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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION, 1781


	Human reason, in one sphere of its cognition, is called upon toconsider questions,which it cannot decline, as they are presentedby its own nature, but which it cannot answer, as they transcendevery faculty of the mind.


	It falls into this difficulty without any fault of its own. Itbegins with principles, which cannot be dispensed within the fieldof experience, and the truth and sufficiency of which are, at thesame time, insured by experience. With these principles it rises,in obedience to the laws of its own nature, to ever higher and moreremote conditions. But it quickly discovers that, in this way, itslabours must remain ever incomplete, because new questions nevercease to present themselves; and thus it finds itself compelled tohave recourse to principles which transcend the region ofexperience, while they are regarded by common sense withoutdistrust. It thus falls into confusion and contradictions, fromwhich it conjectures the presence of latent errors, which, however,it is unable to discover, because the principles it employs,transcending the limits of experience, cannot be tested by thatcriterion. The arena of these endless contests is calledMetaphysic.


	Time was, when she was the queen of all the sciences; and, if wetake the will for the deed, she certainly deserves, so far asregards the high importance of her object-matter, this title ofhonour. Now, it is the fashion of the time to heap contempt andscorn upon her; and the matron mourns, forlorn and forsaken, likeHecuba:


	Modo maxima rerum, Tot generis, natisquepotens... Nunc trahor exul,inops. —Ovid,Metamorphoses. xiii


	At first, her government, under the administration of thedogmatists, was an absolute despotism. But, as the legislativecontinued to show traces of the ancient barbaric rule, her empiregradually broke up, and intestine wars introduced the reign ofanarchy; while the sceptics, like nomadic tribes, who hate apermanent habitation and settled mode of living, attacked from timeto time those who had organized themselves into civil communities.But their number was, very happily, small; and thus they could notentirely put a stop to the exertions of those who persisted inraising new edifices, although on no settled or uniform plan. Inrecent times the hope dawned upon us of seeing those disputessettled, and the legitimacy of her claims established by a kind ofphysiology of the human understanding—that of the celebratedLocke. But it was found that—although it was affirmed thatthis so-called queen could not refer her descent to any highersource than that of common experience, a circumstance whichnecessarily brought suspicion on her claims—as this genealogywas incorrect, she persisted in the advancement of her claims tosovereignty. Thus metaphysics necessarily fell back into theantiquated and rotten constitution of dogmatism, and again becameobnoxious to the contempt from which efforts had been made to saveit. At present, as all methods, according to the generalpersuasion, have been tried in vain, there reigns nought butweariness and complete indifferentism—the mother of chaos andnight in the scientific world, but at the same time the source of,or at least theprelude to, the re-creation and reinstallation of ascience, when it has fallen into confusion, obscurity, and disusefrom ill directed effort.


	For it is in reality vain to profess indifference in regard tosuch inquiries, the object of which cannot be indifferent tohumanity. Besides, these pretended indifferentists, however muchthey may try to disguise themselves by the assumption of a popularstyle and by changes onthe language of the schools, unavoidablyfall into metaphysical declarations and propositions, which theyprofess to regard with so much contempt. At the same time, thisindifference, which has arisen in the world of science, and whichrelates to that kind of knowledge which we should wish to seedestroyed the last, is a phenomenon that well deserves ourattention and reflection. It is plainly not the effect of thelevity, but of the matured judgement* of the age, which refuses tobe any longer entertainedwith illusory knowledge, It is, in fact, acall to reason, again to undertake the most laborious of alltasks—that of self-examination, and to establish a tribunal,which may secure it in its well-grounded claims, while itpronounces against all baselessassumptions and pretensions, not inan arbitrary manner, but according to its own eternal andunchangeable laws. This tribunal is nothing less than the criticalinvestigation of pure reason.


	[*Footnote: We very often hear complaints of the shallowness ofthe present age, and of the decay of profound science. But I do notthink that those which rest upon a secure foundation, such asmathematics, physical science, etc., in the least deserve thisreproach, but that they rather maintain their ancient fame, andinthe latter case, indeed, far surpass it. The same would be the casewith the other kinds of cognition, if their principles were butfirmly established. In the absence of this security, indifference,doubt, and finally, severe criticism are rather signsof a profoundhabit of thought. Our age is the age of criticism, to whicheverything must be subjected. The sacredness of religion, and theauthority of legislation, are by many regarded as grounds ofexemption from the examination of this tribunal. But, if they onthey are exempted, they become the subjects of just suspicion, andcannot lay claim to sincere respect, which reason accords only tothat which has stood the test of a free and publicexamination.]


	I do not mean by this a criticism of books and systems, but acritical inquiry into the faculty of reason, with reference to thecognitions to which it strives to attain without the aid ofexperience; in other words, the solution of the question regardingthe possibility or impossibility of metaphysics,and thedetermination of the origin, as well as of the extent and limits ofthis science. All this must be done on the basis of principles.


	This path—the only one now remaining—has beenentered upon by me; and I flatter myself that I have, in this way,discovered the cause of—and consequently the mode ofremoving—all the errors which have hitherto set reason atvariance with itself, in the sphere of non-empirical thought. Ihave not returned an evasive answer to the questions of reason, byalleging the inability and limitation of the faculties of the mind;I have, on the contrary, examined them completely in the light ofprinciples, and, after having discovered the cause of the doubtsand contradictions into which reason fell, have solved them to itsperfect satisfaction. It is true, these questions have not beensolved as dogmatism, in its vain fancies and desires, had expected;for it can only be satisfied by the exercise of magical arts, andof these I have no knowledge. But neither do these come within thecompass of our mental powers; and it was the duty of philosophy todestroy the illusions which hadtheir origin in misconceptions,whatever darling hopes and valued expectations may be ruined by itsexplanations. My chief aim in this work has been thoroughness; andI make bold to say that there is not a single metaphysical problemthat does not find its solution, or at least the key to itssolution, here. Pure reason is a perfect unity; and therefore, ifthe principle presented by it prove to be insufficient for thesolution of even a single one of those questions to which the verynature of reason gives birth, we must reject it, as we could not beperfectly certain of its sufficiency in the case of the others.


	While I say this, I think I see upon the countenance of thereader signs of dissatisfaction mingled with contempt, when hehears declarations which sound so boastful and extravagant; and yetthey are beyond comparison more moderate than those advanced by thecommonest author of the commonest philosophical programme, in whichthe dogmatist professes to demonstrate the simple nature of thesoul, or the necessity of a primal being. Such a dogmatist promisesto extend human knowledge beyond the limits of possible experience;while I humbly confess that this is completely beyond my power.Instead of any such attempt, I confine myself to the examination ofreason alone and its pure thought; and I do not need to seek farfor the sum-total of its cognition, because it has its seat in myown mind. Besides, common logic presents me with a complete andsystematic catalogue of all the simple operations of reason; and itis my task to answer the question how far reason can go, withoutthe material presented and the aid furnished by experience.


	So much for the completeness and thoroughness necessary in theexecution of the present task. The aims set before us are notarbitrarily proposed, but are imposed upon us by the nature ofcognition itself.


	The above remarks relate to the matter of our critical inquiry.As regards the form, there are two indispensable conditions, whichany one who undertakes so difficult a task as that of a critique ofpure reason, is bound to fulfil. These conditions are certitude andclearness.


	As regards certitude, I have fully convinced myself that, inthis sphere of thought, opinion is perfectly inadmissible, and thateverything which bears the least semblance of an hypothesis must beexcluded, as of no value in such discussions. For it is a necessarycondition of every cognition that is tobe established upon a priorigrounds that it shall be held to be absolutely necessary; much moreis this the case with an attempt to determine all pure a prioricognition, and to furnish the standard—and consequently anexample—of all apodeictic (philosophical) certitude. WhetherI have succeeded in what I professed to do, it is for the reader todetermine; it is the author's business merely to adduce grounds andreasons, without determining what influence these ought to have onthe mind of his judges. But,lest anything he may have said maybecome the innocent cause of doubt in their minds, or tend toweaken the effect which his arguments might otherwiseproduce—he may be allowed to point out those passages whichmay occasion mistrust or difficulty, although these do not concernthe main purpose of the present work. He does this solely with theview of removing from the mind of the reader any doubts which mightaffect his judgement of the work as a whole, and in regard to itsultimate aim.


	I know no investigations more necessary for a full insight intothe nature of the faculty which we call understanding, and at thesame time for the determination of the rules and limits of its use,than those undertaken in the second chapter of the"TranscendentalAnalytic," under the title of "Deduction of the PureConceptions of the Understanding"; and they have also cost me byfar the greatest labour—labour which, I hope, will not remainuncompensated. The view there taken, which goes somewhat deeplyinto the subject, hastwo sides, The one relates to the objects ofthe pure understanding, and is intended to demonstrate and torender comprehensible the objective validity of its a prioriconceptions; and it forms for this reason an essential part of theCritique. The otherconsiders the pure understanding itself, itspossibility and its powers of cognition—that is, from asubjective point of view; and, although this exposition is of greatimportance, it does not belong essentially to the main purpose ofthe work, because thegrand question is what and how much can reasonand understanding, apart from experience, cognize, and not, how isthe faculty of thought itself possible? As the latter is an inquiryinto the cause of a given effect, and has thus in it some semblanceof anhypothesis (although, as I shall show on another occasion,this is really not the fact), it would seem that, in the presentinstance, I had allowed myself to enounce a mere opinion, and thatthe reader must therefore be at liberty to hold a differentopinion. But I beg to remind him that, if my subjective deductiondoes not produce in his mind the conviction of its certitude atwhich I aimed, the objective deduction, with which alone thepresent work is properly concerned, is in every respectsatisfactory.


	As regards clearness, the reader has a right to demand, in thefirst place, discursive or logical clearness, that is, on the basisof conceptions, and, secondly, intuitive or aesthetic clearness, bymeans of intuitions, that is, by examples or other modesofillustration in concreto. I have done what I could for the firstkind of intelligibility. This was essential to my purpose; and itthus became the accidental cause of my inability to do completejustice to the second requirement. I have been almost always at aloss, during the progress of this work, how to settle thisquestion. Examples and illustrations always appeared to menecessary, and, in the first sketch of the Critique, naturally fellinto their proper places. But I very soon became aware ofthemagnitude of my task, and the numerous problems with which Ishould be engaged; and, as I perceived that this criticalinvestigation would, even if delivered in the driest scholasticmanner, be far from being brief, I found it unadvisable to enlargeit still more with examples and explanations, which are necessaryonly from a popular point of view. I was induced to take thiscourse from the consideration also that the present work is notintended for popular use, that those devoted to science do notrequire such helps, although they are always acceptable, and thatthey would have materially interfered with my present purpose. AbbeTerrasson remarks with great justice that, if we estimate the sizeof a work, not from the number of its pages, but from the timewhich we require to make ourselves master of it, it may be said ofmany a book that it would be much shorter, if it were not so short.On the other hand, as regards the comprehensibility of a system ofspeculative cognition, connected under a single principle, we maysay with equal justice: many a book would have been much clearer,if it had not been intended to be so very clear. For explanationsand examples, and other helps to intelligibility, aid us in thecomprehension of parts, but they distract theattention, dissipatethe mental power of the reader, and stand in the way of his forminga clear conception of the whole; as he cannot attain soon enough toa survey of the system, and the colouring andembellishmentsbestowed upon it prevent his observingitsarticulation or organization—which is the most importantconsideration with him, when he comes to judge of its unity andstability.


	The reader must naturally have a strong inducement to co-operatewith the present author, if he has formed the intention of erectinga complete and solid edifice of metaphysical science, according tothe plan now laid before him. Metaphysics, as here represented, isthe only science which admits of completion—and with littlelabour, if it is united, in a short time; so that nothing will beleft to future generations except the task of illustrating andapplying it didactically. For this science is nothing more than theinventory of all that is given us by pure reason, systematicallyarranged. Nothing can escape our notice; for what reason producesfrom itself cannot lie concealed, but must be brought to the lightby reason itself, so soon as we have discovered the commonprinciple of the ideas we seek. The perfect unity of this kind ofcognitions, which are based upon pure conceptions, and uninfluencedby any empirical element, or any peculiar intuition leading todeterminate experience, renders this completeness not onlypracticable, but also necessary.


