TRANSCENDENTAL DOCTRINE OF THE
POWER OF JUDGMENT

([or] Analytic of Principles)

Chapter III

On the Basis of the Distinction of
All Objects As Such into
Phenomena and Noumena'”

We have now not only traveled throughout the land'*® of pure understand-
ing and carefully inspected its every part, but have also surveyed'?’ it
throughout, determining for each thing in this land its proper place, This
land, however, is an island, and is enclosed by nature itself within un-
changeable bounds. It is the land of truth (a charming name), and is sur-
rounded by a vast and stormy ocean, where illusion properly resides and
many fog banks and much fast-melting ice feign new-found lands. This
sea'™ incessantly deludes the seafarer with empty hopes as he roves'*
through his discoveries, and thus entangles him in adventures that he can
never relinquish, nor ever bring to an end. But before we venture upon this
seq, to search its latitudes for certainty as to whether there is in them any-

'3[See H. E, Allison, op. cit. at A 21/B 35 br. n. 22, 237-54. Also Gerd Buchdahl, op. cit. at
A 176/B 218 br. n. 3, 532=52. Also H. W, Cassirer, op. cit. at A 21/B 35 br. n. 22, 212-37.
Also J. N. Findlay, op, cit. at A 21/B 35 br. n, 22, 185-90. Also Paul Guyer, op. cit, at A 84/B
116 br. n. 1, 333—44. Also Norman Kemp Smith, op. civ. at A vii br. n. 5, 404-17. Also Gout-
fricd Martin, op, cit. at A 22/B 36 br. n. 26, 181-46, Also Arthur Melnick, op. cit. at A 22/B
37 br. 0. 27, 250-60; and op. cit. at A 176/B 218 br. n. 3, 151-56. Also H. J. Paton, op. cit.
al B | br. n. 152, vol. 2, 439-62. Also T, D. Weldon, op. cit. at A 21/B 35 br. n. 22, 189-96,
And see R. P. Wolff, ap. cit. at B 5 br. n. 159, 311-16.]

"Or “territory™: Land.]
T omessen.)

':”ITuking es 1o refer not to the land {(das Land) of tnnh but to the ocean as thought of (by
anticipation of the next sentence) as the sea (das Meer).|

129 . , ,
[-sehwérmen, which alio means ‘to rave,' ‘be fanatic.']
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thing to be hoped, it will be useful to begin by casting another glance op
the map of the land that we are about to leave, and to ask two questiong,
We should ask, first, whether we might not perhaps be content with why
this land contains, or even must be content with it {rom necessity*? if there
is no other territory at all on which we could settle. And we should agk,
second, by what title we possess even this land and can keep ourselves se-
cure against all hostile claims. Although we have already answered these'
questions sufficiently in the course of the Analytic, a summary account of
the Analytic's solutions may still reinforce one's conviction by uniting their
moments in one point.

For we have seen that everything that the understanding draws from it-
self, rather than borrows from experience, it still has for the sake of noth-
ing other than use in experience only. The principles of pure under-
standing—whether constitutive a priori (like the mathematical principles)
or merely regulative (like the dynamical ones)—contain nothing but, as it
were, the pure schema for possible experience. For experience has its unity
solely from the synthetic unity that the understanding confers, originally
and on its own, on the synthesis of imagination by reference to appercep-
tion; appearances, as data for 2 possible cognition, must a priori already
have reference (o, and be in harmony with, that synthetic unity. Now, these
rules of understanding not only are true a priori; but, by containing the ba-
sis for the possibility of experience as the sum of all cognition wherein ob-
jects may be given to us, they are even the source of all truth, i.e., the source
of our cognition’s agreement with objecls. Yet having someone set forth to
us what is true does not seem to us enough; rather, we want him to set
forth what we desire to know.'*! Hence if through this critical inquiry we
do not learn more than what presumably we would, in the merely empiri-
cal use of our understanding, have practiced on our own even without such
subtle investigation, then the advantage obtained from that inquiry does not
seem worth the expense and the apparatus. Now to this one might indeed
reply that no inquisitiveness'** is more detrimental to the expansion of our

Y New )

1M1[In his working copy of cdition A (see Preliminary Studies and Supplementary Entries—ciied
at A 19/B 33 br. n. 13—Ak, XXIII, 47), Kant amends this as Tollows. After *what is truc' he
inserts ‘however little it may be': and the clause after ‘rather’ is changed to ‘[we want] 10
expand our cognition,’]

M2 Vorwitz. )
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cognition than the inquisitiveness that always wants to know the benefit'*

in advance, i.e., before we have entered into investigations, and before we
couid frame the least concept of that benefit even if it were laid before us.
Yet there is one advantage that even the most difficult and listless learner
of such transcendental investigation can be made to comprehend and also
care about. This advantage is, viz., that although the understanding, when
occupied merely with its empirical use and not reflecting on the sources of
jts own cognition, can get along quite well, yet one task it cannot accom-
plish: viz., determining for itself the bounds of its use, and knowing what
may lie inside or outside its entire sphere; for this task requires precisely
those deep inquiries that we have performed. But if the understanding can-
not distinguish whether or not certain questions lie within its horizon, then
it can never be sure of its claims and its possessions; rather, it must then
count on receiving a multitude of embarrassing rebukes when (as is un-
avoidable) it keeps overstepping the bounds of its domain and strays into
delusion and deception.

