Critique of Pure Reason – Immanuel Kant

Preface
In the preface, Kant principally discusses the state of metaphysics, which has fallen into disrepute because the tool it uses, reason, has been wielded irresponsibly by its practitioners. By this, Kant means that reason has been employed beyond its sphere of applicability; stretched and twisted to make claims that it has no right to make. It is this woeful state of metaphysics that Kant hopes to correct by outlining, for the first time, the limits of reason, and therefore metaphysics; hence, the title the critique of pure reason.
Kant notes that logic acquired the reputation of absolute certainty from its inception in Aristotle precisely because it acknowledged its limitations from the beginning; namely, that it abstracts from actual objects to deal solely with form. Logic, then, is more of a “vestibule” for the sciences. Concerning the sciences themselves, we see reason successfully employed in theoretical and practical form. In the former, we have mathematics and physics; in the latter, morality. 
Metaphysics, as an isolated and speculative branch of rational knowledge, deals with concepts rather than experience, and aims to expand our knowledge beyond what we are able to know through experience. This metaphysical project has failed because arguments for one position are always matched by equally plausible arguments for its converse. The problem is that we have employed reason in metaphysics in the wrong way; specifically, by presuming that our knowledge conforms to objects when, in fact, it is objects that conform to our concepts. This is the Copernican revolution Kant famously refers to in his philosophy. These concepts, or rules of the understanding, which exist a priori in us, ensure that experience conforms to certain parameters. Much of the Critique will be devoted to expounding these rules. The flipside of Kant’s discovery of these a priori rules is that the object as it truly is, the “thing-in-itself,” is forever unknowable to us. 
The first Critique, in tracing the limits of pure reason, is undoubtedly negative in nature. However, Kant points out that there is a positive side to his project; namely, the practical use pure reason can, and must, be put to in the realm of morality. Briefly, the way this works is that, seeing as how Kant divides our knowledge of the world into the noumenal (the unknowable thing-in-itself) and the phenomenal (the appearance), we are actually able to not know, but think, an object in two senses. When we consider the issue of freewill, for example, under the phenomenal aspect, we perceive a will that necessarily conforms to the law of nature and is therefore not free. However, we are also able to think of the will, without contradiction, under the aspect of the noumenal, as free. Since morality requires freewill, pure reason, unable to contribute to metaphysics, finds an applicability here, not by yielding knowledge, but through belief.




Introduction
Kant begins by discussing a priori and a posteriori knowledge. The former is knowledge independent of experience and sensory impressions, while the latter has its source in them. He identifies two criteria which indicate the a priori. The first is necessity, and the second is strict universality. Anytime a judgement includes one or both of these features, it must be a priori. The simple reason for this is that these features are never present in experience, therefore are also absent in a posteriori knowledge. Kant now gives some examples of a priori knowledge. Any mathematical proposition is a priori, as is the ordinary conception of a cause. Furthermore, the notions of space and substance also fall into this category.
The types of problems that metaphysics deals with; i.e. ones that leave the field of possible experience, are principally three in number; God, freedom, and immortality. These have been investigated with pure reason, but as yet, a thorough investigation of pure reason itself has been missing. This is what Kant will aim to remedy.
Next, Kant outlines the difference between analytic and synthetic judgements. The former, the one thinkers have most been concerned with, yields no new knowledge, but merely clarifies concepts already included in the initial term. An example of this is the proposition, all bodies are extended. The notion of ‘extension’ is already included in the term ‘bodies’ and so only elucidates what we already intuitively understood. The latter, on the other hand, tells us something not contained in the concept. An example of this is the proposition, all bodies are heavy. ‘Heaviness’ is not included in the concept ‘body,’ and so adds new knowledge. 
Now we can draw some inferences. Empirical judgements are always synthetic. Mathematical judgements (arithmetic and geometry) are always synthetic a priori. The principles of natural science (physics) are also synthetic a priori judgements. One example of this is the principle of the conservation of matter. Another is that action and reaction must always be equal. Metaphysics, although we have failed to uncover any that can be known with certainty, will also contain only synthetic a priori judgements. 
Kant affirms that metaphysics cannot be dismissed as fantasy, and must be real, if not as a science, then at least as a natural disposition, because all human beings engage in metaphysical speculation. This leads Kant to the question which will guide the Critique; namely, how are synthetic judgements a priori possible? Answering this question will also answer the question, how is metaphysics possible? Kant briefly responds to David Hume, who denied that synthetic a priori judgements are possible, by noting that on this account, both mathematics and physics are also impossible. 
In closing the introduction, Kant defines transcendental as having to do not with the objects of our understanding, but with our manner of knowing objects. His goal here is also not to outline a system of pure reason, but a critique of it. This means that it will be negative in nature, but nevertheless useful in that it will prevent us from misapplying reason.



I. Transcendental Doctrine of Elements

Part I. Transcendental Aesthetic
In this section, Kant goes through some definitions. Intuition is the immediate reference of knowledge to its objects. Sensibility is our capacity to obtain representations through the way we are affected by external objects. Sensibility alone can supply us with intuitions, intuitions are thought in the understanding, and concepts arise from there. Sensation is the specific effect produced by an object on the subject. An intuition that refers to its object through sensation is called empirical. The object of an empirical intuition is an appearance.
Appearance is divided into two parts; that which comes from sensation (matter), and that which organises the matter, form. Matter is therefore given a posteriori, while form is a priori in the mind. Any representation that has nothing belonging to sensation is called pure. The pure form of sensible intuitions must occur in the mind, and is called pure intuition. So, if we separate from a representation of a body what understanding thinks of it (substance, force, etc.), and what is derived from sensation (hardness, colour, etc.), then we are left with extension and shape. These therefore belong to pure intuition. Kant calls the science of principles of a priori sensibility, transcendental aesthetic.

Section I. Of Space
Space must precede empirical sensations because it is necessary for empirical sensations to arise in the first place. It is therefore a necessary a priori representation. In addition to being infinite, it can also only be singular in nature. There is only one space. Space is not a property of things, nor is it a relation between them. The reason is that without space, there cannot even be things. Space is the form of all appearances. Space, being a part of all experience, is an empirical reality, but it is also a transcendental ideality, because it is the condition of the possibility of all experience.

Section II. Of Time
Like space, time necessarily precedes empirical sensations meaning that it cannot be an empirical concept. Time is a priori, has only one dimension (this means that different times are always successive, never simultaneous), is singular, and infinite. Time doesn’t exist by itself, nor does it attach to objects. Time is the form of all inner sense. This means that time is more general than space. Space is limited to outer appearances, but time, in providing form to our inner sense, applies to all appearances. As with space, time is an empirical reality and a transcendental ideality.