	Tecum habita, et noris quam sit tibi curtasupellex. —Persius.Satirae iv. 52.


	Such a system of pure speculative reason I hope to be able topublish under the title of Metaphysic of Nature*. The content ofthis work (which will not be half so long) will be very much richerthan that of the present Critique, which hasto discover the sourcesof this cognition and expose the conditions of its possibility, andat the same time to clear and level a fit foundation for thescientific edifice. In the present work, I look for the patienthearing and the impartiality of a judge; in the other, for thegood-will and assistance of a co-labourer. For, however completethe list of principles for this system may be in the Critique, thecorrectness of the system requires that no deduced conceptionsshould be absent. These cannot be presented a priori, but must begradually discovered; and, while the synthesis of conceptions hasbeen fully exhausted in the Critique, it is necessary that, in theproposed work, the same should be the case with their analysis. Butthis will be rather an amusement than a labour.


	[*Footnote: In contradistinction to the Metaphysicof Ethics. This work was neverpublished.]




PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION, 1787


	Whether the treatment of that portion of our knowledge whichlies within the province of pure reason advances with thatundeviating certainty which characterizes the progress of science,we shall be at no loss to determine. If we find those who areengaged in metaphysical pursuits, unable to come to anunderstanding as to the method which theyought to follow; if wefind them, after the most elaborate preparations, invariablybrought to a stand before the goal is reached, and compelled toretrace their steps and strike into fresh paths, we may then feelquite sure that they are far from having attained to the certaintyof scientific progress and may rather be said to be merely gropingabout in the dark. In these circumstances we shall render animportant service to reason if we succeed in simply indicating thepath along which it must travel, inorder to arrive at anyresults—even if it should be found necessary to abandon manyof those aims which, without reflection, have been proposed for itsattainment.


	That logic has advanced in this sure course, even from theearliest times, is apparent fromthe fact that, since Aristotle, ithas been unable to advance a step and, thus, to all appearance hasreached its completion. For, if some of the moderns have thought toenlarge its domain by introducing psychological discussions on themental faculties, such as imagination and wit, metaphysical,discussions on the origin of knowledge and the different kinds ofcertitude, according to the difference of the objects (idealism,scepticism, and so on), or anthropological discussions onprejudices, their causesand remedies: this attempt, on the part ofthese authors, only shows their ignorance of the peculiar nature oflogical science. We do not enlarge but disfigure the sciences whenwe lose sight of their respective limits and allow them to run intoone another. Now logic is enclosed within limits which admit ofperfectly clear definition; it is a science which has for itsobject nothing but the exposition and proof of the formal laws ofall thought, whether it be a priori or empirical, whatever be itsorigin or its object, and whatever the difficulties—naturalor accidental—which it encounters in the human mind.


	The early success of logic must be attributed exclusively to thenarrowness of its field, in which abstraction may, or rather must,be made of all theobjects of cognition with their characteristicdistinctions, and in which the understanding has only to deal withitself and with its own forms. It is, obviously, a much moredifficult task for reason to strike into the sure path of science,where it has to deal not simply with itself, but with objectsexternal to itself. Hence, logic is properly only apropaedeutic—forms, as it were, the vestibule of thesciences; and while it is necessary to enable us to form a correctjudgement with regard to the variousbranches of knowledge, stillthe acquisition of real, substantive knowledge is to be sought onlyin the sciences properly so called, that is, in the objectivesciences.


	Now these sciences, if they can be termed rational at all, mustcontain elements of apriori cognition, and this cognition may standin a twofold relation to its object. Either it may have todetermine the conception of the object—which must be suppliedextraneously, or it may have to establish its reality. The formeris theoretical, the latter practical, rational cognition. In both,the pure or a priori element must be treated first, and must becarefullydistinguished from that which is supplied from othersources. Any other method can only lead to irremediableconfusion.


	Mathematics and physics are the two theoretical sciences whichhave to determine their objects a priori. The former is purely apriori, the latter is partially so, but is also dependent on othersources of cognition.


	In the earliest times of which history affords us any record,mathematics had already entered on the sure course of science,among that wonderful nation, the Greeks. Still it is not to besupposed that it was as easy for this science to strike into, orrather to construct for itself, that royal road, as it wasforlogic, in which reason has only to deal with itself. On thecontrary, I believe that it must have remained long—chieflyamong the Egyptians—in the stage of blind groping after itstrue aims and destination, and that it was revolutionized by thehappy idea of one man, who struck out and determined for all timethe path which this science must follow, and which admits of anindefinite advancement. The history of this intellectualrevolution—much more important in its results than thediscovery of the passage round the celebrated Cape of GoodHope—and of its author, has not been preserved. But DiogenesLaertius, in naming the supposed discoverer of some of the simplestelements of geometrical demonstration—elements which,according to the ordinary opinion,do not even require to beproved—makes it apparent that the change introduced by thefirst indication of this new path, must have seemed of the utmostimportance to the mathematicians of that age, and it has thus beensecured against the chance of oblivion. A new light must haveflashed on the mind of the first man (Thales, or whatever may havebeen his name) who demonstrated the properties of the isoscelestriangle. For he found that it was not sufficient to meditate onthe figure, as it lay before his eyes, or the conception of it, asit existed in his mind, and thus endeavour to get at the knowledgeof its properties, but that it was necessary to produce theseproperties, as it were, by a positive a priori construction; andthat, in order to arrive with certainty at a priori cognition, hemust not attribute to the object any other properties than thosewhich necessarily followed from that which he had himself, inaccordance with his conception, placed in the object.


	A much longer period elapsed before physics entered on thehighway of science. For it is only about a century and a half sincethe wise Bacon gave a new direction to physical studies, orrather—as others were already on the righttrack—imparted fresh vigour to the pursuit of this newdirection.Here, too, as in the case of mathematics, we findevidence of a rapid intellectual revolution. In the remarks whichfollow I shall confine myself to the empirical side of naturalscience.


	When Galilei experimented with balls of a definite weight on theinclined plane, when Torricelli caused the air to sustain a weightwhich he had calculated beforehand to be equal to that of adefinite column of water, or when Stahl, at a later period,converted metals into lime, and reconverted lime into metal, by theaddition and subtraction of certain elements; [Footnote: I do nothere follow with exactness the history of the experimental method,of which, indeed, the first steps are involved in some obscurity.]a light broke upon all natural philosophers. They learned thatreason only perceives that which it produces after its own design;that it must not be content to follow, as it were, in theleading-strings of nature, but must proceed in advance withprinciples of judgement according to unvarying laws, andcompelnature to reply its questions. For accidental observations, madeaccording to no preconceived plan, cannot be united under anecessary law. But it is this that reason seeks for and requires.It is only the principles of reason which can give to concordantphenomena the validity of laws, and it is only when experiment isdirected by these rational principles that it can have any realutility. Reason must approach nature with the view, indeed, ofreceiving information from it, not, however, in the character ofapupil, who listens to all that his master chooses to tell him, butin that of a judge, who compels the witnesses to reply to thosequestions which he himself thinks fit to propose. To this singleidea must the revolution be ascribed, by which, after groping inthe dark for so many centuries, natural science was at lengthconducted into the path of certain progress.


	We come now to metaphysics, a purely speculative science, whichoccupies a completely isolated position and is entirely independentof the teachings of experience. It deals with mereconceptions—not, like mathematics, with conceptions appliedto intuition—and in it, reason is the pupil of itself alone.It is the oldest of the sciences, and would still survive, even ifall the rest were swallowed up in the abyss of an all-destroyingbarbarism. But it has not yet had the good fortune to attain to thesure scientific method. This will be apparent; if we apply thetests which we proposed at the outset. We find that reasonperpetually comes to a stand,when it attempts to gain a priori theperception even of those laws which the most common experienceconfirms. We find it compelled to retrace its steps in innumerableinstances, and to abandon the path on which it had entered, becausethis does not lead to the desired result. We find, too, that thosewho are engaged in metaphysical pursuits are far from being able toagree among themselves, but that, on the contrary, this scienceappears to furnish an arena specially adapted for the display ofskill or theexercise of strength in mock-contests—a field inwhich no combatant ever yet succeeded in gaining an inch of ground,in which, at least, no victory was ever yet crowned with permanentpossession.


	This leads us to inquire why it is that, in metaphysics, thesure path of science has not hitherto been found. Shall we supposethat it is impossible to discover it? Why then should nature havevisited our reason with restless aspirations after it, as if itwere one of our weightiest concerns? Nay, more, how little causeshould we have to place confidence in our reason, if it abandons usin a matter about which, most of all, we desire to know thetruth—and not only so, but even allures us to the pursuit ofvain phantoms, only to betray us in the end? Or, if the path hasonly hitherto been missed, what indications do we possess to guideus in a renewed investigation, and to enable us to hope for greatersuccess than has fallen to the lot of our predecessors?


	It appears to me that the examples of mathematics and naturalphilosophy, which, as we have seen, were brought into their presentcondition by a sudden revolution, are sufficiently remarkable tofix our attention on the essential circumstances of the changewhich has proved so advantageous to them, and to induce us to makethe experiment of imitating them, so far as the analogy which, asrational sciences, they bear to metaphysics may permit. It hashitherto been assumed that our cognition must conform to theobjects; but all attempts to ascertain anything about these objectsa priori, by means of conceptions, and thus to extend the range ofour knowledge, have been rendered abortive by this assumption. Letus then make the experiment whether we may not be more successfulinmetaphysics, if we assume that the objects must conform to ourcognition. This appears, at all events, to accord better with thepossibility of our gaining the end we have in view, that is to say,of arriving at the cognition of objects a priori, of determiningsomething with respect to these objects, before they are given tous. We here propose to do just what Copernicus did in attempting toexplain the celestial movements. When he found that he could makeno progress by assuming that all the heavenly bodies revolved roundthe spectator, he reversed the process, and tried the experiment ofassuming that the spectator revolved, while the stars remained atrest. We may make the same experiment with regard to the intuitionof objects. If the intuition must conform to the nature of theobjects, I do not see how we can know anything of them a priori.If, on the other hand, the object conforms to the nature of ourfaculty of intuition, I can then easily conceive the possibility ofsuch an a priori knowledge. Now as I cannot rest in the mereintuitions, but—if they are to become cognitions—mustrefer them, as representations, to something, as object, and mustdetermine the latter by means of the former, here again there aretwo courses open to me. Either, first, I may assume that theconceptions, by whichI effect this determination, conform to theobject—and in this case I am reduced to the same perplexityas before; or secondly, I may assume that the objects, or, which isthe same thing, that experience, in which alone as given objectsthey are cognized,conform to my conceptions—and then I am atno loss how to proceed. For experience itself is a mode ofcognition which requires understanding. Before objects, are givento me, that is, a priori, I must presuppose in myself laws of theunderstanding which are expressed in conceptions a priori. To theseconceptions, then, all the objects of experience must necessarilyconform. Now there are objects which reason thinks, and thatnecessarily, but which cannot be given in experience, or, at least,cannot be givenso as reason thinks them. The attempt to think theseobjects will hereafter furnish an excellent test of the new methodof thought which we have adopted, and which is based on theprinciple that we only cognize in things a priori that which weourselves place in them.*


	[*Footnote: This method, accordingly, which we haveborrowed from the natural philosopher,consists in seeking for the elements ofpure reason in that which admits ofconfirmation or refutation by experiment.Now the propositions of pure reason,especially when they transcend the limitsof possible experience, do not admit of ourmaking any experiment with their objects,as in natural science. Hence, with regardto those conceptions and principles whichwe assume a priori, our only course ill beto view them from two different sides. Wemust regard one and the same conception, onthe one hand, in relation to experience asan object of thesenses and of theunderstanding, on the other hand, inrelation to reason, isolated and transcendingthe limits of experience, as an object ofmere thought. Now if we find that, when weregard things from this double point ofview, theresult is in harmony with the principle ofpure reason, but that, when we regard themfrom a single point of view, reason isinvolved in self-contradiction, then the experiment will establish the correctness ofthis distinction.]


