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burg. The lecture was en titled "Basic Questions of Meta­
physics." 
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VVHAT IS A THING? 



A. VARIOUS W AYS OF Q UESTION! G ABOUT THE THTNG 1 

1. Philosophical and Scientific Questioning 

From the range of the basic questions of metaphysics 
we shaH here ask this 011e ques tion: What is a thing? The 
question is quite old. What remains ever new about it is 
merely that it must be asked agai n and agam. 

We could nnmedtately begm a lengthy discussion 
abollt the question "What is a thing?" before we have 
really posed it. In one respect this would even be justified, 
since philosophy always starts from an un favorable posi­
tion. This is not so with the sciences (Wissenschaften ), 
for there is always a direct transition and entrance to 
them starting out from everyday representations, beliefs, 
a nd thinking. If one takes the everyday representation as 
the sole s tandard of all things, then philosophy is always 

• 
1 

The following footnote appears on the firs t page of the author­
IZed German text from which this translation is made: "A tran­
M'ript of this lec ture was reproduced without the knowledge 
or th": a~ thor and was put o n the market outs ide Germany without 
mcntJOnmg the source." Trans. 

1 



2 WHA T IS A THI N G? 

something~g~(verrucktes) . This shifting (Ver­
ruckung) oft e a ttitude of thought can be accomplished 
only a fter a jolt ( Ruck) . Scientific lectures, on the o ther 
hand, can immedia tely begin with the presenta tion of 
their subject. The plane of ques tioning thus chosen wi ll 
not be abandoned again when the questions become more 
difficult and complex. 

Philosophy, on the other hand, executes a continuous 
shifting of s tandpoint and level. Therefore, one docs no t 
know for a time which way to turn in it. However, in 
order that this unavoidable and often beneficial entangle­
ment does not go to excess, there is a need for a prelim­
inary reflection about what should be asked. Otherwise 
there is the danger of one's speaking long-windedly about 
philosophy without considering its meaning. We shall use 
the firs t hour, and only it, to reflect on our intention (Vor­
ha.ben). 

When the question "What is a thing?" arises, a doubt 
immediately announces itself._One may say that it makes 
sense to use and enjoy things in our r each. to el@inate 
objectionable things, to rovide for necessa ones, but 
that one can really do nothin& w1 e question "W a t 
is a ~bmg?" lilts is true. One can s tart to do nothing 
witlltl.lt would be a great misunders tanding of the Q.Y.es­
tion itself if tried to rove that one can start to do 
somethin with it. No one can s tar t to do anyt mgwith it. 
This assertion about our question is so true at we must 
evefiYnders tand 1t as a determma bon or Its essen~. The 
question "What is a thing ">" is one with which no thing, can 
be rted. More than this need n be said about it. 

Since t e question is already very old (as ol , in fact, 
as the beginning of Wes tern philosophy in Greece in the 
seventh century B.c.), it is therefo re advisable tha t this 
ques tion also be outlined from its historical point of view. 
Regarding this question, a little s tory is handed down 
which Plato has preserved in the Thea.etetus (174 a.f.): 

Various Ways of Questioning About the Thing 
'"\,.A 
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' • (J \ , , t 
" f2f17r€p Kal fJuAYJV 0(J.(TTp01'0P,OI~VTU. •• • KU.L U.I'W fJA(1r0VT U.1 Tr(O'OI'TU. fL'> 

<f>p(ap, Op~TTa TL'> ip.p.<Air; Kat x apt((T(Ta OcpU.7rU.LIIt'> aTrOUKWtfa! ..\l:y(Tru .;,._ 
..,a p.~v i v oupavi> 1rpo8up.o'i"To d8£vru1 ..,a 8'(p.7rpou0cv aiJ"Toii K~ 7ra.pd: 

r.oSa, ..\avOO.vot a.i...,&v. "The s tory is tha t Tha les, wh1le oc­
cupied in s tudying the heavens above and looking up, fell 
in to a well. A good-looking and whimsical maid from 
Thrace laughed at him and told him that while he might 
passionately want to know all things in the universe, the 
things in front of his very nose and feet were unseen by 
him." Plato added to this s tory the remark: Ta.v"Tov 8€ apK('i 
rTKwp.p.a E'1Tl 7T'cli'T0.'> OUOL 

0

( V qn..\oCTotj>I{L 8u£youm. "This jest also fits 
all those who become involved in philosophy." Therefore, 
the question "What is a thing?" must always be rated. as 
one which causes housemaids to laugh. And genume 
housemaids must have something to laugh about. 

Through the attempt to determine the question of ~he 
thing we have unintentionally arrived at a suggestion 
about the characteris tic of philosophy which poses that 
question. Philosophy, then, is that thinking with which 
one can start nothing and about which housemaids neces­
sarily laugh. Such a definition of philosophy is not a mere 
joke but is something to think over. We shall do well to 
remember occasionally tha t by our s trolling we can fall 
into a well whereby we may not reach ground fo r quite 
some time. 

There re mains the question as to why we talk about 
the fundamental questions of metaphysics. The term 
"metaphysics" here should indica te only that the ques­
tions dealt with s tand a t the core and center of philos­
ophy. However, by "metaphysics" we do no t mean a spe­
cial fie ld or branch within philosophy in contrast to logic 
and ethics. There arc no fie! in hiloso hy because 
philosophy itself is not a field. Somethin like a !VIsion ., 
of a or is sense ess in phi loso h ; scholastic carnmg is 
to a certa in ex tent in is ensable to it ut 1s never its 
~We there ore want to keep t e term me ap y s 



4 WHAT IS A THING? 

free from all that historically adheres to it. For us it signi­
fies only that procedure during which one runs the danger 
of falling into a well. Now, after this general preparation, 
we can more closely delineate the question "What is a 
thing?" 

2. Ambiguous Talk About the Thing 

First, what are we thinking about when we say "a 
thing"? We mean a piece of wood, a rock, a knife, a watch, 
a ball, a javelin, perhaps a screw or a piece of wire. But 
also a huge building, or a depot, or a giant spruce arc re­
ferred to as "huge things." In the summertime we speak 
of many things in the meadow: grasses, herbs, the butter­
flies and the bugs. The thing there on the wall-the paint­
ing-we also call it a thing, and the sculptor has many 
different fin ished and unfinished things in his work­
shop. 

By contrast, we hesitate to call the number five a thing, 
because one cannot reach for the number-one cannot 
hear it or see it. In the same way a sentence "The weather 
is bad" is not a thing any more than is a single word 
"house." We distinguish precisely the thing "house" and 
the word which names tbis thing. Also, an attitude or dis­
pos ition which we maintain or lose on some occasion is 
not cons idered as a tbing. 

If, however, a betrayal is in the air we say, "There are 
uncanny things going on." Here we do not refer to pieces 
of wood, utensils, or similar items. When, in making a 
decision, it depends "above all things" on this or that con­
s idera tion, the other things which have been omitted are 
not rocks or similar items but other considerations and 
decisions. Also, when we say "things aren't right,"" thing" 
is used in a much broader sense than at the s tart of our 
inventory. Now it has the sense which our German word 
had from the very beginning, namely a court trial or an 
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affair.2 Similarly, we "clear things up somewhere," or as 
the proverb states, "Good things take time." Also that 
which is not wood or stone, but every task and enterprise 
needs time. And someone for whom " things are going 
well" is a man whose affairs, wishes, and works are in 
good order. 

I t now becomes clear that we understand the term 
"thing" in both a narrower and a broader sense. The 
narrower or limited meaning of "thing" is that which can 
be touched, reached, or seen, i.e., what is present-at-hand 
(das Vorhandene) . In the wider meaning of the term, the 
"thing" is every affair or transaction, something that is in 
this or that condition, the things that happen in the world 
-occurrences, events. Finally, there is still another use of 
this word in the widest possible sense; this use was intro­
duced within the philosophy of the eighteen th century and 
was long in preparation. With respect to this, Kant speaks 
of the "thing-in-itself" (Ding an sich) in order to distin­
guish it from the "thing-for-us" (Ding fur tms), that is, as 
a "phenomenon." A thing-in-itself is that which is not ap­
proachable through experience as are the rocks, plants, 
and animals. Every thing-for-us is as a thing and also a 
thing-in-itself, which means that it is recognized abso­
lutely within the absolute knowledge of God. But not 
every thing-in-itself is also a thing-for-us: God, for in­
stance, is a thing-in-itself, as Kant uses the word, accord­
ing to the meaning of Christian theology. Whenever Kant 
calls God a thing, he does not mean a giant gas like forma­
tion that acts somewhere in hidden depths. According to 
strict usage, "thing" here means only "something" 
( et111as), that which is not nothing. We can think some-

:! Das Di11g: From Germanic legal language, originally desig­
nating the tribunal, or assembly o( free men. The thing(OIIa> was a 
cause one negotiated or reconciled in the assembly of jud~es. I 
Hciclcggcr in a later work refers to this in setting forth the notwn 
of thing as what assembles a world. Sec the lecture on Das Ding 
in Martin Heideggcr, Vortriige 1111d A11{siit ze (VA) (Pfullingen: 
Verlag Ncskc, 1954), pp. 172-74. Trans. 
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thing by the term and concept of "God," but we cannot 
experience God as we do this piece of chalk, about which 
we can make and prove such statements as: If we drop 
this piece of chalk it will fall with a certain veloci ty. 

God is a thing insofar as He is something at a ll , an X. 
Similarly, number is a thing, faith and faithfulness arc 
things. In li ke manner the signs > < are "something," 
and s imilarly "and" and "either/ or ." 

If we again ask our question "What is a thing?" we 
realize that this ques tion is not in good order, because 
what should be put into question, that is, the "thing," is 
ambiguous in its m eaning. What is to be put in to ques tion 
must be sufficiently defined to become questionable in the 
r ight way. "Where is the dog?" "The dog" cannot be 
searched for if I do not know whether it is our own dog or 
the neigh bor's. "What is a thing?" Thing in what sense­
in the limited, the wider, or the widest? We have to distin­
guish three d ifferent meani ngs even if the means of dis­
tinction is still uncertain: 

I . A thing in the sense of being present-at-hand: a rock, 
a piece of wood, a pair of pliers, a watch, an apple, and a 
piece of bread. All inanimate and all animate things such 
as a rose, shrub, beech tree, spruce, lizard, and wasp .... 

2. Thing in the sense in which it means whatever is 
named but which includes also p lans, decisions, rcOcc­
tions, loyalties, actions, historical things .... 

\.. 3. All these and anything e lse that is a something ( ein 
'EtiVas) and not nothing. 

Within what boundaries we determine the meanings of 
the term "thing" always remains arbitrary. With respec t 
to this the scope and direction of our questions will 
change. 

It is closer to our linguistic usage of today to under­
stand the term " thing" in the first (narrower) significa­
tion. Then each of these things (rock, rose, apple, watch) 
is a lso something (etwas), but not every something (the 
number five, fortune, bravery) is a thing. 

4l 
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I n asking "What is a thing?" we shall adhere to the 
firs t meaning; not only because we want to stay close to 
the usage of language but also because the question con­
cerning the thing, even where it is understood in its w ider 
and widest meanings, mos tly a ims at this narrower field 
and begins from it. As we ask "What is a thing?" we now 
mean the things around us. We take in view what is most 
immediate, most capable of being grasped by the hand. 
By observing such , we reveal that we have learned some­
thing From the laughter of the housemaid. She thinks we 
s hould first look around thoroughly in thi s round-about-
us ( Um-w1s-herum ). ~ ,., 

3. The Difference in Kind Between the Question 
of Thingness (Dingheit) and Scientific 

and Technical Methods 

As soon as we begin to define these things, however, we 
run into an embarrassment. .All these tbir:~ss have really 
~ccn settled long ago, and. if not. there arc provc-l'U£ien­
ttfic procedures and methods of J?roduction in which they 
can be settled. What a s tone js can best and most quickly 
be told b mine ralo and chemis try; what a rose or a 
b ·s botan teac cs re ·a · w a a ro or a fa l(;on is 
zoology; as to what a shoe is, or a horseshoe, or a watch: 
thc::sJjae!Jll!ker , the blacksmith and the watchmaker re-
spectively, give the best technicali;;formation. '-. 
. It turns out that we arc a lways too s low with our ques­

tron , and we arc immediately referred to quarters which 
already have a far better answer ready or, at least, experi­
ences and methods to give such answers quickly. This 
only confirms what we have already admilled, namely, 
,t.ha t we cannot s tart to do anything with the question 
Wl~at is a thing?" But since we intend ( vorhczben) to 

t:lanfy this quest ion, especially with regard to immediate tl. . 
lings, It will be necessary to make clea r what e lse we 

want to know in con tradi stinction to the sciences. 
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With our question " What is a thing?" it obviously is 
not our purpose to discover what gran ite, a pebble, lime­
s tone, or sandstone is but rathc1· wha t the rock is as a 
l~Li11g. We do not care to know how to distinguish a t any 
t1me mosses, ferns, grasses, shrubs, and trees, but what 

• the plant is as a thing, and similarly in respect to animals. 
Vl_e do not care to know what pliers arc in comparison 
With a hammer, what a watch is in comparison with a 
key; but we want to know what these implements and 
too ls are as things. What this means, of course, must be 
further clarified. But if one once admits that we can ask 
the ques tion in this way, then obviously one demand re­
mains: namely, that we s tick to tlie facts and their exact 
ob_scrvations in order to discover what things arc. What 
thmgs ~re cannot be contrived at a desk or prescribed by 
gcne_rahzed talk. It can be de termined on ly in wor·kshops 
and m the research laboratories. And if we do no t confine 
ourselves to this then we will be exposed to the laughter 
of housemaids. We are inquiring about thi ngs, and yet we 
pass over (iiberspringen) all the givens and the opportu­
nities which, according to general opinion, give us ade­
quate information about all these things. 

This is how it actually looks. With our question "What 
is a thing?" we not only pass over the particular rocks 
and s tones, particular plants and their species, animals 
and their species, implements and too ls, we also pass over 
whole realms of the inanimate, the an ima te, and tools, 
and des ii·c to know only "What is a thing?" In inquiring 
this ~ay, we seek what makes the thmg a rhtng_anch1ot 
what makes_it_a s.t.one or wood; what cond itions 
(be-di11gl)~ the thing.~e do not ask concerning a thing of 
some species ~ut after tne thingness o[ a thin.g. ~c 

:
1 Be-di11gt; verb bet;fingen: "conditioned"; "to condition." As 

a lready suggested He•de er wants to connect dinge11 with the 
notion of ·:assem In ." Thus he wn es: as 111g tlllgt. Das 
Dingen versamme t." " e thin thin s. The thin mg assembles" 
(VA, p. . ere 1c seems to want to ca our a en •on o the 
origin~ signi&a"lice vl' t2edl!ZgZW I be onginal legal connot~t ion 
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condition of being a thing, which con~s thc...t.hing as 
a tiling, cannot itself again be a thi ng, i.e., s~mcthinr.co~­
dit1on.ed. flie thingness must be somcth10g un-condi­
tioned (un-bediugtes) . Vlith llie question "Wha t is a 
thii'lg?" we are asking or some · uncon 1t1one . We 
ask a ut , at 1s a ar us and t c 
h nd alienate ou rselves from t ·e immediate 
thin s ver much more t an 1 Thales, who could see 
on y as far as the s tars. But we want to pass eyon even 
these things to the unconditioned, where there arc no 
more things that provide a basis and ground. 

And, nevertheless, we pose this question only in order 
to know what a rock is, and a lizard taking a sunbath on 
it, a blade of grass that grows beside it, and a knife which 
perhaps we hold in our hands while we lie in the meadow. 
We want to know jus t that, something tha t the mineralo­
gist, botanist, zoologis t, and metallurgis t perhaps don't 
want to know at all, something that they only think they 
want to know while actually wanting something else: to 
promote the progress of science, or to satisfy the joy of 
discovery, or to show the technica l usage of things, or to 
make a livelihood. We, however, desire to know what 
these men not only do not want to know but perhaps what 
they never can know in spite of their science and technical 
skill. This sounds presumptuous. It doesn't on ly sound 
so, it is. Naturally this is not the presumptuousness of a 
s ingle person any more than our doubt about the desire 
and ability of the sciences to know passes sentence on the 
attitude and conviction of particular persons or even 
against the utility and the necessity of science. 

The demand for knowledge in our question is a pre­
sumpt ion of the kind found in every essentia l decision 
(Emscheidung). Although we a rc already familiar with 
this decis ion, that docs not mean that we have already 
passed th rough it. It is the decision whether we want to 

of these words must not be overlooked. An "assembly" does condi­
tion something. Trans. 
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kn_ow those things with which one can s tart to do nothing 
- m the sense of this figure of s peech. If we forego this 
knowledge and don 't ask this question, then all remains 
as it is. We s hall pass our examinations, perhaps even bet­
ter, wi thout ask ing this question. Even if we ask this 
ques tion, we s hall not overnight become better botan ists, 
zoologists, historians, jurists, or physicians. Bu t per­
haps better or more cau tious ly put--certainly differen t 
teachers, different physicians and judges, a lthough even 
then we can start to do nothing with this question in our 
professions. 

With our question, we want neither to replace the sci­
ences nor to reform (verbessern) them. On the other 
hand, we want to par ticipate in the prcpar:.:-iilim oi a..acci­
s i~cdecJsiOn : Is science the measure of knowledge, 
or is there a knowledge in which the ground and limit of 
sc~ce and thus its genuine effectiveness arc dctermiQed? 
Is th is genuine knowledge necessary for a hjstorical pco­
p l_s_ or is it dis pensable or replaceable by something 
else? 

However, decisions ar·e not wot·kcd out by merely ta lk­
ing abou t them but by creating s ituations and taking posi­
tions in which the decision is unavoidable, in which it 
becomes the most essentia l decision when one docs not 
make it bu t rather avoids it. 

The uniqueness of such decisions remains that they are 
prepared for only by questions with which one cannot 
s tart to do anyth ing insofar as common opinion and the 
horizon of housemaids are concerned. Furthermore, th is 
question ing always looks li ke a pr·ctense to know better 
than the sciences. The term "better" always means a 
difference of degree in one and the same realm. However, 
with our question we stand outside the sciences, and the 
knowledge for which our question s trives is ne ither bet­
ter nor worse but totally different. Different from science 
but a lso different from what one call s a "Weltan­
schauung." 

Various Ways of Questioning About the Thing 11 

4. The Everyday and Scientific Experiences of the Thing; 
The Question Concerning Their Truth 

The question "What is a thing?" seems now to be in 
order . It is at least roughly de termined: ( 1) What is put 
in question, and (2) That whereafter we ask regarding 
what is put in question. Put in question is the "thing" in 
its narrower meaning, which refers us to the present-at­
hand (Vorhanden). That whereafter the thing is asked 
and interrogated, as it were, is th ingness, what deter­
mines a thing as such to be a thing. 

Yet when we s tart to ascertain this thingness of a thing 
we are immediate ly helpless in spite of our well-ordered 
question. Where s.~ou ld v:c g.~asp the thing? _And besi_des: \ ~o. l 
we nowhere find the thmg, but only part1cular thmgs, 
these and those things. What makes this so? Is it only we, 
because, first and fo remost, we s trike only the part icular 
and then only afterward, as it seems, extract and pull off 
(abstrac t ) the general, in this case the thingness, from the 
particular? Or is the fact tha t we a lways meet only par­
ticular things inherent in the things themselves? And if it 
is in the things, is it then only their somehow basic or 
accidental caprice to meet us in this way, or do they meet 
us as particulars because they arc within themselves par­
ticular, as the things which they a re? 

In any case, this is where our everyday experience and 
opinion about things is directed. But before we continue 
this line of our questioning, it is necessary to insert an 
intervening examination of our everyday exper ience. 
There is not at first, nor later on, any valid reason to 
doubt our everyday experiences. Of course, it is not su ffi­
c ient simply to claim tha t that which everyday exper i­
ence shows of the things is true, any more than it is 
sufficient to main ta in in a seemingly more critical and 
cautious way: after all, as individual humans we are in­
dividual subjects and egos, and what we represent and 
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~can ar·c only subjective pictures which we carry around , 
111 us; we never reach the things thcmselvesJ_his view, in 
tu'!!, will not be overcome jn case it is not true, by talk­
i'"!_g about "we" instead of "I" and by taking into account 
tlie communtt rathct· than the individual. There always 
r:mains the possibility t at we on y exc ange su !CC;vc 
ptc~cs of thine-s wtth one another, which may ot 
thereby become any truer because we have exchanged 
~lly. 

We now set asiCJCthese different interpretations of our 
relation to the things as well as the truth of this relation. 
But, on the other hand, we do not want to forget that it is 
not at all suffic ient to appeal only to the truth and cer­
tainty of everyday experience. Precisely if everyday ex­
perience carries in itself a truth, and a superior truth at 
that, this truth must be founded, i.e., its foundation mus t 
be la id, admitted, and accepted. This will become even 
morS,_Eeccssary when it turns out That Ui~vcryda\IJhings 
show s till another face. That they have long done, and 
the do it for us toda to an extent and in a wa th t we 
have har y compre ended, let a one mastered~ 

'Take the common example: The sun's diameter is at 
most ha lf a meter to one meter· wide when it sets behind 
the mountains in the form of a glowing disk. All that the 
sun is for the shepherd coming home with his flock does 
not now need to be described, but it is the r·ea) sun, the 
same one the shepherd awaits the next morning. But the 
real sun has already set a few minutes befot·c. Wha t we 
sec is on ly a semblance (Schein) caused by certain proc­
esses of rays. But even this semblance is only a semblance, 
for "in reality," we say, the sun never sets at all. It docs 
not wander over the earth and around it but the reverse. 
The earth turns around the sun, and this sun, further­
more, is not the ultimate center of the universe. The sun 
belongs to larger systems which we know today as the 
Milky Way and the spiral nebula, which arc of an order 
of magnitude compared to which our solar system must 
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b. characterized as diminutive. And the sun, which daily 
ri~cs and sets and dispenses light, is ever growing colder; 
our earth, in order to maintain the same degree of 

armth would have to come always closer to the sun. 
\V ' h . 
However, it is moving away from the sun. T is means .It 
rushes toward a catastrophe, albeit in "time spans" m 
comparison with which the few thousand years of human 
history on earth amount to not even one s~cond.. . 

Now which of these is the true sun? Whtch thmg IS the J 
true one the sun of the shepherd or the sun of the astro­
physicis~? Or is the question wrongly put, an~ if so, ~h~? 
How should this be decided? For that, obvtously, 1t IS 

necessary to know what a thing is, what it means to-be-a­
thing, and how the truth of a thing is determined. 0~ 
these questions neither the shepherd nor the astrophysi-
cist informs us. Neither can or needs to pose these ques­
tions in order to be immediately who they arc. 

Another example: The English physicist and astronp­
mer Eddington once satd of his table thai every ~ of 
tfus kmd the table, the chan", etc. has a dcnrt5l'e. Table 
number one is the table known smce his childhood; table 
numb;r two is the "sc1enLthc table." Th1s scientific table, 
thatls, the table which science dClmes in its thingness, 
consists, according to the atomic physics of today, not of 
wood but mostly of empty space; in this emptiness elec­
trical charges are distributed here and there, which are 
rushing back and forth a t great velocity. Which one now 
is the true table number one or number two? Or are both 
true? In the sen~e of what truth? What truth mediates be­
tween the two? There must be still a third one according 
to which number one and number two arc true in their 
way and represent a variation of this truth. We cannot 
~nve ourselves by the favored mad of saying: whatever is 
asserted about the sc ien tific table number two, the spir·al 
nebula, and the dying sun arc but viewpoints and theories 
of physics. To that the retort is: on this physics are 
founded all our giant powe1· sta tions, our airplanes, radio 
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and television, the whole of technology which has altered 
the earth and man with it more than he suspects. These 
are realities, not viewpoints which some investigators 
"distant from life" defend. Does one want science even 
"closer to life"? I think that it is already so close that it 
suffocates us. Rather, we need the right distance from life 
in order to attain a perspective in which we measure what 
is going on with us human beings. J 

No one knows this today. For this reason we must ask 
everyone and ask again and again, in order to know it, or 
at least in order to know why and in what respects we do 
not know it. Have man and the nations only stumbled into 
the univers~ ro be s imilarly slung out of it again, or is it 

...otherwise? We must ask For a long time there is...first 
something much...!!l_ore preliminary: we must first again 
learn how to ask. That can only happen by asking ques­
tions-of course. not jus t any uestions. We chose the 
uestion "What is a thing?" It now turns out: t e t ings 

stand in ditferent:triith . What is the thing sue t at 1t is 
iike this? From what point of view should we decide the 
being-a-thing of things? We take our standpoint in every­
day experience with the reservation that its truth, too, 
will eventually require a foundation (eine Begrundung)." 

5. Particularity and Being-This-One (Jediesheit). 
Space and Time as Determinations of Things 

In e e;-~day experience we always meet particular 
things. With this suggestion we resume the pursuit of our 
question after the above digression. 

4 Begrii11dmtg.· "A foundation," "establishment," "argument," 
"reasons for," "explanation," "proof." The English "ground" is 
equivalent to Cru11d; but the German includes the idea of a foun­
dation of a building. Heidcgger seems to emphasize this aspect 
of its meaning. Therefore, in the related words this sense will be 
adhered to where possible. Kant and rite Problem of M etaphysics, 
James S. Churchill, trans. (Bloomington: Indiana University 
Press, 1962), p. 3, n. I. Tra11s. 
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The things arc particular. That means first: the stone,~ 
the lizard, the blade of grass, and the kni fe are each-for­
itself (~ fur sich). Moreover, the s tone is a completely 
defin ite one, exactly this one; the lizard is not a lizard in 
aeneral, but just this one, and so it is with the blade of 
~rass and the knife. There is no thing in general, only ~ar­
ticular things; and the particulars, moreover, are JUSt 
these (je diese). Each thing is one such this one (ein je A 
dieses) and no other. 

Unexpectedly, we meet with something which belongs 
to the thing as a thing. This is a determination that is 
disregarded by the sciences which, with their thrust to­
ward facts, apparently come closest to things. For a 
botanist, when he examines the labiatc flower, will never 
be concerned about the single flower as a single one: it 
always remains an exemplar only. That is also true of the 
animals, for example, the countless frogs and sala­
manders which arc killed in a laboratory. The "this one"~ 
(je dieses) which distinguishes every thing, is passed over 
by science. Should we now consider the things in this 
way? With the countlessncss of things we would never 
come to an end, and we would continually establish 
nothing but irrelevancies. However, we ·are not directing 
ourselves exclusively at the particulars, always these 
things (je diese Dinge) one after another, but are after 
every thing's general char·actcristic of being "this one": } 
the being-this-one (Jediesheit ), i[ such a word formation 
b acceptable. - k p ,;~. twfcu- ro. lff., ~ ftt.e. J.«f'k·~ 

But is the sentence " Every thing is a this one (ein je 
dieses) and not another one" at all appl icable? There are 
things which do not differ· at all from one another, things 
which arc exactly alike, as two buckets or two pine 
need les which we cannot distinguish from each other in 
any respect. The fact, one could say, that we cannot dis­
tinguish between the two exactly alike things does not 
prove tha t, in the end, they arc not different. However, 
even assuming that two s ingle things arc simply alike, 
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each is still this thing because each of these two pine 
needles is in another place (Ort); and if they are to oc­
cupy the same place, they can do so only at a different 
time point. Place and time point make even absolutely 
alike things be these very ones (je diesen), i.e., different 

Vi ones. Insofar as each thing has its place, its time, and its 
1' time duTation, there are never two same things. The par­

ticularity (Jeweiligkeit) of the places and their manifold­
ness are grounded in space, and the particularity of the 
time points is grounded in time. That basic characteristic 
of the thing, i.e., that essential determination of the thing­
ness of the thing to be this one (je dieses ), is grounded in 
the essence of space and time. 

Our question "What is a thing?" includes, therefore, the 
questions "What is space?" and "What is time?" It is cus­
tomaTy for us to speak of them both together. But how 
and why are space and time conjoined? Are they con­
joined at all, as though externally thrust onto one another 
and into one another, or are they primordially at one? Do 
they stem from a common root, from some third, or bet­
ter, some first which is neither space nor time because 
more primordially it is both? These and other related 
questions will occupy us, i.e., we will not set our minds at 
rest that there is space and time and that we place them 
next to each other-space and time-by use of the patient 
little word "and," as in "dog and cat." In order to keep 
hold of these questions by means of a title, we call them 
the question of the time-span (Zeitraum). We understand 
by time-span a certain length of time, and say: within the 
time-span of a hundred years. By this expression we really 
mean only something temporal. In contrast to this very 
common usage, which is very instructive for fuTther 
thought, we will give the composite "Zeitrawn" a 
meaning that is designed to indicate the inner unity of 
space and time. Thereby, the real question applies to the 
"and." That we name time first, that we say Zeitraum and 
not Rawnzeit, should indicate that time plays a special 
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role in this question. But that should not mean at all that 
space can be deduced [rom time or that it is something 
secondary to it. 

The question "What is a thing?" includes in itself the )< 
question: "What is Zeitraum (time-span)?", the puzzling 
unity of space and time within which, as it seems, the 
basic character of things, to be only this one, is deter­
mined. 

We will not escape the question about the essence of 
space and time, because immediately so many doubts 
arise regarding the distinguishing mark we gave of the 
thingncss of the thing. We said: Place and time point 
make even absolutely identical things just these (je 
diese11 ), i.e_, different ones. But are space and time at aiJ 
determinations of the thing itself? The things, as we say, 
are indeed within space and time. Space and time are a t 
frame, an ordering realm, with the help of which we 
establish and indicate the place and time point of the 
particular things. It might be, therefore, that each thing, 
if it is determined with respect to place and time, is now 
just this (je dieses ), not mistakable for any other. How­
ever, these are only determinations which are externally 
brought to and at a thing through the space-time relation. 
As yet, nothing is said about the thing itself or what 
makes it to be this one. We easily see that behind these 
~ifficulties hides the principal question: Arc space and X 
t1me only a frame for the things, a system of co-ordinates 
which we lay out in order to reach sufficiently exact s tate­
ments about things, or arc space and time something 
else? Is the relation to them of the thing not this external 
one? (Compare Descartes.)" 

h:· ~c.scarte_s identifies space or internal place with the body 
~;.e1~ occup1e.s . it: " For: in truth_. the same extens ion in length, 
The t:.th,_ an~ depth. wh1ch const1tutes space, constitutes body." 
II c ISlmct1on we make is only a conceptual one· extension being 

1C common hcto · · d. 'd 1· d · ' a cncri . < • 1 • 111 lVI ua 1zc 111 the case of body, but g iven 
rcfccts tf ~tnll~ 111 the case of space. For this reason Descartes 

· 1c not1on of the vacuum. (Tile Principles of Pllilosophy, 

.. 
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According to the everyday manner we arc used to, we 
look at what is around us. We can notice: this chalk is 
white; this wood is hard; the door is closed. But such 
s tatements do not carry us to the goal. We want to look 
at the things with respect to their thingness, therefore for 
what presumably characterizes all things and each thing. 
When we look at them with respect to this we find that 
things arc singular: one door, one piece of chalk, one 
black board, e tc. Being s ingular is obviously a general, uni­
versally applicable characteris tic (Zug) of things. If we 
look more closely, we even discover that these s ingle 
things arc just these (je diese ): this door, this chalk, this 
now and here, not those of classroom s ix and not the ones 
from last semester. 

Thus, we already have an answer to our ques tion 
"Wha t is a thing?" A thing is always a this one (je dieses ). 
We now seek to understand mo1·e precisely wherein this 
essential characteristic of the thing consists. The above 
named characteristic of the things, that they arc always 
these (je diese), stands in conjunction with space and 
time. Through its particular space and time point, each 

" thing is unmista kably this one and not another. However, 
some doubts arise as to whether with such a reference to 
space and time we are saying anything about the thing 
itself. Such statements about the place and time point 
after all concern on ly the frame within which things s tand 

Part Jl , P rinciples X- XVI, E. S. Ha ldane and G. R. T. Ross, trans., 
The Pltilosophica/ Works o{ Descartes [N.Y.: Dover Publications, 
1955], 2 vols., J, 259-62.) 

In Meditation Ill and in his reply toP. Gasscndi 's objections, 
Descartes al.scr ts the doctrine of con tinual creation, based on his 
belief that the moments of time arc discrete. Thus he asserts: 
" ... that the s ingle moments of this time can be separated from 
their neighbours, i.e., that a thing which endures through individ­
ual moments may cease to exist." (lbid., JI , 219; l, 163, 164.) 

Descartes, therefore, identifies both space and time with the 
existent thing. Both arc considered as external in their re lation 
to the thing only because of the way we conceptually give them 
generic unity. Trans. 
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and how, that is to say where and when, they happen to 
stand within it. One could point out that each thing-as 
fa r· as we know things-has its space-time-position 
( Rawn-Zeit-Stelle ), and that this relation of the thing to 
space and time is not something a rbitrary. Do things 
necessari ly stand within this space-time-relation ( Raum­
Zeit-Bezug), and what is the bas is for this necessity? 
Docs this basis lie in the things themselves? If this were 
the case, then the aforementioned characteris tic would 
have to asser t someth ing about things themselves, about 
the being-a-thing (Dingsein ). 

First, however, we have the impress ion that space and 
time arc something outs ide of things. Or docs this im­
pression deceive us? Let us look more closely: this piece 
of chalk, the room-bcttc1·, the space of the classroom­
lies around this thing, if we must speak of a "lying" 
around. We say that this piece of cha lk takes up a certain 
space. This space is delimited by the surface of the piece 
of chalk. Surface? Plane? The piece of chalk itself is ex­
tended. The space is not only around it, but d irectly in it, 
even within it; but this space is occupied, filled up. The 
chalk itself consists inwardly of space. After all, we say 
the chalk takes up this space, encloses this space by its 
surface, in itself, as its interior·. Thcrcf ore, for the chalk, 
this space is not a mere exterior frame. But what docs 
intcdor mean here? What docs the in terior of the chalk 
look like? Let us sec. We break it into two pieces. Arc we 
n?w at the interior? Exactly as before we a rc again out­
~ Jde. Nothing has changed . The pieces of chalk are 

( 

~mallcr, but bigger or smaller docs not ma tter now. The 
~~rfaccs where it is broken arc less smooth than the rest 
0 the su rface. but that docs not matter. The moment we 

~ 
wn~tcd to open the chalk by breaking it to grasp the in-
teno · ) d · · . ' h. r, It 1a enclosed 1tscll agam. And we could continue 

· ) t 15 action until the piece of chalk had become a little pi le 
of powder. Undc1· a magnifying glass and a microscope t w~7~': ~ea: ~ these t ;ny gra;ns Where th;s HmH 

e ~ oc.r ("eM-C. (0(( ~o{ J c . 
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of su~h a "mechanical" di\'ision lies cannot be clearly dc­
te:mmcd. In any case, such breaking up never yields any­
thmg but what was already here, from which it started. 
Whether this piece of chalk is four centimeters or .004 
millimeters only makes a difference in how much but not 
in what (essence). 

Follo.wing this mechanical division we could carry out 
a chcmtcal-molccular analysis. We could even go behind 
that, to the atomic structure of the molecu les. But ac­
cordi.ng. to the starting point of our question, we want to 
remam m the realm of the things immedia tely around us. 
But even if we go the way of chemistry and physics, we 
never reach beyond the sphere of mechanics, that is, be­
yond such a spa tial sphere wherein matter moves from 
place to place or rests in one place. On the basis of the 
results of our present atomic physics-since Niels Bohr 
exhibited his model of the atom (1913 )-the relations be­
tween mallet· and space are no longer so simple, although 
fun?amentally still the same. What keeps a place oc­
c.u pted, takes up space, must itself be extended Our gues­
t!on,has been what the interior of a physical body looks 
hke· ore exactly, the space " there." The result is: this 
interior is a wa s a ain an exterior or t e 
smaller particles. 

Meanwhile, our piece of chalk has become a little 
of powder·. Even if we assume that nothing of the matter 
has escaped, that the full amount is still here, it is no 
longer· our chalk, i.e., we can no longer write with it on 
the blackboard. We cou ld accept that. But we cannot ac­
cept that we could not find the space we looked for in the 
!nterior of the chalk, the space which belongs to the chalk 
ttsclf. But, perhap~ we did not reach for it fast enough. 
Let us break the ptecc of chalk aga in! The surface where 
it is bro ken and the pieces of surface arc now the exterior. 
Bu~ t?.is. piece of surface .which was just previously "in­
ten.or ts exact ly th~ t ptece of surf ace delimi Ling the 
grams of chalk , and 1t was always the exterior of these 
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pieces of chalk. Where docs the interior begin and the ex­
terior end? Does the chalk consist of space? Or· is the 
space always a container, something of an enclosure, of 
which the chalk consists, of that which the chalk itself is? 
The chalk only fills space; a place is always placed into 
the thing. This placing in of space tells us exactly that the 
space remains outside. Whatcve1· occupies space always 
forms the border between an outside and an inside. But 
the interior is really only an exterior lying farther back. 
(Strictly speaking, there is no outside or inside within 
space itself.) But where in the world would there be an 
outside and inside, if not in space? Perhaps, however, 
space is only the possibility of outside and inside but it­
self neither an interior nor an exterior. The s tatement 
"Space is the poss ibility of inside and outside" might be 
true. What we call "possibility" (Moglichkeit) is still 
rather indefinite. "Possibility" can mean many things. We 
are not of the opinion that we have decided with such a 
s tatement the question of the relation between the thing 
and space. Perhaps the question has not yet been suffi­
ciently posed. Up to now we have not considered that 
space which especially concerns such things as this chalk, 
as well as writing tools and implements in general, which 
we call the storeroom (equipment room: Zeugraum). 

We were concerned to t·cflect on whether space and }c. 
time arc "exterior" to things or not. Yet it became evident 
that the space which appears mos t likely to be within 
things is something exterior when \'iewcd from the physi-
cal thi ng and its particles. 

Still more exterior to things is Lime)Crhe chalk here also 
has its times: the time point (Zeitp1111kte) now in which 
the chalk is here, and this next now when it is there. With 
the question concern ing space there still appeared some 
prospects of finding it within the thing itself. But even 
this is not the case with Lime. Time runs over things as a 
hrook passes over rocks. Perhaps not even in this way, 
because, in the movement of the wate1·s, the rocks arc 
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pushed and d r iven so that they rub and polish each other. 
The movement of time, however, leaves things untouched. 
That the time now advances from 5: IS to 6:00 docs 
nothing to the chalk. We do say "with" time or "with the 
passing" of time things arc changing. It is even said that 
the ill-famed "tooth" of time is "nibbling" on things. That 
things arc changing in the passing of time is not to be de­
nied. But did anyone ever observe how time nibbles at 
things, that is, generally speaking, how ti me goes to work 
on things? 

But pcd1aps time is identifiable on ly with some ou t­
s tanding things. We know such things: clocks. They show 
the time. Let us look at this clock. Where is time? We see 
the figures and the hands which move, but not time. We 
can open a clock and examine it. Where here is time? But 
this clock docs not give the time immediately. This clock 
is set according to the German Observatory in Hamburg. 
If we were to travel there and ask the people where they 
have the time, we would be jus t as wise as before our 
journey. 

I f, therefore, we cannot even find time on that thing 
""hich shows time, then it actually seems to have nothing 
to do with th ings themselves. On the other hand, it is after 
all not merely empty talk when we say that we can tell 
the time with the help of clocks. If we deny th is, where 
would that lead? Not only the schedule of cvcr·yday life 
would fall to pieces, but every technical calcu lation would 
also become impossible; history, every memory, and 
every decision would be gone. 

And yet, in what relation do things stand to time? With 
every attempt to determine this, the impression is re­
newed more strongly than before that space and time arc 

, on ly perceptual realms for things, indifferent toward 
these but usefu l in assigning every thing to its space-time­
position. Where and how these perceptual rea lms really 
arc remains open. But this much is certain: on ly on ac­
count of this position do particular things become just 
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these (je diesen ). And there is then, after all, at least the ~ 
possibility of many same things. Precisely when we look 
at the question from things themselves and not from their 
frame of reference, each thing is not unmistakably a sin­
gle one (je dieses); it is that only with respect to space 
and time. 

Now, it is true that one of the greatest German 
thinkers, Leibniz, has denied that there ever could be two 
identical things. Leibniz established, with regard to this, 
a special principle which ruled throughout this philos­
ophy, of which today we hardly have an idea. It is the 
principium identitatis indiscernibilium, the principle of 
the identity of indiscernible things. The principle states: 
Two indis tinguishable things, i.e., two alike things,cannot 
be two things but must be the same, i.e., one thing. Why, 
we ask? The reason Leibniz gives is just as essential for 
the fundamental principle as for his entire basic philo­
sophical system. Two alike things cannot be two, i.e., each 
is irreplaceably this one (je dieses) because two alike 
things cannot exist at all. Why not? The being of things is 
their creation by God, as understood in the Christian 
theological interpretation. If there ever were two alike 
things, then God had twice created the same, i.e., simply 
repeating something eternal. Such a superficially me­
chanical deed, however, contradicts the completeness of 
the absolute Creator, the perfeclio Dei. Therefore, there 
can never be two ali ke things, by reason of the essence of 
being, in the sense of being created. This principle is 
based here upon certa in more or less explicit principles 
and basic perceptions of what is in general and the being 
o.f that; moreover, upon certa in conceptions of the perfec­
tion of creation and production in general. 

. We arc not now sufficien tly prepared to take our stand 
\"lth respect to the principle expressed by Leibniz and its 
loundation. It is necessary always to see again to what 
lengths the question "What is a thing?" immediately 
leads. It could be that this theologica l argument of the 
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principle is impossible for us, even disregarding the ques­
tion of the dogmatic truth of Christianity. However, one 
thing remains certain; in fact, it now first comes to light 

;x 
that the question concerning the character of the being of 
things, to be s ingular and " this one," is completely and en­
tirely hung up in the question concerning being. Does be­
ing s till mean to us being created by God? If not, what 
then? Docs being no longer mean anything at all to us, so 
that we arc only s taggering around in a confusion? Who 
can decide how it stands with being andjts determina­
tion? 

But we firs t ask only about the proximate things 
around us. They show themselves as singular and as "just 
these." From our reference to Leibniz, we concluded that 
the character of the things, to be "just these," could be 
based on the being of things themselves and not only with 
reference to their position in space and time. 

6. The Thing as Just This Olle (je dieses) 

But we shall let alone the question from where the 
character of a thing as "jus t this one" is determined , and 
pose a still more preliminary question, which is wrapped 
in the preceding one. 

We said that the s ingle things around us arc " just 
these." When we say of something which encounters us 
that it is this, are we saying anything about the thing itself 
a t all? This, namely, the one here, i.e., that which we now 
point ou t. In "this" lies a pointing, a referring. We indi-< 
calc something to the others who arc with us, with whom 
we arc together. It is a reference within the range of the 
" hcre"-this one here, this here. The " this" means, more 
precisely, here in our immediate neighborhood; while we 
always mean something more distant by "that," but s till 
within the range of "the here and there"-this here, that 
there. The Latin language has in this connection s till 
sharper distinctions. Hie means "this here," isle means 
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" that there." Ille means "that far away," the Greek bc(t­

by which the poets intend what is at the periphery-what 
we call the ulterior (Jenseitige) . 

In grammar such words as " this" and " that" are called 
demonstratives, for these words demonstrate, they point 
at. .. . The general verbal character of these reference 
words comes to expression in the term demonstrative 
pronoun ( Fiir-worter). The Greeks said aa•Twvvp.[a, which 
became the standard for Western grammar ('AVTwlltlp.ta.L 

8nKTIKal) . In this des ignation of such words as " this" and 
"that" lies a quite definite explanation and interpretation A 
of thei r essence. The interpretation is indeed significant 
for Western grammar (which, in spite of everything, still 
governs us today). Yet it is mis leading. The name "pro­
noun" (FUr-wort ),considering a word as a noun (nomen) , 
a name (Name) and substantive, means that such words 
as "this" take the place of subs tantives. It is true that they 
do this, yet it is only what they do also. We speak of the 
chalk but do not always use the name, using instead the 
expression "this." However, such a subs tituting role is 
not the original essence of the pronoun; its naming func­
tion is more primordial. We grasp it immediately when 
we remember that the article "the" is derived from the 
demonstrative words. I t is customary to place the article 
before the substantive. The naming reference of the arti-
cle always goes beyond the noun. The naming of the sub­
s tantive itself always occurs on the basis of a pointing­
ou t. This is a "demonstration," exh ibiting the encoun­
~:r~? ~nd the prese~t-at-hand. The func tion of naming, 
\ hlch IS performed m the demonstrative, belongs to the 

must primordial way of speaking in general. It is not i 
nwrcly a substitution, i.e., not a second or later order of 
l'.\ pression. 

1o consider what has been said is important for the 
correct evaluation of the "this." It is somehow included in 
ever · . Y ~ammg as such. Insofar as thi ngs confront us, they 
come mto the cha· t · [" h . " B h rae c 1 o t IS. ut t ereby we are say-
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ing that the" this" is not characteristic of the thing itself. 
The "this" takes the thing only insofar as it is an object of 
a demonstration. Those speaking and thinking, however, 
who use such demonstrative words, i.e., human beings, 
are always single subjects. The "this," instead of being a 

*-character of the thing itself, is only a subjective addition 
on our part. 

7. Subjective-Objective. The Question of Truth 

To see how little, indeed, is said by the statement that 
"this" is only a "subjective" determination of the thing is 
recognizable from the fact that we are just as justified in 
calling it "objective," for objectum means something 
thrown against you. The "this" means a thing insofar as it 
faces us, i.e., it is objective. What a "this" is does not de­
pend upon our caprice and our pleasure. But even if it de­
pends on us, it also equally depends upon the things. This 
only is clear, that such determinations as the "this," 
which we use in the everyday experience of the things, 
are not as self-evident as they may appear to be. It re­
mains absolutely questionable which kind of truth con­
cerning the thing is con tained in the determination of it 
as a "this." It is qni&tionahle wbjch kind of truth in 
general we have of things in our daily experience, whether 
it .is subjective or objective, whether both together or 
neither. 

Up to now we have only seen that beyond the sphere of 
daily experiences the things also stand in differen t truths 
(the sun of the shepherd and of the astrophysicist, the 
ordinary table and the scientific table). Now it becomes 
clear that the truth about the sun for the shepherd, the 
tru th abou t the ordinary table, e.g., the determination 
"this sun" and "this table"-this truth about the "this" 
- remains opaque in its essence. How shall we ever say 
something about the thing without being sufficiently in-
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structed about the kind of truth which is proper to it? 
At the same time we can s tate the opposite question: How 
arc we to know something about the essential truth of the 
thing if we do not know the thing itself to determine 
what kind of truth can and must be proper to it? 

It is now clear: to go straight to the things cannot be 
carried out, not because we shall be stopped on the way 
but because those determinations at which we arrive and 
which we attribute to the things themselves-space, time, 
and "this"-present themselves as determinations which 
do not belong to the things themselves. 

On the other hand, we cannot invoke the common an­
swer which says that if determinations are not "objec­
tive" they are "subjective." It c re 
neither, that the disti ween sub · 
and wit it the subject-object relationshi itself is a 
hig y questionable, thoug generally favored. sphere of 
retreat for philosophy. 

Hardly a gratifying position-so it seems. There is no 
information about the thingness of the thing without 
knowledge of the kind of truth in which the thing s tands. 
But there is no information about this truth of the thing 
without knowledge of the thingness of the thing whose 
truth is in question. 

Where are we to get a foothold? The ground slips away 
under us. Perhaps we are a lready close to falling into the 
well. At any rate the housemaids are already laughing. 
And what if only we ourselves arc these housemaids, i.e. , 
if we have secretly discovered that all this talk of the 
"this," as wel l as similar discussions, is fantasy and 
empty! 

The worst, however (not for our daily livelihood but 
lor philosophy), would be if we wanted to escape from 
the above bad position by trying to steal away on some 
clandestine path. We could say: our everyday experiences 
arc still reliable; thi s chalk is this chalk and I take it if I , 
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need il and leave it aside if I do not. This is as clear as 
day, certainly, if we are concerned about daily usc. But 
now it is a question of what the thingness of this thing is 
and whether the "this" is a true characteristic of the thing 
itself. Perhaps we still have not understood the "this" suf­
ficiently clearly. We renew our ques tion of whence and 
how the truth of a thing as a "just this" (je dieses) is de­
termined. Here we come upon an observation which 
Hegel has already made in his Phenomenology of Mind.0 

To be sure, the approach (Ansat z), level (Ebene), and in­
tention (Absicht) of Hegel's way of thinking arc of a 
different kind. 

The suspicion arose that a thing's characteristic as 
"just this" is only subjective, since this characterist ic de­
pends on the standpoint of the experiencing individual 
and the time point in which, on the part of the subject, the 
experience of a th ing happens to be made. 

Why is the chalk "just this" and no other? Only because 
it is just right here now. The "here" and the "now" make 
it to be "this." With the demonstrative characteris tic 
"this" we refer to the "here," i.e., to a place, to a space, 
and, equally, to the now, i.e., time. We already know this, 
at least in general. Let us now' pay special atten tion to 
the truth about the chalk: " Here is the chalk." That is a 
truth; the here and the now hereby characterize the chalk 
so that we emphasize by saying: the chalk, which means 
"this." However, this is almost too obvious, almost ofTen-

n It is interesting to compare Heidegger's analysis of "t his" with 
that of Hegel, whom he apparently has in mind throughout this 
section. For Hegel, at the level of sensory experience, "pure being" 
break~ into "thiscs": "I" on the one hand and "object" on the 
other. Together they make up "the This." The This exists in the 
twofold form of the Now and the Here. But Hegel wants to estab· 
lish that the Now and Here, as well as the This, arc Universals. 
It is not the individual thing that continues to maintain itself but 
the Now and Here. (G. F. W. Hegel , Pl1enome11ology of Millll, J. B. 
Baillie, trans. [2nd ed.; New York: Macmillan Co., 1949], section 
A, I, 151-52.) Trans. 
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sivcly self-evident. But we want to do something more 
and elaborate still further the self-evident truth about 
the chalk. We even want to write down this truth about 
the chalk to avoid losing this great valuable. 

For this purpose we take a scrap of paper and we write 
the truth down: "Here is the chalk." We lay this written 
statement beside the thing of which it is the truth. After 
the lecture is fin ished both doors are opened, the class­
room is a ired, there will be a draft, and the scrap of paper, 
Jet us suppose, will flutter out into the corridor. A student 
finds it on his way to the cafeteria, reads the sentence 
"Here is the chalk," and ascertains that this is not true at 
alL Through the draft the truth has become an untruth. 
Strangelilat a hath snould depend on a jplst of wind. 
Usuall hilosophers tell each other that the truth_ is 
so et 

0 

wnJC lS va 1 In 1 se I lS e on tiwe 
and i eternal and woe to tm who sa s that truth is not 
eternal. That means relativism, which teaches t at every­
thing is only relatively true, on ly partly true, and that 
nothing is fixed any longer. Such doctrines are called 
nihilism. Nihilism, nothingness, philosophy of anxiety, 
tragedy, unheroic, philosophy of care and woe-the cata­
log of these cheap titles is inexhaustible. Contemporary 
man shudders at such titles, and, with the help of the 
shudder thus evoked, the given philosophy is contra­
dicted. What wonderful times when even in philosophy 
one need no longer think, but where someone somewhere, 
occasionally, on higher authority, cares to provide shud­
dering! And now the truth should even depend on a draft! 
Should it? I ask whether perhaps it is not so. 

But finally, this simply depends upon the fact that we 
have written only half of the truth and entrusted it to an 
unstable scrap of paper. "Here is the chalk and right 
ltow." We want to define this "now" more exactly. So that 
the written truth will not be exposed to the draft, we in­
tend to put the truth about the "now" and thus about 

I 
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the chalk, on a blackboard. Now-when now? We write 
on the blackboard: "Now it is afternoon." All right, just 
now, this afternoon. We suppose that after the lecture 
the classroom will be locked up so that no one can creep 
to the written truth and secretly falsify it. Only early the 
next morning the custodian is permitted to enter and to 
clean the blackboard. He reads the truth: "Now it is after­
noon." And he finds that the statement is untrue and that 
this professor has made a mistake. The truth became an 
untruth overnight. 

What a remarkable truth! All the more remarkable 
since every time we want sure information abou t the 
chalk, it itself is here and always now here, a thing present 
here and now. WJ.lat changes is always on ly the determina­
tion of the " here" and "now," and. accordingly, of the 
thihg. But the chalk remains a lways a "tbii " Tbcrefore, 
in spite of everything, these determinations belon the 
tnt . e t ·s 1s a genera c aracteristic-ef the 
t · belcm s to its thingness. But the generality of 
the "this" demands genera ways to be determined as 
particular (jeweilige ). The chalk could not be for us what 
it is, that is, "a" chalk, i.e., "this chalk" and no other, 
were it not always a now and here. Of course, we shall say 
that for us the chalk is always a "this." But we finally 
want to know what the chalk is for itself. For this purpose 
we have made the truth about the chalk independent of us 
and have entrusted it to a scrap of paper and the black­
board. And observe: while in truth sm:R8t~ut the 
chalk itself was to be truly preserv£9 the truth ehangcd 
into untruth. 

'!'fit s gtvcs us a hint for approaching the truth about 
the chalk in another way, namely, instead of en trusting 
this truth to a scrap of paper or to the blackboard, to 
keep it with us, to guard it much more carefully than we 
have so far done, whereby we drop our peculiar fear be­
fore subjectivism or perhaps even endure it. So it cou ld be 
that the more we understand the truth about the cha lk as 
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011 r truth, the more we come closer to what the chalk itself -l­
is. I t has been shown to us more than once that the truth 
abou t a thing is connected with space and time. There­
fore, we also may suspect that we shall come closer to the 
thing itself if we penetrate into the essence of space and 
time, although it always again appears as though space 
and time are only a frame for the thing. 

Finally, the question shall arise whether the truth con­
cerning the thing is only something that is carried to the 
thing and pinned on it with the help of a scrap of paper 
-or whether, on the contrary, the thi ng itself hangs 
within the truth, just as it docs in space and time, whether 
the truth is not such that it neither depends on the thing, 
nor lies in us, nor stands somewhere in the sky. 

All our reflections up to now have p resumably led to 
no other conclusion than that we do not yet know either 
the ins or outs of the thing and that we only have a great 
confusion in our heads. Certainly, that was the intention 
-of course, not to leave us in this confusion, but to let 
us know that this happy-go-lucky advance toward the 
things has its special circumstances in the moment. 
Therein we wish to know how it is with the thingness of 
the thing. 

If we now remember our position at the beginning, we 
~an determine, on the basis of our intentional and pecu­
liar questioning back and forth, why we have not come 
closer to the thing itself. We began with the statement: 
!~ings around us arc single, and these s ingle things are 
JUSt these." With this latter characteristic we reached 

the realm of reference to the things; seen in reverse: the 
realm of how things meet us. Reference and cncounter­
~ha~ means generally the realm in which we, the alleged 
subjec ts, also reside. When we attempt to grasp this realm 
we always t·un into space and time. We called it "time-
~pace" h. h k 

. : w tc rna es reference and encounter possible. 
!his 1

S the realm which lies around things and manifests 
It self in the compuls ive bringing up of space and time. 
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8. The Thing as the Bearer of Properties 

Perhaps we can never experience anythi ng concerning 
things and make out anything about them except as we 
remain in the realm in which they encounter us. Mean­
while, we cannot get loose from the ques tion whether or 
not we approach the things themselves, at leas t within this 
realm, whether in it we aren't always already with them. 
If this is so, then starting from here we shall make out 
something about the things themselves, i.e., we shall 
acquire some conception (Vorstellung) of how they them­
selves are constructed. It is decidedly advisable to dis­
regard the frame around things and look exclus ively at 
their cons truction. In any case, this way exerts as s trong a 
claim as the previous one. 

