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Introduction
It was characteristic of the great modern philosophers to attempt, each in
his own way, to rebuild philosophy from the ground up. Kant embraced
this goal more fully than any other classical modern philosopher. And his
work did in fact change philosophy permanently, though not always as
he intended. He wanted to show that philosophers and natural scientists
were not able, and would never be able, to give ﬁnal answers to questions
about the nature of the physical world and of the human mind or soul,
and about the existence and attributes of a supreme being. While he did
not accomplish precisely that, his work changed philosophy’s conception
of what can be known, and how it can be known. Kant also wanted to set
forth new and permanent doctrines in metaphysics and morals. Though
his exact teachings have not gained general acceptance, they continue to
inspire new positions in philosophical discussion today.
Kant stands at the center of modern philosophy. His criticism of previous work in metaphysics and the theory of knowledge, propounded in the
Critique of Pure Reason and summarized in the Prolegomena, provided a
comprehensive response to early modern philosophy and a starting point
for subsequent work. He rejected previous philosophical explanations of
philosophical cognition itself. His primary target was the rationalist use
of reason or “pure intellect” – advanced by Descartes and Leibniz – as a
basis for making claims about God and the essences of mind and matter.
Kant argued that these philosophers could not possibly know what they
claimed to know about such things, because direct knowledge of a mindindependent reality exceeds the capacity of the human intellect. He thus
had some sympathy with the conclusions of empiricist philosophers, such
as Locke and Hume, who prescribed limits to human understanding. But,
ix
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he contended, because these philosophers also did not analyze human
cognition properly, they lacked knowledge of the principles by which
the boundaries of human knowledge might be charted, and they did not
understand the foundation of the legitimate metaphysics falling within
those boundaries. Kant maintained that even the empiricist attitude to
knowledge, if unchecked by an account of reason’s boundaries, would
inevitably extend beyond its own domain in the world of nature, and
would lead to unjustiﬁed assertions about such topics as the free will of
human beings and the existence of God, assertions that he feared would
conﬂict with a proper theory of morals.
Kant explained his own revolutionary insight by analogy with the
Copernican revolution in astronomy. As Kant observed, Copernicus was
better able to account for the phenomena of astronomy by assuming that
the motion attributed to the stars actually results from the motion of the
observer as stationed on the earth.1 The sixteenth-century astronomer
attributed a daily rotation to the earth, rather than to the planets and
stars themselves, and he accounted for yearly cycles in the motions of the
sun and planets by attributing a yearly revolution to the earth. Kant held
that he could account for the human ability to know the basic properties of objects only on the assumption that the knower him- or herself
contributes certain features to those objects as known. He thus held that
the fundamental characteristics of objects as experienced – characteristics
described by mathematics (especially geometry) and also by metaphysical
concepts such as cause and substance – result from something that the
knowing subject brings to such experience. At the same time, he did not
deny that objects taken as things in themselves play a role in producing
perceptual experience – though this aspect of his position has proven
difﬁcult to interpret. The questions that he raised about the relation of
the knower to the known, and the perspective he provided concerning
the contribution of the knower to the representation or cognition of the
world as it is known, produced a revolution that continues to inﬂuence
philosophy today. Philosophers as diverse as G. W. Hegel, Rudolf Carnap,
1

Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, b xvi; the relevant passage may be found in the selections from the
Critique included in this volume. The use of “A” and “B” to cite the ﬁrst and second editions of the
Critique is explained in the Note on texts and translation; other abbreviations used in citing Kant’s
works are explained in the section on Further reading, which also provides publication details for
other works cited. Page and section numbers appearing in the text of this Introduction are to the
Prolegomena and the Critique selections as translated herein.
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C. I. Lewis, and Hilary Putnam have positioned themselves in relation
to Kant.
Kant was deeply engaged with the intellectual issues of his time and
culture. In what he termed “theoretical philosophy” (now called “metaphysics and epistemology”), he not only directly engaged the current
philosophical theories of cognition, but he tested their ability to account
for paradigmatic instances of knowledge, in the mathematics and natural
science of his day. He was intent that theoretical philosophy explain the
doctrines, nature, and cognitive basis of these “sciences” (as he called
any systematic body of knowledge). Kant was especially interested in the
philosophical implications of Newton’s physics in relation to both metaphysics and morals, for he was concerned that the deterministic picture
of the world in physics posed a threat to the idea of moral freedom. At
the same time, he hoped to help advance natural science in its own right,
by fully analyzing its cognitive foundation and fundamental concepts.
From the time Kant’s writings appeared, they have been the object
of philosophical discussion and debate. Many interpretations have been
offered, which differ both on large questions, including interpreting the
fundamental message of Kant’s philosophy, and in the more detailed
assessment of his particular arguments and doctrines. Such interpretive
disagreement is normal in the case of writings that are both difﬁcult and
important. Further, part of the value of philosophical writing lies in the
effort that each reader must make to understand its arguments and its
conclusions, its assumptions and its overall vision, for him- or herself.
The primary aim of this Introduction, then, is neither to characterize the
results of two centuries of interpretive responses to Kant, nor to describe
the present state of debate. Rather, it is to provide a context within which
readers can approach Kant’s texts for themselves.

Life and writings
Immanuel Kant was born in Königsberg on 22 April 1724. Königsberg
(now Kaliningrad), located near the southeastern shore of the Baltic Sea,
was an important regional port, alive with English, Dutch, Polish, and
Russian traders. It was the capital of East Prussia, which had become a
“kingdom” in 1701 when Frederick I crowned himself in Königsberg. In
the year of Kant’s birth, the “old city” of Königsberg was joined with
two neighboring towns to become a city of 50,000, which was larger than
xi
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Berlin, where the Prussian rulers resided. It had a castle and a garrison,
was a regional center of the arts, and had its own university, founded as the
Collegium Albertinus in 1544 and known in Kant’s time as the Albertus
University in Königsberg.
Kant was the fourth-born of many children, of whom ﬁve lived to adulthood. His parents were pietist Lutherans of modest means, his father a
master harness maker. After a few years of grammar school Kant’s talent
was recognized by a family friend, the Lutheran pietist preacher Franz
Albert Schultz, who had studied with the foremost philosopher in
Germany, Christian Wolff. Schultz recommended to Kant’s mother that
the boy (then eight) should attend the Lutheran Collegium Fridericianum. It was primarily a Latin school, strict and pedantic, where Kant
studied the classics, largely by rote; the enforced outward piety experienced in this school was an impetus to his lifelong endeavor to separate
the social practices of religion from its intellectual and moral substance.
Kant’s mother, whom he greatly respected and admired, died in 1737.
He went on to study at the University in Königsberg from 1740 to 1746,
supporting himself with the help of his uncle, by tutoring, and through his
skill at billiards and card games. He was especially drawn to mathematics,
natural science, and philosophy, which he studied under the Professor of
Logic and Metaphysics, Martin Knutzen, a student of Wolff’s. During this
period Kant came to admire the work of Isaac Newton as a paradigmatic
achievement in natural science, and in 1746 he wrote the True Estimation
of Living Forces,2 attempting to settle a dispute in mechanics that had
arisen from G. W. Leibniz’s criticism of Descartes’ mechanics during the
1690s.
Kant ﬁnished his doctoral dissertation in 1755 and received his Habilitation that same year, which meant that he could serve as a private lecturer licensed by the University (but paid directly by the students). He
was a popular lecturer and covered a broad curriculum, which included
logic, mathematics, morals, physics, metaphysics, and physical geography.
During this time he was a productive writer, publishing several works in
natural science, including his contribution to the Kant–Laplace nebular
hypothesis in 1755 and the Physical Monadology, which posits repulsive
forces to explain the space-ﬁlling character of matter, in 1756. In the New
Elucidation, also from 1755, he ﬁrst addressed the theme of metaphysical
2

Full English titles to Kant’s major works are listed in the Chronology.
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cognition, which was to occupy him all his life. His Only Possible Argument
of 1763 was an extended reﬂection on unity, harmony, and order in nature
as an argument for the existence of God. In the Distinctness of the Principles
of Natural Theology and Morality, Kant analyzed metaphysical cognition
in relation to mathematical cognition, emphasizing their dissimilarity.
His Dreams of a Spirit-Seer of 1766 described metaphysics as investigating “the boundaries of human reason.”3 During the 1760s Kant became
an admirer of the writings of Jean-Jacques Rousseau on education and
moral philosophy.
As his reputation grew Kant turned down opportunities for appointment elsewhere, having his heart set on a professorship in Königsberg.
In March 1770, at the age of 45, he ﬁnally received his appointment
at the Albertus University, as Professor of Logic and Metaphysics. He
continued to lecture on the topics already mentioned, and during the
1770s added anthropology, education, natural theology, and natural law
to his repertoire. His “Inaugural Dissertation” for the new appointment
was On the Form and Principles of the Sensible and the Intelligible World,4
where he distinguished sensible and intelligible “worlds,” the ﬁrst being
known via sensory cognition of things as they appear (i.e., phenomena),
the second via intellectual cognition of things as they are in themselves
(i.e., noumena). He regarded space and time as phenomena determined a
priori (i.e., independently of experience) by the “forms” or laws of human
sensibility. By contrast, intellectual cognition of things via the intellect
alone (in its “real,” as opposed to “logical,” use) proceeds apart from the
senses and from the forms of space and time, and grasps the intelligible
world of substance through the “form” of its causal relations.
After the publication of the Inaugural Dissertation, Kant entered his
“silent decade,” which produced no major publications and which ended
in 1781 with his most signiﬁcant work of all, the Critique of Pure Reason.
In September 1770, just after the Inaugural Dissertation had appeared,
Kant wrote to the philosopher J. H. Lambert that he intended to put
forth a more extended treatment of both metaphysics and morals; he also
spoke of a discipline that must “precede” metaphysics, called “general
phenomenology,” in which “the principles of sensibility, their validity
and limitations, would be determined, so that these principles do not
3
4

Ak 2:368.
De mundi sensibilis atque intelligibilis forma et principiis (Königsberg, Royal Court and University
Printing Works, 1770); English translation in Theoretical Philosophy, 1755–1770.
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confound our judgments concerning objects of pure reason.”5 In 1772 he
conveyed his current thoughts on these projects to his friend and student
Marcus Herz. He predicted that the ﬁrst part of his new investigation,
concerning “the sources of metaphysics, its methods and limits,” would
be completed about three months hence; he called the entire investigation
of theoretical and practical cognition from the intellect alone a “critique
of pure reason.” He reported that, having reﬂected on previous efforts
in theoretical philosophy (including his own), he saw the need to pose a
new question, which contained the “key” to metaphysics: “I asked myself:
What is the ground of the relation to the object of that in us which is called
representation?”6 This question was one spark leading to Kant’s “critical
philosophy.” He later credited the stimulus of the “antinomies” of pure
reason – reason’s conﬂicts with itself on basic metaphysical questions –
as well as a nudge from Hume – presumably his questioning the rational
justiﬁcation of the law of causation (that every event has a cause) – with
arousing him from his “dogmatic slumber” (pp. 10, 94–7) and driving
him to investigate the cognitive basis of metaphysics.7
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason appeared not three months, but nine
years after his letter to Herz. It was followed by another major work about
every two years until 1790; these included the Prolegomena, the Metaphysics of Morals, the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, and
the second and third of his major “critical” works, the Critique of Practical Reason and the Critique of the Power of Judgment.8 When the 1781
edition of the ﬁrst Critique appeared, Kant did not yet foresee the second
and third Critiques, which respectively explained the possibility of moral
judgment and examined the conditions for judgments of beauty and of
natural purpose (teleology). They continued Kant’s exploration of the
function of reason itself, as a faculty that seeks unity between the understanding’s cognition of nature and natural laws, and its own grasp of the
moral law and of the harmony, systematicity, beauty, and organization of
5
6
7

8

Kant to Lambert, 2 September 1770, Ak 10:98 (2nd edn.); translation modiﬁed from CZ.
Kant to Herz, 21 February 1772, Ak 10:132, 130, translation modiﬁed from CZ.
On the antinomies, see Kant to Christian Garve, 21 September 1798, Ak 12:257–8 (CZ); in a letter
to J. Bernoulli, 16 November 1781 (as he was undertaking the Prolegomena), Kant recalls having
realized, by 1770, that metaphysics needed a “touchstone,” since equally persuasive metaphysical
propositions could lead to contradictory conclusions (Ak 10:277; CZ).
The word “critique” translates the German Kritik (Critick or Critik in Kant’s day), which could
also be translated as “criticism.” But “critique” is used in English to denote Kant’s special project
of criticism, and the adjective “critical” is used as a label for his philosophy as expressed in the
three Critiques and related writings.

xiv

Introduction
nature. The vision of reason as seeking unity between the natural and
moral worlds was an inspiration to many of Kant’s philosophical descendants, including the German Idealists ( J. G. Fichte, F. W. Schelling,
and Hegel) and the inﬂuential Neo-Kantians (Heinrich Rickert, Wilhelm
Dilthey, and Ernst Cassirer). It remains of interest today, as philosophers
reﬂect on the natural scientiﬁc picture of the world and seek to determine the relation between that picture and the moral, political, historical,
legal, and aesthetic visions inherent in the social and cultural world of
humankind.
Kant continued to work throughout the 1790s. His Religion within the
Limits of Reason Alone (1793) examined the limits to any attempt to
base religion on natural speculative reason, and endorsed a compatibility
between religion and practical or moral reason. After his retirement from
teaching in 1796 he revised and published his lecture notes on anthropology (1798). Others subsequently published his lecture notes in other
subjects, including logic (1800), physical geography (1802), and pedagogy
(1803), and after his death the notes of students who attended his courses
were published in various collections and editions.
He was struggling with another major work intended to “complete”
the critical system when his health failed him at the age of 79. By December 1803, he could no longer write his name, and by 3 February he was
speaking in broken phrases. Yet when his physician, who was Rector of the
University, called upon him, he insisted on standing until his guest was
seated, putting enough words together to explain his act of politeness by
saying, “The sense of humanity has not yet abandoned me.”9 From that
day he faded quickly, eating almost nothing, and he died on 12 February
1804. Kant’s body lay in state until 28 February when a long procession, led by a group of university students carrying the body, brought it
to the cathedral for interment in the “professors’ vault.” The complete
text of his last, unﬁnished work was published more than a century later
(in 1936–8), as the Opus postumum. On the hundredth anniversary of his
death a monument was erected in Königsberg, containing a famous line
from the concluding section of the Critique of Practical Reason: “Two
things ﬁll the mind with always fresh and growing wonder and veneration, the more often and the more continuously they are reﬂected upon:
the starry heaven above me, and the moral law within me.”10
9

Cassirer, Kant’s Life and Thought, pp. 412–13.
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Kant’s project to reform metaphysics
When Kant conceived the ﬁrst Critique and the Prolegomena, metaphysics
was a much-discussed ﬁeld of philosophy with a long history, and it
was a regular part of the university curriculum. Alexander Baumgarten’s
Metaphysics, a popular textbook, which Kant used in his courses, deﬁned
metaphysics as “the science of the ﬁrst principles in human cognition.”11
Baumgarten followed Wolff’s division of metaphysics into ontology, cosmology, psychology, and natural theology. He deﬁned ontology as the science of the “predicates of being,” i.e., of general predicates for describing
what does or might have being, or exist. (Examples of such predicates
include “possible” and “true,” “substance” and “accident,” and “cause”
and “effect.”) Cosmological topics included the world as a whole, its order
and causal structure, the substances composing it, and the relation of natural and supernatural. Psychology considered the existence and properties
of the soul or mind, the various “mental faculties,” such as sense, imagination, and intellect, the freedom of the will, and the immortality of
the human soul. Natural theology sought to determine the existence and
the attributes of God or a supreme being without appeal to faith, i.e., by
appealing only to facts as evaluated by natural human reason.
At the time Kant was lecturing on Baumgarten, Aristotle’s Metaphysics,
in which the Greek philosopher discussed both “being” and a “ﬁrst being,”
had been an object of philosophical discussion for more than 2,000 years.12
Modern metaphysicians developed alternatives to Aristotelianism. In the
Meditations on First Philosophy (1641), Descartes argued for a dualistic
metaphysics in which mind and body are distinct substances.13 Wolff ’s
11

12

13

Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten, Metaphysica, 7th edn. (Halle, 1779), §1. The 4th edn. is reprinted
in Ak 15:5–53, 17:5–226, along with Kant’s annotations. His most direct discussions of Baumgarten’s metaphysics are found in his Lectures on Metaphysics, ed. and trans. by K. Ameriks and
S. Naragon (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1996); the lecture set closest in time and
content to the Prolegomena is the Metaphysics Mrongovius, dating from 1782–3.
According to an oft-repeated story, which apparently ﬁrst arose in the sixteenth century, Andronicus of Rhodes, who edited Aristotle’s works in the ﬁrst century bce, coined the term “metaphysics”
to describe his placement of Aristotle’s work on ﬁrst philosophy “after the physics” (“after” being
one sense of “meta”). In his lectures Kant questioned the plausibility that the name “metaphysics”
arose in this manner, arguing that the term ﬁts the subject matter too well, for one sense of “meta”
is “beyond,” and the subject matter of metaphysics includes what is “beyond the physical” (Ak
28.1:174). Takatura Ando, Metaphysics: A Critical Survey of Its Meaning, 2nd edn. (The Hague,
Nijhoff, 1974), pp. 3–6, summarizes a more recent argument against the Andronicus story.
The standard edition, containing all of Descartes’ works cited herein, is The Philosophical Writings
of Descartes, 2 vols., ed. by John Cottingham, Robert Stoothoff, and Dugald Murdoch (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1984–5).
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important metaphysical system, partly inspired by that of Leibniz, helped
to make Leibniz’s own metaphysics of simple substances or “monads”
better known. Although there was no universally accepted deﬁnition of
metaphysics, most agreed that it was concerned with the basic structure
of reality. There was disagreement over its method. Descartes wanted
to base his metaphysics on the pure intellect alone, independent of sensory experience. Wolff and Baumgarten, by contrast, admitted empirical
propositions into metaphysics.14 Kant rejected this view, contending that
metaphysical propositions must possess absolute certainty of a kind that
could not be attained from sensory experience, but could be achieved only
by the pure understanding. But although Kant had written metaphysical
works based on the presumed “real use” of the intellect, from 1772 on
he was deeply skeptical of metaphysical claims put forward on this basis
when they concerned objects (including God and the soul) that could
not be objects of sensory perception. And yet he also (at least eventually) held that it is inevitable that human reason be drawn toward making
such claims – for he considered the impulse toward metaphysics to be as
“natural” to human beings as the impulse toward breathing (p. 118).15
Kant was not the ﬁrst to call metaphysics into question. John Locke,
in his Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1690), had questioned the
possibility of knowledge of the “real essences” of substances, including mind and body. David Hume raised serious objections against the
possibility of metaphysical knowledge, including knowledge of the soul
as a substance, and knowledge of the existence and attributes of God.
Hume’s Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding appeared in German
translation in 1755. His three-volume Treatise of Human Nature (1739–
40) was not fully translated until 1790–1, though the concluding section
of Book I, summarizing his skeptical and “subjective” account of causal
reasoning, appeared in the local Königsberg literary paper in July 1771.16
14

15

16

Christian Wolff, Philosophia rationalis, sive logica (Frankfurt and Leipzig, 1740), preliminary discourse, §§10, 34, 55–59, 99–101; Baumgarten, Metaphysica, §§351, 503. On Wolff ’s philosophy,
and his relation to Leibniz, see Beck, Early German Philosophy, ch. 11 (on Leibniz himself, see
ch. 10).
Consider the ﬁrst sentence of the “A” Preface to the Critique of Pure Reason (a vii), where Kant
says, concerning metaphysics: “Human reason has the peculiar fate in one genus of its cognition:
that it is troubled by questions that it cannot refuse; for these questions are put to it by the nature
of reason itself, which cannot answer them, for they surpass all power of human reason.”
The translation of Treatise, Bk. i, pt. iv, sec. 7, by Johann Georg Hamann, appeared anonymously
(and without attribution to Hume) in the Königsberger Zeitung, 5 and 12 July 1771. It is printed
in Hamann’s Samtliche Werke, ed. by Josef Nadler, 6 vols. (Vienna, Herder, 1949–57), vol. 4,
pp. 364–70.
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Hume elaborated his arguments against natural theology in the Dialogues
Concerning Natural Religion (1779); Kant presumably cites the German
translation of 1781 below (§58), since he did not read English.
During his “silent decade” Kant had undertaken to evaluate the very
possibility of metaphysical cognition. This led him to investigate the
“origin” of that cognition in the faculties of the human mind. He came
to see metaphysical cognition, as well as the fundamental propositions
of mathematics and natural science, as having a peculiar, and hitherto
unrecognized, cognitive status, which he described as “synthetic a priori.”
Kant divided all judgments, and the propositions expressing those
judgments, into “analytic” and “synthetic.” He held that an analytic judgment can be known to be true solely on the basis of the concepts used in
the judgment, because the predicate term is already “contained in” the
concept of the subject. Thus, the judgment “ontology is the science of
being” could be known to be true solely by reﬂection on the concept of
ontology, for this concept includes the meaning “science of being.” In
synthetic judgments, by contrast, the predicate term adds something new
to the concept of the subject. “Metaphysics is in trouble” is a synthetic
judgment Kant would have accepted – but on any reasonable deﬁnition,
“being in trouble” was not part of the very concept of metaphysics. Kant
also divided propositions into a posteriori, i.e., “based on sensory experience,” and a priori, i.e., “known independently of sensory experience.”
Neither of these divisions was wholly new with Kant; what was new was
his suggestion that metaphysical cognition is characterized by synthetic
a priori propositions, that is, by propositions in which a new predicate is
conjoined to the subject term, and in which the basis for this connection
is known a priori, independently of sensory experience.
Although other modern philosophers before Kant, including
Descartes,17 Locke, and Hume, had conceived of the project of examining the knower and the knower’s cognitive capacities, Kant’s investigation stands apart because he provided a novel and an especially thorough
examination of the powers and capacities, or “faculties,” of the human
mind, which he explicitly linked to determining the very possibility of
17

Descartes, Rules for the Direction of the Mind, rules 8, 12, proclaims the need to examine the
“knowing subject” in order to determine what can be known. On theories of cognition more
generally prior to Kant, see Gary Hatﬁeld, “The Cognitive Faculties,” in Cambridge History of
Seventeenth Century Philosophy, ed. by Michael Ayers and Daniel Garber (Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 1998), pp. 953–1002.
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metaphysics. Moreover, Kant’s conclusions differed signiﬁcantly from
those of his predecessors. His so-called “deduction” of metaphysical concepts claims to justify the use of such concepts, but it justiﬁes them differently than would either a rationalist or an empiricist. This deduction also
put limits on the use of these concepts, of a kind that would undercut rationalist metaphysics. Like Descartes, Kant thought that metaphysics could
provide a systematic body of theoretical ﬁrst principles, but he denied
that it provides knowledge of substances as they are in themselves. And
like Locke and Hume, he held that human speculative cognition must
be limited to the domain of human sensory experience, but he did not
agree that all knowledge comes from sensory experience – some knowledge is based in the synthetic a priori propositions of mathematics, natural
science, and metaphysics. He justiﬁed such propositions in a novel manner, by grounding them upon things he claimed could be known a priori
about the possibility of experience, such as the “forms of sensibility” that
condition all experience (pp. 34–6), or conditions on the possibility of
“judgments of experience” (pp. 49–53).
Signiﬁcantly, Kant did not hold that the knowledge conveyed by these
synthetic a priori propositions exhausts what can be discussed in metaphysics. For he afﬁrmed that transcendental philosophy, in determining
the boundaries of metaphysical cognition, makes room for the (perhaps
“problematic”) concept of “intelligible beings,” beings existing apart
from sensory experience (though in some cases underlying sensory experience). He restricted metaphysical knowledge to propositions that can
be justiﬁed by appeal to the conditions of possible experience, but he
allowed metaphysical thinking to cover a broader range. In his view, a
proper science of metaphysics must set out the legitimate propositions
of metaphysics, while also determining the boundaries of their application. The latter task included assuring that the objects of experience are
not taken to exhaust the entire domain of being, leaving room for human
freedom and allowing for the existence of God – without proving either.

Origin and purpose of the Prolegomena
Kant had several aims in the Prolegomena. He wanted to offer “preparatory
exercises” to the Critique of Pure Reason (pp. 11, 25). He wanted to give
an overview of that work, in which the plan of the whole could be more
readily discerned (p. 13). He wanted to restate its main arguments and
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conclusions following the “analytic” method of exposition (as opposed
to the “synthetic” method of the Critique), a method that starts from
some given proposition or body of cognition and seeks principles from
which it might be derived, as opposed to a method that ﬁrst seeks to
prove the principles and then to derive other propositions from them
(pp. 13, 25–6).18 He considered the analytic mode of exposition to be
more suited to clarity and to “popular” consumption (to the extent that
that could be achieved).19 Finally, Kant wanted to clarify some points
of the exposition (p. 132), not being satisﬁed with the corresponding
chapters of the Critique (including the “deduction” of the categories and
the “paralogisms” of pure reason). The new work was motivated both by a
desire to redress the disappointing reception of the Critique by publishing
a more approachable work, and by a desire to improve the exposition of
crucial points.
Kant was correct to think that an overview would be of great value.
The Critique of Pure Reason is an imposing book. In 1781, even sympathetic readers found it difﬁcult to comprehend. Kant soon wrote to Herz
expressing his discomfort in learning that the eminent philosopher Moses
Mendelssohn had “laid my book aside,” since he felt that Mendelssohn
was “the most important of all the people who could explain this theory
to the world.”20 Mendelssohn later wrote to Elise Reimarus confessing
that he did not understand the work, and professing pleasure at learning
that, in the opinion of her brother, he would not be “missing much” if
he continued not to understand it.21 Kant’s friend and former student
J. G. Hamann wrote to Kant’s publisher in November, 1781, confessing
that he had read the book three or four times, and that now his best hope
was the projected “abstract” or “textbook” version (the Prolegomena).22
Kant’s colleague in Königsberg, Johann Schultz, in the preface to his
18
19
20

21

22

The distinction between analytic and synthetic methods is entirely separate from the distinction
between analytic and synthetic judgments, as is explained subsequently in this Introduction.
Kant, Logic, A Manual for Lectures, ed. by Jäsche, §117, in Lectures on Logic, ed. by J. Michael
Young (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 639.
Kant to Herz, after 11 May 1781, Ak 10:270 (CZ). The letter is from June, July, or even August,
1781; see Translator’s introduction to the Prolegomena, in Kant, Theoretical Philosophy after 1781,
n. 7 (p. 466).
Mendelssohn to Elise Reimarus, 5 January 1784, in his Gesammelte Schriften (Stuttgart, Frommann,
1971–), vol. 3, p. 169; her brother was Johann, and their father was the noted natural theologian
Hermann Samuel Reimarus.
Hamann to Hartknoch, November, 1781, Hamanns Leben und Schriften, ed. by C. H. Gildemeister,
6 vols. (Gotha, 1875), vol. 2, p. 370.
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1784 Exposition of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, mentioned the “nearly
universal complaint about the unconquerable obscurity and unintelligibility” of the work, saying that for the largest part of the learned public it
was “as if it consisted in nothing but hieroglyphics.”23
That the Critique of Pure Reason should have seemed imposing to Kant’s
contemporaries is not surprising. After all, the work constituted an avowed
attempt to introduce a new question into metaphysics – that of the possibility of metaphysics itself – and to answer this question within a framework set by Kant’s new thesis that metaphysics rests on synthetic a priori
cognition. Kant’s denial of a “real use” of the intellect (such as would
provide “intellectual intuition” of the natures of things) would have puzzled rationalists, just as his argument that laws of nature can be derived
from the conditions on any possible experience of objects would have
been difﬁcult for empiricists to understand. In any case, based on his new
framework, Kant wove a set of difﬁcult arguments, with whose exposition
he was in several cases displeased, and which ﬁlled 856 pages in the ﬁrst
edition. As Kant expressed it in the Prolegomena, he had reason to fear that
his work would “not be understood . . . because people will be inclined
just to skim through the book, but not to think through it; and they will
not want to expend this effort on it, because the work is dry, because it
is obscure, because it opposes all familiar concepts and is long-winded
as well” (p. 11). Such an investigation, he said at the time, must “always
remain difﬁcult, for it includes the metaphysics of metaphysics.”24
Kant was at work on the Prolegomena by Fall 1781, he ﬁnished writing in Fall 1782, and it had appeared by mid-April of 1783.25 While he
was working on it the ﬁrst two reviews of the Critique appeared, and he
responded directly to both of them in the Appendix of the Prolegomena.
The ﬁrst, written by Christian Garve and heavily edited by J. G. Feder,
came out anonymously in January 1782. Kant was displeased at the unfair
treatment he considered himself to have received from a reviewer who
did not understand the aim and method of his work. As he observes, the
review failed to mention his important claim that metaphysical cognition
is synthetic a priori, instead focusing on the “transcendental idealism” that
23
24
25

Erläuterungen über des Herr Professor Kant, Critik der reinen Vernunft (Königsberg, 1784), pp. 5, 7.
Kant to Herz, after 11 May 1781, Ak 10:269 (CZ).
This chronology relies on: Hamann to Hartknoch, 11 August 1781, in Hamanns Schriften, ed. by
Friedrich Roth, 8 vols. (Berlin, 1821–5), vol. 6, p. 206; Hamann to Hartknoch, September, 1782,
Hamanns Leben, vol. 2, p. 409; Plessing to Kant, 15 April 1783, Ak 10:311.
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formed part of Kant’s answer to the question of how synthetic a priori cognition can be achieved in metaphysics. The review does summarize and
criticize Kant’s conclusions rather than discussing his methods or his goal
of assessing the possibility of metaphysics. Kant was especially sensitive
to its charge that his position amounted to Berkeleyan idealism, that is, to
a denial of the reality of anything except immaterial minds and their ideas
or representations. The second and third Notes in the First Part of the
Prolegomena respond to this charge. The second review, by S. H. Ewald,
appeared anonymously in August 1782, when Kant was nearly ﬁnished
writing. This review presented Kant’s project to assess the possibility
of metaphysics through a new “science” of transcendental philosophy.
Beyond its laudatory introduction, the review is largely put together by
copying Kant’s own phrasing. He was pleased with this one, and offered it
as a model for how the critical philosophy should be judged: carefully, suspending judgment at ﬁrst, and working through it bit by bit (pp. 131–2).26
To aid this process, Kant offered the Prolegomena “as a general synopsis, with which the work itself could then be compared on occasion”
(p. 131). The Prolegomena are to be taken as a plan, synopsis, and guide for
the Critique of Pure Reason. They were not meant to replace the Critique,
but as “preparatory exercises” they were intended to be read prior to the
longer work. Yet to do so can pose a problem, since in the Critique Kant
had introduced his own special terminology (discussed below), which
he often used in the Prolegomena without explaining it. (In some cases,
such as the distinction between analytic and synthetic judgements, he
explained his terminology more fully in the later work, and then used
the new material in the second edition of the Critique.) Partly in order to
make up for this practice, this volume includes some selections from the
Critique in which Kant explains his terminology. In addition, some of
the appended selections provide further statements of Kant’s conception
of the critical philosophy, including his famous comparison of his new
theory of the relation of cognition to its objects with the Copernican
revolution in astronomy. And some of the selections supplement the
discussion in the Prolegomena with key portions of the Critique, including
26

Both reviews are translated in this volume. Garve later told Kant that he originally wrote a longer,
better review which was subsequently mangled by whomever edited it (13 July 1783, Ak 10:328–
33; CZ). His original review was later published in the Allgemeine deutsche Bibliothek, appendix to
vols. 37–52, 2nd part (Fall, 1783), pp. 838–62; it is translated in Morrison’s edition of Schultz,
Exposition.
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the “Metaphysical Exposition of the Concept of Space” from the “Transcendental Aesthetic”; Kant’s introduction of the notion of a deduction
from the “Analytic”; selections from the “Analytic of Principles,” including portions of the “Schematism,” “Analogies,” and the “Refutation of
idealism”; a sample of the original statement of one of the antinomies from
the “Dialectic”; and Kant’s description of the difference between mathematical and philosophical cognition from the “Method.” The selections
from the “Schematism” and “Analogies” summarize some main implications of Kant’s new, but limited, metaphysics.

Notes on terminology
Kant’s elaborate terminology can seem imposing. But it must be mastered,
because his philosophy cannot be understood without a good grasp of the
vocabulary in which he expressed it. Problems arise for the present-day
reader not only because Kant used special terminology, but also because
since the time he wrote the meanings of words have changed (in both
English and German).
Consider the word “science.” English speakers are familiar with
“science” as having the connotation “natural science,” and hence as denoting physics, chemistry, biology, and (sometimes) psychology. In the eighteenth century the German word Wissenschaft, as well as the French, Latin,
Italian, and English cognates for “science,” were understood to mean any
systematic body of knowledge, usually with the implication that it would
be organized around ﬁrst principles from which the rest of the body of
knowledge might be derived (more or less rigorously). Mathematics, and
especially Euclid’s geometry, was a model for how “scientiﬁc” expositions
of knowledge should be organized. Disciplines as diverse as mathematics, metaphysics, and theology were all called “sciences.” Hence, it was
entirely normal for Kant to speak of metaphysics as a science.
For his analysis of the faculties of cognition, Kant largely drew on an
existing technical vocabulary for discussing the processes and objects of
human cognition, adapting it to his own ends. Included here are terms
for various mental “representations,” including “intuitions” and “concepts,” and for various cognitive acts, such as “judgment” and “synthesis.” “Intuition” translates the German term Anschauung; both have the
etymological sense of “looking at” or “looking upon.” In this context the
word “intuition” does not have the connotation of “following a feeling,” as
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when we speak in English of “deciding by intuition.” Rather, it describes
a mental representation that is particular (not abstract), and that presents
objects concretely (as an image does). Kant contrasts intuitions with concepts, which he considered to be abstract and general representations,
potentially relating to many objects at once (pp. 159–60, 163–4). Kant
also speaks of a “manifold of intuition”; the word “manifold” here trades
on its original meaning of “many-fold,” indicating a “multiplicity” or
something having many parts or elements.
Kant’s important distinction between analytic and synthetic judgments
has been discussed above. We have also seen that he used the terms “analytic” and “synthetic” in another context, separate from this distinction,
when he distinguished the “synthetic” method of the Critique from the
“analytic” method of the Prolegomena. Here, “method” refers to both
method of exposition and method of arguing; whereas the analytic method
starts from a given body of cognition and seeks the principles from which
it might be derived (in the present case, by analyzing the cognitive powers
and capacities of the knower), the synthetic method seeks to establish those
principles by direct analysis of the relevant cognitive powers. Kant also
contrasts the “analytic” part of what he calls “transcendental logic” with
the “dialectic” part. Here, “analytic” means analysis of the procedures
of understanding and reason into their “elements,” and discovery of the
principles for the critique of such knowledge, especially those principles
that set the conditions for the very thought of an object.
In Kant’s usage, “logic” meant not only general logic, which in his
time was syllogistic logic, but also what he called “transcendental logic,”
in which the cognitive conditions on “thinking” objects are determined.
The term “to think an object” is a characteristically Kantian form of
expression. Kant used the German denken (English “to think”) as a transitive verb taking a direct object. This gives the connotation not merely
of “thinking of an object,” as when we picture an object, such as a favorite
chair, to ourselves, but it expresses a conception of this process as an active
forming of a mental representation of the chair.
Special attention should be given to Kant’s use of the words “subject”
and “object.” Except in the compound phrase “subject matter,” in what
follows the word “subject” (which translates the German Subjekt) always
means the thinking subject, that is, the one who is having the thoughts
or doing the cognizing. “Object” (Objekt, Gegenstand) can mean physical
objects located in space, or it can mean the object of thought, that is, the
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object currently represented in thought, or toward which one’s thought
is currently directed (as in “the object of my desire”).
In Kant’s time the classical meaning of the term “skeptic” was someone who sought to suspend judgment on theoretical questions by showing
that reason is in conﬂict with itself, as in the “Antinomies” (pp. 24–5, 99,
102). A second meaning pertained to skepticism about the existence of
an external, material world, as in Berkeleyan or dogmatic idealism, or
about its provability, as in Cartesian or problematic idealism (pp. 44–5,
88–9, 126–7, and 189). Kant treated the “Antinomies” as an instance of
skeptical conﬂict, from which he concluded that the metaphysical positions expressed in their theses and antitheses should be qualiﬁed through
his system of transcendental idealism. He also addressed external-world
skepticism, in his response to Garve–Feder (pp. 126–7) and in the
“Refutation of idealism” (pp. 189–91).
Kant used many other words in semi-technical ways, sometimes drawing on established patterns of usage in the eighteenth century, and sometimes initiating new usage. The reader is advised to attend to how words
are used in varying contexts, and to consult a good English dictionary to
gain familiarity with the interpretive possibilities for terms whose meaning seems difﬁcult to grasp. One especially noteworthy case is the term
“deduction,” which Kant used to name an important part of the critical philosophy; this term does not denote logical deduction, but, as he
explained in the Critique (p. 166), it is a legal term for a response to a
demand for justiﬁcation. Another term is “apperception,” which was used
by Leibniz to mean awareness of one’s own perceptions; Kant used the
term in this sense, and maintained that the possibility of such awareness
requires the ability to unify one’s perceptions in a single act of consciousness, termed the “unity of apperception” (pp. 70, 86, 179–80). Other
cases requiring special attention include “condition” and “conditioned”;
something is “conditioned” by antecedent states of affairs that set the
“conditions” for its occurrence, as the heat of the ﬁre is a “condition”
that determines the temperature of the soup, the heated soup then being a
state of affairs that is “conditioned.” Another problematic word is “determine,” which translates the German bestimmen. It can mean “to ascertain,”
as when a botanist “determines” the species of a plant; it can mean “to render deﬁnite or speciﬁc,” as when, with several options open, an outcome
is determined or “made determinate”; it can mean “produced according to a strict rule or law,” as when an action follows “deterministically,”
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or is “determined according to natural law.” Finally, the word “merely” is
used frequently to translate Kant’s word bloss, which can mean “just” and
“only”; it need not, and usually does not, have a derogatory connotation,
but, as in the case of “mere understanding,” indicates that the discussion
pertains to the understanding by itself, alone, or independent of the other
faculties.
Yet other terms might be discussed, such as “aesthetic,” which names a
division of critical philosophy, or “transcendental philosophy” and “critical philosophy” themselves, as well as technical terms such as “construction in intuition” or “philosophical analysis of concepts.” These are
explicitly discussed by Kant in various places; their interpretation, which
requires seeing the role they play in Kant’s philosophy, is left to the reader.
Some further questions about terminology and some issues concerning
Kant’s long sentences and his use of punctuation (especially the colon)
are addressed in the Note on texts and translation.

Structure of the work
The Prolegomena sets a problem and offers a solution based on extended
argument. This section lays out the main features of this structure, indicating, but not fully summarizing, key points of the argument.
Preface (pp. 5–14). Kant describes the need for his critique of metaphysics, the relation of his project to previous philosophy, and the relation
of the Prolegomena to the Critique. His program begins by asking the novel
question: “Whether such a thing as metaphysics is even possible at all?”
Hume challenged metaphysics with his doubt that reason perceives a
necessary connection between cause and effect; Hume did not question
whether the concept of cause “is right, useful, and, with respect to all
cognition of nature, indispensable,” but whether the causal connection
“is thought through reason a priori,” and thus “has an inner truth independent of all experience” that allows it “a much more widely extended
use that is not limited merely to objects of experience.”27 Hume’s question “awakened” Kant from his “dogmatic slumber”; he realized that
valid metaphysical cognition must be based on a priori concepts of the
27

Note that Kant does not characterize Hume’s problem as a skeptical challenge to causal reasoning
in natural science or everyday experience, and that he includes in it the determination of limits on
the use of the causal concept. On Kant’s conception of “Hume’s problem,” see Kuehn, Kant: A
Biography, pp. 256–8, and Hatﬁeld, “The Prolegomena and the Critiques of Pure Reason.”
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understanding. The “deduction” of the (pure) concepts of the understanding resulted, leading to the discovery of principles that determine
the boundaries of metaphysical knowledge, and establishing the basic
content of any possible metaphysics. Because the Critique is long and difﬁcult, Kant is abridging its contents in these Prolegomena, following the
“analytic” as opposed to the “synthetic” method.
Preamble (§§1–3). Kant presents criteria by which metaphysical cognition can be distinguished from that of other sciences. §1. By its very
nature, metaphysical cognition has an a priori source (from pure reason);
it is philosophical, as opposed to mathematical. §2. Analytic and synthetic
judgments are distinguished. 2a. The predicate in analytic judgments is
already “thought” in the concept of the subject. 2b. Analytic judgments
are based on the principle of contradiction: any denial of their truth leads
to a contradiction. Kant holds “gold is yellow” to be analytic, its truth
following from the fact that (as he thinks) “gold is not yellow” is selfcontradictory. Synthetic judgments cannot be based on this principle.28
Such judgments can be either a posteriori, that is, founded on experience,
or a priori, arising from the pure understanding. 2b.1. Judgments of experience are always synthetic; an analytic judgment would not need to be
based on experience. 2b.2. Mathematical judgments are synthetic a priori;
they rely on the construction of concepts in intuition, not on the mere analysis of concepts. 2b.3. Properly metaphysical propositions, such as the
judgment that substance persists, are synthetic and a priori, and the aim
of metaphysics is to generate such propositions. §3. Previous metaphysicians, including Wolff and Baumgarten, did not realize that metaphysical
judgments are synthetic, and so tried to derive them from the principle of
contradiction; Locke dimly understood the distinction between analytic
and synthetic judgments, but Hume did not.
General Question (§4). Because no undisputed body of metaphysical
knowledge exists, the General Question of the Prolegomena arises: “Is
metaphysics possible at all?” Following the analytic method, Kant will ﬁrst
determine how synthetic a priori cognition is possible in pure mathematics
and pure natural science; he will then “derive, from the principle of the
possibility of the given cognition, the possibility of all other synthetic
cognition a priori.”
28

Kant does not provide an example at this point; presumably, the judgment “this gold is mine” is
not analytic but synthetic because its opposite, “this gold is not mine,” can be thought without
contradiction.

xxvii

Introduction
General Question (§5). Kant restates the question as: “How are synthetic
propositions a priori possible?” The existence of metaphysics as science
depends on a successful answer to this difﬁcult question, which belongs
to “transcendental philosophy,” a science that precedes metaphysics and
determines its possibility. The “main transcendental question” is further
divided into four questions: the ﬁrst two respectively ask about the possibility of pure mathematics and pure natural science, the third asks about
the possibility of metaphysics in general, and the fourth asks about the
possibility of metaphysics as science.
First Part (§§6–13, Notes). Kant asks how mathematical cognition,
which is apodictic (i.e. absolutely certain) and hence a priori, is possible
(§6); he answers that such cognition, being intuitive rather than discursive,
must be based, a priori, on construction in intuition (§7). He then asks
how an intuition could be a priori (§8), and answers that, since intuition of
things “as they are in themselves” would have to be based on experience,
intuition can be a priori only if it contains the mere form of sensibility,
which precedes all actual sensory impressions and determines the form
in which objects can be intuited; hence, propositions that are a priori valid
of the objects of the senses can relate only to the form of intuition, and
a priori intuitions cannot relate to objects other than those of the senses
(§9). Space and time are the forms of sensory intuition, upon which the
propositions of geometry, arithmetic, and pure mechanics are based; they
make possible a priori cognitions of objects only as they appear to us (§10);
pure mathematics is therefore possible only because it relates merely to
objects of the senses, and then only to the form of sensibility, which provides the basis for pure a priori intuition (§11). In geometry, proofs of the
equality of two ﬁgures depend on judgments of congruence, based upon
“immediate intuition”; if such intuition were empirical, it could not support the apodictically certain propositions of geometry; Kant mentions
other geometrical proofs to show that they cannot be based on concepts
but require intuition. Hence pure mathematics is based on pure a priori
intuitions (§12). The consideration of incongruent counterparts shows
that spatial objects cannot be adequately cognized by concepts alone, but
require intuitions; this observation will free the reader of the conception
that space and time are qualities of things in themselves (§13).29 Note I.
29

Presumably Kant is here arguing against a position according to which knowledge of the intelligible
world could not come via the forms of sensibility, but would result from the “real use” of the
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The applicability of geometry to objects in physical space can be guaranteed only if those objects are regarded as appearances and space as the
a priori form of sensibility. Note II. Kant’s position is not (genuine) idealism, which holds that there are only thinking beings, for he afﬁrms the
existence of objects considered as things in themselves, while limiting our
knowledge of such objects to their appearances; he maintains what are
called the primary qualities – extension, place, space, and all that depends
on it – pertain only to appearance, just as Locke had earlier asserted of
warmth, color, and taste that they pertain to appearances, not to things in
themselves. Note III. Kant’s position does not turn bodies into illusion,
but it explains how pure mathematics can apply to bodies (and so, how
geometry can be taken as describing the properties of bodies in space),
and it prevents transcendental illusion as found in the antinomies; hence,
his transcendental or critical idealism is to be distinguished from the
empirical or dreaming idealism of Descartes and the mystical or visionary
idealism of Berkeley.
Second Part (§§14–39). §§14–17. Kant asks how pure natural scientiﬁc
cognition, i.e., cognition of the laws of universal natural science, is possible. Such laws include: “that substance remains and persists,” and “that
everything that happens always previously is determined by a cause according to constant laws” (§15). Such laws could never be known to apply to
things in themselves, but only to nature as an object of experience, or
as the sum total of objects of experience; truly universal laws, however,
cannot be based on experience, but must be a priori (§§14, 16). Kant then
asks (§17): “How is it possible in general to cognize a priori the necessary
conformity to law of experience itself with regard to all of its objects?” He
introduces a distinction between “judgments of experience” and “judgments of perception.”30 The latter concern only the subjective states of
individual perceivers; the former are valid for other perceivers and at
other times (§18). Genuine experiences of nature (expressing universally
valid laws) must be judgments of experience (§19). Kant ﬁnds that judgments of experience are possible only through the a priori application
of pure concepts of the understanding, elsewhere called the categories

30

intellect, hence would be mediated by intellectual representations alone, i.e., by concepts. For
further discussion, see Jill Vance Buroker, Space and Incongruence: The Origin of Kant’s Idealism
(Boston, Kluwer, 1981).
Although this precise distinction is not found in the Critique, it captures aspects of the Deduction.
A similar contrast between “perception” and “experience” occurs in the “B” deduction, §26
(b 159–61).
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(§20). He discusses the derivation of these concepts from the logical table
of judgments (§21), and the need for them in all judgments of experience
(§22). Such judgments provide rules or principles for the possibility of
experience, and these rules are laws of nature; therefore the problem of
a priori cognition of the laws of nature has been solved (§23). After some
cryptic remarks on the Pure physiological table (§§24–5), Kant sums up
by observing that the ground for explaining (and proving) the possibility
of a priori cognition of nature at the same time limits such cognition to
objects of experience as opposed to things in themselves (§26).
Kant then sets about to dispel Hume’s doubt about causality, also
extended to the concepts of substance and their causal interaction (§27).
The law of cause (and principles concerning the persistence of substances,
and their interaction) can be sustained only when limited to the domain
of possible experience (§§28–31). Similarly (§32), the pure concepts of
the understanding and the principles based upon them are valid only
for appearances (phenomena), not for things in themselves (noumena).
Though pure concepts can seem to have a transcendent use, beyond all
possible experience, this appearance is illusory; the senses do not permit
us to cognize the objects of pure concepts concretely, but only in relation to schema, and the pure concepts themselves have no signiﬁcance
outside experience (§§33–4). Only a “scientiﬁc” self-knowledge of reason
can prevent the understanding from being deceived into thinking it can
apply its principles outside experience (§35). Further discussion (§§36–8)
of the idea that human understanding can supply laws to nature (e.g., the
inverse square law) precedes an Appendix on the usefulness of the tables
of judgments, categories, and principles (§39).
Third Part (§§40–60). Kant cannot point to an actual science of metaphysics and ask how it is possible; his investigation is needed because
metaphysics as science is not actual. Pure mathematics and pure natural
science had no need of demonstration of their possibility; such a demonstration was undertaken in the service of metaphysics. The impulse in
human beings toward metaphysics is actual; Kant will both explain how
that impulse is possible and assess the boundary of metaphysical cognition. §40. Metaphysics is concerned with the concepts whose objects
are never given in experience, and also with the absolute totality of all
possible experience itself; both are ideas of reason that transcend any possible experience. These ideas produce an illusion that reason can cognize
objects through them. §§41–5. Kant emphasizes the importance of the
xxx
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distinction between ideas of reason and categories or pure concepts of the
understanding. The transcendental ideas are obtained by reﬂecting on the
three forms of the syllogism (categorical, hypothetical, disjunctive). The
function of the ideas is to drive the understanding toward completeness in
its cognition; the search for completeness leads the understanding to want
to cognize noumena, which it cannot do. I. Psychological ideas (§§46–9).
The concept of the self, as subject of all thinking, leads us to posit the self
as a simple, immaterial substance. But such a posited self transcends possible experience, hence cannot be cognized, and cannot serve to support
claims of the persistence of the soul after death. Cartesian idealism (doubt
about the existence of bodies) can be removed by noting that bodies are
equally well known as the I, both being appearances. II. Cosmological
ideas (§§50–4). Reason’s drive for completion of the series of conditions
leads it to pose questions such as whether the world is inﬁnite or ﬁnite in
time and space, and whether freedom is a cause in the domain of appearances, or is excluded by natural necessity. Equally plausible proofs can
be given for apparently contradictory answers to each of four antinomies.
The ﬁrst two antinomies are called “mathematical” because they pertain
to questions about homogeneous magnitudes in space or time; both thesis
and antithesis are false, because both confuse appearances with things
in themselves, and thus expect appearances to exhibit properties that
they cannot, as appearances, possess. The third and fourth antinomies
are called “dynamical” because they concern cause and effect; both thesis and antithesis can be true, but only when referred to things taken
in different respects, in one case as appearance, in the other as things
in themselves. III. Theological idea (§55). Kant refers the reader to the
ﬁrst Critique. General note (§56). The transcendental ideas express the
natural vocation of reason to seek systematic unity in the use of the understanding; this unity is regulative, not constitutive. (In the Critique Kant
explains this distinction thus: a regulative use of ideas guides the search
for completeness in cognition; a constitutive use attempts to think objects
determinately, and so as constitutive of concrete objects of cognition or
laws of nature, a 179–80 / b 222–3, a 647 / b 675.) Conclusion (§§57–60).
The possibility of metaphysics in general has been explained insofar as
metaphysics is a natural disposition of human reason to seek completeness. We cannot cognize things in themselves, but we should not deny
their existence, either; that would be to mistake limits on the use of our
reason for limits on the possibility of things in themselves. Reason ﬁnds
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its use bounded, but these boundaries presuppose a “space” on the other
side. Reason takes us up to the boundary, and we are permitted, by means
of pure concepts unrelated to intuition or to possible experience, to think
the relation between appearances and things in themselves. We are thus
permitted to think the theistic concept, as if the world were created by
an all-wise being. The ideas of reason are useful to us in determining the
boundary of reason. Thus both the possibility and the usefulness of the
transcendental ideas in metaphysics have been explained.
Solution to the General Question: “How is metaphysics possible as science?” (pp. 116–22). Kant asserts that it is possible only through a critique
of pure reason, which must set out and analyze the entire stock of a priori
concepts; which must refer such concepts to the various sources for their
cognition (sensibility, understanding, reason); which must “deduce” the
possibility of synthetic a priori cognition; and which must determine the
principles of and the boundaries for the use of all a priori concepts. Kant
hopes that the Prolegomena will excite investigation in this ﬁeld, because
metaphysics will not go away, given reason’s natural impulse toward metaphysical speculation.
Appendix (pp. 123–34). Kant proposes that the best route to rendering
metaphysics as science actual would be a full examination of the Critique of
Pure Reason. He defends the Critique against the Garve–Feder review and
its charge of Berkeleyan idealism, and he proposes that the Critique and
these Prolegomena be made the basis for working out a new metaphysics,
limited to the principles for possible experience.