	This attempt succeeds as well as we could desire, and promisesto metaphysics, in its first part—that is, where it isoccupied with conceptions a priori, of which the correspondingobjects may be given in experience—the certain course ofscience. For by this newmethod we are enabled perfectly to explainthe possibility of a priori cognition, and, what is more, todemonstrate satisfactorily the laws which lie a priori at thefoundation of nature, as the sum of the objects ofexperience—neither of which was possible according to theprocedure hitherto followed. But from this deduction of the facultyof a priori cognition in the first part of metaphysics, we derive asurprising result, and one which, to all appearance, militatesagainst the great end of metaphysics,as treated in the second part.For we come to the conclusion that our faculty of cognition isunable to transcend the limits of possible experience; and yet thisis precisely the most essential object of this science. Theestimate of our rational cognition a priori at which we arrive isthat it has only to do with phenomena, and that things inthemselves, while possessing a real existence, lie beyond itssphere. Here we are enabled to put the justice of this estimate tothe test. For that which of necessity impels us to transcend thelimits of experience and of all phenomena is the unconditioned,which reason absolutely requires in things as they are inthemselves, in order to complete the series of conditions. Now, ifit appears that when, on the one hand,we assume that our cognitionconforms to its objects as things in themselves, the unconditionedcannot be thought without contradiction, and that when, on theother hand, we assume that our representation of things as they aregiven to us, does not conform to these things as they are inthemselves, but that these objects, as phenomena, conform to ourmode of representation, the contradiction disappears: we shall thenbe convinced of the truth of that which we began by assuming forthe sake of experiment; we may look upon it as established that theunconditioned does not lie in things as we know them, or as theyare given to us, but in things as they are in themselves, beyondthe range of our cognition.*


	[*Footnote: This experiment of pure reason has agreat similarity to that of the chemists,which they term the experiment ofreduction, or, more usually, the synthetic process. The analysis of the metaphysician separatespure cognition a priori into twoheterogeneous elements, viz., the cognitionof things as phenomena, and of things in themselves. Dialectic combines these again into harmonywith the necessary rational idea of theunconditioned, and finds that this harmonynever results except through the above distinction, which is, therefore, concluded to be just.]


	But, after we have thus denied the power of speculative reasonto make any progress in the sphere of the supersensible, it stillremains for our consideration whether data do not exist inpractical cognition which may enable us to determine thetranscendent conception of the unconditioned, to rise beyond thelimits of all possible experience from a practical point of view,and thus to satisfy the great ends of metaphysics. Speculativereason hasthus, atleast, made room for such an extension of ourknowledge: and, if it must leave this space vacant, still it doesnot rob us of the liberty to fill it up, if we can, by means ofpractical data—nay, it even challenges us to make theattempt.*


	[*Footnote: So the central laws of the movements ofthe heavenly bodies established the truthof that which Copernicus, first, assumedonly as a hypothesis, and, at the sametime, brought to light that invisible force(Newtonian attraction) which holdstheuniverse together. The latter would haveremained forever undiscovered, if Copernicushad not ventured on theexperiment—contrary to the senses but still just—of looking for the observed movements not inthe heavenly bodies, but inthe spectator.In this Preface I treat the newmetaphysical method as a hypothesis withthe view of rendering apparent the firstattempts at such a change of method, whichare always hypothetical. But in the Critique itself it will bedemonstrated, nothypothetically, but apodeictically, fromthe nature of our representations of spaceand time, and from the elementary conceptionsof the understanding.]


	This attempt to introduce a complete revolution in the procedureof metaphysics, after the example of the geometricians and naturalphilosophers, constitutes the aim of the Critique of PureSpeculative Reason. It is a treatise on the method to be followed,not a system of the science itself. But, at the same time, it marksout and defines both the external boundaries and the internalstructure of this science. For pure speculative reason has thispeculiarity, that, in choosing the various objects of thought, itis able to define the limits of its own faculties, and even to givea complete enumeration of the possible modes of proposing problemsto itself, and thus to sketch out the entire system of metaphysics.For, on the one hand, in cognition a priori, nothing must beattributed to the objects but what the thinking subject derivesfrom itself; and, on the other hand, reason is, in regard to theprinciples of cognition, a perfectly distinct, independent unity,in which, as in an organized body, every member exists for the sakeof the others, and all for the sake of each, so that no principlecan be viewed, with safety, in one relationship, unless it is, atthe same time, viewed in relation to the total use of pure reason.Hence, too, metaphysics has this singular advantage—anadvantage which falls to the lot of no other sciencewhich has to dowith objects—that, if once it is conducted into the sure pathof science, by means of this criticism, it can then take in thewhole sphere of its cognitions, and can thus complete its work, andleave it for the use of posterity, as a capital which can neverreceive fresh accessions. For metaphysics has to deal only withprinciples and with the limitations of its own employment asdetermined by these principles. To this perfection it is,therefore, bound, as the fundamental science, to attain, and to itthe maxim may justly be applied:


	Nil actum reputans, si quid superesset agendum.


	But, it will be asked, what kind of a treasure is this that wepropose to bequeath to posterity? What is the real value of thissystem of metaphysics, purified bycriticism, and thereby reduced toa permanent condition? A cursory view of the present work will leadtothe supposition that its use is merely negative, that it onlyserves to warn us against venturing, with speculative reason,beyond the limits of experience. This is, in fact, its primary use.But this, at once, assumes a positive value, when we observe thatthe principles with which speculative reason endeavours totranscend its limits lead inevitably, not to the extension, but tothe contraction of theuse of reason, inasmuch as they threaten toextend the limits of sensibility, which is their proper sphere,over the entire realm of thought and, thus, to supplant the pure(practical) use of reason. So far, then, as this criticism isoccupied in confining speculative reason within its proper bounds,it is only negative; but, inasmuch as it thereby, at the same time,removes an obstacle which impedes and even threatens to destroy theuse of practical reason, it possesses a positive and very importantvalue. In order to admit this, we have only to be convinced thatthere is an absolutely necessary use of pure reason—the moraluse—in which it inevitably transcends the limits ofsensibility, without the aid of speculation, requiring only to beinsured againstthe effects of a speculation which would involve itin contradiction with itself. To deny the positive advantage of theservice which this criticism renders us would be as absurd as tomaintain that the system of police is productive of no positivebenefit, since its main business is to prevent the violence whichcitizen has to apprehend from citizen, that so each may pursue hisvocation in peace and security. That space and time are only formsof sensible intuition, and hence are only conditions of theexistence of things as phenomena; that, moreover, we have noconceptions of the understanding, and, consequently, no elementsfor the cognition of things, except in so far as a correspondingintuition can be given to these conceptions; that, accordingly, wecan have no cognition of an object, as a thing in itself, but onlyas an object of sensible intuition, that is, asphenomenon—all this is proved in the analytical part of theCritique; and from this the limitation of all possible speculativecognition to the mere objects of experience, follows as a necessaryresult. At the same time, it must be carefully borne in mind that,while we surrender the power of cognizing, we still reserve thepower of thinking objects, as things in themselves.* For,otherwise, weshould require to affirm the existence of anappearance, without something that appears—which would beabsurd. Now let us suppose, for a moment, that we had notundertaken this criticism and, accordingly, had not drawn thenecessary distinction between things as objects of experience andthings as they are in themselves. The principle of causality, and,by consequence, the mechanism of nature as determined by causality,would then have absolute validity in relation to all things asefficient causes. I should then be unable to assert, with regard toone and the same being, e.g., the human soul, that its will isfree, and yet, at the same time, subject to natural necessity, thatis, not free, without falling into a palpable contradiction, for inboth propositions I should take the soul in the same signification,as a thing in general, as a thing in itself—as, withoutprevious criticism, I could not but take it. Suppose now, on theother hand, that we have undertaken this criticism, and have learntthat an object may be taken in two senses, first, as a phenomenon,secondly, as a thing in itself; and that, according to thededuction of the conceptions of the understanding, the principle ofcausality has reference only to things in the first sense. We thensee howit does not involve any contradiction to assert, on the onehand, that the will, in the phenomenal sphere—in visibleaction—is necessarily obedient to the law of nature, and, inso far, not free; and, on the other hand, that, as belonging to athing in itself, it is not subject to that law, and, accordingly,is free. Now, it is true that Icannot, by means of speculativereason, and still less by empirical observation, cognize my soul asa thing in itself and consequently, cannot cognize liberty as theproperty of a being to which I ascribe effects in the world ofsense. For, to do so, I must cognize this being as existing, andyet not in time, which—since I cannot support my conceptionby any intuition—is impossible. At the same time, while Icannot cognize, I can quite well think freedom, that is to say, myrepresentation of it involves at least no contradiction, if we bearin mind the critical distinction of the two modes of representation(the sensible and the intellectual) and the consequent limitationof the conceptions of the pure understanding and of the principleswhich flow from them. Suppose now that morality necessarilypresupposed liberty, in the strictest sense, as a property of ourwill; suppose that reason contained certain practical,originalprinciples a priori, which were absolutely impossiblewithout this presupposition; and suppose, at the same time, thatspeculative reason had proved that liberty was incapable of beingthought at all. It would then follow that the moral presuppositionmustgive way to the speculative affirmation, the opposite of whichinvolves an obvious contradiction, and that liberty and, with it,morality must yield to the mechanism of nature; for the negation ofmorality involves no contradiction, except on the presupposition ofliberty. Now morality does not require the speculative cognition ofliberty; it is enough that I can think it, that its conceptioninvolves no contradiction, that it does not interfere with themechanism of nature. But even this requirement we could notsatisfy, if we had not learnt the twofold sense in which things maybe taken; and it is only in this way that the doctrine of moralityand the doctrine of nature are confined within their proper limits.For this result, then, we are indebted to a criticism which warnsus of our unavoidable ignorance with regard to things inthemselves, and establishes the necessary limitation of ourtheoretical cognition to mere phenomena.


	[*Footnote: In order to cognize an object, I must be ableto prove its possibility, either from itsreality as attested by experience, or apriori, by means of reason. But I can thinkwhat I please, provided only I do notcontradict myself; that is, provided myconception is a possible thought, though Imay be unable to answer for the existence of a corresponding object in the sum of possibilities.But something more is required before I canattribute to such a conception objectivevalidity, that is realpossibility—the other possibilitybeing merely logical. We are not, however, confined to theoretical sources of cognition for themeans of satisfying this additionalrequirement, but may derive them frompractical sources.]


	The positive value of the criticalprinciples of pure reason inrelation to the conception of God and of the simple nature of thesoul, admits of a similar exemplification; but on this point Ishall not dwell. I cannot even make the assumption—as thepractical interests of morality require—of God, freedom, andimmortality, if I do not deprive speculative reason of itspretensions to transcendent insight. For to arrive at these, itmust make use of principles which, in fact, extend only to theobjects of possible experience, and which cannotbe applied toobjects beyond this sphere without converting them intophenomena,and thus rendering the practical extension of pure reasonimpossible. I must, therefore, abolish knowledge, to make room forbelief. The dogmatism of metaphysics, that is, thepresumption thatit is possible to advance in metaphysics without previouscriticism, is the true source of the unbelief (always dogmatic)which militates against morality.


