be a new acquisition®'® [of cogni-
tion].2"?

V.*®* ALL THEORETICAL SCIENCES OF REASON
CONTAIN SYNTHETIC A PRIORI JUDGMENTS
AS PRINCIPLES?"

1. Mathematical judgments are one and all synthetic. Although this propo-
sition®?° is incontestably certain and has very important consequences, it

25[More literally, ‘rests’: beruht.]
218[A has ‘addition’ (Anbau, as for a building).]
217[ A adds, but B omits, the following paragraph:]

Hence a certain mystery lies concealed here.? Only by solving it can
we make our progress in the boundless realm of understanding’s pure
cognition secure and reliable. Thus, with the requisite universality, we
must uncover the basis on which synthetic a priori judgments are pos-
sible; we must gain insight into the conditions that make each kind of a
priori judgments possible; and we must [properly] define® this entire cog-
nition (which constitutes a type of its own), not merely mark it by draw-
ing a cursory circumference around it: we must define it completely—in
a system, and in a manner adequate for any use—in terms of its origi-
nal sources, its divisions, its range and bounds. So much, for now, as
regards what is peculiar about synthetic [a priori] judgments.

*If so much as raising this question had occurred to any of the ancients, this question

by itself would have created mighty resistance, up to our own time, against all sys-

tems of pure reason. It would thus have saved [philosophers] all those vain attempts
that they undertook blindly, without knowing what they were in fact dealing with.
®[bestimmen.]

218[Sections V and VI added in B. The text of A continues together with that of B in B’s Sec-

tion VIL]

[ Prinzipien.]

22°[Sarz.]

A 10
B 14
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seems thus far to have escaped the notice of those who have analyzed??!
human reason; indeed, it seems to be directly opposed to all their conjec-
tures. For they found that all the inferences made by mathematicians pro-
ceed (as the nature of all apodeictic certainty requires) according to the prin-
ciple?”? of contradiction; and thus they came to be persuaded that the
principle of contradiction is also the basis on which we cognize the prin-
ciples®?® [of mathematics]. In this they were mistaken. For though we can
indeed gain insight into a synthetic proposition according to the principle
of contradiction, we can never do so [by considering] that proposition by
itself, but can do so only by presupposing another synthetic proposition
from which it can be deduced.

We must note, first of all, that mathematical propositions, properly so
called, are always a priori judgments rather than empirical ones; for they
carry with them necessity, which we could never glean from experience.
But if anyone refuses to grant that all such propositions are a priori—all
right: then I restrict my assertion®?* to pure mathematics, in the very con-
cept of which is implied that it contains not empirical but only pure a priori
cognition.

It is true that one might at first think that the proposition 7 + 5 = 12 is
a merely analytic one that follows, by the principle of contradiction, from
the concept of a sum of seven and five. Yet if we look more closely, we
find that the concept of the sum of 7 and 5 contains nothing more than the
union of the two numbers into one; but in [thinking] that union we are not
thinking in any way at all what that single number is that unites the two.
In thinking merely that union of seven and five, I have by no means al-
ready thought the concept of twelve; and no matter how long I dissect my
concept of such a possible sum, still I shall never find in it that twelve. We
must go beyond these concepts and avail ourselves of the intuition corre-
sponding to one of the two: e.g., our five fingers, or (as Segner does in his

22 (Zergliederer:)

222[8a17.]

223(Grundsdtze On my use of ‘principle’ to translate both Prinzip and Grundsatz, see above,

A vii br. n. 7. Although Satz is usually translatable as ‘proposition,’ in Satz des Widerspruchs
it, too, comes out as ‘principle.’ Yet no distortion results in Kant’s meaning. On the other
hand, such distortion would result if Grundsatz were, here or throughout, rendered in some
other way, which would create an illusory contrast with Prinzip.]

224[Satz.]
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Arithmetic*®) five dots. In this way we must gradually add, to the concept
of seven, the units of the five given in intuition. For I start by taking the
number 7. Then, for the concept of the 5, I avail myself of the fingers of
my hand as intuition. Thus, in that image of mine, I gradually add to the
number 7 the units that I previously gathered together in order to make up
the number S. In this way I see the number 12 arise. That 5 were to be
added to 7, this I had indeed already thought in the concept of a sum =
7+5, but not that this sum is equal to the number 12. Arithmetic proposi-
tions are therefore always synthetic. We become aware of this all the more
distinctly if we take larger numbers. For then it is very evident that, no
matter how much we twist and turn our concepts, we can never find the
[number of the] sum by merely dissecting our concepts, i.e., without avail-
ing ourselves of intuition.

Just as little are any principles of pure geometry analytic. That the
straight line between two points is the shortest is a synthetic proposition.
For my concept of straight contains nothing about magnitude, but contains
only a quality. Therefore the concept of shortest is entirely added to the
concept of a straight line and cannot be extracted from it by any dissec-
tion. Hence we must here avail ourselves of intuition; only by means of it
is the synthesis possible.

It is true that a few propositions presupposed by geometricians are ac-
tually analytic and based on the principle of contradiction. But, like iden-
tical propositions, they serve not as principles but only [as links in] the
chain of method. Examples are a = a; the whole is equal to itself; or (a+b)>a,
i.e., the whole is greater than its part. And yet even these principles, al-
though they hold according to mere concepts, are admitted in mathematics
only because they can be exhibited in intuition. [As for mathematics gen-
erally,] what commonly leads us to believe that the predicate of its apode-
ictic judgments is contained in our very concept, and that the judgment is
therefore analytic, is merely the ambiguity with which we express our-
selves. For we say that we are t0?%° add in thought a certain predicate to a
given concept, and this necessity adheres indeed to the very concepts. But
here the question is not what we are to add in thought to the given con-

23(Johann Andreas von Segner (1704-1777), German physicist and mathematician at Jena,

Géttingen, and Halle. He is the author of several significant works, and introduced the con-
cept of the surface tension of liquids. The work mentioned here, as translated from the Latin,
is his Anfangsgriinde der Arithmetik (Elements of Arithmetic). See the second edition (Halle/
Saale: Renger, 1773), pp. 27, 79].

25/ sollen.]

B 16
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cept, but what we actually think®?’ in the concept, even if only obscurely;
and there we find that, although the predicate does indeed adhere neces-
sarily to such?®® concepts, yet it does so not as something thought in the
concept itself, but by means of an intuition that must be added to the con-
cept.

2. Natural science (physica)**® contains synthetic a priori judgments as
principles. Let me cite as examples just a few propositions: e.g., the propo-
sition that in all changes in the corporeal world the quantity of matter re-
mains unchanged; or the proposition that in all communication of motion,
action and reaction must always be equal to each other. Both propositions
are clearly not only necessary, and hence of a priori origin, but also syn-
thetic. For in the concept of matter I do not think permanence, but think
merely the matter’s being present in space insofar as?*° it occupies space.
Hence I do actually go beyond the concept of matter, in order to add to it
a priori in thought something that I have not thought in it. Hence the propo-
sition is thought not analytically but synthetically and yet a priori,>*! and
the same?*? occurs in the remaining propositions of the pure part of natu-
ral science.

3. Metaphysics is to contain synthetic a priori cognitions. This holds
even if metaphysics is viewed as a science that thus far has merely been
attempted, but that because of the nature of human reason is nonetheless
indispensable. Metaphysics is not at all concerned merely to dissect con-
cepts of things that we frame a priori, and thereby to elucidate them ana-
lytically. Rather, in metaphysics we want to expand our a priori cognition.
In order to do this, we must use principles which go beyond the given con-
cept and which add to it something that was not contained in it; and, by
means of such synthetic a priori judgments, we must presumably go so far
beyond such concepts that even experience?** can no longer follow us; as
in the proposition: The world must have a first beginning—and others like

227[Deleting the emphasis in ‘in thought’ and ‘think’ (denken both times).]
228(enen.)

229(Physics.]

2(durch.]

23 An alternative reading is: ‘Hence the proposition is not analytic but synthetic, and yet is
thought a pnori, . . ." The reading I have adopted seems to go better with ‘in’ in the last clause.]

232[30.]

233(Actual or possible experience.]
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that. And hence metaphysics consists, at least in terms of its purpose, of
nothing but synthetic a priori propositions.

VI. THE GENERAL PROBLEM OF PURE REASON

Much is gained already when we can bring a multitude of inquiries under
the formula of a single problem. For we thereby facilitate not only our own
business by defining it precisely, but also—for anyone else who wants to
examine it—the judgment as to whether or not we have carried out our
project adequately. Now the proper problem of pure reason is contained in
this question:

How are synthetic judgments possible a priori?%3

That metaphysics has thus far remained in such a shaky state of uncer-
tainty and contradictions is attributable to a sole cause: the fact that this
problem, and perhaps even the distinction between analytic and synthetic
judgments, has not previously occurred to anyone.?*> Whether metaphys-
ics stands or falls depends on the solution of this problem, or on an ad-
equate proof that the possibility which metaphysics demands to see ex-

234[(In the original this sentence, unlike the next two similar ones below, is not set off as a
separate paragraph.) The question could also be translated thus: ‘How are synthetic a priori
judgments possible? lLe., ‘a priori’ can be construed either as an adverb modifying ‘possible’
or as an adjective modifying ‘judgments.’ Kant himself seems to have construed it one way
in some contexts, the other way in other contexts.]

235[The problem, roughly, is this: In the case of analytic judgments (judgments whose truth
depends solely on the meanings of their terms, i.e., on the content of the concepts involved)
it is easy to see how such judgments can (by which Kant means ‘can legitimately’) be made
a priori (independently of experience). But the truth of synthetic (nonanalytic) judgments de-
pends on more than their meaning (conceptual content). An example is the judgment (see B
17) that in all changes in the corporeal world the quantity of matter remains unchanged. This
judgment is clearly not analytic, but asserts something (not merely conceptual) about the world
(and hence about any possible experience that we may have of it). How then can we make
such judgments a priori? Kant's answer lies in his “‘Copernican revolution” (B xvi—xviii).
We can make synthetic judgments a priori insofar as objects of expenience (which are the
same thing as object-experiences) must conform a priori to what we contribute to expenence
(and hence to them), instead of experience’s conforning a priori to totally independent ob-
Jjects (things in themselves) by means of some preestablished harmony. By the same token,
as Kant will show in the Transcendental Dialectic (A 293-704/B 349~732), synthetic a priori
judgments that go beyond all possible experience (make assertions about things in them-
selves) cannot be justified (legitimated) theoretically at all (though they may still be justifi-
able morally-practically).)
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238 239

plained®* does not exist?®’ at all. David Hume®*® at least**® came closer
to this problem than any other philosopher. Yet he did not think of it nearly
determinately enough and in its universality, but merely remained with the
synthetic proposition about the connection of an effect with its causes (prin-
cipium causalitatis).**° He believed he had discovered that such a propo-
sition is quite impossible a priori.2*! Thus, according to his conclusions,
everything that we call metaphysics would amount to no more than the de-
lusion of a supposed rational insight into what in fact is merely borrowed
from experience and has, through habit, acquired a seeming necessity. This
assertion, which destroys all pure philosophy, would never have entered
Hume’s mind if he had envisaged our problem in its universality. For he
would then have seen that by his argument there could be no pure math-
ematics either, since it certainly does contain synthetic a priori proposi-
tions; and from such an assertion his good sense®** would surely have saved
him.

In solving the above problem we solve at the same time another one,
concerning the possibility of the pure use of reason in establishing and car-
rying out all sciences that contain theoretical a priori cognition of objects;
i.e., we also answer these questions:

How is pure mathematics possible?

How is pure natural science possible?

Since these sciences are actually given [as existent], it is surely proper
for us to ask how they are possible; for that they must be possible is proved
by their being actual.**® As regards metaphysics, however, there are grounds
on which everyone must doubt its possibility: its progress thus far has been

236[] e., how synthetic judgments are possible a prior1.]
B(stattfinden.]

238[Cf., for this passage, B 5 above and B 127 below.]
2Y[noch.]

240[Principle of causality.]

241[Or: ‘that such an a prion proposition is quite impossible.’]
242 Verstand. ]

283This actuality may still be doubted by some in the case of pure natural science.
Yet we need only examine the propositions that are to be found at the beginning of
physics proper (empirical physics), such as those about the permnanence of the®* quan-
tity of matter, about inertia, about the equality of action and reaction, etc., in order
to soon be convinced that these propositions themselves amount to a physica
pura (or physica rationalis).® Such a physics, as a science in its own right, surely
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poor; and thus far not a single metaphysics has been put forth of which we
can say, as far as the essential purpose of metaphysics is concerned, that it
is actually at hand.?**

Yet in a certain sense this kind of cognition must likewise be regarded
as given; and although metaphysics is not actual as a science, yet it is ac-
tual as a natural predisposition®*’ (i.e., as a metaphysica naturalis**®). For
human reason, impelled by its own need rather than moved by the mere
vanity of gaining a lot of knowledge, proceeds irresistibly to such ques-
tions as cannot be answered by any experiential use of reason and any prin-
ciples taken from such use. And thus all human beings, once their reason
has expanded to [the point where it can] speculate, actually have always
had in them, and always will have in them, some metaphysics. Now con-
cerning it, too, there is this question:

How is metaphysics as a natural predisposition possible?>*’

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

Thus far, however, all attempts to answer these natural questions—e.g.,
whether the world has a beginning or has been there from eternity,
etc.—have met with unavoidable contradictions. Hence we cannot settle for
our mere natural predisposition for metaphysics, i.e., our pure power of rea-
son** itself, even though some metaphysics or other (whichever it might
be) always arises from it. Rather, it must be possible, by means of this pre-
disposition,?*° to attain certainty either concerning our knowledge or lack
of knowledge of the objects [of metaphysics], i.e., either conceming a de-
cision about the objects that its questions deal with, or certainty concemn-

deserves to be put forth separately and in its whole range, whether this range be
narrow or broad.®
“[derselben.]
"[Pure, or rational, physics.]
“[This Kant did in his Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (1786), Ak. IV,
465-565.]

24(yorhanden.)

25[Naturanlage.]

246[Natural metaphysics.]

%7[1n the original, this question is embedded in the paragraph.}
248[Vemunﬁver'rm'igen.]

291 e., our power of reason.]

B22
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ing the ability?° or inability of reason to make judgments about these ob-

Jects. In other words, it must be possible to expand our pure reason in a
reliable way, or to set for it limits that are determinate and safe. This last
question, which flows from the general problem above,?>' may rightly be
stated thus:

How is metaphysics as science possible?22

Ultimately, therefore, critique of pure reason leads necessarily to sci-
ence; the dogmatic use of pure reason without critique, on the other hand,
to baseless assertions that can always be opposed by others that seem
equally plausible,”>* and hence to skepticism.

This science, moreover, cannot be overly, forbiddingly voluminous. For
it deals not with objects of reason, which are infinitely diverse, but merely
with [reason] itself. [Here reason] deals with problems that issue entirely
from its own womb; they are posed to it not by the nature of things dis-
tinct from it, but by its own nature. And thus, once it has become com-
pletely acquainted with its own ability regarding the objects that it may
encounter in experience, reason must find it easy to determine, completely
and safely, the range and the bounds of its use [when] attempted beyond
all bounds of experience.

Hence all attempts that have been made thus far to bring a metaphysics
about dogmatically can and must be regarded as if they had never oc-
curred. For whatever is analytic in one metaphysics or another, i.e., is mere
dissection of the concepts residing a priori in our reason, is only a prear-
rangement for metaphysics proper, and is not yet its purpose at all. That
purpose is to expand our a priori cognition synthetically, and for this pur-
pose the dissection of reason’s a priori concepts is useless. For it shows
merely what is contained in these concepts; it does not show how we ar-
rive at such concepts a priori, so that we could then also determine the valid
use of such concepts in regard to the objects of all cognition generally. Nor
do we need much self-denial to give up all these claims;254 for every meta-

250 Vermdgen.]
251[The problem as to how (in general) synthetic judgments are possible a priori: B 19.]
252[In the original, this question forms the end of the preceding paragraph.]

23 ebenso scheinbare. The basic meaning of scheinbar is ‘seeming.” Sometimes this term is
taken negatively, as meaning ‘illusory’; but at other times Kant takes it positively, as mean-
ing ‘plausible.’ For this latter meaning, cf. A 502/B 530, A 703/B 731, A 784 = B 812; also
A 46/B 63, A 289/B 345, A 399.]

254[0f dogmatic metaphysics.]
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physics put forth thus far has long since been deprived of its reputation by
the fact that it gave rise to undeniable, and in the dogmatic procedure in-
deed unavoidable, contradictions of reason with itself. A different treat-
ment, completely opposite to the one used thus far, must be given to
metaphysics—a science, indispensable to human reason, whose every new
shoot?** can indeed be lopped off but whose root cannot be eradicated.?*®
We shall need more perseverance in order to keep from being
deterred—either from within by the difficulty of this science or from with-
out by people’s resistance to it—from thus finally bringing it to a prosper-
ous and fruitful growth.

VII. IDEA AND DIVISION OF A SPECIAL SCIENCE
UNDER THE NAME OF
CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON*’

From all of the above we arrive at the idea of a special science**® that may

be called the critique of pure reason.®® For*® reason is the power that
provides us with the principles®" of a priori cognition. Hence?? pure rea-
son is that reason which contains the principles for cognizing something

255 hervorgeschossenen Stamm.)

236[ Although ‘root’ and ‘eradicate’ have the same origin, radix, and ‘eradicate a root’ may
sound odd to an etymologically attuned ear, all of that applies to the respective German terms,
Wurzel and ausrotten. Indeed, all four terms come from the same root!]

257[The text of A continues, together with that of B, just below. The section number and head-
ing were added in B.]

258[Instead of the remainder of the sentence as given here from B, A has ‘that may serve as
[a] critique of pure reason.’]

2591 A adds, but B omits, the following two sentences:]

Now, any cognition is called pure if it is not mixed with anything
extraneous. Above all,* however, a cognition is called absolutely pure
if no experience or sensation whatsoever is mixed into it, so that the
cognition is possible completely a priori.

“[besonders.]

260/ A has ‘Now.']
26![Emphasis added in B.]

262[The inference relies on the two sentences from A that Kant just omitted in B, regarding
them as understood.]
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absolutely a priori. An organon®®® of pure reason would be the sum of those

principles by which all pure a priori cognitions can be acquired and actu-
ally brought about. Comprehensive application of such an organon would
furnish us with a system of pure reason. Such a system, however, is a tall
order; and it remains to be seen whether indeed an expansion of our cog-
nition is possible here at all,”** and in what cases it is possible. Hence a
science that merely judges pure reason, its sources, and its bounds may be
regarded as the propaedeutic to the system of pure reason. Such a propae-
deutic would have to be called not a doctrine but only a critique of pure
reason.2%5 Its benefit, in regard to speculation,?*® would actually only be
negative. For such a critique would serve only to purify our reason, not to
expand it, and would keep our reason free from errors, which is a very great
gain already. I call transcendental all cognition that deals not so much with
objects as rather with our way of cognizing objects in general insofar as
that way of cognizing is to be possible a priori.” A system of such con-
cepts?®® would be called transcendental philosophy. But, once again, this
[system of] transcendental philosophy is too much for us as yet, here at the
beginning.?®® For since such a science would have to contain both analytic
cognition and synthetic a priori cognition, in their completeness, it has too
broad a range as far as our aim is concerned. For we need”’® to carry the
analysis only as far as it is indispensably necessary®’! for gaining insight,
in their entire range, into the principles of a priori synthesis, which is all
that we are concerned with. What we are now dealing with is [not such a
science, but only] this inquiry, which properly speaking can be called only
a transcendental critique, not a doctrine. For its aim is not to expand the
cognitions themselves, but only to correct them; and it is to serve as the
touchstone of the value, or lack of value, of all a priori cognitions. Ac-

263[Emphasis added in B.}

264 A has ‘whether indeed such an expansion of our cognition is possible at all.’}
265[Emphasis in ‘propaedeutic,’ ‘doctrine,’ and ‘critique’ added in B.}

268[“in regard to speculation’ added in B.]

267 A has ‘as rather with our a priori concepts of objects in general.’}

268[] e., a system of a priori concepts of objects in general, see the preceding note. Emphasis
in ‘system’ and ‘transcendental philosophy’ added in B.]

259[‘as yet’ added in B; ‘once again’ refers back to the point made earlier in this paragraph,
that a system of pure reason is a tall order.]

2 diirfen.)

2M[Instead of ‘necessary’ (notwendig), A has ‘needed’ (ndtig) |
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cordingly, such a critique is a preparation: if possible, for an organon of
those [cognitions]; or, should the [attempt to produce an] organon be un-
successful, at least for a canon of them. Such a canon would, at any rate,
some day allow us to exhibit, analytically as well as synthetically, the com-
plete system of the philosophy of pure reason, whether that system were
to consist in expanding the cognition of pure reason or merely in setting
boundaries for it. That such a system is possible—and, indeed, that it can-
not be overly wide-ranging, so that we may hope to complete it
entirely-—can be gathered even in advance from the following: What here
constitutes the objcct272 is not the nature of things, which is inexhaustible,
but the understanding that makes judgments about the nature of things, and
even this understanding, again, only in regard to its a priori cognition.
Moreover, the understanding’s supply of a priori cognition cannot be hid-
den from us, because, after all, we need not search for it outside the un-
derstanding; and we may indeed suppose®’* that supply to be small enough
in order for us to record?”® it completely, judge it for its value or lack of
value, and make a correct assessment of it.2”> [But my readers must not
expect to find in this critique more than the mentioned preparation.] Still
less must they expect here a critique of books and systems of pure reason,
but should expect the critique of our power of pure reason itself.2’® Only
if we use that critique as our basis do we have a reliable touchstone for as-
sessing the philosophical content of old and new works in this field. With-
out such critique, unqualified historians and judges®’” pass judgment on?’®
other people’s baseless assertions by means of their own, which are just as
baseless.””®

Transcendental philosophy is the idea of a science for which?®° the cri-
tique of pure reason is to outline the entire plan architectonically, i.e., from

>"2[0f our inquiry.]
2(allem Vermnuten nach.)
2""‘[aw‘mzhmen, as in an inventory.]
#’S[Remainder of the paragraph added in B.]
TO[C. A xid.]

*"[Richter]

2B(peurteilen |

*®[In A, what follows forms the second section of the introduction and is headed thus:
IL. The Division of Transcendental Philosophy.]

280[A has ‘s, at this point [hier], only the idea for which.’]

A13

B 27
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principles, with full guarantee of the completeness and reliability of all the
components that make up this edifice. Transcendental philosophy is the sys-
tem of all principles of pure reason.?®! That this critique is not itself al-
ready called transcendental philosophy is due solely to this: in order for
this critique to be a complete system, it would have to include a compre-
hensive analysis of the whole of human a priori cognition. Now, it is in-
deed true that our critique must also put before us a complete enumeration
of all the root concepts?®? that make up that pure cognition. Yet the cri-
tique refrains, and properly so, from providing either the comprehensive
analysis of these concepts themselves, or the complete review of the con-
cepts derived from them. [There are two reasons for this.] First, this dis-
section of concepts would not serve our purpose; for it lacks that precari-
ousness which we find in synthesis, [the precariousness] on account of
which the whole critique is in fact there. Second, taking on the responsi-
bility for the completeness of such an analysis and derivation (a responsi-
bility from which we could, after all, have been exempted in view of our
aim)?** would go against the unity of our plan. On the other hand, this com-
pleteness in the dissection of the a priori concepts yet?®* to be supplied, as
well as in the derivation [of other concepts] from them, can easily be added
later: provided that first of all these [concepts] are there, as comprehensive
principles of synthesis, and nothing is lacking®®’ as regards this essential
aim,2¢

Accordingly, the critique of pure reason [in a way] includes everything
that makes up transcendental philosophy; it is the complete idea of tran-
scendental philosophy. But the critique is not yet that science itself, be-
cause it carries the analysis [of a priori concepts] only as far as is required
for making a complete judgment about synthetic a priori cognition.

The foremost goal in dividing such a science is this: no concepts what-
ever containing anything empirical must enter into this science; or, differ-
ently put, the goal is that the a priori cognition in it be completely purt:.287

281 This sentence added in B.]

282[Stammbegriffe.]

283[Parentheses added.]

284(kiinfrig.]

285[A has ‘lacking in them [ihnen].’]

285[Of supplying these concepts, as such principles.]

287[For the distinction between ‘a prnori’ and ‘pure,’ see B 3.]
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Hence, although the supreme principles and basic concepts of morality?®®

are a priori cognitions, they still do not belong in transcendental philoso-
phy. For they do of necessity also bring [empirical concepts] into the for-
mulation of the system of pure morality:*®*° viz., the concepts of pleasure
and displeasure, of desires and inclinations, etc., all of which are of em-
pirical origin. Although the supreme principles and basic concepts of mo-
rality do not lay these empirical concepts themselves at the basis of their
precepts, they must still bring in such pleasure and displeasure, desires and
inclinations, etc. in [formulating] the concept of duty: viz., as an obstacle
to be overcome, or as a stimulus that is not to be turned into a motive.?*°
Hence transcendental philosophy®®' is a philosophy of merely speculative
pure reason. For everything practical, insofar as it contains incentives,?*?
refers to feelings, and these belong to the empirical sources of cognition.

If, then, the division of the science being set forth here is to be per-
formed in terms of the general viewpoint®** of a system as such, then this
science must contain in the first place a doctrine of elements, and in the
second a doctrine of method, of pure reason.?** Each of these two main
parts would be subdivided; but the bases on which that subdivision would
be made cannot yet be set forth here. Only this much seems to be needed
here by way of introduction or advance notice: Human cognition has two
stems, viz., sensibility and understanding, which perhaps spring from a
common root, though one unknown to us. Through sensibility objects are
given to us; through understanding they are thought.>>> Now if sensibility

were to contain a priori presentations?®® constituting the condition®®” un-

288 Moralitit here, Sittlichkeit just below.]
289[Whereupon the system is no longer pure, though it is still a priori.]

2% Instead of ‘For . . . turned into a motive,’ A has ‘For the concepts of pleasure and displea-
sure, of desires and inclinations, of the power of choice [Willkiir], etc., all of which are of
empirical origin, would there [dabei] have to be presupposed.’]

21 Philosophie here, Weltweisheit just below.]

292[Instead of ‘incentives’ (Triebfedern), A has ‘motives’ (Bewegungsgriinde, more com-
monly called Beweggriinde.]

293 [Gesichtspunkt.]

#4[In A, ‘doctrine of elements’ and ‘doctrine of method’ are doubly emphasized (by bold
print).]

zgs[Emphasis in ‘given’ and ‘thought’ added in B.]
29[ Vorstellungen. See B xvii br. n. 73.]

297 A has ‘conditions.’]

Al5
B 29

B 30
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der which objects are given to us, it would to that extent belong to tran-
scendental philosophy. And since the conditions under which alone the ob-
jects of human cognition are given to us precede the conditions under which
these objects are thought, the transcendental doctrine of sense?*® would
have to belong to the first*>® part of the science of elements.

2981 e., in effect, of sensibility: Sinnenlehre.]

299[Emphasis added in B.]
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TRANSCENDENTAL
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PART I

TRANSCENDENTAL
AESTHETIC'

§ 12

In whatever way and by whatever means a cognition’ may refer to ob-
jects,* still intuition is that by which® a cognition refers to objects di-
rectly,6 and at which all thought aims’ as a means.® Intuition, however, takes

![See B 35 n. 23. Cf. also Hans Vaihinger, op. cit. at A vii br. n. 5, vol. 2, 1-123; Norman
Kemp Smith, op. cit. likewise at A vii br. n. 5, 79-166; and Herbert James Paton, op. cit. at
B 1 br. n. 152, vol. 1, 93-184.]

2[Numbrcring of subsechons added in B.]

3[Erkenntnis. For the distinction between cognition and knowledge (Wissen), see A vii br. n.
6.]

‘[Gegenstiinde, in this case. See A vii br. n. 7.]

*[Literally, ‘the one by which’ (where ‘one’ is in the feminine gender in the original): die-
Jjenige, wodurch. 1 am taking diejenige to refer forward to Anschauung, rather than backward
to Art (the other feminine noun in this context), in which case we would have to read: ‘still
intuition is the way [in which and the means] by which.” (The bracketed insertion would be

needed inasmuch as ‘way by which’ [Art, wodurch] does not make sense, whereas ‘means by
which’ [Mittel, wodurch] does )]

6[unmittelbar; see B xxxix br. n. 144c.]

"[abzweckt. Although Zweck means (‘end’ or) ‘purpose,’ abzwecken here is synonymous with
abzielen (*aim’), in line with the etymology of Zweck (cf. English ‘tack’) as connected with
a target (Ziel) |

®[Le., as a means to such cognition.]
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place only insofar as the object is given to us; but that, in turn, is possible
only—for us human beings, at any rate’—by the mind’s being affected in
a certain manner. The capacity (a receptivity'®) to acquire presentations''
as a result of '? the way in which we are affected'? by objects is called sen-
sibility. Hence by means of sensibility objects are given to us, and it alone
supplies us with intuitions. Through understanding, on the other hand, ob-
jects are thought, and from it arise concepts. But all thought must, by means
of certain characteristics,'* refer ultimately to intuitions, whether it does
so straightforwardly (directe) or circuitously (indirecte);'> and hence it
must, in us [human beings], refer ultimately to sensibility, because no ob-
ject can be given to us in any other manner than through sensibility.

The effect of an object on our capacity for presentation, insofar as we
are affected by the object, is sensation. Intuition that refers to the object

°[This qualification added in B. The point is that other beings might have an intuition that is
intellectual (and as such spontaneous, self-active) rather than sensible (and hence passive, a
mere receptivity): see B 72 incl. br. n. 183.]

19[T have inserted ‘a’ before ‘receptivity’ in order to make clear that Kant is not equating re-
ceptivity with capacity. He rather uses the term ‘capacity’ synonymously with ‘power’: see A
51/B 75, and cf. the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 171.]

[ Vorstellungen. My reason for translating Vorstellung as ‘presentation’ rather than as ‘rep-
resentation’ is given at B xvii br. n. 73.]

“2(durch.]