Evaluating the critical philosophy
As evaluated against the standard of historical inﬂuence, Kant’s philosophy possesses tremendous importance. For present-day philosophers,
and for individual readers of Kant, another kind of evaluation is germane: that of the success of his arguments, and the truth or insight of
his doctrines. There are various perspectives from which such assessments might be carried out. One could seek to determine how successful
Kant’s arguments are in terms of their logical coherence and internal
consistency, or when viewed as a response to the philosophical context
of his time, or from the perspective of what insight they hold for us now.
The ﬁrst sort of assessment is basic to reading any philosophical text;
in the case of a past text such as Kant’s, the assessment of consistency
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requires being able to understand the words he has written on the page
(or their translation), which means learning about eighteenth-century
philosophical terminology and philosophical assumptions. This takes us
to the second perspective, that of assessing Kant’s arguments in their
historical context. The material included in this Introduction and in the
explanatory footnotes is some aid in this task, though of course a more
general knowledge of the history of modern philosophy is also needed.
Any attempt to carry out the third sort of assessment depends to some
extent on the ﬁrst two, since one will need to have read and understood
Kant’s arguments before attempting to assay their present usefulness.
Soon after the appearance of the Prolegomena, Kant provided his own
list of the factors he considered relevant to evaluating the critical philosophy.31 There were three stages: ﬁrst, a decision about whether the
problem of the existence of metaphysics is correctly stated as the need
for a deduction of the possibility of synthetic a priori judgments; second,
whether his own deduction and its implication concerning the bounds
of human cognition are correct; and ﬁnally, whether his transcendental
idealism, which limits metaphysical cognition to appearances as opposed
to things in themselves, is correct, and whether it is also correct that
his position implies the existence of things in themselves as that which
must underlie these appearances. As it actually happens, the place of the
“thing in itself ” in Kant’s philosophical system has long been a matter of contention; many have found his talk of a “thing in itself ” to be
both contradictory and unnecessary, while others believe it is essential
to his position. Kant himself, in response to the Garve–Feder review,
emphasized his positive commitment to things in themselves (pp. 40–1,
44–5; see also Selections, p. 148). More generally, in the two centuries
since Kant wrote, everything from his speciﬁc conclusions to his general
framework has been called into question. Hegel challenged the distinction between appearances and things in themselves. After the discovery
of non-Euclidean geometry, Kant’s claims for the synthetic a priori status of Euclid’s geometry as a description of physical space came into
question. Neo-Kantians such as Cassirer questioned whether the categories of human understanding are truly ﬁxed, as Kant had suggested,
or change throughout the history of human thought. Others have sought
to determine what might be lasting in his analysis of the structure of
31

Kant to Mendelssohn, 16 August 1783, Ak 10:344–5 (CZ).
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human cognition, and in the question of the relation of our modes of
representation to the reality they are purported to represent. Is it proper
to expect a theory of the processes of human cognition to answer questions about the justiﬁcation of knowledge?32 Even if one were to agree
that the contribution of the knower (or “cognizer”) must be factored into
any philosophical analysis of human knowledge, does this require accepting Kant’s transcendental idealism, according to which primary features
of objects as experienced are contributed by the knowing mind? Or is
transcendental idealism not essential to Kant’s insight?
There is ongoing debate on these and other questions. In framing his or
her own understanding and evaluation of Kant’s philosophy, the reader is
advised to consult some of the literature in the Further reading, and also to
return frequently to Kant’s own work. Like all philosophy, Kant’s texts
can best be understood through repeated rereading. And, like all good
philosophy, they will repay rereading with insight and understanding.
32

Some philosophers, perhaps inﬂuenced by Kant himself, describe the attempt to theorize about
the justiﬁcation of knowledge using natural scientiﬁc psychology the “fallacy” of psychologism;
see Nicola Abbagnano, “Psychologism,” Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Paul Edwards, 8 vols.
(New York, Macmillan, 1967), vol. 7, pp. 520–1.
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1724
1730–2
1732–40
1737
1740
1740–6
1746

1747–54
1750–2
1755

22 April, Immanuel Kant born in Königsberg, East Prussia
Attended St. George’s Hospital Elementary School
Attended the Lutheran pietist Collegium Fridericianum,
Latin School
December, death of Kant’s mother
Death of Frederick William, King of Prussia; Frederick II
(“the Great” ) crowned
Studies philosophy, mathematics, natural science, and theology at the Albertus University in Königsberg
March, death of Kant’s father
Summer semester, presents Thoughts on the True Estimation
of Living Forces to the Philosophy Faculty (oral presentation,
1747; publication, 1749)
Serves as family tutor for various East Prussian landholders
Voltaire is at the Prussian court in Potsdam (near Berlin)
Spring, Universal Natural History and Theory of the Heavens,
presenting what is known as the Kant–Laplace hypothesis
April, doctoral dissertation: Meditations on Fire, in Latin
June, public lecture as doctoral candidate: “On the Easier
and the Thorough Philosophical Style”
September, Habilitation: New Elucidation of the First Principles of Metaphysical Cognition, in Latin; Kant licensed as a
private lecturer at the Albertus University
Hume’s Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding (1739–40)
published in German translation; in all, four volumes of his
essays appear in translation, 1754–6
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1756
1757
1758–62
1762–4
1762
1763
1764

1765
1766
1768
1769–70
1770

1771
1772
1781

April, disputation held on the Latin treatise Physical Monadology
Locke’s An Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1690)
published in German translation
Russian occupation of Königsberg
Johann Gottfried Herder attends Kant’s lectures
The False Subtlety of the Four Syllogistic Figures
The Only Possible Argument in Support of a Demonstration of
the Existence of God (actually appeared at the end of 1762)
Declines appointment as Professor of Poetry and Oratory in
Königsberg
Inquiry Concerning the Distinctness of the Principles of Natural
Theology and Morality, ﬁnished in December 1762, submitted to the competition of the Berlin Academy for 1763, won
second prize (published along with the winning essay by
Moses Mendelssohn)
Attempt to Introduce the Concept of Negative Magnitudes into
Philosophy (written in Summer 1763)
Leibniz’s Nouveaux essais sur l’entendement humain published
Appointed assistant librarian, Royal Library in Königsberg
Dreams of a Spirit-Seer Elucidated by Dreams of Metaphysics
Concerning the Ultimate Foundations of the Differentiation of
Regions in Space
Turns down appointment as Professor of Logic and Metaphysics in Erlangen, and appointment as Professor in philosophy at Jena
March, appointed Professor of Logic and Metaphysics at the
Albertus University in Königsberg; Inaugural Dissertation:
On the Form and Principles of the Sensible and Intelligible
World, in Latin; public disputation, 21 August, with four
students in opposition and Marcus Herz responding
July, Hamann’s translation of Hume’s Treatise, conclusion
to Bk. I, appears
21 February, Kant’s letter to Herz stating his plan to write
a critique of pure reason
May, Critique of Pure Reason, ﬁrst edition (A)
Kant begins speaking of a more popular treatment of the
subject matter of the Critique
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1782
1783
1784
1785
1786

1787
1788
1790
1793
1794
1796
1797
1798

1800
1803
1804

Hume’s Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (1779) published in German translation
January, Garve–Feder review of Critique
Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics
Ideas toward a Universal History from a Cosmopolitan Point
of View
An Answer to the Question: What Is Enlightenment?
Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science
Elected to the Academy of Sciences, Berlin; Summer
Semester, Rector at Albertus University
Frederick the Great dies; his nephew, Frederick William II,
crowned and reverses his predecessor’s policy of religious
toleration
Critique of Pure Reason, second edition (B)
Critique of Practical Reason
Concerning the Use of Teleological Principles in Philosophy
Summer Semester, Rector at Albertus University
Critique of the Power of Judgment, ﬁrst edition
Critique of the Power of Judgment, second edition
Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone
Censured by the Prussian Minister of Culture, agrees not
to write about religion again (while the present King lives);
elected to the Academy of Sciences, St. Petersburg
July, Kant’s last lecture
Metaphysics of Morals
Frederick William II dies; succeeded by Frederick William
III
Envisions a new book to ﬁll a “gap” in the critical philosophy
involving metaphysics and physics; the unﬁnished work was
published as the Opus postumum in 1936–8
The Conﬂict of the Faculties
Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View
Immanuel Kant’s Logic, A Manual for Lectures, edited by
Gottlob Benjamin Jäsche
Kant falls ill
12 February, Kant dies; 28 February, interred
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Further reading
Introductory overviews of Kant’s philosophy in general may be found in
John Kemp, Philosophy of Kant (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1968),
and Otfried Höffe, Immanuel Kant, trans. by Marshall Farrier (Albany,
State University of New York Press, 1994). Greater detail is provided
by the Cambridge Companion to Kant, ed. by Paul Guyer (Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press, 1992), with separate essays on the major
aspects of Kant’s work, including many further references.
Good introductory discussions of Kant’s critical philosophy in the
ﬁrst Critique and Prolegomena include W. H. Walsh, Kant’s Criticism of
Metaphysics (Edinburgh, Edinburgh University Press, 1975), and Sebastian Gardner, Kant and the Critique of Pure Reason (London, Routledge,
1999). More advanced studies abound, such as Henry Allison, Kant’s
Transcendental Idealism: An Interpretation and Defense (New Haven, Yale
University Press, 1983), Arthur Collins, Possible Experience: Understanding Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (Berkeley, University of California
Press, 1999), and Paul Guyer, Kant and the Claims of Knowledge (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1987). There are many works on
speciﬁc themes, such as Karl Ameriks, Kant’s Theory of Mind, 2nd edn.
(Oxford, Clarendon Press, 2000), and Lorne Falkenstein, Kant’s Intuitionism: A Commentary on the Transcendental Aesthetic (Toronto, University of Toronto Press, 1995). Kant on Pure Reason, ed. by R. C. S.
Walker (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1982), and Kant’s Transcendental Deductions: The Three Critiques and the Opus postumum, ed. by E.
Förster (Stanford, Stanford University Press, 1989), collect some important articles; Lewis White Beck, Essays on Kant and Hume (New Haven,
Yale University Press, 1978), contains much of use in interpreting the
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content and development of Kant’s critical philosophy. But the reader is
especially encouraged to continue on to the entire Critique of Pure Reason, and to other of Kant’s works in theoretical philosophy, including
the Inaugural Dissertation and the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, respectively in Theoretical Philosophy, 1755–1770, trans. and
ed. by D. Walford and R. Meerbote (Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press, 1992), and Theoretical Philosophy After 1781, ed. by H. Allison and
P. Heath (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2002). The standard
German edition of Kant’s works is the Academy Edition of Kants gesammelte Schriften (1900–), referred to herein as “Ak” (plus volume and page
numbers). All of his published writings, and many originally unpublished
items found in Ak, are being newly translated in the Cambridge Edition
of the Works of Immanuel Kant, under the general editorship of Paul
Guyer and Allen Wood.
Material devoted directly to introductory study of the Prolegomena
is more sparse. A discussion of its relation to the ﬁrst Critique and to
Humean skepticism, along with further references, may be found in Gary
Hatﬁeld, “The Prolegomena and the Critiques of Pure Reason,” in Kant und
die Berliner Aufklärung: Akten des IX. Kant-Kongress, ed. by V. Gerhardt,
R. P. Horstmann, and R. Schumacher, 5 vols. (Berlin, de Gruyter, 2001),
vol. 1, pp. 185–208. Early reactions to the Prolegomena and ﬁrst Critique
can be seen in Johann Schultz’s Exposition of Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason, trans. by J. C. Morrison (Ottawa, University of Ottawa Press,
1996), and Kant’s Early Critics: The Empiricist Critique of the Theoretical
Philosophy, ed. and trans. by B. Sassen (Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press, 2000). Additional context for the origin of the critical philosophy is
provided by Kant’s correspondence from 1770 to 1783, in Correspondence,
ed. and trans. by Arnulf Zweig (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press,
1999), referred to as “CZ,” which shows the pagination in Ak.
A sense of the intellectual context in which Kant wrote, and an overview
of Kant’s life and work, are offered in L. W. Beck, Early German Philosophy: Kant and His Predecessors (Cambridge, MA, Harvard University
Press, 1969). Intellectual biographies include Ernst Cassirer, Kant’s Life
and Thought, trans. by James Haden (New Haven, Yale University Press,
1981), and Manfred Kuehn, Kant: A Biography (Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 2001).
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Note on texts and translation
The translation has been made using the original edition of the Prolegomena zu einer jeden künftigen Metaphysik die als Wissenschaft wird auftreten
können (Riga, Hartknoch, 1783; reprint, Erlangen, Harald Fischer Verlag,
1988), and Karl Vorländer’s edition, as revised (Hamburg, Felix Meiner
Verlag, 1976); on occasion, Benno Erdmann’s edition in Ak, vol. 4, has
been consulted. As is customary, the page numbers of Ak are shown
in the margins of the present translation. Vorländer’s edition, completed
after Ak, collects signiﬁcant textual variants from many previous editions;
both editions contain much useful information on texts and printings.
Vorländer’s edition incorporates a major reorganization of the Preamble
and ﬁrst General Question in accordance with Hans Vaihinger’s “galley switching” thesis.1 Vaihinger convincingly argued, on internal textual
grounds and by comparison with corresponding sections of the “B” edition of the Critique, that a galley of 100 lines was transposed during the
printing of the Preamble. The emended text is not without minor problems (for the correction of which a paragraph break has been added), but
it is much improved over editions that do not accept the reorganization.
The present translation varies slightly from my contribution to the
Cambridge Edition, in Theoretical Philosophy After 1781. That publication
contains more extensive critical apparatus than would be useful here,
where the original German is given only occasionally, to permit a general
understanding of Kant’s terminology. (When German words are given,
modern orthography is used and declination is shown.) Similarly, the
1

“Eine Blattversetzung in Kants Prolegomena,” Philosophische Monatshefte, 15 (1879), 321–32,
513–32; Vorländer summarizes the evidence in his edition, pp. xxxvii–xl.
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Note on texts and translation
factual notes provided herein are sometimes less extensive, though in
other cases new notes have been provided for the non-specialist reader.
The Prolegomena has been translated into English several times before,
including those by John P. Mahaffy and John H. Bernard, 2nd edn. (London, 1889); Ernest Belfort Bax, 2nd edn. (London, 1891); Paul Carus,
3rd edn. (Chicago, 1912); and Peter G. Lucas (Manchester, 1953); and
also revisions of Carus by Lewis White Beck (Indianapolis, 1950) and by
James W. Ellington (Indianapolis, 1977). I have made a new translation.
On occasion, however, I have consulted the earlier works, especially Lucas
and Beck.
Every translator must interpret. In doing so, one can seek greater or lesser
adherence to standards of literalness. This translation adopts the principles of the Cambridge Edition: seek terminological consistency, avoid
sacriﬁcing literalness for ostensible ease in reading, preserve Kant’s own
sentence and paragraph breaks, keep emendations and interpolations to a
minimum, and strictly separate Kant’s own footnotes (marked with an asterisk, [*]), from both the translator’s textual notes (marked with superscript
letters), which pertain to the German text and its translation, and factual
notes (marked with superscript numerals), in which historical ﬁgures are
identiﬁed, certain points explained, and Latin, Greek, and French phrases
translated. Though Kant’s long sentences are challenging, his thought is
more clearly presented by leaving them intact than by breaking them up,
thereby compromising their internal logical and grammatical relations.
Differences in German and English syntax have sometimes caused me to
alter the internal punctuation of Kant’s sentences. I have tried to avoid
introducing ambiguities into the English that would result from the fact
that German pronouns carry gender in relation to all nouns, and are more
fully declined than English pronouns; hence, on many occasions I have
replaced pronomial expressions with their antecedents. I have sought to
avoid the gender bias that arises from the fact that the German man, which
is gender-neutral in meaning, is declined as masculine. In other cases, as
when Kant used er (English “he”) to refer to unnamed philosophers, I
have let the masculine stand as a reﬂection of his time. In interpreting
Kant’s German, which can be archaic even for its day, dictionaries from
near his time have proven valuable.2
2

Joachim Heinrich Campe, Wörterbuch der deutschen Sprache, 6 vols. (Braunschweig, 1807–13;
reprint, Hildesheim, Olms, 1969–70); Nathan Bailey, Englisch-deutsches und deutsches-englisches
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Note on texts and translation
The translator of Kant is faced with many choices, especially in rendering his technical vocabulary into English. I have followed standard
practice in rendering Anschauung as “intuition,” Begriff as “concept,”
and Vorstellung as “representation.” I have departed from some translators in rendering sinnliche Anschauung as “sensory intuition,” rather than
“sensible intuition.” This choice accords with Kant’s own advice about the
related terms intelligibel and intellektuel (below, §34n), the ﬁrst of which
he restricted to “intelligible” objects (those able to be cognized by the
intellect), as opposed to “intellectual” cognitions (cognitions belonging
to the intellect as a faculty). The adjective “sensory” better qualiﬁes the
kind of representation in question (as coming from the senses), as opposed
to describing an object as capable of being sensed (i.e., as being “sensible”). I have followed the usual translation of Sinnlichkeit as “sensibility,”
though it might just as well be rendered as “sense,” “faculty of sense,” or
“sensorium.”
I follow the recent tendency of translating Erkenntnis as “cognition”
rather than as “knowledge.” “Cognition” accords better with the fact
that Kant is most often discussing Erkenntnis as a process or as a cognitive achievement of a mind. The word “knowledge” is more appropriate
when speaking of the end product of cognition, the organized bodies of
knowledge preserved in books, and I have sometimes used it in such contexts, though I have also been willing to speak of “bodies of cognition” to
characterize whole ﬁelds of knowledge. I usually render bedeuten as “signify” and Bedeutung as “signiﬁcance” or “signiﬁcation,” though in some
contexts they might equally well be rendered as “mean” and “meaning.”
The words wirklich and Wirklichkeit pose a problem, since Kant often uses
them coordinately with the loan-word Realität; depending on context, I
render them as “real” and “reality,” or, more properly etymologically, as
“actual” and “actuality.” The term allgemein (literally, “common to all”)
is translated as “general” in the phrase “general concept,” but as “universal” when qualifying the applicability or extension of judgments, laws,
rules, or principles (and similarly for Allgemeinheit). I frequently adopt
the usual translations of Mannigfaltige and Mannigfaltigkeit as “manifold” and “manifoldness,” though in other cases I’ve rendered them as
“multiplicity” or even “variety.”
Wörterbuch, 2 vols. (Leipzig and Jena, 1810); and U. U. W. Meissner, Vollständiges englisch-deutsches
und deutsches-englisches Wörterbuch, 2 vols. (Leipzig, 1847).
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Note on texts and translation
In some cases, subsequent philosophical developments (sometimes
stemming from Kant) have transformed certain English words into technical philosophical terms, while their German counterparts were no such
thing in his day. Thus, Kant often uses the expression zum Grunde liegen,
which might be translated as “to lie at the foundation of,” “to be the
foundation of,” or “to ground.” But the English words “foundation”
and “ground,” because of more recent philosophical discussions, can call
to mind the notion of epistemological foundations, or foundationalism.
Hence, I have tended to use other English words, such as “to be the basis
for,” or, changing voice, “to be based on,” to translate this and related
German phrases. In other cases, when Kant is playing on the etymological
meaning of a word, as he does with Vernunftschluss, which means “syllogism,” but literally is “inference of reason,” I have expanded the single
German word by giving one English variant as a gloss of the other. This
device has been useful elsewhere, as when Kant discusses Grundsätze
as a subclass of Prinzipien; both words might be translated as “principles,” which would be awkward in this case, so I have occasionally shown
other variants of the ﬁrst term, including “fundamental propositions” and
“basic principles.” (“Principles” is used again to translate Satz des Widerspruchs as “principle of contradiction”; and Satz is elsewhere rendered as
“proposition,” or even “thesis.”) A similar device is used in translating
gesunder Menschenverstand and related terms; they are now and were in
Kant’s time understood as equivalent to the English “common sense,”
though he sometimes plays on the fact that they include the German root
Verstand (“understanding”).
I have followed as much as possible Kant’s original punctuation for
setting off propositions and marking foreign words. Kant tended to set off
propositions with colons, as in, “the proposition: that substance remains
and persists, . . .”; in such cases, the intended proposition usually ends
at the ﬁrst comma, semicolon, or period. On rare occasions Kant uses
quotations to set off a proposition, and in those cases I have followed suit;
other than §56 (Kant’s note), only in the Appendix, where he quotes the
Garve–Feder review, have I found these to be word-for-word quotations
from another source. In the ﬁrst edition of the Prolegomena Latin and
French words were set in roman type, by contrast with the gothic of the
original German; I have used italics for Latin, French, and Greek words,
by contrast with the roman font of the main text. I have also used italics
to show Kant’s indications of emphasis, bold for double emphasis. For
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book titles, the italics have been added in all but a few cases; Kant rarely
marked book titles typographically, and he played on the fact that the
German counterparts to “critique of pure reason” and “prolegomena”
can be used both as ordinary nouns for a type of critical activity or for a
kind of written work, and as titles for his own writings. Other emphasis
follows the ﬁrst edition, with minor modiﬁcations. Vorländer and Ak,
following now-standard conventions of German typography, emphasize
all proper names of persons; the ﬁrst edition did not, and it has been
followed without further note.
The selections from the Critique of Pure Reason are translated from the
second edition (B) of the Kritik der reinen Vernunft (Riga, Hartknoch, 1787;
reprint, London, Routledge/Thoemmes Press, 1994), silently taking into
account emendations proposed in the editions of Erich Adickes (Berlin,
1889), Benno Erdmann (Ak, vol. 3), and Raymund Schmidt (Hamburg,
1990); the ﬁrst edition (A) was consulted as needed (Riga, Hartknoch,
1781; reprint, London, Routledge/Thoemmes Press, 1994). Of course,
Kant’s own references in the Prolegomena are to the “A” edition. In the
selections for which there is a signiﬁcant difference between the two
editions (the Introduction, Aesthetic, and Analytic of Principles), I have
followed the “B” edition because it was emended in ways I found useful,
especially for avoiding overlap with the Prolegomena. In any case, where
corresponding pages from “A” exist, the numbers have been given. In the
sections with both “A” and “B” pages, only the larger deviations of “B”
from “A” have been marked; those interested in an exact accounting of
the differences should consult a critical edition or a full translation. In a
few places in which Kant discusses key concepts, I have, for the sake of
clarity, silently italicized key words or adopted emphasis found in “A” but
not “B.”
In translating the Göttingen and Gotha reviews, I used the texts as printed
in Rezensionen zur Kantischen Philosophie, ed. by Albert Landau (Bebra,
Albert Landau Verlag, 1991), pp. 10–23, consulting the original sources
as needed: Zugabe zu den Göttingischen Anzeigen von gelehrten Sachen,
no. 3 (19 January 1782), pp. 40–8, and Gothaische gelehrte Zeitungen, no. 68
(24 August 1782), pp. 560–3. The original pagination is shown in the
margins of the translations.
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Preface
These prolegomena are not for the use of apprentices, but of future teachers, and indeed are not to help them to organize the presentation of an
already existing science, but to discover this science itself for the ﬁrst time.
There are scholars for whom the history of philosophy (ancient as well
as modern) is itself their philosophy; the present prolegomena have not
been written for them. They must wait until those who endeavor to draw
from the wellsprings of reason itself have ﬁnished their business, and then
it will be their turn to bring news of these events to the world. Otherwise,
in their opinion nothing can be said that has not already been said before;
and in fact this opinion can stand for all time as an infallible prediction, for
since the human understanding has wandered over countless subjects in
various ways through many centuries, it can hardly fail that for anything
new something old should be found that has some similarity with it.
My intention is to convince all of those who ﬁnd it worthwhile to occupy
themselves with metaphysics that it is unavoidably necessary to suspend
their work for the present, to consider all that has happened until now as
if it had not happened, and before all else to pose the question: “whether
such a thing as metaphysics is even possible at all.”
If metaphysics is a science, why is it that it cannot, as other sciences,
attain universal and lasting acclaim? If it is not, how does it happen that,
under the pretense of a science it incessantly shows off, and strings along
the human understanding with hopes that never dim but are never fulﬁlled? Whether, therefore, we demonstrate our knowledge or our ignorance, for once we must arrive at something certain concerning the nature
of this self-proclaimed science; for things cannot possibly remain on their
present footing. It seems almost laughable that, while every other science
5
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makes continuous progress, metaphysics, which desires to be wisdom itself, and which everyone consults as an oracle, perpetually turns round
on the same spot without coming a step further. Further, it has lost a great
many of its adherents, and one does not ﬁnd that those who feel strong
enough to shine in other sciences wish to risk their reputations in this one,
where anyone, usually ignorant in all other things, lays claim to a decisive
opinion, since in this region there are in fact still no reliable weights and
measures with which to distinguish profundity from shallow babble.
It is, after all, not completely unheard of, after long cultivation of a
science, that in considering with wonder how much progress has been
made someone should ﬁnally allow the question to arise: whether and
how such a science is possible at all. For human reason is so keen on
building that more than once it has erected a tower, and has afterwards
torn it down again in order to see how well constituted its foundation
may have been. It is never too late to grow reasonable and wise; but if the
insight comes late, it is always harder to bring it into play.
To ask whether a science might in fact be possible assumes a doubt
about its actuality.a Such a doubt, though, offends everyone whose entire
belongings may perhaps consist in this supposed jewel; hence he who
allows this doubt to develop had better prepare for opposition from all
sides. Some, with their metaphysical compendia in hand, will look down
on him with scorn, in proud consciousness of their ancient, and hence
ostensibly legitimate, possession; others, who nowhere see anything that
is not similar to something they have seen somewhere else before, will not
understand him; and for a time everything will remain as if nothing at all
had happened that might yield fear or hope of an impending change.
Nevertheless I venture to predict that the reader of these prolegomena
who thinks for himself will not only come to doubt his previous science,
but subsequently will be fully convinced that there can be no such science
unless the requirements expressed here, on which its possibility rests, are
met, and, as this has never yet been done, that there is as yet no metaphysics at all. Since, however, the demand for it can never be exhausted,∗
∗

a
1

Rusticus exspectat, dum deﬂuat amnis, at ille
Labitur et labetur in omne volubilis aevum. Horace.1
Wirklichkeit
“A rustic waits for the river to ﬂow away, but it ﬂows on, and will so ﬂow for all eternity.” Horace
Epistles, i. ii. 42–3.
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because the interest of human reason in general is much too intimately
interwoven with it, the reader will admit that a complete reform or rather
a rebirth of metaphysics, according to a plan completely unknown before
now, is inevitably approaching, however much it may be resisted in the
meantime.
Since the Essays of Locke and Leibniz,2 or rather since the rise of
metaphysics as far as the history of it reaches, no event has occurred that
could have been more decisive with respect to the fate of this science than
the attack made upon it by David Hume.3 He brought no light to this kind
of knowledge,b but he certainly struck a spark from which a light could
well have been kindled, if it had hit some welcoming tinder whose glow
was carefully kept going and made to grow.
Hume started mainly from a single but important concept in metaphysics, namely, that of the connection of cause and effect (and also its
derivative concepts, of force and action, etc.), and called upon reason,
which pretends to have generated this concept in her womb, to give him
an account of by what right she thinks: that something could be so constituted that, if it is posited, something else necessarily must thereby also
be posited; for that is what the concept of cause says. He indisputably
proved that it is wholly impossible for reason to think such a connection
a priori and from concepts, because this connection contains necessity;
and it is simply not to be seen how it could be, that because something is,
something else necessarily must also be, and therefore how the concept of
such a connection could be introduced a priori. From this he concluded
that reason completely and fully deceives herself with this concept, falsely
taking it for her own child, when it is really nothing but a bastard of the
imagination, which, impregnated by experience, and having brought certain representations under the law of association, passes off the resulting
subjective necessity (i.e., habit) for an objective necessity (from insight).
From which he concluded that reason has no power at all to think such
connections, not even merely in general, because its concepts would then
be bare ﬁctions, and all of its cognitions allegedly established a priori
b
2

3

Erkenntnis; in most instances, this word has been translated as “cognition.”
John Locke (1632–1704), An Essay Concerning Human Understanding. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz
(1646–1716), Nouveaux essais sur l’entendement humain, in his CEuvres philosophiques (Amsterdam
and Leipzig, 1765); German translation, 1778–80, though Kant read the French edition soon after
its appearance; English translation, New Essays on Human Understanding, trans. by P. Remnant and
J. Bennett (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1981).
David Hume (1711–76). On Kant’s relation to the relevant works by Hume, see the Introduction.
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would be nothing but falsely marked ordinary experiences; which is so
much as to say that there is no metaphysics at all, and cannot be any.∗
As premature and erroneous as his conclusion was, nevertheless it was
at least founded on inquiry, and this inquiry was of sufﬁcient value, that
the best minds of his time might have come together to solve (more happily
if possible) the problem in the sense in which he presented it, from which
a complete reform of the science must soon have arisen.
But fate, ever ill-disposed toward metaphysics, would have it that Hume
was understood by no one. One cannot, without feeling a certain pain,
behold how utterly and completely his opponents, Reid, Oswald, Beattie,
and ﬁnally Priestley,6 missed the point of his problem, and misjudged
his hints for improvement – constantly taking for granted just what he
doubted, and, conversely, proving with vehemence and, more often than
not, with great insolence exactly what it had never entered his mind to
doubt – so that everything remained in its old condition, as if nothing
had happened. The question was not, whether the concept of cause is
right, useful, and, with respect to all cognition of nature, indispensable,
for this Hume had never put in doubt; it was rather whether it is thought
through reason a priori, and in this way has an inner truth independent
∗

4

5
6

All the same, Hume named this destructive philosophy itself metaphysics and placed great
value on it. “Metaphysics and morals,” he said (Essays, 4th pt., p. 214, German translation),
“are the most important branches of science; mathematics and natural science are not worth
half so much.”4 The acute man was, however, looking only to the negative beneﬁt that
curbing the excessive claims of speculative reason would have, in completely abolishing so
many endless and continual conﬂicts that perplex the human species; he meanwhile lost sight
of the positive harm that results if reason is deprived of the most important vistas, from which
alone it can stake out for the will the highest goal of all the will’s endeavors.5
This quotation in Kant’s text contains an ellipsis that somewhat distorts Hume’s statement, which
reads in full: “Monarchies, receiving their chief Stability from a superstitious Reverence to Priests
and Princes, have abridged the Liberty of Reasoning, with Regard to Religion and Politics, and
consequently Metaphysics and Morals. All these form the most considerable Branches of Science.
Mathematics and natural Philosophy, which are the only ones that remain, are not half so valuable”
(Essay 5, “Of the Rise and Progress of the Arts and Sciences,” Essays, Moral and Political, 2 vols.
[Edinburgh, 1741–2], vol. 2, p. 79).
Kant considered the overextension of empirical concepts to be a threat to the idea of freedom and
hence to morality; see Selections, pp. 152–4.
Thomas Reid (1710–96), An Inquiry into the Human Mind, on the Principles of Common Sense
(Dublin and Edinburgh, 1764), French translation, 1768, German, 1782; James Oswald (d. 1793),
An Appeal to Common Sense in Behalf of Religion (Edinburgh, 1766), German translation, 1774;
James Beattie (1735–1803), An Essay on the Nature and Immutability of Truth, in Opposition to
Sophistry and Scepticism (Edinburgh, 1770), German translation, 1772; Joseph Priestley (1733–
1804), An Examination of Dr. Reid’s Inquiry into the Human Mind, on the Principles of Common Sense,
Dr. Beattie’s Essay on the Nature and Immutability of Truth, and Dr. Oswald’s Appeal to Common
Sense in Behalf of Religion (London, 1774).

8

Preface
of all experience, and hence also a much more widely extended use that is
not limited merely to objects of experience: regarding this Hume awaited
enlightenment. The discussion was only about the origin of this concept,
not about its indispensability in use; if the former were only discovered,
the conditions of its use and the sphere in which it can be valid would
already be given.
In order to do justice to the problem, however, the opponents of this
celebrated man would have had to penetrate very deeply into the nature
of reason so far as it is occupied solely with pure thought, something that
did not suit them. They therefore found a more expedient means to be
obstinate without any insight, namely, the appeal to ordinary common
sense.7 It is in fact a great gift from heaven to possess right (or, as it has
recently been called, plain) common sense. But it must be proven through
deeds, by the considered and reasonable things one thinks and says, and not
by appealing to it as an oracle when one knows of nothing clever to advance
in one’s defense. To appeal to ordinary common sense when insight and
sciencec run short, and not before, is one of the subtle discoveries of
recent times, whereby the dullest windbag can conﬁdently take on the
most profound thinker and hold his own with him. So long as a small
residue of insight remains, however, one would do well to avoid resorting
to this emergency help. And seen in the light of day, this appeal is nothing
other than a call to the judgment of the multitude; applause at which the
philosopher blushes, but at which the popular wag becomes triumphant
and deﬁant. I should think, however, that Hume could lay just as much
claim to sound common sense as Beattie, and on top of this to something
that the latter certainly did not possess, namely, a critical reason, which
keeps ordinary common sense in check, so that it doesn’t lose itself in
speculations, or, if these are the sole topic of discussion, doesn’t want
to decide anything, since it doesn’t understand the justiﬁcation for its
own principles; for only so will it remain sound common sense. Hammer
and chisel are perfectly ﬁne for working raw lumber, but for copperplate
one must use an etching needle. Likewise, sound common sense and
speculative understanding are both useful, but each in its own way; the
one, when it is a matter of judgments that ﬁnd their immediate application
in experience, the other, however, when judgments are to be made in a
c
7

Wissenschaft
The words translated as “common sense” include the German root Verstand, or “understanding.”
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universal mode, out of mere concepts, as in metaphysics, where what calls
itself (but often per antiphrasin)8 sound common sense has no judgment
whatsoever.
I freely admit that the remembrance9 of David Hume was the very thing
that many years ago ﬁrst interrupted my dogmatic slumber and gave a
completely different direction to my researches in the ﬁeld of speculative
philosophy. I was very far from listening to him with respect to his conclusions, which arose solely because he did not completely set out his
problem, but only touched on a part of it, which, without the whole being
taken into account, can provide no enlightenment. If we begin from a wellgrounded though undeveloped thought that another bequeaths us, then
we can well hope, by continued reﬂection, to take it further than could
the sagacious man whom one has to thank for the ﬁrst spark of this light.
So I tried ﬁrst whether Hume’s objection might not be presented in a
general manner, and I soon found that the concept of the connection of
cause and effect is far from being the only concept through which the
understanding thinks connections of things a priori; rather, metaphysics
consists wholly of such concepts. I sought to ascertain their number, and
as I had successfully attained this in the way I wished, namely from a single
principle, I proceeded to the deduction of these concepts,10 from which
I henceforth became assured that they were not, as Hume had feared,
derived from experience, but had arisen from the pure understanding.
This deduction, which appeared impossible to my sagacious predecessor,
and which had never even occurred to anyone but him, even though
everyone conﬁdently made use of these concepts without asking what
their objective validity is based on – this deduction, I say, was the most
difﬁcult thing that could ever be undertaken on behalf of metaphysics;
and the worst thing about it is that metaphysics, as much of it as might
be present anywhere at all, could not give me even the slightest help
with this, because this very deduction must ﬁrst settle the possibility of
a metaphysics. As I had now succeeded in the solution of the Humean
problem not only in a single case but with respect to the entire faculty of
8
9

10

“by way of expression through the opposite.”
The German word Erinnerung can mean a “memory” or “remembrance” (as shown here), or it
can mean a “reminder,” “admonition,” or “warning.” Kant used the term both ways (e.g., Ak
1:173, 472; 2:267, 291, 362; Critique a vii, a 30 / b 45, a 98, b 414 note). Thus, his words here
need not imply a speciﬁc act of remembering Hume’s work, but may simply be invoking Hume’s
admonition or warning about the use of the causal concept in traditional metaphysics.
On the idea of a “deduction,” see Selections, pp. 166–8.
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pure reason, I could therefore take sure, if still always slow, steps toward
ﬁnally determining, completely and according to universal principles, the
entire extent of pure reason with regard to its boundaries as well as its
content, which was indeed the very thing that metaphysics requires in
order to build its system according to a sure plan.
But I fear that the elaboration of the Humean problem in its greatest
possible ampliﬁcation (namely, the Critique of Pure Reason) may well fare
just as the problem itself fared when it was ﬁrst posed. It will be judged incorrectly, because it is not understood; it will not be understood, because
people will be inclined just to skim through the book, but not to think
through it; and they will not want to expend this effort on it, because the
work is dry, because it is obscure, because it opposes all familiar concepts
and is long-winded as well. Now I admit that I do not expect to hear
complaints from a philosopher regarding lack of popularity, entertainment, and ease, when the matter concerns the existence of highly prized
knowledge that is indispensable to humanity, knowledge that cannot be
constituted except according to the strictest rules of scholarly exactitude,
and to which even popularity may indeed come with time but can never be
there at the start. But with regard to a certain obscurity – arising in part
from the expansiveness of the plan, which makes it difﬁcult to survey the
main points upon which the investigation depends – in this respect the
complaint is just; and I will redress it through the present Prolegomena.
The previous work, which presents the faculty of pure reason in its
entire extent and boundaries, thereby always remains the foundation to
which the Prolegomena refer only as preparatory exercises; for this critique
must stand forth as science, systematic and complete to its smallest parts,
before one can think of permitting metaphysics to come forward, or even
of forming only a distant hope for metaphysics.
We have long been accustomed to seeing old, threadbare cognitions
newly trimmed by being taken from their previous connections and ﬁtted
out by someone in a systematic garb of his own preferred cut, but under
new titles; and most readers will beforehand expect nothing else even
from this critique. Yet these Prolegomena will bring them to understand
that there exists a completely new science, of which no one had previously
formed merely the thought, of which even the bare idea was unknown,
and for which nothing from all that has been provided before now could
be used except the hint that Hume’s doubts had been able to give; Hume
also foresaw nothing of any such possible formal science, but deposited
11
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his ship on the beach (of skepticism) for safekeeping,11 where it could
then lie and rot, whereas it is important to me to give it a pilot, who,
provided with complete sea-charts and a compass, might safely navigate
the ship wherever seems good to him, following sound principles of the
helmsman’s art drawn from a knowledge of the globe.
To approach a new science – one that is entirely isolated and is the only
one of its kind – with the prejudice that it can be judged by means of one’s
putative cognitions already otherwise obtained, even though it is precisely
the reality of those that must ﬁrst be completely called into question, results only in believing that one sees everywhere something that was already
otherwise known, because the expressions perhaps sound similar; except
that everything must seem to be extremely deformed, contradictory, and
nonsensical, because one does not thereby make the author’s thoughts
fundamental, but always simply one’s own, made natural through long
habit. Yet the copiousness of the work, insofar as it is rooted in the science
itself and not in the presentation, and the inevitable dryness and scholastic
exactitude that result, are qualities that indeed may be extremely advantageous to the subject matter itself, but must of course be detrimental to
the book itself.
It is not given to everyone to write so subtlely and yet also so alluringly as
David Hume, or so profoundly and at the same time so elegantly as Moses
Mendelssohn;12 but I could well have given my presentation popularity
(as I ﬂatter myself) if all I had wanted to do was to sketch a plan and
to commend its execution to others, and had I not taken to heart the
well-being of the science that kept me occupied for so long; for after all it
requires great perseverance and also indeed not a little self-denial to set
aside the enticement of an earlier, favorable reception for the expectation
of an admittedly later, but lasting approval.
To make plans is most often a presumptuous, boastful mental preoccupation, through which one presents the appearance of creative genius,
in that one requires what one cannot himself provide, censures what one
11

12

Hume, Treatise (Bk. x, pt. 4, sec. 7), compared his skeptical turn with a decision “to perish on the
barren rock, on which I am at present, rather than venture myself upon that boundless ocean, which
runs out to immensity,” having narrowly escaped shipwreck. Hamann translated and published
this passage in his excerpt of 1771 (cited in the Introduction). On the notion of skepticism in
Kant’s time and in relation to Hume, see Introduction, pp. xxv, xxvi.
Moses Mendelssohn (1729–86) was an acclaimed and proliﬁc writer. His Abhandlung über die
Evidenz in metaphysischen Wissenschaften (Berlin, 1764) won the prize competition set by the Royal
Academy of Sciences in Berlin for 1763 (Kant took second place).
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cannot do better, and proposes what one does not know how to attain
oneself – though merely for a sound plan for a general critique of reason,
somewhat more than might be expected would already have been required
if it were not, as is usual, to be merely a recitation of pious wishes. But pure
reason is such an isolated domain, within itself so thoroughly connected,
that no part of it can be encroached upon without disturbing all the rest,
nor adjusted without having previously determined for each part its place
and its inﬂuence on the others; for, since there is nothing outside of it that
could correct our judgment within it, the validity and use of each part
depends on the relation in which it stands to the others within reason
itself, and, as with the structure of an organized body, the purpose of any
member can be derived only from the complete concept of the whole. That
is why it can be said of such a critique, that it is never trustworthy unless it
is entirely complete down to the least elements of pure reason, and that in the
domain of this faculty one must determine and settle either all or nothing.
But although a mere plan that might precede the Critique of Pure Reason
would be unintelligible, undependable, and useless, it is by contrast all the
more useful if it comes after. For one will thereby be put in the position
to survey the whole, to test one by one the main points at issue in this
science, and to arrange many things in the exposition better than could
be done in the ﬁrst execution of the work.
Here then is such a plan subsequent to the completed work, which now
can be laid out according to the analytic method, whereas the work itself
absolutely had to be composed according to the synthetic method, so that
the science might present all of its articulations, as the structural organization of a quite peculiar faculty of cognition, in their natural connection.
Whosoever ﬁnds this plan itself, which I send ahead as prolegomena for
any future metaphysics, still obscure, may consider that it simply is not
necessary for everyone to study metaphysics, that there are some talents
that proceed perfectly well in fundamental and even deep sciences that are
closer to intuition, but that will not succeed in the investigation of purely
abstract concepts, and that in such a case one should apply one’s mental
gifts to another object; that whosoever undertakes to judge or indeed to
construct a metaphysics must, however, thoroughly satisfy the challenge
made here, whether it happens that they accept my solution, or fundamentally reject it and replace it with another – for they cannot dismiss it;
and ﬁnally, that the much decried obscurity (a familiar cloaking for one’s
own indolence or dimwittedness) has its use as well, since everybody, who
13
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with respect to all other sciences observes a wary silence, speaks masterfully, and boldly passes judgment in questions of metaphysics, because
here to be sure their ignorance does not stand out clearly in relation to
the science of others, but in relation to genuine critical principles, which
therefore can be praised:
Ignavum, fucos, pecus a praesepibus arcent.

13

Virg.13

“They protect the hives from the drones, an idle bunch.” Virgil, Georgica, iv. 168.
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§1
On the sources of metaphysics
If one wishes to present a body of cognition as science,a then one must ﬁrst
be able to determine precisely the differentia it has in common with no
other science, and which is therefore its distinguishing feature; otherwise
the boundaries of all the sciences run together, and none of them can be
dealt with thoroughly according to its own nature.
Whether this distinguishing feature consists in a difference of the object
or the source of cognition, or even of the type of cognition, or some if not all
of these things together, the idea of the possible science and its territory
depends ﬁrst of all upon it.
First, concerning the sources of metaphysical cognition, it already lies in
the concept of metaphysics that they cannot be empirical. The principlesb
of such cognition (which include not only its fundamental propositionsc
or basic principles, but also its fundamental concepts) must therefore
never be taken from experience; for the cognition is supposed to be not
physical but metaphysical, i.e., lying beyond experience. Therefore it will
be based upon neither outer experience, which constitutes the source
of physics proper, nor inner, which provides the foundation of empirical
psychology.d It is therefore cognition a priori, or from pure understanding
and pure reason.
a
c

b Prinzipien
eine Erkenntnis als Wissenschaft
Grundsätze; the next three words are added by the translator as a gloss.
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In this, however, there would be nothing to differentiate it from pure
mathematics; it must therefore be denominated pure philosophical cognition; but concerning the meaning of this expression I refer to the Critique
of Pure Reason, pp. 712 f.,1 where the distinction between these two types
of use of reason has been presented clearly and sufﬁciently. – So much on
the sources of metaphysical cognition.

§2
On the type of cognition that alone can be called metaphysical
(a) On the distinction between synthetic and analytic judgments in general

[4:267]

Metaphysical cognition must contain nothing but judgments a priori,
as required by the distinguishing feature of its sources. But judgments
may have any origin whatsoever, or be constituted in whatever manner
according to their logical form, and yet there is nonetheless a distinction
between them according to their content, by dint of which they are either
merely explicative and add nothing to the content of the cognition, or
ampliative and augment the given cognition; the ﬁrst may be called analytic
judgments, the second synthetic.
Analytic judgments say nothing in the predicate except what was actually thought already in the concept of the subject, though not so clearly nor
with the same consciousness. If I say: All bodies are extended, then I have
not in the least ampliﬁed my concept of body, but have merely resolved
it, since extension, although not explicitly said of the former concept
prior to the judgment, nevertheless was actually thought of it; the judgment is therefore analytic. By contrast, the proposition: Some bodies are
heavy, contains something in the predicate that is not actually thought
in the general concept of body; it therefore augments my cognition,
since it adds something to my concept, and must therefore be called a
synthetic judgment.2
1
2

See pp. 195–7.
The modern concept of body as developed by Descartes and other so-called “mechanical philosophers” was restricted to extension alone, and hence not weight, which was thought to arise from
an external inﬂence on bodies (such as, in Kant’s time, Newton’s attractive force). In Metaphysical
Foundations of Natural Science, Second Chapter, Kant retained the deﬁnition of matter as extension
(or spatial volume, Ak 4:525), but explained the extension and cohesion of bodies through repulsive
and attractive forces.
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(b) The common principle of all analytic judgments is the principle
of contradiction
All analytic judgments rest entirely on the principle of contradiction and
are by their nature a priori cognitions, whether the concepts that serve
for their material be empirical or not. For since the predicate of an afﬁrmative analytic judgment is already thought beforehand in the concept
of the subject, it cannot be denied of that subject without contradiction;
exactly so is its opposite necessarily denied of the subject in an analytic,
but negative, judgment, and indeed also according to the principle of contradiction. So it stands with the propositions: Every body is extended,
and: No body is unextended (simple).
For that reason all analytic propositions are still a priori judgments even
if their concepts are empirical, as in: Gold is a yellow metal; for in order
to know this, I need no further experience outside my concept of gold,
which includes that this body is yellow and a metal; for this constitutes my
very concept, and I did not have to do anything except analyze it, without
looking beyond it to something else.
(c) Synthetic judgments require a principle other than the principle
of contradiction
There are synthetic judgments a posteriori whose origin is empirical; but
there are also synthetic judgments that are a priori certain and that arise
from pure understanding and reason. Both however agree in this, that
they can by no means arise solely from the principlee of analysis, namely
the principle of contradiction; they demand yet a completely different
principle,f though they always must be derived from some fundamental proposition,g whichever it may be, in accordance with the principle of
contradiction; for nothing can run counter to this principle, even though
everything cannot be derived from it. I shall ﬁrst classify the synthetic
judgments.
1. Judgments of experience are always synthetic. For it would be absurd
to base an analytic judgment on experience, since I do not at all need to go
beyond my concept in order to formulate the judgment and therefore have
no need for any testimony from experience. That a body is extended, is a
proposition that stands certain a priori, and not a judgment of experience.
e

Grundsätze

f

Prinzip

17

g

Grundsätze

[4:268]

Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics

[4:269]

For before I go to experience, I have all the conditions for my judgment
already in the concept, from which I merely extract the predicate in
accordance with the principle of contradiction, and by this means can
simultaneously become conscious of the necessity of the judgment, which
experience could never teach me.
2. Mathematical judgments are one and all synthetic. This proposition
appears to have completely escaped the observations of analysts of human reason up to the present, and indeed to be directly opposed to all of
their conjectures, although it is incontrovertibly certain and very important in its consequences. Because they found that the inferences of the
mathematicians all proceed in accordance with the principle of contradiction (which, by nature, is required of any apodictic certainty), they were
persuaded that the fundamental propositions were also known through
the principle of contradiction, in which they were very mistaken; for a
synthetic proposition can of course be discerned in accordance with the
principle of contradiction, but only insofar as another synthetic proposition is presupposed from which the ﬁrst can be deduced, never however
in itself.
First of all it must be observed: that properly mathematical propositions are always a priori and not empirical judgments, because they carry
necessity with them, which cannot be taken from experience. But if this
will not be granted me, very well, I will restrict my proposition to pure
mathematics, the concept of which already conveys that it contains not
empirical but only pure cognition a priori.
One might well at ﬁrst think: that the proposition 7 + 5 = 12 is a
purely analytic proposition that follows from the concept of a sum of
seven and ﬁve according to the principle of contradiction. However, upon
closer inspection, one ﬁnds that the concept of the sum of 7 and 5 contains nothing further than the uniﬁcation of the two numbers into one,
through which by no means is thought what this single number may be
that combines the two. The concept of twelve is in no way already thought
because I merely think to myself this uniﬁcation of seven and ﬁve, and
I may analyze my concept of such a possible sum for as long as may be,
still I will not meet with twelve therein. One must go beyond these concepts, in making use of the intuition that corresponds to one of the two,
such as one’s ﬁve ﬁngers, or (like Segner in his arithmetic)3 ﬁve points,
3

Johann Andreas Segner (1704–77), Anfangsgründe der Mathematik, 2nd edn. (Halle, 1773).
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and in that manner adding the units of the ﬁve given in intuition step by
step to the concept of seven. One therefore truly ampliﬁes one’s concept
through this proposition 7 + 5 = 12 and adds to the ﬁrst concept a new
one that was not thought in it; that is, an arithmetical proposition is always
synthetic, which can be seen all the more plainly in the case of somewhat
larger numbers, for it is then clearly evident that, though we may turn
and twist our concept as we like, we could never ﬁnd the sum through the
mere analysis of our concepts, without making use of intuition.
Nor is any fundamental proposition of pure geometry analytic. That the
straight line between two points is the shortest is a synthetic proposition.
For my concept of the straight contains nothing of magnitude,h but only
a quality. The concept of the shortest is therefore wholly an addition and
cannot be extracted by any analysis from the concept of the straight line.
Intuition must therefore be made use of here, by means of which alone
the synthesis is possible.4
Some other fundamental propositions that geometers presuppose are
indeed actually analytic and rest on the principle of contradiction; however, they serve only, like identical propositions, as links in the chain of
method and not as principles: e.g., a = a, the whole is equal to itself, or (a
+ b) > a, i.e., the whole is greater than its part. And indeed even these, although they are valid from concepts alone, are admitted into mathematics
only because they can be exhibited in intuition.
Iti is merely ambiguity of expression which makes us commonly believe here that the predicate of such apodictic judgments already lies
in our concept and that the judgment is therefore analytic. Namely, we
are required to add in thought a particular predicate to a given concept,
and this necessity is already attached to the concepts. But the question
is not, what we are required to add in thought to a given concept, but
what we actually think in it, even if only obscurely, and then it becomes
evident that the predicate attaches to such concepts indeed necessarily,
though not immediately, but rather through an intuition that has to be
added.j
h
i
j
4

Grösse
Paragraph break added to reﬂect continuity with the three paragraphs prior to the preceding two
sentences.
The following ﬁve paragraphs are taken from §4 in accordance with Vaihinger’s galley-switching
thesis (see Note on texts and translation).
On the terms “intuition,” “concept,” “judgment,” and “synthesis,” see Selections, pp. 156–7,
161–6.
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The essential feature of pure mathematical cognition, differentiating it
from all other a priori cognition, is that it must throughout proceed not
from concepts, but always and only through the construction of concepts
(Critique, p. 713).5 Because pure mathematical cognition, in its propositions, must therefore go beyond the concept to that which is contained
in the intuition corresponding to it, its propositions can and must never
arise through the analysis of concepts, i.e., analytically, and so are one and
all synthetic.
I cannot, however, refrain from noting the damage that neglect of
this otherwise seemingly insigniﬁcant and unimportant observation has
brought upon philosophy. Hume, when he felt the call, worthy of a philosopher, to cast his gaze over the entire ﬁeld of pure a priori cognition, in
which the human understanding claims such vast holdings, inadvertently
lopped off a whole (and indeed the most considerable) province of the
same, namely pure mathematics, by imagining that the nature and so to
speak the legal constitution of this province rested on completely different
principles, namely solely on the principle of contradiction; and although
he had by no means made a classiﬁcation of propositions as formally and
generally, or with the nomenclature, as I have here, it was nonetheless just
as if he had said: Pure mathematics contains only analytic propositions,
but metaphysics contains synthetic propositions a priori. Now he erred
severely in this, and this error had decisively damaging consequences for
his entire conception. For had he not done this, he would have expanded
his question about the origin of our synthetic judgments far beyond his
metaphysical concept of causality and extended it also to the possibility
of a priori mathematics; for he would have had to accept mathematics
as synthetic as well. But then he would by no means have been able to
found his metaphysical propositions on mere experience, for otherwise he
would have had to subject the axioms of pure mathematics to experience
as well, which he was much too reasonable to do.6 The good company
in which metaphysics would then have come to be situated would have
5
6

See pp. 195–6.
In fact, in the Treatise Hume had raised objections to the notions of equality and congruence
(among others) in geometry, which objections appealed to experience (Treatise, i.ii.4.4, pp. 42–53),
thereby subjecting mathematics to experience, and he also rejected the conception that mathematics
considers its objects independently of their existence in nature; in the Inquiry he ascribed the basis
of mathematics to judgments of relations of ideas, that is, to propositions which “are discoverable by
the mere operation of thought, without dependence on what is any where existent in the universe”
(sec. 4, pt. 1). (In 1783 Kant would not have been directly acquainted with the passage from the
Treatise.)
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secured it against the danger of scornful mistreatment; for the blows that
were intended for the latter would have had to strike the former as well,
which was not his intention, and could not have been; and so the acute
man would have been drawn into reﬂections which must have been similar
to those with which we are now occupied, but which would have gained
inﬁnitely from his inimitably ﬁne presentation.7
3.k Properly metaphysical judgments are one and all synthetic. Judgments belonging to metaphysics must be distinguished from properly metaphysical judgments. Very many among the former are analytic, but they
merely provide the means to metaphysical judgments, toward which the
aim of the science is completely directed, and which are always synthetic.
For if concepts belong to metaphysics, e.g., that of substance, then the
judgments arising from their mere analysis necessarily belong to metaphysics as well, e.g., substance is that which exists only as subject, etc.,
and through several such analytic judgments we try to approach the deﬁnition of those concepts. Since, however, the analysis of a pure concept of
the understanding (such as metaphysics contains) does not proceed in a
different manner from the analysis of any other, even empirical, concept
which does not belong to metaphysics (e.g., air is an elastic ﬂuid, the elasticity of which is not lost with any known degree of cold), therefore the
concept may indeed be properly metaphysical, but not the analytic judgment; for this science possesses something special and proper to it in the
generation of its a priori cognitions, which generation must therefore be
distinguished from what this science has in common with all other cognitions of the understanding; thus, e.g., the proposition: All that is substance
in things persists, is a synthetic and properly metaphysical proposition.
If one has previously assembled, according to ﬁxed principles, the a
priori concepts that constitute the matter of metaphysics and its building
material, then the analysis of these concepts is of great value; it can even
be presented separately from all the synthetic propositions that constitute
metaphysics itself, as a special part (as it were as philosophia deﬁnitiva)8
containing nothing but analytic propositions belonging to metaphysics.
k
7

8

The numeral three is added in accordance with Vaihinger’s thesis.
In the corresponding section of the Critique of Pure Reason (b 17–18), a paragraph on natural science
occurs here, with the heading: “Natural science (physica) contains within itself synthetic judgments
a priori”; as examples of such judgments, it gives the conservation of the quantity of matter in the
world, and the equality of action and reaction.
Compare Friedrich Christian Baumeister (1709–85), Philosophia deﬁnitiva, new edn. (Vienna, 1775;
ﬁrst published in Wittenberg, 1733).
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For in fact such analyses do not have much use anywhere except in metaphysics, that is, with a view toward the synthetic propositions that are to
be generated from such previously analyzed concepts.
The conclusion of this section is therefore: that metaphysics properly
has to do with synthetic propositions a priori, and these alone constitute its
aim, for which it indeed requires many analyses of its concepts (therefore
many analytic judgments), in which analyses, though, the procedure is no
different from that in any other type of cognition when one seeks simply to
make its concepts clear through analysis. But the generation of cognition
a priori in accordance with both intuition and concepts, ultimately of
synthetic propositions a priori as well, and speciﬁcally in philosophical
cognition, forms the essential content of metaphysics.