Because of the ‘formal’ nature of space and time, much a priori, synthetic knowledge can be derived from them. Indeed, since time and space are pure forms of all sensible intuition, it is only because of them that synthetic a priori propositions are possible. Kant also notes that there can be no other pure forms of sensible intuition beyond space and time because all other concepts belonging to sensibility all presuppose something empirical.
Kant also stresses that even though he talks about space and time intuitions that affect our senses inasmuch as they appear, this isn’t to suggest that they are mere illusion. The appearance is what is given, and must therefore be accounted real; as real as anything can be. Appearance is contrasted not with reality, but with the thing-in-itself. Indeed, assuming that space and time are objectively real, as in belonging to the external world in some way, is absurd. How can two infinite things, which are not substances, nor inhere in any substance, yet exist in some meaningful fashion and be the ground in which objects exist?

With this section, Kant has then gone part of the way to answering his question: How are synthetic a priori propositions possible? “If in an a priori judgement we want to go beyond the given concept, we find that which can both be discovered a priori and be synthetically connected with it, not in the concept, but in the intuition corresponding to that concept. For this reason, however, such judgements can never reach beyond objects of the sense, and are valid only for objects of possible experience.” (pp.83-4)



Part II. Transcendental Logic
Knowledge comes from two sources; through the reception of representations (intuition), and the faculty of knowing an object through those representations (concepts). Kant expresses this idea nicely by saying that in the first, the object is given to us, while in the second, it is thought. These two sources can be either pure or empirical. They are empirical when an object is present, and pure when an object is absent. Sensibility refers to the former, understanding refers to the latter, and neither is more important than the other. As Kant says: “Thoughts without content are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind.” (p.86)
The science of the rules of sensibility was covered in the last section; i.e. aesthetic. This section turns to the science of the rules of the understanding, which is logic. The ‘logic’ Kant is interested in here is both general and pure; that is to say, necessary, abstract, and a priori. To clarify this type of logic from others, Kant calls it transcendental logic, and its purpose is to determine the scope and limits of the pure understanding.

Kant now explains why he has divided the logic into analytic and dialectic. He begins by asking what truth is. There are essentially two ways to understand truth, and the failure to recognise this has resulted in much confusion. Truth is usually understood to refer to the agreement of knowledge with its object. A proposition is ‘true’ if what it describes or refers to is actually the case. But the question of what truth is, is asking about the general and safe criterion of the truth of any and every knowledge. If truth is the correspondence of knowledge with an object, and we are asked for a general criterion of truth which applies to all knowledge whatever its object might be, we are being asked a question that can’t be answered.
This prompts Kant to declare that the transcendental logic we discussed earlier, as the necessary, a priori rules of the understanding, will provide the general criteria of truth; i.e. knowledge is ‘true’ if it conforms to these rules. These criteria concern only the ‘form’ of truth, which Kant calls analytic. When this transcendental logic (the rules of the understanding) is applied to the empirical sphere it is, in fact, misused (form can teach us nothing about content), and becomes a logic of illusion. Kant describes this as dialectic. (In the dialectic, Kant will show that general, pure reason when applied to intuition always results in sophisms and contradictions)

Division I. Transcendental Analytic
Book 1: Analytic of Concepts
All intuition, being sensible, rests on the reception of impressions; all concepts rest on functions. By function, Kant means the act of arranging various representations under one common representation; i.e. thought. The single representation which holds many other representations is called a judgement. Uncovering the functions of judgements, will therefore lead us to the functions of the understanding. The table of judgements is as follows:
[image: Image result for functions of judgment Kant]

Earlier, we talked about judgement being the act of bringing together a number of different representations under a single representation. Any act that does this, Kant calls synthesis. Obviously, a synthesis that concerns a manifold not given empirically is pure. Kant now describes the process by which knowledge is acquired in three steps. First, we must receive the manifold of pure intuition (space and time). Next, a synthesis of this manifold must take place by means of the imagination (more on this later). Finally, the concepts (the rules of the understanding) which bring unity to the synthesis are applied.
The concepts in that last phase Kant calls the categories, and they are presented thus:

[image: Image result for functions of judgment Kant]

One interesting point Kant makes in the pages following this diagram is that the third item in each category arises from the combination of the prior two.

---------- Original Edition ----------
All synthesis is a combination and, since it cannot come from sensibility, can only be an act of the understanding. In order for any synthesis to take place, indeed for any experience to occur at all, it must occur for me. Kant expresses this by saying that the I think must accompany all of my representations or else they would be representations that weren’t thought at all, making them literally nothing to me. Kant calls this ‘I think’ pure apperception, or the unity of apperception, or again, the transcendental unity of self-consciousness. This means that the understanding is ultimately grounded in, or “subject to the conditions of the original synthetic unity of apperception.” (p.130) Not only this, pure apperception is also the condition for the manifold of sensory intuition because it is only through this unity that the unity of intuition is possible. So, the unity of apperception turns out to ground all experience. Further, since the way any manifold of representations (whether intuitions or concepts) is brought together in the synthesis of the apperception happens as the logical function of judgements, and judgements are, in turn, grounded in the categories, the manifold of any given intuition is also subject to the categories.

Finally, we turn to imagination. Imagination is the faculty we have of representing an object in intuition even without it being present before us. It is therefore a way of determining sensibility a priori. There are two types of imagination; productive and reproductive. Productive imagination is what Kant calls spontaneity, meaning that it belongs in a transcendental analysis. Reproductive imagination, on the other hand, is subject to the laws of association, and therefore contributes nothing to the possibility of a priori knowledge.

Kant goes on to distinguish between inner sense and the faculty of apperception. The former is how we appear to ourselves (being conscious of ourselves), whereas the latter is who we are (conscious that we are). We have an inner sense because the understanding, through a “transcendental synthesis of imagination” (p.152) turns its powers of synthesis on itself, so to speak.
Because time provides form to our inner sense, we cannot directly represent it to ourselves. In order to form a representation of time, we must draw a straight line which functions as the “external figurative representation of time” (p.153) The concept of succession (i.e. time) can only really be represented in motion and can therefore only be derived from “the synthesis of the manifold in space…” (p.153) The same holds for any other aspect of time (length, points of time, etc.), which can only be grasped by us through the alterable characteristics presented to us by external things. 
Given that my inner sense (consciousness of myself) is only attainable through the inner form of time, which is itself only representable through the outer sense of space, we can only know ourselves through an intuition of this manifold. This synthesis occurs according to the understanding (and hence the categories), but because the intuition is aesthetic (concerning time and space), not itself conceptual, our knowledge of ourselves is only determinable in thought as appearance; that is, the same way ordinary objects appear to us. In other words, “I have no knowledge of myself as I am but only as I appear to myself.” (p.157)

One last interesting point Kant makes in this section is to address the concern that according to his thought, the laws of nature, as we understand them, rather than determining the categories, actually conform to them. This is a concern only if you haven’t made the Copernican leap Kant is advocating. The laws of nature are actually laws of appearances in nature, and as appearance (or representation), they are relative to the understanding of the subject, to whom they belong.