We may say, therefore, that the use that the understanding can make of
all its a priori principles and, indeed, of all its concepts is nothing but an
empirical and never a transcendental use; and this is a proposition that, if
it can be cognized with conviction, points to'** important consequences.
A concept is used transcendentally in any principle if it is referred to things
as such and in themselves:'*® but it is used empirically if it is referred
merely to appearances, i.e., to objects of a possible experience. That only
the empirical use can occur at all, however, can be seen from the follow-
ing. Every concept requires, first, the logical form of a concept (the logi-
cal form of thought) as such; and then, second, also the possibility of our
giving to it an object to which to refer. Without an object the concept has
no sense'® and is completely empty of content, although it may still con-
tain the logical function for making a concept from what data may come
up. Now, the object cannot be given to a concept otherwise than in intu-
ition; and if a pure intuition'*” is possible a priori even before the object,
still this pure intuition itself also can acquire its object, and hence objec-

" NOr such expansion.]

"in ... hinaussieht—to which Kant adds {(ibid.): *ngainst fanaticism [Selwérmerei].’]

" “things as such and in themselves’ amended by Kant (ibid.) 1o *objects that are not given

to us in any intuition, hence nonsensible objects.’)
1 . s el e
“[Or *meaning’: Sinn.]

"l Amended by Kant (ibid.) 10: ‘even if for us a pure sensible intvition.')
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tive validity, only through empirical intuition, whose mere form the pure
intuition is. Therefore all concepts, and with them all principles, however
possible these [concepts and principles] may be a priori, refer nonethelegg
to empirical intuitions, i.e., to daa for possible experience. Without thjg
reference they have no objective validity whatever, but are mere play,
whether by the imagination or by the understanding, with their respective
presentations. Just take as an example the concepts of mathematics, angd
take them, first, in their pure intuitions. Space has three dimensions; be.
tween two points there can be only one straight line; etc. Although all these
principles, and the presentation of the object that this science deals with,
are produced in the mind completely a priori, yet they would signify noth.
ing if we could not always display'* their signification in appearances (em-
pirical objects). Hence, too, we require that an abstract'* concept be made
sensible, i.e., that the object corresponding to it be displayed in intuition,
because otherwise the concept would remain (as we say) without sense, i.e.,
without signification. Mathematics fulfills this demand by constructing the
shape, which is an appearance present to the senses (although brought abow
a priori). In the same science,'” the concept of magnitude seeks its hold
and sense in number, and seeks number in fingers, in the beads of the aba-
cus,™ or in the dashes and dots put before us. The concept always re-
mains one that is produced a priori along with the synthetic principles or
formulas based on such concepts; yet their use and their reference to al-
leged objects can in the end be sought nowhere but in experience, whose
possibility (as regards form) is contained a priori in those concepts.

But that this is also the case with all the categories, and with the prin-
ciples spun from them, is evident also from the following. Not even one
of the categories can we define really,** i.e., make understandable the pos-
sibility of its object,'*® without immediately descending to conditions of

Wi darlegen, used as a synonym for darsiellen (‘to exhibit’), for which cf. B xvii br. n. 73]
Wabgesondert.)

HOr0F mathematics. |

"1 iterally, ‘in the corals of the calculating-board.’]

4*[Rather than merely nominally; ‘really’ added in B. For the distinction, sce ns. 144 and
144, just below, ond cf. the Logic, Ak. IX, 143-44.]

43| This clause added in B. In his working copy of edition A (sce Preliminary Studies and
Supplementary Entries—cited at A 19/B 33 br. n. 13—Ak. XXIIl, 47}, Kant had written next
1o the present paragraph: ‘We cannot explain their [fhre] possibility."]
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sensibility and hence to the form of appearances; lo these appearances, as
their sole objects, the categories must consequently be limited. For if we
1ake away the mentioned condition, then all signification, i.e., reference to
the object, is gone; and through no example can we then make compre-
hensible lo ourselves just what sort of thing is in fact meant by such a

1
concept.

19([n A the present paragraph continues with the following passage, omitted in B (and in A
{he subsequent text is also still part of this same paragraph):|

Above, in presenting the table of the categories, we exempted our-
selves from providing definitions of each of them,” because for our
aim—which is concerned solely with the categories’ synthetic use—such
definitions are not needed, and one must not incur responsibility for
needless undertakings from which one can be exempted. This was no
pretext, but a not unimportant rule of prudence: viz., not to venture im-
mediately upon defining [a concept], and not to attempt or allege to at-
tain completeness or precision in determining a concept, if one can make
do with any one or another of its characteristics—and for this we do
not, of course, require a complete enumeration of all the characteristics
that make up the whole concept. But we now find that the basis for this
caution lies deeper still: viz., in the fact that we were unable to define
them, even if we had wanted to.? Rather, if we remove from the cat-
egories all conditions of sensibility, which mark them as concepts for a
possible empirical use, and take them as concepis of things” as such (and
hence as concepts for ranscendental use), then there is nothing more to
be done with them but to regard the logical function that they have in
judgments as™ the condition for the possibility of things themselves. Yet
we then do this without in the least being able to indicate just where the
categories can have their application and their object, and hence how in
pure understanding and without sensibility they can have any significa-
tion and objective reality.

“[For the table, see A 80/B 106; for this comment, A §2-83/B 108-9.]
"I here mean real definition. Such definition does not merely provide® for a thing’s
name other and more understandable words, Rather, it contains a clear characteristic
whereby the efiject (definitnm)” can always safely be cognized, and makes the expli-
cated concept usable for application. Real explication, therefore, would be explica-
tion that makes distinct not merely a concept but also its objective reality. OF this fat-
ter kind are mathernatical explications that exhibit the object in intuition in conformity
with the concept.|

“lumteriegen.]