§3
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Note on the general division of judgments into
analytic and synthetic
This division is indispensable with regard to the critique of human understanding, and therefore deserves to be classical in it; other than that
I don’t know that it has much utility anywhere else. And in this I ﬁnd
the reason why dogmatic philosophers (who always sought the sources
of metaphysical judgments only in metaphysics itself, and not outside it
in the pure laws of reason in general) neglected this division, which appears to come forward of itself, and, like the famous Wolff, or the acute
Baumgarten following in his footsteps,9 could try to ﬁnd the proof of the
principle of sufﬁcient reason, which obviously is synthetic, in the principle of contradiction.10 By contrast I ﬁnd a hint of this division already in
Locke’s essays on human understanding. For in Book 4, chapter 3, §9 f., after he had already discussed the various connections of representations11
in judgments and the sources of the connections, of which he located the
one in identity or contradiction (analytic judgments) but the other in the
existence of representations in a subject (synthetic judgments), he then
9
10
11

Christian Wolff (1679–1754) was the most important German philosopher of the mid-eighteenth
century; Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten (1714–62) was an important follower.
Baumgarten, Metaphysica, 7th edn. (Halle, 1779), §§10, 20–2. (On this work and Kant’s familiarity
with it, see the Introduction.)
In his description of Locke’s work, Kant uses the term Vorstellungen for what Locke called “ideas”;
Kant’s term is here translated as “representation,” as in the rest of this volume.
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acknowledges in §10 that our cognition (a priori) of these last is very constricted and almost nothing at all. But there is so little that is deﬁnite and
reduced to rules in what he says about this type of cognition, that it is no
wonder if no one, and in particular not even Hume, was prompted by it to
contemplate propositions of this type. For such general yet nonetheless
deﬁnite principles are not easily learned from others who have only had
them ﬂoating obscurely before them. One must ﬁrst have come to them
oneself through one’s own reﬂection, after which one also ﬁnds them elsewhere, where one certainly would not have found them before, because
the authors did not even know themselves that their own remarks were
grounded on such an idea. Those who never think for themselves in this
way nevertheless possess the quick-sightedness to spy everything, after it
has been shown to them, in what has already been said elsewhere, where
no one at all could see it before.
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General Question of the Prolegomena
Is metaphysics possible at all?
§4
If a metaphysics that could assert itself as science were actual, if one could
say: here is metaphysics, you need only to learn it, and it will convince
you of its truth irresistibly and immutably, then this question would be
unnecessary, and there would remain only that question which would
pertain more to a test of our acuteness than to a proof of the existence of the
subject matter itself, namely: how it is possible, and how reason should set
about attaining it. Now it has not gone so well for human reason in this case.
One can point to no single book, as for instance one presents a Euclid, and
say: this is metaphysics, here you will ﬁnd the highest aim of this science,
knowledgea of a supreme being and a future life, proven from principles
of pure reason. For one can indeed show us many propositions that are
apodictically certain and have never been disputed; but they are one and all
analytic and pertain more to the materials and implements of metaphysics
than to the expansion of knowledge, which after all ought to be our real aim
for it (§2c). But although you present synthetic propositions as well (e.g.,
the principle of sufﬁcient reason), which you have never proven from bare
reason and consequently a priori, as was indeed your obligation, and which
are gladly ceded to you all the same: then if you want to use them toward
your main goal, you still fall into assertions so illicit and precarious that
one metaphysics has always contradicted the other, either in regard to the
assertions themselves or their proofs, and thereby metaphysics has itself
a
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destroyed its claim to lasting approbation. The very attempts to bring
such a science into existence were without doubt the original cause of the
skepticism that arose so early, a way of thinking in which reason moves
against itself with such violence that it never could have arisen except in
complete despair as regards satisfaction of reason’s most important aims.
For long before we began to question nature methodically, we questioned
just our isolated reason, which already was practiced to a certain extent
through common experience: for reason surely is present to us always,
but laws of nature must normally be sought out painstakingly; and so
metaphysics was ﬂoating at the top like foam, though in such a way that as
soon as what had been drawn off had dissolved, more showed itself on the
surface, which some always gathered up eagerly, while others, instead of
seeking the cause of this phenomenon in the depths, thought themselves
wise in mocking the fruitless toil of the former.b
Weary therefore of dogmatism, which teaches us nothing, and also
of skepticism, which promises us absolutely nothing at all, not even the
tranquility of a permitted ignorance; summoned by the importance of the
knowledgec that we need, and made mistrustful, through long experience,
with respect to any knowledge that we believe we possess or that offers
itself to us under the title of pure reason, there remains left for us but one
critical question, the answer to which can regulate our future conduct:
Is metaphysics possible at all? But this question must not be answered by
skeptical objections to particular assertions of an actual metaphysics (for
at present we still allow none to be valid), but out of the still problematic
concept of such a science.
In the Critique of Pure Reason I worked on this question synthetically,
namely by inquiring within pure reason itself, and seeking to determine
within this source both the elements and the laws of its pure use, according
to principles. This work is difﬁcult and requires a resolute reader to think
himself little by little into a system that takes no foundation as given
except reason itself, and that therefore tries to develop cognition out of its
original seeds without relying on any fact whatever. Prolegomena should
by contrast be preparatory exercises; they ought more to indicate what
needs to be done in order to bring a science into existence if possible,
than to present the science itself. They must therefore rely on something
already known to be dependable, from which we can go forward with
b

Here followed the ﬁve paragraphs that have been placed in §2 (pp. 19–22).
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conﬁdence and ascend to the sources, which are not yet known, and whose
discovery not only will explain what is known already, but will also exhibit
an area with many cognitions that all arise from these same sources. The
methodological procedure of prolegomena, and especially of those that
are to prepare for a future metaphysics, will therefore be analytic.
Fortunately, it happens that, even though we cannot assume that metaphysics as science is actual, we can conﬁdently say that some pure synthetic
cognition a priori is actual and given, namely, pure mathematics and pure
natural science; for both contain propositions that are fully acknowledged,
some as apodictically certain through bare reason, some from universal
agreement with experience (though these are still recognized as independent of experience). We have therefore some at least uncontested synthetic
cognition a priori, and we do not need to ask whether it is possible (for it
is actual), but only: how it is possible, in order to be able to derive, from
the principle of the possibility of the given cognition, the possibility of all
other synthetic cognition a priori.
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General Question
How is cognition from pure reason possible?
§5
We have seen above the vast difference between analytic and synthetic
judgments. The possibility of analytic propositions could be comprehended very easily; for it is founded solely upon the principle of contradiction. The possibility of synthetic propositions a posteriori, i.e., of such
as are drawn from experience, also requires no special explanation; for
experience itself is nothing other than a continual conjoining (synthesis)
of perceptions. There remain for us therefore only synthetic propositions
a priori, whose possibility must be sought or investigated, since it must
rest on principles other than the principle of contradiction.
Here, however, we do not need ﬁrst to seek the possibility of such propositions, i.e., to ask whether they are possible. For there are plenty of
them actually given, and indeed with indisputable certainty, and since
the method we are now following is to be analytic, we will consequently
start from the position: that such synthetic but pure rational cognition is
actual; but we must nonetheless next investigate the ground of this possibility, and ask: how this cognition is possible, so that we put ourselves
in a position to determine, from the principles of its possibility, the conditions of its use and the extent and boundaries of the same. Expressed
with scholastic precision, the exact problem on which everything hinges is
therefore:
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How are synthetic propositions a priori possible?
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For the sake of popularity I have expressed this problem somewhat differently above, namely as a question about cognition from pure reason,
which I could well have done on this occasion without disadvantage for
the desired insight; for, since we assuredly have to do here only with
metaphysics and its sources, it will, I hope, always be kept in mind, following the earlier reminders, that when we here speak of cognition from
pure reason, the discussion is never about analytic cognition, but only
synthetic.∗
Whether metaphysics is to stand or fall, and hence its existence, now
depends entirely on the solving of this problem. Anyone may present his
contentions on the matter with ever so great a likelihood, piling conclusion on conclusion to the point of suffocation; if he has not been able
beforehand to answer this question satisfactorily then I have the right
to say: it is all empty, baseless philosophy and false wisdom. You speak
through pure reason and pretend as it were to create a priori cognitions,
not only by analyzing given concepts, but by alleging new connections
that are not based on the principle of contradiction and that you nonetheless presume to understand completely independently of all experience;
now how do you come to this, and how will you justify such pretenses?
You cannot be allowed to call on the concurrence of general common
sense; for that is a witness whose standing is based solely on public
rumor.
Quodcunque ostendis mihi sic, incredulus odi.

Horat.1

∗

When knowledgea moves forward little by little, it cannot be helped that certain expressions
which already have become classical, having been present from the very infancy of science,
subsequently should be found insufﬁcient and badly suited, and that a certain newer and more
apt usage should fall into danger of being confused with the old one. The analytic method,
insofar as it is opposed to the synthetic, is something completely different from a collection
of analytic propositions; it signiﬁes only that one proceeds from that which is sought as if it
were given, and ascends to the conditions under which alone it is possible. In this method one
often uses nothing but synthetic propositions, as mathematical analysis exempliﬁes, and it
might better be called the regressive method to distinguish it from the synthetic or progressive
method. Again the name analytic is also found as a principal division of logic, and there it
is the logic of truth and is opposed to dialectic, without actually looking to see whether the
cognitions belonging to that logic are analytic or synthetic.

a
1
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As indispensable as it is, however, to answer this question, at the same
time it is just as difﬁcult; and although the principal reason why the answer
has not long since been sought rests in the fact that it had occurred to no
one that such a thing could be asked, nonetheless a second reason is that a
satisfactory answer to this one question requires more assiduous, deeper,
and more painstaking reﬂection than the most prolix work of metaphysics
ever did, which promised its author immortality on its ﬁrst appearance.
Also, every perceptive reader, if he carefully ponders what this problem
demands, being frightened at ﬁrst by its difﬁculty, is bound to consider it
insoluble and, if such pure synthetic cognitions a priori were not actual,
altogether impossible; which is what actually befell David Hume, although
he was far from conceiving the question in such universality as it is here,
and as it must be if the reply is to be decisive for all metaphysics. For
how is it possible, asked the acute man, that when I am given one concept
I can go beyond it and connect another one to it that is not contained
in it, and can indeed do so, as though the latter necessarily belonged to
the former? Only experience can provide us with such connections (so
he concluded from this difﬁculty, which he took for an impossibility),
and all of this supposed necessity – or, what is the same – this cognition
taken for a priori, is nothing but a long-standing habit of ﬁnding something to be true and consequently of taking subjective necessity to be
objective.
If the reader complains about the toil and trouble that I will give him
with the solution to this problem, he need only make the attempt to solve
it more easily himself. Perhaps he will then feel himself obliged to the
one who has taken on a task of such profound inquiry for him, and will
rather allow himself to express some amazement over the ease with which
the solution could still be given, considering the nature of the matter; for
indeed it cost years of toil to solve this problem in its full universality
(as this word is understood by the mathematicians, namely, as sufﬁcient
for all cases), and also ultimately to be able to present it in analytic form,
as the reader will ﬁnd it here.
All metaphysicians are therefore solemnly and lawfully suspended from
their occupations until such a time as they will have satisfactorily answered
the question: How are synthetic cognitions a priori possible? For in this
answer alone consists the credential which they must present if they have
something to advance to us in the name of pure reason; in default of
29
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which, however, they can expect only that reasonable persons, who have
been deceived so often already, will reject their offerings without any
further investigation.
If, on the contrary, they want to put forth their occupation not as science,
but as an art of beneﬁcial persuasions accommodated to general common
sense, then they cannot justly be barred from this trade. They will then
use the modest language of reasonable belief, they will acknowledge that
it is not allowed them even once to guess, let alone to know,b something
about that which lies beyond the boundaries of all possible experience,
but only to assume something about it (not for speculative use, for they
must renounce that, but solely for practical use), as is possible and even
indispensable for the guidance of the understanding and will in life. Only
thus will they be able to call themselves useful and wise men, the more so,
the more they renounce the name of metaphysicians; for metaphysicians
want to be speculative philosophers, and since one cannot aim for vapid
probabilities when judgments a priori are at stake (for what is alleged
to be cognized a priori is thereby announced as necessary), it cannot be
permitted them to play with guesses, but rather their assertions must be
science or they are nothing at all.
It can be said that the whole of transcendental philosophy, which necessarily precedes all of metaphysics, is itself nothing other than simply the
complete solution of the question presented here, but in systematic order
and detail, and that until now there has therefore been no transcendental
philosophy; for what goes under this name is really a part of metaphysics,
but this science is to settle the possibility of metaphysics in the ﬁrst place,
and therefore must precede all metaphysics.2 Hence there need be no surprise because a science is required that is utterly deprived of assistance
from other sciences, hence is itself completely new, in order just to answer
a single question adequately, when the solution to it is conjoined with
trouble and difﬁculty and even with some obscurity.
In now setting to work on this solution – and indeed following the
analytic method, in which we presuppose that such cognitions from pure
reason are actual – we can appeal to only two sciences of theoretical knowledge (which alone is being discussed here), namely, pure mathematics and
pure natural science; for only these can present objects to us in intuition,
b
2

wissen
On transcendental philosophy, see Selections, pp. 154–5, 162–3, and Gotha Review, p. 209.
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and consequently, if they happen to contain an a priori cognition, can show
its truth or correspondence with the object in concreto, i.e., its actuality,
from which one could then proceed along the analytic path to the ground
of its possibility. This greatly facilitates the work, in which general considerations are not only applied to facts, but even start from them, instead
of, as in the synthetic procedure, having to be derived wholly in abstracto
from concepts.
But in order to ascend from these pure a priori cognitions (which are
not only actual but also well-founded) to a possible cognition that we
seek – namely, a metaphysics as science – we need to comprehend under our main question that which gives rise to metaphysics and which
underlies its purely naturally given (though not above suspicion as regards truth) cognition a priori (which cognition, when pursued without
any critical investigation of its possibility, is normally called metaphysics
already) – in a word, the natural disposition to such a science; and so the
main transcendental question, divided into four other questions, will be
answered step by step:
1.
2.
3.
4.

How is pure mathematics possible?
How is pure natural science possible?
How is metaphysics in general possible?
How is metaphysics as science possible?

It can be seen that even if the solution to these problems is intended
principally to present the essential content of the Critique, still it also
possesses something distinctive that is worthy of attention in its own right,
namely, the search for the sources of given sciences in reason itself, in order
to investigate and to survey for reason, by way of the deed itself, its power
to cognize something a priori; whereby these sciences themselves then
beneﬁt, if not with respect to their content, nonetheless as regards their
proper practice, and, while bringing light to a higher question regarding
their common origin, they simultaneously provide occasion for a better
explanation of their own nature.
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The Main Transcendental Question
First Part
How is pure mathematics possible?
§6
Here now is a great and proven body of cognition,a which is already of
admirable extent and promises unlimited expansion in the future, which
carries with it thoroughly apodictic certainty (i.e., absolute necessity),
hence rests on no grounds of experience, and so is a pure product of
reason, but beyond this is thoroughly synthetic. “How is it possible then
for human reason to achieve such cognition wholly a priori?” Does not this
capacity, since it is not, and cannot be, based on experience, presuppose
some a priori basis for cognition, which lies deeply hidden, but which
might reveal itself through these its effects, if their ﬁrst beginnings were
only diligently tracked down?

§7
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We ﬁnd, however, that all mathematical cognition has this distinguishing
feature, that it must present its concept beforehand in intuition and indeed
a priori, consequently in an intuition that is not empirical but pure, without
which means it cannot take a single step; therefore its judgments are
always intuitive,b in the place of which philosophy can content itself with
discursivec judgments from mere concepts, and can indeed exemplify its
a
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apodictic teachings through intuitiond but can never derive them from it.
This observation with respect to the nature of mathematics already guides
us toward the ﬁrst and highest condition of its possibility; namely, it must
be grounded in some pure intuition or other, in which it can present, or, as
one calls it, construct all of its concepts in concreto yet a priori.∗ If we could
discover this pure intuition and its possibility, then from there it could
easily be explained how synthetic a priori propositions are possible in pure
mathematics, and consequently also how this science itself is possible; for
just as empirical intuition makes it possible for us, without difﬁculty, to
amplify (synthetically in experience) the concept we form of an object of
intuition through new predicates that are presented by intuition itself, so
too will pure intuition do the same, only with this difference: that in the
latter case the synthetic judgment will be a priori certain and apodictic, but
in the former only a posteriori and empirically certain, because the former
only contains what is met with in contingent empirical intuition, while
the latter contains what necessarily must be met with in pure intuition,
since it is, as intuition a priori, inseparably bound with the concept before
all experience or individual perception.

§8
But with this step the difﬁculty seems to grow rather than diminish. For
now the question runs: How is it possible to intuit something a priori? An
intuition is a representation of the sort which would depend immediately
on the presence of an object. It therefore seems impossible originally to
intuit a priori, since then the intuition would have to occur without an
object being present, either previously or now, to which it could refer,
and so it could not be an intuition. Concepts are indeed of the kind that
we can quite well form some of them for ourselves a priori (namely, those
that contain only the thinking of an object in general) without our being
in an immediate relation to an object, e.g., the concept of magnitude, of
cause, etc.; but even these still require, in order to provide them with
signiﬁcation and sense, a certain use in concreto, i.e., application to some
intuition or other, by which an object for them is given to us. But how can
the intuition of an object precede the object itself?
∗

See Critique p. 713.1
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§9
If our intuition had to be of the kind that represented things as they are
in themselves, then absolutely no intuition a priori would take place, but it
would always be empirical. For I can only know what may be contained in
the object in itself if the object is present and given to me. Of course, even
then it is incomprehensible how the intuition of a thing that is present
should allow me to cognize it the way it is in itself, since its properties
cannot migrate over into my power of representation; but even granting
such a possibility, the intuition still would not take place a priori, i.e.,
before the object were presented to me, for without that no basis for
the relation of my representation to the object can be conceived; so it
would have to be based on inspiration. There is therefore only one way
possible for my intuition to precede the actuality of the object and occur
as an a priori cognition, namely if it contains nothing else except the form
of sensibility, which in me as subject precedes all actual impressions through
which I am affected by objects. For I can know a priori that the objects of
the senses can be intuited only in accordance with this form of sensibility.
From this it follows: that propositions which relate merely to this form of
sensory intuition will be possible and valid for objects of the senses; also,
conversely, that intuitions which are possible a priori can never relate to
things other than objects of our senses.
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§10
Therefore it is only by means of the form of sensory intuition that we can
intuit things a priori, though by this means we can cognize objects only
as they appear to us (to our senses), not as they may be in themselves; and
this supposition is utterly necessary, if synthetic propositions a priori are
to be granted as possible, or, in case they are actually encountered, if their
possibility is to be conceived and determined in advance.
Now space and time are the intuitions upon which pure mathematics
bases all its cognitions and judgments, which come forward as at once apodictic and necessary; for mathematics must ﬁrst exhibit all of its concepts
in intuition – and pure mathematics in pure intuition – that is, it must ﬁrst
construct them, failing which (since mathematics cannot proceed analytically, namely, through the analysis of concepts, but only synthetically)
it is impossible for it to advance a step, that is, as long as it lacks pure
34
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intuition, in which alone the materiale for synthetic judgments a priori
can be given. Geometry bases itself on the pure intuition of space. Even
arithmetic forms its concepts of numbers through successive addition
of units in time, but above all pure mechanics can form its concepts of
motion only by means of the representation of time.2 Both representations
are, however, merely intuitions; for, if one eliminates from the empirical
intuitions of bodies and their alterations (motion) everything empirical,
that is, that which belongs to sensation, then space and time still remain,
which are therefore pure intuitions that underlie a priori the empirical
intuitions, and for that reason can never themselves be eliminated; but,
by the very fact that they are pure intuitions a priori, they prove that they
are mere forms of our sensibility that must precede all empirical intuition (i.e., the perception of actual objects), and in accordance with which
objects can be cognized a priori, though of course only as they appear to
us.

§11
The problem of the present section is therefore solved. Pure mathematics,
as synthetic cognition a priori, is possible only because it refers to no other
objects than mere objects of the senses, the empirical intuition of which
is based on a pure and indeed a priori intuition (of space and time), and
can be so based because this pure intuition is nothing but the mere form
of sensibility, which precedes the actual appearance of objects, since it in
fact ﬁrst makes this appearance possible. This faculty of intuiting a priori
does not, however, concern the matter of appearance – i.e., that which
is sensation in the appearance, for that constitutes the empirical – but
only the form of appearance, space and time. If anyone wishes to doubt
in the slightest that the two are not determinations inhering in things
in themselves but only mere determinations inhering in the relation of
those things to sensibility, I would very much like to know how he can
ﬁnd it possible to know, a priori and therefore before all acquaintance with
things, how their intuition must be constituted – which certainly is the
case here with space and time. But this is completely comprehensible as
soon as the two are taken for nothing more than formal conditions of
e
2

Stoff
Kant developed his analysis of motion and time in the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science.

35

[4:284]

Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics
our sensibility, and objects are taken merely for appearances; for then the
form of appearance, i.e., the pure intuition, certainly can be represented
from ourselves, i.e., a priori.

§12

[4:285]

In order to add something by way of illustration and conﬁrmation, we
need only to consider the usual and unavoidably necessary procedure
of the geometers. All proofs of the thoroughgoing equality of two given
ﬁgures (that one can in all parts be put in the place of the other) ultimately come down to this: that they are congruent with one another;
which plainly is nothing other than a synthetic proposition based upon
immediate intuition; and this intuition must be given pure and a priori,
for otherwise that proposition could not be granted as apodictically certain but would have only empirical certainty. It would only mean: we
observe it always to be so and the proposition holds only as far as our
perception has reached until now. That full-standing space (a space that
is itself not the boundary of another space)3 has three dimensions, and
that space in general cannot have more, is built upon the proposition that
not more than three lines can cut each other at right angles in one point;
this proposition can, however, by no means be proven from concepts, but
rests immediately upon intuition, and indeed on pure a priori intuition,
because it is apodictically certain; indeed, that we can require that a line
should be drawn to inﬁnity (in indeﬁnitum), or that a series of alterations
(e.g., spaces traversed through motion) should be continued to inﬁnity,
presupposes a representation of space and of time that can only inhere in
intuition, that is, insofar as the latter is not in itself bounded by anything;4
for this could never be concluded from concepts. Therefore pure intuitions a priori indeed actually do underlie mathematics, and make possible
its synthetic and apodictically valid propositions; and consequently our
transcendental deduction of the concepts of space and time5 at the same
time explains the possibility of a pure mathematics, a possibility which,
without such a deduction, and without our assuming that “everything
which our senses may be given (the outer in space, the inner in time) is
3
4
5

In Euclid’s Elements points are said to be the extremities or boundaries of lines and lines of planes
(Bk. 1, defs. 3, 6, 13); planes are boundaries of spaces (Bk. 11, def. 2).
See also Selections, pp. 159–60.
For another mention of a deduction relating to space and time, see Selections, p. 168.
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only intuited by us as it appears to us, not as it is in itself,” could indeed
be granted, but into which we could have no insight at all.

§13
All those who cannot yet get free of the conception, as if space and time
were actual qualities attaching to things in themselves, can exercise their
acuity on the following paradox, and, if they have sought its solution in
vain, can then, free of prejudice at least for a few moments, suppose that
perhaps the demotion of space and of time to mere forms of our sensory
intuition may indeed have foundation.
If two things are fully the same (in all determinations belonging to
magnitude and quality) in all the parts of each that can always be cognized
by itself alone, it should indeed then follow that one, in all cases and
respects, can be put in the place of the other, without this exchange causing
the least recognizable difference. In fact this is how things stand with plane
ﬁgures in geometry; yet various spherical ﬁgures,6 notwithstanding this
sort of complete inner agreement, nonetheless reveal such a difference in
outer relation that one cannot in any case be put in the place of the other;
e.g., two spherical triangles from each of the hemispheres, which have an
arc of the equator for a common base, can be fully equal with respect to
their sides as well as their angles, so that nothing will be found in either,
when it is fully described by itself, that is not also in the description of
the other, and still one cannot be put in the place of the other (that is,
in the opposite hemisphere); and here is then after all an inner difference
between the triangles that no understanding can specify as inner, and that
reveals itself only through the outer relation in space. But I will cite more
familiar instances that can be taken from ordinary life.
What indeed can be more similar to, and in all parts more equal to, my
hand or my ear than its image in the mirror? And yet I cannot put such a
hand as is seen in the mirror in the place of its original; for if the one was
a right hand, then the other in the mirror is a left, and the image of the
right ear is a left one, which can never take the place of the former. Now
there are no inner differences here that any understanding could merely
think; and yet the differences are inner as far as the senses teach, for the
left hand cannot, after all, be enclosed within the same boundaries as the
6

A spherical ﬁgure is one inscribed in the surface of a sphere.
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right (they cannot be made congruent), despite all reciprocal equality and
similarity; one hand’s glove cannot be used on the other. What then is the
solution? These objects are surely not representations of things as they are
in themselves, and as the pure understanding would cognize them, rather,
they are sensory intuitions, i.e., appearances, whose possibility rests on
the relation of certain things, unknown in themselves, to something else,
namely our sensibility. Now, space is the form of outer intuition of this
sensibility, and the inner determination of any space is possible only
through the determination of the outer relation to the whole space of
which the space is a part (the relation to outer sense); that is, the part
is possible only through the whole, which never occurs with things in
themselves as objects of the understanding alone, but does occur with
mere appearances. We can therefore make the difference between similar
and equal but nonetheless incongruent things (e.g., oppositely spiralled
snails) intelligible through no concept alone, but only through the relation
to right-hand and left-hand, which refers immediately to intuition.

Note I

[4:287]

Pure mathematics, and especially pure geometry, can have objective reality only under the single condition that it refers merely to objects of
the senses, with regard to which objects, however, the principle remains
ﬁxed, that our sensory representation is by no means a representation
of things in themselves, but only of the way in which they appear to us.
From this it follows, not at all that the propositions of geometry are determinations of a mere ﬁgment of our poetic phantasy,7 and therefore
could not with certainty be referred to actual objects, but rather, that they
are valid necessarily for space and consequently for everything that may
be found in space, because space is nothing other than the form of all
outer appearances, under which alone objects of the senses can be given
to us. Sensibility, whose form lies at the foundation of geometry, is that
upon which the possibility of outer appearances rests; these, therefore,
can never contain anything other than what geometry prescribes to them.
It would be completely different if the senses had to represent objects
as they are in themselves. For then it absolutely would not follow from
7

The word “phantasy” refers to the faculty of imagination.
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the representation of space, a representation that serves a priori, with all
the various properties of space, as foundation for the geometer, that all
of this, together with what is deduced from it, must be exactly so in nature. The space of the geometer would be taken for mere fabrication and
would be credited with no objective validity, because it is simply not to be
seen how things would have to agree necessarily with the image that we
form of them by ourselves and in advance. If, however, this image – or,
better, this formal intuition – is the essential property of our sensibility
by means of which alone objects are given to us, and if this sensibility
represents not things in themselves but only their appearances, then it
is very easy to comprehend, and at the same time to prove incontrovertibly: that all outer objects of our sensible world must necessarily agree,
in complete exactitude, with the propositions of geometry, because sensibility itself, through its form of outer intuition (space), with which the
geometer deals, ﬁrst makes those objects possible, as mere appearances.
It will forever remain a remarkable phenomenon in the history of philosophy that there was a time when even mathematicians who were at
the same time philosophers began to doubt, not, indeed, the correctness
of their geometrical propositions insofar as they related merely to space,
but the objective validity and application to nature of this concept itself
and all its geometrical determinations, since they were concerned that
a line in nature might indeed be composed of physical points, consequently that true space in objects might be composed of simple parts,
notwithstanding that the space which the geometer holds in thought can
by no means be composed of such things. They did not realize that this
space in thought itself makes possible physical space, i.e., the extension
of matter; that this space is by no means a property of things in themselves, but only a form of our power of sensory representation; that all
objects in space are mere appearances, i.e., not things in themselves but
representations of our sensory intuition; and that, since space as the geometer thinks it is precisely the form of sensory intuition which we ﬁnd
in ourselves a priori and which contains the ground of the possibility of all
outer appearances (with respect to their form), these appearances must
of necessity and with the greatest precision harmonize with the propositions of the geometer, which he extracts not from any fabricated concept,
but from the subjective foundation of all outer appearances, namely sensibility itself. In this and no other way can the geometer be secured,
regarding the indubitable objective reality of his propositions, against all
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the chicaneries of a shallow metaphysics, however strange this way must
seem to such a metaphysics because it does not go back to the sources of its
concepts.

Note II

[4:289]

Everything that is to be given to us as object must be given to us in
intuition. But all our intuition happens only by means of the senses; the
understanding intuits nothing, but only reﬂects. Now since, in accordance
with what has just been proven, the senses never and in no single instance
enable us to cognize things in themselves, but only their appearances, and
as these are mere representations of sensibility, “consequently all bodies
together with the space in which they are found must be taken for nothing
but mere representations in us, and exist nowhere else than merely in our
thoughts.” Now is this not manifest idealism?8
Idealism consists in the claim that there are none other than thinking
beings; the other things that we believe we perceive in intuition are only
representations in thinking beings, to which in fact no object existing
outside these beings corresponds. I say in opposition: There are things
given to us as objects of our senses existing outside us, yet we knowf
nothing of them as they may be in themselves, but are acquaintedg only
with their appearances, that is, with the representations that they produce
in us because they affect our senses. Accordingly, I by all means avow that
there are bodies outside us, that is, things which, though completely
unknownh to us as to what they may be in themselves, we knowi through
the representations which their inﬂuence on our sensibility provides for
us, and to which we give the name of a body – which word therefore
merely signiﬁes the appearance of this object that is unknown to us but is
nonetheless real. Can this be called idealism? It is the very opposite of it.
That one could, without detracting from the actual existence of outer
things, say of a great many of their predicates: they belong not to these
things in themselves, but only to their appearances and have no existence
of their own outside our representation, is something that was generally accepted and acknowledged long before Locke’s time, though more
f
8

g kennen
h unbekannt
i kennen
wissen
The charge that Kant was a traditional sort of idealist appears in the Garve-Feder review, to which
he explicitly responds on pp. 124–30.
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commonly thereafter. To these predicates belong warmth, color, taste, etc.
That I, however, even beyond these, include (for weighty reasons) also
among mere appearances the remaining qualities of bodies, which are
called primarias: extension, place, and more generally space along with
everything that depends on it (impenetrability or materiality, shape, etc.),
is something against which not the least ground of uncertainty can be
raised; and as little as someone can be called an idealist because he wants
to admit colors as properties that attach not to the object in itself, but only
to the sense of vision as modiﬁcations, just as little can my system be called
idealist simply because I ﬁnd that even more of, nay, all of the properties
that make up the intuition of a body belong merely to its appearance: for
the existence of the thing that appears is not thereby nulliﬁed, as with real
idealism, but it is only shown that through the senses we cannot cognize
it at all as it is in itself.
I would very much like to know how then my claims must be framed
so as not to contain any idealism. Without doubt I would have to say: that
the representation of space not only is perfectly in accordance with the
relation that our sensibility has to objects, for I have said that, but that it
is even fully similar to the object; an assertion to which I can attach no
sense, any more than to the assertion that the sensation of red is similar
to the property of cinnabar that excites this sensation in me.

Note III
From this an easily foreseen but empty objection can now be quite easily
rejected: “namely that through the ideality of space and time the whole
sensible world would be transformed into sheer illusion.”9 After all philosophical insight into the nature of sensory cognition had previously been
perverted by making sensibility into merely a confused kind of representation, through which we might still cognize things as they are but without
having the ability to bring everything in this representation of ours to clear
consciousness, we showed on the contrary that sensibility consists not in
this logical difference of clarity or obscurity, but in the genetic difference
of the origin of the cognition itself, since sensory cognition does not at all
represent things as they are but only in the way in which they affect our
9

This charge represents the tenor of the Garve–Feder review.
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senses, and therefore that through the senses mere appearances, not the
things themselves, are given to the understanding for reﬂection; from this
necessary correction an objection arises, springing from an inexcusable
and almost deliberate misinterpretation, as if my system transformed all
the things of the sensible world into sheer illusion.
If an appearance is given to us, we are still completely free as to how
we want to judge things from it. The former, namely the appearance, was
based on the senses, but the judgment on the understanding, and the only
question is whether there is truth in the determination of the object or
not. The difference between truth and dream, however, is not decided
through the quality of the representations that are referred to objects, for
they are the same in both, but through their connection according to the
rules that determine the connection of representations in the concept of
an object, and how far they can or cannot stand together in one experience.
And then it is not the fault of the appearances at all, if our cognition takes
illusion for truth, that is, if intuition, through which an object is given to
us, is taken for the concept of the object, or even for its existence, which
only the understanding can think. The course of the planets is represented
to us by the senses as now progressive, now retrogressive, and herein is
neither falsehood nor truth, because as long as one grants that this is as
yet only appearance, one still does not judge at all the objective quality
of their motion. Since, however, if the understanding has not taken good
care to prevent this subjective mode of representation from being taken
for objective, a false judgment can easily arise, one therefore says: they
appear to go backwards; but the illusion is not ascribed to the senses, but
to the understanding, whose lot alone it is to render an objective judgment
from the appearance.
In this manner, if we do not reﬂect at all on the origin of our representations, and we connect our intuitions of the senses, whatever they may
contain, in space and time according to rules for the connection of all cognition in one experience, then either deceptive illusion or truth can arise,
according to whether we are heedless or careful; that concerns only the
use of sensory representations in the understanding, and not their origin.
In the same way, if I take all the representations of the senses together with
their form, namely space and time, for nothing but appearances, and these
last two for a mere form of sensibility that is by no means to be found
outside it in the objects, and I make use of these same representations
only in relation to possible experience: then in the fact that I take them
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for mere appearances is contained not the least illusion or temptation
toward error; for they nonetheless can be connected together correctly in
experience according to rules of truth. In this manner all the propositions
of geometry hold good for space as well as for all objects of the senses,
and hence for all possible experience, whether I regard space as a mere
form of sensibility or as something inhering in things themselves; though
only in the ﬁrst case can I comprehend how it may be possible to know
those propositions a priori for all objects of outer intuition; otherwise,
with respect to all merely possible experience, everything remains just as
if I had never undertaken this departure from the common opinion.
But if I venture to go beyond all possible experience with my concepts
of space and time – which is inevitable if I pass them off for qualities
that attach to things in themselves (for what should then prevent me
from still permitting them to hold good for the very same things, even if
my senses might now be differently framed and either suited to them or
not?) – then an important error can spring up which rests on an illusion,
since I passed off as universally valid that which was a condition for the
intuition of things (attaching merely to my subject, and surely valid for all
objects of the senses, hence for all merely possible experience), because I
referred it to the things in themselves and did not restrict it to conditions
of experience.
Therefore, it is so greatly mistaken that my doctrine of the ideality of
space and time makes the whole sensible world a mere illusion, that, on
the contrary, my doctrine is the only means for securing the application to
actual objects of one of the most important bodies of cognition – namely,
that which mathematics expounds a priori – and for preventing it from
being taken for nothing but mere illusion, since without this observation
it would be quite impossible to make out whether the intuitions of space
and time, which we do not derive from experience but which nevertheless
lie a priori in our representations, were not mere self-produced brain
phantoms, to which no object at all corresponds, at least not adequately,
and therefore geometry itself a mere illusion, whereas we have been able
to demonstrate the incontestable validity of geometry with respect to all
objects of the sensible world for the very reason that the latter are mere
appearances.
Secondly, it is so greatly mistaken that these principles of mine, because they make sensory representations into appearances, are supposed,
in place of the truth of experience, to transform sensory representations
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into mere illusion, that, on the contrary, my principles are the only means
of avoiding the transcendental illusion by which metaphysics has always
been deceived and thereby tempted into the childish endeavor of chasing
after soap bubbles, because appearances, which after all are mere representations, were taken for things in themselves; from which followed
all those remarkable enactments of the antinomy of reason, which I will
mention later on, and which is removed through this single observation:
that appearance, as long as it is used in experience, brings forth truth,
but as soon as it passes beyond the boundaries of experience and becomes
transcendent, brings forth nothing but sheer illusion.
Since I therefore grant their reality to the things that we represent
to ourselves through the senses, and limit our sensory intuition of these
things only to the extent that in no instance whatsoever, not even in the
pure intuitions of space and time, does it represent anything more than
mere appearances of these things, and never their quality in themselves,
this is therefore no thorough-going illusion ascribed by me to nature,
and my protestation against all imputation of idealism is so conclusive
and clear that it would even seem superﬂuous if there were not unauthorized judges who, being glad to have an ancient name for every deviation
from their false though common opinion, and never judging the spirit
of philosophical nomenclatures but merely clinging to the letter, were
ready to put their own folly in the place of well-determined concepts, and
thereby to twist and deform them. For the fact that I have myself given
to this theory of mine the name of transcendental idealism cannot justify
anyone in confusing it with the empirical idealism of Descartes (although
this idealism was only a problem, whose insolubility left everyone free, in
Descartes’ opinion, to deny the existence of the corporeal world, since the
problem could never be answered satisfactorily) or with the mystical and
visionary10 idealism of Berkeley (against which, along with other similar
fantasies, our Critique, on the contrary, contains the proper antidote).11
For what I called idealism did not concern the existence of things (the
10

11

The German word schwärmerisch, and the related Schwärmerei, can also be translated as “enthusiastical” and “enthusiasm,” in the sense of religious enthusiasm; the word has the connotation of
someone’s being guided by imagination and feeling, perhaps to a pathological extreme.
René Descartes (1596–1650) raised a skeptical challenge concerning the existence of bodies in the
First of his Six Meditations (original Latin edition, Amsterdam, 1641), but he in fact claimed to
remove it in the Sixth. George Berkeley, Bishop of Cloyne (1685–1753), presented his idealism,
which granted existence only to immaterial beings, in the Treatise Concerning the Principles of
Human Knowledge (Dublin, 1710) and Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous (London,
1713); his works appeared in German translation in 1781.
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doubting of which, however, properly constitutes idealism according to
the received meaning), for it never came into my mind to doubt that, but
only the sensory representation of things, to which space and time above
all belong; and about these last, hence in general about all appearances, I
have only shown: that they are not things (but mere ways of representing),
nor are they determinations that belong to things in themselves. The word
transcendental, however, which with me never signiﬁes a relation of our
cognition to things, but only to the faculty of cognition, was intended to
prevent this misinterpretation. But before it prompts still more of the
same, I gladly withdraw this name, and I will have it called critical idealism. But if it is an in fact reprehensible idealism to transform actual things
(not appearances) into mere representations,12 with what name shall we
christen that idealism which, conversely, makes mere representations into
things? I think it could be named dreaming idealism, to distinguish it from
the preceding, which may be called visionary idealism, both of which were
to have been held off by my formerly so-called transcendental, or better,
critical idealism.
12

At the very end of Berkeley’s Three Dialogues, Philonous summarizes the immaterialist position by
conjoining two phrases that he attributes respectively to “the vulgar” and to philosophers: “that
those things they immediately perceive are the real things,” and “that the things immediately
perceived are ideas which exist only in the mind”; this is in effect to equate things with (mere)
ideas or representations.
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How is pure natural science possible?
§14
Nature is the existence of things, insofar as that existence is determined
according to universal laws. If nature meant the existence of things in
themselves, we would never be able to cognize it, either a priori or a posteriori. Not a priori, for how are we to know what pertains to things in
themselves, inasmuch as this can never come about through the analysis
of our concepts (analytical propositions), since I do not want to know
what may be contained in my concept of a thing (for that belongs to its
logical essence), but what would be added to this concept in the actuality of a thing, and what the thing itself would be determined by in its
existence apart from my concept. My understanding, and the conditions
under which alone it can connect the determinations of things in their
existence, prescribes no rule to the things themselves; these do not conform to my understanding, but my understanding would have to conform
to them; they would therefore have to be given to me in advance so that
these determinations could be drawn from them, but then they would not
be cognized a priori.
Such cognition of the nature of things in themselves would also be
impossible a posteriori. For if experience were supposed to teach me laws
to which the existence of things is subject, then these laws, insofar as they
relate to things in themselves, would have to apply to them necessarily
even apart from my experience. Now experience teaches me what there is
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and how it is, but never that it necessarily must be so and not otherwise.
Therefore it can never teach me the nature of things in themselves.

§15
Now we are nevertheless actually in possession of a pure natural science,
which, a priori and with all of the necessity required for apodictic propositions, propounds laws to which nature is subject. Here I need call to
witness only that propaedeutic to the theory of nature which, under the
title of universal natural science, precedes all of physics (which is founded
on empirical principles). Therein we ﬁnd mathematics applied to appearances, and also merely discursive principles (from concepts), which make
up the philosophical part of pure cognition of nature.1 But indeed there
is also much in it that is not completely pure and independent of sources
in experience, such as the concept of motion, of impenetrability (on which
the empirical concept of matter is based), of inertia, among others, so that
it cannot be called completely pure natural science; furthermore it refers
only to the objects of the outer senses, and therefore does not provide an example of a universal natural science in the strict sense; for that would have
to bring nature in general – whether pertaining to an object of the outer
senses or of the inner sense (the object of physics as well as psychology) –
under universal laws. But among the principles of this universal physics2
a few are found that actually have the universality we require, such as
the proposition: that substance remains and persists, that everything that
happens always previously is determined by a cause according to constant
laws, and so on. These are truly universal laws of nature, that exist fully a
priori. There is then in fact a pure natural science, and now the question
is: How is it possible?

§16
The word nature assumes yet another meaning, namely one that determines the object, whereas in the above meaning it only signiﬁed the
1

2

In §§2 and 7 (pp. 18–20, 32), Kant contrasts the intuitive judgments of mathematics with the discursive
judgments of philosophy. In the ﬁrst Critique, a 712–38 / b 740–66, he discusses more generally his
doctrine that philosophical method involves the analysis of concepts whereas mathematics proceeds
by “constructing” concepts in intuition. (For a 712–17 / b 740–5, see pp. 195–7.)
The word “physics” is here used to mean the science of nature in general, and was understood by
many eighteenth-century authors to include the study of living things and of the mind (psychology).
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conformity to law of the determinations of the existence of things in general. Nature considered materialiter3 is the sum total of all objects of experience. We are concerned here only with this, since otherwise things that
could never become objects of an experience if they had to be cognized
according to their nature would force us to concepts whose signiﬁcance
could never be given in concreto (in any example of a possible experience),
and we would therefore have to make for ourselves mere concepts of the
nature of those things, the reality of which concepts, i.e., whether they
actually relate to objects or are mere beings of thought, could not be decided at all. Cognition of that which cannot be an object of experience
would be hyperphysical, and here we are not concerned with such things
at all, but rather with that cognition of nature the reality of which can be
conﬁrmed through experience, even though such cognition is possible a
priori and precedes all experience.

§17
The formal in nature in this narrower meaning is therefore the conformity to law of all objects of experience, and, insofar as this conformity
is cognized a priori, the necessary conformity to law of those objects. But
it has just been shown: that the laws of nature can never be cognized a
priori in objects insofar as these objects are considered, not in relation to
possible experience, but as things in themselves. We are here, however,
concerned not with things in themselves (the properties of which we leave
undetermined), but only with things as objects of a possible experience,
and the sum total of such objects is properly what we here call nature.
And now I ask whether, if the discussion is of the possibility of a cognition
of nature a priori, it would be better to frame the problem in this way:
How is it possible in general to cognize a priori the necessary conformity
to law of things as objects of experience, or: How is it possible in general
to cognize a priori the necessary conformity to law of experience itself with
regard to all of its objects?
3

Materialiter is Latin for “materially.” In Kant’s usage (ultimately derived from scholastic Aristotelianism), “matter” and “material” need not refer speciﬁcally to the physical matter of which
objects are composed; here he uses the term to refer to the totality of objects of experience (see also
§36), by contrast with the (merely “formal”) general laws governing those objects (as discussed in
§§15, 17).
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On closer examination, whether the question is posed one way or the
other, its solution will come out absolutely the same with regard to the
pure cognition of nature (which is actually the point of the question).
For the subjective laws under which alone a cognition of things through
experiencea is possible also hold good for those things as objects of a
possible experience (but obviously not for them as things in themselves,
which, however, are not at all being considered here). It is completely the
same, whether I say: A judgment of perception can never be considered as
valid for experience without the law, that if an event is perceived then it is
always referred to something preceding from which it follows according
to a universal rule; or if I express myself in this way: Everything of which
experience shows that it happens must have a cause.
It is nonetheless more appropriate to choose the ﬁrst formulation. For
since we can indeed, a priori and previous to any objects being given,
have a cognition of those conditions under which alone an experience
regarding objects is possible, but never of the laws to which objects may
be subject in themselves without relation to possible experience, we will
therefore be able to study a priori the nature of things in no other way
than by investigating the conditions, and the universal (though subjective)
laws, under which alone such a cognition is possible as experience (as
regards mere form), and determining the possibility of things as objects of
experience accordingly; for were I to choose the second mode of expression
and to seek the a priori conditions under which nature is possible as an
object of experience, I might then easily fall into misunderstanding and
fancy that I had to speak about nature as a thing in itself, and in that case
I would be wandering about fruitlessly in endless endeavors to ﬁnd laws
for things about which nothing is given to me.
We will therefore be concerned here only with experience and with
the universal conditions of its possibility which are given a priori, and
from there we will determine nature as the whole object of all possible
experience. I think I will be understood: that here I do not mean the rules
for the observation of a nature that is already given, which presuppose
experience already; and so do not mean, how we can learn the laws from
nature (through experience), for these would then not be laws a priori
a

Erfahrungserkenntnis; not translated as “empirical cognition,” which translates Kant’s empirische
Erkenntnis, which he distinguished from the former (§18).
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and would provide no pure natural science; but rather, how the a priori
conditions of the possibility of experience are at the same time the sources
out of which all universal laws of nature must be derived.

§18

[4:298]

We must therefore ﬁrst of all note: that, although all judgments of experience are empirical, i.e., have their basis in the immediate perception of
the senses, nonetheless the reverse is not the case, that all empirical judgments are therefore judgments of experience; rather, beyond the empirical
and in general beyond what is given in sensory intuition, special concepts
must yet be added, which have their origin completely a priori in the pure
understanding, and under which every perception ﬁrst can be subsumed
and then, by means of the same concepts, transformed into experience.
Empirical judgments, insofar as they have objective validity, are judgments of experience; those, however, that are only subjectively valid I
call mere judgments of perception. The latter do not require a pure
concept of the understanding, but only the logical connection of perceptions in a thinking subject. But the former always demand, in addition to
the representations of sensory intuition, special concepts originally generated in the understanding, which are precisely what make the judgment of
experience objectively valid.
All of our judgments are at ﬁrst mere judgments of perception; they
hold only for us, i.e., for our subject, and only afterwards do we give them a
new relation, namely to an object, and intend that the judgment should
also be valid at all times for us and for everyone else; for if a judgment
agrees with an object, then all judgments of the same object must also
agree with one another, and hence the objective validity of a judgment
of experience signiﬁes nothing other than its necessary universal validity.
But also conversely, if we ﬁnd cause to deem a judgment necessarily,
universally valid (which is never based on the perception, but on the pure
concept of the understanding under which the perception is subsumed),
we must then also deem it objective, i.e., as expressing not merely a relation
of a perception to a subject, but a property of an object; for there would
be no reason why other judgments necessarily would have to agree with
mine, if there were not the unity of the object – an object to which they
all refer, with which they all agree, and, for that reason, also must all
harmonize among themselves.
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§19
Objective validity and necessary universal validity (for everyone) are
therefore interchangeable concepts, and although we do not know the object in itself, nonetheless, if we regard a judgment as universally valid and
hence necessary, objective validity is understood to be included. Through
this judgment we cognize the object (even if it otherwise remains unknown
as it may be in itself) by means of the universally valid and necessary connection of the given perceptions; and since this is the case for all objects of
the senses, judgments of experience will not derive their objective validity
from the immediate cognition of the object (for this is impossible), but
merely from the condition for the universal validity of empirical judgments, which, as has been said, never rests on empirical, or indeed sensory
conditions at all, but on a pure concept of the understanding. The object
always remains unknown in itself; if, however, through the concept of the
understanding the connection of the representations which it provides
to our sensibility is determined as universally valid, then the object is
determined through this relation, and the judgment is objective.
Let us provide examples: that the room is warm, the sugar sweet, the
wormwood4 repugnant,∗ are merely subjectively valid judgments. I do not
at all require that I should ﬁnd it so at every time, or that everyone else
should ﬁnd it just as I do; they express only a relation of two sensations
to the same subject, namely myself, and this only in my present state
of perception, and are therefore not expected to be valid for the object:
these I call judgments of perception. The case is completely different
with judgments of experience. What experience teaches me under certain
circumstances, it must teach me at every time and teach everyone else as
well, and its validity is not limited to the subject or its state at that time.
Therefore I express all such judgments as objectively valid; as, e.g., if I
say: the air is elastic, then this judgment is to begin with only a judgment
of perception; I relate two sensations in my senses only to one another.
∗

4

I gladly admit that these examples do not present judgments of perception such as could
ever become judgments of experience if a concept of the understanding were also added,
because they refer merely to feeling – which everyone acknowledges to be merely subjective
and which must therefore never be attributed to the object – and therefore can never become
objective; I only wanted to give for now an example of a judgment that is merely subjectively
valid and that contains in itself no basis for necessary universal validity and, thereby, for
a relation to an object. An example of judgments of perception that become judgments of
experience through the addition of a concept of the understanding follows in the next note.
Wormwood (German, Wermut) is a bitter-tasting herb used in making absinthe and vermouth.
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If I want it to be called a judgment of experience, I then require that this
connection be subject to a condition that makes it universally valid. I want
therefore that I, at every time, and also everyone else, would necessarily
have to conjoin the same perceptions under the same circumstances.
[4:300]

§20
We will therefore have to analyze experience in general, in order to see
what is contained in this product of the senses and the understanding, and
how the judgment of experience is itself possible. At bottom lies the intuition of which I am conscious, i.e., perception (perceptio), which belongs
solely to the senses. But, secondly, judging (which pertains solely to the
understanding) also belongs here. Now this judging can be of two types:
ﬁrst, when I merely compare the perceptions and conjoin them in a consciousness of my state, or, second, when I conjoin them in a consciousness
in general. The ﬁrst judgment is merely a judgment of perception and has
thus far only subjective validity; it is merely a connection of perceptions
within my mental state, without reference to the object. Hence for experience it is not, as is commonly imagined, sufﬁcient to compare perceptions
and to connect them in one consciousness by means of judging; from that
there arises no universal validity and necessity of the judgment, on account of which alone it can be objectively valid and so can be experience.
A completely different judgment therefore occurs before experience
can arise from perception. The given intuition must be subsumed under
a concept that determines the form of judging in general with respect
to the intuition, connects the empirical consciousness of the latter in a
consciousness in general, and thereby furnishes empirical judgments with
universal validity; a concept of this kind is a pure a priori concept of the
understanding, which does nothing but simply determine for an intuition
the mode in general in which it can serve for judging. The concept of
cause being such a concept, it therefore determines the intuition which
is subsumed under it, e.g., that of air, with respect to judging in general –
namely, so that the concept of air serves, with respect to expansion, in the
relation of the antecedent to the consequent in a hypothetical judgment.
The concept of cause is therefore a pure concept of the understanding,
which is completely distinct from all possible perception, and serves only,
with respect to judging in general, to determine that representation which
is contained under it and so to make possible a universally valid judgment.
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Now before a judgment of experience can arise from a judgment of
perception, it is ﬁrst required: that the perception be subsumed under a
concept of the understanding of this kind; e.g., the air belongs under the
concept of cause, which determines the judgment about the air as hypothetical with respect to expansion.∗ This expansion is thereby represented
not as belonging merely to my perception of the air in my state of perception or in several of my states or in the state of others, but as necessarily
belonging to it, and the judgment: the air is elastic, becomes universally
valid and thereby for the ﬁrst time a judgment of experience, because
certain judgments occur beforehand, which subsume the intuition of the
air under the concept of cause and effect, and thereby determine the perceptions not merely with respect to each other in my subject, but with
respect to the form of judging in general (here, the hypothetical), and in
this way make the empirical judgment universally valid.
If one analyzes all of one’s synthetic judgments insofar as they are objectively valid, one ﬁnds that they never consist in mere intuitions that have,
as is commonly thought, merely been connected in a judgment through
comparison, but rather that they would not be possible if, over and above
the concepts drawn from intuition, a pure concept of the understanding
had not been added under which these concepts had been subsumed and
in this way ﬁrst connected in an objectively valid judgment. Even the
judgments of pure mathematics in its simplest axioms are not exempt
from this condition. The principle: a straight line is the shortest line between two points, presupposes that the line has been subsumed under the
concept of magnitude, which certainly is no mere intuition, but has its
seat solely in the understanding and serves to determine the intuition (of
the line) with respect to such judgments as may be passed on it as regards
the quantity of these judgments, namely plurality (as judicia plurativa∗∗ ),
∗

∗∗

To have a more easily understood example, consider the following: If the sun shines on the
stone, it becomes warm. This judgment is a mere judgment of perception and contains no
necessity, however often I and others also have perceived this; the perceptions are only usually
found so conjoined. But if I say: the sun warms the stone, then beyond the perception is added
the understanding’s concept of cause, which connects necessarily the concept of sunshine
with that of heat, and the synthetic judgment becomes necessarily universally valid, hence
objective, and changes from a perception into experience.
So I would prefer those judgments to be called, which are called particularia in logic. For
the latter expression already contains the thought that they are not universal. If, however,
I commence from unity (in singular judgments) and then continue on to the totality, I still
cannot mix in any reference to the totality; I think only a plurality without totality, not the
exception to the latter.5 This is necessary, if the logical moments are to be placed under the
pure concepts of the understanding; in logical usage things can remain as they were.
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since through such judgments it is understood that in a given intuition a
homogeneous plurality is contained.

§21
In order therefore to explain the possibility of experience insofar as it rests
on pure a priori concepts of the understanding, we must ﬁrst present that
which belongs to judgments in general, and the various moments of the
understanding therein, in a complete table; for the pure concepts of the
understanding – which are nothing more than concepts of intuitions in
general insofar as these intuitions are, with respect to one or another of
these moments, in themselves determined to judgments and therefore determined necessarily and with universal validity – will come out exactly
parallel to them. By this means the a priori principles of the possibility of all experience as objectively valid empirical cognition will also be
determined quite exactly. For they are nothing other than propositions
that subsume all perception (according to certain universal conditions of
intuition) under those pure concepts of the understanding .
Logical table of judgments
1.
According to quantity
Universal
Particular
Singular
2.
3.
According to quality
According to relation
Afﬁrmative
Categorical
Negative
Hypothetical
Inﬁnite
Disjunctive
4.
According to modality
Problematic
Assertoric
Apodictic

[4:303]

5

Kant’s point is that a collection of singular judgments that covers all of the individuals in a domain
neither explicitly refers to the collected totality of such individuals (as a totality), nor explicitly
denies the universality of its extension (a denial that would be suggested by calling such judgments
“particular”); it refers to a plurality, i.e., to more than one individual, but it leaves undetermined
whether or not it covers all of the individuals in the domain.
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Transcendental table of concepts of the understanding
1.
According to quantity
Unity (measure)
Plurality (magnitude)
Totality (the whole)
2.
3.
According to quality
According to relation
Reality
Substance
Negation
Cause
Limitation
Community
4.
According to modality
Possibility
Existence
Necessity
Pure physiologicalb table of universal principles of natural science
1.
Axioms
of intuition
2.
3.
Anticipations
Analogies
of perception
of experience
4.
Postulates
of empirical thinking in general

§21a
In order to comprise all the preceding in one notion, it is ﬁrst of all
necessary to remind the reader that the discussion here is not about the
genesis of experience, but about that which lies in experience. The former
belongs to empirical psychology and could never be properly developed
even there without the latter, which belongs to the critique of cognition
and especially of the understanding.
b

physiologische; used to mean “pertaining to the investigation of nature,” an older meaning that is
consistent with its etymology.
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Experience consists of intuitions, which belong to sensibility, and
of judgments, which are solely the understanding’s business. Those
judgments that the understanding forms solely from sensory intuitions
are, however, still far from being judgments of experience. For in the one
case the judgment would only connect perceptions as they are given in
sensory intuition; but in the latter case the judgments are supposed to say
what experience in general contains, therefore not what mere perception –
whose validity is merely subjective – contains. The judgment of experience must still therefore, beyond the sensory intuition and its logical
connection (in accordance with which the intuition has been rendered
universal through comparison in a judgment), add something that determines the synthetic judgment as necessary, and thereby as universally
valid; and this can be nothing but that concept which represents the intuition as in itself determined with respect to one form of judgment rather
than the others, i.e., a concept of that synthetic unity of intuitions which
can be represented only through a given logical function of judgments.