We again ask: "What is a thing? How docs a thing 
look?" Though we are looking for the thingncss of the 
thing, we now cautiously go to work, stopping firs t a t the 
s ingle things, looking at them, and holding fast to what is 
seen. A rock-it is hard, gray, and has a rough surface; 
it has an irregular form, is heavy, and consis ts of this and 
that subs tance. A plant- it has roots, a s tem, foliage. The 
latter is green and grooved. The s tem of the foliage is 
short, e tc. An animal has eyes and ears and can move from 
place to place; it bas, in addition to the sense organs, 
equipment for digestion and sexual reproduction-or­
gans which it uses, generates, and renews in a certain way. 
Along with the plant, which also has organs, we ca ll this 
thing an organ ism. A watch has gears, a spring, a dial, e tc. 

In this way we could continue indefin itely. What we 
ascertain thereby is correct. The sta temen ts we make arc 
taken from a faithful fitting to what things themselves 
show us. We now ask more definitely: As what do the 
things show themselves to us? We disregard that they arc 
a rock, rose, dog, watch, and other things and on ly con­
sider what things arc in general: a thing is a lways some-
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thing that has such and such properties, always some­
thing that is constituted in such and such a way. This 
something is the bea1·er of the properties; the something, 
as it were, underl ies the qualities. This something is what 
endures, and we always return to it again as the same 
when we are in the process of determining the qualities . 
This is how things themselves arc. What accordingly is a 
thing? It is a nucleus around which many changing quali­
ties arc grouped, or a bea rer upon which the qualities 
rest; something that possesses something else in itself 
(a11 sich). However we twis t and turn it, this is how the 
construction of things shows itself; and around them are\ 
space and time, as their frame. This is all so intelligible 1\ 
and self-evident that one a lmost shuns lecturing expressly 
on such commonplaces. All is so very plain that one does 
not understand why we make such a fuss and s till talk 
about "this" and about questionable metaphysical prin­
ciples, about steps of truth and so forth. We sa id that the 
inquiry ought to move within the rea lm of everyday ex­
perience. What is closer than to take things as they are? 
We could continue the description of the things s till fur­
ther and say: If one thing changes its qua lities, this can 
have an effect upon another thing. Things affect each 
other and resist one another. From such relations be­
tween things further qualities then derive which things 
also again "have." 

This description of things a nd their interdependence 
corresponds to what we call the "natural conception of 
the world." "Naturally"-s incc here we remain com­
pletely "natur al" and disregard all the profound meta­
physics and extravagant and useless theories about 
knowledge. We remain "natural" and also leave to things 
themselves their own "nature." 
. I~ we now allow philosophy to join in, and we question 
1 ~· tt becomes clear that ph ilosophy too from ancient 
ltmcs has said nothing else. Tha t the thing is a bearer of 
many qualities was a lready sa id by Plato and above all by 

; 
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Aristotle. Later on perhaps it was expressed in other 
words and concepts. However, basically the meaning is 
always the same, even when the philosophica l "positions" 
arc as different as, for instance, those of Aristotle and 
Kant. Th us, Kant states in the Critique of Pure Reason 
(A 182: N.K.S., p. 212)' as a principle: "All appearances 
(i.e., a ll the things for us) contain the permanent (sub­
stance) as the object itself, and the changeable as its mere 
determination, that is, as a way in which the object 
exists." 

What then is a thing? Answer: A thing is the existing 
( vorhanden) bearer of many existing ( vorhanden) yet 
changeable properties. 

This answer is so "natural" that it a lso dominates scien­
tific thought, not on ly "theoretical" thought but also all 
intercourse with things, their calculation and evaluation. 

We can retain the traditional determination of the 
essence of the thingness of things in the famil iar and 
usual titles: 

1. UwOKf{JUI'Olt!l -QlJP./3£/l"'KO<> 

Foundation (Unterlage)-what always already 
(what underlies) stands along with, and 

2. Substantia 
3. The bearer (Trager) 

4. Subject 

a lso comes in along with 
-accidens 
-properties 

(Eigenschaften) 
-predicate 

' Referenc~s to the Critique of Pure Reason accord with Ray­
mu_nd Schm1dt, P!zilosophische Bibliotlzek (Hamburg: Verlag 
Memer, 1956). In the Preface to the fourteenth edition, written in 
1930, Schmidt expresses his special thanks to E. Franck in Mar­
burg, Norman Kemp Smith in Edinburgh, and M. Heidegger in 
Freiburg for their valuable suggestions. "A" refers to the first edi­
tion and "B" to the second edit ion of the Critique o{ Pure Reason. 
"N.K.S." refers to the translation by Norman Kemp Smith (Lon­
don, 1929). 

References to quotations Heidegger utilizes from the Critique 
of Pure Reason remain in the text as they were origina lly placed. 
Occasionally we have given translations in footnotes when 
Heidegger has given only references. Trans. 

" ,·,.,..o~<tlJ.«~o~ : Derived from i•.,owJI.o.'- In ancient philosophy 
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9. The Essential Construction of the Truth, 
the Thing, and the Proposition 
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The qu~stion "Wha,t js a thing?" has Ion been decided 
with geeeral sa tisfaction, i.e., thC.a.uestion is Q.!i vtous no 
JOlli er a gpestjgp 

Moreover, the answer to the question, i.e., the definition 
of the thing as the present-at-hand ( vorhanden) bearer 
of properties present-at-hand on it, has been established 
(and in its truth is at any time capable of being estab­
lished ) in such a way that it cannot be improved upon. For 
the establishing is also " natura l" and, therefore, so famil­
iar that one m us t especially emphasize it even to notice it. 

Wherein lies this basis for the truth of the familiar de­
termination of the essence of the thing? Answer: In noth­
ing less than t he essence o( truth itself. Truth-what does 
it mean? The true is what is valid; what is valid cor­
responds to the facts. Something corresponds to the facts 
when it is directed to them, i.e., when it fits itself to what 
the things themselves are. Truth, therefore, is fitting (An­
messung) to things. Obviously, not only do single truths 
have to suit t hemselves to s ingle things, but the essence 
of truth must also. If truth is correctness, a directing-to 
(Sich-richten) .. . then this mus t obviously be really valid 

i"o~~:tipt~or signified the foundation in which something else could 
inhere, also what is implied or presupposed by something else. 
But at least three senses must be distinguished: ( I) G:\17 (matter), 
the substrate that received form. The so-called material cause 
(Aristotle, Mecapliysics, 983o 30); (2) the substance, including 
mauer and form, in which the accidents (11••p.fJlfJ11K6s) inhere (ibid., 
983•• 16). It is interesting that Aristotle says of the substance: 
~Ql ;O.pf.J ouuio. tV 71 KQt r66e 1"li1'7JI.O.l~t•, Wf <f>6.p.tv (Metap/zysics, 1037b 28). 

For substance means a 'one' and a 'this,' as we maintain." (The 
Basic Works of Aristotle. Richard Mc Keon, ed. [New York: Ran­
d~m House, 1941 ), p. 803.) See also the comment of W. D. Ross on 
•h•s pa~sage in Aristotle's Met{lp/lysics (Oxford , 1953), Il, 205; (3) 
1.~1c .log•cal subject to which a ll ributcs and properties arc predi­
C<~tcd _(Metaphysics, 10311 5) . 

. ~;1deggc~ takes account of (2) and (3) only. He uses Trager, 
t~c bearer, as the most general term to include all that tradi­
tionally was meant by the ; . .,..o .. lJ.l"'o~ and substantia. Trmzs. 
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all the more fot· the essential determination of the truth. 
It must fit itself to the essence of the thing (its thingness). 
It is necessary from the essence of truth as fitting that the 
structure of things be reflected in the structure of truth. 

If we thus come upon the same framework (Gefiige) in 
the essential structure (Wesensbau) of truth as in the es­
sen tial structure of the things, then the truth of the famil­
iar determination of the essential structure of the thing is 
demonstrated from the essence of truth itself. 

Truth is a fitting to things, ~orre~ndence ( U berein­
sltmmung r w.tB the thin§s. But what is now the character 
of what fits itself? What oes the corresponding? What is 
this about which we say it may be true or false? J us t as it 
is "natural" to understand truth as correspondence to the 
things, so we naturally determine what is true or false. The 
truth which we find, establish, disseminate, and defend we 
express in words. But a single word-such as door, chalk, 
large, but, and-is neither true nor false. Only combina­
tions of words are true or fa lse: The door is closed; the 
chalk is white. Such a combination of words is ca lled a 
simple assertion. Such an assertion is either true or false. 
The assertion is thus the place and seat of the truth. There­
fore, we likewise simply say: This and that assertion arc 
truths. Assertions are truths and falsities. 

What is the structure of such a truth as assertion? What 
is an assertion? The name "assertion" is ambiguous. We 
distinguish four meanings, all of which belong together, 
and only in this unity, as it were, do they give a complete 
outline of the s tructure of an assertion: 

assertions of (Aussagen von) -proposition (Satd 
assertions about (Aussage11 iiber )-information 

(Auskunft) 
assertions to (Aussngen an) -communication 

(M illei/ung) 
to declare oneself (Sich- -expression 

Aussprechen) (Ausdruck) 
Someone called to court as a witness refuses to give a 
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deposition (Aussage), i.e., in the first place, he does not 
:.peak out, he keeps what he knows to himself. Here asser­
tion means communicating, speaking ou t into the open, 
in contrast to s ilent concealment ( Verschweigung ). If the 
assertion is made it docs not consist mostly of single in­
coherent words, but is a report (Bericht). The wit­
ness who decides to give a deposition tells (erzahlt ). In 
this report the state of facts is asserted. The assertions 
set forth the event, e.g., what occurred and the circum­
stances of a just observed burglary attempt. The witness 
asserts : The house lay in darkness, the shutters were 
closed, etc. 

The assertion in the wider sense of communica tion con­
sists of "assertmons" in the narrower sense, i.e., of proposi­
tions. Asserting something in the narrower sense does not 
mean speaking out, but it means telling information about 
the house, its condition, and the en tire s tate of things. To 
assert now means in view of the s ituation and circum­
s tances to say something about it from them, as seen from 
their point of view. Assertion, that is giving information 
about. .. . This information is given in such a way that 
assertions are made about what is under consideration 
about which information is given. Thirdly, assertio~ 
means to talk starting from that which is under consid­
era tion, e.g., from the house, to take what belongs to the 
house, to attribute to it what properly belongs to it, to 
ascribe it, bespeak it. What is asserted in this sense we 
call the predicate. Assertion in the third sense is "predica­
livc"; it is the proposition. 
. Assertion, therefore, is threefold: a proposition giving 1 
tnfot·mation and which, when carried out vis-a-vis others, ~ 
becomes communicat ion." This communication is correct 

. '' Co.mpare this summary of the threefold character of asser-
llon \~tth SZ, p. 156: HWhen we take together the three analyzed 
lllcanmgs of 'assertion' in a unifled view of I he complete phenome­
:~01~· w~ n~ay define assertion a~ a communica tive and detcrmina­
•~·e P<>t.ntmg out." S ei11t111d Zeit (Tubingcn: M ax Niemeye•· 1957) 

l>)rnbohzed by "SZ." Trans. ' ' 
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when the information is right, i.e., if the proposition is 
true. The assertion as a proposition, as an assertion of "a, 
b of H ," is the scat of truth. In the structure of the propo­
sition, i.e., of a simple truth, we distinguish subject, predi­
cate, and copula-object, assertion, and connective (Satz­
gegenstand, Satzaussage, und Verbindungswort ) . Truth 
consists in the predicate's belonging to the subject and is 
posited and asserted in the proposition as belonging. The 
structure and the structural parts of the truth, i.e., of the 
true proposition (object and assertion), arc exactly fitted 
to that by which truth as such guides itself to the thing 
as the bearer and to its properties. 

Thus we take from the essence of truth, i.e., of the s truc­
ture of the true proposition , an unambiguous proof for 
the truth of the definition which gives the thi ng's s truc­
ture. 

If we survey again all that characterizes the answer to 
our question "What is a thing?" then we can establish 
three aspects: 

1. The definition of the thing as the bearer of propert ies 
results quite "naturally" out of everyday experience. 

2. This definition of thingness was established in an­
cient philosophy, obviously because it suggests itself quite 
"naturally." 

3. The correctness of this definition of the essence of 
the thing is finally proved and grounded through the es­
sence of truth itself, which essence of truth is likewise in­
telligible of itself, i.e., is "natural." 

uestion wh ich is answered in such a natural way and 
can be grounded just as natura y at any ttmc is scnousl 
n ger a question. I one sti wante to mamtain the 
question it would be either blind obstmacy or a kind of in­
sanity which ventures to run up against the "natural"l\Od 
what stands beyond all question. We shall do well to gtve 
uithis question "What is a thi ng">'' as one that IS settled. 
But before we expressly give up this settled question , Ic! 
us interject a question. 
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10. The Historicity (Geschichtlichkcit) of the 
Defilzition of the Thing 

It was shown that the answer to the question "What is 
a thing?" is the following: A thing is the beare1· of proper­
tics, and the corresponding truth has its scat in the asser­
tion, the proposition, which is a connection of subject and 
wedica te. We said that this answer as well as the reason 
for it is quite natural. We now only ask: Wh<1Ldoc~ 
"na t_w:af.' mean here? 

We call "natural" (natilrlich) what is understood with­
out further ado and is "self-evident" in the realm of every­
day unders tanding. For instance, the internal cons truction 
of a big bomber is by itself understandable [or an I talian 
engineer, bu t for an Abyssinian from a remote mountain 
vil lage such a thing is not at all "natural." It is not self­
evident, i.e., not unders tandable in comparison to any­
thing with which such a man and his tribe have everyday 
familiarity. For the Enlightenment the "natural" was 
what could be proved and comprehended according to 
certain determinate principles of reason based upon it­
self, which was, therefore, appropriate lo every human as 
such and to mankind in genera l. In the Middle Ages every­
thing was "natural" which ob tained its essence, its 
llatura, from God and, because of this origin, could then 
form and preserve itself in a definite mode without fur­
ther intervention from God. What was natural to a man of 
the eighteenth century, the rationality of rca on as such in 
general, set free from any other limitation, would have 
seemed very unnatural to the medieval man. Also the con­
trary cou ld become the case, as we know from the French 
!;evolut ion. Therefore, it follows: What is "natural" is not 
natural" at all, here meaning sel f-evident for any given >( 

C\•cr-cxist ing man. The "natural" is a lways h istorical. 
.. A suspicion creeps up from behind us. What if this so 

natural" appearing essen tial definition of the thing were 
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by no means self-evident, were not "natural"? Then there 
mus t have been a time when the essence of the thing was 
not defined in this way. Consequently, there also must 
have been a time when the essential definition of the thing 
was first worked out. The formation of this essential defi­
nition of the thing did not, then, a t some time just fall 
absolute from heaven, but would have itself been based 
upon very definite presuppositions. 

This is in fact so. We can pursue the origin of this es­
sential definition of the thing in its main outline in Plato 
and Ari stotle. Not only this, but at the same time and in 
the same connection with the disclosure of the thing, the 
proposition as such was also first discovered and, s imi­
larly, that the truth as correspondence to the thing has its 
scat in the proposition. The so-called natural determina­
tion of the essence of the truth-from which we have 
drawn a proof for the correctness of the essentia l defini­
tion of the thing, this natural concept of the truth- is, 
therefore, not "natural" without more ado. 

Therefore, the "natural world-view" (natiirliche Welt­
ansicht ), to which we have constantly referred, is not self­
evident. It remains questionable. In an ou tstandinuense 
this overworked term "natural" · ethin his torical. 
So it cou e that in our natural wod - ··ew we have een 
dominate a centuries-old inter relation of the thing-
ness_of tAe thing, w i c th. s actua y encounter us quite 
dilicrcot~. This answer to our interjecte question o the 
meaning of "natural" will prevent us from thoughtlessly 
taking the question "What is a thing?" as settled. This 
question seems only now to be becoming more clearly de­
termined. The question itself has become a historical one. 
As we, apparently untroubled and unprejudiced, encoun­
ter things and say that they arc the bearers of proper­
tics, it is not we who are seeing and speaking but rather an 
old historica l tradition. But why do we not want to leave 
this history alone? It does not bother us. We can adjust 
ourselves quite easily with this concep tion of things. And 
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suppose we acknowledge the his tory of the disclosure and )( 
interpretation of thingncss of the thing? This changes 
nothing in the things: the s treetcar goes no diO"ercntly 
than before, the chalk is a chalk, the rose is a rose, the cat 
is a cat. 

We emphasized in the first hour that philosophy is that 
thinking with which we can begin to do nothing immedi­
ately. But perhaps mediately we can, i.e., under certain 
conditions and in ways no longer obviously seen as Forged 
by philosophy and as capable of being forged only by it. 

Under certain conditions: if, for example, we undertake 
the effort to think through the inner state of today's nat­
ural sciences, non-biological as well as biological, ir we 
also think through the relation of mechanics and technol­
ogy to our ~ist,ence (Dasein }, ~ iL bccai'RQ ~· clear that 
knowled e and questionin ' 1cre reached limits 
whi_c emonstra e at, m fact, an original reference to 
things IS rrussiog, that it is on ly simulated by the proiress 
oQiscovenes and technical successes 11 We feel that what 
zoology and botany inves tigate concerning an imals and 
plants and how they investigate it may be correct. But 
arc they stil l animals and plants? Arc they not machines 
duly prepared beforehand of which one afterward C\'Cn 
admits that they arc "cleverer than we"? 

We can, of course, spare ourselves the e[on of thinking 
these paths through. We also can, furthermore, s tick to 
what we find "natural," that is, something with which one 

1" Dasein: Literally, "being-there." It i~ a common German 
\~'Ord applicable to the presence of any thing. It is often trans­
literated in English. Hcideggcr·~ usc of the term refers to man's 
<>wn unique way of existing in contra~t to other entities. Tra11s. 

' 1 In Die Frage 11acll der Teclmik (Pfullingen: Verlag Ncske, 
1962), p. 13, H eidcgger points ou t the danger in the progress of 
llllJdern technology for man to misinterpret the meaning of tech­
nology: " ... endangered man boasts himself as the master of 
~arth:" .Evc1·ythin_g "!an encounters appl!ars en tirely as man-made. 
bl\~we~er, true lhmkmg leads one to sec technology (n•mi) as that 

wh1ch the forces of Natut·e arc cha llenged to the revelation and 
unconccalcdness of the tnlth (d>.>/O<ut}. Tra11s. 
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thinks no further. We can take this thoughtlessness as a 
s tandard fo r the things. The streetcar then goes exactly 
as before. The decisions which are made or no t made do 
not take place in the s treetcar or on the mo torcycle, but 
somewhet·e else-tha t is, in the sphere of his torical free­
dom, i.e., where a historical being (Dasein) decides its 
ground, as well as how it decides, what level of freedom of 
knowledge it will choose and wha t it will posit as freedom. 

These decis ions a rc different a t differing periods and 
among different peoples. They cannot be forced. With the 

J 
freely chosen level or the actual freedo m of knowledge, 
i.e., with the inexorableness of questioning, a people al­
ways pos i LS for itself the degree of its being ( Dase. be 
Greeks saw the entire nobility of their exis tence in e 
abilitl to ques tion. I hen· ability to quest iOn was their 
s tan"'dyd fo r distingUJshmg themselves li·om those who 
did not haY!' it_and did not want it. They called tnern 
barbaria ns. 

We can leave a lone the question of our knowledge about 
the things and suppose that someday it will set itself right 
on its own. We can admire the achievements of today's 
na tural sciences and technology and need not know how 
they got that way, that, for instance, modern science only 
became possible by a dia logue carried on (out of the earli­
es t passion for questioning) with ancient knowledge, its 
concepts, and its pr inciples. We need know nothing a nd 
can believe we are such magnificent men tha t the Lord 
must have given it to us in oUJ· s leep. 

But we can a lso be conYinced of the indispensabil ity of 
qw:sti011 it1g, which must exceed ewrything up to now in 
s ign ifi cance, depth, and cert itude, because only in this 
way can we master wha t otherwise races away beyond us 
in its self-ev idence. 

Decisions arc not made by proverbs but only by wo rk. 
We decide to ques tion, a nd in a very deta iled and drawn 
out way, which for centuries rema ins only a questioning. 
Meanwhile, others can safely bring home their truths. 
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Once during his lone walks Nie tzsche wrote down the sen­
tence: " Enormous self-reflection! To become conscious 
no t as an individua l but as ma nkind. Let us t·eflect, le t us 
think back: le t us go all the sma ll and the great ways!" 
(Will to Power [Wille zw· Mach t], §585). 

We go here only a small way, the liLLie way of the li ttle 
question "What is a thing?" We co ncluded tha t the defini · 
lions whkh seem so self-evident a rc not " natural." The 
answers we give were a lready es tablished in ancient times. 
When we appa rently ask about the thing in a na tura l and 
unbiased way, the ques tion already expresses a pr·elimi· 
nary opinion about the thingncss of the thing. H is tory a);. 
1·eady speaks through the type of ques tion. We thcrcfo~c 
say that this ques tion is a his torical one. Therein lies a 
definite direction for our purposes, should we desire tC? 
ask the ques tion with sufficient unders tanding. 

What should we do if the question is a his torical one ? 
And what does " his tor ical" mean ? In the firs t place we 
only establish tha t the common answer to the question 
about the thing s tems from an earlier, pas t time. We can 
es tablish that s ince that time the treatment of this ques· 
lion has gone through various although no t earthshaking 
changes, so that differen t theories about the thing, about 
the proposition, and about the truth regarding the thing 
have regularly emerged through the centu ries. Thereby it 
can be shown tha t the ques tion and the answer have, so to 
~peak, their his tory, i.e., they al ready have a past. But this 
i!> just what we do not mean when we say that the q ues tion 
"What is a thing?" is his torica l, because every report of 
the pas t, that is of the preliminaries to the question about 
the thing, is concerned with something tha t is s tatic. This 
kind of hi storical reporting (hislorischen Berichts) is an 
I..'X r> licit shu tting down o f his tory, whereas it is, a fter all, 
a !1appening. We ques tion hi s torica lly if we ask what is 
'> 1~ 11 happening even if it seems to be pas t. We ask what is 
~1 111_ happening and whether we rema in equal to this hap· 
Pcntng so that it can rea lly develop. 
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I f. Truth- Propositio11 (Assertion )-Thing 

There can be various forms and reasons fo r the quies­
cence of the happenings of ancient times. Le t us sec how 
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it is with our ques tion in this respecJ.. We hea rd that jn the 
t ime of Plato and Aris to tle the ddinitjoo of the thing was 
set forth as the bearc1· of propertie . The discovery of the 
<.:ssence of the proposition was made a t the same time. 
Also simultaneously arose the characterization of the truth 
as the fittin& of the p erception to the things, which truth 
has its place :iin the proposition. All this can be presented 
in de tail and, unequivocally frottrthe discussions and es­
says of Pla to and Aris totle. We a lso can point out how 
these teachings about the thing, the truth, and the propo­
sition changed with the Stoics; furthermore, how again 
d ifferences appeared in medieval Scholas ticism, and some 
o thers in our modern times, and aga in, sti ll others in 
German Idealism . Thus, we would tell a "his tory" (Ges­
chiclzte) about this question, but not ask hi s torically at 
al l, i.e., we would, thereby, leave thc questio11 "What is a 
thing?" completely quicscent. The movement would then 
consist onJy in the fac t that, with the he lp of a report about 
thco ries, we may contrast thcse with one another. We 
bring the ques tion "What is a thing?" out of its quiescence 
by inserting the Platonic-Aristotelian determinations of 
the thing, the proposition and the truth into specific possi­
bili ties, and by putting these up for decis io n. We a sk: Do 
the definition of the essence of the thing and the de finition 
of the essence of the truth occur at the same time only by 
acciden t, or do they all cohere among the mselves, perhaps 
even necessarily? If such proves to be the case, how do 
these de finitions cohere? Obvious ly, we have already given 
an answer to this ques tion when we refer to what has been 
ci ted to prove the correc tness of the essenti a l definition 
of the thing. Thereby, it is de mons trated that the defini­
t ion of the essential s truc ture of truth mus t conform to 
the essential structure of things on the bas is of the essence 
ol truth as correctness (Richtigkeit). This es tabli shes a 
CLTtain interdependence be twee n the essence of the thing, 
of a proposition, and of truth. This also shows itself ex­
terna lly in the order of the de term inatio n of the thing and 

7 
~ . 
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the proposition according to which the subject-predica te 
relationship is fourth (cf. p. 34 ). We should certa in ly not 
forget tha t we cited the reference to the so viewed conncc-

d " I" tion as the opinion of the common an natura concep-
tion of this question. But this "natural" opinion is abso­
lutely not na tural. This means that its supposed firmness 
dissolves itself into a series of ques tions. These run as fol-

\ lows: Was the essen. tial s tructure of trut~ and of _t~e ~rop­
(' osition suited to the structure of the thmgs ? Ot ts tt the 

opposite: Was the essential s tructure of the thing as a 
bearer of attributes interpreted according to the s tructure 

f t 
of the proposition, as the unity of " subject" and "prcdi-

( · · catc"? Has man read off the s tructure of the proposition 
Q~A· fr the s tructure of t'Fie thin s , 01· has he translerred the 

t"\ s t..QJcturc o t c proposition into l c t mg.c;? . 

( • If the la tter were the case, then the further questiOn 
would immediately arise: How does the proposition, the 

~ejr interpreta tion, come to present the measure and model of 
~J •• JJ ( how things in their thingn~ss are to b~ ~etermined? Si~cc 
~o.r-r the proposition, theyssert10n , th~ pos ttmg, a~ tne tclhng 
~ /'() arc human actions, we would conclu~e that man docs not 

{}.f!O~ adju~himscl[_torhiniS h11t tjie things to m~n and to,th~ 
(Y-~ human suhjcct..,as w~ich one usuall~ undcrst~~ds the I. .... 
\A t#f Such an interpretation of the relatiOn of ongm bet\~~en 
ru the determination of the thing and tha t of the proposttton 
q · seems improbable, at lea s t among the Greeks. For the " I" 
V s tandpoint is something modern and, therefore, non­

Greek. The polis set the s tandard for the Gt·ceks. Everyone 
today is ta lking of the Greek polis . Now , among the 
Greeks, the nation o f thinkers, someone coined the sen­
tence: 'ITit ii T(IJI' XPWI.(tTIJIV p.irpot• f iTTtV av8piJI7rO<;, TWV Jt~ V lli•TuJV W'i 
l1rnv Twv 8~ oi•K oa•r uw ,:,~ o1'•x l1n w ("Man is the measure of all 

\ thin~s, of things tha t arc that they are, and of things that 
/\ arc not that they arc not.") The man who made this s tate­

ment, Protagoras, supposedly wrote a work with the 
s imple title ~ 'A>..,/(lEw., The Truth. The s tatement ,of .this 
proposition is temporally not too far from Plato s lime. 
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Perhaps this implies tha t the s tructure of the thing adjus ts 
itself to the s tructur·e of the proposition, rather than the 
contrary, not " subjectivism"; only later opinions about 
the thinking of the Greeks are subjective. If, indeed, the .>< 
proposition and that truth settled in the proposition , 
understood as correctness, be the measure for the deter­
mination of the thing; if now the facts a re different and 
reversed from what natural opinion holds, then the fur­
ther question arises: What is the ground and guarantee 
that we have really hit on the essence of the proposition? 
Whence is it de termined what truth is? 

Thus we see that what happened in the determination of 
the essence of the thing is by no means past and settled, 
but at most bogged down and therefore to be set in mo­
tion anew and so still questionable today. If we do not 
want s imply to repeat opinions but to grasp what we out·­
sclves say and usually mean, then we immediately come 
in to a whole turmoil of questions. 

Firs t of aU, the question relative to the thing now s tands 
thus: Do the essences of the proposition and of the truth 
determine themselves from out of the essence of the thing, 
or does the essence of the thing determine itself from out 
of the essence of the propos ition ? The question is posed as 
an cither·/ or. Howevet· (and this becomes the decisi c 
question ,does thiseit c tce? Arc the essence 
of the thin and the essence of the ro osition oni built 
as mirror images because ot em together eter­
minc themselves from out of the same but deeper lying 
roo t? Howe~r, ,vhat and where can be this common 
grZ>und for the essence of the thing and of the proposition 
and of their origin? The unconditioned ( Unbedingt) ? We 
sta ted a t the beginning that wh~ t conditions the essence of 
the thi ng in its thingness can no longer itself be thing and 
cond itioned, it mus t be an unconditioned (Un-bedingtes) . 
But also the essence of the unconditioned (U11hedi11gt) is 
co-determined by wha t has been es tabli shed as a thing and 
as condition (Be-dingung). If the thing is ta ken as en~ 
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crealum, a present-at-hand created by God, then the un­
conditioned is God in the sense of the Old Testament. If 
the thing is considered as that which, as object, faces the 
"I," i.e., as the "not-I," then the "I" is the unconditioned, 
the absolute "I" of German Idealism. Whethe•· the uncon­
ditioned is sought beyond, behind, o r in things depends 
upon what one understands as condition and being con­
ditioned (als B edingung und BedingLsein ). 

Only with this question do we advance in the direction 

\ 
of the possible ground for the determination of the thing 
and the proposition and its truth. This, however, shatt~~2 

the original ways of posing the questions concerr;'ing the 
thing with which we began. That happening (Geschehen) 
of the formerly standard determination of the thing, which 
seemed long past but was in truth only stuck and since 
then rested, is brought out of its quiescence. The question 
of the thing again comes into motion from its begin­
ning. 

Wi th this reference to the inner questionability of the 
question about the thing, we ought now to clarify in 

\ 

w_hat ~ense we ta.ke the question a~ historical. To question 
h1stoncally means to set free and mto motion the happen­
ing which is quiescent and bound in the question. 

To be sure, such a procedure easily succumbs to a mis­
interpretation. One could take this as belatedly attributing 
mistakes to the original determination of the thing or at 
least insufficiency and incompleteness. This would be a 
childish game of an empty and vain superiority and after­
thought which all those latecomers may at any time play 
with those of earlie•· times s imply because they have come 
later. Insofar as our questioning is concerned with critique 
at all, it is not directed against the beginning, but only 
against our·selves, insofar as we drag along this beginning 

12 Heidegger entitles the section in SZ where he calls for a re­
newal of the question of being from the s tandpoint of its 
T1istoricity, "The Task of the Destruction of the His tory of 
Ontology" (SZ, p. 19) . Trans. 

I 
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no longer as such, but as something "natural," i.e., in an 
indifferent falsification. 

The conception of the question "What is a thing?" as 
historical is just as far removed from the intention of 
merely reporting his torically about former opinions about 
the thing as it is from the mania for criticizing these opin­
ions and, by adding together what is temporarily correct, 
from figuring out and offering a new opinion from past 
opinions. Rather it is a guestioo of setting ioto motion the 
original inner happening of this quistion according to its 
s irpplest characteristic moveS, whicli have been arrested 
in a qpiescepce. This happen ing does not liP somt'where 
aloof from us in the dim and d_i~tant past but is here in 
e \lCry proposiU,on ang_in ea~}_Qyeryday opinion, in every 
approach to things. 

12. Historicity a11d Decision 

What has been said about the historical character of the 
question "What is a thing?" is valid for every philosophi­
cal question which we put today or in the future, assum­
ing, of course, that philosophy is a questioning that puts 
itself in question and is therefore always and everywhere 
mov ing in a circle. 

We noticed at the outset how the thing determined itself 
f o•· us first as s ingle and as a" this." Aristotle ca lls it roo£ n 
"h ' t is here." However, the determination of the s ingleness 
( E ilr 'i.elnheil) inherently depends also on how the univer­
sali_ty of the universal is conceived, for which the s ingle is \.)/ 
an mstance and an example. Also, in this regard, certain ~ 
dl'cisions set in with Plato and Aristo tle which s till inllu-
l'nce logic and grammar. We further observed that a closer f.-.. / 
circumscription o f the "this" always involves the help of \~ ~ 
1 ~1l' <;pace-time relationship. Also with regard to the essen- ~ 
lJal determination of space and time, Aristotle and Plato 
~ketched the ways on which we s till move today. 

In truth, howeve1·, our his torical being-here (Dasein) is 
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already on the way to a tra nsforma tion which, if sti fled 
in itsel f, on ly experiences this destiny because it docs not 
find its way back to its own self-laid grounds in order 
to found itself anew out of them. 

It is easy to derive from all that has been said what our 
task mus t be, if we are to set our question "What is a 
thing?" into motion as a historical question. 

It would firs t be necessary to set into motion the begin­
ning or the essential de termination or the thing and the 
proposition of the Greeks, not in order to acknowledge 
how it was before, but to pose for decision how essentially 
it still is today. But in this lecture we must forego carry­
ing out this fundamental task, and this for two reasons. 
The one is seemingly more external. The task mentioned 
would not be fulfi lled by putting together a few quota­
tions about what Plato and Aristotle said here a nd there 
about the thing and the proposition. Rather, we would 
have to bring into play the whole of Greek Dasein, its gods, 
its art, its polity, its knowledge, in order to experience 
what it means to discover something like the thi ng. In the 
r ramework of this lecture all the presuppositions arc miss­
ing for this approach. And even if these were supplied we 
cou ld no t follow this path to the beginning, in regard to 
the task posed. 

It has already been indicated that a mere definition of 
the thing does not say much, whether we dig it out in the 
past, or whether we ourselves have the' ambition to solder 
together a so-called new one. The answer to the question 
" What is a thin ">" · • · ·n character. I t is not a 
proposttton nsformed basic pos ition or, cttcr 
s till and more cau ti ous ly, the inttia trans orma ton o t c 
hitherto ex is ting position toward things, a change o l ques­
tionm and eva luation, of seeing and decidmg; 1n short, of 
the cing-thcrc (Da-sein) in t e mi s t o w at ts 1111111 en 
des Seie11de11 ). To determine the changing basic position 
within the rclat"ion to what is, that is the task of an entire 
his torica l period. But this requires tha t we perceive more 
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exactly with clearer eyes what mos t holds us captive and 1\fL. 
makes us unfree in the experience and determination of ;;;::r:: 
the things. This is modern na tural science, insofar as it 
has_ be_come a universal _w_ay of thinking along certain I"\ r 
bas te hoes. The Greek ongm also governs this, although _ 
changed , yet not alone and not predominan tly. The ques- -­
tion concerning our bas ic relations to nature, our knowl-* 
edge of nature as such, our rule over nature, is not a ques­
tion of natural science, but this question is itself in 
question. in the ques~ ion of whether and how we arc s till ~ 
addressed by what is as such within the whole. Such a-­
question is not decided in a lecture, but at ~in a ceo- ....--... 
tury, and this ~:_:.;..!..!;...!;;th~~~;U..,l;".~~~2!.~~.!.!.!:!~~"---J(_-
not merely have o inion that it is awake. This ques-
tiOn IS rna e ecisive only through discuss ion. 

,In connection with the development of modern scienc~ 
a defillite conce tion of the thm attams a uni ue - ) 

inence. Accord in to t is, the t in is material, a oint 
of mass in motion in t e ure s ace-time order, or an ap- r 
proprjate combination o such points. e t mg so de.: l 
fined is from then on considered as the ground ~nd basis.. 
of all things, their determinations and thetr mterrogatjon. 
The animate is also here, insofar as one does not believe 
that som!;.'day onx will be able to explain it from ou_bOf 
lifeles~ matter ~ith ~he h elp of colloida l cher;nis try. Even 
where o~ermits the animate its own character. it is con­
ceived as an adilltional s tructure built upon the inani­
mate; in the same way, the "implemen t and the tool ;re 
considered as material things, only subsequen tly pre­
pared, so that a specia l value adheres to them. But this 
reign of the material_thing (Stoffdinges) . as the genuine 1 
:-.ubstru~al! things, reaches altogether beyond the 
:e.ph~re_ of the tb..ings into the sphere of the "spi.rituai"i: 
~Getsttgen) , as we wi ll quite roughly call it ; for example, 
1nto the sphere of the s ignifica tion of language, of history, 
of the work of art, e tc. Why, for example, has the trea t­
ment and inter·prctation of the poets for years been so 
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dreary in our higher schools? Answer: Because the 
teachers do not know the difference between a thing and a 
poem; because they treat poems as things, which thcya o 
because the~ have never gone tin ougfi the question ol w"l'r.tt 

, a thing is. T at today one reads more Nibe/ungenlieCI and 
less Horner may have its reasons, but this changes nothing. 
I t a lways is the same dreariness, before in Greek and 
now in German. However, the teachers arc not to blame 
for this situation, nor the teachers of these teachers, but 
an entire period, i.e., we ourselves-if we do not finally 
open our eyes. 

The question "What is a thing?" is a his torica l question. 
In its history, the determination of the thing as the ma­
teria l presen t-a t-hand (Vorhanden) has an unsha ttered 
preeminence. If we really ask this question, i.e., if we pose 
for decision the possibility of the determinat ion of the 
thing, then we can as little skip the modern answer as we (( 
arc ermitt"Ca to for ct the ori in of the ucstion. 

owcver, at the same time an e ore a we should 
ask the harmless question "What is a thing?" in such a 
way that we experience it as our own so that it no longer 
le ts go of us even when we have long since had no oppor­
tunity to lis ten to lectures on it, especially since the task 
of such lectures is not to proclaim great revelations and 
to calm psychic distress. Rather, they can only perhaps 
awaken what has fallen asleep, perhaps put back into 
order what has become mixed up. 

13. Summary 

We now summarize in order to ar rive at the final 
deli neat ion of our intention. It was emphasized at the ou t-

;
set that in phi losophy, in contrast to the sciences, an 
immediate approach to the questions is never possible. It 
necessari ly always requires an introduction. The introduc-
tory reflections on our question "What is a thing?" now 
come to their conclusion. 
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The question has been characterized in two essential re­
spects: What is put in question and how it is questioned. 

First, with regard to what is in quest ion-the thing­
with an admittedly very poor light we have searched the 
horizon in which, according to tradition, the thi ng and the 
determination of its thi ngncss s tand . We reached a double 
result: firs t, the ft·ame of the thing, time-space, and the 
thing's way of encotmtering, the " this," and then· the 
structure of the thing itself as being the bearer of prop­
erties, entirely general and empty: to form the one for a 
many. 

Second, we tried to characterize the quest ion in regard 
to the manner in which it mus t be asked. It turned ou t 
that the question is historical. What is meant by that has 
been explained. 

The introductory reflection on our question makes it 
clear that two leading questions permanently go along 
with it and, therefore, must be asked with it. The one: 
Where does something like a thing belong? The other: 
Whence do we take the determination of its thingness? 
Only from these as they arc asked a long with ou1· question 
result the clue and guideline a long which we must go if 
everyth ing is not to tumble amund in mere chance and 
confus ion and if t he question concerning the thing is not 
to get stuck in a dead end. 

But would that be a misfortune? This is the same ques­
tion as the fo llowing: Is there, after al l, a serious sense in 
posing such quest ions? We know that we cannot begin to 
do anythi ng with its elucidation. The consequences arc 
~lso accordingly if we do not pose the question and ignore 
II. If we ignore the warning of a high-power line and touch 
~he wires, we are killed. If we ignore the question "What 
IS a thing?" then "nothi ng further happens." 
. If a physician mishandles a number of patients, there 
~ s the danger that they will lose their lives. If a teacher 
111terprets a poem to his students in an impossible man­
ncr, "nothing further happens." But pct·haps it is good if 
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we speak more cautiously here. ~ignoring the question 
concerning the thing and by insufficien tly interpreting a 
poem, it ap ears as thou h nothina further ha ens. One 
day _perhaps after fifty or one hundred years, nevert el~s. 
something has happen~d. 

The question " What is a thing?" is a historical question. 
But it is more important to act according to this his torical 
character in the questioning than to talk about the histori­
cal character of the question. Herewith, fo r the purposes 
and possibi lities of the lecture, we must be content with 
an evasive way out. 

We can neither present the great beginning of the ques­
tion with the Greeks, nor is it possible, in its full context, 
to display the precise determination of the thing, which 
has become preeminent through modern science. But, on 
the other hand, the knowledge of that beginning as well as 
of the decisive periods of modern science is indispensable 
if we are to remain equal to the question at all. 

B. KANT's MANNER OF ASKING A BOUT THE THING 

I. The Historical Basis on Which Kant's 
Critique of Pure Reason Rests 

How do we, nevertheless, although in an improvised 
manner, get on the path (Weg) to the intrinsic "living" 
history of our question? We choose a middle section of 
this way, one in which, in a creative sense, the beginning 
and a decisive age arc joined together in a new manner. 
This is the phjlosophical determination of the thingness 
of the thing which Kant has created. The essential delinea­
tion of the thjng is not an accidental by-product in the 
philosophy of Kant; the determination of the thingness of 
the thing is its metaphysical center. By means of an inter­
pretation oF Kant's work we put ourselves on the path of 
the inherently historical question concerning the thing. 

Kant's philosophy shifts for the first time the whole of 
modern thought and being (Dasein) into the clarity and 
transparency of a foundation (Begrundung ). This deter­
mines every attitude toward knowledge since then, as well 
as the bounds (Abgrenzungen) and appraisals of the sci-

55 
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ences in the nineteenth century up to the present time. 
Therein Kant towers so far above all who precede and 
follow that even those who reject him or go beyond him 
still remain entirely dependent upon him. 

Moreover, in spite of a ll differences and the extent of 
the historical interval, Kant has something in common 
with the great Greek beginning, which at the same time 
distinguishes him from all German thinkers before and 
after him. This is the incorruptible clarity of his thinking 
and speaking, which by no means excludes the question­
able and the unbalanced, and docs not feign light where 
there is darkness. 

We turn our question "What is a thing?" into Kant's 
and, vice versa, Kant's question into ours. The further 
task of the lecture thus becomes very simple. We need not 
report in broad surveys and general phrases "about" the 
philosophy of Kant. We put ourselves within it. Hence­
forth, only Kant shall speak. What we contribute, from 
time to time, will indicate the sense and the direction so 
that, en route, we do not deviate from the path of the 
question. The lecture is thus a kind of s ignpost. Signposts 
are indifferent to what happens on the highway itself. 
They emerge on ly here and there on the edge of the road 
to point out and to disappear again in passingY1 

The way (Weg) of our question "What is a thing?" leads 
to Kant's major work, the Critique of Pure Reason, the 
whole of which we cannot go through in this lecture. We 
must once more limit the stretch of our way. But we shall 
try to get to the middle of this s tretch ( St recke) and thus 
into the center of this major work in order to understand 
it in its chief inner directions. If this succeeds, then we 
have not become acquainted with a book which a profes­
sor once wrote in the eighteenth century, but we have 
entered a few s teps into a his torical-intellectual basic posi­
tion which carries and determines us today. 

13 This reference to signpos ts is not facetious. Sec SZ pp. 76-83, 
for his enlightening analysis of "signs" (Zeiclre11). Trans. 
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J. The Reception of Kant's Work in His Lifetime; 
N eo-Kantianism 
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Kant once said in conversation during the last years of 
his li fe: "I have come a century too soon with my writings. 
After a hundred years, people will first correctly under­
s tand me and then s tudy my books anew and admit them!" 
(Varnhagen von Ense, Tagebucher, I, 46.) 

Does a vain self-importance speak these words or even 
the angry hopelessness of being shoved aside? Neither, for 
both are foreign to Kant's character. What is thus ex­
pressed is Kant's deep knowledge about the manner and 
method by which philosophy realizes itself and takes 
effect. Philosophy b elongs to the most primordial of hu­
man efforts. Of these, Kant once remarked: "Man's efforts 
turn in a perpetual circle, and return to a point where they 
have already once been; thus materials now lying in the 
dust can perhaps be worked into a magnificent building" 
(Kant's answer to Carve, Prolegomena, Karl Vorllinder, 
cd. [6th ed.; Leipzig: 1926], p. 194 ) . Here speaks the 
superior calm of a creator who knows that "contempo­
rary" standards are dust and that what is great has its own 
law of movement. 

When Kant published the Critique of Pure Reason in 
1781, he was fifty-seven, and, until the time of its publica­
Lion, he had been s ilent for more than ten years. During 
the decade of this silence, 1770-81 , Holderlin, Hegel, and 
Beethoven lived through their boyhood. Six years after 
the first appearance of the work, the second edition was 
published. Isolated passages were worked over, some 
proofs were sharpened. But the total character of the 
work remained unchanged. 

Con temporaries s tood helpless before the work. It went 
bcyond anything cus tomary by the elevation of its ques­
t ion-posing, by the rigor of its concept-formation, by the 
far-see ing organiza tion of its questioning, and by the 
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novelty of the language and its decisive goal. Kant knew 
this; he realized that this work in its entire plan and 
method was against the taste of the time. Kant himself 
once described the ruling taste of his age as the effort to 
represent the difficult in philosophical things as easy.14 

Although not understood in its essential purposes, bu t al­
ways apprehended only from an accidental exterior, the 
work was provocative. An eager tug-of-war developed in 
writings opposing and defending it. Up to the year of 
Kant's death, 1804, the number of these had reached two 
thousand. It is this condition of the argumentation with 
Kant to which Schiller's famous verse enti tled "Kant and 
His Interpreters" refers. 

Wie doch ei11 einziger Reicher so viele 
Bettler in Nahrung 

Setzt! Wenn die Kcmige baun, haben die 
Karrner zu tun. 

(How a single rich man 
so many beggars feeds! 

When kings build, the 
carters have work. ) 

This same Schiller first helped Goethe to a conception 
of Kan t's philosophy and to philosophy in general. Goethe 
later said that reading one page in Kant affected him 
"like s tepping into a brightly lighted room." 

During the last decade of Kant's life, 1794-1804, the 
conception of his work and consequently the effect of his 
philosophy took a certa in direction. This happened 
through the work of younger thinkers, Fichte, Schelling, 
and Hegel. Their philosophy developed on the basis of 

t4 "Allcin so giitig und bereitwillig Sic auch in Anschung dicscs 
mcines Gesuchs sein mochten, so bescheidc ich doch gcrnc, 
dass, nach dcm herrschenden Geschmacke diescs Zcitaltcrs, das 
Schwerc in speculativen Dingen als Ieicht vorzustcllcn (nicht 
Ieicht zu machcn), Ihre gefalligste Bermiihung in dicsem Punktc 
doch fruchtlos sein wiirde." Prolegomena, p. 193. Trans. 
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Kant's (or, rather, by taking off from it ) and formed itself 
into what is commonly known as "German Idealism ." This 
philosophy leaped over Kant with all due respect but did 
not overcome him. This could not be done, if for no other 
reason, because his essential foundation was not attacked 
but only abandoned. It was not even abandoned, because 
it was never even taken; it was only skirted. Kant's work 
remained like an unconquered fortress behind a new 
front, which, in spite of (or perhaps because of) its vehe­
mence, was already thrus t into emptiness a generation 
later, i.e., it was not capable of generating a truly creative 
opposition. It seemed as if in German Idealism all philos­
ophy had reached an end and finally and exclusively had 
en trusted the administration of knowledge to the sciences. 
Around the middle of the nineteenth century, however, 
there arose the call, "Back to Kant."1r. This return to Kant 
sprang from a new historical intellectual situation; at the 
same time it was determined by a renunciation of German 
Idealism. This intellectual situation toward the middle of 
the nineteenth century is essentially characterized by the 
definite predominance of a particular form of science; it 
is designated by the catchword "positivism." This is 
knowledge whose pretention to truth is from beginning to 
end based on what one calls "facts" (Tatsacherz); one 
holds that there can be no argument about facts; they ar e 
the highest court of appeal for the decisions concerning 
truth and untruth. What is proved by experiments in the 
natural sciences and what is verified by manuscripts and 
documents in the historica l-cultura l sciences is true, and 
is the only scientifically verifiable truth. 

The return to Kant was guided by the intention of find­
ing in Kant the philosophica l foundation and jus tifica tion 

t., Otto Liebmann (1840-1912) c losed each chapter of Kant und 
die Epigonen ( 1865) with his famous call, "Also muss auf K ant 
;;uriickgegangen 1verden!" For reference, see Z. Weber, History of 
Philosophy, Frank Thilly, trans., wilh section " Philosophy since 
1860" by Ralph Barton Perry (New York: Scribners, 1925), p. 
461, n. 1. Trans. 
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for the positivistic conception of science. But it was s imul­
taneously a conscious renunciation of German Idealism a 
renunciation which understood itself as the rcnunciati~n 
of metaphysics. This new turn toward Kant, therefore, 
to~k his philosophy as the destruction of metaphysics. 
Thts return to Kant was called Nco-Kantianism, in con­
tras t to the disciples of Kant's lifetime, the former Kant­
ians. When from our present position we survey this re­
turn to Kant, it must immediately become questionable 
whether it could have regained, or could even find at all, 
Kant's basic position, which German Idealism had also 
simply skirted or leapt over. That was and is indeed not 
the case. Nevertheless, the philosoph ical movement of 
Neo-Kantianism has its undeniable merits within the in­
tellectual history of the second half of the nineteenth cen­
tury. These arc above all three: 

( 1) Although one-sided, the renewal of Kant's philos­
ophy saved positivism from a complete slide into the deifi­
cation of facts. (2) Kant's philosophy itself was made fa­
miliar in its entire range through careful interpretation 
a_nd elabora~ion of his writings. (3) The general inves tiga­
tiOn of the hts tory of philosophy, especially ancient phi los­
ophy, was carried out on a higher plane of inquiry under 
the guidance of Kant's philosophy. 

All this is, of course, little enough when we measu re it 
by _the s tandard of the intdnsic task of the philosophy, 
whtc~, again, also does not mean much as long as it only 
remams a coun terclaim, instead of a counter achievement. 

Meanwhile, we sec Kant's philosophy in a wider visual 
fi~ld _than Neo-Kantian ism did. Kant's hi storica l position 
wtthm Wes tern metaphysics has become clearer. But this 
means, at firs t, only an improved historica l recognition in 
t?c usual sense and not the discussion with the basic posi­
tton he first captured. Here what he predicted must be 
made to come true: " People will study my books anew and 
admit them." When we are so far, there is no more Kant­
ianism. For every mere "ism" is a misunderstanding and 
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the death of history. Kant's Critique of Pure Reason is 
among those philosophical works which, as long as there 
is philosophy on this earth at all, daily become inexhaus- t_..-­
tible anew. It is one of those works that have alreaay pro­
nounced judgment over every future attempt to "over-
come" them by only passing them by. 

2. The Title of Kant's Major Work 

We are attempting here to put as learners our question 
"What is a thing?" to Kant's work. 

At first it is certainly completely obscure what a work 
with the title Critique of Pure Reason has to do with our 
question "What is a thing?" We shall only tru ly experience 
how that is if we en ter into the work, i.e., through the 
subsequent interpretation. However, in order not to leave 
everything in complete darkness for too long we shall at­
tempt a preliminary elucidation ( vordeutende Erlauter­
un.g ). We attempt to gain a foothold at the center of this 
work in order to come into the movement of our question 
at once. F irst, a preliminary explanation is to be given 
concerning the extent to which our question is intimately 
connected with this work-regardless of whether we take 
over Kant's basic position or not, or how far we do or don't 
transform it. We give this enlightenment by way of eluci­
dating the title. This is so arranged that we immediately 
orient ourselves at the spot in Kant's work where our in­
terpretation of it begins, without first knowing the preced­
ing parts of the work. Critique of Pure Reason.-everyone 
knows what "critique" and "to criticize" mean; "reason" 
and what a "reasonable" man or a "reasonable" sugges­
tion is, are also understood by everyone. What "pure" 
s ignifies in distinction to impure (e.g., impure water ) is 
clear also. Yet we cannot think anything appropriate to 
the title, Critique of Pure Reason. Above all , one would 
expect a critique to reject something unsatisfactory, in­
sufficient, and nega tive; one woulc.l expect criticism of 
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something like an impure reason. Finally, it is quite incom­
prehensible what the Critique of Pure R eason can have to 
do with the question concerning the thing. And yet we arc 
completely justified in asserting that this title expresses 
nothing else but the question concerning the thing-but as 
a question. The question is, as we know, historical. The 
title means this history in a decisive era of its movement. 
The title means this question, and is a thoroughly his­
torical one. In an external sense this means that Kant, who 
was thoroughly clear about his work, has given it a title 
demanded by his age and, at the same time, led beyond it. 
What history of the question concerning the thing is ex­
pressed in th is title? 

3. The Categories as Modes of Assertion 

We remind ourselves of the beginning of the essential 
determination of the thing. This takes place along the lines 
of the assertion (Aussage ). As a proposition the simple as­
sertion is a saying in which something is asserted about 
something, e.g., "The house is red." Here "red" is said of 
(zu-gesagt) the house. That of which it is said, i'1ToKd~Uv<}ll, is 
what underlies. Therefore, in the attribution (Zu-sagen ), 
as it were, something is said from above down to what 
underlies. In the Greek language Kani means "from above 
down to something below." To say means cf>a••at, the saying 
is cpum-;. The simple assertion is a Kanfcpa<n.,, a >..iy<w n KaTa 
TIIIO<;. 

Much can be said down to a thing, about it (Auf ein 
Ding kann verschicdenes heruntergesagt, i.iber cs ausge­
sagt wcrden ). "The house is red." "The house is high." 
"The house is smaller" (than that one beside it). "The 
house is on the creek." "The house is an eighteenth-ccn­
tu ry one." 

Guided by these different assertions, we can fo llow how 
the thing itself is determined at any given time. Thereby 
we do not now pay attention to this particular thing in the 
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example, the house, but to that which, in every such asser­
tion of this sort, characterizes every thing of this kind in 
general, i.e., the thingness. "Red" says in a certain respect, 
namely, in respect of color, how the thing is constituted. 
Viewed in general, a trait or quality is attributed to 
(~ugesagt) the thing. In the attribution, "large" becomes 
s ize, extension, (quantity). With the "smaller than," there 
is asserted what the house is, in relationship to another 
(relation); "on the creek": the place; "eighteenth cen­
tury": the time. 

Quality, extension, relation, p lace, and time are deter­
minations which are said in general of the thing. These de- , 
terminations name the respects in which things exhibit 
themselves to us if we address them in the assertion and 
talk about them, the perspectives from which we view 
things, in which they show themselves. Insofar as these 
determinations arc always said down to the thing, the 
thing in general is a lways already co-asserted (milgesagt) 
as the already present (als das schon Amvesende ). What is 
sa id in general about each thing as a thing, this "that is 
spoken down to the thing" wherein its thingness and gen­
era lity determine themselves, is called by the Greeks 
Kan,yop/.a (Kam-ayopn!w' ) . But what is thus attributed means 
nothing other than the being characterized, being ex­
tended, being in relation to, being there, being now, of the 
thing as something that is. In the categories the most gen-
cr~ l determinations of the being of something that is are 
sa.Jd . The thingness of the thing means the being of the 
thmg as something that is. Y:fc cannot lay this state of facts 
too_ often and too emphatically before our eyes-namely, 
that those determmaftons whtch consbtule the bemg of 
-;omcthmg that 1s, 1.e., of the thmg Itself have recetved th . , 

CJ r na ' m assertions a out l c mg. ts name or 
the determination of being (Seins esltmmw gen) is not 
a.n arbitrary designation. In thus naming the determina­
~Jon~ of b.cing modes of assertcdncss (Ausgesagtheit) lies 
a un1quc mterpt·etation of being. That s ince then in West-
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ern thi nking the de terminations of being arc called "cate­
gories" is the sharpes t expression for wha t we have 
already emphasized: that the s tructure of the thing is con­
nected with the structure of the assertion. If in the past 
and s till today, the Scholas tic teaching of the being of what 
is, "ontology," sets as its p roper goal to e rect a " theory of 
categories" (Kategorienlehre ), it is because therein speaks 
the beginning interpretation of the being of what is, i.e., 
the thingncss of the thing from out of the assertion. 