Y[What is defined.]

“[Or "Real definition’: Realerkldruny.|

A 241
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No one can explicate the concept of magnitude as such, except perhapg
by saying that it is that determination of a thing whereby we can think hoy,
many times a unit'” is posited in it. Yet this how-many-times is based op
successive repetition, and hence on time and the synthesis (of the homg.
geneous) in time. Reality contrasted with negation can be explicated only
if one thinks of a time (as the sum of all being) that is either filled with
something or empty. If from the concept of substance I omit permanence
(which is an existence at all time), then I have nothing left for this concepy
but the logical presentation of subject, a presentation that I mean to rea).
ize'"® by presenting something that can occur only as subject (i.c., only
without being a predicate of anything). However, not only do I not know
any conditions at all under which some thing will possess this logical sy-
periority; 7 but we also cannot make from it anything further,'** and can.
not draw from it the least inference. For through this explication no objecy
whatever is determined for the use of the concept of substance, and hence
we do not know at all whether the concept in fact signifies anything whay-
soever. Of the concept of cause (if I omit from it the time in which some.
thing succeeds something else according to a rule) [ would find, in the pure
category, nothing more than that it'* is something from which the exist-
ence of something else can be inferred. And not only would we be entirely
unable, through this explication, to distinguish cause and effect from each
other, but since even that ability 1o infer the existence of something else
will soon require conditions of which I know nothing, the concept would
have no determination whatever as to how it fits any object. The supposed
principle that everything contingent has a cause does, to be sure, make its

IIn his working copy of edition A {(sce Preliminary Studies and Supplemeniary
Entries—cited at A 19/B 33 br. n. 13—Ak. XXII1, 47}, Kant notes here: ‘Instead of
to explicare one could also use the expression fo support [belegen) something by an
example.” For Kant's position that there may be definitions in mathematics but not in
philosophy, sce below, A 727-32 = B 755-7(1]
¥ Dinge here, Sachen just below.)
Y Deleting the comma belore als (‘as’).]

M3| Eines.)

149[1¢., provide with reality: realisicren.)

"47[1n his working capy of edition A {Ak. XXHL, 47; sce br. n. 1441, just above), Kant notes:
*See the General Comment” (B 288-94).]

4% Such as cognition. ]

M9 px refers to Ursache; but, being newter rather than feminine, it does so with {deliberate)
vagueness. |
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entrance with considerable gravity, as if it carried'* its own dignity within

yself. Yet if I ask what do you mean by contingent, and you reply, that
whose nonexistence'*! is possible, then I would like to know by what you
intend to cognize'** this possibility of nonexistence, if you do not in the
series of appearances present a succession and, in this succession, present
gn existence that succeeds the nonexistence (or vice versa), and hence
present a variation. For to say that a thing’s nonexistence does not contra-
dict itself is a lame appeal to a merely logical condition that, although nec-
essary for the concept, is yet far from sufficient for the thing’s real possi-
pility. Thus I can indeed annul any existing substance in my thought without
contradicting myself; but from this I cannot infer the substance’s objective
contingency in its existence, i.e., the possibility in itself of its'>* nonexist-
ence. As regards the concept of community, one can easily gather that since
the pure categories of both substance and causality permit no explication
determining the object, neither is reciprocal causality in the reference of
substances 1o one another (commercium)'** capable of such explication. As
for possibility, existence, and necessity, no one who has sought to draw
their definition solely from pure understanding has ever been able to ex-
plicate them except through a manifest tautology. For the deception of sub-
stituting the logical possibility of the concepr (where the concept does not
contradict itself) for the transcendental possibility'*® of things (where to
the concept there corresponds an object) can trick and satisfy only the un-

seasoned.'5¢

150 halse. )
[Or ‘not-being’: Niclusein.|
¥20r ‘recognize’: erkennen.]

'Y Reading, with Vaihinger (and the Akademie edition), ihres for seines. Kant seems 1o have
thought that he had written Gegenstand or Objek1.]

YCK. A 213/B 260.]

[Changed by Kant to ‘real possibility" in his working copy of edition A (see Preliminary
Studies and Supplementary Entries—cited at A 19/B 33 br. n. 13—Ak. XXIII, 48).]

N word,” if all sensible intuition (the only intuition that we have) is removed,
then none of thesc concepts can be supported by anything and their rea! possibil-
ity be established thereby. All that then remains is logical possibility, i.e., the fact
that the concept (the thought) is possible. What is at issue, however, is not this, but
whether the concept refers to an object and hence signifies something.

“|This lootnote added in B.]