	Thus, while it may be no very difficult task to bequeath alegacy to posterity, inthe shape of a system of metaphysicsconstructed in accordance with the Critique of Pure Reason, stillthe value of such a bequest is not to be depreciated. It willrender an important service to reason, by substituting thecertainty of scientific methodfor that random groping after resultswithout the guidance of principles, which has hithertocharacterized the pursuit of metaphysical studies. It will renderan important service to the inquiring mind of youth, by leading thestudent to apply his powers to the cultivation of genuine science,instead of wasting them, as at present, on speculations which cannever lead to any result, or on the idle attempt to invent newideas and opinions. But, above all, it will confer an inestimablebenefit on morality andreligion, by showing that all the objectionsurged against them may be silenced for ever by the Socratic method,that is to say, by proving the ignorance of the objector. For, asthe world has never been, and, no doubt, never will be without asystem of metaphysics of one kind or another, it is the highest andweightiest concern of philosophy to render it powerless for harm,by closing up the sources of error.


	This important change in the field of the sciences, this loss ofits fancied possessions, to which speculative reason must submit,does not prove in any way detrimental to the general interests ofhumanity. The advantages which the world has derived from theteachings of pure reason are not at all impaired. The loss falls,in its whole extent, on themonopoly of the schools, but does not inthe slightest degree touch the interests of mankind. I appeal tothe most obstinate dogmatist, whether the proof of the continuedexistence of the soul after death, derived from the simplicity ofits substance; of the freedom of the will in opposition to thegeneral mechanism of nature, drawn from the subtle but impotentdistinction of subjective and objective practical necessity; or ofthe existence of God, deduced from the conception of an ensrealissimum—the contingency of the changeable, and thenecessity of a prime mover, has ever been able to pass beyond thelimits of the schools, to penetrate the public mind, or to exercisethe slightest influence on its convictions. It must be admittedthat this has not been the case and that, owing to the unfitness ofthe common understanding for such subtle speculations, it can neverbe expected to take place. On the contrary, it is plain that thehope of a future life arises from the feeling, which exists in thebreast of every man, that the temporal is inadequate to meet andsatisfy the demands of his nature. In like manner, it cannot bedoubted that the clear exhibition of duties in opposition to allthe claims of inclination, gives rise to the consciousness offreedom, andthat the glorious order, beauty, and providential care,everywhere displayed in nature, give rise to the belief in a wiseand great Author of the Universe. Such is the genesis of thesegeneral convictions of mankind, so far as they depend on rationalgrounds; and this public property not only remains undisturbed, butis even raised to greater importance, by the doctrine that theschools have no right to arrogate to themselves a more profoundinsight into a matter of general human concernment than that towhich the great mass of men, ever held by us in the highestestimation, can without difficulty attain, and that the schoolsshould, therefore, confine themselves to theelaboration of theseuniversally comprehensible and, from a moral point of view, amplysatisfactory proofs. The change, therefore, affects only thearrogant pretensions of the schools, which would gladly retain, intheir own exclusive possession, the key to the truths which theyimpart to the public.


	Quod mecum nescit, solus vult scire videri.


	At the same time it does not deprive the speculative philosopherof his just title to be the sole depositor of a science whichbenefits the public without its knowledge—I mean, theCritique of Pure Reason. This can never become popular and, indeed,has no occasion to be so; for finespun arguments in favour ofuseful truths make just as little impression on the public mind asthe equally subtle objections brought against these truths. On theother hand, since both inevitably force themselves on every man whorises to the height of speculation, it becomes the manifest duty ofthe schools to enter upon a thorough investigation of the rights ofspeculative reason and, thus, to prevent the scandal whichmetaphysical controversies are sure, sooner or later, to cause evento the masses. It is only by criticism that metaphysicians (and, assuch, theologians too) can be saved from these controversies andfrom the consequent perversion of their doctrines. Criticism alonecan strike a blow at the root of materialism,fatalism, atheism,free-thinking, fanaticism, and superstition, which are universallyinjurious—as well as of idealism and scepticism, which aredangerous to the schools, but can scarcely pass over to the public.If governments think proper to interfere with the affairs of thelearned, it would be more consistent with a wise regard for theinterests of science, as well as for those of society, to favour acriticism of this kind, by which alone the labours of reason can beestablished on a firm basis, than to support the ridiculousdespotism of the schools, which raise a loud cry of danger to thepublic over the destruction of cobwebs, of which the public hasnever taken any notice, and the loss of which, therefore, it cannever feel.


	This critical science isnot opposed to the dogmatic procedure ofreason in pure cognition; for pure cognition must always bedogmatic, that is, must rest on strict demonstration from sureprinciples a priori—but to dogmatism, that is, to thepresumption that it is possible to make any progress with a purecognition, derived from (philosophical) conceptions, according tothe principles which reason has long been in the habit ofemploying—without first inquiring in what way and by whatright reason has come into the possession of these principles.Dogmatism is thus the dogmatic procedure of pure reason withoutprevious criticism of its own powers, and in opposing thisprocedure, we must not be supposed to lend any countenance to thatloquacious shallowness which arrogates to itselfthe name ofpopularity, nor yet to scepticism, which makes short work with thewhole science of metaphysics. On the contrary, our criticism is thenecessary preparation for a thoroughly scientific system ofmetaphysics which must perform its task entirelya priori, to thecomplete satisfaction of speculative reason, and must, therefore,be treated, not popularly, but scholastically. In carrying out theplan which the Critique prescribes, that is, in the future systemof metaphysics, we must have recourse tothe strict method of thecelebrated Wolf, the greatest of all dogmatic philosophers. He wasthe first to point out the necessity of establishing fixedprinciples, of clearly defining our conceptions, and of subjectingour demonstrations to the most severescrutiny, instead of rashlyjumping at conclusions. The example which he set served to awakenthat spirit of profoundand thorough investigation which is not yetextinct in Germany. He would have been peculiarly well fitted togive a truly scientific character to metaphysical studies, had itoccurred to him to prepare the field by a criticism of the organum,that is, of pure reason itself. That he failed to perceive thenecessity of such a procedure must be ascribed to the dogmatic modeof thought which characterized his age, and on this point thephilosophers of his time, as well as of all previous times, havenothing to reproach each other with. Those who reject at once themethod of Wolf, and of the Critique of Pure Reason, can have noother aim but to shake off the fetters of science, to change labourinto sport, certainty into opinion, and philosophy intophilodoxy.


	In this second edition, I have endeavoured, as far as possible,to remove the difficulties and obscurity which, without fault ofmine perhaps, have given rise to many misconceptions even amongacute thinkers. In the propositions themselves, and in thedemonstrations by which they are supported, as well as in the formand the entire plan of the work, I have found nothing to alter;which must be attributed partly to the long examination to which Ihad subjected the whole before offering it to the public and partlyto the nature of the case. For pure speculative reason is anorganic structure in which there is nothing isolated orindependent, butevery Single part is essential to all the rest; andhence, the slightest imperfection, whether defect or positiveerror, could not fail to betray itself in use. I venture, further,to hope, that this system will maintain the same unalterablecharacter forthe future. I am led to entertain this confidence, notby vanity, but by the evidence which the equality of the resultaffords, when we proceed, first, from the simplest elements up tothe complete whole of pure reason and, and then, backwards from thewhole to each part. We find that the attempt to make the slightestalteration, in any part, leads inevitably to contradictions, notmerely in this system, but in human reason itself. At the sametime, there is still much room for improvement in the exposition ofthe doctrines contained in this work. In the present edition, Ihave endeavoured to remove misapprehensions of the aestheticalpart, especially with regard to the conception of time; to clearaway the obscurity which has been found in the deduction oftheconceptions of the understanding; to supply the supposed want ofsufficient evidence in the demonstration of the principles of thepure understanding; and, lastly, to obviate the misunderstanding ofthe paralogisms which immediately precede the rational psychology.Beyond this point—the end of the second main division of the"Transcendental Dialectic"—I have not extended myalterations,* partly from want of time, and partly because I am notaware that any portion of the remainder has given rise tomisconceptions among intelligent and impartial critics, whom I donot here mention with that praise which is their due, but who willfind that their suggestions have been attended to in the workitself.


	[*Footnote: The only addition, properly so called—andthat only in the method ofproof—which I have made in the present edition, consists of a new refutationof psychological idealism, and a strictdemonstration—the only one possible,as I believe—of the objective realityof external intuition. However harmlessidealism may be considered—althoughin reality it is not so—in regard to the essential ends of metaphysics, it must still remaina scandal to philosophy and to the generalhuman reason to be obliged to assume, as anarticle of mere belief, the existence ofthings external to ourselves (from which,yet, we derive the whole material ofcognition for the internal sense), and notto be able to oppose a satisfactory proofto any one who may call itin question. Asthere is some obscurity of expression inthe demonstration as it stands in the text,I propose to alter the passage in questionas follows: "But this permanent cannot bean intuition in me. For all the determininggrounds of my existence which can be foundin me are representations and, as such, dothemselves require a permanent, distinctfrom them, which may determine my existencein relation to their changes, that is, my existence in time, wherein they change." It may,probably, be urged in opposition to thisproof that, after all, I am only consciousimmediately of that which is in me, thatis, of my representation of externalthings, and that, consequently, it mustalways remainuncertain whether anythingcorresponding to this representation does ordoes not exist externally to me. But I amconscious, through internal experience, ofmy existence in time (consequently, also,of the determinability of the former in thelatter), and that is more than the simpleconsciousness of my representation. It is,in fact, the same as the empirical consciousness of my existence, which can only bedetermined in relation to something, which,while connected with my existence, isexternal to me. This consciousness of my existence in time is, therefore, identical withthe consciousness of a relation tosomething external to me, and it is,therefore, experience, not fiction, sense,not imagination, which inseparably connectsthe external with my internal sense. Forthe external sense is, in itself, the relation of intuition to something real, external to me;and the reality ofthis something, asopposed to the mere imagination of it,rests solely on its inseparable connectionwith internal experience as the condition ofits possibility. If with the intellectualconsciousness of my existence, in therepresentation: I am, which accompanies allmy judgements, and all the operations of my understanding, I could, at the same time, connecta determination of my existence byintellectual intuition, then theconsciousness of a relation to somethingexternal to me would not be necessary. Butthe internal intuition in which alone myexistence can be determined, thoughpreceded by that purely intellectualconsciousness, is itself sensible andattached to the condition of time. Hencethis determination of my existence, andconsequently my internal experience itself,must depend on something permanent which isnot in me, which can be, therefore, only insomething external to me, to which I mustlook upon myself asbeing related. Thus thereality of the external sense is necessarily connected with that of the internal, in orderto the possibility of experience ingeneral; that is, I am just as certainlyconscious that there are things externaltome related to my sense as I am that Imyself exist as determined in time. But inorder to ascertain to what given intuitionsobjects, external me, really correspond, inother words, what intuitions belong to theexternal sense and not to imagination, Imust have recourse, in every particular case, to those rules according to which experiencein general (even internal experience) isdistinguished from imagination, and whichare always based on the proposition thatthere really is an external experience. We may addthe remark that the representation ofsomething permanent in existence, is notthe same thing as the permanent representation; for a representation may be veryvariable and changing—asall ourrepresentations, even that of matter,are—and yet refer to something permanent,which must, therefore, be distinct from allmy representations and external to me, theexistence of which is necessarily includedin the determination of my own existence, andwith it constitutes one experience—anexperience which would not even be possibleinternally, if it were not also at the same time, in part, external. To the question How? we are nomore able to reply, than we are, ingeneral, to think the stationary in time,the coexistence of which with the variable,produces the conception of change.]


	In attempting to render the exposition of my views asintelligible as possible, I have been compelled to leave out orabridge various passages which were not essential to thecompleteness of the work, but which many readers might consideruseful in other respects, and might be unwilling to miss. Thistrifling loss, which could not be avoidedwithoutswelling the bookbeyond due limits, may be supplied, at the pleasure of the reader,by a comparison with the first edition, and will, I hope, be morethan compensated for by the greater clearness of the exposition asit now stands.


