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Perception is empirical consciousness, that is, a consciousness in which
sensation is to be found. Appearances, as objects of perception, are not pure, merely
formal, intuitions, like space and time. For in and by themselves these latter cannot
be perceived. Appearances contain in addition to intuition the matter for some
object in general (whereby something existing in space or time is represented); they
contain, that is to say, the real of sensation as merely subjective representation,
which gives us only the consciousness that the subject is affected, and which we
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relate to an object in general. Now from empirical consciousness to pure
consciousness a graduated transition is possible, the real in the former completely
vanishing and a merely formal a priori consciousness of the manifold in space and
time remaining. 44

 


Consequently there is also possible a synthesis in the process of generating the
magnitude of a sensation from its beginning in pure intuition = 0,up to any required
magnitude. Since, however, sensation is not in itself an objective representation,
and since neither the intuition of space nor that of time is to be met with in it, its
magnitude is not extensive but intensive. This magnitude is generated in the act of
apprehension whereby the empirical consciousness of it can in a certain time
increase from nothing = 0 to the given measure. Corresponding to this intensity of
sensation, an intensive magnitude, that is, a degree of influence on the sense [i.e. on
the special sense involved], must be ascribed to all objects of perception, in so far
as the perception contains sensation.45

 



Apprehension by means merely of sensation occupies only an instant, if, that is, I do
not take into account the succession of different sensations. As sensation is that
element in the [field of] appearance the apprehension of which does not involve a
successive synthesis proceeding from parts to the whole representation, it has no
extensive magnitude. The absence of sensation at that instant would involve the
representation of the instant as empty, therefore as = 0. Now what corresponds in
empirical intuition to sensation is reality (realitas phaenomenon); what corresponds
to its absence is negation = 0. Every sensation, however, is capable of diminution,
so that it can decrease and gradually vanish. Between reality in the [field of]
appearance and negation there is therefore a continuity of many possible
intermediate sensations, the difference between any two of which is always smaller
than the difference between the given sensation and zero or complete negation. In
other words, the real in the [field of] appearance has always a magnitude. But since
its apprehension by means of mere sensation takes place in an instant and not
though successive synthesis of different sensations, and therefore does not proceed
from the parts to the whole, the magnitude is to be met with only in the
apprehension. The real has therefore magnitude, but not extensive magnitude. 46

 


Every sensation, therefore, and likewise every reality in the [field of] appearance,
however small it may be, has a degree, that is, an intensive magnitude which can
always be diminished. Between reality and negation there is a continuity of possible
realities and of possible smaller perceptions. Every colour, as for instance red, has a
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degree which, however small it may be, is never the smallest; and so with heat, the
moment of gravity, etc. 47

 


All appearances, then, are continuous magnitudes, alike in their intuition, as
extensive, and in their mere perception (sensation, and with it reality) as intensive.
If the synthesis of the manifold of appearance is interrupted, we have an aggregate
of different appearances, and not appearance as a genuine quantum. Such an
aggregate is not generated by continuing without break productive synthesis of a
certain kind, but through repetition of an ever-ceasing synthesis. If I called thirteen
thalers a quantum of money, I should be correct, provided my intention is to state
the value of a mark of fine silver. For this is a continuous magnitude in which no
part is the smallest, and in which every part can constitute a piece of coin that
always contains material for still smaller pieces. But if I understand by the phrase
thirteen round thalers, so many coins, quite apart from the question of what their
silver standard may be, I then use the phrase, quantum of thalers, inappropriately. It
ought to be entitled an aggregate, that is, a number of pieces of money. But as unity
must be presupposed in all number, appearance as unity is a quantum, and as a
quantum is always a continum. 48

 


