Section 1


Matter, the Form of Knowledge, the Form of Sensibility, the Form of the Understanding, Time and Space.





A limited [eingeschranktesl faculty of knowledge requires two parts: 1. matter, that is, something given, or what is to be known in the object of knowledge; 2. form, or that for which [wofhr? misprint for wodurch] the object is to be known. Matter is the particular in the object, through which the object is known and through which it is distinguished from all other objects. Form, on the other hand, (in so far as it is grounded in the faculty of knowledge in relation to a certain type [Art] of object) is the universal, what is capable of belonging to a class of objects. �� The form of sensibility is therefore the mode of operation [Art] of the faculty of knowledge in relation to sensible objects; the form of the understanding is its mode of operation [Wirkungsart] in relation to [s 13] objects in general; or (what amounts to the same thing) in relation to objects of the understanding.


For instance, the colour red is given to the faculty of knowledge (it is described as given because this faculty cannot produce [hervorbringen] the colour out of itself in a way prescribed by the faculty itself, rather, the faculty behaves merely passively in relation to the colour). This colour is therefore the matter of the perceived object. But the way in which we perceive [wahrnehmen] both this red colour and other sensible objects is this: we order the manifold in them in space and time. These are the forms. For these ways [Arten] of ordering the manifold are not contained in the red colour, nor are they grounded in a particular object. They are rather contained in our faculty of knowledge in relation to all sensible objects without distinction. And so we are thereby a priori convinced that not only must all sensible objects that we have already perceived in these forms have these forms, but also that all objects that are yet to be perceived must have them as well.


From this one can see that these forms do not originally [erst] arise in us through the perception of objects (if they did then they would be [s.14] grounded in particular objects, and consequently could not be universal forms). Rather they were already in us beforehand, as the universal conditions of these perceptions. Perception itself therefore is a knowledge of the universal forms in particular objects. And this is also true of the forms of the understanding, as will be shown below.





In this part we wish to deal with the forms of sensibility in themselves. In the next part however we will deal with the forms of sensibility in connection [Verknhpfung] with the forms of the understanding, and in relation to the matter that grounds [die ihnen zum Grunde liegende Materiel] sensibility itself. First however let us deal with the forms of sensibility, or time and space.





Space and Time





Space and time are not concepts abstracted from experience because they are not components


[Bestandteile] of experiential concepts. That is, they are not the manifold, but rather the unities through which the manifold of experiential [s.15] concepts is gathered together [zusammen genommen]. For example, gold is an experiential concept consisting in extension, impenetrability, yellow colour etc. which make up the manifold within gold. This manifold is


itself however only gathered together because it is gathered in time and space. Consequently time and space are not the components [of the concept] themselves, but rather merely their ligaments [Bande]. Impenetrability, yellow colour etc. are, in themselves (that is, considered outside of their connection [Verknhpfung]), concepts abstracted from experience. Time and space however are not, they are that through which this connection is possible. They are however also not experiential concepts themselves (that is, unities in the manifold of experience), because they do not contain any manifold that consists in itself in unequal [unlike?] parts. The parts of space and time are not possible prior to space and time, but only in space and time. Space and time can only be considered as multiple according to their quantity, and not according their quality.�


So what are space and time? Mr Kant claims that they are the forms of our sensibility, and I am of completely the same opinion as him on this. I add merely that these particular forms of our sensibility [s.16] have their ground in the general forms of our thought overall. The condition of our thought (consciousness) in general is unity in the manifold. If therefore A and B are completely one, then there is no manifold. In this case, there is no comparison, and consequently no consciousness (and hence also, no unity). If, on the other hand, A and B are completely different, then there is no unity, and, once again, no comparison, as well as, in consequence, no consciousness. There is not even consciousness of this difference, insofar as the difference is objectively [objective] a lack of unity (although it is, considered subjectively [subjective] a unity, or a relation [Beziehung] of objects [Objekte] with one another). This difference cannot therefore have objective validity. Space and time are therefore those particular forms through which unity in the manifold of sensible objects is possible, and thereby through which these objects themselves are possible as objects [Objekte] of our consciousness. I would also like to add that each of these forms on its own is insufficient, and that both of them are necessary for this task. Although it is not the case that positing one makes necessary the positing of the other. Rather it is the other way around: namely, positing one makes necessary the cancellation [Hebung] of the other in the same objects [Objekte]. [s.17] [And it is only because of this that] positing one makes necessary the positing of the other in general, because without this [second positing], the representation [Vorstellung] of the cancellation of the other (as of a mere negation) would be impossible. I will examine this point more closely. Space is the externality [das Auseinandersein] of objects [Objekte] with respect to each other (being in the same place is not a determination of space, but rather the cancellation of space). Time is the precession [Vorhergehen] and succession [Folgen] of objects with respect to each other (simultaneity is not a determination of time, but the cancellation of time). If we want therefore to represent things [Dinge] to ourselves in space, that is, external to each other, we must represent them simultaneously, that is, at a single point in time (because the relation of externality is an indivisible unity). If we want to represent things to ourselves following after each other in time, then we must represent them in one place (because otherwise we would have to represent them at the very same point in time). Now one might think therefore that movement, must unify space and time in the same object [Objekt], since movement is change of place in temporal succession. On closer inspection however we find that it is not the case, and that space and time are still not unified in the same object [Objekt]. Take [ s.18] two things (a and b) that are outside of each other, and further, a third thing (c) that is moving from a to b. Here a and b are represented as simultaneous (without succession in time) in space (outside of each other). But c (that is its different relations ca and cb) is represented merely in a temporal succession and not in space. This is because, as concepts, relations [Beziehungen] can be thought only in temporal succession, but not as outside of one another. 


