
The Main Transcendental Question
Second Part

How is pure natural science possible?

§14

Nature is the existence of things, insofar as that existence is determined
according to universal laws. If nature meant the existence of things in
themselves, we would never be able to cognize it, either a priori or a pos-
teriori. Not a priori, for how are we to know what pertains to things in
themselves, inasmuch as this can never come about through the analysis
of our concepts (analytical propositions), since I do not want to know
what may be contained in my concept of a thing (for that belongs to its
logical essence), but what would be added to this concept in the actual-
ity of a thing, and what the thing itself would be determined by in its
existence apart from my concept. My understanding, and the conditions
under which alone it can connect the determinations of things in their
existence, prescribes no rule to the things themselves; these do not con-
form to my understanding, but my understanding would have to conform
to them; they would therefore have to be given to me in advance so that
these determinations could be drawn from them, but then they would not
be cognized a priori.

Such cognition of the nature of things in themselves would also be
impossible a posteriori. For if experience were supposed to teach me laws
to which the existence of things is subject, then these laws, insofar as they
relate to things in themselves, would have to apply to them necessarily
even apart from my experience. Now experience teaches me what there is
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and how it is, but never that it necessarily must be so and not otherwise.
Therefore it can never teach me the nature of things in themselves.

§15

Now we are nevertheless actually in possession of a pure natural science,
which, a priori and with all of the necessity required for apodictic propo- [4:295]

sitions, propounds laws to which nature is subject. Here I need call to
witness only that propaedeutic to the theory of nature which, under the
title of universal natural science, precedes all of physics (which is founded
on empirical principles). Therein we find mathematics applied to appear-
ances, and also merely discursive principles (from concepts), which make
up the philosophical part of pure cognition of nature.1 But indeed there
is also much in it that is not completely pure and independent of sources
in experience, such as the concept of motion, of impenetrability (on which
the empirical concept of matter is based), of inertia, among others, so that
it cannot be called completely pure natural science; furthermore it refers
only to the objects of the outer senses, and therefore does not provide an ex-
ample of a universal natural science in the strict sense; for that would have
to bring nature in general – whether pertaining to an object of the outer
senses or of the inner sense (the object of physics as well as psychology) –
under universal laws. But among the principles of this universal physics2

a few are found that actually have the universality we require, such as
the proposition: that substance remains and persists, that everything that
happens always previously is determined by a cause according to constant
laws, and so on. These are truly universal laws of nature, that exist fully a
priori. There is then in fact a pure natural science, and now the question
is: How is it possible?

§16

The word nature assumes yet another meaning, namely one that de-
termines the object, whereas in the above meaning it only signified the

1 In §§2 and 7 (pp. 18–20, 32), Kant contrasts the intuitive judgments of mathematics with the discursive
judgments of philosophy. In the first Critique, A 712–38 / B 740–66, he discusses more generally his
doctrine that philosophical method involves the analysis of concepts whereas mathematics proceeds
by “constructing” concepts in intuition. (For A 712–17 / B 740–5, see pp. 195–7.)

2 The word “physics” is here used to mean the science of nature in general, and was understood by
many eighteenth-century authors to include the study of living things and of the mind (psychology).
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conformity to law of the determinations of the existence of things in gen-
eral. Nature considered materialiter3 is the sum total of all objects of expe-
rience. We are concerned here only with this, since otherwise things that
could never become objects of an experience if they had to be cognized
according to their nature would force us to concepts whose significance
could never be given in concreto (in any example of a possible experience),
and we would therefore have to make for ourselves mere concepts of the
nature of those things, the reality of which concepts, i.e., whether they
actually relate to objects or are mere beings of thought, could not be de-
cided at all. Cognition of that which cannot be an object of experience[4:296]

would be hyperphysical, and here we are not concerned with such things
at all, but rather with that cognition of nature the reality of which can be
confirmed through experience, even though such cognition is possible a
priori and precedes all experience.