4. A6yo~-Rat io-Reason 

The assertion is a kind of .\lym,-addressing something 
as something. This implies something taken as something. 
Considering and expressing something as something in 
Latin is called reor, ratio. Therefore, ratio becomes the 
translation of A&yo~. The simple asserting simultaneously 
gives the bas ic fo rm in which we mean and think some­
thing about the things. The basic fo rm of thinking, and 
thus of thought, is the guideline for the determination of 
the 1 gn ss o t e t g. e cate ories de termine in 
general the bein ot what IS. To ask about t c emg of 
whac is, what and how what is, is a t a ll , counts as p 1 os­
ophy's principal task. To ask in this way is firs t, first-rank­
ing, and proper philosophy, .,.p.Jrnl ¢V..ouo¢ia, prima 
philosophia. 

I t remajns essen tial that thought as simple assertion, 
Aoyo<>, ratio. is the gyideljnc for the determination af.the 
be§"g of what is, i.e., for the thingness of the thing. "Guide­
line" (Leitfaclen) here means that the modes of asserting 
direc t the view in the de termining of presence (Anwesen­
heit ), i.e., of the being of what is. 

Aoyo" and ratio arc translated in German as reason 
( Vemunft ). Herein there appears for us, as it were, for the 
firs t time a connection between the question abou t the 
thing on the one hand, and about "reason" (Critique of 
Pure Reason) on the other. But therewith has not yet been 

Kant's Manner of Asking About the Thing 65 

shown how the process of Wes tern metaphysics arrived at 
a critique of pure reason and what this means. We shall 
now attempt this in a few rough outli nes. 

5. The Modern Mathematical Science of Nature 
and the Origin of a Critique of Pure R eason 

We have seen that, with the exception of the begin ning 
among the Greeks. the rise of modern natural science be- l 
came decisive fo r the essential definition of the thing. The 
transformation of Dasein, which was bas ic to this event, 
changed the character of modern thought and thus of 
metaphysics and prepared the necessity for a critique of 
pure reason. It is, therefore, necessary for many reasons 
that we acqUJre a more defined conception of the character 
of modern natural science. In this we mus t forego entering 
deeply into special questions. Here we cannot even pur­
sue the main periods of its history. Most of the facts of its 
history are known, and yet our knowledge of the inner­
most ..d.J:cifug connections of this ha ppen ing is s till very 
poor and dark. It is very clear only tha t the transforma­
tion of science basiCally took place through centuries of 
discussion a bout the fundamental concepts and p r inciples 
of thought, i.e., the basic attitude toward things and t~­
ward what is at all. Such a discussion could be carried 
through only with complete mastery of the tradition of 
medieval as well as ancient science of nature. This de­
manded an unusual breadth and certainty of conceptual 
thought and finally a mastery of the new experiences and 
modes of procedure. All th is presupposed a unique passion 
for an authoritative knowledge, which finds its like on ly 
among the Greeks, a knowledge which first and con­
s tantly q uestions i ts own presuppos itions and thereby 
seeks their basis. To hold out in this cons tant question ing 
appears as the only human way to preserve thi ngs in their 
inexhaustibility, i.e., without dis tortion. 

The transformation of science i accomplished always 
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only through itself. But science itself thereby has a two­
fold foundation: ( I ) work exgeriences, i.e., the direction 
and the mode of mas tering and using what is; (2) meta­
~ic§., i.e., the projection of the fundamental knowledge 
of being, out of which what is knowledgeably develops. 
Work experiences and the projection of being are recipro­
cally related to one another and always meet in a basic fea­
ture of attitude and of httmanly being there (Dasein). 

We shall now try to clarify roughly this bas ic feature of 
the modern attitude toward knowledge. But we do this 
with the intention of understanding modern metaphysics 
and (identical with that) the possibility and necessity of 
something like Kant's Critique of Pure R eason. 

a. The Characteristics of Modern Science in Contrast 
to Ancient and Medieval Science 

One commonly characterizes modern science in contra-

/ 
distinction to medieval science by saying that modern sci­
ence s tarts from facts while the medieval started from gen­
eral speculative propositions and concepts. This is true in 
a certain respect. But it is equally undeniable that the 
medieval and ancient sciences also observed the facts, and 
that modern science also works with universal proposi­
tions and concepts. This went so far as to criticize Galileo, 
one of the founders of modern science, with the same re­
proach that he and his disciples actually made against 
Scholastic science: They said it was "abstract," i.e., it pro­
ceeded with general propositions and principles. Yet in an 
even more distinct and conscious way the same was the 
case with Galilco. The contrast between the ancient and 
the modern attitude toward science cannot, therefore, be 
established by saying there concepts and principles and 
here facts. Both ancient and modern science have to do 
with both facts and concepts. However, the way the facts 
are conceived and how the concepts arc established are 
decisive. 
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The greatness and superiorjty of natural icience Q.uring • 
thcSTxteentli and seventeenth centuries is because all the \ 
sciCntists were philosophers. They understood that the.u 
arc no mere facts, but that a facti · · · e 
I" f the ndamental conception and always de ends 
upon how art at concJmtiOn reac es;, T e c aracteristic 
of posittvtsm , wherein we have stood for decades and to­
day more than ever, is contrary to this in that it thinks it 
can sufficiently manage with facts or other and new facts, 
while concepts are merely expedients which one some­
how needs but should not get too involved with, since that 
wou ld be philosophy. Furthermore, the comedy, or rather 
the tragedy, of the present s ituation of science is, first, that 
one thinks to overcome positivism through positivism. To 
be sure, this attitude only prevails where average and sub­
sequent work is done. Where genuine and discovering 
research is done, the situation is no different from that of 
three hundred years ago. That age also had its indolence, 
just as, conversely, the present leaders of atomic physics, 

icls Bohr and Heisenberg, thin in a thorou hl hilo­
sop i on y t erefore create new wa s f 
QOSini questions an r a ove a I 0 out in the question­
able. 

Thus, if one tries to distinguish modern from medieval 
science by calling it the science of facts, this remains basi­
cally inadequate. Further, the difference between the old 
and the new science is often seen in that the latter ex­
periments and "experimen_tally" proves its cogni lions. 
But the experiment, the test, to get information concern­
ing the behavior of things through a definite ordering of 
things and events was also already fami liar in ancient 
times and in the Middle Ages. This kind of experience lies 
at the basis of all technological contact with things in the 
crafts and the use of tools. ~o, it is not the experi­
ment as such in the wide sense of tesfin throu h observa­
tion, but t e mannet· o scttin u the test and the in t 
with which it is un ertaken and in w ich it is grounded. 
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The manner of ex erimentation is presumably connected 
with the kind of once tual determination o · t e facts and 
way of applying concepts, i.e., wit the kind o hypothesiS 
about things. 

Besides these two constantly cited characteristics of 
modern science, science of facts and experimental re­
search, one also usually meets a third. This third affirms 

I that modern science is a calculating and measuring inves­
) tigation. That is true. However, it is a lso true of ancient 

science, which also worked with measurement and num-
ber. Again it is a question of how and in what sense calcu­
lating and measuring were appl ied and carried out, and 
what importance they have for the determination of the 
objects themselves. 

• With these three characteristics of modern science, that 
it is a factual, experimental, measuring science, we still 
miss the fundamen tal characteris tic of modern science. 
The fundamental feature must cons1s t m what rules aiR! 
determines the bas1c movement of science Itself. Ih1s 
chanicterist1c IS the manner of workmg w1th the thmgs 
and the metaphysical projection of the thingness of the 
t!!ings. How are we to conceive this fundamental feature? 

We entitle this fundamental fea ture of modern science 
for which we are searching by sayin that modern scie ce 
is mathematical. From ant comes t eo t-quoted but still 
httle unders tood sentence, "However, I maintain that in 
any particular doctri ne of nature only so much ~ritline 
science can be found as there is mathematics to be found 
in..it." (Preface to Metaphysical Beginning Principles of 
Natural Science.) 

The decis ive question is : What do "mathematics" and 
"mathematical" mean here? It seems as though we can 
only take the answer to this question from mathematics 
itself. This is a mist cause ma thematics itself is only 
a a tical. 

The fact that today mathematics in a practical and 
pedagogical sense is included in the department of 
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natural science has its his torical bas is, but it is not essen­
tially necessary. Formerly, mathematics belonged to the 
septem artes liberates. Mathematics is as li ttle a natural 
science as philosophy is one of the humanities. Philosophy 
in its essence belongs as little in the philosophical faculty 
as mathematics belongs to natural science. To house 
philosophy and mathematics in this way today seems to be 
a blemish or a mis take in the catalog o( the universities. 
But perhaps it is something quite different (and there are 
people who are even concerned about such things), 
namely, a sign that there no longer is a fundamenta l and 
clarified unity of the sciences and that this unity is no 
longer either a necessity or a question. 

b. The Mathematical, MaOr1m~ 

How do we explain the mathematical if not by mathe­
matics? In such questions we do well to keep to the word 
itself. Of course, the facts are not always there where the 
word occurs. But with the Greeks, from whom the word 
stems, we may safely make this assumption. In its forma­
tion the word "mathematical" stems from the Greek ex­
pression rO. p.o.O,/p.o.ra, which means what can be learned and 
thus, at the same time, what can be taught; 1.uw8amv means 
to learn, p.O.()tJu'-; the teaching, and this in a twofold sense. 
First, it means s tudying and learning; then it means the 
doctrine taught. To Leach and to learn arc here intended 
in a wide and at the same time essential sense, and not in 
the later narrow and trite sense of school and scholars. 
However, this is not sufficient to grasp the proper sense 
of the "mathematical." To do this we must inquire in what 
further connection the Greeks employ the ma-thematical 
and from what they dis tinguish it. 

We experience what the mathematical properly is when 
we inquire under what the Greeks classify the mathe­
ma tical and against what they distinguish it within this 
classification. The Greeks identify the mathema tical, rO. 
,,ufh/p.ara, with the following determinations: 
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1. Ta 4>vCTLKa: The things insofar as they originate and 
come forth from themselves. 

2. TO. 1rowvp,cva : The things insofar as they are produced 
by the human hand and stand as such. 

3. Ta XP~ft«Ta: The things insofar as they are in use and 
therefore stand at our constant disposal-they may 
be either 4>vCTu((l., rocks and so on, or 7rOwllp,cva , some­
thing specially made. 

4. Ta 1rpa:yp,am: The things insofar as we have to do with 
them at a ll , whether we work on them, use them, 
transform them, or we only look at and examine 
them-?Tpa.\p,aTa, with regard to 1rpa~'" : here 1rpa~~~ is 
taken in a truly wide sense, neither in the narrow 
meaning of practical use (xp~CTOat ), nor in the sense of 
1rpaeu; as moral action: 1rpu.e,o; is all doing, pursuing, 
and enduring, which also includes 1rot.,rm; finally: 

5. TO. p,aO~p,aTa : According to the characterization run­
ning through these four, we must also say here of 
p,aOr/p,aTa: The things insofar as they ... but the ques­
tion is: In what respect? 

In every case we realize that the mathematical concerns 
..,. things, and in a definite respect. With the ques tion con­

cerning the mathematical we move within our original 
question "What is a thing?" In what respect a re things 
taken when they are viewed and spoken of mathemat­
ically? 

We are long used to thinking of numbers when we think 
of the mathematical. The mathematical and numbers are 
obviously connected. Only the question remains: I s this 
connection because the mathematical is numerical in char­
acter, or, on the contrary, is the numerical something 
mathematical? The second is the case. But insofar as num­
bers are in a way connected with the mathematical there 
still remains the question: Why precise ly are the numbers 
something mathematical? What is the mathematical itself 
that something like numbers must be conceived as some­
thing mathematical and are primarily brought forward as 
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the mathematical? MaO'lm" means learning; p,afh/p,am, what is 
learnable. In accord with what has been said, this deaomi­
nation is intended of things insofar as they are learnable. 
Learning is a kind of grasping and appropriating. But not 
every taking is a learning. We can take a thing, for instance, 
a rock, take it with us and put it in a collection of rocks. 
We can do the same with plants. It says in our cookbook 
that one "takes," i.e ., uses . To take means in some way to 
take possession of a thing and have disposa l over it. Now, 
what kind of taking is learning? ;\TaOt/p,am-things, insofar 
as we learn them. But strictly speaking, we cannot learn a 
thing, e .g., a weapon; we can learn only its use. Learning 
is therefore a way of taking and appropriating in which 
the use is appropriated. Such appropriation occurs 
through the using itself. We call i t practicing. However , 
practicing is again only a kind of learning. Not every 
learning is a practicing. What is now the essential aspect 
of learning in the sense of ,..,O.Or1CT,,? Why is learning a tak­
ing? What of the things is taken, and how is it taken? 

Let us again consider practicing as a kind of learning. 
In practicing we take the use of the weapon, i.e., we take 
how to handle it into our possession. We master the way 
to handle the weapon. This means that our way of han­
dling the weapon is focused upon what the weapon itself 
demands; "weapon" does not mean just this individual 
rifle of a particular serial number, but perhaps the model 
"98." During the practice we not only learn to load the 
rifle, handle the trigger and aim it, not only the manual 
sk ill, but, at the same time, and only through all this, we 
become familiar with the thing. Learning is always al~ 
becoming f'!!!liliar. Learning has different direct ions: 
learn ing to use and learning to become familiar. Becom­
ing fam iliar also has different levels. We become familiar 
with a certain individual r ifle, which is one of a certain 
model and also a rifle in general. With practice, which is a 
learning of its usc, the becoming familiar involved in it re­
mains within a certain limit. Genera lly, the thing becomes 
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known in genera l on ly in that the learner becomes a good 
ma rksman. But the re is " more" to become familia r with 
about the thing-the rifle-i.e., to learn in genera l, for ex­
ample, balli stics, mechanics, and the chemical reaction of 
certa in mate ria ls. Furthermore, one can learn on it w hat a 
wea pon is, wha t this particular piece of equipment is. But 
is there much else s till to learn? There is : How docs such 
a thing work ? (W elche Bewm1dtn is es ... hat. ) But to usc 
the thing, to shoot it, we need not know that. Certainly 
no t. But this docs not deny that how it works belongs to 
the thing. When a thing we are pt·actic ing to usc mus t be 
produced, in order to provide it so that it can be at one 's 
dis posa l, the producer mus t have become familiar before­
hand with how the thing works (Bewm1dLnis) . With re­
s pect to the thing the re is a still more bas ic familia rity, 
wha tever must be learned before, so that there can be 
such models a nd their corresponding parts a t all ; this is a 
familiarity with what belongs to a gun as s uch and what 
a weapon is. 

This mus t be known in advance, and mus t be learned , 
and must be teachable. This becoming familiar is what 
makes it possible to produce the thing; and the thing pro­
duced, in turn, makes its prac tice and usc possible. Wha t 
we lea rn by practice is only a limited part of what can be 
learned of the thing. The original basic learning takes into 
cogn ition what a thing is . wha t a weapon is, and what a 
thing to be used is . But we a lready know that. We do not 
firs t learn wha t a weapon is when we become familiar with 
this rifle o r with a certa in model of rifle . We a lready know 
that in advance and mus t know it; otherwise we could not 
perceive the rifle as such at a ll. Because we know in ad­
vance what a wea pon is, and only in this way, docs what 
we sec la id out before us become vis ible as what it is. 
Of course, we know what a weapon is only in general and 
in an indefinite way. When we come to know this in a 
s pecial and de te rmined way, we come to know something 
which we really a lready know. Precisely this " taking cog-
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nizancc" is the genuine essence of learning, the p.a8tlfT''~· The , 
J•a8tjp.o.ra are the things insofar as we take cognizance of 
them as what we already know them to be in advance, 
the body as the bodily, the plant-like of the plant, the an­
ima l-like of the an imal, the thingness of the thing, and so 
on. This genuine learning is therefore an ex tremely pecu­
liar taking, a taking where he who takes only takes what he 
actually a lready b as. Teaching corresponds to this learn­
ing. Teaching is a giving, an offering; but wha t is offe red 
in teaching is not the learnable, for· the s tudent is merely 
ins truc ted to take for himself what he a lready has . If the 
s tudent only takes over something which is offered he 
docs not learn. He comes to learn only when he experi­
ences what he takes as something he himself a lready has. 
True learning OJ1ly occurs where the taking of what one 1 
already has is a self-giving and is experienced as such. ~ 
Teaching, therefore, does not mean anything e lse than to 
let the others learn, i.e., to bring one ano ther to lea rning. 
Lea rning is more difficult than teaching; for only he who 
can truly learn- and only as long as he can do it-can 
truly teach. The genuine teacher differs from the pupil 
only in tha t he can lea rn be tter and that he more genu­
inely wants to learn. In a ll teaching, the teacher learns the 
most. 

The mos t difficult learning is to come to know all the 
way wha t we already know. Such lea rning, with which we 
at·c he re sole ly concerned , demands s ticking rather closely 
to wha t appears to be nearest a t ha nd ; for ins tance, to the 
question of what a thing is. We s teadfas tly ask, cons ide r­
ing its usefulness, the sam e obvious ly useless question of 
wha t a thing is, what tools arc, wha t man is, wha t a work 
of art is , what the state and wha t the world a rc. 

There was, in ancient times, a famous Greek scholar 
who traveled everywhere lecturing. Such people were 
ca lled Sophis ts . Once this famous Sophis t, re turning to 
At hens from a lecture tour in As ia Minor , met Socra tes on 
thl! s tree t. I t was Socra tes' habit to hang a round on the 

\ 
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street and to talk with people, with a cobbler, for ins tance, 
over what a shoe is . Socra tes had no other topic than what 
the things are. "Arc you still standing there," condescend­
ingly asked the much traveled Sophist of Socrates, "and 
st ill saying the same thing about the same thing?" " Yes," 
answered Socrates, "that I am. But you who are so ex­
tremely smart, you never say the same thing about the 
same thing." 

The JMI.(J,}p.a.ra, the mathematical, is that "about" things 
which we really already know. Therefore we do not first 
get it out of things, but, in a certain way, we bring it already 
with us. From this we can now unders tand why, for in­
s tance, !!-u&r is something mathematical. We sec three 
chairs and say that there are three. What "three" is the 
three chairs do not tell us, nor three apples, three cats nor 
any other three things. Moreover, we can count three 
things only if we already know "three." In thus grasping 
the number three as such, we only expressly recognize 
something which, in some way, we already have. This rec­
ognition is genuine learning. The number is something in 
the proper sense learnable, a p.,{(J,nJ.a, i.e., something mathe­
matical. Things do not help us to grasp "three" as such , 
i.e., threeness. "Three"-what exactly is it? It is the num­
ber in the natural series of numbers that stands in third 
place. In "third"? lL is only the third number because it is 
the three. And "place"-where do places come from? 
"Three" is not the third number, but the first number. 
"One" isn't really the first number. Fot· instance, we have 
before us one loaf of bread and one knife, this one and, in 
addit ion, another one. When we take both together we say, 
"both of these," the one and the othe1·, but we do not say, 
"these two," or I + I. Only when we add a cup to the bread 
and the knife do we say "all." Now we take them as a sum, 
i.e., as a whole and so and so many. Only when we perceive 
it from the third is the former one the first, the former 
other the second, so that one and two arise, and "and" be­
comes "plus," and there arises the possibility of places and 
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of a series. What we now take cognizance of is not created 
from any of the things. We take what we ourselves some­
how already have. What must be understood as mathe­
matical is what we can learn in this way. 

We take cognizance of all this and learn it without re­
gard for the things. Numbers arc the most familiar form 
of the mathematical because, in our usual dealing wi th 
things, when we calculate or count, numbers arc the 
closest to that which we recognize in things without creat­
ing it from them. For this reason numbers are the most 
fami liar form of the mathematical. In this way, this most 
familiar mathematical becomes mathematics. But the 
essence of the mathematical does not lie in number as 
purely delimiting the pure "how much," but vice versa. 
Because number has such a nature, therefore, it belongs 
to the learnable in the sense of p.ao,w,r;. 

Our expression "the mathematical" always bas two 
meanings. It means, first, what can be learned in the man­
ncr we have indicated, and only in that way, and, second, 
the manner of learning and the process itself. The mathe­
matical is that evident aspect of th ings within which we 
arc always already moving and according to which we 
cxpcl"icnce them as things at all, and as such things. The 
mathematical is this fundamental position we take toward 
things by which we take up things as already given to us, 
and as they should be given. Therefore, the mathematical 
is the fundamental presupposition of the knowledge of 
things. 

Therefore, Plato put over the en trance to his Academy ) 
the words: 'Ay~wp.i.TpYJTO<; P-'JOEtr; EiuiTw! " Let no one who has 
not grasped the mathematical enter hcre!" 111 These words 
do not mean that one must be educa ted in on ly one sub­
jl'u - "geometry"-but that he must grasp that the funda­
mental condition for the proper possibility of knowing is 

1" _Eiia:. Philosophus, sixth century A.l>. Neoplatonist, in Ari~­
I~Jic/1\ Calegorias Commentaria (Conllll l!lltaria in Aris1o1elem 
Graeca ) , A. Busse, ed. (Berlin, 1900), 118.18. Tra11s. 
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the knowledge of the fundamental presuppos itions of all 
knowledge and the pos itio n we take based on such knowl­
edge. A knowledge which docs no t build its foundation 
knowledgeably, and thereby takes its limits, is not knowl­
edge but mere opinion. The mathematical, in the original 
sense of learning what one already knows, is the funda­
mental presuppos ition of "academic" work. This saying 
over the Academy thus contains nothing more than a hard 
condition and a clear circumscription of work. Both have 
had the consequence that we today, after two thousand 
years, arc s till not through with this academic work and 
never will be so as long as we take ourselves seriously. 

This short reHec tion on the essence of the mathematical 
was brought about by our maintaining that the basic char­
acter of modern science is the mathematical. Afte r what 
has been said, this cannot mean that this science employs 
mathematics . We posed our question so that, i11 COI1Se­
quellce of this bas ic character of science, mathematics in 
the narrower sense first had to come into play. 

Therefore, we must now show in what sense the founda­
tion of modern thought and knowledge is essentially math­
ematica l. With this intention we shall try to set forth an 
essential s tep of modern science in its main outline. This 
will make clear what the mathematica l consis ts of and 
how it thus unfolds its essence, but also becomes estab­
lished in a certa in direction. 

c. The Mathematica l Character of Modern Na tural 
Science; Newton's Firs t Law of Mot ion 

Modern thought does not appear all at once. Tt s begin­
nings s tir during the later Scholas tic ism of the lifteenth 
century; the s ixtecnt.h century brings sudden advances as 
well as setbacks; but it is only during the seventeenth 
century that the decis ive clarifica tions and foundations 
arc accomplis hed. This entire happening finds its first 
sys tematic and creative culmination in the English mat he-
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matic ian and phys ic ist, Newton, in his major work, 
Philosophiae Natura/is Principia Mathematica, 1686-87. 
In the title, " philosophy" indicates general science (com­
pare "Pizilosoplzia experim entalis"); "principia" indi­
cates first principles, the beginning ones, i.e., the very first 
principles. But these s tarting principles by no means deal 
with an introduction for beginners. 

This work was not only a culmination of preceding 
efforts, but a t the same time the foundation for the suc­
ceeding natural science. It has both promoted and limited 
the development of natural science. When we talk about 
classical physics today, we mean the form of knowledge, 
questioning, and evidence as Newton es tabli.shed it. When • 
Kant speaks of "science," he means Newton's physics. 
Five years after the publication of the Critique of Pure 
R eason, exactly one hundred years after Newton's Prin­
cipia, Kant published an essay entitled The Metaphysical 
Principles of Natural Science (1786). On the basis of the 
position reached in the Critique of Pure R eason it is a 
conscious supplement and counterpart to Newton's work. 
At the conclusion of the preface to his piece Kant expressly 
refers to Newton's work. The las t decade of Kant's crea­
tivity was devoted to this sphere of inquiry. 

As we glance at Newton's work (we cannot do more 
here), we thereby also preview Kant's concept of science, 
and we look at fundamental conceptions s till valid in 
physics today, although no longe1· exclus ively so. 

This work is preceded by a short section entitled "Defi­
nitiones." These are definitions of quanti/as materiae, 
lfllantitas motus, force, and, above a ll , vis centripeta. Then 
thct·c fo llows an additional scholiwn which con tains the 
~cries of famous concept ions of abso lute and rei a Live time, 
<~ bsolute and relative s pace, and finally of absolute and 
re la tive motion. Then follows a section with the title 
"Axiomata, sive leges mot us" ("Principles or Laws of Mo­
tion"). This contains the proper content of the work. It is 
divided into three volumes. The firs t two deal with the 
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motion of bodies, de motu corporttm, the third with the 
system of the world, de mundi systemate. 

Here we shall me1·cly take a look at the first principle, 
i.e., that Law of Motion which Newton sets at the apex of 
his work. It reads: "Corpus omne preservare in statu suo 
quiescendi vel movendi uniformiter in directum, nisi 
quatenus a viribus impressis cogitur statum ilium 
mutare." "Every body continues in its state of rest, or uni­
form motion in a straight line, unless it is compelled to 
change that s tate by force impressed upon it."•• This is 
called the principle of inertia (lex il1.ertiae). 

The second edition of this work was published in 1713, 
while Newton was still alive. It included an extended pref­
ace by Cotes, then professor at Cambridge. In it Cotes 
says about th is basic principle: "Natura lex est ab omnibus 
recepta philosophis." ("It is a law of nature universally 
received by all philosophers.") 

Students of physics do not puzzle over this law today 
and have not for a long time. If we mention it at all and 
know anything about it, that and to what extent it is a 
fundamental principle, we consider it self-evident. And 
yet, one hundred years before Newton, at the apex of his 
physics, put this law in this form, it was still unknown. It 
was not even Newton himself who discovered it, but 
Galilco; the latter, however, applied it only in his last 
works and did not even express it as such. Only the Gen­
oesc Professor Baliani articulated this discovered law in 
general terms. Descartes then took it into his Principia 
Philosophiae and tried to ground it metaphysically. With 
Leibniz it plays the role of a metaphysical law (C. I. 
Gerhardt, Die philosophischen Schriften von G. W. 
Leibniz [Berlin, 1875-1890], IV, 518). 

This law, however, was not at all self-evident even in the 

11 Isaac Newton, Mathematical Principles of Natural Plliloso­
plly a11d His System of the World, Andrew Motte, trans., 1729; 
revised translation, Florian Cajori (Berkeley: University of Cali­
rornia Press, 1946), p. 13. Trans. 
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seventeenth century. During the preceding fifteen hundred 
years it was not only unknown, but Nature and Being in 
general were experienced in such a way that it would have 
been senseless. In its discovery and its establishment as 
the fundamental law lay a revolution that belongs to the 
greatest in human thought, and which first provides the 
ground for the turning from the Ptolemaic to the Coper­
nican conception of the universe. To be sure, the law of 
inertia and its definition already had their predecessors in 
ancient times. Certain fundamental principles of Democ­
ritus ( 460-370 B.c.) tend in this d irection. It has also been 
shown that Galileo and his age (partly directly and partly 
indirectly) knew of the thought of Democritus. But, as is 
always the case, that which can already be found in the 
older philosophers is seen only when one has newly 
thought it out for himself. Kant spoke very clearly about 
this fundamental fact in the history of thought when, after 
the publication of his main work, some contemporaries 
reproached him for saying only what Leibn iz had "al­
ready" said. In order to oppose Kant in this way Professor 
Eberhardt of Halle, a disciple of the Wolff-Leibniz school , 
founded a special journal, the Philosophische Magazin. 
The criticism of Kant was so superficial and, at the same 
Lime, so arrogant that it found considerable response 
among ordinary people. When this activity went too far, 
Kant decided to take up the "disgusting" work of a po­
lemic with the title: On a Discovery, According to Which 
All Ne\V Critique of Pure Reason Is Made Dispe1tsable by 
an Older One. The essay begins as follows: 

"Herr Eberhardt has made the discovery that Leib­
nizian philosophy also contains a critique of reason just 
as the recent one, which, in addition, introduces a dogma­
ti<;m based upon an exact analysis of the possibility of 
knowledge, which contains all the truth of the latter, but 
even beyond that contains a well-grounded enlargement of 
lhe sphere of the understanding. How it could happen that 
people had not long ago seen these things in that great 
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man's philosophy and its daughter, the Wolffian philos­
ophy, is not explained by him. But how many discoveries, 
taken as new, are now seen by some clever interpreters 
very clearly in ancient ones after it had been indicated to 
them what to look for! " 18 

This also was the case during the age of Galileo. After 
the new inquiries were made, people could then again read 
Democritus. After people understood Democritus with the 
help of GaJilco they could reproach the latter fo r not really 
reporting anything new. All great insights and discoveries 
arc not only usually thought by several people at the same 
time, they must also be re-thought in that unique effort 
to truly say the same thing about the same thing. 

d. The Difference Between the Greek Experience of 
Nature and That of Modern Times 

d 1• The experience of nature in Aristotle and Newton 

How does the aforementioned fundamental law relate 
to the earlier conception of nature? The idea of the uni­
verse (world) which reigned in the West up to the seven­
teen th century Wi\S determined by Platonic and Aristote­
lian philosophy. Scientific conceptional thought was 
especially guided by those fundamental representations, 
concepts and principles which Aris totle had set forth in 
his lectu1·es on physics and the heavens (De Caelo ), and 
which were taken over by the medieval Scholastics. 

We must, therefore, briefly go into the fundamenta l con­
ceptions of Aristotle in order to evaluate the s ignificance 
of the revolution articu lated in Newton's Firs t Law. But 
we must flrst liberate ourselves from a prejudice which 
was partly nourished by modern science's sharp cri ticism 

• 11 "Uber eine Entdeckung, nach der a//e neue Kritik der reinen 
Vermm{t durcll eine altere entbellrlich gemacltt werden sol/," 
Kant, Gesammelte Schri{len (Berlin and Leipzig: Preussischc 
Akadcmie der Wissenschaften, 1923), Vlll, 187. Trans. 

Kant's Manner of Asking About the Thi11g 8 1 

of Ar istotle: that his proposit ions were merely concepts he 
thought up, which lacked any support in the things them­
selves. This might be true of later medieval Scholasticism, 
which often, in a purely dialectica l way, was concerned 
with a foundationless analysis of concepts. It is certainly 
not true of Aristotle himself. Moreover, Aristotle fought 
in his time precisely to make thought, inquiry, and asser­
tion always a >..f.yov op.o>..oyo.:p.ou roi<; ¢uwop./.1•0L<;. (De Caelo 7' 
306 a, 6.) ("To say that which corresponds to what shows 
itself on what is.") •o 

In the same p lace, Aristotle expressly says: r/.>..o., 8£ nj<; tt!v 
1WL'I'JTLK?j<; 'E7rCTT~P,YJ<; Til ff1YOV 1 TlJ~ 8t 4>1~Ttl<lJ~ nl tj>ttli'IJP,EIIOV tlEt K IJfi[~J<; 
K(!TCI. ~v atu81ptv. (Ibid., 7, 306 a, 16-17.) ("And that iSSUe, 
which in the case of productive knowledge is the product, 
in the knowledge of nature is the unimpeachab le evidence 
of the senses as to each fact.")~0 

We have heard (p. 70 f.) that the Greeks characterize the 
things as ¢vut1Ca and 7row,ip.o ,a, such as occurs from out of 
itself,~ch as is_produced (was 1ter-geslelll,_gemacht J 

l iVird). Correspon ing tot is iliere are two different kmds-
f of knowledge ('(7rtem/p.'tJ ), knowledge of what occurs from 
out of itself and knowledge of what is produced. Corre-
sponding to this the T/.>..o., of knowledge, i.e., that whereby 
this knowledge comes to an end, where it stops, what it 
really depends on, is different. Therefore, the above princi­
ple states, "That at which productive knowledge comes to 
a halt, wherein, from the beginning it halts or takes its 
footing, is the work to be produced. That, however, in 
wh;eh the knowledge of 'nature' taKes Hs foothold ;~ ·,~ 
~:w·o/.A.( ''''~· ~.vhat shows itself ?n fhat which occlirS'Out o 1 -

self. Thts IS always predommant, the standard, especially 
for perception, i.e., for the mere 'taking-in-and-up'" (in 
t.:on tradistinction to making and concern ing oneself busi ly 

,
1
," Translation of Hcidcggcr's rendition. Trans. 

. -."Unless . otherwise s tated, a ll following references to the 
"<" ks of Anstotle arc Lo The Works o{ Aristotle, W. D. Ross, cd. 
and tranl>., ll vol. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1931). Tra11s. 
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with creating on the things) (im Unterschied zum Machen 
und Sich-zu-schaffen-machen an den Dingen). What Aris­
totle here expresses as a basic principle of scientific 
method differs in no way from the principles of modern 
science. Newton writes (Principia Liber III , R egulae IV ): 
"In philosophia experimentale propositiones ex phaeno­
menis per inductionem collectae non obstantibus 
contrariis hypothesibus pro veris aut accurate aut quam­
proxime haberi debent, donee alia occurrerint phaeno­
mena, per quae aut accuratiores reddedantur aut excep­
tionibus abnoxlae." (" In experimental philosophy we are 
to look upon propositions inferred by general induction 
from phenomena as accurate or very nearly true, notwith­
standing contrary hypotheses that may be imagined, till 
such times as other phenomena occur, by which they may 
either be made more accurate, or liable to exceptions.") 

But despite this similar basic attitude toward yroce­
~e, the basic position of Aristotle is essentially different 
from that of Newton. For what is actually apprehended as 
appearing and how it is interpreted arc not the same. 

d~ . The doctrine of motion in Aris totle 

Nevertheless there is beforehand the common experi­
ence that what is, in the general sense of Na ture--earth, 
sky, and stars-is in motion or at rest. Rest means only £. 
specia l case of motion. It is everywhere a question of the 
motion of bodies. But how motion and bodies are to be 
conceived and what rela tion they have to each other is 
not established and no t self-evident. From the general and 
indefinite experience tha t things change, come in to exist­
ence and pass away, thus are in motion, it is a long way to 
an insight into the essence of motion and into the manner 
of its belonging to things. The ancient Greek conception of 
the earth is of a disc around which Ooats Okeanos. The 
sky overarches it and turns around it. Later Plato, Aris-
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totle, and Eudoxus-though each difFerently-present the 
earth as a ball but still as a center of everything. 

We restrict ourselves to the presentation of the Aris­
totlelian conception which later became widely dominant, 
a nd this only suffic iently to show the contrast which ex­
presses itself in the first axiom of Newton. 

Firs t, we ask, in general, what, according to Aristotle, 
is the essence of a thing in nature? The answer is: Ta cJn~rucO. 
crtiJp.aTa are KafJ' airrc1 I<III']TU I<O.Ta T07rOV. ("Those bodieS which bc­
Jong to 'nature' and cons titute it are, in themselves, mov­
able with respect to loca tion.") Motion; in general, is 
fUTa/)o>..~, the alteration of something into something else. 
Motion in this widle sense is, for instance, turning pale 
and blushing. But it is also an alteration when a body is 
transferred from one p lace to another. This being trans­
ported is expressed in Greek as cj>opci. K{V'lcn" ~<«Ta Towoa• means 
in Greek what constitutes the proper motion of Newton­
ian bodies. In this motion there lies a definite relation to 
the place. The motion of bodies, however, is ~<o.8' ai'Ta, ac­
cording to them, themselves. Tha t is to say, how a body 
moves, i.e., how it relates to the place and to what it re­
lates-all this has its bas is in the body itself. Basis 
(Grund) is apx~ and has a double meaning: that from 
which something emerges, and that which governs over 
what emerges in this way. The body is ci.px~ ~<ul?}u<w<>. What 
an c.ir)x?1 ~<t~!T(w., in this manner is, is cJ>a~ut<>, the primordial 
mode of emergence ( H ervorgehens), which however re­
mains limited only to pure movement in space. Herein 
tl~crc appears an essential transformation of the concept 
of physics. The body moves according to its nature. A 
moving body, which is itself an ci.px71 l<tan/cr<'""• is a na tural 
body. The purely earthy body moves downward, the 
purdy fiery body-as evet·y blazing name demonstra tes 
- moves upward. Why? Because the earthy has its place 
bclow, the fiery, above. Each body has its place according 
'" irs ki11d, and it s trives toward that place. Around the 
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earth is water , around this , the air, and a round this, fi re 
- the four clements. When a body moves in its place, this 
motion accords with nature, Kara cf>•:au·. A rock fall s down 
to the earth . H owever , if a rock is thrown upward by a 
s ling, this motion is essentially agains t the na ture of the 
rock, 7rapa cf>•:mv. All motions aga ins t na ture arc /Ji.•,t, v io­
lence. 

The kind of motion and the place of the body arc de ter­
mined according to its nature. The earth is in the center 
for a ll cha racte rization and evalua tion of motion. The rock 
wh ich falls moves toward this center, brt nl p.£,,o,,, The fire 
which r ises, ti'Trtl rou 1.duov , moves away from the center. In 
both cases the motion is KLI"IJaL> EMMa., in a straight line. But 
the s ta rs and the entire heavens move around the center, 
-rrtpl r6 p.luov. This motion is KllKAcp. Circular motion and mo· 
tion in a s tra ight line are the simple movements, cl.-rrAa.i.. Of 
these two, c ircular motion is f*st, that is, the highes t, and 
thus, of the highes t order. For -rrpon po1' rtl r£,\no" rou clnA.oii .. , 

the comple te precedes the incomplete . Their place belongs 
to the mo tion of bodies. In circular motion the body has its 
p lace in the motion itself, wherefore this motion is per­
pe tua l, and really exis tent. In rectilinear motion the place 
lies only in a direction and away from another place, so 
tha t mo tion comes to a n end there. Besides these two 
forms of simple motion, there are mixtures of both, p.umj. 

The pu rest mo tion, in the sense of change of place, is circu· 
Jar motion; it contains , as it were, its place in itself. A body 
which so moves itself, moves itself comple tely. This is true 
of a ll celestial bodies. Compared to this, earthy motion is 
a lways in a stra ight line, or mixed , or forced , but always 
incomple te . 

There is an essential diffe rence be tween the motion of 
celes li a l bodies and earthly bodies. The domains of these 
motions arc different. How a body moves depends upon its 
species a nd the place to which it b elongs. The where de­
te rmines the hoiV of its be ing, for being is called prese11ce 
(Amvesenheit ). The m oon docs not fa ll earthward, be-
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cause it moves in a circle, tha t is, it moves comple tely, 
permanently in the s implest motion. This circular motion 
is in itself comple te ly independent of any thing outside it­
self- for ins tance, from the earth as center. But, in con­
trast, to anticipate, in modern thought c ircula r motion is 
unders tood only so that a pe rpetual a ttrac ting force (Zug) 
fro~ the ~enter ~s necessary for its formation and preser­
vatiOn. W1th Aris totle, however, this "force," g.;,,a.,...,~, the 
capac~ty for its ~otion, lies in the nature of the body itself. 
The kmd of motwn of the body and its relation to its place 
depend upon the nature of the body. The ve locity of nat­
ural motion increases the nearer the body comes to its 
place, that is, increase and decrease of velocity and the 
ceas~ng of motion depend upon the nature of the body. A 
motiOn contrary to nature, i.e ., a forced motion, has its 
cau~e in the force that affec ts it. However, according to its 
motion, the body, driven forcibly, mus t withdraw from 
this power, and since the body itself does not bring with it 
any basis for this forced motion, its motion mus t neces­
sarily become slower and finally s top: 1ra11Ta ylip roii {3ta~op.£vov 
-rroppwrl pw ytyvop.Cl'a {Jpa8t~npov cf>rp€rat ( llcp1 oi•pa1'oii A8, 277 b, 6. 
n1.xwra cf>8ctpop.tva r O. -rrapO. cf>lxnv, ibid ., A:!, 269 b, 9 ). This corre­
sponds distinctly to the common conception: a motion im­
parted to a body continues for a certa in time and then 
ceases, passing over into a s tate of res t. Therefore, we 
mus t look for the causes for the continua tion or endur­
ance of the motion. According to Aristo tle, the basis for 
natural motion lies in the nature o f the body itself in its 
essence, in its most proper be ing (se inem eigensten 's ein ) . 
A la ter Scholastic proposition is in accord with this : 
Operari (agere ) sequitur esse. "The kind of motion fol­
lows from the kind of be ing." 

d:J· Newton's doctrine of motion 

How does Ari s to tle's descriptive obsei·vation of nature 
and concept of motion rela te to the modern one, which 
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got an essential foundation in the first axiom of Newton? 
We sha ll try to present in order a few main distinctions. 
Fo1· this purpose we give the axiom an abridged form: 
Every body left to itself moves uniformly in a straight line. 
("Corpus omne, quod a viribus impressis non cogitur, 
uniformiter in directum movctur.") We sha ll discuss 
what is new in eight points: 

J. Newton's axiom begins with "corpus omne," "every 
body." That means that the distinction between earthly 
and celestial bodies has become obsolete. The universe is 
no longer divided into two well-separated realms, the one 
beneath the s tars, the other the realm of the s tars them­
selves. All natural bodies are essen tially of the same kind. 
The upper realm is not a superior one. 

2. In accord with this, the priority of circular motion 
over mo tion in a straight line also disappears. And, 
even insofar as now, in reverse, motion in a s traight line 
becomes decisive, s till this does not lead to a divis ion of 
bodies and of different domains accord ing to their kind of 
motion. 

3. Accordingly, the dis tinguishing of certain places a lso 
disappears. Each body can fundamentally be in any place. 
The concept of place itself is changed: place no longer is 
where the body belongs according to its nature, but only 
a position in relation to other positions. (Compare points 
5 and 7). cpopa and change of place in the modern sense arc 
not the sam e. 

With respect to the causation and determina tion of mo­
tion, one docs not ask for the cause of the continuity of mo­
tion and, therefore, for its perpetua l occurrence, but the 
reverse: being in motion (Bewegtheit ) is presupposed, 
and one asks for the causes of a change from motion pre­
supposed as uniform, and in a straight line. The circu larity 
of the moon's motion does not cause its uniform perpetual 
motion around the earth. Precisely the reverse. It is this 
motion for whose cause we must search. According to the 
law of inertia, the body of the moon should move from 
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every point of its circular orbit in a straight line, i.e., in 
the form of a tangent. Since the moon does not do so, the 
question based upon the presupposition of the law of 
inertia and out of it arises: Why does the moon decline 
from the line of a tangent? Why does it move, as the 
Greeks put it, in a circle? The circular movement is now 
not cause but, on the contrary, precisely what requires 
a reason. (We know that Newton arrived at a new an­
swer when he proposed that the fo rce according to which 
bodies fall to the ground is also the one according to 
which the celestial bodies remain in their orbits: grav­
ity. Newton compared the centripetal declination of the 
moon from the tangent of its orbit during a fraction of 
time with this linear distance which a falling body 
achieves at the surface of earth in an equal time. At this 
point we see immediately the elimination of the distinc­
tion already mentioned between earthly and celestial mo­
tions and thus between bodies.) 

4. Motions themselves are not determined according to 
different natures, capacities, and forces, the elements of 
the body, but, in reverse, the essence of force is deter­
mined by the fundamental law of motion: Every body, 
left to itself, moves uniformly in a s traight line. Accord­
ing to this, a force is that whose impact results in a decli­
nation from rectilinear, uniform motion. "Vis impressa 
est actio in corpus exercita, ad mutandum eius s tatum vel 
q~iescendi vel movendi uniformiter in directum" (Princi­
pia, Def. IV ).:!! This new determination of force leads at 
the same time to a new determination of mass. 

5 .. Corresponding to the change of the concept of place, 
motiOn is only seen as a change of position and relative 
Position, as distances between p laces. Therefore, the de­
termina tion of motion develops into one regarding dis­
tances, s tretches of the measurable, of the so and so large. 

• :!J "An impressed force is an action exerted upon a body, in 0
.
1
dhcr to change its state, ei ther of rest, or of uniform motion in a 

ng t line." Trans. 
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Motion is determined as the amount of motion, and, simi­
larly, mass as weight. 

6. Therefore, the difference between natural and 
against nature, i.e., forced, is also eliminated; the {3ia, vio­
lence, is as force only a measure of the change of motion 
and is no longer special in kind. The impact, for instance, 
is only a particular form of the vis impressa, along with 
pressure and centripetality. 

7. Therefore, the concept of nature in general changes. 
Nature is no longer the inner principle out of which the 
motion of the body follows; rather, nature is the mode of 
the variety of the changing relative positions of bodies, the 
manner in which they are present in space and time, which 
themselves are domains of possible positional orders and 
determinations of order and have no special traits any­
where. 

8. Thereby the manner of questioning nature also 
changes and, in a certain respect, becomes opposite. 

We cannot set forth here the full implications of the 
revolution of inquiry into nature. It should have become 
clear only that, and how, the application of the first law 
of motion implies all the essential changes. All these 
changes are linked together and uniformly based on the 
new basic position expressed in the first law and which we 
call mathematical. 

e. The E ssence of the Mathematical Project 
(Entwurf)22 

(Galilee's Experiment with Free Fall) 

For us, for the moment, the question concerns the ap­
plication of the First Law, more precisely, the question in 
what sense the mathematical becomes decisive in it. 

22 Perhaps the best insight as to what Heidegger means by 
"project" is Kant's use of the word in the Critique of Pure 
Reason. "When Galileo experimented with balls whose weight he 
himself had already predetermined, when Torricelli caused the 
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How about th is law? It speaks of a body, corpus quod a 
viribus impressis non cogitur, a body which is left to itself. 
Where do we find it? There is no such body. There is also 
no experiment which could ever bring such a body to 
direct perception. But modern science, in contrast to the 
mere dialectical poetic conception of medieval Scholasti­
cism and science, is supposed to be based upon experience. 
Instead, it has such a law at its apex. This law speaks of a 
thing that does not exist. It demands a fundamental repre­
sentation of things which contradict the ordinary. 

The mathematical is based on such a claim, i.e., the ap­
plication of a determination of the thing, which is not ex­
perientially created out of the thing and yet lies at the 
base of every determination of the things, making them 
possible and making room for them. Such a fundamental 
conception of things is neither arbitrary nor self-evident. 
Therefore, it required a long controversy to bring it into 

air to carry a weight which he had calculated beforehand to be 
equal to that of a defmite column of water, or, at a later time, 
when Stahl converted metal into lime and this again into metal 
by withdrawing something and then adding it, a light broke in 
on all investigators of natuTe. They learned that reason only gains 
insight into what it produces itself according to its own projects 
( ll'as sie se/bst nach ihrem Entwurfe lzervorbriltgl ); that it must 
go before with principles of judgment according to constant 
laws, and constrain nature to reply to its questions, not content to 
merely follow her leading-strings" (B XIII). 

Literally Entwurf means "a throwing forth"; from w erfen ( to 
throw) and ent- (indicating separation or severing in the sense 
o r "out," "away," "from," "forth"). In present day use it is a 
ske tch, and the word "sketch" is sometimes used in this transla­
tion, as well as "project" and "projection." Originally a textile 
term referring to the bui lding of a frame, in the seventeenth cen­
tury it ( entwerfen) took the sense of a preliminary or preparatory 
~kctd~. As Heidegger uses it in SZ, 145, it is a s ketching which is a 
t ~r?~vmg forth of Dasein in which it "throws before itself the pos­
:-. lbllny as possibility and as such allows it to be." It is through 
t~n~crstandi~g as pmject that the structure oF the being of en­
ll!lc~ , mclu~lmg Dasein, becomes accessible. Project is constl·uc­
ti\'C m that It alJows the possibilities of entities to be; in the case 
of Dasein to achieve its openness to its own being (See KM, pp. 
209- JO). Trans. 
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power. It required a change in the mode of approach to 
things along with the achievement of a new manner of 
thought. We can accurately follow the history of this bat­
tle. Let us cite one example from it. In the Aristotelian 
view, bodies move according to their nature, the heavy 
ones downward, the light ones upward. When both fall, 
heavy ones fall faster than light ones, since the latter have 
the urge to move upward. It becomes a decis ive insigh t of 
Galileo that all bodies faJI equally fast, and that the differ­
ences in the time of fall only derive from the resistance of 
the air, not from the different inner natures of the bodies 
or from their own corresponding relation to their partic­
ular place. Galileo did his experiment at the leaning tower 
in the town of Pisa, where he was professor of mathe­
matics, in order to prove his s tatement. In it bodies of dif­
ferent weights did not arrive at precisely the same time 
after having fallen from the tower, but the difference in 
time was s light. In spite of these differences and therefore 
really against the evidence of experience, Galileo upheld 
his proposition. The witnesses to this experiment, how­
ever, became really perplexed by the experiment and Gal­
ileo's upholding his view. They persis ted the more obsti­
nately in their former view. By reason of this experiment 
the opposition toward Galileo increased to such an extent 
that he had to give up his professorship and leave Pisa. 

Both Galileo and his opponents saw the same "fact." 
But they interpreted the same fact differently and made 
the same happening vis ible to themselves in different 
ways. Indeed, what appeared for them as the essential fact 
and truth was something different. Both thought some­
thing a long with the same appearance but they thought 
something differen t, not only about the single case, but 
fundamentally, regarding the essence of a body and the 
nature of its motion. What Galileo thought in advance 
about motion was the determinatio n that the motion of 
every body is uniform and rectilinear, when every ob­
stacle is excluded, but that it also changes uniformly 
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when an equal force affects it. In his Discorsi, which ap­
peared in 1638, Galileo said: "Mobi le super planum hori­
zon tale projectum mente concipio omni secluso impedi­
mcnto, jam constat ex his, quae fusius alibi dicta sunt, 
illius motum aequabilem et perpetuum super ipso plano 
futurum esse, si planum in infinitum extendatur." ("I 
thin k of a body th rown on a horizontal plane and every 
obstacle excluded. This results in what has been given a 
detailed account in another place, that the motion of the 
body over this plane would be uniform and perpetual if 
this place were extended infinitely.") 

In this proposition, which may be considered the ante­
cedent of the First Law of Newton, what we have been 
looking for is clearly expressed. Galileo says: "Mobile 
mente concipio omni secluso impedimento." ("I think in 
my mind of something moveable that is entirely left to it­
self.") This" to think in the mind" ( Sich-im-Geisle-denken) 
is that giving-oneself-a-cogn ition (Sich-selbst-eine-Kennt­
nis geben) a bout a determination of things. It is a pro­
cedure of going ahead in advance, which Plato once 
characterized regarding p.40T]ut<; in the fo llowing way: 
'tmtf..a{3~w a•'•TO<; i~ ai•Tou ryv l1rtt1rtJP.'YI'' (M eno 85d), "bringing up 
and taking up- above and beyond the other-taking the 
knowledge itself from out of himself.") 

There is a prior grasping together in this mente con­
cipere of what should be uniformly determinative of each 
body as such, i.e., for being bodily. All bodies are alike. No 
motion is special. Every place is like every other, each 
moment likeanyother. Every force becomes determinable 
on ly by the change of motion which it causes-this change 
in motion beiing understood as a change of place. All de­
tcr·minations of bodies have one basic blueprint (Grund­
riss ), according to wh ich the natural process is nothing 
but the space-time determination of the motion of points 
of mass. This fundamental design of nature at the same 
time circumscribes its realm as everywhere uniform. 

Now if we summarize at a glance a ll that has been said, 
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we can grasp the essence of the mathematical more 
sharply. Up to now we said only its general characteristic, 

I that it is a taking cognizance of something, what it takes 
being something it gives to itself from itself, thereby giv­
ing to itself what it already has. We now summarize the 
fu ller essential determination of the mathematical in a 
few separate points: 

1. The mathematical is, as mente concipere, a project 
(Entwurf) of thingness (Dingheit) which, as it were, skips 
over the things. The project first opens a domain (Spiel­
raum) where things-i.e., facts-show themselves. 

2. In this projection there is posited that which things 
arc taken as, what and how they are to be evaluated 
(wurdigt) beforehand. Such evaluation (Wiirdigen) and 
taking-for (Dafiirhalten) is called in Greek a~uSw. The an­
ticipating determinations and assertions in the project arc 
a~u~JMJ.ra. Newton therefore entitles the section in which he 
presents the fundamental determinations about things as 
moved: Axiomata, sive leges motus. The project is axio­
matic. Insofar as every science and cognition is expressed 
in propositions, the cognition which is taken and posited 
in the mathematical project is of such a kind as to set 
things upon their foundation in advance. The axioms arc 
fundamental propositions. 

3. As axiomatic, the mathematical project is the antici­
pation (Vorausgriff) of the essence of things, of bodies; 
thus the basic blueprint (Grundriss) of the structure of 
every thing and its relation to every other thing is sketched 
in advance. 

4. This basic plan ( Grundriss) at the same time pro­
vides the measure for laying out of the realm, which, in the 
future, will encompass all things of that sort. Now nature 
is no longer an inner capacity of a body, determining its 
form of motion and place. Nature is now the realm of the 
uniform space-time context of motion, which is outlined 
in the axiomatic project and in which alone bodies can be 
bodies as a part of it and anchored in it. 
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5. This realm of nature, axiomatically determined in 
outline by this project, now a lso requires for the bodies 
and corpuscles within it a mode of access (Zugangsart) 
appropriate to the axiomatically predetermined objects. 
The mode of questioning and the cognitive determination 
of nature are now no longer ruled by traditional opinions 
and concepts. Bodies have no concealed qualities, powers, 
and capacities. Natural bodies arc now only what they 
show themselves as, within this projected realm. Things 
now show themselves only in the relations of places and 
time points and in the measures of mass and working 
forces. How they show themselves is prefigured in the 
project. Therefore, the project also determines the mode 
of taking in and studying of what shows itself, experience, 
the experiri. However, because inqu iry is now predeter­
mined by the outline of the project, a line of questioning 
can be instituted in such a way that it poses conditions in 
advance to which nature must answer in one way or an­
other. Upon the basis of the mathematical, the experientia 
becomes the modern experiment. Modern science is ex­
perimental because of the mathematical project. The 
experimenting urge to the facts is a necessary conse­
quence of the preceding mathematical skipping (Vber­
springen) of all facts. But where this skipping ceases or 
becomes weak, mere facts as such arc collected, and 
positivism arises. 

6. Because the project establishes a uni form ity of all 
bodies according to relations of space, time, and motion, 
it also makes possible and requires a universal uniform 
:ncasurejlS an essential determinant of things, i.C: numer­
ICal measurement. The mathematical project of New­
tonian bodies leads to the development of a certain "math­
ematics" in the narrow sense. The new form of modern 
sc ience did not arise because mathematics became an es­
s~n tial determinant. Rather, that mathematics, and a par­
ttcular kind of mathematics, could come into play and had 
come into play is a consequence of the mathematica l 
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project. The founding of analytical geometry by Descartes, 
the founding of the infinitesimal calculus by Newton, the 
simultaneous founding of the differential calculus by Leib­
niz-all these novelties, this mathematical in a narrower 
sense, first became possible and, above all, necessary, on 
the grounds of the basically mathematical character of 
the thinking. 

We would certainly fall into great error if we were to 
think that with this characterization of the reversal from 
ancient to modern natural science and with this sharp­
ened essential outline of the mathematical we had already 
gained a picture of the actua l science itself. 

What we have been able to cite is only the fundamental 
outline along which there unfolds the entire richness of 
posing questions and experiments, establishing of laws 
and disclosing of new districts of what is. Within this 
fundamental mathematical position the questions about 
the nature of space and time, motion and force, body and 
matter remain open. These questions now receive a new 
sharpness; for instance, the question whether motion is 
sufficiently formulated by the designation "change of loca­
tion." Regarding the concept of fo rce, the question arises 
whether it is sufficient to represent force only as a cause 
that is effective only from the outside. Concerning the 
basic law of motion, the law of inertia, the question arises 
whether this law is not to be subordinated under a more 
general one, i.e., the law of the conservation of energy 
which is now determined in accordance with its expendi­
ture and consumption, as work-a name for new basic 
representations which now enter into the study of nature 
and betray a notable accord with economics, with the 
"calculation" of success. All this develops within and ~c-

. cording to the fundamental mathematical position. What 
remains questionable in all this is a closer determination 
of the relation of the mathematical in the sense of mathe­
matics to the intuitive direct perceptual experience (zur 
anschaulichen Erfahnmg) of the given things and to these 
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things themselves. Up to this hour such questions have 
been open. Their questionability is concealed by the re­
sul ts and the pr·ogress of scientific work. One of these 
burning questions concerns the justification and limits of 
mathematical forma lism in contrast to the demand for an 
immediate return to intuitively23 given nature (anschau­
/ich gegebene Natur ). 