�
Space and time are as much concepts as intuitions, and, as intuitions, they presuppose concepts. The sensible representation of the difference [Verschiedenheit] between determinate things is the externality of those things; the representation of the difference between things in general is externality in general, or space. This space is therefore, as unity of the manifold, a concept. The representation of the relation of a sensible object [Objektl to different sensible objects [Objekte] at the same time is space as intuition. If there were only a uniform intuition, then we would not have any concept of space, and consequently no intuition of space either (since intuition presupposes concept). On the other hand, if there were nothing but different types of intuition, then we would have only a concept of space, but not an intuition of space. And it is the same for time. [s.19] As intuition, space (and it is the same for time) is therefore an ens imaginarium. It only arises because the imagination [Einbildungskraft] imagines [sich vorstellt] as absolute what [really] exists only in relation to something else. Absolute space, absolute movement and so on are of this type. But the imagination determines even these, its inventions [Erdichtungen] in many ways; from which the objects of mathematics arise (the difference between the absolute and the relative types of treatment is merely subjective, and changes nothing in the object itself). The validity of the fundamental principles [Grundsatze] of these inventions is based only [lediglich] on the possibility of their production. For instance, a triangle can be produced [entsteht] from three lines, of which two are longer than the third; or a figure cannot be produced from two lines, and so on. In this case the imagination (as faculty of invention, for determining objects a priori) is completely in the service of the understanding. As soon as the understanding prescribes the rule for drawing a line between two points (that is, that it should be the shortest), the imagination draws a straight line to satisfy this demand. This faculty of invention is, as it were, a third thing between the imagination properly so-called and the understanding (in as much as the understanding [s.20] is completely active). The understanding not only takes objects [Objekte] up as they may be given from any source [Grund] whatever, but also orders them and connects them with one another. Its procedure in this is also not merely capricious. Rather, the understanding is concerned primarily with an objective ground [Grund], and then also with increasing its activity. That is, for the understanding, only those syntheses �� and no others -� count as objects [Objekte] that have an objective ground (of determinability and of determination), and that therefore must have consequences. On the other hand, the synthesis of the imagination is only an active process in so far as it orders and connects objects not merely all at once, but rather with each other. The imagination is however passive in that this activity [?what does dieses refer to?] is contrived [bewerkstelligen] by the imagination in a determinate way, that is, according to the law of association. On the contrary, the synthesis of the faculty of invention is completely free, and can therefore at least be regular [Regelm@8ig], although not comprehensible through rules [Regelverst@ndig].


I would like to clarify this point more exactly. A synthesis in general is unity in the manifold. This unity, and this manifold, however, can be either necessary (given to the understanding, although not produced by it) or arbitrary [willkhhrlich] [s.21] (produced by the understanding, although not according to an objective law). The given (the reale in sensation) is a unity of the first type. Time and space, as intuitions, and insofar as they are quantities, belong to the second type. A determinate (limited [eingeschr@nkter]) space can be arbitrarily assumed as a unit [Einheit], out of which (through the successive synthesis of such units with each other) an arbitrary multiplicity [Vielheit] can emerge (arbitrary as much in relation to the units that are taken up, as in respect of the unlimited [immer m`glich] possible progress of the syntheses). A triangle, for instance, is a unity [Einheit - misprint for Vielheit?] produced by the understanding (according to the law of the determinable and of determination [Bestimmung]). A right�angled, isosceles or scalene triangle is a multiplicity that is thought by the understanding (according to the law of determination [Bestimmen]). As concepts, time and space (externality and succession) contain a necessary unit in the manifold, a unit that acts as their differential. This is because the synthesis of the relations of precession and succession to each other cannot be thought of as separate from the understanding. If they were, then the essence [Wesenl of time would be completely destroyed. If, on the other hand, I assume a determinate time (duration) as a unit, and produce a greater time through successive syntheses of the [s.22] same units, then this synthesis is merely arbitrary. And it is the same for space. This makes clear the difference between time and space considered as concepts and as intuitions. In the first case, they exclude each other, as I have already remarked; in the second case their behaviour is entirely the other way around, that is, they presuppose each other. They do this because, since they are extensive (that is magnitudes of such a kind that the representation of the whole is only possible through the representation of the parts), so, to be able to imagine [sich vorstellen] a determinate space, another determinate space must always be assumed in order to produce this first arbitrary space through successive syntheses of the second. These successive syntheses however presuppose the representation of time. Equally, the thought of a determinate time can only take place through the emergence of a determinate space, that is through the movement of the hand on a clock or something similar. Pure arithmetic takes numbers (whose form is pure time as a concept) as its objects. Pure geometry, on the other hand, has for its object pure space not as concept, but as intuition. In differential calculus, space is considered as a concept in abstraction from all [s.23] quantity in intuition, but determined by various kinds of quality.