§17

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

3 Materialiter is Latin for “materially.” In Kant’s usage (ultimately derived from scholastic Aris-
totelianism), “matter” and “material” need not refer specifically to the physical matter of which
objects are composed; here he uses the term to refer to the totality of objects of experience (see also
§36), by contrast with the (merely “formal”) general laws governing those objects (as discussed in
§§15, 17).
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On closer examination, whether the question is posed one way or the
other, its solution will come out absolutely the same with regard to the
pure cognition of nature (which is actually the point of the question).
For the subjective laws under which alone a cognition of things through
experiencea is possible also hold good for those things as objects of a
possible experience (but obviously not for them as things in themselves,
which, however, are not at all being considered here). It is completely the
same, whether I say: A judgment of perception can never be considered as
valid for experience without the law, that if an event is perceived then it is
always referred to something preceding from which it follows according
to a universal rule; or if I express myself in this way: Everything of which
experience shows that it happens must have a cause.

It is nonetheless more appropriate to choose the first formulation. For [4:297]

since we can indeed, a priori and previous to any objects being given,
have a cognition of those conditions under which alone an experience
regarding objects is possible, but never of the laws to which objects may
be subject in themselves without relation to possible experience, we will
therefore be able to study a priori the nature of things in no other way
than by investigating the conditions, and the universal (though subjective)
laws, under which alone such a cognition is possible as experience (as
regards mere form), and determining the possibility of things as objects of
experience accordingly; for were I to choose the second mode of expression
and to seek the a priori conditions under which nature is possible as an
object of experience, I might then easily fall into misunderstanding and
fancy that I had to speak about nature as a thing in itself, and in that case
I would be wandering about fruitlessly in endless endeavors to find laws
for things about which nothing is given to me.

We will therefore be concerned here only with experience and with
the universal conditions of its possibility which are given a priori, and
from there we will determine nature as the whole object of all possible
experience. I think I will be understood: that here I do not mean the rules
for the observation of a nature that is already given, which presuppose
experience already; and so do not mean, how we can learn the laws from
nature (through experience), for these would then not be laws a priori

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

§18

We must therefore first of all note: that, although all judgments of expe-
rience are empirical, i.e., have their basis in the immediate perception of
the senses, nonetheless the reverse is not the case, that all empirical judg-
ments are therefore judgments of experience; rather, beyond the empirical
and in general beyond what is given in sensory intuition, special concepts
must yet be added, which have their origin completely a priori in the pure
understanding, and under which every perception first can be subsumed
and then, by means of the same concepts, transformed into experience.

Empirical judgments, insofar as they have objective validity, are judg-[4:298]

ments of experience; those, however, that are only subjectively valid I
call mere judgments of perception. The latter do not require a pure
concept of the understanding, but only the logical connection of percep-
tions in a thinking subject. But the former always demand, in addition to
the representations of sensory intuition, special concepts originally gener-
ated in the understanding, which are precisely what make the judgment of
experience objectively valid.

All of our judgments are at first mere judgments of perception; they
hold only for us, i.e., for our subject, and only afterwards do we give them a
new relation, namely to an object, and intend that the judgment should
also be valid at all times for us and for everyone else; for if a judgment
agrees with an object, then all judgments of the same object must also
agree with one another, and hence the objective validity of a judgment
of experience signifies nothing other than its necessary universal validity.
But also conversely, if we find cause to deem a judgment necessarily,
universally valid (which is never based on the perception, but on the pure
concept of the understanding under which the perception is subsumed),
we must then also deem it objective, i.e., as expressing not merely a relation
of a perception to a subject, but a property of an object; for there would
be no reason why other judgments necessarily would have to agree with
mine, if there were not the unity of the object – an object to which they
all refer, with which they all agree, and, for that reason, also must all
harmonize among themselves.
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§19

Objective validity and necessary universal validity (for everyone) are
therefore interchangeable concepts, and although we do not know the ob-
ject in itself, nonetheless, if we regard a judgment as universally valid and
hence necessary, objective validity is understood to be included. Through
this judgment we cognize the object (even if it otherwise remains unknown
as it may be in itself) by means of the universally valid and necessary con-
nection of the given perceptions; and since this is the case for all objects of
the senses, judgments of experience will not derive their objective validity
from the immediate cognition of the object (for this is impossible), but
merely from the condition for the universal validity of empirical judg- [4:299]

ments, which, as has been said, never rests on empirical, or indeed sensory
conditions at all, but on a pure concept of the understanding. The object
always remains unknown in itself; if, however, through the concept of the
understanding the connection of the representations which it provides
to our sensibility is determined as universally valid, then the object is
determined through this relation, and the judgment is objective.