3[In his working copy of edition A, Kant adds this handwritten note: ‘unless intrinsically
[an sich] the presentation [Vorstellung] is itself the cause of the object.” See Nachtrdge zu
Kants Kritik der reinen Vernunft (Supplementary Entries to Kant's Critique of Pure Rea-
son), ed. Benno Erdmann (Kiel: Lipsius & Tischer, 1881), xi. Gerhard Lehmann, in his own
edition of the Nachtrdge, indicates that Kant’s note is added to the word ‘affected”: ““Nach-
triige zur Kritik der reinen Vernunft” (“‘Supplementary Entries to Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason”), in the Akademie edition’s Vorarbeiten und Nachtrdge (Preliminary Studies and
Supplementary Entries), part of the Nachlaf (Posthumous Writings), Ak. XXIII, 44 The
note seems to go with the qualification, added in B, ‘for us human beings, at any rate,” and
thus suggests a contrast with how *‘objects” would be ‘“‘given” in the case of a being with
an intuitive (rather than discursive, i.e., conceptual) understanding, i.e., with an understand-
ing whose presentations would be intellectual (rather than sensible) intuitions. See B 72
incl. br. n. 183.]

[ This insertion added in B. Kant’s word for ‘characteristic’ (which in some contexts I also
render as ‘mark’) is Merkmal. A characteristic is a partial presentation insofar as it is con-
sidered as cognitive basis (or ground) of the whole presentation. See the Logic, Ak. IX, 58.
See also J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 145.]

'S[geradezu oder im Umschweife; the Latin terms mean ‘directly,’ ‘indirectly.” Cf On the
Progress of Metaphysics since Leibniz and Wolff, Ak. XX, 279-80.]
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through sensation is called empirical intuition. The undetermined!® ob-
ject'” of an empirical intuition is called appearance.

Whatever in an appearance corresponds to sensation I call its matter;
but whatever in an appearance brings about the fact that the manifold of
the appearance'® can be ordered in certain relations'® I call the form of ap-
pearance. Now, that in which alone sensations can be ordered and put*
into a certain form cannot itself be sensation again. Therefore, although the
matter of all appearance is given to us only a posteriori, the form of all
appearance must altogether lie ready for the sensations a priori in the mind;
and hence that form must be capable of being examined apart from all sen-
sation.

All presentations in which nothing is found that belongs to sensation I
call pure (in the transcendental sense of the term). Accordingly, the pure
form of sensible intuitions generally, in which everything manifold in ex-
perience is intuited in certain relations, will be found in the mind a priori.
This pure form of sensibility will also itself be called pure intuition. Thus,
if from the presentation of a body I separate what the understanding thinks
in it, such as substance, force, divisibility, etc., and if I similarly separate
from it what belongs to sensation in it, such as impenetrability, hardness,
color, etc., I am still left with something from this empirical intuition,
namely, extension and shape. These belong to pure intuition, which, even
if there is no actual object of the senses or of sensation,?! has its place in
the mind a priori, as a mere form of sensibility.

There must, therefore, be a science of all principles of a priori sensibil-
ity;? I call such a science transcendental aesthetic.®> It constitutes the first
part of the transcendental doctrine of elements, and stands in contrast to

'8[Or ‘indeterminate’: unbestimmt. Kant is here giving his less frequently used characteriza-
tion of an appearance. He usually treats appearances as objects of experience and thus as de-
termined (determinate), viz., by the forms of thought (categories), by the forms of intuition
(space and time), and by the matter of intuition as contributed by sensation.]

7[Gegenstand; likewise earlier in this and the preceding paragraphs.]
'8[On ‘manifold,’ see B 203 br. n. 38.]

!9[A has ‘brings about the fact that the manifold of the appearance is intuited as ordered in
certain relations.’]

2stellen.}
2![der Sinne oder Empfindung.)

22[See H. E. Allison, Kant's Transcendental Idealism (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1983), 81-114. See also H. W. Cassirer, Kant's First Critique (London: Allen & Unwin, 1954),
23-51. Also J. N. Findlay, Kant and the Transcendental Object: A Hermeneutic Study (Ox-

B 35

A 21

B 36
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that [part of the] transcendental doctrine of elements which contains the
principles of pure thought and is called transcendental logic.

Hence in the transcendental aesthetic we shall, first of all, isolate sen-
sibility, by separating from it everything that the understanding through its
concepts thinks [in connection] with it, so that nothing other than empiri-
cal intuition will remain.?* Second, we shall also segregate from sensibil-
ity everything that belongs to sensation, so that nothing will remain but

ford: Clarendon Press, 1981), 95-114. And see T. D. Weldon, Kant’s Critique of Pure Rea-
son (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958), 104-127.]

23The Germans are the only people who have come to use the word aesthetic[s] to
designate what others call the critique of taste. They are doing so on the basis of a
false hope conceived by that superb analyst, Baumgarten:* he hoped to bring our
critical judging of the beautiful under rational principles, and to raise the rules for
such judging to the level of a science. Yet that endeavor is futile. For, as regards
their principal® sources, those rules or criteria are merely empirical. Hence they can
never serve as determinate® a priori laws to which our judgment of taste would have
to conform; it is, rather, our judgment of taste which constitutes the proper touch-
stone for the correctness of those rules or criteria. Because of this it is advisable to
follow either? of two alternatives. One of these is to let this new name aesthetic[s]
become extinct again, and to reserve the name aesthetic for the doctrine® that is
true science. (In doing so we would also come closer to the language of the an-
cients and its meaning: among the ancients the division of cognition into aicénta
xoi vontéiwas quite famous.)® The other alternative would be for the new aes-
thetic[s] to share the name with speculative philosophy; we would then take the
name partly in its transcendental sense, and partly in the psychological meaning."

“[Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten (1714—1762), philosopher in the Leibnizian tradition and

disciple of Wolff (see B xxxvi br. n. 134). He introduced the term ‘aesthetics’ in a sense

close to the modemn one. Kant himself later found a way to base the critique of taste on

a priori pnnciples; his aesthetic theory forms the first part of the third Critique, published

in 1790. Kant there reacts to the aesthetic theories prevalent at the time, including that of

Baumgarten. See the references to Baumgarten and others in the index to my translation

of Kant’s Critique of Judgment (cited above, at B xvii br. n. 73).]

b[‘principal’ (vornehmst) added in B.]

“[‘determinate’ added in B.]

d[“either’ added in B.]

°[Called ‘aesthetic’ here.]

flaisthétd kai noétd (Latin sensibilia et intelligibilia), i.e., the sensible and the intelligible.]

2[Remainder of Kant’s note added in B.]

[Given to it by Baumgarten.]

2[Le., everything conceptual supplied by the understanding is to be taken away so that one
is left with nothing more than what belongs to intuition This in turn is then to be separated
into what belongs to sensation (as included in empirical intuition), on the one hand, and pure
intuition, on the other.)
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pure intuition and the mere form of appearances, which is all that sensi-
bility can supply a priori. In the course of that inquiry it will be found that
there are two pure forms of sensible intuition, which are?® principles for a
priori cognition: viz., space and time.?® We now proceed to the task of ex-
amining these.

Blals.)

%[See Gottfried Martin, Kant's Metaphysics and Theory of Science (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1955), 11-41 ]
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Section 1
Space”

§2
METAPHYSICAL EXPOSITION®
OF THIS CONCEPT”

By means of outer sense (a property of our mind) we present objects as
outside us, and present them one and all in space. In space their shape, mag-
nitude, and relation to one another are determined or determinable. By

27[Cf. Hans Vaihinger, op. cit. at A vii br. n. 5, vol. 2, 123-367. For references to Paton, see
above, B 1 br. n. 52; for references to Kemp Smith, see above, A vii br. n. 5. Cf. also Chns-
topher B. Gamett, Jr., The Kantian Philosophy of Space (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1939), 164-235; and cf. Arthur Melnick, Space, Time, and Thought in Kant (Dor-
drecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1989), 5-11, 189-205, 466—481. See also J. W. Elling-
ton, op. cit. at B xliii br. n. 149, translator’s introduction to the Metaphysical Foundations of
Natural Science, xi—xv.]

28[The metaphysical exposition investigates the nature of the presentation of space and shows
that this presentation is given a priori. The transcendental exposition of space (in § 3) shows
that and how from the a prion presentation of space something else that is a priori follows—
viz., synthetic a priori cognitions (propositions of geometry). Cf. the Prolegomena, Ak. 1V,
263-64, 284-85; also below, A 86—88 and B 133-34.]

25[Number and heading of subsection added in B.]

76
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means of inner sense the mind intuits itself, or its inner state. Although in-
ner sense provides no intuition of the soul itself as an object, yet there is
a determinate form under which alone [as condition] we can intuit the soul’s
inner state. [That form is time.] Thus everything belonging to our inner de-
terminations™° is presented in relations of time. Time cannot be intuited out-
wardly, any more than space can be intuited as something within us. What,
then, are space and time? Are they actual beings? Are they only determi-
nations of things, or, for that matter, relations among them? If so, are they
at least’! determinations or relations that would belong to things intrinsi-
cally also, i.e., even if these things were not intuited? Or are they deter-
minations and relations that adhere only to the form of intuition and hence
to the subjective character of our mind, so that apart from that character
these predicates cannot be ascribed to any thing at all? In order to inform
ourselves on these points, let us first of all give an exposition of the con-
cept of space.*> Now, by exposition®® (expositio) I mean clear (even if not
comprehensive) presentation of what belongs to a concept; and such expo-
sition is metaphysical if it contains what exhibits the concept as given a
priori.

1. Space is not an empirical concept that has been abstracted from outer
experiences. For the presentation of space must already lie at the basis>*
in order for certain sensations to be referred to something outside me (i.e.,
referred to something in a location of space other than the location in which
I am). And it must similarly already lie at the basis in order for me to be
able to present [the objects of ] these sensations as outside and alongside®>
one another, and hence to present them not only as different but as being
in different locations. Accordingly, the presentation of space cannot be one
that we take from the relations of outer appearance by means of experi-
ence; rather, only through the presentation of space is that outer experi-
ence possible in the first place.

3 Bestimmungen. The term usually means, roughly, ‘attribute’; yet in this work it is impor-
tant to keep visible the term’s connection with ‘determine,’ ‘determinate,’ etc.]

*doch.]

32[ A has ‘let us first of all examine space.’ Also, remainder of paragraph added in B.]
33[I:‘rz‘J'rrerung.]

3 zum Grunde liegen.)

33{‘and alongside’ added in B.]

A23

B 38
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2. Space is a necessary a priori presentation that underlies*® all outer
intuitions. We can never have a presentation of there being no space, even
though we are quite able to think of there being no objects encountered in
it. Hence space must be regarded as the condition for the possibility of ap-
pearances, and not as a determination dependent on them. Space is an a
priori presentation that necessarily underlies outer appearances.®’

3.38 Space is not a discursive or, as we say, universal concept of things
as such; rather, it is a pure intuition. For, first, we can present only one
space; and when we speak of many spaces, we mean by that only parts of
one and the same unique space. Nor, second, can these parts precede the
one all-encompassing space, as its constituents, as it were (from which it
can be assembled); rather, they can be thought only as in it. Space is es-
sentially one; the manifold in it, and hence also the universal®® concept of
spaces as such, rests solely on [our bringing in] limitations.*® It follows
from this that, as far as space is concemed, an a priori intuition of it (i.e.,
one that is not empirical) underlies all concepts of space. By the same to-

3(zum Grunde liegt.]

37[ A here inserts the following paragraph:]

3. On this a priori necessity rests the apodeictic certainty of all geo-
metric principles and the possibility of geometry’s® constructions. For
if this presentation of space were a concept acquired a posteriori, drawn
from general® outer experience, then the first principles for determining
[things] in mathematics would be nothing but perceptions. Hence they
would have all the contingency that perception has; and it would then
precisely not be necessary for there to be only one straight line between
two points, but this would be something that experience always teaches
us. By the same token, what we take from experience has only com-
parative universality,® viz., through induction. Hence all we could say
is: as faras we have been able to tell until now, no space has been found
that has more than three dimensions.

*ihrer)

®lallgemein.]

“[Allgemeinheit.]

B[4’ in A.]
¥lallgemeine. This concept is “universal” in the same sense in which the pnnciples of ge-
ometry are. Cf. below, A 47/B 64.]

“OE inschrdnkungen.)
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ken, no geometric principles—e.g., the principle*’ that in a triangle two
sides together are greater than the third—are ever derived from universal
concepts of line and triangle;42 rather, they are all derived from intuition,
and are derived from it moreover a priori, with apodeictic certainty.

4.%3 We present space as an infinite given magnitude. Now it is true that
every concept must be thought as a presentation that is contained in an in-
finite multitude of different possible presentations (as their common char-
acteristic**) and hence the concept contains these presentations under it-
self. But no concept, as such, can be thought as*’ containing an infinite
multitude of presentations within itself.*® Yet that is how we think space
(for all parts of space, ad infinitum, are simultaneous®’). Therefore the origi-
nal presentation of space is an a priori intuition, not a concept.*®

“'[Grundsatz.]
‘2[Emphasis in both terms added.]

“[In the place of this paragraph, A has the following:]

5. We present space as given as an infinite magnitude. A universal con-
cept of space (which is shared by a foot as it is by an ell) cannot de-
termine anything as regards magnitude. If the boundlessness in the pro-
gression of intuition did not carry with it a principle® of the infinity of
intuition, no concept of relations would do s0.?

#(principium.)

®[Le., carry with it a principle of space as an infinite magnitude.]

““{See A 19/B 33 br. n. 14.]

*S[“as if,’ literally.]

“S[See J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 143-45,]
N zugleich.]

“8[But, as Kant has indicated, from this original intuition of space concepts can be formed,
including such concepts as those of empirical space, relative space, Euclidean space, math-
ematical space. Cf., for example, the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, Ak. IV,
481-82, where Kant talks about empirical space and absolute space.]

B 40
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§ 349
TRANSCENDENTAL EXPOSITION* OF THE
CONCEPT OF SPACE

By a transcendental exposition 1 mean the explication of a concept as a
principle that permits insight into the possibility of other synthetic a priori
cognitions. Such explication requires (1) that cognitions of that sort do ac-
tually flow from the given concept, and (2) that these cognitions are pos-
sible only on the presupposition of a given way of explicating that con-
cept.

Geometry is a science that determines the properties of space syntheti-
cally and yet a priori. What, then, must the presentation of space be in or-
der for such cognition of space to be possible? Space must originally be
intuition. For from a mere concept one cannot obtain propositions that go
beyond the concept; but we do obtain such propositions in geometry (In-
troduction, V') This intuition must, however, be encountered in us a priori,
i.e., prior’? to any perception of an object; hence this intuition must be pure
rather than empirical. For geometric propositions are one and all apodeic-
tic, i.e., linked with the consciousness of their necessity—e.g., the propo-
sition that space has only three dimensions. But propositions of that sort
cannot be empirical judgments or judgments of experience;>* nor can they
be inferred from such judgments (Introduction, II°*).

How, then, can the mind have an outer intuition which precedes the ob-
jects themselves, and in which the concept of these objects can be deter-
mined a priori? Obviously, this can be so only insofar as this intuition re-
sides merely in the subject, as the subject’s formal character of being
affected by objects and of thereby acquiring from them direct presentation,
i.e., intuition, and hence only as form of outer sense in general.

Our explication of the concept of space is, therefore, the only one that
makes comprehensible the possibility of geometry as a [kind of] synthetic
a priori cognition. Any way of explicating the concept that fails to make

“9[The following passage, to the end of B 41, added in B.}

*0[Cf. above, A 22/B 37 br. n. 28.]

5!{B 14-18, specifically 16.]

52[yor, which means ‘before’ only when used temporally, unlike here ]
*[See B 11 br n. 201.]

5B 3-6.]
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this possibility comprehensible, even if it should otherwise seem to have
some similarity to ours, can be distinguished from it most safely by these
criteria.*

CONCLUSIONS FROM THE ABOVE CONCEPTS

(a) Space represents® no property whatever of any things in them-
selves, nor does it represent things in themselves in their relation to one
another.”’ That is, space represents no determination of such things, no de-
termination that adheres to objects themselves and that would remain even
if we abstracted from all subjective conditions of intuition. For determina-
tions, whether absolute or relative, cannot be intuited prior58 to the exist-
ence of the things to which they belong, and hence cannot be intuited a
priori.

(b) Space is nothing but the mere form of all appearances of outer senses;
i.e., itis the subjective condition of sensibility under which alone outer in-
tuition is possible for us. Now, the subject’s receptivity for being affected
by objects>® precedes necessarily all intuitions of these objects. Thus we
can understand how the form of all appearances can be given in the mind
prior to all actual perceptions, and hence given a priori; and we can un-
derstand how this form, as a pure intuition in which all objects must be
determined, can contain, prior to all experience, principles for the relations
among these objects.

Only from the human standpoint, therefore, can we speak of space, of
extended beings, etc. If we depart from the subjective condition under
which alone we can—viz, as far as we may be affected by objects—acquire
outer intuition, then the presentation of space means nothing whatsoever.
This predicate is ascribed to things only insofar as they appear to us, i.e.,
only insofar as they are objects of sensibility. The constant form of this re-
ceptivity which we call sensibility is a necessary condition of all relations
in which objects are intuited as outside us; and if we abstract from these

*[The criteria numbered (1) and (2) at the beginning of this subsection.]

*[vorstellen, clearly not in the sense of the mental activity of presenting discussed at B xvii
br.n. 73]

%7[As Leibniz claimed when he said that space involves nothing but the relations among the
monads (things in themselves).]

sa[von]

*[Gegenstdnde here, Objekte just below.]

{5%

B 43
A27
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objects, then the form of that receptivity is a pure intuition that bears the
name of space. We cannot make the special conditions of sensibility to be
conditions of the possibility of things,"’0 but only of the possibility of their
appearances. Hence we can indeed say that space encompasses®’ all things
that appear to us externally, but not that it encompasses all things in them-
selves, intuited or not, or intuited by whatever subject. For we can make
no judgment at all about the intuitions of other thinking beings, as to
whether they are tied to the same conditions that limit our intuition and
that are valid for us universally. If the limitation on a judgment is added to
the concept of the subject [term], then the judgment holds unconditionally.
The proposition, All things are side by side in space, holds under®? the limi-
tation: if these things are taken as objects of our sensible intuition. If I here
add the condition to the concept and say, All things considered as outer
appearances are side by side in space, then this rule holds universally and
without limitation. Accordingly, our exposition teaches®® that space is real
(i.e., objectively valid) in regard to everything that we can encounter ex-
ternally as object, but teaches at the same time that space is ideal in regard
to things when reason considers them in themselves, i.e., without taking
into account the character of our sensibility. Hence we assert that space is
empirically real (as regards all possible outer experience), despite assert-
ing® that space is transcendentally ideal, i.., that it is nothing as soon as
we omit [that space is] the condition of the possibility of all experience
and suppose space to be something underlying things in themselves.
Besides space, on the other hand, no other subjective presentation that
is referred to something external could be called an a priori objective pre-
sentation.®® For from none of them can we derive synthetic a priori propo-

0[Sachen here, Dinge repeatedly thereafter.]
S![befassen.]
S2[A has ‘only under.’]

S3[ Adopting the fourth edition’s substitution of Erirterung lehrt for the earlier Erorterungen
lehren.]

S4[A has ‘asserting at the same time.']

SS[In the place of the remainder of this paragraph, A has the following:]
Hence this subjective condition of all external appearances cannot be
compared with any other [subjective presentations referred to some-

thing external]. A wine’s good taste does not belong to the objective de-
terminations of the wine and hence of an object, even of an object con-
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sitions, as we can from intuition in space (§ 3°°). Hence, strictly speaking,

ideality does not apply to them, even though they agree with the presen-
tation of space inasmuch as they belong merely to the subjective character
of the kind of sense involved. They may belong, e.g., to the sense®’ of sight,
of hearing, or of touch,%® by [being] sensations®® of colors, sounds, or heat.
Yet because they are mere sensations rather than intuitions, they do not al-
low us to cognize any object at all, let alone a priori.

The only aim of this comment is to forestall an error: it might occur to
someone to illustrate the ideality of space asserted above by means of ex-
amples such as colors or taste, etc. These are thoroughly insufficient for

sidered as appearance, but belongs to the special character® of the sense
in the subject who is enjoying this taste.” Colors are not properties® of
the bodies to the intuition of which they attach, but are also only modi-
fications of the sense of sight, which is affected in a certain manner by
light. Space, on the other hand, as condition of external objects, belongs
necessarily to their appearance or intuition. Taste and colors are in no
way necessary conditions under which alone objects® can become ob-
jects of the senses for us. They are linked with the appearance only as
contingently added effects of the special® character of our organs.” That
is, moreover, why they are not a priori presentations, but are based on
sensation—[a thing’s] good taste, indeed, being based even on feeling?
(the feeling of pleasure and displeasure), as an effect of sensation. Nor
can anyone have a priori a presentation either of a color or of any taste.
Space, on the other hand, concemns only the pure form of intuition and
hence includes no sensation whatever (nothing empirical); and all kinds
and determinations of space are capable of being presented a
priori—indeed, they must be capable of this if concepts of shapes and
of [spatial] relations are to arise. Through space alone is it possible for
things to be external objects for us.

*{Beschaffenheit.]

°[Or ‘that wine.’]

°[Beschaffenheiten.]

4[Gegenstinde here, Objekte just below.]

[Or ‘particular’: besonder.]

[Organisation.]

B[Gefiihl. Cf. br. n. 68, just below.]

% [First part of the subsection, B 40-41.]

67[Sirm.]

6K[Geﬁihl, the basic meaning of which is ‘feeling * Cf. A 29 (see B 44 n. 65) incl. br. n. 65c.]
w[Empﬁndungen.]
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this, because they are rightly regarded not as properties of things, but merely
as changes in ourselves as subjects,’® changes that may even be different
in different people. For in this case, something that originally is itself only
appearance—e.g., a rose—counts’' as a thing in itself in the empirical
meaning of this expression,’? a thing in itself that in regard to color can
nonetheless appear differently to every eye. The transcendental concept of
appearances in space, on the other hand, is a critical reminder. It reminds
us that nothing whatever that is intuited in space is a thing’* in itself, and
that space is not a form of things, one that might belong to them as they
are in themselves. Rather, what we call external objects are nothing but
mere presentations of our sensibility. The form of this sensibility is space;
but its true correlate, i.e., the thing in itself, is not cognized at all through
these presentations, and cannot be. Nor, on the other hand, is the thing in
itself ever at issue’® in experience.

"[*as changes of our subject,’ Kant says literally.}

7'[gelten.]

T2[Cf. A 45/B 62, also B 69 incl. br. n. 175.]

T3[Sache here, Ding two sentences earlier and again (in the plural) hereafter.]

"lgefragt ]



TRANSCENDENTAL
AESTHETIC

Section II
Time™

§4
METAPHYSICAL EXPOSITION™
OF THE
CONCEPT OF TIME”

1. Time is not an empirical concept that has been abstracted from any ex-
perience. For simultaneity’® or succession would not even enter our per-
ception if the presentation of time did not underlie them a priori. Only on
the presupposition of this presentation can we present this and that’”® as be-
ing at one and the same time (simultaneously) or at different times (se-
quentially).

5[Cf. Hans Vaihinger, op. cit. at A vii br. n. 5, vol. 2, 368—441. Cf. also Arthur Melnick, op.
cit. at A 22/B 37 br. n. 27, 20-26. For references to Paton, see above, B 1 br. n. 152; for ref-
erences to Kemp Smith, see above, A vii br. n. 5.]

"[Cf. A 22/B 37 br.n 28]
n[Numbcr and heading of subsection added in B.]
"8[Zugleichsein. See B 257 br. n. 209.]

7S’[einiges.]
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2. Time is a necessary presentation that underlies all intuitions. As re-
gards appearances in general, we cannot annul time itself, though we can
quite readily remove appearances from time. Hence time is given a priori.
All actuality of appearances is possible only in time. Appearances, one and
all, may go away; but time itself (as the universal condition of their pos-
sibility) cannot be annulled.

3. This a priori necessity, moreover, is the basis for the possibility of
apodeictic principles about relations of time, or for the possibility of axi-
oms about time in general. Time has only one dimension; different times
are not simultaneous but sequential (just as different spaces are not se-
quential but simultaneous®®). These principles cannot be obtained from ex-
perience. For experience would provide neither strict universality nor apo-
deictic certainty; we could say only that common perception teaches us that
it is so, but not that it must be so. These principles hold as rules under which
alone experiences are possible at all; and they instruct us prior to experi-
ence, not through it.

4. Time is not a discursive or, as it is called, universal concept; rather,
it is a pure form of sensible intuition. Different times are only parts of one
and the same time; and the kind of presentation that can be given only
through a single object is intuition. Moreover, the proposition that differ-
ent times cannot be simultaneous could not be derived from a universal
concept. The proposition is synthetic, and [therefore] cannot arise from con-
cepts alone. Hence it is contained directly in the intuition and presentation
of time.

5. To say that time is infinite means nothing more than that any deter-
minate magnitude of time is possible only through limitations [put] on a
single underlying time. Hence the original presentation time®! must be given
as unlimited. But if something is such that its parts themselves and any
magnitude of an object in it can be presented determinately only through
limitation, then the whole presentation of it cannot be given through con-
cepts (for they contain only partial presentations®2), but any such presen-
tation®® must be based on direct intuition.

80[Cf. the end of § 2, B 40.}
8![Emphasis added in B.]

82/ A has ‘for in their case the partial presentations precede.’ Cf. the end of § 2, B 40. See also
J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 145.]

8[ihnen A has ihre instead, so that this last clause reads: ‘but {any such presentation] must
be based on its direct intuition.’]
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§ 5%
TRANSCENDENTAL EXPOSITION® OF THE
CONCEPT OF TIME

I may refer for this exposition to No. 3,8 where, for the sake of brevity, I
put among the items of the metaphysical exposition what in fact is tran-
scendental. Let me add here that the concept of change, and with it the con-
cept of motion (as change of place), is possible only through and in the
presentation of time; and that if this presentation were not (inner) a priori
intuition, no concept whatsoever could make comprehensible the possibil-
ity of a change, i.e., of a combination, in one and the same object, of con-
tradictorily opposed predicates (e.g., one and the same thing’s being in a
place and not being in that same place). Only in time can both of two con-
tradictorily opposed determinations be met with in one thing: viz., sequen-
tially. Hence our concept of time explains the possibility of all that syn-
thetic a priori cognition which is set forth by the-—quite fertile—general
theory of motion.

§ 687
CONCLUSIONS FROM THESE CONCEPTS

(a) Time is not something that is self-subsistent®® or that attaches to things
as an objective determination, and that hence would remain if one ab-
stracted from all subjective conditions of our intuition of it. For if time were
self-subsistent, then it would be something that without there being an ac-
tual object would yet be actual.®® But if, on the second alternative, time
were a determination or order attaching to things themselves,* then it could
not precede the objects as their condition, and could not a priori be cog-
nized through synthetic propositions and intuited. But this a priori cogni-

%[ This whole subsection added in B.]

®[Cf. A 22/B 37 br. n. 28]

*[In § 4, A 31/B 47,]

“['§ 6" added in B ]

88[fiir sich selbst bestehen.]

89[As in the case of Newton’s absolute space.]

*[As in the case of Leibniz, who held that time involves nothing but relations among the
monads (things in themselves).]
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tion and intuition can take place quite readily if time is nothing but the
subjective condition under which alone any intuition can take place in us.
For in that case this form of inner intuition can be presented prior®' to the
objects, and hence presented a priori.

(b) Time is nothing but the form of inner sense, i.e., of the intuiting we
do of ourselves and of our inner state. For time cannot be a determination
of outer appearances, [because] it does not belong to any shape or posi-
tion, etc., but rather determines the relation of presentations in our inner
state. And precisely because this inner intuition gives us no shape, do we
try to make up for this deficiency by means of analogies. We present time
sequence by a line progressing ad infinitum, a line in which the manifold
constitutes a series of only one dimension. And from the properties of that
line we infer all the properties of time, except for the one difference that
the parts of the line are simultaneous whereas the parts of time are always
sequential. This fact, moreover, that all relations of time can be expressed
by means of outer® intuition, shows that the presentation of time is itself
intuition.

(c) Time is the formal a priori condition of all appearances generally.
Space is the pure form of all outer appearances; as such it is limited, as a
priori condition, to just outer appearances. But all presentations, whether
or not they have outer things as their objects, do yet in themselves, as de-
terminations of the mind, belong93 to our inner state; and this inner state
is subject to® the formal condition of inner intuition, and hence to the con-
dition of time. Therefore time is an a priori condition of all appearance gen-
erally: it is the direct® condition of inner appearances (of our souls), and
precisely thereby also, indirectly, a condition of outer appearances. If I can
say a priori that all outer appearances are in space and are determined a
priori according to spatial relations, then the principle of inner sense
allows me to say, quite universally, that all appearances generally, i.c.,
all objects of the senses, are in time and stand necessarily in relations of
time.

Myor]

92(an einer dufleren.)
93[gehdren |
9%[gehiiren unter.)

95[unmittelbar (analogously for ‘indirectly’ just below) See B xxxix br. n. 144c ]
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If we take®® objects as they may be in themselves—i.e., if we abstract
from the way in which we intuit ourselves inwardly, and in which by means
of this intuition we also take into®’ our power of presentation all outer
intuitions—then time is nothing. Time has objective validity only with re-
gard to appearances, because these are already things considered®® as ob-
Jects of our senses. But time is no longer objective if we abstract from the
sensibility of our intuition, and hence from the way of presenting peculiar
to us, and speak of things as such.”® Hence time is merely a subjective con-
dition of our (human) intuition (an intuition that is always sensible—i.e.,
inasmuch as we are affected by objects); in itself, i.e., apart from the sub-
ject, time is nothing. Nevertheless, time is necessarily objective in regard
to all appearances, and hence also in regard to all things that we can en-
counter in experience. We cannot say that all things [as such] are in time;
for in the concept of things as such we abstract from all ways of intuiting
them, while yet this intuition'® is the verym1 condition under which'® time
belongs in the presentation of objects. If now we add the condition to the
concept, and say that all things as appearances (objects of sensible intu-
ition) are in time, then this principle has all its objective correctness and a
priori universality.

Hence the doctrine we are asserting is that time is empirically real, i.e.,
objectively valid in regard to all objects that might ever be given to our
senses. And since our intuition is always sensible, no object that is not sub-
ject to the condition of time can ever be given to us in experience. On the
other hand, we dispute that time has any claim to absolute!®* reality; i.e.,
we dispute any claim whereby time would, quite'® without taking into ac-
count the form of our sensible intuition, attach to things absolutely,'® as a

%% nehmen.]
?"[More literally, ‘encompass in’: in . .. befassen.]
%8 annehmen.]