A 244
B 302
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157Now from this flows incontestably the consequence that the pure

categories can never be of transcendental but always only ol empiricq;

1571y A, unlike in B, the following is preceded by this paragraph:)

There is something strange and even preposierous about the suppo-
sition of there being® a concept that [as such] must surely have a sig.,
pification, but that is not capable of any explication. Yet here, with the
categories, the special situation is that only by means of the universa|
sensible condition can they have a determinate signification and refer-
ence to some object; but that this condition has been omitted from the
pure category, so that the category can contain nothing but the logica)
function for bringing the manifold under a concept. But from this func.
tion alone, i.e., from the form of the concept alone, we can cognize and
distinguish nothing as to what object belongs under the category, pre-
cisely because we have abstracted from the sensible condition on which
alone objects can belong under the category at all.” Hence the catego-
ries require, in addition to the pure concept of understanding, determi-
nations of their application to sensibility as such® (schemata)." Without
these determinations the categories are not concepts through which an
object is cognized and distinguished from others, but are only so many
ways of thinking an object for possible intuitions, and of giving the ob-
ject (under conditions that are still required) its signification in accor-
dance with some function of the understanding, i.e., of defining it. Hence
they cannot themselves be defined. The logical functions of judgments
as such—unity and plurality, affirmation and negation, subject and
predicate—cannot be defined without committing a circle; for the defi-
nition itself would, after all, have to be a judgment, and hence would
already have to contain these functions. The pure categories, however,
are nothing other than presentations of things as such insofar as the
manifold of their intuition must be thought through one or another of
these logical functions: magnitude is the determination that can be
thought only through a judgment having quantity (iudicium commune);,
reality is the determination that can be thought only through an affir-
mative judgment; substance is what in reference to intuition must be the
ultimate subject of all other determinations. In saying this, however, we
leave quite indeterminate just what sort of things it is in regard to which
this function rather than some other is to be employed. Hence without
the condition of sensible intuition, for which they contain the synthesis,
the categories have no reference whatever to any determinate object, and
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us::.‘sH and that the principles of pure understanding can be referred'* only,

with respect to the universal conditions of a possible experience, to objects
of the senses, but never to things as such® (i.e., never without taking ac-
count of the way in which we may intuit them).

The Transcendental Analytic, accordingly, has this important result: viz.,
that the understanding can a priori never accomplish more than to antici-
pate the form of a possible experience as such; and since what is not ap-

arance cannot be an object of experience, the understanding can never
overstep the limits of sensibility within which alone objects are given to
us. Its principles are merely rules for the exposition of appearances; and
the proud name of an ontology that pretends to provide, in a systematic
doctrine, synthetic a priori cognitions (e.g., the principle of causality) of
things in themselves must give way to the modest name of a mere analytic
of pure understanding.

Thinking is the act of referring given intuitions to an object. If the kind
of this intuition'®! is not given'®® in any way, then the object is merely
iranscendental, and the concept of understanding has none but a transcen-
dental use, viz., to provide the unity of thought of a manifold as such.'6?
Hence through a pure category, in which we abstract from any condition
of sensible intuition (the only intuition possible for us),'™ no object is de-
termined;'®® rather, a pure category expresses only the thought of an ob-

hence cannot define any such object, and consequently do not in them-
selves have the validity of objective concepts.

edaf . .. sein soll.}

Yliiberhaupt.]

“liberhaupt.]

“IReading, with Vaihinger, Schemata for Schema.)]

“[Common judgment.]

1*¥In his working copy of edition A (see Preliminary Studies and Supplementary Entries—cited
at A 19/B 33 br. n. 13 —Ak. XXI(1, 48), Kant adds, ‘i.e., no principles from mere catego-
ries.']

[Kant (ibid.) adds, “if they are to provide cognition.']

Kant (ibid) adds, ‘[referred] synthetically.')

18[1e., sensible intuition or some other kind; see just below.]

"1, specified.)

"}Kant (ibid.) changes this t0; ‘manifold of a possible intuition as such.']

*“[Parentheses ndded.)

"3 Kant (ihid.} adds, ‘and hence nothing is cognized.’]
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ject as such according to different modes. Now the use of a concept in.
volves also a function of the power of judgmem,“’(' by means of which ap
object is subsumed under the concept, and hence involves at least the for.
mal condition under which something can be given in intuition. If this con.
dition of the power of judgment (the schema) is lacking, then all subsump.
tion is lost; for nothing is then given that can be subsumed under the
concept. Hence the merely transcendental use of the categories is in fact
not a use at all,'®” and has no object that is determinate, or is even deter-
minable as regards form. From this it follows that the pure category is also
insufficient for a synthetic a priori principle, and that the principles of pure
understanding are only of empirical but never of transcendental use; and it
follows that beyond the realm of possible experience there can be no syn-
thetic a priori principles at all.

Hence it may be advisable to put the point as follows. The pure catego-
ries, without formal conditions of sensibility, have merely transcendental
signification, but have no transcendental use.'®™® For such use of the pure
categories is intrinsically impossible, because they lack all the conditions
for any use of them (in judgments), viz., the formal conditions for the sub-
sumption of some alleged object under these concepts. Hence because they
(as merely pure categories) are not meant to have empirical use, and can-
not have transcendental use, they have no use whatsoever when separated
from all sensibility, i.e., they cannot be applied to any alleged object. They
are, rather, merely the pure form of understanding’s use regarding objects
as such, and the pure form of thought; but through them alone we are [there-
fore] unable to think or determine any object.'®?

1%6[Vijz., a schema.]

167 Kant (ihid.) changes this to; *[not a] use for cognizing anything.’]

14 See below, A 310-11/B 366-68.]

19 1nstead of the following four paragraphs (1o the first part of B 309), A hus the following!]

Appearances, insofar as they are thought as objects according to the
unity of the categories, are called phenomena. But if 1 assume things
that are objects merely of the understanding and that, as such, can none-
theless be given to an intuition—even if not to sensible intuition (but
hence® coram intuitu intellectuali®)—then such things would be called
noumena (intelligibilia).”