If we have grasped some of what has been said up till 
now, then it is understandable that the question cannot 
be decided by way of an either/ or, either formalism or 
immediate intuitive determination of things; for the na­
ture and direction of the mathematical project participate 
in deciding their possible relation to the intuitively experi­
enced and vice versa. Behind this question concerning the 
relation of mathematical formalism to the intuition of na­
ture stands the fundamental question of the justification 
and limits of the mathematical in general, within a funda­
mental position we take toward what is, as a whole. But, 
in this regard the del ineation of the mathematical has 
gained an importance for us. 

f. The Metaphysical Meaning of the Mathematical 

To reach our goal, the understanding of the mathemat­
ical as we have gained it up to now is not sufficient. To be 
sure, we shall now no longer conceive of it as a generaliza­
tion of the procedure of a particular mathematical disci­
pline, but rather the particular discipline as a particular 
form developing from the mathematical. But this mathe­
matical must, in turn, be grasped from causes that lie even 
deeper. We have said that it is a fundamental trait of mod­
ern thought. Every sort of 1:hought, however, is always 
only the execution and consequence of the historical mode 

.:!:~ Anscluwen: "looking at." The usual English translation, "in· 
lU1t1on," comes from the Latin in and tueor ("to see" "look" 
"gaze") . Intuition 1·cfers to immediate perception in c~ntrasl to 
conceptual inference. Trans. 
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of being (Dasein) at that time, of the fundamental posi­
tion taken toward what is and toward the way in which 
what is, is manifest as such, i.e., to the truth. 

What we have exhibited as the mathematical must now 
receive a clarification in this direction; for only in this 
way will what we are looking for become visible: precisely 
that formation of modern metaphysical thought in whose 
train something like the Critique of Pure Reason could 
and had to arise. 

f1 . The principles: new freedom, self-binding and 
self-grounding 

We inquire, therefore, about the metaphysical meaning 
of the mathematical in order to evaluate its importance 
for modern metaphysics. We divide the question into two 
subordinate ones: (1) What new fundamental position of 
Dasein shows itself in this rise of the dominance of the 
mathematical? (2) How does the mathematical, accord­
ing to its own inner direction, drive toward an ascent to a 
metaphysical determination of Dasein? 

The second question is the more important for us. We 
shall answer the first one only in the merest outline. 

Up to the distinct emergence of the mathematical as a 
fundamental characteristic of thought, the authoritative 
truth was considered that of Church and fa ith. The means 
for the proper knowledge of what is were obtained by way 
of the interpretation of the sources of revelation, the writ 
and the tradition of the Church. Whatever more experience 
and knowledge had been won adjusted itself (as if by it­
self) to this frame. For basically there was no worldly 
knowledge. The so-called natural knowledge not based 
upon any revelation, therefore, did not have its own form 
of intelligibility or grounds for itself, let alone from out of 
itself. Thus, what is decisive for the history of science is 
not that all truth of natural knowledge was measured by 
the supernatural. Rather it is that this natural knowledge, 
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disregarding this criterion, arrived at no independent 
foundation and character out of itself. For the taking over 
of the Ari stotelian syllogism cannot be reckoned as such. 

In the essence of the mathematical, as the project we 
delineated, lies a specific will to a new formation and self­
grounding of the form of knowledge as such. The detach­
ment from revelation as the first sou rce for truth and the 
rejection of tradition as the authoritative means of knowl­
edge-all these rejections are only negative consequences 
of the mathematical project. He who dared to project the 
mathematical project put himself as the projector of this 
project upon a base which is first projected only in the 
project. There is not only a liberation in the mathematical 
project, but also a new experience and formation of free­
dom itself, i.e., a binding with obligations which are self­
imposed. In the mathematical project develops an obliga­
tion to principles demanded by the mathematical itself. 
According to tihis inner drive, a liberation to a new free­
dom, the mathematical strives out of itseLf to establish its 
own essence as the ground of itself and thus of aU knowl­
edge. 

Therewith we come to the second question: How does 
the mathematical, according to its own inner drive, move 
toward an ascent to a metaphysical determination of 
Dasein? We can abridge this question as follows: In what 
way does modern metaphysics arise out of the spirit of the 
mathematical? It is already obvious from the form of the 
question that mathematics could not become the stan­
dard of philosophy, as if mathematical methods were 
only appropriately generalized and then transferred to 
philosophy. 

Rather, modern natural science, modern mathematics, 
and modern metaphysics sprang from the same root of the 
mathematical in the wider sense. Because metaphysics, of 
these three, reaches farthest-to what is, in totality-and 
because at the same time it also reaches deepest toward 
the being of what is as such, therefore it is precisely meta-
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physics which must dig down to the bedrock of its mathe­
matical base and ground. 

As we pursue how modern philosophy grows up from 
this ground that it has laid in itself we grasp the historical 
possibility and necessity of a "critique of pure reason." 
Moreover, we shall come to understand why this work has 
the form it has and why we shall begin our interpretation 
of this work at that place at which we shall enter it. 

h Descartes: Cogito Sum; "I" as a special subject 

Modern philosophy is usually considered to have begun 
with Descartes (1596-1650), who lived a generation after 
Galileo. Contrary to the attempts, which appear from time 
to time, to have modern philosophy begin with Meister 
Eckhart or in the time between Eckhart and Descartes, we 
must adhere to the usual beginning. The only question is 
how one understands Descartes' philosophy. I t is no acci­
dent that the philosophical formation of the mathematical 
foundation of modern Dasei11. is primarily achieved in 
France, England, and Holland anymore than it is acci­
dental that Leibniz received his decisive inspiration from 
there, especially during his sojourn in Paris from 1672-76. 
Only because he passed through that world and truly ap­
praised its greatness in greater reflection was he in a posi­
tion to lay the first foundation for its overcoming. 

The following is the usual image of Descartes and his 
philosophy: During the Middle Ages philosophy stood- if 
it stood independently at all- under the exclusive domina­
tion of theology and gradually degenerated into a mere 
analysis of concepts and elucidations of traditional opin­
ions and propositions. It petrified in to an academic knowl­
edge which no longer concerned man and was unable to 
illuminate reality as a whole. Then Descartes appeared 
and liberated philosophy from this disgraceful position. 
He began by doubting everything, but this doubt finally 
did run into something which could no longer be doubted, 
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for, inasmuch as the skeptic doubts, he cannot doubt that 
he, the skeptic, is present and must be present in order to 
doubt at all. As I doubt I must admit that "I am." The "I ," 
accordingly, is the indubitable. As the doubter, Descartes 
forced men into doubt in this way; he led them to think of 
themselves, of their "I." Thus the "I," human subjectivity, 
came to be declared the center of thought. From here 
originated the !-viewpoint of modern times and its sub­
jectivism. Philosophy itself, however, was thus brought to 
the insight that doubting must stand at the beginning of 
philosophy: reflection upon knowledge itself and its pos­
sibility. A theory of knowledge had to be erected before a 
theory of the world. From then on epistemology is the 
foundation of philosophy, and that distinguishes modern 
from medieval philosophy. Since then, the attempts to 
renew Scholasticism also strive to demonstrate the episte­
mology in their system, or to add it where it is missing, in 
order to make it usable for modern times. Accordingly, 
Plato and Aristotle are reinterpreted as epistemologists. 

This story of Descartes, who came and doubted and so 
became a subjectivist, thus grounding epistemology, does 
give the usual picture; but at best it is only a bad novel, 
and anything but a story in which the movement of being 
becomes visible. 

The main work of Descartes carries the title Medita­
tiones de prima philosophia (1641 ). Prima philosophia­
this is the 1rpwTTJ cfn>..ouocf>[o. of Aristotle, the question concern­
ing the being of what is, in the form of the question 
concerning the thingness of things. Meditationes de meta­
physica-nothing about theory of knowledge. The sen­
tence or proposition constitutes the guide for the question 
about the being of what is (for the categories). (The essen­
tial histor-ical-metaphysical basis for the priority of cer­
tail1ty, which first made the acceptance and metaphysical 
development of the mathematical possible-Christianity 
and the certainty of salvation, the security of the individ­
ual as such- will not be considered here.) 
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In the Middle Ages, the doctrine of Aristotle was taken 
over in a very special way. In later Scholasticism, through 
the Spanish philosophical schools, especially through the 
Jesuit, Suarez, the "medieval" Aristotle went through an 
extended interpretation. Descartes received his first and 
fundamental philosophical education from the Jesuits at 
La Fleche. The title of his main work expresses both his 
argument with this tradition and his will to take up anew 
the question about the being of what is, the thingness of 
the thing, "substance." 

But all th is happened in the midst of a period in which , 
for a century, mathematics had already been emerging 
more and more as the foundation of though t and was 
pressing toward clarity. !twas a timewhich,in accordance 
with this free projection of the world, embarked on a new 
assault upon reality. There is nothing of scepticism here, 
nothing of the !-viewpoint and subjectivity-but just the 
contrary. Therefore, it is the passion of the new thought 
and inquiry to bring to clarification and display in its in­
nermost essence the at first dark, unclear, and often mis­
interpreted fundamental position, which has progressed 
only by fits and starts . But this means that the mathe­
matical wills to ground itself in the sense of its own inner 
requirements. It expressly intends to explicate itself as the 
standard of all thought and to establish the rules which 
thereby arise. Descartes substantially participates in this 
work of reflection upon the fundamental meaning of the 
mathematical. Because this reflection concerned the 
totality of what is and the knowledge of it, this had to 
become a reflection on metaphysics. This simultaneous 
advance in the direction of a foundation of mathematics 
and of a reflection on metaphysics above all characterizes 
his fundamental philosophical position. We can pursue 
this clearly in an unfinished early work which did not ap­
pear in print until fifty years after Descartes' death (1701 ). 
This work is called Regulae ad direct ionem ingenii. 
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( 1) Regulae: basic and guiding propositions in which 
mathematics submits itself to its own essence; (2) ad di­
rectionem ingenii: laying the foundation of the mathe­
matical in order t hat it, as a whole, becomes the measure 
of the inquiring mind. In the enunciation of something 
subject to rules as well as with regard to the inner free 
determination of the mind, the basic mathematical-meta­
physical character is already expressed in the title. Here, 
by way of a reflection upon the essence of mathematics, 
Descartes grasps the idea of a scientia universalis, to 
which everything must be directed and ordered as the one 
authoritative science. Descartes expressly emphasizes that 
it is not a question of mathematica vulgaris but of mathe­
matica universalis. 

We cannot, here, present the inner construction and the 
main content of this unfinished work. In it the modern 
concept of science is coined. Only one who has really 
thought through this relentlessly sober volume long 
enough, down to its remotest and coldest corner, fulfills 
the prerequisite for getting an inkling of what is going on 
in modern science. In order to convey a notion of the in­
ten tion and attitude of this work, we shall quote only three 
of the twenty-one rules, namely, the third, fourth, and fifth. 
Out of these the basic character of modern thought leaps 
before our eyes. 

Regula III: "Circa objecta proposita, non quid alii 
scnserint, vel quid ipsi suspicemur, sed quid clare et evi­
dcnter possirnus intueri, vel certo deducere, quaerendum 
est; non aliter enim scientia acquiritur." ("Concerning the 
objects before us, we should pursue the ques tions, not 
what others have thought, nor what we ourselves conjec­
ture, but what we can clearly and insightfully intuit, or 
deduce with steps of certa inty, for in no other way is 
knowledge arrived at." )24 

~4 Descartes, Rules {or the Direction of the Mind, F. P. Lafleur, 
trans. (Liberal Arts Press. 1961 ), p. 8. Trans. 
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Regula IV: "Necessaria est methodus ad rerum vcrita­
tem investigandam ." ("Method is necessary for discover­
ing the truth of na ture." ) 

This rule does not intend the platitude that a science 
must a lso have its method, but it wants to say that the 
procedure, i.e., how in general we are to pursue things 
(p.i8o8o-.) , decides in advance what truth we shall seck out 
in the things. 

Method is not one piece of equipment of science among 
others but the primary component out of which is firs t de­
termined what can become object and how it becomes an 
object. 

Regula V: "Tota methodus consistit in ordinc et disposi­
tionc corum ad quae mentis acies est convertcnda, ut 
aliquam veritatem inveniamus. Atquae bane cxactc ser­
vabimus, si propositiones involutas et obscuras ad s impli­
ciores gradatim reducamus, et deinde ex omnium simpli­
cissimarum intuitu ad aliar um omnium cognitionem per 
eosdem gradus ascendere tentemus." ("Method consis ts 
entirely in the order and arrangement o f tha t upon which 
the sharp vision of the mind must be directed in order to 
discover some truth. But, we will follow such a method 
only if we lead complex and obscure propositions back 
s tep by s tep to the s impler ones and then try to ascend by 
the same s teps from the insight of the very simplest propo­
sitions to the knowledge of all the others." ) 

Wha t remains decisive is how this reflection on the 
mathema tical affects the argument with traditional meta­
physics (prima philosophia), and how, s tarting from 
there, the further destiny and form of modern philosophy 
is determined. 

To the essence of the mathematical as a projection be­
longs the axioma tical, the beginning of basic principles 
upon which everything fur ther is based in insightful order. 
If mathematics, in the sense of a mathesis universal is , is to 
ground and fo rm the whole of knowledge, then it requires 
the formula tion of special axioms. 
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(1 ) They must be absolutely fi rs t, intuitively evident in 
and of themselves, i.e., absolutely certa in. This certa inty 
participates in deciding their truth. (2) The highest 
axioms, as mathema tica l, must es tablish in advance, con­
cerning the whole of wha t is, wha t is in being and what 
being means, from where and how the th ingness of things 
is determined. According to tradition this happens along 
guidelines o f the proposition. But up till now, the p roposi­
tion had been taken only as what offered itself, as it were, 
of itself. The simple proposition about the s imply present 
things contains and retains wha t the things are. Like the 
things, the proposition, too, is present-at-hand ( vorhan­
den): it is the present ( vorhanden ) container of being. 

However, there can be no pre-given things for a basi­
ca lly mathematical position. The proposition cannot be an 
arbitrary one. The proposition, and precisely it, must itself 
be based on its foundation. It mus t be a basic principle­
the basic princ iple absolutely. One must therefore find 
such a principle of all positing, i.e., a proposition in which 
that about which it says something, the subjectum 
(inroK€tp.€vov), is not jus t taken from somewhere else. Tha t 
underlying subject must as such firs t emerge for itself in 
th is original proposition and be es tablished. Only in this 
way is the subjectum a fundamenlwn absolutum, purely 
posited from the proposition as such, a basis and , as such, 
a fundam ent urn absolutum a t the same time inconcussum 
and thus indubitable and absolutely certain. Because th~ 
mathematical now sets itself up as the principle of all 
knowledge, all knowledge up to now must necessarily be 
pu t into question, regardless of whether it is tenable or 
not. 

Descartes does not doubt because he is a skeptic; rather, 
he must become a doubter because he posits the mathe­
ma tical as the absoluteground and seeks fo r all knowledge 
a foundation that will be in accord with it. It is a question 
no t only of finding a fundamental law fo r the rea lm of 
na ture, but finding the very first and highest basic p r in-



104 WII ATI S ATHl G? 

ciple for the being of what is, in genera l. This absolutely 
ma thematical principle cannot have anything in front of it 
and cann<rt allow wha t might be given to it beforehand. If 
any thing is given a t all , it is only the proposition in gen­
era l as such, i.e., the positing, the position , in the sense of a 
thinking tha t asserts . The positing, the pro position, only 
has itself as that which can be posited. Only where think­
ing thinks itself, is it absolutely mathematical, i.e.,a taking 
cognizance of that which we a lready have. Insofar as 
thinking and positing directs itself toward itself, it finds 
the following: whatever and in whatever sense anythi ng 
may be asserted, this asserting and thinking is always an 
" I th ink." Thinking is a lways an "/ think ," ego cogito. 
Therein lies: I am, sum. Cogito, sum- this is the highest 
certa inty lying immediately in the proposition as such. In 
" I posit" the " I" as the positer is co- and pre-posited as 
tha t which is a lready present, as what is. The being of 
wha t is is determined out of the " I am" as the certainty of 
the positing. 

The formula which the proposition sometimes has, 
"Cogito ergo sum," suggests the misunders tanding that it 
is here a question of inference. That is not the case and 
cannot be so, because this conclus ion would have to have 
as its majo•· premise: ld quod cogitat, est; and the minor 
prcmi e: cogito; conclus ion: ergo sum. However, the 
majo r premise would only be a formal generaliza tion of 
wha t lies in the pm position: "cogito-swn." Desca rtes 
himself emphasizes that no inference is present. The sum 
is no t a consequence of the thinking, but vice versa; it is 
the gmund of thinking, the furzdam entum. In the essence 
of positing lies the p•·oposition: I posit. Tha t is a proposi­
tion which docs no t depend upon something given before­
hand, but only gives to itself what lies within it. In it lies: 
"1 pos it": I am the one who posits and thinks. This propo­
s ition has the peculiarity of first positing that about which 
it makes an assertion, the subjectwn. What it posits in th is 
case is the " I. " The I is the subjectum of the very firs t prin-
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ciple. The I is, therefore, a special someth ing which under­
lies (Zugm nde/iegendes )-1'1roK<l,.t<vo••, sub jectwn- the 
sub jectw n of the positing as such. Hence it came about 
that ever since then the 'T' has espec ia lly been called the 
subjectum, "subject." The character o f the ego as what is 
especially a lready present befo re one rema ins unnoticed. 
Ins tead the subjectivity of the subject is determined by 
the "1-ness" (fchheit ) of the " I think." That the 'T' comes 
to be defined as that which is already present for represen­
tation ( the "objective" in today's sense) is no t because of 
any !-viewpoint or any subjectivis tic doubt, but because 
of the essential predominance and the defin it ely directed 
radicalization of the mathematica l and the ax iomatic. 

This "I," whncb has been raised to be the special sub­
jectwn on the basis of the mathematical, is, in its meaning, 
nothing "subjective" at all, in the sense of an incidental 
quali ty of jus t this particular human being. This "subject" 
designated in the " I think," this I , is subjec tivis tic only 
when its essence is no longer unders tood, i.e., is not un­
fo lded from its origin considered in terms of its mode of 
being (seinsmassigeu Herkunft ). 

Until Descartes every thing present-a t-hand for itself 
was a "subject" ; but now the 'T' becomes the special sub­
ject, that with regard to which all the remaining things 
firs t determine themselves as such. Because-ma themati­
cally-they firs t receive their thingness only through the 
founding relation to the highest principle and its "sub­
ject" ( I), they are essentially such as s tand as some thing 
else in relation to the "subject," which lie over agains t it as 
objectwn. The things themselves become "objects ." 

The word objectum now passes th rough a correspond­
ing change of meaning. For up to then the wo rd objectwn 
deno ted what was thrown up oppos ite one's mere imagin­
ing: I imagine a golden mountain. This thus represented 
-an objectum in the language of the Middle Ages-is, ac­
cording to the usage of language today, merely some thing 
"subjective"; for "a golden mounta in" docs not exis t "ob-
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jectively" in the meaning of the changed linguistic use. 
This reversal of the meanings of the words subjectwn and 
objectwn is no mere affair of usage; it is a radica l changG 
of Dasein, i.e., the illumination (Liclzttmg)~;. of the being 
of what is on the basis of the predominance of the mathe­
matical. It is a stretch of the way of actual history neces­
sarily hidden from the naked eye, a history which always 
concerns the openness of being-or nothing at all. 

fa. Reason as the highest ground: the principle of the l, 
the principle of contradiction 

The I, as "I think," is the ground upon which, hereafter, 
a ll certain ty and truth becomes based. But thought, asser­
tion, logos, is, at the same time, the guideline for the deter­
mination of being, the categories. These are found by the 
guideline of the " I think ," in viewing the "I." By virtue of 
this fundamental significance for the foundation of all 
knowledge, the "I" thus becomes the accentuated and 
essential definition of man. Up to that time and later, man 
had been apprehended as the animal rati011ale, as a ra­
tional living being. With this peculiar emphasis on the I, 
i.e., with the "I think," the determination of the rational 
and of reason now takes on a distinct priority. For think­
ing is the fundamental act of reason. With the "cogito­
sum," reason now becomes explicitly posited according to 
its own demand as the first ground of all knowledge and 
the guideline of the determination of the things. 

Already in Aristotle, the assertion, the Aoyo~, was the 
guideline for the determination of the categories, i.e., the 
being of what is. However, the locus of this gu ideline­
human reason, reason in general-was not character ized 

:!~"To say Dasein is 'illuminated' means that it is illumined in 
itself as bcing·in-the-world but not through any other entity, so 
that it is itself the illumination (Licllftmg). What is present-at­
hand hidden in the dark becomes accessible only for an entity 
illuminated in this way." (SZ, p. 133.) Trans. 
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as the subjectivity of the subject. But now reason has been 
expressly set forth as the "I think" in the highest prin­
ciple as guideline and court of appeal for all determina­
tions of being. The highest principle is the "I" principle: 
cogito-sum. It is the fundamental axiom of all knowl­
ed~e; but it is not the ~nly fundamental axiom, simply for 
this one reason, that m this !-principle itself there is in­
cluded. and posited with this yet another one, and there­
fore With every proposition. When we say "cogito-sum," 
we express what lies in the subjectwn (ego). If the asser­
tion is to be an assertion, it must always posit what lies in 
the subjectum. What is posited and spoken in the predi­
cate may not and cannot speak against the subject. The 
KUTCL<jlacnc; muSt alwayS be SUCh that it aVOidS the uv-r[<jlacrt~ 
i.e., saying in the sense of speaking against (Dagegen~ 
s'!~echen), of contradiction. In the proposition as propo­
SitiOn, and accord ingly in the highest principle as 
!-principle, there is co-posited equa lly basically as valid 
the pr~c!ple of the avoidance of contradiction (briefly: 
the prmc1ple of contradiction). 
. Since the mathematical as the axiomatic project pos its 
1tse~f. as. the authoritative principle of knowledge, the 
positing IS thereby established as the thinking, as the"/ 
think," the !-principle. " I think" signifies that I avoid con­
tr-adiction and follow the principle of contradiction. 

The !-princip le and the principle of contradiction spring 
from the nature of thinking itself, and in such a way that 
one looks only to the essence of the " I think" and what lies 
in it and in it alone. The "I think" is reason, is its funda­
m~ntal act, what is drawn solely from the "I think," is 
gamed solely out of reason itself. Reason so compre­
hended is purely itself, pure reason. 

These principles, which in accord with the fundamental 
mathematical feature of thinking spring solely from rea­
~o~, become the principles of knowledge proper, i.e., 
P.hilosophy in the primary sense, metaphysics. The prin­
Ciples of mere reason arc the axioms of pure reason. Pu re 
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reason, .\•)y,o; so undet·stood, the proposition in this form, 
becomes the guideline and standard of metaphysics, i.e., 
the court of appeal for the determination of the being of 
what is, the thingness of things. The question about the 
thing is now anchot·ed in pure reason, i.e., in the mathe­
matical unfolding of its principles. 

In the title, "pure reason," lies the Myo~ of Aristotle, and 
in the "pure" a cet·tain special formation of the mathe­
matical. 

6. The History of the Question About the Thing: Summary 

The first chapter of the history of the question of the 
thing is characterized by the mutual relation of the thing 
and assertion (.\uyo .. ), the guideline along which the uni­
versal determinations of being (categories) arc won. The 
second chapter conceives the assertion, the proposition, in 
a mathematical way, as principle; and accordingly sets 
forth the principles which lie in the essence of thinking, of 
the proposition, as such, i.e., the 1-principlc and the prin­
ciplc_of con tradiction. With Leibniz there is added the 
principle of suff~ien reason ( Satz vom Gntnd), which is 
also already co-posited in the essence of a proposition as a 
principle. These propositions originate purely out of mere 
reason, without the help of a relation to something pre­
viously given before one. They arc a pure self-giving of 
that which thinking in its essence already has in itself. 

It now remains to characterize the third chapter in the 
hi s tory of the question of the thing, i.e., to show how a 
critique of pure reason could and had to develop from this 
determination of things out of pure reason. For this pur­
pose it is necessary that we acquire, although only roughly, 
an idea of how modern metaphys ics developed according 
to the mathematical foundation from Descartes. 

The ph ilosophica l fundamental axioms, i.e., the abso­
lute axioms, arc the !-principle, the principle of con tradic­
lion, and the principle of sufficient reason. The who le of 
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metaphysics is to be based on them so that these axioms 
also dominate throughout the inner structure of meta­
physics, i.e., the cognitive formation of its en tire domain. 
Up to now this has hardly been mentioned. We have on ly 
said that m etaphysics is the question concerning what is, 
as the whole and of the being of what is. But how do we 
mean this, what is as a whole? In the description of the 
turn from the earlier knowledge about nature to modern 
thought, we limited ourselves to a part of what is. Not 
only that, we also did not report how this limited district 
(na ture) belongs into the whole of what is. However, since 
the ascendancy of Christianity in the Wes t, not only 
throughout the medieval period but also through all of 
modern philosophy, nature and universe were considered 
as created. Modern metaphysics from Descartes to Kant, 
and also the metaphysics of German Idealism after Kant, 
are unthinkable without the Christian ideas that underlie 
them. Yet the relation to the dogma of the Church can be 
very loose, even broken. According to the predominance of 
the Christian concept of what is, a certain hierarchy and 
arrangement enters into what is, as a whole. What is most 
real and highest is the crea ti ve source of all that is, the one 
personal God as spirit and creator. All of what is that is 
not godlike is the created. But among all that is created, 
one is distinctive. This is man, and it is because his eternal 
salvation is in ques tion. God as the creator, the world as 
the created. man and his eternal salvation; these are the 
three domains defined by Christian thought within what 
is, as a who le. Since metaphysics asks about what is, as a 
whole, what it is, why it is as it is, metaphysics proper, in 
a Christian sense, is concerned with God (theology), the 
world (cosmology) , and man and his sa lvation (psychol­
ogy). But, in accot·d with the fundamenta l mathematical 
character of modern thought, metaphysics, too, is formed 
out of the principles of pure reason, the ratio. Thus, the 
metaphysical doctrine of God becomes a theology, but a 
I heologia rat ionalis , the doctrine of the world becomes a 
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cosmology, but a cosmologia rationalis, and the doctrine 
of man, psychology, but a psychologia rationalis. 

IL is natural to arrange the whole state of modern meta­
physics in the following way. For this form of metaphysics 
two concepts are essen tial: ( 1) the Christian conception 
of entities as ens creatum and (2) the basic mathematical 
character. The first instance concerns the content of meta­
physics, the second its form. However, this characteriza­
tion according to content and form is entirely too faci le to 
be true. For this structure as determined by Christianity 
forms not only the content of what is treated in thought, 
but also determines the form, the how. Insofar as God as 
creator is the cause and the ground of all that is, the how, 
the way of asking, is oriented in advance toward this 
principle. Vice versa, the mathematical is not on ly a form 
clamped on over the Christian content, but it itself be­
longs to the content. Insofar as the !-prin ciple, the "I 
think," becomes the leading principle, the " I" and , conse­
quently, man, reach a unique position within this ques­
tioning about what is. It designates not only one domain 
among others, but just that one to which all metaphysical 
propositions are traced back and from which they stem. 
Metaphysical thought moves in the var·iously defined do­
main of subjectivity. Later Kant therefore says: All ques­
tions of metaphysics, i.e., those of the designated disci­
plines, can be traced back to the question: What is man? 
In the priority of this question there is concealed the 
priority of method coined in Descartes' Regulae. 

If we usc the distinction of form and content to charac­
terize modern metaphysics, then we must say that the 
mathematical belongs just as much to the content of this 
metaphysics as the Christian belongs to its form. 

Accord ing to the three fundamenta l directions of meta­
physical questioning it deals each time with what is: God, 
world, man. The essence and the possibility of this what is 
must be determined in each case rationally, out of pure 
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reason, i.e .• from concepts gained in pure thought. But if 
what is and how it is must be decided in thinking and 
purely from thought, then before the definitions of what 
is as God, world, and man, there must obviously be a prior 
guiding concept of what is as such. Especially where this 
thinking conceives itself mathematically and grounds 
itself mathematically, the projection of what is as such 
must be expressly made the foundation of everything. 
Thus the inquiry into the special realms must be preceded 
by one which asks about what is in general, i.e., meta­
physics as generally asking about what is, the metaphysica 
generC!_lis_. Viewed from it, theology, cosmology, and psy­
~hol~gy. become the metaphysica special is, because they 
mqurre mto a particular realm of what is. 

But because metaphysics is now mathematical, the gen­
eral cannot remain what is only suspended above the 
particular, but the particular must be derived from the 
g~neral as ~he axiomatic according to principles. This sig­
nifies that m the mathematica generalis what belongs to 
what is as such, what determines and circumscribes the 
t~ingness of a thing as such, must be determined in prin­
Ciple according to axioms, especially according to the first 
axiom, according to the schema of positing and thinking 
as such. What is a thing must be decided in advance from 
~he highest principles of all principles and propositions, 
I.e., from pure reason, before one can reasonably deal with 
the divine, worldly, and human. 
. The universal, advance illumina tion of all things accord­
mg to their thingness out of the pure reason of rational 
thought as such, the en lighten ing as this advance clarifica­
t~on of all thi ngs, is the Enlightenment, the spirit of the 
eighteenth century. In that century modern philosophy 
first received its proper form, into which Kant's thought 
grows and which also bear.s and determines his own most 
novel inquiry, the form of metaphysics, without which 
that of the nineteenth century would be unthinkable. 
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7. Rational Metaphysics (Wolff, Bawngarte11 ) 

Between Descartes and the Enlightenment s tands 
Leibniz. But he had an effect less through his own thinking 
and work than through the form of the school of philos­
ophy he de termined. 

During the e ighteenth century scientific and philosophi­
ca l thought in Germany was dominated by the doctrine 
and school o f Chris tian Wolff ( 1679-1754). He took his 
philosophical equipment from a particular interpretation 
of the philosophy of Leibniz. From there he s trove for an 
essen tial unification of the philosophical foundation 
achieved by Descartes with traditional m edieval Scholas­
tic ism and thus at the same time a reunification of Plato 
and Aris totle. All of Western metaphysical knowledge was 
to be gathet·ed up in the rational clearness of the En­
lightenment and the humanity of man to be based on itself 
in pure reason. Chris tian Wolff treated philosophy in 
widely distributed German and Latin textbooks. His tex t­
book on metaphysics carries (in the German version) the 
s ign ificant title, which, after what has been said, must now 
be unders tandable, Rational Thoughts of God, the W orld 
and the Soul of Man, and Also of All Things in General 
( 1719). Wolff first taught in Halle as professor of mathe­
matics and soon transferred to philosophy. His thorough 
and rigorous way of teaching presented a serious threat to 
the sha llow chatter of the theologians of the time; he was 
thus driven out of Halle in 1723 through the efforts of his 
theologica l opponents. He was threatened with hanging if 
he remained. He taught at Marburg from 1723-40. H ow­
evet·, Frederick the Great did no t agree with the met hod of 
refuting a philosophy by the threat of the ga llows, and he 
ca lled Wolff back to HaJle. There he b ecame chancellor of 
the Univers ity, privy councillor, vice-president of the 
Pe tersburg Academy, and baron of the Ho ly Roman Em­
pire. Prominent among the many s tudents of Wolff were 

Kant's Manner of Asking About the Thing 11 3 

Gottsched (1700-76) and Alexander Baumgarten (1714-
62); the latter also wrote a metaphys ics (Metaphysica, 
1739). Mor·eover, in accord with the general trend of the 
dominating form of pure reason, he attempted the experi­
ment of submi tting a rt to ra tional principles (and out· 
relation to art, w hich, according to the prevailing inte r­
pretation, was taste). Taste and what is accessible in this 
capacity to judge (namely art) belong to the domain of the 
sensible, aiu8?7ut<;. Just as thought is submitted to rational 
principles in logic, so a lso there is need for a rational doc­
trine of sensibili ty, a logic of the sensible, o.i1r0,1m<>. Baum­
garten therefore called thi s rational theory of <titr8.1m" the 
logic of sens ibility or "aesthe tics." And despite Kant's op­
position to the u se of this ti tic, the philosophical doctrine 
of art has been called aesthe tics ever s ince. This circum­
stance contains much more than the mere matter of a title, 
and can be understood on ly through modern m etaphysics. 
It became decisive not only for the interpre tation of art, 
bu t also for the position of art in human ex istence 
(Dasein.) in the age of Goethe, Schiller , Schelling, and 
Hegel. 

Through his teacher, the Wolffian disciple Martin 
Knutzen, Kant himself stands in the tradition of the Leib­
niz-Wolffian school. All his writings before the Critique 
of Pure Reason move within the sphere of inquiry and the 
mode of thought of the contemporary school-philosophy, 
~vc.n in parts where Kant already goes his own ways. Only 
rncJden tally, it might be mentioned, did Kant move be­
yond the school tradit ion and penetrate directly into the 
philosophy of Lci bniz- insofar as this was then poss ible. 
fn a s imilady direc t way he made the thinking through of 
English philosophy, especially Hume, fruitful for the for­
mation of his own questioning. On the whole, however, 
the school-philosophy of Leibn iz-Wo lffian s tamp rema ined 
so ~r.cdominant tha t Kant, even aftct· he gained the new 
rostt Jon of this philosophy (after the pub lica tion of the 
Critique of Pure Reason and the works which followed it), 



114 WHA T IS A THING? 

kept up the tradition of using the tex tbooks of the school­
philosophy in his lectures and of explaining them para­
graph by paragraph. Kant never discussed his philosophy 
in his lectures, although, in later times, the new method of 
thought cou ld not be completely excluded in the discus­
s ions of the textbooks or "readers," as they were then 
called. Kant used the previously mentioned tex tbook by 
Alexander Baumgarten in his lectures in metaphys ics and 
appreciated this tex tbook "especially for the richness and 
precis ion of its teaching method." (Nachricht von der 
E inrichtung seiner Vorlesungen im Wint erhalbjahr 1765-
66, K. Vorlander, ed. [Meiner, Der Phi/osophischen Biblio­
tek, 1906], XL VIa, 155.) (Compare Prolegomena, 1-3.) In 
this short piece Kant indicates how he intends to adapt his 
former lectures on metaphysics, logic, ethics, and physical 
geography to a changed teaching method. 

He introduces metaphysics, the "most d ifficult among 
all philosophical investigations," by preceding it with a 
metaphysica l experiential science of man in order to lead 
to metaphysics s tep by step. This has the advantage in 
metaphysics "of putting into the greatest clarity" the ab­
s tract by presenting the concrete in advance. But this pro­
cedure has still another advantage. Kant says about it: "I 
cannot help thinking of another advantage, which should 
not be valued as s light, though it is based upon incidental 
causes only, an advantage which I want to draw from this 
me thod. Everyone knows how eagerly attended the firs t 
lectu res arc by the keen and unsettled youth , and how 
la ter the lecture room becomes somewhat roomier. Ontol­
ogy, a science that is difficult to comprehend , scares him 
off from continuing; then what he could perhaps have 
understood cannot be of the slightest further usc to him." 

The tex tbook by Baumgarten presents us with the form 
of the cus tomary metaphysics of the eighteenth century, 
which Kant had before him and which fina lly forced him 
to the work by which he lifted metaphysics from its hinges 
and put the ques tion anew about metaphysics. 
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The Metaphysica of Baumgarten divides the entire ma­
terial of metaphysics into exactly one thousand short para­
graphs. According to Scholas tic organ iza tion, the entire 
work is divided into four parts: ( l ) Ontology (Meta­
physica generalis), §§4-350; (2 ) Cosmologia, §§351-500; 
(3) Psychologia, §§501- 799; (4) Tlzeologia 1wturalis, 
§§800-1000. 

But the presentation of this external form docs not tell 
us much about rational metaphys ics, the metaphysics of 
pure reason, e ven when we remember what has been said 
about the fundamental characteris tic of modern meta­
physics and its foundation. On the other ha nd, we cannot 
go into the total content, which, although in itself is not so 
extensive, does, however, present a very involved struc­
ture because of its mathematical-rational form and for­
mal proof. 

And yet it is necessary that we provide ourselves with a 
more definite idea of this Metaphysica, in order to achieve 
with some unders tanding the trans ition from it to the 
Critique of Pure R eason. Let us characterize this meta­
physics by discussing three questions: ( l ) How does meta­
physics determine its own concep t of itself? (2) How in 
this immediately pre-Kantian metaphysics is the essence 
of truth understood? (Metaphysics would represent the 
highest human realization of truth in knowledge.) (3) 
What is the inner s tructure of metaphysics? 

By answering these three ques tions we once more carry 
out a unified consideration of the ma thema tical basis of 
modern metaphysics. We will sec wha t this metaphys ics of 
pure reason claims to be. Above all, we shall unders tand 
what fot·m the question about the thing has ta ken in it. 

l. How docs metaphys ics define its own concept? The 
firs t paragraph reads as follows: "Mctaphys ica es t sci­
entia prima cognitioni s humanae principia continens." 
("Metaphysics is the science which contains [embraces] 
the fit·s t principles of human knowledge.") This definition 
of metaphysics arouses the susp icion tha t metaphysics is 
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concerned with a doctrine of knowledge, thus with episte­
mology. But up to now metaphysics was considered as the 
science of what is, as such, i.e., of the being of what is. 
However, this metaphysics, just as the old one, is con­
cerned with what is as well as with being; and yet the de­
lining concep t of metaphysics docs not immediately say 
anyt hing about that. Not immediately. The definition, 
however, says just as little that the object of metaphysics 
is knowledge as such. We must understand this dclinition 
of the concept of metaphysics in such a way tha t cognit io 
h11ma11a docs not mean the human faculty of knowledge, 
but that which is knowable and known by the pure reason 
of man. That is, what is. Its "fundamen ta l principles" will 
be exhibited, i.e., the fundamental determination of its 
essence, being. But why does the definition of the concept 
not simply say this, as Aristotle already dclined it: "E1rnv 
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("There is a science which investigates being as being and 
the attributes which belong to this in virtue of its own 
nature.") (Metaphysics, IV, from the beginning.) 

Why arc the knowable and knowledge now mentioned? 
Because, s ince Descartes, the faculty of knowledge, pure 
reason, has been established as that by whose gu ideline all 
delinitions of what is, the thing, arc to be made in rigorous 
proof and grounding. The mathematical is the "mente 
co11cipere" of Ga lileo. In the development of metaphysics, 
it is now a question of positing ou t of the essence of pure 
rational knowledge a sketch of the being of what is, that 
will be decisive for everything further knowable. This hap­
pens first in the fundamental discipline of metaphysics, in 
ontologia. According to §4, it is the scient ia praed icatorwn 
entis generaliorwn. Kant (Op. cit ., pp. 11 5 f.) translates 
this as follows: "The science of the general attributes of 
all things." We sec from this tha t the concep t of the 
" thing" is apprehended as very broad, as broadly as pos­
s ible. "Thing" is anything that is. God, sou l, and the world 
arc also things. We further recogn ize that the thingncss of 

Kant's Ma11ner of Asking About the Thing 117 

things is determined on the bas is of and by the guideline 
of the principles of pure reason. We have met three such 
principles, t he !-principle, the principle of contradiction, 
and the principle of sufficient reason. With this we stand 
immediately before the answer to the second question. 

2. In the pre-Kantian metaphysics of the eighteenth 
century, how is the na ture of that truth understood, whose 
highest human realization in knowledge should be repre­
sented by metaphysics? 

According to the traditional concep t, tru th (veritas) is 
the adaequatio intellectus et rei, the correspondence of 
thought and thing. Ins tead of adaequatio one also says 
commensuratio or convenien t ia, fitting or agreement. This 
essential definition of truth has a dual meaning which 
guided the ques tion of the truth even in the Middle Ages. 
There is sti ll cast over it the refiection and afterglow of 
an earlier, more primordial, although hardly understood, 
experience of the essence of truth a t the beginning of the 
Greek existence (Dasein ). Truth as adaequatio is, in one 
sense, a definition of ratio, the assertion, the proposi tion. 
A proposition is true insofar as it corresponds to things. 
The definition of truth as correspondence, however, not 
only concerns the proposition in relation to things, bu t 
also things, insofar as they arc created, based on the proj­
ect of a creative spirit, and as they correspond to it. Con­
ceived in this way, truth is the commensurability of 
things with their essence, thought by God. 

We are asking, in contrast, What is the essential defini­
tion of truth in modern metaphysics? In §92 of his Meta­
physik, Baumgarten gives the following definition. "Veri­
las mctaphysica potcs t dcfiniri per convenientiam entis 
cum principiis ca tholicis." ("Me taphysical truth [that is, 
the tru th of metaphysica l knowledge) can be defined as 
an agreement of what is with the first mos t universal 
f ~ndamenta l principles.") Principia catlwlica are the prin­
~lp les (axioms), specilically the "catholic ones" (accord­
mg to the Greek K«O(I,\ot•), i.e., principles directed upon the 
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whole, which assert something about what is in totality 
and about the being of what is. All metaphysical proposi­
tions which establish being and its determinations must 
conform to these principles. These principles arc ironclad 
principles of reason itself: the !-principle, the principle of 
contradict ion, and the principle of sufficient reason. The 
truth about what things in their thingness a1·c is deter­
mined according to the principles of pure reason, i.e., as 
we defined it above, in the essential sense: mathematical. 
The inner structure of the whole of metaphysics must be 
formed according to this conception of truth. Thus we 
arrive a t the third question. 

3. What is the inner structure of this metaphysics? We 
can already gather it from the external arrangement and 
sequence of the discipline. The foundation is on to logy, and 
the apex of the building is theology. The first is concerned 
with what belongs to a thing as such, to anythi ng that is 
in general (or in communi), to the ens commune. Theology 
is concerned with the highest being and that which is, in 
the most essential sense, the summum ens. With regard to 
con tent we also find this arrangement of metaphysics in 
the Middle Ages, in fact even in Aris totle. However, what is 
decisive is that, in the meantime, through the development 
and self-clarification of modern thought as the mathe­
matical, the claim of pure reason has come to predominate. 
This means that the most general determinations of the be­
ing of what is arc to be projected on the ground and with 
the guidance of the most universal principles of pure rca­
son. At the same time, however, the entire knowledge of 
the world, sou l, and God is to be derived from these most 
universal concep ts in a purely rational analysis and 
sequence. 

So the pure inner lawfulness of reason, from out of its 
fundamenta l principles and concepts, decides about the 
being of what is, about the thingnessof things. In this pure 
rat ional knowledge, the truth about what is for all hu man 
reason receives its foundation and form as an indubitable 
and universally binding certainty. 
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Pure reason in this its self-formation, pure reason in 
this claim, pure reason as the authoritative court of appeal 
for the determination of the thingness of all things as such 
- it is this pure reason which Kant places into "critique." 

II. The Question About the Thing in Kant's 
Main Work 

1. What Does "Critique" Mean in Kant? 

We will not pursue how Kant himself arrives at this 
"critique" and what the internal and ex ternal history of 
the origin of the work Critique of Pure Reason is. It is 
characteristic that we find out little even from letters of 
this silent period of his. However, even if we knew more, 
if we could exactly reckon what influenced Kant and so 
forth, in what sequence he worked out the individual parts 
of the work, this would neither explain the work itself (the 
crea tive is inexplicable), nor wou ld this curiosity about 
Kant's workshop serve our understanding, supposing that 
we do not already know and comprehend what Kant 
wanted and achieved in his work. This is now our sole 
concern. More exactly, as preliminary, we want to under­
stand the title. 

We know now what "pure reason" means. It remains 
to inquire what "critique" signifies. It can here only be a 
matter of giving a preliminary expla nation of what "cri­
tique" means. Usually we take this word at once and above 
all_ in_ a negative sense. Critique is for us faultfinding, a 
pomtmg to errors, emphasis on incompleteness and the 
corresponding rejection. In citing the title "Critique of 
_Pure ~eason" we must avoid this common and misleading 
t11ean1ng from the beginning. Moreover, that meaning does 
n_ot c?.rrcspond to the original meaning of the word. "Cri­
tique comes from the Greek Kplvw•, which means "to sort" 
(~ondern), "to sort out" and thus "to lift out that of spe­
cml sort" (das B esondere herausheben ). This contrast 
agains t others arises from an elevation of a new order. The 
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sense of the term "critique" is so little nega tive tha t it 
means the most pos itive of the positive, the positing of 
what mus t bccstablished in advance in all positingaswha t 
is determina tive and decisive. Therefore, critique is a deci­
s ion in this positing sense. Because critique is a separa tion 
and lifting out o f the special , the uncommon and. a t the 
same time, decisive, therefore, and only in consequence, is 
it also a rejection of the commonplace and unsuitable. 

This meaning of the word "cri tique" appears in a 
unique way of its own during the second half of the eigh­
teenth century in the discussions of art, of the form of the 
works of art and our relation towards them. Critique 
meant establishing the standard, the rules, legis lation; 
and this a t the same time means the eleva tion of the gen­
eral over agains t the special. In this contemporary direc­
tion of meaning lies Kant's use of the term "critique," 
wh ich he a fterwa rd also included in the titles of two 
other main works: Critique of Practical Reason and 
Critique of Judgment. 

However, this word receives a fuller sense through 
Kan t's work . It is this sense which must now be outlined. 
This will firs t make it possible to unders tand by implica­
tion the negative meaning, which the word a lso had in 
Kan t. We shall try to make this clear by a retrospective 
glance a t what has a lready been presented , without really 
having yet gone into Kant's work. 

If critique has the designa ted positive meaning, the 
Critique of Pure Reason will not s imply reject and find 
fault with pure reason. To "criticize" will rather a im to de­
limit what is deo:: is ive and peculiar to its proper essence. 
This laying of lim~s (Grenzziehung) is no t p rimarily a de­
marca tion agains t ... but a delimiting in the sense o( an 
exhibition of the inner cons truction of pure reason. The 
lifting out of the elements and the structure of pure rca­
son is a lifting out of different poss ibilities of the uses of 
reason and thei r corresponding rules . As Kant once em­
phasized (A 768, B 796 ): the critique makes a complete re-
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view of the who le facul ty of pure reason; it draws and 
sketches, in one o f Kant's words, the "outline" (Vorriss) 
of pure reason ( B xxiii, N .K.S., p. 25 ). 

Critique thus becomes the surveying which sets the 
boundaries for the entire doma in of pure reason. This sur­
veying does not take place, as Kant expressly and ever 
again enjoins, by referring to "facts" ("Fakt is") , but it 
occurs from principles; no t by determining qualities met 
somewhere, but by determining the whole essence of pure 
reason out of its own principles. Critique is a setting of 
boundaries, a surveying project of pure reason. There­
fore, an essential moment belonging to cr itique is what 
Kant calls the architectonic. 

Architectonic, the blueprint projected as the essential 
s tructure of pure reason, is as little a mere "ornament" 
(Aufpu tz) as the critique is a mere "censor" (Zensur ). 
(For the use of the term "architectonic," see Leibniz, De 
Primae Philosophiae Emendatione, and Baumgarten , 
Metaphysica, §4, on lologia as m etaplzysica architec­
tonica. ) 

In the execution of the "critique" of pUI·e reason so un­
derstood, the "mathematical" in the fundamental sense 
first comes to its unfolding and, a t the same time, to its 
being lifted up (Aufhebung ), i.e., to its own lim it. This also 
results from the "critique." Precisely, critiq ue lies in the 
trend of modern thinking as such and in modern meta­
physics in particular. But because of its basic character 
Ka nt's "critique" leads to a new delimiting of pure reaso~ 
and at the same time, therefore, of the mathema tical. 

2. The Relation o ft he "Critique" of Pu re Reason to the 
"System of All Principles of the Pure Understanding" 

.r ~ is no accident that Kant continually accompanies the 
en t1quc of pu re reason by a reOection on the essence of 
the mathema tical and of ma thema tics, by a distinguishing 
between ma thema tical reason in the narrower sense over 
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against metaphysical reason, i.e., the reasoning upon 
which a metaphysics, a projection of the being of what is, 
the thingness of things, must be based; for everything ac­
tually depends on this grounding of metaphysics. Let us 
recall Baumgarten's definition of metaphysics and of the 
definition of metaphysical truth. Critique of pure reason 
means to delimit the determination of the being of what 
is, the thingness of the things, from out of pure reason; it 
means to survey and project those principles of pure rea­
son upon whose ground something like a thing in its tiling­
ness is determined. 

We can already gather from this that in this "critique" 
the "mathematical" feature of modern metaphysics is re­
tained, namely, to determine in advance out of principles 
the being of what is . The real effort aims at the formation 
and grounding of this "mathematical." The principles of 
pure reason must be grounded and demonstrated accord­
ing to their own character. At the same time it lies in the 
essence of these principles that they exhibit a basic rela­
tion among themselves, belong together uniformly out of 
an inner mlity. Kant calls such a unity according to princi­
p les a "system." The critique as a surveying of the inner 
structure and foundation of pure reason thus faces the 
fundamenta l task of exhibiting and grounding the System 
of the Principles of Pure Reason. 

We know from our earlier discussion that, already for 
Aristotle, the proposition as simple assertion was the 
guideline for the determinations of being (the thingness) 
of things, i.e., the categories. The assertion "the house is 
high" is also called a judgment. Judging is an act of 
thought. Judging is a particular way in which reason takes 
place and acts. Pure reason as judging reason Kant calls 
understanding, the pure understanding. Propositions and 
assertions are acts of the understanding. The system of the 
principles of all propositions for which he sought is, there­
fore, the system of the principles of pure understanding. 

We shall seek to understand Kant's Critique of Pure 
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Reason from its ground-providing center. Therefore, we 
begin our interpretation at the place entitled "System 
of All Principles of Pure Understanding" (A 148, B 187). 
The whole passage under discussion includes A 235 and 
B 294. 

An aim of the· interpretation will be to direct our inquiry 
and knowledge through this part in such a way that there 
results an understanding of the entire work. But even this 
understanding is only in the service of an insight into the 
question "What is a thing?" 

In preparation, we can read some single sections from 
the work, where the real posing of the question does not 
immediately appear, but which are suited for shedding 
light on some of Kant's basic concepts. Attention is called 
to three s uch sections: (1 ) A l9, B 33-A 22, B 36.2; (2 ) 
A 50, B 74-A 62, B 86; (3) A 298, B 355-A 320, B 377. 

In contrast, it is not r ecommended that one read the 
prefaces to A and Bat this time, and especially not the cor­
responding Introductions, b ecause they presuppose an in­
sight into the whole work. 

In our interpretation we shall not try to examine and 
paraphrase the structure of the work from the outside. 
Rather, we shall place ourselves within the structure itself 
in order to discover something of its framework and to 
gain the s tandpoint for viewing the whole. 

For this we shall only follow a direction which Kant 
himself once stated in an incidental reflection . It concerns 
the evaluation of philosophic work: "One has to begin 
one's evaluation with the whole and to direct it to the 
idea of the work together with its ground. What remains 
belongs to the exposi tion in which much can be lacking 
a nd be improved." (Preussische Akademie edition, op. 
ci l ., XVIII, No. 5025.) 

Critique of pure reason is first a measuring and survey­
ing of its essence and structure. The critique does notre­
ject pure reason, but for the first time sets it within the 
boundaries of its nature and its inner unity. 
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"Critique" is the self-knowledge of reason placed before 
itself and upon itself. "Critique" is the accomplishment 
of the innermost rationality of reason. "Critique" fulfi lls 
the enlightenment (Aufkliirung) of reason. Reason is 
knowledge from principles and therefore itself the faculty 
of principles (Prinzipien) and axioms (Grundsiit ze ). A 
critique of the pure reason in the positive sense must, 
therefore, set forth the principles of pure reason in their 
inner unity and completeness, i.e., in their system. 

3. Interpretation of the Second Main Section of the 
Transcendental Analytic: "System of All 

Principles of Pure Understanding" 

The selection of just this section from the entire work 
may at first appear arbitrary. It can at least be justified 
in tha t this chapter provides us with special insight with 
regard to our leading question, the question of the thing­
ness of the thing. Yet, at the moment, even this remains 
only an assertion. The question arises whether just this 
chapter has such a special meaning for Kant himself and 
for how he conceived his work, that is, whe ther we-speak 
in Kant's sense when we call this section the center of the 
work. This question is to be answered affirmatively. For 
in the fo rmation and unified proof of this sys tem of all 
principles of pure understanding, Kant gains the ground 
upon which the truth of the knowledge of the things is 
based. In this way Kant lifts out and delimits (critique) a 
domain from which alone the status of the determination 
of the thing and the trufh of all metaphysics up to now 
can be originally decided: whether the essence of truth is 
truly determined in it, whether in it a truly rigorously axi­
omatic, i.e., mathematical, knowledge, unequivoca lly fol­
lows its course and thereby reaches its goal; or whether 
this rational metaphysics, as Kant says, is on ly "a groping 
abou t," and indeed a groping about in "mere concepts" 
without a relation to the things themselves, thus remain­
ing without justification and validity. The surveying of 
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pure reason with regard to metaphysics must at the same 
time gauge (ab-messen ), out of pure reason, how meta­
physics (according to its definition as the science of the 
first causes of human knowledge) is possible. What is the 
status of human knowledge and its truth? 

(The following interpretation makes up for what the 
writing Kant and the Problem of the Metaphysics (1929) 
lacked. Compare the preface to the second edition, 1950. 

The title of that essay is not precise and therefore easily 
leads to the misunderstanding that The Problem of Meta­
physics is concerned with a problematic whose overcom­
ing was the task of metaphysics. Rather, The Problem of 
Metaphysics indicates that metaphysics as such is ques­
tionable.) 

Kant offers a review of this second chapter, in which 
he treats the system of all principles. He does so at the 
beginning of the chapter en titled "The Ground of the Dis­
tinction of All Objects in Genera l into Phenomena and 
Noumena" ( A 235, B 294 ) . In an intuitive simile he ex­
plains what mattered to him in establishing the "System 
of All Principles of Pure Understanding." "We have now 
not merely explored the territory of pure understanding, 
and carefully surveyed every part of it, but have also mea­
sured its extent, and assigned to everything its rightful 
place. Th is domain is an is land, enclosed by nature itself 
within unalterable limits. It is the land of truth-enchant­
ing name!-surrounded by a wide and stormy ocean, and 
the native home of illusion, where many a fog bank and 
many a swiftly melting iceberg give the deceptive appear­
ance of farther shores, deluding the adventurous seafarer 
ever anew with empty hopes, and engaging h im in enter­
prises which he can never abandon and yet is unable to 
carry to completion" (N.K.S., p. 257). 

a. Kant's Concept of Experience 

The measured and surveyed land, the solid ground of ~ 
truth, is the domain of the established and establishable 
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knowledge. Kant calls this "experience." Thus the ques­
tion arises: What is the essence of experience? The "Sys­
tem of All Principles of Pure Understanding" is nothing 
other than a sketch of the essence and essential structure 
of experience. The essence of a fact (Sache), according to 
modern metaphysics, is what makes the fact as such in 
itself possible: the possibility, possibilitas, understood 
as that which renders possible. The question of the es­
sence of experience is the question of its inner possibility. 
What belongs to the essence of experience? But at the 
same time this includes the question: What is the essence 
of what becomes truly accessible in experience? For when 
Kant uses the word "experience," he a lways understands 
it in an essentially twofold sense: 

( 1) Experiencing as happening to and an act of the 
subject I. (2) That as such which is experienced in such 
experience. Experience in the sense of the experienced and 
the experienccable, the object of experience, is nature, but 
nature understood in the sense of Newton's Principia as 
systema mtmdi. The grounding of the inner possibili ty of 
experience is, therefore, for Kan t at the same time the an­
swer to the question: How is nature in genera l possible'? 
The answer is given in the " System of All Principles of the 
Pure Understanding." Kant, therefore, also says ( Prolego­
m ena, § 23) that these principles constitute "a physiolog­
ical (physiologisches) system or system of nature." In §24 
he also ca lls them the " physiological principles." " Physi­
ology" is understood here in the original and archaic 
sense, and not in the sense of today. Physiology today is 
the doctrine of life processes, in distinction from mor­
phology as the doctrine of living forms. In Kant's 
usage it meant A11yoo; of the cf>•j~""• the fundamenta l asser­
tions about nature, however, cf>•j"'" is now used in Newton's 
sense. 

