[s.1] Introduction





If it is true that every being [Wesen] strives as much as it can [so viel an ihm ist] to extend its existence, and if it is true that the existence of a thinking being consists in thinking (in accordance with the Cartesian identity proposition: cogito, ergo sum): then it clearly follows that every thinking being must strive as much as it can [so viel an ihm ist] to think. It is not difficult to prove that all human drives (in so far as they are human drives) can be resolved into the single drive to think. I shall however spare this for another opportunity. Even someone who despises thinking must vouch for this truth, if only they would pay exact attention to themselves. All human occupations are, as such, simply a greater or a lesser degree of thinking.


	[s.2] Since however our thinking being is constrained, so this drive is subjectively (although not objectively) limited. There is therefore here a maximum that (allowance being made for external obstacles) one cannot overstep, although one can fall short of it through negligence. Consequently, the striving of a thinking being is not only in general to think, but also to reach this maximum in thinking. It is therefore undeniable that the sciences [Wissenschaften] have, outside of their mediated uses in human life, an unmediated use, in so far as they are concerned with this faculty for thought [Denkungsvermogen].


	Now, there are however only two real sciences [properly] so�called ([that is] in so far as they are based on principia a priori), namely, mathematics and philosophy. In all remaining objects of human knowledge there is only so much science as is contained in these two sciences. Mathematics determines its objects a priori through construction. Consequently in mathematics, the faculty for thought brings the matter as much as the form of its thinking out of itself. It therefore has nothing to do with philosophy. In philosophy the understanding brings only the form of thinking [s.3] out of itself. The objects [Objekte] to which it is applied however must be given from elsewhere.


�
	The question therefore is: how is philosophy as a pure knowledge a priori possible? The great Kant has posed and also answered this problem in his Critique of Pure Reason, in which he shows that philosophy must be transcendental if it is to be of any use. That is, it must be able a priori to refer to objects in general, and is then called transcendental philosophy. It is therefore a science that refers to objects that are determined through a priori conditions, and not a posteriori through the particular conditions of experience. Transcendental philosophy is thereby distinguished both from logic (which refers to an undetermined object in general) and from natural science [Naturlehre] (which refers to objects determined through experience). I want to clarify this with some examples. The proposition 'A is A' (or, a thing is identical with itself) belongs to logic, because here 'A' means a thing in general that is indeed determinable, but is not in fact determined by any condition, whether a priori or a posteriori. [s.4] It is therefore valid for everything, without distinction. However, the proposition: 'snow is white' belongs to natural science, because both the subject (snow) and the predicate (white) are objects of experience. On the other hand, this proposition: 'everything changing (accident) is necessarily conjoined [verkniipft] with something that persists in time (substance)' does not belong to logic, because neither the subject nor the predicate are undetermined or objects in general, but rather the subject is determined as something that persists in time, and the predicate is determined as something changing. But the proposition also doesn't belong to physics, because, although the objects are indeed determined, they are only determined through a priori determinations (time, which is an a priori form). It therefore belongs to transcendental philosophy. The propositions of logic are analytic (their principle is that of contradiction); those of physics are synthetic a posteriori (the subject is conjoined with the predicate because they are perceived as conjoined in time and space), and their principle (taken as mere perceptions, before they are made into propositions of experience through a concept of the understanding) is association of ideas. The propositions [s.5] of transcendental philosophy are indeed [like those of physics] also synthetic propositions, but their principle is not experience (perception), but rather the other way around: they are the principles or the necessary conditions of experience, through which what merely is in perception must be.


	We succeed in doing this in the following ways: first of all, let us presuppose the following fact as indubitable, that we have a set of experiential propositions [Erfahrungssätze]. These are propositions containing not only a contingent, but rather a necessary connection between the subjects and predicates given in perception. For example, ‘the fire warms the body’, ‘the magnet attracts the iron’ and so on. Out of these particular propositions however, we construct a universal proposition: that, if the one (A) is posited, then the other (B) must necessarily also be posited. Now, one might think that we have elicited this universal proposition through induction, in which we presuppose that the proposition will be confirmed through a completed induction. But since our induction can never be complete, so a proposition elicited in this manner can only be used as far as induction itself [s.6] reaches. More exact investigation however reveals that a universal transcendental proposition behaves completely differently. That is, such a proposition is in itself universal a priori and prior to particular experiences, because we could not - as will be proven herein - have any experience without it; we could not, that is to say, have related subjective perceptions to objective [ones]. Consequently, far from deriving such a proposition from experience, we rather derive experience from it, in so far as it is a condition of experience.