Now one would think that the concept of appearances, as limited by
the Transcendental Aesthetic, provides us already by itself with the ob-
jective reality of noumena and justifies the division of objects into phe-
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But there is, here, an underlying delusion that it is difficult to avoid. The
categories are not, as regards their origin, based on sensibility, as are the

—_—

nomena and noumena, and hence also the division of the world into a
world of sense and a world of understanding (nmundus sensibilis et in-
telligibilis). Indeed, one would think that the concept justifies this divi-
sion in such a way that the distinction here! concerns not merely the
Jogical form of the cognition of one and the same thing, viz., as indis-
tinct or distinct, but concemns the difference regarding how things can
be given to our cognition originally and regarding which they are in
themselves distinguished from one another in type. For if the senses
present something to us merely as it appears, then surely this some-
thing must also in itself be a thing, and an object of a nonsensible in-
tuition, i.e., an object of understanding. That is, a cognition must then
be possible in which no sensibility is to be found, and which alone has
reality that is objective absolutely—i.e., a cognition whereby objects are
presented to us as they are while being cognized in our understanding’s
empirical use only as they appear. Hence there would be, besides the A 250
empirical use of the categories (which is limited to sensible conditions),
also a pure and yet objectively valid use of them; and we could not as-
sert what we have alleged thus far, viz., that our pure cognitions of un-
derstanding are nothing more at all than principles of the exposition® of
appearance which even a priori deal with no more than the formal pos-
sibility of experience. For a wholly different realm would here lie open
before us: a world, as it were, thought (perhaps even intuited) in the
inteltect’—a world that could engage our pure understanding not less,®
but indeed much more nobly.

Now, it is true that all our presentations are by the understanding re-
ferred 1o some object; and since appearances are nothing but presenta-
tions, the understanding refers them to a something as the object of sen-
sible intuition. But this something is" in so far only the transcendental
object.' This, however, signifies only a something = x of which we do
not know—rnior (by our understanding’s current arrangement) can in prin-
ciple! ever know—anything whatsoever, Rather, this transcendental ob-
Ject can serve only, as a correlate of the unity of apperception, for the
unity in sensible intuition’s manifold by means of which the understand-
ing unites that manifold in* the concept of an object. This transcenden-
tal object cannot be separated at all from the sensible data, for then there
remains nothing through which it would be thought. It is, therefore, not A 251
in itself an object of cognition, but is only the presentation of appear-
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forms of intuition, space and time; they therefore seem to admit of an ap.
plication expanded beyond all objects of the senses. Yet they themselveg

ances under the concept of an object as such—a concept determinable
through the manifold of these appearances.’

Precisely because of this, too, the categories present no special ob.
ject given to the understanding alone, but serve only to determine (he'
transcendenial object™ {the concept of something as such) through wh
is given in sensibility, in order that we can thereby cognize appcarances
empirically under concepts of objects.

But as for the cause why people, being not yet satistied by the sub.
stratum of sensibility, have added to the phenomena also noumena thay
only the pure understanding can think, it rests merely on the following,
Sensibility—and its realm, viz., that of appearances—is itself limited by
understanding so that it deals not with things in themselves but only with
the way in which, by virtue of our subjective character, things appear
to us. This was the result of the entire Transcendental Aesthetic; and
from the concept of an appearance as such, too, it follows naturally that
to appearance there must correspond something that is not in itself ap-
pearance. For appearance cannot be anything by itself and apart from
our way of presenting; hence, if we are not to go in a constant circle,
then the word appearance already indicates a reference to something the
direct presentation of which is indeed sensible, but which in itself—
even without this character of our sensibility (on which the form of our
intuition is based)—must be something, i.c., an object independent of
sensibility.

Now from this consideration arises the concept of a noumenon. But
this concept is" not at all positive and is not a determinate cognition of
some thing, but signifies only the thinking of something as such—
something in which [ abstract from all form of sensible intuition. But
in order that a noumenon may signify a true object, to be distinguished
from all phenomena, it is not enough that 1 free my thought from all
conditions of sensible intuition. I must, in addition, also have a basis for
assuming an intuition which is different from this sensible one and in”
which such an object could be given; for otherwise my thought is empty
after all, even though not contradictory. Above,” we were indeed unable
to prove that sensible intuition is the only possible intuition generally,
and were able 1o prove only that it is this for us; but we were likewisc
unable to prove that a different kind of intuition is also possible. And
although our thought can abstract from any" sensibility, yet we are left
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gre in turn nothing but forms of thought that contain merely the logical

gbility to unite a priori in'™ one consciousness the manifold given'” in B 306
o
with the question whether this thought” is not then a mere form of a con- A 253

cept, and whether after this separation® there remains an object at all.

The object to which I refer appearance as such is the transcendental
object.” i.e., the wholly indeterminate concept of something as such. This
object cannot be called the nowmenon. For 1 do not know concerning it
what it is in itself, and have no concept of it except merely the concepl
of the ohject of a sensible intuition as such—an object which, therefore,
is the same for all appearances. I cannot think it through any categories;
for a category holds only for empirical intuition in order to bring it un-
der a concept of an object as such. Although a pure use of a category is
logically” possible, i.e., is without contradiction, it has no objective va-
lidity whatever, because the category does not then apply to any intu-
ition that would thereby acquire the unity of an object. For a category
is, after all, a mere function of thought; through it I am not given any
object, but only think what may be given in intuition.

*IReading, with Vailunger (and the Akademie edition), alse for als.]

"[*To an intellectual intition.' Cf. B xI br. n. 144g, and B 72 incl. br. n. 183.)

“1.e.. inelligibles.