*[Or ‘things in general’: Dinge tiberhaupt. My reason for (usually) rendening iiberhaupt in
this way is given at B xxvii br. n. 106.]

!®[Reading diese for the dieser found in B as B appears in the Akademie edition.]
1% [eigentliche.]

92| A's added to the concept of a thing as such.]
lo;[ab:olute.]

%% quch]

193( schlechthin.]
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condition or property. Nor indeed can such properties, properties belong-
ing to things in themselves, ever be given to us through the senses. In this,
then, consists the transcendental ideality of time. According to this view,'%
if we abstract from the subjective conditions of sensible intuition, then time
is nothing, and cannot be included among objects in themselves (apart from
their relation to our intuition) either as subsistinglm [as such an object] or
as inhering [in one]. But this ideality of time is not to be compared, any
more than is the ideality of space, with the subreptions of sensations.'®®
For in their case we presuppose that the appearance itself in which these
predicates'%® [allegedly] inhere has objective reality.!!° In the case of time,
such objective reality is entirely absent,'!! except insofar as this reality is
merely empirical, i.e., except insofar as we regard the object itself as merely
appearance. See, on this, the above comment, in SECTION L2

§ 7 113
ELUCIDATION

Against this theory, which grants that time is empirically real but disputes
that it is real absolutely and transcendentally, I have heard men of insight
raise quite unanimously an objection. I gather from this great unanimity
that the objection must occur naturally to every reader who is not accus-
tomed to contemplations such as these. The objection is the following.
Changes''* are actual. (This is proved by the variation''> on the part of
our own presentations—even if one were to deny all outer appearances,

106[The transcendental idealism of time, properly speaking.]
197 subsistierend. ]

1081 e., (instances of) their surreptitious substitution for, and thus confusion with, something
in the object, as discussed above: A 28-30/B 44-45. See also A 643 = B 671 incl. br. n. 14,
and cf. A 791-92 = B 819-20.]

109( e., the colors, sounds, etc., surreptitiously treated as properties of the object.]

19 Whereas the colors, sounds, etc., do not.]

""I[And is here treated as such, subreption thus being precluded.]
12[See the end of the section on space. A 28-30/B 44—45.]
'3['§ 7’ added in B ]

Y41 Verdnderungen.)

15[ Wechsel. On variation and change, see B 224 br n. 45, and cf. A 187/B 230.]
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along with their changes.) Now changes are possible only in time. There-
fore time is something actual. There is no difficulty in replying to the ob-
jection. I concede the whole argument. Time is indeed something actual,
viz., the actual form of inner intuition. It therefore has subjective reality in
regard to inner experience; i.e., I actually have the presentation of time and
of my determinations in time. Hence time is to be regarded as actual,''®
though not as an object but as the way of presenting that I myself have as
an object. Suppose, on the other hand, that I could intuit myself without
being subject to this condition of sensibility, or that another being could so
intuit me; in that case the very same determinations that we now present
as changes would provide a cognition in which the presentation of time,
and hence also that of change, would not occur at all. Hence time retains
its empirical reality as condition of all our experiences. Only absolute re-
ality must, by the reasons adduced above, be denied to time. Time is noth-
ing but the form of our inner intuition."” If we take away from time [the
qualification that it is] the special condition of our sensibility, then the con-
cept of time vanishes as well; time attaches not to objects themselves, but
merely to the subject intuiting them.

But what causes this objection to be raised so unanimously, and raised,
moreover, by those who nonetheless cannot think of any plausible objec-
tion against the doctrine that space is ideal, is the following. They had no
hope of establishing apodeictically that space is real absolutely; for they
are confronted by idealism, according to which the actuality of external ob-
jects is incapable of strict proof. By contrast, the actuality of the object of
our inner sense''® (the actuality of myself and of my state) is directly evi-
dent through consciousness. External objects might be a mere illusion; but
the object of inner sense is, in their opinion, undeniably something actual.
They failed to bear in mind, however, that both of them, though their ac-
tuality as presentations is indisputable, still belong only to appearance. Ap-
pearance always has two sides. One is the side where the object is re-
garded in itself (without regard to the way in which it is intuited, which is

"€[Construing wirklich as an adjective, rather than as an adverb modifying ‘to be regarded’.]

117 can indeed say: My presentations follow® one another. But that means only that
we are conscious of them as being in a time sequenceb—in accordance, i.e., with
the form of inner sense. Time is not, on that account, something in itself, nor is it
a determination attaching to things objectively.

*|folgen.]

*[folge.]

''8[Reading unseres inneren Sinnes for unserer inneren Sinne (‘of our inner senses’).]
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precisely why its character always remains problematic).''® The other is
the side where we take account of the form of the intuition of this object.
This form must be sought not in the object in itself, but in the subject to
whom the object appears. Yet this form belongs to the appearance of this
object actually and necessarily.

Time and space are, accordingly, two sources of cognition. From these
sources we can draw a priori different synthetic cognitions—as is shown
above all by the splendid example that pure mathematics provides in re-
gard to our cognitions of space and its relations. For time and space, taken
together, are pure forms of all sensible intuition, and thereby make syn-
thetic propositions possible a priori.'?® But precisely thereby (i.c., by be-
ing merely conditions of sensibility), these a priori sources of cognition de-
termine their own bounds; viz., they determine that they apply to objects
merely insofar as these are regarded as appearances, but do not exhibit
things in themselves. Appearances are the sole realm where these a priori
sources of cognition are valid; if we go outside that realm, there is no fur-
ther objective use that can be made of them. This [limited] reality of space
and time leaves the reliability of experiential cognition otherwise un-
touched; for we have equal certainty in that cognition, whether these forms
necessarily attach to things in themselves or only to our intuition of these
things. Those, on the other hand, who assert that space and time—whether
they assume these as subsistent or as only inherent—are real absolutely
must be at variance with the principles of experience itself.'?! For suppose
they decide to assume space and time as subsistent'?? (thus taking what is
usually the side of the mathematical investigators of nature): then they must
assume two eternal and infinite self-subsistent'?? nonentities'** (space and
time), which exist (yet without there being anything actual) only in order
to encompass everything actual. Or suppose they assume space and time
as only inherent (thus taking the side to which some metaphysical natural

"9(For Kant’s view that things in themselves are (thought of as) what appears, see B xxvii.]
'20[Or ‘make synthetic a prion propositions possible.” See B 19 br. n. 234.]

'21[For Kant's discussion of these two alternatives, representing (respectively) the Newtonian
and the Leibnizian views, cf. the beginning of the preceding subsection, A 32-33/B 49 See
also the references given at A 22/B 37 br. n. 27.]

'2[subsistierend |
'B(fiir sich bestehende.]

124[Undinge: ‘nonthings,’ literally, with absurdity implied. See A 292/B 348 incl. br. n. 149.]
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scientists belong). Here space and time count'?’ for them as relations of
appearances (occurring concurrently or sequentially)—relations abstracted
from experience but, as thus separated, presented confusedly. If they take
this second side, then they must dispute that the mathematical a priori doc-
trines are valid for actual things (e.g., things in space), or at least that they
are apodeictically certain. For a posteriori there is no such certainty at all.
According to this second opinion, the a priori concepts of space and time
are only creatures of the imagination,'?® and their source must actually be
sought in experience: the relations'?’ are abstracted from experience; and
the imagination has made from them something that, while containing what
is universal in these relations, yet cannot occur without the restrictions that
nature has connected with them. Those who assume space and time as [real
absolutely and] subsistent do gain this much: they make the realm of ap-
pearances free'?® for mathematical assertions. On the other hand, these very
conditions'2° create great confusion for them when the understanding wants
to go beyond the realm of appearances. Those, on the other hand, who as-
sume space and time as [real absolutely but as] only inherent gain on this
latter point. I.e., they do not find the presentations of space and time get-
ting in their way when they want to judge objects not as appearances but
merely as they relate to the understanding. But they can neither indicate a
basis for the possibility of mathematical a priori cognitions (since they lack
a true and objectively valid a priori intuition'®), nor bring the proposi-
tions of experience into necessary agreement with those a priori math-
ematical assertions. Our theory of the true character of these two original
forms of sensibility provides the remedy for both [sets of] difficulties.
Finally, transcendental aesthetic cannot contain more than these two el-
ements, i.e., space and time. This is evident from the fact that all other con-
cepts belonging to sensibility presuppose something empirical. This holds
even for the concept of motion, which unites the two components.'*! For
[the concept of] motion presupposes the perception of something mov-

125[gelten. ]

128( Einbildungskraft here, Einbildung just below.]

12710f space and time.]

'28[Which on the opposing view just mentioned it was not.]
129[The self-subsistent space and time as being eternal and infinite.]
139[To which to appeal |

131 [Space and time.]
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able.'? But in space, considered in itself, there is nothing movable; there-
fore the movable must be something that we find in space only through
experience, and hence must be an empirical datum. Similarly, transcen-
dental aesthetic cannot include among its a priori data the concept of
change. For time itself does not change; rather, what changes is something
that is in time. Therefore the concept of change requires the perception of
some existent'> and of the succession of its determinations; hence it re-
quires experience.

§ 813
GENERAL COMMENTS ON
TRANSCENDENTAL AESTHETIC'®

1."% In order to forestall any misinterpretation of our opinion regarding the
basic character of sensible cognition as such, we must first explain as dis-
tinctly as possible what that opinion is.

What we have tried to say, then, is the following. All our intuition is
nothing but the presentation of appearance. The things that we intuit are
not in themselves what we intuit them as being. Nor do their relations in
themselves have the character that they appear to us as having. And if we
annul ourselves as subject, or even annul only the subjective character of
the senses generally, then this entire character of objects and all their re-
lations in space and time—indeed, even space and time themselves—
would vanish; being appearances, they cannot exist in themselves, but can
exist only in us. What may be the case regarding objects in themselves and
apart from all this receptivity of our sensibility remains to us entirely un-
known. All we know'?’ is the way in which we perceive them. That way
is peculiar to us and does not necessarily have to apply to all beings, even

'32[Namely, matter. See the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, Ak 1V, 469-72.]
193 Dasein, which usually means ‘existence.’]

'39['§ 8" added in B.]

!35[Cf. Hans Vaihinger, op. cit. at A vii br. n. 5, vol. 2, 441-548.]

136Number added in B.]

'37[More literally, ‘are acquainted with’ kennen. I am using ‘know’ in this context for the
sake of consistency with my rendenng (for which there is no manageable alternative here) of
unbekannt as ‘unknown’ just above, and of bekannt as ‘known’ near the end of this para-
graph |
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though it applies necessarily to all human beings. Solely with that way of
perceiving are we dealing here. Space and time are its pure forms; sensa-
tion as such as its matter. Only that way of perceiving can we cognize a
priori, i.e., prior138 to all actual perception, and that is why it is called pure
intuition. Sensation, on the other hand, is that component in our cognition
on whose account it is called a posteriori cognition, i.e., empirical intu-
ition. The forms [of intuition] attach to our sensibility with absolute ne-
cessity, no matter of what kind our sensations may be; the sensations can
differ very much. Even if we could bring this institution of ours to the high-
est degree of distinctness, that would still not get us closer to the character
of objects in themselves. For what we would cognize, and cognize com-
pletely, would still be only our way of intuiting, i.e., our sensibility; and
we would always cognize it only under the conditions attaching to the sub-
ject originally: space and time. What objects may be in themselves would
still never become known to us, not even through the most enlightened cog-
nition of what alone is given to us, viz., their appearance.

Hence we must reject the view'® that our entire sensibility is nothing
but our confused presentation of things, a presentation that contains solely
what belongs to them in themselves, but contains it only by way of**® an
accumulation of characteristics'*' and partial presentations that we do not
consciously discriminate. For this view falsifies the concept of sensibility
and of appearance, thus rendering the entire doctrine of sensibility useless
and empty. The distinction between an indistinct and a distinct presenta-
tion is merely logical and does not concern the content.'*?> No doubt the
concept of rightness'** as employed by common sense'** contains just the
same as can be extricated from it by the most subtle speculation, except
that in its common'#’ and practical use one is not conscious of the diverse
presentations contained in that thought. But that does not entitle us to say

13"[vor.]

'%9[Held by Leibniz.]

lw[umer.]

'“![Or ‘marks’: Merkmalen. See A 19/B 33 br. n. 14.]

“z[Cf.. for this discussion, the First Introduction to Kant's Critiqgue of Judgment, Ak. XX,
2261. See also above, A xvii br. n. 26.]

143[Rechl.]
'%4[Literally, ‘sound understanding’- gesunder Verstand.]

145[gemei n.]
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that the common concept is sensible and contains a mere appearance. For
rightness cannot be an appearance at all; rather, its concept lies in the un-
derstanding,'*® and we present by it a character of acts (their moral char-
acter) which belongs to them in themselves. On the other hand, when a
body is presented in intuition, this presentation contains nothing whatever
that could belong to an object in itself. It contains, rather, merely the ap-
pearance of something, and the way we are affected by that something. This
receptivity of our cognitive capacity is called sensibility; and even if we
were to see through that appearance and to its very bottom, yet this recep-
tivity remains as different as day and night'*’ from cognition of the object
in itself.

Hence the philosophy of Leibniz and Wolff,'*® by considering the dis-
tinction between what is sensible and what is intellectual as a merely logi-
cal one, has imposed an entirely wrong point of view on all investigations
about the nature and origin of our cognitions. For plainly the distinction is
transcendental, and does not concern merely the form of these cognitions,
i.e., their distinctness or indistinctness, but concemns their origin and con-
tent. Hence sensibility does not merely fail to provide us with a distinct
cognition of the character of things in themselves; it provides us with none
whatsoever. And once we remove our subjective character, then the pre-
sented object, along with the properties contributed to it by sensible intu-
ition, is not to be found anywhere at all; nor can it possibly be found, be-
cause this subjective character is precisely what determines the form of that
object as appearance.'*

It is true that we commonly make this distinction about appearances:
we distinguish what attaches to their intuition essentially and holds for the
sense of every human being in general, from what belongs to that intuition
only contingently by being valid only for a special position of this or that
sense, or for the special organization of that sense, but not valid for the re-
lation of [the intuition to] sensibility in general. We then speak of the first
kind of cognition as presenting the object in itself, and of the second as
presenting only its appearance. This distinction, however, is only empiri-

146 And not in intuition.]
147 himmelweit.]
148[See xxxvi br. n. 134.]

'49[This is exactly what is involved in Kant’s Copernican revolution. See B xvi—xvii.]
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cal.'** If (as is commonly done) we fail to go beyond it and do not (as we
ought to do) regard that empirical intuition in turn as mere appearance, in
which nothing whatever belonging to some thing in itself is to be found,
then our transcendental distinction is lost. We then believe after all that we
cognize things in themselves, even though in the world of sense,'*! how-
ever deeply we explore its objects, we deal with nothing whatever but ap-
pearances. Thus it is true, e.g., that when during a rain accompanied by
sunshine we see a rainbow, we will call it a mere appearance, while call-
ing the rain the thing in itself. And this is indeed correct, provided that we
here take the concept of a thing in itself as meaning only something physi-
cal. We then mean by it something that in general'>? experience, and in all
its different positions in relation to the senses, is yet determined thus, and
not otherwise, in intuition. But suppose that we take this empirical some-
thing as such, and that—without being concerned about its being the
same'5? for the sense of every human being—we ask whether it presents
also an object in itself (not whether it presents the rain drops, for these, as
appearances, will already be empirical objects). In that case our question
about the presentation’s relation to the object is transcendental, and the an-
swer is: Not only are these drops mere appearances; rather, even their round
shape, and indeed even the space in which they fall, are nothing in them-
selves. They are, rather, mere modifications, or foundations, of our sen-
sible intuition. The transcendental object, however, remains unknown'>* to
us.

Our second important concern in this transcendental aesthetic is that it
should not merely gain some favor as a plausible hypothesis, but should
be as certain and indubitable as can possibly'>> be demanded of a theory
that is to serve as an organon. In order to make this certainty fully evident,
let us select some case that can render the validity of this organon obvi-
ous'® and can serve to clarify further what has been set forth in § 3.

15°[Cf. A 29/B 45, also B 69 incl. br. n. 175.]
131 parentheses around ‘in the world of sense’ removed.]
152[allgemein.]

153[Einstimmung.]

54 unbekannt.

'35 jiemals.]

lst"[Remaind«:r of sentence added in B.]
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Suppose, then, that space and time are in themselves objective, and are
conditions of the possibility of things in themselves. We then find, in the
first place, that we encounter a large number of synthetic a priori propo-
sitions about both space and time—above all about space, which we shall
therefore investigate here as our prime example. The propositions of ge-
ometry are cognized synthetically a priori and with apodeictic certainty.
And so I ask: From where do you obtain such propositions, and on what
does the understanding rely in order to arrive at such absolutely necessary
and universally valid truths? There is no other way [to arrive at truths] than
through concepts or through intuition. But these concepts and intuitions are
both given either a priori or a posteriori. The a posteriori ones, i.e., em-
pirical concepts as well as the empirical intuition on which they are based,
can yield only such synthetic propositions as are likewise merely empiri-
cal, i.e., propositions of experience. As such, these propositions can never
contain necessity and absolute universality; yet these are what character-
ize all geometric propositions. The first and sole means of arriving at such
cognitions is a priori, through mere concepts or through intuitions. From
mere concepts, however, we clearly can obtain no synthetic cognition at
all, but only analytic cognition.'’ Just take the proposition that two straight
lines cannot enclose any space and hence do not permit [construction of]
any figure, and try to derive it from the concept of straight lines and of the
number two. Or take the proposition that three straight lines permit [con-
struction of] a figure, and try similarly to derive it from these mere con-
cepts. All your endeavor is futile, and you find yourselves compelled to
have recourse to intuition, as indeed geomewry always does. Hence you give
yourselves an object in intuition. But of which kind is this intuition? Is it
a pure a priori intuition or an empirical one? If it were an empirical intu-
ition, then it could never turn into a universally valid proposition, let alone
an apodeictic one; for experience can never supply anything like that. Hence
you must give your object to yourselves a priori in intuition, and base your
synthetic proposition on this object. Now suppose that there did not lie
within you a power'® to intuit a priori; that this subjective condition were
not, as regards its form, at the same time the universal a priori condition
under which alone the object of this (outer) intuition is itself possible; and
that the object (the triangle) were something in itself, even apart from any
relation to yourselves as subject. If that were so, how could you say that

1S7(CF. the Prolegomena, Ak. 1V, 268-74.]

58] Vermdigen.]
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what necessarily lies in [or belongs to] your subjective conditions for con-
structing a triangle must also belong necessarily to the triangle itself?'>
For, after all, you could not add to your concepts (of three lines) anything
new (the figure) that would therefore have to be met with necessarily in
the object, since this object would be given prior to your cognition rather
than through it. Hence you could not synthetically a priori establish any-
thing whatsoever about external objects if space (and similarly time) were
not a mere form of your intuition, an intuition that a priori contains con-
ditions'®° under which alone things can be external objects for you—these
objects being nothing in themselves, apart from these subjective condi-
tions. Therefore the following is not merely possible—or probable, for that
matter—but indubitably certain: Space and time, as the necessary condi-
tions of all (outer and inner) experience, are merely subjective conditions
of all our intuition. Hence in relation to these conditions'¢" all objects are
mere appearances, and are not given to us in this way on their own. And
that is why much can be said a priori about these objects as regards their
form, but not the least can ever be said about the thing in itself that may
underlie these appearances.'5?

II. This theory, according to which both outer and inner sense are ideal
and hence all objects of the senses are mere appearances, can be con-
firmed superbly by the following observation. Whatever in our cognition
belongs to intuition (excluding, therefore, what are not cognitions at all,
i.e., both the feeling of pleasure and displeasure and the will) contains noth-
ing but mere relations: of places in an intuition (extension), of change of
places (motion), and of laws according to which this change is determined
(motive forces). But what is present in that place, or what effect—besides
the change of place—it produces in the things'S® themselves, is not given
to us by [what belongs to intuition]. Now through mere relations we do
not, of course, cognize a thing in itself. Hence our judgment must surely
be this: since through outer sense we are given nothing but mere relational
presentations, outer sense can, by the same token, contain in its presenta-
tion only the relation of an object to the subject, but not the intrinsic char-
acter belonging to the object in itself. The same applies to inner intuition.

'%9an sich selbst.]

180[Or ‘which contains a priori conditions.’]
81O, possibly, ‘to our intuition.’]
'62[Remainder of the Transcendental Aesthetic added in B ]

'®3[Kant uses Ding (in the plural) here, Sache just below.]
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For not only does the proper material in it, with which we occupy our mind,
consist in presentations of outer senses; but the time in which we place'®*
these presentations, and which itself precedes the consciousness of them in
experience and underlies, as formal condition, the way in which we place
them within the mind, already contains relations: of succession, of simul-
taneity, and of what is simultaneous with succession (the permanent). Now,
presentation that can precede all acts of thinking anything is intuition; and
if this intuition contains nothing but relations then it is the form of intu-
ition. But this form does not present anything except insofar as something
is being placed within the mind. Therefore this form can be nothing but
the way in which the mind is affected by its own activity—viz., this plac-
ing of its presentation—and hence affected by itself; i.e., it is an inner sense
insofar as that sense’s form is concerned. Whatever is presented through a
sense is, to that extent, always appearance. Hence either we must not grant
that there is an inner sense at all; or we must grant that the subject who is
the object of this sense can be presented through it only as appearance, and
not as he would judge himself if his intuition were self-activity's® only,
i.e., if it were intellectual intuition.'® What underlies this whole difficulty
is this: how can a subject inwardly intuit himself? But this difficulty is
shared by every theory. The consciousness of oneself (apperception) is the
simple presentation of the /;'®" and if through this consciousness by itself
all the manifold in the subject were given self-actively, then the inner in-
tuition would be intellectual. But in man this consciousness requires also
inner perception of the manifold given in the subject beforehand; and the
way in which this manifold is given in the mind—viz., without
spontaneity—must, for the sake of marking this distinction, be called sen-
sibility. If the power'®® to become conscious of oneself is to locate (appre-
hend) what lies in the mind, then it must affect the mind; and only in that
way can it produce an intuition of itself. But the form of this intuition lies
at the basis beforehand in the mind; and this forrn determines, in the pre-
sentation of time, the way in which the manifold is (placed] together in the

159 serzen.)

193 Selbstttigkeit, also translatable as ‘spontaneity’ (which I prefer to use for Spontaneitéit—cf.
just below).]

165(See B 72.]

'*7[Emphasis added, to improve the readability of this single-letter word (as used in this way).
This improvement is usually more obvious than it is here.]

'68(Or ‘ability’: Vermdgen ]
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mind. And thus this power does not intuit itself as it would if it presented
itself directly and self-actively; rather, it intuits itself according to the way
in which it is affected from within, and hence intuits itself as it appears to
itself, not as it is.'®®

IIL. I am saying, then, that the intuition of external objects and the self-
intuition of the mind both present these objects and the mind, in space and
in time, as they affect our senses, i.e., as they appear. But I do not mean
by this that these objects'’ are a mere illusion.’”* For when we deal with
appearance, the objects, and indeed even the propcrties172 that we ascribe
to them, are always regarded as something actually given-—except that in-
sofar as the object’s character'’> depends only on the subject’s way of in-
tuiting this given object in its relation to him, we do also distinguish this
object as appearance'’* from the same object as object in itself.'”> Thus
when I posit'”® both bodies and my soul as being in accordance with the
quality of space and time, as condition of their existence, I do indeed as-
sert that this quality lies in my way of intuiting and not in those objects in
themselves. But in asserting this I am not saying that the bodies merely
seem'”’ to be outside me, or that my soul only seems to be given in my
self-consciousness. It would be my own fault if I turned into mere illusion
what I ought to class with appearance.'”® This is not, however, what hap-

1%9[These topics will be fully explored in the Paralogisms of Pure Reason, A 341-405/B
399-432. See also B 152-59.]

"% Gegenstiinde here, Objekte just above and just below.]
1"1(Schein.]

1-’2[194.’.s'cha_1ﬁ’nheiten.]

173[Be.\‘cimz_ﬂ"enheit.]

Y14 [Erscheinung.)

175(In Kant’s usual (transcendental) sense of this expression, rather than in its empirical sense
(found, e.g., at A 29/B 45 and A 45/B 62).]

5[ serzen.]

"7 scheinen.]

78The predicates of the appearance can be ascribed to the object itself* in relation
to our sense: e.g., to the rose, the red color or the scent. But what is mere illusion
can never be ascribed as predicate to an object, precisely because illusion ascribes
to the object taken by itself® what belongs to it only in relation to the senses or in
general to the subject—an example being the two handles initially ascribed to Sat-
urn. If something is not to be met with at all in the object in itself, but is always to
be met with in the object’s relation to the subject and is inseparable from the pre-

B 70
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pens if we follow our principle that all our sensible intuitions are ideal. On
the contrary: it is when we attribute objective reality to those forms of pre-
sentation that we cannot prevent everything from being thereby trans-
formed into mere illusion. For suppose that we regard space and time as
properties that, as far as their very possibility is concerned, must be found
in things'”® in themselves. And now reflect on the absurdities in which we
then become entangled, inasmuch as [we then have] two infinite things that
must not be substances nor anything actually inhering in substances, but
that yet must be something existent—indeed, must be the necessary con-
dition for the existence of all things—and must moreover remain even if
all existing things are annulled. If we thus reflect on this supposition, then
we can hardly blame the good Berkeley for downgrading bodies to mere
illusion. Indeed, even our own existence, which would in this way be made
dependent on the self-subsistent reality of a nonentity such as time would
be, would be transformed along with this time into nothing but illusion—an
absurdity of which no one thus far has made himself guilty.

IV. In natural theology we think an object [viz., God] that not only can-
not possibly be an object of intuition for us, but that cannot in any way be
an object of sensible intuition even to itself. [When we think of God in this
way,] we take great care to remove the conditions of time and space from
all his intuition. (All his cognition must be intuition rather than thought,
which always manifests limits.) But what right do we have to do this if we
have beforehand turned'®® space and time into forms of things in
themselves—such forms, moreover, as are a priori conditions of the exist-
ence of things and hence would remain even if we had annulled the things

sentation of the object,® then it is appearance. And thus the predicates of space and
time are rightly ascribed to objects of the senses, as such; and in this there is no
illusion. Illusion first arises if, by contrast, I ascribe the redness to the rose in it-
self, or the handles to Saturn, or extension to all external objects in themselves,®
without taking account of—and limiting my judgment to—a determinate relation
of these objects to the subject.

“[selbst.]

S(fiir sich.]

[Keeping the original ersteren, which Erdmann changes to letzteren, so that we would

have to read ‘presentation of the subject.’]

9[an sich. The expression is actually used adverbially here (and probably also just above),

as modifying ‘ascribe.” Although ‘in themselves’ (etc ) does not lend itself to adverbial

use, switching to a different term here (e.g., ‘intrinsically’) would impair clarity.]

'79[Sachen here, Dinge just below.]

18 machen.]
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themselves? For as conditions of all existence in general, they would have
to be conditions also of the existence of God. If we are not to make'®" space
and time objective forms of all things, then we are left with only one al-
ternative: we must make them subjective forms of our kind of intuition,
inner and outer. Our kind of intuition is called sensible'®? because it is not
original. 1831 e, it is not such that through this intuition itself the existence
of its object is given (the latter being a kind of intuition that, as far as we
can see, can belong only to the original'®* being). Rather, our kind of in-
tuition is dependent on the existence of the object, and hence is possible
only by the object’s affecting the subject’s capacity to present.

There is, moreover, no need for us to limit this kind of intuition—intuition
in space and time—to the sensibility of man. It may be (though we cannot
decide this) that any finite thinking being must necessarily agree with man
in this regard. Yet even if this kind of intuition were thus universally valid,
it would not therefore cease to be sensibility. It would remain sensibility
precisely because it is derivative (intuitus derivativus) rather than original
(intuitus originarius), and hence is not intellectual intuition. For the rea-
son just set forth, intellectual intuition seems to belong solely to the origi-
nal being, and never to a being that is dependent as regards both its exist-
ence and its intuition (an intuition that determines that being’s existence
by reference to given objects'®%). This last remark, however, must be con-
sidered as included in our aesthetic theory only as an illustration, not as a
basis of proof.

8 machen.)
'82[Rather than intellectual.]

laa[ursprﬁnglich. On intellectual (original) intuition (and the intuitive understanding that would
have it), see B 138-39, 145, A 166/B 207 incl. br. n. 67, A 249-52, B 307-9, A 256/B
311-12, and A 279-80 = B 335-36, and cf. B xl incl. br. n. 144g, B 68, 135, 149. See also
the Critique of Judgment, Ak. 402-8, and cf. 418. For the way in which the concept of an
intellectual intuition (and of an intuitive understanding) unites Kant’s three Critiques in one
system, see the Translator’s Introduction to my translation of that work (above, B xvii br. n.
73), Ixxxvi—cii.]

184[Ur_.]
'83(Cf. B 275-79.)

B 72
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B 73 CONCLUDING THE
TRANSCENDENTAL AESTHETIC

Thus in our pure a priori intuitions, space and time, we now have one of
the components required for solving the general problem of transcendental
philosophy: How are synthetic propositions possible a priori?'® When in
an a priori judgment about space and time we want to go beyond the given
concept, we encounter'8’ what cannot be discovered a priori in the given
concept, but can indeed be so discovered in the intuition corresponding to
that concept and can be combined with it synthetically. Because of this,'3®
however, such judgments can never reach beyond objects'®® of the senses,
and can hold only for objects of possible experience.

186[Cf. B 19 incl. br. ns. 234 and 235.]
'87[In the a priori intuition.]

'88[The judgment's dependence on intuition and the merely synthetic connection to the
concept.]

189 Gegenstinde here, Objekte just below.]
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DOCTRINE OF ELEMENTS

PART II

TRANSCENDENTAL
LOGIC

Introduction
Idea of a Transcendental Logic

I
ON LOGIC AS SUCH

Our cognition2 arises from two basic sources of the mind. The first is [our
ability] to receive® presentations* (and is our receptivity® for impressions);
the second is our ability® to cognize an object’ through these presentations

!'[See Norman Kemp Smith, op. cit. at A vii br. n. 5, 167-542.]

?[Erkenntnis. For the distinction between cognition and knowledge (Wissen), see A vii br. n.