Let us provide examples: that the room is warm, the sugar sweet, the
wormwood4 repugnant,∗ are merely subjectively valid judgments. I do not
at all require that I should find it so at every time, or that everyone else
should find it just as I do; they express only a relation of two sensations
to the same subject, namely myself, and this only in my present state
of perception, and are therefore not expected to be valid for the object:
these I call judgments of perception. The case is completely different
with judgments of experience. What experience teaches me under certain
circumstances, it must teach me at every time and teach everyone else as
well, and its validity is not limited to the subject or its state at that time.
Therefore I express all such judgments as objectively valid; as, e.g., if I
say: the air is elastic, then this judgment is to begin with only a judgment
of perception; I relate two sensations in my senses only to one another.

∗ I gladly admit that these examples do not present judgments of perception such as could
ever become judgments of experience if a concept of the understanding were also added,
because they refer merely to feeling – which everyone acknowledges to be merely subjective
and which must therefore never be attributed to the object – and therefore can never become
objective; I only wanted to give for now an example of a judgment that is merely subjectively
valid and that contains in itself no basis for necessary universal validity and, thereby, for
a relation to an object. An example of judgments of perception that become judgments of
experience through the addition of a concept of the understanding follows in the next note.

4 Wormwood (German, Wermut) is a bitter-tasting herb used in making absinthe and vermouth.
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If I want it to be called a judgment of experience, I then require that this
connection be subject to a condition that makes it universally valid. I want
therefore that I, at every time, and also everyone else, would necessarily
have to conjoin the same perceptions under the same circumstances.

§20[4:300]

We will therefore have to analyze experience in general, in order to see
what is contained in this product of the senses and the understanding, and
how the judgment of experience is itself possible. At bottom lies the intu-
ition of which I am conscious, i.e., perception (perceptio), which belongs
solely to the senses. But, secondly, judging (which pertains solely to the
understanding) also belongs here. Now this judging can be of two types:
first, when I merely compare the perceptions and conjoin them in a con-
sciousness of my state, or, second, when I conjoin them in a consciousness
in general. The first judgment is merely a judgment of perception and has
thus far only subjective validity; it is merely a connection of perceptions
within my mental state, without reference to the object. Hence for experi-
ence it is not, as is commonly imagined, sufficient to compare perceptions
and to connect them in one consciousness by means of judging; from that
there arises no universal validity and necessity of the judgment, on ac-
count of which alone it can be objectively valid and so can be experience.

A completely different judgment therefore occurs before experience
can arise from perception. The given intuition must be subsumed under
a concept that determines the form of judging in general with respect
to the intuition, connects the empirical consciousness of the latter in a
consciousness in general, and thereby furnishes empirical judgments with
universal validity; a concept of this kind is a pure a priori concept of the
understanding, which does nothing but simply determine for an intuition
the mode in general in which it can serve for judging. The concept of
cause being such a concept, it therefore determines the intuition which
is subsumed under it, e.g., that of air, with respect to judging in general –
namely, so that the concept of air serves, with respect to expansion, in the
relation of the antecedent to the consequent in a hypothetical judgment.
The concept of cause is therefore a pure concept of the understanding,
which is completely distinct from all possible perception, and serves only,
with respect to judging in general, to determine that representation which
is contained under it and so to make possible a universally valid judgment.
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Now before a judgment of experience can arise from a judgment of
perception, it is first required: that the perception be subsumed under a [4:301]

concept of the understanding of this kind; e.g., the air belongs under the
concept of cause, which determines the judgment about the air as hypo-
thetical with respect to expansion.∗ This expansion is thereby represented
not as belonging merely to my perception of the air in my state of percep-
tion or in several of my states or in the state of others, but as necessarily
belonging to it, and the judgment: the air is elastic, becomes universally
valid and thereby for the first time a judgment of experience, because
certain judgments occur beforehand, which subsume the intuition of the
air under the concept of cause and effect, and thereby determine the per-
ceptions not merely with respect to each other in my subject, but with
respect to the form of judging in general (here, the hypothetical), and in
this way make the empirical judgment universally valid.