	Now, one could go on to say that, in the particular cases in which we observe [the state of affairs corresponding to] this proposition, it is not merely a perception (that is, a subjective connection [Verknüpfung] between subject and predicate), but rather an experience (that is, an objective connection); but still it can only be a particular proposition, that is, it can only be valid for an already constituted [gemacht] experience, and cannot be valid a priori for an experience that has yet to be constituted. So, for example, although the proposition ‘a straight line is the shortest line between two points’ is immediately [gleich] objective, it is nonetheless only valid for straight lines, and not universally valid for all objects [Objecten] that could be constructed. And this is the case because the proposition is not based on the conditions of a construction in general, but only on this particular construction. Could the proposition ‘if something is given in experience, then something else must be given’ therefore only to be valid for this particular experience, and not for experience in general? For this question, the following answer serves: its presupposition is impossible, because the proposition would have to be expressed like this: ‘some objects of experience have the characteristic that if one is posited, another must also be posited’. But then, the conditions through which these several objects are determined (and through which they are to be distinguished from all the other objects to which the proposition does not refer [sich beziehen auf], would also have to be given in perception. And the particular experiences (that the fire warms the body, etc.) would have to arise through their comparison with the determination expressed in the proposition, and through a judgement that they are the same [einerlei]. (For if these several objects were left undetermined in the proposition itself, then we would have no criterion by which we could know that these particular cases belonged under those to which the proposition applied; and we could therefore not make any use of the proposition.) However, the understanding (as the faculty of rules) is not [s.8] at the same time the faculty of intuition. Consequently the proposition or rule cannot refer only to particular perceptual determinations, but [must] refer to perception in general. We must therefore look for something universal and a priori in perception. (For, if this universality [das Allgemeine] were itself only an a posteriori determination, then the difficulty could not be overcome). Actually, we find this universality in time, which is a universal form or condition of all perception, and which consequently must accompany all perceptions. The proposition is now therefore expressed in this way: ‘The previous [das Vorgehende] determines the subsequent [das Folgende] in time’. It therefore refers to [bezieht sich auf] something universal and a priori, namely, time. From which we can see that the propositions of transcendental philosophy refer, firstly , to determined objects [Objekte], and so to intuitions (not, like logic, to an object in general); and secondly, that they refer a priori to determined objects (and not, like physics [a posteriori]). The propositions of transcendental philosophy must either be universal propositions, or nothing at all. The great Kant supplies a complete Idea of transcendental philosophy (although not the whole science itself) in his immortal work, The Critique of Pure Reason.


	[s.9] My aim in this enquiry is to bring out the most important truths of this [work of] science. And I am following in the footsteps of the aforementioned sharp-witted philosopher; but (as the unbiased reader will remark) I am not just copying him. I try, as much as it is in my power [Vermögen], to explain [erläutern] him, although from time to time I also make some comments on him. In particular, I present the following remarks to the thoughtful reader for examination. First, [concerning] the distinction between mere a priori knowledge and pure a priori knowledge, as well as a remaining difficulty with the latter. Second, [concerning] my derivation of the origin of synthetic propositions from the incompleteness of our knowledge. Third, [concerning] doubts about the question quid facti?, with respect to which Hume’s objection appears to be insoluble. Fourth, [concerning] the clue, given by me, to the answer to the question quid juris?, and the clarification of the possibility of metaphysics in general, through the reduction of intuitions to their elements (elements that I call Ideas of the Understanding [Verstandsideen]). The reader will find the remaining remarks in their proper places. To what extent I remain after this a Kantian, an anti-Kantian, both at the same time, or neither of the two, I leave to the judgement of the thoughtful reader. I have endeavoured, as much as I could, to avoid the difficulties of this oppositional [entgegengesetzen] system (something that I also wanted to show in my motto). How far I have succeeded in this, others may decide.


	As far as my style and literary performance are concerned, I frankly admit that they are very lacking (since I was not born a German nor have I practised written essays). I would not even have wanted to publish this work, had not several learned men, to whom I had given the text to


read through, assured me that I am still comprehensible despite the faults in my expression. In


addition, I do not write for readers who are more interested in style than substance. Moreover,


this work is only supposed to be an attempt [Versuch] that I intend in the future to re�work completely. Should a reviewer still have something to object to (outside of the style and form)


against the substance itself, I will always be ready either to defend myself, or to admit my error. My primary motivation is simply progress in the knowledge of truth; [s.11] and whoever knows


my situation, will themselves see that 1 could not make pretensions to anything else on earth. To censure my style would not therefore only be unjust (because I have personally admitted my weaknesses in this area), but also completely futile, because my defences against such accusations would presumably be couched in just the same style, which would then have to produce a progressum in infinitum.