---------- Second Edition ----------
In this edition, Kant reaffirms the three steps leading to knowledge which he has already outlined, but in a slightly different form (although none of the essential details have changed). He calls the three steps a threefold synthesis. The first is the synthesis of the apprehension of representations; the second is the synthesis of the reproduction of them in imagination; and the third is their recognition in the concept.
The synthesis of the apprehension concerns space and time. Kant places special emphasis on the role of time though because it is only in time that representations can be arranged, connected, and brought into relations. 
One significant departure from Kant’s position in the original edition comes in the synthesis of the reproduction. Earlier, he claimed that the reproductive role of the imagination was merely psychological, not transcendental. Here, he reverses that assertion. Now, he holds that reproduction is essential because it is this which allows one to keep one’s thoughts from previous representations in mind, so to speak, while proceeding to what follows. If this didn’t happen, we would never be able to follow a thought from beginning to end. The role of productive imagination hasn’t changed from the original edition; i.e. to combine the manifold representations of the synthesis of apprehension into a unity and bring it into connection with pure apperception. 
Finally, the synthesis of recognition explicitly notes that without being conscious of what we are thinking, there could never be any knowledge, or even experience. The manifold of the representations would never form a whole because it would never be united in anything. This is, of course, the transcendental apperception and it forms the a priori ground for the concepts of the understanding in the same way that the manifold of space and time form the a priori ground for the intuitions of sensibility.
----------    ----------

Book 2: Analytic of Principles
We have seen that appearances come to us in the manifold of pure intuition. From there, the manifold is synthesised by imagination. Finally, the concepts are applied to bring unity to the synthesis. In this final step, the power of judgement applies the concepts of the understanding to appearances. It is this power of judgement that this section will investigate.
Judgement principally involves knowing whether something falls under a certain rule or not. As such, Kant feels that it is a special talent which cannot be learned. Such is the case concerning general logic at any rate, which cannot provide judgement with any help. Transcendental logic, on the other hand, allows judgement to correctly apply the rules of the understanding to appearances.

Before we begin, we have to uncover how it is that intuition can be subsumed under pure concepts of the understanding (i.e. how the categories can be applied to appearance), given that the two are completely heterogeneous. The answer is that there must be a third thing “homogeneous on the one side with the category, and on the other with the appearance, and which thus renders the application of the former to the latter possible.” (p.176) It must be pure (that is, contain nothing empirical), and yet be both intellectual and sensible. It turns out that the only thing which matches these criteria is time. 
Time is homogeneous with the category because it is universal and founded on an a priori rule, and also homogeneous with appearance because time is contained in every empirical representation of the manifold. Time is therefore what Kant calls the schema of the concepts of the understanding and mediates the subsumption of the appearances under the category. Each category is applied through time in a different way and so this will require elucidation:

	Category
	Schema

	
Quantity 

Quality

Relation:
Substance
Causality
Community

Modality:
Possibility
Actuality
Necessity
	
Number (successive addition of one to another)

The continuous and uniform production of reality in time


The permanence of the real in time
The real which is always followed by something else
The simultaneity of the determinations of the one with those of the other


The representation of a thing at some time
Existence in a determinate time
The existence of an object at all times



It can be seen that all of the schemata are related to time, and Kant asserts that they are nothing but the “a priori determinations of time according to rules…” (p.181) In order of the categories, the relation each has to time is; the series of time, the content of time, the order of time, and the sum total of time. Since the schemata, by means of the imagination, are the unity of the manifold of intuition in inner sense, they are therefore grounded in the unity of apperception. 
It is only through the schemata that the concepts can gain a reference to objects; that is, acquire a significance.

Kant now briefly states the “supreme principle” of all analytic judgements and of all synthetic judgements. In the former, it is the principle of non-contradiction. This doesn’t hold for synthetic judgements because in these the predicate must go beyond whatever is contained in the subject, meaning that there is no relation of identity or contradiction between them. Instead, as we saw above, the two concepts can only be united in a third; namely, inner sense and it’s a priori form, time. This means the supreme principle for synthetic judgements is “Every object is subject to the necessary conditions of synthetic unity of the manifold of intuition in a possible experience.” (p.189) 

Next, Kant looks to uncover the principles, which amount to the rules for the objective use of the categories; i.e. rules for use of the rules. They can be grouped in the following way:
1
Axioms
of Intuition



2
Anticipations
of perception

3
Analogies
of experience




4
Postulates
of empirical thought in general





I will show each of the principles for each grouping in the following table, before discussing them in more detail below:

	Group
	Principle

	
Axioms

Anticipations


Analogies:


Substance


Causality

Community


Postulates:
Possible
Actual
Necessity

	
All intuitions are extensive magnitudes

In all appearances the real, which is an object of sensation, has intensive magnitude, that is, a degree

Experience is possible only through the representation of a necessary connection of perceptions

In all change of appearances substance is permanent; its quantum in nature is neither increased nor diminished
All alterations take place according to the law of the connection of cause and effect
All substances, insofar as they can be perceived as simultaneous in space, are in thoroughgoing interaction


That which agrees with the formal conditions of experience
That which is connected with the material conditions of experience
That the connection of which with the actual is determined in accordance with universal conditions of experience




Axioms: Being in space and time, intuitions can only be represented as extensive magnitudes; e.g. a line is given as being a series of points arranged and compiled one after the other. Extensive magnitude is continuous, meaning that between any two units, there is never empty space. In other words, a smallest possible unit is impossible.

Anticipations: All appearances must also be represented as having some measure, or degree, of reality which can range from empirical to pure consciousness, at which point the ‘real’ in the thing vanishes and we are left with a merely formal consciousness of the manifold of space and time. Kant calls this ‘intensive magnitude.’ As with external magnitude, intensive magnitude is continuous, not discrete.