If one analyzes all of one’s synthetic judgments insofar as they are objec-
tively valid, one finds that they never consist in mere intuitions that have,
as is commonly thought, merely been connected in a judgment through
comparison, but rather that they would not be possible if, over and above
the concepts drawn from intuition, a pure concept of the understanding
had not been added under which these concepts had been subsumed and
in this way first connected in an objectively valid judgment. Even the
judgments of pure mathematics in its simplest axioms are not exempt
from this condition. The principle: a straight line is the shortest line be-
tween two points, presupposes that the line has been subsumed under the
concept of magnitude, which certainly is no mere intuition, but has its
seat solely in the understanding and serves to determine the intuition (of
the line) with respect to such judgments as may be passed on it as regards
the quantity of these judgments, namely plurality (as judicia plurativa∗∗), [4:302]

∗ To have a more easily understood example, consider the following: If the sun shines on the
stone, it becomes warm. This judgment is a mere judgment of perception and contains no
necessity, however often I and others also have perceived this; the perceptions are only usually
found so conjoined. But if I say: the sun warms the stone, then beyond the perception is added
the understanding’s concept of cause, which connects necessarily the concept of sunshine
with that of heat, and the synthetic judgment becomes necessarily universally valid, hence
objective, and changes from a perception into experience.

∗∗ So I would prefer those judgments to be called, which are called particularia in logic. For
the latter expression already contains the thought that they are not universal. If, however,
I commence from unity (in singular judgments) and then continue on to the totality, I still
cannot mix in any reference to the totality; I think only a plurality without totality, not the
exception to the latter.5 This is necessary, if the logical moments are to be placed under the
pure concepts of the understanding; in logical usage things can remain as they were.
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since through such judgments it is understood that in a given intuition a
homogeneous plurality is contained.

§21

In order therefore to explain the possibility of experience insofar as it rests
on pure a priori concepts of the understanding, we must first present that
which belongs to judgments in general, and the various moments of the
understanding therein, in a complete table; for the pure concepts of the
understanding – which are nothing more than concepts of intuitions in
general insofar as these intuitions are, with respect to one or another of
these moments, in themselves determined to judgments and therefore de-
termined necessarily and with universal validity – will come out exactly
parallel to them. By this means the a priori principles of the possibil-
ity of all experience as objectively valid empirical cognition will also be
determined quite exactly. For they are nothing other than propositions
that subsume all perception (according to certain universal conditions of
intuition) under those pure concepts of the understanding .

Logical table of judgments
1.

According to quantity
Universal
Particular
Singular

2. 3.
According to quality According to relation

Affirmative Categorical
Negative Hypothetical
Infinite Disjunctive

4.[4:303]
According to modality

Problematic
Assertoric
Apodictic

5 Kant’s point is that a collection of singular judgments that covers all of the individuals in a domain
neither explicitly refers to the collected totality of such individuals (as a totality), nor explicitly
denies the universality of its extension (a denial that would be suggested by calling such judgments
“particular”); it refers to a plurality, i.e., to more than one individual, but it leaves undetermined
whether or not it covers all of the individuals in the domain.
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Transcendental table of concepts of the understanding
1.

According to quantity
Unity (measure)
Plurality (magnitude)
Totality (the whole)

2. 3.
According to quality According to relation

Reality Substance
Negation Cause
Limitation Community

4.
According to modality

Possibility
Existence
Necessity

Pure physiologicalb table of universal principles of natural science
1.