Only when we expressly and in a grounded way take pos­
session of the solid ground of provable knowledge, of the 
land of experience and of the map of this land, do we take 
a position from which we can decide about the prerogative 
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and pretenses of traditional rational metaphysics, i.e., 
about its possibility. 

The setting up of the system of principles is the taking 
possession o f the solid land of the possible truth of knowl­
edge. It is the decisive step of the whole task of the critique 
of pure reason. This system of principles is the result of a 
un ique analysis of the essence of experience. Kant once 
wrote in a letter to his pupil J . S. Beck, on January 20, 
1792, ten years after the appearance of the Critique of Pure 
Reason: "The analysis of experience in general and the 
principles of possibility of the latter 'are' the most difficult 
of the entire critique." (Brief, Cassircr X, 114; Akadamie 
edition, XI, 3!3ff.) In the same letter, Kant gives these 
instructions for lec turing on this mos t difficult part 
of the C1·itique of Pure R easo11: " In a word, since this 
whole analysis has only the inten tion of setting forth the 
fact that experience itself is possible only by means of 
certain synthetic a priori principles, but since this can first 
be made properly comprehensible only when these prin­
ciples are actually presented, they arc to be put to work as 
quickly as possible." Here a twofold point must be 
stressed: 

I. The decisive thing for the proper insight into the 
essence of experience, i.e., the tru th of knowledge, is the 
~~tual presentation of the system of principles. 

2. The preparation for this presentation should be as 
concise as possible. 

Hence, we fulfi ll on ly a clear instruction of Kant's when 
we single out the system of principles and set up the in­
terpretation of this section in such a way that all prelimi­
nary. requirements for it arc summarized as concisely as 
poss tble and arc furnished in the development of the in­
terpretat ion itself. 

b. The Thing as a Natural Thing (Nat11rding) 

Th? system of principles of pure understanding is, in 
Kant s most exact sense, the inner supporting center of 
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the entire work. This system of principles is to unlock for 
us the question of how Kant determines the essence of the 
thing. What has been said in the preceding about the sig­
nificance of the system of principles already gives us a pre­
liminary interpretation (Vordeutw1g) of how Kant cir­
cumscribes the essence of the thing and in what way he 
holds it to be determinable at al l. 

"Thing"-this is the object of our experience. Since the 
inclusive concept of the possibly experienceable is nature, 
the thing must actually be conceived in truth as a natural 
thing. Kant does explicitly distinguish between the thing 
as an appearance (Erscheinu.n.g) and as thing-in-itself 
(Ding an sich). But the thing-in-itself, i.e., detached from 
and taken out of every relation of manifestatio_ll (Bekw1.d­
w1g) for us, remains for us a mere x . In every thing as an 
appearance we unavoidably think also of this x. However, 
only the appearing natural thing is determinable in truth 
and knowable as a thing. We shall summarize in two prop­
ositions Kant's answer to the question about the essence 
of the thing which is accessible to us: (1 ) The thing is a 
natural thing. (2) The thing is the object of possible ex­
perience. Here every word is essential, and this in the 
definite meaning which it has acquired through Kant's 
philosophical work. 

Let us now briefly recall the introductory considera­
tions at the beginning of the whole lecture. There we 
placed the question about the thing into the circle of what 
first of all surrounds and encounters us every day. At that 
time the question arose how the objects of physics, i.e., 
the natural things, are related to the things immediately 
encoun tered. In view of Kant's essential definition of the 
essence of the thing as a natural thing, we can judge that 
from the beginning Kant does not pose the question of the 
thingness of the things that surround us. This question has 
no weight for him. His view immediately fixes itself on the 
thing as an object of mathematical-physical science. 

That this viewpoint in the determination of the thing-

Kant 's Manner of Asking About the Thing 129 

ness of the tl1ing became decisive for Kant has reasons 
which we now, after an acquaintance with the prehistory 
of the Critique of Pw·e Reason, can easily appraise. How­
ever, the definition of the thing as a natural thing also has 
consequences for which we cannot hold Kant in the least 
responsible. One could pay homage to the opinion that 
skipping over the things that surround us and the interpre­
tation of their thingness is an omission for which we can 
easily make up and which can be fitted onto the definition 
of natural things, or perhaps could also be pre-arranged. 
But this is impossible because the definition of the thing 
and the way i t is set up include fundamental presupposi­
tions which extend over the whole of being and to the 
meaning of being in general. If we do not otherwise admit 
it, indirectly we can at least learn this from Kant's defini­
tion of the thing, namely, that a single thing for itself is 
not possible and, therefore, tbedefinition of things can­
not be carried out by considering single things. The thing 
as a natural thing is on ly definable from the essence of a 
nature in generaL The thing, in the sense of what we en­
counter closest to us-before all theory and science-is 
adequately and first of all definable in a relational context 
which lies before and above all nature. This goes so far 
as to say that even technological things, though they 
arc "Seemingly first produced on the basis of scientific nat­
ural knowledge, are in their thingness (Dinghafligkeit) 
something other than natural things with the superim­
position of a practical application. 

But, all this only means again that asking the question 
of the thing is nothing less than the knowing man taking a 
decis ive foothold in the midst of what is, taken as a whole. 
In thinking through the question of the thing sufficiently 
and in mastering, not mastering or neglecting it, there oc­
cur decisions whose temporal scope and span in our his­
lory arc always to be considered only after cen turies. This 
discussion of Kant's step should give us the proper pro­
r>ortions fot· such decisions. 



130 WHAT I S A T HING ? 

c. The Threefold Division of the Chapter on the 
System of the Principles 

The chapter ("Hauptstiick") of the Critique of Pure 
Reason which we shall try to expound begins at A 148, 
B 187 and is entitled "System of All Pr inciples of Pure 
Unders tanding." 

The whole chapter, which goes to A 235, B 294, is divided 
into three sections: I. "The Highest Principle of All Ana­
ly tic Judgments" (A 150, B 189-A 153, B 193). II. "The 
Highes t Principle of All Synthetic Judgments" (A 154, B 
193- A 158, B 197). III. "Systematic Representation of All 
the Synthetic Principles of Pure Understanding" (A 158, B 
197- A 235, B 287). 

There follows a "General Note on the System of the 
Principles" (B 288-B 294 ). 

With this threefold divis ion of Kant's doctrine of the 
princip les, we immediately think of the three p r inciples of 
traditional metaphysics: contradiction, I-principle, and 
the principle of sufficient reason. It is to be supposed that 
Kant's threefold division has an inner relation with the 
threefold number of traditional pr inciples. The exposition 
will show in wha t sense this is true. First, le t us pay atten­
tion to the titles and first to those of the firs t two sections; 
we find the concept of the highest principle, and each time 
fot· a whole range of judgments. The general title of the 
whole chapter comprehends the principles as such of pure 
unders tandi ng. Now the discussion concerns pr inciples 
of j udgment. With what jus tification? Unders tanding is 
the facul ty of thinking. But thinking is the uniting of rep­
resenta tions (Vorstelh mgen) in one consciousness. " I 
think" means "I combine." Representationa lly, I rela te 
something represented to another: "The room is warm"; 
"Wormwood is bitter"; "The sun shines." "The union of 
representations in one consc.iousness is judgment. Think­
ing, therefore, is the same as judging or relating repre­
senta tions to judgmen ts." (Prolegomena§ 22. ) 
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Consequently, when ins tead of" pure understanding" as 
in the main title of the chapter, it now says "judgment" in 
the titles of the firs t two sections, this refers subs tantially 
to the same thing. Judgment is only the way in which the 
understanding as the faculty of thinking carries out the 
rep resenting. Why in genera l " judgment" is used, and not 
pure unders tanding, will become clear in the content of 
the sections. (What "perfo rms" these acts, the perform­
ance and what is performed, is the unity of representa­
tions, and it is that as itself a represented unity, e.g., the 
shining sun in the judgment: "The sun is shining.") 

At the same time we obtain from the first two ti tles a 
distinction of judgments into analytic and synthetic. In 
his polemic against Eberhard, On a Discovery, According 
to Which All N ew Critique of Pure R eason is Made Dis­
pensable by an Older One ( 1790), Kant once remarked that 
it is " indispensably necessary" in order to solve the chief 
problem of the c ritique of pure reason to " have a clear and 
d is tinct concept of what the critique first unders tands in 
general by synthetic judgments as dis tinct from the ana­
lytic." "The aforementioned distinction o f j udgments has 
never been properly comprehended" (On a Discovery, 
op. cit., p. 228). 

Accordingly, in the titles of the firs t and second sections 
of the chapter on the " Sys tem of All Principles of Pure Un­
ders tanding{' in the dis tinction between syn thet ic and 
analytic judgments and the highest pr inciples belonging 
to them, something is pointed out which is decisive for the 
entire range of questions of the criti que of pure reason. 
Therefore, it is not an accident tha t Kant, in the Introduc­
tion to this work, dea ls explici tly and in advance with "The 
Dis ti nction between Analy tic and Synthetic Judgments" 
( A 6 ff. , 8 10 ff. ) . 

But just as important as the content o f the firs t two 
titles is the title of the third section. This title docs not 
concern p rinciples of analy tic nor of synthe tic j udgments, 
but syn thetic principles of the pure undcr·s tanding. And 
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precisely the systematic "representation" (presentation ) 
of these is the essential aim of the whole chapter. 

It now seems appropr iate to preface the interpreta tion 
of these three sections with a discuss ion of the difference 
between synthetic and analytic judgments. But in accord­
ance with the overall plan of our interpreta tion we prefer 
to deal with this difference where the text immediately de­
mands it. We pass over the introductory cons iderations 
to the chapter since these (A 148-B 187 ) a rc unders tand­
able only with reference to the preceding chapters of the 
work, into which we shall not enter. We begin immedi­
a tely with the interpretation of the firs t section. 

4. The Highest Principle of All Analytic Judgm ents. 
Knowledge and Ob jecl (A 150 ff., B 190 ff. ) 

In the title to Section I the principle of contradiction is 
meant as it was as one of three fundamental axioms of tra­
ditiona l metaphysics. But the fact tha t this principle is 
here called " the highest principle of all ana lytic judg­
ments" already expresses Kant's special conception of 
this principle. With this he dis tinguishes himself bo th 
from the preceding metaphysics as well as from the Ger­
man Idealism which follows, at leas t tha t of Hegel. Kant's 
general intent in his interpreta tion of the principle of con­
tradiction is to contend against the leading role w hich 
this princi ple had assumed, especia lly in modern meta­
phys ics. This role of the principle of contradiction as the 
highes t axiom of all knowledge of being was already set 
forth by Ar istotle even if in another sense (Metaphysics, 
IV, chap. 3- 6 ) . 