Analogies 
Substance: Aspects of time (simultaneity, succession, and duration) can only be represented if time itself endures and doesn’t change. The same holds for objects. The unchanging in objects is called substance, and all change can happen only with respect to it. Without this permanence (time/substance) as an underlying substratum, change would be impossible. What we call substance is simply the object itself.
Causality: If an event were not necessarily preceded by another, when we received sensory intuitions, all we would get would be a succession of representations. We could say one apprehension followed another, but this would merely be a subjective observation that would fail to determine any object because there would be no rule connecting one apprehension to another. In order to perceive objects, it is necessary that all events are preceded by other events which cause them. In other words, all possible experience is grounded on the principle of sufficient reason. Kant also notes that since time is a continuous magnitude, all change (from cause to effect) must take place during a time.
Community: These are an interesting couple of pages. Kant notes that the synthesis of imagination in apprehension only tells us that one perception is present in the subject when another perception is absent. It can never provide for simultaneity. Moreover, if each object were completely isolated from all others, an intuition of their simultaneity would be impossible. Because of this, Kant reasons that there must be something by which one object determines another. The only thing that determines another object like this is causality. This must mean that every “substance… must contain within itself the causality of certain determinations in the other substance, and, at the same time, the effects of the causality of that other substance, that is, substances must stand, immediately or mediately, in dynamical community, if their simultaneity is to be known in any possible experience.” (p.229) He then goes on to say that light facilitates this mediate community between us and objects.

Postulates: The categories of modality contribute nothing to the concept to which they are attached. They simply express the relation of the object to our faculty of knowledge. 

Next, Kant refutes idealism. First, he states that he means material idealism, which is the theory that says the existence of objects in space is doubtful or false. Descartes made the first claim (problematic idealism), Berkeley the second (dogmatic idealism). In dogmatic idealism, space and the things that exist in it are inseparable, space is considered impossible, therefore “…things in space… [are] mere products of the imagination.” (p.238) This conclusion is inevitable if space is assumed to be a property belonging to things in themselves, rendering it, and everything which depends on it, a non-entity. His transcendental aesthetic resolves this. 
Against problematic idealism, he argues that consciousness of my own existence (cogito ergo sum) proves the existence of objects in space external to myself. How does it do this? I am conscious of my existence as determined in time. All determination of time presupposes something permanent in perception. This permanent cannot be within me though, because my existence is determined only through the permanent. The permanent must therefore be an actual thing outside me; i.e. matter. The determination of my existence in time is only possible through the existence of actual things, which I perceive outside me.

In the conclusion of this section, Kant says that the “principles of the pure understanding are nothing more than a priori principles of the possibility of experience; and to this possibility alone do all a priori synthetic propositions relate – nay, their possibility itself rests entirely on this relation.” (p.250) Without sensible objects for pure understanding to relate to, the latter are completely bereft of sense and entirely empty.
However, since the categories aren’t grounded in sensibility like the forms of intuition (space and time), it seems that they can be extended and applied to objects beyond the senses; i.e. beyond the phenomena we perceive, to the thing-in-itself. Kant calls these objects the noumena. The problem is that, because we lack any intuition concerning the world of the noumenon, none of our concepts attach to anything; i.e. they are empty and meaningless. Considering this, Kant makes a distinction between noumenon in the negative and positive sense of the word. The former recognises that the noumenon is not an object of our sensible intuition, whereas the latter treats it as an object of non-sensible (i.e. a special, intellectual) intuition (which we lack). The former treats the noumenon merely as a limiting concept, keeping the claims of sensibility to the boundaries within which it makes sense. The latter, as an attempt to actually think the thing-in-itself, inevitably falls prey to illusion and leads to error. 

Kant now turns to reflection, which is the act of determining the faculty of knowledge to which a representation belongs; i.e. to pure understanding or sensible intuition. Judgement allows us to correctly apply the rules of the understanding to appearances, but before we can do this, we have to determine whether the concepts or representations we are considering derive from pure understanding or sensible intuition. This act, in opposition to logical reflection, which is mere comparison, Kant calls transcendental reflection. Where a concept ends up (in pure understanding or sensibility), Kant calls its transcendental place, and the directions, or guidelines, we use to assign that place, the transcendental topic. The transcendental topic revolves around four pairs of terms:
1. Identity and Difference. If an object presented to us several times is considered one and the same object, it belongs to identity and pure understanding. If the object is appearance, then while everything may be identical between the two apprehensions, they are nevertheless numerically different (i.e. by being in different places at the same time).
2. Agreement and Opposition. When reality is represented only by the pure understanding, there can be no opposition between two apprehensions. In appearance, however, the real admits of opposition.
3. The Inner and the Outer. In an object of the pure understanding, the inner bears no relation to anything different from itself. This is therefore thinking. The inner relations of appearance, however, are space and therefore related to other things.
4. Matter and Form. As regards the understanding, something must be given before it can be determined in a certain manner. Matter therefore precedes form. In sensible intuition, however, in which all objects are appearances, the forms of intuition (space and time) come before all data of experience.
Without a transcendental reflection, we couldn’t be certain to which faculty of knowledge a concept or representation belongs, and our use of the concept would therefore be highly uncertain. Locke and Leibniz both failed to make a transcendental reflection and the former ended up sensualising all concepts of the understanding, while the latter intellectualised appearances.

Kant completes this first division with a few remarks on the different ways nothing can arise. Being a general concept, the distinction whether an object is something or nothing can only belong to the categories. The four different ways therefore correspond to the table of categories and looks like the following:

Nothing, as
1
Empty concept without an object
2
Empty object of a concept



3
Empty intuition without an object




4
Empty object without a concept






Division II. Transcendental Dialectic
In this section, Kant will lay out the illusions that arise through reason transcending the bounds of the understanding (pure concepts) and attempting to make empirical claims. One interesting aspect of this is that, unlike logical illusion, which disappears as soon as it is made clear, transcendental illusion is impossible to avoid, even after it has been pointed out. This is because the latter deals with the categories of the understanding, and therefore the structure or organisation of our thoughts themselves.
First, we must define reason. All knowledge begins with the senses, passes through the understanding and then ends with reason, which provides us with the “highest unity of thought.” (p.288) Kant distinguishes it from the understanding by saying that understanding is “a faculty for producing unity of appearances according to rules… [while] reason is the faculty for producing unity of the rules of the understanding under principles.” (p.291) Reason doesn’t produce any concepts itself (these come from the understanding); instead, it “frees the concept of the understanding of the inevitable limitation of a possible experience” (p.380), thereby extending it beyond the limits of the empirical. Where Kant called the pure concepts of the understanding categories, he will call the concepts of pure reason transcendental ideas, making the connection to Plato’s ideas (or forms) explicit, even as he also makes explicit that he will be engaged in ascertaining the limits of these elements of pure reason.
There are only three concepts of pure reason (transcendental ideas); the absolute unity of the thinking subject (the object of psychology; the soul), the absolute unity of the series of conditions of appearance (the object of cosmology), and the absolute unity of the condition of all objects of thought in general (the object of theology). Pure reason operates through syllogisms, and Kant will show these all to be sophistical. The first he calls the transcendental paralogism, the second the antinomy of pure reason, and the third the ideal of pure reason.