Axioms
of intuition

2. 3.
Anticipations Analogies
of perception of experience

4.
Postulates

of empirical thinking in general

§21a [4:304]

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

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

§22

To sum this up: the business of the senses is to intuit; that of the un-
derstanding, to think. To think, however, is to unite representations in a
consciousness. This unification either arises merely relative to the subject
and is contingent and subjective, or it occurs without condition and is
necessary or objective. The unification of representations in a conscious-
ness is judgment. Therefore, thinking is the same as judging or as relating
representations to judgments in general. Judgments are therefore either
merely subjective, if representations are related to one consciousness in
one subject alone and are united in it, or they are objective, if they are
united in a consciousness in general, i.e., are united necessarily therein.
The logical moments of all judgments are so many possible ways of uniting[4:305]

representations in a consciousness. If, however, the very same moments
serve as concepts, they are concepts of the necessary unification of these
representations in a consciousness, and so are principles of objectively
valid judgments. This unification in a consciousness is either analytic,
through identity, or synthetic, through combination and addition of vari-
ous representations with one another. Experience consists in the synthetic
connection of appearances (perceptions) in a consciousness, insofar as this
connection is necessary. Therefore pure concepts of the understanding
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are those under which all perceptions must first be subsumed before they
can serve in judgments of experience, in which the synthetic unity of
perceptions is represented as necessary and universally valid.∗

§23

Judgments, insofar as they are regarded merely as the condition for the
unification of given representations in a consciousness, are rules. These
rules, insofar as they represent the unification as necessary, are a priori
rules, and provided that there are none above them from which they can
be derived, are principles. Now since, with respect to the possibility of all
experience, if merely the form of thinking is considered in the experience,
no conditions on judgments of experience are above those that bring
the appearances (according to the varying form of their intuition) under
pure concepts of the understanding (which make the empirical judgment [4:306]

objectively valid), these conditions are therefore the a priori principles of
possible experience.

Now the principles of possible experience are, at the same time, uni-
versal laws of nature that can be cognized a priori. And so the problem
that lies in our second question, presently before us: How is pure natural
science possible? is solved. For the systematization that is required for the
form of a science is here found to perfection, since beyond the aforemen-
tioned formal conditions of all judgments in general, hence of all rules
whatsoever furnished by logic, no others are possible, and these form a
logical system; but the concepts based thereon, which contain the a priori
conditions for all synthetic and necessary judgments, for that very reason
form a transcendental system; finally, the principles by means of which
all appearances are subsumed under these concepts form a physiological

∗ But how does this proposition: that judgments of experience are supposed to contain necessity
in the synthesis of perceptions, square with my proposition, urged many times above: that
experience, as a posteriori cognition, can provide merely contingent judgments? If I say:
Experience teaches me something, I always mean only the perception that is in it – e.g., that
upon illumination of the stone by the sun, warmth always follows – and hence the proposition
from experience is, so far, always contingent. That this warming follows necessarily from
illumination by the sun is indeed contained in the judgment of experience (in virtue of the
concept of cause), but I do not learn it from experience; rather, conversely, experience is
first generated through this addition of a concept of the understanding (of cause) to the
perception. Concerning how the perception may come by this addition, the Critique must be
consulted, in the section on transcendental judgment, pp. 137 ff.6

6 See the Schematism (A 137–47 / B 176–87); largely translated herein, pp. 173–7.

57



Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics

system, i.e., a system of nature, which precedes all empirical cognition
of nature and first makes it possible, and can therefore be called the true
universal and pure natural science.

§24

The first∗ of the physiological principles subsumes all appearances, as
intuitions in space and time, under the concept of magnitude and is to
that extent a principle for the application of mathematics to experience.
The second does not subsume the properly empirical – namely sensa-
tion, which signifies the real in intuitions – directly under the concept of
magnitude, since sensation is no intuition containing space or time, al-
though it does place the object corresponding to it in both; but there
nonetheless is, between reality (sensory representation) and nothing, i.e.,
the complete emptiness of intuition in time, a difference that has a mag-
nitude, for indeed between every given degree of light and darkness,
every degree of warmth and the completely cold, every degree of heavi-
ness and absolute lightness, every degree of the filling of space and com-
pletely empty space, ever smaller degrees can be thought, just as between[4:307]

consciousness and total unconsciousness (psychological darkness) ever
smaller degrees occur; therefore no perception is possible that would
show a complete absence, e.g., no psychological darkness is possible that
could not be regarded as a consciousness that is merely outweighed by
another, stronger one, and so it is in all cases of sensation; as a result of
which the understanding can anticipate even sensations, which form the
proper quality of empirical representations (appearances), by means of the
principle that they all without exception, hence the real in all appearance,
have degrees – which is the second application of mathematics (mathesis
intensorum) to natural science.