At the end of the third chapter ( I 005 b 33) Aris totle 
says: q,,1uu yilp &.px>, Kat T WII aAA<•II' &.~t(J),~(LT<III' ll~Tll 'ITili 'T(IJII , ( "For 
this is naturally the s tarting point even for a ll the o ther 
axioms." )20 

~~~ 1-leidegger's transla tion : "Vom Scin her gcschcn ist d icscr 
Satz sogar auch der Grund (Prinzip) aller dcr anclcrcn Axiomc 
(Grundsatze) ." Trans. 
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In 1755, in his qua lifying lectu re ( Habilitationsschrift), 
Kant had already ventured a fi rs t, a lthough as yet uncer­
tain, thrus t agains t the dominance in metaphysics of the 
principle of contradiction. This little writing bears the 
s ignificant ti tle Principiorum primorum cognitionis meta­
physicae nova dilucidatio (A New Illum ination of the 
First Principles of Metaphysical Knowledge ). This title 
could also head the Critique of Pure Reason, written 
nearly thirty years later. 

a. Knowledge as Human Knowledge 

It is true that the elucidation of the principle of contra­
diction in the Critique of Pure Reason moves on a differ­
ent, expressly es tablished plane and in a clear , fu lly 
thought out domain. This is immediately revealed in the 
first sentence with which the section begins : "The uni­
versal, though merely negative, condit ion of all our judg­
ments in general, wha tever be the content of our knowl­
edge, and however it may 1·elate to the object, is that they 
be not self-contradictory; for if self-contradictory, these 
j udgments are in themselves, even without reference to 
the object, null and void." (A 150, B 189, N.K.S., p . 189.) 

Here it is said in genera l tha t a ll our knowledge is under 
the condition that a ll its judgments be free of contradic­
tion. Nevertheless, beyond this general content, we must 
note in this sentence o f Kant's something different that is 
decisive for all that follows. 

l. The sen tencc is about" our knowledge," which means 
Iutman knowledge, not indefinitely a ny knowledge of any 
knowing being, not even about a knowledge s imply and in 
general, of knowledge in an absolute sense. Ra ther it is we, 
mankind, our know ledge and only it is in question here 
and in the entire Critique of Pure Reason. Only in refer­
ence to a knowledge that is not abso lute does it make sense 
at all to set up the principle o f contradiction as a con­
dition; for absolute unconditioned knowledge canno t be 
under conditions at all. Wha t is a contradiction for finite 
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knowledge does not need to be one for absolute knowl­
edge. Therefore, when in German Idealism Schelling and 
especially Hegel at once posit the essence of knowledge as 
absolute, then it is appropriate that for such knowing non­
contradiction is not a condition of knowledge, but rather 
vice versa: contradiction becomes precisely the proper 
element of knowledge. 

2. It is said that our judgments and not our cognitions 
(Erkenn.tnisse) must be without contradiction; this sig­
nifies that judgments, as acts of our unders tanding, con­
s titute an essential, but only 011e, ingredient of our .knowl­
edge. 

3. It is said of our knowledge that it always has some 
con tent and is related in one way or another "to the ob­
ject." Instead of "Objekt," Kant often uses the word 
"Gegenstand." 

In order to understand, in their inner connection, these 
three emphasized determinations of knowledge as human, 
and to grasp from this Kant's ensuing expositions about 
the principles, it is necessary to present as concisely as 
possible Kant's basic interpretation of human knowledge 
as it becomes clear for the first time in the Critique of 
Pure Reason. 

b. Intuition and Thought as the Two Essential 
Components of Knowledge 

In full consciousness of the scope of the definitions that 
he has to offer, Kant places at the beginning of his work 
the proposition which, accord ing to his interpretation, 
circumscribes the essence of human knowledge. " In what­
ever manner and by whatever means a mode of knowledge 
may relate to objects, inLuition is that through which it 
is in immediate relation to them, and to which a ll thought 
as a means is directed. But intuition takes place only inso­
far as the object is given to us. This again is only possible, 
to man at least, insofar as the mind is affected in a certain 
way." (A 19, B 33, N.K.S., p. 65.) 
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This essential definition of knowledge is the first and 
completely decisive blow against rational metaphysics. 
With it Kant moved into a new fundamental position of 
man in the midst of what is, or more precisely he lifted a 
position, which, at bottom, had always existed, into ex­
plicit metaphysical knowledge and laid a basis for it. Tha t 
his concern is with human knowledge is further especially 
emphasized in the addition to the second ed ition: "to man 
at least." H uman knO\vledge is representational relating 
of itself to objects. But this representing is not mere think­
ing in concepts and judgments, but-and this is empha­
sized by italics and by the construction of the whole 
sentence-"intuition" (die Anschauung). The really sus­
taining and immediate t-elation to the object is intuition. 
It is true that intuition alone as little constitutes the 
essence ·Of our knowledge as does mere thought; but 
thought belongs to intuition and in such a way that it 
stands in the service of intuition. Human knowledge is 
conceptual, judgment-forming intuition. Human knowl­
edge is thus a uniquely constructed unit of intuition and 
thought. Again and again throughout the ~hole work 
Kant emphasizes this essentia l definition of human 
knowledge. As an example, we can quote passage B 406, 
which .first appears in the second edition where otherwise 
precisely a sharper emphasis on the role of thought in 
knowing makes itself felt. " I do not know an object 
merely in that I think" (this is spoken against rational 
metaphysics), "but only in so far as I determine a given 
intuition with respect to the unity of consciousness in 
wh ich all thought cons is ts ." (N.K.S., p. 368.) Passages 
A 719, B 747 express the same: "All our knowledge relates, 
Gnally, to possible intuitions, for it is through them alone 
that an object is given." (N.K.S., p. 58 1. ) In the order of 
the essent ial struc ture of knowledge this "finally" 
amounts to "fi rst," in the first place. 

Human cognition is in itself twofold. That is evident 
from the doubleness- (Zwiefalt) of its structural elements. 
They arc here ca lled intuitiOI'l and thought. But just as es-
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scntial as this doubleness in contrast with singleness is 
how this doubleness is s tructured. Insofar as only the 
unity of intuition and thought results in a human knowl­
edge, obviously these two permanent parts mus t bear 
some rela tion ( Verll'andtschaft) and have something in 
common (Gem einsam k eit ) in order to be unitable. This 
is tha t bo th intuition and thought are " representations" 
(Vors tellungen ). Re-present (Vor-s tellen ) means to put 
something before oneself and to have it before one, as the 
subject to have something present toward oneself and 
back onto oneself (etwas auf s ich als das Subject zu, auf 
s ich zuriick , prasent haben: re-praesentare ). But how arc 
intuition and thought distinguished as modes of repre­
senting within the common character of representing? We 
can now only provisionally clarify this: "This blackboard" 
- with that we address something that s tands before us 
and is presented to us (uns vorgestellt is t ). What is there­
by represented is thus this certain fla t extens ion with this 
coloring and in this light and of this hardness and mate­
rial, etc. 

Wha t we have jus t enumerated is immediately given to 
us. We sec and touch all this without more ado. We sec 
and feel always precisely this extension, this hue, this 
lighting. The immediately represented is always " this," 
jus t that particular one which is jus t so and so. A repre­
senting that is immediate and therefore presents al­
ways j us t this pa rticular one is intuiting. This essence of 
intuition becomes clearer in contras t with the other mode 
of representing, i.e., thought. Thought is not immediate, 
but mediate representing. What thought intends rcpre­
sen ta t io nally is not the s ingle " this," but jus t the uni versal. 
Tf 1 say "blackboard ," the intuitively given is grasped and 
conceived as a blackboard. "Blackboard"- with that I 
represent something that is valid also for others , corre­
sponding other givens in other classrooms. The represen­
tation of what is va lid for many, and just as such a multi­
valid one, is the representation of something general. This 
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universal one, which is common to all tha t belongs to it, 
is a concept ( Begriff) . Thought is the representation of 
something in general, i.e., in concepts. However, concepts 
are not immediately found in advance (vor-gefunden) . A 
certain way and m eans is necessary to form them. There­
fore, thinking is mediate representing. 

c. The Twofold Determination of the Object in Kant 

What has been said also makes clear that no t only is 
knowing (Erkermen) twofold, but that the knowable 
(Erkennbare), the possible object (Gegens tand) of knowl­
edge, must also be determined in a twofold way in order 
to be an object at all. We can clarify the facts of this case 
by examining the word Gegells tand. What we arc sup­
posed to be able to know must encounter us from some­
where, come to meet us. Thus the "gege11" (agains t F; in 
Gegenstand. But not jus t anything at all that happens to 
s trike us (any passing visual or auditory sensation, any 
sensation of pressure or warmth) is already an object 
(Gegens tand ). What encounters us mus t be determined 
as s tanding, something which has a s tand and is, there­
fore, constant ( bestandig) .~" Nevertheless, this only gives 
us a preliminary indica tion of the fact that the object 
must obviously also be determined in a twofold way. But 
it has not yet been said exactly what an object of human 
knowledge truly is in the sense of Kant's concept of knowl­
edge. An object in the s trict sense of Kant is neither what 
is only sensed ( Empfundene) nor what is perceived 
( Wahrgenommen e ). For example, if I point to the sun and 
address it as the sun, this thus named and intended is not 
the object ( in the sense of "object of knowledge") in the 

~iGcgc11: "Against," a lso means " towa rd," "in the direction 
or,·· "opposite to," "in the presence o f," etc. Literally, Gegells l a11d 
means "standing against." Trails. 

~" "Das Begcgnende muss bcstimmt l>ci n a ls ~> t chend , a ls etwas, 
das Stand ha t und so bcstandig ist." T rails. 
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s trict Kantian sense, any more than the rock to \vhich I 
point or the blackboard. Even if we go further and make 
some assertions about the rock and the blackboard, we do 
not penetrate into the objective in the strict Kantia n 
sense. Likewise, if with reference to the given we repeat­
edly ascertain something, we s till have not reached the 
comprehens ion of the object. We can, for instance, on the 
basis of repeated observations, say: When the sun shines 
on the rock it becomes warm. Here, indeed , arc the given, 
the sun, sunshine, rock, warmth, and these arc determined 
in a certa in judgment-like way, i.e., sunshine and warmth 
of the rock arc brought into relation. But the question is : 
In wha t relation? We say more clearly: Every time the 
sun shines, the rock becomes warm; every time I have a 
perception of the sun there follows in me after this percep­
tion of mine, the perception of the warm stone. This be­
ing together of the representa tions of sun and rock in the 
assertion "every time when ... then," is s imply a uniting 
of various perceptions, i.e., a perceptua l ~dgmcnt. Here 
my perceptions (as also those of every o ther perceiv­
ing "I") are always added to one another. This only 
determines how what is presen tly given to me appears 
to me. 

If I say by contrast, " Because the sun shines, the rock 
will therefore become warm," then I express a cognition. 
The sun is now represented as the cause and the becoming 
warm of the rock as the effect. We could also express th is 
knowledge in the sentence "The sun warms the rock." Sun 
and rock arc now joined not simply on the basis of the 
subjectively ascerta inable success ion of the perceptions, 
but they arc grasped in the universal concepts of cause and 
effect in themselves as they s tand in themselves and to 
one another. Now an object (Cegen-stand) is grasped. The 
relation is no longer "every time when ... then"; thi s re­
fers to the success ion of perceptions. The relation is now 
that of "If ... then," ("because ... therefore"). It refers 
to the fact (Sache) itself, whether I presently perceive it 
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or not. This relation is now posited asnecc sary. What this -r 

judgment says is valid a t all times and fo t· everyone; it is 
not subjective but is true of the object (Objekt), of the 
object (Cegenstand) as such. 

What encounters us in sensation and perception and is 
intuitively given-the sun and sunshine, rock and warmth 
- this "against" (gegen) only comes to the position of a 
s tate of affairs s tanding in itsel f when the given has al­
ready been represented universally and thought in such 
concepts as cause and effect, i.e., under the principle of 
causality in general. The permanent clements ( Bestal1d­
s tiicke ) of knowing, intuition, and concept, must be uni­
fied in a determinate way. The intuitively given must be 
brought under the universality of definite concepts. The 
concept must get over the intuition and must determine in 
a conceptual manner what is given in the intuition. With 
regard to the example, i.e., fundamentally, we must note 
the following: 

The perceptual judgment (Wahmehmungsurteil), 
"every time when ... then," docs not gradua lly change 
over after a sufficient number of observations, into the ex­
periential judgment (Erfalmmgsurteil}, " if . .. then." 
This is just as jmpossible as it is out of the question for a 
ll'lten ever to change into an if and a then to change into a 
t lterefore, and vice versa. 

The experiential j udgmen t demands in itself a new 
s tep, anoJher way of representing the given, that is, in the 
concept. This essentially differen t representation of the 
given, its apprehension as nature, first makes possible for 
observations to be taken as possible ins tances of experi­
~ntial judgments, so that now, in the light of the experi­
ent ia l judgment the conditions of observa tion may be 
varied and the corresponding consequences of these var­
ic~ conditions may be inves tiga ted. Wha t we ca ll hypoth- • 
csts in science is the firs t s tep toward a n essentially dif­
ferent, conceptual representing as over against mere 
percep ti ons. Experience docs not arise"empirically" out of 
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perception but becomes possible only through metaphys­
ics: through a new conceptual representing peculiarly in 
advance of the given in the concepts of cause-effect. By 
this means a ground fo r the given is established: princi­
ples. An object in the strict sense of Kant is thus firs t of 
a ll the represented , wherein the given is determined in a 
necessary and universal way. Such a representation is hu­
ma n knowledge proper. Kant calls it experience ( Erfah­
rung ). Now, summarizing Kant's bas ic interpretation of 
knowledge, we say: 

1. Knowledge for Kant is human knowledge. 
2. Human knowledge is essentially experience. 
3. Experience realizes itself in the form of mathemat­

ical-physical science. 
4. Kant sees th is science and with it the essence of real 

human knowledge in the historical form of Newtonian 
phys ics, which today one stiJL calls "classical." 

d . Sensibility a nd Unders tanding. Receptivity and 
Spontaneity 

What we have said about human knowledge up to now 
should , to begin with , make the dua lit in its essential 
s tructure recognizable without preSenting this s tructure 
in its innermost framework. Togethet· with the duality of 
knowledge arose an initial understanding of the duality of 
the objec.t: The mere in tuitive "against" (gegen ) is not 
yet an object ( Gegens tand ); but what is only concep tually 
thought in general, as something cons tant, is not ye t an 
object either. 

This also makes it clear wha t the words "content of 
knowledge" and "relation to the object" mean in the firs t 
sentence or this section. The "content" is always deter­
mined by what (and as what) is in tuiti vely given: light, 
warmth , pressure ( touch ), color, sound. The "relation to 
the object" (Objekt ), i.e., to the object (Gegens tancl) as 
such, consis ts in the fact that somethi ng intuitively given 
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has been brought to s tand in the generality and unity of a 
concept (cause-effect ) . But we must carefully note that it 
is always something intuitive that is brought to s tand. 
Conceptual pre-senting here takes on a n essentially 
sharpened sense. 

Therefore, when Kant s tresses repeatedly: Through the 
in tuition the object is given, through the concept the ob­
ject is thought , the misunder tanding easily sugges ts it­
self that the given is already the object, or that the object 
is an object only through the concept. Both are equa lly 
wrong. Rather, it is true that the objec t s tands only when 
the intuition is thought conceptually, and the object only 
confronts us if the concept designa tes something intui­
~ively given. Consequently, Kant uses the term "object" 
m a narrow and proper sense, and in a wider and im­
proper sense. 

The object proper is only what is represented in experi­
ence as experienced. The improper object is every thing to 
which a representation as such refers-be it intu ition or 
thought. Objec t in the wider sense is bo th wha t we have 
merely thought as such and wha t is only given in percep­
tion and sensation. Although in every case Kant is sure of 
wha t he means by "object," there is in this fluent usage an 
i~dication that Kant has broached and decided the ques­
tton of human knowledge and its truth only in a certain 
respect. Kant_ has dis regarded what is manifes t i_das 
O{fe11bare) . He does not inquire into and determine in its 
o.wn e~sence that which encounters us prior to an objec­
~ tfica tton (V ergegenstiindliclu111g) into a n object or exper­
tcn.ce. Insofar a s he apparently mus t return to this domain, 
as 111 the dis tinction of mere perception from experience, 
the procedure of comparing is always fro m experience to 
r...: rccption. This means that perception is seen from ex­
~cr i cnce, and in relation to it, as a" not yet." However, it is 
.JUS t as important, above all , to show wha t exper ience is no 
l~ngc~·· as scientific knowledge, in compa ri son to percep­
tion, m the sense of pre-scientific knowledge. For Kant, in 

• 
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view of ra tional metaphys ics and its claims, this a lone was 
decis ive: 

( 1) To assert, in general, the intuitive (sensory) cha r­
acter of hu man knowledge as a fundamental component 
of its essence. (2) On the bas is of this a lte red definition, to 
a lso de termi ne a new the essence of the second compo­
nent , thought and concepts . 

Now we can characterize still more clearly the twofold 
cha racter o f human knowledge, and in different respects . 
Up to now we called the two different clements intuition 
and concept. The f ormcr was the immediately reprcscntc? 
particula r and the la tte r the mediately represented um­
versal. The always different representations ac tually take 
place in correspondingly different behavior. and perform­
ance o f the human being. In intuition what IS represented 
is pre-sented as object, i.e ., the representing is a having 
before oneself what encounters . Insofar as it is to ~e 
ta ken as something, encountering it becomes what IS 

taken up and in (auf- tmd hingenommen ) . T~e c~aract.er 
of behavior in the intuition is that of takmg-m ( Hm­
nehmen ), a reception, recipere-recep lio, recel_)tiv~ty. In 
cont ras t behavior in theconceptualrepresenta t1on 1ssuch 
tha t the' representing from itself compares what is va r­
ious ly given , a nd in comparing refers th~m to one and the 
same and seizes this as such . In companng spruce-beach­
oak-birch we bring out, seize, a nd determine what these 
have in common as one and the same thing: " tree." The 
representing of this universal as such mus t unfold itself 
from out of itself and bring wha t is to be represented be­
fore itsel f. Because of this "from itself" character, think­
ing-as representing in concepts-is spontaneous , spon-
taneity. . 

Human intuition is never able to crea te what IS to be 
viewed, the object itself, through the achievement of its 
intuiting as such. At mos t such is possible in a kind of 
imagination or fantasy. But in this the object itself is pro­
vided a nd viewed not as one that is (S eiender ), but as 
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imagined. Human looking (S chauen) is intuiting or look­
ing a t (An-schauen ).~11 i.e., a view directed toward some­
thing already given. 

Because human intuition depends upon something 
viewable given to it, the given mus t ind ica te itself. It m us t 
be able to announce itself. This happens through the 
sense organs. By means o f these organs, our senses, such 
as sight, hearing, e tc., arc "s tirred" (geriihrt ), as Kant 
says . Something is done to them; they arc approached. 
That which so attracts us and how the a ttraction is ini­
tiated is sensation as affection. By contras t, in thought, in 
the concept, what is represented is such that we ourselves 
fashion and prepare it in its form. " In its form"- this 
means the how in which what is thought (das Gedachte) . 
what is conceptually represented, is something repre­
sented, namely, in the how of thc..uniYe.rsaL On the con­
trary, the w hat, e.g., the " tree-like," mus t be given in its 
content. The execution and preparation of the concept is 
called function. 

Human intuition is necessa ri ly sensuous, i.e., such tha t 
the immediately represented mus t be given to it. Since 
hu man intuition depends upon such giving (Gebung), i.e, 
is sensuous, ther efore it requires the sense organs . Thus, 
we have eyes and ears because our intuiting is a seeing and 
a hearing, e tc. It is not because we have eyes tha t we see, 
nor do we hear because we have cars . Sensibility (S inn­
lichkeit) is the capacity fo r human intuition . The capacity 
or thought, however, wherein the object as object (der 
Gege11stand als Gegensland ) is brought to s tand , is u nder­
sla11di11g. We can now clearly arrange in order the differ­
ent defi nitions of the twofoldness of huma n knowledge 
and also lay down the various respects in which , at any 
gin:n time, these dis tinc tions de termine huma n knowl­
edge: 

In tu ition- Concept ( though t) : the represented as 
such in the object. 

~u S"ie note 23. Tra11s. 
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Receptivity-Spontaneity: modes of behaving in the 
representing. 

Affection- Function: the character of event and result 
of the represented . 

Sensibility-Understanding: representing as the ca­
pacities of the human mind , as sources of knowledge. 

Depending on the context, Kant uses these different 
forms of the two essential elements. 

e. The Apparent Superiority of Thought; 
Pure Unders tanding Related to Pure Intuition 

With the interpretation of the Critique of Pure R eason 
and the explanation of Kant's philosophy in general , one 
cannot escape from the fact that, according to his doc­
tr ine, knowledge is composed of intuition and thought. 
But from this general statement it is s till a long way to a 
real unders tanding of the role of these clements and the 
character of their unity, and above all to the correct 
evaluation o f this essential definition of human knowl­
edge. 

In the Critique of Pu re R eason, where Kant takes up the 
" most difficult task" of analyzing experience in its es­
sential structure, the discussion of thought and the acts of 
understanding, those of the second component, not only 
occupy a disproportionately greater space, but the whole 
di rection of the inquiry of this analysis of the essence o f 
experience is aimed at the characterization of thought 
whose p roper action we already have met as judgment. 
The doctrine of intuition, ai.uO,u,-;, is the aesthetics . (Co m­
pare A 21, B 35, note.) The doctrine of thought, of judg­
ment, ,\<;yo.;, is logic. The doctl'ine of intuition includes 
A 19- A 49, i.e., thirty pages; B 33-B 73, i.e., forty pages. 
The doctrine o f thought, A 50, B 74- A 704, B 732, ta kes up 
more than 650 pages . 

The priority in the treatment of logic, its dispropor-
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tionately greater ex tent within the whole work, is obvious. 
Also we can repea tedly ascerta in in pa rticular sections 
t~at the question of judgment and concept, thus the ques­
tton of thought, s tands in the foreground. We can also 
easily recognize this fact in the section upon which we 
based our interpretation and which we designa ted as the 
very ~e~ter of th~ work. The headings say clearly enough 
that 1t 1s a ques tiOn of judgments. The discussion is ex­
pressly about A6yo., (reason ) in the title of the whole work. 
On the ba~is of this obvious priority of logic, people have 
almost unwersally concluded tha t Kant sees the true es­
sence of knowledge in thought, in judging. This opinion 
was supported by the traditional a nd ancient doctrine 
according to which judgment and assertion arc the place 
of truth and fa lsity. Truth is the bas ic cha racteristic of 
kno~ledge. Therefore, the question about knowledge is 
?othing more than the question about judgment, and the 
1~terpr~tation of Kant must therefore begin a t this deci­
sive pomt. 
. How far this prejudice has prevented penetrating 
mto the center of the work cannot and need not be further 
re~o~ted here: But it is important for the cor rect appro­
pr_Jatwn of th1s work to keep these facts con tinuously in 
mmd. Generally, the neo-Kantian interp1·etation of the • 
~rit ique of Pure Reason leads to a depreciation of intui- 1 
t1on as the bas ic component of human knowledge. The 
Marbw·g school 's interpreta tion of Kant even wen t so far 

. as to elimjnate altogether from the Critique of Pure 
~ea~o_n intuition as a foreign body. The downgrading of 
mt_u ttJon had the consequence tha t the ques tion of the 
llnt ty of both components, intuition and thinking- or, 
more exactly, the ques tion of the ground of the possibility 
of th · · ·fi · . en unt catiOn- took a wrong turn , if it was ever se-
no_u~ly asked at all. All these mis interpreta tions of the 
~n-~1q~1e of Pure Reason as they s till ci rcula te in differing 
a1 1at10ns today have caused the importance of this work 

• 
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for its essential inherent and single question, concern­
ing the possibility of a metaphysics, to be neither p-roperly 
evaluated nor, above all, to be made creatively fru itful. 

But how can it be expla ined that in spite of the funda­
mental and author itative s ignificance of intuition in hu­
man knowledge Kant himself places the ma in problem of 
the analysis of knowledge into the discussion of thought? 
The reason is as simple as it is obvious. Precisely because 
Kant-contrary to rational metaphysics, which put the 
essence of knowledge into pure reason and into mere con­
cep tual thought-posits intuition as the supporting fun­
damenta l moment of human knowledge, thought must 
now be deprived of its former presumed superiority and 
exclus ive validity. But the Critique could not be content 
with the negative task of disputing the presumption of 
conceptua l thought. It had fi rst and foremost to define 
and ground anew the essence of though t. 

The extended discussion of thought and concept in the 
Critique of Pure Reason indicates no downgrading of in­
tuition. On the contrary, this d iscussion of concept and 
judgmen t is the clearest proof that from now on intu ition 
will remain the authority without which thought is 
nothing. 

The extensive treatment of the one component of 
knowledge, of thought, is s tressed even more in the second 
edi tion. In fact, it often looks as if the question of the 
essence of knowledge were exclusively a question of the 
judgmen t and its conditions. However, the priority of the 
question of judgment does not have its ground in the fact 
that the essence of knowledge really is judgment, but in 
the fact that the essence of judgment must be defined 
anew, because it is now conceived as a representation re­
la ted in adva nce to intuition, i.e., to the object. 

The priority of logic, the detailed treatment of though t, 
is therefo re necessary, because thought in its essence does 
not have priority over intuition, but, rather, is based 
upon intuition and is always related to it. The priority of 
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logic in the Critique of Pure Reaso11 has its ground solely 
in the non-priority of the objec t of logic, i.e., in placing 
thought into the service of intuition. If correct thought is 
always based on intuition, then the proper logic belonging \l 
to this thought necessarily and precisely deals with this ) 
essential relation to intuition, consequen tly with in tuition 
itself. The modest exten t of the aesthetic-as the initial 
separate doctrine of intuition-is only an outward ap­
pearance. Since the aestheti.c is now decisive, i.e., every­
where p lays an authoritative part, therefore it makes so 
much work for logic. For this reason logic mus t turn ou t 
so extensive. 

It is important to note this, not only for the overall com­
prehension of the Critique of Pure Reason as such, but, 
above all, for the interpretation of our chapter. For the 
titles of our first two sections, as well as the first sen­
tence of Section I, read as though the question about hu­
man knowledge and its principles s imply s lips off into a 
question about judgments, about mere thought. However, 
we shall see that exactly the contrary is the case. With a 
certain exaggeration we can even say that the question 
of the principles of the pure understanding is the question 
of the necessary role of intuition, IVhich necessarily is the 
basis for the pure understanding. This intuition must it­
self be a pure one. 

" p II H II ( bl ) " ure means mere oss , unencumbered" 
.~ ledig), " be ing free from something else"; in this case, 

free from sensa tion." Looked at negatively, pure intui­
tion is free of sensa tion , a lthough it is an intuition that 
belongs to the sphere of sens ibility. "Pure" therefore 
mc_ans what is based only upon itsel f and exis ting firs t. 
Th~s pure intuition, presented in nn immediate represen­
tatiOn, free of sensa tion, this s ingle and only one, is time. 
Purl.! ~tnderstand i ng means, in the first place, mere under­
standmg detached from intuition . But because under­
.~landing as such relates to intuition, the determination 
pure understanding" can on ly mean unders tanding based 
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on intuition and, indeed , on pure intuition. The same is! 
true concerning the title " pure reason." It is equivocal. 
Pre-critically it means mere reason . Critically, i.e., limited 
to its essence, it means reason which is essentially 
grounded in pure intuition and sensibility. The critique 
of pure reason is at once the delimitation of this reason 
which is founded upon pure intuition and, at the same 
time, the rejection of pure reason as " mere" reason. 

f. Logic and Judgment in Kant 

The insight into these relationships, i.e., the acquisition 
of the essential concept of a "pure unders tanding," is , 
however, the pre-condition for the understanding of the 
third section, which is supposed to present the sys tematic 
s tructure of pure unders tanding. 

The clarification of the essence of human knowledge we 
have just carried out enables us to read the firs t sentence 
of ou r section with a different eye than at the beginning. 
"The universal, though merely negative, condition of all 
our judgments in general, whatever be the content of our 
knowledge, and however it may relate to the object, is 
that they be not self-contradictory; for if self-contradic­
tory, these judgments are in themselves, even without 
reference to the object, nuU and void." (A 150, B 189, 
N. K .S., p 189.) We realize that our knowledge is here im­
mediately examined in a certain respect, namely, in terms 
of the second essential component of knowing, the act of 
thought, the judgment. More precisely it is sa id here that 
freedom from contradiction is the "condition, though 
merely nega tive, of all our judgments in general." This is 
said of "all our judgments in general," and not yet of 
"analytic judgments," which are set forth as the theme 
in the title. Furthermore, he speaks of "a merely nega­
tive condition," and not about a highest principle 
(Grund). It is true that the text speaks of contradiction 
and of judgments in general, but not yet of the principle of 
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con tradiction as the highest principle of all analytic judg­
ments. Kant her e considers judgment as before its dif­
ferentiation into analy tic and synthetic judgments. 

In what respect is judgment viewed here? What is a 
judgment? How does Kant define the essence of the judg­
ment? The question sounds s imple enough, and yet the 
inquiry immediately becomes complicated. For we know 
that judging is the function of thought. Thought has ex­
perienced a new characterization through Kant's essential 
definition of human knowledge: It enters essentially into 
the service of intuition. Therefore, the same must also be 
valid for the act of thought of the judgment. Now one 
could say that through s tressing the subservience of 
thought and judgment only a particular purpose (Ab­
zweckung) of thought has been introduced. Thought itself 
and its determination have not been thereby essentially 
touched. On the contrary, the essence of thought (judg­
ment) must already be defined, in order for thought to 
enter into this subservient position. 

The essence of thought, i.e., the judgment, has, since 
ancient times, been determined by logic. Although Kant 
did determine a new conception of knowledge along the 
lines we discussed, he could oniy add to the current defini ­
tion of the essence of thought (j udging ) the further one 
that thought s tands in the service of intuition. He cou ld 
take over unchanged the logic of the exis ting doctrine of 
~hought in order to supplement the addition that logic, if 
•t deals with human knowledge, must always s tress that 
thought must be related to intuition. 

In fact, this is how Kan t's position looks with respect to 
traditional logic and thereby a lso toward its essential defi­
n~tion of judgment. What is s till more important, Kant 
h1~sclf frequently viewed and presented the s ituation in 
th1s way. Only slowly and with great difficulty did he come 
to •·ecognize that his discovery of the peculiar subservi­
ence of thought might be more than jus t an additional 
definition of it; that, on the con trary, with it the essential 

' 
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definition of thought and thus of logic changes bas ically. 
There is a saying of Kant about logic which is often 
quoted, though understood in an opposite and, therefore, 
fa) e sense. This saying testifies to his sure presentiment 
of this l"e\·olution which he had initiated. It is no accident 
that it occurs only in the second edition: "That logic has 
already, fr-om the earliest times, proceeded upon this sure 
path is evidenced by the fact that since Aristotle it has not 
required to retrace a s ingle step, unless, indeed, we care to 
coun t as improvements the removal of certain needless 
subllet ies or the clearer exposition of its recognised 
teaching, features wh ich concern the elegance rather than 
the certainty of the science. It is remarkable also that to 
the presen t day this logic has not been able to advance a 
single s tep, and is thus to all appearance a closed and com­
pleted body of doctrine." (B viii , N.K.S., p. 17.) Roughly 
speaking, this means that from now on this appearance 

'\ proves itself to be void. Logic is to be newly founded and 
transformed. 

In certain places Kant has clearly arrived at this in­
s ight , but he has not developed it. That would have meant 
nothing less than to construct metaphysics upon the 
ground which had been cleared by the Critique of Pure 
Reason. Such, however, was not Kant's intention, s ince to 
him "critique" (in the specified sense) had to be first and 
alone essential. It also did not lie within Kant's capacity, 
because such a task exceeds even the capacity of a great 
thinker. It demands nothing less than to jump over one's 
own shadow. No one can do this . However, the greatest 
ctrort in attcn1pling this impossibility-that is the decisive 
ground-movement of the action of thought. We ex perience 
something of this fundamental movement in quite dif­
ferent ways in Plato, Leibniz, and, above all, in Kant and 
later in Schelling and Nietzsche. Hegel alone apparently 
succeeded in jumping over this shadow, but only in such 
a way that he eliminated the shadow, i.e., the finiteness of 
man, and jumped into the sun itself. Hegel skipped over 
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(iiberspringen) the shadow, but he did not, because of 
that, surpass the shadow (iiber den Schatten ). Neverthe­
less, every philosopher must want to do this. This 
"must" is his vocation. The longer the shadow, the wider 
the jump. This has nothing to do with a psychology 
of the creative personality. It concerns only the form 
of motion belonging to the work itself as it works itself 
out in him. 

Kant's attitude toward such an apparently dry ques­
tion, "What is the essence of the judgment?" reveals some­
thing of this fundamental movement. The relation of the 
first to the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason 
shows how difficul t it was for Kant to establish in its 
whole range an adequate essential definition of judgment 
from out of his new conception of knowledge. In terms of 
content aJl decisive insights had been achieved in the first 
edition. Yet only in the second edition does Kant succeed 
in bringing forward, at the decisive spot, that essential 
delineation of judgment which accords with his own 
fundamental position. 

Kant stresses again and again the fundamental impor­
tance of the newly proposed distinction of judgments into 
analytic and synthetic. This means nothing other than 
that the essence of judgment as such has been newly de­
fined. The distinction is only a necessary consequence of 
t~is essential definition, and, retrospectively, at the same 
L1me, a method for designating the newly conceived es­
sence of the judgment. 

We must take aU that has been said into account, in 
order not to take too lightly the question: "According to 
Kant, of what does the essence of judgment consist?" and 
so that we are not surprised if we cannot find our way uni­
fonnly through his definitions without further ado. For 
~ant has nowhere developed a systematic description of 
h.'s essential definition of judgment on the basis of the in­
Sights at which he himself at·rived. Certainly this is not 
developed in his lectu1·e on logic which has been handed 
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down to us, where, if anywhere, one would expect to find 
it. In general, this lecture must be consulted cautious ly be­
cause ( 1) lecture notebooks and notes arc, a t any ra te, a 
questionable matter, especially in the sections which dis­
cuss difficult things; and (2 ) in his lectures, Kant pur­
posely adhered to the traditional doctrines and took their 
scholarly traditional order and presentation as his guide. 
Thus he was no t guided, in these notes, by the inner sys­
tem of the subject matter itself as it presented itself in his 
thought. Kant chose as the textbook in his logic lectures 
the Auszug aus der Vermmftlehre, a schoolbook whose 
au thor, Meier (1718-1777), was a student of Baumgarten, 
the aforementioned student of Wolff. 

With this reading of the treatment of the question of the 
judgment by Kant, we are compelled, in the mos t exact 
conformity with Kant, to give a systematically freer, but 
short, presentation of his essential definition of judgment. 
According to what has been said, this will automatica lly 
lead to a clarification of the decisive dis tinction between 
analytic and synthe tic judgments. 

The question "Of what does judgment consist?" can 
be posed in two respects: first, in the direction of the tradi­
tional definition of thought, and second, in the direction of 
Kant's new delinea tion. This latter does not simply ex­
clude the traditional characteristics of judgment, but in­
cludes them into the essential structure of judgment. This 
indicates that this essential s tructure is not as s imple as 
the prc-Kantian logic thought it was, and as one views it 
again today-in spite of Kant. The intrinsic basis for the 
diiTiculty in seeing the whole essence of judgment docs not 
lie in the incompleteness of Kant's system, but in the es­
sential s tructure of judgment itself. 

At this point we should remember that we have a lready 
schematically indica ted the organized s tructure of the 
judgment when we showed (supra, pp. 35-38) how 
far since Aristotle and Plato Allyo~. i.e., the assertion, has 
been the guide for the definition of the thing. We did this 
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with the aid of the fourfold meani_!!,g of "assertion." What 
we only touched on there now finds its essential elabora­
tion in a short systemat ic presentation of Ka nt's essential 
definition of judgment. 

5. Kant's Essential Definition of the Judgment 

a. The Traditional Doctrine of Judgment 

. We begin with the traditional doctrine of judgment. The 
dlffere.nces and changes that appear in its his tory must be 
left astde. We recall on ly Aristotle's general definition of 
the ass:rtion (judgment), ,\&yo<;: Aiyuv n Kt<n1 Tu,o<;, " to say 
somet~mg about something": praedicere. Therefore, to 
assert ts to relate a predicate to a subject-"The board is 
black.'' Kant expresses this universal characteristic of 
judgment in such a way that, at the beginning of the im­
portant. section "The" Dis tinction between Analytic and 
SynthetiC Judgments (Introduction, A 6, B 10, N.K.S., 
p. 48), he remarks that in judgments "the relation of a 
subj:Ct ~o the_predicate is thought." The judgment is a 
re.latiOn m wh1ch and through which the predicate is at­
t:tbuted to or denied of the subject. Accordingly, we have 
etther attributive, affirmative, or deny ing, nega ti ve judg­
~ents. "Th is board is not red." It is important to keep in 
vtew that without exception, since Aris totle, and also in 
Kant, the s imple affirmative (and true) assertion has been 
posited as the standard fundamental form of all judging. 

Corresp.on.di.~g to the . tradition, Kant says of the judg­
ment that m tt the relatton of a subject to the predica te is 
thought." In general, this sta temen t proves true. However 
~he question remains whether this exhausts the essence of 
Judgment, and whether the heart of the matter is under· 
-; too~l. As to Kant, the ques tion arises whether he would 
ndm~t that the cited characteri s tic of judgment he himself 
appl tcd had hit upon its essence. Kant would no t admit 
tha t. On the other hand, it is not clear what should be 
added to the essen tia l defini tion of judgmen t. In the end it 
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is a lso unnecessary to add further determinations. On the 
contrary, we must note the opposite, that the given defini­
tion omits essen tial moments of the judgment, so tha t it is 
only a question of seeing how in precisely the given defi­
nition there lie indicat ions of the essentia l momen ts. 

In order that we may take Kant's new s tep with and 
after him, it is advisable, firs t, to ci te briefly the view of 
judgment tha t prevailed in his time, and to which he paid 
attention. For this purpose we choose the definition of 
judgment given by Wolff in his large "Logic." In §39 we 
t·ead: "Actus is tc mentis, quo aliquid a re quadam diver­
sum eidem tribuimus, vel ab ea removemus, iudicium ap­
pellature." ("That action of mind by which we attribute 
to a certain thing something which is different from it­
tribuer [Kara<f>am~]-or hold away from it-removere 
[il7To<f>cum]-is called judgment [iudicium].") Accordingly, 
§40 asserts: "Dum igitur mens iudicat, notiones duas vel 
coniungit, vel separat." ("When [as] the mind judges, it 
either connects or separates two concepts.") In accord­
ance §201 notes: "In enunciatione seu propositione no­
tiones vel coniunguntur, vel separantur." (" In a proposi­
tion, or sentence, concepts are either bound or sepa­
rated.") 

A student of a s tudent of this mas ter of conceptual an­
alysis, Professor Meier defines it as follows in his Auszug 
cuts der Vemunftlehre, §292: "A judgment (iudiciw n) is a 
representation of a logical relation of several concepts." 
It is particularly " logical" that in this definition Logos is 
defined as a representation of a logical relation. However, 
aside from this, the textbook used by Kant only repro­
duces the definition of Wolff in a trite way. Thus, judgment 
is "the representation of a relation between several con­
cepts." 

b. The Insunlcicncy of the Traditional Doctrine; Logistics 

We first con tras t this definition of judgment from the 
Scholastic philosophy with Kant's definition that most 
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sharply expresses the greatest difference. It is found in the 
second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason in connec­
tion with a section that Kant thoroughly reworked for the 
second edition, e liminating obscurities without changing 
any thing of the fundamental position. It is the section on 
the "Transcendental Deduction of the Pure Concepts of 
Unders tanding." The essential definition of the judgment 
is found in §19 ( B 140, N.K.S., p. 158). The paragraph be­
gins with the words: "I have never been able to accept the 
interpretation which logicians give of judgment in gen­
eral. It is, they declare, the representation of a relation 
between two concepts." "Interpretation" (Erklarung) 
means to make something cleat·, not to derive something 
causally. What Kant here rejects as inadequate is just the 
definition of Meier, i.e., of Baumgarten and Wolff. What is 
meant is the definition of judgment as an assertion, famil­
iar in logic since Aristotle, Al:yew n Ko.ra nvo~ . However, Kant 
docs not say that this definition is false. He merely states 
tha t it is unsatisfactory. He himself makes use of this defi­
nition of judgment, and s till uses it severa l times in the 
period after publishing his Critique of Pure Reason, even 
after the second edition. In investiga tions carried on 
around the year 1790, Kant says: "The understanding 
shows its capacity only in judgments, which arc nothing 
other than the unity of consciousness in the relation o f 
concepts in general. ("Forlscltritte der Metaphysik ," K. 
Vorlander, ed., p. 97. ) Where a relation is represented , a 
unity is always represented which supports the relation 
and becomes conscious through the relation so that what 
we are conscious of in judgment has the character of a 
unity. The same was already expressed by Aristotle (De 
Anillla, 6, 430a, 27 f.): There is in judgment rn:v8wi~ n<> lj8,1 
•·rnwU.r.,., '~f11T£fJ ~., ovrwv, "a putting together of objects of 
thought in a certa in unity." Th is characterization of judg­
ment is valid for judgment in general. We shall usc some 
examples which we must employ later: "This board is 
black"; "All bodies arc extended"; "Some bodies arc 
heavy." Without excep tion, a relation is represented here. 
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Representations a1·e connected . We find the linguistic ex­
press ion of this connection in the "is" or the "arc." There­
fore, this " little rela tion word" (Kan t) or " bond" is called 
copula. The unders tanding, therefore, is the faculty of 
connecting representations, i.e., of representing this sub­
ject-predica te rela tionship. The characteriza tion of the 
assel"tion as the connection of representations is correct 
but unsa tisfying. This correct, but inadequate, definition 
of assertion became the basis for a view and treatment of 
logic which today and for a number of decades has been 
much ta lked about and is called symbolic logic (" Logis­
tic" ). With the help of mathematical methods people at­
tempt to calculate the system of the connectives between 
assertions. For this reason, we also call this logic "mathe­
matical logic." I t proposes to itself a possible and jus ti­
fied task. However, what symbolic logic achieves is any­
thing but logic, i.e., a reflection upon A&yoc;. Mathematical 
logic is not even logic of mathematics in the sense of de­
fining mathema tical thought and ma thematical truth, nor 
could it do so at all. Symbolic logic is itself only a mathe­
ma tics applied to propositions and propositional forms. 
All mathema tica l logic and symbolic logic necessarily 
place themselves outside of every sphere of logic, because, 
for their very own purpose, they must apply A&yoc;, the as­
sertion, as a mere combination of representa tions, i.e., 
basica lly inadequa tely. The presumptuousness of logistic 
in posing as the scientific logic of all sciences collapses as 
soon as one realizes how limited and thoughtless its 
premises a rc. It is also character is tic for logis tic to con­
s ider everything that reaches beyond its own definition of 
assertion as a connection of representa tions, as a matter 
of " finer dis tinctions" which don't concern it. But here it 
is not a question of fine or gross dis tinctions, but only 
this: Whether or no t the essence o f the judgment has been 
hi t upon. 

When Ka nt says tha t the cited " interpreta tion" of judg­
ment in Scho las tic logic is unsatisfying, this dissati sfac-
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tion is not simply a pcr·sonal one in rega rd to his own 
particular wishes. On the contra ry, this interpre tation 
does not satisfy those demands which come from the 
essence of the s ituation itself. 

c. The Relation of the Judgment to Object 
and Intuition. Apperception 

What is Kant's new definition of judgment? Kant said 
(B 141 , cited above) " that a judgment is nothing but the 
manner in which given modes of knowledge are brought 
to the objective unity of apperception." We cannot yet 
fully and immediately grasp thi s definition and its deter­
mining elements (Bestimnnmgsstiicke) . Meanwhile, 
something strikes the eye. The discussion is no longer of 
rep resentations and concepts, but of "given cognitions," 
i.e., of the given in knowledge, consequently, of intuitions. 
He speaks of " objective unity." Here judging as an action 
of understanding is not only related to intuition and 
object, but its essence is defined from this relation and 
even as this relation. Through the essential definition of 
j udgment, as it is anchored in intuition and object-rela­
tion, this relationship is, at the very beginning, outlined 
a nd expressly set into the un ified s truc ture of knowledge. 
From here a new concept of unders tanding arises. Under­
s tanding is now no longer merely the faculty of connecting 
representations, but: "Understanding is, to use general 
terms, the faculty o f knoiVIedge. This knowledge consis ts 
in the determinate relation of given representa tions to an 
object. ... "(§ 17, B 137, N.K.S., p. 156. ) 

We can clarify this new situation with a diagram. This 
d iagram will later serve us as a reference point when we 
develop the essential distinc tion between analytic and 
synthetic judgments from thi s new interpretation of 
judgment. 

The definition of judgment quoted earlier concerns 
s imply a relation of concepts , subject and predica te. Tha t 
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the representing of such a relation demands an actus 
m entis is self-evident, since some mode o f action belongs 
to every act of the understanding. In contrast with this the 
new definition speaks of the objective unity of knowledge, 
i.e., the unity of the intuitions, which is represented as a 

Object 
Objekt/Gegenstand 

J 
(ich) 

unity belonging to the object and determining it. This rela­
tion of representations, as a whole, is related to objects. 
Therewith, for Kant, there is also posited the relation to 
the "subject" in the sense of the I that thinks and judges. 
In the essential definition of judgment, this I relation 
is called apperception. Percipere is the s imple apprehen­
s ion and grasping of the objective. In apperception the 
relation to the I is grasped and perceived in a certain way, 
along with the object. The s tanding-over-aga inst (Ent­
gegenstehen) of the object as such is not possible unless 
what encounters, in its s tanding-over-against, is present 
for that which represents, which thereby at the same 
time has itself present along with the object, although not 
as an object, but only insofar as what encounters in its 
againstness (E11tgegen) at all demands a directed relation 
to that which is aware of that which encounters. 

According to the way in which we have now contras ted 
the two definitions of judgment, i.e., the traditional one 
and Kant's, it looks as though Kant only added something 
to the definition of judgment which had been omitted up 
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till then. But it is not a question of a "mere ex tens ion ," but 
of a more primordia l grasp of the who le. Therefore, we 
must begin with Kan t's essential definition in order to be 
able to evaluate the position of the traditional definition. 
H we take this la tter for itself, then we can clearly see that 
we select one component and tha t this, so taken, repre­
sents only an artificial construction which has been up­
rooted from the supporting basis of the relations to the 
object, and to the knowing I. 

From this it is easy to judge why the traditional defini­
tions of judgment never could sa tis fy Kant, i.e., put him at 
peace with the matter itself. In regard to the question of 
the possibility of metaphysics, the question concerning 
the essence of human knowledge had to become decisive 
for him. 

To unders tand Kant's new definition of judgment more 
clearly is nothing else than to clarify the aforementioned 
dist inction between analytic and synthetic judgments. We 
ask in what respect these judgments are dis tinguished. 
What does this key respect imply for the new definition of 
the nature of judgment? 

The various twisted, s lanted , and fruit less attempts to 
come to terms with Kant's dis ti nction all suffer in advance 
from being based on the traditional definition of judg­
ment , but not on that attained by Kant. 

The distinction brings into view nothing else than the 
changed conception of the Logos and all that belongs to it, 
i.e., the " logical." Up to then the essence of the logical was 
seen in the connection and relation of concepts. Kant's 
new definition of the logical, contrasted with the tradi­
tional one, is something absolutely s trange and almost 
nonsensical, insofar as it asserts that the logical precisely 
d?cs not just consis t in thi s mere relation of concepts. Ob­
vtously with full knowledge of the scope of his new defini­
tion of the logica l, Kant put it into the title of that impor­
tant §19: "The Logica l Form of All Judgments Consis ts in 
the Objecti ve Unity of the Apperception of the Concepts 
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Which They Contain." To read this as a methodical guide 
means that all discuss ion of the essence of the judgment 
mus t arise from the en lire s tructure of judgment as it is 
established, in advance, from the relations to the object 
and to the knowing human. 

d. Kant's Dis tinction Between Ana lytic and 
Synthetic Judgments 

What is the purpose of the distinction between analytic 
and synthetic judgments? In what respect docs its clf\ri­
fica tion give us a more fuJfillcd insight into the nature of 
judgment? Hitherto we know only tha t thi s dis tinction 
directs the divis ion between the firs t two sections of our 
chapter. We cannot get much from the names. Pursuing 
them we can easily fall into error, mostly because the 
designated distinction can also be met in the traditional 
definition of judgment and had aJready been applied even 
a t the time of its first formation by Aristotle. Ana lytic 
means a nalysis, d issolvi ng, taking apart, aw.lp(tn<>; synthe­
sis, on the other hand, means putting together. 

If we observe once again the view of judgment as the 
relation between subject and pred icate, then it immed i­
ately fo llows tha t this relation, i.e., the a ttributing of the 
pred icate to the subject, is a synthesis, e.g., of "board" and 
" black." On the o ther hand, these two relational clements 
mus t be separa ted in orde1· to be combinable. There is an 
analysis in every synthesis, and vice versa. Therefore, 
every judgment as a relation of representations is not on ly 
incidentally but necessarily analytic and synthetic at the 
same time. Therefore, because every judgment as such is 
both ana lytic a nd synthetic, the dis tinction into ana lytic 
and synthetic judgments is nonsensical. This rencct ion is 
correct. However, Kan t does not base his dis tinction upon 
the na ture of judgment as traditionally intended. Wha t 
analytic and synthe tic mean to Kan t is not derived from 
the traditiona l, but from the new, essential del inea tion 
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(Wesenswngrenzung ). In order really to sec the difference 
and its main point, we ca ll upon the aid of the diagram and 
of examples of ana lytic and synthetic judgments. 

"All bodies arc extended" is, according to Kant , an 
analytic judgment. "Some bodies arc heavy" ( Prolego­
mena §2a ) is, according to Kant, a synthetic judgment. 
With regard to these examples, one could base the differ­
ence between analytic and synthetic j udgments by saying 
that the analytic judgment speaks of "all" bodies, while 
the synthetic, on the contrary, speaks abou t "some." This 
difference be tween the two judgments is certain ly not ac­
cidental. However, it docs not suffice in order to grasp the 
requjred difference, particularly not when we unders tand 
it only in the sense of trad itional logic and assert that the 
first judgment is universa l and the second particular. "All 
bodies" here means " body in general." Accordi ng to Kant, 
this "in general" is represented in the concept. "AJl 
bodies" means the body taken according to its concept, 
with regard to what we mean at a ll by "body." Taking 
body according to its concept, according to what we rep­
resent by it, we can and even must say that body is ex­
tended , whether it be a pu rely geometrica l body or a ma­
terial and physical one. The predicate "extended" lies in 
the concept itself; a mere dissecting of the concept finds 
this element. In the judgment "The body is ex tended," the 
represented unity of the relation of subject and predicate, 
the belonging together of both, has the bas is of its funda­
mental determination in the concept of the body. If I 
judge abou t bodies in any way at a ll , I mus t already have a 
certa in cognition of the object in the sense of its concept. 
If nothing more is asserted abou t the object than what 
lies in the concept, i.e., if the truth of the judgment is 
based only upon a dissection of the concept of the subject 
as such, then this judgment is an ana lytic one. The 
truth of the judgment res ts on the ana lyzed concept 
as such. 

The following diagram clarifies the above: 
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According to the new definition, there belongs. to the 
judgment the relation to the object (x), i.e., the subject is 
meant in its relation to the object. However, thi s relation 
can now be represented in various ways. First, so that the 
object is represented only insofar as iL is cited in general, 
in the concept. 

In the concept we already have a knowledge of the ob­
ject, and by skipping the object (X), without detouring 
through X, purely by remaining in the subjective concept 
"bodily," we can draw the predicate out of it. Such an 
analyzing judgment only presents more clearly and purely 
what we already represent in the subjective concept. 
Therefore, according to Kant, the analytic judgment is 
on ly a clarify ing one. I t does not increase the content of 
our knowledge. Let us take another example. The judg­
ment "The board is extended" is an analytic judgment. In 
the concept of the board as corporeal lies being ex tended. 
This judgment is self-eviden t, i.e., the putting-in to-rela tion 
of subject and predicate already has its ground in the con­
cep t we have of a board. In con trast, if we say, "The board 
is black," then our assertion is not self-evident. The board 
could just as well be gray, white, o1· red. The being red 
does not already lie in the concept of a board, as being ex­
tended docs. How the board is colored, tha t it is black, can 
be decided only from the object itself. .Thcrcf ore, to reach 
the grounds of the determination in which this relation of 
subject and predicate is based, our representation has to 

p 
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take another way than in the analytic j udgment, namely, 
the way via the object and its particular giveness. 

Viewed from the analytic judgment this means that 
we canno t s tay within the subject's concept and appeal 
only to what belongs to a board as such. We have to step 
out of the subject and pass beyond the concept and go by 
way of the object itself. This, however, means that in ad­
dition to the concept of the object, the object itself must 
be represented. This additional representation (Mit-dazu­
vorstellen) of the object is a synthesis. Such a judgment, 
where the predicate is annexed to the subject via passage 
through the X and recourse to it, is a syn thetic judgment. 
"For that something outside the given concept must be 
added as a substratum, which makes it possible to go be­
yond my predica te, is clearly indica ted by the expression 
synthesis." (Uber eine Entdeckung ... , op. cit., p. 245. ) 

In the sense of the trad itional definition of judgment, a 
predicate is added to the subject also in the analytic judg­
ment. With respect to the subject-predica te relationship 
the analytic judgment, too, is synthetic. Conversely, the 
synthetic is also analytic. But thi s respect is not decisive 
for Kant. We now see more clearly what this general 
judging relationship amounts to, when it is selected in 
isolation and alone alleged to be the judging relationship. 
Then it is only the neutralized relation of subject and 
predicate which is present in general in the analytic and 
synthetic judgment, but in essentially different ways. 
This leveled and faded form is s ta mped as the essence of 
judgment. It remains ominous that it is always right. 
Now our d iagram becomes mislead ing insofar as it could 
give the impression tha t the subject-predicate relation­
ship was firs t and foremost the main support, and the 
rest were just accessories. 

The dec is ive respect in which analytic and synthetic .. 
judgments arc distinguished is the reference of the sub- \ 
jcc_t-pr~d icate relationship as such to the object. If this ~ 
object Is only represen ted in its concept, and if this is 

\ 
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pos ited as what is given beforehand, then the object is in 
a certain sense a standard , but on ly as the given concept. 
Th is concept can yield the determinations only insofar as 
it is dissected, and only what is dissected and thus thrown 
into relief is attributed to the object. The grounding of 
the judgment takes place within the realm of the dissection 
of the concept. The object is a standard in the analytic 
judgment, too-but sole ly within its concept. (Compare: 
" ... of that which as concept is contained and is thought 
in the knowledge of the object. ... " [A 15 1, 8 190, N.K.S., 
p. 190]) 

But, if the object is an immediate standard for the 
subject-predicate relationship, if the asserting is proven 
by taking its way via the object itse lf, if the object itself 
participates as the foundat ion and grounds, then the 
judgment is synthe tic. 

The dis tinc tion classifies judgments according to the 
possible difference of the basis for the determina tion of 
the truth in the subject-predicate relationship. If the bas is 
for the de termination is contained in the concept as such , 
then the judgment is analy tic. If this bas is is conta ined 
in the object itself, then the judgment is synthe tic. From 
out of the object itself this judgment adds something to 

1 the e rs twrule knowledge of the object; it extends ( enveit­
ernd) . The analytic judgment, however , is on ly clarifying 
( erlautemd ) . 

It must have become clear that the above distinction 
between judgments presupposes the new concept of judg­
ment, i.e., the relation to the objective unity of the object 
itself; and that, a t the same time, it serves to convey a 
definite insight into the full essential s truc ture of the 
judgment. Neverthe less, we s till do not sec clea rly what 
the distinction into analytic and synthe tic judgments has 
to do with the task of the critique of pure reason. We 
have de fined this positively as the essenti a l delimiting of 
pure reason , i.e., what it has the power to do; nega tively 

Kant's Manner of Asking About the Thi11g 165 

put, as rejection of the presumptuousness of metaphysics 
based upon mere concepts . 

e. A Priori- A Posteriori 

To what exten t is the designated distinction one of 
fundamental importance for the execu tion of the critique? 
We can answer this question just as soon as we have 
characterized analyt ic a nd synthe tic judgments in one 
more respect, which up to now has been intentionally 
postponed. 

I n the clarifica tion of the nature of the mathematical 
and in the description of the development of mathemati­
cal tpought in modern natural scie nce and modern modes 
of thought in general, we ran into a s triking fact. For 
example, Newton's firs t princ iple of motion and GaliJeo's 
law of fa lling bodies bo th have the peculiarity that they 
leap ahead of what verification and experie nce, in a literal 
sense, offer. In such princ iples, something has been antic­
ipated in respect to th ings. Such a nt icipa tions rank ahead 
of and precede all further de te rmina tions of things. In 
Latin terms such a ntic ipa tions arc a priori rather than 
anything else. This docs no t mean tha t in the order of the 
h_is torical development of ou r knowledge these anticipa­
tions as such become fam iliar to us first. Rather, the 
a_nticipating principles arc first in rank when it is a ques­
~Jon of grounding and cons truc ting our knowledge in 
•tself. Thus a natural scien tist can for a long time have 
various kinds of informa tion and knowledge of nature 
without knowing the highest law of mo tion as such ; ye t 
what is pos ited in this law is a lways already the ground 
for a ll particu lar assertions made in the domain of s tate­
men ts con~ern ing processes of motion and the ir r egularity. 

The pno.-ity ( Prioritiit) of the a priori concerns the A 
essence of things . What e nables the thing to be what it is 
pre-cedes the thing as rega rds the facts and nature, a l-
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though we only grasp that which precedes after taking 
account of some of the most obvious qualities of the thing. 
(On prioritas naiL/rae, compare Lcibniz' " Letter to Vo ider 
of January 21, 1704," in Leibni:., Gerhardt, ed., II, 263.) In 
the order of exp lici t a pprehension, what objectively pre­
cedes is lat er. The 1rponpo•• cf>•~au is ~.rnpo•• 1l"fJ'~~ ~p.us. Because 
what objectively precedes is later in the order of coming 
to know, this easily again and again leads to the error 
that it is also objectively something later and thus an un­
important and basically indifferent fact. This widespread 
as well as convenient opinion corresponds to a peculiac 
blindness for the essence of things and for the decisive 
importance of the cognition of essence. The predominance 
of such a blindness to essence is always an obstacle for a 
change in knowledge and the sciences. On the other hand, 
the decis ive changes in human knowledge and scientific 
attitude arc based upon the fact that what objectively 
precedes (das sachlich Vorgiingige) can be grasped in the 
r ight way a lso for inquiry as the preceding ( das Vor­
herige ) and constantly as an advance projection. 

The a priori is the title for the essence of things. Ac­
cording to how the thingness of the thing is grasped and 
the being of what is is understood, so also is the a priori 
and its prioritas interpreted. We know that for modern 
philosophy the !-principle is the first principle in the order 
of precedence of truth and principles, i.e., tha t which is 
thought in the pure thought of the I as the prime subject. 
Thus it happens that, conversely, everything thought in 
the pure thought of the subject ho lds good a priori. That 
is a priori which lies ready in the subject, in the mind. The 
a priori is what belongs to the subjectivity of the subject. 
Everything else, on the contrary, which firs t becomes 
accessib le only by going out of the subject and entering 
into the object, into perceptions, is-as seen from the 
subject- later, i.e., a pQ?teriori. 

We canno t en ter here into the history of thi s distinction 
-a priori, preceding in rank, and a posteriori, correspond-
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ingly later. Kant in his way takes it over from modern 
thought and with its help characterizes the dis tinction of 
judgments into analytic and synthetic. An analytic judg­
ment, which has the fundamenta l determination of the 
truth of its subject-predica te relationship solely in the 
concept, remains from the outset in the sphere of con­
ceptual analys is, i.e., the sphere of mer·e thought. It is 
a priori. All analytic judgments according to their essence 
are a priori. Synthetic judgments arc a posteriori. Here 
we must first move out of the concept to the object, from 
which we "afterward" derive the determinations. 

f. How Are Synthetic J udgments A Priori Possible? 

Let us now look at traditional metaphysics from the 
vantage point of Kant's clarification of the essence of 
j udgment. A critique of this traditional me taphysics must 
circumscribe the essence of thought and judgment 
achieved and claimed in it. What kind of judgment does 
traditional modern metaphysics demand, in the light of 
Kant's theory o f judgment? As we know, rational meta­
physics is a knowledge out of mere concepts, therefore 
a priori. But this metaphysics docs not desire to be a logic, 
analyzing only concepts; but it claims to know the super­
sensible domains of God, the world and the human soul , 
hence objects themselves. Rational metaphysics wants to 
enlarge our knowledge about such things. The judgments 
of this metaphysics are synthetic in their claim yet at 
the same time a priori, because they are derived from mere 
concep ts and mere thought. The question concerning the 
poss ibility of the rational me taphys ics can thus be ex­
~rcsscd in the formula: How arc the judgments claimed in 
I t possible, i.e., how arc synthetic judgments which are 
~tlso a priori possible? We say "also," since how synthetic 
Judgments are possible a posteriori is understood without 
diHicu lty. An enlargement of our knowledge (syn thesis) 
resu lts whenever we move beyond the concept and allow 
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the givens of perception and sensation, the a posteriori, 
the later (as seen by thought, i.e., by that which precedes 
[Vorlzerigen ] ), to have their say. 

How analytic judgments a priori arc possible, on t~c 
other hand, is also dear. They simply reproduce by clanfi­
cat ion what a lready lies in the concept. On the con trary, 
it remains incomprehensible, at 6rst, how synthetic judg­
ments a priori arc to be possible. According to what has 
been said, at least, the mere conception of such a judg­
ment is contradictory in itself. Since syn thetic judgmen ts 
arc a posteriori, we could replace the word synthetic by a 
posteriori to see the nonsense of thi s ques tion. It runs: 
How are a posteriori judgments possible a priori? Or, 
since all analytic judgments arc a priori, we can replace 
the word a priori by analytic and reduce the question to 
the form: How are synthetic judgments analytically pos­
s ible? That is as if we would say: How is fire possible as 
water? The answer is self-evident. It is: "Impossible." 

The question concerning the possibility of synthetic 
judgments a priori looks like a demand to make out some­
thing binding and determinative about the object, without 
going into and back to the object. 

Yet, the decisive cliscovet-y o f Kant consists precisely in 
allowing us to see that and how synthetic judgments a 
priori arc possible. To be sure, the question concerning 
the " how" of the possibility had for Kant a double mean­
ing: (l) in which sense and (2 ) under what conditions. 

Synthetic judgments a priori are indeed, as will be 
shown, possible only under exactly determined conditions, 
which conditions rational metaphysics is not able to ful­
fi ll. Therefore, synthetic judgments a priori arc not achiev­
able in it. The most special intention of ra tiona l meta· 
physics coll apses in itself. Note: It docs not collapse 
because iL docs not reach the set goal in consequence of 
outer obstacles and limits, but because the conditions of 
that knowledge which metaphysics claims in its very 
character arc not fulfillable on the bas is of this character. 
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The rejection of rational metaphysics o n the basis of its 
inner impossibility does presuppose a positive demon­
strating of those conditions which make possible syn­
thetic judgments a priori. Out of the mode of these condi­
tions is also determined how, i.e., in what sense a lone, 
synthetic judgments a priori arc possible, namely, in a 
sense about which philosophy and human thought in gen­
eral knew nothing until Kant. 

By ascertain ing these conditions-that is to say, the 
circumscription of the nature of such judgments-Kant 
not only recognizes in what respect they a re possible, but 
a lso in what respect they arc necessary. Namely, they are 
necessary to make possible human knowledge as ex­
perience. According to the tradition of modern thought, 
which, despite everything, Kant held to, knowledge is 
founded in principles. Those principles which necessarily 
underlie our human knowledge as conditions of its possi­
bility must have the character of synthetic judgments a 
priori. In the third section of our chapter there occurs 
nothing more than the systematic presentation and 
grounding of these synthetic and yet, at the same time, a 
priori judgments. 

g. The Principle of the Avoidance of Contradiction 
as the Negative Condition of the Truth of Judgment 

From the above we now unders tand more easily why 
two sections precede this third one. The first is concerned 
wi th ana lytic, the second with synthetic judgments. Upon 
the background of these first two sections, what is pe­
cu liar and new in the third section and the meaning of 
the center of the whole wo1·k first becomes visible. On 
the basis of t he achieved clarifica tion of the dis tinc tion 
between analytic and synthetic judgments, we a lso under­
s tand why the discussion concerns the highest principles 
of these judgments, what this means. 

Analytic and syn thetic judgments arc distinguished 
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with regard to their different kinds of relations to the 
object, i.e., according to the respective kin~s of bases. for 
determining the truth of the subject-predtcatc relatiOn­
ship. The highest principle is the positing of the ~rst ~nd 
p roper ground in which the truth of the respectt~e kmd 
of judgment is based. Thus we can say, by turnmg the 
whole thing around: .. 

The first two sections of our chapter enable the on gmal 
insight into the essence of analytic as well as synthetic 
judgments insofar as they respectively deal with what 
constitutes the essential distinction between the two 
kinds of judgments. As soon a.s the di,scussion is of. ana­
lytic and synthetic judgments m Kant s sense, then JUdg­
ments and the essence of the judgment in general a re 
understood in and out of their relation to the object and, 
therefore, in accord with the new concept of judgment 
achieved in the Critique of Pure Reaso11. 

When, therefore, our chapter is concerned througho~t 
with judgments, this no longer means that thou~ht ts 
examined for the sake of itself, but that the relatto~ of 
thought to the object and thus to intuition is in questton. 

This short systematic reflection on Kan t's theory of 
judgment was intended to enable us. to ~ndcrstan? the 
following discussion of the first sectiOn, t.e., to gam an 
advance view of the inner connections of what Kant says 
in the following. 

A judgment is e ither analytic or synthetic, i.e., the basic 
ground of its truth is e ither in the give~ subje:tive concept 
or in the object itself. We can constdcr a Judgment as 
simply a subject-predicate relationship. By t~i s we only 
comprehend a residue of the structure of JUdgm~nts. 
Even for thi s residue to be what it is, to provide a subjeCt­
predicate relationship at a ll , it .still stands .under .the 
condition that subject and predtcatc arc un ttable, t.c., 
that they arc attributable to each other and do not contra­
dict each other. But, th is condition does not yield the 
complete basis for the truth of the judgment, because 
judgment is yet not fully comprehended. 
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The mere unitability of subject and predicate only says 
that an assertion as 'Alyw' n KaT(i1wo .. , i.e., a saying ( S pruch) 
in general, is possible a t all, insofar as no contradic tion 
hinders it. However, this unitability as a condition for 
assertion d oes not yet reach into the sphere of the essence 
of judgment. In this case the judgment is as yet con­
s idered without any regard for the giving of grounds 
and object relation. The mere unitability of subject and 
predicate tells so little about the truth of the judgment 
that, in spite of being free from contradiction, a subject­
predicate relationship can be fa lse or even groundless. 
"But even if our judgment contains no contradic tion it 
may connect concepts in a manner not borne out by the 
object, or else in a manner for which no ground is given, 
~ither a priori or a posteriori, sufficient to justify such 
·!udgment, and so may s till, in spite of being free from all 
rnner contradiction, be either false or groundless." (A 
150, B 190, N.K.S., pp. 189 f.) 

Only now does Kant give us the formula of the famous 
" principle of contradiction": "No predicate con tradictory 
of a thing can belong to it" (A 151, B 190, N.K.S., p. 190) . 
In his lectu re on metaphysics ([Erfu.t: Poli tz, 1821], 
p. 15) the formula runs: "Nulli subjecto competit prae­
dicatum ipsi oppositum." ("To no subject does a predicate 
belong that contradicts it.") These two formulations do 
not differ essentially. The one from the Critique of Pure 
Reason ~xpressly names the thing to which the subjective 
concept IS related; the lecture names the subjective con­
cept itself. 

In the last paragraph of our first section Kant explains 
why he formulates the principle of contradiction in this 
way that. deviates from the tradit ional wording. "Al­
though th1s famous princip le is thus without content and 
merely forma l, it has sometimes been carelessly fo rmu­
late~ in a manner which in volves the quite unnecessary 
?dm1xture of a synthetic element. The formula runs: It is 
ll~1poss ible that something shou ld at one and the same 
I nne both be and 1101 be." (A 152, B 191, N.K.S., p. 190.) In 

, I 
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Aris totle the principle of contradiction runs: T(~ y(..p ai•Tc'l il1.w. 

;,.,.Jpxnv T ( l(m p3, i"T.'clpxo.v U8t~IIUT01' rfJ tU.'T('[J I(Ut Ko.TfL Ttl aitTO (Meta­
physics, IV, 3, lOOSb, 19) . (" It is impossible for the same 
to occur as well as not to occur at the same time in the 
same and with respect to the same.")='" ("Unmoglich kann 
dasselbe zugleich vorkommen sowohl als nicht vorkom­
men am sclbcn in H insich t auf das sclbe.") Wolff writes in 
his Ontologie, §28: "Fieri non potest, ut idem simul sit c t 
non sit." ("It cannot happen that the same at the same 
time is and is not.") The terms for the determination of 
time (ap.a, simul, zugleich) arc conspicuous in these for­
mulations. Kant's own wording omits "at the same time." 
Why is it omitted? "At the same time" is a de termination 
of time and therefore characterizes the object as tempo­
ral, i.e., as an object of experience. However, insofar as the 
principle of contradiction is understood only as the nega­
tive condition of the subject-predicate re lationship in 
general, the judgment is meant in its separation from the 
object and its temporal de termination. But even when one 
attributes a positive meaning to the principle of contra­
dic tion, as is soon done, "at the same time," as a deter­
mination of time, docs not according to Kant belong to its 
formula. 

h. The P rinciple of the Avoidance of Contradiction 
as the Negative Formulation of the Principle of Identity 

In what sense can a positive application of the principle 
of contradiction be made so that it docs not on ly represent 
a negative condition of the possibility of a subjcct-predi-

ao W. D. Ross translates this passage: " It is, that the same 
attribute cannot at the same time belong and not belong to the 
same subjec t and in the same respect." (Aristo tle, op. cit .. VT!I.) 
Hugh Treclennick's translation runs : " It is impossible for the 
same attribute at once to belong and not to belong to the same 
thing and in the same relation." (Tiw Metaphysics [Cambridge: 
Harvard Univers ity Press, 1947), p. 161.) Heideggcr seems to trans­
late this passage more cautiously than these. Tra11s. 
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cate relationship at all, i.e., for all possible judgments, but 
also a highest principle for a certain kind of judgment? 
Traditional rational metaphysics was of the opinion that 
the principle of contradiction was the principle of all 
judgments in general. Us ing Kant's terms, all judgments 
would include analytic as well as syn thetic. This distinc­
tion of judgments enables Kant to d raw more exactly 
than was done up to that time the range of the axiomatic 
validity of the principle of contradic tion, i.e., to delimit it 
negatively and positively. A principle, in contrast to a 
mere negative condition, is a propos ition in which there 
is posited the ground for possible truth, i.e., something 
sufficient for supporting the truth of the judgment. This 
ground is a lways presented as someth ing that supports 
and is sufficient in supporting; it is ratio su[ficiens. If the 
judgment is taken only as a subject-predicate relation­
ship, then it is not at all considered with regard to the 
grounds that determine its tru th. However, it is in this 
regard that the distinction of analytic and synthetic judg­
ments becomes determinative. The analytic judgment 
takes the object s imply according to its given concept 
and desires only to retain this concep t in the selfsameness 
of its contents, in order to clarify it. The selfsameness of 
the concept is the only and sufficient standard for the 
attributing and denying of the predicate. The principle 
~vhich establishes the ground of the truth of the analytic 
Judgment must, consequently, es tablish the selfsameness 
of the concept as the ground for the subject-predicate rela­
tionship. Unders tood as a rule, the principle must posit 
the necessity of adhering to the concep t in its selfsame­
~ess, identity. The highes t principle of analytic judgments 
ts the principle of identity. 
. B~t did we not say that the highes t principle examined 
tn thts firs t section is the principle of contradiction? Were 
we not jus tified in saying this s ince Kant nowhere speaks 
abou t the principle of identity in the firs t section? But it 
must puzzle us that thet·e is the talk about a twofold role 
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of the principle of contradiction. The talk abou t the posi­
tive usc of the principle of contradiction not only speaks 
of the application of this principle as a basis for deter­
mination, but that this application is possible only if the 
negative conten t of the principle is turned into its positive 
one at the same time. Presented in a formula, it is: We 
have advanced from A <F non A , to A = A. 

1 Positively used, the principle of contradiction is the 
principle of identity. Kant indeed does not mention the 
principle of identity in our section, but in the Introduc­
tion he labels the analytic judgments as those "in which 
the connection of the predicate with the subject is though t 
through identity" (A 7, B 10, N.K.S ., p. 48); here "identity" 
is presented as the ground of the analytic judgment. Sim­
ilarly, in a polemical pamphlet, Vber eine Entdecktmg . .. 
(op. cit., VIII, 245), analytic judgments are designated as 
those "which rest entirely either on the principle of iden­
tity or con tradiction." In the following second section 
(A 154-55, B 194, N.K.S., pp.191 f.) identity and contradic­
tion are mentioned together. The relation of these two 
principles has not been decided even today. Nor it is pos­
sible to decide it formally, because this decision remains 
dependent on the conception of being and truth as such. 
In Scholastic rational metaphysics the principle of contra­
diction had priority. For this reason Kant intentionally 
terminates the discussion on the principle of contradic­
tion in our section. For Leibniz, on the contrary, the prin­
ciple of identity becomes the first principle, especially 
since for him all judgments are iden tities (Jdentitaten ). 
Kant himself points out, against Wolff, in his habilitation 
treatise (Part I: De Principia Corztradictionis, Propositio 
I) as follows: Veritatum omnium non datur principium 
unicwn, absolute primum, catholicon.:11 Pmposito III 
shows the praeferentia of the principittm identitatis ... 
prae principia contradictiorzis. 

:n "The principle alone is not given as the absolutely first and 
universal of all truths." Trans. 
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In analytic judgments, the object is thought only ac­
cording to its concept and not as an object of experience, 
i.e., as a temporally determined object. Therefore, the 
principle of these judgments in its formula does not need 
to contain any temporal determination. 

i. Kant's Transcendenta l Reflection; Genera] and 
Transcendental Logic 

The principle of contradiction and the principle of 
identity belong solely to logic, and, therefore, concern 
only the judgment considered logically. When Kant speaks 
thus, he certainly looks beyond the d ifference in the use of 
the principle of contradiction that he introduced, and 
views as on ly logical all thought which in its establishment 
does not take the way over the object itself. Logic, in the 
sense of "general logic," disregards all relations to the 
object (A 55, B 79, N.K.S., p. 95 ). It knows nothing of 
anything like syn thetic judgments. All judgments of meta­
physics, however, are synthetic. Thc1·efore-and this is 
now all that matters-the principle of contradiction is 
not a principle of metaphysics. 

Therefore-and this is the further decisive consequence 
which mediates between sections one and two-meta­
physical knowledge and every objective synthetic cogni­
tion demand another foundation altogether. Other prin­
ciples must be established. 

Considering the importance of this step, we shall try to 
conceive more clearly the limitat ion of the principle of 
contradiction as the principle of analytic judgments, 
especially with regard to the guiding question about the 
thingness of the thing. The traditional definition of the 
thingness of the thing, i.e., of the being of what is (Seil1 
des Seienden ), has the assertion (the judgment) as its 
guideline. Being is determined from out of thought and 
the laws of conceivability or inconceivability. However, 
the first section of our chapter, which we have just dis-
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cussed, asserts nothing else than that mere thought can­
not be the final court of appeal for the determination of 
the thingness of the thing, or, as Kant would say, for the 
objectivity of the object. Logic cannot be the basic science 
of metaphysics. However, in determining the object, 
which according to Kant is the object of human knowl­
edge, it is necessary that thought participates, namely, as 
thought referred to intuition, i.e., as synthetic judgment. 
Hence logic, as the doctrine of thought, also has a say in 
metaphysics. According to the transformed definition of 
the essence of thought and judgment, the essence of logic, 
insofar as it is related to it, must also be changed. It must 
be a logic which considers thought inclusive of its relation 
to the object. Kant calls this kind of logic "transcendental 

, logic." 
The transcendental is what concerns transcendence. 

Viewed transcendentally, thought is considered in its 
passing over to the object. Transcendental rcnection is 
not directed upon objects themselves nor upon thought as 
the mere representation of the subject-predicate relation­
ship, but upon the passing ove1· (Vberstieg) and there..:.. 
lation to the object as this relation~ (Transcendence: I. 
Over to [the other side]-as such [Hiniiber z.u-als 
solches] 2. Passing up, passing beyond [ Vber-weg.]) (For 
Kant's definition of "transcendental," compare Critique 
of Pure Reason, A 12, B ~.32 In a note (Academic edition, 
op. cit., xv, No. 373), it reads as follows: "A determination 
of a thing with regard to its essence as a thing is trans­
cendental.") 

According to this line of thought, Kant ca lls his philoso­
phy transcendental philosophy. The system of principles 
is its founda tion. In order to be clearer here and in what 
follows we bring into relief several views of the inquiry. 

:1~ Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, A 12, B 25, N.K.S., p. 59: "I 
en title transcendental a ll knowledge which is occupied not so 
much with objects as with the mode of our knowledge of objects 
insofar as this mode of knowledge is to be possible a priori. A sys· 
tem of such concepts might be entilled transcendental philos­
ophy." Trans. 
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We customarily express ou r cognitions, and even our 
questions and modes of considering, in sentences. The 
physicist and the lawye1·, the his torian and the physician, 
the theologian and the meteorologis t, the biologist and 
the philosopher all speak similarly in sentences and as­
sertions. Yet the domains and objects to which the asser­
tions refer remain distinct. Hence, the content of what is 
said differs in each case. 

Thus it comes about that no other difference is generally 
noticed than a difference in content when, for example, 
we speak in a biological line of questioning of the division 
of cells, growth, and propagation, or when we talk about 
biology itself- its d irection of inqu iry and assertion. 
People think that to talk biologically about the objects of 
biology differs from a discussion about biology itself only 
with respect to content. He who can do the first, and pre­
cisely he, must surely also be able to do the second. 
However, this is an illusion, fo r one cannot deal biologi­
cally with biology. Biology is not something like algae, 
~osse~, frogs and salamanders, cells, and organs. Biology 
1s a science. We cannot put the biology itself under the 
microscope as we do the objects of biology. 
. The moment we talk "about" a science and reflect upon 
1t, all the means and methods of this science in which we 
are well versed fail us. The inquiry about a science de­
mands a point of view whose accomplishment and direc­
ti~n are even less self-evident than is the mastery of this 
science. If it is a matter of an elucidation about a science 
t~en the opinjon easi ly gains a footing that such reflec~ 
t1ons arc "universal," in dis tinction to the "particular" 
questions of the science. However, it is here not simply a 
;;ta tter of qua ntitative difTcrenccs, of the more or Jess 

universal." A qualitative difference appears, in the es­
sence, in point of view, in concept-formation and in dem­
on.strati?n. In fact, this difference already Jies in each 
scJcncc Itself. It belongs to it insofa r as it is a free his tori­
cal action of man. Therefore, con tinual self-reflect ion 
belongs to every science. 
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Let us recall the example: "The sun warms the rock." 
If we follow this assertion and its own essential line of 
assertion, then we are plainly directed to the objects sun, 
rock, and warmth. Our representation is incorporated 
into what the object itself offers. We do not pay attention 
to the assertion as such. To be sure, by a specific turn in 
the point of view of our representing, we can turn away 
from sun and rock and consider the assertion as such. 
That happened, for instance, when we characterized the 
judgment as a subject-predicate relationship. This sub­
ject-predicate relationship itself has nothing in the least 
to do with the sun and the rock. We take the assertion, the 
.-\,lyu~, "The sun warms the rock," now purely " logically." 
Not only do we thereby disregard the fact that the asser­
tion refers to natural objects. We do not regard its objec­
tive relation at all. Besides this first representational d i­
rection (directly to the object) and besides this second 
( to the objectless assertory relation in itself) there is now 
a third. In the characterization of the judgment "The sun 
warms the rock," we said that the sun is understood as the 
cause and the warmth of the rock as the effect. If, in this 
respect, we hold on to the sun and the warm rock, we are 
indeed d irected toward sun and rock, and yet not directly. 
We do not only mean the sun itself and the warm rock it­
self, but we now consider the object "sun" in regard to 
how this object is an object for us, in what respect it is 
meant, i.e., how our thought thinks it. 

We do not now take a direct view of the object (sun, 
warmth, rock) but with regard to the mode of its objectiv­
ity (GegensWndlichkeit). This is the respect in which we 
refer to the object a priori, and in advance: as cause and 
effect. 

We arc now not only not directed to the object of the as­
sertion, but a lso not to the form of the assertion as such, 
but rather to how the object is the object of the assertion, 
how the assertion represents the object in advance, how 
our knowledge passes over to the object, transcendit, and 
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how, thereby, and in what objective determination the ob­
ject encounters. Kant calls this way of considering tran­
scendental. In a certain sense the object stays in our view 
and in a certain sense so does the assertion, because the 
relation between the assertion and the object is to be 
grasped. 

This transcendental consideration, however, is not an 
ex ternal hooking up of psychologica l and logical modes 
of reflection, but something more primordial, from which 
these two sides have been separately lifted out. Whenever 
~ithin a science, we reflect in some way upon that scienc~ 
1tse1f, we take the step into the line of vision and onto the 
plane of transcenden tal reflection. Mostly we are unaware 
of this. ~herefore our deliberations in this respect are 
often accidental and confused. But, just as we cannot take 
?ne reasonable or fruitful step in any science without be­
mg familiar with its objects and procedures, so also we 
cannot take a step in reflecting on the science without the 
right experience and practice in the transcendental point 
of view. 

When, in this lecture, we constan tly ask about the 
~hingness of the thing and endeavor to place ourselves 
mto the realm of this question, it is nothjng else than the 
exercises of this transcendental viewpoint and mode of 
questioning (Fragestellung). It is the exercise of that 
way of viewing, in which all reflection on the sciences 
necessarily moves. The securing of this realm, the ac­
knowledged and knowing, taking possession of it, being 
able to walk and to stand in its dimensions, is the funda­
mental presupposition of every scientific Dasein which 
wants to comprehend its historical position and task. 

j. Synthetic Judgments A Priori Necessarily Lie at 
the Basis of All Knowledge 

When we approach the domain of the objects of a sci­
ence, the objects of this domain arc already determined 
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such and so in advance. However, this docs not occur ac­
cidentally nor from a lack of attention on our part as if 
this pre-determination of the object ever could be pre­
vented. On the contrary, this pre-determination is neces­
sary, so necessary that without it we could not stand be­
fore objects at a ll , as before something accord ing to 
which our assertions are directed and 012 \VIzich they arc 
measured and proven (ausweisen). How can a scientific 
judgment correspond with its object? How, for ins~anc~, 
can a judgment about art history reaUy be an art-htston­
ca l judgment if the object is not defined in advance as a 
work of art? How can a biological assert ion about an ani­
mal be truly a biological judgment if the animal is not 
already pre-defined as a living creature? 

We must a lways already have a knowledge of content, 

) 

of what a n object is according to its objective nature, i.e., 
for Kant a synthetic knowledge. And we must have it in 
advance, a priori. Objects could never confront us as ob­
jects at all without synthe tic judgments a priori; by these 
objects we " then" guide ourselves in particular inves tiga-
tions, inquiries, and proofs, in which we constantly ap-
peal to them. . 

Synthetic judgments a priori are already asserted m 
all scientific judgments. They are pre-judgments (Vor­
urteile) in a true and necessary sense. How scientific a 
science is depends not on the number of books written, 
not· the number of institutes and certainly not on the use­
fulness it offers at the moment. Rather, it depends on how 
explicit and defined is its work with which it strives to do 
something on its pre-judgments. There is no presupposi­
tionlcss science, because the essence of science consis ts 
in such presupposing, in such pre-judgments abou t the 
object. Kant has not only affirmed all thi s, but has also 
shbwn it, and not s imply shown but also grounded it. He 
has se t this gmunding as a completed work into our his­
tory in the form of the Critique of Pure Reasoll. 

If we take the essence of truth in the traditional sense 
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as the correspondence of the assertion with the object­
and Kant, too, takes it in this way-then truth understood 
in this way cannot be, unless the object (Gegenstand) has 
been brought to a standing-against (Gege11-stelzen) in ad­
\'ancc, by synthetic judgments a priori. Therefore, Kant 
ca lls synthetic judgments a priori, i.e., the system of prin­
ciples of pure understanding, the "sow::ce...of all truth" 
(A 237, B 296, N.K.S., p. 258 ). The inner connection of 
what has been said with our question about the thingness 
of the thing is obvious. 

For Kant, true ( wahrhaft) things., i.e., things o( which 
a tmth for us can come to be, are objects of experi­
ence. However, the object only becomes accessib le to us 
when we transcend the mere concept to that other which 
first has to be added to it and p laced beside it. Such 
putting-along-side ( B eistellung) occurs as a synthes is. In 
the Kantian sense, we encounter th ings fi rs t and only in 
the domain of synthetic judgments; and, accordingly, we 
first encounter the thingness of the th ing only in the con­
text of the question of how a thing as such and in advance 
is possible as a thing, i.e., at the same time how synthetic 
j udgments a priori are possible. 

6. On the Highest Principle of All Synthetic Judgments 

If we put together all that has been sa id about the outer 
limits of analytic judgments, then the two first principles 
of the second section will become understandable: 

The explanation of the possibility of synthetic judg­
ments is a problem with which general logic has nothing to 
do. It need not even so much as know the problem by 
name. But in transcenden tal logic it is the most important 
of all ques tions; and indeed, if in trea ting of the possi­
bili ty of synthetic a priori judgments we also take account 
of the conditions and scope of their va lidity, it is the only 
question with which it is concerned. For upon completion 
of this enquiry, transcendental logic is in a position com-
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pletcly to fu lfi ll its ultimate purpose, tha t of determining 
the scope and limits of pure unders tanding. 

In the analytic j udgment we keep to the given concept, 
and seck to extract something from it. U it is to be a f­
firmative, I ascribe to it only wha t is a lready thought in it. 
If it is to be nega tive, I exclude from it only its opposite. 
But in synthetic judgments I have to advance beyond the 
given concept, viewing as in relation with the concept 
something altogether different from wha t was thought in 
it. This rela tion is consequently never a relation either of 
identity o r o f contradic tion; and from the judgment, taken 
in and by itself, the truth or falsity of the relation can 
never be discovered. ( A 154 f., B 193 f., N.K.S., pp. 19 1 f. ) 

The " altogether different" is the object. The relation of 
this "altogether differ ent" to the concept is the represen­
tationa l putting-along-side (Beistellen) of the object in a 
thinking intuition: synthesis. Only while we enter into 
this rela tion and maintain ourselves in it does a n object 
encoun ter us. The inner possibility of the object, i.e ., its 
essence, is thus co-de termined out of the possibility of 
this rela tion to it. In what does this relation to the ob­
ject consis t, i.e., in wha t is it grounded ? The ground 
on which it rests must be uncovered and prope rly 
posited as the ground. This occurs in the sta te ment 
and es ta blishment of the highest principle of a ll synthe tic 
judgments . 

The condition of the possibility of all truth is g rounded 
in this posited g round. The source of a ll truth is the prin­
ciples of pure unde rs tanding. They themsch-es and there­
fore thi s source of all truth go back to a s till deepe r 
source, which is brought to light in the highes t principle 
of a ll synthe tic judgments . 

Wi th the second section of our chapter , the whole work 
of the Critique o f Pure Reas o11 reaches its deepest basis, 
Founded by it itself. The highest princ iple of a ll synthe tic 
judgments (or , as we can a lso say, the basic de te rmina tion 
of the essence of huma n knowledge , its truth and its ob-
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jec t ) is expressed in this formula a t the e nd of the second 
sec ti~n : " ... The conditions of the poss ibility of experi­
ence m genera l arc likewise conditions of the possibility 
o f the objects of experie11ce . . .. " (A 158, B 197, N. K.S., 
p. 194. ) 

Whoever unde r·s tands this p rinci ple unde rs tands 
Ka nt's Critique of Pure Reaso11. Whoever unders tands 
t hi~ docs no t only know one book among the writings of 
philosophy, but m as ters a funda men ta l posture of the his­
tory ~f man, which we can ne ither a vo id , leap over , no r 
deny many way .. But we have to bring this by an appropri­
a te trans formation to fulfillment in the future. 

The third section also ta kes precede nce over the second, 
the la tte r being only an unfolding of the fo rme r. There­
f? re, a complete and de finite unders tanding of this deci­
st':'c second section is poss ible only if we a lready know the 
thu·d one. The refo re, we shall s kip the second section and 
on ly r e turn to it after the exposition of the third, a t the 
close of our presenta tion of the question of the thing in 
the Critique of Pu re Reason. 

All sy~thetic princ iples of the pure unders ta nding are 
systemattcally presented in the thi rd section. Wha t ma kes 
an object into an object, what de limits the bounda ries of 
the thingness of t he thing, is described in its inne r connec­
t ion. Also in the exposition o f the third section we immedi­
ately begin with the presenta tion of the particula r princi­
ples. The prelimina ry cons ide ra tion need be clari fied onJy 
so far as to gain a more defin ite concept of the pr inciple in 
genet·a l and of the po in t o f view of the d iv is ion of the 
princip les. 

. For tha t purpose, the firs t sente nce of the third section 
?~ ''es ~1s the key: "That the re s hould be principles a t a ll 
Is c ntt rcly due to the pure unde rs tanding. No t only is it 
~~~faculty of rul es in respect o f tha t w hic h happens, but 
IS ~ tl>e l f the source of p r inc iples according to w hi ch every­
thtng tha t can be presented to us as a n object mus t con­
form to rules. For w ithout such rules appea t·ances would 
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never yield knowledge of an object corresponding to 
them." (A I 58 f., B I 97 f., N. K.S., pp. 194 f.) 

7. Systematic R epresentation of All the Synthetic 
Pri11ciples of Pure Understa11ding 

a. The Principles Make Possible the Objecti vity of the 
Object; The Possibility of Establishing the Principles 

In our pursuit of the ques tion about the thingness of 
the thing, we were led to Kant's doctrine of the principles 
of the pure understanding. In what way? For Kant the 
thing accessib le to us is the object of experience. Experi­
ence for him means the humanly possible theoretical 
knowledge of what is. This knowledge is twofold. There­
fore, Kant says: "Understanding and sensibility, with us, 
can determine objects only w hen they are employed in 
conjunct ion ." (A 258, B 314, N.K.S., p. 274. ) An object is 
determined as object by the conjunction, i.e., by the uni ty 
of what is intuited in intuition and what is thought in 
thought. To the essence of object (Gegenstand) belongs 
the "against" (Gegen) and the "standing" (Stand) . The 
essence of this "against," its inner possibility and ground, 
as well as the essence of thjs "standing," its inner possibil­
ity and ground, and, finally and above all , the primordial 
unity of both, the "againstncss" as well as the "con­
s tancy," constitute the objectivity of the object. 

Tha t the determination of the essence of the object re­
su lts from principles at all is no t immediately obvious. 
Nevertheless, it becomes unders tandable when we attend 
to the traditiona.l direction of the question of the thing in 
Wes tern philosophy. According to this, the basic mathe­
matical characteristic is the decis ive: the recourse to 
ax ioms in every determination of what is. Kant remains 
within this tradition. However, the way he conceives and 
establishes these axioms brings about a revolution. The 
hegemony of the highest principle of a ll judgments hith-
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crto, the principle of contradiction, is removed from its 
position of dominance. Wha t principles replace it? 

First of all, it mu t be noticeable tha t Kan t docs not 
speak of axioms. "Axioms" arc for him a certain kind of 
princ.ipl~ a pri~ri, namely, those which are immediately 
certam, t.e., whtch arc verifiable without fur ther ado from 
intuition of an object. However, such principles arc not 
~n~er disc~ssio~ ~n this present contex t, which is already 
mdtcated smce 1t ts concerned with principles of the pure 
understanding. Bu t, as principles they must also include 
the grounds for other principles and judgments. Thus 
they themselves cannot be based on earlier and more uni­
versal cognitions. (A 148 f., B 188, N.K.S. , pp. 188 F.) This 
does not exclude the fact that they have a foundat ion. 
Only the ques tion remains wherein they have their foun­
dation. Principles which ground the essence of an object 
cannot be grounded upon the object. The principles can­
not be extracted by experience from the object, s ince they 
~hemselves firs t make pos ible the objectivity of the ob­
Ject. Nor can they be grounded in mere thought a lone, be­
ca~se. they are principles of objects. Consequently, the 
pnnctples do not have the character of general formal loa­
ical propositions, such as "A is A," of which we say th;t 
they are self-evident. Recourse to common sense fails en­
tirely here. In the rea lm of metaphysics it is "an expedient 
which always is a s ign tha t the cause of reason is in des­
perate straits." (A 784, B 8 12, N.K.S., p. 622.) What the 
nature of the basis of proof for these principles of the 
put·e unders tanding is and how they distinguish them­
selves through the nature of the basis of their proof must 
be shown from the sys tem of these principles itself. 

b. Pure Understand ing as the Source and Faculty 
of Rules; Unity, Categories 

That the determination of the thing in Kant leads back 
to principles is an indica tion for us tha t Kant t·emains 
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within the tradition . However, this his torical characteri­
zation is st ill not an explanation of the content. When 
Kan t defines the essence of thought anew, he must also 
demonstrate, on the basis of this new formulation of the 
nature of understanding, why and to wha t exten t princi­
ples belong to this . 

Kant was the firs t to be able not s imply to accept and 
anirm the rule of principles, but to ground it from the na­
ture of the understanding itseiL The firs t proposition of 
th l.! third section points to this connection. There he says 
expr<.;ss ly that the pure understanding is itself the squrce 
of the principles. We must show how far this proves to be 
true, especially with reference to a ll that we have heard 
up till now about the nature of the understanding. Gen­
eral logic, which defines the judgment as the relationship 
of the representations of subject and predica te, knows 
the understanding as the facul ty of connecting representa­
tions. Thus, just as the logical conception of the judgment 
is correct but insufficient, so also this conception of the 
understanding remains correct but unsa ti sfactory. The 
understanding must be viewed as a representing that re­
fers to the object, i.e., as a connecting of representations 
so cons tructed that the connecting refers to the object. 
The understanding must be formulated as that represent­
ing which grasps and constitutes this reference to an ob­
ject as such. 

The connection be tween subject and predicate is no t 
merely a connect ing in general, but a defin itely deter­
mined connecting every time. Let us recall the objective 
judgmen t "The sun warms the rock." Here sun and rock 
arc represented objectively in that the sun .is conceived of 
as the cause. and the rock's becoming warm as the effect. 
The connection o f subject and predicate occurs on the 
grounds of the general relation of cause and effect. Con­
nect ion is always a pu tting-togethcr (Z 11SG 111111ensetzen) 
with regard to a possible kind of unity which character­
izes the" together" (Zusammcn ) . In this charac teriza tion 

Kant's Manner of Asking About the Thing 187 

of the judgment, the primordial sense of .\oyo" as a gather­
ing-together (Sammlwtg) s till faintly shines through. 

Each kind of subject-pred icate connection in judgments 
presupposes and bears in itself the representation of a 
unity as the guiding regard , according to which and in 
whose sense the connecting occurs. The an ticipating rep­
resentingof such unities, which guides connection, belongs 
to the essence of the unders tanding. The representations 
o( these unities as such a nd in general arc "concepts," ac­
cording to the definition given earlier. Concepts of such 
unities belonging to the unders tanding's action of connect­
ing are, however, not derived from any objects given be­
forehand; they are not concepts which have been drawn 
out of perceptions of individual objects. The representa­
tions of these unities belong to the functions of the under­
s tanding, to the essence of connecting. They lie purely 
in the essence of the unders tanding itself and for this 
reason are called pure concepts of the understanding: 
ca tegories. 

General logic has worked out a variety of forms of 
judgment, modes of subjec t-predicate connection which 
can be arranged in a table of judgments ( Urteilstafel) . 
Kant took over from tradition and augmented this table 
of j udgments, the exhibition and classification of the dif­
fcr·ent modes of subject-predicate connection (A 70, B 95). 
The dimensions of classifica tion are quantity, quality, re­
lation, and modality. The table of judgments can, there­
fore, give an indica tion of just as many kinds of unities and 
concepts of unity, which guide the dillcrent connecting. 
According to the table of judgments, one can formulate a 
lable of the concepts of unity of the pure unders tanding, 
of its root concepts (Stammbegriffe) (A 80, B 106, N.K.S., 
p. 113 ). If anything a t a ll is introduced as a condition for 
the unifying and unified positing of som~thing manifold, 
this r·cpresented condition is used as the rule of the con­
nec ting. The unders tanding is fundamen tally the capacity 
for rules, s ince the anticipat ing represent ing of unities, 
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which regulates this connecting, belongs to the essence of 
the understanding as a connection of reprc cnta tions, and 
s ince these regulating unities belong to the c scncc of the 
understanding itself. Therefore, Kant says: "We may now 
characterize it [ the understanding] as the faculty of 
mles"; and he adds: "This distinguishing mark is more 
fruitfu l, and approximates more closely to its essen tial na­
tu re." (A 126, N.K.S., p. 147.) The same is said in our spot 
a t the beginning of the third section: The understanding 
is the "faculty of rules." Here the metaphysica l definition 
of the essence of the understanding shows itself. 

But in the section in ques tion, the definition of the es­
sence of the understanding traces back s till one s tep 
further into the essence. The pure unders tanding is " not 
on ly the facu lty of rules," but even the source of ru les. 
This means that the pure understanding is the ground of 
the necessity of rules at all. That which shows itself (Sich­
-:_eigendes) must have in advance the possibility of coming 
to a stand and constancy, so that what encounters, what 
shows itself, i.e., what appears, can come before us a t all 
as standing before us (Gegenstehendes). However, wha t 
s tands in itself (/nsiclistehendes) and docs not fall apart 
( Nichtauseinanderfahrendes) is what is col lected in itself 
(fn sic!lgesammeltes ), i.e., something brought into a unity, 
and is thus present and constant in this unity. This con­
stancy is what uni formly in itself and out of itself exists 
as presented toward. (Die Standigkeit ist das einheitliclie 
in sicli von sich a us An-wesen.) This presence to it is made 
possible with the participation of the pure understanding. 
lts act ivity is thought. Thought, however, is an" / think"; 
J represent something to myself in general in its un ity and 
in its belonging together. The presence (Priisenz) of the 
object shows itself in the representing, in wh ich it be­
comes present to me (auf mich <.ll Pri:isentwerden ) 
through the thinking, i.e., connec ting representing. But to 
whom thi s presence of the object is presented, whether 
to me as a contingent "I" with its moods, desires, and 
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opinions, or to me as an 'T' that puts behi nd itself every­
thing "subjective," allowing the object itself to be what it 
is, this depends on the " I ," namely, upon the compre­
hensiveness and the reach of the unity and the ru les under 
which the connecting of the representations is brought, 
i.e., fundamentally upon the range and kind of freedom 
by virtue of which I myself a m a self. 

The pre-senting ( vor-stellend ) connecting is only pos­
s ible for the unders tanding if it contains in itself modes of 
uniting, rules of the unity of the connecting and determin­
ing, if the pure unders tanding allows ru les to emerge and 
is itself their origin and source. The pure unders tanding 
is the ground of the necess ity of ru les, i.e., the occurrence 
of principles, because this ground, the understanding it­
self, is necessary in fact, according to the essence of that 
to which the pure unders tanding belongs, according to the 
essence of human knowledge. 

