and sel f-subsistent thing- as an object given a priori initself. In
the sane way, it is quite natural that, as the systematic unity of
nature cannot be established as a principle for the enpirica

enpl oynent of reason, unless it is based upon the idea of an ens
realissimm as the suprene cause, we should regard this idea as a
real object, and this object, in its character of suprenme condition
as absolutely necessary, and that in this way a regul ati ve should be
transfornmed into a constitutive principle. This interchange becones
evident when | regard this supreme being, which, relatively to the
worl d, was absolutely (unconditionally) necessary, as a thing per

se. Inthis case, | find it inpossible to represent this necessity
in or by any conception, and it exists nerely in nmy owmn nind, as the
formal condition of thought, but not as a material and hypostatic
condi tion of existence.

SECTION VI. O the Inpossibility of a Physico-Theol ogi cal Proof.

If, then, neither a pure conception nor the general experience of an
exi sting being can provide a sufficient basis for the proof of the
exi stence of the Deity, we can nake the attenpt by the only other
node- that of groundi ng our argunment upon a determ nate experience
of the phenonmena of the present world, their constitution and
di sposition, and di scover whether we can thus attain to a sound
convi ction of the existence of a Suprene Being. This argument we shal
term t he physico-theol ogi cal argunent. If it is shown to be
i nsufficient, speculative reason cannot present us with any
satisfactory proof of the existence of a being corresponding to our
transcendental idea.

It is evident fromthe remarks that have been nmade in the
precedi ng sections, that an answer to this question will be far from
being difficult or unconvincing. For how can any experience be
adequate with an idea? The very essence of an idea consists in the
fact that no experience can ever be discovered congruent or adequate
with it. The transcendental idea of a necessary and all-sufficient
being is so i nmeasurably great, so high above all that is enpirical
which is always conditioned, that we hope in vain to find naterials in
t he sphere of experience sufficiently anple for our conception, and in
vai n seek the unconditioned anong things that are conditioned, while
exanpl es, nay, even guidance is denied us by the laws of enpirica

synt hesi s.
If the Suprenme Being forns a link in the chain of enpirica
conditions, it must be a nenber of the enpirical series, and, |like the

| ower menbers which it precedes, have its origin in sonme higher nenber
of the series. If, on the other hand, we disengage it fromthe

chain, and cogitate it as an intelligible being, apart fromthe series
of natural causes- how shall reason bridge the abyss that separates
the latter fromthe former? Al laws respecting the regress from
effects to causes, all synthetical additions to our know edge rel ate
solely to possible experience and the objects of the sensuous world,
and, apart fromthem are without significance.

The worl d around us opens before our view so nagnificent a spectacle
of order, variety, beauty, and conformity to ends, that whether we
pursue our observations into the infinity of space in the one
direction, or intoits illimtable divisions in the other, whether
we regard the world in its greatest or its |east nanifestations-
even after we have attained to the highest sumit of know edge which
our weak mnds can reach, we find that |anguage in the presence of
wonders so inconceivable has lost its force, and nunber its power to
reckon, nay, even thought fails to conceive adequately, and our
conception of the whole dissolves into an astoni shnent w thout power
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of expression- all the nore eloquent that it is dunmb. Everywhere
around us we observe a chain of causes and effects, of neans and ends,
of death and birth; and, as nothing has entered of itself into the
condition in which we find it, we are constantly referred to sone
other thing, which itself suggests the sane inquiry regarding its
cause, and thus the universe nmust sink into the abyss of

not hi ngness, unless we adnit that, besides this infinite chain of
contingencies, there exists sonething that is priml and

sel f-subsi stent- sonething which, as the cause of this phenonena
worl d, secures its continuance and preservation

Thi s hi ghest cause- what nagnitude shall we attribute to it? O
the content of the world we are ignorant; still less can we estinmate
its magni tude by conparison with the sphere of the possible. But
this suprenme cause being a necessity of the human m nd, what is
there to prevent us fromattributing to it such a degree of perfection
as to place it above the sphere of all that is possible? This we can
easily do, although only by the aid of the faint outline of an
abstract conception, by representing this being to ourselves as
containing in itself, as an individual substance, all possible
perfection- a conception which satisfies that requirement of reason
whi ch denmands parsinmony in principles, which is free from
sel f-contradi ction, which even contributes to the extension of the
enpl oynment of reason in experience, by nmeans of the guidance
afforded by this idea to order and system and which in no respect
conflicts with any | aw of experience.

Thi s argunent always deserves to be nmentioned with respect. It is
the ol dest, the clearest, and that nost in conformity with the
conmon reason of humanity. It animates the study of nature, as it
itself derives its existence and draws ever new strength fromt hat
source. It introduces ains and ends into a sphere in which our
observation could not of itself have discovered them and extends
our know edge of nature, by directing our attention to a unity, the
principle of which |ies beyond nature. This know edge of nature
again reacts upon this idea- its cause; and thus our belief in a
di vi ne author of the universe rises to the power of an irresistible
convi ction.

For these reasons it would be utterly hopeless to attenpt to rob
this argunent of the authority it has al ways enjoyed. The nind
unceasi ngly el evated by these considerations, which, although
enpirical, are so remarkably powerful, and continually adding to their
force, will not suffer itself to be depressed by the doubts
suggested by subtle speculation; it tears itself out of this state
of uncertainty, the nonent it casts a | ook upon the wondrous forns
of nature and the mgjesty of the universe, and rises fromheight to
height, fromcondition to condition, till it has elevated itself to
t he suprene and unconditioned author of all.

But al t hough we have nothing to object to the reasonabl eness and
utility of this procedure, but have rather to conmend and encourage
it, we cannot approve of the clainms which this argunent advances to
denonstrative certainty and to a reception upon its own nerits,
apart fromfavour or support by other arguments. Nor can it injure the
cause of norality to endeavour to |ower the tone of the arrogant
sophist, and to teach himthat nodesty and noderation which are the
properties of a belief that brings cal mand content into the nind
wi t hout prescribing to it an unworthy subjection. | nmaintain, then
that the physico-theol ogical argunment is insufficient of itself to
prove the existence of a Suprene Being, that it nmust entrust this to
the ontol ogical argunment- to which it serves nerely as an
i ntroduction, and that, consequently, this argunent contains the
only possible ground of proof (possessed by specul ative reason) for



t he existence of this being.

The chief nmomenta in the physico-theol ogical argunent are as foll ow
1. W observe in the world nanifest signs of an arrangenent full of
pur pose, executed with great wi sdom and argunent in whole of a
content indescribably various, and of an extent without limits. 2.
Thi s arrangenment of means and ends is entirely foreign to the things
existing in the world- it belongs to themnerely as a contingent
attribute; in other words, the nature of different things could not of
itsel f, whatever nmeans were enployed, harnoniously tend towards
certain purposes, were they not chosen and directed for these purposes
by a rational and di sposing principle, in accordance with certain
fundanental ideas. 3. There exists, therefore, a sublinme and w se
cause (or several), which is not nerely a blind, all-powerful
nature, producing the beings and events which fill the world in
unconsci ous fecundity, but a free and intelligent cause of the
world. 4. The unity of this cause nmay be inferred fromthe unity of
the reciprocal relation existing between the parts of the world, as
portions of an artistic edifice- an inference which all our
observation favours, and all principles of anal ogy support.

In the above argunent, it is inferred fromthe anal ogy of certain
products of nature with those of human art, when it conpels Nature
to bend herself to its purposes, as in the case of a house, a ship, or
a watch, that the same kind of causality- nanely, understandi ng and
Will- resides in nature. It is also declared that the interna
possibility of this freely-acting nature (which is the source of all
art, and perhaps al so of human reason) is derivable from another and
superhuman art- a concl usi on whi ch woul d perhaps be found i ncapabl e of
standing the test of subtle transcendental criticism But to neither
of these opinions shall we at present object. W shall only renark
that it nmust be confessed that, if we are to discuss the subject of
cause at all, we cannot proceed nore securely than with the guidance
of the anal ogy subsisting between nature and such products of
design- these being the only products whose causes and nodes of
organi zation are conpletely known to us. Reason would be unable to
satisfy her own requirenments, if she passed froma causality which she
does know, to obscure and indenonstrable principles of explanation
whi ch she does not know.

According to the physico-theol ogical argunent, the connection and
harnony existing in the world evidence the contingency of the form
nmerely, but not of the natter, that is, of the substance of the world.
To establish the truth of the latter opinion, it would be necessary to
prove that all things would be in thenselves incapable of this harnony
and order, unless they were, even as regards their substance, the
product of a supreme wi sdom But this would require very different
grounds of proof fromthose presented by the anal ogy with human art.
This proof can at nost, therefore, denobnstrate the existence of an
architect of the world, whose efforts are linmted by the
capabilities of the material with which he works, but not of a creator
of the world, to whomall things are subject. Thus this argunment is
utterly insufficient for the task before us- a denonstration of the
exi stence of an all-sufficient being. If we wish to prove the
contingency of matter, we nust have recourse to a transcendental
argunent, which the physicotheol ogi cal was constructed expressly to
avoi d.

W infer, fromthe order and design visible in the universe, as a
di sposition of a thoroughly contingent character, the existence of a
cause proportionate thereto. The conception of this cause nmust contain
certain deternminate qualities, and it nust therefore be regarded as
the conception of a being which possesses all power, wi sdom and so
on, in one word, all perfection- the conception, that is, of an



al |l -sufficient being. For the predicates of very great, astonishing,
or inmeasurabl e power and excell ence, give us no deterninate
conception of the thing, nor do they informus what the thing nay be
initself. They nerely indicate the relation existing between the
magni t ude of the object and the observer, who conpares it with hinself
and with his own power of conprehension, and are nere expressions of
prai se and reverence, by which the object is either nagnified, or

t he observing subject depreciated in relation to the object. \Were
we have to do with the magnitude (of the perfection) of a thing, we
can di scover no determinate conception, except that which
conprehends all possible perfection or conpleteness, and it is only
the total (omitudo) of reality which is conpletely determined in
and through its conception al one.

Now it cannot be expected that any one will be bold enough to
decl are that he has a perfect insight into the relation which the
magni t ude of the world he contenplates bears (in its extent as well as
inits content) to omipotence, into that of the order and design in
the world to the highest wisdom and that of the unity of the world to
the absolute unity of a Suprene Being. Physico-theology is therefore
i ncapabl e of presenting a deterninate conception of a suprenme cause of
the world, and is therefore insufficient as a principle of theology- a
theol ogy which is itself to be the basis of religion

The attai nment of absolute totality is conpletely inpossible on
the path of enmpiricism And yet this is the path pursued in the
physi cot heol ogi cal argunent. What neans shall we enploy to bridge
t he abyss?

After elevating ourselves to adnmiration of the magnitude of the
power, wi sdom and other attributes of the author of the world, and
finding we can advance no further, we | eave the argunent on
enpirical grounds, and proceed to infer the contingency of the world
fromthe order and conformity to ains that are observable in it.
Fromthis contingency we infer, by the help of transcendental
conceptions alone, the existence of sonething absolutely necessary;
and, still advancing, proceed fromthe conception of the absolute
necessity of the first cause to the conpletely determ ned or
determi ning conception thereof- the conception of an all-enbracing
reality. Thus the physico-theological, failing in its undertaking,
recurs in its enbarrassnent to the cosnol ogi cal argunent; and, as this
is merely the ontological argument in disguise, it executes its design
solely by the aid of pure reason, although it at first professed to
have no connection with this faculty and to base its entire
procedure upon experience al one.

The physi co-theol ogi ans have therefore no reason to regard with such
contenpt the transcendental node of argunent, and to | ook down upon
it, with the conceit of clear-sighted observers of nature, as the
br ai n- cobweb of obscure specul atists. For, if they reflect upon and
exanine their own argunents, they will find that, after follow ng
for sone tine the path of nature and experience, and di scovering
t hemsel ves no nearer their object, they suddenly |eave this path and
pass into the region of pure possibility, where they hope to reach
upon the wings of ideas what had eluded all their enpirica
i nvestigations. Gaining, as they think, a firmfooting after this
i mense | eap, they extend their determninate conception- into the
possessi on of which they have cone, they know not how over the
whol e sphere of creation, and explain their ideal, which is entirely a
product of pure reason, by illustrations drawn from experience- though
in a degree mserably unworthy of the grandeur of the object, while
they refuse to acknow edge that they have arrived at this cognition or
hypot hesis by a very different road fromthat of experience.

Thus the physico-theol ogical is based upon the cosnol ogi cal, and



this upon the ontol ogi cal proof of the existence of a Suprene Being;
and as besides these three there is no other path open to
specul ati ve reason, the ontol ogi cal proof, on the ground of pure
conceptions of reason, is the only possible one, if any proof of a
proposition so far transcending the enpirical exercise of the
understanding is possible at all

SECTION VI1. Critique of all Theol ogy based upon Specul ative
Princi pl es of Reason.

If by the termtheol ogy | understand the cognition of a prim
bei ng, that cognition is based either upon reason al one (theol ogia
rationalis) or upon revelation (theologia revelata). The forner
cogitates its object either by nmeans of pure transcendental
conceptions, as an ens originarium realissimum ens entium and is
ternmed transcendental theol ogy; or, by means of a conception derived
fromthe nature of our own nind, as a suprenme intelligence, and nust
then be entitled natural theol ogy. The person who believes in a
transcendental theology alone, is terned a deist; he who
acknow edges the possibility of a natural theology also, a theist. The
fornmer adnits that we can cogni ze by pure reason al one the existence
of a Supreme Being, but at the sane tine maintains that our conception
of this being is purely transcendental, and that all we can say of
it is that it possesses all reality, without being able to define it
nore closely. The second asserts that reason is capable of
presenting us, fromthe analogy with nature, with a nore definite
conception of this being, and that its operations, as the cause of al
things, are the results of intelligence and free will. The forner
regards the Suprene Being as the cause of the world- whether by the
necessity of his nature, or as a free agent, is left undeternined; the
latter considers this being as the author of the world.

Transcendental theology ainms either at inferring the existence of
a Suprene Being froma general experience, w thout any cl oser
reference to the world to which this experience belongs, and in this
case it is called cosnotheol ogy; or it endeavours to cognize the
exi stence of such a being, through nere conceptions, without the aid
of experience, and is then terned ontotheol ogy.

Natural theology infers the attributes and the exi stence of an
aut hor of the world, fromthe constitution of, the order and unity
observable in, the world, in which two nodes of causality nust be
admitted to exist- those of nature and freedom Thus it rises from
this world to a suprene intelligence, either as the principle of al
natural, or of all noral order and perfection. In the forner case it
is termed physico-theology, in the latter, ethical or noral-theol ogy.*

*Not theol ogical ethics; for this science contains ethical |aws,
whi ch presuppose the existence of a Suprenme Governor of the world;
whil e noral -theol ogy, on the contrary, is the expression of a
conviction of the existence of a Suprene Being, founded upon ethica
| aws.

As we are wont to understand by the term God not nerely an eterna
nature, the operations of which are insensate and blind, but a Suprene
Being, who is the free and intelligent author of all things, and as it
is this latter view alone that can be of interest to humanity, we
mght, in strict rigour, deny to the deist any belief in God at all,
and regard himnerely as a maintai ner of the existence of a prim
being or thing- the supreme cause of all other things. But, as no
one ought to be blanmed, nmerely because he does not feel hinself
justified in maintaining a certain opinion, as if he altogether denied



its truth and asserted the opposite, it is nore correct- as it is |less
harsh- to say, the deist believes in a God, the theist in a living God
(summa intelligentia). W shall now proceed to investigate the sources
of all these attenpts of reason to establish the existence of a

Supr enme Bei ng.

It may be sufficient in this place to define theoretical know edge
or cognition as know edge of that which is, and practical know edge as
know edge of that which ought to be. In this view, the theoretica
enpl oynent of reason is that by which | cognize a priori (as
necessary) that sonething is, while the practical is that by which
cogni ze a priori what ought to happen. Now, if it is an indubitably
certain, though at the sane tine an entirely conditioned truth, that
sonething is, or ought to happen, either a certain deterninate
condition of this truth is absolutely necessary, or such a condition
may be arbitrarily presupposed. In the former case the condition is
postul ated (per thesin), in the latter supposed (per hypothesin).
There are certain practical |aws- those of norality- which are
absol utely necessary. Now, if these | aws necessarily presuppose the
exi stence of sone being, as the condition of the possibility of
their obligatory power, this being nust be postul ated, because the
condi tioned, fromwhich we reason to this deterninate condition, is
itself cognized a priori as absolutely necessary. W shall at sone
future tinme show that the noral |aws not mnerely presuppose the
exi stence of a Suprene Being, but also, as thensel ves absolutely
necessary in a different relation, demand or postulate it- although
only froma practical point of view The discussion of this argunent
we postpone for the present.

When the question relates nmerely to that which is, not to that which
ought to be, the conditioned which is presented in experience is
al ways cogitated as contingent. For this reason its condition cannot
be regarded as absolutely necessary, but nerely as relatively
necessary, or rather as needful; the condition is in itself and a
priori a mere arbitrary presupposition in aid of the cognition, by
reason, of the conditioned. If, then, we are to possess a
theoretical cognition of the absolute necessity of a thing, we
cannot attain to this cognition otherwise than a priori by neans of
conceptions; while it is inpossible in this way to cogni ze the
exi stence of a cause which bears any relation to an existence given in
experi ence.

Theoretical cognition is speculative when it relates to an object or
certain conceptions of an object which is not given and cannot be
di scovered by neans of experience. It is opposed to the cognition of
nature, which concerns only those objects or predicates which can be
presented in a possible experience.

The principle that everything which happens (the enpirically
contingent) nust have a cause, is a principle of the cognition of
nature, but not of speculative cognition. For, if we change it into an
abstract principle, and deprive it of its reference to experience
and the enpirical, we shall find that it cannot with justice be
regarded any | onger as a synthetical proposition, and that it is
i mpossi bl e to discover any node of transition fromthat which exists
to something entirely different- termed cause. Nay, nore, the
conception of a cause |ikewi se that of the contingent- |oses, in
this specul ative node of enploying it, all significance, for its
objective reality and neani ng are conprehensi bl e from experience
al one.

Wien fromthe existence of the universe and the things in it the
exi stence of a cause of the universe is inferred, reason is proceeding
not in the natural, but in the specul ative nethod. For the principle
of the former enounces, not that things thenselves or substances,



but only that which happens or their states- as enpirically
contingent, have a cause: the assertion that the existence of
substance itself is contingent is not justified by experience, it is
the assertion of a reason enploying its principles in a specul ative
manner. If, again, | infer fromthe formof the universe, fromthe way
in which all things are connected and act and react upon each other
t he existence of a cause entirely distinct fromthe universe- this
woul d again be a judgenment of purely specul ative reason; because the
object in this case- the cause- can never be an object of possible
experience. In both these cases the principle of causality, which is
valid only in the field of experience- useless and even neani ngl ess
beyond this region, would be diverted fromits proper destination

Now | maintain that all attenpts of reason to establish a theol ogy
by the aid of speculation alone are fruitless, that the principles
of reason as applied to nature do not conduct us to any theol ogica
truths, and, consequently, that a rational theology can have no
exi stence, unless it is founded upon the laws of norality. For al
synt hetical principles of the understanding are valid only as inmanent
in experience; while the cognition of a Suprenme Bei ng necessitates
their being enployed transcendentally, and of this the understanding
is quite incapable. If the enpirical |law of causality is to conduct us
to a Suprene Being, this being nmust belong to the chain of enpirica
obj ects- in which case it would be, like all phenonena, itself
conditioned. If the possibility of passing the limts of experience be
admtted, by neans of the dynanical |aw of the relation of an effect
to its cause, what kind of conception shall we obtain by this
procedure? Certainly not the conception of a Suprene Bei ng, because
experience never presents us with the greatest of all possible
effects, and it is only an effect of this character that could w tness
to the existence of a corresponding cause. |f, for the purpose of
fully satisfying the requirenments of Reason, we recognize her right to
assert the existence of a perfect and absol utely necessary being, this
can be admitted only from favour, and cannot be regarded as the result
or irresistible denonstration. The physico-theol ogi cal proof nay add
weight to others- if other proofs there are- by connecting specul ation
with experience; but initself it rather prepares the nind for
t heol ogi cal cognition, and gives it a right and natural direction
than establishes a sure foundation for theol ogy.

It is now perfectly evident that transcendental questions adnit only
of transcendental answers- those presented a priori by pure
conceptions without the |least enpirical admi xture. But the question in
the present case is evidently synthetical- it ains at the extension of
our cognition beyond the bounds of experience- it requires an
assurance respecting the existence of a being corresponding with the
idea in our mnds, to which no experience can ever be adequate. Now it
has been abundantly proved that all a priori synthetical cognition
is possible only as the expression of the formal conditions of a
possi bl e experience; and that the validity of all principles depends
upon their inmanence in the field of experience, that is, their
relation to objects of enpirical cognition or phenonena. Thus al
transcendental procedure in reference to specul ative theology is
wi thout result.

If any one prefers doubting the concl usiveness of the proofs of
our analytic to losing the persuasion of the validity of these old and
ti me honoured argunents, he at |east cannot decline answering the
question- how he can pass the linmits of all possible experience by the
hel p of mere ideas. If he tal ks of new argunments, or of inprovenments
upon old argunents, | request himto spare ne. There is certainly no
great choice in this sphere of discussion, as all speculative
argunents nust at |ast | ook for support to the ontological, and



have, therefore, very little to fear fromthe argunentative
fecundity of the dogmatical defenders of a non-sensuous reason

Wt hout |ooking upon nyself as a remarkably conbative person, |

shal |l not decline the challenge to detect the fallacy and destroy
the pretensions of every attenpt of specul ative theology. And yet
the hope of better fortune never deserts those who are accustoned to
the dogmatical node of procedure. | shall, therefore, restrict
nmysel f to the sinple and equitable demand that such reasoners will
denonstrate, fromthe nature of the human mind as well as fromthat of
t he ot her sources of know edge, how we are to proceed to extend our
cognition conpletely a priori, and to carry it to that point where
experi ence abandons us, and no nmeans exi st of guaranteeing the
objective reality of our conceptions. In whatever way the
under st andi ng may have attained to a conception, the existence of
the object of the conception cannot be discovered in it by analysis,
because the cognition of the existence of the object depends upon
the object's being posited and given in itself apart fromthe
conception. But it is utterly inpossible to go beyond our

conception, wthout the aid of experience- which presents to the

m nd not hi ng but phenonena, or to attain by the help of nere
conceptions to a conviction of the existence of new kinds of objects
or supernatural beings.

But al t hough pure speculative reason is far fromsufficient to
denonstrate the existence of a Suprene Being, it is of the highest
utility in correcting our conception of this being- on the supposition
that we can attain to the cognition of it by some other neans- in
making it consistent with itself and with all other conceptions of
intelligible objects, clearing it fromall that is inconpatible with
the conception of an ens summun, and eliminating fromit al
limtations or adm xtures of enpirical elements.

Transcendental theology is still therefore, notwithstanding its
obj ective insufficiency, of inmportance in a negative respect; it is
useful as a test of the procedure of reason when engaged w th pure
i deas, no other than a transcendental standard being in this case
adm ssible. For if, froma practical point of view the hypothesis
of a Supreme and All-sufficient Being is to maintain its validity
wi t hout opposition, it nust be of the highest inportance to define
this conception in a correct and rigorous nmanner- as the
transcendental conception of a necessary being, to elininate al
phenonmenal el enments (anthroponorphismin its nost extended
signification), and at the same tine to overflow all contradictory
assertions- be they atheistic, deistic, or anthroponorphic. This is of
course very easy; as the sane argunments whi ch denonstrated the
inability of human reason to affirmthe exi stence of a Suprenme Being
nmust be alike sufficient to prove the invalidity of its denial. For it
is inpossible to gain fromthe pure specul ati on of reason
denonstration that there exists no Suprene Being, as the ground of al
that exists, or that this being possesses none of those properties
which we regard as anal ogical with the dynanical qualities of a
t hi nki ng being, or that, as the anthroponorphists would have us
believe, it is subject to all the linmtations which sensibility
i mposes upon those intelligences which exist in the world of
experi ence.

A Supreme Being is, therefore, for the specul ative reason, a nere
i deal , though a faultless one- a conception which perfects and
crowns the system of human cognition, but the objective reality of
whi ch can neither be proved nor disproved by pure reason. If this
defect is ever supplied by a noral theol ogy, the problematic
transcendental theol ogy which has preceded, will have been at | east
servi ceabl e as denonstrating the mental necessity existing for the



conception, by the conplete deternination of it which it has
furni shed, and the ceasel ess testing of the conclusions of a reason
of ten deceived by sense, and not always in harnony with its own ideas.
The attributes of necessity, infinitude, unity, existence apart from
the world (and not as a world soul), eternity (free fromconditions of
time), omipresence (free fromconditions of space), ommi potence,
and others, are pure transcendental predicates; and thus the
accurate conception of a Suprene Being, which every theol ogy requires,
is furnished by transcendental theol ogy al one.
APPENDI X

APPENDI X.

O the Regul ative Enpl oynment of the |deas of
Pure Reason.

The result of all the dialectical attenpts of pure reason not only
confirms the truth of what we have already proved in our
Transcendental Analytic, nanely, that all inferences which would
| ead us beyond the linmts of experience are fallacious and groundl ess,
but it at the same tinme teaches us this inportant |esson, that hunman
reason has a natural inclination to overstep these linmts, and that
transcendental ideas are as nmuch the natural property of the reason as
categories are of the understanding. There exists this difference,
however, that while the categories never mslead us, outward objects
bei ng al ways in perfect harnony therewith, ideas are the parents of
irresistible illusions, the severest and nost subtle criticism being
required to save us fromthe fallacies which they induce.

What ever is grounded in the nature of our powers will be found to be
in harmony with the final purpose and proper enploynment of these
powers, when once we have discovered their true direction and aim
W are entitled to suppose, therefore, that there exists a node of
enpl oyi ng transcendental ideas which is proper and i mmanent; although
when we nistake their meaning, and regard them as conceptions of
actual things, their node of application is transcendent and del usive.
For it is not the idea itself, but only the enploynent of the idea
in relation to possible experience, that is transcendent or
i mmanent. An idea is enployed transcendently, when it is applied to an
object falsely believed to be adequate with and to correspond to it;

i mmnently, when it is applied solely to the enploynent of the
understanding in the sphere of experience. Thus all errors of
subreptio- of msapplication, are to be ascribed to defects of
j udgenent, and not to understandi ng or reason

Reason never has an inmediate relation to an object; it relates
i medi ately to the understanding alone. It is only through the
understanding that it can be enployed in the field of experience. It
does not form conceptions of objects, it nerely arranges them and
gives to themthat unity which they are capabl e of possessi ng when the
sphere of their application has been extended as wi dely as possible.
Reason avails itself of the conception of the understanding for the
sol e purpose of producing totality in the different series. This
totality the understanding does not concern itself with; its only
occupation is the connection of experiences, by which series of
conditions in accordance with conceptions are established. The
obj ect of reason is, therefore, the understanding and its proper
destination. As the latter brings unity into the diversity of
obj ects by means of its conceptions, so the former brings unity into
the diversity of conceptions by neans of ideas; as it sets the fina
aimof a collective unity to the operations of the understandi ng,
whi ch wi thout this occupies itself with a distributive unity al one.

| accordingly maintain that transcendental ideas can never be



enpl oyed as constitutive ideas, that they cannot be conceptions of
obj ects, and that, when thus considered, they assune a fallacious
and di al ectical character. But, on the other hand, they are capabl e of
an admirabl e and indi spensably necessary application to objects- as
regul ative ideas, directing the understanding to a certain aim the
guiding lines towards which all its laws follow, and in which they al
nmeet in one point. This point- though a nere idea (focus imaginarius),
that is, not a point fromwhich the conceptions of the understanding
do really proceed, for it lies beyond the sphere of possible

experi ence- serves, notw thstanding, to give to these conceptions
the greatest possible unity conbined with the greatest possible
extension. Hence arises the natural illusion which induces us to
believe that these lines proceed froman object which lies out of
the sphere of enpirical cognition, just as objects reflected in a
mrror appear to be behind it. But this illusion- which we nmay

hi nder from i nposing upon us- is necessary and unavoi dable, if we
desire to see, not only those objects which Iie before us, but those
which are at a great distance behind us; that is to say, when, in
the present case, we direct the ains of the understanding, beyond
every given experience, towards an extension as great as can

possi bly be attained.

If we review our cognitions in their entire extent, we shall find
that the peculiar business of reason is to arrange theminto a system
that is to say, to give them connection according to a principle. This
unity presupposes an idea- the idea of the formof a whole (of
cognition), preceding the determi nate cognition of the parts, and
contai ning the conditions which determine a priori to every part its
pl ace and relation to the other parts of the whole system This
i dea, accordingly, demands conplete unity in the cognition of the
under st andi ng- not the unity of a contingent aggregate, but that of
a system connected according to necessary laws. It cannot be
affirmed with propriety that this idea is a conception of an object;
it is merely a conception of the conplete unity of the conceptions
of objects, in so far as this unity is available to the
understanding as a rule. Such conceptions of reason are not derived
fromnature; on the contrary, we enploy themfor the interrogation and
i nvestigation of nature, and regard our cognition as defective so |ong
as it is not adequate to them W adnit that such a thing as pure
earth, pure water, or pure air, is not to be discovered. And yet we
require these conceptions (which have their origin in the reason, so
far as regards their absolute purity and conpl eteness) for the purpose
of determining the share which each of these natural causes has in
every phenonmenon. Thus the different kinds of natter are all ref erred
to earths, as nere weight; to salts and inflamuabl e bodies, as pure
force; and finally, to water and air, as the vehicula of the forner
or the machi nes enployed by themin their operations- for the
pur pose of explaining the chemnmical action and reaction of bodies in
accordance with the idea of a nechanism For, although not actually so
expressed, the influence of such ideas of reason is very observable in
t he procedure of natural philosophers.

If reason is the faculty of deducing the particular fromthe
general, and if the general be certain in se and given, it is only
necessary that the judgenent should subsune the particul ar under the
general, the particular being thus necessarily determ ned. | shal
termthis the denonstrative or apodeictic enpl oynent of reason. If,
however, the general is adnitted as problematical only, and is a
nere idea, the particular case is certain, but the universality of the
rule which applies to this particular case remains a problem
Several particular cases, the certainty of which is beyond doubt,
are then taken and exanined, for the purpose of discovering whether



the rule is applicable to them and if it appears that all the
particul ar cases which can be collected follow fromthe rule, its
universality is inferred, and at the sane tinme, all the causes which
have not, or cannot be presented to our observation, are concl uded
to be of the same character with those which we have observed. This
I shall termthe hypothetical enploynment of the reason

The hypot heti cal exercise of reason by the aid of ideas enployed
as problematical conceptions is properly not constitutive. That is
to say, if we consider the subject strictly, the truth of the rule,
whi ch has been enpl oyed as an hypothesis, does not follow fromthe use
that is made of it by reason. For how can we know all the possible
cases that may arise? some of which may, however, prove exceptions
to the universality of the rule. This enploynment of reason is nerely
regulative, and its sole aimis the introduction of unity into the
aggregate of our particular cognitions, and thereby the
approxi mating of the rule to universality.

The object of the hypothetical enploynent of reason is therefore the
systematic unity of cognitions; and this unity is the criterion of the
truth of a rule. On the other hand, this systematic unity- as a nere
idea- is in fact nerely a unity projected, not to be regarded as
given, but only in the Iight of a problem a problem which serves,
however, as a principle for the various and particul ar exercise of the
understanding in experience, directs it with regard to those cases
whi ch are not presented to our observation, and introduces harnony and
consistency into all its operations.

Al that we can be certain of fromthe above considerations is
that this systematic unity is a logical principle, whose aimis to
assi st the understanding, where it cannot of itself attain to rules,
by neans of ideas, to bring all these various rules under one
principle, and thus to ensure the nost conpl ete consistency and
connection that can be attained. But the assertion that objects and
t he under st andi ng by which they are cogni zed are so constituted as
to be determined to systematic unity, that this nmay be postulated a
priori, without any reference to the interest of reason, and that we
are justified in declaring all possible cognitions- enpirical and
others- to possess systematic unity, and to be subject to genera
principles fromwhich, notw thstanding their various character, they
are all derivable such an assertion can be founded only upon a
transcendental principle of reason, which would render this systenatic
unity not subjectively and logically- in its character of a nethod,
but objectively necessary.

We shall illustrate this by an exanple. The conceptions of the
under st andi ng make us acquai nted, anmong many ot her kinds of unity,
with that of the causality of a substance, which is terned power.