§22

[4:305]

To sum this up: the business of the senses is to intuit; that of the understanding, to think. To think, however, is to unite representations in a
consciousness. This uniﬁcation either arises merely relative to the subject
and is contingent and subjective, or it occurs without condition and is
necessary or objective. The uniﬁcation of representations in a consciousness is judgment. Therefore, thinking is the same as judging or as relating
representations to judgments in general. Judgments are therefore either
merely subjective, if representations are related to one consciousness in
one subject alone and are united in it, or they are objective, if they are
united in a consciousness in general, i.e., are united necessarily therein.
The logical moments of all judgments are so many possible ways of uniting
representations in a consciousness. If, however, the very same moments
serve as concepts, they are concepts of the necessary uniﬁcation of these
representations in a consciousness, and so are principles of objectively
valid judgments. This uniﬁcation in a consciousness is either analytic,
through identity, or synthetic, through combination and addition of various representations with one another. Experience consists in the synthetic
connection of appearances (perceptions) in a consciousness, insofar as this
connection is necessary. Therefore pure concepts of the understanding
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are those under which all perceptions must ﬁrst be subsumed before they
can serve in judgments of experience, in which the synthetic unity of
perceptions is represented as necessary and universally valid.∗

§23
Judgments, insofar as they are regarded merely as the condition for the
uniﬁcation of given representations in a consciousness, are rules. These
rules, insofar as they represent the uniﬁcation as necessary, are a priori
rules, and provided that there are none above them from which they can
be derived, are principles. Now since, with respect to the possibility of all
experience, if merely the form of thinking is considered in the experience,
no conditions on judgments of experience are above those that bring
the appearances (according to the varying form of their intuition) under
pure concepts of the understanding (which make the empirical judgment
objectively valid), these conditions are therefore the a priori principles of
possible experience.
Now the principles of possible experience are, at the same time, universal laws of nature that can be cognized a priori. And so the problem
that lies in our second question, presently before us: How is pure natural
science possible? is solved. For the systematization that is required for the
form of a science is here found to perfection, since beyond the aforementioned formal conditions of all judgments in general, hence of all rules
whatsoever furnished by logic, no others are possible, and these form a
logical system; but the concepts based thereon, which contain the a priori
conditions for all synthetic and necessary judgments, for that very reason
form a transcendental system; ﬁnally, the principles by means of which
all appearances are subsumed under these concepts form a physiological
∗

6

But how does this proposition: that judgments of experience are supposed to contain necessity
in the synthesis of perceptions, square with my proposition, urged many times above: that
experience, as a posteriori cognition, can provide merely contingent judgments? If I say:
Experience teaches me something, I always mean only the perception that is in it – e.g., that
upon illumination of the stone by the sun, warmth always follows – and hence the proposition
from experience is, so far, always contingent. That this warming follows necessarily from
illumination by the sun is indeed contained in the judgment of experience (in virtue of the
concept of cause), but I do not learn it from experience; rather, conversely, experience is
ﬁrst generated through this addition of a concept of the understanding (of cause) to the
perception. Concerning how the perception may come by this addition, the Critique must be
consulted, in the section on transcendental judgment, pp. 137 ff.6
See the Schematism (a 137–47 / b 176–87); largely translated herein, pp. 173–7.
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system, i.e., a system of nature, which precedes all empirical cognition
of nature and ﬁrst makes it possible, and can therefore be called the true
universal and pure natural science.

§24

[4:307]

The ﬁrst∗ of the physiological principles subsumes all appearances, as
intuitions in space and time, under the concept of magnitude and is to
that extent a principle for the application of mathematics to experience.
The second does not subsume the properly empirical – namely sensation, which signiﬁes the real in intuitions – directly under the concept of
magnitude, since sensation is no intuition containing space or time, although it does place the object corresponding to it in both; but there
nonetheless is, between reality (sensory representation) and nothing, i.e.,
the complete emptiness of intuition in time, a difference that has a magnitude, for indeed between every given degree of light and darkness,
every degree of warmth and the completely cold, every degree of heaviness and absolute lightness, every degree of the ﬁlling of space and completely empty space, ever smaller degrees can be thought, just as between
consciousness and total unconsciousness (psychological darkness) ever
smaller degrees occur; therefore no perception is possible that would
show a complete absence, e.g., no psychological darkness is possible that
could not be regarded as a consciousness that is merely outweighed by
another, stronger one, and so it is in all cases of sensation; as a result of
which the understanding can anticipate even sensations, which form the
proper quality of empirical representations (appearances), by means of the
principle that they all without exception, hence the real in all appearance,
have degrees – which is the second application of mathematics (mathesis
intensorum) to natural science.
∗

7

The three subsequent sections could be difﬁcult to understand properly, if one does not have
at hand what the Critique says about principles as well; but they might have the advantage of
making it easier to survey the general features of such principles and to attend to the main
points.7
In reading the next three sections, the obscurity will be reduced by keeping in mind that Kant is
discussing the Tables in §21. Here he relates the ﬁrst two entries in the Physiological Table (Axioms
and Anticipations) to the category of magnitude (respectively, extensive magnitude, and intensive
magnitude or degree). In the “A” edition of the Critique, the two corresponding propositions
read: Axiom, “All appearances are, as regards their intuition, extensive magnitudes” (a 162); and
Anticipation, “In all appearances the sensation, and the real that corresponds to it in the object
(realitas phaenomenon), has an intensive magnitude, i.e., a degree” (a 166). The “B” versions are in
Selections, pp. 181–2.
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§25
With respect to the relation of appearances, and indeed exclusively with
regard to their existence, the determination of this relation is not mathematical but dynamical, and it can never be objectively valid, hence ﬁt
for experience, if it is not subject to a priori principles, which ﬁrst make
cognition through experience possible with respect to that determination.8 Therefore appearances must be subsumed under the concept of
substance, which, as a concept of the thing itself, underlies all determination of existence; or second, insofar as a temporal sequence, i.e., an event,
is met with among the appearances, they must be subsumed under the
concept of an effect in relation to a cause; or, insofar as simultaneous existence is to be cognized objectively, i.e., through a judgment of experience,
they must be subsumed under the concept of community (interaction):
and so a priori principles underlie objectively valid, though empirical,
judgments, i.e., they underlie the possibility of experience insofar as it
is supposed to connect objects in nature according to existence. These
principles are the actual laws of nature, which can be called dynamical.
Finally, there also belongs to judgments of experience the cognition
of agreement and connection: not so much of the appearances among
themselves in experience, but of their relation to experience in general, a
relation that contains either their agreement with the formal conditions
that the understanding cognizes, or their connection with the material
of the senses and perception, or both united in one concept, and thus
possibility, existence, and necessity according to universal laws of nature;
all of which would constitute the physiological theory of method (the
distinction of truth and hypotheses, and the boundaries of the reliability
of the latter).

§26
Although the third table of principles, which is drawn from the nature of
the understanding itself according to the critical method, in itself exhibits
8

Here Kant ﬁrst relates the third entry in the Physiological Table to the categories of relation:
Substance, Cause, and Community (a discussion that corresponds to that of the three Analogies of
experience in the Critique, a 176–218 / b 218–65; excerpted, pp. 182–8). In the following paragraph,
he relates the fourth entry to the categories of modality (a discussion that corresponds to that of the
three Postulates of Empirical Thinking in the Critique, a 218–35 / b 265–74, 279–87; excerpted,
p. 188). The distinction between “mathematical” and “dynamical,” mentioned here, is further
elaborated in §§52c, 53.
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a perfection through which it raises itself far above every other that has
(albeit vainly) ever been attempted or may yet be attempted in the future
from the things themselves through the dogmatic method: namely, that in
it all of the synthetic principles a priori are exhibited completely and according to a principle,c namely that of the faculty for judging in general
(which constitutes the essenced of experience with respect to the understanding), so that one can be certain there are no more such principles
(a satisfaction that the dogmatic method can never provide) – nevertheless
this is still far from being its greatest merit.
Notice must be taken of the ground of proof that reveals the possibility
of this a priori cognition and at the same time limits all such principles
to a condition that must never be neglected if they are not to be misunderstood and extended in use further than the original sense which the
understanding places in them will allow: namely, that they contain only
the conditions of possible experience in general, insofar as it is subject to
a priori laws. Hence I do not say: that things in themselves contain a magnitude, their reality a degree, their existence a connection of accidents in
a substance, and so on; for that no one can prove, because such a synthetic
connection out of mere concepts, in which all relation to sensory intuition
on the one hand and all connection of such intuition in a possible experience on the other is lacking, is utterly impossible. Therefore the essential
limitation on the concepts in these principles is: that only as objects of
experience are all things necessarily subject a priori to the aforementioned
conditions.
From this there follows then secondly a speciﬁcally characteristic way
of proving the same thing: that the above-mentioned principles are not
referred directly to appearances and their relation, but to the possibility of experience, for which appearances constitute only the matter but
not the form; that is, they are referred to the objectively and universally
valid synthetic propositions through which judgments of experience are
distinguished from mere judgments of perception. This happens because
the appearances, as mere intuitions that ﬁll a part of space and time, are
subject to the concept of magnitude, which synthetically uniﬁes the manifold of intuitions a priori according to rules; and because the real in the
appearances must have a degree, insofar as perception contains, beyond
intuition, sensation as well, between which and nothing, i.e., the complete
c

d

Prinzip
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disappearance of sensation, a transition always occurs by diminution, insofar, that is, as sensation itself ﬁlls no part of space and time,∗ but yet the
transition to sensation from empty time or space is possible only in time,
with the consequence that although sensation, as the quality of empirical
intuition with respect to that by which a sensation differs speciﬁcally from
other sensations, can never be cognized a priori, it nonetheless can, in a
possible experience in general, as the magnitude of perception, be distinguished intensively from every other sensation of the same kind; from
which, then, the application of mathematics to nature, with respect to the
sensory intuition whereby nature is given to us, is ﬁrst made possible and
determined.
Mostly, however, the reader must attend to the way of proving the principles that appear under the name of the Analogies of experience. For since
these do not concern the generation of intuitions, as do the principles for
applying mathematics to natural science in general, but the connection of
their existence in one experience, and since this connection can be nothing
other than the determination of existence in time according to necessary
laws, under which alone the connection is objectively valid and therefore
is experience: it follows that the proof does not refer to synthetic unity
in the connection of things in themselves, but of perceptions, and of these
indeed not with respect to their content, but to the determination of time
and to the relation of existence in time in accordance with universal laws.
These universal laws contain therefore the necessity of the determination
of existence in time in general (hence a priori according to a rule of the
understanding), if the empirical determination in relative time is to be
objectively valid, and therefore to be experience. For the reader who is
stuck in the long habit of taking experience to be a mere empirical combining of perceptions – and who therefore never even considered that it
extends much further than these reach, that is, that it gives to empirical
∗

9

Warmth, light, etc. are just as great (according to degree) in a small space as in a large one;
just as the inner representations (pain, consciousness in general) are not smaller according
to degree whether they last a short or a long time. Hence the magnitude here is just as great
in a point and in an instant as in every space and time however large. Degrees are therefore
magnitudes, not, however, in intuition, but in accordance with mere sensation, or indeed
with the magnitude of the ground of an intuition, and can be assessed as magnitudes only
through the relation of 1 to 0, i.e., in that every sensation can proceed in a certain time
to vanish through inﬁnite intermediate degrees, or to grow from nothing to a determinate
sensation through inﬁnite moments of accretion. (Quantitas qualitatis est gradus.)9
“The magnitude of quality is degree.”
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judgments universal validity and to do so requires a pure unity of the
understanding that precedes a priori – I cannot adduce more here, these
being prolegomena, except only to recommend: to heed well this distinction of experience from a mere aggregate of perceptions, and to judge the
mode of proof from this standpoint.

§27

[4:311]

Here is now the place to dispose thoroughly of the Humean doubt. He
rightly afﬁrmed: that we in no way have insight through reason into the
possibility of causality, i.e., the possibility of relating the existence of one
thing to the existence of some other thing that would necessarily be posited
through the ﬁrst one. I add to this that we have just as little insight into
the concept of subsistence, i.e., of the necessity that a subject, which itself
cannot be a predicate of any other thing, should underlie the existence of
things – nay, that we cannot frame any concept of the possibility of any
such thing (although we can point out examples of its use in experience);
and I also add that this very incomprehensibility affects the community of
things as well, since we have no insight whatsoever into how, from the state
of one thing, a consequence could be drawn about the state of completely
different things outside it (and vice versa), and into how substances, each
of which has its own separate existence, should depend on one another
and should indeed do so necessarily. Nonetheless, I am very far from
taking these concepts to be merely borrowed from experience, and from
taking the necessity represented in them to be falsely imputed and a mere
illusion through which long habit deludes us; rather, I have sufﬁciently
shown that they and the principles taken from them stand ﬁrm a priori
prior to all experience, and have their undoubted objective correctness,
though of course only with respect to experience.

§28
Although I therefore do not have the least concept of such a connection
of things in themselves, how they can exist as substances or act as causes
or stand in community with others (as parts of a real whole), and though
I can still less think such properties of appearances as appearances (for
these concepts do not contain what lies in appearances, but what the
understanding alone must think), we nonetheless do have a concept of
such a connection of representations in our understanding, and indeed
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in judging in general, namely: that representations belong in one kind
of judgments as subject in relation to predicate, in another as ground in
relation to consequence, and in a third as parts that together make up
a whole possible experience. Further, we cognize a priori: that, without
regarding the representation of an object as determined with respect to
one or another of these moments, we could not have any cognition at all
that was valid for the object; and if we were to concern ourselves with the
object in itself, then no unique characteristic would be possible by which I
could cognize that it had been determined with respect to one or another
of the above-mentioned moments, i.e., that it belonged under the concept
of substance, or of cause, or (in relation to other substances) under the
concept of community; for I have no concept of the possibililty of such
a connection of existence. The question is not, however, how things in
themselves, but how the cognition of things in experience is determined
with respect to said moments of judgments in general, i.e., how things as
objects of experience can and should be subsumed under those concepts
of the understanding. And then it is clear that I have complete insight into
not only the possibility but also the necessity of subsuming all appearances
under these concepts, i.e., of using them as principles of the possibility of
experience.

§29
For having a try at Hume’s problematic concept (this, his crux metaphysicorum),10 namely the concept of cause, there is ﬁrst given to me a priori,
by means of logic: the form of a conditioned judgment in general, that
is, the use of a given cognition as ground and another as consequent. It
is, however, possible that in perception a rule of relation will be found,
which says this: that a certain appearance is constantly followed by another (though not the reverse); and this is a case for me to use hypothetical
judgment and, e.g., to say: If a body is illuminated by the sun for long
enough, then it becomes warm. Here there is of course not yet a necessity
of connection, hence not yet the concept of cause. But I continue on, and
say: if the above proposition, which is merely a subjective connection of
perceptions, is to be a proposition of experience, then it must be regarded
as necessarily and universally valid. But a proposition of this sort would
10

“cross of metaphysics”
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be: The sun through its light is the cause of the warmth. The foregoing
empirical rule is now regarded as a law, and indeed as valid not merely
of appearances, but of them on behalf of a possible experience, which
requires universally and therefore necessarily valid rules. I therefore have
quite good insight into the concept of cause, as a concept that necessarily belongs to the mere form of experience, and into its possibility as a
synthetic uniﬁcation of perceptions in a consciousness in general; but I
have no insight at all into the possibility of a thing in general as a cause,
and indeed have none just because the concept of cause indicates a condition that in no way attaches to things, but only to experience, namely,
that experience can be an objectively valid cognition of appearances and
their sequence in time only insofar as the antecedent appearance can be
conjoined with the subsequent one according to the rule of hypothetical
judgments.

§30

[4:313]

Consequently, even the pure concepts of the understanding have no signiﬁcance at all if they depart from objects of experience and want to be
referred to things in themselves (noumena).11 They serve as it were only to
spell out appearances, so that they can be read as experience; the principles
that arise from their relation to the sensible world serve our understanding for use in experience only; beyond this there are arbitrary conjoinings
without objective reality whose possibility cannot be cognized a priori and
whose relation to objects cannot, through any example, be conﬁrmed or
even made intelligible, since all examples can be taken only from some
possible experience or other and hence the objects of these concepts can
be met with nowhere else but in a possible experience.
This complete solution of the Humean problem, though coming out
contrary to the surmise of the originator, thus restores to the pure concepts
of the understanding their a priori origin, and to the universal laws of
nature their validity as laws of the understanding, but in such a way that it
restricts their use to experience only, because their possibility is founded
solely in the relation of the understanding to experience: not, however, in
such a way that they are derived from experience, but that experience is
11

Noumena is a latinized Greek word (singular: noumenon) meaning “intelligible object,” which Kant
uses to characterize “intelligible beings” or “beings of the understanding.” In §32 he contrasts
noumena with phaenomena, which he speaks of as “sensible beings” or “appearances.”
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derived from them, a completely reversed type of connection that never
occurred to Hume.
From this now ﬂows the following result of all the foregoing investigations: “All synthetic a priori principlese are nothing more than principlesf
of possible experience,” and can never be related to things in themselves,
but only to appearances as objects of experience. Therefore both pure
mathematics and pure natural science can never refer to anything more
than mere appearances, and they can only represent either that which
makes experience in general possible, or that which, being derived from
these principles,g must always be able to be represented in some possible
experience or other .

§31
And so for once one has something determinate, and to which one can
adhere in all metaphysical undertakings, which have up to now boldly
enough, but always blindly, run over everything without distinction. It
never occurred to dogmatic thinkers that the goal of their efforts might
have been set up so close, nor even to those who, obstinate in their so-called
sound common sense, went forth to insights with concepts and principles
of the pure understanding that were indeed legitimate and natural, but
were intended for use merely in experience, and for which they neither
recognized nor could recognize any determinate boundaries, because they
neither had reﬂected on nor were able to reﬂect on the nature and even
the possibility of such a pure understanding.
Many a naturalist of pure reason (by which I mean he who trusts himself, without any science, to decide in matters of metaphysics) would like
to pretend that already long ago, through the prophetic spirit of his sound
common sense, he had not merely suspected, but had known and understood, that which is here presented with so much preparation, or, if
he prefers, with such long-winded pedantic pomp: “namely that with all
our reason we can never get beyond the ﬁeld of experiences.” But since,
if someone gradually questions him on his rational principles, he must
indeed admit that among them there are many that he has not drawn from
experience, which are therefore independent of it and valid a priori – how
and on what grounds will he then hold within limits the dogmatist (and
e
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himself ), who makes use of these concepts and principles beyond all possible experience for the very reason that they are cognized independently
of experience. And even he, this adept of sound common sense, is not so
steadfast that, despite all of his presumed and cheaply gained wisdom,
he will not stumble unawares out beyond the objects of experience into
the ﬁeld of chimeras. Ordinarily, he is indeed deeply enough entangled
therein, although he cloaks his ill-founded claims through a popular style,
since he gives everything out as mere probability, reasonable conjecture,
or analogy.

§32

[4:315]

Already from the earliest days of philosophy, apart from the sensible
beingsh or appearances (phaenomena) that constitute the sensible world,
investigators of pure reason have thought of special intelligible beingsi
(noumena), which were supposed to form an intelligible world;j and they
have granted reality to the intelligible beings alone, because they took
appearance and illusion to be one and the same thing (which may well be
excused in an as yet uncultivated age).12
In fact, if we view the objects of the senses as mere appearances, as is
ﬁtting, then we thereby admit at the very same time that a thing in itself
underlies them, although we are not acquainted with this thing as it may
be constituted in itself, but only with its appearance, i.e., with the way in
which our senses are affected by this unknown something. Therefore the
understanding, just by the fact that it accepts appearances, also admits to
the existence of things in themselves, and to that extent we can say that
the representation of such beings as underlie the appearances, hence of
mere intelligible beings, is not merely permitted but also inevitable.
Our critical deduction in no way excludes things of such kind
(noumena), but rather restricts the principles of aesthetic13 in such a way
that they are not supposed to extend to all things, whereby everything
would be transformed into mere appearance, but are to be valid only
for objects of a possible experience. Hence intelligible beings are thereby
h
12
13

i Verstandeswesen
j Verstandeswelt
Sinnenwesen
The early philosophy mentioned here must include Plato’s, as in the Republic, Bks. vi, vii.
“Aesthetic” would here be taken as meaning quite generally things pertaining to, and limited to,
the senses by comparison with the intellect, as the word is used in labeling the “Transcendental
Aesthetic” in the Critique.
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allowed only with the enforcement of this rule, which brooks no exception
whatsoever: that we do not know and cannot know anything determinate
about these intelligible beings at all, because our pure concepts of the
understanding as well as our pure intuitions refer to nothing but objects
of possible experience, hence to mere beings of sense, and that as soon as
one departs from the latter, not the least signiﬁcance remains for those
concepts.

§33
There is in fact something insidious in our pure concepts of the understanding, as regards enticement toward a transcendent use; for so I call
that use which goes out beyond all possible experience. It is not only that
our concepts of substance, of force, of action, of reality, etc., are wholly
independent of experience, likewise contain no sensory appearance whatsoever, and so in fact seem to refer to things in themselves (noumena); but
also, which strengthens this supposition yet further, that they contain in
themselves a necessity of determination which experience never equals.
The concept of cause contains a rule, according to which from one state
of affairs another follows with necessity; but experience can only show us
that from one state of things another state often, or, at best, commonly, follows, and it can therefore furnish neither strict universality nor necessity
(and so forth).
Consequently, the concepts of the understanding appear to have much
more signiﬁcance and content than they would if their entire vocation
were exhausted by mere use in experience, and so the understanding
unheededly builds onto the house of experience a much roomier wing,
which it crowds with mere beings of thought, without once noticing that
it has taken its otherwise legitimate concepts far beyond the boundaries
of their use.

§34
Two important, nay completely indispensable, though utterly dry investigations were therefore needed, which were carried out in the Critique,
pp. 137 ff. and 235 ff.14 Through the ﬁrst of these it was shown that the
14

On the Schematism of the Pure Concepts of the Understanding (a 137 ff. / b 176 ff.; see
pp. 173–7); On the Basis of the Distinction of All Objects in General into Phaenomena and
Noumena (a 235 ff. / b 294 ff.).
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senses do not supply pure concepts of the understanding in concreto, but
only the schema for their use, and that the object appropriate to this
schema is found only in experience (as the product of the understanding
from materials of sensibility). In the second investigation (Critique, p. 235)
it is shown: that notwithstanding the independence from experience of
our pure concepts of the understanding and principles, and even their
apparently larger sphere of use, nonetheless, outside the ﬁeld of experience nothing at all can be thought by means of them, because they can do
nothing but merely determine the logical form of judgment with respect
to given intuitions; but since beyond the ﬁeld of sensibility there is no
intuition at all, these pure concepts lack completely all signiﬁcance, in
that there are no means through which they can be exhibited in concreto,
and so all such noumena, together with their aggregate – an intelligible∗
world – are nothing but representations of a problem, whose object is
in itself perfectly possible, but whose solution, given the nature of our
understanding, is completely impossible, since our understanding is no
faculty of intuition but only of the connection of given intuitions in an
experience; and experience therefore has to contain all the objects for our
concepts, whereas apart from it all concepts will be without signiﬁcance,
since no intuition can be put under them.

§35
The imagination can perhaps be excused if it daydreamsm every now
and then, that is, if it does not cautiously hold itself inside the limits of
experience; for it will at least be enlivened and strengthened through such
free ﬂight, and it will always be easier to moderate its boldness than to
remedy its languor. That the understanding, however, which is supposed
to think, should, instead of that, daydream – for this it can never be forgiven;
∗

Not (as is commonly said) an intellectual k world. For the cognitions through the understanding
are intellectual, and the same sort of cognitions also refer to our sensible world; but intelligiblel
means objects insofar as they can be represented only through the understanding, and none of
our sensory intuitions can refer to them. Since, however, to each object there must nonetheless correspond some possible intuition or other, we would therefore have to think of an
understanding that intuits things immediately; of this sort of understanding, however, we
have not the least concept, hence also not of the intelligible beings to which it is supposed to
refer.
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for all assistance in setting bounds, where needed, to the revelryn of the
imagination depends on it alone.
The understanding begins all this very innocently and chastely. First,
it puts in order the elementary cognitions that dwell in it prior to all experience but must nonetheless always have their application in experience.
Gradually, it removes these constraints, and what is to hinder it from
doing so, since the understanding has quite freely taken its principles
from within itself? And now reference is made ﬁrst to newly invented
forces in nature, soon thereafter to beings outside nature, in a word, to a
world for the furnishing of which building materials cannot fail us, since
they are abundantly supplied through fertile invention, and though not
indeed conﬁrmed by experience, are also never refuted by it. That is also
the reason why young thinkers so love metaphysics of the truly dogmatic
sort, and often sacriﬁce their time and their otherwise useful talent to it.
It can, however, help nothing at all to want to curb these fruitless
endeavors of pure reason by all sorts of admonitions about the difﬁculty
of resolving such deeply obscure questions, by complaints over the limits
of our reason, and by reducing assertions to mere conjectures. For if the
impossibility of these endeavors has not been clearly demonstrated, and if
reason’s knowledge of itself o does not become true science, in which the
sphere of its legitimate use is distinguished with geometrical certainty (so
to speak) from that of its empty and fruitless use, then these futile efforts
will never be fully abandoned.

§36

[4:318]

How is nature itself possible?
This question, which is the highest point that transcendental philosophy
can ever reach, and up to which, as its boundary and completion, it must
be taken, actually contains two questions.
First: How is nature possible in general in the material sense, namely,
according to intuition, as the sum total of appearances; how are space,
time, and that which ﬁlls them both, the object of sensation, possible in
general? The answer is: by means of the constitution of our sensibility,
in accordance with which our sensibility is affected in its characteristic
n

Schwärmerei

o

69

Selbsterkenntnis

Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics

[4:319]

way by objects that are in themselves unknown to it and that are wholly
distinct from said appearances. This answer is, in the book itself, given in
the Transcendental Aesthetic,15 but here in the Prolegomena through the
solution of the ﬁrst main question.
Second: How is nature possible in the formal sense, as the sum total of
the rules to which all appearances must be subject if they are to be thought
as connected in one experience? The answer cannot come out otherwise
than: it is possible only by means of the constitution of our understanding, in accordance with which all these representations of sensibility are
necessarily referred to one consciousness, and through which, ﬁrst, the
characteristic manner of our thinking, namely by means of rules, is possible, and then, by means of these rules, experience is possible – which is
to be wholly distinguished from insight into objects in themselves. This
answer is, in the book itself, given in the Transcendental Logic,16 but here
in the Prolegomena, in the course of solving the second main question.
But how this characteristic property of our sensibility itself may be
possible, or that of our understanding and of the necessary apperception
that underlies it and all thinking, cannot be further solved and answered,
because we always have need of them in turn for all answering and for all
thinking of objects.
There are many laws of nature that we can know only through experience, but lawfulness in the connection of appearances, i.e., nature in
general, we cannot come to know through any experience, because experience itself has need of such laws, which lie a priori at the basis of its
possibility.
The possibility of experience in general is thus at the same time the
universal law of nature, and the principles of the former are themselves
the laws of the latter. For we are not acquainted with nature except as
the sum total of appearances, i.e., of the representations in us, and so we
cannot get the laws of their connection from anywhere else except the
principles of their connection in us, i.e., from the conditions of necessary uniﬁcation in one consciousness, which uniﬁcation constitutes the
possibility of experience.
15
16

The Transcendental Aesthetic is the ﬁrst part of the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements (see
p. 137).
The Transcendental Logic is the second part of the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements, coordinate with the Aesthetic, though much longer (see p. 137).
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Even the main proposition that has been elaborated throughout this
entire part, that universal laws of nature can be cognized a priori, already
leads by itself to the proposition: that the highest legislation for nature
must lie in our self, i.e., in our understanding, and that we must not seek
the universal laws of nature from nature by means of experience, but,
conversely, must seek nature, as regards its universal conformity to law,
solely in the conditions of the possibility of experience that lie in our
sensibility and understanding; for how would it otherwise be possible
to become acquainted with these laws a priori, since they are surely not
rules of analytic cognition, but are genuine synthetic ampliﬁcations of
cognition? Such agreement, and indeed necessary agreement, between
the principlesp of possible experience and the laws of the possibility of
nature, can come about from only two causes: either these laws are taken
from nature by means of experience, or, conversely, nature is derived from
the laws of the possibility of experience in general and is fully identical
with the mere universal lawfulness of experience. The ﬁrst one contradicts
itself, for the universal laws of nature can and must be cognized a priori
(i.e., independently of all experience) and set at the foundation of all
empirical use of the understanding; so only the second remains.∗
We must, however, distinguish empirical laws of nature, which always
presuppose particular perceptions, from the pure or universal laws of
nature, which, without having particular perceptions underlying them,
contain merely the conditions for the necessary uniﬁcation of such perceptions in one experience; with respect to the latter laws, nature and
possible experience are one and the same, and since in possible experience
the lawfulness rests on the necessary connection of appearances in one
experience (without which we would not be able to cognize any object of
∗

Crusius17 alone knew of a middle way: namely that a spirit who can neither err nor deceive
originally implanted these natural laws in us. But, since false principles are often mixed in
as well – of which this man’s system itself provides not a few examples – then, with the lack
of sure criteria for distinguishing an authentic origin from a spurious one, the use of such a
principle looks very precarious, since one can never know for sure what the spirit of truth or
the father of lies may have put into us.

p

Prinzipien
Christian August Crusius (1715–75), an important opponent of the Wolfﬁan philosophy; in Weg
zur Gewissheit und Zuverlässigkeit der menschlichen Erkenntniss (Leipzig, 1747), he maintains that
the divine understanding is the source of all truth and certainty in the human understanding,
and that reﬂection on skepticism will bring one to see this (§§424–32). Descartes also held that a
non-erring, non-deceiving deity is responsible for our a priori knowledge (including the laws of
nature); it would appear Kant’s knowledge of Descartes’ philosophy was limited.

17
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the sensible world at all), and so on the original laws of the understanding,
then, even though it sounds strange at ﬁrst, it is nonetheless certain, if I
say with respect to the universal laws of nature: the understanding does not
draw its (a priori) laws from nature, but prescribes them to it.

§37
We will elucidate this seemingly daring proposition through an example,
which is supposed to show: that laws which we discover in objects of sensory intuition, especially if these laws have been cognized as necessary, are
already held by us to be such as have been put there by the understanding,
although they are otherwise in all respects like the laws of nature that we
attribute to experience.

§38

[4:321]

If one considers the properties of the circle by which this ﬁgure uniﬁes
in a universal rule at once so many arbitrary determinations of the space
within it, one cannot refrain from ascribing a nature to this geometrical
thing. Thus, in particular, two lines that intersect each other and also the
circle,18 however they happen to be drawn, nonetheless always partition
each other in a regular manner such that the rectangle from the parts of
one line is equal to that from the other. Now I ask: “Does this law lie in the
circle, or does it lie in the understanding?” i.e., does this ﬁgure, independent of the understanding, contain the basis for this law in itself, or does
the understanding, since it has itself constructed the ﬁgure in accordance
with its concepts (namely, the equality of the radii), at the same time insert
into it the law that chords cut one another in geometrical proportion? If
one traces the proofs of this law, one soon sees that it can be derived only
from the condition on which the understanding based the construction of
this ﬁgure, namely, the equality of the radii. If we now expand upon this
concept so as to follow up still further the unity of the manifold properties
of geometrical ﬁgures under common laws, and we consider the circle as
a conic section, which is therefore subject to the very same fundamental
conditions of construction as other conic sections, we then ﬁnd that all
chords that intersect within these latter (within the ellipse, the parabola,
and the hyperbola) always do so in such a way that the rectangles from
18

Kant speciﬁes below that each line is a chord, i.e., a line segment having both end points on the
circumference of the circle.
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their parts are not indeed equal, but always stand to one another in equal
proportions. If from there we go still further, namely to the fundamental
doctrines of physical astronomy, there appears a physical law of reciprocal attraction, extending to all material nature, the rule of which is that
these attractions decrease inversely with the square of the distance from
each point of attraction, exactly as the spherical surfaces into which this
force spreads itself increase, something that seems to reside as necessary
in the nature of the things themselves and which therefore is customarily
presented as cognizable a priori. As simple as are the sources of this law –
in that they rest merely on the relation of spherical surfaces with different radii – the consequence therefrom is nonetheless so excellent with
respect to the variety and regularity of its agreement that not only does it
follow that all possible orbits of the celestial bodies are conic sections, but
also that their mutual relations are such that no other law of attraction
save that of the inverse square of the distances can be conceived as suitable
for a system of the world.
Here then is nature that rests on laws that the understanding cognizes a
priori, and indeed chieﬂy from universal principles of the determination
of space. Now I ask: do these laws of nature lie in space, and does the
understanding learn them in that it merely seeks to investigate the wealth
of meaning that lies in space, or do they lie in the understanding and in the
way in which it determines space in accordance with the conditions of the
synthetic unity toward which its concepts are one and all directed? Space
is something so uniform, and so indeterminate with respect to all speciﬁc
properties, that certainly no one will look for a stock of natural laws within
it. By contrast, that which determines space into the ﬁgure of a circle, a
cone, or a sphere is the understanding, insofar as it contains the basis for
the unity of the construction of these ﬁgures. The bare universal form of
intuition called space is therefore certainly the substratum of all intuitions
determinable upon particular objects, and, admittedly, the condition for
the possibility and variety of those intuitions lies in this space; but the
unity of the objects is determined solely through the understanding, and
indeed according to conditions that reside in its own nature; and so the
understanding is the origin of the universal order of nature, in that it
comprehends all appearances under its own laws and thereby ﬁrst brings
about experience a priori (with respect to its form), in virtue of which
everything that is to be cognized only through experience is necessarily
subject to its laws. For we are not concerned with the nature of the things in
73
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themselves, which is independent of the conditions of both our senses and
understanding, but with nature as an object of possible experience, and
here the understanding, since it makes experience possible, at the same
time makes it that the sensible world is either not an object of experience
at all, or else is nature.

§39
Appendix to pure natural science
On the system of categories

[4:323]

Nothing can be more desirable to a philosopher than to be able to derive a
priori from one principleq the multiplicity of concepts or basic principlesr
that previously had exhibited themselves to him piecemeal, in the use he
had made of them in concreto, and in this way to be able to unite them all
in one cognition. Previously, he believed simply that what was left to him
after a certain abstraction, and that appeared, through mutual comparison,
to form a distinct kind of cognitions, had been completely assembled: but
this was only an aggregate; now he knows that only precisely so many,
not more, not fewer, can constitute this kind of cognition, and he has
understood the necessity of his division: this is a comprehending,s and
only now does he have a system.
To pick out from ordinary cognition the concepts that are not based on
any particular experience and yet are present in all cognition from experience (for which they constitute as it were the mere form of connection)
required no greater reﬂection or more insight than to cull from a language
rules for the actual use of words in general, and so to compile the elements
for a grammar (and in fact both investigations are very closely related to
one another) without, for all that, even being able to give a reason why
any given language should have precisely this and no other formal constitution, and still less why precisely so many, neither more nor fewer, of
such formal determinations of the language can be found at all.
Aristotle had compiled ten such pure elementary concepts under the
name of categories.∗ To these, which were also called predicaments, he
∗

1. Substantia. 2. Qualitas. 3. Quantitas. 4. Relatio. 5. Actio. 6. Passio. 7. Quando. 8. Ubi. 9.
Situs. 10. Habitus.19

q
19

r Grundsätze
s ein Begreifen
Prinzip
Substance, quality, quantity, relation, action, affection, time, place, position, state. (See Aristotle,
Categories, ch. 4.)
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later felt compelled to append ﬁve post-predicaments,∗ some of which
(like prius, simul, motus) are indeed already found in the former; but this
rhapsody21 could better pass for, and be deserving of praise as, a hint for
future inquirers than as an idea worked out according to rules, and so
with the greater enlightenment of philosophy it too could be rejected as
completely useless.
During an investigation of the pure elements of human cognition (containing nothing empirical), I ﬁrst succeeded after long reﬂection to distinguish and separate with reliability the pure elementary concepts of
sensibility (space and time) from those of the understanding. By this
means the seventh, eighth, and ninth categories were now excluded from
the above list. The others could be of no use to me, because no principle
was available whereby the understanding could be fully surveyed and all
its functions, from which its pure concepts arise, determined exhaustively
and with precision.
In order, however, to discover such a principle, I cast about for an act
of the understanding that contains all the rest and that differentiates itself only through various modiﬁcations or moments in order to bring the
multiplicity of representation under the unity of thinking in general; and
there I found that this act of the understanding consists in judging. Here
lay before me now, already ﬁnished though not yet wholly free of defects,
the work of the logicians, through which I was put in the position to
present a complete table of pure functions of the understanding, which
were however undetermined with respect to every object. Finally, I related
these functions of judging to objects in general, or rather to the condition for determining judgments as objectively valid, and there arose pure
concepts of the understanding, about which I could have no doubt that
precisely these only, and of them only so many, neither more nor fewer,
can make up our entire cognition of things out of the bare understanding.
As was proper, I called them categories, after their ancient name, whereby
I reserved for myself to append in full, under the name of predicables, all
the concepts derivable from them – whether by connecting them with
one another, or with the pure form of appearance (space and time), or
∗

20
21

Oppositum, Prius, Simul, Motus, Habere.20
Opposition, priority, simultaneity, motion, possession.
A rhapsody was a portion of an ancient Greek poem recited on a single occasion, and might carry
the connotation of rote repetition of an earlier epic work; etymologically, the word means “stitched
together verse.”
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with its matter, provided the latter is not yet determined empirically (the
object of sensation in general) – just as soon as a system of transcendental
philosophy should be achieved, on behalf of which I had, at the time, been
concerned only with the critique of reason itself.
The essential thing, however, in this system of categories, by which it
is distinguished from that ancient rhapsody (which proceeded without
any principle), and in virtue of which it alone deserves to be counted as
philosophy, consists in this: that through it the true signiﬁcation of the
pure concepts of the understanding and the condition of their use could
be exactly determined. For here it became apparent that the pure concepts
of the understanding are, of themselves, nothing but logical functions, but
that as such they do not constitute the least concept of an object in itself
but rather need sensory intuition as a basis, and even then they serve only
to determine empirical judgments – which are otherwise undetermined
and indifferent with respect to all the functions of judging – with respect
to those functions, so as to procure universal validity for these judgments,
and thereby to make judgments of experience possible in general.
This sort of insight into the nature of the categories, which would at the
same time restrict their use merely to experience, never occurred to their
ﬁrst originator, or to anyone after him; but without this insight (which
depends precisely on their derivation or deduction), they are completely
useless and are a paltry list of names, without explanation or rule for
their use. Had anything like it ever occurred to the ancients, then without
doubt the entire study of cognition through pure reason, which under the
name of metaphysics has ruined so many good minds over the centuries,
would have come down to us in a completely different form and would
have enlightened the human understanding, instead of, as has actually
happened, exhausting it in murky and vain ruminations and making it
unserviceable for true science.
This system of categories now makes all treatment of any object of pure
reason itself systematic in turn, and it yields an undoubted instruction
or guiding thread as to how and through what points of inquiry any
metaphysical contemplation must be directed if it is to be complete; for
it exhausts all moments of the understanding, under which every other
concept must be brought. Thus too has arisen the table of principles,
of whose completeness we can be assured only through the system of
categories; and even in the division of concepts that are supposed to go
beyond the physiological use of the understanding (Critique, p. 344, also
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p. 415),22 there is always the same guiding thread, which, since it always
must be taken through the same ﬁxed points determined a priori in the
human understanding, forms a closed circle every time, leaving no room
for doubt that the object of a pure concept of the understanding or reason,
insofar as it is to be examined philosophically and according to a priori
principles, can be cognized completely in this way. I have not even been
able to refrain from making use of this guide with respect to one of the most
abstract of ontological classiﬁcations, namely the manifold differentiation
of the concepts of something and nothing, and accordingly from achieving a
rule-governed and necessary table (Critique, p. 292).∗23
This very system, like every true system founded on a universal principle, also exhibits its inestimable usefulness in that it expels all the extraneous concepts that might otherwise creep in among these pure concepts of
the understanding, and it assigns each cognition its place. Those concepts
that, under the name of concepts of reﬂection, I had also put into a table
under the guidance of the categories mingle in ontology with the pure
concepts of the understanding without privilege and legitimate claims,
∗

All sorts of nice notes can be made on a laid-out table of categories, such as: 1. that the third
arises from the ﬁrst and second, conjoined into one concept, 2. that in those for quantity
and quality there is merely a progression from Unity to Totality, or from something to
nothing (for this purpose the categories of quality must stand thus: Reality, Limitation,
full Negation), without correlata or opposita, while those of relation and modality carry the
latter with them, 3. that, just as in the logical table, categorical judgments underlie all the
others, so the category of substance underlies all concepts of real things, 4. that, just as
modality in a judgment is not a separate predicate, so too the modal concepts do not add a
determination to things, and so on. Considerations such as these all have their great utility.
If beyond this all the predicables are enumerated – they can be extracted fairly completely
from any good ontology (e.g., Baumgarten’s)24 – and if they are ordered in classes under the
categories (in which one must not neglect to add as complete an analysis as possible of all
these concepts), then a solely analytical part of metaphysics will arise, which as yet contains
no synthetic proposition whatsoever and could precede the second (synthetic) part, and,
through its determinateness and completeness, might not only have utility, but beyond that,
in virtue of its systematicity, a certain beauty.25

22

In Bk. 1, ch. 1 of the Dialectic, On the Paralogisms of Pure Reason a 344 / b 402, Kant presents
the doctrines of rational psychology concerning the immaterial soul in a fourfold division corresponding to the categories of Substance, Unity, and Possibility, and to the “quality” (second
division of the Table) of simplicity.
In the Critique, a 292 / b 348, Kant provides a fourfold division of the concept of nothing.
Ontology was the ﬁrst major division of Baumgarten’s Metaphysica.
In letters to Johann Schultz of 26 August 1783, and 17 February 1784 (Ak 10:350–2, 365–8; CZ),
Kant discusses the relations of the ﬁrst and second to the third categories (as listed under the
various headings in the Transcendental table of concepts of the understanding), and he mentions
the possibility of someone such as Schultz using the categories as the basis for an ars characteristica
combinatoria (an art of combining characters or signs), a project associated with Leibniz.

23
24
25
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although the latter are concepts of connection and thereby of the object
itself, whereas the former are only concepts of the mere comparison of
already given concepts, and therefore have an entirely different nature
and use; through my law-governed division (Critique, p. 260)26 they are
extricated from this amalgam. But the usefulness of this separated table of
categories shines forth yet more brightly if, as will soon be done, we separate from the categories the table of transcendental concepts of reason,
which have a completely different nature and origin than the concepts
of the understanding (so that the table must also have a different form),
a separation that, necessary as it is, has never occurred in any system of
metaphysics, as a result of which these ideas of reason and concepts of the
understanding run confusedly together as if they belonged to one family,
like siblings, an intermingling that also could never have been avoided in
the absence of a separate system of categories.
26

In the appendix to the Transcendental Analytic, On the Amphiboly of the Concepts of
Reﬂection (a 260–8 / b 316–28), Kant provides a fourfold division of “concepts of reﬂection,”
which pertain to judgment itself (identity/difference, agreement/opposition, inner/outer, and
determinable/determination or matter/form).
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How is metaphysics in general possible?
§40
Pure mathematics and pure natural science would not have needed, for the
purpose of their own security and certainty, a deduction of the sort that we
have hitherto accomplished for them both; for the ﬁrst is supported by its
own evidence, whereas the second, though arising from pure sources of
the understanding, is nonetheless supported from experience and thoroughgoing conﬁrmation by it – experience being a witness that natural
science cannot fully renounce and dispense with, because, as philosophy,1
despite all its certainty it can never rival mathematics. Neither science
had need of the aforementioned investigation for itself, but for another
science, namely metaphysics.
Apart from concepts of nature, which always ﬁnd their application in
experience, metaphysics is further concerned with pure concepts of reason that are never given in any possible experience whatsoever, hence with
concepts whose objective reality (that they are not mere fantasies) and
with assertions whose truth or falsity cannot be conﬁrmed or exposed
by any experience; and this part of metaphysics is moreover precisely
that which forms its essential end, toward which all the rest is only a
1

The word “philosophy” is here used broadly (as was normal in Kant’s time), to include natural
science or “natural philosophy” as one of its branches (other branches included ethics, logic, and
metaphysics). Earlier, Kant has drawn attention to the intuitive basis of mathematics, by contrast
with the discursive basis of philosophy (§§1, 2, 7; see also Selections, pp. 195–7).
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means – and so this science needs such a deduction for its own sake. The
third question, now put before us, therefore concerns as it were the core
and the characteristic feature of metaphysics, namely, the preoccupation of
reason simply with itself, and that acquaintance with objects which is presumed to arise immediately from reason’s brooding over its own concepts
without its either needing mediation from experience for such an acquaintance, or being able to achieve such an acquaintance through experience at
all.∗
Without a solution to this question reason will never be satisﬁed with
itself. The use in experience to which reason limits the pure understanding
does not entirely fulﬁll reason’s own vocation. Each individual experience
is only a part of the whole sphere of the domain of experience, but the
absolute totality of all possible experience is not itself an experience, and
yet is still a necessary problem for reason, for the mere representation of
which reason needs concepts entirely different from the pure concepts of
the understanding, whose use is only immanent, i.e., refers to experience
insofar as such experience can be given, whereas the concepts of reason
extend to the completeness, i.e., the collective unity of the whole of possible experience, and in that way exceed any given experience and become
transcendent.
Hence, just as the understanding needed the categories for experience,
reason contains in itself the basis for ideas, by which I mean necessary
concepts whose object nevertheless cannot be given in any experience.
The latter are just as intrinsic to the nature of reason as are the former
to that of the understanding; and if the ideas carry with them an illusion
that can easily mislead, this illusion is inevitable, although it can very well
be prevented “from leading us astray.”
Since all illusion consists in taking the subjective basis for a judgment
to be objective, pure reason’s knowledge of itself in its transcendent (overreaching) use will be the only prevention against the errors into which
reason falls if it misconstrues its vocation and, in transcendent fashion,
refers to the object in itself that which concerns only its own subject and
the guidance of that subject in every use that is immanent.
∗

If it can be said that a science is actual at least in the thought of all humankind from the
moment it has been determined that the problems which lead to it are set before everyone by
the nature of human reason, and therefore that many (if faulty) attempts at those problems
are always inevitable, it will also have to be said: Metaphysics is subjectively actual (and
necessarily so); and then we will rightly ask: How is it (objectively) possible?
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§41
The distinction of ideas, i.e., of pure concepts of reason, from categories,
or pure concepts of the understanding, as cognitions of completely different type, origin, and use, is so important a piece of the foundation of a
science which is to contain a system of all these cognitions a priori that,
without such a division, metaphysics is utterly impossible, or at best is
a disorderly and bungling endeavor to patch together a house of cards,
without knowledge of the materials with which one is preoccupied and
of their suitability for one or another end. If the Critique of Pure Reason
had done nothing but ﬁrst point out this distinction, it would thereby
have already contributed more to elucidating our conception of, and to
guiding inquiry in, the ﬁeld of metaphysics, than have all the fruitless
efforts undertaken previously to satisfy the transcendent problems of
pure reason, without it ever being imagined that one may have been situated in a completely different ﬁeld from that of the understanding, and as
a result was listing the concepts of the understanding together with those
of reason as if they were of the same kind.

§42
All the pure cognitions of the understanding are such that their concepts can be given in experience and their principles conﬁrmed through
experience; by contrast, the transcendent cognitions of reason neither
allow what relates to their ideas to be given in experience, nor their theses
ever to be conﬁrmed or refuted through experience; hence, only pure
reason itself can detect the error that perhaps creeps into them, though
this is very hard to do, because this selfsame reason by nature becomes
dialectical through its ideas, and this inevitable illusion cannot be kept
in check through any objective and dogmatic investigation of things, but
only through a subjective investigation of reason itself, as a source of
ideas.

§43
In the Critique I always gave my greatest attention not only to how I could
distinguish carefully the types of cognition, but also to how I could derive
all the concepts belonging to each type from their common source, so
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that I might not only, by learning their origin, be able to determine their
use with certainty, but also might have the inestimable advantage (never
yet imagined) of cognizing a priori, hence according to principles, the
completeness of the enumeration, classiﬁcation, and speciﬁcation of the
concepts. Failing this, everything in metaphysics is nothing but rhapsody,
in which one never knows whether what one has is enough, or whether
and where something may still be lacking. Such an advantage is, of course,
available only in pure philosophy, but it constitutes the essence of that
philosophy.
Since I had found the origin of the categories in the four logical functions of all judgments of the understanding, it was completely natural to
look for the origin of the ideas in the three functions of syllogisms a (i.e.,
inferences of reason); for once such pure concepts of reason (transcendental ideas) have been granted, then, if they are not to be taken for innate,
they could indeed be found nowhere else except in this very act of reason,
which, insofar as it relates merely to form, constitutes the logical in syllogisms, but, insofar as it represents the judgments of the understanding as
determined with respect to one or another a priori form, constitutes the
transcendental concepts of pure reason.
The formal distinction of syllogisms necessitates their division into categorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive. Therefore the concepts of reason
based thereupon contain ﬁrst, the idea of the complete subject (the substantial), second, the idea of the complete series of conditions, and third,
the determination of all concepts in the idea of a complete sum total
of the possible.∗ The ﬁrst idea was psychological, the second cosmological, the third theological; and since all three give rise to a dialectic, but each
in its own way, all this provided the basis for dividing the entire dialectic
of pure reason into the paralogism, the antinomy, and ﬁnally the ideal of
pure reason – through which derivation it is rendered completely certain
∗

In disjunctive judgments we consider all possibility as divided with respect to a certain concept.
The ontological principle of the thoroughgoing determination of a thing in general (out of
all possible opposing predicates, each thing is attributed one or the other), which is at the
same time the principle of all disjunctive judgments, founds itself upon the sum total of all
possibility, in which the possibility of each thing in general is taken to be determinable. The
following helps provide a small elucidation of the above proposition: That the act of reason in
disjunctive syllogisms is the same in form with that by which reason achieves the idea of a sum
total of all reality, which contains in itself the positive members of all opposing predicates.

a

Vernunftschlüsse (The subsequent parenthetical expression has been added to show the literal meaning of this word.)
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that all claims of pure reason are represented here in full, and not one can
be missing, since the faculty of reason itself, whence they all originate, is
thereby fully surveyed.

§44
In this examination it is in general further noteworthy: that the ideas of
reason are not, like the categories, helpful to us in some way in using the
understanding with respect to experience, but are completely dispensable with respect to such use, nay, are contrary to and obstructive of the
maxims for the cognition of nature through reason, although they are still
quite necessary in another respect, yet to be determined.2 In explaining
the appearances of the soul, we can be completely indifferent to whether it
is a simple substance or not; for we are unable through any possible experience to make the concept of a simple being sensorily intelligible, hence
intelligible in concreto; and this concept is therefore completely empty
with respect to all hoped-for insight into the cause of the appearances,
and cannot serve as a principle of explanation of that which supplies inner or outer experience. Just as little can the cosmological ideas of the
beginning of the world or the eternity of the world (a parte ante)3 help
us to explain any event in the world itself. Finally, in accordance with
a correct maxim of natural philosophy, we must refrain from all explanations of the organization of nature drawn from the will of a supreme
being, because this is no longer natural philosophy but an admission
that we have come to the end of it. These ideas therefore have a completely different determination of their use from that of the categories,
through which (and through the principles built upon them) experience
itself ﬁrst became possible. Nevertheless our laborious analytic of the
understanding4 would have been entirely superﬂuous, if our aim had
2

3
4

Examples of “maxims of reason” or “maxims of speculative reason” are given in the Critique in
the Regulative Use of the Ideas of Pure Reason, at a 666–8 / b 694–6, and include “principles”
of homogeneity or aggregation, of variety or division into species and of afﬁnity or continuity of
forms (also, a 658 / b 686). Kant says that the ideas of reason are regulative with respect to the
use of the understanding in experience, and he gives the term “maxims” to the so-called principles
that guide such use. In mentioning a further respect in which it is necessary to use the ideas of
reason, we may suppose that Kant is speaking of their use in practical or moral reasoning.
“up until now,” literally, “on the side of the previous.”
Kant refers to the Transcendental Analytic in the Critique, which included the Deduction (see the
Table of contents in the Selections).
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been directed toward nothing other than mere cognition of nature insofar as such cognition can be given in experience; for reason conducts
its affairs in both mathematics and natural science quite safely and quite
well, even without any such subtle deduction; hence our critique of the
understanding joins with the ideas of pure reason for a purpose that lies
beyond the use of the understanding in experience, though we have said
above that the use of the understanding in this regard is wholly impossible
and without object or signiﬁcance. There must nonetheless be agreement
between what belongs to the nature of reason and of the understanding,
and the former must contribute to the perfection of the latter and cannot
possibly confuse it.
The solution to this question is as follows: Pure reason does not, among
its ideas, have in view particular objects that might lie beyond the ﬁeld
of experience, but it merely demands completeness in the use of the
understanding in the connection of experience. This completeness can,
however, only be a completeness of principles, but not of intuitions and
objects. Nonetheless, in order to represent these principles determinately,
reason conceives of them as the cognition of an object, cognition of which
is completely determined with respect to these rules – though the object
is only an idea – so as to bring cognition through the understanding as
close as possible to the completeness that this idea signiﬁes.

§45
Preliminary remark to the Dialectic of Pure Reason
We have shown above (§§33, 34): that the purity of the categories from all
admixture with sensory determinations can mislead reason into extending their use entirely beyond all experience to things in themselves; and
yet, because the categories are themselves unable to ﬁnd any intuition that
could provide them with signiﬁcance and sense in concreto, they cannot
in and of themselves provide any determinate concept of anything at all,
though they can indeed, as mere logical functions, represent a thing in general. Now hyperbolical objects of this kind are what are called noumena
or pure beings of the understanding (better: beings of thought)b – such
as, e.g., substance, but which is thought without persistence in time, or a
b

Gedankenwesen, contrasted with the just previous Verstandeswesen.
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cause, which would however not act in time, and so on – because such
predicates are attributed to these objects as serve only to make the lawfulness of experience possible, and yet they are nonetheless deprived of
all the conditions of intuition under which alone experience is possible,
as a result of which the above concepts again lose all signiﬁcance.
There is, however, no danger that the understanding will of itself wantonly stray beyond its boundaries into the ﬁeld of mere beings of thought,
without being urged by alien laws. But if reason, which can never be fully
satisﬁed with any use of the rules of the understanding in experience
because such use is always still conditioned, requires completion of this
chain of conditions, then the understanding is driven out of its circle, in
order partly to represent the objects of experience in a series stretching
so far that no experience can comprise the likes of it, partly (in order
to complete the series) even to look for noumena entirely outside said
experience to which reason can attach the chain and in that way, independent at last of the conditions of experience, nonetheless can make its
hold complete. These then are the transcendental ideas, which, although
in accordance with the true but hidden end of the natural determination
of our reason they may be aimed not at overreaching concepts but merely
at the unbounded expansion of the use of concepts in experience, may
nonetheless, through an inevitable illusion, elicit from the understanding
a transcendent use, which, though deceitful, nonetheless cannot be curbed
by any resolve to stay within the bounds of experience, but only through
scientiﬁc instruction and hard work.