If we human beings arc merely open to the pressure o f 
all that in the midst of which we arc suspended , we 
are not equal to this pressure. We master it only when we 
ser·ve it out of a superiority, i.e., by letting the pressure 
s tand over against us, bringing it to a stand, thus forming 
and mainta ining a domain of possible cons tancy. The 
metaphysical necessity of the pure understanding is 
gt·otmded in this need that the pressure must be free­
s tanding. According to this metaphysica l origin of the 
sout·ce of principles, that source is the pure understand­
ing. These principles, in turn, arc the "sout·ce of a ll truth," 
i.e., of the possibi lity for out· experiences to be at all able 
to correspond to objects. 

Such correspondence to ... is on ly poss ible when the 
wherewith (W omit) of corres pondence a ) ready comes be­
fore us in advance and s tands before us. Only so does 
someth ing objecti ve address us in the appearances; only 
so do they become recognizable with respect to a n object 
speaking in them and "corresponding" to them. The pure 
understanding provides the possibility of the correspond-
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ence to the object thanks to the objectivity of appeaJ·­
a nces, i.e., o f the thingncss of things for us. 

c. The Mat hema tical a nd Dynamica l Principles as 
Metaphysical Propositions 

On the basis of this explanation , we can unders tand the 
decis ive propos ition which introduces the third section . 
(A 158, B 197 f. , N.K.S. , p. 194 f. ) The principles of pure 
reason lay the groundwork for the objectivity of objects. 
In them- namely in their connection-those modes of 
representation arc achieved in virtue of which the 
"agains t" of the object a nd the " stand" of £he object arc 
opened up in their primordial unity. The principles al­
ways concern this twofold unity of the essence of the ob­
ject (Gegens tand ). Therefore, they must firs t lay the 
ground in the direction of the "agains t," the "aga instness" 
( Gegenheit ), and s imultaneously in the direction of the 
"s tand" (S tandes), the cons tancy. Thereby, from the es­
sence of the pr inciples follows their division into two 
groups. Kan t call s them the mathema tica l and dynamical 
principles. What is the objective reason for this dis tinc­
ti on? How is it intended? 

Kant defines the natural thing as the thing approach­
able by us, the body which is as an object of experience, 
i.e., of ma thema tical-physical knowledge. The body is 
something in mo tion or a t res t in space, so tha t the mo­
tions, as changes of place, can be determined numeri ca lly 
in terms of their relations. This ma thematical determina­
ti on of the na tural body is not an accidental one for Kant, 
no t only a fo rm of cal cula ting that is merely added on to 
it. Rather, the mathematical, in the sense of what is mov­
ab le in space, belongs firs t of all to the defini tion of the 
thingness o f the thing. If the possibility of the thing is to 
be metaphys ically grasped, there is need for such princi­
ples in which this ma thematica l character of the natural 
body is grounded. For this reason, one group of the princi-

Kant's M anner of Asking Abou t/he Thi11g 191 

pies of pure unders tanding is called " the ma thema tical 
pr inciples." This designation docs not mean that the pr in­
ciples themselves arc ma thema tical belonging to ma the­
matics, but that they concern the ma thema tica l character 
of natural bodies, the metaphys ica l pr inciples which lay 
the ground of this character. 

The thing in the sense of a na tural body is, however, not 
on ly what is movable in space, wha t s imply occupies 
~pace, i.e., is exte nded, but wha t fill s a space, keeping it oc­
cupied , extending, dividing, and ma intaining itself in this 
occupying; it is resis tance, i.e., force. Lcibniz firs t set forth 
this character of a natural body, and Kant took over these 
dcrining detcrfl'linations. That which is space-fill ing, which 
is spatia lly present, we know only through forces which 
arc eficctive in space (A 265, B 321, N.K.S. , p. 279 ). Force 
is the character by which the thing is present in space. By 
being·effective ( w irkt ) it is actua l ( wirk lich ). The actual­
ity (Wirklichkeit) , the presence, the Dascitr of the things, 
is determined fro m the force (dy 11amis), i.e., dyna mica lly. 
For· that reason Kan t call s those principles of pure under­
standing which determine the possibility of the thing with 
respect to its Dasein the dynamical principles. Here, also, 
is to be noted wha t has been sa id regarding the designa­
tion " ma thematical." These arc not principles of dynam­
ics as a discipline in physics, but metaphysical p r inciples 
which firs t rende r possible the physica l principles of dy­
namics. No t by accident docs Hegel give the title " Force 
and Unders tanding" to an important section in the Plze-
1/0IIlellology of the SpiriJ, in which he delimits the nature 
of the object as a thing o f na ture. 

We fi nd this twofo ld direction of the determination of 
na tura l bodies, the mathematical and the dynamica l, 
clearly prefigured by Leibniz. (Compare Gerha rdt, op. cit., 
IV, 394 f. ) But only Kant succeeded in demonstrating and 
explaining its inner unity in the system of principles of 
the pure unders ta nding. 

The principles contain those determina ti ons of things 
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as appea rances, which be long to them in advance, a priori, 
with refe rence to the possible forms of the unity of the 
unders tanding-like conjunc tions, i.e. , the categories. The 
table o f categories is di\'idcd into four pa rts . This divis ion 
con ·e ponds to that of the princ iples . The ma thematical 
and dynamical princ iples arc each divided into two 
groups, the who le sys tem into four: 

( I ) Axioms of intuition. (2 ) Antic ipations of percep­
tion. (3 ) Analogies of experience. ( 4 ) Pos tulates o f em­
pirical thought in general. We s ha ll attempt in the fol­
lowing to unders tand the titles of the principles from the 
exposition itself. Kant remarks expressly, "These titles I 
have intentionally chosen in order to give prominence to 
differences in the evidence and in the application of the 
principles." (A 161, B 200, N.K.S., p. 196. ) Under di scus­
s ion arc the princ iples of quantity, quality, relation , and 
modality . · 

The unders tanding of the princ iples is gained only by 
going through the it· demons trations; for these demons tra­
tions at·e nothing other than the exhibition of the "princi­
ples," the grounds upon which they arc based and ft·om 
whence the ' c reate what they themselves arc. For this 
t·cason every thing depends on these demons tra tions. The 
formulas of the princ iples do no t say much, especia lly 
s ince they arc no t self-evident. Therefore, Kant has put a 
great deal of effort into these demons trations. He re­
worked them for the second edition, especia lly the firs t 
three groups. Each is cons truc ted according to a definite 
schema, which corresponds to the essential contents of 
these princ iples. The wordings of the pa rticular princ iples 
and , above a ll , their titles a rc a lso different in the firs t 
and second editions . These diffe rences give important in­
dications o f the direc tion which Kant's intention to clarify 
takes, and how the real meaning of these pt·inc iplcs is to 
be unders tood. 

Once again we take everything in view in order to have 
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a \·a ila ble hereafter the csscnt ials of the positing and proof 
of the principles of pure unders tanding. The pdnciples 
a rc "Pr inciples of the E xpos ition" of appearances. They 
a rc the grounds upon whose bas is the expos ing o f an ob­
ject in its appearing is poss ible. They arc the conditions 
for the objec tivity of the objccl. 

From what has now been said about the principles of 
pure unders tanding in gene ral , we can already more 
clearly discer·n in what sense they a rc synthe tic judgments 
a priori and how their possibility mus t be proved. Syn­
the tic judgments arc such that they extend our knowledge 
of the object. This generally happens in that we derive the 
predicate by way of perception from the objec t, a pos teri­
ori. But we are concerned now with predicates as determi­
nations of the object, which be long to it a priori. These de­
terminations at·c those from which and upon the ground 
of which it is firs t de termined in gene ral what belongs to 
an object as objec t, those determinations which bring to­
gethe l· the dcte rminat ions of the objecti vity of the object. 
They must obvious ly be a priori; fo r only insofa r as we 
know in general about objectivity a rc we able to experi­
ence this or that possible objec l. But how is it possible to 
de termine the objec t as such in advance- before experi­
ence, and for it? This possibility is s hown in the proofs 
of the principles. The respective pr·oofs, however , accom­
plish nothing more than rais ing to light the ground of 
these princ iples themselves, which fina lly mus t be ever 
one and the same and which we then encounter in the 
highes t principles of all synt be ti c j udgments . Accordingly, 
the authentic princ iples o f the pure unders tanding arc 
those in which is expressed each time the principle (Prin­
~ip ) o[ the propos itions (Sat ze ) of the four groups . Thus , 
the real pt·inc iples (Grundscitze) arc not the axioms , an­
ticipations, analogies, and postul a tes themselves . The real 
p rinc iples arc the principles of the nxioms, anticipations, 
a nalogies, and postula tes. 

, 
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d. The Axioms of Intuition 

Let us now notice the difference of the wording of A 
and B ( A 162, B 202, N.K.S. , p. 197 ) already mentioned. 

(A) " Principle of the pure unders tanding: All appear­
ances arc, in their intuition , extensive magnitudes." 

(B) "Their principle is: All intuitions arc extensive 
magnitudes ." 

The wording in B is not always more precise than in A. 
They supplement one another, and are therefore of special 
value, because this large domain , discovered by Kant, was 
s till not as thoroughly clarified by him as he env isioned in 
the task of a system of transcendental philosophy. But for 
us who come after him, just the inconsistencies, the back 
and forth , the new starts, the envisioned s till in process 
arc more essentia l and fruitful than a smooth sys tem 
wherein a ll the joints are filled and painted over. 

Before we go through the process of proof for the first 
principle we ask what the discussion is abou t, i.e ., con­
cerning the "clements" (Beslandstiicke). We know tha t 
it deals with the determination of the essence of the ob­
ject. The ob-ject (Gegen-stand ) is determined by intuition 
and thought. The object is the thing insofar as it appears. 
The object is appearance. Appearance never means sem­
blance (Schein ) here, but the object itself in its being 
present and s tanding there (Dastehe11 ) . In the same place 
in which, at the beginning of the Critique of Pure R eason, 
Kant names the two clements of knowledge, intuition and 
thought , he also characterizes appearance. "That in the 
appearance which corresponds to sensation T term its 
matter; but that wh ich so determines the manifold of ap­
pea rance that it allows of being ordered in certain rela­
tions, T term the form of appearance." (A 20, B 34, N.K.S., 
p. 65.) Form is the wherein (Worinne11 ) of the order of 
colors, sounds, e tc. 
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d ,. Quall l t1111 and Qua11 titas 

The first principle concerns appearances "with t·cspect 
to their intuition," thus with the objec t in regard to its 
' 'against" (gegen ), the encountering, the coming-bcf ore-us 
(Vor-uns-komm en). I n this respect it is said that appear­
ances as intuitions arc ex tensive magnitudes. 

What do "magnitude" and "extensive magnitude" 
mean? The German expression "Grosse" is equivocal in 
general and especially in re la tion to Kant. For this reason 
Kant likes to add dis tinguishing Latin expressions in pa­
rentheses, or he often uses only the Latin in order to tie 
down the distinc tion which he was first to posit clearly. 
We rind at the end of one paragraph and at the beginning 
of the one following the two labels for magnitude 
(Grosse) (A 163 f. , B 204, N .K.S. , p. 199): magnitude as 
quantum and magnitude as qua11t i las. Magnitude as qucm­
titas (Cf. Reflex. 6338a, Akadcmic cd., op. cit., XVIII, 659 
0".) answers the quest ion " How big?" I 1 is the measure, the 
how much of a unity taken many times. The magnitude of 
a room is so a nd so many meters long, wide, and high. 
However, this magnitude of the room is only possible be­
cause the room as spatial at a ll , is an up, down, back, front, 
and beside; it is a quantu111. By this Kant unders tands 
wha t we can call s izable (Grosslrafte) at a ll. On the other 
hand, magnitude as quanti/as is the measure and mea­
surement of the s izable. At any given time it is a determi­
nate unity in which the parts precede and compose the 
whok. In contrast, in magnitude as C[IIW1tlll11, in the siz­
able, the whole is before the parts. It is indefinite in regard 
to the aggregate (Menge) of parts and in itself continuous. 
Qucmt itas is always qua11t11111 disc1'etum. It is possible 
on ly through a subsequent divis ion and a co rresponding 
t:om bination (synthesis) within and upon the ground o f 
the quantum. This la tter , however, never becomes what it 
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is only through a synthesis. Magnitude as quanti/as is 
always something that can be compared, because deter­
mined by so and so many parts, while the spatial (Rawn­
haftes)-disregarding (JII(!Ilfitas-is always in itself the 
same. 

Magnitud~.: as quanti/as always has to do with the gen­
eration or magnitudes. H this happens in the progress 
from parts to parts to the whole through successive piec­
ing together or the separated parts, then the magnitude 
(quantitas) is a n extensive one. "The magnitude of the 
amount (aggrega te) is extensive." (Ref/ex. 5887, d. 5891.) 

Magn itude as quem/ it as is always the unity of a repeated 
positi ng. The representation of such a unity con tains at 
first only what the understanding in such a repeated posit­
ing "docs for itselr"; there "is nothing con tained therein 
which ca lls for sensory perception." (Reflex. 6338a.) 
Quantity is a pure conception of the understanding. But 
this is not true or magnitude as quantum; it is not pro­
duced through a positing but is simply given for an in­
tuiting. 

d:!. Space and time as Quanta, as forms of pure intuition 

What docs it mean that appearances as intuitions arc 
extensive magnitudes? It is evident from the comparati ve 
definitions of magnitude as quantitas and as quantum 
that qm111titas always presupposes quantum, that magn i­
tude as measurement, as so much, must always be a mca­
surcm~.:nt of something sizable. Accordingly, appearances 
as intuitions ( i.e., intuitions as such) must be quanta, siz­
abk, i[ they ar~.: to be quantities at all. According to Kant, 
how~.:ver, space and time arc of such a nature (quanta). 
That space is a magnitude does not mean that it is some­
thing so and so big. Space is at first precisely never so and 
so big, but it is what first makes possible magnitude in the 
sense of quanti/as. Space is not composed of spaces. It 
docs not consist or parts, but each space is simply a lim ita-
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lion of the whofe of space, and in such a way that even 
the bounds and bor·dcr presuppose space and spatial ex­
tension, and remain in space, just as the part of space 
remains in space. Space is a magnitude (quantum) in 
which the finite, measurably-determined parts and combi­
nations always come too late, where the finite of this sort 
simply has no r ight and ach ieves nothing for the defini­
tion of its essence. For this reason, space is called an "in­
finite magnitude" (A 25, N.K.S., p. 69). This docs not mean 
"endless" with respect to finite determinations as quanti­
las, but as quantum, which presupposes nothing end-like 
as its condition. Ra ther, on the con trary, it is itself the 
condition of every divis ion and rinitc part itioning. 

Space and time are equally quanta continua, basically 
sizable, in-finite magnitudes and, consequently, possible 
extensive magnitudes (quantities). The principle of the 
axioms of intuition reads: "All appearances arc, in their 
intuition, extensive magnitudes." (A 162, N.K.S., p. 197.) 
But how can intuitions be extensive magnitudes? For this 
they must be basically s izables (qua11ta). Kant rightly 
calls space and time such. But space and time s till are not 
intuitions; they are space and time. 

Earlier we defined intuition as the immediate repre­
senting of a particu lar. Something is given to us through 
this representing. Intuition is a givi ng representing, not a 
making one, or one w hich first forms someth ing through 
combining. Intuition (Anscluuwng) in the sense of some­
thing looked at (A1zgeschautY' is the represented, in 
the sense of a given. In the spot where Kant defines space 
as an in-finite magnitude, he says, however, "Space is 
represented as an infinite given magnitude" (A 25, N.K.S., 
p. 69), and "Space is represented as an inrinite given 
magn itude" (B 40, N.K.S., p. 69). The represen ting which 
brings space as such before us is a giving representation, 

:c:c In intc1·prcting both Kant and .Hcidcggcr it is helpful to rc­
C:.l ll that the Latin and English "intuition" is the usual translation 
ol the ordinary Ge1·man wo1·d " looking at" (Ansc1Jat11mg ). Tra11s. 
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i.e., an intuition. Space itself is something one looks a t 
and in this sense is intu ition ( Anscllaw111g). Space is im­
mediately given. Where is it given? Is space anywhere 
at all ? Is it not rather the condition of thl.! possibility of 
every "where" and " there" and " here"? One spatial char­
acteris tic is, for example, prox imity ( ebenei11a11der). 
However, we do not acquire this "beside" (11eben) by 
~rst comparing objects lying beside one another. In order 
to experience these objects as beside one another, we 
must already immediately represent the beside, and, 
s imilarly, the before, behind, and above, one another. 
These ex tens ions do not depend upon appearances, upon 
wha t shows itself, s ince we can imagine all objects 
omitted from space, but not space itself. Tn all cases 
or things showing themselves in perception, space as a 
whole is represented in advance necessa rily and as im­
mediately given. But this one, general given, this l·epre­
scn ted, is not a concept, is not something represented in 
general such as "a tree in general." The general represen­
tation " tree" contains all individual t1·ees under it as that 
of which it is assertable. Space, however, conta ins all par­
ticular spaces in itself. Particular spaces arc s imply re­
spective limitations of the one originally single space as 
an on ly one. Space as quantum is immediately given as a 
s ingle " this." To immediately represent a particular is 
called intuiting (anschauen ). Space is something intuited , 
and it is something intuited and s tanding in view in ad­
vance o f all appearing of objects in it. Space is not appre­
hended through sensa tion, it is something intuited in ad­
vance-a priori-i.e., purely. Space is pure intuition. As 
this purdy intuited it is what determines in advance 
everything empirica lly given, sens ibly intuited, as the 
"wher..;in" in which the "manifold can be ordered." Kant 
a lso call s it form, that which determines, in contras t to 
matter, w hich is the de terminable. Seen in this way, space 
is the pure form of sensible intuition, specifically that of 
the ex ternal sense. In order that certain sensations might 
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be referable to something ou tside of me ( i.e., to some­
thing in another place in space other than the one in which 
L find myself), this extens ion of the outside and the out-to 
( H inaus-z.u) must already be given. 

Space, according to Kan t, is neither a th ing that is it­
self present at hand (an sich vorhandenes Ding) (New­
ton), nor a manifo ld of relationships which result from 
the relations of things that arc themselves present at hand 
(an s ich vorhandene Dinge) (Leibniz) . Space is the s in­
gle whole of beside one another, behind and over one an­
other, which is immediately represented in advance in 
our receiving what encounters. Space is only the form of 
a ll appea rance of the outer senses; i.e., a way in which we 
take in what encounters us. It is thus a determination of 
our sensibiliil:y. " It is, therefore, solely from the human 
s tandpoint that we can speak of space, of extended things, 
e tc. If we depart from the subjective condition under 
which alone \VC can have outer intuition .. . the repre­
sen tation of space s tands for nothing whatsoever." (A 26, 
8 42, N.K.S., p. 71. ) 

The corresponding holds good for time. With this gen­
cl·al clarifica tion of the nature of space we have been tt-y­
ing only to make understa ndable what it means when 
Kan t defines space as a pure intuition and thereby wants 
to have achieved the metaphysical concept of space as 
such. For it seems s trange at first how anything at all is 
del imited by being characterized as an intuition. Trees, 
desks, houses, and men are also intuited. But the essence 
of the house cons is ts in no way in being an intuition. The 
house is intuited insofar as it encounters us. But being a 
house does not mean being intuited. Nor wou ld Kant ever 
define the essence of 1hc house in such a way. But what 
is right for the house should also be fair for space. This 
would certa inly be true if space were a thing of the same 
sort as a house, a thing in space. But space is not in space. 

Kant docs not say s imply: Space is intuition, but "pure 
intuition" and "form of ex ternal intuition." Also, intuiting 
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is and remains a mode of pre-senting (Vor-stellen) some­
thing, a way of approach to something and a kind of given­
ness of something, but not this something itself. 

Only if the way in which something is given constitutes 
this something in its "being" would a characterization of 
something as intuition become possible and even neces­
sary. Space, taken as intuition, then means not only that 
space is given in such a way, but that being space consists 
in such a being given. Indeed, Kant so means it. The spa­
tial being of space consists in the fact that it places space 
(einriiumt) into what shows itself (das sich Zeigenden) , 
the possibility of showing itself in its extension (Ausbrei­
tung). Space places space ( riiwnt ein) by giving position 
and place, and this placing into is its being. Kant expresses 
this placing by saying that space is what is purely intuited , 
what shows itself in advance, before all and for all; and as 
such it is the form of intuition. Being-intuited (Ange­
schautsein) is the space-placing spatial being of space. 
We do not know of any other being of space. Neither do 
we have any possibility of inquiring after such. Undenia­
bly, there are difficulties in Kant's metaphysics of space­
entirely disregarding the fact that a metaphysics that no 
longer contains any difficulties has already ceased to be 
one. Only the difficulties of the Kantian interpretation of 
space do not lie where most people like to find them, be it 
from the standpoint of psychology or from the standpoint 
of mathematical natural science (theory of relativity). 
The chief difficulty lies not in the formulation of the prob­
lem of space itself, but in attributing space as pure intui­
tion to a human subject, whose being is insufficiently de­
fined. (On how the problem of space is constructed ou t of 
a fundamental overcoming of the relationship to the sub­
ject, compare SZ §§ 19-24 and §70. ) 

It is now important for us to show on ly how space 
and time are at all conceivable as intuitions. Space gives 
itself only in this pure intuiting, wherein space as such is 
held-before ( vor-gehalten) us in advance and is pre-sented 
as something capable of being viewed (Anblickbares), 
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something "pre-formed" ( vor-gebildet) as that sizable 
character of the beside one another and over or behind 

·one another, a man ifo ldness which gives out of itself the 
possibility of its own delimitations and boundaries. 

Space and time are pure intuitions. Intuition is dealt 
with in the "Aesthe tic." In tuition, accordingly, is what be­
longs a priori to the objectivity of the object, what allows 
appearances to show themselves; pure intuition is tran­
sce11dental. The transcendental aesthetic gives us only a 
preliminary view. Its real thematics reaches its goal on ly 
in the treatment of the first principle. 

da. The proof of the first principle. All principles are 
based on the highes t principle of all synthetic judgments 

. With what has b een said the essentials have been pre­
pared for our understanding of the proof of the first 
principle and the principle itself. The proof consists of 
three propositions which are clearly distinguished from 
each other. The first proposition begins with "All," the 
second with "Now is" and the third with "Thus." (A 162, 
B 203, N.K .S., pp. 197 f.)=!' Unmistakably these three prop-

:H Full text of proof from Kemp Smith's translation (pp. 197 
f.): "(All) appearances. in their forma l aspect, contain an intuition 
in space and time, which condi tions them, one and all, a priori. 
They cannot be apprehended, that is, taken up into empirical con­
sciousness, save through that synthesis of the manifold whereby 
the representations of a determinate space or time are generated, 
that is. through combination of the homogeneous manifold and 
consciousness of its synthetic unity. (Now) consciousness of the 
syn thetic unity of the manifold [and] homogeneous in intuition in 
general, insofar as the representa tion of an object firs t becomes 
possible by means of it, is, however, the concept of magnitude 
(quantum). (Thus) even the perception of an object, as appear­
ance, is only possible through the same synthetic unity of the man­
ifold of the given sensible intuition as that whereby the unity of 
the combination of the manifold [and] homogeneous is thought in 
the concept of a magnitude. In o ther words, appearances are a ll 
without exception mag11itudes, indeed, extensive magnitudes. As 
intu itions in s pace or time, they mus t be rep•·escn ted through the 
same synthesis whe.-eby space and time in general arc deter­
mined." We have added (All}, (Now}, and parentheses around 
"Thus" to correspond to Heidcgger's reference. Trans. 
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ositions arc connected in the form of a syllogism: major 
premise, minor premise, and conclusion. Each of the fo l­
lowing proofs is constructed in this way-the proofs for 
the anticipations and analogies-which, as is true of the 
proofs of the axioms, at·e found only in the second edi tion. 

We carry out the three steps of the deduction by clari­
fying what is st ill unclear in each proposi tion. 

The proof begins by indicating that all appearances 
show themselves in space and time. With regard to the 
manner of their appearing. in regard to their form, they 
con tain an intuition of the kind mentioned. What docs this 
mean in regard to the objective character of appearances? 
We say, "The moon is in the sky." According to its sensible 
and perceptual givenness it is something shining, colored, 
with variously distributed brightness and darkness. It is 
given outside us, there, in this definite form, of this mag­
nitude, at this distance from other heaven ly bodies. The 
space-the wherein of the givenness of the moon-is lim­
ited and bounded to this shape, of this magnitude, in these 
relat ionships and distances. Space is a determined space, 
and on ly this determination constitutes the space of the 
moon, the spatiality of the moon. Being determined to 
thi shape, this extension , this distance from others, is 
grounded in a determining. The determining is an ordered 
putting in connection, a lifting out of particular exten­
sional parts which are themselves homogeneous in their 
parts, for instance the parts of the circumference of the 
shape. Only as the manifoldness of an in itself indefinite 
space is divided into parts and is put together out of these 
parts in a particular sequence and with determined limits 
can the bright-colored show itself to us as moon-shape 
with this magnitude and distance, i.e., become received 
and taken up by us in the domain of what always already 
encounters us and stands-over-aga ins t-us (Gegel7-tii1S­
stehellden ). 

That which appears, according to its intuition and the 
form of its intuitedness, that is, with respect to space and 
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its prior undifferentiated manifoldness, is a such and such 
determined one: a composed homogeneity. This com­
positeness, however, is so only on the ground of a unity of 
the shape represented therein in such and such a way, i.e., 
the magnitude. Unity governs in the synthesis and regu­
lates the representat ion and consciousness of it. With this 
we have set in relief the essent ial content of the major 
premise. The minor premise begins with what was las t 
said, i.e., with the consciousness of the synthetic unity of 
the manifold (B 203, N.K.S., p. 198). 

"Consciousness of the synthetic unity of the manifold 
[and] homogeneous in intuition in general, insofar as the 
representation of an object first becomes possible by 
means of it, is, however, the concept of a magnitude 
(quant i)." Here it is stated through what the unity of 
something manifold becomes possible at all. Let us begin 
with what is manifold and homogeneous itself. Homo­
geneity is the co,nsequence of seria lizing and connecting of 
the many equal ones into one, a result of multiplicity with­
out differences. The unity of such is always a "so and so 
much," i.e., quantity as such. Unity as such of a multi­
plicity as such is the governing notion of connecting (Ver­
binden ), of an "I think," a pure concept of the under­
standing. But insofar as this concept of the understand­
ing, "unity," as the rule of unification, refers to something 
sizable, to quantum as such, it is the concept of a quanti. 
This concept, quantity, brings what is homogeneous and 
manifold to a stand in a unified co llectedness (Gesammelt­
heit ). By this means the representation of an object, the 
" I think" and the over-against for the I , first become pos­
sible. Now, as suggested in the major premise, insofar as 
appearances appear in the form of space and time the first 
determination of the encountering as such is this com­
posite, shaped unification with respect to qucmtitas. 

Now the conclusion follows with necessity: It is thus 
the same unity and unification which permit the encoun­
tering of the appearances as shaped, so and so big, in the 
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separations of space and time, and which bring the homo­
geneous to a stand in the composition of quantities of a 
multiplicity (Menge). Therefore, appearances arc from 
the beginning extensive magnitudes with respect to their 
intuition and the way of their encountering s tanding­
against (Gegenstehen) . The quanwm, space, is always 
determined as these appearing spatial formations on ly in 
the synthesis of quantity. The same unity of quantity per­
mits what encoun ters to stand-over-against (entgegen­
s tehen) co llcctcd ly. With this the principle has been 
proved. However, thereby it is also es tablished why all 
principles which say something about the pure manifold­
ness of extension (e.g., the shorlest distance between two 
points is a straight line) as mathematical principles arc 
valid for the appearances themselves, why mathcmat ics is 
applicable to the objects of experience. This is not self­
evident and is possible only under certa in condit ions. 
These arc presented in the proof of the principle. There­
fore, Kant calls this principle the "transcendental prin­
ciple of the mathematics of appearances" (A 165, B 206, 
N.K.S., p. 200). Under the title "A.·<ioms of In tuition" these 
axioms arc not themselves laid down or discussed. The 
principle is pmvcd in that the ground of the object ive 
truth of the axioms is posited, i.e., their ground as neces­
sary condit ions of the objectivity of objects. The applica­
bility of the axioms of the mathemat ics of extension and 
number, and, therewith of mathematics as such, is neces­
sarily justified, because the conditions of mathematics it­
self, those of quanti/as and quantum., arc at the same time 
the conditions of appearance of that to which mathe­
matics is appl ied. 

With this we hit upon that ground which makes pos­
s ible this ground and a ll others, to which every proof of 
every principle of the pure understanding is referred. This 
is the connect ion which we now for the firs t time bring 
more clearly in to view: 

The condition of experiencing appearances (here with 
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regard to shape and sizc)-namcly, the unity of the syn­
thes is as quantity-this condition of experiencing is at the 
same time the condition of the poss ibility of an object of 
experience. In this unity the encountering manifoldness 
of the "against" (Gegen) first comes to a "stand" (Stand) 
-and is object (Gegenstand ). The particular quantitas of 
spaces and times makes possible the reception of the en­
countering, the apprehension, the first permitting of a 
s tanding-against of the object (das erste GegeiiStehen/as­
sen des Gege11standes ). Our question about the thingness 
of the thing, about the objectivity of the object, is an­
swered by the principle and its proof as follows: because 
objectivity as such is the unity of the collection of some­
thing manifold into a representation of unity, and is a 
conception in advance, and because what is manifold en­
counters in space and time, what encounters must itself 
stand against us in the unity of quantity as extensive 
magnjtude. 

Appearances must be extensive magnitudes. Thereby is 
asserted about the being of objects themselves something 
which does not a lready lie in the conception of some­
thing in general about which we assert in a judgment. 
With the determination of being an extensive magnitude 
something is synthetically attributed to the object; but 
it is attributed a priori, not on the ground of perceptions 
of s ingle objects, but in advance, out of the essence of 
experience as such. 

What is the hinge upon which the whole proof revolves, 
i.e., what is the ground upon wh ich the principle itself 
rests? What is, therefore, primordially expressed by the 
highest principle itself and thus brought into the light? 

What is the ground of the possibility of this principle as 
a synthetic judgment a priori? Jn it the pure concept of 
the understanding, quan tity, is transferred to the quan­
twn space, and so to the objects which appear in space. 
How can a pure concept of the understanding become de­
terminant at a ll for something like space? These totally 
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heterogeneous pieces must conform in some respect if 
they arc to be united at all as determinable and determin­
ing, and it must be in such a way that there is an object by 
virtue of this unity of intuition and thought. 

Because these questions repea t themselves in each of 
the principles and their proofs, they are not to be an­
swered right now. We first want to sec that these questions 
constantly and unavoidably return in the treatment of the 
principles. However, we do not wish to postpone the 
answer until the close of the exposition of the principles, 
but shall expound it after the discussion of the following 
principle, in the transition from the mathematical to the 
dynamical principles. 

e. The Anticipations of Perception 

The ground and inner possibility of the object is posited 
in the principles. The mathematical principles grasp the 
object with respect to the "against" and its inner possi­
bility. Hence, the second principle as well as the first 
speaks of appearances with respect to their appearing. 
"The principle which anticipates a ll perceptions, as such, 
is as follows: In all appearances sensation, and the real 
which corresponds to it in the object (realitas phaenome­
non), has an intensive magnitude, that is, a degree." (A 
166, N.K.S. , p. 201.) "Their principle is : :~r. In all ap­
pearances, the real that is an object of sensation has in­
tensive magnitude, that is, a degree." (B 207, N.K.S., p. 
201.) 

Here appearances are taken in another respect than in 
the first principle. In the first principle appearances are 
considered as intuitions with respect to the form of 
space and time in which the encountered encounters. The 
principle of the "anticipations of perception" does not at­
tend to the form, but to that which is determined through 

3(; N.K.S. leaves out "Their principle is : " Trans. 
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the determining form. It is the determinable as matter of 
the form. Matter docs not mean here the material stuff 
present at hand. Matter and form are unders tood as "con­
cepts of reflec tion," and indeed as the most general ones 
which result from reflecting back (Riickbesinnung) on the 
structure of experience. (A 266 ff., B 322 ff., N.K.S., p. 
280.)aG 

In the proof of the " anticipations" the discussion is of 
sensations, of the real, and also again of magnitude, spe­
cifically of intensive magnitude. It is now not a question of 
axioms of intuition, but of basic aspects of perception, 
i.e., the sort of represen ting "in which sensation is to be 
found" (B 207, N.K.S., p. 201 ). 

e 1• The several meanings of the word "sensation"; the 
theory of sensa tion and modern natural science 

In human cognition the cognizable must encounter and 
must be given, because what is, is something other than 
ourselves, and because we have not ourselves made or 
created what is. One docs not first have to show a shoe to a 
shoemaker for him to know what a shoe is. He knows this 
without the encounter ing shoe, and knows it better and 
more exactly without this, because he can produce one. By 
contrast, what he cannot make must be presented to him 
from somewhere else. Since we human beings have not 
created what is as such as a whole and could never create 
it, it must be shown to us if we are to know of it. 

In this showing of what is in its openness, that doing 
(Tun) has a specia l task which shows things by creating 
I hem in a certain sense, the crea tion of a work of art. Work 
makes world. World within itself firs t reveals things. The 

:w Hcidegger refers here to the fourth section of the "Appen­
dix: The Amphibo ly of Concepts of Reflection: 'Matter and 
Form.'" These two concepts underlie all other reflection, so in· 
~cparab ly are they bound up with all employment or the under­
l. tanding. Trans. 



208 WHAT IS A THI G? 

possibility and necessity of the work of art is only one 
proof that we come to know what is, only when it is spe­
cially given to us. 

However, this usually happens through encountering 
things in the realm of everyday experience. For this to 
occur·, they must approach us, affect us, obtrude and in­
trude upon us. Thus occur impressions, sensations. Their 
manifoldness (Mannigfalligkeit) is divided into the differ­
ent areas of our senses: sight , hearing, etc. In sensation 
and its pressure we find that "which constitutes the dis­
linct ive difference between empirical and a priori knowl· 
edge" (A 167, B 208 f., N.K.S., p. 202). The empirical is the 
a posteriori, that which is second, viewed from us-con­
s idering us as first. It is always subsequent and p laying 
a long side of us. The word "sensation," like the word "rep­
resentation," has at first two senses: in one sense it means 
what is sensed- red as perceived, the sound, the red-sen­
sat ion, the sound-sensation. It also means the sensing as a 
state of ourselves. Yet this differentiation is not its point 
(Bewenden ). What is designated as "sensation" is for this 
reason so equivocal, because it occupies a peculiar inter­
mediate position between the things and the human 
beings, between object and subject. The interpretation 
and explanation of the essence and role of sensat ion 
changes according to how we interpret what is objective 
and according to the conception of the subjective. Here let 
us only cite an interpretation which prevailed very early in 
Western thought and is not completely overcome even 
yet. The more one passed over to seeing things accord ing 
to their mere appearance, their shape, position, and exten­
s ion ( Democritus and Plato), the more obtrus ive in con­
trast to spatial relation became that which fills intervals 
and places, i.e., the sensory given. Consequently, the 
givens of sensations-color, sound, pressure, and impac t 
-became the first and foremost building blocks out of 
which a thing is put together. 
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As soon as things were broken up into a manifold of the 
sensory givennesses, the interpretation of their uniform 
essence could proceed only by saying: Things are really 
only collections of sensory data. In addition they a lso have 
value and an aesthetic value, and- insofar as we know 
them-a truth value. Things are collections of sensations 
with values attached. In this view sensat ions are repre­
sented as something in themselves. They arc themselves 
made into things, without first saying what that thing 
might be, through whose spli tting the fragments (the sen­
sations) remain as allegedly original. 

But tl1e next step is to interpret the fragmen t-things, the 
sensations, as effects of a cause. Physics establishes that 
the cause of color is light waves, end less periodic undula­
tions in the ether. Each color has its determined number 
of vibrations per second. For example, red has the wave 
length of 760 JLJL and 400 billion vibrations per second. That 
is red. This is the objective red in contrast to the mere 
subjective impression of the red sensat ion. It would be 
even nicer if we could trace the red sensation back to a 
s timulation of electric currents in the nerve pathways. 
When we get that far we know what things are objec­
tively. 

Such an explanation of sensation appears to be very 
scientific, and yet i t is not, insofar as the domain of the 
givenness of sensations and what is to be explained, i.e., 
color as given, has at the same time been abandoned. Be­
sides, it goes unnoticed that there is sti ll a difference, 
whether we mean by color the determinate color of a 
thing, this red on the thing, or the red sensation as given 
in the eye. This last-mentioned givenncss is not given im­
mediately. A very complicated and artful focus is neces­
sa ry to grasp the color sensation as such in con trast to the 
co lor of the thing. If we observe-apart from any theory 
of knowledge-the givcnness of the color of the thing, 
e.g., the green of a leaf, we do not find the s lightest cause 
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which might produce an effect on us. We are never aware 
of the green of the leaf as an effect on us, but as the 
green of the leaf. 

Where, however, the thing and the body are represented 
as extended and resisting things, as in modern mathe­
matical physics, the viewable manifold sinks to one of sen­
sory givcnnesscs. Today the given for experimental atomic 
physics is only a manifold of light spots and s treaks on a 
photographic plate. Now fewer presuppositions are neces­
sary for the interpretation of this given than for the inter­
pretation of a poem. It is only the solidity and tangibility 
of the measuring apparatus which gives rise to the appear­
ance that this interpretation stands on firmer ground than 
the allegedly subjective basis of the interpretations of 
poets in the arts. 

Fortunately, there first still exists (apart from the light 
waves and nerve currents) the coloring and shine of 
things themselves, the green of the leaf and the yel low of 
the grain fie ld, the black of the crow and the gray of the 
sky. The reference to all that is not only also here, but 
must be constantly presupposed as that which the phy­
siological-physical inquiry breaks up and reinterprets. 

The question arises as to what more truly is (\Vas ist 
seiender ), that crude chair with the tobacco pipe depicted 
in the painting by Van Gogh, or the waves which corre­
spond to the colors used in the painting, or the sta tes of 
sensation which we have "in us" while looking at the pic­
ture? The sensations play a role each time, but each time 
in a different sense. The color of the thing is, for instance, 
son:ething different from the stimulus given in the eye, 
wh1ch we never grasp immediately as such. The color of 
the thing belongs to the th ing. Neither docs it give itself 
to us as a cause of a state in us. The thing's color itself, the 
yellow, for instance, is simply this yellow as belonging to 
the field of grain. The color and its bright hue arc always 
determined by the original unity and kind of the colored 
thing itself. This is not first composed of sensat ions. 
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The reference serves only to makc it clear to us that it is 
not immediately clear· what is meant by sensation. The 
undelimited ambiguity of the word and the uncontrolled 
diversity of the fact intended only renect the uncertainty 
and baffiement which prevent a conclusive definition of 
the relation bet\vecn man and thing. 

Furthermore, the opinion reigns that the comprehen­
sion of things as a mere manifold of sen ory givens is the 
presupposition for the mathematical-physical definition 
of bodies. The theory of knowledge according to which 
knowledge essenUally consists of sensa tions is held to be 
the reason for the rise of modern natural science. But the 
contrary is really the case. The mathematica l starting 
point concerning the thing as some thing extended and 
movable in space and time leads to the consequence that 
the usual everyday given (das umgiinglich alltaglich 
Gegebene) is apprehended as mere material (als blosses 
Material) and is fragmented into the manifoldness of the 
sensat ions. Only the mathematica l starting point effected 
a favorable hearing for a corresponding theory of sensa­
tion. Kant a lso remains at the level of this starting point. 
Like the tradition before and after him, he skips that 
sphere of things in which we know ourselves immediately 
at home, i.e., things as the artist depicts them for us, such 
as Van Gogh's simple chair with the tobacco pipe which 
was just put down or forgotten there. 

e::. Kant's concept of reality; intensive magnitudes 

Although Kant's critique remains from the beginning 
within the sphere of the experience of the object of mathe­
mat ical-physical natura l knowledge, his metaphysical in­
terpretation of the given ness of sensat ions differs from all 
before and after him, i.e., it is superior to all of them. The 
interpretation of the objectivity of the object in regard to 
the sensory given in it is carried out by Kant in the posit­
ing and proof of the principle of the anticipations of per-
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ccption. It is characteris tic of the usual interpretations of 
Kant that they have either overlooked this section alto­
ge ther or misunders tood it in every respect. The proof of 
this is the balllcmcn t with which a fundamenta l concept is 
manhandled , which plays an essential role in the prin­
ciple. We arc referring to the concept of the real and of 
reality. 

The clarification of this concept and of its application 
by Kant belongs to the firs t elementary course in the intro­
duction to the Critique of Pure Reaso11. The expression 
"reality" is usually used today in the sense of actuaHty or 
exis tence. Thus one speaks of the question of the reality of 
the externa l world and one means by th is the discussion 
whether something really and truly ex is ts outside of our 
consciousness. To think Realpolitisch means reckoning 
with the actua lly existing s ituations and circumstances. 
ReaHsm in art is the mode of representat ion in which one 
copies only what is actual and what one takes to be actual. 
We have to d rop the currently familiar meaning of "real­
ity" in the sense of actua lity in order to understand what 
Kant means by the real in appearance. This meaning of 
"reality" current today, moreover, corresponds neither 
with the original meaning of the word nor the initial use 
of the term in medieva l and modern philosophy up to 
Kant. Instead, the present usc has presumably come about 
through a failure to understand and through a misunder­
s tanding of Kant's usage. 

Reali ty comes from realitas. Rea/is is wha t belongs to 
res. That means a omcthing (Sache ). That is rea l which 
belongs to something, what belongs to the wha t-content 
(Wasgehalt) of a thing, e.g., to what cons ti lutes a house or 
tree, what belongs to the essence of something, to the 
essentia. Reality sometimes means the tota lity of this defi­
nition of its essence or it means particular defining ele­
ments. Thus, for example, extension is a reality of a 
natural body as well as weight, density, resistance. All 
such is real, belongs to the res, to the something "natural 
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body," regardless of whether the body actually exists or 
not. For instance, materiality (Stofflichkeit) belongs to 
the reality of a table. For this the table does not need to be 
real in the present-day sense of "real." Actual being or 
exis tence is some thing wh ich must first be added to the 
essence, and in this regard existent ia itself was considered 
a reality. Only Kant first demonstrated that actuality, 
being present-at-hand, is not a real predicate of a thing; 
that is, a hundred possible dollars do not in the least differ 
from a hundred real dollars according to their reality. I t is 
the same, one hundred dollars, the same what (Was), res, 
whether possible or actual. 

We distinguish actuali ty from possibility and necessity. 
Kant unites all three categories under the title of modality. 
From the fact that "reality" is not found in this group, we 
can see that reality does not mean actuality. To which 
group does reaTfty belong? What is its most general sense? 
I t is (J)Jal.iJ,.y- quale-a so and so, a that and that, a what. 
" Reality" as thinghood (Sachheit ) answers the ques tion 
of what a thing is and not whether.JLexists. (A 143, B 182, 
N.K.S., p. 184. ) The reaL that which constitutes the res, 
is a determination of res as such. Pre-Kantian metaphysics 
c-;; pla ins the concept of rcaiTi:y in this way. In Kant's usc of 
the metaphysical concept of rea lity, he follows the text­
book of Baumgarten in which the tradition of medieval 
and modern metaphys ics is discussed after the manner of 
the classroom. 

The fundamental character of realitas according to 
Baumgarten is determinatio, determinateness. Extension 
and materiality are realities, i.e., determinations which 
belong to the res, " body." Viewed more exactly, rea/it as is 
a determinat io posit iva et vera, a determinateness belong­
ing to the tr.YJ~J~ss_c~&..,.and posited as such. 
The opposite concept is a what which does not determine a 
thing positively, but in regard to what is missing in it. 
Thus blindness is a J2rivation (Fehlen) which is lacking in 
what is seeing. However, blindness, obviously, is not noth-
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ing. While it is no t a positive detet·mination, it is a nega­
\\ live one, i.e., a "negation." Negation is the concept op­
\ pos ite to reali ty. 

Kan t gives a new critica l interpreta tion to rea/it as, as he 
does to a ll the fundamen tal concepts he takes from tradi­
tiona l metaphysics. Objects arc the things as they appear. 
Appearances always bring something (a wha t ) to a show­
ing of itself. Wha t thereby presses and attacks us and ap­
proaches us, this first what and thingl ike (Sachhafte) is 
ca lled " the real" in appearance. "Aliquid sive obiectum 
qualificatum is the occupation of space and time." (Aka­
demie edition, op. cit., XVIII n. 6338a, p. 663.) The rea l in 
appearances, the realitas phaenom.enon (A 168, B 209 ) is 
tha t which , as the firs t what-content (Wasgehalt ), must 
occupy the void of space and time, in order for anything 
to appea r at a ll, so tha t appearance and the press of an 
agains t (e ines Gegen) become possible. 

The rea l in the appearance, in Kant's sense, is not what 
is actually in the appearance as contrasted with what is 
inactua l in it and could be mere semblance and illus ion 
(Schein und Dunst ). The real is tha t which mus t be given 
at all, so that something can be decided with respect to 

}
\ its actua lity or inactuality. The real is the pure a nd firs t 

necessat·y what as such. Without the real, the something, 
the object is not only inactual, it is nothing at all , i.e., 
withou t a what, according to which it can determ ine itself 
as th is o r that. In this IVhat, the real, the object qualifies 
itself as encountering thus and so. The rea l is the firs t 

1 quale of the object. 
Along with this critical concept of rea lity Kant also 

uses the term in the traditionally wider sense for each 
thinghood , which co-determines the essence of the thing, 
the thing as an object. Accordingly, we frequently meet 
with the expression "objective reality," p recisely in a fun­
damental inquiry of the Critique of Pure Reason. This 
twis t has induced and promoted the epistemo logica l mis­
unders tanding of the Critique of Pure Reason. The term 
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"objective reality" was explained in our discussion of the 
fi rs t principle . Here it is a question as to whether and how 
the pure concepts of the unders ta nding, which, although 
not taken empirically from the object, at the same time 
belong to the content of the object; for example, whether 
quantity actually has objective reali ty. This question is 
not whether quanti ty is actually present-a t-hand, or 
whether some thing outside consciousness corresponds to 
it. Rather it is asked whether and why quantity belongs to 
the object as object. Space and ti me have "empirical 
reality." 

Besides sensation and the real, the d iscussion in the 
second p rincip le is abou t intens ive magni tude. The dis­
tinction in the concep t of magni tude between quantum 
and quantitas has a lready been d iscussed. If we speak 
about extensive magnitude, then magnitude is called 
quantitas, the measure of s ize (Grosse11111ass ), and speci­
fically that of an aggregate added p iece by piece. The in- ~ 
tensive, the intensio, is nothing else than the quanti/as of a 
qual it as, or a real, e.g., the moon's shining su rface. We ap­
prehend the extensive magnitude of the object when we 
measure its spatial extension s tep by s tep. I ts intensive 
magn itude, on the other hand, we apprehend when we do 
no t attend to the extensive s ize, nor pay a ttention to the 
surface as surface, bu t the pure what of its shini ng, the 
" how great" o f the sh ining, of the coloring. The quantitas 
of the qualitas is the intensity. Every magnitude as quan­
ti/as is the un ity of a mult iplici ty; but extensive a nd inten­
s ive magnitude arc this in difTerent ways. l n extensive 
magnitudes the unity is always apprehended o nly on the 
grounds of, and in the gathering together of, the many im­
mediately posjted par-ts . In contras t, intensive magnitude 
is immediately taken as a unity. The multi plicity which be­
longs to the intensity can be represented in it only in 
such a ·way tha t an intensity of nega tion down to zero is 
approached. The multiplicities of th is un ity do not lie 
~pread out in i t in such a way tha t this spreading yields a 
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unity by adding together the many stretches and pieces. 
The single multiplicities of the intensive magnitude stem, 
rather, from the limitation of the unity of a quale; each of 
them, again, is a quale, they are many unities. Such unities 
arc called de rces. A loud tone, for instance, is not com­
posed of a etermined number of these tones, but there is 
a gradation by degrees from soft to loud. The multiplici­
ties of the unity of an intensity are many unities. The 
multiplicities of the unity of an extension are single units 
of a multiplicity. Both intensity and extens ion, however, 
permit themselves to be ordered as numerical quantities. 
But the degrees and steps of intensity do not thereby be­
come a mere aggregate of parts. 

e:1• Sensation in Kant, understood transcendenta lly; 
Proof of the second principle 

Now we understand the principle in its general con­
tent: "The principle which anticipates all perceptions, as 
such, is as follows : In all appearances sensation, and the 
real which corresponds to it in the object ( realitas phae­
nomenon), has an int ensive magnitude, that is, a degree." 
(A 166, N.K.S., p. 201.) In B 207 (N.K.S., p. 201) this prin­
ciple reads: " In all appearances, the real that is an object 
of sensation bas intensive magnitude, that is, a degree." 

We first grasp this principle, however, only on the basis 
of the proof which demons trates wherein-as a principle 
of pure understanding- this principle grounds. The steps 
of proof arc at the same time the interpretation of the 
principle. Only by mastering the proof shall we be in• a 
position to evaluate the difference between versions A and 
B and decide about the superiority of the one over the 
other. IL remains noteworthy that the principle says some­
thing about sensations, not on the basis of a psychological 
empirical description or even a physiological explanation 
of its formation and origin, but by way of a transcendental 
consideration. This means that sensation is taken in ad-
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vance as something which comes into play within the rela­
tionship of a stepping over to the object and in the deter­
mination of its objectivity. The essence of sensation is 
delimited through its role within the transcendental rela­
tionship. 

In this way Kant wins a different fundamental position 
within the inquiry about sensation and its function in the 
appearance of things. Sensation is not a thing for which 
causes are sought, but a given whose givenness is to be 
made understandable through the conditions of the pos­
sibility of experience. 

These same circumstances also explain the designation 
of these principles as anticipations of perception. 

The proof has the same form again even though the 
major and minor premises and conclusion are spread out 
over more sentences. The minor premise begins (B 208): 
"Now from empirical consciousness to pure ... "; the 
transition. to the conclusion begins: "Since, however, sen­
sation is not in itself ... "; the conclusion: "I ts magnitude 
is not extensive .... "87 

We will try to build up the proof in a simplified form so 
that the joints show up more distinctly. Since we have 
already conveyed the e:;sential definitions of "sensation," 

37 "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 mani­
fold in space and time remaining. Consequently there is also pos· 
sible a synthes is in the process of generating the magnitude of a 
sensation from its beginning in pure intuition equals zero, up to 
any required magnitude. Since, however, sensa tion is not in itself 
an objective representation, and s ince 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 equals zero to the given 
measure. Corresponding to this intensitv of sensation, an i11ten· 
sive magnitude, that is, a degree of influe;1ce on the senses (i.e., on 
the special sense invo lved), must be ascribed to all objects of 
perception, insofar. as the perception con tains sensation." (8 208, 
N.K.S., pp. 201 f.) Trans. 
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"reality," and "intensive magnitude," no difficulty remains 
as to content. First we may be reminded again of the 
probandum of the proof. It is to be demonstrated that the 
pure concept of the understanding (here the category of 
quality) determines appearances in advance with respect 
to their what, their encountering aspect, that as a conse­
quence of this quality of appearances a quantity (in the 
sense of intensity) is possible, thus warranting the appli­
cation of number and mathematics. With this proof it is 
also demonstrated that an against cannot encounter at all 
without the presentation (Vorhalt) of a what, $0 that in 
any receiving there must already lie an anticipation of a 
what. 

Major premise: All appearances in addition to the space­
time determinations contain, as what shows itself in per­
ception, that which makes an impression (Kant calls this 
the matter), what affects us, lies exposed and occupies the 
space-time domain . 

Transition: Such an ex-posing and a present given (Auf­
und Vorliegendes) (posit um) can be perceivable as so ly­
ing before and occupying only by being represented in ad­
vance in the light of a what-character, in the opened range 
of the real in general. Only upon the open background of 
the what-like can sensibles become sensations. Such a re­
ception of the what as it encounters is "momentary" 
(augenblicklich) and does not rest upon a consequence of 
an apprehension that puts together. The awareness of the 
real is a simple having-there (Da-haben), allowing it to be 
posited; it is the positio of a positum. 

Mil10r premise: It is possible that in this open field of 
the real what occupies a place alternates between the ex­
tremity of full pressure and the void of the space-time do­
main. With respect to this range of the pressure there is in 
sensation a sizable that does not piece together an increas­
ing aggregate, but always concerns the same quale, yet al­
ways of a varying so-large. 

Transition: The how-large, the quantity of a quale, i.e., 
of something real, is, however, a definite degree of the 
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same what. The magnitude of the real is an intensive mag­
nitude. 

Conclusion: Consequently what affects us in appear­
ance, the sensible as real, has a degree. Insofar as the 
degree as quantity may be determined in number, and 
number is a positing in accord with the understanding of 
" how many times one," therefore what is sensed as an 
encountering what can be brought to a stand mathe­
matically. 

Therewith the principle has been proven. According to 
B 207 (N.K.S., p. 201 ): "In all appearances, the real that 
is an object of sensation has intensive magnitude, that is, 
a degree." More exactly, the proposition ought to read: In 
all appearances, the real, which constitutes the constancy 
and the against-like (das Gegenhafte-Stiindige) of sensa­
tions .. _ . The proposition by no means asserts that the 
real has a degree because it is an object of sensation. 
Rather, because the impressing what of sensation is a 
reality for the representing which allows the standing 
against (E11tgegenstehenlassen) and since the quantity of 
a reality is but the intensity, therefore sensation (as the 
something [Sachheit] of the object) has the objective 
character of an intensive magnitude. 

On the other hand, the wording of the principle in A is 
subject to misunderstanding and nearly contrary to what 
is really meant. It suggests the misconception that sensa­
tion has, first of all, a degree and then in addition the 
reality which corresponds to it, differing from it in its 
thingness and standing behind it. But, the principle wants 
to assert that the real has first and properly as quale a 
quantity of degree-and therefore also does sensation, 
whoseobjective intensity rests upon the priorgivennessof 
the reality character of what can be sensed. The wording 
of A is, therefore, to be modified in the following way: "In 
all appearances sensation, and that means first the real, 
which le ts the sensation show itself as an objectivity, has 
an intensive magnitude." 

It seems as though we have arbitrarily changed Kant's 
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text here. However, the different wordings of A and B 
demonstra te how much effort Kant himsel f expended to 
force his novel ins ight on the transcendenta l na ture of sen­
sa tion into the unders ta ndable form of a proposition. 

c,. Wha t is s tra nge about the antic ipa tions. 
Reali ty and sensa tion 

Jus t how new the principle was for Kant himself we 
easily recognize from the fact that he constantly won­
dered a t the s trangeness which the principle expresses. 
And what can be stranger than this, that even where we 
arc dea ling with such things as sensations, which assail 
us, which we only receive, that jus t in this "toward us" 
(auf uns zu ) a reaching out and an anticipation by us is 
possible and necessary? At firs t glance, perception as pure 
reception and anticipation as a reaching and grasping be­
forehand ( entgegen-fassendes Vorgreifell ) are thoroughly 
contradictory. And yet it is only in the light of the reaching 
and anticipa ting presentation of reality that sensation be­
comes a receivable, encountering this and tha t 

On the one hand we believe that to sense or perceive 
something is the mos t ordinary and s imples t thing in the 
world. We are sentient beings. Certainly! But no human 
being has ever sensed a "something" or a " wha t" a lone. 
Through wha t sense organ could this ever lake place? A 
"something" is neither seen, hea rd, smelled, tas ted , nor 
fe lt. There is no sense organ for a " wha t" or for a " this" 
a nd " tha t " The what-character of wha t can be sen cd 
must be pre-sented beforehand and a nticipa ted in advance 
within the scope and as the scope of what can be received. 
Without reality there is no real; without a rea l, no sensi­
bles. Since such an anticipa ting beforehand can be as­
sumed leas t in the doma in of receiving and perceiving, and 
to ma ke thi s s tra ngeness recognizable, Kant gives the 
name " anticipa tion" to the principle of perception. Seen 
in genera l, a ll principles in which the predetermination of 
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the object is expressed arc an ticipa tions. Sometimes Ka nt 
uses this term alone in the wider sense. 