The di fferent phenonenal manifestations of the same substance appear
at first viewto be so very dissinmlar that we are inclined to

assune the exi stence of just as many different powers as there are
different effects- as, in the case of the human mnd, we have feeling,
consci ousness, imagination, nenory, wit, analysis, pleasure, desire
and so on. Now we are required by a | ogical maximto reduce these
differences to as snmall a nunmber as possible, by conparing them and

di scovering the hidden identity which exists. W nust inquire, for
exanpl e, whether or not inagination (connected with consci ousness),
menory, wit, and analysis are not nerely different forns of
under st andi ng and reason. The idea of a fundamental power, the

exi stence of which no effort of logic can assure us of, is the problem
to be solved, for the systematic representation of the existing
variety of powers. The logical principle of reason requires us to
produce as great a unity as is possible in the system of our
cognitions; and the nore the phenonena of this and the other power are



found to be identical, the nore probable does it becone, that they are
not hi ng but different manifestations of one and the same power,

whi ch may be called, relatively speaking, a fundanental power. And

so with other cases

These rel atively fundanental powers nust again be conpared with each
other, to discover, if possible, the one radical and absolutely
fundamental power of which they are but the manifestations. But this
unity is purely hypothetical. It is not maintained, that this unity
does really exist, but that we nust, in the interest of reason, that
is, for the establishment of principles for the various rules
presented by experience, try to discover and introduce it, so far as
is practicable, into the sphere of our cognitions.

But the transcendental enploynent of the understanding would | ead us
to believe that this idea of a fundanental power is not problenatical
but that it possesses objective reality, and thus the systematic unity
of the various powers or forces in a substance is demanded by the
under standi ng and erected into an apodeictic or necessary principle.
For, without having attenpted to discover the unity of the various
powers existing in nature, nay, even after all our attenpts have
failed, we notw thstandi ng presuppose that it does exist, and may
be, sooner or later, discovered. And this reason does, not only, as in
t he case above adduced, with regard to the unity of substance, but
where many substances, although all to a certain extent honbgeneous,
are di scoverable, as in the case of matter in general. Here al so
does reason presuppose the existence of the systematic unity of
vari ous powers- inasmuch as particular |laws of nature are
subordinate to general laws; and parsinony in principles is not nmerely
an economical principle of reason, but an essential |aw of nature.

We cannot understand, in fact, how a logical principle of unity
can of right exist, unless we presuppose a transcendental principle,
by which such a systematic unit- as a property of objects
t hensel ves- is regarded as necessary a priori. For with what right can
reason, in its logical exercise, require us to regard the variety of
forces which nature displays, as in effect a disguised unity, and to
deduce them from one fundanmental force or power, when she is free to
admt that it is just as possible that all forces should be
different in kind, and that a systematic unity is not conformable to
the design of nature? In this view of the case, reason would be
proceeding in direct opposition to her own destination, by setting
as an aiman idea which entirely conflicts with the procedure and
arrangenent of nature. Neither can we assert that reason has
previously inferred this unity fromthe contingent nature of
phenonmena. For the | aw of reason which requires us to seek for this
unity is a necessary law, inasmuch as without it we should not possess
a faculty of reason, nor without reason a consistent and
sel f-accordant node of enploying the understanding, nor, in the
absence of this, any proper and sufficient criterion of enpirica
truth. Inrelation to this criterion, therefore, we nmust suppose the
i dea of the systematic unity of nature to possess objective validity
and necessity.

We find this transcendental presupposition lurking in different
forms in the principles of philosophers, although they have neither
recogni zed it nor confessed to thenselves its presence. That the
diversities of individual things do not exclude identity of species,
that the various species nust be considered as nerely different
determinations of a few genera, and these again as divisions of
still higher races, and so on- that, accordingly, a certain systematic
unity of all possible enpirical conceptions, in so far as they can
be deduced from hi gher and nore general conceptions, nust be sought
for, is a scholastic nmaxi mor |ogical principle, wthout which



reason could not be enployed by us. For we can infer the particul ar
fromthe general, only in so far as general properties of things
constitute the foundati on upon which the particular rest.

That the sane unity exists in nature is presupposed by
phi |l osophers in the well-known schol astic maxi m which forbids us
unnecessarily to augnent the nunber of entities or principles (entia
praeter necessitatemnon esse nultiplicanda). This nmaxi masserts
that nature herself assists in the establishment of this unity of
reason, and that the seenmingly infinite diversity of phenonena
shoul d not deter us fromthe expectation of discovering beneath this
diversity a unity of fundanental properties, of which the aforesaid
variety is but a nore or less deternmined form This unity, although
a nere idea, thinkers have found it necessary rather to noderate the
desire than to encourage it. It was considered a great step when
chemists were able to reduce all salts to two main genera- acids and
alkalis; and they regard this difference as itself a mere variety,
or different manifestation of one and the same fundanmental nmateri al
The different kinds of earths (stones and even netals) chem sts have
endeavoured to reduce to three, and afterwards to two; but still,
not content with this advance, they cannot but think that behind these
diversities there lurks but one genus- nay, that even salts and earths
have a comon principle. It mght be conjectured that this is nerely
an economni cal plan of reason, for the purpose of sparing itself
trouble, and an attenpt of a purely hypothetical character, which
when successful, gives an appearance of probability to the principle
of expl anation enployed by the reason. But a selfish purpose of this
kind is easily to be distinguished fromthe idea, according to which
every one presupposes that this unity is in accordance with the | aws
of nature, and that reason does not in this case request, but
requires, although we are quite unable to determ ne the proper
limts of this unity.

If the diversity existing in phenonena- a diversity not of form (for
inthis they may be similar) but of content- were so great that the
subt| est human reason coul d never by conparison discover in themthe
least simlarity (which is not inpossible), in this case the |ogica
| aw of genera woul d be without foundation, the conception of a
genus, nay, all general conceptions would be inpossible, and the
faculty of the understanding, the exercise of which is restricted to
the world of conceptions, could not exist. The |ogical principle of
genera, accordingly, if it is to be applied to nature (by which I nean
obj ects presented to our senses), presupposes a transcendental
principle. In accordance with this principle, honogeneity is
necessarily presupposed in the variety of phenonena (although we are
unable to deternmine a priori the degree of this honpgeneity),
because without it no enpirical conceptions, and consequently no
experi ence, would be possible.

The | ogi cal principle of genera, which demands identity in
phenonena, is bal anced by another principle- that of species, which
requires variety and diversity in things, notwithstanding their
accordance in the same genus, and directs the understanding to
attend to the one no less than to the other. This principle (of the
faculty of distinction) acts as a check upon the reason and reason
exhibits in this respect a double and conflicting interest- on the one
hand, the interest in the extent (the interest of generality) in
relation to genera; on the other, that of the content (the interest of
individuality) in relation to the variety of species. In the forner
case, the understanding cogitates nore under its conceptions, in the
latter it cogitates nore in them This distinction manifests itself
likewise in the habits of thought peculiar to natural philosophers,
sonme of whom the renmarkably specul ative heads- may be said to be



hostile to heterogeneity in phenonena, and have their eyes al ways
fixed on the unity of genera, while others- with a strong enpirica
tendency- ai munceasingly at the analysis of phenonena, and al nost
destroy in us the hope of ever being able to estimate the character of
t hese according to general principles.

The latter node of thought is evidently based upon a | ogica
principle, the aimof which is the systematic conpl eteness of al
cognitions. This principle authorizes ne, beginning at the genus, to
descend to the various and diverse contained under it; and in this way
extension, as in the former case unity, is assured to the system
For if we nerely exami ne the sphere of the conception which
i ndi cates a genus, we cannot discover how far it is possible to
proceed in the division of that sphere; just as it is inpossible, from
the consideration of the space occupied by matter, to deternine how
far we can proceed in the division of it. Hence every genus nust
contain different species, and these again different subspecies; and
as each of the latter nust itself contain a sphere (nmust be of a
certain extent, as a conceptus conmuni s), reason denands that no
species or sub-species is to be considered as the | owest possible. For
a speci es or sub-species, being always a conception, which contains
only what is common to a nunber of different things, does not
conpletely determine any individual thing, or relate inmediately to
it, and must consequently contain other conceptions, that is, other
sub-species under it. This | aw of specification may be thus expressed:
entium varietates non tenmere sunt n nuendae.

But it is easy to see that this logical [aw would |ikew se be
wi t hout sense or application, were it not based upon a
transcendental |aw of specification, which certainly does not
require that the differences existing phenonmena should be infinite
in nunber, for the logical principle, which nmerely nmaintains the
i ndet ermi nat eness of the |ogical sphere of a conception, in relation
to its possible division, does not authorize this statenent; while
it does inmpose upon the understanding the duty of searching for
subspecies to every species, and ninor differences in every
di fference. For, were there no | ower conceptions, neither could
there be any higher. Now the understandi ng cogni zes only by neans of
conceptions; consequently, how far soever it may proceed in
di vision, never by nmere intuition, but always by | ower and | ower
conceptions. The cognition of phenonena in their conplete
determination (which is possible only by nmeans of the understandi ng)
requi res an unceasi ngly continued specification of conceptions, and
a progression to ever smaller differences, of which abstraction bad
been nade in the conception of the species, and still nore in that
of the genus.

This | aw of specification cannot be deduced from experience; it
can never present us with a principle of so universal an
application. Enpirical specification very soon stops in its
di stinction of diversities, and requires the gui dance of the
transcendental law, as a principle of the reason- a | aw which
i mposes on us the necessity of never ceasing in our search for
di fferences, even although these nay not present thenselves to the
senses. That absorbent earths are of different kinds could only be
di scovered by obeying the anticipatory | aw of reason, which inposes
upon t he understanding the task of discovering the differences
exi sting between these earths, and supposes that nature is richer in
subst ances than our senses would indicate. The faculty of the
under st andi ng bel ongs to us just as nuch under the presupposition of
differences in the objects of nature, as under the condition that
t hese obj ects are honpgeneous, because we coul d not possess
conceptions, nor nake any use of our understanding, were not the



phenonena i ncl uded under these conceptions in some respects
dissimlar, as well as sinilar, in their character

Reason thus prepares the sphere of the understanding for the
operations of this faculty: 1. By the principle of the honpbgeneity
of the diverse in higher genera; 2. By the principle of the variety of
t he honbgeneous in | ower species; and, to conplete the systematic
unity, it adds, 3. Alaw of the affinity of all conceptions which
prescribes a continuous transition fromone species to every other
by the gradual increase of diversity. W may termthese the principles
of the honpbgeneity, the specification, and the continuity of forns.
The latter results fromthe union of the two former, inasnuch as we
regard the systematic connection as conplete in thought, in the ascent
to higher genera, as well as in the descent to | ower species. For
all diversities nmust be related to each other, as they all spring from
one hi ghest genus, descending through the different gradations of a
nore and nore extended deternination

W may illustrate the systematic unity produced by the three | ogica
principles in the foll owi ng nanner. Every conception nmay be regarded
as a point, which, as the standpoint of a spectator, has a certain
hori zon, which nay be said to encl ose a nunber of things that nay be
viewed, so to speak, fromthat centre. Wthin this horizon there
nmust be an infinite nunmber of other points, each of which has its
own horizon, snmaller and nore circunscribed; in other words, every
speci es contai ns sub-species, according to the principle of
specification, and the | ogical horizon consists of smaller horizons
(subspeci es), but not of points (individuals), which possess no
extent. But different horizons or genera, which include under them
so many conceptions, rmay have one conmon horizon, from which, as
froma mid-point, they may be surveyed; and we may proceed thus,
till we arrive at the highest genus, or universal and true horizon
which is deternined by the highest conception, and which contains
under itself all differences and varieties, as genera, species, and
subspeci es.

To this highest standpoint | am conducted by the | aw of honogeneity,
as to all lower and nore variously-detern ned conceptions by the | aw
of specification. Now as in this way there exists no void in the whole
extent of all possible conceptions, and as out of the sphere of
these the nmind can discover nothing, there arises fromthe
presupposition of the universal horizon above nmentioned, and its
conpl ete division, the principle: Non datur vacuum formarum This
principle asserts that there are not different primitive and hi ghest
genera, which stand isolated, so to speak, fromeach other, but al
the various genera are nere divisions and limtations of one highest
and uni versal genus; and hence follows inmediately the principle:
Dat ur continuum formarum This principle indicates that al
di fferences of species linmit each other, and do not adnit of
transition fromone to another by a saltus, but only through smaller
degrees of the difference between the one species and the other. In
one word, there are no species or sub-species which (in the view of
reason) are the nearest possible to each other; internedi ate species
or sub-speci es being al ways possible, the difference of which from
each of the fornmer is always snaller than the difference existing
bet ween t hese.

The first law, therefore, directs us to avoid the notion that
there exist different prinmal genera, and enounces the fact of
perfect honogeneity; the second inposes a check upon this tendency
to unity and prescribes the distinction of sub-species, before
proceeding to apply our general conceptions to individuals. The
third unites both the former, by enouncing the fact of honogeneity
as existing even in the nost various diversity, by means of the



gradual transition fromone species to another. Thus it indicates a
relationship between the different branches or species, in so far as
they all spring fromthe sanme stem

But this |ogical |aw of the continuum specierum (formarum | ogi carumn
presupposes a transcendental principle (lex continui in natura),
wi t hout which the understanding nmght be led into error, by
foll owi ng the guidance of the former, and thus perhaps pursuing a path
contrary to that prescribed by nature. This |aw nust, consequently, be
based upon pure transcendental, and not upon enpirical
considerations. For, in the latter case, it would come later than
the system whereas it is really itself the parent of all that is
systematic in our cognition of nature. These principles are not nere
hypot heses enpl oyed for the purpose of experinenting upon nature;
al t hough when any such connection is discovered, it forns a solid
ground for regarding the hypothetical unity as valid in the sphere
of nature- and thus they are in this respect not wthout their use.
But we go farther, and maintain that it is manifest that these
principles of parsinony in fundanental causes, variety in effects, and
affinity in phenonena, are in accordance both with reason and
nature, and that they are not mere nethods or plans devised for the
pur pose of assisting us in our observation of the external world.

But it is plain that this continuity of forms is a mere idea, to
whi ch no adequate object can be discovered in experience. And this for
two reasons. First, because the species in nature are really
di vided, and hence form quanta discreta; and, if the gradua
progression through their affinity were continuous, the internediate
menbers |ying between two given species nust be infinite in nunber
which is inpossible. Secondly, because we cannot nake any
determinate enpirical use of this law, inasnuch as it does not present
us with any criterion of affinity which could aid us in determ ning
how far we ought to pursue the graduation of differences: it merely
contains a general indication that it is our duty to seek for and,
i f possible, to discover them

When we arrange these principles of systematic unity in the order
conformable to their enploynent in experience, they will stand thus:
Variety, Affinity, Unity, each of them as ideas, being taken in the
hi ghest degree of their conpl eteness. Reason presupposes the existence
of cognitions of the understanding, which have a direct relation to
experience, and ains at the ideal unity of these cognitions- a unity
which far transcends all experience or enpirical notions. The affinity
of the diverse, notwi thstanding the differences existing between its
parts, has a relation to things, but a still closer one to the nere
properties and powers of things. For exanple, inperfect experience may
represent the orbits of the planets as circular. But we discover
variations fromthis course, and we proceed to suppose that the
pl anets revolve in a path which, if not a circle, is of a character
very simlar toit. That is to say, the novenents of those planets
which do not forma circle will approximte nore or less to the
properties of a circle, and probably forman ellipse. The paths of
conets exhibit still greater variations, for, so far as our
observati on extends, they do not return upon their own course in a
circle or ellipse. But we proceed to the conjecture that conets
describe a parabola, a figure which is closely allied to the
ellipse. In fact, a parabola is nmerely an ellipse, with its |onger
axi s produced to an indefinite extent. Thus these principles conduct
us to a unity in the genera of the forms of these orbits, and,
proceeding farther, to a unity as regards the cause of the notions
of the heavenly bodies- that is, gravitation. But we go on extending
our conquests over nature, and endeavour to explain all seening
devi ations fromthese rules, and even nake additions to our system



whi ch no experience can ever substantiate- for exanple, the theory, in
affinity with that of ellipses, of hyperbolic paths of conets,
pur sui ng whi ch, these bodi es | eave our solar system and, passing
fromsun to sun, unite the nost distant parts of the infinite
uni verse, which is held together by the sane noving power.

The nost remarkabl e circunstance connected with these principles
is that they seemto be transcendental, and, although only
contai ning ideas for the guidance of the enpirical exercise of reason
and al though this enpirical enploynment stands to these ideas in an
asynptotic relation alone (to use a mathematical term, that is,
continually approxi mate, wi thout ever being able to attain to them
t hey possess, notwi thstanding, as a priori synthetical propositions,
obj ective though undetermned validity, and are available as rules for
possi bl e experience. In the el aboration of our experience, they may
al so be enployed with great advantage, as heuristic* principles. A
transcendental deduction of them cannot be made; such a deduction
bei ng al ways inpossible in the case of ideas, as has been already
shown.

*From t he G eek, eurhi oko.

We di stinguished, in the Transcendental Analytic, the dynam ca
principles of the understanding, which are regul ative principles of
intuition, fromthe mathematical, which are constitutive principles of
intuition. These dynami cal |aws are, however, constitutive in relation
to experience, inasnmuch as they render the conceptions without which
experience could not exist possible a priori. But the principles of
pure reason cannot be constitutive even in regard to enpirica
conceptions, because no sensuous schema corresponding to them can be
di scovered, and they cannot therefore have an object in concreto. Now,
if I grant that they cannot be enployed in the sphere of experience,
as constitutive principles, how shall | secure for them enploynent and
objective validity as regulative principles, and in what way can
they be so enpl oyed?

The understanding is the object of reason, as sensibility is the
obj ect of the understandi ng. The production of systematic unity in al
the enpirical operations of the understanding is the proper occupation
of reason; just as it is the business of the understanding to
connect the various content of phenonena by neans of conceptions,
and subject themto enpirical |laws. But the operations of the
understanding are, without the schemata of sensibility,
undet erm ned; and, in the sanme nanner, the unity of reason is
perfectly undeterm ned as regards the conditions under which, and
the extent to which, the understanding ought to carry the systenatic
connection of its conceptions. But, although it is inpossible to
di scover in intuition a schema for the conplete systematic unity of
all the conceptions of the understanding, there nust be sone
anal ogon of this scherma. This analogon is the idea of the maxi mum of
the division and the connection of our cognition in one principle. For
we may have a determinate notion of a maxi mum and an absol utely
perfect, all the restrictive conditions which are connected with an
i ndeterm nate and vari ous content having been abstracted. Thus the
i dea of reason is anal ogous with a sensuous schema, with this
difference, that the application of the categories to the schema of
reason does not present a cognition of any object (as is the case with
the application of the categories to sensuous schemata), but nerely
provides us with a rule or principle for the systematic unity of the
exerci se of the understanding. Now, as every principle which inposes
upon t he exercise of the understanding a priori conpliance with the
rule of systematic unity also relates, although only in an indirect



manner, to an object of experience, the principles of pure reason wll
al so possess objective reality and validity in relation to experience.
But they will not aimat deternining our know edge in regard to any
enpirical object; they will nerely indicate the procedure, foll ow ng
which the enpirical and deterninate exerci se of the understandi ng

may be in conplete harnmony and connection with itself- a result

which is produced by its being brought into harnony with the principle
of systematic unity, so far as that is possible, and deduced fromit.

I termall subjective principles, which are not derived from
observation of the constitution of an object, but fromthe interest
whi ch Reason has in producing a certain conpleteness in her
cognition of that object, maxins of reason. Thus there are nmaxinms of
specul ati ve reason, which are based solely upon its specul ative
i nterest, although they appear to be objective principles.

When principles which are really regulative are regarded as
constitutive, and enployed as objective principles, contradictions
nmust arise; but if they are considered as nere naxims, there is no
room for contradictions of any kind, as they then nerely indicate
the different interests of reason, which occasion differences in the
node of thought. In effect, Reason has only one single interest, and
the seening contradiction existing between her maxinms nerely indicates
a difference in, and a reciprocal limtation of, the methods by
which this interest is satisfied.

This reasoner has at heart the interest of diversity- in
accordance with the principle of specification; another, the
interest of unity- in accordance with the principle of aggregation
Each believes that his judgenment rests upon a thorough insight into
the subject he is exam ning, and yet it has been influenced solely
by a greater or |ess degree of adherence to sone one of the two
principles, neither of which are objective, but originate solely
fromthe interest of reason, and on this account to be termed maxins
rather than principles. Wien | observe intelligent men disputing about
the distinctive characteristics of men, animals, or plants, and even
of minerals, those on the one side assunming the existence of certain
nati onal characteristics, certain well-defined and hereditary
distinctions of famly, race, and so on, while the other side maintain
that nature has endowed all races of nen with the same faculties and
di spositions, and that all differences are but the result of
external and accidental circunstances- | have only to consider for a
nmonent the real nature of the subject of discussion, to arrive at
the conclusion that it is a subject far too deep for us to judge of,
and that there is little probability of either party being able to
speak froma perfect insight into and understanding of the nature of
the subject itself. Both have, in reality, been struggling for the
twofold interest of reason; the one nmintaining the one interest,
the other the other. But this difference between the nmaxinms of
diversity and unity may easily be reconcil ed and adjusted; although
so long as they are regarded as objective principles, they nust
occasi on not only contradictions and polenic, but place hinderances in
the way of the advancenent of truth, until sone nmeans is discovered of
reconciling these conflicting interests, and bringing reason into
uni on and harnmony with itself.

The sane is the case with the so-called | aw di scovered by
Lei bnitz, and supported with remarkable ability by Bonnet- the |aw
of the continuous gradation of created beings, which is nothing nore
than an inference fromthe principle of affinity; for observation
and study of the order of nature could never present it to the nind as
an objective truth. The steps of this |adder, as they appear in
experience, are too far apart fromeach other, and the so-called petty
di fferences between different kinds of animals are in nature



commonly so wi de separations that no confidence can be placed in

such views (particularly when we reflect on the great variety of
things, and the ease with which we can di scover resenbl ances), and

no faith in the laws which are said to express the ains and purposes
of nature. On the other hand, the nethod of investigating the order of
nature in the light of this principle, and the naxi mwhich requires us
to regard this order- it being still undeternined how far it

extends- as really existing in nature, is beyond doubt a legitinate
and excellent principle of reason- a principle which extends farther
than any experience or observation of ours and which, w thout giving
us any positive know edge of anything in the region of experience,

gui des us to the goal of systematic unity.

O the Utimte End of the Natural Dialectic of Human Reason

The i deas of pure reason cannot be, of thenselves and in their own
nature, dialectical; it is fromtheir msenploynent al one that
fallacies and illusions arise. For they originate in the nature of
reason itself, and it is inmpossible that this suprene tribunal for al
the rights and cl ai ns of specul ati on should be itself undeserving of
confidence and pronotive of error. It is to be expected, therefore,
that these ideas have a genuine and legitimate aim It is true, the
nob of sophists raise against reason the cry of inconsistency and
contradiction, and affect to despise the governnment of that faculty,
because they cannot understand its constitution, while it is to its
beneficial influences alone that they owe the position and the
intelligence which enable themto criticize and to blanme its
procedure.

We cannot enploy an a priori conception with certainty, until we
have nade a transcendental deduction therefore. The ideas of pure
reason do not adnit of the same kind of deduction as the categories.
But if they are to possess the | east objective validity, and to
represent anything but nere creations of thought (entia rationis
ratioci nantis), a deduction of them nust be possible. This deduction
will conplete the critical task inmposed upon pure reason; and it is to
this part O our |abours that we now proceed.

There is a great difference between a thing' s being presented to the
nmnd as an object in an absolute sense, or nerely as an ideal
object. In the former case | enploy ny conceptions to deternine the
object; in the latter case nothing is present to the mind but a nere
schenma, which does not relate directly to an object, not even in a
hypot heti cal sense, but which is useful only for the purpose of
representing other objects to the mind, in a nmediate and indirect
manner, by means of their relation to the idea in the intellect.
Thus | say the conception of a suprenme intelligence is a nere idea;
that is to say, its objective reality does not consist in the fact
that it has an immediate relation to an object (for in this sense we
have no neans of establishing its objective validity), it is merely
a schema constructed according to the necessary conditions of the
unity of reason- the schema of a thing in general, which is usefu
towards the production of the highest degree of systematic unity in
the enpirical exercise of reason, in which we deduce this or that
obj ect of experience fromthe imagi nary object of this idea, as the
ground or cause of the said object of experience. In this way, the
idea is properly a heuristic, and not an ostensive, conception; it
does not give us any information respecting the constitution of an
object, it merely indicates how, under the guidance of the idea, we
ought to investigate the constitution and the relations of objects
in the world of experience. Now, if it can be shown that the three
ki nds of transcendental ideas (psychol ogical, cosnological, and



t heol ogi cal ), although not relating directly to any object nor
determining it, do neverthel ess, on the supposition of the existence
of an ideal object, produce systematic unity in the laws of the
enpirical enployment of the reason, and extend our enpirica
cognition, w thout ever being inconsistent or in opposition with it-
it must be a necessary naxi mof reason to regulate its procedure
according to these ideas. And this forns the transcendental
deduction of all specul ative ideas, not as constitutive principles
of the extension of our cognition beyond the linmits of our experience,
but as regulative principles of the systematic unity of enpirica
cognition, which is by the aid of these ideas arranged and enmended
within its own proper linmts, to an extent unattainable by the
operation of the principles of the understandi ng al one.

| shall nmake this plainer. CGuided by the principles involved in
these ideas, we nust, in the first place, so connect all the
phenonena, actions, and feelings of the mind, as if it were a sinple
subst ance, which, endowed with personal identity, possesses a
per manent existence (in this life at least), while its states, anong
whi ch those of the body are to be included as external conditions, are
in continual change. Secondly, in cosnology, we nmust investigate the
conditions of all natural phenonena, internal as well as external
as if they belonged to a chain infinite and w thout any prinme or
supreme nmenber, while we do not, on this account, deny the existence
of intelligible grounds of these phenonena, although we never enpl oy
them to expl ain phenonena, for the sinple reason that they are not
obj ects of our cognition. Thirdly, in the sphere of theol ogy, we
nmust regard the whol e system of possible experience as form ng an
absol ute, but dependent and sensuously-conditioned unity, and at the
sanme tine as based upon a sole, suprene, and all-sufficient ground
existing apart fromthe world itself- a ground which is a
sel f-subsi stent, prineval and creative reason, in relation to which we
so enploy our reason in the field of experience, as if all objects
drew their origin fromthat archetype of all reason. In other words,
we ought not to deduce the internal phenonena of the mind froma
si npl e t hinking substance, but deduce them from each ot her under the
gui dance of the regulative idea of a sinple being; we ought not to
deduce t he phenonena, order, and unity of the universe froma
supreme intelligence, but nerely draw fromthis idea of a suprenely
W se cause the rules which nmust guide reason in its connection of
causes and effects.

Now there is nothing to hinder us fromadnitting these ideas to
possess an objective and hyperbolic existence, except the cosnol ogica
i deas, which lead reason into an antinony: the psychol ogi cal and
t heol ogi cal ideas are not antinomial. They contain no contradiction
and how, then, can any one dispute their objective reality, since he
who denies it knows as little about their possibility as we who
affirn? And yet, when we wish to adnit the existence of a thing, it is
not sufficient to convince ourselves that there is no positive
obstacle in the way; for it cannot be allowable to regard nere
creations of thought, which transcend, though they do not
contradict, all our conceptions, as real and determ nate objects,
solely upon the authority of a specul ative reason striving to
conpass its own ainms. They cannot, therefore, be adnitted to be rea
in thensel ves; they can only possess a conparative reality- that of
a schema of the regulative principle of the systematic unity of al
cognition. They are to be regarded not as actual things, but as in
sone neasure anal ogous to them W abstract fromthe object of the
idea all the conditions which linit the exercise of our understanding,
but which, on the other hand, are the sole conditions of our
possessing a determi nate conception of any given thing. And thus we



cogitate a sonething, of the real nature of which we have not the

| east conception, but which we represent to ourselves as standing in a
relation to the whole system of phenonena, anal ogous to that in

whi ch phenonena stand to each ot her

By admtting these ideal beings, we do not really extend our
cognitions beyond the objects of possible experience; we extend nerely
the enmpirical unity of our experience, by the aid of systematic unity,
the schema of which is furnished by the idea, which is therefore
valid- not as a constitutive, but as a regulative principle. For
al t hough we posit a thing corresponding to the idea- a sonething, an
actual existence- we do not on that account aimat the extension of
our cognition by neans of transcendent conceptions. This existence
is purely ideal, and not objective; it is the nere expression of the
systematic unity which is to be the guide of reason in the field of
experi ence. There are no attenpts nmade at decidi ng what the ground
of this unity may be, or what the real nature of this inaginary being.

Thus the transcendental and only deterni nate conception of God,
which is presented to us by specul ative reason, is in the strictest
sense deistic. In other words, reason does not assure us of the
objective validity of the conception; it nmerely gives us the idea of
sonet hi ng, on which the suprenme and necessary unity of al
experience is based. This sonething we cannot, follow ng the anal ogy
of a real substance, cogitate otherw se than as the cause of al
things operating in accordance with rational laws, if we regard it
as an individual object; although we should rest contented with the
i dea alone as a regulative principle of reason, and nake no attenpt at
conpl eting the sumof the conditions inposed by thought. This
attenpt is, indeed, inconsistent with the grand ai mof conplete
systematic unity in the sphere of cognition- a unity to which no
bounds are set by reason

Hence it happens that, adnmitting a divine being, | can have no
conception of the internal possibility of its perfection, or of the
necessity of its existence. The only advantage of this adnission is
that it enables me to answer all other questions relating to the
contingent, and to give reason the nost conplete satisfaction as
regards the unity which it ainms at attaining in the world of
experience. But | cannot satisfy reason with regard to this hypothesis
itself; and this proves that it is not its intelligence and insight
into the subject, but its speculative interest alone which induces
it to proceed froma point lying far beyond the sphere of our
cognition, for the purpose of being able to consider all objects as
parts of a systematic whol e.

Here a distinction presents itself, in regard to the way in which we
may cogitate a presupposition- a distinction which is somewhat subtl e,
but of great inmportance in transcendental philosophy. | may have
sufficient grounds to admit sonething, or the existence of
sonething, in a relative point of view (suppositio relativa),
wi thout being justified in adnmitting it in an absolute sense
(suppositio absoluta). This distinction is undoubtedly requisite, in
the case of a regulative principle, the necessity of which we
recogni ze, though we are ignorant of the source and cause of that
necessity, and which we assune to be based upon sone ultinmate
ground, for the purpose of being able to cogitate the universality
of the principle in a nore determ nate way. For exanple, | cogitate
t he existence of a being corresponding to a pure transcendental
idea. But | cannot adnit that this being exists absolutely and in
itself, because all of the conceptions by which | can cogitate an
object in a determinate manner fall short of assuring ne of its
exi stence; nay, the conditions of the objective validity of ny
conceptions are excluded by the idea- by the very fact of its being an



i dea. The conceptions of reality, substance, causality, nay, even that
of necessity in existence, have no significance out of the sphere of
enpirical cognition, and cannot, beyond that sphere, determnine any

obj ect. They may, accordingly, be enployed to explain the

possibility of things in the world of sense, but they are utterly

i nadequate to explain the possibility of the universe itself

consi dered as a whol e; because in this case the ground of

expl anation nust lie out of and beyond the world, and cannot,
therefore, be an object of possible experience. Now, | may adnit the
exi stence of an inconprehensible being of this nature- the object of a
nere idea, relatively to the world of sense; although | have no ground
to admit its existence absolutely and in itself. For if an idea

(that of a systematic and conplete unity, of which | shall presently
speak nore particularly) lies at the foundati on of the nost extended
enpirical enployment of reason, and if this idea cannot be

adequately represented in concreto, although it is indispensably
necessary for the approxi mation of enpirical unity to the highest
possi bl e degree- | amnot only authorized, but conpelled, to realize
this idea, that is, to posit a real object corresponding thereto.