The Paralogisms of Pure Reason[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Kant completely rewrote this section and I will focus on the rewritten text as it appears more detailed to me.] 

The rational science of the soul is grounded in what Kant calls the apperception, or the I think, which is essentially the inner perception we have when we reflect on our selves as the thinking subject that makes all objects possible. The I think is not an object, nor even a concept; rather, it is an empty representation, the “mere consciousness that accompanies all concepts.” (p.319)

The First Paralogism of Substantiality: The absolute subject is substance. I am the absolute subject of all my possible judgements. Therefore, I am substance.
Benefit if True: If the soul is a substance, then it will also be permanent. 

The Second Paralogism of Simplicity: A thing, which is not the sum of several acting parts is simple. I am such a thing. Therefore, I am simple.
Benefit if True: If the soul is simple, then it will be distinguished from matter (which is a composite), and therefore exempt from the decay to which all matter must yield.

The Third Paralogism of Personality: Whatever is conscious of the numerical identity of itself at different times is a person. I am so conscious. Therefore, I am a person.

The Fourth Paralogism of Ideality: The existence of that which can only be inferred as a cause of given perceptions is doubtful. All outer appearances are such. Therefore, the existence of all outer objects is doubtful. Kant calls this uncertainty the ideality of outer appearances, or idealism, and contrasts it with the assertion that we can be certain about external objects, which is dualism.

Criticisms of the Paralogisms: Neither of the first two paralogisms yield certain knowledge because the I they both refer to is only a general concept, which, while present in all thoughts, contains not the slightest intuition, which is the only way for us to obtain empirical, particular knowledge about it. In other words, we never experience the apperception in any way, so our knowledge of it will always be limited to a possible knowledge in general. 
In the third paralogism, the problem is that while I naturally see myself as numerically identical, from the perspective of another (who sees me in time; i.e. as an object of his/her outer intuition), my numerical identity is uncertain.
Concerning the fourth paralogism, Kant distinguishes between transcendental idealism and transcendental realism. The former is the position that “all appearances are regarded as mere representations, not as things in themselves, and that space and time, therefore, are only sensible forms of our intuition, not determinations given independently by themselves…” (p.342) The latter considers space and time as something given independently and imagines all outer appearances are things in themselves. The transcendental idealist then, is an empirical realist in the sense that they can be certain that matter (which is nothing more than the representations within us) exists, while the transcendental realist will be an empirical idealist because the objects of the senses, being independent of us, can never be certain (and remember uncertainty of external objects is how Kant defines idealism). Idealism (not transcendental idealism) is therefore impossible to prove.

The reason the paralogisms seem so convincing is that the category in the major premise (substance, simplicity, numerical identity over time, and existence) is used transcendentally, while in the minor premise and conclusion, it suddenly becomes empirical. In other words, the terms are being used equivocally.   

Having said this, the first three of the paralogisms are true; they are just true in idea, not in reality. I am substance because, as thinking thing, I am that in which all objects appear. I am simple because all my thoughts, in order to be thought by me, must be brought under the absolute unity of a single thinking thing. I am a person (conscious of my numerical identity) because in order to perceive numerical identity I must attend to what is permanent (i.e. that which remains constant over time), but I, being an object of inner sense (i.e. of which time is the form) must therefore necessarily apprehend myself as numerically identical.
Kant goes on to note that a science of the body is possible while a science of the soul isn’t. The reason is that the former, resting in the forms of space and time, are empirical appearances which contain something permanent and enduring. The latter, however, which subsists only on time, the form of our inner intuition, lacks any such permanent basis. The soul is continuous flux.
There are three questions a rational psychology tries to answer; the nature of the community of the soul with an organic body, the beginning of this communion (life before birth), and the end of this communion (life after death). For all of the reasons we gave above though, it is unable to draw able any solid conclusions. Its main purpose is to refute materialism.
The reason that mere apperception believes it knows itself through pure categories is that apperception itself is the ground of the possibility of the categories. In a sense, it is too ‘close’ to the categories to recognise their limitations. As Kant says, the thinking I “does not know itself through the categories, but knows the categories, and through them all objects, in the absolute unity of apperception, and so knows them through itself.” (p.374)
Given that the apperception carries itself through the categories, the tenets of rational psychology can be arranged in the now familiar diagram corresponding to them: 

1
The unconditioned unity of the relation,
knows itself as subsisting



3
The unconditioned unity in the plurality of time,
Knows itself as one and the same subject
2
The unconditioned unity of the quality,
knows itself as simple




4
The unconditioned unity of the existence in space,
Knows itself as the existence of itself only








The Antinomy of Pure Reason
Concerning cosmology, reason operates by carrying to absolute completeness the circumstances surrounding any given condition, so that in the face of any single condition, it postulates the whole sum of conditions, and then the absolutely unconditioned which started the series. Given this, there are only four cosmological ideas possible, each of which corresponds to one of the headings of the categories, roughly time and space, atomism (collectively called mathematical), causality, and contingency (collectively called dynamic):
1
Absolute completeness of the composition of the given whole of all appearances




3
Absolute completeness of the arising of an appearance in general
2
Absolute completeness of the division of a given whole in appearance.




4
Absolute completeness of the dependence of the existence of the alterable in appearance






First Conflict
	Thesis:
Proof:

Antithesis:
Proof:
	The world has a beginning in time, and is limited with regard to space.
If we assume no beginning in time or space, we find ourselves faced with an infinite series which cannot be subsumed under a synthesis; that is to say, thought.
The world has no beginning and no limits in space, but is infinite in regard to both.
If we assume the world had a temporal beginning, there must have been a time when the world was not; i.e. an empty time. In an empty time there can be no reason for anything to have a beginning.
If we assume the world to be finite and limited in relation to space, it would exist in an empty space that could not be limited. This means things would be related, not just in space, but also to space. This is impossible because the world is an absolute whole. 