	I have observed, with pleasure and thankfulness, in the pages ofvarious reviews and treatises, that the spirit of profound andthorough investigation is not extinct in Germany, though it mayhave been overborne and silenced for a time by the fashionable toneof a licence in thinking, which gives itself the airs of genius,and that the difficulties which beset the paths of criticism havenot prevented energetic and acute thinkers from making themselvesmasters of the science of pure reason to which these pathsconduct—a science which is not popular, but scholastic in itscharacter, and which alone can hope for a lasting existence orpossess an abiding value. To these deserving men, who so happilycombine profundity of view with a talent for lucidexposition—a talent whichI myself am not conscious ofpossessing—I leave the task of removing any obscurity whichmay still adhere to the statement of my doctrines. For, in thiscase, the danger is not that of being refuted, but of beingmisunderstood. For my own part, I must henceforward abstain fromcontroversy, although I shall carefully attend to all suggestions,whether from friends or adversaries, which may be of use in thefuture elaboration of the system of this propaedeutic. As, duringthese labours, I have advanced prettyfar in years this month Ireach my sixty-fourth year—it will be necessary for me toeconomize time, if I am to carry out my plan of elaborating themetaphysics of nature as well as of morals, in confirmation of thecorrectness of the principles established in this Critique of PureReason, both speculative and practical; and I must, therefore,leave the task of clearing up the obscurities of the presentwork—inevitable, perhaps, at the outset—as well as, thedefence of the whole, to those deserving men, whohave made mysystem their own. A philosophical system cannot come forward armedat all points like a mathematical treatise, and hence it may bequite possible to take objection to particular passages, while theorganic structure of the system, consideredas a unity, has nodanger to apprehend. But few possess the ability, and still fewerthe inclination, to take a comprehensive view of a new system. Byconfining the view to particular passages, taking these out oftheir connection and comparing them with one another, it is easy topick out apparent contradictions, especially in a work written withany freedom of style. These contradictions place the work in anunfavourable light in the eyes of those who rely on the judgementof others, but are easily reconciled by those who have mastered theidea of the whole. If a theory possesses stability in itself, theaction and reaction which seemed at first to threaten its existenceserve only, in the course of time, to smooth down any superficialroughness or inequality, and—if men of insight, impartiality,and truly popular gifts, turn their attention to it—to secureto it, in a short time, the requisite elegance also.


	Konigsberg, April 1787.




INTRODUCTION


	I. Of the difference between Pure and Empirical Knowledge


	That all our knowledge begins with experience there can be nodoubt. For how is it possible that the faculty of cognition shouldbe awakened into exercise otherwise than by means of objects whichaffect our senses, and partly of themselves producerepresentations, partly rouse our powers of understanding intoactivity, to compare to connect, or to separate these, and so toconvert the raw material of our sensuous impressions into aknowledge of objects, which is called experience? In respect oftime, therefore, no knowledge of ours is antecedent to experience,but begins with it.


	But, though all our knowledge begins with experience, it by nomeans follows that all arises out of experience. For, on thecontrary, it is quite possible that our empirical knowledge is acompound of that which we receive through impressions, and thatwhich the faculty of cognition supplies from itself (sensuousimpressions giving merely the occasion), an addition which wecannot distinguish from the original element given by sense, tilllong practice has made us attentive to, and skilful in separatingit. It is, therefore, a question which requires closeinvestigation, and not to be answered at first sight, whether thereexists a knowledge altogether independent of experience, and evenof all sensuous impressions? Knowledge of this kind is called apriori, in contradistinction to empirical knowledge, which has itssources a posteriori, that is, in experience.


	But the expression, "a priori," is not as yet definite enoughadequately to indicate the whole meaning of the question abovestarted. For, in speaking of knowledge which has its sources inexperience, we are wont to say, that this or that may be known apriori, because we do not derive this knowledge immediately fromexperience, but from a general rule, which, however, we have itselfborrowed from experience. Thus, if a man undermined his house, wesay, "he might know a priori that it would have fallen;" that is,he needed not to have waited for the experience that it didactually fall. But still, a priori, he could not know even thismuch. For, that bodies are heavy, and, consequently, that they fallwhen their supports are taken away, must have been known to himpreviously, by means of experience.


	By the term "knowledge a priori," therefore, we shall in thesequel understand, not such as is independent of this or that kindof experience, but such as is absolutely so of all experience.Opposed to this is empirical knowledge, or that which is possibleonly a posteriori, that is,through experience. Knowledge a prioriis either pure or impure. Pure knowledge a priori is that withwhich no empirical element is mixed up. For example, theproposition, "Every change has a cause," is a proposition a priori,but impure, because change is a conception which can only bederived from experience.


	II. The Human Intellect, even in an Unphilosophical State, is inPossession of Certain Cognitions "a priori".


	The question now is as to a criterion, by which we may securelydistinguish a pure froman empirical cognition. Experience no doubtteaches us that this or that object isconstituted in such and sucha manner, but not that it could not possibly exist otherwise. Now,in the first place, if we have a proposition which contains theidea of necessity in its very conception, it is priori. If,moreover, it is not derived from any other proposition, unless fromone equally involving the idea of necessity, it is absolutelypriori. Secondly, an empirical judgement never exhibits strict andabsolute, but only assumed and comparative universality (byinduction); therefore, the most we can say is—so far as wehave hitherto observed, there is no exception to this or that rule.If, on the other hand, a judgement carries with it strict andabsolute universality, that is, admits of no possible exception, itis not derived from experience, but is valid absolutely apriori.


	Empirical universality is, therefore, only an arbitraryextension of validity, from that which may be predicated of aproposition valid in most cases, to that which is asserted of aproposition which holds good in all; as, for example, in theaffirmation, "All bodies are heavy." When, on the contrary, strictuniversality characterizes a judgement, it necessarily indicatesanother peculiar source of knowledge, namely, a faculty ofcognition a priori. Necessity and strict universality, therefore,are infallible tests for distinguishing pure from empiricalknowledge, and are inseparably connected with each other. But as inthe use of these criteriathe empirical limitation is sometimes moreeasily detected than the contingency of the judgement, or theunlimited universality which we attach to a judgement is often amore convincing proof than its necessity, it may be advisable touse the criteria separately, each being by itself infallible.


	Now, that in the sphere of human cognition we have judgementswhich are necessary, and in the strictest sense universal,consequently pure a priori, it will be an easy matter to show. Ifwe desire an example from the sciences, we need only take anyproposition in mathematics. If we cast our eyes upon the commonestoperations of the understanding, the proposition, "Every changemust have a cause," will amply serve our purpose. In the lattercase, indeed, the conception of a cause so plainly involves theconception of a necessity of connection with an effect, and of astrict universality of the law, that the very notion of a causewould entirely disappear, were we to derive it, like Hume, from afrequent association ofwhat happens with that which precedes; andthe habit thence originating of connectingrepresentations—the necessity inherent in the judgement beingtherefore merely subjective. Besides, without seeking for suchexamples of principles existing a priori incognition, we mighteasily show that such principles are the indispensable basis of thepossibility of experience itself, and consequently prove theirexistence a priori. For whence could our experience itself acquirecertainty, if all the rules on which it depends were themselvesempirical, and consequently fortuitous? No one, therefore, canadmit the validity of the use of such rules as first principles.But, for the present, we may content ourselves with havingestablished the fact, that we do possess and exercise a faculty ofpure a priori cognition; and, secondly, with having pointed out theproper tests of such cognition, namely, universality andnecessity.


	Not only in judgements, however, but even in conceptions, is ana priori origin manifest. For example, if we take away by degreesfrom our conceptions of a body all that can be referred to meresensuous experience—colour, hardness or softness, weight,even impenetrability—the body will then vanish; but the spacewhich it occupied still remains, and this it is utterly impossibleto annihilate in thought. Again, if we take away, in likemanner,from our empirical conception of any object, corporeal orincorporeal, all properties which mere experience has taught us toconnect with it, still we cannot think away those through which wecogitate it as substance, or adhering to substance, although ourconception of substance is more determined than that of an object.Compelled, therefore, by that necessity with which the conceptionof substance forces itselfupon us, we must confess that it has itsseat in our faculty of cognition a priori.


	III. Philosophy stands in need of a Science which shallDetermine the Possibility, Principles, and Extent of HumanKnowledge "a priori"


	Of far more importance than all thathas been above said, is theconsideration that certain of our cognitions rise completely abovethe sphere of all possible experience, and by means of conceptions,to which there exists in the whole extent of experience nocorresponding object, seem to extend the range of our judgementsbeyond its bounds. And just in this transcendental or supersensiblesphere, where experience affords us neither instruction norguidance, lie the investigations of reason, which, on account oftheir importance, we consider far preferable to, and as having afar more elevated aim than, all that the understanding can achievewithin the sphere of sensuous phenomena. So high a value do we setupon these investigations, that even at the risk of error, wepersist in following themout, and permit neither doubt nordisregard nor indifference to restrain us from the pursuit. Theseunavoidable problems of mere pure reason are God, freedom (ofwill), and immortality. The science which, with all itspreliminaries, has for its especial object the solution of theseproblems is named metaphysics—a science which is at the veryoutset dogmatical, that is, it confidently takes upon itself theexecution of this task without any previous investigation of theability or inability of reason for such an undertaking.


	Now the safe ground of experience being thus abandoned, it seemsnevertheless natural that we should hesitate to erect a buildingwith the cognitions we possess, without knowing whence they come,and on the strength of principles, the origin of which isundiscovered. Instead of thus trying to build without a foundation,it is rather to be expected that we should long ago have put thequestion, how the understanding can arrive at these a prioricognitions, and what is the extent, validity,and worth which theymay possess? We say, "This is natural enough," meaning by the wordnatural, that which is consistent with a just and reasonable way ofthinking; but if we understand by the term, that which usuallyhappens, nothing indeed could be morenatural and morecomprehensible than that this investigation should be left longunattempted. For one part of our pure knowledge, the science ofmathematics, has been long firmly established, and thus leads us toform flattering expectations with regard to others, though thesemay be of quite a different nature. Besides, when we get beyond thebounds of experience, we are of course safe from opposition in thatquarter; and the charm of widening the range of our knowledge is sogreat that, unless we are brought to a standstill by some evidentcontradiction, we hurry on undoubtingly in our course. This,however, may be avoided, if we are sufficiently cautious in theconstruction of our fictions, which are not the less fictions onthat account.


	Mathematical science affords us a brilliant example, how far,independently of all experience, we may carry our a prioriknowledge. It is true that the mathematician occupies himself withobjects and cognitions only in so far as they can be representedbymeans of intuition. But this circumstance is easily overlooked,because the said intuition can itself be given a priori, andtherefore is hardly to be distinguished from a mere pureconception. Deceived by such a proof of the power of reason, we canperceive no limits tothe extension of our knowledge. The light dovecleaving in free flight the thin air, whose resistance it feels,might imagine that her movements would be far more free and rapidin airless space. Just in the same way did Plato, abandoning theworld of sense because of the narrow limits it sets to theunderstanding, venture upon the wings of ideas beyond it, into thevoid space of pure intellect. He did not reflect that he made noreal progress by all his efforts; for he met with no resistancewhich might serve him for a support, as it were, whereon to rest,and on which he might apply his powers, in order to let theintellect acquire momentum for its progress. It is, indeed, thecommon fate of human reason in speculation, to finish the imposingedifice of thought as rapidly as possible, and then for the firsttime to begin to examine whether the foundation is a solid one orno. Arrived at this point, all sorts of excuses are sought after,in order to console us for its want of stability, or rather,indeed, to enable Us to dispense altogether with so late anddangerous an investigation. But what frees us during the process ofbuilding from all apprehension or suspicion, and flatters us intothe belief of its solidity, is this. A great part, perhaps thegreatest part, of the business of our reason consists in theanalysation of the conceptions which we already possess of objects.By this means we gain a multitude of cognitions, which althoughreally nothing more than elucidations or explanations of that which(though in a confused manner) was already thought in ourconceptions, are, at least in respect of their form, prized as newintrospections; whilst, so far as regards their matter or content,we have really made no addition to our conceptions, but onlydisinvolved them. But as this process does furnish a real prioriknowledge, which has a sure progress and useful results, reason,deceived by this, slips in, without being itself aware of it,assertions of a quite different kind; in which, to givenconceptions it adds others, a priori indeed, but entirely foreignto them, without our knowing how it arrives at these, and, indeed,without such a question ever suggesting itself. I shall thereforeat once proceed to examine the difference between these two modesof knowledge.