But | cannot profess to know this object; it is to nme nerely a

sonet hing, to which, as the ground of systematic unity in cognition, |
attribute such properties as are anal ogous to the conceptions enpl oyed
by the understanding in the sphere of experience. Follow ng the

anal ogy of the notions of reality, substance, causality, and

necessity, | cogitate a being, which possesses all these attributes in
t he hi ghest degree; and, as this idea is the offspring of ny reason
alone, | cogitate this being as sel f-subsistent reason, and as the

cause of the universe operating by neans of ideas of the greatest
possi bl e harnony and unity. Thus | abstract all conditions that
would Iinmit nmy idea, solely for the purpose of rendering systematic
unity possible in the world of enpirical diversity, and thus
securing the w dest possible extension for the exercise of reason in
that sphere. This | amenabled to do, by regarding all connections and
relations in the world of sense, as if they were the dispositions of a
supreme reason, of which our reason is but a faint inmage. | then
proceed to cogitate this Supreme Being by conceptions which have,
properly, no meaning or application, except in the world of sense. But
as | amauthorized to enploy the transcendental hypothesis of such a
being in a relative respect alone, that is, as the substratum of the
greatest possible unity in experience- | nmay attribute to a being
which | regard as distinct fromthe world, such properties as bel ong
solely to the sphere of sense and experience. For | do not desire, and
amnot justified in desiring, to cognize this object of ny idea, as it
exists initself; for |I possess no conceptions sufficient for or task
those of reality, substance, causality, nay, even that of necessity in
exi stence, losing all significance, and beconing nmerely the signs of
conceptions, wthout content and wi thout applicability, when I attenpt
to carry thembeyond the linmts of the world of sense. | cogitate
nmerely the relation of a perfectly unknown being to the greatest
possi bl e systematic unity of experience, solely for the purpose of
enploying it as the schema of the regulative principle which directs
reason in its enpirical exercise.

It is evident, at the first view, that we cannot presuppose the
reality of this transcendental object, by nmeans of the conceptions
of reality, substance, causality, and so on, because these conceptions
cannot be applied to anything that is distinct fromthe world of
sense. Thus the supposition of a Suprene Being or cause is purely
relative; it is cogitated only in behalf of the systematic unity of
experience; such a being is but a sonething, of whose existence in
itself we have not the | east conception. Thus, too, it becones



sufficiently mani fest why we required the idea of a necessary being in
relation to objects given by sense, although we can never have the
| east conception of this being, or of its absolute necessity.

And now we can clearly perceive the result of our transcendental
dialectic, and the proper aimof the ideas of pure reason- which
becone dial ectical solely from ni sunderstandi ng and i nconsi der at eness.
Pure reason is, in fact, occupied with itself, and not with any
object. (bjects are not presented to it to be enbraced in the unity of
an enpirical conception; it is only the cognitions of the
understanding that are presented to it, for the purpose of receiving
the unity of a rational conception, that is, of being connected
according to a principle. The unity of reason is the unity of
system and this systematic unity is not an objective principle,
extending its dom nion over objects, but a subjective nmaxim extending
its authority over the enpirical cognition of objects. The
systemati c connection which reason gives to the enpirical enploynent
of the understandi ng not only advances the extension of that
enpl oynent, but ensures its correctness, and thus the principle of a
systematic unity of this nature is also objective, although only in an
indefinite respect (principiumvagun). It is not, however, a
constitutive principle, determning an object to which it directly
relates; it is nerely a regulative principle or maxi m advanci ng and
strengthening the enpirical exercise of reason, by the opening up of
new pat hs of which the understanding is ignorant, while it never
conflicts with the laws of its exercise in the sphere of experience.

But reason cannot cogitate this systematic unity, without at the
sanme tine cogitating an object of the idea- an object that cannot be
presented in any experience, which contains no concrete exanple of a
conpl ete systematic unity. This being (ens rationis ratiocinatae) is
therefore a nmere idea and is not assuned to be a thing which is rea
absolutely and in itself. On the contrary, it forms nerely the
probl emati cal foundation of the connection which the mind introduces
anong the phenonena of the sensuous world. W ook upon this
connection, in the light of the above-nentioned idea, as if it drew
its origin fromthe supposed being which corresponds to the idea.

And yet all we aimat is the possession of this idea as a secure
foundation for the systematic unity of experience- a unity

i ndi spensabl e to reason, advantageous to the understandi ng, and
pronotive of the interests of enpirical cognition

We mistake the true nmeaning of this idea when we regard it as an
enouncenent, or even as a hypothetical declaration of the existence of
a real thing, which we are to regard as the origin or ground of a
systematic constitution of the universe. On the contrary, it is left
conpl etely undet erm ned what the nature or properties of this
so-call ed ground nay be. The idea is nmerely to be adopted as a point
of view, fromwhich this unity, so essential to reason and so
beneficial to the understanding, may be regarded as radiating. In
one word, this transcendental thing is nerely the schema of a
regul ative principle, by nmeans of which Reason, so far as in her lies,
ext ends the domi nion of systematic unity over the whol e sphere of
experi ence.

The first object of an idea of this kind is the ego, considered
nerely as a thinking nature or soul. If | wish to investigate the
properties of a thinking being, | must interrogate experience. But |
find that | can apply none of the categories to this object, the
schena of these categories, which is the condition of their
application, being given only in sensuous intuition. But | cannot thus
attain to the cognition of a systematic unity of all the phenonena
of the internal sense. Instead, therefore, of an enpirica
conception of what the soul really is, reason takes the conception



of the enpirical unity of all thought, and, by cogitating this unity
as unconditioned and prinmitive, constructs the rational conception

or idea of a sinple substance which is in itself unchangeabl e,
possessi ng personal identity, and in connection with other real things
external to it; in one word, it constructs the idea of a sinple

sel f-subsistent intelligence. But the real aimof reason in this
procedure is the attainnent of principles of systematic unity for

t he expl anati on of the phenonmena of the soul. That is, reason

desires to be able to represent all the determinations of the interna
sense as existing in one subject, all powers as deduced from one
fundamental power, all changes as nmere varieties in the condition of a
bei ng which i s pernmanent and al ways the sanme, and all phenonena in
space as entirely different in their nature fromthe procedure of

t hought. Essential sinplicity (with the other attributes predicated of
the ego) is regarded as the nmere schena of this regulative

principle; it is not assunmed that it is the actual ground of the
properties of the soul. For these properties nmay rest upon quite

di fferent grounds, of which we are conpletely ignorant; just as the
above predicates could not give us any know edge of the soul as it
isinitself, even if we regarded themas valid in respect of it,

i nasnmuch as they constitute a mere idea, which cannot be represented
in concreto. Nothing but good can result froma psychol ogical idea

of this kind, if we only take proper care not to consider it as nore
than an idea; that is, if we regard it as valid nmerely in relation

to the enploynment of reason, in the sphere of the phenonena of the
soul . Under the guidance of this idea, or principle, no enpirical |aws
of corporeal phenonena are called in to explain that which is a
phenonenon of the internal sense al one; no w ndy hypotheses of the
generation, annihilation, and palingenesis of souls are admitted. Thus
the consideration of this object of the internal sense is kept pure,
and unm xed wi th heterogeneous el enents; while the investigation of
reason ainms at reducing all the grounds of explanation enployed in
this sphere of know edge to a single principle. All this is best

ef fected, nay, cannot be effected otherw se than by nmeans of such a
schema, which requires us to regard this ideal thing as an actua

exi stence. The psychol ogical idea is, therefore, neaningless and

i nappl i cabl e, except as the schema of a regul ative conception. For, if
| ask whether the soul is not really of a spiritual nature- it is a
guesti on whi ch has no neaning. From such a conception has been
abstracted, not nerely all corporeal nature, but all nature, that

is, all the predicates of a possible experience; and consequently, al
the conditions which enable us to cogitate an object to this
conception have disappeared. But, if these conditions are absent, it
is evident that the conception is neaningless.

The second regul ative idea of speculative reason is the conception
of the universe. For nature is properly the only object presented to
us, in regard to which reason requires regulative principles. Nature
is twofol d- thinking and corporeal nature. To cogitate the latter in
regard to its internal possibility, that is, to determne the
application of the categories to it, no idea is required- no
representati on which transcends experience. In this sphere, therefore,
an idea is inpossible, sensuous intuition being our only guide; while,
in the sphere of psychol ogy, we require the fundanental idea (1),
which contains a priori a certain formof thought nanely, the unity of
the ego. Pure reason has, therefore, nothing left but nature in
general, and the conpl eteness of conditions in nature in accordance
with some principle. The absolute totality of the series of these
conditions is an idea, which can never be fully realized in the
enpirical exercise of reason, while it is serviceable as a rule for
the procedure of reason in relation to that totality. It requires



us, in the explanation of given phenonmena (in the regress or ascent in
the series), to proceed as if the series were infinite in itself, that
is, were prolonged in indefinitum; while on the other hand, where
reason is regarded as itself the determining cause (in the region of
freedon), we are required to proceed as if we had not before us an

obj ect of sense, but of the pure understanding. In this latter case,
the conditions do not exist in the series of phenonena, but may be

pl aced quite out of and beyond it, and the series of conditions may be
regarded as if it had an absolute beginning froman intelligible
cause. All this proves that the cosnol ogical ideas are nothing but
regul ative principles, and not constitutive; and that their aimis not
to realize an actual totality in such series. The full discussion of
this subject will be found in its proper place in the chapter on the
antinony of pure reason.

The third idea of pure reason, containing the hypothesis of a
being which is valid nerely as a relative hypothesis, is that of the
one and all-sufficient cause of all cosnological series, in other
words, the idea of God. W have not the slightest ground absolutely to
admt the existence of an object corresponding to this idea; for
what can enmpower or authorize us to affirmthe existence of a being of
t he hi ghest perfection- a being whose existence is absolutely
necessary- nerely because we possess the conception of such a being?
The answer is: It is the existence of the world which renders this
hypot hesi s necessary. But this answer makes it perfectly evident
that the idea of this being, like all other specul ative ideas, is
essentially nothing nore than a demand upon reason that it shal
regul ate the connection which it and its subordinate faculties
i ntroduce into the phenonena of the world by principles of
systematic unity and, consequently, that it shall regard all phenonena
as originating fromone all-enbracing being, as the suprenme and
all-sufficient cause. Fromthis it is plain that the only ai m of
reason in this procedure is the establishnment of its own formal rule
for the extension of its donminion in the world of experience; that
it does not aimat an extension of its cognition beyond the linits
of experience; and that, consequently, this idea does not contain
any constitutive principle.

The highest formal unity, which is based upon ideas alone, is the
unity of all things- a unity in accordance with an ai mor purpose; and
the specul ative interest of reason renders it necessary to regard
all order in the world as if it originated fromthe intention and
design of a suprenme reason. This principle unfolds to the view of
reason in the sphere of experience new and enl arged prospects, and
invites it to connect the phenonena of the world according to
teleological laws, and in this way to attain to the highest possible
degree of systematic unity. The hypothesis of a suprene
intelligence, as the sole cause of the universe- an intelligence which
has for us no nore than an ideal existence- is accordingly always of
the greatest service to reason. Thus, if we presuppose, in relation to
the figure of the earth (which is round, but sonmewhat flattened at the
poles),* or that of nountains or seas, w se designs on the part of
an author of the universe, we cannot fail to nmake, by the l|ight of
this supposition, a great nunber of interesting discoveries. If we
keep to this hypothesis, as a principle which is purely regulative,
even error cannot be very detrinmental. For, in this case, error can
have no nore serious consequences than that, where we expected to
di scover a teleol ogical connection (nexus finalis), only a
nmechani cal or physical connection appears. In such a case, we nerely
fail to find the additional formof unity we expected, but we do not
| ose the rational unity which the mind requires in its procedure in
experience. But even a niscarriage of this sort cannot affect the



law in its general and tel eological relations. For although we may
convi ct an anatoni st of an error, when he connects the linb of sone
animal with a certain purpose, it is quite inpossible to prove in a
singl e case that any arrangenent of nature, be it what it may, is
entirely without aimor design. And thus nedical physiology, by the
aid of a principle presented to it by pure reason, extends its very
limted enmpirical know edge of the purposes of the different parts
of an organi zed body so far that it may be asserted with the utnost
confidence, and with the approbation of all reflecting nen, that every
organ or bodily part of an aninal has its use and answers a certain
design. Now, this is a supposition which, if regarded as of a
constitutive character, goes nmuch farther than any experience or
observation of ours can justify. Hence it is evident that it is
not hi ng nore than a regul ative principle of reason, which ains at

t he hi ghest degree of systematic unity, by the aid of the idea of a
causality according to design in a supreme cause- a cause which it
regards as the highest intelligence.

*The advantages which a circular form in the case of the earth, has
over every other, are well known. But few are aware that the slight
flattening at the poles, which gives it the figure of a spheroid, is
the only cause which prevents the el evations of continents or even
of mount ai ns, perhaps thrown up by sone internal convulsion, from
continually altering the position of the axis of the earth- and that
to sone considerable degree in a short tine. The great protuberance of
the earth under the Equator serves to overbal ance the inpetus of al
ot her masses of earth, and thus to preserve the axis of the earth,
so far as we can observe, in its present position. And yet this wise
arrangenent has been unt hi nkingly explained fromthe equilibrium of
the formerly fluid nmass.

If, however, we neglect this restriction of the idea to a purely
regul ative influence, reason is betrayed into nunerous errors. For
it has then left the ground of experience, in which alone are to be
found the criteria of truth, and has ventured into the region of the
i nconpr ehensi bl e and unsearchabl e, on the heights of which it |oses
its power and coll ectedness, because it has conpletely severed its
connection w th experience.

The first error which arises fromour enploying the idea of a
Supreme Being as a constitutive (in repugnance to the very nature of
an idea), and not as a regulative principle, is the error of
i nactive reason (ignava ratio).* W nay so termevery principle
which requires us to regard our investigations of nature as absolutely
conplete, and allows reason to cease its inquiries, as if it had fully
executed its task. Thus the psychol ogical idea of the ego, when
enpl oyed as a constitutive principle for the explanation of the
phenonmena of the soul, and for the extension of our know edge
regardi ng this subject beyond the lints of experience- even to the
condition of the soul after death- is convenient enough for the
pur poses of pure reason, but detrinmental and even ruinous to its
interests in the sphere of nature and experience. The dognati zi ng
spiritualist explains the unchanging unity of our personality
through all changes of condition fromthe unity of a thinking
substance, the interest which we take in things and events that can
happen only after our death, from a consci ousness of the immuteri al
nature of our thinking subject, and so on. Thus he dispenses with
all enpirical investigations into the cause of these interna
phenonena, and with all possible explanati ons of them upon purely
natural grounds; while, at the dictation of a transcendent reason
he passes by the i muanent sources of cognition in experience,



greatly to his own ease and conveni ence, but to the sacrifice of

all, genuine insight and intelligence. These prejudicial

consequences becone still nore evident, in the case of the

dogmatical treatnment of our idea of a Suprene Intelligence, and the

t heol ogi cal system of nature (physico-theol ogy) which is falsely based
upon it. For, in this case, the ainms which we observe in nature, and
often those which we nerely fancy to exist, make the investigation

of causes a very easy task, by directing us to refer such and such
phenonmena i nmedi ately to the unsearchable will and counsel of the
Supreme Wsdom while we ought to investigate their causes in the
general laws of the mechanismof matter. W are thus recomended to
consi der the |abour of reason as ended, when we have nerely

di spensed with its enployment, which is guided surely and safely

only by the order of nature and the series of changes in the world-
whi ch are arranged according to i mmanent and general |aws. This

error may be avoided, if we do not nerely consider fromthe view point
of final aims certain parts of nature, such as the division and
structure of a continent, the constitution and direction of certain
nmount ai n- chai ns, or even the organi zation existing in the vegetable
and ani mal ki ngdons, but | ook upon this systematic unity of nature

in a perfectly general way, in relation to the idea of a Suprene
Intelligence. If we pursue this advice, we lay as a foundation for al

i nvestigation the confornmity to ains of all phenonmena of nature in
accordance with universal |laws, for which no particular arrangenent of
nature i s exenpt, but only cognized by us with nore or |ess
difficulty; and we possess a regulative principle of the systematic
unity of a teleological connection, which we do not attenpt to
anticipate or predetermine. Al that we do, and ought to do, is to
foll ow out the physico-nmechani cal connection in nature according to
general laws, with the hope of discovering, sooner or later, the

t el eol ogi cal connection al so. Thus, and thus only, can the principle
of final unity aid in the extension of the enploynment of reason in the
sphere of experience, without being in any case detrinmental to its

i nterests.

*This was the termapplied by the old dialecticians to a sophistica
argument, which ran thus: If it is your fate to die of this disease,
you will die, whether you enploy a physician or not. Cicero says
that this node of reasoning has received this appellation, because, if
followed, it puts an end to the enploynment of reason in the affairs of
life. For a similar reason, | have applied this designation to the
sophi stical argument of pure reason

The second error which arises fromthe msconception of the
principle of systematic unity is that of perverted reason (perversa
rati o, usteron roteron rationis). The idea of systematic unity is
avail able as a regulative principle in the connection of phenonena
according to general natural |aws; and, how far soever we have to
travel upon the path of experience to discover sone fact or event,
this idea requires us to believe that we have approached all the
nore nearly to the conpletion of its use in the sphere of nature,
al t hough that conpletion can never be attained. But this error
reverses the procedure of reason. We begin by hypostatizing the
principle of systematic unity, and by giving an ant hroponor phic
determination to the conception of a Supreme Intelligence, and then
proceed forcibly to inpose ains upon nature. Thus not only does
tel eol ogy, which ought to aid in the conpletion of unity in accordance
with general |aws, operate to the destruction of its influence, but it
hi nders reason fromattaining its proper aim that is, the proof, upon
natural grounds, of the existence of a suprene intelligent cause. For



if we cannot presuppose suprene finality in nature a priori, that

is, as essentially belonging to nature, how can we be directed to
endeavour to discover this unity and, rising gradually through its

di fferent degrees, to approach the suprene perfection of an author

of all- a perfection which is absolutely necessary, and therefore
cogni zable a priori? The regulative principle directs us to presuppose
systematic unity absolutely and, consequently, as following fromthe
essential nature of things- but only as a unity of nature, not

nerely cogni zed enpirically, but presupposed a priori, although only
in an indeterninate manner. But if | insist on basing nature upon

the foundati on of a suprene ordaining Being, the unity of nature is in
effect lost. For, in this case, it is quite foreign and unessential to
the nature of things, and cannot be cognized fromthe general |aws

of nature. And thus arises a vicious circular argunment, what ought

to have been proved havi ng been presupposed.

To take the regulative principle of systematic unity in nature for a
constitutive principle, and to hypostatize and nake a cause out of
that which is properly the ideal ground of the consistent and
har noni ous exerci se of reason, involves reason in inextricable
enbarrassnments. The investigation of nature pursues its own path under
t he gui dance of the chain of natural causes, in accordance with the
general laws of nature, and ever follows the light of the idea of an
aut hor of the universe- not for the purpose of deducing the
finality, which it constantly pursues, fromthis Supreme Being, but to
attain to the cognition of his existence fromthe finality which it
seeks in the existence of the phenonena of nature, and, if possible,
in that of all things to cognize this being, consequently, as
absol utely necessary. Wether this latter purpose succeed or not,
the idea is and nust always be a true one, and its enpl oynent, when
nerely regul ative, nust al ways be acconpani ed by truthful and
beneficial results.

Conpl ete unity, in conformity with ainms, constitutes absolute
perfection. But if we do not find this unity in the nature of the
thi ngs which go to constitute the world of experience, that is, of
obj ective cognition, consequently in the universal and necessary
| aws of nature, how can we infer fromthis unity the idea of the
suprenme and absol utely necessary perfection of a prinmal being, which
is the origin of all causality? The greatest systematic unity, and
consequently tel eol ogical unity, constitutes the very foundation of
the possibility of the nost extended enpl oynent of hunan reason. The
idea of unity is therefore essentially and indissolubly connected with
the nature of our reason. This idea is a |legislative one; and hence it
is very natural that we should assune the existence of a legislative
reason corresponding to it, fromwhich the systematic unity of nature-
t he object of the operations of reason- nust be derived.

In the course of our discussion of the antinonies, we stated that it
is always possible to answer all the questions which pure reason nmay
raise; and that the plea of the linmited nature of our cognition, which
i s unavoi dabl e and proper in many questions regardi ng natura
phenomena, cannot in this case be adnitted, because the questions
raised do not relate to the nature of things, but are necessarily
originated by the nature of reason itself, and relate to its own
internal constitution. W can now establish this assertion, which at
first sight appeared so rash, in relation to the two questions in
whi ch reason takes the greatest interest, and thus conplete our
di scussion of the dialectic of pure reason

If, then, the question is asked, in relation to transcendental
t heol ogy, * first, whether there is anything distinct fromthe world,
whi ch contains the ground of cosnical order and connection accordi ng
to general |aws? The answer is: Certainly. For the world is a sum of



phenonmena; there nust, therefore, be sone transcendental basis of

t hese phenonena, that is, a basis cogitable by the pure

under standi ng alone. If, secondly, the question is asked whet her

this being is substance, whether it is of the greatest reality,
whether it is necessary, and so forth? |I answer that this question

is utterly wthout nmeaning. For all the categories which aid me in
form ng a conception of an object cannot be enployed except in the
worl d of sense, and are without neani ng when not applied to objects of
actual or possible experience. Qut of this sphere, they are not
properly conceptions, but the mere marks or indices of conceptions,
which we may admit, although they cannot, without the help of
experience, help us to understand any subject or thing. If, thirdly,
the question is whether we nmay not cogitate this being, which is
distinct fromthe world, in analogy with the objects of experience?
The answer is: Undoubtedly, but only as an ideal, and not as a rea
object. That is, we nust cogitate it only as an unknown substrat um

of the systematic unity, order, and finality of the world- a unity

whi ch reason nust enploy as the regulative principle of its

i nvestigation of nature. Nay, nore, we nay adnit into the idea certain
ant hr oponor phi ¢ el enents, which are pronotive of the interests of this
regul ative principle. For it is no nore than an idea, which does not
relate directly to a being distinct fromthe world, but to the

regul ative principle of the systematic unity of the world, by neans,
however, of a schema of this unity- the schena of a Suprene
Intelligence, who is the wi sely-designing author of the universe. Wat
this basis of cosnmical unity may be in itself, we know not- we

cannot di scover fromthe idea; we nerely know how we ought to enpl oy
the idea of this unity, in relation to the systenmatic operation of
reason in the sphere of experience.

*After what has been said of the psychol ogical idea of the ego and
its proper enploynment as a regulative principle of the operations of
reason, | need not enter into details regarding the transcendental
illusion by which the systematic unity of all the various phenonena of
the internal sense is hypostatized. The procedure is in this case very
simlar to that which has been discussed in our renmarks on the
t heol ogi cal i deal

But, it will be asked again, can we on these grounds, adnit the
exi stence of a wise and ommi potent author of the world? Wthout doubt;
and not only so, but we nust assune the existence of such a being. But
do we thus extend the linits of our know edge beyond the field of
possi bl e experience? By no neans. For we have nerely presupposed a
sonet hi ng, of which we have no conception, which we do not know as
it isinitself; but, inrelation to the systematic disposition of the
uni verse, which we rmust presuppose in all our observation of nature,
we have cogitated this unknown being in analogy with an intelligent
exi stence (an enpirical conception), that is to say, we have endowed
it with those attributes, which, judging fromthe nature of our own
reason, may contain the ground of such a systematic unity. This idea
is therefore valid only relatively to the enploynment in experience
of our reason. But if we attribute to it absolute and objective
validity, we overlook the fact that it is nerely an ideal being that
we cogitate; and, by setting out froma basis which is not
det ermi nabl e by considerations drawn from experience, we place
ourselves in a position which incapacitates us fromapplying this
principle to the enpirical enploynent of reason

But, it will be asked further, can | nake any use of this conception
and hypothesis in ny investigations into the world and nature? Yes,
for this very purpose was the idea established by reason as a



fundamental basis. But may | regard certain arrangenments, which seened
to have been made in confornmity with some fixed aim as the
arrangenents of design, and | ook upon them as proceeding fromthe
divine will, with the intervention, however, of certain other
particul ar arrangenents di sposed to that end? Yes, you nay do so;

but at the sanme tine you nust regard it as indifferent, whether it

is asserted that divine wisdom has disposed all things in confornmity
with his highest ainms, or that the idea of suprene wisdomis a

regul ative principle in the investigation of nature, and at the sane
time a principle of the systematic unity of nature according to
general laws, even in those cases where we are unable to discover that
unity. In other words, it nust be perfectly indifferent to you whether
you say, when you have discovered this unity: God has wisely willed it
so; or: Nature has wisely arranged this. For it was nothing but the
systematic unity, which reason requires as a basis for the

i nvestigation of nature, that justified you in accepting the idea of a
supreme intelligence as a schena for a regulative principle; and,

the farther you advance in the discovery of design and finality, the
nore certain the validity of your idea. But, as the whol e ai m of

this regulative principle was the discovery of a necessary and
systematic unity in nature, we have, in so far as we attain this, to
attribute our success to the idea of a Suprenme Being; while, at the
sane tinme, we cannot, wi thout involving ourselves in contradictions,
overl ook the general laws of nature, as it was in reference to them

al one that this idea was enpl oyed. W cannot, | say, overl ook the
general laws of nature, and regard this confornity to ains

observable in nature as contingent or hyperphysical in its origin;

i nasnmuch as there is no ground which can justify us in the admni ssion
of a being with such properties distinct fromand above nature. Al
that we are authorized to assert is that this idea may be enpl oyed

as a principle, and that the properties of the being which is

assuned to correspond to it may be regarded as systematically
connected in analogy with the causal determination of phenonena.

For the same reasons we are justified in introducing into the idea
of the suprene cause other anthroponorphic elenents (for w thout these
we could not predicate anything of it); we may regard it as
allowable to cogitate this cause as a being wth understanding, the
feelings of pleasure and di spl easure, and faculties of desire and will
corresponding to these. At the sane tine, we may attribute to this
being infinite perfection- a perfection which necessarily transcends
that whi ch our know edge of the order and design in the world
authorize us to predicate of it. For the regulative |aw of
systematic unity requires us to study nature on the supposition that
systematic and final unity in infinitumis everywhere di scoverable,
even in the highest diversity. For, although we may discover little of
this cosmical perfection, it belongs to the legislative prerogative of
reason to require us always to seek for and to expect it; while it
nmust al ways be beneficial to institute all inquiries into nature in
accordance with this principle. But it is evident that, by this idea
of a supreme author of all, which | place as the foundation of al
inquiries into nature, | do not nmean to assert the existence of such a
being, or that | have any know edge of its existence; and,
consequently, | do not really deduce anything fromthe existence of
this being, but nerely fromits idea, that is to say, fromthe
nature of things in this world, in accordance with this idea. A
certain di mconsci ousness of the true use of this idea seens to have
dictated to the philosophers of all tines the noderate |anguage used
by themregarding the cause of the world. W find them enpl oying the
expressions wi sdom and care of nature, and divine wi sdom as
synonynmous- nay, in purely specul ative di scussions, preferring the



fornmer, because it does not carry the appearance of greater
pretensions than such as we are entitled to nmake, and at the sane tine
directs reason to its proper field of action- nature and her
phenomnena.

Thus, pure reason, which at first seened to prom se us nothing
| ess than the extension of our cognition beyond the Iimts of
experience, is found, when thoroughly exani ned, to contain nothing but
regul ative principles, the virtue and function of which is to
i ntroduce into our cognition a higher degree of unity than the
under standi ng could of itself. These principles, by placing the goa
of all our struggles at so great a distance, realize for us the nost
t hor ough connection between the different parts of our cognition
and the highest degree of systematic unity. But, on the other hand, if
nm sunder st ood and enpl oyed as constitutive principles of
transcendent cognition, they beconme the parents of illusions and
contradictions, while pretending to introduce us to new regi ons of
know edge.

Thus all human cognition begins with intuitions, proceeds from
thence to conceptions, and ends with ideas. Al though it possesses,
inrelation to all three elenents, a priori sources of cognition
which seenmed to transcend the linmts of all experience, a
t hor oughgoi ng criticismdenonstrates that specul ative reason can
never, by the aid of these el enents, pass the bounds of possible
experience, and that the proper destination of this highest faculty of
cognition is to enploy all methods, and all the principles of these
nmet hods, for the purpose of penetrating into the innernost secrets
of nature, by the aid of the principles of unity (anong all kinds of
which teleological unity is the highest), while it ought not to
attenpt to soar above the sphere of experience, beyond which there
Iies nought for us but the void inane. The critical examination, in
our Transcendental Analytic, of all the propositions which professed
to extend cognition beyond the sphere of experience, conpletely
denonstrated that they can only conduct us to a possible experience.
If we were not distrustful even of the clearest abstract theorens,
if we were not allured by specious and inviting prospects to escape
fromthe constraining power of their evidence, we night spare
oursel ves the | aborious exam nation of all the dialectical arguments
whi ch a transcendent reason adduces in support of its pretensions; for
we should know with the nost conplete certainty that, however honest
such professions night be, they are null and val uel ess, because they
relate to a kind of knowl edge to which no man can by any possibility
attain. But, as there is no end to discussion, if we cannot discover
the true cause of the illusions by which even the wi sest are deceived,
and as the analysis of all our transcendent cognition into its
elements is of itself of no slight value as a psychol ogi cal study,
while it is a duty incunmbent on every phil osopher- it was found
necessary to investigate the dialectical procedure of reason inits
primary sources. And as the inferences of which this dialectic is
the parent are not only deceitful, but naturally possess a profound
interest for humanity, it was advisable at the sane tine, to give a
full account of the nonenta of this dialectical procedure, and to
deposit it in the archives of human reason, as a warning to all future
nmet aphysi ci ans to avoi d these causes of specul ative error
METHOD

.

TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRI NE OF METHOD.

If we regard the sum of the cognition of pure specul ative reason



as an edifice, the idea of which, at |east, exists in the human
mnd, it may be said that we have in the Transcendental Doctrine of
El ements exanmined the materials and deternined to what edifice these
bel ong, and what its height and stability. W have found, indeed,
that, although we had purposed to build for ourselves a tower which
shoul d reach to Heaven, the supply of materials sufficed nerely for
a habitation, which was spaci ous enough for all terrestrial
pur poses, and high enough to enable us to survey the level plain of
experience, but that the bold undertaking desi gned necessarily
failed for want of naterials- not to nention the confusion of tongues,
whi ch gave rise to endless disputes anong the |abourers on the plan of
the edifice, and at last scattered themover all the world, each to
erect a separate building for hinself, according to his own plans
and his own inclinations. Qur present task relates not to the
materials, but to the plan of an edifice; and, as we have had
sufficient warning not to venture blindly upon a design which nmay be
found to transcend our natural powers, while, at the sane tinme, we
cannot give up the intention of erecting a secure abode for the
m nd, we must proportion our design to the material which is presented
to us, and which is, at the same tinme, sufficient for all our wants.

| understand, then, by the transcendental doctrine of method, the
determ nation of the formal conditions of a conplete systemof pure
reason. We shall accordingly have to treat of the discipline, the
canon, the architectonic, and, finally, the history of pure reason
This part of our Critique will acconplish, fromthe transcendental
poi nt of view, what has been usually attenpted, but niserably
execut ed, under the nane of practical logic. It has been badly
executed, | say, because general logic, not being linted to any
particul ar kind of cognition (not even to the pure cognition of the
under standi ng) nor to any particular objects, it cannot, w thout
borrowi ng from ot her sciences, do nore than present nerely the
titles or signs of possible nmethods and the technical expressions,
which are enployed in the systematic parts of all sciences; and thus
the pupil is nade acquainted with nanmes, the neaning and application
of which he is to learn only at sonme future tine

CHAPTER |. The Discipline of Pure Reason

Negati ve judgenments- those which are so not nerely as regards
their logical form but in respect of their content- are not
commonly held in especial respect. They are, on the contrary, regarded
as jeal ous enenies of our insatiable desire for know edge; and it
al nrost requires an apology to induce us to tolerate, nuch less to
prize and to respect them

Al'l propositions, indeed, may be logically expressed in a negative
form but, inrelation to the content of our cognition, the peculiar
provi nce of negative judgenents is solely to prevent error. For this
reason, too, negative propositions, which are franed for the purpose
of correcting false cognitions where error is absolutely inpossible,
are undoubtedly true, but inane and senseless; that is, they are in
reality purposel ess and, for this reason, often very ridicul ous.

Such is the proposition of the school man that Al exander could not have
subdued any countries w thout an arny.