If all reality in perception has a degree, between which and negation there exists an
infinite gradation of ever smaller degrees, and if every sense must likewise possess
some particular degree of receptivity of sensations, no perception, and consequently
no experience, is possible that could prove, either immediately or mediately (no
matter how far-ranging the reasoning may be), a complete absence of all reality in
the [field of] appearance. In other words, the proof of an empty space or of an
empty time can never be derived from experience. For, in the first place, the
complete absence of reality from a sensible intuition can never be itself perceived;
and, secondly, there is no appearance whatsoever and no difference in the degree of
reality of any appearance from which it can be inferred. It is not even legitimate to
postulate it in order to explain any difference. For even if the whole intuition of a 
certain determinate space or time is real through and through, that is, though no part
of it is empty, none the less, since every reality has its degree, which can diminish
to nothing (the void) through infinite gradations without in any way altering the
extensive magnitude of the appearance, there must be infinite different degrees in
which space and time may be filled. Intensive magnitude can in different
appearances be smaller or greater, although the extensive magnitude of the intuition
remains one and the same. 49
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The quality of sensation, as for instance in colours, taste, etc. , is always merely
empirical, and cannot be represented a priori. But the real, which corresponds to
sensations in general, as opposed to negation = 0, represents only that something
the very concept of which includes being, and signifies nothing but the synthesis in
an empirical consciousness in general. Empirical consciousness can in inner sense 
be raised from 0 to any higher degree, so that a certain extensive magnitude of
intuition, as for instance of illuminated surface, may excite as great a sensation as
the combined aggregate of many such surfaces has illuminated. [Since the extensive
magnitude of the appearance thus varies independently], we can completely abstract
from it, and still represent in the mere sensation in any one of its moments a
synthesis that advances uniformly from 0 to the given empirical consciousness.
Consequently, though all sensations as such are given only a posteriori, their
property of possessing a degree can be known a priori. It is remarkable that of
magnitudes in general we can know a priori only a single quality, namely, that of
continuity, and that in all quality (the real in appearances) we can know a priori
nothing save [in regard to] their intensive quantity, namely that they have degree.
Everything else has to be left to experience. 50

 



Experience is an empirical knowledge, that is, a knowledge which determines an
object through perceptions. It is a synthesis of perceptions, not contained in
perception but itself containing in one consciousness the synthetic unity of the
manifold of perceptions. This synthetic unity constitutes the essential in any
knowledge of objects of the senses, that is, in experience as distinguished from
mere intuition or sensation of the senses. In experience, however, perceptions come 
together only in accidental order, so that no necessity determining their connection
is or can be revealed in the perceptions themselves. For apprehension is only a
placing together of the manifold of empirical intuition; and we can find in it no
representation of any necessity which determines the appearancesthus combined to
have connected existence in space and time. But since experience is a knowledge of
objects through perceptions, the relation [involved] in the existence of the manifold
has to be represented in experience, not as it comes to be constructed in time but as
it exists objectively in time. Since time, however, cannot itself be perceived, the
determination of the existence of objects in time can take place only through their
relation in time in general, and therefore only through concepts that connect them a
priori. Since these always carry necessity with them, it follows that experience is
only possible through a representation of necessary connection of perceptions. 51

 
I render my subjective analysis of apprehension objective only by reference to a rule
in accordance with which the appearances in their succession, that is, as they
happen, are determined by the preceding state. The experience of an event (i.e. of
anything as happening) is itself possible only on this assumption. 52
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If by 'noumeuon' we mean a thing so far as it is not an object of our sensible
intuition, and so abstract from our mode of intuiting it, this is a noumeuon in the
negative sense of the term. But if we understand by it an object of a non-sensible
intuition, we thereby presuppose a special mode of intuition, namely, the
intellectual, which is not that which we possess, and of which we cannot
comprehend even that possibility. This would be 'noumenon' in the positive sense of
the term. 53

 


For that categories have meaning only in relation to the unity of intuition in space
and time; and even this unity they can determine, by means of general a priori
connecting concepts, only because of the mere ideality of space and time. 54

 
For in our sensibility, that is, in space and time, every condition to which we can
attain in the exposition of given appearances is again conditioned. 55