3empfangen.]
*[Vorstellungen. My reason for translating Vorstellung as ‘presentation’ rather than as ‘rep-
resentation’ is given at B xvii br. n. 73]

S[Rezepriviu'z't.]
°[Or ‘power’: Vermogen. See A 19/B 33 incl. br. n 10 and A xii br. n. 16.]

7[Gegenstand, in this case See A vii br.n 7]
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(and is the spontaneity of concepts®). Through receptivity an object is given
to us; through spontaneity an object is thought in relation to that [given]
presentation (which [otherwise]® is a mere determination of the mind). In-
tuition and concepts, therefore, constitute the elements of all our cogni-
tion. Hence neither concepts without an intuition corresponding to them in
some way or other,'° nor intuition without concepts can yield cognition.
Both intuition and concepts are either pure or empirical. They are empiri-
cal if they contain sensation (sensation presupposes the actual presence of
the object); they are pure if no sensation is mixed in with the presenta-
tion."! Sensation'? may be called the matter' of sensible'* cognition. Hence
pure intuition contains only the form under which something is intuited,
and a pure concept contains solely the form of the thought'> of an object
as such.'® Only pure intuitions or concepts are possible a priori; empirical
ones are possible only a posteriori.

Let us give the name sensibility to our mind’s receptivity,"” [i.e., to its
ability] to receive'® presentations insofar as it is affected in some manner.
Understanding, on the other hand, is our ability to produce presentations
ourselves, i.e., our spontaneity of cognition.19 Our intuition, by our very
nature, can never be other than sensible intuition;?° i.e., it contains only
the way in which we are affected by objects. Understanding, on the other

8[1e., the self-activity (cf. B 68 incl. br. n. 165) of using concepts in thought and cognition
and of expanding them to frame new ones.]

°[Le., apart from that thought, whereby this determination enters into our cognition of the
object.]

Yl auf einige Art.]
""[Ie., the intuition or concept.]
2[Empfindung.]

3[Cf. the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 189, 203, 294, 325-26. See also the Prolegomena.
Ak. 1V, 284, 324, and cf. 306, 307, 309.]

Y sinnlich.]

Y[Literally, ‘of the thinking’: des Denkens.)
'6[aberhaupl; see B xxvii br. n. 106.]
7[Rezeptivitiit.]

"®lempfangen.]

!9For the contrast between understanding and sensibility, see the Anthropology, Ak. VII.
140-46, and cf. 196-99, 220.]

2"[Only an intuitive understanding (ours is discursive, i.e., conceptual) can have intellectual
intuition. See B 72 incl br. n. 183.]
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hand, is our ability to think the object of sensible intuition. Neither of these
properties is to be preferred to the other. Without sensibility no object would
be given to us; and without understanding no object would be thought.
Thoughts without content are empty; intuitions without concepts are blind.
Hence it is just as necessary that we make our concepts sensible®' (i.e.,
that we add the object to them in intuition) as it is necessary that we make
our intuitions understandable (i.e., that we bring them under concepts).
Moreover, this capacity and this ability*? cannot exchange their functions.
The understanding cannot intuit anything,?® and the senses cannot think
anything. Only from their union can cognition arise. This fact, however,
must not lead us to confuse their respective contributions;* it provides us,
rather, with a strong reason®® for carefully separating and distinguishing
sensibility and understanding from each other. Hence we distinguish the
science of the rules of sensibility as such, i.e., aesthetic, from the science
of the rules of the understanding as such, i.e., logic.

Now logic, in turn, can be done from two points of view,%¢ either as
logic of the understanding’s general?’ use or as logic of its special®® use.
The logic of the understanding’s general use contains the absolutely nec-
essary rules of thought without which the understanding cannot be used at
all.?® Hence it deals with the understanding without regard to the differ-
ence among the objects to which the understanding may be directed. This
logic may be called elementary logic. The logic of the understanding’s spe-
cial use, which may be called the organon of this or that science, contains
the rules for thinking correctly about a certain kind of objects. The schools
usually make this logic a preface to the sciences, using it as a propaedeu-

21y, Versinnlichung in the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 351, and in the First Introduction
to that work, Ak. XX, 223.]

2[] e., sensibility and understanding. More literally, Kant says ‘these two abilities or capaci-
ties.” The adopted rendering construes capacity as passive (as sensibility is) and ability (or
power) as either active (like understanding) or passive. See also A xii br. n. 16.]

23[See br. n. 20, just above.]

24To cognition.]

*[man hat grofe Ursache.]

26[See H.J Paton, op. cit. at B 1 br. n. 152, vol. 1, 188-235.]
27[allgemein, which also means ‘universal.’]

28 besonder, which also means ‘particular.’]

29[gar kein Gebrauch . . . stattfindet.]
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tic, even though in terms of the progression®® of human reason it comes
last: reason does not arrive at this logic until long after the science is done
and needs only finishing touches that will correct and perfect it. For if we
are to state the rule as to how a [particular] science can be brought about,
then the objects of that science must already be familiar to us to a fairly
high degree.

Now general logic is either pure or applied logic. In general logic we
abstract from all empirical conditions under which we exercise our under-
standing. We abstract, e.g., from the influence of the senses, from the play
of imagination, from the laws of memory, from the force of habit, from
inclination, etc.; hence we abstract also from the sources of prejudices,>!
and indeed from all causes generally that give rise, or may be alleged to
give rise, to such and such®? cognitions. For these empirical conditions con-
cern the understanding only as applied under certain®® circumstances, and
becoming acquainted with these circumstances requires experience. Hence
a logic that is general but also pure deals with nothing but a priori prin-
ciples. Such a logic is a canon of understanding and of reason, but only as
regards what is formal in our use of them—i.e., we disregard what the con-
tent may be (whether it is empirical or transcendental). A general logic is
called applied, on the other hand, if it is concerned with the rules of the
understanding as used under the subjective empirical conditions taught®*
us by psychology. Hence such a logic has empirical principles, although it
is general insofar as it deals with our use of the understanding without dis-
tinguishing the understanding’s objects. That is also the reason why ap-
plied general logic is neither a canon of the understanding as such nor an
organon of special sciences, but solely a cathartic for the common under-
standing.? In general logic, therefore, the part that is to constitute the pure
doctrine*® of reason must be separated entirely from the part that is to con-
stitute applied (though still general) logic. Only the first of these parts*” is,

39Gang.]

3![On prejudice, see the Logic, Ak. IX, 75-81, and the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 294.]
32f gewisse.]

33 [gewissen.]

34[lehren.]

35(I.e., common sense.]

38[-lehre.]

37[Pure general logic.]
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properly speaking, a science, although it is brief and dry and thus is such
as the exposition of a doctrine of the understanding’s elements is required
to be in order to comply with school standards. In such pure general logic,
therefore, the logicians must always have in mind two rules:

1. As general logic, it abstracts from all content of the cognition of un-
derstanding and from the difference among the objects of that cognition,
and deals with nothing but the mere form of thought.

2. As pure logic, it has no empirical principles. Hence it does not (as
people have sometimes come to be persuaded) take anything from psy-
chology; and therefore psychology has no influence whatever on the canon
of the understanding. Pure general logic is demonstrated doctrine, and ev-
erything in it must be certain completely a priori.

What I call applied logic is a presentation of the understanding and of
the rules governing its necessary use in concreto, viz., its use under the
contingent conditions attaching to the subject, conditions that can impede
or promote this use and that are, one and all, given only empirically. (This
definition of applied logic is contrary to the ordinary meaning of the ex-
pression, according to which applied logic should contain certain exercises
for which pure logic gives the rule). On my definition, applied logic deals
with attention; attention’s being impeded and the consequences thereof; the
origin of error; the states of doubt, of having scruples, of conviction, etc.3®
Pure general logic relates to applied general logic as pure morality relates
to the doctrine proper of virtue.>® Pure morality*® contains merely the
moral*! laws of a free will as such; the doctrine of virtue examines these
laws as impeded by the feelings, inclinations, and passions to which hu-
man beings are more or less subject.*> The doctrine of virtue can never
serve as true and demonstrated science; for, just like applied logic, it re-
quires empirical and psychological principles.

38[On attention, see the Anthropology, Ak. VII, 2068, cf. 212; cf. also the First Introduction
to the Critique of Judgment, Ak. XX, the n. on 226-27. On the origin of error, see the Logic,
Ak. IX, 53-57. On doubt and scruples, see ibid., 83—84. On conviction (and persuasion), see
ibid., 73, and the Critique of Judgment, 461-63, cf. 477.]

%Kant’s Doctrine of Virtue (Ak. VI, 375-493) is Part II of his Metaphysics of Morals, Ak.
V], 203-493. For its relation to pure morality, see ibid, 205, 211-28, 374-413.]

“(Moral.)
Wsittlich.)

42{See the Doctrine of Virtue, Ak. VI, 375-493, and cf. the Anthropology, Ak VII, 251-82.]
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II
ON TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

General logic, as we have shown, abstracts from all content of cognition,
i.e., from all reference of cognition to its object.** It examines only the logi-
cal form in the relation that cognitions have to one another, i.e., only the
form of thought as such. But (as the Transcendental Aesthetic establishes)
there are both pure and empirical intuitions; and hence we might well find
it appropriate to distinguish also between pure and empirical thought of ob-
jects. In that case there would be a logic** in which we would not abstract
from all content of cognition. For a logic containing merely the rules gov-
eming the pure thought of an object would only* exclude all those cog-
nitions that have empirical content. Such a logic, moreover, would also deal
with the origin of our cognitions of objects insofar as that origin cannot be
attributed to the objects, whereas general logic has nothing to do with the
origin of cognition. Rather, general logic examines*® presentations, whether
these have their basic origin*’ a priori in ourselves, or are given only em-
pirically; and it examines these presentations merely in terms of the laws
according to which the understanding, when it thinks, uses them in their
relation to one another. Hence general logic deals only with that form of
the understanding which can be imparted to the presentations, whatever
their origin may be irrespective of that form.

And here I shall make a comment; it extends its influence to all subse-
quent contemplations, and hence must be remembered carefully. We must
not call just any a priori cognition transcendental, but must call transcen-
dental (i.e., concerning®® the a priori possibility or the a priori use of cog-
nition)*° only that a priori cognition whereby we cognize that—and
how—certain presentations (intuitions or concepts) are applied, or are pos-

43[Objekt here, Gegenstand (in the plural) just below.]
“4[Viz., transcendental logic.]

*3[blof, as added by Adickes.]

“S[betrachten.]

“"luranfiinglich.]

“8[1 follow Adickes in adding betreffend and in changing, accordingly, der Gebrauch to den
Gebrauch ]

“S[Cf. B 25.]



INTRODUCTION IDEA OF A TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 111

sible, simply>° a priori. Hence neither space nor any a priori geometric de-
termination of it is a transcendental presentation. Rather, we may call tran-
scendental only the cognition that these presentations are not at all of
empirical origin, and the possibility whereby®' they can nonetheless refer
a priori to objects of experience. Similarly, the use of space regarding ob-
jects in general®” would also be transcendental. But if the use of space is
limited to objects of the senses only, then it is called empirical. The dis-
tinction between the transcendental and the empirical belongs, therefore,
only to the critique of cognitions, and does not concern the reference of
these cognitions to their object.

We shall expect, then, that there may perhaps be concepts referring a
priori to objects. Not being pure or sensible intuitions, but being merely
acts of pure thought, they would be concepts, but such concepts as origi-
nate neither empirically nor aesthetically.>® In this expectation, then, we
frame in advance the idea of a science of pure understanding and of ratio-
nal cognition,>* whereby we think objects completely a priori. Such a sci-
ence would determine the origin, the range, and the objective validity of
such rational cognitions. It would have to be called transcendental logic.
For it deals merely with the laws of understanding and of reason; yet it
does so only insofar as this logic is referred a priori to objects—unlike gen-
eral logic, which is referred indiscriminately to empirical as well as pure
rational cognitions.

III
ON THE DIVISION OF GENERAL LOGIC INTO
ANALYTIC AND DIALECTIC

What is truth?> is the ancient and famous question with which people
meant to drive logicians into a corer, trying to get them to the point where

Olediglich.)

Swie.)

52[Objects of experience (which includes sensation) and objects of pure geometry.]

*Le., concepts originating neither from empirical intuition nor from intuition generally.]
34[Or ‘cognition of reason’: Vernunfterkenntnis.]

55[In A, this question is doubly emphasized (by bold print).]

B 81

A 57

B 82



A58

B 83

AS9

112 PARTII TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

either they must let themselves be caught in a pitiful circle,>® or they must
confess their ignorance and hence admit the futility of their whole art. In
asking logicians this question, these people took for granted, and they pre-
supposed, the explication of the name truth,’’ viz., that truth is the agree-
ment of cognition with its object. They demanded to know, instead,’® what
is the universal and safe criterion of the truth of any cognition. [They failed
to see, however, the absurdity of their own question.]

To know what question one should, reasonably, ask is already a great
and necessary proof of one’s sagacity and insight. For if the question is in
itself absurd and demands answers that are unnecessary, then it not only
embarrasses the person raising it, but sometimes has the further disadvan-
tage of misleading the incautious listener: it may prompt him to give ab-
surd answers and to provide us with the ridiculous spectacle where (as the
ancients said) one person milks the ram>® while the other holds a sieve un-
demeath.

Thus if truth consists in the agreement of a cognition with its object,
then this object must here® be distinguished from others. For if a cogni-
tion does not agree with the object to which it is referred then it is false,
even if it contains something that might well hold for other objects. Now
a universal criterion of truth would be one that is valid for all cognitions,
without distinction of their objects. But while in such a universal criterion
of truth we thus abstract from all content of cognition (i.e., from its ref-
erence to its object), yet truth concerns this very content. Clearly, there-
fore, asking questions about a mark for the truth of this content of cogni-
tions is quite impossible and absurd; and hence one cannot possibly give
an indicator®! of truth that is sufficient and yet universal at the same time.
Now we have already earlier called the content of a cognition its matter.®>
Hence we shall have to say that no universal indicator can be demanded

5¢[Diallele. For these first four paragraphs of subsection III, cf. the Logic. Introduction, VII,
Ak. IX, 49-57. For the circle referred to here, see ibid., 50.]

57[Le., in effect, the definition. Emphasis added.]
8[aber)

>9[Reference works characterize this saying as a Greco-Roman proverb quoted (e.g.) in Sam-
uel Hieron, Works (1616), i, 586; and in John Hales, Several Tracts (1656), 40. Milking of
rams is mentioned also in Vergil’s Eclogues, iii, 91.]

S9[Literally ‘thereby’: dadurch.]
S!1[Or ‘criterion’: Kennzeichen.)

52[See A S0/B 74.)
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for the truth of cognition in terms of its matter, because such an indicator
would be intrinsically contradictory.

As regards cognition in terms of its mere form (setting aside all con-
tent), on the other hand, and thus as regards a logic insofar as it puts forth
the universal and necessary rules of the understanding, it is equally clear
that such a logic must in these very rules set down criteria of truth. For
whatever contradicts these rules is false, because the understanding is then®?
in conflict with its own universal rules of thought, and hence with itself.
These criteria, however, concern only the form of truth, i.e., the truth of
thought as such, and are to that extent quite correct. But they are not suf-
ficient. For even if a cognition accorded completely with logical form, i.e.,
even if it did not contradict itself, it could still contradict its object. There-
fore the merely logical criterion of truth, viz., a cognition’s agreement with
the universal® and formal laws of understanding and reason, is indeed the
conditio sine qua non,®® and hence the negative condition, of all truth. But
logic cannot go any farther than this; it has no touchstone by which it can
discover an error that concerns content rather than form.

Now general®” logic analyzes®® the whole formal business of under-
standing and reason into its elements, and exhibits these elements as prin-
ciples governing all logical judging® of our cognition. Hence this part of

*dabei.]

6"[allgemein.]

S5[Indispensable (or necessary) condition.]

S6[For the remainder of subsection III, cf. the Logic, Introduction, II, Ak. IX, 16-21.]
[allgemein.)

t("’[Literally, ‘resolves’: auflosen.)

%[Beurteilung. In the First Introduction to the Critique of Judgment (see Ak. XX, 211), Kant
makes a distinction between Beurteilung and Urteil (judgment). He there uses the first term
to stand for reflective judgment, i.e., judgment that tries to find a universal for the particular
in an intuition (cf. below, A 260-92/B 316—49) —as distinguished from determinative judg-
ment, in which an already available universal is used to determine an object. But Kant does
not repeat the distinction, not even in the Critique of Judgment itself; nor does he consistently
adhere to it. The reason for this seems to be that in German grammar adding be- to the in-
transitive urteilen simply turns it into its transitive analogue, beurteilen. (Cf., say, ‘moan’ and
‘bemoan’ in English.) Hence the English verb ‘to judge,” which is both transitive and intran-
sitive, properly renders both German verbs. It is therefore not only unnecessary, but quite
misleading, to render urteilen by ‘to judge’ but beurteilen by some other verb (similarly for
the corresponding nouns), especially by such verbs as ‘to estimate,’ ‘to assess,” ‘to appraise,’
‘to criticize,’ all of which already imply evaluation, whereas beurteilen does not itself (i.e.,
apart from special contexts) carry such an implication.]

B 84
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logic may be called an analytic.”® This analytic is at least the negative
touchstone of truth, precisely because all cognition must first of all be tested
and assessed, in terms of its form, by these rules;’! this must be done be-
fore we examine these rules themselves in terms of their content in order
to establish whether they contain positive truth as regards their object. On
the other hand, the mere form of cognition, however much it may agree
with logical laws, is far from being sufficient to establish that a cognition
is true objectively (materially). Hence with mere logic no one can venture
to make judgments about objects and assert anything about them. Rather,
we must first go outside logic to obtain well-based information about ob-
jects, in order then to attempt merely employing this information and con-
necting it in a coherent whole in accordance with logical laws, or—better
yet—in order only to test the information by these laws. Yet there is some-
thing very tempting about possessing so plausible an art, whereby we give
to all our cognitions the form of our understanding—even though we may
still be very empty-handed and poor as regards the cognition’s content. So
great is this temptation that this general logic, which is merely a canon for
judging, has been used—Ilike an organon, as it were—for the actual pro-
duction of at least deceptive’? objective assertions, and thus has in fact been
misused. Now general logic, when used as supposed organon, is called dia-
lectic.”

Although the ancients used this name dialectic, as standing for a sci-
ence or art, in quite different senses, still from their actual use of the name
we can safely glean that dialectic was for them nothing other than the logic
of illusion. l.e., it was the sophistical art of giving an air of truth to one’s
ignorance, and indeed even to one’s deliberate deceptions; this was done
by’ imitating the method of thoroughness prescribed by logic as such, and
by employing the topic’> of logic76 to paint over any empty pretense. Now

79[Kant probably expected his readers to know that auflésen (cf. br. n. 68, just above) has the
same root meaning as ‘analyze.’]

"[Le., the principles just mentioned.]

72[Blendwerk von. Reading, with Kehrbach, des Blendwerks for zum Blendwerk.]
73[See Walter Watson, op. cit. at B xvi br. n. 71, 91-95 ]

"“[Reading, with Erdmann, dadurch daf for daf.}

73[Topik.]

7$[The topic (or topics) of (general) logic is the art, developed above all by Aristotle in his
Topics, of discovering plausible (though not demonstrative) arguments to establish or refute
a given position. This discovery is accomplished by means of general argument forms that,
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we may note (as a sure and useful warning)’’ that general logic, when re-
garded as an organon, is always a logic of illusion, i.e., it is always dia-
lectical. For general logic teaches us nothing whatever about the content
of cognition; it teaches us merely the formal conditions for the agreement
[of cognition] with the understanding, and these conditions are wholly in-
consequential otherwise, i.e., as regards the [cognition’s] objects. Hence the
impudent use of general logic as an instrument (organon), in order (at least
allegedly)’® to broaden and expand one’s knowledge,” comes down to
nothing but idle chatter, where anything one wishes is—with some sem-
blance of plausibilityso—asserted or, for that matter, challenged at will.

Such instruction is in no way compatible with the dignity of philoso-
phy. For this reason the name dialectic®' has been [redefined so that a dia-
lectic is] included with logic as a critique of dialectical illusion;** and this
is how we want it to be understood here as well.

Iv
ON THE DIVISION OF TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC
INTO TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC
AND DIALECTIC

In a transcendental logic we isolate the understanding (just as in the tran-
scendental aesthetic above we isolated sensibility), and we select from our
cognition merely that part of thought which has its origin solely in the un-
derstanding. The use of this pure cognition rests on the condition, how-
ever, that objects to which it can be applied are given to us in intuition. For
without intuition, all our cognition lacks objects, and thus remains com-

being prepared in advance, serve as the ‘“‘places” (Greek TOmot [tdpoi], Latin topica) or head-
ings to which the more specific arguments are referred. At A 268—-69/B 324-25 Kant char-
acterizes Aristotle’s topic by reference to an underlying logical topic, which he contrasts in
turn with a transcendental topic (cf. also A 83/B 109, A 344/B 402).]

"7[Parentheses added.}

"8 Parentheses added.]

[Kenntnisse.)

80[Here ‘semblance of plausibility’ translates Schein.}
81 [Emphasis added.]

#2[Schein.]
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pletely empty.®? That part, then, of transcendental logic which sets forth
the elements of understanding’s pure cognition, as well as the principles
without which no object can be thought at all, is transcendental analytic. It
is at the same time a logic of truth. For no cognition can contradict it with-
out at the same time losing all content, i.e., all reference to any object, and
hence without losing all truth. On the other hand, there is great enticement
and temptation to employ these pure cognitions of understanding and these
principles® by themselves, and to do so even beyond the bounds of expe-
rience, even though only experience can provide us with the matter (ob-
jects) to which those pure concepts of understanding can be applied. As a
consequence, the understanding runs the risk that, by idly®® engaging in
subtle reasoning,3® it will put the merely formal principles of pure under-
standing to a material use, and will make judgments indiscriminately even®’
about objects that are not given, or indeed about objects that perhaps can-
not be given in any way at all. Properly, then, transcendental analytic should
be only a canon for judging the empirical use.®® Hence we misuse tran-
scendental analytic if we accept it as the organon of a universal and un-
limited use, and if with pure understanding alone we venture to judge, as-
sert, and decide anything synthetically about objects as such. Hence®® the
use of pure understanding would then be dialectical. Therefore the second
part of transcendental logic must be a critique of this dialectical illusion,
and is called transcendental dialectic. It is to be regarded not as an art of
dogmatically creating® such illusion (an art that is unfortunately quite
prevalent in diverse cases of metaphysical jugglery), but as a critique of
understanding and reason as regards their hyperphysical®® use. We need

8(leer]

84[Grundsitze here, Prinzipien just above. Concerning my use of ‘principle’ to render both
Prinzip and Grundsatz, see A vii br. n. 7. In the present passage, too, Kant is clearly using
the two terms interchangeably.]

85( jeer:]

86[Verniinfreleien.]

8 doch.]

88[Of the understanding; similarly for ‘universal and unlimited use’ just below.]
8 e, as such a misuse.]

S"’[erregen.]

°![Le., supranatural.]



INTRODUCTION IDEA OF A TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC 117

such a critique in order to uncover the deceptive illusion® in the baseless
pretensions of understanding and reason;”* and we need it in order to down-
grade reason’s™ claim that it discovers and expands [cognition]—which it
supposedly accomplishes by merely using transcendental principles—]to the
claim that it] merely judges pure understanding and guards it against so-
phistical deceptions.®

TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

DIVISION I

TRANSCENDENTAL
ANALYTIC*

Transcendental analytic consists in the dissection®” of our entire a priori
cognition into the elements of understanding’s pure cognition. The follow-
ing points are what matters in this dissection: (1) The concepts must be
pure rather than empirical. (2) They must belong not to intuition and sen-
sibility, but to thought and understanding. (3) They must be elementary con-
cepts, and must be distinguished carefully from concepts that are either de-
rivative or composed of such elementary concepts. (4) Our table of these
concepts must be complete, and the concepts must occupy fully the whole
realm of pure understanding. Now, this completeness [characteristic] of a
science cannot be assumed reliably by gauging an aggregate of concepts
that was brought about merely through trials. Hence this completeness is

92[More literally, ‘the false semblance’: den falschen Schein.]
Plihrer)

SM[ihrer.]

gs[See Walter Watson, op cit. at B xvi br. n. 71, 71.]

%[See Norman Kemp Smith, op. cit. at A vii br. n. 5, 174-424. See also Herman Jean de
Vleeschauwer, La Déduction transcendantale dans I’oeuvre de Kant (Paris' Librairie Emest
Leroux, 1936, 1937; reprinted New York: Garland Publishing, Inc.,, 1976), vol. 2, 15-202.
(Vol. 1 of the original work used the spelling transcendentale.)]

97[ist die Zergliederung.]

A 64

B 89
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possible only by means of an idea of the whole of understanding’s a priori
cognition, and through the division, determined by that idea, of the con-
cepts amounting to that cognition; and hence this completeness is possible
only through the coherence of these concepts in a system. Pure understand-
ing differentiates itself fully not only from everything empirical, but even
from all sensibility [generally].® Therefore it is a unity that is self-sub-
sistent, sufficient to itself, and that cannot be augmented by supplementing
it with any extrinsic additions. Hence the sum of pure understanding’s cog-
nition will constitute a system that can be encompassed and determined by®®
an idea. The system’s completeness and structure’® can at the same time
serve as a touchstone of the correctness and genuineness of whatever com-
ponents of cognition fit into the system. This entire part of the Transcen-
dental Logic101 consists, however, of two books; one of these contains the
concepts, the other the principles, of pure understanding.

TRANSCENDENTAL
ANALYTIC

BOOK I
ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTS

By analytic of concepts'® 1 do not mean the analysis of concepts, i.e.,'®
the usual procedure in philosophical inquiries of dissecting already avail-
able concepts'® in terms of their content and bringing them to distinct-

9[1.e., even from a prion intuition.]
N unter.)

'OlArtikulation. Cf. A xix.]

101[Viz., the Transcendental Analytic.]
192[Emphasis added.]

1934 der]

194 Begriffe, die sich darbieten.)
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ness; rather, I mean the hitherto rarely attempted dissection'®® of the
106

power " of understanding itself. The purpose of this dissection is to ex-
plore the possibility of a priori concepts, by locating them solely in the un- A 66
derstanding, as their birthplace, and by analyzing the understanding’s pure
use as such.'”? For this exploration is the proper task of a transcendental B 91

philosophy; the rest'® is the logical treatment of concepts in philosophy
generally.'® Hence we shall trace the pure''® concepts all the way to their
first seeds and predispositions in the human understanding, where these con-
cepts lie prepared until finally, on the occasion of experience, they are de-
veloped''! and are exhibited by that same understanding in their purity,'!?
freed from the empirical conditions attaching to them.

ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTS

Chapter 1

On the Guide for the Discovery
of All Pure Concepts
of Understanding'”

When we bring into play a cognitive power, then, depending on the vari-
ous ways in which we may be prompted to do so, different concepts come

1051 e., analysis.]

1% Vermégen. See A xii br. n. 16.]

'9[jiberhaupt. My reason for rendering this term in this way is given at B xxvii br. n. 106.]
198 The analysis of concepts mentioned above.]
mg[l'iberhaupl.]

0 rein.]

'[Or ‘unfolded’: entwickelt.]
! 12[Ixzuterkeit.]

"13[See R. P. Wolff, op. cit. at B 5 br. n. 159, 61-77.]
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to the fore that allow us to recognize!'* this power. These concepts can be
collected'!® in an essay that will be more or less comprehensive, once the
concepts have been observed fairly long or with significant''® mental acu-
ity.""” But by this—as it were, mechanical—procedure we can never reli-
ably determine at what point!!® that inquiry will be completed. Moreover,
if concepts are discovered only on given occasions, then they reveal them-
selves in no order or systematic unity; instead they are ultimately only
paired according to similarities, and arranged in series according to the
quantity ''? of their content, from the simple concepts on to the more com-
posite. The way in which these series are brought about, despite being me-
thodical in a certain manner, is anything but systematic.

Transcendental philosophy has the advantage, but also the obligation,
of locating its concepts according to a principle. For these concepts arise,
pure and unmixed, from the understanding, which is an absolute unity; and
hence these concepts themselves must cohere with each other according to
one concept or idea. Such coherence, however, provides us with a rule by
which we can determine a priori the proper place'?° for each pure concept
of understanding, and the completeness of all of them taken together
—whereas otherwise all of this would be subject to one’s own discretion
or to chance.

14 kennbar machen.)

'15[And set forth.]

Y8 mit griiferer)

WI[Scharfsinnigkeit. A has ‘visual acuity’ (Scharfsichtigkeit).]
180400

U9[Literally, ‘magnitude’: Griife.]

120[5eine Stelle.
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Discovery of All Pure Concepts
of Understanding™

Section [

On the Understanding’s Logical
Use As Such

The understanding was explicated merely negatively above, viz., as a non-
sensible cognitive power.’?> And since independently of sensibility we
cannot partake of any intuition, it follows that the understanding is not a
power of intuition. Apart from intuition, however, there is only one way
of cognizing, viz., through concepts. Hence the cognition of any under-
standing, or at least of the human understanding, is a cognition through
concepts; it is not intuitive, but discursive.'?3 All our intuitions, as sen-
sible, rest on our being affected;'?* concepts, on the other hand,'?’ rest on
functions. By function'?® I mean the unity of the act of arranging various
presentations under one common presentation. Hence concepts'?’ are based
on the spontaneity of thought, whereas sensible intuitions are based on the
receptivity for impressions. Now the only use that the understanding can

12!{See Graham Bird, Kant's Theory of Knowledge (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1962),
91-109. See also H. W. Cassirer, op. cit. at A 21/B 35 br. n. 22, 52-62. Also J. N. Findlay,
op. cit. at A 21/B 35 br. n. 22, 115-35. Especially see H. J. Paton, op. cit. at B 1 br. n. 152,
vol. 1, 245-309. And see T. D. Weldon, op. cit. at A 21/B 35 br. n. 22, 128-47.]

'2[perhaps the reference is to the following characterization at A 65/B 89: ‘Pure understand-

ing differentiates itself fully not only from everything empirical, but even from all sensibility
[generally].’ Kant seems to have forgotten the positive characterization of the understanding
which he provided at A 50-52/B 74-76.]

123(See the references given at B 72 br. n. 183.]

124[A ffektionen.]

125[Reading, with Adickes, aber for also (‘hence’).]