∗ The three subsequent sections could be difficult to understand properly, if one does not have
at hand what the Critique says about principles as well; but they might have the advantage of
making it easier to survey the general features of such principles and to attend to the main
points.7

7 In reading the next three sections, the obscurity will be reduced by keeping in mind that Kant is
discussing the Tables in §21. Here he relates the first two entries in the Physiological Table (Axioms
and Anticipations) to the category of magnitude (respectively, extensive magnitude, and intensive
magnitude or degree). In the “A” edition of the Critique, the two corresponding propositions
read: Axiom, “All appearances are, as regards their intuition, extensive magnitudes” (A 162); and
Anticipation, “In all appearances the sensation, and the real that corresponds to it in the object
(realitas phaenomenon), has an intensive magnitude, i.e., a degree” (A 166). The “B” versions are in
Selections, pp. 181–2.
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§25

With respect to the relation of appearances, and indeed exclusively with
regard to their existence, the determination of this relation is not math-
ematical but dynamical, and it can never be objectively valid, hence fit
for experience, if it is not subject to a priori principles, which first make
cognition through experience possible with respect to that determina-
tion.8 Therefore appearances must be subsumed under the concept of
substance, which, as a concept of the thing itself, underlies all determina-
tion of existence; or second, insofar as a temporal sequence, i.e., an event,
is met with among the appearances, they must be subsumed under the
concept of an effect in relation to a cause; or, insofar as simultaneous exis-
tence is to be cognized objectively, i.e., through a judgment of experience,
they must be subsumed under the concept of community (interaction):
and so a priori principles underlie objectively valid, though empirical,
judgments, i.e., they underlie the possibility of experience insofar as it
is supposed to connect objects in nature according to existence. These
principles are the actual laws of nature, which can be called dynamical.

Finally, there also belongs to judgments of experience the cognition
of agreement and connection: not so much of the appearances among
themselves in experience, but of their relation to experience in general, a
relation that contains either their agreement with the formal conditions
that the understanding cognizes, or their connection with the material [4:308]

of the senses and perception, or both united in one concept, and thus
possibility, existence, and necessity according to universal laws of nature;
all of which would constitute the physiological theory of method (the
distinction of truth and hypotheses, and the boundaries of the reliability
of the latter).

§26

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

8 Here Kant first relates the third entry in the Physiological Table to the categories of relation:
Substance, Cause, and Community (a discussion that corresponds to that of the three Analogies of
experience in the Critique, A 176–218 / B 218–65; excerpted, pp. 182–8). In the following paragraph,
he relates the fourth entry to the categories of modality (a discussion that corresponds to that of the
three Postulates of Empirical Thinking in the Critique, A 218–35 / B 265–74, 279–87; excerpted,
p. 188). The distinction between “mathematical” and “dynamical,” mentioned here, is further
elaborated in §§52c, 53.
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a perfection through which it raises itself far above every other that has
(albeit vainly) ever been attempted or may yet be attempted in the future
from the things themselves through the dogmatic method: namely, that in
it all of the synthetic principles a priori are exhibited completely and ac-
cording to a principle,c namely that of the faculty for judging in general
(which constitutes the essenced of experience with respect to the under-
standing), so that one can be certain there are no more such principles
(a satisfaction that the dogmatic method can never provide) – nevertheless
this is still far from being its greatest merit.