But where the linmits of our possible cognition are very nuch
contracted, the attraction to new fields of know edge great, the
illusions to which the mind is subject of the nost deceptive
character, and the evil consequences of error of no inconsiderable
magni t ude- the negative elenent in know edge, which is useful only
to guard us against error, is of far nore inportance than nuch of that
positive instruction which makes additions to the sum of our
know edge. The restraint which is enployed to repress, and finally



to extirpate the constant inclination to depart fromcertain rules, is
termed discipline. It is distinguished fromculture, which ains at the
formation of a certain degree of skill, without attenpting to

repress or to destroy any other nmental power, already existing. In the
cultivation of a talent, which has given evidence of an inpul se
towar ds sel f-devel opnment, discipline takes a negative,* culture and
doctrine a positive, part.

*] amwell aware that, in the | anguage of the schools, the term
di scipline is usually enployed as synonymous with instruction. But
there are so many cases in which it is necessary to distinguish the
notion of the former, as a course of corrective training, fromthat of
the latter, as the comuni cati on of know edge, and the nature of
things itself demands the appropriation of the nost suitable
expressions for this distinction, that it is nmy desire that the forner
terns should never be enployed in any other than a negative
signification.

That natural dispositions and talents (such as inagination and with,
which ask a free and unlinited devel opment, require in nany respects
the corrective influence of discipline, every one will readily
grant. But it may well appear strange that reason, whose proper duty
it is to prescribe rules of discipline to all the other powers of
the mind, should itself require this corrective. It has, in fact,
hitherto escaped this huniliation, only because, in presence of its
magni fi cent pretensions and hi gh position, no one could readily
suspect it to be capable of substituting fancies for conceptions,
and words for things.

Reason, when enployed in the field of experience, does not stand
in need of criticism because its principles are subjected to the
continual test of enpirical observations. Nor is criticismrequisite
in the sphere of mathematics, where the conceptions of reason nust
al ways be presented in concreto in pure intuition, and basel ess or
arbitrary assertions are discovered without difficulty. But where
reason is not held in a plain track by the influence of enpirical or
of pure intuition, that is, when it is enployed in the
transcendental sphere of pure conceptions, it stands in great need
of discipline, to restrain its propensity to overstep the linmits of
possi bl e experience and to keep it fromwandering into error. In fact,
the utility of the philosophy of pure reason is entirely of this
negative character. Particular errors may be corrected by particul ar
ani madver si ons, and the causes of these errors may be eradi cated by
criticism But where we find, as in the case of pure reason, a
conplete systemof illusions and fallacies, closely connected with
each other and dependi ng upon grand general principles, there seens to
be required a peculiar and negative code of nental |egislation, which
under the denomination of a discipline, and founded upon the nature of
reason and the objects of its exercise, shall constitute a system of
t hor ough exami nation and testing, which no fallacy will be able to
wi t hstand or escape from under whatever disguise or conceal nent it
may | urk.

But the reader nmust remark that, in this the second division of
our transcendental Critique the discipline of pure reason is not
directed to the content, but to the nmethod of the cognition of pure
reason. The forner task has been conpleted in the doctrine of
el enments. But there is so nuch similarity in the node of enploying the
faculty of reason, whatever be the object to which it is applied,
while, at the sane tine, its enploynment in the transcendental sphere
is so essentially different in kind fromevery other, that, w thout
t he warni ng negative influence of a discipline specially directed to



that end, the errors are unavoi dabl e which spring fromthe
unski Il ful enpl oyment of the methods which are originated by reason
but which are out of place in this sphere.

SECTION |. The Discipline of Pure Reason in the Sphere
of Dogmati sm

The science of mathematics presents the nost brilliant exanple of
t he extension of the sphere of pure reason without the aid of
experi ence. Exanples are always contagious; and they exert an especi al
i nfluence on the sane faculty, which naturally flatters itself that it
wi |l have the sane good fortune in other case as fell to its lot in
one fortunate instance. Hence pure reason hopes to be able to extend
its enpire in the transcendental sphere with equal success and
security, especially when it applies the sane nethod whi ch was
attended with such brilliant results in the science of nmathematics. It
is, therefore, of the highest inportance for us to know whether the
nmet hod of arriving at denonstrative certainty, which is terned
mat hemati cal, be identical with that by which we endeavour to attain
the sane degree of certainty in philosophy, and which is termed in
that sci ence dogmati cal

Phi | osophi cal cognition is the cognition of reason by neans of
conceptions; mathenmatical cognition is cognition by nmeans of the
construction of conceptions. The construction of a conception is the
presentation a priori of the intuition which corresponds to the
conception. For this purpose a non-enpirical intuition is requisite,
which, as an intuition, is an individual object; while, as the
construction of a conception (a general representation), it nust be
seen to be universally valid for all the possible intuitions which
rank under that conception. Thus | construct a triangle, by the
presentation of the object which corresponds to this conception
either by nere imagination, in pure intuition, or upon paper, in
enpirical intuition, in both cases conpletely a priori, wthout
borrowi ng the type of that figure fromany experience. The
i ndi vidual figure drawn upon paper is enpirical; but it serves,
notw t hstanding, to indicate the conception, even in its universality,
because in this enpirical intuition we keep our eye nerely on the
act of the construction of the conception, and pay no attention to the
vari ous nodes of deternmining it, for exanple, its size, the length
of its sides, the size of its angles, these not in the |east affecting
the essential character of the conception

Phi | osophi cal cognition, accordingly, regards the particular only in
the general; mathematical the general in the particular, nay, in the
i ndividual. This is done, however, entirely a priori and by neans of
pure reason, so that, as this individual figure is deternined under
certain universal conditions of construction, the object of the
conception, to which this individual figure corresponds as its schens,
nmust be cogitated as universally deterni ned

The essential difference of these two nodes of cognition consists,
therefore, in this formal quality; it does not regard the difference
of the matter or objects of both. Those thinkers who ai m at
di stingui shing phil osophy from mathematics by asserting that the
fornmer has to do with quality nerely, and the latter with quantity,
have ni staken the effect for the cause. The reason why mat hemati ca
cognition can relate only to quantity is to be found inits form
alone. For it is the conception of quantities only that is capable
of being constructed, that is, presented a priori in intuition
while qualities cannot be given in any other than an enpirica
intuition. Hence the cognition of qualities by reason is possible only
t hrough conceptions. No one can find an intuition which shal



correspond to the conception of reality, except in experience; it
cannot be presented to the mind a priori and antecedently to the
enpirical consciousness of a reality. W can forman intuition, by
nmeans of the nmere conception of it, of a cone, without the aid of
experience; but the colour of the cone we cannot know except from
experience. | cannot present an intuition of a cause, except in an
exanpl e whi ch experience offers to ne. Besides, philosophy, as well as
mat hematics, treats of quantities; as, for exanple, of totality,
infinity, and so on. Mathematics, too, treats of the difference of
lines and surfaces- as spaces of different quality, of the
continuity of extension- as a quality thereof. But, although in such
cases they have a conmon object, the node in which reason considers
that object is very different in philosophy fromwhat it is in

mat hemati cs. The forner confines itself to the general conceptions;
the latter can do nothing with a nere conception, it hastens to
intuition. In this intuition it regards the conception in concreto,
not enpirically, but in an a priori intuition, which it has
constructed; and in which, all the results which follow fromthe
general conditions of the construction of the conception are in al
cases valid for the object of the constructed conception

Suppose that the conception of a triangle is given to a
phi | osopher and that he is required to discover, by the
phi | osophi cal nethod, what relation the sumof its angles bears to a
ri ght angle. He has nothing before himbut the conception of a
figure enclosed within three right Iines, and, consequently, wth
t he sane nunber of angles. He may anal yse the conception of a right
line, of an angle, or of the nunber three as |long as he pleases, but
he will not discover any properties not contained in these
conceptions. But, if this question is proposed to a geonetrician, he
at once begins by constructing a triangle. He knows that two right
angl es are equal to the sumof all the contiguous angl es which proceed
fromone point in a straight line; and he goes on to produce one
side of his triangle, thus form ng two adjacent angles which are
together equal to two right angles. He then divides the exterior of
these angles, by drawing a line parallel with the opposite side of the
triangle, and i mmedi ately perceives that be has thus got an exterior
adj acent angle which is equal to the interior. Proceeding in this way,
t hrough a chain of inferences, and always on the ground of
intuition, he arrives at a clear and universally valid solution of the
guesti on.

But nmat hematics does not confine itself to the construction of
gquantities (quanta), as in the case of geonetry; it occupies itself
with pure quantity also (quantitas), as in the case of al gebra,
where conpl ete abstraction is nmade of the properties of the object
i ndi cated by the conception of quantity. In algebra, a certain
nmet hod of notation by signs is adopted, and these indicate the
di fferent possible constructions of quantities, the extraction of
roots, and so on. After having thus denoted the general conception
of quantities, according to their different relations, the different
operations by which quantity or nunber is increased or dim nished
are presented in intuition in accordance with general rules. Thus,
when one quantity is to be divided by another, the signs which
denote both are placed in the formpeculiar to the operation of
division; and thus al gebra, by neans of a synbolical construction of
gquantity, just as geonetry, with its ostensive or geonetrica
construction (a construction of the objects thenselves), arrives at
results which discursive cognition cannot hope to reach by the aid
of mere conceptions.

Now, what is the cause of this difference in the fortune of the
phi | osopher and the mathematician, the former of whomfollows the path



of conceptions, while the latter pursues that of intuitions, which

he represents, a priori, in correspondence with his conceptions? The
cause is evident fromwhat has been already denonstrated in the
introduction to this Critique. W do not, in the present case, want to
di scover anal ytical propositions, which my be produced nerely by

anal ysi ng our conceptions- for in this the philosopher woul d have

t he advantage over his rival; we aimat the discovery of synthetica
proposi tions- such synthetical propositions, noreover, as can be

cogni zed a priori. | must not confine nyself to that which |
actually cogitate in my conception of a triangle, for this is
not hing nore than the mere definition; | nust try to go beyond that,

and to arrive at properties which are not contained in, although
they belong to, the conception. Now, this is inpossible, unless
determi ne the object present to ny mnd according to the conditions,
either of enpirical, or of pure, intuition. In the forner case,
shoul d have an enpirical proposition (arrived at by actual neasurenment
of the angles of the triangle), which would possess neither
universality nor necessity; but that would be of no value. In the
latter, | proceed by geonetrical construction, by means of which
collect, in a pure intuition, just as | would in an enpirica
intuition, all the various properties which belong to the schena of
a triangle in general, and consequently to its conception, and thus
construct synthetical propositions which possess the attribute of
uni versality.

It would be vain to philosophize upon the triangle, that is, to
reflect on it discursively; |I should get no further than the
definition with which I had been obliged to set out. There are
certainly transcendental synthetical propositions which are franed
by means of pure conceptions, and which formthe peculiar
di stinction of philosophy; but these do not relate to any particular
thing, but to a thing in general, and enounce the conditions under
whi ch the perception of it may beconme a part of possible experience.
But the science of mathematics has nothing to do with such
guestions, nor with the question of existence in any fashion; it is
concerned nmerely with the properties of objects in thenselves, only in
so far as these are connected with the conception of the objects.

In the above exanple, we nerely attenpted to show t he great
di f ference which exists between the discursive enploynment of reason in
the sphere of conceptions, and its intuitive exercise by neans of
the construction of conceptions. The question naturally arises: Wat
is the cause which necessitates this twofold exercise of reason, and
how are we to discover whether it is the philosophical or the
mat hemati cal net hod which reason is pursuing in an argunent?

Al'l our know edge relates, finally, to possible intuitions, for it
is these alone that present objects to the mind. An a priori or
non-enpirical conception contains either a pure intuition- and in this
case it can be constructed; or it contains nothing but the synthesis
of possible intuitions, which are not given a priori. In this latter
case, it may help us to formsynthetical a priori judgenents, but only
in the discursive nethod, by conceptions, not in the intuitive, by
nmeans of the construction of conceptions.

The only a priori intuition is that of the pure form of phenonena-
space and tine. A conception of space and tinme as quanta may be
presented a priori in intuition, that is, constructed, either alone
with their quality (figure), or as pure quantity (the mere synthesis
of the honpbgeneous), by means of nunber. But the matter of
phenomena, by which things are given in space and tine, can be
presented only in perception, a posteriori. The only conception
which represents a priori this enpirical content of phenonena is the
conception of a thing in general; and the a priori synthetica



cognition of this conception can give us nothing nore than the rule
for the synthesis of that which may be contained in the
correspondi ng a posteriori perception; it is utterly inadequate to
present an a priori intuition of the real object, which nust
necessarily be enpirical

Synt heti cal propositions, which relate to things in general, an a
priori intuition of which is inpossible, are transcendental. For
this reason transcendental propositions cannot be franmed by neans of
the construction of conceptions; they are a priori, and based entirely
on conceptions thenselves. They contain nmerely the rule, by which we
are to seek in the world of perception or experience the synthetica
unity of that which cannot be intuited a priori. But they are
i nconpetent to present any of the conceptions which appear in them
inan a priori intuition; these can be given only a posteriori, in
experi ence, which, however, is itself possible only through these
synt heti cal principles.

If we are to forma synthetical judgenent regarding a conception, we
must go beyond it, to the intuition in which it is given. If we keep
to what is contained in the conception, the judgenent is nerely

analytical- it is nmerely an explanation of what we have cogitated in
the conception. But | can pass fromthe conception to the pure or
enpirical intuition which corresponds to it. | can proceed to

exani ne my conception in concreto, and to cognize, either a priori

or a posterio, what | find in the object of the conception. The
former- a priori cognition- is rational-mathenmatical cognition by
nmeans of the construction of the conception; the latter- a
posteriori cognition- is purely enpirical cognition, which does not
possess the attributes of necessity and universality. Thus |I may
anal yse the conception | have of gold; but I gain no new information
fromthis analysis, | nmerely enunerate the different properties
which | had connected with the notion indicated by the word. My
know edge has gained in |ogical clearness and arrangenment, but no
addi tion has been nade to it. But if | take the matter which is

i ndicated by this name, and subnit it to the examination of my senses,
| am enabled to form several synthetical- although still enpirical-
propositions. The mat henati cal conception of a triangle | should
construct, that is, present a priori inintuition, and in this way
attain to rational-synthetical cognition. But when the
transcendental conception of reality, or substance, or power is
presented to my nmind, | find that it does not relate to or indicate
either an enpirical or pure intuition, but that it indicates nmerely
the synthesis of enpirical intuitions, which cannot of course be given
a priori. The synthesis in such a conception cannot proceed a
priori- without the aid of experience- to the intuition which
corresponds to the conception; and, for this reason, none of these
conceptions can produce a determinative synthetical proposition

they can never present nore than a principle of the synthesis* of
possi ble enpirical intuitions. A transcendental proposition is,
therefore, a synthetical cognition of reason by neans of pure
conceptions and the discursive nmethod, and it renders possible al
synthetical unity in enpirical cognition, though it cannot present
us with any intuition a priori

*In the case of the conception of cause, | do really go beyond the
enpirical conception of an event- but not to the intuition which
presents this conception in concreto, but only to the time-conditions,
whi ch may be found in experience to correspond to the conception. My
procedure is, therefore, strictly according to conceptions; | cannot
in a case of this kind enploy the construction of conceptions, because
the conception is nerely a rule for the synthesis of perceptions,



which are not pure intuitions, and which, therefore, cannot be given a
priori.

There is thus a twofold exercise of reason. Both nodes have the
properties of universality and an a priori origin in conmon, but
are, in their procedure, of widely different character. The reason
of this is that in the world of phenonena, in which al one objects
are presented to our minds, there are two main el ements- the form of
intuition (space and tine), which can be cogni zed and det erm ned
conpletely a priori, and the matter or content- that which is
presented in space and tine, and which, consequently, contains a
sonet hi ng- an exi stence corresponding to our powers of sensation. As
regards the latter, which can never be given in a deterninate node
except by experience, there are no a priori notions which relate to
it, except the undeterm ned conceptions of the synthesis of possible
sensations, in so far as these belong (in a possible experience) to
the unity of consciousness. As regards the forner, we can deternine
our conceptions a priori in intuition, inasnuch as we are ourselves
the creators of the objects of the conceptions in space and ti nme-
t hese obj ects being regarded sinply as quanta. In the one case, reason
proceeds according to conceptions and can do nothing nore than subject
phenonena to these- which can only be determined enpirically, that is,
a posteriori- in conformity, however, with those conceptions as the
rules of all enpirical synthesis. In the other case, reason proceeds
by the construction of conceptions; and, as these conceptions relate
to an a priori intuition, they may be given and deternined in pure
intuition a priori, and without the aid of enpirical data. The
exam nation and consideration of everything that exists in space or
time- whether it is a quantumor not, in how far the particul ar
sonething (which fills space or tine) is a primary substratum or a
nmere determination of sone other existence, whether it relates to
anything el se- either as cause or effect, whether its existence is
i solated or in reciprocal connection with and dependence upon
others, the possibility of this existence, its reality and necessity
or opposites- all these formpart of the cognition of reason on the
ground of conceptions, and this cognition is terned phil osophical. But
to determine a priori an intuition in space (its figure), to divide
time into periods, or nerely to cognize the quantity of an intuition
in space and tine, and to deternmine it by nunber- all this is an
operation of reason by nmeans of the construction of conceptions, and
is called mat hemati cal

The success which attends the efforts of reason in the sphere of
mat hemati cs naturally fosters the expectation that the sane good
fortune will be its lot, if it applies the mathematical nethod in
ot her regions of mental endeavour besides that of quantities. Its
success is thus great, because it can support all its conceptions by a
priori intuitions and, in this way, nake itself a nmaster, as it
were, over nature; while pure philosophy, with its a priori discursive
conceptions, bungles about in the world of nature, and cannot accredit
or show any a priori evidence of the reality of these conceptions.
Masters in the science of mathematics are confident of the success
of this method; indeed, it is a common persuasion that it is capable
of being applied to any subject of human thought. They have hardly
ever reflected or philosophized on their favourite science- a task
of great difficulty; and the specific difference between the two nodes
of enploying the faculty of reason has never entered their thoughts.
Rules current in the field of common experience, and which common
sense stanps everywhere with its approval, are regarded by them as
axi omatic. From what source the conceptions of space and tine, with
which (as the only prinmtive quanta) they have to deal, enter their



m nds, is a question which they do not trouble thenselves to answer;
and they think it just as unnecessary to exanmine into the origin of
the pure conceptions of the understanding and the extent of their
validity. Al they have to do with themis to enploy them In all this
they are perfectly right, if they do not overstep the linmits of the
sphere of nature. But they pass, unconsciously, fromthe world of
sense to the insecure ground of pure transcendental conceptions
(instabilis tellus, innabilis unda), where they can neither stand

nor swm and where the tracks of their footsteps are obliterated by
time; while the march of mathematics is pursued on a broad and
magni fi cent hi ghway, which the latest posterity shall frequent w thout
fear of danger or inpedinment.

As we have taken upon us the task of deternmining, clearly and
certainly, the linits of pure reason in the sphere of
transcendentalism and as the efforts of reason in this direction
are persisted in, even after the plainest and nbpst expressive
war ni ngs, hope still beckoning us past the linits of experience into
the splendours of the intellectual world- it becones necessary to
cut away the last anchor of this fallacious and fantastic hope. W
shal |, accordingly, show that the mathematical nmethod is unattended in
t he sphere of phil osophy by the | east advantage- except, perhaps, that
it nmore plainly exhibits its own i nadequacy- that geonetry and
phil osophy are two quite different things, although they go band in
hand in hand in the field of natural science, and, consequently,
that the procedure of the one can never be inmitated by the other

The evidence of mathematics rests upon definitions, axions, and
denonstrations. | shall be satisfied with showi ng that none of these
forns can be enployed or imtated in philosophy in the sense in
whi ch they are understood by mat hematici ans; and that the
geonetrician, if he enploys his method in philosophy, will succeed
only in building card-castles, while the enpl oynent of the
phi | osophi cal nmethod in mathematics can result in nothing but nere
ver bi age. The essential business of philosophy, indeed, is to mark out
the linmts of the science; and even the mat hematician, unless his
talent is naturally circunscribed and linited to this particular
departnment of knowl edge, cannot turn a deaf ear to the warnings of
phi | osophy, or set hinself above its direction

I. OF Definitions. A definitionis, as the termitself indicates,
the representation, upon primary grounds, of the conplete conception
of athing withinits own limts.* Accordingly, an enpirica
conception cannot be defined, it can only be explained. For, as
there are in such a conception only a certain nunber of marks or
signs, which denote a certain class of sensuous objects, we can
never be sure that we do not cogitate under the word which indicates
the sane object, at one time a greater, at another a snaller nunber of
signs. Thus, one person may cogitate in his conception of gold, in
addition to its properties of weight, colour, malleability, that of
resisting rust, while another person may be ignorant of this
quality. We enploy certain signs only so long as we require themfor
t he sake of distinction; new observations abstract sone and add new
ones, so that an enpirical conception never renmains wthin permanent
limts. It is, in fact, useless to define a conception of this kind.
If, for exanple, we are speaking of water and its properties, we do
not stop at what we actually think by the word water, but proceed to
observation and experinent; and the word, with the few signs
attached to it, is nore properly a designation than a conception of
the thing. A definition in this case would evidently be nothing nore
than a determination of the word. In the second place, no a priori
conception, such as those of substance, cause, right, fitness, and
so on, can be defined. For | can never be sure, that the clear



representation of a given conception (which is given in a confused
state) has been fully devel oped, until | know that the

representation is adequate with its object. But, inasmuch as the
conception, as it is presented to the nind, may contain a nunber of
obscure representations, which we do not observe in our analysis,

al t hough we enploy themin our application of the conception, | can
never be sure that nmy analysis is conplete, while exanples nay neke
this probabl e, although they can never denonstrate the fact. instead
of the word definition, | should rather enploy the term exposition-

a nore nodest expression, which the critic nay accept w thout
surrendering his doubts as to the conpl eteness of the analysis of

any such conception. As, therefore, neither enpirical nor a priori
conceptions are capable of definition, we have to see whether the only
ot her kind of conceptions- arbitrary conceptions- can be subjected

to this nental operation. Such a conception can always be defined; for
I must know thoroughly what | w shed to cogitate init, as it was

who created it, and it was not given to my nmind either by the nature

of ny understanding or by experience. At the same tinme, | cannot say
that, by such a definition, | have defined a real object. If the
conception is based upon enpirical conditions, if, for exanple, | have

a conception of a clock for a ship, this arbitrary conception does not
assure nme of the existence or even of the possibility of the object.
My definition of such a conception would with nore propriety be terned
a declaration of a project than a definition of an object. There

are no other conceptions which can bear definition, except those which
contain an arbitrary synthesis, which can be constructed a priori
Consequently, the science of mathenatics al one possesses

definitions. For the object here thought is presented a priori in
intuition; and thus it can never contain nore or |less than the
conception, because the conception of the object has been given by the
definition- and primarily, that is, wthout deriving the definition
fromany other source. Philosophical definitions are, therefore,
nerely expositions of given conceptions, while mathematica

definitions are constructions of conceptions originally forned by

the mind itself; the forner are produced by anal ysis, the conpleteness
of which is never denonstratively certain, the latter by a

synthesis. In a mathematical definition the conception is forned, in a
phi | osophical definition it is only explained. Fromthis it foll ows:

*The definition nust describe the conception conpletely that is,
omit none of the marks or signs of which it conposed; within its own
limts, that is, it nust be precise, and enunerate no nore signs
than belong to the conception; and on prinmary grounds, that is to say,
the lintations of the bounds of the conception nust not be deduced
from other conceptions, as in this case a proof would be necessary,
and the so-called definition would be incapable of taking its place at
the bead of all the judgenents we have to formregarding an object.

(a) That we nust not imitate, in philosophy, the nathematica
usage of conmencing with definitions- except by way of hypothesis or
experinment. For, as all so-called philosophical definitions are nerely
anal yses of given conceptions, these conceptions, although only in a
confused form nust precede the analysis; and the inconplete
exposition nmust precede the conplete, so that we may be able to draw
certain inferences fromthe characteristics which an inconplete
anal ysi s has enabled us to discover, before we attain to the
conpl ete exposition or definition of the conception. In one word, a
full and clear definition ought, in philosophy, rather to formthe
concl usion than the conmencenent of our |abours.* In mathematics, on
the contrary, we cannot have a conception prior to the definition



it is the definition which gives us the conception, and it nust for
this reason formthe commencenent of every chain of mathenatica
reasoni ng.

*Phi | osophy abounds in faulty definitions, especially such as
contain some of the elements requisite to forma conplete
definition. If a conception could not be enployed in reasoning
before it had been defined, it would fare ill with all phil osophica
t hought. But, as inconpletely defined conceptions may al ways be
enpl oyed wi thout detrinent to truth, so far as our analysis of the
el ements contained in them proceeds, inperfect definitions, that is,
propositions which are properly not definitions, but merely
approxi mati ons thereto, may be used with great advantage. In
mat hemati cs, definition belongs ad esse, in philosophy ad nelius esse.
It is adifficult task to construct a proper definition. Jurists are
still without a conplete definition of the idea of right.

(b) Mathematical definitions cannot be erroneous. For the conception
is given only in and through the definition, and thus it contains only
what has been cogitated in the definition. But although a definition
cannot be incorrect, as regards its content, an error may sonetines,
al t hough seldom creep into the form This error consists in a want of
precision. Thus the comon definition of a circle- that it is a curved
line, every point in which is equally distant from another point
called the centre- is faulty, fromthe fact that the determination
i ndi cated by the word curved is superfluous. For there ought to be a
particul ar theorem which may be easily proved fromthe definition, to
the effect that every line, which has all its points at equa
di stances from anot her point, nust be a curved line- that is, that not
even the snallest part of it can be straight. Analytica
definitions, on the other hand, may be erroneous in many respects,
either by the introduction of signs which do not actually exist in the
conception, or by wanting in that conpl eteness which forns the
essential of a definition. In the latter case, the definition is
necessarily defective, because we can never be fully certain of the
conpl et eness of our analysis. For these reasons, the nethod of
definition enployed in mathematics cannot be inmitated in phil osophy.

2. O Axions. These, in so far as they are imediately certain,
are a priori synthetical principles. Now, one conception cannot be
connected synthetically and yet inmediately with another; because,
if we wish to proceed out of and beyond a conception, a third
nmedi ati ng cognition is necessary. And, as philosophy is a cognition of
reason by the aid of conceptions alone, there is to be found in it
no principle which deserves to be called an axi om WMthematics, on the
ot her hand, nay possess axi ons, because it can al ways connect the
predi cates of an object a priori, and without any nmediating term by
nmeans of the construction of conceptions in intuition. Such is the
case with the proposition: Three points can always lie in a plane.

On the other hand, no synthetical principle which is based upon
conceptions, can ever be inmediately certain (for exanple, the
proposition: Everything that happens has a cause), because | require a
nmedi ating termto connect the two conceptions of event and cause-
namely, the condition of tine-determination in an experience, and
cannot cogni ze any such principle imrediately and from conceptions

al one. Discursive principles are, accordingly, very different from
intuitive principles or axions. The forner always require deduction
which in the case of the latter may be altogether dispensed with.

Axi ons are, for this reason, always self-evident, while

phi | osophi cal principles, whatever nay be the degree of certainty they
possess, cannot lay any claimto such a distinction. No synthetica



proposition of pure transcendental reason can be so evident, as is
often rashly enough declared, as the statenent, twice two are four. It
is true that in the Analytic | introduced into the list of

principles of the pure understanding, certain axions of intuition; but
the principle there discussed was not itself an axiom but served
nmerely to present the principle of the possibility of axions in
general, while it was really nothing nmore than a principle based

upon conceptions. For it is one part of the duty of transcendental

phi |l osophy to establish the possibility of mathematics itself.

Phi | osophy possesses, then, no axionms, and has no right to inpose

its a priori principles upon thought, until it has established their
authority and validity by a thoroughgoi ng deducti on

3. O Denonstrations. Only an apodeictic proof, based upon
intuition, can be ternmed a denonstration. Experience teaches us what
is, but it cannot convince us that it m ght not have been otherw se.
Hence a proof upon enpirical grounds cannot be apodeictic. A priori
conceptions, in discursive cognition, can never produce intuitive
certainty or evidence, however certain the judgenent they present
may be. Mathematics al one, therefore, contains denonstrations, because
it does not deduce its cognition from conceptions, but fromthe
construction of conceptions, that is, fromintuition, which can be
given a priori in accordance with conceptions. The nethod of
al gebra, in equations, fromwhich the correct answer is deduced by
reduction, is a kind of construction- not geonetrical, but by synbol s-
in which all conceptions, especially those of the relations of
quantities, are represented in intuition by signs; and thus the
conclusions in that science are secured fromerrors by the fact that
every proof is subnmitted to ocul ar evidence. Philosophical cognition
does not possess this advantage, it being required to consider the
general always in abstracto (by means of conceptions), while
mat hemati cs can always consider it in concreto (in an individua
intuition), and at the sane tinme by neans of a priori
representation, whereby all errors are rendered manifest to the
senses. The fornmer- discursive proofs- ought to be terned acroamatic
proofs, rather than denonstrations, as only words are enployed in
them while denonstrations proper, as the termitself indicates,
always require a reference to the intuition of the object.

It follows fromall these considerations that it is not consonant
with the nature of philosophy, especially in the sphere of pure
reason, to enploy the dogmatical nethod, and to adorn itself with
the titles and insignia of mathematical science. It does not belong to
that order, and can only hope for a fraternal union with that science.
Its attenpts at nathematical evidence are vain pretensions, which
can only keep it back fromits true aim which is to detect the
illusory procedure of reason when transgressing its proper linits, and
by fully expl aining and anal ysi ng our conceptions, to conduct us
fromthe dimregions of speculation to the clear region of nopdest
sel f - know edge. Reason nust not, therefore, in its transcendental
endeavours, look forward with such confidence, as if the path it is
pursuing led straight to its aim nor reckon with such security upon
its prem sses, as to consider it unnecessary to take a step back, or
to keep a strict watch for errors, which, overlooked in the
principles, may be detected in the argunents thensel ves- in which case
it my be requisite either to deternmine these principles with
greater strictness, or to change thementirely.

| divide all apodeictic propositions, whether denonstrable or
i mediately certain, into dogmata and mat hemata. A direct
synt hetical proposition, based on conceptions, is a dogma; a
proposition of the same kind, based on the construction of
conceptions, is a mathema. Anal ytical judgenents do not teach us any



nore about an object than what was contained in the conception we
had of it; because they do not extend our cognition beyond our
conception of an object, they nerely elucidate the conception. They
cannot therefore be with propriety terned dogmas. O the two ki nds
of a priori synthetical propositions above nentioned, only those which
are enployed in philosophy can, according to the general node of
speech, bear this nane; those of arithnetic or geonetry would not be
rightly so denom nated. Thus the customary node of speaking confirns
t he expl anati on given above, and the conclusion arrived at, that
only those judgenments which are based upon conceptions, not on the
construction of conceptions, can be ternmed dognati cal

Thus, pure reason, in the sphere of speculation, does not contain
a single direct synthetical judgenent based upon conceptions. By neans
of ideas, it is, as we have shown, incapable of producing
synt hetical judgenents, which are objectively valid; by neans of the
conceptions of the understanding, it establishes certain indubitable
principles, not, however, directly on the basis of conceptions, but
only indirectly by neans of the relation of these conceptions to
sonet hing of a purely contingent nature, nanely, possible
experi ence. \When experience is presupposed, these principles are
apodeictically certain, but in thenselves, and directly, they cannot
even be cognized a priori. Thus the given conceptions of cause and
event will not be sufficient for the denonstration of the proposition
Every event has a cause. For this reason, it is not a dognm;
al t hough from anot her point of view, that of experience, it is capable
of being proved to denonstration. The proper termfor such a
proposition is principle, and not theorem (although it does require to
be proved), because it possesses the remarkable peculiarity of being
the condition of the possibility of its own ground of proof, that
is, experience, and of forming a necessary presupposition in al
enpirical observation

If then, in the specul ative sphere of pure reason, no dogmata are to
be found; all dogmatical nethods, whether borrowed from mathematics,
or invented by phil osophical thinkers, are alike inappropriate and
inefficient. They only serve to conceal errors and fallacies, and to
decei ve phil osophy, whose duty it is to see that reason pursues a safe
and straight path. A philosophical nethod may, however, be
systematical. For our reason is, subjectively considered, itself a
system and, in the sphere of nere conceptions, a system of
i nvestigation according to principles of unity, the material being
suppl i ed by experience alone. But this is not the proper place for
di scussing the peculiar nmethod of transcendental philosophy, as our
present task is sinply to exam ne whether our faculties are capabl e of
erecting an edifice on the basis of pure reason, and how far they
may proceed with the materials at their command.

SECTION I'I. The Discipline of Pure Reason in Pol enics.