Second Conflict
	Thesis:
Proof:





Antithesis:
Proof:
	Every composite substance consists of simple parts which underlie all reality.
Assume composites are not composed of simples. If we were to completely decompose a composite, there would be nothing left, and therefore no substance would have been given in the first place. Since this is absurd, there are only two options. Either it is impossible to decompose a composite, or composites are composed of simples. Since the first contradicts what is a reasonable presupposition, the latter must be true.
No composite thing in the world consists of simple parts; there are no simple parts.
Assume composite things consist of simple parts. Every part of a composite thing (i.e. simples) occupies space, but everything which occupies space has parts. Therefore, every simple has parts; a contradiction in terms.



Third Conflict
	Thesis:
Proof:

Antithesis:
Proof:
	Any causal chain based on the laws of nature must have a beginning in a freedom.
If we assume there is no freedom, every state must depend on a preceding state extending backwards to infinity.
There is no freedom. Everything happens according to laws of nature.
Assume there is an uncaused freedom at the beginning of every causal chain. This freedom must act from an absolute beginning. Every act, however, presupposes a prior state in which the act hasn’t yet happened. Since the absolute beginning of freedom isn’t causally connected with this state, it must then arise as random, conflicting with coherent experience. 



Fourth Conflict
	Thesis:
Proof:




Antithesis:
Proof:
	An absolutely necessary being exists, either as its part or its cause.
The world of sense contains a series of alterations. Every conditioned, then, presupposes a complete series of conditions leading up to it. There is necessarily a first condition, itself unconditioned.
This absolutely necessary being must belong to the world of sense or else the first cause of the world would lie outside that world, which is impossible.
No absolutely necessary being exists.
Assume the world is a necessary being, or a necessary being exists in it. Then, in the series of alterations (the conditioned) there would be a being without a cause, which is impossible, or the series would have no beginning, so despite being contingent and conditioned in all its parts, necessary and unconditional as a whole, which is self-contradictory.
If we assume an absolutely necessary cause outside the world, then this cause would have to begin to act, making its causality appear in time, and therefore not outside the world.



Despite the fact that one cannot reasonably decide between any of the conflicts Kant outlines here, there are three reasons people choose to follow the thesis (the dogmatist position). First, it has practical value in giving foundations to morality and religion. Second, there is a speculative interest; i.e. it allows us a complete a priori understanding of the world. Third, it is popular. Considered from the side of the antithesis (the empiricist position); despite lacking practical value and being unpopular, there is considerable speculative interest because there will always be more for the understanding to investigate and study; knowledge acquisition without end. The dogmatic position is roughly that of the Platonist, while the empirical one corresponds to Epicureanism.  

As with the paralogisms, Kant notes that each ‘proof’ only works because the major premise in each takes the conditioned in the transcendental sense of a pure category, while the minor takes it in the empirical sense of a concept of the understanding applied to appearances. The former is not limited by time and lacks succession, therefore dealing with the absolute totality of the synthesis. The latter, on the other hand, is limited by time and is successive.
In addition, both assertions in each antinomy can be false. If the rejection of one thesis necessitated the other, we would be affirming that the world is a thing-in-itself; i.e. existing independently of our understanding. But, as we have seen, the only world that can qualify as a world is the appearance, or phenomenon. If we remove this notion that the world exists in itself, we see that “…it exists neither as a whole that is in itself infinite, nor as a whole that is in itself finite.” It is simply, and only, encountered in the empirical regress of the series of appearances and nowhere by itself. We literally can’t say anything about whether it is infinite or finite. Kant calls this kind of opposition, where the rejection of one position doesn’t imply the other, dialectical. The opposite kind (that wherein rejection of one assertion requires acceptance of the other; e.g. to say that the world is either infinite or not infinite) he calls analytic. “The antinomy of pure reason with regard to its cosmological ideas is therefore removed by showing that it is merely dialectical, and that it is a conflict due to an illusion produced by our applying the idea of absolute totality, which holds only as a condition of things in themselves, to appearances, which exist only in our representation, and, if they form a series, in the successive regress, but nowhere else.” (p.446)
The problem for Kant is that we examine these antinomies through the understanding as sensible appearances; i.e. in space and time, not as objects in themselves. This means that each appearance must be conditioned by some prior state, thereby ruling out by fiat, as it were, what pure reason is postulating; i.e. the possibility of something absolutely unconditioned. We can say neither that the world is finite nor infinite because to do so would require attributing objective reality to a series of appearances. 

Given the above, Kant then goes on to give “solutions” to the four cosmological antinomies:

	Solution to the first conflict:



Solution to the second conflict:



Solution to the third conflict:













Solution to the fourth conflict:
	While we cannot say the (intuition of the) world is infinite or finite, we can say is that the (intuition of the) world has no beginning in time and no limit in space. The regress can be carried out in indefinitum (indeterminately long).
The whole is divisible in infinitum (infinitely), but we cannot say that it consists of infinitely many parts because although all the (infinite) parts are contained in the whole, the (intuition of the) whole itself is not so contained.
Because sensible impulses do not determine the actions of humans we are transcendentally free even as we are physiologically determined. Appearances are connected to each other by empirical laws (therefore determined), but they must have their ground in something which is not appearance (the human), and which is therefore free.
Regarding freedom (so human beings), we have to consider both intelligible character (not appearance, so not subject to the conditions of sensibility) and empirical character. We know ourselves through our senses (as phenomenon), but also as apperception (thing outside sensibility). We are free seen under the aspect of the latter, but determined under the former.
We see this in the ought, which is grounded in a concept (reason), while natural action is grounded in appearance.
Similar to the third conflict, Kant concludes that both positions here could be true at the same time under different aspects. An absolutely necessary being could be true as an intelligible condition, while being impossible in the realm of sensible intuition.




The Ideal of Pure Reason
Briefly recapping where we are; pure concepts of the understanding without sensibility are incapable of representing any objects for us. If we apply the concepts to appearances, they can be represented in concreto though. Ideas, however, are even further removed from the categories because they can never be combined with appearances. The reason in them aims only at a systematic unity (which we will look at more closely soon). But even further removed from objective reality than the ideas is what Kant calls the ideal, by which he means “the idea, not only in concreto but in individuo, that is, an individual thing determinable or even determined by the idea alone.” (p.485) So, where the idea gives the rule, the ideal is an archetype, the highest standard possible.