	IV. Of the Difference Between Analytical and SyntheticalJudgements.


	In all judgements wherein the relation of a subject to thepredicate is cogitated (I mention affirmative judgements only here;the application to negative will be very easy),this relation ispossible in two different ways. Either the predicate B belongs tothe subject A, as somewhat which is contained (though covertly) inthe conception A; or the predicate B lies completely out of theconception A, although it stands in connection with it. In thefirst instance, I term the judgement analytical, in the second,synthetical. Analytical judgements (affirmative) are thereforethose in which the connection of the predicate with the subject iscogitated through identity; those in which this connection iscogitated without identity, are called synthetical judgements. Theformer may be called explicative, the latter augmentativejudgements; because the former add in the predicate nothing to theconception of the subject, but only analyseit into its constituentconceptions, which were thought already in the subject, although ina confused manner; the latter add to our conceptions of the subjecta predicate which was not contained in it, and which no analysiscould ever have discovered therein. For example, when I say, "Allbodies are extended," thisis an analytical judgement. For I neednot go beyond the conception of body in order to find extensionconnected with it, but merely analyse the conception, that is,become conscious of the manifold properties which I think in thatconception, in order to discover this predicate in it: it istherefore an analytical judgement. On the other hand, when I say,"All bodies are heavy," the predicate is something totallydifferent from that which I think in the mere conception of a body.By the addition of such a predicate, therefore, it becomes asynthetical judgement.


	Judgements of experience, as such, are always synthetical. Forit would be absurd to think of grounding an analytical judgement onexperience, because in forming such a judgement I need not go outof the sphere of my conceptions, and therefore recourse to thetestimony of experience is quite unnecessary. That "bodies areextended" is not an empirical judgement, but a proposition whichstands firm a priori. For before addressing myself to experience, Ialready have in my conception all the requisite conditions for thejudgement, and I have only to extract the predicate from theconception, according to the principle of contradiction, andthereby at the same time become conscious of the necessity of thejudgement, a necessity which I could never learn from experience.On the other hand, though at first I do not at all include thepredicate of weight in my conception of body in general, thatconception still indicates an object of experience, a part of thetotality of experience, to which I can still add other parts; andthis I do when I recognize by observation that bodies are heavy. Ican cognize beforehand by analysis the conception of bodythroughthe characteristics of extension, impenetrability, shape, etc., allwhich are cogitated in this conception. But now I extend myknowledge, and looking back on experience from which I had derivedthis conception of body, I find weight at all times connected withthe above characteristics, and therefore I synthetically add to myconceptions this as a predicate, and say, "All bodies are heavy."Thus it is experience upon which rests the possibility of thesynthesis of the predicate of weight with the conception of body,because both conceptions, although the one is not contained in theother, still belong to one another (only contingently, however), asparts of a whole, namely, of experience, which is itself asynthesis of intuitions.


	But to syntheticaljudgements a priori, such aid is entirelywanting. If I go out of and beyond the conception A, in order torecognize another B as connected with it, what foundation have I torest on, whereby to render the synthesis possible? I have here nolonger the advantage of looking out in the sphere of experience forwhat I want. Let us take, for example, the proposition, "Everythingthat happens has a cause." In the conception of "something thathappens," I indeed think an existence which a certain timeantecedes,and from this I can derive analytical judgements. But theconception of a cause lies quite out of the above conception, andindicates something entirely different from "that which happens,"and is consequently not contained in that conception. How then amIable to assert concerning the general conception—"that whichhappens"—something entirely different from that conception,and to recognize the conception of cause although not contained init, yet as belonging to it, and even necessarily? what is heretheunknown = X, upon which the understanding rests when it believesit has found, out of the conception A a foreign predicate B, whichit nevertheless considers to be connected with it? It cannot beexperience, because the principle adduced annexes the tworepresentations, cause andeffect, to the representation existence,not only with universality, which experience cannot give, but alsowith the expression of necessity, therefore completely a priori andfrom pure conceptions. Upon such synthetical, that isaugmentativepropositions, depends the whole aim of our speculative knowledge apriori; for although analytical judgements are indeed highlyimportant and necessary, they are so, only to arrive at thatclearness of conceptions which is requisite for a sureand extendedsynthesis, and this alone is a real acquisition.


	V. In all Theoretical Sciences of Reason, Synthetical Judgements"a priori" are contained as Principles.


	1. Mathematical judgements are always synthetical. Hitherto thisfact, though incontestably true and very important in itsconsequences, seems to have escaped the analysts of the human mind,nay, to be in complete opposition to all their conjectures. For asit was found that mathematical conclusions all proceed according tothe principle of contradiction (which the nature of everyapodeictic certainty requires), people became persuaded that thefundamental principles of the science also were recognized andadmitted in the same way. But the notion is fallacious; foralthough a synthetical proposition can certainly be discerned bymeans of the principle of contradiction, this is possible only whenanother synthetical proposition precedes, from which the latter isdeduced, but never of itself.


	Before all, be it observed, that proper mathematicalpropositions are always judgements a priori, and not empirical,because they carry along with them the conception of necessity,which cannot be given by experience. If this be demurred to, itmatters not; I will then limit my assertion to pure mathematics,thevery conception of which implies that it consists of knowledgealtogether non-empirical and a priori.


	We might, indeed at first suppose that the proposition 7 + 5 =12 is a merely analytical proposition, following (according to theprinciple of contradiction) from the conception of a sum of sevenand five. But if we regard it more narrowly, we find that ourconception of the sum of seven and five contains nothing more thanthe uniting of both sums into one, whereby it cannot at all becogitated what this single number is which embraces both. Theconception of twelve is by no means obtained by merely cogitatingthe union of seven and five; and we may analyse our conception ofsuch a possible sum as long as we will, still we shall neverdiscover in it thenotion of twelve. We must go beyond theseconceptions, and have recourse to an intuition which corresponds toone of the two—our five fingers, for example, or like Segnerin his Arithmetic five points, and so by degrees, add the unitscontained in the fivegiven in the intuition, to the conception ofseven. For I first take the number 7, and, for the conception of 5calling in the aid of the fingers of my hand as objects ofintuition, I add the units, which I before took together to make upthe number 5, gradually now by means of the material image my hand,to the number 7, and by this process, I at length see the number 12arise. That 7 should be added to 5, I have certainly cogitated inmy conception of a sum = 7 + 5, but not that this sum was equal to12.Arithmetical propositions are therefore always synthetical, ofwhich we may become more clearly convinced by trying large numbers.For it will thus become quite evident that, turn and twist ourconceptions as we may, it is impossible, without having recourse tointuition, to arrive at the sum total or product by means of themere analysis of our conceptions. Just as little is any principleof pure geometry analytical. "A straight line between two pointsisthe shortest," is a synthetical proposition. For my conception ofstraight contains no notion of quantity, but is merely qualitative.The conception of the shortest is therefore fore wholly anaddition, and by no analysis can it be extracted from ourconception of a straight line. Intuition must thereforehere lendits aid, by means of which, and thus only, our synthesis ispossible.


	Some few principles preposited by geometricians are, indeed,really analytical, and depend on the principle of contradiction.They serve, however, like identical propositions,as links in thechain of method, not as principles—for example, a = a, thewhole is equal to itself, or (a+b) —> a, the whole isgreater than its part. And yet even these principles themselves,though they derive their validity from pure conceptions, areonlyadmitted in mathematics because they can be presented in intuition.What causes us here commonly to believe that the predicate of suchapodeictic judgements is already contained in our conception, andthat the judgement is therefore analytical, is merely the equivocalnature of the expression. We must join in thought a certainpredicate to a given conception, and this necessity cleaves alreadyto the conception. But the question is, not what we must join inthought to the given conception, but what wereally think therein,though only obscurely, and then it becomes manifest that thepredicate pertains to these conceptions, necessarily indeed, yetnot as thought in the conception itself, but by virtue of anintuition, which must be added to the conception.


	2. The science of natural philosophy (physics) contains initself synthetical judgements a priori, as principles. I shalladduce two propositions. For instance, the proposition, "In allchanges of the material world, the quantity of matter remainsunchanged"; or, that, "In all communication of motion, action andreaction must always be equal." In both of these, not only is thenecessity, and therefore their origin a priori clear, but also thatthey are synthetical propositions. For in the conception of matter,I do not cogitate its permanency, but merely its presence in space,which it fills. I therefore really go out of and beyond theconception of matter, in order to think on to it something apriori, which I did not think in it. The proposition is thereforenot analytical, but synthetical, and nevertheless conceived apriori; and so it is with regard to the other propositions of thepure part of natural philosophy.


	3. As to metaphysics, even if we look upon it merely as anattempted science, yet, from the nature of human reason, anindispensable one, we find that it must contain syntheticalpropositions a priori. It is not merely the duty of metaphysics todissect, and thereby analytically to illustrate the conceptionswhich we form a priori of things; but we seek to widen the range ofour a priori knowledge. For this purpose, we must avail ourselvesof such principles as add something to the originalconception—something not identical with, nor contained in it,and by means of synthetical judgements a priori, leave far behindus the limits of experience; for example, in the proposition, "theworld must have a beginning," and such like. Thus metaphysics,according to the proper aim of the science, consists merely ofsynthetical propositions a priori.


	VI. The Universal Problem of Pure Reason.


	It is extremely advantageous to be able to bring a number ofinvestigations under the formula of a single problem. For in thismanner, we not only facilitate our own labour,inasmuch as we defineit clearly to ourselves, but also render it more easy for others todecide whether we have done justice to our undertaking. The properproblem of pure reason, then, is contained in the question: "Howare synthetical judgements a priori possible?"


	That metaphysical science has hitherto remained in sovacillating a state of uncertainty and contradiction, is only to beattributed to the fact that this great problem, and perhaps eventhe difference between analytical and synthetical judgements, didnot sooner suggest itself to philosophers. Upon the solution ofthis problem, or upon sufficient proof of the impossibility ofsynthetical knowledge a priori, depends the existence or downfallof the science of metaphysics. Among philosophers, David Hume camethe nearest of all to this problem; yet it never acquired in hismind sufficient precision, nor did he regard the question in itsuniversality. On the contrary, he stopped short at the syntheticalproposition of the connection of an effect with its cause(principium causalitatis), insisting that such proposition a prioriwas impossible. According to his conclusions, then, all that weterm metaphysical science is a mere delusion, arising from thefancied insight of reason into that which is in truth borrowed fromexperience, and to whichhabit has given the appearance ofnecessity. Against this assertion, destructive to all purephilosophy, he would have been guarded, had he had our problembefore his eyes in its universality. For he would then haveperceived that, according to his own argument, there likewise couldnot be any pure mathematical science, which assuredly cannot existwithout synthetical propositions a priori—an absurdity fromwhich his good understanding must have saved him.


	In the solution of the above problem is at the sametimecomprehended the possibility of the use of pure reason in thefoundation and construction of all sciences which containtheoretical knowledge a priori of objects, that is to say, theanswer to the following questions:


	How is pure mathematical sciencepossible?


	How is pure natural science possible?


	Respecting these sciences, as they do certainly exist, it maywith propriety be asked, how they are possible?—for that theymust be possible is shown by the fact of their really existing.*But as to metaphysics, the miserable progress it has hitherto made,and the fact that of no one system yet brought forward, far asregards its true aim, can it be said that this science reallyexists, leaves any one at liberty to doubt with reason the verypossibility of its existence.