Reason must be subject, in all its operations, to criticism which
nmust al ways be pernitted to exercise its functions without
restraint; otherwise its interests are inperilled and its influence
obnoxi ous to suspicion. There is nothing, however useful, however
sacred it may be, that can claimexenption fromthe searching
exam nation of this suprene tribunal, which has no respect of persons.
The very existence of reason depends upon this freedom for the
voi ce of reason is not that of a dictatorial and despotic power, it is
rather like the vote of the citizens of a free state, every nenber
of whi ch nust have the privilege of giving free expression to his
doubts, and possess even the right of veto.

But while reason can never decline to subnit itself to the



tribunal of criticism it has not always cause to dread the
judgement of this court. Pure reason, however, when engaged in the
sphere of dogmatism is not so thoroughly conscious of a strict
observance of its highest |aws, as to appear before a higher
judicial reason with perfect confidence. On the contrary, it nust
renounce its magnificent dogmatical pretensions in philosophy.

Very different is the case when it has to defend itself, not
before a judge, but against an equal. |If dognatical assertions are
advanced on the negative side, in opposition to those nmade by reason
on the positive side, its justification kat authrhopon is conplete,
al t hough the proof of its propositions is kat aletheian
unsati sfactory.

By the polenic of pure reason | nean the defence of its propositions
made by reason, in opposition to the dogmatical counter-propositions
advanced by other parties. The question here is not whether its own
statenments may not also be false; it nmerely regards the fact that
reason proves that the opposite cannot be established with
denonstrative certainty, nor even asserted with a higher degree of
probability. Reason does not hold her possessions upon sufferance;
for, although she cannot show a perfectly satisfactory title to
them no one can prove that she is not the rightful possessor

It is a nelancholy reflection that reason, in its highest
exercise, falls into an antithetic; and that the suprene tribuna
for the settlenent of differences should not be at union with
itself. It is true that we had to discuss the question of an
apparent antithetic, but we found that it was based upon a
m sconception. In confornmity with the common prejudi ce, phenonena were
regarded as things in thensel ves, and thus an absol ute conpl eteness in
their synthesis was required in the one node or in the other (it was
shown to be inpossible in both); a demand entirely out of place in
regard to phenonena. There was, then, no real self-contradiction of
reason in the propositions: The series of phenonena given in
t hemsel ves has an absolutely first beginning; and: This series is
absolutely and in itself wthout beginning. The two propositions are
perfectly consistent with each other, because phenonena as phenonena
are in thensel ves not hing, and consequently the hypothesis that they
are things in thenselves nust |ead to self-contradictory inferences.

But there are cases in which a sinmilar msunderstandi ng cannot be
provi ded agai nst, and the di spute nust remain unsettled. Take, for
exanpl e, the theistic proposition: There is a Suprene Being; and on
the other hand, the atheistic counter-statement: There exists no
Supreme Being; or, in psychology: Everything that thinks possesses the
attribute of absolute and permanent unity, which is utterly
different fromthe transitory unity of material phenonena; and the
counter-proposition: The soul is not an inmaterial unity, and its
nature is transitory, like that of phenonena. The objects of these
guestions contain no heterogeneous or contradictory elenents, for they
relate to things in thenselves, and not to phenonmena. There would
arise, indeed, a real contradiction, if reason canme forward with a
statement on the negative side of these questions alone. As regards
the criticismto which the grounds of proof on the affirmative side
nmust be subjected, it may be freely admitted, w thout necessitating
the surrender of the affirmative propositions, which have, at |east,
the interest of reason in their favour- an advantage which the
opposite party cannot lay claimto.

| cannot agree with the opinion of several adnirable thinkers-

Sul zer anong the rest- that, in spite of the weakness of the arguments
hitherto in use, we may hope, one day, to see sufficient
denonstrations of the two cardinal propositions of pure reason- the
exi stence of a Suprene Being, and the immortality of the soul. | am



certain, on the contrary, that this will never be the case. For on
what ground can reason base such synthetical propositions, which do
not relate to the objects of experience and their interna

possibility? But it is also denonstratively certain that no one will
ever be able to maintain the contrary with the |east show of
probability. For, as he can attenpt such a proof solely upon the basis
of pure reason, he is bound to prove that a Supreme Being, and a

t hi nki ng subj ect in the character of a pure intelligence, are

i mpossi ble. But where will he find the know edge whi ch can enabl e
himto enounce synthetical judgenents in regard to things which
transcend the regi on of experience? W may, therefore, rest assured
that the opposite never will be denonstrated. W need not, then

have recourse to scholastic argunments; we may always adnmit the truth
of those propositions which are consistent with the specul ative
interests of reason in the sphere of experience, and form noreover
the only neans of uniting the speculative with the practical interest.
Qur opponent, who nust not be considered here as a critic solely, we
can be ready to neet with a non |iquet which cannot fail to disconcert
him while we cannot deny his right to a simlar retort, as we have on
our side the advantage of the support of the subjective nmaxi m of
reason, and can therefore | ook upon all his sophistical argunents with
cal mindifference.

Fromthis point of view, there is properly no antithetic of pure
reason. For the only arena for such a struggle would be upon the field
of pure theol ogy and psychol ogy; but on this ground there can appear
no conbat ant whom we need to fear. Ridicule and boasting can be his
only weapons; and these may be | aughed at, as nere child' s play.

This consideration restores to Reason her courage; for what source
of confidence could be found, if she, whose vocation it is to
destroy error, were at variance with herself and without any
reasonabl e hope of ever reaching a state of pernanent repose?

Everything in nature is good for some purpose. Even poisons are
serviceabl e; they destroy the evil effects of other poisons
generated in our system and nust always find a place in every
conpl et e pharmacopoei a. The objections rai sed agai nst the fall acies
and sophistries of specul ative reason, are objections given by the
nature of this reason itself, and nust therefore have a destination
and purpose which can only be for the good of humanity. For what
pur pose has Provi dence rai sed many objects, in which we have the
deepest interest, so far above us, that we vainly try to cognize
themwith certainty, and our powers of nental vision are rather
excited than satisfied by the glinpses we may chance to seize? It is
very doubtful whether it is for our benefit to advance bold
affirmati ons regardi ng subjects involved in such obscurity; perhaps it
woul d even be detrimental to our best interests. But it is undoubtedly
al ways beneficial to |l eave the investigating, as well as the
critical reason, in perfect freedom and pernit it to take charge of
its own interests, which are advanced as nuch by its limtation, as by
its extension of its views, and which always suffer by the
interference of foreign powers forcing it, against its natura
tendencies, to bend to certain preconceived designs.

Al'l ow your opponent to say what he thinks reasonable, and conbat him
only with the weapons of reason. Have no anxiety for the practica
i nterests of hunmanity- these are never inperilled in a purely
specul ative di spute. Such a dispute serves nerely to disclose the
antinony of reason, which, as it has its source in the nature of
reason, ought to be thoroughly investigated. Reason is benefited by
t he examinati on of a subject on both sides, and its judgenents are
corrected by being limted. It is not the natter that nay give
occasion to dispute, but the manner. For it is perfectly permissible



to employ, in the presence of reason, the | anguage of a firmy
rooted faith, even after we have been obliged to renounce al
pretensions to know edge.

If we were to ask the dispassionate David Hune- a phil osopher
endowed, in a degree that few are, with a well-bal anced judgenent:
What notive i nduced you to spend so rmuch | abour and thought in
under m ni ng the consoling and beneficial persuasion that reason is
capabl e of assuring us of the existence, and presenting us with a
det ermi nate conception of a Suprene Being?- his answer woul d be:
Not hi ng but the desire of teaching reason to know its own powers
better, and, at the sanme tine, a dislike of the procedure by which
that faculty was conpelled to support foregone conclusions, and
prevented from confessing the internal weaknesses which it cannot
but feel when it enters upon a rigid self-exanm nation. If, on the
ot her hand, we were to ask Priestley- a philosopher who had no taste
for transcendental specul ation, but was entirely devoted to the
principles of enpiricism what his notives were for overturning
those two main pillars of religion- the doctrines of the freedom of
the will and the imortality of the soul (in his view the hope of a
future life is but the expectation of the nmiracle of resurrection)-
this philosopher, hinself a zeal ous and pious teacher of religion
could give no other answer than this: | acted in the interest of
reason, which always suffers, when certain objects are explained and
judged by a reference to other supposed |laws than those of materi al
nature- the only laws which we know in a determ nate manner. |t
woul d be unfair to decry the latter phil osopher, who endeavoured to
har noni ze his paradoxical opinions with the interests of religion, and
to underval ue an honest and reflecting man, because he finds hinself
at a loss the noment he has left the field of natural science. The
sane grace nust be accorded to Hume, a man not |ess well-disposed, and
quite as blaneless in his noral character, and who pushed his abstract
specul ations to an extreme | ength, because, as he rightly believed,
the object of themlies entirely beyond the bounds of natural science,
and within the sphere of pure ideas.

What is to be done to provide agai nst the danger which seens in
the present case to nmenace the best interests of humanity? The
course to be pursued in reference to this subject is a perfectly plain
and natural one. Let each thinker pursue his own path; if he shows
talent, if be gives evidence of profound thought, in one word, if he
shows that he possesses the power of reasoning- reason is always the
gainer. |If you have recourse to other neans, if you attenpt to
coerce reason, if you raise the cry of treason to humanity, if you
excite the feelings of the crowd, which can neither understand nor
synpat hi ze with such subtle speculations- you will only nake
yoursel ves ridicul ous. For the question does not concern the advantage
or di sadvantage which we are expected to reap fromsuch inquiries; the
question is nerely how far reason can advance in the field of
specul ation, apart fromall kinds of interest, and whether we may
depend upon the exertions of speculative reason, or mnmust renounce
all reliance on it. Instead of joining the conmbatants, it is your part
to be a tranquil spectator of the struggle- a |aborious struggle for
the parties engaged, but attended, in its progress as well as inits
result, with the nost advantageous consequences for the interests of
t hought and know edge. It is absurd to expect to be enlightened by
Reason, and at the sane tine to prescribe to her what side of the
guestion she nust adopt. Mreover, reason is sufficiently held in
check by its own power, the linmts inmposed on it by its own nature are
sufficient; it is unnecessary for you to place over it additiona
guards, as if its power were dangerous to the constitution of the
intellectual state. In the dialectic of reason there is no victory



gai ned which need in the least disturb your tranquility.

The strife of dialectic is a necessity of reason, and we cannot
but wish that it had been conducted long ere this with that perfect
freedom whi ch ought to be its essential condition. In this case, we
shoul d have had at an earlier period a matured and profound criticism
whi ch must have put an end to all dialectical disputes, by exposing
the illusions and prejudices in which they originated.

There is in human nature an unworthy propensity- a propensity which
i ke everything that springs fromnature, nust in its final purpose be
conduci ve to the good of humanity- to conceal our real sentinents, and
to give expression only to certain received opinions, which are
regarded as at once safe and pronotive of the commopn good. It is true,
this tendency, not only to conceal our real sentinments, but to profess
those which may gain us favour in the eyes of society, has not only
civilized, but, in a certain nmeasure, noralized us; as no one can
break through the outward covering of respectability, honour, and
norality, and thus the seeni ngly-good exanpl es which we which we see
around us form an excellent school for noral inprovenent, so |long as
our belief in their genuineness renains unshaken. But this disposition
to represent ourselves as better than we are, and to utter opinions
whi ch are not our own, can be nothing nore than a kind of provisionary
arrangenent of nature to lead us fromthe rudeness of an uncivilized
state, and to teach us how to assune at |east the appearance and
manner of the good we see. But when true principles have been
devel oped, and have obtained a sure foundation in our habit of
t hought, this conventionalismnust be attacked with earnest vigour
otherwise it corrupts the heart, and checks the growth of good
di spositions with the m schi evous weed of air appearances.

I amsorry to remark the sanme tendency to mi srepresentation and
hypocrisy in the sphere of specul ative discussion, where there is |ess
tenptation to restrain the free expression of thought. For what can be
nore prejudicial to the interests of intelligence than to falsify
our real sentinents, to conceal the doubts which we feel in regard
to our statenments, or to nmaintain the validity of grounds of proof
which we well know to be insufficient? So | ong as nere personal vanity
is the source of these unworthy artifices- and this is generally the
case in specul ative discussions, which are nostly destitute of
practical interest, and are incapable of conplete denponstration- the
vanity of the opposite party exaggerates as much on the other side;
and thus the result is the sanme, although it is not brought about so
soon as if the dispute had been conducted in a sincere and upright
spirit. But where the nass entertains the notion that the ai mof
certain subtle speculators is nothing | ess than to shake the very
foundati ons of public welfare and norality- it seens not only prudent,
but even praise worthy, to maintain the good cause by illusory
argunents, rather than to give to our supposed opponents the advantage
of lowering our declarations to the noderate tone of a nerely
practical conviction, and of conpelling us to confess our inability to
attain to apodeictic certainty in speculative subjects. But we ought
to reflect that there is nothing, in the world nore fatal to the
mai nt enance of a good cause than deceit, m srepresentation, and
fal sehood. That the strictest |aws of honesty should be observed in
the di scussion of a purely specul ative subject is the |east
requi renent that can be nmade. If we could reckon with security even
upon so little, the conflict of speculative reason regarding the
i mportant questions of God, imortality, and freedom would have
been either decided | ong ago, or would very soon be brought to a
conclusion. But, in general, the uprightness of the defence stands
in an inverse ratio to the goodness of the cause; and perhaps nore
honesty and fairness are shown by those who deny than by those who



uphol d these doctri nes.

| shall persuade nyself, then, that | have readers who do not w sh
to see a righteous cause defended by unfair argunents. Such will now
recogni ze the fact that, according to the principles of this Critique,
if we consider not what is, but what ought to be the case, there can
be really no polenic of pure reason. For how can two persons dispute
about a thing, the reality of which neither can present in actual or
even in possible experience? Each adopts the plan of nmeditating on his
idea for the purpose of drawing fromthe idea, if he can, what is nore
than the idea, that is, the reality of the object which it
i ndi cates. How shall they settle the dispute, since neither is able to
make his assertions directly conprehensible and certain, but nust
restrict hinself to attacking and confuting those of his opponent? Al
statements enounced by pure reason transcend the conditions of
possi bl e experience, beyond the sphere of which we can di scover no
criterion of truth, while they are at the sanme tinme framed in
accordance with the laws of the understanding, which are applicable
only to experience; and thus it is the fate of all such specul ative
di scussions that while the one party attacks the weaker side of his
opponent, he infallibly lays open his own weaknesses.

The critique of pure reason nmay be regarded as the highest
tribunal for all speculative disputes; for it is not involved in these
di sputes, which have an imediate relation to certain objects and
not to the laws of the nmind, but is instituted for the purpose of
determining the rights and limts of reason

Wthout the control of criticism reason is, as it were, in a
state of nature, and can only establish its clains and assertions by
war. Criticism on the contrary, deciding all questions according to
the fundanental laws of its own institution, secures to us the peace
of law and order, and enables us to discuss all differences in the
nmore tranquil manner of a legal process. In the forner case,
di sputes are ended by victory, which both sides may claimand which is
followed by a hollow arnmistice; in the latter, by a sentence, which
as it strikes at the root of all speculative differences, ensures to
all concerned a lasting peace. The endl ess di sputes of a dogmatizing
reason conpel us to ook for sone node of arriving at a settled
decision by a critical investigation of reason itself; just as
Hobbes mai ntains that the state of nature is a state of injustice
and viol ence, and that we nust leave it and subnmit ourselves to the
constraint of law, which indeed linits individual freedom but only
that it may consist with the freedomof others and with the comon
good of all.

This freedomwi ||, anmong other things, pernit of our openly
stating the difficulties and doubts which we are ourselves unable to
solve, without being decried on that account as turbul ent and
dangerous citizens. This privilege forns part of the native rights
of human reason, which recognizes no other judge than the universa
reason of humanity; and as this reason is the source of all progress
and i nmprovenent, such a privilege is to be held sacred and inviol abl e.
It is unwi se, noreover, to denounce as dangerous any bold assertions
agai nst, or rash attacks upon, an opinion which is held by the |argest
and nost noral class of the conmunity; for that woul d be giving them
an i nmportance which they do not deserve. Wien | hear that the
freedomof the will, the hope of a future life, and the existence of
God have been overthrown by the argunments of sonme able witer, |
feel a strong desire to read his book; for | expect that he will add
to ny knowl edge and inpart greater clearness and distinctness to ny
views by the argunentative power shown in his witings. But | am
perfectly certain, even before | have opened the book, that he has not
succeeded in a single point, not because | believe | amin



possession of irrefutable denpnstrations of these inportant
propositions, but because this transcendental critique, which has

di sclosed to me the power and the linits of pure reason, has fully
convinced ne that, as it is insufficient to establish the affirmative,
it is as powerless, and even nore so, to assure us of the truth of the
negative answer to these questions. From what source does this
free-thinker derive his know edge that there is, for exanple, no
Supreme Being? This proposition lies out of the field of possible
experi ence, and, therefore, beyond the linits of human cognition

But | would not read at, all the answer which the dogmatica
mai nt ai ner of the good cause makes to his opponent, because | know
wel I beforehand, that he will nerely attack the fallacious grounds

of his adversary, w thout being able to establish his own

assertions. Besides, a newillusory argunent, in the construction of
whi ch tal ent and acuteness are shown, is suggestive of new i deas and
new trains of reasoning, and in this respect the old and everyday
sophistries are quite useless. Again, the dogmatical opponent of
religion gives enploynment to criticism and enables us to test and
correct its principles, while there is no occasion for anxiety in
regard to the influence and results of his reasoning.

But, it will be said, nmust we not warn the youth entrusted to
acadeni cal care agai nst such witings, nmust we not preserve them
fromthe know edge of these dangerous assertions, until their
judgenent is ripened, or rather until the doctrines which we wish to
inculcate are so firmy rooted in their mnds as to withstand al
attenpts at instilling the contrary dogmas, from whatever quarter they
may come?

If we are to confine ourselves to the dogmatical procedure in the
sphere of pure reason, and find ourselves unable to settle such
di sputes otherwi se than by beconming a party in them and setting
count er-assertions against the statenments advanced by our opponents,
there is certainly no plan nore advisable for the nonment, but, at
the same tinme, none nore absurd and inefficient for the future, than
this retaining of the youthful mind under guardianship for a tinme, and
thus preserving it- for so long at least- fromseduction into error
But when, at a later period, either curiosity, or the preval ent
fashi on of thought places such witings in their hands, will the
so-cal l ed convictions of their youth stand firnfP The young thi nker
who has in his arnmoury none but dogmatical weapons with which to
resi st the attacks of his opponent, and who cannot detect the |atent
dialectic which lies in his own opinions as well as in those of the
opposite party, sees the advance of illusory argunments and grounds
of proof which have the advantage of novelty, against as illusory
grounds of proof destitute of this advantage, and which, perhaps,
excite the suspicion that the natural credulity of his youth has
been abused by his instructors. He thinks he can find no better
nmeans of showi ng that he has out grown the discipline of his
mnority than by despising those well-neant warni ngs, and, know ng
no system of thought but that of dogmatism he drinks deep draughts of
the poison that is to sap the principles in which his early years were
trai ned.

Exactly the opposite of the system here reconmended ought to be
pursued in acadenical instruction. This can only be effected, however,
by a thorough training in the critical investigation of pure reason
For, in order to bring the principles of this critique into exercise
as soon as possible, and to denobnstrate their perfect even in the
presence of the highest degree of dialectical illusion, the student
ought to exani ne the assertions made on both sides of specul ative
guestions step by step, and to test them by these principles. It
cannot be a difficult task for himto show the fallacies inherent in



t hese propositions, and thus he begins early to feel his own power
of securing hinself against the influence of such sophistica
argunments, which nust finally lose, for him all their illusory power.
And, al though the same bl ows which overturn the edifice of his
opponent are as fatal to his own speculative structures, if such he
has wi shed to rear; he need not feel any sorrowin regard to this
seening msfortune, as he has now before hima fair prospect into
the practical region in which he may reasonably hope to find a nore
secure foundation for a rational system

There is, accordingly, no proper polenmic in the sphere of pure
reason. Both parties beat the air and fight with their own shadows, as
they pass beyond the linmts of nature, and can find no tangible
point of attack- no firmfooting for their dogmatical conflict.
Fi ght as vigorously as they may, the shadows which they hew down,
i mediately start up again, like the heroes in Wl halla, and renew the
bl oodl ess and unceasi ng contest.

But neither can we adnit that there is any proper sceptica
enpl oyment of pure reason, such as nmight be based upon the principle
of neutrality in all speculative disputes. To excite reason agai nst
itself, to place weapons in the hands of the party on the one side
as well as in those of the other, and to remain an undi sturbed and
sarcastic spectator of the fierce struggle that ensues, seens, from
the dogmatical point of view, to be a part fitting only a mal evol ent
di sposition. But, when the sophist evidences an invincible obstinacy
and blindness, and a pride which no criticismcan noderate, there is
no ot her practicable course than to oppose to this pride and obstinacy
simlar feelings and pretensions on the other side, equally well or
ill founded, so that reason, staggered by the reflections thus
forced upon it, finds it necessary to noderate its confidence in
such pretensions and to listen to the advice of criticism But we
cannot stop at these doubts, much |less regard the conviction of our
i gnorance, not only as a cure for the conceit natural to dogmatism
but as the settlenment of the disputes in which reason is involved with
itself. On the contrary, scepticismis nerely a neans of awakening
reason fromits dognmatic dreanms and exciting it to a nore carefu
investigation into its own powers and pretensions. But, as
scepticismappears to be the shortest road to a pernanent peace in the
domai n of phil osophy, and as it is the track pursued by the many who
aimat giving a philosophical colouring to their contenptuous
dislike of all inquiries of this kind, | think it necessary to present
to ny readers this node of thought in its true light.

Scepticismnot a Pernmanent State for Human Reason

The consci ousness of ignorance- unless this ignorance is
recogni zed to be absolutely necessary ought, instead of form ng the
conclusion of ny inquiries, to be the strongest notive to the
pursuit of them Al ignorance is either ignorance of things or of the
limts of know edge. If ny ignorance is accidental and not
necessary, it nmust incite me, in the first case, to a dognmatica
inquiry regarding the objects of which | amignorant; in the second,
to a critical investigation into the bounds of all possible know edge.
But that my ignorance is absolutely necessary and unavoi dabl e, and
that it consequently absolves fromthe duty of all further
i nvestigation, is a fact which cannot be nade out upon enpirica
grounds- from observation- but upon critical grounds alone, that is,
by a t horoughgoing investigation into the primary sources of
cognition. It follows that the determi nation of the bounds of reason
can be nmade only on a priori grounds; while the enpirical limtation
of reason, which is nmerely an indeterminate cognition of an



i gnorance that can never be conpletely renoved, can take place only
a posteriori. In other words, our enpirical know edge is linted by
that which yet remains for us to know. The former cognition of our

i gnorance, which is possible only on a rational basis, is a science;
the latter is nerely a perception, and we cannot say how far the

i nferences drawn fromit may extend. If | regard the earth, as it

really appears to ny senses, as a flat surface, | amignorant how
far this surface extends. But experience teaches nme that, how far
soever | go, | always see before ne a space in which | can proceed

farther; and thus | know the linmits- nerely visual- of ny actua
know edge of the earth, although | amignorant of the limts of the
earth itself. But if | have got so far as to know that the earth is
a sphere, and that its surface is spherical, | can cognize a priori
and determi ne upon principles, fromm know edge of a small part of
this surface- say to the extent of a degree- the dianeter and
circunference of the earth; and although | amignorant of the
obj ects which this surface contains, | have a perfect know edge of its
limts and extent.

The sum of all the possible objects of our cognition seens to us
to be a level surface, with an apparent horizon- that which forns
the linit of its extent, and which has been terned by us the idea of
uncondi tioned totality. To reach this linmt by enpirical neans is
i mpossible, and all attenpts to deternmine it a priori according to a
principle, are alike in vain. But all the questions raised by pure
reason relate to that which lies beyond this horizon, or, at least, in
its boundary line.

The cel ebrated David Hunme was one of those geographers of hunman
reason who believe that they have given a sufficient answer to al
such questions by declaring themto Iie beyond the horizon of our
know edge- a horizon which, however, Hune was unable to deternine. His
attention especially was directed to the principle of causality; and
he remarked with perfect justice that the truth of this principle, and
even the objective validity of the conception of a cause, was not
commonl y based upon clear insight, that is, upon a priori cognition
Hence he concluded that this | aw does not derive its authority from
its universality and necessity, but nmerely fromits genera
applicability in the course of experience, and a kind of subjective
necessity thence arising, which he termed habit. Fromthe inability of
reason to establish this principle as a necessary law for the
acquisition of all experience, he inferred the nullity of all the
attenpts of reason to pass the region of the enpirical

This procedure of subjecting the facta of reason to exam nation
and, if necessary, to disapproval, may be ternmed the censura of
reason. This censura nust inevitably |lead us to doubts regarding al
transcendent enpl oynent of principles. But this is only the second
step in our inquiry. The first step in regard to the subjects of
pure reason, and which nmarks the infancy of that faculty, is that of
dogmati sm The second, which we have just nentioned, is that of
scepticism and it gives evidence that our judgenent has been i nproved
by experience. But a third step is necessary- indicative of the
maturity and manhood of the judgenent, which now lays a firm
foundati on upon uni versal and necessary principles. This is the period
of criticism in which we do not exani ne the facta of reason, but
reason itself, in the whole extent of its powers, and in regard to its
capability of a priori cognition; and thus we deternine not nerely the
enpi rical and ever-shifting bounds of our know edge, but its necessary
and eternal linmts. W denonstrate fromindubitable principles, not
nmerely our ignorance in respect to this or that subject, but in regard
to all possible questions of a certain class. Thus scepticismis a
resting place for reason, in which it may reflect on its dogmatica



wanderings and gain some know edge of the region in which it happens
to be, that it may pursue its way with greater certainty; but it
cannot be its pernmanent dwelling-place. It nust take up its abode only
in the region of conplete certitude, whether this relates to the
cognition of objects thenmselves, or to the limts which bound al

our cognition.

Reason is not to be considered as an indefinitely extended pl ane, of
t he bounds of which we have only a general know edge; it ought
rather to be conpared to a sphere, the radius of which may be found
fromthe curvature of its surface- that is, the nature of a priori
synt hetical propositions- and, consequently, its circunference and
extent. Beyond the sphere of experience there are no objects which
it can cogni ze; nay, even questions regardi ng such supposititious
objects relate only to the subjective principles of a conplete
determi nation of the relations which exist between the
under st andi ng- concepti ons which lie within this sphere.

We are actually in possession of a priori synthetical cognitions, as
is proved by the existence of the principles of the understanding,
whi ch antici pate experience. |If any one cannot conprehend the
possibility of these principles, he nmay have sonme reason to doubt
whet her they are really a priori; but he cannot on this account
declare themto be inpossible, and affirmthe nullity of the steps
whi ch reason nay have taken under their guidance. He can only say:

If we perceived their origin and their authenticity, we should be able
to determine the extent and linits of reason; but, till we can do
this, all propositions regarding the l[atter are nere random
assertions. In this view, the doubt respecting all dognatica

phi | osophy, which proceeds without the guidance of criticism is

wel I grounded; but we cannot therefore deny to reason the ability to
construct a sound phil osophy, when the way has been prepared by a
thorough critical investigation. Al the conceptions produced, and al
the questions raised, by pure reason, do not lie in the sphere of
experience, but in that of reason itself, and hence they nust be

sol ved, and shown to be either valid or inadnmissible, by that faculty.
We have no right to decline the solution of such problens, on the
ground that the solution can be discovered only fromthe nature of
things, and under pretence of the limtation of human faculties, for
reason is the sole creator of all these ideas, and is therefore

bound either to establish their validity or to expose their illusory
nat ure.

The polenmic of scepticismis properly directed against the
dogmati st, who erects a system of philosophy without having exani ned
t he fundanental objective principles on which it is based, for the
pur pose of evidencing the futility of his designs, and thus bringing
himto a know edge of his own powers. But, in itself, scepticism
does not give us any certain information in regard to the bounds of
our know edge. All unsuccessful dogmatical attenpts of reason are
facia, which it is always useful to submit to the censure of the
sceptic. But this cannot help us to any decision regarding the
expectati ons which reason cherishes of better success in future
endeavours; the investigations of scepticismcannot, therefore, settle
the dispute regarding the rights and powers of human reason

Hume is perhaps the ablest and nopst ingenious of all sceptica
phi | osophers, and his witings have, undoubtedly, exerted the nost
powerful influence in awakening reason to a thorough investigation
intoits own powers. It will, therefore, well repay our labours to
consider for alittle the course of reasoni ng which he foll owed and
the errors into which he strayed, although setting out on the path
of truth and certitude.

Hume was probably aware, although he never clearly devel oped the



noti on, that we proceed in judgenents of a certain class beyond our
conception if the object. I have termed this kind of judgenent
synthetical. As regard the manner in which | pass beyond nmy conception
by the aid of experience, no doubts can be entertained. Experience

is itself a synthesis of perceptions; and it enploys perceptions to

i ncrenent the conception, which | obtain by neans of another
perception. But we feel persuaded that we are able to proceed beyond a
conception, and to extend our cognition a priori. W attenpt this in
two ways- either, through the pure understanding, in relation to

that whi ch may becone an object of experience, or, through pure
reason, in relation to such properties of things, or of the

exi stence of things, as can never be presented in any experience. This
sceptical phil osopher did not distinguish these two kinds of

j udgenents, as he ought to have done, but regarded this augnentation
of conceptions, and, if we may so express ourselves, the spontaneous
generation of understandi ng and reason, independently of the

i mpregnati on of experience, as altogether inpossible. The so-called

a priori principles of these faculties he consequently held to be
invalid and i magi nary, and regarded them as not hi ng but subjective
habits of thought originating in experience, and therefore purely
enpirical and contingent rules, to which we attribute a spurious
necessity and universality. In support of this strange assertion, he
referred us to the generally acknow edged principle of the relation
bet ween cause and effect. No faculty of the nmind can conduct us from
the conception of a thing to the existence of sonething else; and
hence he believed he could infer that, w thout experience, we

possess no source from which we can augnent a conception, and no
ground sufficient to justify us in franming a judgenment that is to
extend our cognition a priori. That the light of the sun, which shines
upon a piece of wax, at the same tinme nelts it, while it hardens cl ay,
no power of the understanding could infer fromthe conceptions which
we previously possessed of these substances; nmuch less is there any

a priori law that could conduct us to such a conclusion, which

experi ence alone can certify. On the other hand, we have seen in our

di scussion of transcendental |ogic, that, although we can never
proceed i medi ately beyond the content of the conception which is

gi ven us, we can always cogni ze conpletely a priori- in relation
however, to a third term nanely, possible experience- the | aw of

its connection with other things. For exanple, if | observe that a

pi ece of wax nelts, | can cognize a priori that there nust have been
sonet hing (the sun's heat) preceding, which this |aw, although
wi thout the aid of experience, | could not cognize a priori and in a

determi nate manner either the cause fromthe effect, or the effect
fromthe cause. Hume was, therefore, wong in inferring, fromthe
contingency of the determination according to | aw, the contingency
of the law itself; and the passi ng beyond the conception of a thing to
possi bl e experience (which is an a priori proceeding, constituting the
objective reality of the conception), he confounded with our synthesis
of objects in actual experience, which is always, of course,
enpirical. Thus, too, he regarded the principle of affinity, which has
its seat in the understanding and indi cates a necessary connection, as
a nmere rule of association, lying in the imtative faculty of
i magi nati on, which can present only contingent, and not objective
connecti ons.

The sceptical errors of this remarkably acute thinker arose
principally froma defect, which was conmon to himwith the
dogmati sts, nanely, that he had never nade a systematic review of
all the different kinds of a priori synthesis performed by the
under st andi ng. Had he done so, he would have found, to take one
exanpl e anong nmany, that the principle of permanence was of this



character, and that it, as well as the principle of causality,

antici pates experience. In this way he nmight have been able to
describe the deternminate linmts of the a priori operations of
under st andi ng and reason. But he nerely decl ared t he understandi ng
to be limted, instead of showing what its linmts were; he created a
general mistrust in the power of our faculties, w thout giving us
any determ nate know edge of the bounds of our necessary and

unavoi dabl e i gnorance; he exani ned and condemmed sone of the
principles of the understanding, w thout investigating all its
powers with the conpl eteness necessary to criticism He denies, with
truth, certain powers to the understanding, but he goes further, and
declares it to be utterly inadequate to the a priori extension of
know edge, although he has not fully examined all the powers which
reside in the faculty; and thus the fate which al ways overtakes
scepticismnmeets himtoo. That is to say, his own declarations are
doubt ed, for his objections were based upon facta, which are
contingent, and not upon principles, which can al one denonstrate the
necessary invalidity of all dognatical assertions.