Kant now considers negation. He sees two types; logical and transcendental. The former only derives relational meaning from another concept in a judgement. To say a thing is not-mortal, for instance, doesn’t actually affirm anything about the subject; i.e. there is no not-being represented here. The transcendental negation, however, signifies not-being in itself, and is opposed to being itself, or reality, which is that through which objects can be things. Now, one cannot think a negation without also being able to posit its opposite. Not-mortal means nothing if one doesn’t know what moral means. Likewise, not-being is meaningless without being grounded in being itself. Hence, Kant affirms the reality of the ideal, the ens realissimum (the most real being).
For reason then, all things, being defined through negation, which is a limitation of a greater, and ultimately highest, reality, therefore, presuppose this reality. Kant calls this ideal of reason the original being, the highest being, and the being of all beings, and notes that it must be simple (the original being cannot consist of many derivative beings), and function as the ground, not the sum total of all things. All the while he is reminding us that it cannot possibly signify an objective relation of a real thing to other things because it is operating at the level of reason; i.e. the relation of the idea to the concepts. Of course, this being is God.

There are only three possible proofs of the existence of God; the ontological, the cosmological, and the physico-theological, each of which we will investigate in turn.

The Ontological Proof
[bookmark: _GoBack]This argument essentially claims that God is absolutely necessary; i.e. that existence is included in the very concept of God in the same way that it is absolutely necessary for a triangle to have three sides; i.e. that having three angles is included in the concept of a triangle. Kant points out that examples taken from judgements are very different from analysing a thing and its existence. To posit a triangle and reject its three angles is contradictory, but there is nothing wrong with rejecting the existence of triangles along with their three angles. The same applies to an absolutely necessary being; reject its existence, and you remove the thing along with all of its predicates.
The counter-claim will be that you cannot reject the existence of an absolutely necessary being because one of its predicates is existence. Here Kant notes that being is not a real predicate because it adds nothing to the concept of a thing. It is merely the positing of the thing. To phrase, God is omnipotent, contains two concepts; not three. The ‘is’ isn’t a predicate of God; rather, it merely serves to posit the predicate in relation to the subject. If it were true that saying a thing is added something to the concept, we would be in the bizarre situation of having to admit that “what exists would not be the same as was thought in the concept, but would be more; and I could not say that the exact object of my concept exists.” (p.505)

The Cosmological Proof
This argument moves from contingent being to necessary being. In noting that something exists (me), it concludes that there must also exist an absolutely necessary being. Although this proof begins with experience, it does so only in order to make the jump to a necessary being; i.e. the ontological proof. Because of this, it ultimately fails for the reason outlined in the previous section.

The Physico-Theological Proof
This argument starts by noting the order apparent in the world, and, supposing that this order could not have arisen spontaneously, postulates a sublime and wise cause (or causes). Finally, the unity of the cause is inferred from the unity of the different parts of the world. Kant finds fault in the way this proof goes from empirical grounds; i.e. assuming a proportionate, but non-determinate, cause to the order of the world, to transcendental ones; i.e. the existence of an absolutely necessary being. In effect, the physico-theological proof eventually treads the same path as the cosmological proof, meaning it ultimately finds itself back at the ontological proof.

Moving on, Kant distinguishes between deists, who admit only a transcendental theology; i.e. claiming we can know an original being based on pure reason, and theists, who believe reason can determine that being more accurately through an analogy with nature. The former see God as the cause of the world; the latter see God as the author of the world.
Kant also distinguishes between theoretical and practical knowledge; i.e. knowledge of what is versus knowledge of what ought to be. If we can be certain that something ought to happen, then we must also posit a certain determinate condition of this thing as necessarily existing. Without moral laws at the ground of theology then, there can be no theology of reason.

The Regulative Use of the Ideas of Pure Reason
Reason is essentially the faculty of deducing the particular from the universal. If the universal is certain and given, Kant calls this the apodictic use of reason. If the universal is only problematic, this is the hypothetical use of reason. The hypothetical use of reason is not constitutive; that is, we can’t use it to prove truths. Instead, it is regulative meaning that it is “intended to introduce, as much as possible, unity into the particular items of knowledge, and thereby to approximate the rule to universality.” (p.535) He talks about reason preparing the field for the understanding through three principles: homogeneity of the manifold, specification in which the homogeneous is separated into lower ‘species’ (concept), and continuity which provides a continuous transition from each ‘species’ to every other. The proper business of reason then is to provide unity for all of the empirical acts of the understanding through the ideas, in the same way that the understanding provides unity to the manifold of appearances through concepts. These regulative principles (the ideas), ought to be taken, not as objective principles, but as maxims, which therefore guide our behaviour through the words “as if” (see below).

Kant then proceeds to justify belief in the postulates of the three transcendental ideas by this appeal to their regulative function as maxims providing systematic unity, claiming that they are objects “in the idea” while at the same time denying that they refer to any actual existing object. Instead of being constitutive principles extending our knowledge, they are regulative principles which provide systematic unity of the manifold of empirical knowledge in general. In other words, they are things we can never prove, but which are necessary in order to live good lives.
In psychology, the idea connects all our appearances and actions in our inner experience as if our mind were a simple substance, existing permanently and with personal identity. In cosmology, we must act as if nature were infinite and without any first or supreme member. In theology, we are to live as if God existed.
Kant then seeks to clarify this last idea by making the following points:
· There absolutely is some transcendental ground of the world
· To speculate on whether this being is substance, of the greatest reality, necessary, etc., are all meaningless because the only categories we possess for framing concepts belong to the world of sense and therefore cannot be applied to any object outside experience.
· However, we can think this being in analogy with the objects of experience, but only as an object in idea and not in reality.
· We must, then, admit a wise and omnipotent author of the world.
· We should also therefore accept that nature has been designed in accordance with a divine will, but, given that this will is grounded in a universal, general reason alone, it must be the same to us whether we say God has willed it so, or nature has arranged it so.

He goes on to identify two ways reason can be misused. The first he calls the indolence of reason. This refers to taking the transcendental ideas constitutively and so mistakenly believing our investigation of nature to be complete. The second he calls perverted reason, which involves anthropomorphising God and imposing purposes on nature “violently and dictatorially” (p.563) rather than letting nature reveal herself through our physical investigations. 

By way of a nice summarising line, Kant notes that “all human knowledge begins with intuitions, advances to concepts, and ends with ideas.” (p.569)




II. Transcendental Doctrine of Method
By the transcendental doctrine of method, Kant means the “formal conditions of a complete system of pure reason” (p.573), which he will outline under four headings; discipline, canon, architectonic, and history.