“[Unlike in Leibniz and WollT|

“[In his working copy of edition A (sce Preliminary Studics and Supplementary

Entries—ciled at A 19/B 33 br. 0. 13—Ak. XXIII, 48), Kant adds, ‘synthesis of the

manifold."]

Ilim Geiste.]

¥ Than the world ol sense.|

"IKant (ibid.) expands this 10; “this something as object of an intuition as such is."]

"[Ohjeki here and at the beginning of the paragraph, Gegenstand just above. For the

transcendental object, cf. A 104-5, 109.]

i iiberfhaupt.|

tinto,' literaliy.)

"|Kant (ibid.) notes, ‘Torm of thought only, but no cognition.')

"[Kant uses Objeks heee and just above, Gegenstand {in the plural) just below. ]

"I*is” added by Hartenstein (and adopied by the Akademie edition).]

“lesrerer |

P[In the Transcendental Aesthetic.|

Y[Reading. with Hartenstein (and the Akademie edition), jeder for jener.)

1Of a noumenon.]

*[From sensibility. |

‘| In his working copy of edition A {op. ¢ir. in br. n, 169¢, just above, 49), Kant changes

this to: *. . . there stll remains a possible intwition at all. For no one can establish the

pussibility of an imellectual imwition; and hence it could easily be that no such way

of cognizing. in regard to which we would consider something as object, would oc-
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intuition. And thus, if one takes away from the categories the only inw.
ition possible for us, then the signification they can have is even less thap
that of the pure sensible forms.'™ For through these forms an object is at
least given, whereas a way—peculiar to our understanding—of combining
the manifold signifies nothing whatever if the intuition wherein alone thig
manifold can be given is not added. On the other hand, certain objects ag
appearances are called by us beings of sense (phenomena), because we dis. ..
tinguish the way in which we intuit them from the character'” that they
have in themselves. But if this is so, then our concept of beings of sense
already implies that these objects regarded in that character (even if we do
not intuit them in that character)'™—or, for that matter, other possible
things that are not objects of our senses at all—are, as it were, contrasted
by us with the beings of sense,)™ viz., as objects thought merely through
understanding, and that we may therefore call them beings of the under-
standing'”® (noumena). And now the question arises whether our pure con-
cepts of understanding might not have signification in regard to these nou-
mena and be a way of cognizing them.

But here we find, at the very outset, an ambiguity that may occasion
great misunderstanding. For when the understanding calls an object in one
reference merely phenomenon, then it simultaneously frames, apart from
this reference, also a presentation'”” of an object in itself. And hence the
understanding conceives'’® that it can frame concepts of such an object

cur at all. Hence the positive concept of a noumenon psserts something whose pos-
sibility cannet be proved.’]

“[Here Kamt uses Gegenstand; just above he said Objekt. See A vii br. n. 7.]
¥[logicully’ added by Kant himself in his working copy of edition A {op. cit. in br. n.
169, just above, 49).]

7into,” literally.]

""\(Here ‘manifold’ is an adjective and ‘given’ functions as the noun.]
20f intuition. )

13 Beschaffenhieir.)

1™ pyrentheses added.]

"1, phenomena.

Y8 Verstandeswesen. Although in the interest of avoiding reification of the Kantian mental
powers (ef. A xii br. n. 16) 1 usually omit ‘the’ before ‘understanding,’ the exception here

clarifies that Kant does not mean a being having understanding. (Stricily speaking, the con-
1ext would suffice 1o resolve the ambiguity—already present in the German alse.)]

T Vorstelling.

1) sich vorstellen.
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also; and since the understanding supplies no concepts other than the cat-
egories, it conceives that the object in this latter signification'” must at
jeast be capable of being thought. Through this, however, the understand-
ing is misled into considering the wholly indeterminate concept of a being
of the understanding, as a something as such apart from our sensibility, to
pe a determinate concept of a being that we could in some way cognize
through understanding.

If, by abstracting from our way of intuiting a thing, we mean by nou-
menon a thing insofar as it is not an object of our sensible intuition, then
this is @ noumenon in the negative meaning of the term. But if by noume-
non we mean an object of a nonsensible intuition and hence assume a spe-
cial kind of intuition, viz., an intellectual one'**—which, however, is not
ours and into the possibility of which we also have no insight—then that
would be the noumenon in the positive meaning of the term.

Now the doctrine of sensibility is simultancously the doctrine of nou-
mena in the negative meaning of the term; i.e., it is the doctrine of things
that the understanding must think without this reference to our kind of in-
tuition, and hence must think not merely as appearances but as things in
themselves. But the understanding, in thus separating [things from our in-
tition], simultaneously comprehends that in considering them in this way
it cannot make any use of its categories. For the categories have signifi-
cation only in reference to the unity of intuitions in space and time; and
hence, by the same token, they can a priori determine this same unity
through universal combination concepts'®' only because space and time are
merely ideal. Where this unity of time cannot be found, and hence in the
case of the noumenon, there the entire use of the calegories—indeed, even
all their signification—ceases completely, because we then have no insight
even into the possibility of the things that are to correspond to the
categories—a point on which I need only appeal o what I have set forth
at the very beginning of the General Comment on the preceding chap-
ter."* The possibility of a thing can, however, never be proved merely from
the fact that a concept of this thing is not contradictory, but can be proved

"™[As object in itself.]
"ICE. B x1 br. n. #44g, and B 72 incl. br. n. 183.]

m'l'Dr: *they can determine this same unity through universal a priori combination con-
¥ Y U
cepis')