As Hume makes no distinction between the well-grounded clains of the
under standi ng and t he dial ectical pretensions of reason, against
whi ch, however, his attacks are mainly directed, reason does not
feel itself shut out fromall attenpts at the extension of a priori
cognition, and hence it refuses, in spite of a few checks in this or
that quarter, to relinquish such efforts. For one naturally arns
oneself to resist an attack, and beconmes nore obstinate in the resolve
to establish the clains he has advanced. But a conplete review of
the powers of reason, and the conviction thence arising that we are in
possession of a linted field of action, while we nust adnit the
vanity of higher clains, puts an end to all doubt and dispute, and
i nduces reason to rest satisfied with the undi sturbed possession of
its limted domain.

To the uncritical dogmatist, who has not surveyed the sphere of
hi s understandi ng, nor determ ned, in accordance with principles,
the lints of possible cognition, who, consequently, is ignorant of
his own powers, and believes he will discover themby the attenpts
he makes in the field of cognition, these attacks of scepticismare
not only dangerous, but destructive. For if there is one proposition
in his chain of reasoni ng which be he cannot prove, or the fallacy
i n which be cannot evolve in accordance with a principle, suspicion
falls on all his statenents, however plausible they nmay appear

And thus scepticism the bane of dogmatical philosophy, conducts
us to a sound investigation into the understanding and the reason
Wien we are thus far advanced, we need fear no further
attacks; for the linmts of our domain are clearly nmarked out, and we
can make no clainms nor becone involved in any disputes regarding the
region that lies beyond these lints. Thus the sceptical procedure
i n phil osophy does not present any solution of the problens of reason
but it forns an excellent exercise for its powers, awakening its
circunmspection, and indicating the neans whereby it may nost fully
establish its clains to its legitinate possessions.

SECTION II1. The Discipline of Pure Reason in Hypothesis.

This critique of reason has now taught us that all its efforts to
extend t he bounds of know edge, by neans of pure specul ation, are
utterly fruitless. So much the wider field, it nmay appear, |lies open
to hypothesis; as, where we cannot know with certainty, we are at
liberty to make guesses and to form suppositions.

| magi nati on may be all owed, under the strict surveillance of reason
to invent suppositions; but, these nust be based on sonething that



is perfectly certain- and that is the possibility of the object. If we
are well assured upon this point, it is allowable to have recourse

to supposition in regard to the reality of the object; but this
supposition nmust, unless it is utterly groundl ess, be connected, as
its ground of explanation, with that which is really given and
absolutely certain. Such a supposition is termed a hypot hesi s.

It is beyond our power to formthe | east conception a priori of
the possibility of dynami cal connection in phenonena; and the category
of the pure understanding will not enable us to ex. cogitate any
such connection, but nmerely hel ps us to understand it, when we neet
with it in experience. For this reason we cannot, in accordance with
the categories, inagine or invent any object or any property of an
obj ect not given, or that may not be given in experience, and enpl oy
it in a hypothesis; otherw se, we should be basing our chain of
reasoni ng upon nere chinerical fancies, and not upon conceptions of
things. Thus, we have no right to assume the existence of new
powers, not existing in nature- for exanple, an understanding with a
non- sensuous intuition, a force of attraction wthout contact, or sone
new ki nd of substances occupyi ng space, and yet without the property
of inpenetrability- and, consequently, we cannot assunme that there
is any other kind of conmunity anong substances than that observable
in experience, any kind of presence than that in space, or any kind of
duration than that in time. In one word, the conditions of possible
experience are for reason the only conditions of the possibility of
t hi ngs; reason cannot venture to form independently of these
conditions, any conceptions of things, because such conceptions,
al t hough not self-contradictory, are without object and without
application.

The conceptions of reason are, as we have already shown, nere ideas,
and do not relate to any object in any kind of experience. At the sane
time, they do not indicate inmaginary or possible objects. They are
purely problematical in their nature and, as aids to the heuristic
exercise of the faculties, formthe basis of the regulative principles
for the systematic enploynment of the understanding in the field of
experience. If we |leave this ground of experience, they becone nere
fictions of thought, the possibility of which is quite indenonstrable;
and they cannot, consequently, be enployed as hypotheses in the
expl anation of real phenonena. It is quite admissible to cogitate
the soul as sinple, for the purpose of enabling ourselves to enpl oy
the idea of a perfect and necessary unity of all the faculties of
the mind as the principle of all our inquiries into its interna
phenomena, although we cannot cognize this unity in concreto. But to
assune that the soul is a sinple substance (a transcendental
conception) would be enouncing a proposition which is not only
i ndenonstrabl e- as many physical hypotheses are- but a proposition
which is purely arbitrary, and in the highest degree rash. The
sinple is never presented in experience; and, if by substance is
here neant the pernanent object of sensuous intuition, the possibility
of a sinple phenonenon is perfectly inconceivable. Reason affords no
good grounds for admitting the existence of intelligible beings, or of
intelligible properties of sensuous things, although- as we have no
conception either of their possibility or of their inpossibility- it
will always be out of our power to affirmdogmatically that they do
not exist. In the explanation of given phenonena, no other things
and no other grounds of explanation can be enpl oyed than those which
stand in connection with the given phenonena according to the known
| aws of experience. A transcendental hypothesis, in which a nere
i dea of reason is enployed to explain the phenonena of nature, would
not give us any better insight into a phenonenon, as we should be
trying to explain what we do not sufficiently understand from known



enpirical principles, by what we do not understand at all. The
principles of such a hypothesis night conduce to the satisfaction of
reason, but it would not assist the understanding in its application
to objects. Order and confornmity to ainms in the sphere of nature

nmust be thensel ves expl ai ned upon natural grounds and according to
natural |aws; and the wildest hypotheses, if they are only physical
are here nore admi ssible than a hyperphysical hypothesis, such as that
of a divine author. For such a hypothesis would introduce the
principle of ignava ratio, which requires us to give up the search for
causes that night be discovered in the course of experience and to
rest satisfied with a nmere idea. As regards the absolute totality of
the grounds of explanation in the series of these causes, this can

be no hindrance to the understanding in the case of phenonena;
because, as they are to us nothing nore than phenonena, we have no
right to look for anything |like conpleteness in the synthesis of the
series of their conditions.

Transcendent al hypotheses are therefore inadmi ssible; and we
cannot use the liberty of enploying, in the absence of physical
hyper physi cal grounds of explanation. And this for two reasons; first,
because such hypot hesis do not advance reason, but rather stop it in
its progress; secondly, because this licence would render fruitless
all its exertions in its own proper sphere, which is that of
experi ence. For, when the explanation of natural phenonena happens
to be difficult, we have constantly at hand a transcendental ground of
expl anation, which Iifts us above the necessity of investigating
nature; and our inquiries are brought to a close, not because we
have obtained all the requisite know edge, but because we abut upon
a principle which is inconprehensible and which, indeed, is so far
back in the track of thought as to contain the conception of the
absol utely primal being.

The next requisite for the adm ssibility of a hypothesis is its
sufficiency. That is, it nust determine a priori the consequences
whi ch are given in experience and which are supposed to follow from
the hypothesis itself. If we require to enploy auxiliary hypotheses,
the suspicion naturally arises that they are nere fictions; because
the necessity for each of themrequires the sanme justification as in
the case of the original hypothesis, and thus their testinony is
invalid. If we suppose the existence of an infinitely perfect cause,
we possess sufficient grounds for the explanation of the confornmity to
aims, the order and the greatness which we observe in the universe;
but we find ourselves obliged, when we observe the evil in the world
and the exceptions to these laws, to enploy new hypothesis in
support of the original one. W enploy the idea of the sinple nature
of the human soul as the foundation of all the theories we may form of
its phenonmena; but when we neet with difficulties in our way, when
we observe in the soul phenonena sinmilar to the changes which take
place in matter, we require to call in new auxiliary hypotheses. These
may, indeed, not be false, but we do not know themto be true, because
the only witness to their certitude is the hypothesis which they
t hemsel ves have been called in to explain.

We are not discussing the above-nmenti oned assertions regarding the
imaterial unity of the soul and the existence of a Suprene Being as
dogmat a, which certain phil osophers profess to denonstrate a priori
but purely as hypotheses. In the forner case, the dogmatist nust
take care that his argunments possess the apodeictic certainty of a
denonstration. For the assertion that the reality of such ideas is
probabl e is as absurd as a proof of the probability of a proposition
in geonmetry. Pure abstract reason, apart fromall experience, can
ei ther cognize nothing at all; and hence the judgenents it enounces
are never mere opinions, they are either apodeictic certainties, or



decl arati ons that nothing can be known on the subject. Opinions and
probabl e judgenments on the nature of things can only be enployed to
expl ai n gi ven phenonena, or they may relate to the effect, in
accordance with enpirical |laws, of an actually existing cause. In
ot her words, we nust restrict the sphere of opinion to the world of
experience and nature. Beyond this region opinion is mere invention
unl ess we are groping about for the truth on a path not yet fully
known, and have sone hopes of stunbling upon it by chance.

But, al though hypotheses are inadm ssible in answers to the
guestions of pure specul ative reason, they nay be enployed in the
defence of these answers. That is to say, hypotheses are adnissible in
pol emi c, but not in the sphere of dogmatism By the defence of
statements of this character, | do not nmean an attenpt at
di scovering new grounds for their support, but nmerely the refutation
of the arguments of opponents. Al a priori synthetical propositions
possess the peculiarity that, although the phil osopher who maintains
the reality of the ideas contained in the proposition is not in
possessi on of sufficient know edge to establish the certainty of his
statements, his opponent is as little able to prove the truth of the
opposite. This equality of fortune does not allow the one party to
be superior to the other in the sphere of specul ative cognition; and
it is this sphere, accordingly, that is the proper arena of these
endl ess specul ative conflicts. But we shall afterwards show that, in
relation to its practical exercise, Reason has the right of
admtting what, in the field of pure speculation, she would not be
justified in supposing, except upon perfectly sufficient grounds;
because all such suppositions destroy the necessary conpl et eness of
specul ation- a condition which the practical reason, however, does not
consider to be requisite. In this sphere, therefore, Reason is
nm stress of a possession, her title to which she does not require to
prove- which, in fact, she could not do. The burden of proof
accordingly rests upon the opponent. But as he has just as little
know edge regardi ng the subject discussed, and is as little able to
prove the non-existence of the object of an idea, as the phil osopher
on the other side is to denonstrate its reality, it is evident that
there is an advantage on the side of the phil osopher who naintains his
proposition as a practically necessary supposition (nelior est
conditio possidentis). For he is at liberty to enploy, in
sel f-defence, the sane weapons as his opponent nmakes use of in
attacking hin that is, he has a right to use hypotheses not for the
pur pose of supporting the arguments in favour of his own propositions,
but to show that his opponent knows no nore than hinself regarding the
subj ect under 'discussion and cannot boast of any specul ative
advant age.

Hypot heses are, therefore, adnmissible in the sphere of pure reason
only as weapons for self-defence, and not as supports to dogmatica
assertions. But the opposing party we nust always seek for in
oursel ves. For specul ative reason is, in the sphere of
transcendentalism dialectical inits owm nature. The difficulties and
obj ections we have to fear lie in ourselves. They are |ike old but
never superannuated clains; and we nust seek themout, and settle them
once and for ever, if we are to expect a permanent peace. Externa
tranquility is hollow and unreal. The root of these contradictions,
which lies in the nature of human reason, nust be destroyed; and
this can only be done by giving it, in the first instance, freedom
to grow, nay, by nourishing it, that it nmay send out shoots, and
thus betray its own existence. It is our duty, therefore, to try to
di scover new objections, to put weapons in the bands of our
opponent, and to grant himthe nost favourable position in the arena
that he can wi sh. W have nothing to fear fromthese concessions; on



the contrary, we nmay rather hope that we shall thus make oursel ves
master of a possession which no one will ever venture to dispute.

The thinker requires, to be fully equipped, the hypotheses of pure
reason, which, although but | eaden weapons (for they have not been
steeled in the arnoury of experience), are as useful as any that can
be enpl oyed by his opponents. If, accordingly, we have assuned, froma
non- specul ati ve point of view, the inmaterial nature of the soul
and are nmet by the objection that experience seens to prove that the
grow h and decay of our nmental faculties are nere nodifications of the
sensuous organi sm we can weaken the force of this objection by the
assunption that the body is nothing but the fundamental phenonenon, to
whi ch, as a necessary condition, all sensibility, and consequently al
thought, relates in the present state of our existence; and that the
separation of soul and body forms the conclusion of the sensuous
exerci se of our power of cognition and the beginning of the
intellectual. The body would, in this view of the question, be
regarded, not as the cause of thought, but nerely as its restrictive
condition, as pronotive of the sensuous and aninmal, but as a hindrance
to the pure and spiritual life; and the dependence of the anina
life on the constitution of the body, would not prove that the whole
life of man was al so dependent on the state of the organism W
nm ght go still farther, and di scover new objections, or carry out to
their extreme consequences those which have al ready been adduced.

Generation, in the human race as well as anong the irrationa
ani mal s, depends on so nmany accidents- of occasion, of proper
sustenance, of the |laws enacted by the governnent of a country of vice
even, that it is difficult to believe in the eternal existence of a
bei ng whose |ife has begun under circunstances so nmean and trivial
and so entirely dependent upon our own control. As regards the
conti nuance of the existence of the whole race, we need have no
difficulties, for accident in single cases is subject to general |aws;
but, in the case of each individual, it would seemas if we could
hardly expect so wonderful an effect from causes so insignificant.

But, in answer to these objections, we may adduce the transcendental
hypot hesis that all life is properly intelligible, and not subject

to changes of time, and that it neither began in birth, nor will end
in death. W may assune that this life is nothing nore than a sensuous
representation of pure spiritual life; that the whole world of sense
is but an inage, hovering before the faculty of cognition which we
exercise in this sphere, and with no nore objective reality than a
dream and that if we could intuite ourselves and ot her things as they
really are, we should see ourselves in a world of spiritual natures,
our connection with which did not begin at our birth and will not
cease with the destruction of the body. And so on

We cannot be said to know what has been above asserted, nor do we
seriously maintain the truth of these assertions; and the notions
therein indicated are not even ideas of reason, they are purely
fictitious conceptions. But this hypothetical procedure is in
perfect conformity with the aws of reason. Qur opponent nistakes
the absence of enpirical conditions for a proof of the conplete
i mpossibility of all that we have asserted; and we have to show him
that be has not exhausted the whol e sphere of possibility and that
he can as little conpass that sphere by the [ aws of experience and
nature, as we can lay a secure foundation for the operations of reason
beyond the region of experience. Such hypothetical defences agai nst
t he pretensions of an opponent rmust not be regarded as decl arations of
opi ni on. The phil osopher abandons them so soon as the opposite
party renounces its dognatical conceit. To maintain a sinply
negative position in relation to propositions which rest on an
i nsecure foundation, well befits the noderation of a true phil osopher



but to uphold the objections urged agai nst an opponent as proofs of
the opposite statement is a proceeding just as unwarrantable and
arrogant as it is to attack the position of a phil osopher who advances
affirmati ve propositions regardi ng such a subject.

It is evident, therefore, that hypotheses, in the speculative
sphere, are valid, not as independent propositions, but only
relatively to opposite transcendent assunptions. For, to nake the
princi pl es of possible experience conditions of the possibility of
things in general is just as transcendent a procedure as to maintain
the objective reality of ideas which can be applied to no objects
except such as lie without the linits of possible experience. The
j udgenent s enounced by pure reason nust be necessary, or they nust not
be enounced at all. Reason cannot trouble herself wth opinions. But
t he hypot heses we have been di scussing are nerely problematica
j udgenents, which can neither be confuted nor proved; while,
therefore, they are not personal opinions, they are indispensable as
answers to objections which are liable to be raised. But we nust
take care to confine themto this function, and guard agai nst any
assunption on their part of absolute validity, a proceedi ng which
woul d i nvol ve reason in inextricable difficulties and contradictions.

SECTION | V. The Discipline of Pure Reason in Relation
to Proofs.

It is a peculiarity, which distinguishes the proofs of
transcendental synthetical propositions fromthose of all other a
priori synthetical cognitions, that reason, in the case of the forner
does not apply its conceptions directly to an object, but is first
obliged to prove, a priori, the objective validity of these
conceptions and the possibility of their syntheses. This is not nerely
a prudential rule, it is essential to the very possibility of the
proof of a transcendental proposition. If | amrequired to pass, a
priori, beyond the conception of an object, | find that it is
utterly inpossible wthout the guidance of sonething which is not
contained in the conception. In mathematics, it is a priori
intuition that guides ny synthesis; and, in this case, all our
concl usions may be drawn inmediately frompure intuition. In
transcendental cognition, so long as we are dealing only with
conceptions of the understanding, we are guided by possible
experience. That is to say, a proof in the sphere of transcendental
cogni tion does not show that the given conception (that of an event,
for exanple) leads directly to another conception (that of a cause)-
for this would be a saltus which nothing can justify; but it shows
that experience itself, and consequently the object of experience,

i s inpossible without the connection indicated by these conceptions.
It follows that such a proof nust denonstrate the possibility of
arriving, synthetically and a priori, at a certain know edge of

t hi ngs, which was not contained in our conceptions of these things.
Unl ess we pay particular attention to this requirenment, our proofs,

i nstead of pursuing the straight path indicated by reason, follow
the tortuous road of nere subjective association. The illusory

convi ction, which rests upon subjective causes of association, and
which is considered as resulting fromthe perception of a real and
objective natural affinity, is always open to doubt and suspicion. For
this reason, all the attenpts which have been nmade to prove the
principle of sufficient reason, have, according to the universa

adm ssi on of phil osophers, been quite unsuccessful; and, before the
appearance of transcendental criticism it was considered better, as
this principle could not be abandoned, to appeal boldly to the
common sense of mankind (a proceedi ng which always proves that the



probl em which reason ought to solve, is one in which philosophers
find great difficulties), rather than attenpt to di scover new
dogmati cal proofs.

But, if the proposition to be proved is a proposition of pure
reason, and if | aimat passing beyond ny enpirical conceptions by the
aid of nere ideas, it is necessary that the proof should first show
that such a step in synthesis is possible (which it is not), before it
proceeds to prove the truth of the proposition itself. The so-called
proof of the sinple nature of the soul fromthe unity of apperception
is a very plausible one. But it contains no answer to the objection
that, as the notion of absolute sinplicity is not a conception which
is directly applicable to a perception, but is an idea which nust be
inferred- if at all- fromobservation, it is by no means evi dent how
the mere fact of consciousness, which is contained in all thought,
al though in so far a sinple representation, can conduct ne to the
consci ousness and cognition of a thing which is purely a thinking
substance. When | represent to ny mind the power of my body as in
nmotion, my body in this thought is so far absolute unity, and ny
representation of it is a sinple one; and hence | can indicate this
representation by the notion of a point, because | have nade
abstraction of the size or volunme of the body. But | cannot hence
infer that, given nerely the noving power of a body, the body nay be
cogitated as sinple substance, nmerely because the representation in ny
m nd takes no account of its content in space, and is consequently
sinmple. The sinple, in abstraction, is very different fromthe
obj ectively sinple; and hence the Ego, which is sinple in the first
sense, may, in the second sense, as indicating the soul itself, be a
very conpl ex conception, with a very various content. Thus it is
evident that in all such arguments there lurks a paral ogism W
guess (for without some such surm se our suspicion would not be
excited in reference to a proof of this character) at the presence
of the paral ogism by keeping ever before us a criterion of the
possibility of those synthetical propositions which aimat proving
nore than experience can teach us. This criterion is obtained fromthe
observation that such proofs do not lead us directly fromthe
subj ect of the proposition to be proved to the required predicate, but
find it necessary to presuppose the possibility of extending our
cognition a priori by neans of ideas. W nust, accordingly, always use
the greatest caution; we require, before attenpting any proof, to
consider how it is possible to extend the sphere of cognition by the
operations of pure reason, and from what source we are to derive
know edge, which is not obtained fromthe analysis of conceptions, nor
rel ates, by anticipation, to possible experience. W shall thus
spare ourselves nmuch severe and fruitless |abour, by not expecting
fromreason what is beyond its power, or rather by subjecting it to
discipline, and teaching it to noderate its vehenment desires for the
extension of the sphere of cognition

The first rule for our guidance is, therefore, not to attenpt a
transcendental proof, before we have considered fromwhat source we
are to derive the principles upon which the proof is to be based,
and what right we have to expect that our conclusions fromthese
principles will be veracious. |If they are principles of the
understanding, it is vain to expect that we should attain by their
nmeans to ideas of pure reason; for these principles are valid only
in regard to objects of possible experience. If they are principles of
pure reason, our |labour is alike in vain. For the principles of
reason, if enployed as objective, are without exception dialectica
and possess no validity or truth, except as regul ative principles of
the systematic enpl oynent of reason in experience. But when such
del usi ve proof are presented to us, it is our duty to neet themwth



the non liquet of a matured judgenent; and, although we are unable

to expose the particul ar sophi smupon which the proof is based, we
have a right to denmand a deduction of the principles enployed in it;
and, if these principles have their origin in pure reason al one,

such a deduction is absolutely inmpossible. And thus it is

unnecessary that we should trouble ourselves with the exposure and
confutation of every sophistical illusion; we may, at once, bring

all dialectic, which is inexhaustible in the production of

fallacies, before the bar of critical reason, which tests the
principles upon which all dialectical procedure is based. The second
peculiarity of transcendental proof is that a transcendental
proposition cannot rest upon nore than a single proof. If | amdraw ng
concl usi ons, not from conceptions, but fromintuition corresponding to
a conception, be it pure intuition, as in mathematics, or enpirical

as in natural science, the intuition which forns the basis of ny

i nferences presents ne with nmaterials for many synthetica
propositions, which | can connect in various nodes, while, as it is

al l owabl e to proceed fromdifferent points in the intention, | can
arrive by different paths at the sane proposition

But every transcendental proposition sets out froma conception, and
posits the synthetical condition of the possibility of an object
according to this conception. There must, therefore, be but one ground
of proof, because it is the conception al one which determn nes the
obj ect; and thus the proof cannot contain anything nore than the
determ nati on of the object according to the conception. In our
Transcendental Analytic, for exanple, we inferred the principle: Every
event has a cause, fromthe only condition of the objective
possibility of our conception of an event. This is that an event
cannot be deternmined in tine, and consequently cannot forma part of
experience, unless it stands under this dynanmical law. This is the
only possible ground of proof; for our conception of an event
possesses objective validity, that is, is a true conception, only
because the | aw of causality deternines an object to which it can
refer. Qther arguments in support of this principle have been
attenpted- such as that fromthe contingent nature of a phenonenon
but when this argunent is considered, we can discover no criterion
of contingency, except the fact of an event- of sonething happening,
that is to say, the existence which is preceded by the non-existence
of an object, and thus we fall back on the very thing to be proved. If
the proposition: "Every thinking being is sinple," is to be proved, we
keep to the conception of the ego, which is sinple, and to which al
t hought has a relation. The sanme is the case with the transcendental
proof of the existence of a Deity, which is based solely upon the
harnony and reciprocal fitness of the conceptions of an ens
real i ssimum and a necessary being, and cannot be attenpted in any
ot her nanner.

This caution serves to sinplify very nuch the criticismof al
propositions of reason. Wen reason enpl oys conceptions al one, only
one proof of its thesis is possible, if any. Wen, therefore, the
dogmati st advances with ten argunments in favour of a proposition, we
may be sure that not one of themis conclusive. For if he possessed
one whi ch proved the proposition he brings forward to denonstrati on-
as must al ways be the case with the propositions of pure reason-
what need is there for any nore? His intention can only be sinilar
to that of the advocate who had different argunents for different
judges; this availing hinmself of the weakness of those who exami ne his
argunents, who, wi thout going into any profound investigation, adopt
the view of the case which seens nost probable at first sight and
deci de according to it.

The third rule for the guidance of pure reason in the conduct of a



proof is that all transcendental proofs nust never be apagogic or

i ndirect, but always ostensive or direct. The direct or ostensive
proof not only establishes the truth of the proposition to be

proved, but exposes the grounds of its truth; the apagogic, on the

ot her hand, nay assure us of the truth of the proposition, but it
cannot enable us to conprehend the grounds of its possibility. The
latter is, accordingly, rather an auxiliary to an argunment, than a
strictly philosophical and rational node of procedure. In one respect,
however, they have an advantage over direct proofs, fromthe fact that
the node of arguing by contradiction, which they enploy, renders our
under standi ng of the question nore clear, and approxi mates the proof
to the certainty of an intuitional denonstration

The true reason why indirect proofs are enployed in different
sciences is this. Wen the grounds upon which we seek to base a
cognition are too various or too profound, we try whether or not we
may not di scover the truth of our cognition fromits consequences. The
nmodus ponens of reasoning fromthe truth of its inferences to the
truth of a proposition would be adnmissible if all the inferences
that can be drawn fromit are known to be true; for in this case there
can be only one possible ground for these inferences, and that is
the true one. But this is a quite inpracticable procedure, as it
surpasses all our powers to discover all the possible inferences
that can be drawn froma proposition. But this node of reasoning is
enpl oyed, under favour, when we wi sh to prove the truth of an
hypot hesis; in which case we adnit the truth of the concl usion-
which is supported by analogy- that, if all the inferences we have
drawn and exani ned agree with the proposition assumed, all other
possi ble inferences will also agree with it. But, in this way, an
hypot hesi s can never be established as a denonstrated truth. The nodus
toll ens of reasoning fromknown inferences to the unknown proposition
is not only a rigorous, but a very easy node of proof. For, if it
can be shown that but one inference froma proposition is false,
then the proposition nust itself be false. Instead, then, of
exanm ning, in an ostensive argunent, the whole series of the grounds
on which the truth of a proposition rests, we need only take the
opposite of this proposition, and if one inference fromit be false,
then nust the opposite be itself false; and, consequently, the
proposition which we wi shed to prove nust be true.

The apagogi ¢ nethod of proof is adnmissible only in those sciences
where it is inpossible to m stake a subjective representation for an
obj ective cognition. Wiere this is possible, it is plain that the
opposite of a given proposition may contradict nmerely the subjective
conditions of thought, and not the objective cognition; or it may
happen that both propositions contradict each other only under a
subj ective condition, which is incorrectly considered to be objective,
and, as the condition is itself false, both propositions may be fal se,
and it will, consequently, be inpossible to conclude the truth of
the one fromthe fal seness of the other

In mat hematics such subreptions are inpossible; and it is in this
sci ence, accordingly, that the indirect node of proof has its true
place. In the science of nature, where all assertion is based upon
enpirical intuition, such subreptions nay be guarded agai nst by the
repeat ed conparison of observations; but this node of proof is of
little value in this sphere of know edge. But the transcendental
efforts of pure reason are all nmade in the sphere of the subjective,
which is the real nmediumof all dialectical illusion; and thus
reason endeavours, in its prem sses, to inpose upon us subjective
representations for objective cognitions. In the transcendental sphere
of pure reason, then, and in the case of synthetical propositions,
it is inadnmissible to support a statement by di sproving the



counter-statenment. For only two cases are possible; either, the
counter-statement is nothing but the enouncenent of the
i nconsi stency of the opposite opinion with the subjective conditions
of reason, which does not affect the real case (for exanple, we cannot
conprehend the unconditioned necessity of the existence of a being,
and hence every specul ative proof of the existence of such a being
nmust be opposed on subjective grounds, while the possibility of this
being in itself cannot with justice be denied); or, both propositions,
being dialectical in their nature, are based upon an inpossible
conception. In this latter case the rule applies: non entis nulla sunt
predicata; that is to say, what we affirmand what we deny, respecting
such an object, are equally untrue, and the apagogi c node of
arriving at the truth is in this case inpossible. If, for exanple,
we presuppose that the world of sense is given in itself inits
totality, it is false, either that it is infinite, or that it is
finite and limted in space. Both are false, because the hypothesis is
fal se. For the notion of phenonena (as nere representations) which are
given in thenselves (as objects) is self-contradictory; and the
i nfinitude of this inmaginary whol e woul d, indeed, be unconditioned,
but woul d be inconsistent (as everything in the phenonenal world is
conditioned) with the unconditioned deternination and finitude of
quantities which is presupposed in our conception

The apagogi ¢ nmode of proof is the true source of those illusions
whi ch have always had so strong an attraction for the adnirers of
dogmati cal philosophy. It may be conpared to a chanpi on who
mai ntai ns the honour and clains of the party he has adopted by
offering battle to all who doubt the validity of these clains and
the purity of that honour; while nothing can be proved in this way,
except the respective strength of the conbatants, and the advantage,
in this respect, is always on the side of the attacking party.
Spect ators, observing that each party is alternately conqueror and
conquered, are led to regard the subject of dispute as beyond the
power of man to deci de upon. But such an opinion cannot be
justified; and it is sufficient to apply to these reasoners the
remark:

Non defensoribus istis
Tenpus eget.

Each nust try to establish his assertions by a transcendental
deduction of the grounds of proof enployed in his argunent, and thus
enable us to see in what way the clains of reason may be supported. If
an opponent bases his assertions upon subjective grounds, he may be
refuted with ease; not, however to the advantage of the dogmatist, who
i kewi se depends upon subjective sources of cognition and is in |like
manner driven into a corner by his opponent. But, if parties enploy
the direct nethod of procedure, they will soon discover the
difficulty, nay, the inpossibility of proving their assertions, and
will be forced to appeal to prescription and precedence; or they wll,
by the help of criticism discover with ease the dogmatica
illusions by which they had been nocked, and conpel reason to renounce
its exaggerated pretensions to specul ative insight and to confine
itself within the Iimts of its proper sphere- that of practica
principl es.

CHAPTER I I. The Canon of Pure Reason.

It is a hunmliating consideration for human reason that it is
i nconpetent to discover truth by neans of pure specul ation, but, on
the contrary, stands in need of discipline to check its deviations
fromthe straight path and to expose the illusions which it



originates. But, on the other hand, this consideration ought to
elevate and to give it confidence, for this discipline is exercised by
itself alone, and it is subject to the censure of no other power.

The bounds, noreover, which it is forced to set to its specul ative
exercise, formlikew se a check upon the fallaci ous pretensions of
opponents; and thus what remains of its possessions, after these
exaggerated clai ns have been disallowed, is secure fromattack or

usur pation. The greatest, and perhaps the only, use of al

phil osophy of pure reason is, accordingly, of a purely negative
character. It is not an organon for the extension, but a discipline
for the deternmination, of the linmts of its exercise; and w thout
laying claimto the discovery of new truth, it has the nodest nerit of
guardi ng agai nst error.

At the sane tine, there nust be sone source of positive cognitions
whi ch bel ong to the domain of pure reason and whi ch becone the
causes of error only fromour nmistaking their true character, while
they formthe goal towards which reason continually strives. How
el se can we account for the inextinguishable desire in the human
mind to find a firmfooting in some region beyond the linmts of the
wor |l d of experience? It hopes to attain to the possession of a
know edge in which it has the deepest interest. It enters upon the
path of pure speculation; but in vain. W have sone reason, however,
to expect that, in the only other way that lies open to it- the path
of practical reason- it may neet with better success.

| understand by a canon a list of the a priori principles of the
proper enploynment of certain faculties of cognition. Thus genera
logic, inits analytical departnent, is a formal canon for the
facul ti es of understanding and reason. In the same way, Transcendent al
Anal ytic was seen to be a canon of the pure understanding; for it
alone is conpetent to enounce true a priori synthetical cognitions.
But, when no proper enploynent of a faculty of cognition is
possi bl e, no canon can exist. But the synthetical cognition of pure
specul ative reason is, as has been shown, conpletely inpossible. There
cannot, therefore, exist any canon for the specul ative exercise of
this faculty- for its speculative exercise is entirely dialectical;
and, consequently, transcendental logic, in this respect, is nerely
a discipline, and not a canon. If, then, there is any proper node of
enpl oying the faculty of pure reason- in which case there nust be a
canon for this faculty- this canon will relate, not to the
specul ative, but to the practical use of reason. This canon we now
proceed to investigate.

SECTION |I. O the Utimte End of the Pure Use of Reason

There exists in the faculty of reason a natural desire to venture
beyond the field of experience, to attenpt to reach the utnost
bounds of all cognition by the help of ideas alone, and not to rest
satisfied until it has fulfilled its course and raised the sum of
its cognitions into a self-subsistent systematic whole. Is the
notive for this endeavour to be found in its speculative, or inits
practical interests al one?