Now, as regards this second edition, I have, as is fitting, endeavoured to profit by
the opportunity, in order to remove, wherever possible, difficulties and obscurity
which, not perhaps without my fault, may have given rise to the many misunder-
standings into which even acute thinkers have fallen in passing judgment upon my
book. In the propositions themselves and their proofs, and also in the form and
completeness of the [architectonic] plan, I have found nothing to alter. This is due
partly to the long examination to which I have subjected them, before offering them
to the public, partly to the nature of the subject-matter with which we are dealing.
For pure speculative reason has a structure wherein everything is an organ, the
whole being for the sake of every part, and every part for the sake of all the others,
so that even the smallest imperfection, be it a fault (error) or a deficiency, must 
inevitably betray itself in use. This system will, as I hope, maintain, throughout the
future, this unchangeableness. It is not self-conceit which justifies me in this
confidence, but the evidence experimentally obtained through the parity of the
result, whether we proceed from the smallest elements to the whole of pure reason
or reverse-wise from the whole (for this also is presented to reason through its final
end in the sphere of the practical) to each part. Any attempt to change even the
smallest part at once gives rise to contradictions, not merely in the system, but in
human reason in general. 56




The critique of pure reason can be regarded as the true tribunal for all disputes of
pure reason; for it is not involved in these disputes -- disputes which are
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immediately concerned with objects -- but is directed to the determining and
estimating of the rights of reason in general, in accordance with the principles of
their first institution. In the absence of this critique reason is, as it were, in the state
of nature, and can establish and secure its assertions and claims only through war.
The critique, on the other hand, arriving at all its decisions in the light of
fundamental principles of its own institution, the authority of which no one can 
question, secures to us the peace of a legal order, in which our disputes have to be
conducted solely by the recognised methods of legal action. In the former state, the
disputes are ended by a victory to which both sides lay claim, and which is
generally followed by a merely temporary armistice, arranged by some mediating
authority; in the latter, by a judicial sentence which, as it strikes at the very root of
the conflicts, effectively secures an eternal peace. The endless disputes of a merely 
dogmatic reason thus finally constrain us to seek relief in some critique of reason
itself, and in a legislation based upon such criticism. As Hobbes maintains, the state
of nature is a state of injustice and violence, and we have no option save to abandon
it and submit ourselves to the constraint of law, which limits our freedom solely in
order that it may be consistent with the freedom of others and with the common
good of all. 57

The critique of pure reason can be regarded as the true tribunal for all disputes of
pure reason; for it is not involved in these disputes- which are immediately
concerned with objects -but is directed to the determining and estimating of the
rights of reason in general, in accordance with the principles of their first
institution. 58
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The incommunicability of mystic experience is due to the fact that it is essentially a 
matter of inarticulate feeling, untouched by discursive intellect. It must, however,
be noted that mystic feeling, like all feeling, has a cognitive element also; and it is, I 
believe, because of this cognitive element that it lends itself to the form of idea. In  
fact, it is the nature of feeling to seek expression in thought. It would seem that the 
two - feeling and idea - are the non-temporal and temporal aspects of the same unit
of inner experience. But on this point I cannot do better than quote Professor 
Hocking who has made a remarkably keen study of feeling in justification of an
intellectual view of the content of religious consciousness:
‘What is that other-than-feeling in which feeling may end? I answer, consciousness
of an object. Feeling is instability of an entire conscious self: and that which will
restore the stability of this self lies not within its own border but beyond it. Feeling
is outward-pushing, as idea is outward-reporting: and no feeling is so blind as to
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have no idea of its own object. As a feeling possesses the mind, there also possesses
the mind, as an integral part of that feeling, some idea of the kind of thing which
will bring it to rest. A feeling without a direction is as impossible as an activity
without a direction: and a direction implies some objective. There are vague states
of consciousness in which we seem to be wholly without direction; but in such
cases it is remarkable that feeling is likewise in abeyance. For example, I may be
dazed by a blow, neither realizing what has happened nor suffering any pain, and
yet quite conscious that something has occurred: the experience waits an instant in
the vestibule of consciousness, not as feeling but purely as fact, until idea has
touched it and defined a course of response. At that same moment, it is felt as
painful. If we are right, feeling is quite as much an objective consciousness as is
idea: it refers always to something beyond the present self and has no existence
save in directing the self toward that object in whose presence its own career must
end!’66
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