125 Emphasis added.]

(Inasmuch as they involve such an act.]

121
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make of these concepts is to judge by means of them.'?® But in such judg-
ing, a concept is never referred directly'® to an object, because the only
kind of presentation that deals with its object directly is intuition. Instead
the concept is referred directly to some other presentation of the object
(whether that presentation be an intuition or itself already a concept). Judg-
ment, therefore, is the indirect!*° cognition of an object, viz.,'3! the pre-
sentation of a presentation of it. In every judgment there is a concept that
[comprises and thus] holds for many [presentations], and, among them,!3?
comprises also a given presentation that is referred directly to the object.
E.g., in the judgment, All bodies are divisible,"** the concept of the divis-
ible refers to various other concepts; but, among these, it is here referred
specifically to the concept of body, and the concept of body is referred in
tum to certain appearances'>* that we encounter. Hence these objects are
presented indirectly through the concept of divisibility. Accordingly, all
judgments are functions of unity among our presentations. For instead of
cognizing the object by means of a direct presentation, we do so by means
of a higher presentation comprising both this direct presentation and sev-
eral other presentations; and we thereby draw many possible cognitions to-
gether into one. Now since all acts of the understanding can be reduced to
judgments, the understanding as such can be presented as a power of judg-
ment.'*® For, according to what we said above, the understanding is a power
of thought. But thought is cognition through concepts; and concepts, as
predicates of possible judgments, refer to some presentation of an as yet
undetermined”® object. Thus the concept of body signifies something—e.g.,

128[See J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 143-46.]
'2[ynmittelbar. See B xxxix br. n. 144c.]

130[Or ‘mediate.’]

'3![Literally, ‘hence’: mithin.)

132[Reading, with Erdmann, diesen vielen for diesem Vielen (‘this multitude’).]

133[Adopting the fourth edition’s substitution of teilbar for the earlier verdnderlich (‘change-
able’), in agreement with the remainder of the sentence. Kant himself made the same correc-
tion in his working copy of edition A. See Benno Erdmann’s Nachtrige zu Kants Kritik der
reinen Vernunft (cited at A 19/B 33 br. n. 13), 23.]

34[Corrected by Kant to ‘intuitions’ in his working copy of edition A. See the Akademie edi-
tion’s Preliminary Studies and Supplementary Entries (cited at A 19/B 33 br. n. 13), Ak. XXIII.
45]

135[See J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 145-46.]

138[0Or ‘indeterminate.’]
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metal—that can be cognized through that concept. Hence it is a concept
only because there are contained under it other presentations by means of
which it can refer to objects. Therefore the concept of body is the predi-
cate for a possible judgment, e.g., the judgment that every metal is a body.
Therefore we can find all of the functions of the understanding if we can
exhibit completely the functions of unity in judgments.*” This, however,
can be accomplished quite readily, as the following section will show.

[Transcendental] Guide for the
Discovery of All Pure Concepts
of Understanding

Section 11

§ 9138
ON THE UNDERSTANDING’S LOGICAL
FUNCTION IN JUDGMENTS

If we abstract from all content of a judgment as such and pay attention only
to the mere form of understanding in it, then we find that the function of
thought in judgment can be brought under four headings, each containing
under it three moments. They can conveniently be presented in the follow-
ing table.

'¥7[See J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 148-173.]
388 9’ added in B.]
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1
Quantity of Judgments
Universal
Particular
Singular
2 3
Quality Relation
Affirmative Categorical
Negative Hypothetical
Infinite Disjunctive
4
Modality
Problematic
Assertoric
Apodeictic

Since this division departs in some respects, even though not in essen-
tial ones, from the customary technical apparatus'*® used by logicians, there
will be some point in my offering the following safeguards against the wor-
risome possibility of its being misunderstood.

1. Logicians are right in saying that, when judgments are used in syl-
logisms,'*° singular judgments can be treated like universal'*' ones. For
precisely because singular judgments have no range at all, any predicate
of them cannot be referred'*? to some part of what is contained under the
concept of the subject and be excluded from some other part of it. Hence
the predicate of a singular judgment holds for the subject concept without
exception, just as if this concept were a generally valid'*? one and the predi-
cate held for the whole denotation'** within the concept’s range. On the

3 Technik.]
190 Vernunftschliisse, which literally means ‘inferences of reason.’]
141 allgemein.)

12 gezogen.]

1431 e., in effect, universal: gemeingiiltig.]

144{ Bedeutung. Kant normally uses this term to mean either ‘signification’ or ‘meaning,’ nei-
ther of which fits here. And ‘denotation’ must here be taken broadly, as including not only
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other hand, if'* a singular judgment is compared in terms of quantity'*®

with a generally valid one merely as [two kinds of] cognition,'*’ then the
singular judgment’“® relates to the generally valid one as unity relates to
infinity, and hence is in itself essentially distinct from it. Suppose, there-
fore, that I assess a singular'*® judgment (iudicium singulare) not merely
in terms of its intrinsic validity but also as cognition as such, and assess it
in terms of the quantity that it has by comparison with other cognitions. In
that case the singular judgment is indeed distinct from generally valid judg-
ments (iudicia communia); and hence it then deserves a separate place in
a complete table of the moments of thought as such (although it does in-
deed not deserve a separate place in the logic that is limited to the use of
judgments merely in relation to'>® one another).!>!

2. Similarly, in a transcendental logic we must distinguish from
affirmative judgments [not only negative ones but] also infinite judgments,
even though in general logic they are rightly included with affirmative ones
and do not constitute a separate member in the division of judgments. For
general logic abstracts from all content of the predicate (even if the predi-
cate is negative), and has regard only for whether the predicate is being
ascribed to the subject or is being opposed to it. But transcendental logic
considers the judgment also in terms of what value or content there is in
this logical affirmation made by means of a merely negative predicate, and
in terms of what gain for cognition as a whole is provided by this affirma-
tion. If in speaking of the soul I had said, It is not mortal, then by this nega-
tive judgment I would at least have avoided an error. Now if I say instead,
The soul is nonmortal, then I have indeed, in terms of logical form, actu-
ally affirmed something; for I have posited the soul in'*? the unlimited range
of nonmortal beings. Now what is mortal comprises one part of the whole

actual but also really (as distinguished from logically) possible objects. See, on all of this, A
139/B 178 br. n. 66.]

145[ As is done in transcendental logic (as distinguished from general logic).]

“®[Literally, ‘magnitude’: Gréife.]

“T[Le., as two kinds of judgments (propositions), rather than as parts of a syllogism.]

1"’l[Reading, with Erdmann, es for sie.]

9 einzeln |
lso[umer—.]
13'[See J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 173-74.]

13214nto,’ literally—unlike in the next occurrence of the verb ‘posit’ (setzen) a few lines be-

low.]
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range of possible beings, and what is nonmortal comprises the other. Hence
my proposition'>? says nothing more than that the soul is one of the infi-
nite multitude of things that remain if I take away whatever is mortal. But
to say that is only to limit the infinite sphere of all that is possible, viz., to
limit it to the extent that what is mortal is separated from it and the soul is
posited in the remaining space of the sphere’s range.'>* But despite this
exclusion [of what is mortal from it], this space still remains infinite; and
even if we take away from it still more parts, this does not in the least in-
crease the concept of the soul and determine it affirmatively. Hence al-
though such judgments'®* are infinite as regards logical range, they are ac-
tually merely limitative as regards the content of cognition as such. In view
of this, they must not be omitted from the transcendental table of all mo-
ments of the thought occurring in judgments, because the function that the
understanding perforns in these infinite judgments may perhaps be impor-
tant in the realm of the understanding’s pure a priori cognition.'>®

3. The following are all the relations of thought in judgments: (a) the
relation of the predicate to the subject; (b) the relation of the ground to its
consequence;'®’ (c) the relation, in a divided cognition, of all of'>® the di-
vision’s members'*® to one another. In these three kinds of judgments we
consider, in relation to one another: in the first kind of judgments, two con-
cepts only; in the second, two judgments; in the third, several judgments.
To illustrate the second kind, take a hypothetical proposition: If there is a
perfect justice, then the persistently evil person is punished. This proposi-
tion in fact contains the relation of two propositions: There is a perfect jus-
tice; and, The persistently evil person is punished. Whether these two
propositions are in themselves true remains undecided here; only the im-

!53[That the soul is nonmortal ]

154[1.e., the space (of the sphere’s range) that includes whatever is nonmortal. I am following
the Akademie edition in restoring in B the reading found in A. The unaltered B version reads:
‘in the remaining range of the sphere’s space,” which conflicts with what follows.]

155[As the judgment that the soul is nonmortal ]

'56[See J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 173-75.]

157[Or “of the basis to its consequence’: des Grundes zur Folge.]

158 gesammelt. ]

159[More literally, ‘of the divided cognition and of all of the members’: der eingeteilten
Erkenntnis und der gesammelten Glieder. 1 have adjusted my rendering to the correction pro-
vided by Kant in his working copy of edition A: ‘in einem eingeteilten Erkenntnis[,] der ge-
sammelten Glieder. See Preliminary Studies and Supplementary Entries, Ak. XXIII, 45.]



SECTIONII §9 127

plication’® is thought through this hypothetical judgment. Finally, to il-
lustrate the third kind: a disjunctive judgment contains a relation of two,
or of several, propositions to one another. But this relation is not one of
sequence.'! Rather, it is a relation of logical opposition, insofar as the
sphere of the one proposition excludes the sphere of the other; yet it is at
the same time a relation of community, insofar as the two propositions to-
gether occupy'®? the sphere of the proper cognition involved. Hence the
relation of the propositions in a disjunctive judgment is a relation of the
parts of a cognition’s sphere. For the sphere of each part complements the
sphere of the other part, to yield the whole sum of the divided cognition.
Take this judgment, e.g.: The world exists either through blind chance, or
through internal necessity, or through an external cause. Each of these
propositions occupies a part of the sphere of possible cognition concem-
ing the existence of a world as such; all of them together occupy the whole
sphere. To remove the cognition from one of these spheres means placing
it into one of the other spheres; and, on the other hand, to place it into one
sphere means to remove it from the others. Hence in a disjunctive judg-
ment there is a certain community of cognitions. This community consists
in the fact that the cognitions reciprocally exclude one another, and yet as
a whole'®? detennine thereby the true cognition; for, taken together, they
constitute the whole content of a single given cognition. And this, more-
over, is all that I here need to point out in view of what follows.

4. The modality of judgments is a very special function of them. What
distinguishes this function is the fact that it contributes nothing to the judg-
ment’s content (for besides quantity,'®* quality, and relation there is noth-
ing else to constitute a judgment’s content). Rather, modality concerns only
the value that the copula has in reference to thought as such. Problematic
judgments are those where the affirmation or negation is taken'®’ as merely
possible (optional); assertoric ones are those where the affinrnation or ne-
gation is considered as actual (true); apodeictic ones are those in which it

l‘“’[Kan.s‘equenz.]

' Abfolge.]

"2(erfiillen here, einnehmen a few lines below.]
'3(im Ganzen.]

164[Lilcrally, ‘magnitude’: Grife.]

195 annehmen.]
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is regarded as necessary.'®® Thus the two judgments (antecedens and con-
sequens) whose relation constitutes the hypothetical judgment, and simi-
larly the judgments (members of the division'®’ ) in whose interaction'®
the disjunctive judgment consists, are one and all problematic only. In the
above example,'®® the proposition, There is a perfect justice, is not uttered
assertorically, but is thought only as an optional judgment, i.e., one that it
is possible for someone to assume; only the implication is assertoric. This
is also the reason why such optional judgments, even if manifestly false,
can still, when taken problematically, be conditions for the cognition of
truth. Thus in the disjunctive judgment used above, the judgment The world
exists through blind chance has only problematic meaning; viz., to the ef-
fect that someone might perhaps assume this proposition for an instant. And
yet it serves us in finding the true proposition (just as indicating the wrong
road serves us in finding the right one among the number of all the roads
that one can take). Hence a problematic proposition is one that expresses
only logical possibility (which is not objective possibility). Le., it ex-
presses a free choosing to let such a proposition stand'’°—a mere elect-
ing to admit it into the understanding. An assertoric proposition speaks of
logical actuality or truth; thus in a hypothetical syllogism, e.g., the ante-
cedent occurs problematically in the major premise but assertorically in the
minor premise.!”! And the assertoric proposition indicates that it'’? is al-
ready linked with the understanding in accordance with the understand-
ing’s laws. An apodeictic proposition thinks the assertoric one as deter-
mined by these laws of the understanding themselves, and hence thinks it
as maintaining (this or that] a priori; and in this way it expresses logical
necessity. Thus everything is incorporated in the understanding by de-
grees: at first we judge something problematically; then perhaps we also

166ust as if thought were a function of the understanding in the case of problem-
atic judgments, of our power of judgment in the case of assertoric ones, and of rea-
son in the case of apodeictic judgments. This remark must wait for its clarification
until later.®

*[See the beginning of the Analytic of Principles, A 130/B 169, and cf. A 304/B 360-61.]

'$7[Of the cognition involved.]

18| Wechselwirkung.]

'$9[Of a hypothetical judgment.]

170 gelten.)

"I[The major premise is of the form ‘If p, then g,” the minor premise of the form ‘p.’]

'2[Unlike the ‘p’ serving as antecedent in ‘If p, then g.’}
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accept it assertorically as true; and finally we maintain it as linked insepa-
rably with the understanding, i.e., as necessary and apodeictic. And hence
these three functions of modality may also be called so many moments of
thought as such.

[Transcendental] Guide for the
Discovery of All Pure Concepts
of Understanding

Section III

§ 10173
ON THE PURE CONCEPTS OF
UNDERSTANDING, OR CATEGORIES

General logic, as we have said several times already, abstracts from all con-
tent of cognition. It expects presentations to be given to it from some-
where else—no matter where—in order then to transform these presenta-
tions into concepts in the first place. This it does analytically. Transcendental
logic, on the other hand, has lying before it a manifold of a priori sensi-
bility, offered to it by transcendental aesthetic. Transcendental aesthetic of-
fers it this manifold in order to provide it with a material for the pure con-
cepts of understanding. Without this material, transcendental logic would
have no content,'’* and hence would be completely empty. Now space and
time contain a manifold of pure a priori intuition.'”® But they belong none-
theless to the conditions of our mind’s receptivity' ’ under which alone the

17348 10’ added in B.]

l74[Von Leclair changes wiirde (‘would have’) to wiirden, so that this clause reads thus: ‘they

[i.e., the pure concepts of understanding] would have no content. . . .']
'7[On ‘manifold,’ see B 203 br n. 38.]

176[Reze ptivitdt.]
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mind can receive'”’ presentations of objects, and which, by the same to-
ken, must always affect the concept of these objects. Yet the spontaneity
of our thought requires that this manifold, in order to be turned into a cog-
nition, must first be gone through, taken up, and combined in a certain man-
ner. This act I call synthesis.

By synthesis, in the most general sense of the term, I mean the act of
putting various presentations with one another'’® and of comprising'”® their
manifoldness in one cognition. Such synthesis is pure if the manifold is
given not empirically but a priori (as is the manifold in space and time).
Before any analysis of our presentations can take place, these presenta-
tions must first be given, and hence in terms of content no concepts'8® can
originate analytically. Rather, synthesis of a manifold (whether this mani-
fold is given empirically or a priori) is what first gives rise to a cognition.
Although this cognition may still be crude and confused at first and hence
may require analysis, yet synthesis is what in fact gathers the elements for
cognition and unites them to [form] a certain content. Hence if we want to
make a judgment about the first origin of our cognition, then we must first
direct our attention to synthesis.'®!

Synthesis as such, as we shall see hert:after,182 is the mere effect pro-
duced by the imagination, which is a blind but indispensable function of
the soul'®® without which we would have no cognition whatsoever, but of
which we are conscious only very rarely. Bringing this synthesis to con-
cepts, on the other hand, is a function belonging to the understanding; and
it is through this function that the understanding first provides us with cog-
nition in the proper meaning of the term.

Now pure synthesis, conceived of '** generally, yields the pure concept
of understanding. By pure synthesis I mean the synthesis that rests on a
basis of synthetic a priori unity. E.g., our act of counting (as is more no-

" empfangen.]

78 zueinander . . . hinzutun.)

l75’[begretfen.]

'80[Begriffe. See A 103 br. n. 83.]

'81[See J. W Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 142-46.]
182[See, e.g., A 120, and cf. A 101, B 164, 233, 383 ]

'83[In his working copy of edition A, Kant changes this to: ‘which is a function of the un-
derstanding.’ See Preliminary Studies and Supplementary Entries. Ak. XXIII, 45.]

184(vorgestellt.]
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ticeable primarily with larger numbers) is a synthesis according to con-
cepts, because it is performed according to a common basis of unity (such
as the decimal system). Hence under this concept the unity of the mani-
fold’s synthesis becomes necessary.

Bringing various presentations under a concept (a task dealt with by gen-
eral logic) is done analytically. But bringing, not presentations but the pure
synthesis of presentations, 10'%° concepts is what transcendental logic
teaches. The first [thing] that we must be given a priori in order to cognize
any object is the manifold of pure intuition. The second [thing] is the syn-
thesis of this manifold by the imagination. But this synthesis does not yet
yield cognition. The third [thing we need] in order to cognize an object
that we encounter is the concepts which give unity to this pure synthesis
and which consist solely in the presentation of this necessary synthetic
unity. And these concepts rest on the understanding.

The same function that gives unity to the various presentations in a judg-
ment also gives unity to the mere synthesis of various presentations in an
intuition. This unity—speaking generally—is called pure concept of un-
derstanding. Hence the same understanding—and indeed through the same
acts whereby it brought about, in concepts, the logical forn of a judgment
by means of analytic unity—also brings into its presentations a transcen-
dental content, by means of the synthetic unity of the manifold in intuition
as such; and because of this, these presentations are called pure concepts
of understanding applying a priori to objects. Bringing such a transcen-
dental content into these presentations is something that general logic can-
not accomplish.

Thus there arise precisely as many pure concepts of understanding ap-
plying a priori to objects of intuition as such, as in the preceding table there
were logical functions involved in all possible judgments. For these func-
tions of the understanding are completely exhaustive and survey its power
entirely. Following Aristotle, we shall call these functions categories. For
our aim is fundamentally'®® the same as his, even though it greatly devi-
ates from his in its execution.

ms[auf: ‘upon’ or ‘onto,’ literally.]

lM[uranfiz'nglich.]
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TABLE OF CATEGORIES

1
OF QUANTITY
Unity
Plurality
Allness'®’
2 3
OF QUALITY OF RELATION
Reality of Inherence and Subsistence
Negation (substantia et accidens)
Limitation of Causality and Dependence

(Cause and Effect)
of Community (Interaction
between Agent and Patient!®®)

4
OF MODALITY
Possibility—Impossibility
Existence—Nonexistence'®
Necessity—Contingency

This, then, is the list of all the original pure concepts of synthesis'® that
the understanding contains a priori. Indeed, it is a pure understanding only
because of these concepts; for through them alone can it understand some-
thing in'®! the manifold of intuition, i.e., think an object of intuition. This
division of the categories has been generated systematically from a com-
mon principle, viz., our ability to judge (which is equivalent to our ability
to think). It has not been generated rhapsodically, by locating pure con-
cepts haphazardly, where we can never be certain that the enumeration of

'87[ Allheit, rendered consistently as ‘allness’ in this translation (even though ‘totality’ would
sound better after ‘unity’ and ‘plurality’), ‘totality’ being reserved for Totalitt ]

188[Leidender.]
'89[Dasein, Nichtsein.]

'90[1n his working copy of edition A, Kant drops the words ‘of synthesis.’ See Preliminar
Studies and Supplementary Entries, Ak. XXIII, 46.]

¥ (pei.)
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the concepts is complete.'?? For we then infer the division only by induc-
tion, forgetting that in this way we never gain insight into why precisely
these concepts, rather than others, reside in the pure understanding. Locat-
ing these basic concepts was a project worthy of an acute man like Aris-
totle.'®® But having no principle,'®* he snatched them up as he came upon
them.'®> He hunted up ten of them at first, and called them categories (pre-
dicaments).'*® He later believed that he had discovered five more catego-
ries, and added them under the name of postpredicaments.'®’ But his table
remained deficient even then. Moreover, we also find in it some modes of
pure sensibility (quando, ubi, situs, and prius, simul),'®® as well as an em-
pirical mode (motus),'®® none of which belong at all in this register of the
root?® [concepts] of the understanding. Again, derivative concepts (actio,
passio)*! are also included among the original concepts,?’ while some of
the original concepts®®® are missing entirely.

Hence for the sake of [distinguishing] the original concepts, we must
note also that the categories, as the true root concepts of pure understand-
ing, have also their equally pure derivative concepts. In a complete system
of transcendental philosophy these derivative concepts can by no means be
omitted. In a merely critical essay, on the other hand, I can settle for merely
mentioning them.

192[Gee J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 165-73.]
193[Emphasis removed.]
1%4[For locating these concepts.]

m5[For some of the outstanding similarities (and differences) of Aristotle’s and Kant’s views
on logic, see Walter Watson, op. cit. at B xvi br. n. 71, 91-95.]

19%|Substance, quantity, quality, relation, place, time, posture, state, action, undergoing.]

19-'[The five relational categories, of doubtful authenticity, found in chs. 10-15 of the Cat-

egories: opposition, priority, simultaneity, motion, having.]
|9B[Respectively, when (time), where (place), posture, pnor (priority), simultaneous (simul-
taneity).]

'*[Motion.]

2m’[Slamm-.]

201 Action, passion (undergoing).]
202[0n Anstotle’s list.]

2')J[I.c , as contained in Kant’s own table of categories.]

A 82
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Let me call these pure but derivative concepts of understanding the
predicables of pure understanding (in contrast to the predicaments®®*). Once
we have the original and primitive concepts, we can easily add the deriva-
tive and subsidiary?®> ones and thus depict completely the genealogical®
tree of pure understanding. Since I am here concerned with the complete-
ness not of the system but only of the principles for a system, I am reserv-
ing that complementary work for another enterprise.””” We can, however,
come close t0?®® achieving that aim of completing the tree if we pick up a
textbook on ontology and subordinate the predicables to the categories: e.g.,
to the category of causality, the predicables of force, action, undergo-
ing;?® to the category of community, the predicables of presence, resis-
tance; to the predicaments of modality, the predicables of arising, passing
away,?'? change; and so on. When the categories are combined either with
the modes of pure sensibility or with one another, they yield a great mul-
titude of derivative a priori concepts. Mentioning these concepts and, if pos-
sible, listing them completely would be a useful and not disagreeable en-
deavor, but one that we can here dispense with.

In this treatise I deliberately refrain from offering definitions of these
categories, even though I may possess them. I shall hereafter dissect these
concepts only to a degree adequate for the doctrine of method?!! that I here
produce.?’? Whereas definitions of the categories could rightly be de-
manded of me in a system of pure reason, here they would only make us
lose sight of the main point of the inquiry. For they would give rise to
doubts and charges that we may readily relegate to another activity with-
out in any way detracting from our essential aim. Still, from what little I
have mentioned about this, we can see distinctly that a complete lexicon
with all the requisite explications not only is possible but could easily be

204[1 ., categories.]

205(subaltern.)

206 Stamm-.

207[Presumably the activity of producing a metaphysics of nature. Cf. above, B xliii incl. br.

n. 149]]

208( ziemlich.]

29[Or ‘passion’: Leiden.]

21%Respectively, Entstehen, Vergehen.]

2Y[To be found below, at A 705-856/B 733-884.]

22| pearbeiten.]
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brought about. The compartments are now at hand. They only need to be
filled in; and a systematic [transcendental] topic,?!? such as the present one,
will make it difficult to miss the place where each concept properly be-
longs, and at the same time will make it easy to notice any place that is
still empty.?'®

§ 11215

Concemning this table of categories one can make nice observations that
might perhaps have important consequences regarding the scientific form
of all rational cognitions. For in the theoretical part of philosophy this table
is exceedingly useful—indeed, indispensable—for drawing up completely
the plan for a science as a whole insofar as this science rests on a priori
concepts, and for dividing it systematically>'® according to determinate
principles. This is self-evident already from these facts: The table lists com-
pletely all the elementary concepts of understanding; indeed, it contains
even the form of a system of them residing in the human understanding.
Consequently the table directs us to all the moments of a projected specu-
lative science—indeed, even to their order. In fact, a sample of their so di-
recting us has already been provided by me elsewhere.?!” Here now are
some of those comments that can be made about the table of categories.

The first comment is that this table containing four classes of concepts
of understanding can be broken up, initially, into two divisions. The con-
cepts in the first division are directed to objects of intuition (both pure and
empirical), while those in the second are directed to the existence of these
objects (these objects being referred®'® either to each other or to the un-
derstanding).

213(See A 268/B 324, and cf A 61/B 86 incl. br. n. 76.]
214[See I. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 172-73.]
2ls['I'ht: entire subsections 11 and 12 added in B.]

21('[Adopting the Akademie edition’s reading, proposed by Vaihinger, of systematisch for math-
ematisch (‘mathematically”).]

21[See the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (published in 1786, one year be-

fore the B edition of the first Critique), Ak. 1V, 473-77, 495, 523, 551, 558.]

28[in Beziehung auf)]
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The first division?'? T would call that of the mathematical categories;
the second, that of the dynamical categories. The first division of catego-
ries, as we can see by inspecting the table, has no correlates; only in the
second division do we find correlates. This distinction must surely have a
basis in the nature of the understanding.

The second comment to be made about the table is that the number of
categories in each class is equal everywhere, viz., three; this, too, calls for
meditation, because normally??° all a priori division by concepts must be
dichotomous. Add to this, moreover, the fact that in each case the third cat-
egory of the class arises from the combination of the second category with
the first of the same class.

Thus allness (totality) is nothing but plurality considered as unity; limi-
tation is nothing but reality combined with negation; community®*' is the
causality of a substance reciprocally**? determining [and being determined
by] another substance; necessity, finally, is nothing but the existence that
is given through possibility itself. This fact, however, must by no means
lead us to think that the third category is a mere derivative concept, rather
than a root concept, of pure understanding. For combining the first and sec-
ond categories, in order to produce the third concept, requires that the un-
derstanding perform a special act that is not the same as the act it performs
in the case of the first and second concepts. Thus the concept of a number
(which belongs to the category of allness) is not possible in every case
where we have?2? the concepts of multitude??* and unity (e.g., it is not pos-
sible in the presentation of infinity?*%). Again, combining the two concepts
of a cause and of a substance does not yet provide me with an immediate
understanding of influence, i.e., understanding of how a substance can be-
come the cause of something in another substance. This shows that a spe-

219[Kant actually says ‘class’ rather than ‘division.’ Similarly for the next two occurrences of
‘division’ just below.]

220(5onst. )
22\[Le., interaction (Wechselwirkung) between agent and patient (undergoer): A 80/B 106.]
22| \wechselseitig; cf. br. n. 221 just above ]

223[5ind.)

2241 ¢, plurality.]

225[das Unendliche. Although this expression literally says ‘the infinite' (which refers to some-

thing infinite), this is not what it means in mathematical contexts. There it means simply ‘in-
finity.’ The German term Unendlichkeit, on the other hand, means ‘infinity’ only in the most
abstract sense: ‘infiniteness,’ ‘being infinite.’]
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cial act of the understanding is required;??° and thus it is with the remain-
ing classes of categories.

The third comment to be made about the table of categories concerns
the category of community, which is to be found under the third heading.
This is the one category whose agreement with the form corresponding to
it in the table of logical functions—viz., the form of a disjunctive
judgment—is not so obvious as in the case of the others.

In order to assure ourselves of this agreement, we must note the fol-
lowing: In all disjunctive judgments the sphere (the multitude of every-
thing contained under the judgment) is presented as a whole divided into
parts (the subordinate?”’ concepts). And because the parts cannot be con-
tained one under another, they are thought as coordinated®®® with rather
than as subordinated®®® to one another, so that they determine one another
not unilaterally”>® as in a series, but reciprocally?® as in an aggregate
(wherein, when one member of the division is posited, all the rest are ex-
cluded, and conversely).

Now a similar connection is thought in [thinking] a whole of things. In
such a whole, one thing is not subordinated, as effect, to another as cause
of its existence; rather, it is simultaneously and reciprocally coordinated®*?
with others, as cause regarding their determination (as, e.g., in a body whose
parts reciprocally attract—or, for that matter, repel—one another). This kind
of connection is entirely different from the one found in the mere relation
of cause to effect (ground to consequence), where the consequence does
not in turn reciprocally determine the ground and hence does not together
with it constitute a whole (e.g., the world together with its creator does not
constitute a whole).”>> When the understanding presents the sphere of a
divided concept, it follows a certain procedure; it observes that same pro-
cedure when it thinks a thing as divisible. And in the divided concept the

225[To produce the category of community.)
7‘7'7[wuemnimm.]

7'7’3[Icoordim'en'.’n.]

229[.vubandinieren.]

BOleinseitig.]

21 [wechselseitig.]

uz[beiordnen.]

2”[Invcning, with Vaihinger, the original order, ‘the world’s creator [together] with the world,’
In order to make it agree with the order just mentioned (consequence, ground) in the last
Clause.]
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members of the division exclude one another and yet are combined in one
sphere; in the same way, the understanding®* presents the thing’s parts as
being such that while the existence of each part also belongs to it alone (as
a substance) to the exclusion of the others, yet the parts are combined in
one whole.

§12

In the transcendental philosophy of the ancients, however, we find an ad-
ditional chapter containing pure concepts of understanding. Although these
concepts are not there included among the categories, yet according to the
ancients they were to count?>” as a priori concepts of objects. In that case,
however, these concepts would in fact increase the number of
categories—which cannot be. These additional concepts are set forth in this
proposition, so famous among the scholastics: quodlibet ens est unum,
verum, bonum.?>® Now it is true that the use of this principle turned out to
permit only very meager inferences (yielding nothing but tautological
propositions); by the same token, in modern times the principle has come
to receive little more than honorable mention237 in metaphysics. Yet
whenever a thought—no matter how empty it seems to be—has main-
tained itself for such a long time, then it deserves an inquiry into its ori-
gin, and entitles us to conjecture that it has its basis in some rule of the
understanding that, as often happens, has only been wrongly interpreted.
But in fact these supposedly transcendental predicates of things are noth-
ing but logical requirements and criteria for all cognition of things in gen-
eral; and they lay at the basis of such cognition the categories of quantity,
viz., those of unity, plurality, and allness. These categories, however, should
properly be taken materially, as belonging to the possibility of things them-
selves. Those [philosophers], on the other hand, used them in fact only in
their formal meaning, as belonging to the logical demands concerning any
cognition; yet, through carelessness, they still turned these criteria of
thought into properties of things in themselves. Let me explain.*® In ev-

34[In thinking a thing as divisible.]
B5[gelten.)