Setting aside, at present, the results of the | abours of pure reason
inits specul ative exercise, | shall nmerely inquire regarding the
probl ens the solution of which fornms its ultinmate aim whether reached
or not, and in relation to which all other ains are but partial and
i ntermedi ate. These hi ghest ainms nust, fromthe nature of reason
possess conplete unity; otherw se the highest interest of humanity
could not be successfully pronoted.

The transcendental speculation of reason relates to three things:
the freedomof the will, the imortality of the soul, and the



exi stence of God. The specul ative interest which reason has in those
questions is very small; and, for its sake al one, we shoul d not
undertake the | abour of transcendental investigation- a |abour full of
toil and ceasel ess struggle. W should be loth to undertake this

| abour, because the discoveries we might nake woul d not be of the
smal | est use in the sphere of concrete or physical investigation. W

may find out that the will is free, but this know edge only relates to
the intelligible cause of our volition. As regards the phenonena or
expressions of this will, that is, our actions, we are bound, in

obedi ence to an inviolable maxim without which reason cannot be
enpl oyed in the sphere of experience, to explain these in the sane way
as we explain all the other phenonena of nature, that is to say,
according to its unchangeable | aws. W nmay have di scovered the
spirituality and imortality of the soul, but we cannot enploy this
know edge to explain the phenonmena of this life, nor the peculiar
nature of the future, because our conception of an incorporea
nature is purely negative and does not add anything to our
know edge, and the only inferences to be drawn fromit are purely
fictitious. If, again, we prove the existence of a suprene
intelligence, we should be able fromit to nake the conformity to ains
exi sting in the arrangenent of the world conprehensible; but we should
not be justified in deducing fromit any particular arrangenent or
di sposition, or inferring any where it is not perceived. For it is a
necessary rule of the speculative use of reason that we nust not
overl ook natural causes, or refuse to listen to the teaching of
experience, for the sake of deduci ng what we know and perceive from
sonet hing that transcends all our know edge. In one word, these
three propositions are, for the specul ative reason, always
transcendent, and cannot be enpl oyed as inmanent principles in
relation to the objects of experience; they are, consequently, of no
use to us in this sphere, being but the valueless results of the
severe but unprofitable efforts of reason

If, then, the actual cognition of these three cardina
propositions is perfectly useless, while Reason uses her utnost
endeavours to induce us to admit them it is plain that their rea
val ue and inportance relate to our practical, and not to our
specul ative interest.

| termall that is possible through free will, practical. But if the
conditions of the exercise of free volition are enpirical, reason
can have only a regul ative, and not a constitutive, influence upon it,
and is serviceable nerely for the introduction of unity intoits
enpirical laws. In the noral philosophy of prudence, for exanple,
the sol e business of reason is to bring about a union of all the ends,
which are ained at by our inclinations, into one ultimte end- that of
happi ness- and to show the agreenent which shoul d exist anong the
nmeans of attaining that end. In this sphere, accordingly, reason
cannot present to us any other than pragmatical |aws of free action
for our guidance towards the ainms set up by the senses, and is
i nconpetent to give us laws which are pure and deternined conpletely a
priori. On the other hand, pure practical |aws, the ends of which have
been given by reason entirely a priori, and which are not
enpirically conditioned, but are, on the contrary, absolutely
i nperative in their nature, would be products of pure reason. Such are
the noral laws; and these al one belong to the sphere of the
practical exercise of reason, and adnit of a canon

Al'l the powers of reason, in the sphere of what nay be terned pure
phi | osophy, are, in fact, directed to the three above-nenti oned
probl enms al one. These again have a still higher end- the answer to the
question, what we ought to do, if the will is free, if thereis a
God and a future world. Now, as this problemrelates to our in



reference to the highest aimof humanity, it is evident that the
ultimate intention of nature, in the constitution of our reason, has
been directed to the noral al one.

W nust take care, however, in turning our attention to an object
which is foreign* to the sphere of transcendental phil osophy, not to
injure the unity of our system by digressions, nor, on the other hand,
to fail in clearness, by saying too little on the new subject of
di scussion. | hope to avoid both extrenes, by keeping as close as
possible to the transcendental, and excluding all psychol ogi cal
that is, enpirical, elenents.

*All practical conceptions relate to objects of pleasure and pain,
and consequently- in an indirect manner, at |least- to objects of
feeling. But as feeling is not a faculty of representation, but lies
out of the sphere of our powers of cognition, the elenents of our
judgenents, in so far as they relate to pleasure or pain, that is, the
el ements of our practical judgenments, do not belong to
transcendent al phil osophy, which has to do with pure a priori
cogni tions al one.

| have to remark, in the first place, that at present | treat of the
conception of freedomin the practical sense only, and set aside the
correspondi ng transcendental conception, which cannot be enpl oyed as a
ground of explanation in the phenonenal world, but is itself a problem

for pure reason. Awll is purely animal (arbitriumbrutun) when it is
det erm ned by sensuous inmpul ses or instincts only, that is, when it is
determined in a pathol ogi cal manner. A will, which can be determ ned

i ndependent |y of sensuous i nmpul ses, consequently by notives
presented by reason alone, is called a free will (arbitrium
i berum); and everything which is connected with this free will,
ei ther as principle or consequence, is terned practical. The existence
of practical freedom can be proved from experience al one. For the
human will is not determined by that alone which imediately affects
the senses; on the contrary, we have the power, by calling up the
notion of what is useful or hurtful in a nore distant relation, of
overcom ng the i medi ate inpressions on our sensuous faculty of
desire. But these considerations of what is desirable in relation to
our whole state, that is, is in the end good and useful, are based
entirely upon reason. This faculty, accordingly, enounces |aws,
whi ch are inperative or objective |aws of freedomand which tell us
what ought to take place, thus distinguishing thenselves fromthe |aws
of nature, which relate to that which does take place. The | aws of
freedomor of free will are hence terned practical |aws.

Whet her reason is not itself, in the actual delivery of these
| aws, determined inits turn by other influences, and whether the
action which, in relation to sensuous inpul ses, we call free, may not,
in relation to higher and nore renote operative causes, really form
a part of nature- these are questions which do not here concern us.
They are purely specul ative questions; and all we have to do, in the
practical sphere, is to inquire into the rule of conduct which
reason has to present. Experience denpnstrates to us the existence
of practical freedomas one of the causes which exist in nature,
that is, it shows the causal power of reason in the determ nation of
the will. The idea of transcendental freedom on the contrary,
requires that reason- in relation to its causal power of conmencing
a series of phenonena- should be independent of all sensuous
determ ni ng causes; and thus it seens to be in opposition to the | aw
of nature and to all possible experience. It therefore remains a
problem for the human mind. But this problem does not concern reason
inits practical use; and we have, therefore, in a canon of pure



reason, to do with only two questions, which relate to the practica
interest of pure reason: Is there a God? and, Is there a future
life? The question of transcendental freedomis purely specul ative,
and we may therefore set it entirely aside when we cone to treat of
practical reason. Besides, we have al ready discussed this subject in
the antinonmy of pure reason

SECTION Il. O the Ideal of the Sunmum Bonum as a Deternining
G ound of the Utinmte End of Pure Reason

Reason conducted us, in its specul ative use, through the field of
experience and, as it can never find conplete satisfaction in that
sphere, fromthence to specul ative ideas- which, however, in the end
brought us back again to experience, and thus fulfilled the purpose of
reason, in a manner which, though useful, was not at all in accordance
with our expectations. It now remains for us to consider whether
pure reason can be enployed in a practical sphere, and whether it wll
here conduct us to those ideas which attain the highest ends of pure
reason, as we have just stated them W shall thus ascertain
whet her, fromthe point of view of its practical interest, reason
may not be able to supply us with that which, on the specul ative side,
it wholly denies us.

The whol e interest of reason, speculative as well as practical, is
centred in the three foll ow ng questions:

1. WHAT CAN | KNOWP
2. WHAT QUGHT | TO DO?
3. WHAT MAY | HOPE?

The first question is purely specul ative. W have, as | flatter
nmysel f, exhausted all the replies of which it is susceptible, and have
at last found the reply with which reason nust content itself, and
with which it ought to be content, so long as it pays no regard to the
practical. But fromthe two great ends to the attai nnent of which
all these efforts of pure reason were in fact directed, we remain just
as far renoved as if we had consulted our ease and declined the task
at the outset. So far, then, as know edge is concerned, thus nuch
at least, is established, that, in regard to those two problens, it
i es beyond our reach.

The second question is purely practical. As such it may indeed
fall within the province of pure reason, but still it is not
transcendental, but noral, and consequently cannot in itself form
the subject of our criticism

The third question: If | act as | ought to do, what may | then
hope?- is at once practical and theoretical. The practical forns a
clue to the answer of the theoretical, and- in its highest form
specul ati ve question. For all hoping has happiness for its object
and stands in precisely the sane relation to the practical and the | aw
of norality as knowing to the theoretical cognition of things and
the I aw of nature. The fornmer arrives finally at the conclusion that
sonething is (which deternines the ultinmte end), because sonething
ought to take place; the latter, that sonething is (which operates
as the highest cause), because sonething does take place.

Happi ness is the satisfaction of all our desires; extensive, in
regard to their nultiplicity; intensive, in regard to their degree
and protensive, in regard to their duration. The practical |aw based
on the notive of happiness | terma pragmatical |law (or prudenti al
rule); but that |law, assum ng such to exist, which has no other notive
than the worthiness of being happy, | terma noral or ethical |aw The
first tells us what we have to do, if we wish to becone possessed of



happi ness; the second dictates how we ought to act, in order to
deserve happi ness. The first is based upon enpirical principles; for
it is only by experience that | can learn either what inclinations
exi st which desire satisfaction, or what are the natural neans of
satisfying them The second takes no account of our desires or the
nmeans of satisfying them and regards only the freedomof a rationa
bei ng, and the necessary conditions under which alone this freedom can
harmoni ze with the distribution of happiness according to

principles. This second |law nay therefore rest upon nere ideas of pure
reason, and may be cognized a priori

| assume that there are pure noral |aws which determine, entirely
a priori (without regard to enpirical notives, that is, to happiness),
the conduct of a rational being, or in other words, to use which it
makes of its freedom and that these |laws are absolutely inperative
(not nerely hypothetically, on the supposition of other enpirica
ends), and therefore in all respects necessary. | amwarranted in
assuming this, not only by the argunents of the nost enlightened
noral i sts, but by the noral judgenent of every man who will make the
attenpt to forma distinct conception of such a | aw.

Pure reason, then, contains, not indeed in its speculative, but in
its practical, or, nore strictly, its noral use, principles of the
possibility of experience, of such actions, nanely, as, in
accordance with ethical precepts, might be net with in the history
of man. For since reason commands that such actions should take place,
it must be possible for themto take place; and hence a particul ar
ki nd of systematic unity- the noral - nust be possible. W have
found, it is true, that the systematic unity of nature could not be
est abl i shed according to specul ative principles of reason, because,
whi | e reason possesses a causal power in relation to freedom it has
none in relation to the whol e sphere of nature; and, while nora
principles of reason can produce free actions, they cannot produce
natural laws. It is, then, in its practical, but especially inits
noral use, that the principles of pure reason possess objective
reality.

| call the world a noral world, in so far as it may be in accordance
with all the ethical |aws- which, by virtue of the freedom of
reasonabl e beings, it can be, and according to the necessary |aws of
nmorality it ought to be. But this world nust be conceived only as an
intelligible world, inasmuch as abstraction is therein nmade of al

conditions (ends), and even of all inpedinents to nmorality (the
weakness or pravity of human nature). So far, then, it is a nere idea-
though still a practical idea- which may have, and ought to have, an

i nfluence on the world of sense, so as to bring it as far as
possible into conformity with itself. The idea of a noral world has,
therefore, objective reality, not as referring to an object of
intelligible intuition- for of such an object we can form no
conception whatever- but to the world of sense- conceived, however, as
an object of pure reason in its practical use- and to a corpus
nmysticum of rational beings init, in so far as the Iiberum
arbitriumof the individual is placed, under and by virtue of nora
laws, in conplete systematic unity both with itself and with the
freedomof all others

That is the answer to the first of the two questions of pure
reason which relate to its practical interest: Do that which will
render thee worthy of happiness. The second question is this: If |
conduct nyself so as not to be unworthy of happiness, may | hope
thereby to obtain happiness? In order to arrive at the solution of
this question, we nust inquire whether the principles of pure
reason, which prescribe a priori the law, necessarily al so connect
this hope with it.



| say, then, that just as the noral principles are necessary
according to reason in its practical use, so it is equally necessary
according to reason in its theoretical use to assune that every one
has ground to hope for happiness in the nmeasure in which he has made
himself worthy of it in his conduct, and that therefore the system
of morality is inseparably (though only in the idea of pure reason)
connected with that of happiness.

Now in an intelligible, that is, in the noral world, in the
conception of which we nmake abstraction of all the inpedinments to
nmorality (sensuous desires), such a system of happi ness, connected
with and proportioned to norality, may be conceived as necessary,
because freedom of volition- partly incited, and partly restrained
by noral |aws- would be itself the cause of general happiness; and
thus rational beings, under the guidance of such principles, would
be thenselves the authors both of their own enduring welfare and
that of others. But such a systemof self-rewarding norality is only
an idea, the carrying out of which depends upon the condition that
every one acts as he ought; in other words, that all actions of
reasonabl e bei ngs be such as they would be if they sprung froma
Supreme W11, conprehending in, or under, itself all particular wills.
But since the noral law is binding on each individual in the use of
his freedomof volition, even if others should not act in conformty
with this law, neither the nature of things, nor the causality of
actions and their relation to norality, determ ne how the consequences
of these actions will be related to happi ness; and the necessary
connection of the hope of happiness with the unceasing endeavour to
beconme wort hy of happi ness, cannot be cogni zed by reason, if we take
nature alone for our guide. This connection can be hoped for only on
the assunption that the cause of nature is a suprenme reason, which
governs according to noral |aws.

| termthe idea of an intelligence in which the norally nost perfect
will, united with suprenme bl essedness, is the cause of all happiness
in the world, so far as happiness stands in strict } relation to
norality (as the worthi ness of being happy), the ideal of the
supreme Good. suprene original good, that pure reason can find the
ground of the practically necessary connection of both elenents of the
hi ghest derivative good, and accordingly of an intelligible, that
is, nmoral world. Now since we are necessitated by reason to conceive
oursel ves as belonging to such a world, while the senses present to us
not hi ng but a world of phenonena, we nust assunme the forner as a
consequence of our conduct in the world of sense (since the world of
sense gives us no hint of it), and therefore as future in relation
to us. Thus God and a future life are two hypot heses which
according to the principles of pure reason, are inseparable fromthe
obligation which this reason i nposes upon us.

Morality per se constitutes a system But we can formno system of
happi ness, except in so far as it is dispensed in strict proportion to
norality. But this is only possible in the intelligible world, under a
wi se author and ruler. Such a ruler, together with life in such a
worl d, which we nust | ook upon as future, reason finds itself
conpel l ed to assunme; or it nust regard the noral laws as idle
dreans, since the necessary consequence which this sane reason
connects with themmust, without this hypothesis, fall to the
ground. Hence also the noral |laws are universally regarded as
commands, which they could not be did they not connect a priori
adequat e consequences with their dictates, and thus carry with them
proni ses and threats. But this, again, they could not do, did they not
reside in a necessary being, as the Suprene Good, which al one can
render such a tel eol ogical unity possible.

Leibnitz terned the world, when viewed in relation to the rationa



bei ngs which it contains, and the noral relations in which they
stand to each other, under the government of the Suprene Cood, the
ki ngdom of Grace, and distinguished it fromthe ki ngdom of Nature,
in which these rational beings live, under noral |aws, indeed, but
expect no ot her consequences fromtheir actions than such as foll ow
according to the course of nature in the world of sense. To view
oursel ves, therefore, as in the kingdom of grace, in which al

happi ness awaits us, except in so far as we ourselves limt our
participation in it by actions which render us unworthy of

happi ness, is a practically necessary idea of reason

Practical laws, in so far as they are subjective grounds of actions,
that is, subjective principles, are ternmed maxi ns. The judgenents of
nmoral according to in its purity and ultimte results are franed
accordi ng ideas; the observance of its laws, according to according to
maxi ns.

The whol e course of our life nust be subject to noral maxins; but
this is inpossible, unless with the noral |aw, which is a nere idea,
reason connects an efficient cause which ordains to all conduct
which is in conformty with the noral |law an issue either in this or
in another life, which is in exact conformity wi th our highest ains.
Thus, without a God and without a world, invisible to us now, but
hoped for, the glorious ideas of norality are, indeed, objects of
approbati on and of admiration, but cannot be the springs of purpose
and action. For they do not satisfy all the ains which are natura
to every rational being, and which are determined a priori by pure
reason itself, and necessary.

Happi ness alone is, in the view of reason, far from being the
conpl ete good. Reason does not approve of it (however nuch inclination
may desire it), except as united with desert. On the other hand,
norality alone, and with it, nmere desert, is |likew se far from being
the conplete good. To nake it conplete, he who conducts hinself in a
manner not unworthy of happi ness, must be able to hope for the
possessi on of happi ness. Even reason, unbiased by private ends, or
i nterested considerations, cannot judge otherwise, if it puts itself
in the place of a being whose business it is to dispense all happiness
to others. For in the practical idea both points are essentially
conbi ned, though in such a way that participation in happiness is
rendered possible by the noral disposition, as its condition, and
not conversely, the noral disposition by the prospect of happiness.
For a disposition which should require the prospect of happi ness as
its necessary condition would not be noral, and hence al so would not
be worthy of conpl ete happi ness- a happi ness which, in the view of
reason, recognizes no linmtation but such as arises fromour own
i mor al conduct.

Happi ness, therefore, in exact proportion with the norality of
rational beings (whereby they are made worthy of happiness),
constitutes alone the suprene good of a world into which we absolutely
nmust transport ourselves according to the conmands of pure but
practical reason. This world is, it is true, only an intelligible
worl d; for of such a systematic unity of ends as it requires, the
world of sense gives us no hint. Its reality can be based on not hi ng
el se but the hypothesis of a suprenme original good. In it
i ndependent reason, equipped with all the sufficiency of a suprene
cause, founds, maintains, and fulfils the universal order of things,
with the nost perfect tel eol ogi cal harnony, however nuch this order
may be hidden fromus in the world of sense.

This nmoral theology has the peculiar advantage, in contrast with
specul ative theol ogy, of leading inevitably to the conception of a
sole, perfect, and rational First Cause, whereof specul ative
t heol ogy does not give us any indication on objective grounds, far



| ess any convincing evidence. For we find neither in transcendental

nor in natural theol ogy, however far reason nmay |lead us in these,

any ground to warrant us in assum ng the existence of one only

Bei ng, which stands at the head of all natural causes, and on which
these are entirely dependent. On the other band, if we take our

stand on noral unity as a necessary |law of the universe, and fromthis
poi nt of view consider what is necessary to give this | aw adequate
efficiency and, for us, obligatory force, we nmust conme to the
conclusion that there is one only suprenme will, which conprehends

all these laws in itself. For how, under different wills, should we
find conplete unity of ends? This will nust be omnmi potent, that al
nature and its relation to norality in the world nay be subject to it;
omi scient, that it nmay have know edge of the nost secret feelings and
their noral worth; omipresent, that it nay be at hand to supply every
necessity to which the highest weal of the world nay give rise;
eternal, that this harnony of nature and liberty may never fail; and
SO on.

But this systematic unity of ends in this world of intelligences-
which, as nere nature, is only a world of sense, but, as a system of
freedom of volition, may be termed an intelligible, that is, nora
world (regnumgratiae)- leads inevitably also to the tel eol ogi ca
unity of all things which constitute this great whole, according to
uni versal natural laws- just as the unity of the fornmer is according
to universal and necessary noral |aws- and unites the practical wth
the specul ative reason. The world nust be represented as havi ng
originated froman idea, if it is to harnonize with that use of reason
wi t hout which we cannot even consider ourselves as worthy of reason-
nanely, the noral use, which rests entirely on the idea of the suprene
good. Hence the investigation of nature receives a tel eol ogica
direction, and becones, in its w dest extension, physico-theol ogy. But
this, taking its rise in noral order as a unity founded on the essence
of freedom and not accidentally instituted by external comands,
est abli shes the tel eol ogi cal view of nature on grounds which rmust be
i nseparably connected with the internal possibility of things. This
gives rise to a transcendental theol ogy, which takes the ideal of
t he hi ghest ontol ogical perfection as a principle of systematic unity;
and this principle connects all things according to universal and
necessary natural |aws, because all things have their origin in the
absol ute necessity of the one only Prinal Being.

What use can we make of our understanding, even in respect of
experience, if we do not propose ends to ourselves? But the highest
ends are those of norality, and it is only pure reason that can give
us the know edge of these. Though supplied with these, and putting
our sel ves under their guidance, we can make no tel eol ogi cal use of the
know edge of nature, as regards cognition, unless nature itself has
established tel eological unity. For without this unity we shoul d not
even possess reason, because we shoul d have no school for reason
and no cultivation through objects which afford the materials for
its conceptions. But teleological unity is a necessary unity, and
founded on the essence of the individual will itself. Hence this wll,
which is the condition of the application of this unity in concreto,
must be so likewise. In this way the transcendental enlargenent of our
rational cognition would be, not the cause, but nerely the effect of
the practical tel eology which pure reason i nposes upon us.

Hence, also, we find in the history of human reason that, before the
noral conceptions were sufficiently purified and determ ned, and
before nen had attained to a perception of the systematic unity of
ends according to these conceptions and from necessary principles, the
know edge of nature, and even a consi derabl e amount of intellectua
culture in many other sciences, could produce only rude and vague



conceptions of the Deity, sonetinmes even adnitting of an astonishing
indifference with regard to this question altogether. But the nore
enl arged treatnent of noral ideas, which was rendered necessary by the
extreme pure noral |aw of our religion, awakened the interest, and
t hereby qui ckened the perceptions of reason in relation to this
object. In this way, and without the help either of an extended
acquai ntance with nature, or of a reliable transcendental insight (for
t hese have been wanting in all ages), a conception of the Divine Being
was arrived at, which we now bold to be the correct one, not because
specul ati ve reason convinces us of its correctness, but because it
accords with the noral principles of reason. Thus it is to pure
reason, but only in its practical use, that we mnust ascribe the
nmerit of having connected with our highest interest a cognition, of
whi ch nmere specul ati on was able only to forma conjecture, but the
validity of which it was unable to establish- and of having thereby
rendered it, not indeed a denobnstrated dogma, but a hypothesis
absol utely necessary to the essential ends of reason

But if practical reason has reached this elevation, and has attai ned
to the conception of a sole Prinmal Being as the suprene good, it
nmust not, therefore, imagine that it has transcended the enpirica
conditions of its application, and risen to the i nredi ate cognition of
new objects; it must not presume to start fromthe conception which it
has gai ned, and to deduce fromit the noral [aws thenselves. For it
was these very laws, the internal practical necessity of which Ied
us to the hypothesis of an i ndependent cause, or of a wi se ruler of
t he uni verse, who should give themeffect. Hence we are not entitled
to regard them as accidental and derived fromthe nere will of the
ruler, especially as we have no conception of such a will, except as
formed in accordance with these laws. So far, then, as practica
reason has the right to conduct us, we shall not | ook upon actions
as binding on us, because they are the commands of God, but we shal
regard them as divine conmands, because we are internally bound by
them W shall study freedom under the teleol ogical unity which
accords with principles of reason; we shall | ook upon ourselves as
acting in conformty with the divine will only in so far as we hold
sacred the noral |aw which reason teaches us fromthe nature of
actions thensel ves, and we shall believe that we can obey that wll
only by pronmoting the weal of the universe in ourselves and in others.
Moral theology is, therefore, only of immuanent use. It teaches us to
fulfil our destiny here in the world, by placing ourselves in
harnony with the general system of ends, and warns us against the
fanaticism nay, the crime of depriving reason of its |egislative
authority in the noral conduct of life, for the purpose of directly
connecting this authority with the idea of the Supreme Being. For this
woul d be, not an inmmanent, but a transcendent use of noral theol ogy,
and, like the transcendent use of nere specul ation, would inevitably
pervert and frustrate the ultimte ends of reason

SECTION I'II. O Opinion, Know edge, and Beli ef.

The holding of a thing to be true is a phenonmenon in our
under st andi ng whi ch may rest on objective grounds, but requires, also,
subj ective causes in the nmind of the person judging. If a judgenent is
valid for every rational being, then its ground is objectively
sufficient, and it is termed a conviction. If, on the other hand, it
has its ground in the particular character of the subject, it is
terned a persuasion.

Persuasion is a nere illusion, the ground of the judgenent, which
lies solely in the subject, being regarded as objective. Hence a
judgement of this kind has only private validity- is only valid for



t he individual who judges, and the holding of a thing to be true in
this way cannot be commruni cated. But truth depends upon agreenent with
the object, and consequently the judgenents of all understandings,

if true, must be in agreenent with each other (consentientia un

tertio consentiunt inter se). Conviction nmay, therefore, be

di stingui shed, froman external point of view from persuasion, by the
possibility of comrunicating it and by showing its validity for the
reason of every man; for in this case the presunption, at |east,
arises that the agreenent of all judgenents with each other, in

spite of the different characters of individuals, rests upon the
common ground of the agreement of each with the object, and thus the
correctness of the judgenment is established.

Per suasi on, accordingly, cannot be subjectively distinguished from
conviction, that is, so long as the subject views its judgenent sinply
as a phenonenon of its own nmind. But if we inquire whether the grounds
of our judgenent, which are valid for us, produce the sane effect on
the reason of others as on our own, we have then the neans, though
only subjective means, not, indeed, of producing conviction, but of
detecting the nerely private validity of the judgenment; in other
words, of discovering that there is in it the elenent of nere
per suasi on.

If we can, in addition to this, develop the subjective causes of the
j udgenent, which we have taken for its objective grounds, and thus
expl ain the deceptive judgenent as a phenonenon in our mnind, apart
al t ogether fromthe objective character of the object, we can then
expose the illusion and need be no | onger deceived by it, although, if
its subjective cause lies in our nature, we cannot hope altogether
to escape its influence.

| can only maintain, that is, affirmas necessarily valid for
every one, that which produces conviction. Persuasion | may keep for
mysel f, if it is agreeable to me; but | cannot, and ought not, to
attenpt to inpose it as binding upon others.

Hol ding for true, or the subjective validity of a judgenent in
relation to conviction (which is, at the same tinme, objectively
valid), has the three follow ng degrees: opinion, belief, and
know edge. Opinion is a consciously insufficient judgenent,
subjectively as well as objectively. Belief is subjectively
sufficient, but is recognized as being objectively insufficient.

Know edge i s both subjectively and objectively sufficient.

Subj ective sufficiency is termed conviction (for nyself); objective
sufficiency is termed certainty (for all). | need not dwell | onger
on the explanation of such sinple conceptions.

| must never venture to be of opinion, wthout knowi ng sonething, at
| east, by which nmy judgenent, in itself merely problematical, is
brought into connection with the truth- which connection, although not
perfect, is still sonething nore than an arbitrary fiction
Moreover, the |law of such a connection nust be certain. For if, in
relation to this law, | have nothing nore than opinion, ny judgenent
is but a play of the imagination, without the least relation to truth.
In the judgenents of pure reason, opinion has no place. For, as they
do not rest on enpirical grounds and as the sphere of pure reason is
that of necessary truth and a priori cognition, the principle of
connection in it requires universality and necessity, and consequently
perfect certainty- otherwi se we should have no guide to the truth at
all. Hence it is absurd to have an opinion in pure nathematics; we
must know, or abstain fromformng a judgenent altogether. The case is
the sane with the maxinms of norality. For we nust not hazard an action
on the nmere opinion that it is allowed, but we nmust knowit to be so.

In the transcendental sphere of reason, on the other hand, the
termopinion is too weak, while the word know edge is too strong. From



the nmerely specul ative point of view therefore, we cannot forma
judgenent at all. For the subjective grounds of a judgenent, such as
produce belief, cannot be adnmitted in speculative inquiries,

i nasnmuch as they cannot stand without enpirical support and are

i ncapabl e of being communicated to others in equal neasure.

But it is only fromthe practical point of view that a theoretically
i nsufficient judgenent can be terned belief. Now the practica
reference is either to skill or to norality; to the former, when the
end proposed is arbitrary and accidental, to the latter, when it is
absol utely necessary.

If we propose to ourselves any end whatever, the conditions of its
attai nment are hypothetically necessary. The necessity is
subjectively, but still only conmparatively, sufficient, if | am
acquai nted with no other conditions under which the end can be
attained. On the other hand, it is sufficient, absolutely and for
every one, if |I know for certain that no one can be acquainted with
any other conditions under which the attai nnent of the proposed end
woul d be possible. In the former case ny supposition- ny judgenent
with regard to certain conditions- is a nerely accidental belief; in
the latter it is a necessary belief. The physician nmust pursue somne
course in the case of a patient who is in danger, but is ignorant of
the nature of the disease. He observes the synptons, and concl udes,
according to the best of his judgenent, that it is a case of phthisis.
His belief is, even in his own judgenent, only contingent: another nan
m ght, perhaps come nearer the truth. Such a belief, contingent
i ndeed, but still formng the ground of the actual use of neans for
the attai nment of certain ends, | term Pragmatical belief.

The usual test, whether that which any one maintains is nerely his
persuasion, or his subjective conviction at least, that is, his firm
belief, is a bet. It frequently happens that a nan delivers his
opi nions with so nuch bol dness and assurance, that he appears to be
under no apprehension as to the possibility of his being in error. The
offer of a bet startles him and nakes hi m pause. Sonetines it turns
out that his persuasion may be valued at a ducat, but not at ten
For he does not hesitate, perhaps, to venture a ducat, but if it is
proposed to stake ten, he i mediately becones aware of the possibility
of his being mistaken- a possibility which has hitherto escaped his
observation. If we inagine to ourselves that we have to stake the
happi ness of our whole life on the truth of any proposition, our
judgenent drops its air of triunph, we take the alarm and di scover
the actual strength of our belief. Thus pragmatical belief has
degrees, varying in proportion to the interests at stake.

Now, in cases where we cannot enter upon any course of action in
reference to sone object, and where, accordingly, our judgenent is
purely theoretical, we can still represent to ourselves, in thought,
the possibility of a course of action, for which we suppose that we
have sufficient grounds, if any nmeans existed of ascertaining the
truth of the matter. Thus we find in purely theoretical judgenents
an anal ogon of practical judgenents, to which the word belief may
properly be applied, and which we may term doctrinal belief.
shoul d not hesitate to stake nmy all on the truth of the proposition-
if there were any possibility of bringing it to the test of
experience- that, at |east, sone one of the planets, which we see,
is inhabited. Hence | say that | have not merely the opinion, but
the strong belief, on the correctness of which | would stake even many
of the advantages of life, that there are inhabitants in other worlds.

Now we nust adnmit that the doctrine of the existence of Cod
bel ongs to doctrinal belief. For, although in respect to the
theoretical cognition of the universe | do not require to form any
t heory which necessarily involves this idea, as the condition of ny



expl anati on of the phenonmena which the universe presents, but, on

the contrary, amrather bound so to use ny reason as if everything
were nere nature, still teleological unity is so inportant a condition
of the application of ny reason to nature, that it is inpossible for
me to ignore it- especially since, in addition to these

consi derations, abundant exanples of it are supplied by experience.

But the sole condition, so far as nmy know edge extends, under which
this unity can be ny guide in the investigation of nature, is the
assunption that a supreme intelligence has ordered all things
according to the wi sest ends. Consequently, the hypothesis of a wise
aut hor of the universe is necessary for ny guidance in the

i nvestigation of nature- is the condition under which alone | can
fulfil an end which is contingent indeed, but by no means uni nportant.
Moreover, since the result of nmy attenpts so frequently confirnms the
utility of this assunption, and since nothing decisive can be

adduced against it, it follows that it would be saying far too

little to termny judgenent, in this case, a nmere opinion, and that,
even in this theoretical connection, | may assert that | firmy
believe in God. Still, if we use words strictly, this nust not be
called a practical, but a doctrinal belief, which the theol ogy of

nat ure (physico-theol ogy) nust also produce in my mind. In the

wi sdom of a Suprene Being, and in the shortness of life, so inadequate
to the devel opnent of the glorious powers of human nature, we rmay find
equal ly sufficient grounds for a doctrinal belief in the future life
of the human soul

The expression of belief is, in such cases, an expression of npdesty
fromthe objective point of view, but, at the sane tine, of firm
confidence, fromthe subjective. If | should venture to termthis
nmerely theoretical judgenment even so nmuch as a hypothesis which | am
entitled to assume; a nore conplete conception, with regard to anot her
world and to the cause of the world, might then be justly required
of me than | am in reality, able to give. For, if | assune
anyt hing, even as a nmere hypothesis, | nust, at |east, know so nuch of
the properties of such a being as will enable nme, not to formthe
conception, but to inmagine the existence of it. But the word beli ef
refers only to the gui dance which an idea gives me, and to its
subj ective influence on the conduct of my reason, which forces ne to
hold it fast, though I nay not be in a position to give a
specul ati ve account of it.