"®[5ec B 288,

B 308
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only by supporting'"‘ the concept through an intuition corresponding to it,
Hence if we wanted to apply the categories 1o objects that are not regarded
as appearances, then we would have to lay at the basis an intuition other
than the sensible one; and then the object would be a noumenon in the posi.
tive signification. Now such an intuition—viz., intellectual intuition—Ilies
absolutely outside our cognitive power, and hence the use of the catego-
ries can likewise in no way extend beyond the boundary containing the ob- -
jects of experience. And although to the beings of sense there correspond
beings of the understanding and there may indeed be beings of the under-
standing to which our sensible power of intuition has no reference what-
ever, yet our concepts of understanding, as mere forms of thought for our
sensible intuition, do not in the least extend to thern. Hence what is called
noumenon by us must be meant as such only in the negative signification,

if from an empirical cognition I remove all thought (through catego-
ries), then there remains no cognition at all of any object. For through mere
intuition nothing at all is thought; and the fact that my sensibility’s thus
being affected"™ is [an occurrence] in me does not at all amount to a ref-
erence by such a presentation to any object. But if, on the other hand, I
omit all intuition, then there does still remain the form of thought, i.e., the
way of determining an object for the manifold of a possible intuition. Hence
the categories do in so far extend further than sensible intuition, because
they think objecls"ﬁ as such without yet taking account of the special way
(viz., sensibility)'® in which they may be given. But they do not thereby
determine a larger sphere of c;l:;jecls;Itﬂr for, that such objects can be given
cannot be assumed without presupposing as possible a kind of intuition
other than the sensible—which, however, we are in no way entitled to do.

1 call a concept problematic if, although containing no contradiction and
also cohering with other cognitions as a boundary of given concepts in-
volved in them, its objective reality cannot be cognized in any way. The
concept of a nowmenon, i.c., of a thing that is not to be thought at all as an
object of the senses but is to be thought (solely through a pure understand-
ing) as a thing in itself, is not at all contradictory; for we cannot, after all,
assert of sensibility that it is the only possible kind of intuition. Moreover,

[LX]

[belegen.)

13 diese Affektion der Sinnlichkeit.]

W Objekte.)

14 Reading, with Erdmann, die Sinnlichkeit Tor der Sinnlichkeit (‘fkind] of sensibility’ )]

W Gegenstilnde.)
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{he concept of a noumenon is necessary in order not to extend sensible in-
wition even over things in themselves, and hence in order to limit the ob-
jective validity of sensible cognition. (For the remaining things,'** to which
that validity does not reach, are called noumena precisely in order to in-
dicate that those cognitions cannot extend their domain over everything
thought by the understanding.) Yet, in the end, we can have no insight at
all into the possibility of such noumena, and the range outside the sphere
of appearances is (for us) empty. l.e.,, we have an understanding that
pmblema:ically extends further than this sphere; but we have no
intuition—indeed, not even the concept of a possible intuition—through
which objects can be given to us outside the realm of sensibility, and
through which the understanding can be used assertorically beyond sen-
sibility. The concept of a noumenon is, therefore, only a boundary concept
serving to limit the pretension of sensibility, and hence is only of negative
use. But it is nonetheless not arbitrarily invented; rather, it coheres'®” with
the limitation of sensibility, yet without being able to posit anything posi-
rive outside sensibility’s range.

Hence the division of objects into phenomena and noumena, and of the
world into a world of sense and a world of understanding, cannot be per-
mitted at all in the positive signification,'® although concepts do indeed
permit the distinction'”! into sensible and intellectual ones. For we cannot
determine any object for intellectual concepts, and hence also cannot pass
them off as objectively valid. How, if we depart from the senses, are we to
make comprehensible that our categories (which would be the only re-
maining concepts for noumena) still signify anything at all—given that in
order for them to refer to some object, there must still be given something
more than merely the unity of thought: viz., in addition, a possible intu-
ition to which they can be applied? The concept of a noumenon, as taken
merely problematically, remains nonetheless not only permissible, but, as
a concept putting sensibility within limits, also unavoidable. But that nou-
menon is then not a special [viz.] intelligible object {or our understanding.
Rather, an understanding to which it would belong is itself a problem, viz.,
as 1o how it can cognize its object not discursively through categories, but

l""chnding‘ with Erdmann, die égbrigen for das iibrige.]

I
*Or *connects.’)
[ O .
['in the positive signification” added in B.]

“'[Of concepts.]

A 255

B 32
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intuitively in a nonsensible intuition;'* of such an understanding we can.

not frame the slightest presentation as (o its possibility. Now in this way!3
our understanding acquires a negative expansion. Le., it is not limited by
sensibility; rather, it limits sensibility by calling things in themselves (thingg
not regarded as appearances) noumena. But it immediately sets bounds for
itself also: it acknowledges not cognizing things in themselves through any
categories, and hence only thinking them under the name of an unknown!%4
something.'?

In the writings of the more recent philosophers, 196 however, 1 find a quite
different use of the expressions'®” mundus sensibilis and [mundus] intel.
ligibilis'*® that deviates completely from the sense employed by the an-
cients. And although this use involves no difficulty, we also find in it noth-
ing but an idle fiddling with words. According to this use, some have opted
to call the sum of appearances, insofar as it is intuited, the world of sense;
but they have opted to call it the world of understanding insofar as the co-
herence of appearances is thought according to universal laws of under-
standing. The first world'”’ would be presented by theoretical®™ as-

3 [Concerning an intuitive understanding and its intelleciual intuition, sce B x1br. n. 144g,
and B 72 incl. br. n. 183.]