236 Any being is one, true, good.]
237 qufstellen.)

2% nimlich.)
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ery cognition there are three components. First, there is unity of the con-
cept; we may call it qualitative unity, provided that in [thinking] it we think
only the unity in the collating® of the manifold of cognitions: e.g., the
unity of the topic®*® in a play, a speech, or a story. Second, in every cog-
nition there is truth as regards the consequences. The more true conse-
quences arise from a given concept, the more indicators there are of its ob-
jective reality. We might call this the qualitative plurality of the
characteristics that belong to a concept as their common ground (rather than
are thought, in the concept, as a quantity®*'). Finally, third, in every cog-
nition there is perfection; it consists in the fact that the plurality together
leads back again®** to the unity of the concept, and that it agrees fully with
this and with no other concept. This perfection may be called qualitative
completeness (totality). This shows that these logical criteria for the pos-
sibility of cognition as such only transform the three categories of quan-
tity. In these categories, the unity in the production of the quantum?** must
be assumed as homogeneous throughout. Here, however, they are only
transformed, in order to connect components®** of cognition—even het-

2391 e., the arranging and holding together: Zusammenfassung. Collating is intermediate be-
tween gathering together (Zusammennehmung) (see esp. A 99) and assembly (Zusammenset-
zung) (see, e.g., A 105, but esp. B 201 n. 30). As regards my translation of Zusammenfassung
by ‘collating,’ although in the present instance ‘comprehending’ (or the noun ‘comprehen-
sion’) might seem preferable (in the sense related to ‘comprehensive,’” ‘comprise,” and ‘pre-
hensile’), in others it could far too easily be misread to mean something like (rational) grasp-
ing. This ambiguity needs to be avoided all the more because I do use ‘comprehend’ to
translate begreifen. My reason for translating this latter term by ‘comprehend’ rather than by
‘grasp’ is that the various derivatives of ‘comprehend’ (such as ‘comprehension,’ ‘compre-
hensible,’” ‘incomprehensible,” and ‘incomprehensibility’) read much more smoothly than the
corresponding derivates of ‘grasp’ (‘grasping,’ ‘graspable,’ ‘ungraspable,’” and ‘ungraspable-
ness’). As regards the option of translating Kant's technical term zusammenfassen by different
English terms in different places, the Translator’s Preface explains my reasons against such
unnecessary breaches of terminological consistency. In the one place (A 841 =B 869) where
Zusammenfassen is translated not by ‘collate’ but by ‘encompass,’ the German term is clearly
used in a nontechnical sense—which is precisely the reason why ‘collate’ would not make
sense there.]

20T hema. ]

24![Literally, ‘magnitude’: Grife. Similarly a few lines below.]

242[umgekehrl.]

2%[Quantum |

294 _stiicke.)
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erogeneous ones—in one consciousness, using?*® as principle?*® for this
connection the quality of a cognition. Thus the criterion for the possibility
of a concept (rather than for the possibility of the concept’s object)?*’ is
the concept’s definition; in it the unity of the concept, the truth of every-
thing that may be derived from it initially,2*® and finally the completeness
of what has been extracted from it constitute what the whole concept re-
quires for its construction. Or, again, the criterion of a hypothesis is the
understandability of the assumed basis of explanation, or, i.e.: its unity
(without an auxiliary hypothesis); the truth of the consequences derivable
from it (their agreement with one another and with experience); and, fi-
nally, the completeness of the basis for the explanation of these conse-
quences—which means that these consequences point back to no more and
no less than was assumed in the hypothesis, and that they analytically a
posteriori bring?*® back and agree with what was thought synthetically a
priori in the hypothesis. Therefore by adding the concepts of unity, truth,
and perfection to the transcendental table of categories we do not at all
complement that table—as if perhaps it were deficient. Rather, while set-

B 116 ting aside entirely the relation of these concepts to objects,>® we bring the
procedure used with these concepts under general logical rules governing
the agreement of cognition with itself.

295 durch.)

246{Reading Prinzip for Prinzips, which would make cognition, rather than its quality, the prin-
ciple in question.]

247[Reading, with Hartenstein, nicht des Objekts desselben for nicht des Objekts derselben) |

248 zuncichst. |

2 liefern.]

250[] ¢., the relation implied in the categories.]



ANALYTIC OF CONCEPTS

Chapter 11

On the Deduction of the Pure
Concept of Understanding'

Section I

§13°
ON THE PRINCIPLES OF A TRANSCENDENTAL
DEDUCTION AS SUCH

When teachers of law talk about rights® and claims, they distinguish in a
legal action the question regarding what is legal (quid iuris) from the ques-
tion concerning fact (quid facti), and they demand proof of both.* The first
proof, which is to establish the right, or for that matter the legal® entitle-
ment® they call the deduction. [This term also applies to philosophy.] We
employ a multitude of empirical concepts without being challenged by any-
one. And we consider ourselves justified,” even without having offered a
deduction, to assign to these empirical concepts a meaning and imagined

'[See Paul Guyer, Kant and the Claims of Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1987), 73-154. See also H. J. Paton, “The Key to Kant’s Deduction of the Catego-
ries,” in Moltke S. Gram, ed., Kant: Disputed Questions (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1967),
247-68. Also H. E. Allison, op. cit. at A 21/B 35 br. n. 22, 133-72. Also Graham Bird, op.
cit. at A 67/B 92 br. n. 121, 110-48. Also J. N. Findlay, op cit. at A21/B 35br. n. 22, 135-40.
Also Norman Kemp Smith, op. cit. at A vii br. n. 5, 202—-331. Also H. J. Paton, op. cit. at B
1 br. n. 152, vol. 1, 313—47. And see T. D. Weldon, op. cit. at A 21/B 35 br. n. 22, 148-61.]

?[*§ 13’ added in B.]
3[Befugnis.s'e.]

*[Legality and factuality.]
*[Rechts-.]

S[-anspruch.]

7[berechtigt.]
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signification,® because we always have experience available to us to prove
their objective reality. But there are also concepts that we usurp, as, e.g.,
fortune, fate. And although these concepts run loose,” with our almost uni-
versal forbearance, yet they are sometimes confronted'® by the question [of
their legality], quid iuris. This question then leaves us in considerable per-
plexity regarding the deduction'' of these concepts; for neither from expe-
rience nor from reason can we adduce any distinct legal basis from which
the right to use them emerges distinctly.

But there are, among the various concepts making up the highly mixed
fabric of human cognition, some that are determined for pure a priori use
as well (i.e., for a use that is completely independent of all experience);
and their right to be so used always requires a deduction. For proofs based
on experience are insufficient to establish the legitimacy'? of using them
in that way; yet we do need to know how these concepts can refer to ob-
jects'® even though they do not take these objects from any experience.
Hence when I explain in what way concepts can refer to objects a priori,
I call that explanation the transcendental deduction of these concepts. And
I distinguish transcendental deduction from empirical deduction, which in-
dicates in what way a concept has been acquired through experience and
through reflection upon experience, and which therefore concerns not the
concept’s legitimacy but only the fact whereby we came to possess it.

We already have, at this point, two types of' concepts that, while be-
ing wholly different in kind, do yet agree inasmuch as both of them refer
to objects completely a priori: viz., on the one hand, the concepts of space
and time as forms of sensibility; and, on the other hand, the categories as
concepts of understanding. To attempt an empirical deduction of these two
types of concepts would be a futile job. For what is distinctive in their na-
ture is precisely the fact that they refer to their objects without having bor-
rowed anything from experience in order to present these objects. Hence

8{Bedeutung. See A 139/B 178 br. n. 66.]

°[Literally, ‘around’: herum-.]

Yin Ans pruch nehmen.]

"[Le., legitimation.]

2[Rechtmifigkeit.)

'3[Objekte here, Gegenstiinde just below. See A vii br. n. 7.]

Yzweierlei.]
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if a deduction of these concepts is needed, then it must always be tran-
scendental.

But even for these concepts, as for all cognition, we can locate in ex-
perience, if not the principle of their possibility, then at least the occasion-
ing causes’ of their production. Thus the impressions of the senses first
prompt [us] to open up the whole cognitive power in regard to them, and
to bring about experience. Experience contains two quite heterogeneous el-
ements; viz., a matter for cognition, taken from the senses; and a certain
form for ordering this matter, taken from the inner source of pure intuition
and thought.'® It is on the occasion of the impressions of the senses that
pure intuition and thought are first brought into operation'’ and produce
concepts. Such exploration of our cognitive power’s first endeavors to as-
cend from singular perceptions to universal concepts is doubtless highly
beneficial, and we are indebted to the illustrious Locke for first opening up
the path to it.'® Yet such exploration can never yield a deduction'® of the
pure a priori concepts, which does not lie on that path at all. For in view
of these concepts’ later use, which is to be wholly independent of experi-
ence, they must be able to display a birth certificate quite different from
that of descent from experiences. The attempted?° physiological derivation
concems a quaestio facti,”' and therefore cannot properly be called a de-
duction at all. Hence I shall name it the explanation of our possession of a
pure cognition. Clearly, then, the only possible deduction of this pure cog-
nition?? is a transcendental and by no means an empirical one, and empiri-
cal deductions regarding the pure a priori concepts are nothing but futile
attempts—attempts that only those can engage in who have not compre-
hended the quite peculiar nature of these cognitions.

ls[Gelegenheirsurstzchen.]
16[See Walter Watson, op. cit. at B xvi br. n. 71, 95.]

'"[Ausiibung. In this sentence, I am taking der ersteren to refer back to ‘impressions of the
senses.” But the term could also refer to Materie, in which case we would have to read: ‘It is
on the occasion of [our sensing] such matter. . . .” Substantively, however, the two alternative
readings come to the same.]

'8[See An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Bk. 11
YLe., legitimation.]

20[By philosophers such as Locke.]

21[Question of fact (rather than of legality or legitimation).]

22[Reading, with Erdmann, dieser es allein for diesen allein es; cf.the beginning of the next
paragraph.]
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Yet even if it be granted that the only possible kind of deduction of pure
a priori cognition is one along the transcendental path, that still does not
show that this deduction is inescapably necessary. We did earlier trace the
concepts of space and time to their sources by means of a transcendental
deduction, and we explained and determined their a priori objective valid-
ity. Yet geometry, using®® nothing but a priori cognitions, follows its course
securely without needing to ask philosophy for a certificate of the pure and
legitimate descent of geometry’s basic concept of space. On the other hand,
the use of the concept of space in this science does apply only to the ex-
termnal world of sense. Space is the pure form of the intuition of that world.
In that world, therefore, all geometric cognition is directly evident, be-
cause it is based on a priori intuition; and, through cognition itself, objects
are (as regards their form) given a priori in intuition. With the pure con-
cepts of understanding, on the other hand, begins the inescapable require-
ment to seek a transcendental deduction—not only of these concepts them-
selves, but also of space. For these concepts speak® of objects through
predicates of pure a priori thought, not through predicates of intuition and
sensibility; hence they refer to objects universally, i.e., apart from all con-
ditions of sensibility. They are, then, concepts that are not based on expe-
rience; and in a priori intuition, too, they cannot display any object on which
they might, prior® to all experience, base their synthesis. Hence these con-
cepts not only arouse suspicion concerning the objective validity and lim-
its of their use, but they also make ambiguous the concept of space; for
they tend to use it even beyond the conditions of sensible intuition—and
this indeed is the reason why a transcendental deduction of this concept
was needed above. I must therefore convince the reader, before he has taken
a single step in the realm of pure reason, that such a deduction is inescap-
ably necessary. For otherwise he proceeds blindly, and after manifold wan-
derings must yet retumn to the ignorance from which he started. But the
reader must also distinctly see?’ in advance the inevitable difficulty of pro-
viding such a deduction. For otherwise he might complain of obscurity
when in fact the matter itself is deeply shrouded, or might be too quickly

2(durch.)

24[Reading, with Hartenstein, reden for redet.]
2[Gegenstand (in the plural) here, Objek! just below.]
26(yor]

27[einsehen |
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discouraged during the removal of obstacles. For we either must*® entirely
abandon all claims to pure rational insights?® into the realm that we care
about most,*® viz., the realm beyond the bounds of all possible experience,
or else must bring this critical inquiry to completion.

We had little trouble above in making comprehensible how the con-
cepts of space and time, despite being>' a priori cognitions, must yet refer
necessarily to objects, and how they make>? possible, independently of any
experience, a synthetic cognition of objects. For only by means of such pure
forms of sensibility can an object®” appear to us, i.e., can it be an object of
empirical intuition. Hence space and time are pure intuitions containing a
priori the condition for the possibility of objects as appearances, and the
synthesis in space and time has objective validity.

The categories of understanding, on the other hand, do not at all present
to us the conditions under which objects are given in intuition. Therefore
objects can indeed appear to us without having to refer necessarily to func-
tions of understanding, and hence without the understanding’s containing
a priori the conditions of these objects. Thus we find here a difficulty that
we did not encounter in the realm of sensibility: viz., how subjective con-
ditions of thought could have objective validity, i.e., how they could yield
conditions for the possibility of all cognition of objects. For appearances
can indeed be given in intuition without functions of understanding. Let
me take, e.g., the concept of cause. This concept signifies a special kind of
synthesis where upon [the occurrence of] something, A, something quite
different, B, is posited according to a rule.** Why appearances should con-
tain anything like that is not evident a priori. (I say a priori because ex-
perience cannot be adduced as proof, since we must be able to establish
this concept’s objective validity a priori.) Hence there is doubt a priori
whether perhaps such a concept might not even be empty and encounter
no object at all among appearances. For while it is evident that objects of

28 Weil es darauf ankommt, daf.)

2"'[I:"im‘ichren.]

30[Somewha( more literally, ‘that we are fondest of: beliebtest.]

3‘[als.]

32[Reading, with Erdmann, machen for machten.]

»[Gegenstand here, Objekt just below, and then again Gegenstand (in the plural).]

3%[In his working copy of edition A, Kant rephrases this to read: ‘is posited a prion, i.c., nec-
essarily, according to a rule’ (or: ‘is posited according to an a priori rule, i.e., posited nec-
essarily’). See Preliminary Studies and Supplementary Entries, Ak. XXIIL 46.]
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sensible intuition must conform to the formal conditions of sensibility ly-
ing a priori in the mind, since otherwise they would not be objects for us,
it is not so easy to see the inference whereby they must in addition con-
form to the conditions that the understanding requires for the synthetic
unity® of thought. For, I suppose, appearances might possibly be of such
a character that the understanding would not find them to conform at all to
the conditions of its unity. Everything might then be so confused that, e.g.,
the sequence of appearances would offer us nothing providing us with a
rule of synthesis and thus corresponding to the concept of cause and effect,
so that this concept would then be quite empty, null, and without signifi-
cation.?® But appearances would nonetheless offer objects to our intuition;
for intuition in no way requires the functions of thought.

Suppose that we planned to extricate ourselves from these troublesome
inquiries by saying that examples of such regularity among appearances
are offered to us incessantly by experience, and that these examples give
us sufficient prompting to isolate from them the concept of cause and thus
to verify at the same time the objective validity of such a concept. In that
case we would be overlooking the fact that the concept of cause cannot
arise in that way at all; rather, it either must have its basis completely a
priori in the understanding, or must be given up entirely as a mere chi-
mera. For this concept definitely requires that something, A, be of such a
kind that something else, B, follows from it necessarily and according to
an absolutely universal rule. Although appearances do provide us with cases
from which we can obtain a rule whereby something usually happens, they
can never provide us with a rule whereby the result is necessary. This is,
moreover, the reason why the synthesis of cause and effect is imbued with?’
a dignity that cannot at all be expressed empirically: viz., that the effect is
not merely added to the cause, but is posited through the cause and results
Sfrom it. And the strict universality of the rule is indeed no property what-
ever of empirical rules; empirical rules can, through induction, acquire none
but comparative universality, i.e., extensive usability. But if we treated the
pure concepts of understanding as merely empirical products, then our use
of them would change entirely.

35[Reading, with von Leclair (a reading adopted by the Akademie edition), Einheit for Ein-
sicht (‘insight’).]

36 Bedeutung. See A 139/B 178 br. n. 66.]

Ylanhdngen.]
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§ 14*
TRANSITION TO THE
TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION
OF THE CATEGORIES

Only two cases are possible where synthetic presentation and its objects*”
can concur, can necessarily refer to each other, and can—as it were—meet
each other: viz., either if the object makes the presentation possible, or if
the presentation alone makes the object possible. If the object makes the
presentation possible, then the reference is only empirical and the presen-
tation is never possible a priori. This is what happens in the case of ap-
pearances, as regards what pertains to sensation in them. But suppose that
the presentation alone makes the object possible. In that case, while* pre-
sentation in itself does not produce its object as regards existence (for the
causality that presentation has by means of the will is not at issue here at
all),*! yet presentation is a priori determinative in regard to the object if
cognizing something as an object is possible only through it. Now there
are two conditions under which alone there can be cognition of an object.
The first condition is intuition; through it the object is given, though only
as appearance. The second condition is the concept; through it an object is
thought that corresponds to this intuition. Now it is evident from the above
that the first condition, viz., the condition under which alone objects can
be intuited, does*? indeed, as far as their form is concemed, underlie ob-
jects*? a priori in the mind. Hence all appearances necessarily agree with
this formal condition of sensibility, because only through it can they ap-
pear, i.e., be empirically intuited and given. Now the question arises
whether concepts do not also a priori precede [objects], as conditions un-
der which alone something can be, if not intuited, yet thought as object as

%514, accidentally not added in B, was added in the third edition.]

3[Erdmann suggests (but not in the Akademie edition) that we pluralize Vorstellung and thus
read ‘presentations and their objects.’]

“Olweil, in an older sense of this word (which now means only ‘because’).]

*![Cf. Kant’s definition of (the will as)our power of desire: Critique of Practical Reason, Ak.
V, 9n; Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, the n. on 177-78.]

42[Reading, with Hartenstein, liege for liegen.]

“3[The noun used by Kant is Objekt here, Gegenstand (repeatedly) earlier in the paragraph
and again just below, then Objekt again See A vii br. n. 7.]
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such.** For in that case all empirical cognition of objects necessarily con-
forms to such concepts, because nothing is possible as object of experience
unless*® these concepts are presupposed. But all experience, besides con-
taining the senses’ intuition through which something is given, does also
contain a concept of an object that is given in intuition, or that appears.
Accordingly, concepts of objects as such presumably underlie all experi-
ential cognition as its a priori conditions. Hence presumably the objective
validity of the categories, as a priori concepts, rests on the fact that through
them alone is experience possible (as far as the form of thought in it is
concerned). For in that case the categories refer to objects of experience
necessarily and a priori, because only by means of them can any experi-
ential object whatsoever be thought at all.

Hence the transcendental deduction of all a priori concepts has a prin-
ciple to which the entire investigation must be directed: viz., the principle
that these concepts must be cognized*® as a priori conditions for the pos-
sibility of experience*’ (whether the possibility of the intuition found in
experience, or the possibility of the thought). If concepts serve as the ob-
jective basis for the possibility of experience, then—precisely because of
this—they are necessary. But to unfold the experience in which these con-
cepts are found is not to deduce them (but is only to illustrate them); for
otherwise they would, after all, be only contingent. Without that original
reference of these concepts to possible experience wherein all objects of
cognition occur, their reference to any object whatever would be quite in-
comprehensible.*

“4[Or ‘object in general.’ My reason for translating iiberhaupt by ‘as such’ is given at B xxvii
br. n. 106.]

“S[ohne.]

8[Or ‘recognized’: erkannt.)

“7[Reading, with Erdmann and the Akademie edition, Erfahrung for Erfahrungen.)
“8[In the place of the next three paragraphs of B, A has the following:]

Now there are three original sources (capacities or powers of the
soul) that contain the conditions for the possibility of all experience, and
that cannot themselves be derived from any other power of the mind:
viz., sense, imagination, and apperception. On them are based (1) the a
priori synopsis of the manifold through sense; (2) the synthesis of this
manifold through imagination; and finally, (3) the unity of this synthe-
sis through original apperception. All these powers, besides having their
empirical use, have in addition a transcendental use that deals solely with
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The illustrious Locke, not having engaged in this contemplation, and
encountering pure concepts of understanding in experience, also derived
them from experience. Yet he proceeded so inconsistently that he dared to
try using these concepts for cognitions that go far beyond any boundary of
experience. David Hume recognized*’ that in order for us to be able to do
this, the origin of these concepts must be a priori. But he was quite unable
to explain how it is possible that concepts not in themselves combined in
the understanding should nonetheless have to be thought by it as necessar-
ily combined in the object. Nor did it occur to him that perhaps the under-
standing itself might, through these concepts, be the author of the experi-
ence wherein we encounter the understanding’s objects. Thus, in his plight,
he derived these concepts from experience (viz., from habit,° a subjective
necessity that arises in experience through repeated association and that ul-
timately is falsely regarded as objective).>! But he proceeded quite consis-
tently after that, for he declared that we cannot use® these concepts and
the principles that they occasion in order to go beyond the boundary of
experience. Yet the empirical derivation of these concepts which occurred
to both®* cannot be reconciled with the scientific a priori cognitions that
we actually have, viz., our a priori cognitions of pure mathematics and uni-
versal natural science, and hence this empirical derivation is refuted by
that fact.

Of these two illustrious men, Locke left the door wide open for fanati-
cism;>* for once reason has gained possession of > such rights, it can no
longer be kept within limits by indefinite exhortations to moderation. Hume,
believing that he had uncovered so universal a delusion—regarded as
reason—of our cognitive power, surrendered entirely to skepticism.’® We

form and is possible a priori. Above, in Part I, we talked about this tran-
scendental use in regard to the senses. Let us now endeavor to gain in-
sight into the nature of the transcendental use of the other two powers.

“°[Or ‘cognized.’]

*[Or ‘custom.’ Cf. above, B 5 incl. br. n. 160, and B 19-20.]
*![See the Prolegomena, Ak. IV, 257-61.]

sz[ mit]

53[Locke and Hume.]

54[Schwirmerei.]

3[auf ihrer Seite hat.]

%6[See the Prolegomena, Ak. IV, 262.]

B 128

A 95



B 129

150 PARTII TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

are now about to try to find out whether we cannot provide for human rea-
son safe passage between these two cliffs, assign to it determinate bounds,
and yet keep open for it the entire realm of its appropriate activity.

The only thing that I still want to do before we start is to explicate the
categories: they are concepts of an object as such whereby the object’s in-
tuition is regarded as determined in terms of one of the logical functions
in judging. Thus the function of the categorical judgment—e.g., All bod-
ies are divisible—is that of the relation of subject to predicate. But the
understanding’s merely logical use left undetermined to which®’ of the two
concepts we want to give the function of the subject, and to which the func-
tion of the predicate. For we can also say, Something divisible is a body.
If, on the other hand, I bring the concept of a body under the category of
substance, then through this category is determined the fact that the body’s
empirical intuition in experience must be considered always as subject only,
never as mere predicate. And similarly in all the remaining categories.

Deduction of the Pure Concepts
of Understanding

Section I
[First Edition]*®

ON THE A PRIORI BASES FOR THE
POSSIBILITY OF EXPERIENCE

It is wholly contradictory and impossible that a concept should be pro-
duced completely a priori and yet refer to an object, if that concept neither
were itself included in the concept of possible experience nor consisted of

57[Reading, with Grillo and the Akademie edition, welchem {or welcher.]

8[See J. N. Findlay, op. cit. at A21/B 35br. n 22, 140-51. See also Arthur Melnick, op. cit
at A 22/B 37 br. n. 27, 151-63, 235-50, 405-30. Also H. J. Paton, op. cit. at B 1 br. n. 152,
vol. 1, 348-498. Also Hans Vaihinger, *“The Transcendental Deduction of the Categones in
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elements of a possible experience. For then it would have no content, be-
cause no intuition would correspond to it; for intuitions as such, through
which objects can be given to us, make up the realm, or the entire object,
of possible experience. An a priori concept that did not refer to experience
would be only the logical form for a concept, but would not be the con-
cept itself through which something is®® thought.

If, therefore, there are a priori concepts, then they cannot indeed con-
tain anything empirical; but they must nonetheless all®® be a priori condi-
tions for a possible experience, for on this alone can their objective reality
rest.

Hence if we want to know how pure concepts of understanding are pos-
sible, then we must inquire what are the a priori conditions on which the
possibility of experience depends, and which underlie experience even if
we abstract from everything empirical in appearances. A concept express-
ing, universally and sufficiently, this formal and objective condition of ex-
perience would be called a pure concept of understanding. Once I have pure
concepts of understanding, then indeed I can think up even objects that per-
haps are impossible. Or I can then think up objects that perhaps are in them-
selves possible but cannot be given in any experience. Such objects may
be incapable of being given in experience because in [framing their con-
cepts by] connecting those pure concepts of understanding, something may
be omitted that yet belongs necessarily to the condition of a possible ex-
perience (as in the concept of a spirit); or because perhaps pure concepts
of understanding are extended beyond what experience can encompass (as
in the concept of God). But contrast with this the elements for all a priori
cognitions, even for arbitrary and absurd inventions. These elements can-
not indeed be taken from experience (for otherwise the cognitions would
not be a priori cognitions). But they must always contain the pure a priori
conditions of a possible experience and of an object of possible experi-
ence. For otherwise not only would nothing whatever be thought through
these elements, but they themselves would be without data and hence could
not arise even in thought.

the First Edition of the Critique of Pure Reason,” in M. S. Gram, ed., op. cit. at A 84/B 116
br. n. 1, 23-61, cf. Norman Kemp Smith, op. cit. at A vii br. n. 5, 202-331; and see H. J.
Paton, “Is the Transcendental Deduction a Patchwork?,” in M. S. Gram, ed, op. cit. at A
84/B 116 br. n 1., 62-91. See also H. J. de Vleeschauwer, op. cit. at A 64/B 89 br. n. 96, vol.
2, 203-415. And see R. P. Wolff, op cit. at B S br. n 159, 78-182.]

59[‘would be,’ literally.]

l“O[l auter.)
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Now these concepts, which contain a priori the pure thought in every
experience, we find to be the categories. And if we can prove that only by
means of the categories can an object be thought, this will already suffice
as a deduction®' of them and as a justification of their objective validity.
However, not only®? our power to think is engaged in such a thought, i.e.,
not only the understanding, but something more.*> Moreover, the under-
standing itself, as a cognisive power that is to refer to objects, likewise
needs to be elucidated, viz., as regards the possibility of that reference.
Hence we must first examine, in terms not of their empirical but of their
transcendental character, the subjective sources that make up the a priori
foundation for the possibility of experience.

If each singular presentation were entirely foreign to—isolated from, as
it were—every other presentation and separated from it, then there would
never arise anything like cognition; for cognition is a whole consisting of
compared and connected presentations. Hence when I ascribe to sense a
synopsis, because sense contains a manifold in its intuition, then to this
synopsis there always corresponds a synthesis; and thus receptivity can
make cognition possible only when combined with spontaneity. Now, this
spontaneity is the basis of a threefold synthesis that necessarily occurs in
all cognition: viz., the synthesis of the apprehension of presentations that
are modifications of the mind in intuition; the synthesis of the reproduc-
tion of these presentations in imagination; and the synthesis of their rec-
ognition in the concept. Now, these three syntheses guide us to three
subjective sources of cognition that make possible the understanding it-
self and, through it, all experience, which is an empirical product of the
understanding.

PRELIMINARY NOTICE

The deduction of the categories involves very many difficulties, and re-
quires us to penetrate quite deeply into the first bases of our cognition as
such. Hence, in order to avoid the voluminousness of a complete theory
and yet also avoid neglecting anything in such a necessary inquiry, I have

![Ie., legitimation.]
52[einzig.]
83[Which, therefore, must be elucidated.]



SECTION II [FIRST EDITION] 153

found it advisable in the following four passages®* more to prepare the
reader than to instruct him; then, in the subsequent Section 1L the ex-
position of these elements of the understanding will first be put forth sys-
tematically. Hence the reader should not be deterred by any obscurity found
in the meantime. Such obscurity is unavoidable as one begins to walk along
a path that has never been walked upon before; but it will, as I hope, be
cleared up in the mentioned section to the point of complete insight.

1. ON THE SYNTHESIS OF APPREHENSION
IN INTUITION

No matter from where our presentations arise, as modifications of the mind
they yet belong to inner sense: they belong to inner sense whether they are
produced through the influence of external things or through inner causes;
and whether they have come about a priori, or empirically as appearances.
And, as belonging to inner sense, all our cognitions are yet subject ulti-
mately to the formal condition of inner sense, i.e., to time. In time they
must one and all be ordered, connected, and brought into relations. This is
a general comment that must be presupposed throughout what follows.

Every intuition contains a manifold. Yet this manifold would not be pre-
sented as such if the mind did not in the sequence of impressions follow-
ing one another distinguish time. For any presentation as contained in one
instant can never be anything but absolute unity. Now in order for this
manifold to become unity of intuition (as, e.g., in the presentation of space),
it must first be gone through and gathered together.®® This act I call the
synthesis of apprehension. For it is aimed directly at intuition; and al-
though intuition offers a manifold, yet intuition can never bring this mani-
fold about as a manifold, and as contained moreover in one presentation,
unless a synthesis occurs in this process.

Now, this synthesis must be performed [not just empirically but] also a
priori, i.e., in regard to presentations that are not empirical, because with-
out it we could not have a priori the presentations of either space or time.
For these presentations can be produced only through the synthesis of the

[The upcoming four passages numbered in arabic numerals and running from A 98 through
A114]

[This section, referred to again just below, runs from A 115 through A 130.]

“[Durchlaufen ...und ... Zusammennehmung. For the latter, see B 114 br. n. 239.]
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manifold that sensibility offers in its original receptivity. We have, there-
fore, a pure synthesis of apprehension.