§46
i. Psychological ideas (Critique, pp. 341 ff.)5
It has long been observed that in all substances the true subject – namely
that which remains after all accidents (as predicates) have been removed –
and hence the substantial itself, is unknown to us; and various complaints
have been made about these limits to our insight. But it needs to be said
that human understanding is not to be blamed because it does not know
the substantial in things, i.e., cannot determine it by itself, but rather
because it wants to cognize determinately, like an object that is given,
what is only an idea. Pure reason demands that for each predicate of a
5

a 341–405, Of the Paralogisms of Pure Reason; largely replaced by b 399–432.
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thing we should seek its appropriate subject, but that for this subject,
which is in turn necessarily only a predicate, we should seek its subject
again, and so forth to inﬁnity (or as far as we get). But from this it follows
that we should take nothing that we can attain for a ﬁnal subject, and
that the substantial itself could never be thought by our ever-so-deeply
penetrating understanding, even if the whole of nature were laid bare
before it; for the speciﬁc nature of our understanding consists in thinking everything discursively, i.e., through concepts, hence through mere
predicates, among which the absolute subject must therefore always be
absent. Consequently, all real properties by which we cognize bodies are
mere accidents for which we lack a subject – even impenetrability, which
must always be conceived only as the effect of a force.
Now it does appear as if we have something substantial in the consciousness of our self (the thinking subject), and indeed have it in immediate
intuition; for all the predicates of inner sense are referred to the I as subject, and this I cannot again be thought as the predicate of some other
subject. It therefore appears that in this case completeness in referring the
given concepts to a subject as predicates is not a mere idea, but that the
object, namely the absolute subject itself, is given in experience. But this
expectation is disappointed. For the I is not a concept∗ at all, but only
a designation of the object of inner sense insofar as we do not further
cognize it through any predicate; hence although it cannot itself be the
predicate of any other thing, just as little can it be a determinate concept
of an absolute subject, but as in all the other cases it can only be the
referring of inner appearances to their unknown subject. Nevertheless,
through a wholly natural misunderstanding, this idea (which, as a regulative principle, serves perfectly well to destroy completely all materialistic
explanations of the inner appearances of our soul)c gives rise to a seemingly
plausible argument for inferring the nature of our thinking being from
this presumed cognition of the substantial in it, inasmuch as knowledge
of its nature falls completely outside the sum total of experience.
∗

If the representation of apperception, the I, were a concept through which anything might
be thought, it could then be used as a predicate for other things, or contain such predicates
in itself. But it is nothing more than a feeling of an existence without the least concept, and
is only a representation of that to which all thinking stands in relation (relatione accidentis).6

c
6

The original has an asterisk here, with no corresponding note.
“relation of accident” (“Accidents” are modes or properties of a substance, to which they are related
as their substrate – an unknown substrate, Kant argues.)
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§47
This thinking self (the soul), as the ultimate subject of thinking, which
cannot itself be represented as the predicate of another thing, may now
indeed be called substance: but this concept nonetheless remains completely empty and without any consequences, if persistence (as that which
renders the concept of substances fertile within experience) cannot be
proven of it.
Persistence, however, can never be proven from the concept of a substance as a thing in itself, but only for the purposes of experience. This has
been sufﬁciently established in the First Analogy of Experience (Critique,
p. 182);7 and anyone who will not grant this proof can test for themselves
whether they succeed in proving, from the concept of a subject that does
not exist as the predicate of another thing, that the existence of that subject is persistent throughout, and that it can neither come into being nor
pass away, either in itself or through any natural cause. Synthetic a priori
propositions of this type can never be proven in themselves, but only in
relation to things as objects of a possible experience.

§48
If, therefore, we want to infer the persistence of the soul from the concept of the soul as substance, this can be valid of the soul only for the
purpose of possible experience, and not of the soul as a thing in itself
and beyond all possible experience. But life is the subjective condition
of all our possible experience: consequently, only the persistence of the
soul during life can be inferred, for the death of a human being is the
end of all experience as far as the soul as an object of experience is concerned (provided that the opposite has not been proven, which is the
very matter in question). Therefore the persistence of the soul can be
proven only during the life of a human being (which proof will doubtless be granted us), but not after death (which is actually our concern) –
and indeed then only from the universal ground that the concept of substance, insofar as it is to be considered as connected necessarily with the
concept of persistence, can be so connected only in accordance with a

7

a 182–9, revised as b 224–32 (excerpted on pp. 183–4).
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principle of possible experience, and hence only for the purpose of the
latter.∗

§49

[4:336]

That our outer perceptions not only do correspond to something reald
outside us, but must so correspond, also can never be proven as a connection of things in themselves, but can well be proven for the purpose of
experience. This is as much as to say: it can very well be proven that there
is something outside us of an empirical kind, and hence as appearance in
space; for we are not concerned with other objects than those that belong
to a possible experience, just because such objects cannot be given to us in
any experience and therefore are nothing for us. Outside me empirically
is that which is intuited in space; and because this space, together with
all the appearances it contains, belongs to those representations whose
connection according to laws of experience proves their objective truth,
just as the connection of the appearances of the inner sense proves the
realitye of my soul (as an object of inner sense), it follows that I am, by
means of outer appearances, just as conscious of the reality of bodies as
outer appearances in space, as I am, by means of inner experience, conscious of the existence of my soul in time – which soul I cognize only as
an object of inner sense through the appearances constituting an inner
state, and whose being as it is in itself, which underlies these appearances,
is unknown to me. Cartesian idealism therefore distinguishes only outer
∗

d

It is in fact quite remarkable that metaphysicians have always slid so blithely over the principle
of the persistence of substances, without ever attempting to prove it; doubtless because they
found themselves completely forsaken by all grounds of proof as soon as they commenced
with the concept of substance. Common sense, being well aware that without this assumption
no uniﬁcation of perceptions in an experience would be possible, made up for this defect with
a postulate; for it could never extract this principle from experience itself, partly because
experience cannot follow the materials (substances) through all their alterations and dissolutions far enough to be able to ﬁnd matter always undiminished, partly because the principle
contains necessity, which is always the sign of an a priori principle. But the metaphysicians
applied this principle conﬁdently to the concept of the soul as a substance and inferred its
necessary continuation after the death of a human being (principally because the simplicity
of this substance, which had been inferred from the indivisibility of consciousness, saved
it from destruction through dissolution). Had they found the true source of this principle,
which however would have required far deeper investigations than they ever wanted to start,
then they would have seen: that this law of the persistence of substances is granted only for
the purpose of experience and therefore can hold good only for things insofar as they are to
be cognized in experience and connected with other things, but never for things irrespective
of all possible experience, hence not for the soul after death.
Wirkliches

e

Wirklichkeit
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experience from dream, and lawfulness as a criterion of the truth of the
former from the disorder and false illusion of the latter. In both cases
it presupposes space and time as conditions for the existence of objects
and merely asks whether the objects of the outer senses are actually to be
found in the space in which we put them while awake, in the way that the
object of inner sense, the soul, actually is in time, that is, whether experience carries with itself sure criteria to distinguish it from imagination.
Here the doubt can be easily removed, and we always remove it in ordinary life by investigating the connection of appearances in both space and
time according to universal laws of experience, and if the representation
of outer things consistently agrees therewith, we cannot doubt that those
things should not constitute truthful experience. Because appearances
are considered as appearances only in accordance with their connection
within experience, material idealism can therefore be very easily removed;
and it is just as secure an experience that bodies exist outside us (in space)
as that I myself exist in accordance with the representation of inner sense
(in time) – for the concept: outside us, signiﬁes only existence in space.
Since, however, the I in the proposition I am does not signify merely the
object of inner intuition (in time) but also the subject of consciousness,
just as body does not signiﬁy merely outer intuition (in space) but also the
thing in itself that underlies this appearance, accordingly the question of
whether bodies (as appearances of outer sense) exist outside my thought as
bodies in nature can without hesitation be answered negatively; but here
matters do not stand otherwise for the question of whether I myself as an
appearance of inner sense (the soul according to empirical psychology) exist
in time outside my power of representation, for this question must also be
answered negatively. In this way everything is, when reduced to its true
signiﬁcation, conclusive and certain. Formal idealism (elsewhere called
transcendental idealism by me) actually destroysf material or Cartesian
idealism. For if space is nothing but a form of my sensibility, then it
is, as a representation in me, just as real as I am myself, and the only
question remaining concerns the empirical truth of the appearances in
this space. If this is not the case, but rather space and the appearances
in it are something existing outside us, then all the criteria of experience can never, outside our perception, prove the reality of these objects
outside us.
f

aufhebt
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§50
ii. Cosmological ideas (Critique, pp. 405 ff.)8

[4:338]

This product of pure reason in its transcendent use is its most remarkable
phenomenon, and it works the most strongly of all to awaken philosophy
from its dogmatic slumber, and to prompt it toward the difﬁcult business
of the critique of reason itself.
I call this idea cosmological because it always ﬁnds its object only in
the sensible world and needs no other world than that whose objectg is an
objecth for the senses, and so, thus far, is immanent and not transcendent,
and therefore, up to this point, is not yet an idea; by contrast, to think
of the soul as a simple substance already amounts to thinking of it as
an object (the simple) the likes of which cannot be represented at all to
the senses. Notwithstanding all that, the cosmological idea expands the
connection of the conditioned with its condition (be it mathematical or
dynamic) so greatly that experience can never match it, and therefore it
is, with respect to this point, always an idea whose object can never be
adequately given in any experience whatever.

§51

[4:339]

In the ﬁrst place, the usefulness of a system of categories is here revealed so clearly and unmistakably that even if there were no further
grounds of proof of that system, this alone would sufﬁciently establish
their indispensability in the system of pure reason. There are no more
than four such transcendent ideas, as many as there are classes of categories; in each of them, however, they refer only to the absolute completeness of the series of conditions for a given conditioned. In accordance
with these cosmological ideas there are also only four kinds of dialectical assertions of pure reason, which show themselves to be dialectical
because for each such assertion a contradictory one stands in opposition in accordance with equally plausible principles of pure reason, a
conﬂict that cannot be avoided by any metaphysical art of the most subtle distinctions, but that requires the philosopher to return to the ﬁrst
sources of pure reason itself. This antinomy, by no means arbitrarily
g
8

h Objekt
Gegenstand
a 405–567 / b 432–595, The Antinomy of Pure Reason (excerpt pp. 192–4).
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contrived, but grounded in the nature of human reason and so inevitable
and never ending, contains the following four theses together with their
antitheses.
1.
Thesis
The world has, as to time and space,
a beginning (a boundary).
Antithesis
The world is, as to time and space,
inﬁnite.
2.
Thesis
Everything in the world
is constituted out of the
simple.

3.
Thesis
There exist in the world
causes through
freedom.

Antithesis
There is nothing simple,
but everything is
composite.

Antithesis
There is no freedom,
but everything is
nature.

4.
Thesis
In the series of causes in the world there is a
necessary being.
Antithesis
There is nothing necessary in this series, but in it
everything is contingent.

§52
Here now is the strangest phenomenon of human reason, no other example
of which can be pointed to in any of its other uses. If (as normally happens)
we think of the appearances of the sensible world as things in themselves,
if we take the principles of their connection to be principles that are
universally valid for things in themselves and not merely for experience
(as is just as common, nay, is inevitable without our Critique): then an
unexpected conﬂict comes to light, which can never be settled in the
usual dogmatic manner, since both thesis and antithesis can be established
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through equally evident, clear, and incontestable proofs – for I will vouch
for the correctness of all these proofs – and therefore reason is seen to be
divided against itself, a situation that makes the skeptic rejoice, but must
make the critical philosopher pensive and uneasy.

§52b

[4:341]

One can tinker around with metaphysics in sundry ways without even
suspecting that one might be venturing into untruth. For if only we do
not contradict ourselves – something that is indeed entirely possible with
synthetic, though completely fanciful, propositions – then we can never
be refuted by experience in all such cases where the concepts we connect
are mere ideas, which can by no means be given (in their entire content) in
experience. For how would we decide through experience: Whether the
world has existed from eternity, or has a beginning? Whether matter is
inﬁnitely divisible, or is constituted out of simple parts? Concepts such as
these cannot be given in any experience (even the greatest possible), and
so the falsity of the afﬁrmative or negative thesis cannot be discovered
through that touchstone.
The single possible case in which reason would reveal (against its will)
its secret dialectic (which it falsely passes off as dogmatics) would be that in
which it based an assertion on a universally acknowledged principle, and,
with the greatest propriety in the mode of inference, derived the direct
opposite from another equally accredited principle. Now this case is here
actual, and indeed is so with respect to four natural ideas of reason, from
which there arise – each with proper consistency and from universally
acknowledged principles – four assertions on one side and just as many
counterassertions on the other, thereby revealing the dialectical illusion
of pure reason in the use of these principles, which otherwise would have
had to remain forever hidden.
Here is, therefore, a decisive test, which must necessarily disclose to us
a fault that lies hidden in the presuppositions of reason.∗ Of two mutually
∗

I therefore desire that the critical reader concern himself mainly with this antinomy, because
nature itself seems to have set it up to make reason suspicious in its bold claims and to force a
self-examination. I promise to answer for each proof I have given of both thesis and antithesis,
and thereby to establish the certainty of the inevitable antinomy of reason. If the reader is
induced, through this strange phenomenon, to reexamine the presupposition that underlies
it, he will then feel constrained to investigate more deeply with me the primary foundation
of all cognition through pure reason.
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contradictory propositions both cannot be false save when the concept
underlying them both is itself contradictory; e.g., the two propositions: a
square circle is round, and: a square circle is not round, are both false. For,
as regards the ﬁrst, it is false that the aforementioned circle is round, since
it is square; but it is also false that it is not round, i.e., has corners, since it
is a circle. The logical mark of the impossibility of a concept consists, then,
in this: that under the presupposition of this concept, two contradictory
propositions would be false simultaneously; and since between these two
no third proposition can be thought, through this concept nothing at all
is thought.

§52c
Now underlying the ﬁrst two antinomies, which I call mathematical because they concern adding together or dividing up the homogeneous, is
a contradictory concept of this type; and by this means I explain how it
comes about that thesis and antithesis are false in both.
If I speak of objects in time and space, I am not speaking of things
in themselves (since I know nothing of them), but only of things in appearance, i.e., of experience as a distinct way of cognizing objects that
is granted to human beings alone. I must not say of that which I think
in space or time: that it is in itself in space and time, independent of
this thought of mine; for then I would contradict myself, since space and
time, together with the appearances in them, are nothing existing in themselves and outside my representations, but are themselves only ways of
representing, and it is patently contradictory to say of a mere way of representing that it also exists outside our representation. The objects of the
senses therefore exist only in experience; by contrast, to grant them a selfsubsistent existence of their own, without experience or prior to it, is as
much as to imagine that experience is also real without experience or prior
to it.
Now if I ask about the magnitude of the world with respect to space and
time, for all of my concepts it is just as impossible to assert that it is inﬁnite
as that it is ﬁnite. For neither of these can be contained in experience,
because it is not possible to have experience either of an inﬁnite space or
inﬁnitely ﬂowing time, or of a bounding of the world by an empty space or
by an earlier, empty time; these are only ideas. Therefore the magnitude
of the world, determined one way or the other, must lie in itself, apart
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from all experience. But this contradicts the concept of a sensible world,
which is merely a sum total of appearance, whose existence and connection
takes place only in representation, namely in experience, since it is not
a thing in itself, but is itself nothing but a kind of representation. From
this it follows that, since the concept of a sensible world existing for itself
is self-contradictory, any solution to this problem as to its magnitude
will always be false, whether the attempted solution be afﬁrmative or
negative.
The same holds for the second antinomy, which concerns dividing up
the appearances. For these appearances are mere representations, and the
parts exist only in the represention of them, hence in the dividing, i.e., in
a possible experience in which they are given, and the dividing therefore
proceeds only as far as possible experience reaches. To assume that an
appearance, e.g., of a body, contains within itself, before all experience,
all of the parts to which possible experience can ever attain, means: to
give to a mere appearance, which can exist only in experience, at the
same time an existence of its own previous to experience, which is to
say: that mere representations are present before they are encountered
in the representational power, which contradicts itself and hence also
contradicts every solution to this misunderstood problem, whether that
solution asserts that bodies in themselves consist of inﬁnitely many parts
or of a ﬁnite number of simple parts.
[4:343]

§53
In the ﬁrst (mathematical) class of antinomy, the falsity of the presupposition consisted in the following: that something self-contradictory (namely,
appearance as a thing in itself) would be represented as being uniﬁable in
a concept. But regarding the second, namely the dynamical, class of antinomy, the falsity of the presupposition consists in this: that something
that is uniﬁable is represented as contradictory; consequently, while in
the ﬁrst case both of the mutually opposing assertions were false, here
on the contrary the assertions, which are set in opposition to one another
through mere misunderstanding, can both be true.
Speciﬁcally, mathematical combination necessarily presupposes the
homogeneity of the things combined (in the concept of magnitude), but
dynamical connection does not require this at all. If it is a question of the
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magnitude of something extended, all parts must be homogeneous among
themselves and with the whole; in contrast, in the connection of cause
and effect homogeneity can indeed be found, but is not necessary; for the
concept of causality (whereby through one thing, something completely
different from it is posited) at least does not require it.
If the objects of the sensible world were taken for things in themselves, and the previously stated natural laws for laws of things in themselves, contradiction would be inevitable. In the same way, if the subject
of freedom were represented, like the other objects, as a mere appearance, contradiction could again not be avoided, for the same thing
would be simultaneously afﬁrmed and denied of the same object in
the same sense. But if natural necessity is referred only to appearances
and freedom only to things in themselves, then no contradiction arises
if both kinds of causality are assumed or conceded equally, however
difﬁcult or impossible it may be to make causality of the latter kind
conceivable.
Within appearance, every effect is an event, or something that happens
in time; the effect must, in accordance with the universal law of nature,
be preceded by a determination of the causality of its cause (a state of the
cause), from which the effect follows in accordance with a constant law.
But this determination of the cause to causality must also be something
that occurs or takes place; the cause must have begun to act, for otherwise no sequence in time could be thought between it and the effect. Both
the effect and the causality of the cause would have always existed. Therefore the determination of the cause to act must also have arisen among the
appearances, and so it must, like its effect, be an event, which again must
have its cause, and so on, and hence natural necessity must be the condition in accordance with which efﬁcient causes are determined. Should,
by contrast, freedom be a property of certain causes of appearances, then
that freedom must, in relation to the appearances as events, be a faculty
of starting those events from itself (sponte),9 i.e., without the causality of
the cause itself having to begin, and hence without need for any other
ground to determine its beginning. But then the cause, as to its causality,
would not have to be subject to temporal determinations of its state, i.e.,
would not have to be appearance at all, i.e., would have to be taken for
9

“spontaneously”
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a thing in itself, and only the effects would have to be taken for appearances.∗ If this sort of inﬂuence of intelligible beings on appearances can be
thought without contradiction, then natural necessity will indeed attach
to every connection of cause and effect in the sensible world, and yet that
cause which is itself not an appearance (though it underlies appearance)
will still be entitled to freedom, and therefore nature and freedom will
be attributable without contradiction to the very same thing, but in different respects, in the one case as appearance, in the other as a thing in
itself.
We have in us a faculty that not only stands in connection with its
subjectively determining grounds, which are the natural causes of its
actions – and thus far is the faculty of a being which itself belongs to
appearances – but that also is related to objective grounds that are mere
ideas, insofar as these ideas can determine this faculty, a connection that
is expressed by ought.j This faculty is called reason, and insofar as we are
considering a being (the human being) solely as regards this objectively
determinable reason, this being cannot be considered as a being of the
senses; rather, the aforesaid property is the property of a thing in itself,
and the possibility of that property – namely, how the ought, which has
never yet happened, can determine the activity of this being and can be
the cause of actions whose effect is an appearance in the sensible world –
we cannot comprehend at all. Yet the causality of reason with respect to
effects in the sensible world would nonetheless be freedom, insofar as
objective grounds, which are themselves ideas, are taken to be determining
with respect to that causality. For the action of that causality would in
that case not depend on any subjective, hence also not on any temporal
∗

The idea of freedom has its place solely in the relation of the intellectual,i as cause, to the
appearance, as effect. Therefore we cannot bestow freedom upon matter, in consideration of
the unceasing activity by which it ﬁlls its space, even though this activity occurs through an
inner principle. We can just as little ﬁnd any concept of freedom to ﬁt a purely intelligible
being, e.g., God, insofar as his action is immanent. For his action, although independent of
causes determining it from outside, nevertheless is determined in his eternal reason, hence
in the divine nature. Only if something should begin through an action, hence the effect be
found in the time series, and so in the sensible world (e.g., the beginning of the world), does
the question arise of whether the causality of the cause must itself also have a beginning, or
whether the cause can originate an effect without its causality itself having a beginning. In
the ﬁrst case the concept of this causality is a concept of natural necessity, in the second of
freedom. From this the reader will see that, since I have explained freedom as the faculty to
begin an event by oneself, I have exactly hit that concept which is the problem of metaphysics.

i
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conditions, and would therefore also not depend on the natural law that
serves to determine those conditions, because grounds of reason provide
the rule for actions universally, from principles, without inﬂuence from
the circumstances of time or place.
What I adduce here counts only as an example, for intelligibility, and
does not belong necessarily to our question, which must be decided from
mere concepts independently of properties that we ﬁnd in the actual
world.
I can now say without contradiction: all actions of rational beings,
insofar as they are appearances (are encountered in some experience or
other), are subject to natural necessity; but the very same actions, with
respect only to the rational subject and its faculty of acting in accordance
with bare reason, are free. What, then, is required for natural necessity?
Nothing more than the determinability of every event in the sensible
world according to constant laws, and therefore a relation to a cause within
appearance; whereby the underlying thing in itself and its causality remain
unknown. But I say: the law of nature remains, whether the rational being
be a cause of effects in the sensible world through reason and hence
through freedom, or whether that being does not determine such effects
through rational grounds. For if the ﬁrst is the case, the action takes place
according to maxims whose effect within appearance will always conform
to constant laws; if the second is the case, and the action does not take
place according to principles of reason, then it is subject to the empirical
laws of sensibility, and in both cases the effects are connected according
to constant laws; but we require nothing more for natural necessity, and
indeed know nothing more of it. In the ﬁrst case, however, reason is the
cause of these natural laws and is therefore free, in the second case the
effects ﬂow according to mere natural laws of sensibility, because reason
exercises no inﬂuence on them; but, because of this, reason is not itself
determined by sensibility (which is impossible), and it is therefore also
free in this case. Therefore freedom does not impede the natural law of
appearances, any more than this law interferes with the freedom of the
practical use of reason, a use that stands in connection with things in
themselves as determining grounds.
In this way practical freedom – namely, that freedom in which reason
has causality in accordance with objective determining grounds – is rescued, without natural necessity suffering the least harm with respect to
the very same effects, as appearances. This can also help elucidate what
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we have had to say about transcendental freedom and its uniﬁcationk with
natural necessity (in the same subject, but not taken in one and the same
respect). For, as regards transcendental freedom, any beginning of an
action of a being out of objective causes is always, with respect to these
determining grounds, a ﬁrst beginning, although the same action is, in
the series of appearances, only a subalternate beginning, prior to which a
state of the cause must precede which determines that cause and which
is itself determined in the same way by an immediately preceding cause:
so that in rational beings (or in general in any beings, provided that their
causality is determined in them as things in themselves) one can conceive
of a faculty for beginning a series of states spontaneously without falling
into contradiction with the laws of nature. For the relation of an action
to the objective grounds of reason is not a temporal relation; here, that
which determines the causality does not precede the action as regards
time, because such determining grounds do not represent the relation
of objects to the senses (and so to causes within appearance), but rather
they represent determining causes as things in themselves, which are not
subject to temporal conditions. Hence the action can be regarded as a ﬁrst
beginning with respect to the causality of reason, but can nonetheless at
the same time be seen as a mere subordinated beginning with respect to the
series of appearances, and can without contradiction be considered in the
former respect as free, in the latter (since the action is mere appearance)
as subject to natural necessity.
As regards the fourth antinomy, it is removedl in a similar manner as
was the conﬂict of reason with itself in the third. For if only the cause in
the appearances is distinguished from the cause of the appearances insofar
as the latter cause can be thought as a thing in itself, then these two propositions can very well exist side by side, as follows: that there occurs no
cause of the sensible world (in accordance with similar laws of causality)
whose existence is absolutely necessary, as also on the other side: that this
world is nonetheless connected with a necessary being as its cause (but of
another kind and according to another law) – the inconsistency of these
two propositions resting solely on the mistake of extending what holds
merely for appearances to things in themselves, and in general of mixing
the two of these up into one concept.
k
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§54
This then is the statement and solution of the whole antinomy in which
reason ﬁnds itself entangled in the application of its principles to the
sensible world, and of which the former (the mere statement) even by
itself would already be of considerable beneﬁt toward a knowledgem of
human reason, even if the solution of this conﬂict should not yet fully
satisfy the reader, who has here to combat a natural illusion that has
only recently been presented to him as such, after he had hitherto always
taken that illusion for the truth. One consequence of all this is, indeed,
inevitable; namely, that since it is completely impossible to escape from
this conﬂict of reason with itself as long as the objects of the sensible
world are taken for things in themselves – and not for what they in fact
are, that is, for mere appearances – the reader is obliged, for that reason,
to take up once more the deduction of all our cognition a priori (and the
examination of that deduction which I have provided), in order to come to
a decision about it. For the present I do not require more; for if, through
this pursuit, he has ﬁrst thought himself deeply enough into the nature
of pure reason, then the concepts by means of which alone the solution
to this conﬂict of reason is possible will already be familiar to him, a
circumstance without which I cannot expect full approbation from even
the most attentive reader.

§55
iii. Theological idea (Critique, pp. 571 ff.)10
The third transcendental idea, which provides material for the most
important among all the uses of reason – but one that, if pursued merely
speculatively, is overreaching (transcendent) and thereby dialectical – is
the ideal of pure reason. Here reason does not, as with the psychological and the cosmological idea, start from experience and become seduced by the ascending sequence of grounds into aspiring, if possible, to
absolute completeness in their series, but instead breaks off entirely from
m
10

Kenntnis
a 571–83 / b 599–611, On the Transcendental Ideal, and the subsequent discussion to a 642 /
b 670.
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experience and descends from bare concepts of what would constitute the
absolute completeness of a thing in general – and so by means of the idea
of a supremely perfect ﬁrst being – to determination of the possibility,
hence the reality, of all other things; in consequence, here the bare presupposition of a being that, although not in the series of experiences, is
nonetheless thought on behalf of experience, for the sake of comprehensibility in the connection, ordering, and unity of that experience – i.e.,
the idea – is easier to distinguish from the concept of the understanding
than in the previous cases. Here therefore the dialectical illusion, which
arises from our taking the subjective conditions of our thinking for objective conditions of things themselves and our taking a hypothesis that is
necessary for the satisfaction of our reason for a dogma, is easily exposed,
and I therefore need mention nothing more about the presumptions of
transcendental theology, since what the Critique says about them is clear,
evident, and decisive.

§56
General note to the transcendental ideas

[4:349]

The objects that are given to us through experience are incomprehensible
to us in many respects, and there are many questions to which natural law
carries us, which, if pursued to a certain height (yet always in conformity
with those laws) cannot be solved at all; e.g., how pieces of matter attract
one another. But if we completely abandon nature, or transcend all possible
experience in advancing the connection of nature and so lose ourselves in
mere ideas, then we are unable to say that the object is incomprehensible
to us and that the nature of things presents us with unsolvable problems;
for then we are not concerned with nature or in general with objects
that are given, but merely with concepts that have their origin solely in
our reason, and with mere beings of thought, with respect to which all
problems, which must originate from the concepts of those very beings,
can be solved, since reason certainly can and must be held fully accountable
for its own proceedings.∗ Because the psychological, cosmological, and
∗

Herr Platner in his Aphorisms therefore says with astuteness (§§728–9): “If reason is a criterion, then there cannot possibly be a concept that is incomprehensible to human reason. –
Only in the actual does incomprehensibility have a place. Here the incomprehensibility arises
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theological ideas are nothing but pure concepts of reason, which cannot
be given in any experience, the questions that reason puts before us with
respect to them are not set for us through objects, but rather through mere
maxims of reason for the sake of its self-satisfaction, and these questions
must one and all be capable of sufﬁcient answer – which occurs by its being
shown that they are principles for bringing the use of our understanding
into thoroughgoing harmony, completeness, and synthetic unity, and to
that extent are valid only for experience, though in the totality of that
experience. But although an absolute totality of experience is not possible,
nonetheless the idea of a totality of cognition according to principles in
general is what alone can provide it with a special kind of unity, namely that
of a system, without which unity our cognition is nothing but piecework
and cannot be used for the highest end (which is nothing other than the
system of all ends); and here I mean not only the practical use of reason,
but also the highest end of its speculative use.
Therefore the transcendental ideas express the peculiar vocation of
reason, namely to be a principle of the systematic unity of the use of the
understanding. But if one looks upon this unity in the manner of cognition
as if it were inhering in the object of cognition, if one takes that which
really is only regulative to be constitutive, and becomes convinced that by
means of these ideas one’s knowledgen can be expanded far beyond all
possible experience, hence can be expanded transcendently, even though
this unity serves only to bring experience in itself as near as possible to
completeness (i.e., to have its advance constrained by nothing that cannot
belong to experience), then this is a mere misunderstanding in judging the
true vocation of our reason and its principles, and it is a dialectic, which
partly confounds the use of reason in experience, and partly divides reason
against itself.
from the inadequacy of acquired ideas.”11 – It therefore only sounds paradoxical, and is otherwise not strange to say: that in nature much is incomprehensible to us (e.g., the procreative
faculty), but if we rise still higher and even go out beyond nature, then once again all will be
comprehensible to us; for then we entirely leave behind the objects that can be given to us, and
concern ourselves merely with ideas, with respect to which we can very well comprehend
the law that reason prescribes to the understanding through them for its use in experience,
since that law is reason’s own product.
n
11

Kenntnis
Ernst Platner (1744–1818), Philosophische Aphorismen, 2 vols. (Leipzig, 1776–82), vol. 1, p. 229.
Kant omits the qualiﬁer menschliche from Platner’s ﬁrst use of Vernunft; hence, a translation of
Platner’s text would begin: “If human reason . . .”
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Conclusion
On determining the boundary of pure reason
§57

[4:351]

After the extremely clear proofs we have given above, it would be an
absurdity for us, with respect to any object, to hope to cognize more than
belongs to a possible experience of it, or for us, with respect to any thing
that we assume not to be an object of possible experience, to claim even the
least cognition for determining it according to its nature as it is in itself; for
by what means will we reach this determination, since time, space, and all
the concepts of the understanding, and especially the concepts drawn from
empirical intuition or perception in the sensible world, do not and cannot
have any use other than merely to make experience possible, and if we
relax this condition even for the pure concepts of the understanding, they
then determine no object whatsoever, and have no signiﬁcance anywhere.
But, on the other hand, it would be an even greater absurdity for us not
to allow any things in themselves at all, or for us to want to pass off our
experience for the only possible way of cognizing things – hence our intuition in space and time for the only possible intuition and our discursive
understanding for the archetype of every possible understanding – and
so to want to take principles of the possibility of experience for universal
conditions on things in themselves.
Our principles, which limit the use of reason to possible experience
alone, could accordingly themselves become transcendent and could pass
off the limits of our reason for limits on the possibility of things themselves
(for which Hume’s Dialogues12 can serve as an example), if a painstaking
critique did not both guard the boundaries of our reason even with respect
to its empirical use, and set a limit to its pretensions. Skepticism originally
arose from metaphysics and its unpoliced dialectic. At ﬁrst this skepticism
wanted, solely for the beneﬁt of the use of reason in experience, to portray
everything that surpasses this use as empty and deceitful; but gradually,
as it came to be noticed that it was the very same a priori principles which
are employed in experience that, unnoticed, had led still further than
experience reaches – and had done so, as it seemed, with the very same
right – then even the principles of experience began to be doubted. There
12

Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (London, 1779); German translation, 1781.
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was no real trouble with this, for sound common sense will always assert
its rights in this domain; but there did arise a particular confusion in
science, which cannot determine how far (and why only that far and not
further) reason is to be trusted, and this confusion can be remedied and all
future relapses prevented only through a formal determination, derived
from principles, of the boundaries for the use of our reason.
It is true: we cannot provide, beyond all possible experience, any determinate concept of what things in themselves may be. But we are nevertheless not free to hold back entirely in the face of inquiries about those
things; for experience never fully satisﬁes reason; it directs us ever further back in answering questions and leaves us unsatisﬁed as regards their
full elucidation, as everyone can sufﬁciently observe in the dialectic of
pure reason, which for this very reason has its good subjective ground.
Who can bear being brought, as regards the nature of our soul, both to
the point of a clear consciousness of the subject and to the conviction
that the appearances of that subject cannot be explained materialistically,
without asking what then the soul really is, and, if no concept of experience sufﬁces thereto, without perchance adopting a concept of reason (that of a simple immaterial being) just for this purpose, although
we can by no means prove the objective reality of that concept? Who
can satisfy themselves with mere cognition through experience in all the
cosmological questions, of the duration and size of the world, of freedom
or natural necessity, since, wherever we may begin, any answer given according to principles of experience always begets a new question which
also requires an answer, and for that reason clearly proves the insufﬁciency
of all physical modes of explanation for the satisfaction of reason? Finally,
who cannot see, from the thoroughgoing contingency and dependency
of everything that they might think or assume according to principles
of experience, the impossibility of stopping with these, and who does
not feel compelled, regardless of all prohibition against losing oneself in
transcendent ideas, nevertheless to look for peace and satisfaction beyond
all concepts that one can justify through experience, in the concept of a
being the idea of which indeed cannot in itself be understood as regards
possibility – though it cannot be refuted either, because it pertains to a
mere being of the understanding – an idea without which, however, reason
would always have to remain unsatisﬁed?
Boundaries (in extended things) always presuppose a space that is found
outside a certain ﬁxed location, and that encloses that location; limits
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require nothing of the kind, but are mere negations that affect a magnitude insofar as it does not possess absolute completeness. Our reason,
however, sees around itself as it were a space for the cognition of things
in themselves, although it can never have determinate concepts of those
things and is limited to appearances alone.
As long as reason’s cognition is homogeneous, no determinate boundaries can be thought for it. In mathematics and natural science human
reason recognizes limits but not boundaries; that is, it indeed recognizes
that something lies beyond it to which it can never reach, but not that it
would itself at any point ever complete its inner progression. The expansion of insight in mathematics, and the possibility of ever new inventions,
goes to inﬁnity; so too does the discovery of new properties in nature (new
forces and laws) through continued experience and the uniﬁcation of that
experience by reason. But limits here are nonetheless unmistakable, for
mathematics refers only to appearances, and that which cannot be an object of sensory intuition, like the concepts of metaphysics and morals,
lies entirely outside its sphere, and it can never lead there; but it also has
no need whatsoever for such concepts. There is therefore no continuous
progress and advancement toward those sciences, or any point or line of
contact, as it were. Natural science will never reveal to us the inside of
things, i.e., that which is not appearance but can nonetheless serve as the
highest ground of explanation for the appearances; but it does not need
this for its physical explanations; nay, if such were offered to it from elsewhere (e.g., the inﬂuence of immaterial beings), natural science should
indeed reject it and ought by no means bring it into the progression of its
explanations, but should always base its explanations only on that which
can belong to experience as an object of the senses and which can be
brought into connection with our actual perceptions in accordance with
laws of experience.
But metaphysics, in the dialectical endeavors of pure reason (which
are not initiated arbitrarily or wantonly, but toward which the nature of
reason itself drives), does lead us to the boundaries; and the transcendental
ideas, just because they cannot be avoided and yet will never be realized,
serve not only actually to show us the boundaries of reason’s pure use,
but also to show us the way to determine such boundaries; and that too is
the end and use of this natural predisposition of our reason, which bore
metaphysics as its favorite child, whose procreation (as with any other
in the world) is to be ascribed not to chance accident but to an original
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seed that is wisely organized toward great ends. For metaphysics, perhaps
more than any other science, is, as regards its fundamentals, placed in us
by nature itself, and cannot at all be seen as the product of an arbitrary
choice, or as an accidental extension from the progression of experiences
(it wholly separates itself from those experiences).
Reason, through all of its concepts and laws of the understanding, which
it ﬁnds to be adequate for empirical use, and so adequate within the sensible world, nonetheless does not thereby ﬁnd satisfaction for itself; for, as
a result of questions that keep recurring to inﬁnity, it is denied all hope of
completely answering those questions. The transcendental ideas, which
have such completion as their aim, are such problems for reason. Now
reason clearly sees: that the sensible world could not contain this completion, any more than could therefore all of the concepts that serve solely
for understanding that world: space and time, and everything that we
have put forward under the name of the pure concepts of the understanding. The sensible world is nothing but a chain of appearances connected
in accordance with universal laws, which therefore has no existence for
itself; it truly is not the thing in itself, and therefore it necessarily refers
to that which contains the ground of those appearances, to beings that
can be cognized not merely as appearances, but as things in themselves.
Only in the cognition of the latter can reason hope to see its desire for
completeness in the progression from the conditioned to its conditions
satisﬁed for once.
Above (§§33, 34) we noted limits of reason with respect to all cognition of
mere beings of thought; now, since the transcendental ideas nevertheless
make the progression up to these limits necessary for us, and have therefore
led us, as it were, up to the contiguity of the ﬁlled space (of experience)
with empty space (of which we can know nothing – the noumena), we can
also determine the boundaries of pure reason; for in all boundaries there
is something positive (e.g., a surface is the boundary of corporeal space,
yet is nonetheless itself a space; a line is a space, which is the boundary
of a surface; a point is the boundary of a line, yet is nonetheless a locus in
space), whereas limits contain mere negations. The limits announced in
the cited sections are still not enough after we have found that something
lies beyond them (although we will never cognize what that something
may be in itself). For the question now arises: How does our reason cope
with this connection of that with which we are acquainted to that with
which we are not acquainted, and never will be? Here is a real connection
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of the known to a wholly unknown (which will always remain so), and
even if the unknown should not become the least bit better known – as
is not in fact to be hoped – the concept of this connection must still be
capable of being determined and brought to clarity.
We should, then, think for ourselves an immaterial being, an intelligible world, and a highest of all beings (all noumena), because only in
these things, as things in themselves, does reason ﬁnd completion and
satisfaction, which it can never hope to ﬁnd in the derivation of the appearances from the homogeneous grounds of those appearances; and we
should think such things for ourselves because the appearances actually
do relate to something distinct from them (and so entirely heterogeneous),
in that appearances always presuppose a thing in itself, and so provide
notice of such a thing, whether or not it can be cognized more closely.
Now since we can, however, never cognize these intelligible beings
according to what they may be in themselves, i.e., determinately – though
we must nonetheless assume such beings in relation to the sensible world,
and connect them with it through reason – we can still at least think this
connection by means of such concepts as express the relation of those
beings to the sensible world. For, if we think an intelligible being through
nothing but pure concepts of the understanding, we really think nothing
determinate thereby, and so our concept is without signiﬁcance; if we
think it through properties borrowed from the sensible world, it is no
longer an intelligible being: it is thought as one of the phenomena and
belongs to the sensible world. We will take an example from the concept
of the supreme being.
The deistic concept is a wholly pure concept of reason, which however
represents merely a thing that contains every reality, without being able
to determine a single one of them, since for that an example would have to
be borrowed from the sensible world, in which case I would always have to
do only with an object of the senses, and not with something completely
heterogeneous which cannot be an object of the senses at all. For I would,
for instance, attribute understanding to it; but I have no concept whatsoever of any understanding save one like my own, that is, one such that
intuitions must be given to it through the senses, and that busies itself with
bringing them under rules for the unity of consciousness. But then the
elements of my concept would still lie within appearance; I was, however,
forced by the inadequacy of the appearances to go beyond them, to the
concept of a being that is in no way dependent on appearances nor bound
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up with them as conditions for its determination. If, however, I separate
understanding from sensibility, in order to have a pure understanding,
then nothing but the mere form of thinking, without intuition, is left;
through which, by itself, I cannot cognize anything determinate, hence
cannot cognize any object. To that end I would have to think to myself a
different understanding, which intuits objects,13 of which, however, I do
not have the least concept, since the human understanding is discursive
and can cognize only by means of general concepts. The same thing happens to me if I attribute a will to the supreme being: For I possess this
concept only by drawing it from my inner experience, where, however,
my dependence on satisfaction through objects whose existence we need,
and so sensibility, is the basis – which completely contradicts the pure
concept of a supreme being.
Hume’s objections to deism are weak and always concern the grounds
of proof but never the thesis of the deistic assertion itself. But with respect
to theism, which is supposed to arise through a closer determination of our
(in deism, merely transcendent) concept of a supreme being, they are very
strong, and, depending on how this concept has been framed, are in certain
cases (in fact, all the usual ones) irrefutable. Hume always holds to this: that
through the mere concept of a ﬁrst being to which we attribute none but
ontological predicates (eternity, omnipresence, omnipotence), we actually
do not think anything determinate at all; rather, properties would have to
be added that can yield a concept in concreto; it is not enough to say: this
being is a cause, rather we need to say how its causality is constituted, e.g.,
by understanding and willing – and here begin Hume’s attacks on the matter in question, namely on theism, whereas he had previously assaulted
only the grounds of proof for deism, an assault that carries no special
danger with it. His dangerous arguments relate wholly to anthropomorphism, of which he holds that it is inseparable from theism and makes
theism self-contradictory, but that if it is eliminated, theism falls with it
and nothing but deism remains – from which nothing can be made, which
can be of no use to us, and can in no way serve as a foundation for religion
and morals. If this inevitability of anthropomorphism were certain, then
the proofs for the existence of a supreme being might be what they will,
and might all be granted, and still the concept of this being could never
be determined by us without our becoming entangled in contradictions.
13

Kant elaborated the notion of an intuitive understanding in the second edition of the Critique,
b 135, 138–9, 145.
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If we combine the injunction to avoid all transcendent judgments
of pure reason with the apparently conﬂicting command to proceed to
concepts that lie beyond the ﬁeld of immanent (empirical) use, we become
aware that both can subsist together, but only directly on the boundary of
all permitted use of reason – for this boundary belongs just as much to
the ﬁeld of experience as to that of beings of thought – and we are thereby
at the same time taught how those remarkable ideas serve solely for determining the boundary of human reason: that is, we are taught, on the one
hand, not to extend cognition from experience without bound, so that
nothing at all remains for us to cognize except merely the world, and, on
the other, nevertheless not to go beyond the boundary of experience and
to want to judge of things outside that boundary as things in themselves.
But we hold ourselves to this boundary if we limit our judgment merely
to the relation that the world may have to a being whose concept itself lies
outside all cognition that we can attain within the world. For we then do
not attribute to the supreme being any of the properties in themselves by
which we think the objects of experience, and we thereby avoid dogmatic
anthropomorphism; but we attribute those properties, nonetheless, to
the relation of this being to the world, and allow ourselves a symbolic
anthropomorphism, which in fact concerns only language and not the
object itself.
If I say that we are compelled to look upon the world as if it were the
work of a supreme understanding and will, I actually say nothing more
than: in the way that a watch, a ship, and a regiment are related to an
artisan, a builder, and a commander, the sensible world (or everything
that makes up the basis of this sum total of appearances) is related to the
unknown – which I do not thereby cognize according to what it is in itself,
but only according to what it is for me, that is, with respect to the world
of which I am a part.

§58

[4:358]

This type of cognition is cognition according to analogy, which surely does
not signify, as the word is usually taken, an imperfect similarity between
two things, but rather a perfect similarity between two relations in wholly
dissimilar things.∗ By means of this analogy there still remains a concept of the supreme being sufﬁciently determinate for us, though we have
∗

Such is an analogy between the legal relation of human actions and the mechanical relation of
moving forces: I can never do anything to another without giving him a right to do the same
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omitted everything that could have determined this concept unconditionally and in itself; for we determine the concept only with respect to the
world and hence with respect to us, and we have no need of more. The attacks that Hume makes against those who want to determine this concept
absolutely – since they borrow the materials for this determination from
themselves and from the world – do not touch us; he also cannot reproach
us that nothing whatsoever would remain for us if objective anthropomorphism were subtracted from the concept of the supreme being.
For if one only grants us, at the outset, the deistic concept of a ﬁrst being
as a necessary hypothesis (as does Hume in his Dialogues in the person of
Philo as opposed to Cleanthes), which is a concept in which one thinks the
ﬁrst being by means of ontological predicates alone, of substance, cause,
etc. (something that one must do, since reason, being driven in the sensible
world solely by conditions that are always again conditioned, cannot have
any satisfaction at all without this being done, and something that one very
well can do without falling into that anthropomorphism which transfers
predicates from the sensible world onto a being wholly distinct from the
world, since the predicates listed here are mere categories, which cannot
indeed provide any determinate concept of that being, but which, for that
very reason, do not provide a concept of it that is limited to the conditions
of sensibility) – then nothing can keep us from predicating of this being a
causality through reason with respect to the world, and thus from crossing
over to theism, but without our being compelled to attribute this reason
to that being in itself, as a property inhering in it. For, concerning the ﬁrst
point,o the only possible way to compel the use of reason in the sensible
world (with respect to all possible experience) into the most thoroughgoing harmony with itself is to assume, in turn, a supreme reason as a
cause of all connections in the world; such a principle must be thoroughly
advantageous to reason and can nowhere harm it in its use in nature.
to me under the same conditions; just as a body cannot act on another body with its motive
force without thereby causing the other body to react just as much on it. Right and motive
force are here completely dissimilar things, but in their relation there is nonetheless complete
similarity. By means of such an analogy I can therefore provide a concept of a relation to things
that are absolutely unknown to me. E.g., the promotion of the happiness of the children = a is
to the love of the parents = b as the welfare of humankind = c is to the unknown in God = x,
which we call love: not as if this unknown had the least similarity with any human inclination,
but because we can posit the relation between God’s love and the world to be similar to that
which things in the world have to one another. But here the concept of the relation is a mere
category, namely the concept of cause, which has nothing to do with sensibility.
o

“something that one must do . . .”
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Regarding the second point,p however, reason is not thereby transposed as
a property onto the ﬁrst being in itself, but only onto the relation of that being to the sensible world, and therefore anthropomorphism is completely
avoided. For here only the cause of the rational form found everywhere in
the world is considered, and the supreme being, insofar as it contains the
basis of this rational form of the world, is indeed ascribed reason, but only
by analogy, i.e., insofar as this expression signiﬁes only the relation that
the highest cause (which is unknown to us) has to the world, in order to
determine everything in it with the highest degree of conformity to reason. We thereby avoid using the property of reason in order to think God,
but instead think the world through it in the manner necessary to have
the greatest possible use of reason with respect to the world in accordance
with a principle. We thereby admit that the supreme being, as to what it
may be in itself, is for us wholly inscrutable and is even unthinkable by
us in a determinate manner; and we are thereby prevented from making
any transcendent use of the concepts that we have of reason as an efﬁcient
cause (through willing) in order to determine the divine nature through
properties that are in any case always borrowed only from human nature,
and so from losing ourselves in crude or fanatical concepts, and, on the
other hand, we are also prevented from swamping the contemplation of
the world with hyperphysical modes of explanation according to concepts
of human reason we have transposed onto God, and so from diverting this
contemplation from its true vocation, according to which it is supposed
to be a study of mere nature through reason, and not an audacious derivation of the appearances of nature from a supreme reason. The expression
suitable to our weak concepts will be: that we think the world as if it
derives from a supreme reason, as regards its existence and inner determination; whereby we in part cognize the constitution belonging to it (the
world) itself, without presuming to want to determine that of its cause in
itself, and, on the other hand, we in part posit the basis of this constitution
(the rational form of the world) in the relation of the highest cause to the
world, not ﬁnding the world by itself sufﬁcient thereto.∗
∗

p

I will say: the causality of the highest cause is that, with respect to the world, which human
reason is with respect to its works of art. Thereby the nature of the highest cause itself remains
unknown to me: I compare only its effect (the order of the world), which is known to me, and
the conformity with reason of this effect, with the effects of human reason that are known to
me, and in consequence I call the highest cause a reason, without thereby ascribing to it as
its property the same thing I understand by this expression in humans, or in anything else
known to me.
“something that one very well can do . . .”
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In this way the difﬁculties that appear to oppose theism disappear, in
that to Hume’s principle, not to drive the use of reason dogmatically beyond the ﬁeld of all possible experience, we conjoin another principle that
Hume completely overlooked, namely: not to look upon the ﬁeld of possible experience as something that bounds itself in the eyes of our reason. A
critique of reason indicates the true middle way between the dogmatism
that Hume fought and the skepticism he wanted to introduce instead – a
middle way that, unlike other middle ways, which we are advised to determine for ourselves as it were mechanically (something from one side,
and something from the other), and by which no one is taught any better,
is one, rather, that can be determined precisely, according to principles.

§59
At the beginning of this note I made use of the metaphor of a boundary in
order to ﬁx the limits of reason with respect to its own appropriate use.
The sensible world contains only appearances, which are still not things in
themselves, which latter things (noumena) the understanding must therefore assume for the very reason that it cognizes the objects of experience
as mere appearances. Both are considered together in our reason, and the
question arises: how does reason proceed in setting boundaries for the
understanding with respect to both ﬁelds? Experience, which contains
everything that belongs to the sensible world, does not set a boundary for
itself: from every conditioned14 it always arrives merely at another conditioned. That which is to set its boundary must lie completely outside it,
and this is the ﬁeld of pure intelligible beings. For us, however, as far as
concerns the determination of the nature of these intelligible beings, this is
an empty space, and to that extent, if dogmatically determined concepts
are intended, we cannot go beyond the ﬁeld of possible experience. But
since a boundary is itself something positive, which belongs as much to
what is within it as to the space lying outside a given totality, reason therefore, merely by expanding up to this boundary, partakes of a real, positive
cognition, provided that it does not try to go out beyond the boundary,
since there it ﬁnds an empty space before it, in which it can indeed think
the forms for things, but no things themselves. But setting the boundary
to the ﬁeld of experience through something that is otherwise unknown
14

On this use of the term “conditioned,” see Introduction, p. xxv.
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to it is indeed a cognition that is still left to reason from this standpoint,
whereby reason is neither locked inside the sensible world nor adrift outside it, but, as beﬁts knowledge of a boundary, restricts itself solely to the
relation of what lies outside the boundary to what is contained within.
Natural theology is a concept of this kind, on the boundary of human
reason, since reason ﬁnds itself compelled to look out toward the idea of
a supreme being (and also, in relation to the practical, to the idea of an
intelligible world), not in order to determine something with respect to
this mere intelligible being (and hence outside the sensible world), but only
in order to guide its own use within the sensible world in accordance with
principles of the greatest possible unity (theoretical as well as practical),
and to make use (for this purpose) of the relation of that world to a
freestanding reason as the cause of all of these connections – not, however,
in order thereby merely to fabricate a being, but, since beyond the sensible
world there must necessarily be found something that is thought only
by the pure understanding, in order, in this way, to determine this being,
though of course merely through analogy.
In this manner our previous proposition, which is the result of the entire
Critique, remains: “that reason, through all its a priori principles, never
teaches us about anything more than objects of possible experience alone,
and of these, nothing more than what can be cognized in experience”;
but this limitation does not prevent reason from carrying us up to the
objective boundary of experience – namely, to the relation to something
that cannot itself be an object of experience, but which must nonetheless
be the highest ground of all experience – without, however, teaching us
anything about this ground in itself, but only in relation to reason’s own
complete use in the ﬁeld of possible experience, as directed to the highest
ends. This is, however, all of the beneﬁt that can reasonably even be wished
for here, and there is cause to be satisﬁed with it.

§60
We have thus fully exhibited metaphysics in accordance with its subjective
possibility, as metaphysics is actually given in the natural predisposition of
human reason, and with respect to that which forms the essential goal of
its cultivation. But because we found that, if reason is not reined in and
given limits by a discipline of reason, which is only possible through a scientiﬁc critique, this wholly natural use of this sort of predisposition of our
112

Main Transcendental Question, Third Part
reason entangles it in transcendent dialectical inferences, which are partly
specious, partly even in conﬂict among themselves; and, moreover, because we found that this sophistical metaphysics is superﬂuous, nay, even
detrimental to the advancement of the cognition of nature, it therefore
still remains a problem worthy of investigation, to discover the natural
purposes toward which this predisposition of our reason to transcendent
concepts may be aimed, since everything found in nature must originally
be aimed at some beneﬁcial purpose or other.
Such an investigation is in fact uncertain; I also admit that it is merely
conjectural (as is everything I know to say concerning the original purposes of nature), something I may be permitted in this case only, since
the question does not concern the objective validity of metaphysical judgments, but rather the natural predisposition to such judgments, and therefore lies outside the system of metaphysics, in anthropology.15
If I considerq all the transcendental ideas, which together constitute
the real problem for natural pure reason – a problem that compels reason
to forsake the mere contemplation of nature and go beyond all possible
experience, and, in this endeavor, to bring into existence the thing called
metaphysics (be it knowledge or sophistry) – then I believe I perceive that
this natural predisposition is aimed at making our concept sufﬁciently
free from the fetters of experience and the limits of the mere contemplation of nature that it at the least sees a ﬁeld opening before it that contains
only objects for the pure understanding which no sensibility can reach:
not with the aim that we concern ourselves speculatively with these objects (for we ﬁnd no ground on which we can gain footing), but rather
with practical principles,r which, without ﬁnding such a space before
them for their necessary expectations and hopes, could not extend themselves to the universality that reason ineluctably requires with respect to
morals.
Here I now ﬁnd that the psychological idea, however little insight I may
gain through it into the pure nature of the human soul elevated beyond all
concepts of experience, at least reveals clearly enough the inadequacy of
those concepts of experience, and thereby leads me away from materialism,
as a psychological concept unsuited to any explanation of nature and one
q
r
15

Supplying betrachte as the verb, with Vorländer.
Rejecting various emendations recorded by Vorländer.
In Kant’s time, “anthropology,” the science of man, included topics on the human mind, such as
were also treated in empirical psychology. Kant regularly lectured on anthropology.
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that, moreover, constricts reason with respect to the practical. Similarly,
the cosmological ideas, through the manifest inadequacy of all possible
cognition of nature to satisfy reason in its rightful demands, serve to
deter us from naturalism, which would have it that nature is sufﬁcient
unto itself. Finally, since all natural necessity in the sensible world is
always conditioned, in that it always presupposes the dependence of one
thing on another, and since unconditioned necessity must be sought only
in the unity of a cause distinct from the sensible world, although the
causality of that cause, in turn, if it were merely nature, could never make
comprehensible the existence of the contingent as its consequence; reason,
therefore, by means of the theological idea, frees itself from fatalism – from
blind natural necessity both in the connection of nature itself, without a
ﬁrst principle, and in the causality of this principle itself – and leads the
way to the concept of a cause through freedom, and so to that of a highest
intelligence. The transcendental ideas therefore serve, if not to instruct
us positively, at least to negates the impudent assertions of materialism,
naturalism, and fatalism which constrict the ﬁeld of reason, and in this
way they serve to provide moral ideas with space outside the ﬁeld of
speculation; and this would, I should think, to some extent explain the
aforementioned natural predisposition.
The practical beneﬁt that a purely speculative science may have lies
outside the boundaries of this science; such beneﬁt can therefore be seen
simply as a scholium,16 and like all scholia does not form part of the science itself. Nonetheless, this relation at least lies within the boundaries of
philosophy, and especially of that philosophy which draws from the wellsprings of pure reason, where the speculative use of reason in metaphysics
must necessarily have unity with its practical use in morals. Hence the inevitable dialectic of pure reason deserves, in a metaphysics considered as
natural predisposition, to be explained not only as an illusion that needs to
be resolved, but also (if one can) as a natural institution in accordance with
its purpose – although this endeavor, as supererogatory, cannot rightly be
required of metaphysics proper.
The solution to the questions that proceed in the Critique from pages
647 to 668 would have to be taken for a second scholium, more closely
s
16

aufzuheben
A scholium is an explanatory note contained within a treatise, which elaborates or explains something without by itself adding anything that is essential to the primary argument.
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related to the content of metaphysics.17 For there certain principles of
reason are put forward that determine the order of nature a priori, or
rather determine the understanding a priori, which is supposed to search
for the laws of this order by means of experience. These principles seem
to be constitutive and lawgiving with respect to experience, though they
spring from mere reason, which cannot, like the understanding, be regarded as a principle of possible experience. Now whether this agreement
may rest on the fact that, just as nature does not in itself inhere in the
appearances or in their source, sensibility, but is found only in the relation of sensibility to the understanding, so too, a thoroughgoing unity in
the use of this understanding, for the sake of a uniﬁed possible experience
(in a system), could belong to the understanding only in relation to reason,
hence experience, too, be indirectly subject to the legislation of reason –
this may be further pondered by those who want to track the nature of
reason even beyond its use in metaphysics, into the universal principles
for making natural history generally systematic; for in the book itself I
have indeed presented this problem as important, but have not attempted
its solution.∗
And thus I conclude the analytic18 solution of the main question I
myself have posed: How is metaphysics in general possible?, since I have
ascended from the place where its use is actually given, at least in the
consequences, to the grounds of its possibility.
∗

It was my unremitting intention throughout the Critique not to neglect anything that could
bring to completion the investigation of the nature of pure reason, however deeply hidden it
might lie. Afterwards it is in each person’s discretion how far they will take their investigation,
if only he has been apprised of what may still need to be done; for it can properly be expected,
from one who has made it his business to survey this entire ﬁeld, that afterward he leave
future additions and optional divisions to others. Hereto belong both of the scholia, which,
on account of their dryness, could hardly be recommended to amateurs, and have therefore
been set out only for experts.