I believe I am able to claim that representations of space and time have the same degree [Grad] of reality as pure concepts of the understanding or categories; and that therefore, what can correctly be maintained of one can also be claimed of the other. Let us take the category of cause as an example. Here we find first of all the form of a hypothetical judgement: if something, a, is posited, the something else, b, must necessarily also be posited. A and b are thereby determined merely by their mutual connection [Verh@ltniss], although we do not at all know what a and b may be in themselves. If on the other hand I determine a through something other than its connection to b, then b is determined as well. This logical form, applied to determinate objects, is called a category. Time is a form, that is, a way of relating objects to each other. In it, two points must be assumed (the preceding and the following) that are distinct from each other. These points must however be determined by the objects that occupy them. Pure time (the preceding and the following without determining the position of anything) can [24] be compared to the logical form of thought [mit gedachter logischer Form] (both are relations of objects to each other). Points in time that are determined thought objects can be compared to categories themselves (cause and effect). And so, just as categories can have no meaning, and hence no use, without determination in time; so determinations in time can have no meaning without the categories of substance and accidents, and these categories can have no meaning without determined objects. And it is the same for space.


Apart from these concepts, I do not know why time and space should be intuitions. An intuition is considered as a unity merely because its spatio�temporally distinct parts are conceptually identical. So, to determine time and space themselves as intuitions, another time and another space must be assumed. If I posit two points, a and b, that are external to each other, then each of these points is not yet space, but rather their mere relation to each other [is space]. There is therefore, in this case, no unity of the manifold of space, but rather an absolute unity of space, that is, there is not yet any intuition. Can it be said that, although there is no intuition, there can be the elements of an [s.25] intuition in the following case? if another point, c, is assumed besides b, so that the intuition of space arises from the externality of a and b, and then from the externality of b and c. It cannot, because due consideration is not given to the fact that when it is said of relations and connections that they are external to one another, this only amounts to saying that they are different from one another (because a concept cannot be external to another concept in time and space). Now however these two relations are �� in themselves and abstracted from objects �� not different from one another. Consequently no intuition of space can arise from their being added together [Zusammenrechnung]. And it is the same for time. Time is thought through the preceding and the following (the simultaneous is not a time�determination, but simply a cancellation of time). Preceding and following points in time are nothing with respect to time. Only their mere relation to each other represents [vor�stellen] time. Different relations of this type are not remotely thinkable. Consequently, time is not an intuition (the gathering together in one representation of something given as identical according to the concept, but multiple according to time). This requires, in addition to the perception [Perception] of each [point] in time given one by one, a reproduction of the preceding given [point] within the perception [Wahrnehmung] of the present (thanks to their identity according to the law of association). So, in order to be able to gather the different temporal units into one intuition, the preceding [unit] must be reproduced with the present temporal unit, which is impossible. Space and time can therefore only be empirical intuitions (as predicates of intuition) and cannot be called pure intuitions.�


� Translator=s Note: i.e. there are experiential concepts such as gold which contain a manifold of concepts (yellow colour, impenetrability etc.) which can be abstracted from them. But space and time are neither such experiential concepts nor abstract components of such concepts. Experiential concepts unify a qualitative multiplicity (of different abstract concepts) whereas space and time are homogeneous in quality and multiple only in quantity.


� Translator=s Note: As concepts, space and time exclude each other, and are each the synthesis of necessary (i.e. non-arbitrary)  units (differentials) into a multiplicity of determinate size. On the other hand as intuitions, they presuppose one another, and are each the synthesis of arbitrary determinate units of extension into larger determinate multiplicities. Time and space as such cannot be intuited since this would require different times occurring at the same time, different spaces occurring in the same space; that is to say there can be no pure intuition of time or space.
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