2. ON THE SYNTHESIS OF REPRODUCTION
IN IMAGINATIONY

There is a [natural] law whereby presentations that have often followed or
accompanied one another will finally associate, and thereby enter into con-
nection, with one another. By this connection, even without the object’s
being present, one of these presentations brings about a transition by the
mind, according to a constant rule, to the other presentation. Now, this law
of reproduction 1s indeed merely empirical. It presupposes, however, that
appearances themselves are actually subject to such a rule, and that such
accompanying or following actually takes place, in conformity with cer-
tain rules, in the manifold of the presentations of these appearances. For
otherwise our empirical imagination®® would never get to do anything con-
forming to its ability, and hence would, like a defunct ability unknown®®
even to ourselves, remain hidden in the mind’s interior. Suppose that cin-
nabar were now red, then black, now light, then heavy; or that a human
being were changed now into this and then into that animal shape; or that
on the longest day of the year the land were covered now with fruit, then
with ice and snow. In that case my empirical imagination could not even
get the opportunity, when presenting red color, to come to think of ’° heavy
cinnabar. Nor could an empirical synthesis of reproduction take place if a
certain word were assigned now to this and then to that thing, or if the same
thing were called now by this and then by another name, without any of
this being govermed by a certain rule to which appearances by themselves
are already subject.

Hence there must be something that itself makes possible this repro-
duction of appearances, by being the a priori basis of a necessary synthetic
unity of them. And we soon hit upon this something if we bear in mind
that appearances are not things in themselves, but are the mere play of our

$7[Einbildung.]
8 Einbildungskraft |
%(unbekannt.)

"lin die Gedanken zu bekommen.)
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presentations, which in the end amount to determinations of inner sense.
Suppose now that we can establish that even our purest a priori intuitions
provide us with no cognition except insofar as they contain a [certain] com-
bination” of the manifold, viz., a combination that makes possible a thor-
oughgoing synthesis of reproduction. If we can establish this, then this syn-
thesis has a basis even prior’> to all experience and is based on a priori
principles, and we must assume a pure transcendental synthesis of imagi-
nation that itself underlies the possibility of all experience (inasmuch as
this possibility presupposes necessarily that appearances can be repro-
duced). Now, obviously, if I want to draw”? a line in thought, or to think
the time from one noon to the next, or even just to present a certain num-
ber, then I must, first of all, necessarily apprehend’® in thought one of these
manifold presentations after the other. But if I always lost from my thoughts
the preceding presentations (the first parts of the line, the preceding parts
of the time,” or the sequentially presented units’®) and did not reproduce
them as I proceeded to the following ones, then there could never arise a
whole presentation; nor could there arise any of the mentioned thoughts
—indeed, not even the purest and most’’ basic presentations of space and
time.

Hence the synthesis of apprehension’® is linked inseparably with the syn-
thesis of reproduction. And since the synthesis of apprehension constitutes
the transcendental basis for the possibility of all cognitions as such (not
merely of the empirical but also of the pure a priori ones), the reproduc-
tive synthesis of the imagination belongs to the transcendental acts of the
mind; and, on account of this involvement of the imagination, let us call
this power the transcendental power of imagination.”

"[On (linking or) combination (Verbindung), assembly (Zusammensetzung), and connection
(Verkniipfung), see below, B 201 n. 30.]

[yor]

73[Reading, with Erdmann, ziehen for ziehe.)
4(fassen.]

75[Between noons.]

76[Of the number.]

77[erst]

"[Apprehension.]

79[Vermz'igen der Einbildungskraft.]
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3. ON THE SYNTHESIS OF RECOGNITION
IN THE CONCEPT

Without the consciousness that what we are thinking is the same as what
we thought an instant before, all reproduction in the series of presentations
would be futile. For what we are thinking would in the current state be a
new presentation, which would not belong at all to the act by which it was
to be produced little by little. Hence the manifold of the presentation would
never make up a whole, because it would lack the unity®° that only con-
sciousness can impart to it. If, in counting, I were to forget that the units®!
now hovering before my mind®? were added up by me little by little, then
I would not cognize the amount’s being produced through this successive
addition of one [unit] to another; nor, therefore, would I cognize the num-
ber. For this number’s concept consists solely in the consciousness of this
unity of synthesis.

The very word concept®® could on its own lead us to this observation.
For this one consciousness is what unites in one presentation what is mani-
fold, intuited little by little, and then also reproduced. Often this conscious-
ness may be only faint, so that we do not [notice it] in the act itself, i.e.,
do not connect it directly with the presentation’s production, but [notice it]
only in the act’s effect.?* Yet, despite these differences, a consciousness
must always be encountered, even if it lacks striking clarity; without this
consciousness, concepts, and along with them cognition of objects, are quite
impossible.

And here we need to clarify®® what we mean by the expression an ob-
ject of presentations.®® We said above®’ that appearances themselves are
nothing but sensible presentations. But presentations in themselves must

80[ Einheit.]
8 Einheiten.)
82[yor Sinnen.]

8[Begriff, from begreifen in the sense of ‘to comprise’ (but not in the sense of ‘to compre-
hend’ as meaning ‘to grasp’) Emphasis added.]

84[Le., in the presentation. ]
85[sich verstindlich machen |
8[Emphasis added.]

87[A 101.]
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not in the same way®® be regarded as objects (outside our power of pre-
sentation).89 What, then, do we mean when we talk about an object cor-
responding to, and hence also distinct from, cognition? We can easily see
that this object must be thought only as something as such® = x.°! For, af-
ter all, outside our cognition we have nothing that we could contrast with
this cognition as something corresponding to it.

We find, however, that our thought of the reference of all cognition to
its object carries with it something concerning necessity. It does so inas-
much as this object is regarded as what keeps our cognitions from being
determined haphazardly or arbitrarily, [and as what ensures], rather, that
they are determined a priori in a certain way. For these cognitions are to
refer to an object, and hence in reference to this object they must also nec-
essarily agree with one another, i.e., they must have that unity in which the
concept of an object consists.

We are, however, dealing only with the manifold of our presentations.
And since that x (the object) which corresponds to them is to be something
distinct from all of our presentations, this object is nothing for us. Clearly,
therefore, the unity that the object makes necessary can be nothing other
than the formal unity of consciousness in the synthesis of the manifold of
the presentations. When we have brought about synthetic unity in the mani-
fold of intuition—this is when we say that we cognize the object. This unity
is impossible, however, unless the intuition can®? be produced according
to a rule through a [certain] function of synthesis, viz., a function of syn-
thesis that makes the reproduction of the manifold necessary a priori and
makes possible a concept in which this manifold is united. Thus when we
think of a triangle as an object, we do so by being conscious of the assem-
bly®? of three straight lines according to a rule whereby such an intuition
can always be exhibited.>* Now this unity of the rule determines all that is
manifold, and limits it to conditions that make possible the unity of apper-

%8[Ie., as presentations.]

#9[Presentations, as such, can be “objects of ” other presentations only in the sense that these
other presentations refer to them. Cf. the end of A 108.]

*[or ‘something in general’: etwas iberhaupt. My reason for translating iberhaupt by ‘as
such’ is given at B xxvii br. n. 106.]

°!lLe., the unknown (as in a mathematical equation).]
92[Literally, ‘was able to.’]
93[Zu.s'ammen.verzung; see B 201 n. 30.]

94[dargestellt. Concerning my rendenng of this term, see B xvii br. n. 73.]
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ception. And the concept of this unity is the presentation of the object = x,
i.e., the object that I think through the mentioned®” predicates of a triangle.

All cognition requires a concept, no matter how imperfect or obscure
that concept may be. But a concept, in terms of its form, is always some-
thing that is universal and that serves as a rule. Thus the concept of body
serves, in terms of the unity of the manifold thought through this concept,
as a rule for our cognition of external appearances. But a concept can be a
rule for intuitions only by presenting, when appearances are given to us,
the necessary reproduction of their manifold and hence the synthetic unity
in our consciousness of these appearances. Thus when we perceive some-
thing external to us, the concept of body makes necessary the presentation
of extension, and with it the presentations of impenetrability, shape, etc.

Any necessity is always based on a transcendental condition. There must,
therefore, be a transcendental basis to be found: a transcendental basis of
the unity of consciousness in the synthesis of the manifold of all our in-
tuitions; and hence a transcendental basis also of the concepts of objects
as such, and consequently also of all objects of experience—a transcen-
dental basis without which it would be impossible to think any object for
our intuitions. For this object is nothing more than that something whose
concept expresses such a necessity of synthesis.

This original and transcendental condition is none other than transcen-
dental apperception. Now there is, in inner perception, consciousness of
oneself in terms of the determinations of one’s state. This consciousness of
oneself is merely empirical and always mutable; it can give us no constant
or enduring®® self in this flow of inner appearances. It is usually called in-
ner sense, or empirical apperception. But what is to be presented neces-
sarily as numerically identical cannot be thought as such through empiri-
cal data. A condition that is to validate®” such a transcendental
presupposition must be one that precedes all experience and that makes ex-
perience itself possible.

Now there can take place in us no cognitions, and no connection and
unity of cognitions among one another, without that unity of conscious-
ness which precedes all data of intuitions, and by reference to which all
presentation of objects is alone possible. Now this pure, original, and im-

95[gedachten, which literally means ‘thought * If we took the term in its literal meaning here,
we would have to read: ‘through the predicates thought [in the concept] of a triangle.’]

%[stehendes oder bleibendes.)

97[geltend machen.]



SECTION II [FIRST EDITION] 159

mutable consciousness I shall call transcendental apperception. That this
apperception deserves this name®® is evident already from the fact that even
the purest objective unity, viz., that of the a priori concepts (space and time),
is% possible only by referring the intuitions'® to this apperception. Hence
the numerical unity of this apperception lies a priori at the basis of all con-
cepts, just as the manifoldness of space and time lies a priori at the basis
of the intuitions of sensibility.

Now this transcendental unity of apperception brings about, from all pos-
sible appearances whatever that can be together in one experience, a co-
herence of all these presentations according to laws. For this unity of con-
sciousness would be impossible if the mind, in cognizing the manifold,
could not become conscious of the identity of function whereby it'°! syn-
thetically combines the manifold in one cognition. Hence the original and
necessary consciousness of one’s own identity is at the same time a con-
sciousness of an equally necessary unity of the synthesis of all appear-
ances according to concepts—these concepts being rules that not only
make these appearances necessarily reproducible, but that thereby also de-
termine an object for our intuition of these appearances, i.e., determine a
concept of something wherein these appearances necessarily cohere. For
the mind could not possibly think its own identity in the manifoldness of
its presentations, and moreover think this identity a priori, if it did not have
present to it the identity of its act—the act that subjects all synthesis of
apprehension (a synthesis that is empirical) to a transcendental unity, and
thereby first makes possible the coherence of those presentations'® ac-
cording to a priori rules. By the same token,'®® we shall now be able to
determine more accurately our concept'® of an object as such."® All pre-
sentations have, as presentations, their object, and can themselves in turn
be objects of other presentations. The only objects that can be given to us
directly are appearances, and what in these appearances refers directly to

98[Transcendental apperception.}

99[Reading, with Erdmann and the Akademie edition, sei for sein.]

l°°[Of space and time.]

l‘“[Reading, with Wille, es for sie, which would refer back to the mentioned unity.]
'92[0r, possibly, ‘of that synthesis.’]

93 quch.]

'%[Reading, with Adickes, unseren Begriff for unsere Begriffe.]

'95[Following the Akademie edition in extending the emphasis on ‘object’ to include ‘as such.’]
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the object is called intuition. These appearances, however, are not things
in themselves. Rather, they are themselves only presentations that in turn
have their object. This object, therefore, can no longer be intuited by us,
and may hence be named the nonempirical object,'% i.e., the transcenden-
tal object = x.!%7

The pure concept of this transcendental object (which object is actually
always the same, = x, in all our cognitions) is what is able to provide all'%®
our empirical concepts in general'” with reference to an object,''%i.e., with
objective! reality. Now this concept cannot contain any determinate in-
tuition whatever, and hence presumably pertains to nothing but that unity
which must be encountered in any manifold of cognition insofar as this
manifold has reference to an object. This reference, however, is nothing
but the necessary unity of consciousness, and hence also of the synthesis
of the manifold brought about through the mind’s concerted!*? function of
combining this manifold in one presentation. Now this unity must be re-
garded as necessary a priori (because otherwise cognition would be with-
out an object); and hence the reference to a transcendental object, i.e., the
objective reality of our empirical cognition, presumably rests on a tran-
scendental law. This transcendental law says that all appearances must, in-
sofar as objects are to be given to us through them, be subject to''* a priori
rules of the synthetic unity of appearances, a priori rules according to which
alone their relation'!* in empirical intuition is possible. Le., the transcen-
dental law says: just as appearances must in mere intuition be subject to
the formal conditions of space and time, so must appearances in experi-
ence be subject to conditions of the necessary unity of apperception—
indeed, this law says that through these conditions alone does any cogni-
tion first becomes possible.

19 The object as such (iiberhaupt).]

'97[Cf. A 250-51.]

1%8[Reading, with Erdmann and the Akademie edition, allen for in allen.]
199(5iberhaupt.)

"0 Gegenstand. )

"iobjektiv.]

112[ gemeinschaftlich.]

B(stehen . . . unter.)

""4[To one another.]
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4. PRELIMINARY EXPLANATION OF THE
POSSIBILITY OF THE CATEGORIES AS
A PRIORI COGNITIONS

There is only one experience, in which all perceptions are presented as be-
ing in thoroughgoing and law-governed coherence, just as there is only one
space and one time, in which all forms of appearance and all relation of
being or not-being''> occur; when we speak of different experiences, then
these are merely so many perceptions—all such perceptions belonging to
one and the same general experience. For the form of experience consists
precisely in this thoroughgoing and synthetic unity of perceptions; and this
unity is nothing but the synthetic unity of appearances according to con-
cepts.

A unity of synthesis according to empirical concepts would be entirely
contingent. And if empirical concepts did not rest on a transcendental ba-
sis of unity, then it would be possible for our soul to be filled with a crowd
of appearances that yet could never turn into experience. But then there
would also no longer be any reference of cognition to objects. For cogni-
tion would then lack its connection according to universal and necessary
laws. Therefore, although it would be intuition devoid of thought, yet it
would never be cognition, and hence would for us be tantamount to noth-
ing at all.

The a priori conditions for a possible experience as such are at the same
time conditions for the possibility of objects of experience. Now I main-
tain that the categories set forth above''® are nothing but the conditions of
thought in a possible experience, just as space and time embody"!” the con-
ditions of intuition for that same experience. Therefore the categories are
also basic concepts for thinking objects as such for appearances; and hence
they have a priori objective validity—which is in fact what we wanted to
know.

But the possibility of these categories—indeed, even their necessity—
rests on the reference that our entire sensibility, and with it also all pos-
sible appearances, have to original apperception. In original apperception
everything must necessarily conform to the conditions of the thoroughgo-
ing unity of self-consciousness. I.e., in it everything must necessarily be

"5[Or ‘nonexistence’: Nichtsein. Cf. A 80/B 106.]
'16[Reading, with Erdmann and the Akademie edition, oben for eben.]

"7 (enthalten.]
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subject to the universal functions of synthesis, viz., of that synthesis ac-
cording to concepts in which alone apperception can prove a priori its thor-
oughgoing and necessary identity. Thus the concept of a cause is nothing
but a synthesis according to concepts (where what follows in the time se-
ries is synthesized with other appearances); and without such unity, which
has its a priori rule and which subjects appearances to itself, no thorough-
going and universal and hence necessary unity of consciousness would be
encountered in the manifold of perceptions. But then these perceptions
would also not belong to any experience, and hence would be without an
object; they would be nothing but a blind play of presentations—i.e., they
would be less than a dream.

All attempts to derive those pure concepts of understanding from expe-
rience and to attribute to them a merely empirical origin are, therefore, en-
tirely idle and futile. It goes without saying''® that, e.g., the concept of a
cause carries with it the characteristic''® of necessity. No experience what-
ever can give us necessity. Experience can indeed teach us that upon one
appearance something else usually follows. But it cannot teach us that
something else must follow'2° the appearance necessarily; nor can it teach
us that from the appearance, as a condition, we can make an a priori and
quite universal inference to the consequence.'?! As regards the empirical
rule of association, on the other hand, we must indeed assume it through-
out'?? when we say that everything in a sequence'?* of events is subject to
rules to the point that nothing ever happens without being preceded by
something that it always follows. This rule, taken as a law of nature—on
what, I ask, does it rest? And how is even this association possible? The
basis for the possibility of the manifold’s association, insofar as this basis
lies in the object, is called the manifold’s affinity. I ask, therefore, how do
you make comprehensible to yourselves the thoroughgoing'?* affinity of
appearances (whereby they are, and must be, subject to'?° constant laws)?

"8[] won’t mention,’ literally.]
1191 Zug.]

20 folgen.]

1211 Folge.]

22[durchgcingig.]
123[Reihenfolge.]
2%{durchgiingig.

'2S{ynter .  stehen, und darunter gehiren.)
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On my principles the possibility of this affinity is quite readily compre-
hensible. All possible appearances belong, as presentations, to the entire
possible self-consciousness. But from this self- consciousness, taken as a
transcendental presentation, numerical identity is inseparable and is a priori
certain. For nothing can enter cognition without doing so by means of this
original apperception. This identity must, then, necessarily enter into the
synthesis of everything manifold in appearances, insofar as this synthesis
is to become empirical cognition. Hence appearances are subject to a priori
conditions to which their synthesis (of apprehension) must conform!?® thor-
oughly.'?” But the presentation of a universal condition according to which
a certain manifold can be posited (hence posited in one and the same way)
is called a rule; and if the manifold must be so posited, then the presen-
tation is called a law. Therefore all appearances stand in a thoroughgoing
connection according to necessary laws, and hence stand in a transcen-
dental affinity of which the empirical affinity is the mere consequence.

I suppose it sounds quite preposterous and strange that nature should
conform to'?® our subjective basis, apperception—indeed, that nature
should in regard to its law-governedness depend on this basis. But we must
bear in mind that this nature is intrinsically'?® nothing but a sum of ap-
pearances, and hence is not a thing in itself'*® but is merely a multitude of
the mind’s presentations. If we bear this in mind, then we shall not be sur-
prised that we see nature in its unity merely in the root power'*! for all our
cognition, viz., in transcendental apperception; we there see nature in that
unity, viz., on whose account alone it can be called object of all possible
experience, i.e., nature. Nor shall we then be surprised that, precisely be-
cause of this, we can cognize that unity a priori, and hence also as ne-
cessary—a goal that we would indeed have to abandon if this unity were
given in itself, independently of the primary sources of our thought. For I
do not know from where we might then get the synthetic propositions about
such a universal unity of nature, since we would in that case have to take
them from the objects of nature themselves. That, however, could be done

126 gemdf sein.)

2 durchgiingig.)

28 sich nach . . . richten.)
129[an sich.]
13%an sich.

3! [Radikalvermdgen.)
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only empirically. Hence we could obtain from this source none but a merely
contingent unity; but this unity would fall far short of the necessary coher-
ence that we mean when we speak of nature.

Deduction of the Pure Concepts
of Understanding

Section III
[First Edition]

ON THE UNDERSTANDING’S RELATION TO
OBJECTS AS SUCH, AND THE POSSIBILITY OF
COGNIZING THEM A PRIORI'*

Let us now present in a unified and coherent way what in the preceding
section we set forth separately and individually. There are three subjective
sources of cognition on which rests the possibility of an experience as such
and of cognition of its objects: sense, imagination, and apperception. Each
of these can be considered as empirical, viz., in its application to given ap-
pearances. But all of them are also a priori elements or foundations that
make possible even this empirical use of them. [In this empirical use,] sense
presents appearances empirically in perception; imagination does so in as-
sociation (and reproduction); apperception does so in the empirical con-
sciousness of the identity of these reproductive presentations with the ap-
pearances through which they were given, and hence in recognition.13 ’

But all of perception (in view of its being presentation) is based a priori
on pure intuition (viz., on time, the form of inner intuition); association is
based a priori on the pure synthesis of imagination; and empirical con-
sciousness is based a priori on pure apperception, i.e., on the thoroughgo-
ing identity of oneself in all possible presentations.

132[See Walter Watson, op. cit. at B xvi br. n 71, 143.]

'3} [Deleting the emphasis on ‘recognition’ that was added in the Akademie edition.]
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If, now, we want to pursue the inner basis of this connection of presen-
tations, and pursue it to the point at which the presentations must all con-
verge in order that there they may first of all acquire the unity of cognition
needed for a possible experience, then we must start from pure appercep-
tion. All intuitions are nothing for us and are of no concem to us whatso-
ever if they cannot be taken up into consciousness, whether they impinge
upon it"** directly or indirectly; and solely through consciousness is cog-
nition possible. We are conscious a priori of the thoroughgoing identity of
ourselves in regard to all presentations that can ever belong to our cogni-
tion, and are conscious of it as a necessary condition for the possibility of
all presentations. (For any such presentations present something in me only
inasmuch as together with all others'* they belong to one consciousness;
and hence they must at least be capable of being connected in it.) This prin-
ciple'* holds'*’ a priori, and may be called the transcendental principle
of the unity of whatever is manifold in our presentations (and hence also
in intuition). Now the unity of the manifold in a subject is synthetic; there-
fore pure apperception provides us with a principle of the synthetic unity
of the manifold in all possible intuition.'®

34IMore literally, ‘influence it darauf einfliefen.)

135[Reading, with Erdmann, allen anderen for allem anderen (‘with everything else’).)
B8 Prinzip.]

137(feststehen.

138This proposition is of great importance; we must attend to it carefully. All pre-
sentations have a necessary reference to a possible empirical consciousness. For if
they did not have this reference, and becoming conscious of them were entirely
impossible, then this would be tantamount to saying that they do not exist at all.
But all empirical consciousness has a necessary reference to a transcendental con-
sciousness (a consciousness that precedes all particular experience), viz., the con-
sciousness of myself as original apperception. It is therefore absolutely necessary
that in my cognition all consciousness belongs to one consciousness (that of my-
self). Here, then, is a synthetic unity of the manifold (in consciousness) which is
cognized a priori; this unity provides the basis for synthetic a priori propositions
pertaining to pure thought, just as space and time provide the basis for such [i.e.,
a priori} propositions concerning the form of mere intuition. The synthetic propo-
sition that all the varied empirical consciousness must be combined in one single
self-consciousness is the absolutely first and synthetic principle® of our thought as
such. We must not, however, ignore the fact that the mere presentation /, in refer-
ence to all other presentations (whose collective unity makes it possible), is tran-
scendental consciousness. Now this presentation may be clear (empirical conscious-
ness)® or obscure—that does not matter here; indeed, nor does whether the
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But this synthetic unity presupposes or implies'® a synthesis; and if that
unity is to be a priori necessary, then the synthesis must also be an a priori
one. Therefore the transcendental unity of apperception refers to the pure
synthesis of imagination as an a priori condition for the possibility of all
assembly'“° of the manifold in one cognition. But only the productive syn-
thesis of imagination'*! can take place a priori; for the reproductive one
rests on conditions of experience.'*? Therefore the principle of the neces-
sary unity of the imagination’s pure (productive) synthesis prior to apper-
ception is the basis for the possibility of all cognition, especially of expe-
rience.

Now the synthesis of the manifold in imagination is called transcen-
dental if, without distinction of intuitions, it deals with nothing but the a
priori combination'*® of the manifold; and the unity of this synthesis is
called transcendental if it is presented as a priori necessary in reference to
the original unity of apperception. Now since this original unity of apper-
ception underlies the possibility of all cognition, the transcendental unity
of the synthesis of imagination is the pure form of all possible cognition;

presentation is actual. Rather, the possibility of the logical form of all cognition
depends® necessarily on the relation to this apperception as a power.

%[Grundsatz.]

®[Vorlinder deletes ‘(empirical consciousness)’.]

[ruhen.]

'3[ einschiie fen.]
140[Zusammensetzung; see B 201 n. 30.]
'4![Deleting the (continued) emphasis on ‘synthesis of imagination.’]

142[Cf. B 156, and A 141/B 181 br. n. 90. And cf. the Anthropology, Ak. VI, 167: “The imagi-
nation (facultas imaginandi), as a power to intuit even when the object is not present, is ei-
ther productive or reproductive. As productive, it is a power of original exhibition of the ob-
ject (exhibitio originaria), and hence of an exhibition that precedes expenence. As reproductive,
it is a power of derivative exhibition (exhibitio derivativa), an exhibition that brings back to
the mind an empirical intuition that we have had before.” Kant then tumns to a different type
of *“‘productivity” of the imagination (ibid., 167-68): “The imagination, insofar as it pro-
duces imaginings voluntarily as well, is called fantasy. . . . [Hence] (in other words) the imagi-
nation then either engages in fiction (i.e., it is productive), or in recall (i.e., it is reproduc-
tive). But this does not mean that the productive imagination is then creative, i.e., capable of
producing a presentation of sense that was never before given to our power of sense; rather,
we can always show [from where the imagination took] its material.”” Cf. also, in the same
work, §§ 31-33, Ak. VII, 174-82, and the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V, 240.]

143[On (linking or) combination (Verbindung), assembly (Zusammensetzung), and connection
(Verkniipfung), see B 201 n. 30.]
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and hence all objects of possible experience must be presented a priori
through this form.

The unity of apperception [considered] in reference to the synthesis of
imagination is the understanding; and the same unity as referred'** to the
transcendental synthesis of imagination is pure understanding. Hence there
are in the understanding pure a priori cognitions that contain the necessary
unity of the pure synthesis of imagination in regard to all possible appear-
ances. These cognitions, however, are the categories, i.e., the pure con-
cepts of understanding. Consequently man’s empirical cognitive power con-
tains necessarily an understanding that refers to all objects of the senses,
although it does so only by means of intuition and the synthesis of intu-
ition performed by imagination. Hence all appearances, as data for a pos-
sible experience, are subject to this understanding.'*> Now this reference
of appearances to possible experience is likewise necessary. (For without
this reference'*® appearances would provide us with no cognition whatso-
ever and hence would not concern us at all) Thus it follows that pure un-
derstanding, by means of the categories, is a formal and synthetic principle
of all experiences, and that appearances have a necessary reference to the
understanding.

Let us now show how the understanding by means of the categories co-
heres necessarily with appearances, and let us do so by starting from the
bottom'*’ upward, viz., from the empirical. What is first given to us is ap-
pearance. When appearance is combined with consciousness, it is called
perception. (Without the relation to an at least possible consciousness, ap-
pearance could never become for us an object of cognition, and hence
would be nothing to us; and since appearance does not in itself have any
objective reality and exists only in cognition, it would then be nothing at
all.) But because every appearance contains a manifold, so that different
perceptions are in themselves encountered in the mind sporadically and in-
dividually, these perceptions need to be given a combination that in sense
itself they cannot have. Hence there is in us an active!*® power to synthe-

194 [ beziehungsweise.)

145[Reading, with Erdmann, welchem for welchen.)]

198[0r, perhaps, ‘without this possible experience': ohne diese.]
14-'[umen.]

198 rditig.)
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size this manifold. This power we call imagination; and the act'4® that it
performs directly on perceptions I call apprehension.'*® For the imagina-
tion is to bring the manifold of intuition to'>! an image; hence it must be-
forehand take the impressions up into its activity, i.e., apprehend them.

Clearly, however, even this apprehension of the manifold would, by it-
self, produce as yet no image and no coherence of impressions, if there did
not also exist a subjective basis for summoning up a perception from which
the mind has passed to another [and bringing it] over to the subsequent
ones—and for thus exhibiting entire series of perceptions. I.e., in addition
to apprehension we need a reproductive power of imagination, which, by
the same token, is indeed only empirical.

But if presentations reproduced one another indiscriminately, "2 just as
they happen to come together, then there would again arise no determinate
coherence of presentations and hence no cognition whatever, but merely
an accumulation of them devoid of any rule. Hence there must be for this
reproduction of them a rule whereby some presentation combines in the
imagination with this presentation rather than with some other one. This
subjective and empirical basis of reproduction according to rules is called
the association of presentations.

But suppose that this unity of association did not also have an objective
basis, a basis making the apprehension of appearances by the imagination
impossible except under the condition of a possible synthetic unity of this
apprehension; in that case, for appearances to yield fortuitously'*>® a co-
herence of human cognitions would be something entirely contingent as
well. For even if we had the power to associate perceptions, whether in-
deed these perceptions would be associable would yet remain intrinsi-

199[Handlung.]

150That the imagination is a necessary ingredient of perception itself has, I sup-
pose, never occurred to any psychologist. This is so partly because this power has
been limited by psychologists to reproduction only, and partly because they be-
lieved that the senses not only supply us with impressions, but indeed also as-
semble these impressions and thus bring about images of objects. But this undoubt-
edly requires something more than our receptivity for impressions, viz., a function
for their synthesis.

!5!into,” literally.]
152[phne Unterschied ]

'S3[sich . .. schicken ]



SECTION III [FIRST EDITION] 169

cally'>* quite undeterrnined and contingent. And in case they were not as-

sociable, there could be a multitude of perceptions, and presumably also
an entire sensibility, in which there would be much empirical conscious-
ness to be found in my mind—yet found as separate and without belong-
ing to a consciousness of myself. This, however, is impossible. For only
by classing all perceptions with one consciousness (original apperception)
can I say, for all perceptions, that I am conscious of them. Hence there must
be an objective basis (i.e., a basis into which we can have a priori insight
prior*>® to all empirical laws of the imagination)!>® on which rests the
possibility—indeed, the necessity—of a law extending through all appear-
ances: a law whereby appearances are throughout'>” to be regarded as data
of the senses that are intrinsically associable and subject, in reproduction,
to universal rules of a thoroughgoing'*® connection. This objective basis
of all association of appearances I call their affinity. This basis, however,
we cannot find anywhere except in the principle of the unity of appercep-
tion in regard to all cognitions that are to belong to me. According to this
principle, all appearances must without exception'>® enter the mind or be
apprehended in such a way that they accord with the unity of appercep-
tion. This would not be possible without synthetic unity in their connec-
tion, and hence this unity is objectively necessary as well.

The objective unity of all (empirical) consciousness in one conscious-
ness (i.e., in original apperception) is, therefore, the necessary condition
even of all possible perception; and the affinity of all appearances (whether
near or remote) is a necessary consequence of a synthesis in imagination
that is based a priori on rules.

Hence the imagination is also a power of an a priori synthesis, and this
is the reason why we give it the name of productive imagination. And in-
sofar as the imagination’s aim regarding everything manifold in appear-
ance is nothing more than to provide necessary unity in the synthesis of
appearance, this synthesis may be called the transcendental function of the
imagination. Hence from what has been said thus far it is indeed evident,

5% an sich; similarly a little further down in this paragraph.]