Notice must be taken of the ground of proof that reveals the possibility
of this a priori cognition and at the same time limits all such principles
to a condition that must never be neglected if they are not to be misun-
derstood and extended in use further than the original sense which the
understanding places in them will allow: namely, that they contain only
the conditions of possible experience in general, insofar as it is subject to
a priori laws. Hence I do not say: that things in themselves contain a mag-
nitude, their reality a degree, their existence a connection of accidents in
a substance, and so on; for that no one can prove, because such a synthetic
connection out of mere concepts, in which all relation to sensory intuition
on the one hand and all connection of such intuition in a possible experi-
ence on the other is lacking, is utterly impossible. Therefore the essential
limitation on the concepts in these principles is: that only as objects of
experience are all things necessarily subject a priori to the aforementioned
conditions.

From this there follows then secondly a specifically characteristic way
of proving the same thing: that the above-mentioned principles are not
referred directly to appearances and their relation, but to the possibil-[4:309]

ity of experience, for which appearances constitute only the matter but
not the form; that is, they are referred to the objectively and universally
valid synthetic propositions through which judgments of experience are
distinguished from mere judgments of perception. This happens because
the appearances, as mere intuitions that fill a part of space and time, are
subject to the concept of magnitude, which synthetically unifies the man-
ifold of intuitions a priori according to rules; and because the real in the
appearances must have a degree, insofar as perception contains, beyond
intuition, sensation as well, between which and nothing, i.e., the complete

c Prinzip d Wesen
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disappearance of sensation, a transition always occurs by diminution, in-
sofar, that is, as sensation itself fills no part of space and time,∗ but yet the
transition to sensation from empty time or space is possible only in time,
with the consequence that although sensation, as the quality of empirical
intuition with respect to that by which a sensation differs specifically from
other sensations, can never be cognized a priori, it nonetheless can, in a
possible experience in general, as the magnitude of perception, be dis-
tinguished intensively from every other sensation of the same kind; from
which, then, the application of mathematics to nature, with respect to the
sensory intuition whereby nature is given to us, is first made possible and
determined.

Mostly, however, the reader must attend to the way of proving the prin-
ciples that appear under the name of the Analogies of experience. For since
these do not concern the generation of intuitions, as do the principles for
applying mathematics to natural science in general, but the connection of
their existence in one experience, and since this connection can be nothing [4:310]

other than the determination of existence in time according to necessary
laws, under which alone the connection is objectively valid and therefore
is experience: it follows that the proof does not refer to synthetic unity
in the connection of things in themselves, but of perceptions, and of these
indeed not with respect to their content, but to the determination of time
and to the relation of existence in time in accordance with universal laws.
These universal laws contain therefore the necessity of the determination
of existence in time in general (hence a priori according to a rule of the
understanding), if the empirical determination in relative time is to be
objectively valid, and therefore to be experience. For the reader who is
stuck in the long habit of taking experience to be a mere empirical com-
bining of perceptions – and who therefore never even considered that it
extends much further than these reach, that is, that it gives to empirical

∗ Warmth, light, etc. are just as great (according to degree) in a small space as in a large one;
just as the inner representations (pain, consciousness in general) are not smaller according
to degree whether they last a short or a long time. Hence the magnitude here is just as great
in a point and in an instant as in every space and time however large. Degrees are therefore
magnitudes, not, however, in intuition, but in accordance with mere sensation, or indeed
with the magnitude of the ground of an intuition, and can be assessed as magnitudes only
through the relation of 1 to 0, i.e., in that every sensation can proceed in a certain time
to vanish through infinite intermediate degrees, or to grow from nothing to a determinate
sensation through infinite moments of accretion. (Quantitas qualitatis est gradus.)9

9 “The magnitude of quality is degree.”
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judgments universal validity and to do so requires a pure unity of the
understanding that precedes a priori – I cannot adduce more here, these
being prolegomena, except only to recommend: to heed well this distinc-
tion of experience from a mere aggregate of perceptions, and to judge the
mode of proof from this standpoint.