17
18

A portion of the section entitled On the Regulative Use of the Ideas of Pure Reason (b 675–96).
“Analytic” here refers to the analytic method; see General Question (§§4, 5), and the Introduction.
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Solution to the
General Question of the Prolegomena
How is metaphysics as science possible?
Metaphysics, as a natural predisposition of reason, is actual, but it is also
of itself (as the analytical solution to the third main question proved)
dialectical and deceitful. The desire to derive principles from it, and to
follow the natural but nonetheless false illusion in their use, can therefore never bring forth science, but only vain dialectical art, in which one
school can outdo another but none can ever gain legitimate and lasting
approbation.
In order that metaphysics might, as science, be able to lay claim, not
merely to deceitful persuasion, but to insight and conviction, a critique
of reason itself must set forth the entire stock of a priori concepts, their
division according to the different sources (sensibility, understanding, and
reason), further, a complete table of those concepts, and the analysis of all
of them along with everything that can be derived from that analysis; and
then, especially, such a critique must set forth the possibility of synthetic
cognition a priori through a deduction of these concepts, it must set forth
the principles of their use, and ﬁnally also the boundaries of that use;
and all of this in a complete system. Therefore a critique, and that alone,
contains within itself the whole well-tested and veriﬁed plan by which
metaphysics as science can be achieved, and even all the means for carrying
it out; by any other ways or means it is impossible. Therefore the question
that arises here is not so much how this enterprise is possible, but only
how it is to be set in motion, and good minds stirred from the hitherto
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ill-directed and fruitless endeavor to one that will not deceive, and how
such an alliance might best be turned toward the common end.
This much is certain: whosoever has once tasted of critique forever
loathes all the dogmatic chatter which he previously had to put up with
out of necessity, since his reason was in need of something and could not
ﬁnd anything better for its sustenance. Critique stands to the ordinary
school metaphysics precisely as chemistry stands to alchemy, or astronomy
to the fortune-teller’s astrology. I’ll guarantee that no one who has thought
through and comprehended the principles of critique, even if only in
these prolegomena, will ever again return to that old and sophistical
pseudoscience; he will on the contrary look out with a certain delight
upon a metaphysics that is now fully in his power, that needs no more
preliminary discoveries, and that can for the ﬁrst time provide reason
with lasting satisfaction. For this is an advantage upon which metaphysics
alone, among all the possible sciences, can rely with conﬁdence, namely,
that it can be completed and brought into a permanent state, since it cannot
be further changed and is not susceptible to any augmentation through
new discoveries – because here reason has the sources of its cognition not
in objects and their intuition (through which reason cannot be taught one
thing more), but in itself, and, if reason has presented the fundamental
laws of its faculty fully and determinately (against all misinterpretation),
nothing else remains that pure reason could cognize a priori, or even about
which it could have cause to ask. The sure prospect of a knowledge so
determinate and ﬁnal has a certain attraction to it, even if all usefulness
(of which I will say more hereafter) is set aside.
All false art, all empty wisdom lasts for its time; for it ultimately destroys
itself, and the height of its cultivation is simultaneously the moment of its
decline. That this time has now come as regards metaphysics is proven by
the condition into which it has fallen among all learned peoples, amidst
all the zeal with which sciences of all kinds are otherwise being developed.
The old organization of university studies still preserves the shadow of
metaphysics, a lone academy of sciences now and then, by offering prizes,
moves someone or other to make an effort in it, but metaphysics is no
longer reckoned among serious sciences, and each may judge for himself
how a clever man, whom one wished to call a great metaphysician, would
perhaps receive that encomium, which might be well meant but would
hardly be envied by anyone.
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But although the time for the collapse of all dogmatic metaphysics is
undoubtedly here, much is still lacking in order to be able to say that,
on the contrary, the time for its rebirth, through a thorough and completed critique of reason, has already appeared. All transitions from one
inclination to its opposite pass through a state of indifference, and this
moment is the most dangerous for an author, but nonetheless, it seems
to me, the most favorable for the science. For if the partisan spirit has
been extinguished through the complete severance of former ties, then
minds are best disposed to hear out, bit by bit, proposals for an alliance
according to another plan.
If I say that I hope these Prolegomena will perhaps excite investigation
in the ﬁeld of critique, and provide the universal spirit of philosophy,
which seems to want nourishment in its speculative part, with a new and
quite promising object of sustenance, I can already imagine beforehand
that everyone who has been made weary and unwilling by the thorny paths
on which I have led him in the Critique will ask me: On what do I base
this hope? I answer: On the irresistible law of necessity.
That the human mind would someday entirely give up metaphysical
investigations is just as little to be expected, as that we would someday
gladly stop all breathing so as never to take in impure air. There will
therefore be metaphysics in the world at every time, and what is more,
in every human being, and especially the reﬂective ones; metaphysics
that each, in the absence of a public standard of measure, will carve out
for themselves in their own manner. Now what has hitherto been called
metaphysics can satisfy no inquiring mind, and yet it is also impossible to
give up metaphysics completely; therefore, a critique of pure reason itself
must ﬁnally be attempted, or, if one exists, it must be examined and put to
a general test, since there are no other means to relieve this pressing need,
which is something more than a mere thirst for knowledge.
Ever since I have known critique, I have been unable to keep myself from
asking, upon ﬁnishing reading through a book with metaphysical content,
which has entertained as well as cultivated me by the determination of
its concepts and by variety and organization and by an easy presentation:
Has this author advanced metaphysics even one step? I ask forgiveness of
the learned men whose writings have in other respects been useful to me
and have always contributed to a cultivation of mental powers, because
I confess that I have not been able to ﬁnd, either in their attempts or
in my own inferior ones (with self-love speaking in their favor), that the
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science has thereby been advanced in the least, and this for the wholly
natural reason that the science did not yet exist, and also that it cannot be
assembled bit by bit but rather its seed must be fully preformed beforehand
in the critique. However, in order to avoid all misunderstanding, it must
be recalled from the preceding that although the understanding certainly
beneﬁts very much from the analytical treatment of our concepts, the
science (of metaphysics) is not advanced the least bit thereby, since these
analyses of concepts are only materials, out of which the science must ﬁrst
be constructed. The concept of substance and accident may be analyzed
and determined ever so nicely; that is quite good as preparation for some
future use. But if I simply cannot prove that in all that exists the substance
persists and only the accidents change, then through all this analysis the
science has not been advanced in the least. Now metaphysics has not as
yet been able to prove, as a priori valid, either this proposition or the
principle of sufﬁcient reason, still less any more composite proposition,
such as, for instance, one belonging to psychology or cosmology, nor,
in general, any synthetic proposition whatsoever; hence, through all this
analysis nothing has been achieved, nothing created and advanced, and,
after so much bustle and clatter, the science is still right where it was
in Aristotle’s time, although the preparations for it incontestably have
been much better laid than before, if only the guiding thread to synthetic
cognition had ﬁrst been found.
If anyone believes himself wronged in this, he can easily remove the
above indictment if he will cite only a single synthetic proposition belonging to metaphysics that he offers to prove a priori in the dogmatic
manner; for only when he accomplishes this will I grant to him that he has
actually advanced the science (even if the proposition may otherwise have
been sufﬁciently established through common experience). No challenge
can be more moderate and more equitable, and in the (infallibly certain)
event of nonfulﬁllment, no verdict more just, than this: that up to now
metaphysics as science has never existed at all.
In case the challenge is accepted, I must forbid only two things: ﬁrst,
the plaything of probabilitya and conjecture, which suits metaphysics just
as poorly as it does geometry; second, decision by means of the divining
rod of so-called sound common sense, which does not bend for everyone,
but is guided by personal qualities.
a

Wahrscheinlichkeit
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For, as regards the ﬁrst, there can be nothing more absurd than to want
to base one’s judgments in metaphysics, a philosophy from pure reason,
on probability and conjecture. Everything that is to be cognized a priori is
for that very reason given out as apodictically certain and must therefore
also be proven as such. One might just as well want to base a geometry
or an arithmetic on conjectures; for as concerns the calculus probabilium1
of arithmetic, it contains not probable but completely certain judgments
about the degree of possibility of certain cases under given homogeneous
conditions, judgments which, in the sum total of all possible cases, must
be found to conform to the rule with complete infallibility, even though
this rule is not sufﬁciently determinate with respect to any single case.
Only in empirical natural science can conjectures (by means of induction
and analogy) be tolerated, and even then, the possibility at least of what
I am assuming must be fully certain.
Matters are, if possible, even worse with the appeal to sound common
sense, if the discussion concernsb concepts and principles, not insofar as
they are supposed to be valid with respect to experience, but rather insofar
as they are to be taken as valid beyond the conditions of experience. For
what is sound common sense? It is the ordinary understanding,2 insofar as it
judges correctly. And what now is the ordinary understanding? It is the
faculty of cognition and of the use of rules in concreto, as distinguished from
the speculative understanding, which is a faculty of the cognition of rules in
abstracto. Common sense, or ordinary understanding, will hardly be able
to understand the rule: that everything which happens is determined by
its cause, and it will never be able to have insight into it in such a general
way. It therefore demands an example from experience, and when it hears
that this rule means nothing other than what it had always thought when
a windowpane was broken or a household article had disappeared, it then
understands the principle and grants it. Ordinary understanding, therefore, has a use no further than the extent to which it can see its rules
conﬁrmed in experience (although these rules are actually present in it
a priori); consequently, to have insight into these rules a priori and independently of experience falls to the speculative understanding, and lies
b
1
2

Adding die Rede ist.
“calculus of probability”
The expressions translated as “sound common sense” and “ordinary understanding” both contain
the root Verstand; Kant’s play on words cannot be directly captured in English, but some accommodation is made, a little further on in the text, by using the one to gloss the other. (Another instance
of such play occurs on pp. 9–10).
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completely beyond the horizon of the ordinary understanding. But metaphysics is concerned indeed solely with this latter type of cognition, and
it is certainly a poor sign of sound common sense to appeal to this guarantor, who has no judgment here, and who we otherwise look down upon,
except if we ﬁnd ourselves in trouble, and without either advice or help
in our speculation.
It is a common excuse, which these false friends of ordinary common
sense (which they extol on occasion, but usually despise) are accustomed
to using, that they say: There must in the end be some propositions that
are immediately certain, and for which not only no proof, but indeed no
account at all need be given, since otherwise there would never come an
end to the grounds for one’s judgments; but in proof of this right they can
never cite anything else (other than the principle of contradiction, which
is however inadequate for establishing the truth of synthetic judgments)
that is undoubted and can be ascribed directly to ordinary common sense,
except for mathematical propositions: e.g., that two times two makes four,
that between two points there is only one straight line, and still others.
These judgments are, however, worlds apart from those of metaphysics.
For in mathematics, everything that I conceive through a concept as
possible I can make for myself (construct) by means of my thought; to
one two I successively add the other two, and myself make the number
four, or I draw in thought all kinds of lines from one point to the other,
and can draw only one that is self-similar in all its parts (equal as well as
unequal).3 But from the concept of a thing I cannot, with all my powers
of thought, draw forth the concept of something else whose existence is
necessarily connected with the ﬁrst thing, but I must consult experience;
and, although my understanding provides me a priori (though always only
in relation to possible experience) with the concept of a connection of this
sort (causality), I nevertheless cannot exhibit this concept in intuition
a priori, like the concepts of mathematics, and thus exhibit its possibility
a priori; rather, this concept (together with principles of its application), if
it is to be valid a priori – as is indeed required in metaphysics – always has
need of a justiﬁcation and deduction of its possibility, for otherwise one
3

Kant here refers to the deﬁnition of a straight line. Euclid, Elements, Bk. i, def. 4, deﬁnes it as
“lying evenly with the points on itself.” Kant’s deﬁnition is closer to that given by Wolff, as a line
“of which the part is similar to the whole” (Anfangsgründe aller mathematischen Wissenschaften, 7th
edn., Frankfurt, Leipzig and Halle, 1750–7, Pt. i, p. 119); Wolff refers to Plato’s deﬁnition, to the
effect that a straight line is one in which “the middle covers the ends” (when viewed end-on). Kant
taught mathematics from a textbook by Wolff (Ak 2:35).
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does not know the extent of its validity and whether it can be used only in
experience or also outside it. Therefore in metaphysics, as a speculative
science of pure reason, one can never appeal to ordinary common sense,
but one can very well do so if one is forced to abandon metaphysics
and to renounce all pure speculative cognition, which must always be
knowledge,c hence to renounce metaphysics itself and its teaching (on
certain matters), and if a reasonable belief is alone deemed possible for
us, as well as sufﬁcient for our needs (perhaps more wholesome indeed
than knowledge itself). For then the shape of things is completely altered.
Metaphysics must be science, not only as a whole but also in all its parts;
otherwise it is nothing at all, since, as speculation of pure reason, it has
a hold on nothing else save universal insights. But outside metaphysics,
probability and sound common sense can very well have their beneﬁcial
and legitimate use, though following principles entirely their own, whose
importance always depends on a relation to the practical.
That is what I consider myself entitled to require for the possibility of
a metaphysics as science.
c

ein Wissen
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On What Can Be Done in Order to Make
Metaphysics As Science Actual
Since all paths hitherto taken have not attained this end, and it may never
be reached without a preceding critique of pure reason, the demand that
the attempt at such a critique which is now before the public be subjected
to an exact and careful examination does not seem unreasonable – unless
it is considered more advisable still to give up all claims to metaphysics
entirely, in which case, if one only remains true to one’s intention, there is
nothing to be said against it. If the course of events is taken as it actually
runs and not as it should run, then there are two kinds of judgments:
a judgment that precedes the investigation, and in our case this is one in
which the reader, from his own metaphysics, passes judgment on the
Critique of Pure Reason (which is supposed ﬁrst of all to investigate the
possibility of that metaphysics); and then a different judgment that comes
after the investigation, in which the reader is able to set aside for a while
the consequences of the critical investigation, which might tell pretty
strongly against the metaphysics he otherwise accepts, and ﬁrst tests the
grounds from which these consequences may have been derived. If what
ordinary metaphysics presents were undeniably certain (like geometry, for
instance), the ﬁrst way of judging would be valid; for if the consequences
of certain principles conﬂict with undeniable truths, then those principles
are false and are to be rejected without any further investigation. But if
it is not the case that metaphysics has a supply of incontestably certain
(synthetic) propositions, and perhaps is the case that a good number of
them, which are as plausible as the best among them, nevertheless are, in
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their consequences, in conﬂict even among themselves, while there is not
to be found overall in metaphysics any secure criterion whatsoever of the
truth of properly metaphysical (synthetic) propositions: then the ﬁrst way
of judging cannot be allowed, but rather the investigation of the principles
of the Critique must precede all judgment of its worth or unworth.

Specimen of a judgment about the Critique which
precedes the investigation

[4:373]

This sort of judgment is to be found in the Göttingische gelehrte Anzeigen,
the third part of the supplement, from 19 January 1782, pages 40 ff.1
If an author who is well acquainted with the object of his work, who has
been assiduous throughout in putting reﬂection into its composition that
is completely his own, falls into the hands of a reviewer who for his part
is sufﬁciently clear-sighted to espy the moments upon which the worth
or unworth of the piece actually rests, who does not hang on words but
follows the subject matter, and who examines and tests only the principles
from which the author has proceeded, then although the severity of the
judgment may certainly displease the author, the public is, by contrast,
indifferent to it, for it proﬁts thereby; and the author himself can be
content that he gets the opportunity to correct or to elucidate his essays,
which have been examined early on by an expert, and, if he believes he is
basically right, in this way to remove in good time a stumbling block that
could eventually be detrimental to his work.
I ﬁnd myself in a completely different situation with my reviewer.
He appears not at all to see what really mattered in the investigation with
which I have (fortunately or unfortunately) occupied myself, and, whether
it was impatience with thinking through a lengthy work, or ill-temper over
the threatened reform of a science in which he believed he had long since
put everything in order, or whether, as I reluctantly surmise, it was the fault
of a truly limited conception, through which he could never think himself
beyond his school metaphysics – in short, he impetuously runs through a
long series of propositions, with which one can think nothing at all without
knowing their premises, he disperses his rebukes to and fro, for which the
reader no more sees any basis than he understands the propositions toward
which they are supposedly directed, and therefore the reviewer can neither
1

The review was written by Christian Garve (1742–98), and heavily edited for publication by J. G.
Feder (1740–1821); it is translated herein (pp. 201–7).
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help to inform the public nor do me the least bit of harm in the judgment of
experts; consequently, I would have passed over this review completely,
if it did not provide me occasion for a few elucidations that in some
cases might save the reader of these Prolegomena from misconception.
In order, however, that the reviewer might adopt a viewpoint from which
he could, without having to trouble himself with any special investigation,
most easily present the entire work in a manner disadvantageous to the
author, he begins and also ends by saying: “this work is a system of
transcendentala (or, as he construes it, higher)∗ idealism.”
At the sight of this line I quickly perceived what sort of review would
issue thence – just about as if someone who had never seen or heard
anything of geometry were to ﬁnd a Euclid, and, being asked to pass
judgment on it, were perhaps to say, after stumbling onto a good many
ﬁgures by turning the pages: “the book is a systematic guide to drawing;
the author makes use of a special language in order to provide obscure,
unintelligible instructions, which in the end can achieve nothing more
than what anyone can accomplish with a good natural eye, and so on.”
Let us, however, look at what sort of idealism it is that runs through my
entire work, although it does not by far constitute the soul of the system.
The thesis of all genuine idealists, from the Eleatic School up to Bishop
Berkeley,2 is contained in this formula: “All cognition through the senses
and experience is nothing but sheer illusion, and there is truth only in the
ideas of pure understanding and reason.”
The principle that governs and determines my idealism throughout is,
on the contrary: “All cognition of things out of mere pure understanding
∗

On no account higher. High towers and the metaphysically-great men that resemble them,
around both of which there is usually much wind, are not for me. My place is the fertile
bathos of experience, and the word: transcendental – whose signiﬁcation, which I indicated
so many times, was not once caught by the reviewer (so hastily had he looked at everything) –
does not signify something that surpasses all experience, but something that indeed precedes
experience (a priori), but that, all the same, is destined to nothing more than solely to make
cognition from experience possible. If these concepts cross beyond experience, their use is
then called transcendent, which is distinguished from the immanent use (i.e., use limited to
experience). All misinterpretations of this kind have been sufﬁciently forestalled in the work
itself; but the reviewer found his advantage in misinterpretations.

a

Reading transcendentalen for transscendenten, in accordance with Kant’s wording in his footnote;
the Göttingen review itself has the word transscendentellen here (Vorländer, p. 167), a spelling Kant
did not use.
Traditionally, the “Eleatic School” is identiﬁed with the view that “all is one,” and that change
and plurality are unreal (strictly, the Eleatics were Parmenides and Zeno of Elea). On Berkeley, see
nn. 11, 12, pp. 44–5 above.
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or pure reason is nothing but sheer illusion, and there is truth only in
experience.”
But this is, of course, the direct opposite of the previous, genuine
idealism; how then did I come to use this expression with a completely
opposite intention, and how did the reviewer come to see genuine idealism
everywhere?
The solution to this difﬁculty rests upon something that could have
been seen very easily from the context of the work, if one had wanted to.
Space and time, together with everything contained in them, are not things
(or properties of things) in themselves, but belong instead merely to the
appearances of such things; thus far I am of one creed with the previous
idealists. But these idealists, and among them especially Berkeley, viewed
space as a merely empirical representation, a representation which, just
like the appearances in space together with all of the determinations of
space, would be known to us only by means of experience or perception;
I show, on the contrary, ﬁrst: that space (and time as well, to which
Berkeley gave no attention), together with all its determinations, can be
cognized by us a priori, since space (as well as time) inheres in us before
all perception or experience as a pure form of our sensibility and makes
possible all intuition from sensibility, and hence all appearances. From
this it follows: that, since truth rests upon universal and necessary laws as
its criteria, for Berkeley experience could have no criteria of truth, because
its appearances (according to him) had nothing underlying them a priori;
from which it then followed that experience is nothing but sheer illusion,
whereas for us space and time (in conjunction with the pure concepts of
the understanding) prescribe a priori their law to all possible experience,
which law at the same time provides the sure criterion for distinguishing
truth from illusion in experience.∗
My so-called (properly, critical) idealism is therefore of a wholly peculiar kind, namely such that it overturns ordinary idealism, and such
that by means of it all cognition a priori, even that of geometry, ﬁrst acquires objective reality, which, without my proven ideality of space and
time, could not have been asserted by even the most zealous of realists.
∗

Genuine idealism always has a visionary purpose and can have no other; but my idealism is
solely for grasping the possibility of our a priori cognition of the objects of experience, which
is a problem that has not been solved before now, nay, has not even once been posed. By that
means all visionary idealism collapses, which (as was already to be seen with Plato) always
inferred, from our cognitions a priori (even those of geometry), to another sort of intuition
(namely, intellectual) than that of the senses, since it did not occur to anyone that the senses
might also intuit a priori.
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With matters standing so, I have wished that I could name this concept of
mine something else, in order to prevent all misunderstanding; but this
concept cannot be completely changed. I may therefore be permitted in
the future, as has already been stated above, to call it formal, or better,
critical idealism, in order to distinguish it from the dogmatic idealism of
Berkeley and the skeptical idealism of Descartes.
I ﬁnd nothing else worthy of note in the review of this book. Its author
judges en gros3 throughout, a mode that is cleverly chosen, since it does
not betray one’s own knowledge or ignorance; a single comprehensive
judgment en détail,4 if, as is proper, it had considered the main question,
would have perhaps exposed my error, perhaps also the degree of the
reviewer’s insight into investigations of this kind. It was no ill-considered
trick, for removing early on the desire to read the book itself from readers
who are used to forming a conception of books from newspaper articles
only, to recite one after another a great many propositions, which, torn
from the context of their arguments and explications (especially as antipodean as these propositions are in relation to all school metaphysics),
must of necessity sound nonsensical; to assault the reader’s patience to
the point of disgust; and then, after having introduced me to the witty
proposition that constant illusion is truth, to conclude with the harsh,
though paternal, reprimand: To what end, then, the conﬂict with accepted language, to what end, and whence, the idealistic distinction?5 A
judgment that ultimately renders everything peculiar to my book into
merely verbal innovation (though previously the book was supposed to be
metaphysically heretical), and that clearly proves that my would-be judge
has not correctly understood the least bit of it, and, what’s more, has not
correctly understood himself.∗
∗

3
5
6
7

The reviewer ﬁghts with his own shadow for the most part. When I oppose the truth of
experience to dream, it never enters his head that the point of discussion is merely the
notorious somnio objective sumto of the Wolfﬁan philosophy,6 which is merely formal, and
whereby no regard at all is given to the difference between sleeping and waking, which
also cannot be found in transcendental philosophy. Moreover, he calls my deduction of the
categories and the table of principles of the understanding, “commonly known principles of
logic and ontology, expressed in the manner of idealism.”7 The reader need only examine
these Prolegomena on this subject to be convinced that a more deplorable, and even a more
historically incorrect judgment could not be given.
4 “in detail”
“in the large”
Kant paraphrases the concluding sentences of the review (p. 207).
“dreams taken objectively”; Wolff, Psychologia empirica, new edn. (Frankfurt and Leipzig, 1738),
§§120–37.
Kant paraphrases the review (p. 202).
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The reviewer, however, talks like a man who must be aware of important
and exquisite insights, which, however, he still keeps secret; for nothing
has become known to me of late regarding metaphysics that could justify
such a tone. But he is doing a great wrong in withholding his discoveries
from the world; for there are doubtless many others like me who, with
all the ﬁne things that have been written in this ﬁeld for some time now,
have still been unable to ﬁnd that the science has thereby been advanced
a ﬁnger’s breadth. In other respects, we do indeed ﬁnd deﬁnitions being
sharpened, lame proofs provided with new crutches, the patchwork garment of metaphysics given new pieces, or an altered cut – but that is not
what the world demands. The world is tired of metaphysical assertions;
what’s wanted are the possibility of this science, the sources from which
certainty could be derived in it, and sure criteria for distinguishing truth
from the dialectical illusion of pure reason. The reviewer must possess
the key to all this, otherwise he surely would never have spoken in so high
a tone.
But I come to suspect that this sort of need of the science perhaps may
never have come into his head; for otherwise he would have directed his
review toward this point, and in such an important matter even a failed
attempt would have gained his respect. If that is so, then we are good
friends again. He may think himself as deeply into his metaphysics as
seems good to him, no one will stop him; only he is not permitted to
judge of something that lies outside metaphysics, i.e., its source located
in reason. But that my suspicion is not unfounded, I prove by the fact
that he did not say a word about the possibility of synthetic cognition
a priori, which was the real problem, on the solution of which the fate
of metaphysics wholly rests, and to which my Critique (just as here my
Prolegomena) was entirely directed. The idealism upon which he chanced,
and to which he then held fast, was taken up into the system only as the
sole means for solving this problem (although it then also received its
conﬁrmation on yet other grounds); and so he would have had to show
either that this problem does not have the importance that I attribute to
it (as also now in the Prolegomena), or that it could not be solved at all by
my concept of appearances, or could better be solved in another way; but
I ﬁnd not a word of this in the review. The reviewer therefore understood
nothing of my work and perhaps also nothing of the spirit and nature
of metaphysics itself, unless on the contrary, which I prefer to assume, a
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reviewer’s haste, indignant at the difﬁculty of plowing his way through
so many obstacles, cast an unfavorable shadow over the work lying before
him and made it unrecognizable to him in its fundamentals.
There is still a great deal needed for a learned gazette, however wellchosen and carefully selected its contributors may be, to be able to uphold
its otherwise well-deserved reputation in the ﬁeld of metaphysics just
as elsewhere. Other sciences and areas of learningb have their standards.
Mathematics has its standard within itself, history and theology in secular or sacred books, natural science and medicine in mathematics and
experience, jurisprudence in law books, and even matters of taste in ancient paradigms. But in order to assess the thing called metaphysics, the
standard must ﬁrst be found (I have made an attempt to determine this
standard as well as its use). Until it is ascertained, what is to be done when
works of this kind must be judged? If they are of the dogmatic kind, one
may do as one likes; no one will for long play the master over others in this
without ﬁnding someone who repays him in kind. But if they are of the
critical kind, and indeed not with regard to other writings but to reason
itself, so that the standard of appraisal cannot be already assumed but
must ﬁrst be sought: then objection and censure are not to be forbidden,
but they must be rooted in tolerance, since the need is common to us all,
and the lack of the required insight makes an air of judicial decisiveness
unsuitable.
But in order at the same time to tie this my defense to the interest of
the philosophizing community, I propose a test, which is decisive as to
the way in which all metaphysical investigations must be directed toward
their common end. This is nothing else than what mathematicians have
done before, in order to decide the merits of their methods in a contest –
that is, a challenge to my reviewer to prove in his own way any single
truly metaphysical (i.e., synthetic, and cognized a priori from concepts)
proposition he holds, and at best one of the most indispensable, such as
the principle of the persistence of substance or of the necessary determination of the events in the world through their cause – but, as is ﬁtting, to
prove it on a priori grounds. If he can’t do this (and silence is confession),
then he must admit: that, since metaphysics is absolutely nothing without the apodictic certainty of propositions of this sort, their possibility or
b

Kenntnisse
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impossibility would ﬁrst, before all else, have to be settled in a critique
of pure reason, and hence he is obliged either to acknowledge that my
principles of critique are correct or to prove their invalidity. Since, however, I already foresee that, as heedlessly as he has hitherto been relying
on the certainty of his principles, still, now that it comes down to a rigorous test, he will not ﬁnd a single principle in the whole compass of
metaphysics with which he can dare come forward, I will therefore grant
him the most favorable terms that can ever be expected in a competition;
namely, I will take the onus probandi8 from him and will have it put on me.
In particular, in these Prolegomena and in my Critique, pp. 426–61,9 he
will ﬁnd eight propositions which are, pair by pair, always in conﬂict with
one another, but each of which belongs necessarily to metaphysics, which
must either accept it or refute it (although there is not a single one of
them that has not in its day been accepted by some philosopher or other).
He now has the freedom to pick any one of these eight propositions he
likes, and to assume it without proof (which I concede him); but he is
to pick only one (for wasting time will be no more useful to him than
to me), and then to attack my proof of the antithesis. But if I can rescue
it, and in this way show that the opposite of the proposition he adopted
can be proven exactly as clearly, in accordance with principles that every
dogmatic metaphysics must of necessity acknowledge, then by this means
it is settled that there is an hereditary defect in metaphysics that cannot be
explained, much less removed, without ascending to its birthplace, pure
reason itself, and so my Critique must either be accepted or a better one
put in its place, and therefore it must at least be studied; which is the only
thing I ask for now. If, on the contrary, I cannot rescue my proof, then a
synthetic a priori proposition is established from dogmatic principles on
my opponent’s side, my indictment of ordinary metaphysics was therefore
unjust, and I offer to recognize his censure of my Critique as legitimate
(although this is far from being the likely outcome). But hereto it would
be necessary, I should think, to emerge from being incognito, since I do not
otherwise see how to prevent my being honored or assailed with many
problems from unknown and indeed unbidden opponents, instead of just
one.10
8
9
10

“burden of proof”
§51, above; Critique, a 426–61 / b 454–89, The Antinomies of Pure Reason.
Garve wrote to Kant on 13 July 1783, revealing his part in writing the original review, but maintaining that Feder’s revisions had distorted it, and enclosing a copy of his original, which he
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Proposal for an investigation of the Critique, after which the
judgment can follow
I am obliged to the learned public for the silence with which it has honored
my Critique for so long a time; for this after all demonstrates a suspension
of judgment, and thus some suspicion that, in a work that abandons all
the usual paths and pursues a new one in which one cannot immediately
ﬁnd one’s way, something might nonetheless perhaps be found through
which an important but now moribund branch of human knowledge could
receive new life and fertility, and so demonstrates a cautiousness, not
to break off and destroy the still fresh graft through an overly hasty
judgment. A specimen of a judgment that was delayed for such reasons
has only just now come before me in the Gothaische gelehrte Zeitung,11 a
judgment whose well-foundedness every reader will perceive for himself
(without taking into account my own suspect praise) from the clear and
candid presentation of a portion of the ﬁrst principles of my work.
And now I propose, since a large ediﬁce cannot possibly be instantly
judged as a whole through a quick once-over, that it be examined piece by
piece from its foundation, and that in this the present Prolegomena be used
as a general synopsis, with which the work itself could then be compared
on occasion. This suggestion, if it were based on nothing more than the
imagined importance that vanity customarily imparts to all one’s own
products, would be immodest and would deserve to be dismissed with
indignation. But the endeavors of all speculative philosophy now stand
at the point of total dissolution, although human reason clings to them
with undying affection, an affection that now seeks, though vainly, to turn
itself into indifference, only because it has been constantly betrayed.
In our thinking age it is not to be expected but that many meritorious
men would use every good opportunity to work together toward the common interest of an ever more enlightened reason, if only there appears
some hope of thereby attaining the goal. Mathematics, natural science,
law, the arts, even morals (and so on) do not completely ﬁll up the soul;
there still remains a space in it that is marked off for mere pure and
speculative reason, and its emptiness drives us to seek out, in grotesques

11

later published (Ak 10:328–33); on 7 August 1783, Kant responded that he now understood that
responsibility for the review could not be assigned publicly, and he dropped his challenge (Ak
10:336–43; CZ).
The review (pp. 208–11) was written by Schack Hermann Ewald (1745–1824), who subsequently
translated Spinoza.
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and trivialities, or else in delusions, what seems to be occupation and
amusement, but is at bottom only distraction to drown out the troublesome call of reason, which, as beﬁts its vocation, demands something that
satisﬁes it for itself, and does not merely stir it to activity on behalf of
other purposes or in the service of inclinations. Therefore, for everyone
who has even tried to enlarge his conception in this way, contemplation
that occupies itself only with this sphere of reason existing for itself has a
great attraction, because exactly in this sphere all other areas of learning
and even ends must, as I have reason to suppose, join together and unite
in a whole – and, I dare say, it has a greater attraction than any other
theoretical knowledge, for which one would not readily exchange it.
But I propose these Prolegomena as the plan and guide for the investigation, and not the work itself, because, with respect to the latter, though
I am even now quite satisﬁed as regards the content, order, and method,
and the care that was taken to weigh and test each proposition accurately
before setting it down (for it took years for me to be fully satisﬁed not
only with the whole, but sometimes also with only a single proposition, as
regards its sources), I am not fully satisﬁed with my presentation in some
chapters of the Doctrine of Elements, e.g., the Deduction of the concepts
of the understanding or the chapter on the Paralogisms of pure reason,12
since in them a certain prolixity obstructs the clarity, and in their stead the
examination can be based on what the Prolegomena here say with respect
to these chapters.
The Germans are praised for being able to advance things further than
other peoples in matters where persistence and unremitting industry are
called for. If this opinion is well-founded, then an opportunity presents
itself here to bring to completion an endeavor whose happy outcome
is hardly to be doubted and in which all thinking persons share equal
interest, but which has not succeeded before now – and to conﬁrm that
favorable opinion; especially since the science concerned is of such a
peculiar kind that it can be brought all at once to its full completion, and
into a permanent state such that it cannot be advanced the least bit further
and can be neither augmented nor altered by later discovery (herein I
do not include embellishment through enhanced clarity here and there,
or through added utility in all sorts of respects): an advantage that no
12

See the Table of contents (pp. 137–8) for the Critique. The chapters named were in fact heavily
revised in the “B” edition.
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other science has or can have, since none is concerned with a cognitive
faculty that is so fully isolated from, independent of, and unmingled with
other faculties. The present moment does not seem unfavorable to this
expectation of mine, since in Germany nowadays one hardly knows how
he could keep himself otherwise still occupied outside the so-called useful
sciences and have it be, not mere sport, but at the same time an endeavor
through which an enduring goal is reached.
I must leave it to others to contrive the means by which the efforts of
the learned could be united toward such an end. In the meantime it is
not my intention to expect of anyone a simple adherence to my theses,
nor even to ﬂatter myself with hope of that; rather, whether it should, as
it happens, be attacks, revisions, and qualiﬁcations that bring it about, or
conﬁrmation, completion, and extension, if only the matter is investigated
from the ground up, then it now can no longer fail that a system would
thereby come into being (even if it were not mine) that could become a
legacy to posterity for which it would have reason to be thankful.
It would be too much to show here what sort of metaphysics could be
expected to follow if one were ﬁrst right about the principles of a critique,
and how it would by no means have to appear paltry and cut down to just a
small ﬁgure because its false feathers had been plucked, but could in other
respects appear richly and respectably outﬁtted; but other large beneﬁts
that such a reform would bring with it are apparent at once. The ordinary
metaphysics has indeed already produced beneﬁts, because it searched
for the elementary concepts of the pure understanding in order to render
them clear through analysis and determinate through explication. It was
thereby a cultivation of reason, wherever reason might subsequently think
ﬁt to direct itself. But that was all the good that it did. For it undid this
merit again by promoting self-conceit through rash assertions, sophistry
through subtle evasions and glosses, and shallowness through the facility
with which it overcame the most difﬁcult problems with a little school
wisdom – a shallowness that is all the more enticing the more it has the
option of, on the one hand, taking on something from the language of
science, and, on the other, from popularity, and thereby is everything to
everyone, but in fact is nothing at all. By contrast, through critique our
judgment is afforded a standard by which knowledge can be distinguished
with certainty from pseudo knowledge; and, as a result of being brought
fully into play in metaphysics, critique establishes a manner of thinking
that subsequently extends its wholesome inﬂuence to every other use of
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reason, and for the ﬁrst time excites the true philosophical spirit. Moreover, the service it renders to theology, by making it independent of the
judgment of dogmatic speculation and in that way securing it against all
attacks from such opponents, is certainly not to be underrated. For the
ordinary metaphysics, although promising to assist theology greatly, was
subsequently unable to fulﬁll this promise, and beyond this, in calling
speculative dogmatism to its aid, had done nothing other than to arm
enemies against itself. Fanaticism, which cannot make headway in an enlightened age except by hiding behind a school metaphysics, under the
protection of which it can venture, as it were, to rave rationally, will be
driven by critical philosophy from this its ﬁnal hiding place; and beyond
all this it cannot fail to be important to a teacher of metaphysics to be
able, for once with universal assent, to say that what he propounds is
now at last science, and that through it genuine beneﬁt is rendered to the
commonweal.
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Preface to the Second Edition
Whether or not the cultivation of those cognitions that belong to the
occupation of reason treads the sure path of a science can be assessed
quickly from the results. If, after repeated preparations and provisions,
this cultivation gets bogged down as soon as it reaches the goal, or if it must
often backtrack and take another path to arrive at this goal; or equally, if it
is not possible to unite the various collaborators on the manner in which
their common aim should be pursued: then one can always be convinced
that such a pursuit has not yet (by far) taken the sure path of science,
but is merely groping about; and the discovery of this path, if possible,
is already a service to reason, even if much should have to be abandoned
as futile that was contained in the goal as previously accepted (without
reﬂection).
That logic has tread this sure path from the most ancient times up to
now can be seen from the fact that since Aristotle it has not had to take
a single step backward, if the removal of a few superﬂuous subtleties or
the clearer determination of what is presented are not to be reckoned as
improvements, which anyway pertain more to the elegance than to the
surety of the science. It is further noteworthy about logic that it also has
not, up to now, been able to take any step forward, and therefore seems,
to all appearance, to be ﬁnished and complete. For, if a few moderns
have thought to extend it by sticking in some psychological chapters on
the various cognitive powers (imagination, native wit), some metaphysical
chapters on the origin of cognition or on the various kinds of certainty in
accordance with differing objects (idealism, skepticism, etc.), and some
anthropological chapters on prejudices (their causes and remedies), this
stems from their ignorance of the peculiar nature of this science. It is not
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an enhancement but a disﬁguration of the sciences if their boundaries
are allowed to run together; the boundary of logic is, however, exactly
determined by its being a science that fully lays out and rigorously proves
nothing except the formal rules of all thinking – whether the thinking be
a priori or empirical, whatever origin or object it may have, and whether
the impediments it meets in our mind be incidental or natural.
That logic has succeeded so well is an advantage it owes only to its limitedness, by which it is entitled, nay, obliged to abstract from all objects
of cognition and their differentiation; and in logic, therefore, the understanding is concerned with nothing more than itself and its own form.
Naturally, it would have been far more difﬁcult for reason to pursue the
sure path of science if it had to deal not merely with itself but also with objects; hence logic, as a propaedeutic, forms as it were merely the vestibule
of the sciences; and if knowledge is being considered, a logic must indeed
be presupposed for its assessment, but the acquisition of such knowledge
must be sought in sciences genuinely and objectively so called.
Insofar as reason is supposed to be found in these sciences there must
be something cognized a priori in them; and the cognition of reason can
be related to its object in two ways, either merely in determining this
object1 and its concept (which must be given from somewhere else), or
else in making the object actual. The ﬁrst is theoretical, the second practical
cognition through reason. For both, the pure part – namely, that part (as
much or as little as it may contain) in which reason determines its object
wholly a priori – must be presented by itself in advance, and nothing
coming from other sources must be intermixed with it; for it is poor
management when one blindly pays out what comes in, without being
able to distinguish afterwards, if one gets stuck, which part of the revenue
could carry the expense, and from which some expense must be cut.
Mathematics and physics are both theoretical bodies of cognition
through reason that are supposed to determine their objects a priori –
the ﬁrst completely purely, the second at least in part purely, but then in
accordance with sources of cognition other than reason.
Mathematics has tread the sure path of a science from the earliest times
to which the history of human reason reaches, in that admirable people,
the Greeks. But it must not be thought that it was as easy for it to ﬁnd this
royal path, or rather to forge it for itself, as it was for logic, in which reason
1

On the notion of “determining an object,” see Introduction, p. xxv.
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is concerned only with itself; on the contrary, I believe that for a long time
it continued to grope about (especially still among the Egyptians), and that
the change is to be ascribed to a revolution, brought about in one attempt
by the lucky thought of a single man, from which point on there was no
more departing from the route that had to be taken, and the sure path of a
science was laid down and marked out for all times and to inﬁnite lengths.
The history of this revolution in manner of thinking – which was much
more important than the discovery of the way around the famous Cape of
Good Hope – and of the fortunate man who brought it about, has not been
preserved for us. And yet the saga that Diogenes Laertius2 hands down to us,
who names the presumed inventor of the smallest elements of geometrical
demonstration (which never needed any proof at all, according to common
opinion), proves that the recollection of this change by which the ﬁrst
sign of the discovery of the new path was produced must have seemed
of the utmost importance to the mathematicians, and for that reason to
have been unforgettable. A light came on for the ﬁrst person who gave a
demonstration of the isosceles trianglea (whether he was named Thales or
howsoever one wants);3 for he found that he must not investigate what
he saw in the ﬁgure, or even investigate the bare concept of the ﬁgure,
and as it were learn its properties by those means, but rather that he had
to produce (through construction) that which he himself, in accordance
with concepts, thought into and displayed in the ﬁgure, and that, in order
to know something a priori with security, he must attribute to the thing
nothing except what follows with necessity from that which he himself
has put into it in accordance with his concept.4
With natural science things went much more slowly before it came
upon the high road of science; for it is only about a century and a half ago
that the proposal of the ingenious Bacon of Verulam5 partly occasioned
this discovery – and partly, since some were already on its trail, simply invigorated it – a discovery that also can be explained only through a rapidly
a

2
3
4
5

The original “B” edition of Kant’s text reads “equilateral triangle” (gleichseitigen); in a letter to
C. G. Schütz, 25 June 1787 (Ak 10:489), Kant asked that the correction to “isosceles” (gleichschenkligten) be noted.
Diogenes Laertius (3rd century ad?), author of the Lives of the Philosophers.
Bk. i, proposition 5 of Euclid’s Elements demonstrates the equality of the two angles at the base of
an isosceles triangle, a demonstration traditionally credited to Thales of Miletus.
Kant described the notion of construction more fully in the Doctrine of Method, pp. 195–7.
Francis Bacon (1561–1626), British thinker whose works gave impetus to the new, empirical natural
philosophy (later, “natural science”).
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occurring revolution in manner of thinking. Here I will take into consideration natural science only insofar as it is founded on empirical principles.
When Galileo let balls of a weight he had chosen himself roll down
an inclined plane,6 or Torricelli made the air carry a weight that he
had himself beforehand thought to be equal to the known weight of a
column of water,7 or, at a still later time, when Stahl changed metals
into lime and back into metal again8 by depriving them of something and
restoring it,∗ a light came on for all students of nature. They grasped that
reason has insight only into that which it produces itself in accordance
with its own plan, that reason must lead the way with principles of its
judgments in accordance with ﬁxed laws, and that it must require nature
to answer its questions but must not let nature keep it solely as it were
in leading strings;9 for otherwise accidental observations, not being made
in accordance with a previously delineated plan, do not at all cohere in a
necessary law, which reason nonetheless seeks and requires. Reason must
go to nature holding in one hand its principles, through which alone
consilient appearances can be taken for laws, and, in the other hand, the
experiment it has devised according to those principles, so as indeed to be
taught by nature; but it must go in the character not of a pupil who allows
himself to be told whatever the teacher wishes, but of an invested judge
who requires witnesses to answer the questions he puts before them. And
even physics owes so advantageous a revolution of its manner of thinking
solely to the inspiration of seeking in nature (not imputing to it) that which
reason must learn from nature – and of which reason by itself would know
nothing – in accordance with what reason has itself put into nature. By
this means natural science was ﬁrst put onto the sure path of a science,
whereas throughout so many centuries it had been nothing more than a
mere groping about.
∗

6

7
8

9

I do not here follow precisely the thread of the history of the experimental method, whose
ﬁrst beginnings are indeed not well known.
Galileo Galilei (1564–1642), Italian mathematical natural philosopher who carried out experiments
on the inclined plane, which are reported in his Two New Sciences (originally published in Italian,
with Latin sections, in 1638).
Evangelista Torricelli (1608–47), Italian mathematician who was involved in the early barometric
experiments for measuring the weight of the air.
Georg Ernst Stahl (1660–1734), German physician and chemist who carried out experiments on
metals in accordance with the celebrated hypothesis that there is a basic chemical element named
“phlogiston,” which can be removed from and reunited with metals.
Leading strings are used to aid children in learning to walk.
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To metaphysics – a wholly isolated speculative cognition of reason which
rises completely above the teachings of experience through mere concepts
(not, like mathematics, through the application of concepts to intuition)
to where reason itself is then supposed to be its own pupil – fate has
before now not been so kind that it has been able to take up the sure path
of a science, despite the fact that metaphysics is more ancient than all of
the other sciences and would remain even if they should one and all be
completely swallowed up in the maw of an all-destroying barbarism. For
in metaphysics reason continually gets bogged down, even when it wants
to gain a priori insight (as it presumes) into the same laws that ordinary
experience conﬁrms. In metaphysics it has been necessary to backtrack
innumerable times, because the path is found not to lead where one wants
to go; and as concerns unanimity in its adherents’ assertions, it is still
so far away from that, that on the contrary it is a battleground which
in reality appears to be wholly destined for exercising its forces in mock
combat, and upon which no combatant has ever been able to gain even the
least ground for himself by ﬁghting and base a lasting possession upon
his victory. There is therefore no doubt that up to now the procedure of
metaphysics has been merely to grope about, and, what is the worst, to
do so among mere concepts.
What, then, is the reason that here the sure path of science could not be
found as yet? Is such a path perhaps not possible? Whence then did nature
visit upon our reason, as one of its most important concerns, the ceaseless
striving to search out this path? Still more, how little do we have cause to
have conﬁdence in our reason, when, in one of the most important areas
of our curiosity, it not only forsakes us, but detains us with false hopes
and in the end deceives us! Or have we merely missed this path up to
now; what sign can we make use of, so as to have hope that with renewed
investigation we will be more fortunate than others before us have been?
I should have thought that the examples of mathematics and natural science, which have become what they are now through a suddenly
achieved revolution, would have been remarkable enough for drawing attention to the essential part played by the alteration in manner of thinking
that was so advantageous for them, and at least for the attempt to emulate
those sciences in metaphysics, to the extent permitted by their analogy
with it, as cognitions of reason. Previously it has been assumed that all of
our cognition must conform itself to objects; but under this assumption
all attempts to decide something about objects a priori through concepts,
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and by which our cognition would be extended, have come to nothing.
Let us now, therefore, test whether we do not make better progress on the
problems of metaphysics by assuming that objects must conform themselves to our cognition – which already accords better with the desired
possibility for a priori cognition of such objects, cognition that must establish something concerning objects before those objects are given to us.
Matters stand here just as they did for the ﬁrst thoughts of Copernicus,10
who, when things did not go well for explaining the celestial motions if he
assumed that the entire host of stars rotates about the observer, sought to
ﬁnd whether things might not go better if he had the observer rotate, and
by contrast left the stars at rest. The same kind of thing can now be tried
in metaphysics, with respect to the intuition of objects. If intuition had to
conform itself to the constitution of objects, I do not see how anything
could be known of that constitution a priori; but if the object (as object of
the senses) conforms itself to the constitution of our faculty of intuition,
then I can very well imagine this possibility. But since, if these intuitions
are to become cognitions, I cannot stop with them, but must relate them,
as representations, to something else as object, and must determine this
object through them, I can, therefore, either assume that the concepts
through which I accomplish this determination conform themselves to
the object, and then I am back in the same perplexity about how I could
know something about the object a priori; or else I assume that objects, or,
what is the same, that the experience in which alone they can be cognized
(as objects that are given) conforms itself to those concepts, in which case
I immediately see an easier way out, since experience is itself a type of
cognition that requires the understanding, whose rule I must presume to
be in me before objects are given to me, and hence to be a priori, a rule
that is expressed a priori in concepts with which all objects of experience
must then necessarily conform and be in agreement. As regards objects
insofar as they can be thought through reason alone (and indeed necessarily so), but which (at least as reason thinks them) cannot at all be given
in experience, the attempts to think them (for they must admit of being
thought) will subsequently provide an excellent touchstone for what we
are taking up as the altered method in the manner of thinking, namely,
10

Nicolas Copernicus (1473–1543), Polish astronomer whose major work, On the Revolutions (originally published in Latin in 1543) argued that the sun is at the center of the universe, and that the
earth revolves around the sun annually, and rotates on its own axis diurnally.