155(yor]

156 parentheses added ]

" durchgiingig.]
'S8 durchgiingig.]

5% durchaus.]
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although strange, that only by means of this transcendental function of the
imagination does even the affinity of appearances become possible, and with
it their association, and through this association finally their reproduction
according to laws, and consequently experience itself. For without this tran-
scendental function no concepts whatever of objects would meld'® into
one experience.

For in this constant and enduring /'®' (of pure apperception) consists
the correlate of all our presentations insofar as becoming conscious of them
is so much as possible. And all consciousness belongs to an all-
encompassing pure apperception just as all sensible intuition belongs, as
presentation, to a pure inner intuition, viz., to time. Now, this apperception
is what must be added to pure imagination in order to make its function
intellectual. For the synthesis of imagination, although performed a priori,
is yet always in itself sensible, because it combines the manifold—e.g., the
shape of a triangle—only as it appears in intuition. But through the mani-
fold’s relation to the unity of apperception, concepts—which belong to the
understanding—will be able to come about, but only by means of imagi-
nation as referred to sensible intuition.'S?

Hence we have a pure imagination, as a basic power of the human soul
which underlies a priori all cognition. By means of pure imagination we
link the manifold of intuition, on the one hand, with the condition of the
necessary unity of pure apperception, on the other hand. By means of this
transcendental function of the imagination the two extreme ends, viz., sen-
sibility and understanding, must necessarily cohere; for otherwise sensi-
bility would'®® indeed yield appearances, but would yield no objects of an
empirical cognition, and hence no experience. Actual experience consists
in apprehension of appearances, their association (reproduction), and thirdly
their recognition; in this third [element] (which is the highest'®* of these
merely empirical elements of experience), such experience contains con-

160[ zusammenfiiefen.]
'¢![Emphasis added. Cf. 68 br. n. 167.]

'62[Vaihinger, interpolating the words ‘are brought into play,” reads this sentence as follows:
‘But through the manifold’s relation to the unity of apperception concepts are brought into
play, which belong to the understanding but are able to come about only by means of imagi-
nation as referred to sensible intuition.’]

'63[Reading, with the Akademie edition, wiirde for wiirden, which would make jene refer back
to ‘sensibility and understanding.’]

163 Moving ‘the highest’ from just in front of the parentheses to just within them.]
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cepts, which make possible the formal unity of experience and with it all
objective validity (truth) of empirical cognition. Now these bases of the
recognition'®® of the manifold, insofar as they concern merely the form of
an experience as such, are the categories. Hence the categories underlie
all forinal unity in the synthesis of imagination, and, by means of this syn-
thesis, underlie also the formal unity of'*® all empirical use of the imagi-
nation down to the appearances (i.e., its use in recognition, reproduction,
association, apprehension). For only by means of those elements'®’ can ap-
pearances belong to cognition, and to our consciousness as such, and hence
to ourselves.

Hence the order and regularity in the appearances that we call nature'®®
are brought into them by ourselves; nor indeed could such order and regu-
larity be found in appearances, had not we, or the nature of our mind, put
them into appearances originally. For this unity of nature is to be a nec-
essary, i.e., an a priori certain, unity of the connection'®® of appearances.
But how indeed could we have the ability to institute'’® a priori a synthetic
unity, if our mind’s original cognitive sources did not a priori contain sub-
jective bases of such unity, and if these subjective conditions were not at
the same time valid objectively, viz., by being the bases for the possibility
of cognizing an object in experience at all?

We have earlier explicated the understanding in various ways: as a spon-
taneity of cognition (in contrast to the receptivity of sensibility); as a power
to think; or as a power of concepts, or again of judgments. These expli-

165[e., the concepts contained in it.]

1¢5[ Adickes drops the genitive, reading aller empirischer Gebrauch for alles empirischen Ge-
brauchs. On his reading, the categories would here be said to underlie ‘‘all empirical use . . ."”
rather than all formal unity of that use.]

'¢’[Including, therefore, recognition and the concepts contained in it,and hence only by means

of the categories that these concepts are ‘‘insofar as they concern merely the form of an ex-
perience as such ]

'81Or: ‘the order and regularity in appearances, which order and regularity we call nature.’
Kant uses the term ‘nature’ both materially and formally (see B 163-65), i.e., as standing ei-
ther for the sum of appearances (as at B 163 and implied, e.g., near the end of A 127) or for
their (order or) unity (as at B 165 and, just below, at A 127~28). Accordingly, Natureinheit
just below can mean either ‘unity of nature’ or, instead, ‘natural unity’ (taken as the unity that
is nature).]

'9[Le., synthesis.]

" auf die Bahn bringen.)

A 126



A 127

172 PART I  TRANSCENDENTAL LOGIC

cations, when inspected closely,'”" all come to the same. We may now char-
acterize the understanding as our power of rules. This criterion of an un-
derstanding is more fruitful and comes closer to its nature.'”* Sensibility
gives us forms (of intuition), but the understanding gives us rules. The un-
derstanding is always busy scrutinizing appearances with the aim of dis-
covering some rule in them. Rules, insofar as they are objective'”® (and
hence attach to the cognition of the object'’* necessarily), are called laws.
Many laws are indeed learned by us through experience. Yet these laws are
only particular determinations of still higher laws. And the highest among
these laws (those under which all other laws fall) issue a priori from the
understanding itself. These laws are not taken from experience; rather, they
must provide appearances with the latter’s law-govermedness, and pre-
cisely thereby must make experience possible. Hence understanding is not
merely a power of making rules for oneself by comparing appearances; un-
derstanding is itself legislative for nature. I.e., without understanding there
would not be any nature at all, i.e., any synthetic unity of the manifold of
appearances according to rules; for appearances, as such, cannot occur out-
side us, but exist only in our sensibility. This nature,'’> however, as object
of cognition in an experience, with everything that this nature may con-
tain, is possible only in the unity of apperception. The unity of appercep-
sion, however, is the transcendental basis of the necessary law-governedness
of all appearances in one experience. This same unity of apperception in
regard to a manifold of presentations (viz., the manifold’s being deter-
mined by a single presentation'’®) is the rule, and our power of these rules
is the understanding. Hence all appearances, insofar as they are possible
experiences, lie a priori in the understanding and obtain from it their for-
mal possibility; just as, insofar as they are mere intuitions, they lie in sen-
sibility and are, in terms of their form, possible solely through it.

"[pei Lichte.]
172[ Wesen.]

[ objektiv. In his working copy of edition A, Kant changes the beginning of this sentence

to the following: “Rules, insofar as they declare existence to be necessary,” . . . See Prelimi-
nary Studies and Supplementary Entries, Ak. XXIII, 46.]

74 Gegenstand.]

5[] follow Erdmann in construing Diese as referring back to ‘nature ’ Vaihinger similarly
replaces Diese by Jene.]

'76[Le., a manifold of intuitions proffered by sensibility is determined by [aus] a concept of
understanding (i.e., by a category).]
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Thus however exaggerated and preposterous it may sound if we say that
the understanding is itself the source of the laws of nature, and hence the
source of nature’s formal unity, such an assertion is nonetheless correct and
is appropriate for the object,'”’ viz., experience. It is true that empirical
laws, as empirical, cannot in any way derive their origin from pure under-
standing, any more than the immense manifoldness of appearances can be
comprehended adequately from the pure form of sensible intuition. How-
ever, all empirical laws are only particular determinations of the pure laws
of understanding. Under these pure laws, and according to their standard,
are empirical laws possible in the first place, and do appearances take on
a law-governed form; just as all appearances as well, regardless of the va-
riety in their empirical form, must still always conform to the conditions
of the pure form of sensibility.

Hence pure understanding is, through'’® the categories, the law of the
synthetic unity of all appearances; and it thereby first and originally makes
experience possible in terms of its form. This, however, is all that we had
to accomplish in the transcendental deduction of the categories, viz.: to
make comprehensible this relation of understanding to sensibility, and by
means of sensibility to all objects of experience; and hence to make com-
prehensible the objective validity of understanding’s pure a priori con-
cepts, and thereby to ascertain their origin and truth.

SUMMARY PRESENTATION: THAT THIS
DEDUCTION OF THE PURE CATEGORIES OF
UNDERSTANDING IS CORRECT AND IS THE

ONLY ONE POSSIBLE'”

If the objects dealt with by our cognition were things in themselves, then
we could have no a priori concepts of them at all. For from where could
we get such concepts? If we got them from the object'®° (and I shall not
here inquire again how we could become acquainted with this object), then
our concepts would not be a priori ones but would be merely empirical. If

""[The object that this nature is.]
17804 ]

'75[See the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, Ak. IV, the n. at 474—76, where
Kant says that he will make improvements for the B Deduction.]

189[Objekt here and just below, Gegenstand above (in the plural) and again further below.)
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we got the concepts from ourselves, then [they would lack objective va-
lidity. For] what is merely in us cannot determine the character of an ob-
ject distinct from our presentations; i.e., such a [subjective] concept can be
no ground as to why there should be a thing having'8' something like what
we have in our thoughts, and why all this presentation should not rather
be empty. If, on the other hand, we are indeed dealing'®? with nothing but
appearances, then it is not only possible but also necessary that certain a
priori concepts should precede our empirical cognition of objects. For ap-
pearances, as such, amount to an object that is only in us, because a mere
modification of our sensibility is not to be met with outside us at all. Now
the very conception'®? that all these appearances (and hence all objects that
we can deal with) are one and all in me, i.e., are determinations of my iden-
tical self, conveys as necessary a thoroughgoing unity of them in one and
the same apperception. But the form of all cognition of objects (i.e., the
form whereby the manifold is thought as belonging to one object) likewise
consists in this unity of possible consciousness. Therefore the manner in
which the manifold of sensible presentation (intuition) belongs to one con-
sciousness precedes all cognition of the object, as the intellectual form of
that cognition, and itself amounts to a formal a priori cognition of all ob-
jects as such insofar as they are thought (the categories). The synthesis of
this [sensible intuition] by pure imagination, and the unity of all presen-
tations by reference to original apperception precede all empirical cogni-
tion. Hence pure concepts of understanding are a priori possible, and in
reference to experience even necessary, only because our cognition deals
with nothing but appearances. For the possibility of appearances lies in our-
selves, and their connection and unity (in the presentation of an object) is
to be met with merely in us. Hence this connection and unity must precede
all experience and must also make experience, in terms of its form, pos-
sible in the first place. And our deduction of the categories has indeed been
conducted on this basis—the one and only possible basis.

'81[As a property ]

82[The verb ‘to deal’ renders zu tun haben here, sich beschiiftigen a few lines below within
the parentheses, which have been added.]

183 vorstellung.)



Deduction of the Pure Concepts
of Understanding

Section 11
[Second Edition]*

Transcendental Deduction of the
Pure Concepts of Understanding

§15
ON THE POSSIBILITY OF A COMBINATION'®
AS SUCH

The [uncombined] manifold of presentations can be given in an intuition
that is merely sensible, i.e., nothing but receptivity;'®® and the form of this
intuition can lie a priori in our power'®” of presentation without being any-
thing but the way in which the subject is affected. But a manifold’s com-
bination (coniunctio) as such'®® can never come to us through the senses;
nor, therefore, can it already be part of what is contained'® in the pure

184/See H. W. Cassirer, op. cit. at A 21/B 35 br. n. 22, 63-105. See also J. N. Findlay, op. cit.
at A 21/B 35 br. n. 22, 151-57. Also H. 1. Paton, op. cit. at B 1 br. n. 152, vol. 1, 499-585.
Also H. J. Vleeschauwer, op. cit. at A 64/B 89 br. n. 96, vol. 3, 13—274. And see R. P. Wolff,
op. cit. at B 5 br. n. 159, 183-202. See also the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Sci-
ence, Ak. 1V, the note at 474—76, where Kant admits that because of criticism leveled against
the deduction provided in the first edition of the Critiqgue he has decided to write a new and
different deduction for the second edition. The A deduction has subsequently come to be called
by Kant scholars the *“subjective” and the B deduction the “‘objective” deduction.]

'85[0On (linking or) combination (Verbindung), assembly (Zusammensetzung), and connection
(Verkniipfung), see B 201 n. 30.]

'86[In contrast to an intellectual intuition. See B 72 incl. br. n. 183.]
lz”[-verma‘gen here, -kraft just below.]

'88( This reading best fits the title of the subsection. An alternative reading is: ‘the combina-
tion (coniunctio) of a manifold as such.’]

"8 zugleich mit enthalten.]
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form of sensible intuition. For this combination is an act of spontaneity by
the power of presentation; and this power must be called understanding, in
order to be distinguished from sensibility. Hence all combination is an act
of understanding—whether or not we become conscious of such combina-
tion; whether it is a combination of the manifold of intuition or of the mani-
fold of various concepts; and whether, in the case of intuition, it is a com-
bination of sensible or of nonsensible'®® intuition. I would assign to this
act of understanding the general name synthesis, in order to point out at
the same time: that we cannot present anything as combined in the object
without ourselves’ having combined it beforehand; and that, among all pre-
sentations, combination is the only one that cannot be given through ob-
jects, but—being an act of the subject’s self-activity—can be performed
only by the subject himself. We readily become aware here that this act of
synthesis must originally be a single act and must hold equally for all com-
bination; and that resolution or analysis, which seems to be its opposite,
yet always presupposes it. For where the understanding has not before-
hand combined anything, there it also cannot resolve anything, because only
through the understanding could the power of presentation have been given
something as combined.

But the concept of combination carries with it, besides the concept of
the manifold and of its synthesis, also the concept of the manifold’s unity.
Combination is presentation of the synthetic unity of the manifold.*** Hence

199 Mellin thinks this should be narrowed to read ‘empirical or nonempirical.’ Erdmann (edi-
tor’s notes, Ak. III, 587 n. 107), agrees with him on the grounds that (1) we are still within
the context of Kant's discussion of sensible intuition, and (2) the principle of the synthetic
unity of apperception is limited (according to B 138-39) to our (discursive) kind of under-
standing. However, as for (1), not only is the intuitive understanding with its intellectual in-
tuition about to be discussed explicitly in the next two subsections (as well as later), but even
in the present context Kant clearly alludes to it: by the charactenzation of our intuition as
‘merely sensible,” and even by the very general subsection heading. As for (2), what (by B
138-39) is limited to the human understanding cannot be synthesis (combination) as such.
For an intuitive understanding would through its self-consciousness give objects (B 139, 145).
i.e., would give a manifold as already synthesized. (Cf. the Critique of Judgment, Ak. V.
406-7.) What is limited to our understanding is merely the fact that for it this synthesis is
not already part of self-consciousness but is a special act (B 139) on which the identity of
self-consciousness is based (B 133-34).]

191We need not here consider whether the [manifold] presentations themselves are
identical, so that one can be thought analytically through the other: the conscious-
ness of the one presentation can nonetheless, insofar as we are talking about the
manifold, always be distinguished from the consciousness of the other presenta-
tion; and what matters here is solely the synthesis of this (possible) consciousness.
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the presentation of this unity cannot arise from the combination; rather, by
being added to the presentation of the manifold, it makes possible the con-
cept of combination in the first place. This unity, which thus precedes a
priori all concepts of combination, is by no means the category of unity
mentioned earlier (in § 10'®2). For all categories are based on logical func-
tions occurring in judgments; but in these functions combination, and hence
unity of given concepts, is already thought. Hence a category already pre-
supposes combination. We must therefore search for this unity (which is
qualitative unity; see § 12'°%) still higher up, viz., in what itself contains
the basis for the unity of different concepts in judgments, and hence con-
tains the basis for the possibility of understanding, even as used logically.

§16
ON THE ORIGINAL SYNTHETIC UNITY
OF APPERCEPTION"*

The I think must be capable of accompanying all my presentations. For
otherwise something would be presented to me that could not be thought
at all—which is equivalent to saying that the presentation either would be
impossible, or at least would be nothing to me. Presentation that can be
given prior to all thought is called intuition. Hence everything manifold in
intuition has a necessary reference to the I think in the same subject in
whom this manifold is found. But this presentation [i.e., the I think] is an
act of spontaneity; i.e., it cannot be regarded as belonging to sensibility. I
call it pure apperception, in order to distinguish it from empirical apper-
ception. Or, again, I call it original apperception; for it is the self-
consciousness which, because it produces the presentation / think that must
be capable of accompanying all other presentations|,] and [because it] is
one and the same'® in all consciousness, cannot be accompanied by any
further presentation. I also call the um'ty196 of this apperception the tran-
scendental unity of self-consciousness, in order to indicate that a priori cog-

'2[Specifically, A 80/B 106.]
193[Specifically, B 114.]

19"[See Walter Watson, op. cit at B xvi br. n. 71, 143.]

'%5[¢in und dasselbe, which grammatically can refer back only to ‘the self-consciousness,’

not to ‘the presentation / think.” Hence the bracketed insertions.]
m"[Emphasis added ]
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nition can be obtained from it. For the manifold presentations given in a cer-
tain intuition would not one and all be my presentations, if they did not one
and all belong to one self-consciousness. I.e., as my presentations (even if I
am not conscious of them as being mine'®’), they surely must conform nec-
essarily to the condition under which alone they can stand together in one
universal self-consciousness, since otherwise they would not thoroughly'®
belong to me. And from this original combination much can be inferred.

This same thoroughgoing'® identity of the apperception of a manifold
given in intuition contains a synthesis of presentations, and is possible only
through the consciousness of this synthesis. For the empirical conscious-
ness that accompanies different presentations is intrinsically®® sporadic and
without any reference to the subject’s identity. Hence this reference comes
about not through my merely accompanying each presentation with con-
sciousness, but through my adding one presentation to another and being
conscious of their synthesis. Hence only because I can combine a manifold
of given presentations in one consciousness, is it possible for me to present
the identity itself of the consciousness in these presentations.?®' le., the
analytic unity of apperception is possible only under the presupposition of
some synthetic unity of apperception.2’? The thought that these presenta-

97[Literally, ‘as such’: als solcher.]

198 durchgiingig.]

99 durchgiingig.]

20[an sich.]

20}[] e., across these presentations. I have extended the emphasis to include ‘selbst.’]

202The analytic unity of consciousness attaches to all concepts that are, and inas-
much as they are, common [to several presentations]. E.g., in thinking red as such,
I present a property that can be found (as a characteristic) in something or other,
or can be combined with other presentations; hence only by virtue of a possible
synthetic unity that I think beforehand can I present the analytic unity.* A presen-
tation that is to be thought as common to different presentations is regarded as be-
longing to presentations that, besides having it, also have something different about
them. Consequently it must beforehand be thought in synthetic unity with other pre-
sentations (even if only possible ones). Only then can I think in it the analytic unity
of consciousness that makes the presentation a conceptus communis. And thus the
synthetic unity of apperception is the highest point, to which we must attach all use
of the understanding, even the whole of logic, and in accordance with® it transcen-
dental philosophy; indeed, this power is the understanding itself.

*[See J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 142-45.]

®[Or ‘in terms of,’ or simply ‘after’: nach.]
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tions given in intuition belong one and all to me is, accordingly, tanta-
mount to the thought that I unite them, or at least can unite them, in one
self-consciousness. And although that thought itself is not yet the con-
sciousness of the synthesis of the presentations, it still presupposes the pos-
sibility of that synthesis. I.e., only because I can comprise the manifold of
the presentations in one consciousness, do I call them one and all my pre-
sentations. For otherwise I would have a self as many-colored and varied
as I have presentations that I am conscious of. Hence synthetic unity of the
manifold of intuitions, as given?? a priori, is the basis of the identity it-
self of apperception, which precedes a priori all my determinate thought.
But combination does not lie in objects, and can by no means be borrowed
from them by perception and thus be taken up only then into the under-
standing. It is, rather, solely something performed by the understanding;
and understanding itself is nothing more than the power to combine a priori
and to bring the manifold of given intuitions under the unity of
apperception—the principle of this unity being the supreme principle in all
of human cognition.

Now, it is true that this principle of the necessary unity of apperception
is itself merely an identical®® and hence an analytic proposition. Yet it does
declare as necessary a synthesis of the manifold given in an intuition, a
synthesis without which that thoroughgoing identity of self-consciousness
cannot be thought. For through the 7,2°° as simple presentation, nothing
manifold is given; only in intuition, which is distinct from this presenta-
tion, can a manifold be given, and only through combination can it be
thought in one consciousness. An understanding wherein through self- con-
sciousness alone everything manifold would at the same time®°® be given
would be an understanding that intuits.>°” Our understanding can only think,
and must seek intuition in the senses. I am, then, conscious of the self as
identical, as regards the manifold of the presentations given to me in an
intuition, because I call them one and all my presentations that make up
one presentation. That, however, is tantamount to saying that I am con-

203[Changed by Vaihinger to ‘produced.’]
204[1 ., based, for its truth, on identity.]
205[Emphasis added.]

206[ zugleich |

297[On intuitive understanding and its (intellectual) intuition, see above, B 72 incl. br. n. 183.]
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scious of a necessary a prior synthesis of them.?®® This synthesis is called
the original synthetic unity of apperception. All presentations given to me
are subject to this unity; but they must also be brought under it through a
synthesis.

§17
THE PRINCIPLE OF THE SYNTHETIC UNITY OF
APPERCEPTION IS THE SUPREME PRINCIPLE FOR
ALL USE OF THE UNDERSTANDING

The supreme principle for the possibility of all intuition in reference to sen-
sibility was, according to the Transcendental Aesthetic,?%° that everything
manifold in intuition is subject to the formal conditions of space and time.
The supreme principle for the possibility of all intuition in reference to un-
derstanding is that everything manifold in intuition is subject to conditions
of the original synthetic unity of apperception.2!? All manifold presenta-
tions of intuition are subject to the first principle insofar as they are given
to us. They are subject to the second principle insofar as they must be ca-
pable of being combined in one consciousness. For without that combina-
tion, nothing can be thought or cognized through such presentations, be-
cause the given presentations do then not have in common the act of
apperception, / think, and thus would not be collated?'! in one self-
consciousness.

208[Or: ‘that I am conscious a priori of a necessary synthesis of them.]
209[See A 38-9/B 55~6.]

210Space and time, and all their parts, are intuitions; hence they, with the manifold
that they contain, are singular presentations. (See the Transcendental Aesthetic).”
Hence space and time are not mere concepts, through which the very same con-
sciousness is encountered as contained in many presentations. They are, rather, [pre-
sentations through which] many presentations are encountered as contained in one
presentation and in the consciousness thereof, and hence [they are presentations]
encountered as composite; and consequently the unity of this consciousness is en-
countered as synthetic, but yet as original. This singularity of [intuition] is impor-
tant when applied [to specific contexts]. (See § 25.7)

“[Although Kant did not there use the term ‘singular,’ the reference seems to be to § 2,

numbers 3 and 4 (A 24-25/B 39), and § 4, numbers 4 and 5 (A 31-2/B 47).]

®[Below, B 157-59.]

211[1e., arranged and held together: zusammengefafit See above, B 114 br. n. 239.]
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Understanding—speaking generally?'2—is the power of cognitions.
Cognitions consist in detertninate reference of given presentations to an ob-
ject. And an objecr®'? is that in whose concept the manifold of a given in-
tuition is united. But all unification of presentations requires that there be
unity of consciousness in the synthesis of them. Consequently the refer-
ence of presentations to an object consists solely in this unity of conscious-
ness, and hence so does their objective validity and consequently their be-
coming cognisions. On this unity, consequently, rests the very possibility
of the understanding.

Hence the principle of the original synthetic unity of apperception is the
primary pure cognition of understanding, on which the entire remaining use
of the understanding is based; and this cognision is at the same time en-
tirely independent of all conditions of sensible intuition. Thus the mere form
of outer sensible intuition, i.e., space, is as yet no cognition at all; it pro-
vides only the manifold of a priori intuition for a possible cognition. Rather,
in order to cognize something or other—e.g., a line—in space, I must draw
it; and hence I must bring about synthetically a determinate combination
of the given manifold, so that the unity of this act?'* is at the same time
the unity of consciousness (in the concept of a line), and so that an object
(a determinate space) is thereby first cognized. The synthetic unity of con-
sciousness is, therefore, an objective condition of all cognition. Not only
do I myself need this condision in order to cognize an object, but every in-
tuition must be subject to it in order to become an object for me. For oth-
erwise, and without that synthesis, the manifold would not unite in one con-
sciousness.

Although this last proposition makes the synthetic unity [of conscious-
ness] a condition of all thought, it is—as I have said®' > —itself analytic.
For it says no more than that all my presentations in some given intuition
must be subject to the condition under which alone I can ascribe them—as
my presentations—to the idensical self, and hence under which alone I can
collate them, as combined synthetically in one appercepsion, through the
universal?'® expression I think.

212[allgemein.]

23[Objekt here, Gegenstand just below.]
2%[0Of synthesis.]

215(B 135.]

21‘s[allgemein.]
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On the other hand, this principle?!” is not one for every possible under-

standing as such, but is a principle only for that [kind of] understanding
through whose pure apperception, in the presentation / think, nothing mani-
fold whatever is yet given. An alternative [kind of] understanding would
be that understanding through whose self-consciousness the manifold of in-
tuition would at the same time be given—i.e., an understanding through
whose presentation the objects of this presentation would at the same time
exist.2'® Such an understanding would not require, for the unity of con-
sciousness, a special act of synthesis of the manifold. The human under-
standing, which merely thinks but does not intuit, does need that synthe-
sis. But still, for the human understanding the principle?'? is unavoidably
the first principle. And thus our understanding cannot even frame the slight-
est concept of a different possible understanding—whether of an under-
standing that itself would intuit; or of an understanding that would indeed
have lying at its basis a sensible intuition, yet one of a different kind from
that in space and time.

§18
WHAT OBIJECTIVE UNITY OF
SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS IS

The transcendental unity of apperception is the unity whereby everything
manifold given in an intuition is united in a%?° concept of the object. Hence
this unity is called objective, and must be distinguished from subjective
unity??! of consciousness, which is a determination of inner sense whereby
that manifold of intuition for such [objective] combination®?? is given em-
pirically. Whether I can be conscious empirically of the manifold as si-
multaneous or as sequential depends on circumstances or empirical con-
ditions. Hence empirical unity of consciousness, through association of

217[Here ‘principle’ translates Grundsatz, the subsequent ‘one’ renders Prinzip, See A vii br.
n. 7.]

218[This would be an intuitive understanding, and its intuition would be intellectual. See above,
B 72 incl. br. n. 183.]

219[0f the synthetic unity of apperception.]
220(Reading in einem for in einen (‘into a’).]
221{Emphasis on ‘unity’ deleted.]

222[ Verbindung.)
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presentations, itself concerns an appearance and is entirely contingent. On
the other hand, the pure form of intuition in time, merely as intuition as
such containing a given manifold, is subject to the original unity*** of con-
sciousness. It is subject to that unity solely through the necessary reference
of the manifold of intuition to the one??* [self], i.e., to the I think,?% and
hence through the understanding’s pure synthesis that lies a priori at the
basis of the empirical synthesis. Only the original unity of consciousness
is valid®?® objectively. The empirical unity of apperception, which we are
not examining here and which moreover is only derived from the original
unity under given conditions in concreto, has only subjective validity. One
person will link??? the presentation of a certain word with one thing, an-
other with some other thing; and the unity of consciousness in what is em-
pirical is not, as regards what is given, necessary and universally valid.?*®

§19
THE LOGICAL FORM OF ALL JUDGMENTS
CONSISTS IN THE OBJECTIVE UNITY OF
APPERCEPTION OF THE CONCEPTS
CONTAINED IN THEM

I have never been able to settle for the explication that logicians give of a
judgment as such. A judgment, they say, is the presentation of a relation
between two concepts. Now, I shall not here quarrel with them about one
respect in which this explication is defective (although this oversight has
given rise to many irksome consequences for logic): viz., that it fits at most
categorical judgments only, but not hypothetical and disjunctive ones (since
these contain a relation not of concepts but of further’?® judgments).2% I

Einheit.]

24 Einen.]

zzs[Emphasis on ‘I think’ added.]
26 jiltig.]

2 yerbinden.)

228[gelrend.]

29(selbst.)

#3The voluminous doctrine of the four syllogistic* figures concemns only categori-
cal syllogisms.” Now, this doctrine is nothing more than the art of surreptitiousl
yllog g P! y
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shall point out only that this explication of a judgment leaves undeter-
mined wherein this relation®" consists.

But suppose that I inquire more precisely into the [relation or] reference
of given cognitions in every judgment, and that I distinguish it, as belong-
ing to the understanding, from the relation in terms of laws of the repro-
ductive imagination (a relation that has only subjective validity). I then find
that a judgment is nothing but a way of bringing given cognitions to the
objective unity of apperception.?*? This is what the little relational word®*>
is in judgments intends [to indicate], in order to distinguish the objective
unity of given presentations from the subjective one. For this word indi-
cates the reference of the presentations to original apperception and its nec-
essary unity. The reference to this necessary unity is there even if the judg-
ment itself is empirical and hence contingent—e.g., Bodies are heavy. By
this I do not mean that these presentations belong necessarily to one an-
other in the empirical intuition. Rather, I mean that they belong to one an-
other by virtue of the necessary unity of apperception in the synthesis of
intuitions; i.e., they belong to one another according to principles of the
objective determination of all presentations insofar as these presentations
can become cognition—all of these principles®>* being derived from the
principle of the transcendental unity of apperception. Only through this [ref-
erence to original apperception and its necessary unity] does this relation

creating,” by concealing immediate inferences (consequentiae immediatae) among
the premises of a pure syllogism, the illusion that there are more kinds of inference
than that of the first figure. Stil], the doctrine would not on account of that illusion
alone have met with special fortune, had it not also succeeded in procuring for cat-
egorical judgments an exclusive reputation, viz. as judgments to which all others
must be capable of being referred®—which, however, is false by § 9.

[syllogistisch.]

®[Vernunftschliisse.)

“lerschleichen.]

9[As their basis.]

“(See also Kant’s The Mistaken Subtlety of the Four Syllogistic Figures (Die falsche

Spitzfindigkeit der vier syllogistischen Figuren) of 1762, Ak. 11, 45-61; and cf. the Logic.

Ak. IX, 125-28]

231(Between the concepts.]
232(See J. W. Ellington, essay cited at B xliii br. n. 149, 150-73.]

233 Verhdltniswirtchen, the diminutive of Verhdaltniswort, which usually means ‘preposition”
but is here being used more literally to fit Kant's context. The German term for ‘copula