93(1.e., through the concept of a nonmenan 45 used problematically |
3 yarbekannt |

W3 See W. Watson, op. cit. at B xvi br. n. 71, 57, 59-60.]

19e[Kant very likely means Leibniz and Wolff. See A 249.]

197 Which mean “sensible world,” “intelligible worki.’]

196%We* must not use, instead of this expression,” (he expression intellectual world,
as writers commonly tend to do when lhey set forth their views in German. For
only cognitions are intellectual or sensory:” but what can only be an object of the
one or the other kind of intuition®—i.e., the objects {themsclves]—must be called
(regardless of the harshness of the sound) intelligible or sensible.'

“[This note added in B.]

Plmundus intelligibilis. |

“limtellektuell oder sensitiv.|

Y Kant uses Gegenstand here, Objekt (in the plural) just below.]

“|1e., imellectual or sensory (sensible, in the customary meaning of sinnlich) intuition.]

intedligibel; sensibel, in the literal meaning of ‘capable of being sensed.” The “harsh

sound™ seems to be that of the ending, -ibel, since the pairs of terms are otherwise simi-

lar.|

91 viz.. the sensible workd.

2| ¢., observational; <f. the ctymology of ‘theoretical.’|

-
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(fonomy. which sets forth our mere observations of the starry sky; the
secol‘ld world, on the other hand, viz., an intelligible world, would be pre-
sented by contemplative™" astronomy (as explained, say, according to the
Copernican system of the world, or even according to Newton’s laws of
gravimlion). But such twisting of words is a merely sophistical subterfuge
intended 1o evade a burdensome question by toning down its meaning 1o
one’s convenience. Understanding and reason can indeed be used in regard
to appearances; but the question arises whether they still have any use even
when the object is not appearance (but noumenon); and in this meaning
the object is taken when it is thought as in itself merely intelligible, i.c.,
given solely to understanding and not at all to the senses. Hence the ques-
tion is whether, apart from that empirical use of understanding (even in the
Newtonian presentation of the world structure), there can also be a tran-
scendental use of it that deals with the noumenon as an object. This ques-
tion we have answered negatively.

Hence when we say that the senses present ohjects to us as they appeatr,
but the understanding presents them as they are, then the second [descrip-
tion of objects] is to be taken not in transcendental but merely in empiri-
cal signification: viz., it relers to them as they must, insofar as they are
objects of experience, be presenied in the thoroughgoing coherence of ap-
pearances, and not according to what they may be apart from the reference
to possible experience and consequently to senses as such, and hence not
according 10 what they may be as objects of pure understanding. For this
will always remain unknown®” to us—even to the point that it also re-
mains unknown to us whether such transcendental (extraordinary) cogni-
tion is possible at all, at least as a kind of cognition that is subject to our
usual categories. In us, understanding and sensibility can determine ob-
jects onfy in combination. If we separaie them, then we have intuitions with-
out concepts, or concepls without intuitions; but in either case we have pre-
sentations that we cannot refer to any determinate object.””

If, after this entire discussion, anyone still harbors qualms about forgo-
ing the merely transcendental use of the categories, let thal reader try them
in some synthetic assertion. For an analytic assertion does not advance the
understanding. And since the understanding here deals only with what is
atready thought in the concept, it leaves unestablished whether the concept

e reflective.)
Flunbekann.)

“|See A 50-52/B T4-76 |

A 258

B34
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refers in itself to objects, or whether it signifies only the unity of though
as such (which unity abstracts entirely from the way in which an objec;
may be given). The understanding as so used is content to know what lieg
in its concept; it is indifferent as regards what the concept itself may apply
to. Accordingly, let that reader try the categories with some synthetic and
supposedly transcendental principle, such as: Everything that is exists ag
substance or as some determination attaching thereto; or: Everything con-
tingent exists as effect of another thing, namely, its cause; etc. Now I ask;
whence does he intend to obtain these synthetic propositions, given that
the concepts are to hold not in reference to possible experience but for
things in themselves (noumena)? Where is here the third something™ tha
we always require for a synthetic proposition®”* in order thereby to con-
nect with one another concepts that have no logical (analytic) kinship®®6
whatever? That reader will never be able to prove his proposition; indeed,
what is still more, he will never be able to offer justification for the pos-
sibility of such a pure™” assertion without taking into account the empiri-
cal use of understanding and thereby forgoing entirely the pure and sense-
free judgment. And thus the concept®™ of pure and merely intelligible
objects is entirely empty of any principles for the application of such con-
cepts. For we cannot think of any way in which such objects might be
given; and the problematic thought which yet leaves open a place for them
serves only, like an empty space, 0 limit the empirical principles, but with-
out containing or displaying any other object of cognition outside the sphere
of these principles.

241 his working copy of edition A (see Prelintinary Studies and Supplementary Entries—cited
at A 19/8 33 br. n. 13-—Ak. XXIII, 49), Kant changes this to: ‘this third something, [con-
sisting| of inwition.”]

05Gee A 216-17/B 263-64 br. ns. 238 and 241.)

20800 ~alfinity": Verwandischaft. CT. A 662 = B 640.)

7|1 c., completely nonempirical.]

21 his working copy of cdition A (see Prefiminary Studies and Supplementary Entries—ciled

at A 19/8 33 br. n. 13=Ak. XXI11i. 49), Kant changes this to; ‘the positive concepl, the pos-
sible cognition.”)