The Discipline of Pure Reason
This is basically the restraint required to keep pure reason within the limits of possible experience, and was the motivation for the whole Critique in the first place. Here Kant compares philosophy to mathematics. Knowledge in the former is gained from concepts, whereas in the case of the latter it is acquired through the construction of concepts; i.e. exhibiting a priori the intuition corresponding to the concept. Since we are dealing with synthetic a priori propositions here, we need to go beyond what is entailed in the concept itself, which therefore requires either pure or empirical intuition. Philosophy, in the form of the former, attempts to discern the particular from the universal, whereas mathematics derives the universal from the particular. Mathematics is always guided by intuition and the nature of the actual thing. Philosophy, lacking these, guardrails is therefore in need of a discipline.
Concerning the dogmatic use of pure reason, Kant notes that while mathematics is able to achieve certainty in its claims, philosophy cannot. Mathematics does this through definitions, axioms, and demonstrations, which Kant next illustrates:

Definitions: 	As we saw above, mathematics starts with the definition of the object itself from its appearance in reality, and then constructs its concepts from this. Philosophy however, in starting from the concept can never derive an adequate definition of the object itself. Philosophy cannot imitate mathematics by working from definitions.
Axioms:	These are synthetic a priori principles, but cannot be derived from concepts because to connect two concepts always requires a third mediating knowledge; i.e. a deduction. In mathematics, on the other hand, because its concepts are constructed, they can always be connected immediately and directly with others.
Demonstrations:	For the same reasons, philosophy can never produce apodictic proofs in a demonstration.	 	

Regarding polemics, Kant spends the next few pages arguing that there is no room for polemical argumentation in the sphere of pure reason because, as he demonstrated in the dialectic, both sides are always able to conjure up dialectical support for their position, which can never be adequately decided between.
Despite this, a sceptical position can never be the final resting point for pure reason. The first step is dogmatic, the second is sceptical, and marks the stage of caution, but a third step, in which a critique of pure reason outlines its bounds and demarcates its positive facility (in practice), is also necessary. Hume, Kant notes, outlawed all a priori principles as illusory, but this was because he inferred from the contingency of our determination according to a law, the contingency of that law itself, thereby missing the synthetic a priori categories of the understanding which allow experience in the first place. 
Kant gives the example of sunlight melting wax. Hume is right that there is nothing in the concepts of sunlight or wax which would enable us to know wax would melt when placed in the sun. However, after discovering that our hard wax has melted, we are able to know something must have happened to cause this. While being unable to determine specific instances of causality a priori, causality itself is eminently knowable a priori.

Pure reason is allowed to make use of hypotheses to defend itself. As we’ve seen, the concepts of reason “supply the ground for regulative principles of the systematic use of the understanding in the field of experience.” (p.614) This means that while they can never be asserted as apodictic truths, they are, indeed, can only be, put forward as hypotheses.

Finally, concerning the proofs of pure reason, Kant notes that these don’t relate to specific truths in experience; rather, they establish the ground of experience in the first place. Further, for each transcendental proposition only one proof is possible. This is the case because each transcendental proposition starts from one concept only. As an example, he refers to the principle of causality which is derived from the single condition of the objective possibility of the concept of what happens in general. The event, belonging to experience, would be impossible if no such dynamical rule applied. This is the one and only possible proof for the principle of causality.

The Canon of Pure Reason
By ‘canon,’ Kant means the “sum total of a priori principles for the proper use of certain faculties of knowledge in general.” (p.630) So, general logic is the canon for the understanding and reason in general, and the transcendental analytic is the canon of the pure understanding (the only faculty capable of true synthetic a priori knowledge). Since pure reason is directed towards transcendental aims (of which there are three; the freedom of the will, the immortality of the soul, and the existence of God), which are of no use to us objects of experience (i.e. concerning knowledge), its canon is found only in the practical.
All of our desires aim towards one end; happiness, and the means for attaining it. The only laws pure reason can recommend here are the moral laws, which ask what ought to be done if the will is free, if there is a God, and if there is a future world. It is therefore here that we must look for our canon. Since these laws concern what ought to happen; i.e. not what does happen, Kant calls them laws of freedom.

Freewill: 	Since the human will is not constrained by external stimuli, but is able to reflect and choose its actions based on other considerations made available to us through our use of reason, Kant asserts that we are therefore free. Whether reason is in turn determined by other forces is irrelevant because we have restricted ourselves to the practical field of inquiry. 
God/Immortality: 	The argument here depends on the two aims we reference above; our desire for happiness, and our worthiness to be happy (the means for attaining it). In the same way that moral principles are necessary according to practical reason (i.e. without them we lose any ability to unify our lives in any meaningful way), Kant believes that the theoretical use of pure reason gives us ground to hope for happiness in accordance with our worthiness to receive it. However, since this is obviously not the case in the sensible world, we must suppose an intelligible, moral world where this is true, along with the ideal of the highest good (God) to vouchsafe it. Without God and this future world, morality wouldn’t have the power to motivate action. Since it does have this power, we are justified in postulating God and, what amounts to, heaven.
	Kant notes that this moral theology has the advantage over speculative theology in that it does lead to God as conceived of by most religions; i.e. omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent, singular, etc.

The Architectonic of Pure Reason
Architectonic means the art of constructing systems, and since systematic unity is what first transforms common knowledge into science, all sciences are architectonic. To be expressed as a systematic unity, the idea (i.e. not empirical) requires a schema, that is, an ordered organisation of its parts. Often, the schema (the elaboration of the idea) and the idea fall out of sync, resulting in the investigators failing to make progress because they haven’t determined the proper content and limits of their science.
For pure reason, in which everything is considered a priori from concepts, the appropriate schema is given by metaphysics, and consists of four fundamental parts: (1) ontology, (2) rational physiology, (3) rational cosmology, and (4) rational theology. Kant divides them as follows:

‘Physiology’ because it deals with given objects
Metaphysics



Physiology of Pure Reason
Transcendental Philosophy

(1)



Reason
The Understanding

Transcendent
Immanent




Inner: Psychology
Outer: Physics
Inner: world
Outer: God

(4)
(3)
(2)





The History of Pure Reason
Kant notes at the outset here that the outline of the history of pure reason is currently empty (presumably this is the opening Hegel took up), contenting himself with briefly identifying three revolutions in metaphysics. The first concerns the object of the knowledge of reason, which Kant divides into sensualists and intellectualists, spearheaded by Epicurus and Plato, respectively. The second concerns the origin of pure rational knowledge; i.e. either from experience (as per Aristotle) or reason (Plato). The third revolution concerns method, or the procedure we ought to follow in order to acquire knowledge. This Kant divides into naturalistic and scientific. Democritus earns special mention in the former, while Wolff (as a dogmatic exponent) and Hume (as a sceptical exponent) are mentioned as exemplars of the latter.
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