But nere doctrinal belief is, to some extent, wanting in
stability. W often quit our hold of it, in consequence of the
difficulties which occur in speculation, though in the end we
inevitably return to it again.

It is quite otherwise with noral belief. For in this sphere action
is absolutely necessary, that is, | nust act in obedience to the nora
law in all points. The end is here incontrovertibly established, and
there is only one condition possible, according to the best of ny
perception, under which this end can harnonize with all other ends,
and so have practical validity- nanely, the existence of a God and
of a future world. | know also, to a certainty, that no one can be
acquai nted with any other conditions which conduct to the sanme unity
of ends under the nmoral law. But since the noral precept is, at the
sanme tinme, nmy maxim(as reason requires that it should be), | am
irresistibly constrained to believe in the existence of God and in a
future life; and | am sure that nothing can nmake ne waver in this
belief, since | should thereby overthrow nmy noral mexins, the
renunci ati on of which would render me hateful in ny own eyes.

Thus, while all the anbitious attenpts of reason to penetrate beyond
the linmts of experience end in disappointnment, there is stil
enough left to satisfy us in a practical point of view No one, it



is true, will be able to boast that he knows that there is a God and a
future life; for, if he knows this, be is just the man whom | have
long wished to find. Al know edge, regardi ng an object of nere
reason, can be comuni cated; and | should thus be enabled to hope that
ny own know edge woul d receive this wonderful extension, through the
instrumentality of his instruction. No, ny conviction is not
| ogi cal, but noral certainty; and since it rests on subjective grounds
(of the noral sentinent), | nust not even say: It is norally certain
that there is a God, etc., but: I amnorally certain, that is, ny
belief in God and in another world is so interwoven with ny nora
nature that I amunder as little apprehension of having the forner
torn fromnme as of losing the latter

The only point in this argunent that nay appear open to suspicion is
that this rational belief presupposes the existence of nora
sentiments. If we give up this assunption, and take a nan who is
entirely indifferent with regard to noral |aws, the question which
reason proposes, beconmes then nerely a problem for specul ation and
may, indeed, be supported by strong grounds from anal ogy, but not by
such as will conpel the nost obstinate scepticismto give way.* But in

these questions no man is free fromall interest. For though the
want of good sentinents nmay place himbeyond the influence of nora
interests, still even in this case enough may be left to nake himfear

the existence of God and a future Iife. For he cannot pretend to any
certainty of the non-existence of God and of a future life, unless-
since it could only be proved by nere reason, and therefore
apodeictically- he is prepared to establish the inpossibility of both,
whi ch certainly no reasonable man woul d undertake to do. This would be
a negative belief, which could not, indeed, produce norality and

good sentinments, but still could produce an anal ogon of these, by
operating as a powerful restraint on the outbreak of evi

di spositions.

*The human mind (as, | believe, every rational being nust of
necessity do) takes a natural interest in norality, although this
interest is not undivided, and nay not be practically in
preponderance. If you strengthen and increase it, you will find the
reason becone docile, nore enlightened, and nore capable of uniting
the speculative interest with the practical. But if you do not take
care at the outset, or at |east nmidway, to make nen good, you will
never force theminto an honest belief.

But, it will be said, is this all that pure reason can effect, in
openi ng up prospects beyond the linits of experience? Nothing nore
than two articles of belief? Common sense could have done as nuch as
this, without taking the philosophers to counsel in the natter

I shall not here eul ogi ze phil osophy for the benefits which the
| aborious efforts of its criticismhave conferred on hunan reason-
even granting that its nmerit should turn out in the end to be only
negative- for on this point something nore will be said in the next
section. But, | ask, do you require that that know edge whi ch concerns
all nen, should transcend the comon understandi ng, and should only be
reveal ed to you by phil osophers? The very circunstance which has
called forth your censure, is the best confirmation of the correctness
of our previous assertions, since it discloses, what could not have
been foreseen, that Nature is not chargeable with any partial
distribution of her gifts in those matters which concern all nen
wi thout distinction and that, in respect to the essential ends of
human nature, we cannot advance further with the help of the highest
phi | osophy, than under the gui dance whi ch nature has vouchsafed to the
nmeanest under st andi ng.



CHAPTER IIl. The Architectonic of Pure Reason.

By the termarchitectonic | nmean the art of constructing a system
W thout systematic unity, our know edge cannot becone science; it wll
be an aggregate, and not a system Thus architectonic is the
doctrine of the scientific in cognition, and therefore necessarily
forms part of our nethodol ogy.

Reason cannot pernit our know edge to remain in an unconnected and
rhapsodi stic state, but requires that the sum of our cognitions should
constitute a system It is thus alone that they can advance the ends
of reason. By a system | nean the unity of various cognitions under
one idea. This idea is the conception- given by reason- of the form of
a whole, in so far as the conception determines a priori not only
the linmts of its content, but the place which each of its parts is to
occupy. The scientific idea contains, therefore, the end and the
formof the whole which is in accordance with that end. The unity of
the end, to which all the parts of the systemrelate, and through
which all have a relation to each other, comunicates unity to the
whol e system so that the absence of any part can be i mediately
detected fromour know edge of the rest; and it deternmines a priori
the linmts of the system thus excluding all contingent or arbitrary
additions. The whole is thus an organism (articulatio), and not an
aggregate (coacervatio); it may grow fromw thin (per
i ntussusceptionem), but it cannot increase by external additions
(per appositionem. It is, thus, like an ani nal body, the growth of
whi ch does not add any linb, but, w thout changing their
proportions, nmakes each in its sphere stronger and nore active.

W require, for the execution of the idea of a system a schenms,
that is, a content and an arrangenment of parts determined a priori
by the principle which the aimof the system prescribes. A schemmn
which is not projected in accordance with an idea, that is, fromthe
st andpoi nt of the highest aimof reason, but nmerely enpirically, in
accordance with accidental ainms and purposes (the nunmber of which
cannot be predeternined), can give us nothing nore than technica
unity. But the schema which is originated froman idea (in which
case reason presents us with ainms a priori, and does not | ook for them
to experience), forns the basis of architectonical unity. A science,
in the proper acceptation of that term cannot be forned
technically, that is, fromobservation of the simlarity existing
bet ween di fferent objects, and the purely contingent use we make of
our know edge in concreto with reference to all kinds of arbitrary
external ainms; its constitution nmust be framed on architectonica
principles, that is, its parts nust be shown to possess an essenti al
affinity, and be capabl e of being deduced from one supreme and
internal aimor end, which forms the condition of the possibility of
the scientific whole. The schema of a science nust give a priori the
plan of it (nonogranma), and the division of the whole into parts,
in conformity with the idea of the science; and it nust also
di stinguish this whole fromall others, according to certain
under st ood princi pl es.

No one will attenpt to construct a science, unless he have sone idea
to rest on as a proper basis. But, in the elaboration of the
science, he finds that the schema, nay, even the definition which he
at first gave of the science, rarely corresponds with his idea; for
this idea lies, like a germ in our reason, its parts undevel oped
and hid even from microscopi cal observation. For this reason, we ought
to explain and define sciences, not according to the description which
the originator gives of them but according to the idea which we
find based in reason itself, and which is suggested by the natura
unity of the parts of the science already accunulated. For it will



of ten be found that the originator of a science and even his | atest
successors remain attached to an erroneous idea, which they cannot
render clear to thenselves, and that they thus fail in deternining the
true content, the articulation or systematic unity, and the linmits
of their science.

It is unfortunate that, only after having occupi ed ourselves for a
long tine in the collection of materials, under the guidance of an
i dea which lies undevel oped in the mind, but not according to any
definite plan of arrangenment- nay, only after we have spent mnuch
time and | abour in the technical disposition of our materials, does it
becone possible to viewthe idea of a science in a clear light, and to
project, according to architectonical principles, a plan of the whole,
in accordance with the ainms of reason. Systens seem I|ike certain
worns, to be fornmed by a kind of generatio aequivoca- by the nere
confl uence of conceptions, and to gain conpleteness only with the
progress of time. But the schema or germof all lies in reason; and
thus is not only every system organi zed according to its own idea, but
all are united into one grand system of human know edge, of which they
formmenbers. For this reason, it is possible to frame an
architectonic of all human cognition, the formation of which, at the
present time, considering the inmense materials collected or to be
found in the ruins of old systems, would not indeed be very difficult.
Qur purpose at present is nmerely to sketch the plan of the
architectonic of all cognition given by pure reason; and we begin from
t he point where the main root of human know edge divides into two, one
of which is reason. By reason | understand here the whol e hi gher
faculty of cognition, the rational being placed in contradistinction
to the enpirical

If I make conplete abstraction of the content of cognition
obj ectively considered, all cognition is, froma subjective point of
view, either historical or rational. Historical cognition is
cognitio ex datis, rational, cognitio ex principiis. Whatever nay be
the original source of a cognition, it is, inrelation to the person
who possesses it, nerely historical, if he knows only what has been
gi ven him from another quarter, whether that know edge was
communi cated by direct experience or by instruction. Thus the Person
who has | earned a system of phil osophy- say the Wl fian- although he
has a perfect know edge of all the principles, definitions, and
argunments in that philosophy, as well as of the divisions that have
been nade of the system possesses really no nore than an historica
know edge of the Wl fian system he knows only what has been told him
his judgenments are only those which he has received fromhis teachers.
Di spute the validity of a definition, and he is conpletely at a | oss
to find another. He has fornmed his nmind on another's; but the
imtative faculty is not the productive. H's know edge has not been
drawn fromreason; and although, objectively considered, it is
rati onal know edge, subjectively, it is nmerely historical. He has
| earned this or that philosophy and is nerely a plaster cast of a
living man. Rational cognitions which are objective, that is, which
have their source in reason, can be so ternmed froma subjective
poi nt of view, only when they have been drawn by the individua
hinself fromthe sources of reason, that is, fromprinciples; and it
isin this way alone that criticism or even the rejection of what has
been already | earned, can spring up in the nmind

Al'l rational cognition is, again, based either on conceptions, or on
the construction of conceptions. The former is terned phil osophical
the latter mathematical. | have already shown the essential difference
of these two nmethods of cognition in the first chapter. A cognition
may be objectively phil osophical and subjectively historical- as is
the case with the majority of scholars and those who cannot | ook



beyond the linmts of their system and who remain in a state of
pupilage all their lives. But it is remarkable that mathematica
know edge, when conmitted to nmenory, is valid, fromthe subjective
point of view, as rational know edge al so, and that the sane

di stinction cannot be drawn here as in the case of philosophica
cognition. The reason is that the only way of arriving at this

know edge is through the essential principles of reason, and thus it
is always certain and indi sputable; because reason is enployed in
concreto- but at the sane time a priori- that is, in pure and,
therefore, infallible intuition; and thus all causes of illusion and
error are excluded. OF all the a priori sciences of reason, therefore,
mat hemati cs al one can be | earned. Philosophy- unless it be in an

hi stori cal manner- cannot be |earned; we can at nost learn to

phi | osophi ze.

Phil osophy is the systemof all philosophical cognition. W nust use
this termin an objective sense, if we understand by it the
archetype of all attenpts at phil osophizing, and the standard by which
all subjective philosophies are to be judged. In this sense,
phil osophy is nerely the idea of a possible science, which does not
exi st in concreto, but to which we endeavour in various ways to
approxi mate, until we have discovered the right path to pursue- a path
overgrown by the errors and illusions of sense- and the inmage we
have hitherto tried in vain to shape has becone a perfect copy of
the great prototype. Until that tine, we cannot |earn philosophy- it
does not exist; if it does, where is it, who possesses it, and how
shall we know it? W can only learn to phil osophize; in other words,
we can only exercise our powers of reasoning in accordance wth
general principles, retaining at the same tinme, the right of
i nvestigating the sources of these principles, of testing, and even of
rejecting them

Until then, our conception of philosophy is only a scholastic
conception- a conception, that is, of a systemof cognition which we
are trying to elaborate into a science; all that we at present know
bei ng the systematic unity of this cognition, and consequently the
| ogi cal conpl eteness of the cognition for the desired end. But there
is also a cosmical conception (conceptus cosnicus) of philosophy,
whi ch has always formed the true basis of this term especially when
phi | osophy was personified and presented to us in the ideal of a
phi |l osopher. In this view philosophy is the science of the relation of
all cognition to the ultimate and essential ains of hunman reason
(teleologia rationis hunmanae), and the phil osopher is not nerely an
artist- who occupies hinmself with conceptions- but a | awgi ver,
| egislating for human reason. In this sense of the word, it would be
in the highest degree arrogant to assune the title of philosopher, and
to pretend that we had reached the perfection of the prototype which
lies in the idea al one.

The mat hemati ci an, the natural phil osopher, and the | ogician- how
far soever the first may have advanced in rational, and the two latter
i n phil osophical know edge- are nerely artists, engaged in the
arrangenent and formation of conceptions; they cannot be terned
phi | osophers. Above themall, there is the ideal teacher, who
enpl oys them as instrunents for the advancenent of the essential
ai ms of human reason. H m al one can we call phil osopher; but he
nowhere exists. But the idea of his legislative power resides in the
mnd of every man, and it al one teaches us what kind of systematic
uni ty phil osophy demands in view of the ultimte ains of reason
This idea is, therefore, a cosmcal conception.*

*By a cosnical conception, | nean one in which all nmen necessarily
take an interest; the aimof a science nust accordingly be



determ ned according to scholastic conceptions, if it is regarded
nerely as a neans to certain arbitrarily proposed ends.

In view of the conplete systematic unity of reason, there can only
be one ultimate end of all the operations of the nind. To this al
other ains are subordinate, and nothing nore than neans for its
attainnment. This ultimate end is the destination of man, and the
phi | osophy which relates to it is termed noral philosophy. The
superior position occupi ed by noral phil osophy, above all other
spheres for the operations of reason, sufficiently indicates the
reason why the ancients always included the idea- and in an especi al
manner- of noralist in that of phil osopher. Even at the present day,
we call a man who appears to have the power of self-governnent, even
al t hough his know edge may be very linmited, by the nane of
phi | osopher.

The | egislation of human reason, or phil osophy, has two objects-
nature and freedom and thus contains not only the laws of nature, but
al so those of ethics, at first in tw separate systens, which
finally, nerge into one grand phil osophical system of cognition. The
phi |l osophy of nature relates to that which is, that of ethics to
t hat whi ch ought to be.

But all philosophy is either cognition on the basis of pure
reason, or the cognition of reason on the basis of enpirica
principles. The forner is termed pure, the latter enpirica
phi | osophy.

The phil osophy of pure reason is either propaedeutic, that is, an
inquiry into the powers of reason in regard to pure a priori
cognition, and is termed critical philosophy; or it is, secondly,
the system of pure reason- a science containing the systenmatic
presentation of the whole body of philosophical know edge, true as
well as illusory, given by pure reason- and is called netaphysic. This
name may, however, be also given to the whole system of pure
phi | osophy, critical philosophy included, and may designate the
i nvestigation into the sources or possibility of a priori cognition,
as well as the presentation of the a priori cognitions which forma
system of pure phil osophy- excluding, at the same tine, al
enpi ri cal and nat hemati cal el enents.

Met aphysic is divided into that of the specul ative and that of the
practical use of pure reason, and is, accordingly, either the
nmet aphysi ¢ of nature, or the netaphysic of ethics. The former contains
all the pure rational principles- based upon conceptions al one (and
t hus excl uding nmat hematics)- of all theoretical cognition; the latter
the principles which deternine and necessitate a priori all action
Now noral phil osophy al one contains a code of |aws- for the regulation
of our actions- which are deduced fromprinciples entirely a priori
Hence the netaphysic of ethics is the only pure noral philosophy, as
it is not based upon anthropol ogi cal or other enpirica
consi derations. The netaphysic of speculative reason is what is
commonly call ed nmetaphysic in the nore linted sense. But as pure
noral phil osophy properly forms a part of this system of cognition, we
must allow it to retain the name of metaphysic, although it is not
requisite that we should insist on so terming it in our present
di scussi on.

It is of the highest inportance to separate those cognitions which
differ fromothers both in kind and in origin, and to take great
care that they are not confounded with those with which they are
general ly found connected. Wat the chenist does in the analysis of
subst ances, what the mathematician in pure mathematics, is, in a stil
hi gher degree, the duty of the philosopher, that the value of each
different kind of cognition, and the part it takes in the operations



of the mind, may be clearly defined. Human reason has never wanted a
nmet aphysi ¢ of some kind, since it attained the power of thought, or
rather of reflection; but it has never been able to keep this sphere
of thought and cognition pure fromall adnixture of foreign
el enents. The idea of a science of this kind is as old as
specul ation itself; and what mind does not speculate- either in the
scholastic or in the popular fashion? At the same tinme, it nust be
admtted that even thinkers by profession have been unable clearly
to explain the distinction between the two el ements of our
cognition- the one conpletely a priori, the other a posteriori; and
hence the proper definition of a peculiar kind of cognition, and
with it the just idea of a science which has so [ong and so deeply
engaged the attention of the human m nd, has never been established.
Wien it was said: "Metaphysic is the science of the first principles
of human cognition,” this definition did not signalize a peculiarity
in kind, but only a difference in degree; these first principles
were thus declared to be nore general than others, but no criterion of
distinction fromenpirical principles was given. O these sone are
nore general, and therefore higher, than others; and- as we cannot
di stinguish what is conpletely a priori fromthat which is known to be
a posteriori- where shall we draw the line which is to separate the
hi gher and so-called first principles, fromthe | ower and
subordi nate principles of cognition? Wat would be said if we were
asked to be satisfied with a division of the epochs of the world
into the earlier centuries and those follow ng then? "Does the
fifth, or the tenth century belong to the earlier centuries?" it would
be asked. In the sane way | ask: Does the conception of extension
bel ong to netaphysics? You answer, "Yes." Well, that of body too?
"Yes." And that of a fluid body? You stop, you are unprepared to adnit
this; for if you do, everything will belong to metaphysics. From
this it is evident that the nmere degree of subordination- of the
particular to the general- cannot deternmine the linmts of a science;
and that, in the present case, we nust expect to find a difference
in the conceptions of metaphysics both in kind and in origin. The
fundament al idea of metaphysics was obscured on another side by the
fact that this kind of a priori cognition showed a certain
simlarity in character with the science of mathematics. Both have the
property in common of possessing an a priori origin; but, in the
one, our know edge is based upon conceptions, in the other, on the
construction of conceptions. Thus a decided dissinmilarity between
phi |l osophi cal and nmat henatical cognition comes out- a dissimlarity
whi ch was always felt, but which could not be made distinct for want
of an insight into the criteria of the difference. And thus it
happened that, as phil osophers thenselves failed in the proper
devel opnent of the idea of their science, the elaboration of the
science could not proceed with a definite aim or under trustworthy
gui dance. Thus, too, philosophers, ignorant of the path they ought
to pursue and always disputing with each other regarding the
di scoveri es which each asserted he had nmade, brought their science
into disrepute with the rest of the world, and finally, even anong
t hemsel ves

Al'l pure a priori cognition forms, therefore, in view of the
peculiar faculty which originates it, a peculiar and distinct unity;
and netaphysic is the termapplied to the philosophy which attenpts to
represent that cognition in this systematic unity. The specul ative
part of metaphysic, which has especially appropriated this
appel l ati on- that which we have called the nmetaphysic of nature- and
whi ch considers everything, as it is (not as it ought to be), by neans
of a priori conceptions, is divided in the follow ng manner

Met aphysic, in the nore Iimted acceptation of the term consists of



two parts- transcendental philosophy and the physiol ogy of pure
reason. The forner presents the systemof all the conceptions and
principles belonging to the understanding and the reason, and which
relate to objects in general, but not to any particular given
objects (Ontologia); the latter has nature for its subject-natter
that is, the sumof given objects- whether given to the senses, or, if
we will, to some other kind of intuition- and is accordingly
physi ol ogy, although only rationalis. But the use of the faculty of
reason in this rational node of regarding nature is either physical or
hyper physi cal, or, nore properly speaking, inmanent or transcendent.
The former relates to nature, in so far as our know edge regarding
it may be applied in experience (in concreto); the latter to that
connection of the objects of experience, which transcends al
experience. Transcendent physiol ogy has, again, an internal and an
external connection with its object, both, however, transcending
possi bl e experience; the forner is the physiology of nature as a
whol e, or transcendental cognition of the world, the latter of the
connection of the whole of nature with a being above nature, or
transcendental cognition of God.

| nmanent physi ol ogy, on the contrary, considers nature as the sum of
al |l sensuous objects, consequently, as it is presented to us- but
still according to a priori conditions, for it is under these al one
that nature can be presented to our nminds at all. The objects of
i mmanent physiol ogy are of two kinds: 1. Those of the external senses,
or corporeal nature; 2. The object of the internal sense, the soul
or, in accordance with our fundanmental conceptions of it, thinking
nature. The netaphysics of corporeal nature is called physics; but, as
it nust contain only the principles of an a priori cognition of
nature, we nust termit rational physics. The netaphysics of
thinking nature is called psychol ogy, and for the sanme reason is to be
regarded as nerely the rational cognition of the soul

Thus the whol e system of netaphysics consists of four principa
parts: 1. Ontology; 2. Rational Physiology; 3. Rational cosnology; and
4. Rational theology. The second part- that of the rational doctrine
of nature- may be subdivided into two, physica rationalis* and
psychol ogi a rationalis.

*1t must not be supposed that | nean by this appellation what is
generally called physica general is, and which is rather mathenmatics
than a phil osophy of nature. For the netaphysic of nature is
conpletely different frommathematics, nor is it so rich in results,
although it is of great inportance as a critical test of the
application of pure understanding-cognition to nature. For want of its
gui dance, even mathenmati ci ans, adopting certain comon notions-
which are, in fact, metaphysical- have unconsciously crowded their
theories of nature with hypotheses, the fallacy of which becones
evi dent upon the application of the principles of this metaphysic,
wi t hout detrinent, however, to the enploynment of mathematics in this
sphere of cognition

The fundanental idea of a philosophy of pure reason of necessity
dictates this division; it is, therefore, architectonical- in
accordance with the highest ains of reason, and not nerely
technical, or according to certain accidentally-observed
simlarities existing between the different parts of the whole
science. For this reason, also, is the division i mutable and of
| egi slative authority. But the reader may observe in it a few points
to which he ought to demur, and which may weaken his conviction of its
truth and legitimacy.

In the first place, howcan | desire an a priori cognition or



nmet aphysi ¢ of objects, in so far as they are given a posteriori? and
how is it possible to cognize the nature of things according to a
priori principles, and to attain to a rational physiol ogy? The
answer is this. W take from experience nothing nore than is requisite
to present us with an object (in general) of the external or of the
internal sense; in the fornmer case, by the nmere conception of natter
(i mpenetrabl e and inanimate extension), in the latter, by the
conception of a thinking being- given in the internal enpirica
representation, | think. As to the rest, we nust not enploy in our
nmet aphysi ¢ of these objects any enpirical principles (which add to the
content of our conceptions by neans of experience), for the purpose of
form ng by their hel p any judgenents respecting these objects.
Secondl y, what place shall we assign to enpirical psychol ogy,
whi ch has al ways been considered a part of nmetaphysics, and from which
in our time such inportant philosophical results have been expected,
after the hope of constructing an a priori system of know edge had
been abandoned? | answer: It must be placed by the side of enpirica
physi cs or physics proper; that is, nust be regarded as formng a part
of applied philosophy, the a priori principles of which are
contai ned in pure philosophy, which is therefore connected, although
it must not be confounded, with psychol ogy. Enpirical psychol ogy
nmust therefore be bani shed fromthe sphere of netaphysics, and is
i ndeed excluded by the very idea of that science. In conformty,
however, with scholastic usage, we nust permit it to occupy a place in
nmet aphysi cs- but only as an appendix to it. W adopt this course
fromnotives of econony; as psychology is not as yet full enough to
occupy our attention as an independent study, while it is, at the sane
time, of too great inportance to be entirely excluded or placed

where it has still less affinity than it has with the subject of
nmet aphysics. It is a stranger who has been | ong a guest; and we nake
it welcome to stay, until it can take up a nore suitable abode in a

conpl ete system of ant hropol ogy- the pendant to enpirical physics.

The above is the general idea of metaphysics, which, as nore was
expected fromit than could be |ooked for with justice, and as these
pl easant expectations were unfortunately never realized, fell into
general disrepute. Qur Critique nust have fully convinced the reader
that, although netaphysics cannot formthe foundation of religion
it must always be one of its npbst inportant bul warks, and that hunman
reason, which naturally pursues a dialectical course, cannot do
wi thout this science, which checks its tendencies towards dialectic
and, by elevating reason to a scientific and cl ear self-know edge,
prevents the ravages which a | awl ess specul ative reason would
infallibly comrit in the sphere of norals as well as in that of
religion. W may be sure, therefore, whatever contenpt nay be thrown
upon netaphysics by those who judge a science not by its own nature,
but according to the accidental effects it may have produced, that
it can never be conpl etely abandoned, that we nust always return to it
as to a bel oved one who has been for a tine estranged, because the
gquestions with which it is engaged relate to the highest ains of
humani ty, and reason nust al ways | abour either to attain to settled
views in regard to these, or to destroy those which others have
al ready established.

Met aphysic, therefore- that of nature, as well as that of ethics,
but in an especial manner the criticismwhich forns the propaedeutic
to all the operations of reason- fornms properly that departnent of
know edge which may be ternmed, in the truest sense of the word,
phi | osophy. The path which it pursues is that of science, which
when it has once been discovered, is never |ost, and never nisleads.
Mat hemati cs, natural science, the conmon experience of men, have a
hi gh val ue as nmeans, for the nost part, to accidental ends- but at



| ast also, to those which are necessary and essential to the existence
of humanity. But to guide themto this high goal, they require the aid
of rational cognition on the basis of pure conceptions, which, be it
terned as it may, is properly nothing but nmetaphysics.

For the sane reason, netaphysics forns |ikew se the conpletion of
the culture of human reason. In this respect, it is indispensable,
setting aside altogether the influence which it exerts as a science.
For its subject-matter is the el enments and hi ghest maxi ns of reason
which formthe basis of the possibility of some sciences and of the
use of all. That, as a purely specul ative science, it is nore usefu
in preventing error than in the extension of know edge, does not
detract fromits value; on the contrary, the suprene office of
censor which it occupies assures to it the highest authority and
i mportance. This office it admi nisters for the purpose of securing
order, harmony, and well-being to science, and of directing its
nobl e and fruitful |abours to the highest possible aim the
happi ness of all manki nd.

CHAPTER I V. The History of Pure Reason.

This title is placed here nerely for the purpose of designating a
di vision of the system of pure reason of which | do not intend to
treat at present. | shall content nyself with casting a cursory
glance, froma purely transcendental point of view that of the nature
of pure reason- on the | abours of philosophers up to the present tine.
They have ainmed at erecting an edifice of philosophy; but to ny eye
this edifice appears to be in a very ruinous condition

It is very renmarkabl e, although naturally it could not have been
otherwi se, that, in the infancy of philosophy, the study of the nature
of God and the constitution of a future world formed the conmencenent,
rat her than the conclusion, as we should have it, of the specul ative
efforts of the human nmind. However rude the religious conceptions
generated by the remains of the old manners and custons of a |ess
cultivated tinme, the intelligent classes were not thereby prevented
fromdevoting thenselves to free inquiry into the exi stence and nature
of God; and they easily saw that there could be no surer way of
pl easing the invisible ruler of the world, and of attaining to
happi ness in another world at |east, than a good and honest course
of Iife in this. Thus theology and norals formed the two chi ef
notives, or rather the points of attraction in all abstract inquiries.
But it was the forner that especially occupied the attention of
specul ative reason, and which afterwards becanme so cel ebrated under
t he nane of netaphysics.

| shall not at present indicate the periods of time at which the
great est changes in netaphysics took place, but shall nerely give a
hasty sketch of the different ideas which occasioned the nost
i mportant revolutions in this sphere of thought. There are three
different ends in relation to which these revolutions have taken
pl ace.

1. Inrelation to the object of the cognition of reason
phi | osophers may be divided into sensualists and intellectualists.
Epi curus may be regarded as the head of the former, Plato of the
latter. The distinction here signalized, subtle as it is, dates from
the earliest tinmes, and was |ong maintai ned. The former asserted
that reality resides in sensuous objects alone, and that everything
else is nmerely imaginary; the latter, that the senses are the
parents of illusion and that truth is to be found in the understanding
al one. The forner did not deny to the conceptions of the understanding
a certain kind of reality; but with themit was nerely logical, wth
the others it was nystical. The former adnmitted intellectua
conceptions, but declared that sensuous objects al one possessed rea



exi stence. The latter maintained that all real objects were
intelligible, and believed that the pure understandi ng possessed a
faculty of intuition apart from sense, which, in their opinion, served
only to confuse the ideas of the understanding.

2. Inrelation to the origin of the pure cognitions of reason, we
find one school maintaining that they are derived entirely from
experi ence, and another that they have their origin in reason al one.
Aristotle may be regarded as the bead of the enpiricists, and Plato of
t he nool ogi sts. Locke, the follower of Aristotle in nodern tines,
and Leibnitz of Plato (although he cannot be said to have initated him
in his nysticisn), have not been able to bring this question to a
settled conclusion. The procedure of Epicurus in his sensual system
in which he always restricted his conclusions to the sphere of
experi ence, was rmuch nore consequent than that of Aristotle and Locke.
The latter especially, after having derived all the conceptions and
principles of the mind fromexperience, goes so far, in the enploynent
of these conceptions and principles, as to naintain that we can
prove the existence of God and the existence of God and the
imortality of them objects |ying beyond the soul - both of them of
possi bl e experience- with the sanme force of denonstration as any
mat hemat i cal proposition.

3. Inrelation to method. Method is procedure according to
principles. W nay divide the nmethods at present enployed in the field
of inquiry into the naturalistic and the scientific. The naturalist of
pure reason lays it down as his principle that conmmon reason
wi t hout the aid of science- which he calls sound reason, or common
sense- can give a nore satisfactory answer to the nost inportant
guesti ons of metaphysics than speculation is able to do. He nust
mai ntain, therefore, that we can deternine the content and
circunference of the noon nore certainly by the naked eye, than by the
aid of mathenmatical reasoning. But this systemis mere misol ogy
reduced to principles; and, what is the nost absurd thing in this
doctrine, the neglect of all scientific neans is paraded as a peculiar
nmet hod of extending our cognition. As regards those who are
naturalists because they know no better, they are certainly not to
be bl ared. They foll ow combn sense, without parading their
i gnorance as a nethod which is to teach us the wonderful secret, how
we are to find the truth which lies at the bottomof the well of
Denocri t us.

Quod sapio satis est mihi, non ego curo Esse quod
Arcesil as aerummosi que Sol ones. PERSI US*

is their motto, under which they may | ead a pl easant and praise worthy
life, without troubling thenselves with science or troubling science
wi th them

*[Satirae, iii. 78-79. "What | know is enough for |I don't care to be
what Arcesilas was, and the wetched Sol ons. "]

As regards those who wish to pursue a scientific nmethod, they have
now t he choice of followi ng either the dogmatical or the sceptical
whil e they are bound never to desert the systematic node of procedure.
When | mention, in relation to the former, the celebrated WIf, and as

regards the latter, David Hune, | may |eave, in accordance with ny
present intention, all others unnamed. The critical path alone is
still open. If my reader has been kind and patient enough to acconpany

me on this hitherto untravelled route, he can now judge whether, if he
and others will contribute their exertions towards naking this
narrow footpath a high road of thought, that which many centuries have



failed to acconplish may not be executed before the close of the
present- nanely, to bring Reason to perfect contentnent in regard to
that whi ch has al ways, but wi thout permanent results, occupied her
powers and engaged her ardent desire for know edge.

- THE END-
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