	[*Footnote: As to the existence of pure natural science,or physics, perhaps many may still expressdoubts. But we have only to look at thedifferent propositions which are commonlytreated of at the commencement of proper (empirical) physical science—those, for example,relating to the permanence of the samequantity of matter, the vis inertiae, theequality of action and reaction, etc.—tobe soon convinced that they form a scienceof pure physics (physica pura, orrationalis), which well deserves to be separately exposed as a special science, in itswhole extent, whether that be great orconfined.]


	Yet, in a certain sense, this kind of knowledge mustunquestionably be looked upon as given;in other words, metaphysicsmust be considered as really existing, if not as a science,nevertheless as a natural disposition of the human mind(metaphysica naturalis). For human reason, without any instigationsimputable to the mere vanity of great knowledge, unceasinglyprogresses, urged on by its own feeling of need, towards suchquestions as cannot be answered by any empirical application ofreason, or principles derived therefrom; and so there has everreally existed in every man some system of metaphysics. It willalways exist, so soon as reason awakes to the exercise of its powerof speculation. And now the question arises: "How is metaphysics,as a natural disposition, possible?" In other words, how, from thenature of universal human reason, do those questions arise whichpure reason proposes to itself, and which it is impelled by its ownfeeling of need to answer as well as it can?


	But as in all the attempts hitherto made to answer the questionswhich reason is prompted by its very nature to propose to itself,for example, whether the world had a beginning, or has existed frometernity, it has always met with unavoidable contradictions, wemust not rest satisfied with the mere natural disposition of themind to metaphysics, that is, with the existence of the faculty ofpure reason, whence, indeed, some sort of metaphysical systemalways arises; but it must be possible to arrive at certainty inregard to the question whether we know or do not know the things ofwhich metaphysics treats. We must be able to arrive at a decisionon the subjects of its questions, or on the ability or inability ofreason to form any judgement respecting them; and therefore eitherto extend with confidence the bounds of our pure reason, or to setstrictly defined and safe limits to its action. This last question,which arises out of the above universal problem, would properly runthus: "How is metaphysics possible as a science?"


	Thus, the critique of reason leads at last, naturally andnecessarily, to science; and, on the other hand, the dogmatical useof reason without criticism leads to groundless assertions, againstwhich others equally specious can always be set, thus endingunavoidably in scepticism.


	Besides, this science cannot be of great and formidableprolixity, because it has not to do with objects of reason, thevariety of which is inexhaustible, but merely with Reason herselfand her problems; problems which arise out of her own bosom, andare not proposed to her by the nature of outward things, but by herown nature. And when once Reason has previously become ablecompletely to understand her own power in regard to objects whichshe meets with in experience, it will be easy to determine securelythe extent and limits of her attempted application to objectsbeyond the confines of experience.


	We may and must, therefore, regard the attempts hitherto made toestablish metaphysical science dogmatically as non-existent. Forwhat of analysis, that is, mere dissection of conceptions, iscontained in one or other, is not theaim of, but only a preparationfor metaphysics proper, which has for its object the extension, bymeans of synthesis, of our a priori knowledge. And for thispurpose, mere analysis is of course useless, because it only showswhat is contained in these conceptions, but not how wearrive, apriori, at them; and this it is her duty to show, in order to beable afterwards to determine their valid use in regard to allobjects of experience, to all knowledge in general. But littleself-denial, indeed, is needed to give up these pretensions, seeingthe undeniable, and in the dogmatic mode of procedure, inevitablecontradictions of Reason with herself, have long since ruined thereputation of every system of metaphysics that has appeared up tothis time. It will require more firmness to remain undeterred bydifficulty from within, and opposition from without, fromendeavouring, by a method quite opposed to all those hithertofollowed, to further the growth and fruitfulness of a scienceindispensable to human reason—ascience from which everybranch it has borne may be cut away, but whose roots remainindestructible.


	VII. Idea and Division of a Particular Science, under the Nameof a Critique of Pure Reason.


	From all that has been said, there results the idea of aparticular science, which may be called the Critique of PureReason. For reason is the faculty which furnishes us with theprinciples of knowledge a priori. Hence, pure reason is the facultywhich contains the principles of cognizing anything absolutely apriori. An organon of pure reason would be a compendium of thoseprinciples according to which alone all pure cognitions a priorican be obtained. The completely extended application of such anorganon would afford us a system of pure reason. As this,however,is demanding a great deal, and it is yet doubtful whetherany extension of our knowledge be here possible, or, if so, in whatcases; we can regard a science of the mere criticism of purereason, its sources and limits, as the propaedeutic to a system ofpure reason. Such a science must not be called a doctrine, but onlya critique of pure reason; and its use, in regard to speculation,would be only negative, not to enlarge the bounds of, but topurify, our reason, and to shield it against error—whichaloneis no little gain. I apply the term transcendental to allknowledge which is not so much occupied with objects as with themode of our cognition of these objects, so far as this mode ofcognition is possible a priori. A system of such conceptions wouldbecalled transcendental philosophy. But this, again, is stillbeyond the bounds of our present essay. For as such a science mustcontain a complete exposition not only of our synthetical a priori,but of our analytical a priori knowledge, it is of too widea rangefor our present purpose, because we do not require to carry ouranalysis any farther than is necessary to understand, in their fullextent, the principles of synthesis a priori, with which alone wehave to do. This investigation, which we cannot properly call adoctrine, but only a transcendental critique, because it aims notat the enlargement, but at the correction and guidance, of ourknowledge, and is to serve as a touchstone of the worth orworthlessness of all knowledge a priori, is the sole object of ourpresent essay. Such a critique is consequently, as far as possible,a preparation for an organon; and if this new organon should befound to fail, at least for a canon of pure reason, according towhich the complete system of the philosophy ofpure reason, whetherit extend or limit the bounds of that reason, might one day be setforth both analytically and synthetically. For that this ispossible, nay, that such a system is not of so great extent as topreclude the hope of its ever being completed, is evident. For wehave not here to do with the nature of outward objects, which isinfinite, but solely with the mind, which judges of the nature ofobjects, and, again, with the mind only in respect of its cognitiona priori. And the object of ourinvestigations,as it is not to besought without, but, altogether within, ourselves, cannot remainconcealed, and in all probability is limited enough to becompletely surveyed and fairly estimated, according to its worth orworthlessness. Still less letthe reader here expect a critique ofbooks and systems of pure reason; our present object is exclusivelya critique of the faculty of pure reason itself. Only when we makethis critique our foundation, do we possess a pure touchstone forestimating the philosophical value of ancient and modern writingson this subject; and without this criterion, the incompetenthistorian or judge decides upon and corrects the groundlessassertions of others with his own, which have themselves just aslittle foundation.


	Transcendental philosophy is the idea of a science, for whichthe Critique of Pure Reason must sketch the whole planarchitectonically, that is, from principles, with a full guaranteefor the validity and stability of all the parts which enter intothe building. It is the system of all the principles of purereason. If this Critique itself does not assume the title oftranscendental philosophy, it is only because, to be a completesystem, it ought to contain a full analysis of all human knowledgea priori. Ourcritique must, indeed, lay before us a completeenumeration of all the radical conceptions which constitute thesaid pure knowledge. But from the complete analysis of theseconceptions themselves, as also from a complete investigation ofthose derived from them, it abstains with reason; partly because itwould be deviating from the end in view to occupy itself with thisanalysis, since this process is not attended with the difficultyand insecurity to be found in the synthesis, to which our critiqueis entirely devoted, and partly because it would be inconsistentwith the unity of our plan to burden this essay with thevindication of the completeness of such an analysis and deduction,with which, after all, we have at present nothing to do. Thiscompleteness of the analysis of these radical conceptions, as wellas of the deduction from the conceptions a priori which may begiven by the analysis, we can, however, easily attain, providedonly that we are in possession of all these radical conceptions,which are to serve as principles of the synthesis, and that inrespect of this main purpose nothing is wanting.


	To the Critique of Pure Reason, therefore, belongs all thatconstitutes transcendental philosophy; and it is the complete ideaof transcendental philosophy, but still not the science itself;because it only proceeds so far with the analysis as is necessaryto the power of judging completely of our synthetical knowledge apriori.


	The principal thing we must attend to, in the division of theparts of a science like this, is that no conceptions must enter itwhich contain aught empirical; in other words, that the knowledge apriori must be completely pure. Hence, although the highestprinciples and fundamental conceptions of morality are certainlycognitionsa priori, yet they do not belong to transcendentalphilosophy; because, though they certainly do not lay theconceptions of pain, pleasure, desires, inclinations, etc. (whichare all of empirical origin), at the foundation of its precepts,yet still into the conception of duty—as an obstacle to beovercome, or as an incitement which should not be made into amotive—these empirical conceptions must necessarily enter, inthe construction of a system of pure morality. Transcendentalphilosophy is consequentlya philosophy of the pure and merelyspeculative reason. For all that is practical, so far as itcontains motives, relates to feelings, and these belong toempirical sources of cognition.


	If we wish to divide this science from the universal point ofview ofa science in general, it ought to comprehend, first, aDoctrine of the Elements, and, secondly, a Doctrine of the Methodof pure reason. Each of these main divisions will have itssubdivisions, the separate reasons for which we cannot hereparticularize.Only so much seems necessary, by way of introductionof premonition, that there are two sources of human knowledge(which probably spring from a common, but to us unknown root),namely, sense and understanding. By the former, objects are givento us; by the latter, thought. So far as the faculty of sense maycontain representations a priori, which form the conditions underwhich objects are given, in so far it belongs to transcendentalphilosophy. The transcendental doctrine of sense must form thefirst part of our science of elements, because the conditions underwhich alone the objects of human knowledge are given must precedethose under which they are thought.


	I. TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF ELEMENTS. FIRST PART.TRANSCENDENTAL AESTHETIC.


	SS I. Introductory.


	In whatsoever mode, or by whatsoever means, our knowledge mayrelate to objects, it is at least quite clear that the only mannerin which it immediately relates to them is by means of anintuition. To this as the indispensable groundwork, all thoughtpoints. But an intuition can take place only in so far as theobject is given to us. This, again, is only possible, to man atleast, on condition that the object affect the mind in a certainmanner. The capacity for receiving representations (receptivity)through the mode in which we are affected by objects, objects, iscalled sensibility. By means of sensibility, therefore, objects aregiven to us, and it alone furnishes us with intuitions; by theunderstanding they are thought, and from it arise conceptions. Butan thought must directly, or indirectly, by means of certain signs,relate ultimately to intuitions; consequently, with us, tosensibility, because in no other way can an object be given tous.


	The effect of an object upon the faculty of representation, sofar as we are affected by the said object, is sensation. That sortof intuition which relates to an object by means of sensation iscalled an empirical intuition. The undetermined object of anempirical intuition is called phenomenon. That which inthephenomenon corresponds to the sensation, I term its matter; butthat which effects that the content of the phenomenon can bearranged under certain relations, I call its form. But that inwhich our sensations are merely arranged, and by which theyaresusceptible of assuming a certain form, cannot be itselfsensation. It is, then, the matter of all phenomena that is givento us a posteriori; the form must lie ready a priori for them inthe mind, and consequently can be regarded separately from allsensation.


	I call all representations pure, in the transcendental meaningof the word, wherein nothing is met with that belongs to sensation.And accordingly we find existing in the mind a priori, the pureform of sensuous intuitions in general, in which all the manifoldcontent of the phenomenal world is arranged and viewed undercertain relations. This pure form of sensibility I shall call pureintuition. Thus, if I take away from our representation of a bodyall that the understanding thinks as belonging to it, as substance,force, divisibility, etc., and also whatever belongs to sensation,as impenetrability, hardness, colour, etc.; yet there isstillsomething left us from this empirical intuition, namely, extensionand shape. These belong to pure intuition,which exists a priori inthe mind, as a mere form of sensibility, and without any realobject of the senses or any sensation.