144

Preface to the Second Edition
that we cognize a priori in things only what we have ourselves put into
them.∗
This test succeeds as hoped, and promises metaphysics, in its ﬁrst part,
the sure path of a science, since metaphysics occupies itself in particular
with a priori concepts for which the corresponding objects conforming
to those concepts can be given in experience. For with this alteration in
manner of thinking, the possibility of cognition a priori can be explained
very well, and, what is still more, adequate proofs can be provided for
the laws which, a priori, underlie nature as the sum total of the objects of
experience – both of which were impossible under the previous manner of
proceeding. However, from this deduction, in the ﬁrst part of metaphysics,
of our faculty for cognizing a priori, there follows a surprising result, which
is, to all appearance, quite detrimental to the entire goal that occupies
the second part of metaphysics – namely, the result that we can never
come beyond the boundary of possible experience with this faculty, which
nonetheless is precisely the essential concern of this science. But herein
lies exactly the experiment for counter testing the truth of the result of
this ﬁrst evaluation of our a priori cognition from reason, that is, that this
cognition relates only to appearances, leaving the things in themselves,
by contrast, indeed actual for themselves, but uncognized by us. For that
which drives us necessarily to go beyond the boundary of experience and
of all appearances is the unconditioned, something that reason necessarily
demands in the things in themselves, and which it by all rights demands
for every conditioned, and therefore for the series of conditions as a
completed series. If we now ﬁnd that, when we assume that our cognition
through experience conforms itself to objects as things in themselves,
the unconditioned cannot at all be thought without contradiction, but that,
on the contrary, when we assume that our representation of things as
∗
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This method, imitating that of the student of nature, consists therefore in this: to seek the
elements of pure reason in that which admits of being conﬁrmed or rejected through experiment.
But for testing the propositions of pure reason, especially if they venture out beyond all
bounds of possible experience, there is no experiment to be made with their objects (as in
natural science): therefore the experiment is feasible only with the concepts and principles that
we assume a priori – namely, by arranging them such that the same objects can be considered,
on the one hand, as objects of the senses and understanding for experience, but, on the other, as [b xix]
objects that one indeed merely thinks, at best as objects for isolated reason striving to exceed
the bounds of experience – and so by arranging them such that the same objects can be
considered from two different sides. If it is now found that when things are considered from
this bifurcated point of view the principle of pure reason is in harmony, but that with a single
point of view there arises an inevitable conﬂict of reason with itself, then the experiment
decides in favor of the correctness of this differentiation.
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they are given to us does not conform itself to these things as things in
themselves but rather that these objects, as appearances, instead conform
themselves to our manner of representation, the contradiction vanishes,
and that, consequently, the unconditioned has to be found, not in things
insofar as we are acquainted with them (i.e., as they are given to us), but
indeed in things insofar as we are not acquainted with them, as things in
themselves – then it is shown that what we at ﬁrst assumed for testing is
well-founded.∗ Now there still remains for us, after speculative reason has
been denied all advance into this ﬁeld of the supersensible, to investigate
whether, in reason’s practical cognition, data are not to be found for
determining this transcendent rational concept of the unconditioned, and,
in this way, for coming out beyond the boundary of all possible experience
with our cognition a priori (as metaphysics would like), though only with
respect to the practical. And with this way of proceeding speculative
reason has after all at least supplied us with room for such expansion
(even if speculative reason had to leave it empty), and we are therefore
still quite free, nay, we are even challenged by speculative reason to ﬁll it
up, if we can, through practical data of reason.∗∗
In this attempt to change the previous procedure of metaphysics, and,
following the example of the geometer and the student of nature, to do
it by our undertaking a complete revolution in metaphysics, consists the
business of this critique of pure speculative reason. It is a treatise of the
method, not a system of the science itself; but it nonetheless sets down
∗

∗∗

11

This experiment of pure reason is very similar to that of the chemists, which they sometimes
call the test by reduction, but in general call the synthetic method of proceeding. The analysis of the
metaphysician divides pure cognition a priori into two quite heterogeneous elements, namely,
the cognition of things as appearances, and, second, of things in themselves. The dialectic
conjoins the two once again into a unity with reason’s necessary idea of the unconditioned,
and discovers that this unity can never result except through this differentiation, which is,
therefore, the true one.11
Similarly, the central laws of the motion of the celestial bodies supplied ﬁxed certainty to that
which Copernicus at ﬁrst assumed only as a hypothesis, and at the same time gave proof of the
invisible force binding together the system of the world (the Newtonian attraction), which
would have forever remained undiscovered if the former had not ventured, in a paradoxical
but nonetheless correct manner, to seek the observed motions not in the objects in the
heavens, but rather in the observer of those objects. In this preface I am also putting forth
the change in manner of thinking propounded in the Critique (which is analogous to the
preceding hypothesis) merely as a hypothesis – although in the treatise itself it is proven, not
hypothetically, but apodictically, from the nature of our representations of space and time
and from the elementary concepts of the understanding – in order merely to draw notice to
the ﬁrst attempt at such a change, which is always hypothetical.
The “analysis of the metaphysician” refers to the Transcendental Analytic, the “dialectic” to the
Transcendental Dialectic (see Contents, pp. 137–8).
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the complete outline of this science, both as regards its boundaries and
its entire inner structure. For it is peculiar to pure speculative reason that
it can and must both take the measure of its own ability according to the
different ways it chooses to think objects, and also enumerate completely
the various ways for posing problems to itself (and so set down a complete sketch for a system of metaphysics) – since, as regards the former,
in cognition a priori nothing can be attributed to objects except what
the thinking subject takes from itself, and, concerning the latter, pure
speculative reason is, as regards the principles of cognition, a completely
separate and self-subsistent unity, in which, as in an organized body, any
one part exists for the sake of all the others and they exist for the sake of
the one, and in which no principle can be taken with certainty in any one
relation, without also having been examined in thoroughgoing relation to
the entire use of pure reason. But for that very reason metaphysics also has
the rare good fortune, allotted to no other science of reason concerned
with objects (for logic is concerned only with the form of thinking in
general), that, if it is set onto the sure path of science through this critique, it can fully comprehend the entire ﬁeld of the cognitions belonging
to it, and can therefore complete its work and consign it over for the use of
posterity as capital stock that can never be augmented, since metaphysics
is concerned solely with principles and the limitations on their use that can
be determined through those principles themselves. Metaphysics, therefore, as fundamental science, is also obligated to this completeness, and
we must be able to say of it: nil actum reputans, si quid superesset agendum.12
But, it will be asked, what sort of treasure is this that we intend to
bequeath to posterity through a metaphysics such as is puriﬁed through
critique, and also brought thereby into a condition of permanence? Upon
a superﬁcial survey of this work, one will believe one has perceived that its
beneﬁt is indeed merely negative, namely, so that we never venture beyond
the boundary of experience with speculative reason; and that is, in fact,
its primary beneﬁt. This beneﬁt, however, immediately becomes positive,
when it is perceived that the principles with which speculative reason
ventures out beyond its boundaries have as their inevitable consequence
not in fact the expansion, but rather, if they are examined more closely, the
contraction of our use of reason, in that they actually threaten to expand
the boundaries of sensibility (to which these principles really belong) to
12

“thinking nothing has been accomplished if anything should remain to be done.”
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include everything, and so to push aside completely the pure (practical)
use of reason. A critique that limits speculative reason is, then, to that
extent indeed negative, but, because it thereby simultaneously removes
an obstacle that limits the practical use of reason or even threatens to
destroy it, it is in fact of positive and very important beneﬁt, as soon as
one becomes convinced that there is an absolutely necessary practical use
of pure reason (the moral use), in which it inevitably extends itself beyond the boundaries of sensibility, for which it indeed needs no help from
speculative reason, but for which it nonetheless must be secured against
the counter effect of speculative reason, so as not to fall into contradiction
with itself. To deny positive beneﬁt to this service of the Critique would be
as much as to say that the police provide no positive beneﬁt because their
chief occupation is merely to check the violence that citizens have to fear
from other citizens, so that each can go about their business peacefully
and securely. It is proven in the analytic part of the Critique that space and
time are only forms of sensory intuition and therefore only conditions
of the existence of things as appearances; that, furthermore, we have no
concepts of the understanding, and hence no elements whatsoever for
the cognition of things, except insofar as these concepts can be given a
corresponding intuition; and that, in consequence, we cannot have cognition of any object as a thing in itself, but only insofar as it is an object of
sensory intuition, i.e., as appearance; from which then admittedly follows
the limitation of all possible speculative cognition through reason to mere
objects of experience. Nevertheless, it must be kept in mind that hereunto
it is indeed always reserved that we must be able, if not to cognize, then
still at least to think these very same objects as things in themselves.∗
For otherwise, the absurd proposition would follow that there would be
appearance without there being something that now appears. Now if we
want to assume that the distinction (necessitated by our Critique) of things
as objects of experience from the very same things as things in themselves
had not been made at all, then the principle of causality, and hence the
∗

In order to cognize an object it is required that I can prove its possibility (whether from its
actuality, through the testimony of experience, or a priori through reason). But I can think
whatever I wish, if I merely do not contradict myself (i.e., if my concept is merely a possible
thought), even if I cannot vouch for whether, within the ambit of all possibilities, an object
corresponds to it or not. But in order to attribute objective validity (real possibility, for the
previous possibility was merely logical) to such a concept, something additional is required.
But this addition need not be sought in the sources of theoretical cognition; it can also lie in
the practical.
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mechanism of nature in the determination of that causality, would have
to be valid absolutely for all things in general as efﬁcient causes. I would,
therefore, not be able to say of one and the same being, e.g., the human
soul, that its will is free and that it nonetheless is also subject to natural
necessity, i.e., is not free, without falling into a manifest contradiction,
since in both propositions I have taken the soul in one and the same signiﬁcation, namely, as a thing in general (as a thing in itself) – and without
a preceding critique I could not have taken it otherwise. If, however, the
Critique is not mistaken, then, since it instructs one to take the object in
two different signiﬁcations, that is, as appearance, or as thing in itself, and
if the deduction of its concepts of the understanding is correct, and so
the principle of causality refers only to things taken in the ﬁrst sense,
namely, insofar as they are objects of experience, but the very same things
are not, under the second signiﬁcation, subject to that principle: then the
very same will is thought in appearance (in visible actions) as conforming
to natural law, and to that extent as not free, and yet, on the other hand,
is thought as belonging to a thing in itself, which is not subject to that
law, and hence is thought as being free, without a contradiction thereby
occurring. Now, although I cannot cognize my soul, considered in the latter respect, through speculative reason (and still less through empirical
observation), and hence also cannot cognize freedom as the property of
a being to which I attribute effects in the sensible world, since I would
have to cognize such a being determinately, in accordance with its existence, and yet not in time (which is impossible, since I cannot bring any
intuition under my concept), I can nonetheless think freedom; that is,
the representation of freedom at least does not contain a contradiction,
if our critical distinction of the two kinds of representation (sensory and
intellectual), and the limitation of the pure concepts of the understanding derived from it, and hence also the limitation of the principles that
ﬂow from those concepts, are granted. Suppose, now, that morals necessarily presupposes freedom (in the strictest sense) as a property of our
will, in that it adduces, a priori, original practical principles inherent in
our reason as data for it, principles that would be absolutely impossible
without presupposing freedom, but that speculative reason had proven
that this freedom does not even allow of being thought; then that presupposition (that is, the moral presupposition) necessarily must give way
to the presupposition whose opposite contains a manifest contradiction,
and consequently freedom, and with it, morality (for its opposite does
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not contain any contradiction if freedom is not presupposed), must make
room for the mechanism of nature. But since, for morals, I do not need
anything more than that freedom merely does not contradict itself, and
hence that it indeed at least permits of being thought without there being
need for further insight into it, and that it therefore does not in any way
obstruct the mechanism of nature regarding the very same action (taken
in another respect), then, the doctrine of morality retains its place and the
doctrine of nature keeps its as well, something that would not have taken
place if the Critique had not previously instructed us about our inevitable
ignorance with respect to things in themselves, and had not restricted
everything that we can cognize theoretically to mere appearances. This
same exposition of the positive beneﬁt of the critical principles of pure
reason can be produced with respect to the concept of God and the simple
nature of our soul, which, however, I pass over for brevity’s sake. I can
therefore not so much as even assume God, freedom, and immortality on
behalf of the necessary, practical use of my reason, if I do not at the same
time deprive speculative reason of its pretension to transcendent insights,
since, in order to achieve such insights, it must make use of principles
which, because they in fact extend only to objects of possible experience,
always change their object into appearance if they are indeed applied to
something that cannot be an object of experience, and which therefore
pronounce all practical expansion of pure reason to be impossible. I
therefore had to cast out knowledge in order to make room for belief; the
dogmatism of metaphysics, i.e., the preconception that it makes progress
without a critique of pure reason, is the true source of all the unbelief
(always extremely dogmatic) which conﬂicts with morality. – – If, therefore, with a systematic metaphysics drawn up according to the Critique
of Pure Reason it cannot be very difﬁcult to leave a bequest for posterity,
still, this gift is not to be deemed insigniﬁcant, whether one considers in
general merely the cultivation of reason along the sure path of a science by
comparison with reason’s baseless groping and frivolous roaming about
in the absence of critique, or one also considers the better use of time for
inquisitive young people, who, with the ordinary dogmatism, receive so
early and so great an encouragement to engage with ease in false subtlety –
or even to seek the invention of new thoughts and opinions – concerning
things about which they understand nothing and in which they will never
(anymore than anyone else) have insight into anything, and are therefore
encouraged to neglect the learning of sciences that are better founded;
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but mostly, this gift is not to be deemed insigniﬁcant if one takes into account the inestimable advantage of ending, in the Socratic manner (that is,
through the clearest proof of the ignorance of the opponents) all opposition to morality and religion for all future time. For there has always been
one or another metaphysics in the world, and metaphysics will be there to
be found in the future as well, and also a dialectic of pure reason with it,
since this dialectic is natural to pure reason. It is therefore the ﬁrst and
most important concern of philosophy to deprive metaphysics of all detrimental inﬂuence once and for all, by blocking the source of the errors.
With this important change in the ﬁeld of the sciences, and the loss
that speculative reason must suffer of its previously fancied possession,
everything nonetheless remains in the same fortunate condition as it has
ever been regarding the universal concerns of humankind and the beneﬁt
that the world has hitherto derived from the doctrines of pure reason,
and the loss hits only the monopoly of the schools but in no way affects the
interest of humankind. I ask the most rigid dogmatist whether the proof of
the persistence of the soul after death from the simplicity of substance,
or that of the freedom of the will in opposition to universal mechanism
through the subtle, though impotent, distinctions between subjective and
objective practical necessity, or that of the existence of God from the concept of a most-real being (the concept of the contingency of the mutable
and of the necessity of a ﬁrst mover), have ever, after going out from the
schools, reached the public itself and been able to inﬂuence its conviction
in the least? Now if this has not happened, and also can never be expected
to happen, because common sense is unsuited to such subtle speculation;
if rather the conviction that spreads to the public, insofar as it rests on
rational grounds, had to be effected completely on its own, if, as concerns
the ﬁrst matter, the natural human predisposition (found in everyone)
never to be able to be satisﬁed by what is temporal (as inadequate for the
foundations of the complete vocation of humankind) had to effect by itself
the hope of a future life, if, with respect to the second matter, the mere
clear presentation of duties as opposed to all the claims of inclination had
to effect by itself the consciousness of freedom, and ﬁnally, if, regarding the
third matter, the magniﬁcent order, beauty, and foresight that shows forth
everywhere in nature had to effect by itself alone the belief in a great and
wise Author of the world: then not only does this possession indeed remain
undisturbed, but it gains much more in respect, because the schools are
now taught not to presume any higher or more extensive insight into a
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point that touches upon the universal concerns of humankind, than that
to which the great multitude (for us worthy of the highest respect) can
also very easily attain, and therefore to restrict themselves solely to the
cultivation of these universally comprehensible grounds for proof, which
are sufﬁcient with respect to morality. The change therefore concerns
only the arrogant claims of the schools, who in these matters (as indeed
rightly so in many other areas) would very much like to be regarded as the
sole knowers and preservers of such truths, permitting the public only
their use, but reserving the key to such truths to themselves (quod mecum
nescit, solus vult scire videri).13 But provision is nonetheless made for a more
reasonable claim for speculative philosophy. That philosophy remains always the exclusive depository of a science that is beneﬁcial to the public
without its knowledge, namely, the critique of reason; for this critique can
never become popular, and indeed has no need to be so, because as little as
the people want to comprehend ﬁnely spun arguments for useful truths,
just as little do the subtle objections against such truths ever come into
their minds; by contrast, since the school, as well as anyone who ascends
to speculation, inevitably falls into both of these, critique is obligated,
through a thorough investigation of the rights of speculative reason, to
prevent once and for all the scandal, which, sooner or later, must rise
up, even to the people, out of the controversies in which metaphysicians
(and ultimately even ecclesiastics too, as metaphysicians) inevitably ensnarl themselves without critique, controversies that subsequently even
corrupt their own doctrines. Now only through critique can materialism,
fatalism, atheism, freethinking unbelief, fanaticism, and superstition (which
can become universally harmful), and lastly idealism and skepticism (which
are more dangerous for the schools, and can scarcely pass over into the
public) be cut off at the very root. If indeed governments think it proper to
meddle with the affairs of the learned, it would be far more conformable
to their wisdom in providing for the sciences as well as for humankind to
countenance the freedom of such critique, through which alone the cultivation of reason can be put on ﬁrm footing, than to support the ridiculous
despotism of the schools, who raise a loud cry about public danger if
someone tears apart their cobwebs, of which the public has indeed never
taken notice, and the loss of which it therefore also can never feel.

13

“what he, along with me, doesn’t know, he alone wishes to seem to know”
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The Critique is not opposed to the dogmatic procedure of reason in its
pure cognition, as science (for science must always be dogmatic, i.e., it
must always be rigorously proven from secure principles a priori), but to
dogmatism, i.e., to the pretension of making progress in pure cognition
from concepts (philosophical cognition) using only principles such as reason has long made use of, without inquiring into the manner and the right
by which reason has arrived at those principles. Dogmatism therefore is
the dogmatic procedure of pure reason, without a preceding critique of
reason’s own ability. Consequently, this opposition should not, under the
self-assumed name of popularity, speak in favor of babbling superﬁciality,
nor indeed of skepticism, which makes short work of metaphysics; on
the contrary, the Critique is the necessary preliminary preparation for the
advancement of a well-founded metaphysics as science, which necessarily
must be worked out dogmatically and, in accordance with the strictest requirements, systematically, and so scholastically (not popularly), for this
requirement on it is irremissible, since it obligates itself to carry out its
business wholly a priori, hence to the complete satisfaction of speculative
reason. Therefore in the execution of the plan prescribed by the Critique,
i.e., in the future system of metaphysics, we must hereafter follow the rigorous method of the famous Wolff,14 the greatest among all the dogmatic
philosophers, who ﬁrst gave the example (and through this example was
the author of the as yet unextinguished spirit of thoroughness in Germany)
of how, through the law-governed establishment of principles, the clear
determination of concepts, the well-tested rigor of proof, and the avoidance of daring leaps in inferences, the sure path of science might be taken,
who even was, for that very reason, especially qualiﬁed to advance a science
like metaphysics into this condition, had it occurred to him to prepare the
ﬁeld ahead of time through a critique of the organ, namely of pure reason
itself – a failing that is to be attributed not so much to him as instead to
the dogmatic mentality of his age, and concerning this the philosophers
of his time as well as of all previous times have nothing to blame each
other for. Whosoever rejects his method and so indeed also the procedure
of the Critique of Pure Reason can have nothing else in mind except to
cast off completely the fetters of science, and to transform work into play,
certainty into opinion, and philosophy into philodoxy.
...
14

On Wolff, see Introduction, pp. xii, xvi–xvii, and Prolegomena, p. 22.
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VII. Idea and division of a special science, under the name of a critique
of pure reasona

[a 10]

From all of this now follows the idea of a special science, which can be
called the critique of pure reason. For reason is the faculty that supplies the
principles of a priori cognition. Hence, pure reason is what contains the
principles for unconditionally cognizing something a priori. An organon
of pure reason would be a sum total of those principles according to
which all pure cognition a priori can be acquired and actually brought
about. The complete execution of such an organon would yield a system
of pure reason. But since this system is greatly desired, although it is still
undecided whether, and in what instances, an expansion of our cognition is
in general possible here, we can look upon a science of the mere assessment
of pure reason, its sources and boundaries, as the propaedeutic to the system
of pure reason. Such a science should not be called a doctrine, but only a
critique of pure reason, and its beneﬁt, with respect to speculation, would
actually be only negative, serving not for the expansion but only for the
puriﬁcation of our reason, and for keeping reason free of error, which is
already a very great gain. I call all cognition transcendental that is in general
concerned not so much with objects as with our manner of cognizing
objects, insofar as such cognition is supposed to be possible a priori. A
system of such concepts would be called transcendental philosophy. But such
a philosophy is, again, still too much for a starting place. For since such a
science would have to contain, in full, both analytic cognition and synthetic

[a 11]

[b 25]

[a 12]

a

This heading was added in “B” and two sentences were deleted from the paragraph, with other
small revisions. The text follows “B” (see Note on texts and translation).
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cognition a priori, it is therefore, as far as our aim is concerned, of too broad
a scope, in that we need only to carry the analysis as far as is indispensably
necessary in order to gain insight into the principles of a priori synthesis
in their full scope, which is our sole concern. This investigation, which
we truly cannot call a doctrine but only a transcendental critique – since it
does not aim at the extension of cognition itself, but only at its correction,
and is supposed to furnish the touchstone of the value or lack of value of all
a priori cognition – is what we are now engaged with. A critique of this sort
is, accordingly, a preparation for, if possible, an organon, and, if that should
not be achieved, at least for a canon of all a priori cognition, in accordance
with which the complete system of the philosophy of pure reason, whether
this consists in expanding or merely in bounding its cognition, could
eventually be presented, both analytically and synthetically. For it can
already be concluded ahead of time that this system is possible – indeed,
that such a system cannot be of very great scope, so that there is hope for
completing it in full – from the fact that the subject matter here is not the
nature of things, which is inexhaustible, but rather the understanding,
which judges the nature of things, and that it is, again, the understanding
only as regards its cognition a priori, whose repertory, since we need not
in any case search for it without, cannot remain hidden from us, and is,
in all expectation, small enough to be completely surveyed, assessed as
to its value or lack of value, and accurately appraised. Still less should
one expect here a critique of books and systems of pure reason, but of the
faculty of pure reason itself. On the basis of this critique alone does one
have a sure touchstone for appraising the philosophical import of old and
new works in this ﬁeld; otherwise, one unauthorized reporter and judge
assesses the baseless assertions of another by means of his own, equally
baseless, assertions.b
...
b

This sentence was added in “B.”
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First Part
The Transcendental Aesthetic
§1a

[b 34]
[a 20]

In whatever manner and through whatever means a cognition may relate
to objects, intuition is that by which it relates to objects immediately,
and that toward which, as a means, all thought aims. But intuition takes
place only insofar as the object is given to us; this in turn, however, is
made possible, for us human beings at least,1 only through the object’s
affecting the mind in a speciﬁc manner. The capacity (receptivity) to
obtain representations through the way in which we are affected by objects
is called sensibility. By means of sensibility, therefore, objects are given to
us, and it alone provides us with intuitions; but through the understanding
objects are thought, and from it there arise concepts. All thinking, however,
whether it do so directly (directe), or indirectly (indirecte), by means of
certain characters, must ultimately relate to intuitions, and hence, for us,
to sensibility, for no object can be given to us in any other way.
The effect of an object upon the capacity for representation, insofar as
we are affected by that object, is sensation. The intuition that is related to
the object through sensation is called empirical. The indeterminate object
of an empirical intuition is called appearance.
a
1

The section numbers were added in “B” with minor revisions to §i.
The restriction to human beings was added in “B”. In the revised Deduction, Kant contrasted
beings who must be given objects through intuition with a being who would bring objects into
existence by thinking of them. Such a being would have an “intuitive understanding” or “intuitive
intellect”; Kant’s example is the divine being (b 135, 138–9, 145).
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Within appearance, that which corresponds to sensation I call the matter
of appearance, but that which makes it that the manifold of appearance
can be ordered in speciﬁc relations I call the form of appearance. Since
that in which alone sensations can be ordered and arranged in a speciﬁc
form cannot itself again be sensation, it follows that although the matter
of all appearance is given to us only a posteriori, the form of appearance
must, for all sensations taken together, lie ready in the mind a priori, and
hence must be able to be considered apart from all sensation.
I call all representations pure (in the transcendental sense) in which
nothing is found belonging to sensation. Accordingly, the pure form of
sensory intuitions in general, in which all the manifold of appearances is
intuited in speciﬁc relations, will be found in the mind a priori. This pure
form of sensibility will itself be called pure intuition. Thus, if I separate
from the representation of a body that which the understanding thinks in
it, such as substance, force, divisibility, etc., and also that which belongs to
sensation, such as impenetrability, hardness, color, etc., then something
still remains to me of this empirical intuition, namely, extension and shape.
These belong to pure intuition, which occurs in the mind a priori, as a
mere form of sensibility, even without an actual object of the senses or a
sensation.
A science of all the a priori principles of sensibility I call transcendental
aesthetic.∗ There must be such a science, which forms the ﬁrst part of the
Transcendental Doctrine of Elements, in contrast to that science which
contains the principles of pure thinking, and is called transcendental
logic.

[b 35]

[a 21]

[b 36]

∗

The Germans are the only ones now using the word aesthetic to designate what others call
the critique of taste. Underlying this is a misplaced hope, conceived by the excellent analyst
Baumgarten,2 to subsume the critical appraisal of the beautiful under rational principles
and to elevate the rules for such appraisal to science. But this endeavor is futile. For the
aforementioned rules, or criteria, are empirical (in accordance with their principal sources),
and can therefore never serve as determinate laws a priori to which our judgment of taste
would have to conform; on the contrary, our judgment of taste constitutes the true touchstone
for the correctness of such rules or criteria. For that reason it is advisable either to give up [b 36]
this appellation, and to reserve it for that doctrine which is a true science (through which
one would come closer to the speech and meaning of the ancients, for whom the division
of cognition into aestheta kai noeta3 was well renowned), or to divide this appellation with
speculative philosophy, and to take aesthetic partly in a transcendental sense, and partly in a
psychological sense.b

b
2
3

From “or to divide” to the end added in “B,” along with some qualifying words in the note.
Baumgarten, Aesthetica (Frankfurt, 1750).
“sensible and intelligible”
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In transcendental aesthetic we will, therefore, ﬁrst isolate sensibility,
by separating off everything that the understanding thinks in addition
through its concepts, so that nothing but empirical intuition is left over.
Second, we will separate out from sensibility everything that belongs to
sensation, so that nothing but pure intuition and the mere form of the
appearances remains, which is all that sensibility can provide a priori.
Through this investigation it will be found that there are two pure forms
of sensory intuition as principles of a priori cognition, namely, space and
time, to which we now turn our attention.

[b 37]

The Transcendental Aesthetic
First Chapter
On Space
§2
Metaphysical exposition of this conceptc

[a 23]

Through outer sense (a property of our mind) we represent objects as
outside us, and all of them together as in space. Within that space the
shape, size, and relation to one another of these objects are determinate
or determinable. Inner sense, by means of which the mind intuits itself
or its inner state, does not, it is true, provide any intuition of the soul
itself as an object; but there is nonetheless a determinate form under
which alone the intuition of the soul’s inner state is possible, such that
everything that belongs to inner determinations is represented in relations
of time. Time cannot be intuited as outer, anymore than space can be
intuited as something in us. What, now, are space and time? Are they
actual beings? Are they mere determinations or else relations of things,
but nonetheless of the sort that would in themselves belong to such things
if they were not being intuited;4 or are they such that they inhere only
in the form of intuition, and hence in the subjective constitution of our
c

4

The section heading was added in “B.” A numbered paragraph on geometry found in “A” was
replaced in “B” by a lengthier discussion further on (not included here). There were small emendations throughout, and signiﬁcant revision in (4), below.
These questions formed part of dispute between Samuel Clarke (1675–1729), a friend and follower
of Isaac Newton (1642–1727), and Leibniz; their Correspondence was published in English in 1717
and in French in 1720; it was well known to Kant.
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mind, in the absence of which these predicates could not be ascribed to
anything whatsoever? To inform ourselves in this matter, we will ﬁrst
give an exposition of the concept of space. By an exposition (expositio) I
understand the clear (though not, indeed, complete) presentation of what
belongs to a concept; and the exposition is metaphysical if it contains what
is exhibited by the concept as given a priori.d
(1) Space is no empirical concept, which has been abstracted from
outer experience. For, in order for sensations to be related to something
outside me (i.e., to something in another position in space from that in
which I am located), as also for me to be able to represent these sensations as outside and alongside one another, and hence not merely as
different, but as in different places, the representation of space must already be there as a basis. Accordingly, the representation of space cannot
be borrowed from the relations of outer appearance through experience,
but this outer experience is itself ﬁrst possible only by means of that
representation.
(2) Space is a necessary representation, a priori, which underlies all
outer intuitions. One can never form a representation of the absence
of space, though one can very well conceive that no objects are to be
found in it. Space is therefore to be considered as the condition for the
possibility of appearances, and not as a determination that is dependent on
appearances; and it is a representation a priori, which necessarily underlies
outer appearances.
(3) Space is no discursive, or, as one says, general concept of the relations
of things in general, but rather is a pure intuition. For, ﬁrst, one can
represent to oneself only one space, and if one speaks of many spaces, one
understands thereby merely parts of one and the same unique space. These
parts cannot precede the one all-encompassing space as its constituent
parts (out of which it was possible to compose it), but rather can only be
thought in it. Space is essentially one; the manifold in it, and hence also the
general concept of spaces in general, is based solely on limitations. From
this it follows, with respect to space, that an a priori intuition (which is not
empirical) underlies all concepts of it. Hence all geometrical propositions,
e.g., that in a triangle two sides taken together are larger than the third,
are derived not from the general concepts of line and triangle, but from
intuition, a priori and with apodictic certainty.
d

This sentence was added in “B.”
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(4) Space is represented as an inﬁnite given magnitude. Now one must, it
is true, think any concept as a representation that is contained in an inﬁnity
of different possible representations (as their common characteristic) and
hence as a representation that contains those representations under it;
but no concept, as such, can be thought as if it contained an inﬁnity of
representations in it. Yet space is thought in this way (for all parts of space,
to inﬁnity, exist simultaneously). Therefore the original representation of
space is an a prior intuition, and not a concept.
...
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Second Part
Transcendental Logica
Introduction: The idea of a transcendental logic
I. On logic in general Our cognition arises from two fundamental sources
in the mind, the ﬁrst of which is the receiving of representations (receptivity of impressions), the second, the capacity to cognize an object
by means of these representations (spontaneity of concepts); through the
ﬁrst an object is given to us, through the second this object is, in relation
to this representation (as a mere determination of the mind), thought.
Intuition and concepts therefore constitute the elements of all our cognition, in such a way that neither concepts without intuition in some way
corresponding to them, nor intuition without concepts, can yield a cognition. Both are either pure or empirical. Empirical, if sensation (which
presupposes the actual presence of the object) is contained therein; but
pure if no sensation is intermixed with the representation. The sensation
can be called the matter of sensory cognition. Hence, pure intuition contains only the form under which something is intuited, and a pure concept
contains only the form of the thought of an object in general. Only pure
intuitions or concepts alone are possible a priori; empirical intuitions or
concepts are possible only a posteriori.
a

In the passages here translated from the Introduction to the Transcendental Logic and from
the Analytic of Concepts, “B” (which is followed) differs from “A” only in minor typographical
emendations. The section numbers added in “B” are now omitted.
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If the receptivity of our mind, its capacity for receiving representations
insofar as it is affected in some way, is to be called sensibility, then, by
comparison, the capacity for generating representations by itself, or the
spontaneity of cognition, is the understanding. Our nature is such that intuition can never be other than sensory, i.e., it contains only the way in which
we are affected by objects. In contrast, the faculty for thinking the object
of sensory intuition is the understanding. Neither of these attributes is to
be given precedence over the other. Without sensibility no object would
be given to us, and without understanding no object would be thought
by us. Thoughts without content are empty, intuitions without concepts
are blind. Hence, it is just as necessary to make one’s concepts sensible
(i.e., to adjoin an object to them in intuition), as it is to make one’s intuitions intelligible (i.e., to bring them under concepts). The two faculties or
capacities cannot exchange their functions. The understanding can intuit
nothing, the senses can think nothing. Only from their union can cognition arise. But one must not, because of that, confuse the part played
by each; rather, one has great cause to separate and to distinguish the
one from the other. We therefore distinguish the science of the rules of
sensibility in general, i.e., aesthetic, from the science of the rules of the
understanding in general, i.e., logic.
...

Transcendental Logic
First Division: The Transcendental Analytic

[a 65 / b 90]
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First Book: The Analytic of Concepts
By an analytic of concepts I do not mean their analysis, nor the ordinary
procedure in philosophical investigation of analyzing and clarifying concepts that present themselves as regards their content, but the as yet little
attempted analysis of the faculty of understanding itself, so as to investigate
the possibility of a priori concepts by seeking that possibility in the understanding alone (as the birthplace of those concepts), and by analyzing
the pure use of those concepts (in general); for this is the proper business
of transcendental philosophy; the rest is the logical treatment of concepts
in philosophy in general. We will therefore pursue the pure concepts as
far as their ﬁrst seeds and predispositions in the human understanding,
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in which they lie ready until they are ﬁnally developed on the occasion
of experience and exhibited by that same understanding in their purity,
freed from the empirical conditions attaching to them.

The Analytic of Concepts
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First Chapter
On the Guiding Thread for the Discovery of All Pure
Concepts of the Understanding
...
Transcendental philosophy has the advantage, but also the obligation, of
searching for its concepts in accordance with a principle; for these concepts spring forth pure and unmixed out of the understanding, which is
an absolute unity, and therefore must cohere among themselves according to a concept, or an idea. Such coherence, however, supplies a rule
according to which the place of each pure concept of the understanding,
and the collective completeness of them all, can be determined a priori,
all of which would otherwise depend on whim or chance.

[a 67 / b 92]

The Transcendental Guiding Thread for the Discovery of All
Pure Concepts of the Understanding
First section: On the logical use of the understanding in general
The understanding has above been explicated merely negatively: as a
non-sensory faculty of cognition. Now we cannot obtain any intuition
independent of sensibility. The understanding is therefore no faculty of
intuition. There is however, apart from intuition, no other kind of cognition except through concepts. Hence the cognition of any (at least human)
understanding is cognition through concepts; it is not intuitive, but discursive. All intuitions, as sensory, rest on affectings; concepts, then, rest
on functions. But by function I understand the unity of the act of ordering diverse representations under a common representation. Concepts
are therefore founded upon the spontaneity of thought, just as sensory
intuitions are founded upon receptivity of impressions. The understanding can, however, make no other use of these concepts except to judge
by means of them. Since no representation but intuition alone refers
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immediately to an object, a concept is never related immediately to an
object, but rather to some other representation of that object (whether
it be an intuition or even a concept). Judgment is therefore the mediate
cognition of an object, and hence it is the representation of a representation of the object. In every judgment there is a concept that holds of many
things, and which, among that multitude, also comprehends a given representation that is then related immediately to the object. Thus, e.g., in
the judgment: All bodies are divisible,b the concept of the divisible refers to
various other concepts; among these, however, it is here especially referred
to the concept of body; and this concept is referred to certain appearancesc
present to us. These objects are therefore mediately represented through
the concept of divisibility. Accordingly, all judgments are functions of
unity among our representations, since, in particular, instead of an immediate representation a higher representation – which comprehends this
immediate one, and many others, under it – is used for the cognition of
the object, and many possible cognitions are gathered into one. We can,
however, reduce all acts of the understanding to judgments, so that the
understanding in general can be represented as a faculty for judging. For the
understanding, according to the above, is a faculty for thinking. Thinking
is cognition through concepts. Concepts, however, refer, as predicates of
possible judgments, to some representation or other of an as yet undetermined object. Hence, the concept of body denotes something, e.g., metal,
which can be cognized through that concept. It is therefore a concept
only because other representations are contained under it by means of
which it can refer to objects. It is therefore the predicate of a possible
judgment, e.g., that every metal is a body. Every one of the functions of
the understanding can therefore be found, if the functions of the unity in
judgments can be exhibited with completeness.
...

[a 76 / b 102]

Third section: On the pure concepts of the understanding, or categories
General logic (as has already been said several times) abstracts from all
content of cognition, and awaits representations to be given to it from
somewhere else, wherever it may be, so that, proceeding analytically,
b
c

Reading teilbar for veränderlich (“mutable”), with Ak, vol. 3.
Kant emended “appearances” (Erscheinungen) to “intuitions” (Anschauungen) in his copy of “A”
(Ak 23:45), but did not incorporate the emendation into “B.”
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it can ﬁrst transform these representations into concepts. By contrast,
transcendental logic has a manifold of sensibility lying before it a priori,
which transcendental aesthetic offers to it in order to provide material
for the pure concepts of the understanding, without which they would
be without any content, hence completely empty. Now space and time
contain a manifold of pure a priori intuition, but they nonetheless belong to the conditions of receptivity of our mind under which alone
representations of objects can be received, and which must therefore ever
affect the concept of objects. But the spontaneity of our thought demands
that the manifold ﬁrst be gone through, taken up, and conjoined in a
speciﬁc manner, in order to make a cognition out of it. I call this act
synthesis.
By synthesis in its most general signiﬁcation, however, I understand
the act of adding diverse representations to one another, and of comprehending their manifoldness in a cognition. Such a synthesis is pure
if the manifold is given, not empirically, but a priori (as is the manifold
in space and time). This synthesis must be given before all analysis of
our representations, and no concepts can, as regards content, arise through
analysis. But the synthesis of a manifold (whether it be given empirically or a priori) ﬁrst produces a cognition, which can indeed still be
raw and confused to begin with and therefore requiring analysis; but
synthesis is nonetheless that which actually assembles the elements for
cognitions and uniﬁes them into a speciﬁc content; it is therefore the ﬁrst
thing to which we must attend if we want to judge the ﬁrst origin of our
cognition.
Synthesis in general, as we will later see, is an effect of the imagination
alone, a blind but indispensable function of the soul without which we
would have no cognition at all, but of which we are hardly ever conscious.
But, to bring this synthesis to concepts is a function that pertains to the
understanding, and through which it for the ﬁrst time furnishes us with
cognition in the strict sense.
The pure synthesis, considered generally, yields the pure concept of the
understanding. Under this synthesis I include that which rests on a basis
of synthetic a priori unity: thus, our counting (as is especially noticeable
with larger numbers) is a synthesis according to concepts, since this synthesis
occurs in accordance with a common basis of unity (e.g., the decade).
Under this concept the unity in the synthesis of the manifold is, then,
rendered necessary.
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Various representations are brought under a concept analytically
(a matter treated in general logic). But to bring, not the representations,
but the pure synthesis of representations to concepts, is taught by transcendental logic. The ﬁrst thing that must be given a priori for the sake
of the cognition of all objects is the manifold of pure intuition; the second
is the synthesis of this manifold through imagination, though it still does
not yield cognition. The concepts that give unity to this pure synthesis,
and that consist solely in the representation of this necessary synthetic
unity, make the third requisite for the cognition of an occurrent object,
and they rest on the understanding.
...

The Analytic of Concepts
Second Chapter
On the Deduction of the Pure Concepts of the
Understanding
First section: On the principles of transcendental deduction in general

[b 117]

[a 85]

Jurists, when they are discussing rights and claims, distinguish in a legal action the question of what is right (quid juris) from the question
that concerns the matter of fact (quid facti), and, as they require proof of
both, they call the ﬁrst proof, which is supposed to establish the right or
legal claim, a deduction. We use a number of empirical concepts without
anyone’s objecting, and we consider ourselves, even without a deduction, entitled to attribute to them a sense and a presumed signiﬁcation,
since we always have experience at hand for demonstrating their objective reality. There are also, however, usurpatory concepts, such as luck
or fate, which, though they meet with almost universal forbearance, are
nonetheless sometimes challenged with the question: quid juris, at which
point there arises no small embarrassment concerning their deduction,
because no appeal can be made to any clear legal ground, either from experience or reason, through which the right to use them would be made
evident.
However, among the various concepts that form the very diverse fabric
of human cognition there are some that are destined for pure, a priori use
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(entirely independent of all experience), and the right of their use always
has need of a deduction; since proofs from experience are not sufﬁcient
to establish the legitimacy of such use, one wants indeed to know how
these concepts can relate to objects that they do not obtain from any
experience. Hence I call the explanation of the way in which concepts can
relate a priori to objects the transcendental deduction of those concepts, and
I distinguish it from an empirical deduction, which shows how a concept
is acquired through experience and reﬂection on experience, and which
concerns therefore not the legitimacy of the possession, but the fact of
how possession came about.
Now we have indeed two sorts of concepts, completely different in
kind, that nonetheless agree with one another in that both of them relate
to objects entirely a priori: namely, the concepts of space and time, as
forms of sensibility, and the categories, as concepts of the understanding.
To attempt an empirical deduction of these concepts would be completely idle labor, because the differentia of their nature consists in the
very fact that they relate to their objects without having to borrow anything from experience for the representation of those objects. If therefore a deduction of these concepts is needed, it will always have to be
transcendental.
Nonetheless one can, with respect to these concepts, as with all cognition, try to ﬁnd in experience, if not the principle of their possibility,
at least the occasioning causes of their generation; regarding which, the
impressions of the senses provide the initial occasion for the whole power
of cognition to open up with respect to them and to bring about experience, which contains two quite heterogeneous elements, namely, from
the senses, a matter of cognition, and, from the inner source of pure intuition and thought, a certain form for ordering that matter, which two
elements, upon the instigation of the matter, are ﬁrst put into play, and
bring forth concepts. This kind of tracing out of the initial endeavor of our
power of cognition to ascend from single perceptions to general concepts
is without doubt of great use, and we are indebted to the famous Locke
for ﬁrst having opened up this path. But a deduction of the pure a priori
concepts will never be achieved by this means, for it does not lie on this
path at all, since these concepts, as regards their future use, which is to be
wholly independent of experience, have to produce a completely different
certiﬁcate of birth than that of descent from experiences. This attempted
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physiologicald derivation, which, since it concerns a quaestionem facti,1
cannot properly be termed a deduction at all, I will consequently call the
explanation of the possession of pure cognition. It is therefore clear that for
these concepts there can be only a transcendental deduction, and by no
means an empirical one, and that, as regards pure a priori concepts, any
such empirical deduction is nothing but wasted effort, which can occupy
only someone who has not grasped the wholly peculiar nature of such
cognitions.
But although it be granted that a deduction along the transcendental
path is the only kind possible for pure a priori cognitions, it is by no
means thereby made clear that this deduction is so unavoidably necessary. We have above, by means of a transcendental deduction, pursued
the concepts of space and time to their sources, and explained and determined their a priori objective validity. Nonetheless, geometry proceeds
securely through nothing but a priori cognitions without needing to petition philosophy for certiﬁcation of the pure and legitimate descent of its
fundamental concept of space. But in this science the use of the concept
refers only to the outer, sensible world, of which space is the pure form of
intuition; and so in this world all geometrical cognition, being grounded
in a priori intuition, possesses immediate evidence, and objects are given
via cognition itself, a priori (as regards form) in intuition. By contrast,
with the pure concepts of the understanding the unavoidable need arises to
seek a transcendental deduction not only for these concepts themselves,
but also for space; for, since these concepts speak of objects not through
the predicates of intuition and sensibility, but through those of pure a
priori thought, they relate universally to objects in the absence of all conditions of sensibility; and the need also arises because these concepts are
not based on experience, and cannot exhibit any object a priori in intuition upon which they grounded their synthesis prior to all experience,
and they therefore not only arouse suspicion concerning the objective
validity and limits of their use, but also render the earlier concept of space
equivocal, in that they are inclined to employ that concept beyond the
conditions of sensory intuition – for which reason it was also necessary
d

1

physiologische (This word is used in its etymological sense, to mean “pertaining to the investigation
of nature”; it does not here suggest a concern with physiological psychology or brain mechanisms,
but with the mind as considered in empirical psychology, which Kant classiﬁed as a branch of
physics or the study of nature in general.)
“question of fact”
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to give above a transcendental deduction for the concept of space. The
reader must, then, be convinced of the unavoidable necessity for such a
transcendental deduction before he has taken a single step in the ﬁeld of
pure reason, because otherwise he proceeds blindly, and, after blundering
about in various ways, must come back again to the state of ignorance from
which he began. But the reader must also clearly understand ahead of time
the inevitable difﬁculty, so that he does not complain about the obscurity
that deeply envelops the subject matter itself, or become discouraged too
early about the clearing away of obstacles; for it comes down to this: either
completely giving up all claims to insights of pure reason in relation to
that most beloved of ﬁelds, namely, that which is beyond the boundaries
of all possible experience, or else bringing this critical investigation to
completion.
We have above easily been able to make comprehensible how the concepts of space and time, which are a priori cognitions, nonetheless must
necessarily relate to objects, and how they would make possible a synthetic cognition of such objects independent of all experience. For since
an object can appear to us (i.e., can be an object of empirical intuition)
only by means of pure forms of sensibility of this sort, space and time
are therefore pure intuitions that contain a priori the condition for the
possibility of objects as appearances, and the synthesis in space and time
has objective validity.
By contrast, the categories of the understanding by no means present to
us the conditions under which objects are given in intuition, and so objects
can certainly appear to us without their necessarily having to be related to
functions of the understanding, and therefore without the understanding
containing their conditions a priori. In consequence, a difﬁculty turns up
here that we did not meet with in the ﬁeld of sensibility, namely, how
subjective conditions of thought are supposed to have objective validity, that
is, how they are supposed to furnish conditions for the possibility of all
cognition of objects: for appearances can certainly be given in intuition
in the absence of functions of the understanding. Let us take, e.g., the
concept of cause, which signiﬁes a speciﬁc kind of synthesis, since upon
something, A, something quite different, B, is posited according to a rule.e
It is not a priori clear why appearances would have to contain anything like
e

In Kant’s copy of “A,” he emended this phrase to read “is posited according to a rule a priori, i.e.,
necessarily” (Ak 23:46), but did not incorporate the emendation into “B”.
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that (since appearances cannot be cited for a proof, because the objective
validity of this concept must be able to be established a priori), and so
it is, consequently, a priori dubious whether such a concept might not
perhaps be completely empty and might not ﬁnd any object anywhere
among the appearances. For it is clear that objects of sensory intuition
must conform to the formal conditions of sensibility that lie a priori in the
mind, since otherwise they would not be objects for us; but it is not so easy
to grasp the inference that these objects should, beyond that, conform to
the conditions that the understanding requires for the synthetic unity of
thought. For appearances could indeed perhaps be so constituted that the
understanding did not at all ﬁnd them to conform to the conditions for
its unity, and everything might stand in such confusion that, e.g., nothing
would present itself in the sequence of appearances that furnished a rule
of synthesis, and therefore nothing would correspond to the concept of
cause and effect, so that this concept would, then, be completely empty,
null, and without signiﬁcance. Appearances would nonetheless present
objects to our intuition, for intuition in no way needs the functions of
thought.
If one might consider extricating oneself from the difﬁculty of this
investigation by saying: Experience presents unceasing examples of such
regularity in appearances, which provide sufﬁcient occasion for abstracting the concept of cause from those appearances and, by that means, for
simultaneously verifying the objective validity of such a concept – then
one has not observed that the concept of cause can by no means arise
in this manner, but must either be grounded in the understanding completely a priori, or else given up entirely as a mere brain phantom. For
this concept requires, in all cases, that something, A, should be such that
something else, B, follow from it necessarily and according to an absolutely
universal rule. Appearances indeed do furnish instances from which it is
possible to form a rule according to which something usually happens,
but never a rule according to which the consequence is necessary; thus
there attaches to the synthesis of cause and effect a dignity that cannot
at all be expressed empirically, namely, that the effect is not merely adjoined to the cause, but is posited through that cause and follows from it.
The strict universality of this rule is by no means a property of empirical rules, which, through induction, can obtain nothing but comparative
universality, i.e., wide applicability. The use of the pure concepts of the
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understanding would, then, be completely altered if one wanted to treat
them merely as empirical products.
...

The Transcendental Analytic
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Second Book
The Analytic of Principlesa
General logic is erected on a ground plan that coincides exactly with the
division of the higher faculties of cognition. These are: the understanding,
the power of judgment, and reason. In its analytic, this doctrine therefore
treats concepts, judgments, and inferences precisely in accordance with the
functions and order of these powers of the mind, which are comprised
under the broad designation of the understanding in general.
Since the intended merely formal logic abstracts from all content of
cognition (whether pure or empirical), and concerns itself merely with the
form of thinking (of discursive cognition) in general, it can also include
in its analytical portion the canon for reason, whose form has its secure
precept, which can be understood a priori through the mere analysis of
acts of reason into their moments, without taking into consideration the
particular nature of the cognition used for this.
Transcendental logic, since it is restricted to a ﬁxed content, namely,
only to pure cognitions a priori, cannot imitate general logic in this division. For it can be shown: that the transcendental use of reason is not
objectively valid at all, hence does not belong to the logic of truth, i.e., to
analytic, but rather, as a logic of illusion, requires a separate part of the
scholastic system, under the name of transcendental dialectic.
The understanding and the power of judgment accordingly have their
canon of objectively valid, hence true, use within transcendental logic,
and so belong to its analytical part. But reason, in its attempts to ﬁnd
out something a priori about objects and to expand cognition beyond the
boundaries of possible experience, is utterly and entirely dialectical, and
its illusory assertions absolutely do not belong in a canon of the sort that
the analytic should contain.
a

From here to the Axioms of Intuition (p. 181), “B” differs very little from “A.”
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The Analytic of Principles will accordingly be solely a canon for the
power of judgment that teaches it how to apply to appearances the concepts
of the understanding, which contain the condition for rules a priori. For
this reason, since I am taking as my theme the actual principles of the
understanding, I will use the nomenclature of a doctrine of the power of
judgment to designate this enterprise more precisely.
Introduction: On the transcendental power of judgment in general

[a 133]
[b 172]
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If the understanding in general is deﬁned as the faculty of rules, then
the power of judgment is the faculty of subsuming under rules, that is, of
deciding whether or not something falls under a given rule (casus datae
legis).1 General logic contains no precepts at all for the power of judgment,
and indeed cannot contain any. For since it abstracts from all content of
cognition, nothing remains to it except the business of analytically dividing
the mere form of cognition into concepts, judgments, and inferences, and
thereby achieving formal rules for every use of the understanding. Now
if it wanted to show in general how one should subsume under these
rules, that is, decide whether or not something falls under them, this
could happen again only through a rule. But just because it is a rule,
this once more requires instruction for the power of judgment, and so
shows that although the understanding is capable of being instructed and
equipped through rules, the power of judging is a special talent that can
by no means be taught, but only practiced. Hence this is also what is
speciﬁc to so-called mother wit, lack of which cannot be remedied by
any school; for, although such a school can abundantly supply a limited
understanding with rules derived from the insight of others, and as it were
graft them onto it, the faculty for using them correctly must nonetheless
belong to the pupil himself, and no rule that one might prescribe for him
in this regard is, in the absence of such natural endowment, safe from
misuse.b Hence a physician, a judge, or a statesman can have many ﬁne
pathological, juridical, or political rules in his head, to the degree that
he can himself become a solid teacher of such, and yet in the application
of the rules he will easily blunder, either because he is lacking in the
natural power of judgment (though not in understanding) and can indeed
b
1

Kant’s footnote equating “stupidity” with a lack of the “power of judgment” is omitted.
“case of a given law”
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understand the general case in abstracto but cannot decide whether a case
in concreto belongs under it, or else because he has not been adequately
trained in such judgment through examples and actual dealings. This is
indeed the sole and great beneﬁt of examples: that they sharpen the power
of judgment.
...

The Transcendental Doctrine of the Power of Judgment
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(or Analytic of Principles)
First Chapter
On the Schematism of the Pure Concepts of the Understanding
In all subsumptions of an object under a concept the representation of
the former must be homogeneous with the latter, that is, the concept must
contain what is represented in the object to be subsumed under it, for
that is the very meaning of the expression: an object is contained under a
concept. Thus, the empirical concept of a plate is homogenous with the
pure geometrical concept of a circle, since the roundness that is thought
in the former can be intuited in the latter.
But now pure concepts of the understanding, in comparison with empirical intuitions (indeed, sensory intuitions in general), are completely
heterogeneous, and could never be met with in any intuition whatsoever. How, then, is the subsumption of the latter under the former, hence
the application of the categories to appearances, possible, since no one
will say that the category, e.g., causality, can also be intuited through the
senses and is contained in appearance? Now this question, so natural and
weighty, is actually the cause that makes necessary a transcendental doctrine of the power of judgment – namely, so as to show how it is possible
that pure concepts of the understanding can be applied to appearances in
general . . .
It is now clear that there must be a third thing, which must be homogeneous with the category on the one hand and the appearance on the
other, and which makes possible the application of the former to the latter.
This mediating representation must be pure (without anything empirical)
and yet be intellectual on the one hand and sensory on the other. The transcendental schema is such a representation.
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A concept of the understanding contains a pure synthetic unity of the
manifold in general. Time, as the formal condition of the manifold of inner
sense, hence of the connection of all representations, contains a manifold
a priori in pure intuition. Now a transcendental time-determination is homogeneous with the category (which constitutes its unity) insofar as it is
general and rests on a rule a priori. But on the other hand it is homogeneous
with the appearance insofar as time is contained in every empirical representation of the manifold. Consequently, an application of the category
to the appearances will be possible by means of the transcendental timedetermination, which, as the schema of the concepts of the understanding, mediates the subsumption of the appearances under the category.
Following what has been shown in the Deduction of the Categories,
hopefully no one will remain in doubt about resolving the question:
whether these pure concepts of the understanding are of merely empirical or also of transcendental use; that is, whether, as conditions of a
possible experience, they relate a priori solely to appearances, or, as conditions of the possibility of things in general, can be extended to objects in
themselves (without any restriction to our sensibility). For we saw there
that concepts are completely impossiblec and cannot have any signiﬁcance
whatsoever where an object is not given either to the concepts themselves,
or at least to the elements of which they consist, and hence that concepts
cannot refer to things in themselves (without regard to whether and how
they might be given to us) at all; that, further, the only way in which
objects are given to us is modiﬁcation of our sensibility; ﬁnally, that pure
concepts a priori, in addition to the function of the understanding in the
category, must also contain formal conditions of sensibility (namely, of
inner sense), which contain the universal condition under which alone the
category can be applied to any object whatsoever. We will call this formal
and pure condition of sensibility, to which the concept of the understanding is restricted in its use, the schema of this concept of the understanding,
and the understanding’s procedure with these schemata the schematism of
the pure understanding.
The schema in itself is always a product of the imagination only; but
since the synthesis of the latter is aimed not at any single intuition, but
only at unity in the determination of sensibility, the schema is to be
c

Altered in Kant’s copy of “A” to “are without sense for us” (Ak 23:46); the emendation was not
incorporated into “B.”
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strictly distinguished from an image. Thus, if I set down ﬁve points in
succession, . . . . . , this is an image of the number ﬁve. In contrast, if I
think only a number in general, which may be ﬁve or one hundred, then
this thought is rather the representation of a method for representing a
multitude (e.g., one thousand) in an image according to a certain concept
than the image itself, which in this last case I could hardly survey and
compare with the concept. I call this representation of a universal procedure of the imagination for providing a concept with its image, then, the
schema for this concept.
In fact, not images of objects but schemata underlie our pure sensory
concepts. No image of a triangle would ever be adequate to the concept
of a triangle in general. For it would not match the generality of the
concept, which makes it valid for all triangles, right or acute, etc.; rather,
it would always be limited to only a portion of this sphere. The schema
of a triangle can never exist anywhere except in thought, and it signiﬁes a
rule of synthesis of the imagination with respect to pure shapes in space.
Still less does an object of experience or an image of the object match
an empirical concept, but such a concept always relates immediately to
the schema of the imagination, as a rule for determining our intuition
according to a certain general concept. The concept of dog signiﬁes a rule
according to which my imagination can specify the ﬁgure of a four-footed
animal in general, without being restricted to any one particular shape
presented to me by experience, or even to any possible image that I can
exhibit in concreto. This schematism of our understanding with respect
to the appearances and their bare form is a hidden art in the depths of
the human soul, whose true operations are difﬁcult ever to divine from
nature and place unveiled before our eyes. This much only can we say: an
image is a product of the empirical faculty of productive imagination, the
schema of sensory concepts (such as ﬁgures in space) is a product and as
it were a monogram of the pure a priori imagination, through which and
according to which images ﬁrst become possible – which images, however,
must always be connected with the concept only through the schema
that they designate, and are in themselves not fully congruent with that
concept. The schema of a pure concept of the understanding, by contrast,
is something that cannot be brought into any image at all, but is only the
pure synthesis that expresses the category, a synthesis according to a rule
of unity in accordance with concepts in general, and is a transcendental
product of the imagination that pertains to the determination of the inner
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sense in general with respect to all representations in accordance with
the conditions of its form (time), insofar as those representations are to
be connected together a priori in one concept according to the unity of
apperception.
Without pausing now for a dry and tedious analysis of what is in general
required for the transcendental schemata of the pure concepts of the
understanding, we want rather to present the schemata according to the
order of the categories and in connection with them.
The pure image of magnitudesd (quantorum) for the outer senses is
space; but for all objects of the senses in general, time. The pure schema
of magnitude (quantitas), however, as a concept of the understanding, is
number, which is a representation that summarizes the successive addition
of one (homogeneous) unit to another . . .
Reality is, in the pure concept of the understanding, that which corresponds to a sensation in general; it is that, therefore, the concept of which
in itself denotes a being (in time); negation, that the concept of which
represents a non-being (in time) . . .
The schema of substance is the persistence of the real in time, i.e., the
representation of the real as a substratum of empirical time-determination
in general, which therefore lasts, since everything else changes . . .
The schema of cause and of the causality of a thing in general is the real
upon which, if it is arbitrarily posited, something else always follows. It
consists therefore in the succession of the manifold insofar as it is subject
to a rule.
The schema of community (interaction), or of the reciprocal causality
of substances with respect to their accidents, is the simultaneous existence
of the determinations of the one with those of the other in accordance
with a universal rule.
The schema of possibility is the agreement of the synthesis of various
representations with the conditions of time in general (e.g., that opposites
cannot occur simultaneously in one thing, but only one after another),
therefore the determination of the representation of a thing to any time
whatsoever.
The schema of realitye is existence in a determinate time.
The schema of necessity is the existence of an object for all time.

d

Größe

e

Wirklichkeit
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One can now see from all this what the schema of each category contains and makes representable: the schema of magnitude, the production
(synthesis) of time itself in the successive apprehension of an object; the
schema of quality, the synthesis of sensation (perception) with the representation of time, or the ﬁlling of time; that of relation, the relation
of perceptions among themselves at all times (i.e., according to a rule of
time-determination); ﬁnally, the schema of modality and its categories,
time itself, as the correlate of the determination of whether and how an
object belongs to time. The schemata are therefore nothing but timedeterminations a priori in accordance with rules, and these refer in the
order of the categories to the time-series, the time-content, the time-order,
and ﬁnally the time-totality with respect to all possible objects.
From this it now becomes clear that the schematism of the understanding through the transcendental synthesis of the imagination amounts to
nothing other than the unity of every manifold of intuition in the inner
sense, and so, indirectly, to the unity of apperception as a function corresponding to inner sense (as receptive). Therefore the schemata of the
pure concepts of the understanding are the true and only conditions for
providing these concepts with a relation to objects, hence with signiﬁcance,
and consequently the categories are in the end of no other but a possible
empirical use, since they serve only to subject appearances to universal
rules of synthesis on the basis of an a priori necessary unity (on account
of the necessary unity of all consciousness in an original apperception),
and in this way to make them suitable for thoroughgoing connection in
one experience.
All of our cognitions, however, lie within the totality of all possible
experience, and the transcendental truth that precedes and makes possible
all empirical truth consists in the general relation to such experience.
...