§27

Here is now the place to dispose thoroughly of the Humean doubt. He
rightly affirmed: that we in no way have insight through reason into the
possibility of causality, i.e., the possibility of relating the existence of one
thing to the existence of some other thing that would necessarily be posited
through the first one. I add to this that we have just as little insight into
the concept of subsistence, i.e., of the necessity that a subject, which itself
cannot be a predicate of any other thing, should underlie the existence of
things – nay, that we cannot frame any concept of the possibility of any
such thing (although we can point out examples of its use in experience);
and I also add that this very incomprehensibility affects the community of
things as well, since we have no insight whatsoever into how, from the state
of one thing, a consequence could be drawn about the state of completely
different things outside it (and vice versa), and into how substances, each
of which has its own separate existence, should depend on one another
and should indeed do so necessarily. Nonetheless, I am very far from
taking these concepts to be merely borrowed from experience, and from[4:311]

taking the necessity represented in them to be falsely imputed and a mere
illusion through which long habit deludes us; rather, I have sufficiently
shown that they and the principles taken from them stand firm a priori
prior to all experience, and have their undoubted objective correctness,
though of course only with respect to experience.

§28

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

§29 [4:312]

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

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

§30

Consequently, even the pure concepts of the understanding have no sig-
nificance at all if they depart from objects of experience and want to be
referred to things in themselves (noumena).11 They serve as it were only to
spell out appearances, so that they can be read as experience; the principles
that arise from their relation to the sensible world serve our understand-[4:313]

ing for use in experience only; beyond this there are arbitrary conjoinings
without objective reality whose possibility cannot be cognized a priori and
whose relation to objects cannot, through any example, be confirmed or
even made intelligible, since all examples can be taken only from some
possible experience or other and hence the objects of these concepts can
be met with nowhere else but in a possible experience.

This complete solution of the Humean problem, though coming out
contrary to the surmise of the originator, thus restores to the pure concepts
of the understanding their a priori origin, and to the universal laws of
nature their validity as laws of the understanding, but in such a way that it
restricts their use to experience only, because their possibility is founded
solely in the relation of the understanding to experience: not, however, in
such a way that they are derived from experience, but that experience is

11 Noumena is a latinized Greek word (singular: noumenon) meaning “intelligible object,” which Kant
uses to characterize “intelligible beings” or “beings of the understanding.” In §32 he contrasts
noumena with phaenomena, which he speaks of as “sensible beings” or “appearances.”

64



Main Transcendental Question, Second Part

derived from them, a completely reversed type of connection that never
occurred to Hume.

From this now flows the following result of all the foregoing investiga-
tions: “All synthetic a priori principlese are nothing more than principlesf

of possible experience,” and can never be related to things in themselves,
but only to appearances as objects of experience. Therefore both pure
mathematics and pure natural science can never refer to anything more
than mere appearances, and they can only represent either that which
makes experience in general possible, or that which, being derived from
these principles,g must always be able to be represented in some possible
experience or other .

§31

And so for once one has something determinate, and to which one can
adhere in all metaphysical undertakings, which have up to now boldly
enough, but always blindly, run over everything without distinction. It
never occurred to dogmatic thinkers that the goal of their efforts might
have been set up so close, nor even to those who, obstinate in their so-called
sound common sense, went forth to insights with concepts and principles
of the pure understanding that were indeed legitimate and natural, but
were intended for use merely in experience, and for which they neither
recognized nor could recognize any determinate boundaries, because they
neither had reflected on nor were able to reflect on the nature and even [4:314]

the possibility of such a pure understanding.
Many a naturalist of pure reason (by which I mean he who trusts him-

self, without any science, to decide in matters of metaphysics) would like
to pretend that already long ago, through the prophetic spirit of his sound
common sense, he had not merely suspected, but had known and un-
derstood, that which is here presented with so much preparation, or, if
he prefers, with such long-winded pedantic pomp: “namely that with all
our reason we can never get beyond the field of experiences.” But since,
if someone gradually questions him on his rational principles, he must
indeed admit that among them there are many that he has not drawn from
experience, which are therefore independent of it and valid a priori – how
and on what grounds will he then hold within limits the dogmatist (and

e Grundsätze f Prinzipien g Prinzipien
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