	The science of all the principles of sensibility a priori, Icall transcendental aesthetic.* There must, then, be such ascienceforming the first part of the transcendental doctrine ofelements, in contradistinction to that part which contains theprinciples of pure thought, and which is called transcendentallogic.


	[Footnote: The Germans are the only people who atpresent usethis word to indicate whatothers call the critique of taste. At thefoundation of this term lies thedisappointed hope, which the eminentanalyst, Baumgarten, conceived, of subjecting the criticism of the beautiful to principlesof reason, and so of elevating its rulesinto a science. But his endeavours werevain. For the said rules or criteria are,in respect to their chief sources, merelyempirical, consequently never can serve asdeterminate laws a priori, by which ourjudgement in matters of taste is to be directed. It is rather our judgement which forms theproper test as to the correctness of theprinciples. On this account it is advisableto give up the use of the term as designating the critique of taste, and to apply it solelyto that doctrine, which is truescience—the science of the laws ofsensibility—and thus come nearer to thelanguage and the sense of the ancients intheir well-known division of the objects ofcognition into aiotheta kai noeta, or to share it with speculative philosophy, and employ itpartly in a transcendental, partly in apsychological signification.]


	In the science of transcendental aesthetic accordingly, we shallfirst isolate sensibility or the sensuous faculty, by separatingfrom it all that is annexed to its perceptions by the conceptionsof understanding, so that nothing be left but empirical intuition.In the next place we shall take away from this intuition all thatbelongsto sensation, so that nothing may remain but pure intuition,and the mere form of phenomena, which is all that the sensibilitycan afford a priori. From this investigation it will be found thatthere are two pure forms of sensuous intuition, as principlesofknowledge a priori, namely, space and time. To the consideration ofthese we shall now proceed.


	SECTION I. Of Space.


	SS 2. Metaphysical Exposition of this Conception.


	By means of the external sense (a property of the mind), werepresent to ourselves objects as without us, and these all inspace. Herein alone are their shape, dimensions, and relations toeach other determined or determinable. The internal sense, by meansof which the mind contemplates itself or its internal state, gives,indeed, no intuition of the soul as an object; yet there isnevertheless a determinate form, under which alone thecontemplation of our internal state is possible, so that all whichrelates to the inward determinations of the mind is represented inrelations of time. Of time we cannot have any external intuition,any more than we can have an internal intuition of space. What thenare time and space? Are they real existences? Or, are they merelyrelations or determinations of things, such, however, as wouldequally belong tothese things in themselves, though they shouldnever become objects of intuition; or, are they such as belong onlyto the form of intuition, and consequently to the subjectiveconstitution of the mind, without which these predicates of timeand space could not be attached to any object? In order to becomeinformed on thesepoints, we shall first give an exposition of theconception of space. By exposition, I mean the clear, though notdetailed, representation of that which belongs to a conception; andan exposition is metaphysical when it contains that whichrepresents the conception as given a priori.


	1. Space is not a conception which has been derived from outwardexperiences. For, in order that certain sensations may relate tosomething without me (thatis, to something which occupies adifferent part of space from that in which I am); in like manner,in order that I may represent them not merely as without, of, andnear to each other, but also in separate places, the representationof space must alreadyexist as a foundation. Consequently, therepresentation of space cannot be borrowed from the relations ofexternal phenomena through experience; but, on the contrary, thisexternal experience is itself only possible through the saidantecedent representation.


	2. Space then is a necessary representation a priori, whichserves for the foundation of all external intuitions. We never canimagine or make a representation to ourselves of the non-existenceof space, though we may easily enough think that no objects arefound in it. It must, therefore, be considered as the condition ofthe possibility of phenomena, and by no means as a determinationdependent on them, and is a representation a priori, whichnecessarily supplies the basis for external phenomena.


	3. Space is no discursive, or as we say, general conception ofthe relations of things, but a pure intuition. For, in the firstplace, we can only represent to ourselves one space, and, when wetalk of divers spaces, we mean only parts of one and the samespace. Moreover, these parts cannot antecede this one all-embracingspace, as the component parts from which the aggregate can be madeup, but can be cogitated only as existing in it. Space isessentially one, and multiplicity in it, consequently the generalnotion of spaces, of this or that space, depends solely uponlimitations. Hence it follows that an a priori intuition (which isnot empirical) lies at the root of all our conceptions of space.Thus, moreover, the principles of geometry—for example, that"ina triangle, two sides together are greater than the third," arenever deduced from general conceptions of line and triangle, butfrom intuition, and this a priori, with apodeictic certainty.


	4. Space is represented as an infinite given quantity. Noweveryconception must indeed be considered as a representation whichis contained in an infinite multitude of different possiblerepresentations, which, therefore, comprises these under itself;but no conception, as such, can be so conceived, as if itcontainedwithin itself an infinite multitude of representations.Nevertheless, space is so conceived of, for all parts of space areequally capable of being produced to infinity. Consequently, theoriginal representation of space is an intuition a priori, and notaconception.


	SS 3. Transcendental Exposition of the Conception of Space.


	By a transcendental exposition, I mean the explanation of aconception, as a principle, whence can be discerned the possibilityof other synthetical a priori cognitions. For this purpose, it isrequisite, firstly, that such cognitions do really flow from thegiven conception; and, secondly, that the said cognitions are onlypossible under the presupposition of a given mode of explainingthis conception.


	Geometry is a science which determines the properties of spacesynthetically, and yet a priori. What, then, must be ourrepresentation of space, in order that such a cognition of it maybe possible? It must be originally intuition, for from a mereconception, no propositions can be deduced which go out beyond theconception, and yet this happens in geometry. (Introd. V.) But thisintuition must be found in the mind a priori, that is, before anyperception of objects, consequently must be pure, not empirical,intuition. For geometrical principles are always apodeictic, thatis, united with the consciousness of their necessity, as: "Spacehas only three dimensions." But propositions of this kind cannot beempirical judgements, nor conclusions from them. (Introd. II.) Now,how can an external intuition anterior to objects themselves, andin which our conception of objects can be determined a priori,exist in the human mind? Obviously not otherwise than in so far asit has its seat in the subject only, as the formal capacity of thesubject's being affected by objects, and thereby of obtainingimmediate representation, that is, intuition; consequently, only asthe form of the external sense in general.


	Thus it is only by means of our explanation that the possibilityof geometry, as a syntheticalscience a priori, becomescomprehensible. Every mode of explanation which does not show usthis possibility, although in appearance it may be similar to ours,can with the utmost certainty be distinguished from it by thesemarks.


	SS 4. Conclusions from the foregoing Conceptions.


	(a) Space does not represent any property of objects as thingsin themselves, nor does it represent them in their relations toeach other; in other words, space does not represent to us anydetermination of objects such as attachesto the objects themselves,and would remain, even though all subjective conditions of theintuition were abstracted. For neither absolute nor relativedeterminations of objects can be intuited prior to the existence ofthe things to which they belong, andtherefore not a priori.


	(b) Space is nothing else than the form of all phenomena of theexternal sense, that is, the subjective condition of thesensibility, under which alone external intuition is possible. Now,because the receptivity or capacity of thesubject to be affected byobjects necessarily antecedes all intuitions of these objects, itis easily understood how the form of all phenomena can be given inthe mind previous to all actual perceptions, therefore a priori,and how it, as a pure intuition, in which all objects must bedetermined, can contain principles of the relations of theseobjects prior to all experience.


	It is therefore from the human point of view only that we canspeak of space, extended objects, etc. If we depart from thesubjective condition, under which alone we can obtain externalintuition, or, in other words, by means of which we are affected byobjects, the representation of space has no meaning whatsoever.This predicate is only applicable to things in so far as theyappearto us, that is, are objects of sensibility. The constant formof this receptivity, which we call sensibility, is a necessarycondition of all relations in which objects can be intuited asexisting without us, and when abstraction of these objects ismade,is a pure intuition, to which we give the name of space. It isclear that we cannot make the special conditions of sensibilityinto conditions of the possibility of things, but only of thepossibility of their existence as far as they are phenomena. Andsowe may correctly say that space contains all which can appear tous externally, but not all thingsconsidered as things inthemselves, be they intuited or not, or by whatsoever subject onewill. As to the intuitions of other thinking beings, we cannotjudge whether they are or are not bound by the same conditionswhich limit our own intuition, and which for us are universallyvalid. If we join the limitation of a judgement to the conceptionof the subject, then the judgement will possess unconditionedvalidity. For example, the proposition, "All objects are besideeach other in space," is valid only under the limitation that thesethings are taken as objects of our sensuous intuition. But if Ijoin the condition to the conception and say, "All things, asexternal phenomena, are beside each other in space," then the ruleis valid universally, and without any limitation. Our expositions,consequently, teach the reality (i.e., the objective validity) ofspace in regard of all which can be presented to us externally asobject, and at the same time also the ideality of space in regardto objects when they are considered by means of reason as things inthemselves, that is, without reference to the constitution of oursensibility. We maintain, therefore, the empirical reality of spacein regard to all possible external experience, although we mustadmit its transcendental ideality; in other words, that it isnothing, so soon as we withdraw the condition upon which thepossibility of all experience depends and look upon space assomething that belongs to things in themselves.


	But, with the exception of space, there is no representation,subjective and referring to something external to us, which couldbe called objective a priori. For there are no other subjectiverepresentations from which we can deduce synthetical propositions apriori, as we can from the intuition of space. (See SS 3.)Therefore, to speak accurately, no ideality whatever belongs tothese, although they agree in this respect with the representationofspace, that they belong merely to the subjective nature of themode of sensuous perception; such a mode, for example, as that ofsight, of hearing, and of feeling, by means of the sensations ofcolour, sound, and heat, but which, because they are onlysensations and not intuitions, do not of themselves give us thecognition of any object, least of all, an a priori cognition. Mypurpose, in the above remark, is merely this: to guard any oneagainst illustrating the asserted ideality of space by examplesquite insufficient, for example, by colour, taste, etc.; for thesemust be contemplated not as properties of things, but only aschanges in the subject, changes which may be different in differentmen. For, in such a case, that which is originally a merephenomenon, a rose, for example, is taken by the empiricalunderstanding for a thing in itself, though to every different eye,in respect of its colour, it may appear different. On the contrary,the transcendental conception of phenomena in space is acriticaladmonition, that, in general, nothing which is intuited inspace is a thing in itself, and that space is not a form whichbelongs as a property to things; but that objects are quite unknownto us in themselves, and what we call outward objects, are nothingelse but mere representations of our sensibility, whose form isspace, but whose real correlate, the thing in itself, is not knownby means of these representations, nor ever can be, but respectingwhich, in experience, no inquiry is ever made.


	SECTION II. Of Time.


	SS 5. Metaphysical Exposition of this Conception.


	1. Time is not an empirical conception. For neither coexistencenor succession would be perceived by us, if the representation oftime did not exist as a foundation a priori. Withoutthispresupposition we could not represent to ourselves that thingsexist together at one and the same time, or at different times,that is, contemporaneously, or in succession.


	2. Time is a necessary representation, lying at the foundationof all our intuitions. With regard to phenomena in general, wecannot think away time from them, and represent them to ourselvesas out of and unconnected with time, but we can quite wellrepresent to ourselves time void of phenomena. Time is thereforegiven a priori. In it alone is all reality of phenomena possible.These may all be annihilated in thought, but time itself, as theuniversal condition of their possibility, cannot be soannulled.


	3. On this necessity a priori is also founded the possibility ofapodeictic principles ofthe relations of time, or axioms of time ingeneral, such as: "Time has only one dimension," "Different timesare not coexistent but successive" (as different spaces are notsuccessive but coexistent). These principles cannot be derived fromexperience, for it would give neither strict universality, norapodeictic certainty. We should only be able to say, "so commonexperience teaches us," but not "it must be so." They are valid asrules, through which, in general, experience is possible; and theyinstructus respecting experience, and not by means of it.
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