The Transcendental Doctrine of the Power of Judgment
(or Analytic of Principles)
Second Chapter
System of All Principles of the Pure Understanding
In the previous chapter we have considered the transcendental power of
judgment according only to the general conditions under which alone
177

[b 185]

[a 146]

[a 148 / b 187]

Critique of Pure Reason

[b 188]

[a 149]

[b 189]

it is entitled to use the pure concepts of the understanding for synthetic judgments. Our task now is to exhibit, in systematic connection, the judgments that the understanding actually achieves a priori
under this critical provision, in which our table of categories must,
without doubt, give us natural and sure guidance. For the relation of
these categories to possible experience is exactly that which must constitute all pure a priori cognition of the understanding, and for that
reason their relation to sensibility in general will exhibit, completely
and in a system, all the transcendental principles for the use of the
understanding.
A priori principles bear this name not only because they contain in
themselves the grounds for other judgments, but also because they are
not themselves grounded in higher and more general cognitions. This
property does not, however, exempt them from all proof. For although
such a principle cannot be taken further objectively, but underlies all cognition of its object, this does not at all prevent its being possible or even
necessary to create a proof from the subjective sources of the possibility of a cognition of an object in general, for otherwise the proposition
would, for all that, carry the highest suspicion of being a purely fraudulent
assertion.
Second, we will limit ourselves merely to those principles that relate
to the categories. The principlesf of the Transcendental Aesthetic, according to which space and time are the conditions of the possibility
of all things as appearances, together with the restriction of these principles – namely, that they cannot be related to things in themselves –
thus do not belong to the ﬁeld of investigation we’ve picked out. Equally,
mathematical principles do not make up any part of this system, since
they are drawn only from intuition and not from the pure concepts
of the understanding; nonetheless, the possibility of such principles,
since they are still synthetic a priori judgments, will necessarily ﬁnd a
place here, not indeed in order to prove their correctness and apodictic certainty, of which they have no need at all, but only to make comprehensible, and to deduce, the possibility of such evident cognitions
a priori.
...
f

Prinzipien
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Of the System of Principles of the Pure Understanding

[a 154 / b 193]

Second section
Of the highest principle of all synthetic judgments
...
It is therefore given: that if one must go outside a given concept to compare
it synthetically with another, then a third thing is needed, in which alone
the synthesis of two concepts can originate. But what is then this third
thing, the medium of all synthetic judgments? . . .
If a cognition is to have objective reality, i.e., if it is to relate to an
object and to have signiﬁcance and sense in that object, then the object
must be able to be given in some way. Without this, concepts are empty,
and though one has indeed thought with them, one has in fact cognized
nothing through this thinking, but has merely played with representations.
To give an object – if this is not to mean giving it again only mediately,
but exhibiting it immediately in intuition – is nothing other than to relate
a representation of it to experience (whether actual or indeed possible).
Even space and time, as pure as these concepts are of everything empirical,
and as certain as it is also that they are represented fully a priori in the
mind, would nonetheless be without objective validity and without sense
and signiﬁcance, if their necessary use were not directed upon the objects
of experience – indeed, their representation is a mere schema that is always
related to the reproductive imagination, which calls forth the objects of
experience without which they would have no signiﬁcance; and thus it is
with all concepts, without distinction.
The possibility of experience is then what gives objective reality to all
our a priori cognitions. Now experience rests on the synthetic unity of
the appearances, i.e., on a synthesis according to concepts of an object
of appearances in general, without which it would not even be cognition,
but a rhapsody of perceptions, which in no context would agree together
according to the rules of a thoroughly connected (possible) consciousness,
hence also not for the transcendental and necessary unity of apperception. Experience therefore has principles of its form underlying it a priori,
namely universal rules of unity in the synthesis of the appearances, whose
objective reality as necessary conditions can always be pointed to in experience, indeed, even in its possibility. Outside this relation, however,
synthetic a priori propositions are completely impossible, since they have
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no third thing, namely, no pure object, upon which the synthetic unity of
their concepts could establish objective reality.
Although we cognize a priori in synthetic judgments so much about
space in general, or the ﬁgures that the reproductive imagination inscribes
in it, that we actually require no experience thereto at all; nonetheless, this
cognition would amount to nothing but preoccupation with a mere brain
phantom, were it not that space is to be regarded as a condition of the
appearances that constitute the stuff of outer experience; in consequence,
these pure synthetic judgments relate (albeit only mediately) to possible
experience, or rather to the possibility of experience itself, and ground
the objective validity of their synthesis upon that alone.
Since then experience, as empirical synthesis, is in its possibility the
single type of cognition that gives reality to every other synthesis, as a
priori cognition the other synthesis also has truth (agreement with an
object) only in that it contains nothing more than what is necessary for
the synthetic unity of experience in general.
The highest principleg of all synthetic judgments is then: every object
falls under the necessary conditions of the synthetic unity of the manifold
of intuition in a possible experience.
Synthetic a priori judgments are possible in this way: if we relate the
formal conditions of a priori intuition, the synthesis of the imagination,
and its necessary unity in a transcendental apperception to a possible
cognition of experience in general and say: the conditions of the possibility
of experience in general are at the same time the conditions of the possibility
of the objects of experience, and for that reason have objective validity in a
synthetic judgment a priori.

Of the System of Principles of the Pure Understanding
Third section
Systematic presentation of all synthetic principles of
the pure understanding
That principles occur anywhere at all is due solely to the pure understanding, which is not only the faculty of rules with respect to that which

g
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[b 198]

happens, but is itself the source of the principles in accordance with which
everything (that can come forward to us only as object) necessarily falls
under rules, since without such rules the appearances could never amount
to cognition of an object corresponding to them. Even the laws of nature,
if they are considered as fundamental laws of the empirical use of the understanding, at the same time carry with them an expression of necessity,
hence at least the presumption of being determined from grounds that
are valid a priori and before all experience. But all laws of nature, without
distinction, fall under higher principles of the understanding, since they
merely apply such principles to particular cases of appearance.
...
The table of categories provides us with completely natural instructions
for the table of principles,2 since these principles are indeed nothing other
than rules for the objective use of the categories.
...

[a 159]

1. Axioms of intuitioni

[b 202]

[a 161 / b 200]

Their principle is: All intuitions are extensive magnitudes.
Proof All appearances contain, in accordance with their form, an intuition in space and time that underlies them all a priori. They therefore can
be apprehended, i.e., taken up into empirical consciousness, only through
the synthesis of the manifold whereby representations of a determinate
space or time are generated, i.e., through composition of the homogeneous
and consciousness of the synthetic unity of this manifold (of the homogeneous). Now the consciousness of the manifold of the homogeneous
in intuition in general, insofar as the representation of an object thereby
ﬁrst becomes possible, is the concept of a magnitude (quanti).3 Therefore
even the perception of an object as appearance is possible only through
this same synthetic unity of the manifold of a given sensory intuition,
whereby the unity of the combination of the manifold of the homogenous
i

2

In the “B” version of the Axioms, Anticipations, and Analogies the initial statement of each
principle was revised, the title “Proof ” added to the subsequent text, and initial paragraphs added
summarizing the argument. Where the present translation continues into text common with “A,”
the two editions hardly differ.
3 “of a quantity” or “magnitude”
For the table of principles, see Prolegomena, §21 (p. 55).
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in the concept of a magnitude is thought; that is, the appearances are one
and all magnitudes, and indeed extensive magnitudes, since as intuitions in
space and time they must be represented through the same synthesis by
which space and time in general are determined.
...

2. Anticipations of perception

[b 207]

Their principle is: In all appearances the real, which is an object of sensation, has intensive magnitude, i.e., a degree.

[b 208]

Proof Perception is empirical consciousness, i.e., one in which there is
also sensation. Appearances, as objects of perception, are not pure (merely
formal) intuitions, like space and time (since these cannot be perceived in
themselves). They therefore contain in themselves, beyond intuition, also
the matter for some object in general (through which something existing
in space or time is represented), i.e., the real of sensation, hence a merely
subjective representation through which one can only become conscious
that the subject is affected and which one relates to an object in general.4
...

3. Analogies of experience

[b 218]

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

[b 219]

Proof Experience is an empirical cognition, i.e., a cognition that determines an object through perceptions. It is therefore a synthesis of perceptions that is not itself contained in perception but contains the synthetic
unity of the manifold of perceptions in one consciousness, which constitutes the essential in a cognition of objects of the senses (not merely
of intuitions or sensations of the senses), i.e., in experience. Now in experience perceptions in fact come together only contingently, so that no
necessity of their connection is evident from the perceptions themselves,
nor can become evident, since apprehension is only a juxtaposing of the
manifold of empirical intuition, but no representation of the necessity
4

The proof continues in a manner similar to Prolegomena, §24 (p. 58).
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of the conjoined existence of the appearances that it juxtaposes in space
and time is met with in it. As however experience is a cognition of objects through perceptions, in consequence the relation in existence of the
manifold – not as it is juxtaposed in time, but as it objectively is in time
– is to be represented in it; but since time itself cannot be perceived, the
determination of the existence of objects in time can occur only through
their connection in time in general, hence only through a priori connecting concepts. Now since such concepts always carry necessity along with
them, experience is thus possible only through a representation of the
necessary connection of the perceptions.5
The three modes of time are persistence, succession, and simultaneous
existence.j Consequently, three rules of all time-relations of the appearances, according to which the existence of every appearance can be determined with respect to the unity of all time, will precede all experience
and ﬁrst make it possible.
...

A. First Analogy

[a 177]

[b 224]

Principle of the persistence of substance
In every change of appearances substance persists, and its quantum in
nature is neither increased nor diminished.
Proof All appearances are in time, in which, as substratum (as the persisting form of inner intuition), simultaneous existence as well as succession
can alone be represented. Therefore time, in which every change in the
appearances is to be thought, remains and does not change; for in it alone
can successive or simultaneous existence be represented, as its determinations. Now time in itself cannot be perceived. Consequently, in the objects
of perception, i.e., in the appearances, a substratum must be found that
represents time in general and in which all change or simultaneous existence can be perceived through the relation of the appearances to it in
j
5

Beharrlichkeit, Folge, und Zugleichsein
In both versions of the Deduction (a 99–100, 107–8; b 160–2), Kant distinguished the apprehension
of representations from their apperception. The ﬁrst involves the unity of representations in perception at one moment and over time through the formation of sensory images, which involves the
imagination (as in the “placing together” of the manifold described above); the second implies a
synthesis of representations by the understanding via the categories to yield experience proper (as
in the latter part of the paragraph).
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apprehension. But substance – the substratum of everything real, i.e., of
everything belonging to the existence of things – is that in which everything that belongs to existence can be thought only as a determination.
Consequently, that which persists – in relation to which alone all timerelations of the appearances can be determined – is the substance in the
appearances, i.e., the real in them, which as the substratum of all change
remains always the same. Since this therefore cannot change in existence,
its quantum in nature can also be neither increased nor diminished.
...

B. Second Analogy

[b 232]

Principle of time-succession according to the law of causality
All alterations take place in accordance with the law of the connection of
cause and effect.

[b 233]

[b 234]

Proof k I perceive that appearances succeed one another, that is, that
one state of a thing exists at one time, the opposite of which existed in
the previous state. I am therefore actually connecting two perceptions in
time. Now connection is no act of mere sense and intuition, but is here
the product of a synthetic faculty of the imagination that determines the
inner sense with respect to relation in time. The imagination can however
conjoin the aforementioned two states in two different ways, so that either
one or the other would precede in time; for time cannot be perceived in
itself and what precedes and what follows in objects determined, as it
were empirically, in relation to it. I am therefore conscious only that my
imagination places one state before, the other after, not that in the object
one precedes the other; or, in other words, the objective relation of the appearances that succeed one another remains undetermined through mere
perception. In order then for this relation to be cognized as determined,
the relation between the two states must be so thought that it is thereby
determined with necessity which of them must be placed before, which
after, and not the reverse. However, the concept that carries with it a necessity of synthetic unity can only be a pure concept of the understanding,
k

A prefatory paragraph added in “B” is omitted; it drew from the preceding Analogy the principle
that “All change (succession) of appearances is only alteration,” and so does not include the coming
to be or perishing of substances but only changes in their accidents or “determinations.”
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which does not lie in perception – and here it is the concept of the relation
of cause and effect, in which the former determines the latter in time as
consequence, and not merely as something that could precede it in the
imagination (or not be perceived at all). It is, then, only because we subject
the succession of appearances, hence all alterations, to the law of causality
that experience itself – i.e., empirical cognition of the appearances – is
possible; hence the appearances themselves as objects of experience are
possible only in accordance with this very law.
The apprehension of the manifold of appearances is always successive.
The representations of the parts succeed one another. Whether they also
succeed one another in the object is a further point for reﬂection, which
is not included in the ﬁrst point. Now one can in fact call everything, and
even every representation insofar as one is conscious of it, an object; but it
is a matter for deeper investigation what this word is to signify regarding
appearances, not insofar as they (as representations) are objects, but only
insofar as they designate an object. Inasmuch as they, merely as representations, are at the same time objects of consciousness, they are not at all to
be distinguished from apprehension, i.e., reception into the synthesis of
the imagination, and one must then say: that the manifold of appearances
is always generated successively in the mind. Were appearances things in
themselves, then no human being would be able to conclude from the succession of representations how the manifold of those appearances might
be conjoined in the object. For in the end we have to do only with our
own representations; how things in themselves may be (without regard
to representations through which they affect us) is completely beyond
our sphere of cognition. Now although the appearances are not things in
themselves, and nevertheless are the only thing that can be given to us for
cognition, I still have to show what in the appearances themselves may
suit the manifold for a conjoining in time, notwithstanding that its representation in apprehension is always successive. Thus, for example, the
apprehension of the manifold in the appearances of a house that stands
before me is successive. Now the question is: whether the manifold of
this house itself also is successive in itself, which of course no one will
grant. However, as soon as I raise my concept of an object up to transcendental signiﬁcance, the house is now indeed no thing in itself, but
only an appearance, i.e., a representation, whose transcendental object is
unknown; what, then, shall I understand by the question: how might the
manifold be conjoined in the appearance itself (which is still nothing in
185

[a 189]

[b 235]
[a 190]

[b 236]
[a 191]

Critique of Pure Reason

[b 237]
[a 192]

[b 238]

[a 193]

itself )? That which lies in the successive apprehension is here viewed as
representation, while the appearance that is given to me, notwithstanding
that it is nothing more than a sum of such representations, is viewed as
their object – with which my concept, which I extract from the representations of apprehension, has to agree. Since truth is the agreement
of cognition with object, it can easily be seen that here one can ask only
about the formal conditions of empirical truth, and that appearance, in
counter-relation with the representations of apprehension, can only be
represented as their object that is distinct from them if it falls under
a rule that distinguishes it from every other apprehension and makes
one way of conjoining the manifold necessary. That in the appearance
which contains the condition of this necessary rule of apprehension is the
object.
Let us now proceed to our problem. That something happens – i.e.,
that something, or some state, comes to be that wasn’t there before –
cannot be perceived empirically unless preceded by an appearance that
does not contain this state in itself; for a reality following upon an empty
time, hence, a coming to be that no state of things precedes, can be apprehended just as little as empty time itself. Every apprehension of an event
is therefore a perception that follows upon another perception. Since this
is, though, the case with every synthesis of apprehension, as I have shown
above in the appearance of a house, it does not in this way yet distinguish
itself from the others. But I also note: that if, in an appearance containing
a happening, I call the preceding state of perception A and the succeeding
one B, then B can only follow A in the apprehension, while the perception a cannot follow but only precede B. I see for example a ship drifting
downstream. My perception of its location further down succeeds the
perception of its location further up the course of the river, and it is impossible that in the apprehension of this appearance the ship should ﬁrst
be perceived further downstream but afterwards further upstream. Here,
then, the order in the succession of perceptions in the apprehension is
determined, and the apprehension is bound by that order. In the previous
example of a house, in the apprehension my perceptions could start at
the top of the house and end with the ground, or else start from below
and end above, just as they could apprehend the manifold of empirical
intuition from the right or the left. In the series of these perceptions there
was, then, no determined order making it necessary when in the apprehension I had to begin in order to conjoin the manifold empirically. This
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rule is, however, always to be met with in the perception of something
that happens, and it makes the order of the perceptions succeeding one
another (in the apprehension of this appearance) necessary.
In our case, therefore, I will have to derive the subjective sequence of the
apprehension from the objective sequence of the appearances, because otherwise the former is completely undetermined and does not distinguish
any one appearance from the rest. By itself the former proves nothing
about the connection of the manifold in the object, because it is completely arbitrary. This connection will therefore consist in the order of
the manifold of the appearance according to which the apprehension of
the one (what happens) follows upon that of the other (which precedes)
according to a rule. Only in this way can I gain the right to say of the appearance itself, and not merely of my apprehension: that in it a sequence
is to be found – which is as much as to say that I cannot institute the
apprehension otherwise than exactly in this sequence.
...

C. Third Analogy

[b 256]

Principle of simultaneous existence according to the law of
interaction, or community
All substances, insofar as they can be perceived in space as simultaneous,
are in thoroughgoing interaction.
Proof Things are simultaneous if in empirical intuition the perception of
the one can follow reciprocally upon the perception of the other (which
in the time-sequence of appearances, as shown with the second principle,
cannot happen). Thus, I can direct my perception ﬁrst to the moon and
afterwards to the earth, or else, conversely, ﬁrst to the earth and then to
the moon, and just because the perceptions of these objects can reciprocally follow one another I say that the objects exist simultaneously. Now
simultaneous existence is the existence of the manifold at the same time.
But one cannot perceive time itself, so as to conclude from the fact that
things are positioned in the same time that perceptions of them can follow
one another reciprocally. The synthesis of imagination in apprehension
would therefore only indicate that one of these perceptions is present in
the subject when the other is not, and conversely, but not that the objects
exist simultaneously – i.e., that when one exists, the other also exists at
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the same time, and that this is necessary for the perceptions to be able
to follow one another reciprocally. Consequently, in order to say that the
reciprocal sequence of perceptions is grounded in the object, and by this
means to represent the simultaneous existence as objective, a concept of
the understanding of the the reciprocal sequence of the determinations
of these things existing simultaneously outside one another is required.
But now the relation between substances in which the one contains determinations the ground of which is contained in the other is the relation of
inﬂuence; and if, reciprocally, the ﬁrst contains the ground of determinations in the other, it is the relation of community or interaction. Therefore
the simultaneous existence of substances in space cannot be cognized in
experience except under the presupposition of an interaction between
them; this is therefore also the condition of the possibility of the things
even as objects of experience.
...

4. The Postulates of empirical thinking in generall

[a 218 / b 265]

1. What agrees with the formal conditions of experience (in intuitions and in concepts), is possible.
2. What connects with the material conditions of experience (sensation) is real.
3. That whose connection with the real is determined according to
the universal conditions of experience, is (exists as) necessary.

[b 266]

[a 219]

Elucidation The categories of modality have this peculiarity: that, as a
determination of the object, they do not in the least augment the concept
to which they are annexed as predicate, but express only a relation to the
faculty of cognition. If the concept of a thing is already fully complete,
I can nonetheless still ask of this object whether it is merely possible,
or else real, or, if it is the latter, whether it is indeed also necessary. No
additional determinations are thought in the object itself by this, but it is
only a question of how the object (together with all its determinations) is
related to the understanding and its empirical use, to the empirical power
of judgment, and to reason (in its application to experience).
...
l

The statement of the Postulates themselves was unchanged in “B” as was the subsequent Elucidation, except for the insertion of the Refutation of Idealism about midway through.
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Refutation of idealism6
Idealism (I mean material idealism) is the theory that declares the existence of things in space outside us either to be doubtful and unprovable
or false and impossible; the ﬁrst is the problematic idealism of Descartes,
which declares only one empirical assertion (assertio), namely, I am, to be
undoubted; the second is the dogmatic idealism of Berkeley, which declares
space, along with all the things to which it attaches as an inseparable condition, to be something in itself impossible, and therefore the things in
space also to be mere imaginings. Dogmatic idealism is inevitable if space
is regarded as a property that should be suited to things in themselves;
for then it, along with everything for which it serves as a condition, is a
non-thing. We however removed the basis for this idealism in the Transcendental Aesthetic. Problematic idealism, which asserts nothing about
this but pleads only the inability to prove through immediate experience
an existence beyond our own,7 is reasonable and accords with a thorough
manner of philosophical thinking; namely, not to permit any decisive
judgment before an adequate proof has been found. The required proof
must, then, establish that we indeed have experience of outer things and
not mere imagination; which perhaps will not happen unless it can be
proved that even our inner experience, which Descartes did not doubt, is
possible only under the presupposition of outer experience.
Theorem The mere, but empirically determined, consciousness of my
own existence proves the existence of objects in space outside me.
6

7

This section replaced an extended discussion of idealism in the “A” version of the Fourth Paralogism. In that discussion Kant said that according to his transcendental idealism: “outer things
(bodies) are mere appearances, hence also are nothing other than a species of my representations,
the objects of which are something only through these representations, but apart from them are
nothing. Thus, outer things exist just as well as my self ” (a 370–1). Readers may want to consider
whether he can here be charged with transforming “actual things” into “mere representations,”
as does the Berkeleyan idealist (Prolegomena, pp. 44–5), or if his distinction between appearances
and things in themselves preserves him from that charge. Further, one may ask whether the new
Refutation actually serves to end the “scandal of philosophy,” arising from a failure to address problematic or Cartesian idealism, by proving the “objective reality of outer intuition” (b xxxix, note).
Between the “A” and “B” versions, Kant framed a corresponding argument in the Prolegomena
(§49, pp. 88–9).
Kant treats Descartes as wanting to infer an external existing thing as the cause of a state of inner
sense, presumably a putative sensory state. In his Meditations, Descartes attempted to infer the
existence of God (as an external thing) by arguing from the intellectual content in his idea of
God (Meditations 3 and 5), and only subsequently (Meditation 6) attempted to infer the existence
external objects, supported by God’s role as guarantor of sensory reliability (see Prolegomena,
p. 71, note 17).
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Proof I am conscious of my existence as determined in time. All timedetermination presupposes something persisting in perception. This persisting thing, however, cannot be an intuition in me. For all grounds for
determining my existence that could be met with in me are representations, and as such themselves require a persisting thing, distinct from
them, in relation to which their change, hence my existence during the
time in which they change, can be determined.m The perception of this
persisting entity is, then, possible only by means of a thing outside me and
not through the mere representation of a thing outside me. Consequently,
the determination of my existence in time is possible only through the
existence of actual things that I perceive outside me. Now consciousness
in time is necessarily conjoined to consciousness of the possibility of this
time-determination; therefore it is also necessarily conjoined to the existence of things outside me, as the condition of time-determination; that
is, the consciousness of my own existence is at the same time an immediate
consciousness of the existence of other things outside me.
Note 1. One becomes aware in the foregoing proof that the game idealism plays is, with greater justice, turned back against it. Idealism assumed
that inner experience is the only immediate experience, and consequently
that outer things are merely inferred, though without certainty – as in every case when one infers determinate causes from given effects – since the
cause of the representations, which we ascribe, perhaps falsely, to outer
things, can also lie within us ourselves. But above it is proved that outer
experience actually is immediate,m that only by means of it is possible
not, indeed, the consciousness of our own existence, but nonetheless its
determination in time, i.e., inner experience. Admittedly the representation I am, which expresses the consciousness that can accompany all
thinking, is what contains the existence of a subject immediately in it,
∗

[b 277]

Immediate consciousness of the existence of outer things is not presupposed but proved in the
preceding theorem, whether we happen to understand the possibility of this consciousness or
not. The question regarding that possibility would be: whether we might have only an inner
sense and no outer sense, but merely outer imagination. It is, however, clear that in order
for us even to imagine something as outer, i.e., to exhibit this sense in intuition, we would
already have to have an outer sense, and through it would have to distinguish immediately the
bare receptivity of outer intuition from the spontaneity that characterizes all imagination.
For us to be merely imagining an outer sense would abolish the very faculty of intuition that
was to be determined through the imagination.

m The

previous two sentences follow Kant’s emendation in the Preface to the second edition
(b xxxix).
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though still no cognition of that subject, hence also no empirical cognition
(i.e., experience) of it; for to the latter belongs, beyond the thought of
something existing, also intuition, and here inner intuition, with respect
to which (i.e., time) the subject must be determined – for which outer
objects are absolutely required, so that, in consequence, inner experience
itself is possible only mediately and only through outer experience.
Note 2. All empirical use of our faculty of cognition in determining
time agrees completely with this. Not only are we unable to carry out
any time-determination except by means of a change in outer relations
(motion) in relation to a persisting thing in space (e.g., the motion of
the sun with respect to the objects of the earth), but we have nothing
at all which persists that we can subject, as intuition, to the concept of
substance, except matter – and even this persistence is not drawn from
outer experience, but is presupposed a priori as a necessary condition of all
time-determination, hence also as the determination of inner sense with
respect to our own existence through the existence of outer things. The
consciousness of my self in the representation I is no intuition at all, but a
merely intellectual representation of the self-activity of a thinking subject.
Consequently, this I does not possess the least predicate of intuition,
which, as persisting, could serve as a correlate for time-determination in
inner sense; as for instance impenetrability, as an empirical intuition, is with
matter.
Note 3. From the fact that the existence of outer objects is required
for the possibility of a determinate consciousness of our self, it does not
follow that every intuitive representation of outer things at once includes
their existence, since the representation can very well be the mere effect
of imagination (in dreams as well as delirium); but it can be such only
through the reproduction of former outer perceptions, which, as has been
shown, are possible only through the reality of outer objects. Here it has
only to be proved that inner experience in general is possible only through
outer experience in general. Whether this or that putative experience may
not be mere imagination must be ascertained according to its particular
determinations and through coherence with the criteria for all actual
experience.
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The Transcendental Dialectic
Second Book: On the Dialectical Inferences of Pure Reason
The Antinomy of Pure Reasona

[a 426 / b 454]

First Conﬂict of the Transcendental Ideas
Thesis
The world has a beginning in time
and is, as regards space, also
enclosed in boundaries.

Antithesis
The world has no beginning, and it
has no boundaries in space, but is,
with respect to time as well as space,
inﬁnite.

Proof
For, if one assumes that the world
has no beginning in time: then up to
any given point in time an eternity
has transpired and therefore in the
world an inﬁnite series of successive
states of things has gone by. But the
inﬁnity of a series consists, however,
in the very fact that it can never be
completed through successive
synthesis. Therefore an inﬁnitely
ﬂowing world-series is impossible,
and so a beginning to the world is a
a

Proof
Let it be posited: the world has a
beginning. Since a beginning is an
existent thing which is preceded by
a time in which that thing does not
exist, there must, then, have been a
time in which the world did not
exist, i.e., an empty time. Now in an
empty time, however, it is not
possible for there to be a beginning
of anything whatever, because no
part of such a time, coming before
another part, has in itself any

There are only minor typographical variations between “B” and “A.”
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necessary condition of its existence;
which was the ﬁrst thing to be
proven.
As regards the second part, one
again assumes the opposite: then the
world will be an inﬁnite, given whole
of simultaneously existing things.
Now the magnitude of a quantum
that is not given within the speciﬁc
boundaries of any intuition∗
[a 428 / b 456] cannot be thought in any other
manner except through the
synthesis of parts, and the totality of
such a quantum only through the
completed synthesis, or through
repeated addition of unity to itself.∗∗
Accordingly, in order for the world,
which ﬁlls up all of space, to be
thought as a whole, the successive
synthesis of the parts of an inﬁnite
world would have to be considered
as completed, i.e., in counting
through all coexisting things an
inﬁnite time would have to be
considered as having transpired;
which is impossible. Accordingly, an
inﬁnite aggregate of actual things
cannot be regarded as a whole that is
given, and hence not as a whole that
is simultaneously given.
Consequently the world is, with
respect to extension in space, not
inﬁnite, but is enclosed in its
boundaries; which was the second
thing to be proven. . . .
∗

∗∗

distinguishing condition of existence
rather than nonexistence (whether it
be assumed that this condition begin
of itself, or through another cause).
And so, although many series of
things can begin in the world, the
world itself cannot have a beginning,
and is therefore inﬁnite as regards
the preceding time.
Concerning the second part, if
one ﬁrst of all assumes the opposite,
namely, that the world is, as regards
space, ﬁnite and bounded, then the
world ﬁnds itself in an empty space
that is not bounded. There would,
therefore, not only be a relation of
things in space, but also of things to
space. Since the world is an absolute
whole, apart from which no object of
intuition, and hence no correlate of
the world, is to be found to which
the world stands in relation, the
relation of the world to empty space
would, therefore, be a relation of the
world to no object. But such a
relationship, and hence also the
bounding of the world through
empty space, is nothing; therefore
the world, as regards space, is not
bounded at all, i.e., it is, with respect
to extension, inﬁnite.∗∗∗

[a 429/b 457]

If it is enclosed in boundaries, we can intuit an indeterminate quantum as a whole without
needing to construct the totality by means of measurement, i.e., by means of successive [a 430 / b 456]
synthesis of its parts. For the boundaries already determine completeness, in that they cut
off anything more.
The concept of the totality is in this case nothing other than the representation of the
completed synthesis of its parts, because, since we cannot extract the concept from the
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∗∗∗

1

intuition of the whole (that being impossible in this case), we can grasp this concept, at least in
idea, only through the synthesis of the parts up to the completion of the inﬁnite.
Space is merely the form of outer intuition (formal intuition), but it is not a real object that
can be outwardly intuited. Prior to all things that determine it (ﬁll or bound it), or, better, that
furnish it with empirical intuition in accordance with its form, space is, under the name of absolute
space, nothing other than the mere possibility of outer appearances, insofar as these can either
exist in themselves or be added to appearances that are already given. Empirical intuition is not,
therefore, composed from appearances and space (perception and empty intuition). The one is
not a correlatum of synthesis for the other,1 but they are conjoined only in one and the same
empirical intuition, as its matter and form. If one wants to set one of these two items apart from
the other (space apart from all appearances), then all sorts of empty determinations of outer
intuition result, which are not possible perceptions at all – e.g., the motion or rest of the world
in inﬁnite empty space, which is a determination of a relation between the two that can never be
perceived, and so is the predicate of a mere being of thought.
Kant’s point is that space should not be conceived as an empty framework into which the matter of
empirical intuition can be placed through an act of synthesis. His remarks echo some Leibnizian
objections to Newton’s absolute space.
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The Transcendental Doctrine of Method
First Chapter

[a 712 / b 740]

The Discipline of Pure Reason
First section
The discipline of pure reason in its dogmatic usea
Mathematics provides the brightest example of pure reason augmenting
itself successfully by itself, without any help from experience. Examples
are contagious, especially to the very same faculty, which naturally ﬂatters
itself that it will have the very same luck in other cases as has come its
way in the one case. Hence, pure reason hopes to be able to extend itself
just as successfully and well-foundedly in its transcendental use as it
has managed to do in its mathematical use, especially if it uses the same
method in the former case as has been of such manifest beneﬁt in the
latter. It is therefore very important for us to know: whether the method
for achieving apodictic certainty that one calls mathematical in the latter
science is the same as the method by which one seeks to achieve the same
kind of certainty in philosophy, and which would in that ﬁeld have to be
called dogmatic.
Philosophical cognition is cognition through reason from concepts; mathematical cognition is cognition through reason from the construction of
concepts. But to construct a concept means: to exhibit a priori the intuition
corresponding to it. For the construction of a concept, then, a nonempirical
intuition is required, which therefore, as intuition, is an individual object,
a

“B” does not differ from “A,” save for minor typographical variations.
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but which, as the construction of a concept (a general representation),
must nonetheless express (in the representation) universal validity for all
possible intuitions belonging under that same concept. Thus I construct
a triangle by exhibiting the object that corresponds to this concept, either
through bare imagination in pure intuition, or else (in accordance with
imagination) on paper in empirical intuition, but in either case fully a
priori, without having to borrow the pattern for the object from one or
another experience. This single sketched-out ﬁgure is empirical, and yet
it nonetheless serves to express the concept without prejudice to the generality of the concept, because in connection with this empirical intuition
only the act of the construction of the concept is looked to, for which
many determinations, e.g., of size, sides, and angles, are equivalent, and
so these differences, which do not alter the concept of the triangle, are
abstracted from.
Philosophical cognition thus considers the particular only in the general; mathematical cognition considers the general in the particular, nay,
even in a single instance, but nonetheless does so a priori and by means
of reason, in such a way that, just as this single instance is determined
under certain universal conditions of construction, so too the object of
the concept (to which concept this single instance corresponds only as its
schema) must be thought as universally determined.
In this form, therefore, consists the essential difference between these
two kinds of cognition through reason; it does not rest on the difference in their matter or objects. Those who have presumed to distinguish
philosophy from mathematics by saying that the former has only quality
for an object and the latter only quantity, have taken the effect for the
cause. The form of mathematical cognition is the cause of its being able
to relate solely to quanta. For only the concept of magnitude admits of
being constructed, i.e., of being displayed a priori in intuition; qualities,
however, admit of being exhibited in none other except empirical intuition. Rational cognition of qualities is possible, therefore, only by means
of concepts. Thus, no one can receive an intuition corresponding to the
concept of reality from anywhere except experience, and one can never
obtain it a priori out of oneself and prior to the empirical consciousness
of reality. The shape of a cone will be able to be made intuitable without
any empirical assistance at all, in accordance with the concept alone, but
the color of this cone will have to be given beforehand in one or another
experience. I can exhibit in intuition the concept of a cause in general in
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no way except in an example furnished to me from experience; and so on.
Besides, philosophy deals with magnitudes just as much as mathematics,
e.g., it deals with totality, inﬁnity, etc. And mathematics concerns itself
with the distinction between lines and planes, as spaces of differing quality, and with the continuity of extension, as a quality of that extension.
But, although in such cases philosophy and mathematics have a common
object, the manner in which they treat of this object by means of reason
is nonetheless completely different in philosophical as opposed to mathematical contemplation. The former restricts itself entirely to general
concepts; the latter can accomplish nothing with the mere concept, but
hastens forthwith to intuition, in which it contemplates the concept in
concreto, though still not empirically, but only in an intuition that it has
exhibited a priori, i.e., has constructed, and in which that which follows
from the universal conditions of construction must also hold universally
of the object of the constructed concept.
Give the concept of a triangle to a philosopher and have him ﬁnd out,
in his manner, how the sum of its angles may be related to the right angle.
He has then nothing but the concept of a ﬁgure that is enclosed in three
straight lines, and the concept of the same number of angles in that ﬁgure.
Let him now contemplate this concept for as long as he wants, he will
ascertain nothing new. He can analyze and clarify the concept of a straight
line, or of an angle, or of the number three, but he cannot come upon any
other properties, which simply are not to be found in these concepts. But
let the geometer take up this question. He begins forthwith to construct
a triangle. Because he knows that two right angles taken together amount
to exactly as much as all the adjacent angles taken together that can be
erected from a point on a straight line, he therefore extends one side of his
triangle and gets two adjacent angles, which are equal to two right angles
taken together. Of these two angles, he now divides the exterior one by
erecting a line parallel to the opposite side of the triangle, and he sees that
here an exterior adjacent angle is produced that is equal to an interior
angle, and so on. In this way, through a chain of inferences, always led
by intuition, he arrives at a fully evident and (at the same time) universal
solution to the question.
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The Göttingen Reviewa
Critique of Pure Reason, by Immanuel Kant
1781. 856 p. Octavo
This work – which always exercises the understanding of its reader if not
always instructing it, often strains the attention to exhaustion, occasionally comes to its aid with fortunate images or rewards it with unexpected,
generally useful conclusions – is a system of higher, or, as the author
calls it, transcendental idealism; an idealism that comprehends spirit and
matter in the same way, transforms the world and our self into representations, and has all objects being generated from appearances, in that
the understanding connects them into one experiential series and reason
necessarily though vainly seeks to extend and unite them into one whole
and complete world system. The author’s system rests on approximately
the following main principles. All our cognitions arise from certain modiﬁcations of our self that we call sensations. What they exist in, whence
they are aroused, that is at bottom completely unknown to us. If there
might be an actual thing in which the representations inhere, or actual
things independent of us that produce them, we do not know even the
lowliest predicate from the one or the other. All the same, we postulate
objects; we speak of our self, we speak of bodies as real things, we believe
we are acquainted with both, we make judgments about them. The cause
of this is nothing other than the fact that the various appearances have
something in common with one another. By means of this they are united
a

Written by Christian Garve (1742–98) and heavily edited by Johann Georg Feder (1740–1821);
published anonymously, see Introduction, pp. xxi–ii, xliv. In the original printed version, paragraph
breaks were shown with dashes and the section break as a paragraph break.
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together and are distinguished from what we call our self. Thus, we regard
the intuitions of the outer senses as things and events outside us because
they all occur next to one another in a certain space and after one another in a certain time. That is real for us which we represent somewhere
and at some time. Space and time themselves are nothing real outside us,
are not relations either, nor concepts we’ve abstracted, but are subjective
laws of our faculty of representation, forms of sensations, subjective conditions of sensory intuition. Upon these concepts of sensations as mere
modiﬁcations of our self (upon which Berkeley also mainly built his idealism), of space, and of time, rests the one foundation pillar of the Kantian
system.
From sensory appearances, which are distinguished from other representations only through the subjective condition that space and time are
conjoined with them, the understanding makes objects. It makes them. For
it is what, ﬁrst, unites various successive small alterations of the soul into
whole complete sensations; it is what again conjoins these wholes with
one another in time so that they follow one another as cause and effect,
whereby each receives its determinate place in inﬁnite time and they all
together receive the posture and stability of actual things; it is what, ﬁnally,
by means of a new corollary of connection, distinguishes simultaneously
existing objects as reciprocally acting on one another from successive objects as merely one-sidedly depending on one another, and, in this way –
since it brings order, lawfulness of sequence, and reciprocal inﬂuence into
the intuitions of the senses – creates nature in the true sense of the word,
determining her laws according to its own. These laws of the understanding are older than the appearances to which they are applied; there are,
therefore, a priori concepts of the understanding. We pass over the author’s
attempt to illuminate still further the entire business of the understanding
by reducing it to four chief functions and four chief concepts depending
on them, namely, quality, quantity, relation, and modality, which again
comprise simpler concepts under them, and which, in conjunction with
the representations of time and space, are to provide the principles for
cognition through experience. They are the commonly known principles
of logic and ontology, expressed according to the idealistic restrictions of
the author. In passing, it is shown how Leibniz arrived at his monadology,
and some observations are made against it that for the most part could be
maintained independently of the author’s transcendental idealism. The
chief result of everything that the author has noted about the business
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of the understanding comes then to this: that the proper use of the pure
understanding consists in applying its concepts to sensory appearances
and, by conjoining the two, forming experiences; and that it would be a
misuse of those concepts, and an endeavor that never succeeds, to infer
from concepts the existence and properties of objects we can never experience. (Experiences, in contrast with mere imaginings and reveries, are
for the author sensory intuitions conjoined with concepts of the understanding. But we confess that we cannot see how the distinction of the
real from the imaginary or the merely possible, usually so easy for the
human understanding, can be sufﬁciently grounded through mere application of the concepts of the understanding, without assuming one mark
of the real in sensation itself, since indeed even visions and phantasies, in
dreamers and the waking, can appear as outer appearances in space and
time and as generally connected together in the most orderly manner; at
times seemingly more orderly than actual events.)1
But now, beyond the understanding, a new power is added for cultivating representations, reason. It is related to the assembled concepts of
the understanding as the understanding is to the appearances. Just as the
understanding contains the rules according to which the individual phenomena are brought into series of one connected experience, reason seeks
the highest principles through which these series can be uniﬁed into a
complete world whole. Just as the understanding makes from sensations
a chain of objects that depend on one another, like the parts of time and
space in which the last link always refers back to an earlier one, or to one
further away, reason wants to extend this chain to its ﬁrst or outermost
link; it seeks the beginning and the boundary of things. The ﬁrst law of reason is that where there is something conditioned, the series of conditions
must be given completely or must ascend to something unconditioned.
As a result of this reason goes out beyond experience in two ways. First it
wants to extend the series of things that we experience much further than
experience itself reaches, because it wants to arrive at the completion of
the series. And then it also wants to lead us to things the likes of which we
have never experienced, to the unconditioned, the absolutely necessary,
the unlimited. But all the principles of reason lead to illusion or contradictions if they are extended to reveal real things and their properties,
since they should merely serve the understanding as rules for continuing
1

Kant responded, pp. 41–5.
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without end in the investigation of nature. The author applies this general
judgment to all the chief inquiries of speculative psychology,b cosmology,
and theology – how he tries in general to determine and justify it, will
be made comprehensible to some extent but not completely by what follows. In psychologyc sophisms arise if determinations that belong merely
to thoughts as thoughts are regarded as properties of the thinking being. The proposition: I think, the sole source of all rational psychology,
contains no predicate for the I, for the being itself. It merely expresses a
certain determination of thoughts, namely their connection through consciousness. Nothing can be concluded from it about the real properties
of the being that was to be represented as the I. From the fact that the
concept of me is the subject of many propositions and can never be the
predicate of any, it is inferred that I, the thinking being, am a substance –
whereas that word is determined merely to indicate the persisting in outer
intuition. From the fact that in my thoughts parts outside parts are not
found, the simplicity of the soul is inferred. But no simplicity can occur
in that which is to be regarded as real, that is, as object of outer intuition, because the condition of that is that it be in space, that it ﬁll a space.
From the identity of consciousness the personality2 of the soul is inferred.
But couldn’t a series of substances transfer their consciousness and their
thoughts from one to another, just as they impart their motions to one
another? (An objection also employed by Hume, and already long before
him.)3 Finally, from the distinction between the consciousness of our self
and the intuition of outer things, a sophism is made about the ideality of
those things, whereas inner sensations specify for us just as few absolute
predicates of our self as outer sensations of bodies. In this way, ordinary or (as the author calls it) empirical idealism would be invalidated,
not by the proven existence of bodies, but by removing the advantage
that assurance of our own existence is supposed to have over that of
bodies.
Contradictions are inevitable in cosmology, as long as we want to regard the world as an objective reality and to comprehend it as a completed
whole. The inﬁnity of the world’s past duration, of its extension and divisibility are incomprehensible to the understanding and offend it, because it
b
2
3

c Seelenlehre
Psychologie
“Personality” here indicates individuality.
Compare Locke, Essay, ii.xxviii.13, and Hume, Treatise, i.iv.6, p. 261.
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doesn’t ﬁnd the resting place it seeks. And reason nowhere ﬁnds sufﬁcient
reason to stop. The unity that the author discovers herein, the genuine
law of reason, shall, if we understand him correctly, consist in this: that
reason indeed directs the understanding to search without end for causes
of causes and parts of parts with the intention of arriving at the completion of the system of things, but nonetheless at the same time warns it
not to accept any cause or any part that it ﬁnds through experience as the
ﬁnal or the ﬁrst. This is the law of approximation, which includes in itself
both unattainability and perpetual approach.
The result of the critique of natural theology is very similar to the
preceding. Propositions that appear to express reality are transformed
into rules that only prescribe a certain procedure to the understanding.
Here all the author adds that is new is that he calls upon practical interest
for help and lets moral ideas tip the balance, where speculation had left
both scales equally heavy, or rather equally empty. What such speculation
ascertains is the following. All thought of a limited reality is like that
of a limited space. Just as the latter would not be possible if there were
not an inﬁnite, universal space, so no determinate ﬁnite reality would be
possible if there were not a universal inﬁnite reality that underlay the
determinations, i.e., limitations, of individual things. However, either is
true of our concepts, is a law of our understanding, only insofar as one
representation presupposes the other.
All other proofs that are supposed to demonstrate more the author ﬁnds
faulty and inadequate on his examination. We prefer to skip entirely the
way in which the author ﬁnally wishes to lay a foundation for the common
manner of thinking through moral concepts, after he had withdrawn a
speculative foundation from it, since we can’t make much of it. There
is surely a way to join the concepts of truth and the most universal laws
of thought to the universal concepts and principles of right conduct, a
way based in our nature and that can be preserved or recalled from the
excesses of speculation. But we do not recognize this in the wording and
phrasing of the author.
The last part of the work, containing the doctrine of method, shows, ﬁrst,
what pure reason must guard against – this is the discipline of pure reason –
and, second, the rules by which it must be guided – this is its canon. We
cannot analyze the content of this more closely; it can in large part already
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be gathered from the preceding. The whole book can in any case serve
to make known the most important difﬁculties of speculative philosophy
and to present many matters for healthy contemplation to the builders
and champions of metaphysical systems, who rely all too proudly and
boldly upon their imaginary pure reason. But the middle course between
excessive skepticism and dogmatism, the right middle way to return to the
most natural manner of thinking – with reassurance if not complete satisfaction – appears to us not to have been chosen by the author.4 Both are,
we truly think, indicated by sure signs. First and foremost, the right use
of the understanding must agree with the most general concept of right
conduct, with the fundamental laws of our moral nature, thus with the
promotion of happiness. As is immediately evident from this, the understanding must be employed according to its own fundamental laws, which
make contradiction intolerable and grounds for assent necessary (and, in
the face of counter-grounds, overwhelming, durable grounds); from this
it then follows directly that we must hold onto the strongest and most lasting sensation, or onto the strongest and most lasting illusion,d as onto our
outer reality. Common sense does this. And how does the reasoner depart
therefrom? Because he brings side by side both genuses of sensation, inner
and outer, and wishes to fuse them together or transform them into one
another. From which comes materialism, anthropomorphism, and so on,
if the cognition of inner experience is transformed into the form of outer
experience or is confused with it. From which also comes idealism, if outer
experience’s legal status in comparison with inner, its proprietorship, is
contested. Skepticism does ﬁrst one, then the other, in order to toss and
tangle everything together. Also our author, to some degree: he misjudges
the rights of inner sensation, in that he wishes to regard the concepts of
substance and reality as belonging only to outer sensation. But his idealism conﬂicts even more with the laws of outer sensation and the modes
of speech and representation that arise from them in accordance with our
nature. If, as the author himself asserts, the understanding only reworks
sensations, it does not furnish us new knowledge; it then behaves according to its ﬁrst laws if, in everything concerning reality, it allows itself more
to be led by sensations than leads them. And if, accepting the most extreme
thing the idealist wishes to assert, everything about which we can know and
d
4

Schein
Kant responded, p. 111.
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say anything, everything, is only representation and law of thought; if the
representations in us, modiﬁed and ordered according to certain laws, are
just what we call objects and world5 – to what end, then, the conﬂict with
this commonly accepted language? To what end and whence the idealistic
distinction?6
5
6

The review echoes Berkeley’s Three Dialogues, see nn. 11, 12, pp. 44–5.
The reviewers ask why Kant should wish to distinguish his transcendental idealism from idealism
as ordinarily understood, since, in their estimation, his position is effectively the same. Kant
responded, pp. 125–7.
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Among the multitude of books that have come out in the past year or
more, the present one is among those having ﬁrst claim to public notice.
We are thus pleased to make up for our neglect,1 not so much in order to
enter into the details of the work – for that would require its own treatise
to be written – but only to give notice to our readers of the main topic of
the work and its organization, and to direct the public eye onto the work
as one that redounds to the honor of the German nation, and which, even
if its content is unintelligible to the largest part of the reading public,
nonetheless deserves to be set up as a monument to the ﬁneness and
supremely subtle power of thought of human reason.
After the profound and learned author has brieﬂy stated the causes
which have taken the reputation of metaphysics from it (to which it can
indeed still lay just claim), he deﬁnes in the Preface what he understands
under a critique of pure reason; namely, not a critique of books and systems, but the critique of the faculty of reason in general as regards all
cognition to which it might aspire independently of all experience, along
a

1

Written by Schack Hermann Ewald (1745–1824) and published anonymously; see Introduction,
pp. xxi–ii, xliv. After the ﬁrst paragraph, except for the listing of contents it consists in sentences
and phrases taken directly from the Preface (a xii–xiii), Introduction (a 11–12, 14), and Aesthetic
(a 20–1, 23, 26, 32–7). In the original printed version there were no paragraph breaks.
The review appeared slightly more than a year after the book was published. By the standards of
the day, reviews usually appeared within several months of publication.
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with a decision on the possibility or impossibility of metaphysics in general
and the determination of its sources as well as its extent and boundaries –
all, however, from principles. In this way the author ﬂatters himself that
he has arrived at the elimination of all the errors that had previously set
reason against itself in experience-free use; and he asserts that there must
not be a single metaphysical problem not here solved, or for which at least
the key to its solution is not offered.
Every cognition is called pure which is not mingled with anything of an
alien kind. But in particular a cognition is called absolutely pure in which
no experience or sensation whatsoever is mixed, and which is therefore
possible fully a priori. Now reason is the faculty that furnishes the principles of cognition a priori. Therefore pure reason is the faculty that contains
the principles for cognizing something absolutely a priori. An organon of
pure reason would be a sum total of such principles, in accordance with
which all pure cognition a priori could be acquired and actually put in
place. Since this however demands a lot, and it remains uncertain whether
such an extension of our cognition is even in general possible and in what
cases, we can thus regard a science of the bare assessment of pure reason, its sources and boundaries, as a preparation for an organon of pure
reason; and if that should not succeed, we can regard such a science at
least as a preparation for a canon of pure reason, according to which the
complete system of pure reason, whether it consist in the extension or
the mere bounding of reason’s cognition, could perhaps one day be exhibited analytically as well as synthetically. Such a science is not called a
doctrine but only a critique of pure reason, and its beneﬁt is actually only
negative; it serves not for the extension but only for the puriﬁcation of
our reason, and only keeps it free from errors. Accordingly, everything
that makes up transcendental philosophy belongs to the critique of pure
reason, and it is the complete idea of transcendental philosophy, but still
not that science itself, since it takes the analysis just as far as is needed
for a full assessment of synthetic cognition a priori. The author calls all
cognition transcendental which concerns itself not so much with objects,
but with our a priori concepts of objects in general; and a system of such
concepts would be called transcendental philosophy.
The work is divided into two main parts, namely the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements and the Transcendental Doctrine of Method.
The former contains two parts, namely the Transcendental Aesthetic and
the Transcendental Logic. The Aesthetic proceeds in two chapters, On
209
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Space and On Time. The Logic however comprises two divisions under it:
(1) the Transcendental Analytic, and in particular the Analytic of Concepts and of Principles; (2) the Transcendental Dialectic, and in particular
On the Concepts of Pure Reason, and On the Dialectical Inferences of
Pure Reason. The Transcendental Doctrine of Method divides into four
chapters; of these, the ﬁrst contains the Discipline of Pure Reason, the
second, the Canon of Pure Reason, the third, the Architectonic of Pure
Reason, and the fourth, the History of Pure Reason. As the main parts in
turn have their sections, and several of these again their subdivisions, we
cannot go into detail, since the citation of their headings already would
take up too much space; but we must content ourselves to communicate
only a few of the author’s thoughts as a foretaste, especially for teachers of
metaphysics to whom the existence of this book might not yet be known.
The author calls all representations pure (in the transcendental sense)
in which nothing is found that belongs to sensation. Accordingly, the pure
forms of sensory intuitions in general will be found a priori in the mind,
within which every manifold of appearances is intuited in certain relations.
This pure form of sensibility is also itself called pure intuition. Thus, if I
separate from the representation of a body that which the understanding
thinks about it, such as substance, force, divisibility, etc., likewise that
which belongs to sensation, such as impenetrability, hardness, color, etc.,
there still remains for me something left over from this empirical intuition,
namely, extension and shape. These belong to pure intuition, which, even
without an actual object of the senses or sensation, is found in the mind
a priori as a mere form of sensibility.
A science of all the principles of sensibility a priori the author calls
transcendental aesthetic. The Germans use the word aesthetic in order to
signify what others call the critique of taste. Baumgarten namely entertained the hope of bringing the critical assessment of the beautiful under
rational principles and of raising its rules to a science.2 But this effort
is futile, since the intended rules or criteria, in accordance with their
sources, are merely empirical, and therefore can never serve as a priori
laws to which our judgment of taste would have to conform; instead, the
latter constitutes the proper touchstone for the correctness of the former.
Space is not an empirical concept that has been abstracted from outer
experience, and it represents no property of any things in themselves at
2

The word “science” is used here honoriﬁcally. See the Introduction, p. xxiii.
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all, or them in their relation to one another, and no determinations of
such things that might attach to objects themselves; rather, it is nothing
other than merely the form of all appearances of the outer senses, that is,
the subjective condition of sensibility under which alone outer intuition
is possible for us. This also holds for time. It is not something that might
subsist for itself, or might adhere to things as an objective determination,
but is nothing other than the form of inner sense, that is, of the intuition
of our self and our inner state. It is the formal condition a priori of all
appearances in general, outer and inner (our souls); space, on the contrary,
as the pure form of all outer intuition, is limited as a condition a priori
merely to outer appearances.
From what has been said it follows that time might indeed have an
empirical reality, that is, subjective validity with respect to all objects that
may ever be given to our senses, but could make no claim at all to absolute
reality. Against this opinion, the following objection has been made to
the author: alterations are real (this is proven by the change of our own
representations, even if one wanted to disavow all outer appearances together with their alterations).3 Now alterations are possible only in time,
therefore time is something real. I grant the entire argument, answers
Mr. Kant. Time is surely something real, namely, the real form of inner
intuition. It has therefore subjective reality with respect to inner experience, that is, I really have the representation of time and of my determinations in it. It is therefore to be considered real, not as object, but as the
way of representing myself as object. If however I could intuit myself or
another being could intuit me without this condition of sensibility, then
the very same determinations that we now represent to ourselves as alterations would yield a cognition in which the representation of time, hence
also of alteration, would not occur at all. Its empirical reality therefore
remains as a condition of all our experiences; only absolute reality cannot
be granted to it; it is nothing but the form of our inner intuition. If one
takes away the peculiar condition of our sensibility, then the concept of
time also vanishes; and time attaches not to the objects themselves, but
merely to the subject that intuits them.
3

Kant describes the objection at a 36–7 / b 53–4. It came in response to his Inaugural Dissertation, in letters from the German philosophers Johann Heinrich Lambert (1728–77) and Moses
Mendelssohn, October and December 1770 (Ak 10:106–7, 115; CZ), and a review by Johann
Georg Sulzer (1720–79) published in 1771 (translated in Morrison’s edition of Schultz’s Exposition,
pp. 163–70, on pp. 168–9).
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analytic judgments or propositions in, 21–2,
24, 77, 119
boundaries and limits of, xiv, xix, xxxiii, 11,
112–13, 145–52, see also reason,
boundaries or limits of
and certainty, 123–4, 128, 129
concepts of, see concepts
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(synthetic) unity or uniﬁcation of, 57, 61, 64,
71, 88
outer, 88
see also judgments of perception
phenomena, xiii, 66, 106
philosophy, 76, 79
and certainty, 195
as cognition from concepts, 153, 195
critical, 134
and discursive judgment, 32
dogmatic, 22, 153
dogmatic method of, 195
early days of, 66
geometry does not need certiﬁcation of, 168
history of, 5, 39

natural, 83
and pure cognition of nature, 47
pure, 82
of pure reason, system of, 155
and quantity vs quality, 196
speculative, 10, 30, 118, 131, 152, 157, see also
practical
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power of, 34, 39
pure, 157, 161, 210
relation to objects, xiv, 33–5, 38, 39–41,
62–3, 144
sensory, 39–45, 149
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111–12
denied existence by itself, 105
as sum total of appearances, 94, 108
skepticism, xxv, 12, 25, 92, 102, 111, 127, 139,
152, 206
Socratic method, 151
soul
human, as both free and not free, 149
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