Human perception is anticipating. An animal , too, has 
perceptions, i.e., sensations, but it docs no t anticipa te. It 
docs not permit the impress ing to encounter in advance 
as a what that s tands in itself, as the other which s tands 
towa rd the animal as an other and thus shows itself as 
exis ting. Kant rema rks in a nother place ( Religion Within 
the Limits of Reason Alone) that no beast can ever say 
"1." This means that it cannot bring itself into a s tand­
point as that against which an objective other could stand. 
It must not be inferred from th is that the an imal has no 
relation to food, light, air, and other animals , and even in 
a very orderly fashion- we need only recall how animals 
play. But in all this there is no attitude toward what is 
any more than there is toward what is not. Their lives run 
their course on this side of the openness of being and non­
being, though at this point the far-reaching ques tion may 
arise as to bow we know what is happening in the anjmal 
and what is not. We can never know it immediately, a l­
though mediately we can gain metaphysical certainty 
about being an animal. 

Anticipation of the real in perception is strange not 
only by comparison with anima ls but equally in compari­
son with the traditional conception of knowledge. We are 
reminded o f the "in advance" (im vorhinein) which a t an 
earlier occa sion was cited in the dis tinction between ana­
lytic and synthetic judgments. The synthetic judgment 
has the peculiarity that it mus t s tep out of the subject­
predicate relationship to something who lly other , to the 
object. The firs t funda mental grasping-out ( Hinausgriff) 
by representation in the direction of the having-there ( Da­
haben) an encountering "what" as such is the anticipation 
of the real , that synthesis, provision, in which a wha t 
sphere is represented at all, from which appearances are 
to be able to show themselves. Therefore, Kant says in the 
concluding sentence of his trea tment of the anticipa tions 
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of perception: "But the real, which corresponds to sensa­
tions in general, as opposed to negation - 0, 1·cpresents 
only that something the very concept of which includes 
being [i.e., presence of something]:~' and signifies nothing 
but the synthesis in an empirical con ciousncss in gen­
eral." (A 175 f. , B 217, N.K.S., p. 208.) 

The anticipating representation of reality opens our 
viewing for any being-what (Was-seiendes) in general 
( here this means "being") and thus forms the relation 
on the basis of which the empirical consciousness is at all 
consciousness of something. The what in general is the 
"transcendental matter" (A 143, B 182, N.K.S., pp. 183 f.) 
the IVhat which belongs in advance to the possibility of 
an againstness (Gegenhaften) in the object. 

Psychology may describe sensations in \Vha tever ways; 
physiology and neurology may explain sensat ions as 
processes of stimulation, or however; physics may dem­
ons! rate the causes of sensations in ether waves and elec­
tric waves-all these are possible sorts of knowledge. But 
they do concern the question of the objectivity of objects 
and of our immediate relationship to these. Kant's discov· 
e~·y of the a_nti~ipa_tions of th~ real in perception is espe­
Cia lly astomshmg 1f one cons1ders that, on the one hand, 
his esteem of Newtonian physics and, on the other , his 
fundamental position in Descartes' concept of the subject 
arc not suited to promote the free view of this unusual 
anticipation in the receptivity of perception. 

c~. · Mathematical principles and the highest principle. 
The circularity of the proofs 

lf we now take together both principles in a shortened 
\ form, we can say that a ll appearances arc extensive mag· 
\ nitudes as intuitions, and they are intens ive magnitudes 

as sensat ions: quantities. Such arc possible on ly in 

:u< Hcidcggcr's interpolation. Trans. 
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qua~tta. All quanta, however, arc continua. They have the 
feature that no separable part of them is ever the smallest 
possible. Therefore, all appearances, in the what of their 
encountering and in the how of their appearing, arc con­
s tant. This character· of appearances, the constancy, 
which concerns its extension as well as its intensity, is 
discussed by Kant in the section concerning the second 
principle for both principles together (A 169 ff., B 211 ff., 
N.K.S., pp. 203 ff.). Thereby the axioms of intuition and 
ant icipations arc united together as mathematical princi­
ples, i.e ., as those which metaphysically establish the pos­
sibility of an application of mathematics to objects. 

The concept of magnitude-in the sense of quantity­
finds its support in science and its meaning in numbers. 
Number represents quantities in the ir determinateness. -

Because the appearances come to a stand as an against­
ness ( Gegenhaftes) in general and in advance only upon 
the ground of the anticipating collection, in the sense of 
tbc concepts of unity (categories), quantity and quality, 
therefore mathematics is applicable to objects. Therefore 
it is possible on the ground of a mathematical construc­
tion to meet with something corresponding in the object 
itself and to prove it by experiment. The conditions of the 
appearing of appearances, the particular quantitative de­
terminateness of their form and matter, are at the same 
time the conditions of standing-against ( Cegenstehen ), 
the collectedness and constancy of the appearances. 

Both principles of the ex tensive and intensive magni­
tude of all appearances enunciate (but in a pa rticula1· 
respect) the highes t principle of all synthetic judgments. 

This fact must be observed if the character of the above 
proofs of the principles is to be comprehended. Apart 
from specific difficulties in content, there is something 
s trange abou t these proofs. We seem constan tly tempted 
to say that all thought processes move in a circ le. This 
diOiculty of the proofs needs no specia l pointing out. 
However, a clarification of the reason for the difficulty is 
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necessary. This docs not lie merely in the specia l con tent 
of the principles, but in their natut·c. The reason for the 
difficulty is a necessary one. The principles arc to be 
proved to be those determinations which first make an 
experience of objects possible at al l. How is something 
like that pro,•en? By showing that the principles are 
themselves only possible on the bas is of the unity and 
the belonging together of the pure concepts of the under­
standing with that which intuitively encounters. 

This unity of intuition and though t is itself the nature 
of experience. Therefore, the proof consists in showing 
that the principles of pure understanding arc made possi­
ble by that wh ich they ought to make possib le-experi­
ence. This is an obvious circle. Certainly, and for the 
unders tanding of the process of the proof and of the char­
acter of what we arc discussing it is ind ispensable not 
only to suspect this circle and so to create doubts about 
the cleanness of the proof, but to recognize the circle 
clearly and to carry it out as such. Kant would have 
grasped little of his own task and intention if he had not 
been aware of the circular character of these proofs. His 
assertion that these propositions arc principles, al­
though, with all their certainty, never as obvious as 
2 x 2 = 4, points this out. (A 733, B 761, N.K.S., pp. 589 f.) 

f. The Analogies of Experience 

The principles are rules according to which the stand­
ing-agains t of the object forms itself for human pre-sent­
ing (Vor-stellen ) . The axioms of intuition and the antici­
pations of perception concern the againstncss of an 
against from a double point of view: first, the wherein of 
what is against, and second, the 111hat-charactcr of the 
against. 

The second group of principles, on the other hand, con­
cerns (relative to the possibility of an object in general) 
the possibi li ty of an object's standing, of its constancy, 
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or, as Kant puts it, the existence ("Dasei11"), "the actu­
ality," of the object, ot· in our words, the being-present-at­
hand (Vorhandensein ). 

The question arises why the a nalogies of experience do 
not belong to the principles of modality. The answer must 
be because Dasein is definable only as a relation of the 
s tates of appearances among themselves and never im­
mediately as such. 

An object stands first and is first disclosed as standing 
when it is determined in its independence of any acci­
dental act of percep tion of it. "Independence from ... " 
is, however, only a negative determination. It is not suf­
ficient to establish in a positive way the standing of the 
object. This is obvious.ly only possible by exposing the 
object in its relationship to other objects and if this rela­
tionship has the constancy and the unity of a self-subsist­
ing connection within which pat·ticular objects stand. The 
constancy of the object is, therefore, grounded in the con­
nection (nexus) of appearances-or, more exactly, in 
what makes such a connection possible in advance. 

f1. Analogy as correspondence, as the relation of 
relations, and as the determination of its being 

that (Dass-seins) 

Connection (nexus), like compositio, is a mode of con­
junction (.coniunct io) ( B 20 I , n.) and presupposes in it­
self the guiding representation of a unity. However, now 
it is not a question of those conjunctions, which set to­
gether the given, that which is encountered, in its what­
content according to spatiality, reality, and their degrees; 
it is not a question of the conjunction of what is always of 
the same sort (homogeneous) in the IVhat-content of ap­
pearance (compositio, i.e., aggregation and coalition). 
Rather, it is a question of a conjunction of appearances 
with respect to their sometime exis tence ( Dasein ), their 
presence. The appearances, however, change, occur at 
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different moments with different durations, and hence 
d iffer from each other (heterogeneous) with respect to 
their existence (Dasein). Because it is now a matter of 
the determination of the constancy of the object, conse­
quently upon its stand in the unity of its connection with 
the rest, and thus upon the determination of its existence 
(Dasein) in relation to the existence (Dasein) of the 
others, it is a matter of a conjunction of what is hetero­
geneous, a unified s tanding together in different time re­
lationships. This standing together of the whole of ap­
pearances in the unity of the rules of its togetherness 
(Zusammen), i.e., according to laws, is, however, nothing 
other than nature. "By nature, in the empirical sense, 
we understand the connection of appearances as regards 
their existence according to necessary rules, that is, ac­
cording to laws. There are certain laws which first make a 
nature possible, and these laws arc a priori." (A 216, B 
263, N.K.S., p. 237. ) For these "original laws," expressed 
in the principles, Kant reserves the heading "Analogies of 
Experience." It is not a question now-as in the preceding 
principles-of "intuition" and "perception," but of the 
whole of knowledge, wherein the totality of objects, na­
ture as presence, is determined. It concerns experience. 
But why "Analogies"? What does "analogy" mean? We 
sha ll here try a reversed procedure. By clarifying the title 
we will prepare for an understanding of these principles. 

First of all, let us again recall the contrast between 
these principles and the preceding ones. The mathemat­
ical principles concern those rules of the unity of con­
joining according to which the object determines itself 
as an encountering what in its what-content. The possible 
forms of the encountering can be constructed in advance 
upon the ground of the rules of quantitative composition 
in the domain of the extension of space and the intens ity 
of what is sensed. The mathematical construction of the 
whatness of appearances may be verified and proven 
from experience by examples (A 178, B 221, N.K.S., p. 
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210). In the following principles it is not a question of the 
determination of what encoun ters in its whatness, but 
of the determination as to whether, how, and the fact that 
what encounters does encoun ter and does stand here, i.e., 
of the determination of the existence (Dasein) of the ap­
pearances within their connection (or context ). 

The existence (Dasein) of an object, whether and that 
it is present-at-hand, can never be immediately forced 
and brought before us a priori by a mere representation 
of its possible existence. We can only infer the existence 
of an object (that it must be here) from the relation of 
the object to others, not by immediately procuring the ex­
istence. We can look for this existence according to defi­
nite rules; we can even reckon it as necessary, but we 
cannot by this means conjure it up now or ever. It must 
first allow itself to be found. When it has been found, we 
can recognize it and "identi fy" it by certain marks as 
that for which we were seeking. 

These rules for looking and finding the existential con­
nection of appearances (Daseinszusammenhang der 
Erscheinungen )-the existence of the one non-given ap­
pearance in relation to the given existence of the others­
these rules for the determination of the relations of ex­
istence of objects are the analogies of experience. Ana­
logy means correspondence, a relation, namely, of "how 
... so" (Wie ... so). What stands in this relation are again 
relations. Understood according to its original concept, 
analogy is a relation of relations. Mathematical and meta­
physical analogies differ according to what stands in this 
relation. In mathematics the " how ... so" con tains rela­
tionships, wh ich, in short, arc homogeneously cons tru­
ab le: just how a is to b, soc is to d. If the relation of a 
and b is given, and c also, then, according to the analogy, 
d can be defined and construed, and can itself be provided 
by such a construction. In metaphysical analogy, on the 
other hand, it is not a question of purely quantitative 
relations, but of qualitative ones, relations between what 
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is heterogeneous. Here the encountering of the real, its 
presence, docs not depend on us, but we depend on it. In 
the domain of what encounters us, if a relation of two that 
encoun ter is given, as well as something that corresponds 
to one of the two givens, then the fourth itsel f cannot be 
inferred in such a way as though it wer-e alr·eady present 
through such an inference. Moreover, according to the 
rule of correspondence, we can only conclude the rela­
tion of the third to the fourth. From the analogy we ob­
tain on ly an indicat ion about a relation of someth ing 
given to something not given, i.e., an indica tion of how, 
from the given, we must look for the non-given and as 
what we must meet it when it shows itself. 

Now it becomes clear why Kant can and must ca ll the 
determining principles of relationship of the exis tence of 
appearances among themselves "analogies." Since it is a 
question of the determination . of exis tence, that and 
whether something is, but since the existence of a third 
is never brought about a priori, but can only be encoun­
tered, and, indeed, in relation to something present-at­
hand, the rules which are necessary here arc always for 
a correspondence: analogies. There lies, therefore, in such 
rules an anticipation of a necessary connection of percep­
t ions and appearances in general, i.e., of experience. The 
analogies arc analogies of experience. 

f:.!. The analogies as rules of the universal 
time-determination 

Therefore, the "principle" of the analogies of cxpcr i· 
ence reads as follows in B 218 (N.K.S., p. 208): 

"£xperie11ce is possible orzly through the represe/1la­
tion of a necessary connection of perceptions." Or in 
more detail (A 176 f., N.K.S., p. 208): "All appearances 
arc, as regards I heir existence ( Dasein) subjec t a priori 
to rules determining their relation to one another in one 
time." 
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The key word is " time," and it indicates the connection 
in which these principles as rules have their anticipatory 
power. Kant, therefore, expressly ca lls the analogies 
" rules of universal time-determination" (A 178, B 220). I 
"Universal" time-determination designates that time-de- I 
termination which is present in advance of all empirical 
time measurements in physics, and it is present in ad­
,·ance specifically as the gmund of the possibility of such 
measurement. Since an object can stand in relation to 
time with respect to its duration and with respect to the 
sequence in which it occurs with other objects and with 
respect to its being at the same time another, Kant dis­
tinguishes "three rules of all relations of appearances in 
time" (A 177, B 219, N.K.S., p. 209), that is, the exis tence 
of appearances in time with respect to their relation in 
time. 

Up to now we have not directly discussed time. Why 
does the relation to time move into the foreground in the 
analogies of experience? What has time to do with what 
these principles regulate? The rules concern the relation 
of appearances among themselve in regard to their "ex­
istence" (Dasein ), i.e., the constancy (Sti:indigkeit) of the 
object in the totality of what const itutes (Bestand) ap­
pearances. Cons tancy in one sense means that which 
stands here (Dastehe11 ), the presence. But constancy also 
means continuance (Fortwahre11 ), enduring (Beharren ). 
In the term "constancy" we hear both in one. It suggests 
continuous presence, existence of the object. We can eas-
ily see that presence and presentness contain a relation 
to time just as do continuance and enduring. Principles 
which are concerned with the determination of the con- \ 
stancy of the objrect, therefore, necessarily and in an ex­
ceptional sense have to do with time. For us, the question 
is in what way. The answer presents itself when we think 
through one of the principles and run through its proof. 
We choose for this the first ana logy. ( A 182 ff., B 224 ff., 
N.K.S., pp. 212 ff.) 
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By way of in troduction we brieOy poin t ou t how Kant 
circumscribes the nature of time. We restrict ourselves, 
thereby, to what is necessary for an understanding of 
these principles. Rightly seen, however, we firs t directly 
di scover the essentials of Kant's concept of time only 
through the formation and proof of the analogies . 

Until now time was discussed o nly in passing when the 
nature of space was being defined. There we at tributed to 
time what corresponds to what was said of space. We also 
find that Kan t introduces the discussion of time together 
with that of space in the transcendental aesthetic. We 
say " introduces" intentionally, because what is said there 
concerning time neither exhausts what Kant has to say 
nor is it the decisive part. 

Corresponding to space and by the same fundamental 
proofs, time is first exhibited as pw·e intuition. Co-exrst­
ence and succession are represented in advance. Only by 
this pre-senting-in-advance (Voraus-vor-stellu11.g) can one 
represent to oneself that several encountering things are 
s imultaneous or one after the o ther." ... Different times 
are not s imultaneous but success ive (just as different 
spaces are not successive but simultaneous )." (A 31, B 
47, N .K .S., p. 75. ) Different times, however, are only parts 
of one and the same time. Different times are only as de­
limited in one s ingle whole time. Time is not firs t com­
posed by a piecing together, but is unlimited, endless, not 
made by a composition, but given. The originally united, 
s ingle totality of succession is represented immediately, 
in advance, i.e., time is an a priori intuition , a "pure in­
tuition ." 

Space is the form wherein all outside appearances en­
counter us. Time, however, is not limited to these; it is 
also the form of inner appearances, i.e ., the appearing and 
successio n of our modes of rela tion and experiences. For 
this reason time is the form of all appearances in general. 
" In it alone is actuality (i.e., existence, presence) of ap­
pearances poss ible at all." (A 31, B 46, N .K.S., p. 75. ) The 
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exis tence of each appearance, as exis tence, s tands in a re­
lationship to time. Time itself is "unchangeable and per­
manent," " it does not run out."" ... Time itself does not 
alter, but o nly something which is in time." (A 41 , B 58, 
N.K.S., p. 82. ) In each now time is the same now; time is t 
cons tantly itself. Time is that enduring which always is. 
Time is pure remaining, and only insofar as it remains are 
succession and alteration possible. Although time has a 
now-character in each now, each now is unrepeatably this 
single now, and different from every other now. Accord­
ingly, time itself permits different relations between ap· 
pearances with regard to itself. What encounters can 
stand in different relations to time. If it is related to time 
as permanent, i.e., to time as quantum, as sizable, then 
existence is taken according to its time-magnjtude and it 
is determinable in its duration, i.e., as to how much of 
time as a whole. Time itself is taken as a magnitude. If 
the appearing is related to time as the succession of nows, 
then it is taken as it is successively in time. If it is related 
to time as the sum total, then the appearing is taken just 
as it is now in time. Accordingly, Kant designates three 
modes of time: duration, succession, and co-exis tence. 
With regard to these three possible relations of the exis t­
ence of appearances to time ( the time-relations), there 
arc three rules for their determination, th ree principles 
that have the character of analogies: 

I. Analogy: Principle of Permanence. 
II. Analogy: Principle of Succession in Time, in Ac­

cordance with the Law of Causality. 
III. Ana logy: Pr inciple of Co-existence, in Accordance 

with the Law of Reciprocity or Community. 
We shall try to grasp the firs t analogy, i.e., to follow its 

proof. Here it might be well to remember again the gen­
eral nature of analogies. They are to be established as 
those rules which, in advance, determine the constancy 
(S tiindigkeil) of the object ( Gegenstand), the exis tence 
of the appearance, in their relation to one another. But 
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because the existence of appearances cannot be at our 
disposal, this rule cannot present and produce existence 
through a priori construction. It only gives a direction 
for looking for relations along which we can infer from 
one existence to another. The proof of such rules has to 
demonstrate why these principles arc necessary and 
wherein they arc grounded. 

fa. The first analogy and its proof. Subs tance as a 
time-determination 

The principle of permanence reads: " All appearances 

/
contain the permanent (subs tance) as the object itself, 
and the transitory as its mere determination, that is, as a 
way in which the object exists ." (A 182, N.K.S., p. 212.) In 
order that this sentence may be read at once as an anal­
ogy, it is important to pay attention to the "and," i.e., 
to the citing of the relation of permanence and the transi­
tory. Kant points out that "at all times," not only in 
philosophy but also in common sense, something like sub­
stance, permanence in the change of appearances, is pre­
supposed. The principle tacitly underlies al l experience. 
"A philosopher, on being asked how much smoke weighs, 
made the reply: 'Subtract from the weight of the wood 
burnt the weight of the ashes which are left over, and you 
have the weight of smoke.' He thus presupposed as unde­
niable that even in fire the matter (substance) docs not 
vanish, but only suffers an alteration of form." (A 185, 
B 228, N.K.S., p. 215. ) But Kant emphasizes that it is not 
enough for one only to "reel" the need fo1· the principle of 
permanence as a basis. It must also be demonstrated: ( l ) 
that and why there is something permanent in all ap­
pearances; (2) that the changeable is nothing else than a 
mere determination or the permanent, i.e., something 
that stands in a time-relation to permanence as a time­
determination. 

Kant's proof is again presen ted in the rorm of a syllo-
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gism. The proof concerns rules for the determination of 
existence, but existence means "to be in a time," and, as 
Kant remarks, it is to be taken as a mode of time (A 179, 
B 222, N.K.S., p. 210). Therefore, the hinge on which the 
proof turns must be time, in its peculiar nature in its re­
lation to appearances. Since a proof in the form of a 
syllogism has its formal turning point in the minor 
premise, the decisive thing must be said in the minor 
premise, which mediates between the major premise and 
the conclusion. 

Major premise: All appeacanccs-i.e., all that which 
encounters us humans-encounter in time and, there­
fore, with res pect to the unity of their connection, they 
stand io the unity of a time-determination. Time itself is J 
the original enduring; original, because only as long as ~ 
time endures is something enduring in time possible. 
Therefore, permanence as such is what faces us and un­
derlies in advance aU that encoun ters us : the substratum. 

Minor premise: Time itself, as absolute, cannot be per­
ceived as itself, i.e., the time wherein everything that 
encounters has its spot is not perceivable as such. If it 
were perceivable, the particular time-spots (Zeitstellen) 
of what encoun ters, and, therewith, what encounters in 
its time-spot could also be determined a priori in it. In 
contrast, time, as the permanent in all appearances, de­
mands that a ll determining of the existence of appear­
ances, i.e., their being-in-time (In-der-Zeit-sein ), refer in 
advance and above all to this permanent. 

Conc/usio17·: Thus, first and above a ll the standing of 
the object must be conceived from out of permanence, 
i.e., the representation of enduring in change belongs in 
advance to the character (Sachhalt igkeit) of an object. 

However, the represen tation of enduring in change is 
what is meant by "substance" in the pure concept of the 
understanding. Consequently, according to the necessity 
of this principle, the category of substance has objective 
reality. There is constant alteration in the object of ex-
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perience, of nature. Constant alteration is that mode of 
existence which follows another mode of the existence of 
the same object. The determination of alterations, thus 
of natural events, presupposes permanence. Alteration 

') is determinable only in relation to permanence, since 
l only the permanent can be changed, while the transitory 

suffers no alteration (Veriinderung), but only a change 
(Wechsel). The accidents by means of which the determi­
nations of substance are grasped are, therefore, nothing 
other than various modes of permanence, i.e., of the ex­
istence of substance itself. 

The whole of the constancy of objects is determined 
upon the ground of the relation of their alterations among 
one another. Alterations are modes of the presence of 
forces. For this reason the principles which concern the 
existence of objects are called dynamical. Alterations, 
however, are alterations of something permanent. Perma­
nence must determine beforehand the horizon within 
whlch objects in their connection are constant. Accord- . 
ing to Kant, however, permanence as continual presence 
is the fundamental character of time. Time thus plays 
a decisive role in the determination of the constancy of 
objects. 

In all the proofs of the dynamical principles this role 
of time comes to the fore through the decisive assertion 
about the nature of time which is brought to bear each 
time in the minor premise. Time, on the one hand, is the 
sum total within which all appearances encounter; with­
in which, therefore, the standing of objects is determined 
in their relations of permanence, of succession, and of co­
existence. On the other hand, as is always asserted in the 
minor premise, time itself cannot be perceived. Wit!) re­
gard to the possible determination of the presence of ob­
jects at any time, this means nothing less than that the 
momentary position in time and time relation of an ob­
ject can never be constructed a priori out of the pure 
running on of time as such, i.e., can never themselves be 
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intuitively produced and presented a priori. What is ac­
tual of time, i.e ., what is immediately present, is only the 
particular now. There remains only the possibility of de­
termining the time character of a not immediately given 
but nevertheless real object, from out of what is just then 
present, thus determining it ·a priori in its possible time­
relation to what is present; and thereby to gain a guide­
line for how the object is to be sought. The object's ex­
is tence (Dasein) itself must always chance to occur in 
addition (zu-fallen). Accordingly, if the whole of appear­
ances in its objectivi ty is to be capable of being experi­
enced by us at all, then well-founded rules are required 
which would contain an indication of the time relations 
as such in which the encountering must stand, so that 
the unity of the existence of appearances, i.e., a nature, is 
possible. These transcendental time-determinations are 
the analogies of experience, the first of which we have 
been discussing. 

The second analogy reads according to B 232: 
"All alterations take place in conformity with the law 

of the co11nection of cause and effect"; while according to 
A 189: "Eve1·ything that happens, that is, begins to be, 
presupposes something upon which it follows according 
to a rule." (N.K.S., p. 218.) 

The proof of this principle presents for the first time 
the foundation of the law of causality as a law for the 
objects of experience. 

The third analogy reads in B 256 as follows : 
"All substances, il'l so far as they can be perceived to 

co-exis t in space, are in thoroughgoing reciprocity"; while 
according to A 211: "All substances, so far as they coexist, 
s tand in thoroughgoing community, that is, in mutual in­
teraction." ( N .K.S., p. 233.) 

This principle and its proof, aside from its content, is 
of special importance for Kant's argument with Leibniz, 
as all the "analogies" really throw a special light on the 
change in the !fundamental position of the two thinkers. 
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In closing we refer to the second group of the dynam­
ica l principles, the last group in the whole system of 
principles. 

g. The Postu lates of Empirical Thought As Such 

gt. The objective reality of the categories. 
The modalities as subjective synthetic principles 

We know that the system of principles of the pure un­
derstanding is ordered and divided according to the order 
and division of the table of categories. The categories are 
representations of un ity which arise in the nature of the 
act of understanding itself, which serve as rules of judg­
mental connection, i.e., the determining of the encounter­
ing manifold in the object. The four titles for the four 
groups of categories are quantity, quality, relation, and 
modality. In retrospect we sec more clearly: 

In the axioms of intuition it is demonstrated in what 
sense quantity (as extensive magnitude) belongs neces­
sarily to the nature of the object as something encoun­
tering. 

In the anticipations of perception it is demonstrated 
how quality (reality) determines what encounters in ad­
vance as an encountering. 

In the analogies, the principles of correspondence, of 
what-s tands-in-relation and its determination, it is dem­
onstrated in what sense the object with respect to its con­
s tancy can only be determined on the basis of a previous 
view of the rela tions in which what encounters ( the ap­
pearances) stands. Since these relations must represent 
and include in advance all objects capable of coming to 
appearance in any way, they can only be relations of what 
is inclusive of all appearances-namely, relations of time. 
The three groups of principles corresponding to thecate­
gories of quantity, quality, and relation have this in com-
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mon: they detet·mine in advance what belongs to the fac­
tual nature of the object as something encountering and 
constant. With regard to these categories, these three 
groups of principles show that (and in what sense) the 
categories constitute in advance the factual nature of the 
object, its thinghood (Sachheit) as such and as a whole. 
These three ca tegories are the realities of the nature of 
the object. The corresponding principles prove that these 
categories as these realities make the object ( Gegen­
stand) poss ible and belong to an object (Objekl) as 
such. They show that the categories have objective 
reali ty. 

The principles so far discussed constitute the founda­
tion through which a horizon is first formed at all , within 
which this and that and many can encounter and s tand in 
connection as something objective. 

What more, then, is the fourth group of principles (the 
postulates of empirical thought ) to accomplish? This 
group corresponds to the categories of modality. The 
term already indicates something characteristic. Modal­
ity: modus, mode, manner, a how- namely, in contrast 
to the \vhat, to the real as such. Kant introduces the dis­
cussion of the fourth group of principles with the remark 
that the categories of modality have a "special" char­
acteristic (A 219, B 266, N.K.S., p. 239). The categories of 
modality (possibility, actuality or existence, necess ity) do 
not belong to the fac tual content of the nature of an ob­
ject. Whether, for ins tance, a table is poss ible, actual or 
necessary, does not touch on the thinghood (Sachheit) of 
" table." This remains always the same. Kant's way of 
expressing this is that the categories of modality are not 
real predicates of the object. Accordingly, neither· do they 
belong to the content of (sachhaltig) the nature of 
objectivity at all, nor to the pure concept of that which 
delimits the nature of the object as such. Rather, they 
assert something of how the concept of the object is re-
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Ia ted to its existence and the modes of its existence, that is 
to say, according to which modes the existence of the 
object is to be determined. . 

The principles which say something about th_ts c~nnot, 
therefore, like the foregoing, concern the questton tf and 
how the categories (possibility, actuality, necessity) have 
objective reality, since they do not belong at all to the 
reality of the object. Because the principles cannot asse:t 
anything like this, neither can they be demonstrated _m 
this respect. There are, therefore, no proofs for these pnn­
ciplcs, but only elucidations and clarifications of their 
content. 

g:!. The postulates correspond to the n~turc of 
experience. The modalities refer to cxpencncc and 

no longer to conceivability 

The postulates of empirical thought as such indicate 
only what is required in order to define an object as pos­
sible, actual, or necessary. There also lies in these re­
quirements ("postulates") the delimi ting of the nature 
of possibility, actuality, and necessity. The postulates 
correspond to the nature of that through which objects 
arc definable at all: the nature of experience. 

The postulates are merely assertions of a requirement 
which lies in the nature of experience. This, therefore, 
comes into play as the standard by which the modes of 
existence and, therewith, the essence of being is mea­
sured. Accordingly, the postulates run as follows (A 218, 
B 265 f., N.K.S., p. 239): 

" J. That which agrees with the formal conditions of 
experience, that is, with the conditions of intuition and 
of concepts, is possible." 

Kant conceives of "possibility" as agreement with what 
regu lates in advance the appea~·in~ of appcar_anc~s: with 
space and time and their quantttattvc detcrmmat10n. The 
possibility of a representation can be decided only as the 
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representation obeys what was said about the object in 
the first group of principles. Ra tional metaphysics, on 
the contrary, had until then defined possibility as non­
contradiction. According to Kant, what does not contra­
dict itself is indeed thinkable. However, nothing about 
the possibility of the existence of an object is settled by 
this possibility of thought. What cannot appear in space 
and time is an impossible object for us. 

"2. That which is bound up with the material condi­
tions of experience, that is, with sensation, is actual." 

Kant conceives of actuality (Wirklichkeit) as connec­
tion \.vith what shows us something real, having content 
( Sachhal tiges) : with sensation. The actuality of an ob­
ject can be decided on ly in that the representation obeys 
what is said about the object in the second group of 
principles. Rational metaphysics until then, on the con­
trary, formulated actuality only as a complement to pos­
sibility in the sense of conceivability: existentia as com­
plementum possibilitatis. But with this nothing is settled 
about actuality itself. What could sti ll be added to possi­
bility within pure understanding is only the impossible, 
but not the actual. The meaning of actuali ty is fulfilled 
and borne out for us only in the relation between repre­
senting and the encountering of the rea l of sensation. 

Here we are at the point at which the misunderstand­
ing of the conception of reality begins. Because the real, 
specifically as a given, alone bears out the actuality of an 
object-people have wrongly identified reality (Realitat) 
with actuality (Wirklichkeit ). Reality, however, is only a 
condition for the givenness of an actuality, but not yet 
the actua lity of the actual. 

"3. That which in its connect ion with the actual is de­
termined in accordance with universal condi tions of ex­
perience is (that is, ex ists as) necessary." 

Kant conceives of necessity as determination by that 
which, out of agreement with the unity of experience as 
such, establishes the connection with actuality. The 
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necessity of an object can be decided only in that the 
representation obeys what is said in the third group of 
principles concerning the cons tancy of the object. Ra­
tional metaphysics, until then, on the contrary, under­
stood necessity merely as what cannot not be. However, 
s ince existence is defined only as a complement of the 
possible and this only as what is conceivable, this defini­
tion of necessity also remained within the domain of 
conceivability. The necessary is what is unthinkable as 
non-existent (unseiend). However, what we have to think 
need not for this reason exist. We can never recognize the 
existence of an object in its necessity at a ll , but a lways 
only the existence of a state of an object in relation to 
another. 

ga. Being as the being of the objects of expcrienc~. 
Modalities in relation to the power of cognition 

From this elucidation of the contents of the pos tulates, 
which is synonymous with the essential definition of the 
modalities, we gather that Kant, in defining the modes 
of being, at the same time delimited being to the being of 
the object of experience. The merely logical clarifications 
of possibility, actuality, necessity, as in rational meta­
physics, arc rejected. In short, being is no longer deter­
m ined out of mere thought. From whence then? The re­
curring formula "what agrees with," "what is connected 
with," is striking in the postulates. Possibility, actuality, 
necessity are understood out of the relationship between 
our capacity to know (an intuiting determined in accord­
ance with thought) and the conditions of the possibility 
of objects-conditions which lie in our knowing capacity 
itself. 

The modalities (possibility, actuality, and necessity) 
add no content (Sachhaltiges) to the conten t (Sachhal­
tigkeil) of the object, and yet they arc a synthes is . They 
put the object into a relationship to the conditions of its 
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standing-against ( Gegen-stelten ). These conditions, how­
C\'er , are also those very ones of the letting-stand-against 
( Gegenstehenlassen) of experience, and, therefore, of 
the actions of the subject. The postulates, too, are syn­
thetic principles, although not object ive, bu t only subjec­
tively synthetic. This is to say that they do not put to­
gether the content of the object, but they put the whole 
nature of the object as determined by the three first 
principles into its possible relations to the subject and to 
its modes of intuitively-thought representing. The modal­
ities add to the concept of the object its relation to our 
cognitive faculty. (A 234, B 289, N.K.S., pp. 25 1 f.) There­
fore, also, the three modes of being correspond to the 
first three groups of principles. What is asserted in these 
presupposes the modalities. In this sense, the fourth 
group of synthetic principles of pure understanding re­
mains superior in rank to the others. Conversely, the 
modalities are determined only in relation to what is pos­
ited in the preceding principles. 

g~. The circularity of the proofs and elucidations 

Now it is clear that just like the proofs of the other 
principles, the elucidation of the postulates, too, moves in 
a circle. Why is there this circular movement, and what 
does it say? 

The principles arc to be proved as those propositions 
which establish the possibility of a n experience of ob­
jects. How are these proposi Lions proven? It is done by 
showing that tl1cse propositions themselves arc possible 
on ly on the ground of the unity and agreement of the pure 
conceptions of the unders tanding with the forms of in­
~uition, with space and time. The unity of thought and 
mtuition is itself the essence of experience. The proof con­
~ists in showing that the principles of pure unders tand­
mg arc possible through that which they themselves 
make possible, through the nature of experience. This i~ 
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an obvious circle, and indeed a necessary one. The princi­
ples are proved by recourse to that whose aris ing they 
make possible, because these propos itions arc to bring to 
light nothing else than this c ircularity itself; for this con­
s titutes the essence of experience. 

In the concluding part of his work Kan t says of the 
principle of pure understanding that " it has the peculiar 
character that it makes possible the very experience 
which is its own ground of proof, and tha t in this experi­
ence it must always itself be presupposed" (A 737, B 765, 
N.K.S., p. 592 ) . The principles are such proposi-tions 
which ground their ground of proof and transfer this 
grounding to the ground of proof. Expressed differently, 
the ground which they lay, the nature of exper.ience, is 
not a thing present-at-hand, to which we return and upon 
which we then simply stand. Experience is in itself a 
circular happening through which what lies within the 
c ircle becomes exposed (eroffnet). This open ( Offene ), 
however, is nothing other than the between (Zwischen) 
- between us and the thing. 

h. The Highest Principle of All Synthe tic Judgments. 
The Between 

What Kant hit upon and what he constantly tried to 
grasp anew as the fundamental happening is that we hu­
man beings have the power of knowing what is, which we 
ourselves arc not, even though we did not ourselves make 
this what is . To be what is in the mids t of an open vis-a­
vis what is, that is cons tantly strange. In Kant's formula­
tion this means to have objects standing against us as 
they themselves, even though the le tting encounter (das 
Begegnen-lassen) happens through us . How is such pos­
sible? Only in such a way that the conditions of the possi­
bility of experiencing (space and time as pure intuitions 
and the categories as pure concepts of the understanding) 
arc a t the same time the conditions of the s tanding­
against of the objects of experience. 
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What is expressed in this way Kant has established as 
the highes t principle of all synthe tic judgments. It now 
becomes clear what the circularity in the proof of the 
principles means. It means nothing else than this : Funda­
mentally these principles always express only the highest 
principle, but in such a way that in their belonging to­
gether they explicitly cite a ll that which belongs to the 
full content of the nature of experience and the nature 
of an object. 

The chief difficulty in understanding this basic section 
of the Critique of Pure Reason and the whole work lies in 
the fact that we approach it from our everyday or scien­
tific mode of thinking and read it in that attitude. Our at­
tention is directed either toward what is said of the ob­
ject itself or toward what is explained abou t the mode in 
which it is experienced. What is decisive, however, is 
neither to pay attention only to the one nor only to the 
o ther, nor to both together , but to recognize and to know: 

1. that we must a lways move in the between, between 
man and thing; 

2. that this between exists only while we move in 
it; 

3. that this between is not like a rope s tre tching from 
the thing to man, but that this between as an anticipation 
(Vorgriff ) reaches beyond the thing and similarly back 
behind us. Reaching-before (Vor-griff ) means thrown 
back (Ruck-wurf). 

Therefore, when, from the first sentence onward we 
read the Critique of Pure R eason in this a ttitude, fro~ the 
s tart everything moves into a diffe rent light. 

Conclusion 

We have sought to press forward to the doctrine of the 
principles, b ecause in this cente r of the Critique o f Pure 
Reason the question about the thing is newly put and an­
swered. We sa id earli er tha t the question of the thing is a 
his torical one; now we see more clearly in what sense 
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this is the case. Kant's questioning about the thing asks 
about intuition and thought, about experience and its 
principles, i.e., it asks about man. The question "What is 
a thing?" is the ques tion "Who is man?" That docs not 
mean that things become a human product (Gemiichte) , 
but, on the contrary, it means that man is to be under­
s tood as he who always a lready leaps beyond things, but 
in such a way tha t this leaping-beyond is possible only 
while things encounter and so precisely rema in them­
selves-while they send us back behind ourselves and our 
surface. A dimension is opened up in Kant's question 
about the thing which lies between the thing and man, 
which reaches out beyond things and back behind man. 

A NALYSI S 



1 n the pages to follow, four main topics will be discussed: 
( I ) the sort of questions that arc philosophical ( to ex­
p la in such ques tions as "What is a thing?" ) ; ( 2) the text 
it self, dealing w ith sections A, in which the ques tion 
" What is a thing?" is raised; B-I , which examines the 
basic assumption sys tem involved in modern science; and 
B-II, which presents the way Kant fu ndamentally a ltered 
the grounds on which this scientific assumption sys tem 
was based and the limits within which it can be va lid ; 
( 3) the relationship of Heidcggcr to Kant; ( 4 ) the later 
Hcidcgger and future philosophy. 

Hcideggcr's first section (A) is prepa ra tory and is de­
s igned to give the reader a fresh s tart, freeing him from 
some of the preconceptions he is like ly to have. Although 
written as a simple common-sense discuss ion, it con­
ta ins all of Hcidegger's major po in ts . This analysis will 
a ttempt to re late these points as raised in section A with 
their ca refully de tailed analysis in sections B-1 and B-II. 
However , before examining the text itself, we mus t dis­
cuss the meaning of the question "Wha t is a thing?", and, 
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as this question is one \'ersion of the sort of question 
philosophy always asks, we must briefly di cuss what 
sort of questions a1·e philosophical. 

1. PHiLOSOPHICAL QUESTIONS 

The task of philosophy differs from that of science, for, 
unlike science, philosophy examines not our conclus ions 
but the basic concep tual models we employ-the kind of 
concepts and ordering patterns we usc. Phi losophy con­
cerns not the explanation of this or that bu t ques ti ons 
such as "What, really, is an explanation?" 

For example, is something expla ined when it is divided 
into parts and if we can tell how the parts behave? Thi s 
is but one type of explanation. It works fairly well for a 
car (although it docs not tell what makes it run), lcss well 
for a biological cell (whose "parts" arc no t a li ve a nd do 
not explain its life), and very poorly for explaining per­
sonality (wha t are the "parts" of a person?). Or, choosing 
a nother of the many types, bas something been exp lained 
when we feel that we " understand" it because we have 
been shown how it fits into some larger context or 
broader organization? These questions, philosophic ques­
tions, arc not designed to determine the explana tion of 
thi s or that, but to discover what an exp lanation is. Yet, 
as we have seen, there arc many differen t kinds of ex­
planations. In any one case, which shall we usc? Or should 
we try to usc them all, and, if so, when and wit h what ad­
vantages and pitfalls? How is our choice among these 
varied explanat ions to be made? Should it depend on the 
field in which we work, on what we want an explana tion 
for, o r on the s tyle of the times? 

When we ask questions of this sort, we seem to be 
talking about nothing in particular; as Heidegger points 
out, such philosophic issues at first seem to be empty. 
Ye t, they very basically affect whatever we s tudy, for, 
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depending upon which mode of approach we usc, dif­
feren t questions and hypotheses will be formulated, dif­
ferent expedments set up, different illustrations ci ted, 
different arguments held to be sound, and differen t con­
clusions reached. Much in our conclus ions about any­
thing comes not from the s tudy of the things but from the 
philosophical decisions implicit in the way we start. 

Idea lly, a clear d ivision could be made between what is 
asserted of the things and what is on ly characteristic of 
one's preferred type of explai11i11g. But these two arc so 
i!lte~meshed and in terdependent that the very research, 
hndmgs, and objective results of one approach will seem 
to those holding another approach as completely irrele­
vant or poorly asked about and answered from s tart to 
finish. It would be convenient to be able to say, "These 
aspects I found by s tudying my subject matter , and about 
them you must accept wha t I say; whereas those other 
aspects of my result s s tem merely from the sort of ap­
proach I a lways usc, from 'the way I s lice things,' and so 
you needn't accept that s ide of my conclusions." But the 
effects of one's approach cannot be separated out. Even 
what we ask, the questions with which we begin (as well 
as every subsequent step and finding), is already a re­
su lt of, and is formu lated within, a certain con text and 
a certain way of conceptualizing things. 

s.ince it is philosophy's task to discuss, clarify, and 
dec1dc about such cho ices, philosophy cannot be based 
on a s tudy of how the things arc in order to see what 
approach is m ost suitable. How we find the things to be 
already depends upon our approach. Thus, the question 
".What is a thing?" is one way of putting the basic qucs­
lton of approach. 

The "thing," as we have things today, is a certa in sort of 
ex?lanatory scheme, a certain sort of approach to any­
lhll1g studied. Hcidcgger finds thi s approach current in 
both science and ord inary common sense. It is ct'l1 ap­
proach that rcnde1·s whatever we study as some thing in 
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space, located over there, subsisting separate from and 
over against us and having certain properties of its own. 
It is as obvious as "that orange-colored chair over there," 

" " If " " d " " body " or "an atom," "a cell, a se , a sense a tum, a . 
Although Einstein 's physics has changed this thing­

model somewhat, Heidcgger views Einstein's theory as a 
more complex modification of the same basic thing-model 
(20, 15).* We assu me the thing so naturally that on ly a 
far-reaching discussion such as Hcideggcr's can make us 
realize how constantly we approach everything in this 
way, how this approach came about, and how a different 
approach is possible. These are the sort of aims that arc 
the task of philosophy. 

Heidcgger tells us that science begins and can ~egin 
without explicitly examining its bas ic approach. Sc1cncc 
begins with contemporary problems, which arise in the 
context of how the people of the time approach things. 
Although philosophic questions are often decided in 
science, this occurs on ly implicitly. In proceeding further, 
science makes further decisions, but these arc made 
through action. 

Fashions in science change, and, therewith, much seem­
ingly important work becomes irrelevant. But, since it is 
not the task of science to examine its implicit decisions 
direc tly, it can begin without preliminaries. Heidcggcr 
argues that philosophy, however, cannot s imply begin. Il 
asks a question "with which nothing can be started" 
(2, 2). Therefore, the question of the thing is a question 
with which one cannot begin. Thus, we arc faced with a 
dilemma: Since philosophy cannot simply s tart withou t 
abandoning its task, which is to examine how we arc to 
begin, how we arc to approach and conceptualize; how, 
then, ca11 philosophy ever begin and proceed at all? 

* l n this analv~i:, the lir!>t reference given will be to the English 
translation of \VIwt Is A Tl1ing?, and the second, in italics, to the 
German text. 
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Another way to put this dilemma is to talk abou t "ex­
perience." People often say that they want thei r knowl­
edge to fit (or to be based on) experience. But different 
modes of study involve different sorts of "experience." 
For instance, one might know something from reading 
a dia l on a complex experimental apparatus, or one might 
know something from cultura lly learned common-sense 
observation. When these and other sorts of "experience" 
occu r they already make sense, even before interpreta­
tions arc formulated. The physicist's dial reading is ob­
vious ly an "experience" into which much thought has 
already gone, and common-sense objects around us are 
a lso experienced only with interpre tations already in 
them. What we appeal to, check against, and ca ll "experi­
ence" is always already organized and cut up, defined and 
made. Thus, philosophy's problem is not solved by basing 
philosophy on experience. Once we have chosen how to 
have "experience" (and on what selected and shaped 
aspects of it our statements can be "based"), what philos­
ophy must first examine has already been decided and 
concluded. Hence, the basic philosophical choices and 
decisions arc already settled in any settled acceptance of 
"experience." 

So far these have been presen ted as if they were quite 
free "choices," as if one cou ld adopt any sort of method, 
type of concept, sense of explanation, form of thing, and 
type of "experience." But this is not so. I n Heidegger's 
view we cannot today, for instance, ignore our mathe­
matics and science and embark on some new beginning 
that bears no relation to science (95, 73). Nor can we 
ignore our common-sense perspective. One is a lways in a 
given situat ion, at a particular pass in his tory. The choices 
confronting us at·e cho ices in our curre11t historical con­
text. 

Although a decis ion to assume our present context re­
lieves us of what could otherwise seem an end less and 
arbitrary relativity of cho ices, Heidegger's decision to 
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s tudy this context is made in order to put it into question, 
to reopen questions that at present appear settled. In this 
examination Hcidcgger· sees the answer to our di lemma of 
how philosophy can start at all without abandoning its 
bas ic task, how it can examine bas ic approach and not 
s imply fall into the ex ist ing approach. 

While we cannot accept our present appr·oach unexam­
ined, neither can we simply reject it, for in rejecting it we 
would still be s tanding in it and we would still be us ing it, 
cons tantly, implicitly, in spite of ourselves. We mus t, 
then, examine this approach as we have it, realizing that 
it has developed as a series of answers to a series of 
questions asked long ago, settled long ago, and now no 
longer asked. Our now unquestioned, implicit approach 
was once a new answer to a question that was then open. 
If we find our way back to those questions. we will not 
only see them as live questions and as they were answered 
at that time, but we will be, thereby, in a position to an­
swer them differen tly. Regaining these ques tions as li ve 
and open is the only way to get behind our unexamined 
assumptions, to see how they arc now our basis, and to 
change them (49-50, 38) . Heideggcr calls this "reopen­
ing" a question, or taking a question that is now "quies­
cent" and "setting [it] into motion" again ( 49, 38). 

In order to move beyond the current context, the cur­
rent way we sec "things" and "experience," the way we 
have knowledge and questions, Heidegger presents the 
his torical s teps and philosophical decis ions that brought 
us to the current approach. He reopens decisions that 
were made and arc now implicit (arc now " happening") 
in our assumed approach. Philosophy thus makes the 
curren t, implicit context explicit and thereby provides the 
opportunity to carry Furthet·, add to, or change "things" 
(49-50, 38)! Thus, Heidegger says that only philosophy 
bui lds the roads that create and alter what things arc. 

But does he not say that science and ordinary common­
sense living in any culture do this a lso (65-66, 100; 50, 
78)? Yes, but they do it implicitly. Philosophy adds a 
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different power in explicating implicit decisions, thereby 
reopening them and posing them for further decis ion ( 10, 
41, 53-54; 8, 31, 41) . 

Heidegger tries to r·eopen some of these crucial deci­
sions that made things and experience as we now have 
them, decisions set by Plato and Aristotle, Galilco and 
Newton, Lcibniz and Kant. The book reopens especially 
those basic cultural decisions that at firs t were involved 
chiefly in modern science, although they also came to 
determine how we now view and live with and in any­
thing. Thus far we have seen what philosophy docs and 
how, for He idcgger , it is possible on ly as it examines its 
own role in history. 

But are we not today quite aware of the thing-model 
and its limitations? Is there now a lready a sufficiently 
widespread critical attitude of this sort? Since the pub­
lica tion of S ein und Zeit in 1927, an entire generation of 
thinkers-scientists, authors, artists-has lived and writ­
ten in the climate that Hcideggcr (with Dilthey and Hus­
ser! just before him ) helped crea te. Because of this in­
tellectual climate, nea rly all thinkers since the thirties 
have been at least indirectly influenced by Hcidegger and 
his immediate predecessors. We owe to Heidegger much 
of current thought, with its emphas is on getting beyond 
mere models by appealing to the wider con tex t of ordi­
nary living. 
. Jn reading What l s A Thi11g? (which was first published 
~n Germany in 1962, although it cons is ts of lec tures given 
111 ~ 935 ),1 we do much more than reinforce today's general 
att ttude that science cons is ts of man-made models within 

1 By 1935 He.ideggcr .had already courageously withdrawn from 
~upport .of aztsm, whtch had at llrst seemed to him a hopeful re­
v.olt agams t rationalized, tcchnologizcd culture. He withdrew at a 
It me when very few cou.ld sec ahead, and his early support s hould 
not be remembered wtthout also remembering his early with­
drawal. o.n the other hand, why this type of philosophy was not a 
better gutde for his political decis ions and how this iypc of phi­
l o~ophy relates to political a llegiance, arc certainly questions to 
reopen! · 



254 WJIAT IS A THJNG? 

a human world. We cannot remain con ten t with this mere 
a ttitude, this implicit assumption about science. Only if 
we sec an exact analysis of science in the human con text, 
if tha t is spelled out, explicated, can we move further. 
We mus t go behind our own current climate of thought, 
which Heidcgger helped to create, and examine Heidcg­
ger's exact analysis of the thing-model. The thing-model 
is, despite our current attitudes, still second nature ~o us. 

In the following pages I will be more exact and wtll at­
tempt to s tate some main points that should make the 
reading of Hcideggcr's book easier and more enjoyable 
(for the way in which the book reveals and delineates cer­
tain major aspects basic to our thinking is extremely 
enjoyable, once barriers to its understanding have been 
overcome). 

2. THE TEXT 

Section A 

In citing the housemaid who laughed at the ancien t 
philosopher Thales when he feii into the well while ob­
serving the s tars, Heidegger agrees that philosophy can 
look like a laughable endeavor of no particular use; while 
searching for the ultimate grounds of things one can 
easily fall into a well, and in a well one falls a long time 
before hitting the ground. (We are searching for the 
"ground" or basis of how anything appears and is ap­
proached and s tudied. ) Also, the maid is right in that it is 
best to look carefully at the ordinary things around us 
before looking far away. 

As we shall sec later, Heideggcr goes beyond Kant and 
other philosophers, for he does begin with the ordinary 
things around us. To be more accurate, he begins with us 
cmd the things around us, as we are among them at this 
time in his tory. Kant does not do this, nor, in Hcideg-
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ger's view, do the natural sciences. Throughout the book, 
therefore, Heidegger adds the larger human context to the 
discussion of Kant and of science. 

We come today upon a scene in which " things" arc held 
to be objects around us, separable and movable in space. 
But, already at the start of the discussion (4-6, 3-5), 
Heidcgger prepares for his own larger contex t, which in­
volves humans as well as things. Thus, he sets up three 
sorts of things: (1) the objects around us, (2) our human 
a ttitudes and procedures, and (3) the totality of these 
two in interdependence together. And, as he says later, the 
third is really first (16, 74; 12, 57). Within this larger con­
tex t, our inquiry here will center on the things we find 
around us. In order to grasp how these seemingly inde­
pendent th ings come to be as we ordinarily find them 
around us we will have to concern ourselves also with our 
own human speech and attitudes and with the context 
that encompasses both us and them. 

Heidegger uses such phrases as "the being of what is" 
or "the thingness of the thing," and means by that the 
basic way (model, approach, framework) in which we 
meet these things. This is not some mysterious, addi­
tional, floating "Being," for it is only the mode of being of 
these things around us, how they are (9, 7). But that in­
volves more than they do. What they arc also involves the 
context in wh ich, togethe1· with us, they come to be the 
way they are for us. 

Heidcgger next discusses the difference between the 
things of common sense and those same things as ren­
dered by science. Why docs he discuss this difference 
here? He wants to make clear to us that the things we run 
into arc not simply given, as they seem, but have always 
already involved a certain "approach," which could be 
difTcrent. Once we note these two very difi"crcnt ways in 
which we render things, we can no longer consider the 
things according to e ither as s imply given, independent 
of us. 
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The ways in whic h science a nd everyday commo n sense 
present " thi ngs" a rc not a t a ll the same. Fo r example , in 
o rdinary te rms, the sun " rises" a nd "sets," while scie nce 
says tha t it docs no t ( 13, 10) . Wha t is the rela tio n be tween 
these two things-the thing o f scie nce and the thing o f 
com mon o bservatio n ? H e ideggcr finds tha t a n under­
s ta nding of "an orig inal refere nce to things is missing" 
these days be tween the things as re nde red by scie nce and 
the o rdina ry things .around us ( 41, 31 ). To relate these 
two current approaches of ours we would have to unde r­
s ta nd ho w a pproaches come to be. I t is one o f the tasks 
o f thi s book to show this , and to show the common origin 
o f these two. 

He idegge r says that ordinary things arc always par tic­
ula rs, this one o r that one , whe reas science s tudies only 
uni versalities (15, 11-12 ) . H e as ks : Docs mode rn science 
dro p out pa rticula rity? The common sense things around 
us a rc a lways this one or tha t one, but, fo r scie nce, any 
specific thing or event mus t be " de rivable" fro m general 
theories. We say that we lack a n explana tion (scientific 
account ) o f a thing as long as we canno t yet d erive its 
na ture a nd occurre nce from universal, basic theore tica l 
pos tula tes ( a xioms, pre mises, princip les, Crundsiilze, pos­
tul a tes). This is the basic "axioma tic" cha racte r o f mod­
e rn science with which H c idcgge r deals in de tail in the 
la tte r pa rt o f thi s book. In contras t, a ny o rdina ry thing is 
a lways this o ne, a s ingular, particula r thing. 

Hcidcggcr nex t s hows tha t the pa rticul a rity o f things 
seems to de pe nd comple te ly o n the ir space a nd time, that 
each is here or the re, now or the n. lf two things arc alike 
( 15-16, 23; 12, 17), this one is diffe re nt fro m tha t o ne o nly 
beca use it is he re no w, while the o thc1· is there , <~> r is here 
late r. £t is space and time tha t ma ke o rdina ry things 
pa rticulars. H e re he poses a ques tio n tha t he deal s with 
o nly late r: Scientific pro pos itio ns, too, concern eve nt s in 
s pace a nd time, and no t only genera lizations. Ho w docs 

Analysis 257 

science use space a nd time so tha t events can be both 
specifically de termined a nd deri vable fro m unive rsal 
theory ( 111 , 129; 86, /OJ) ? 

Kant assumed tha t huma n s pace a nd t ime a r·c those o f 
Newton's phys ics (77, 59), a nd he howcd ho w Newto n 's 
"absolute" space and time arc rea lly genera ted in the 
\~ay m~n thinks about a nd pe rce ives a ny lawful a nd sp e­
Cific object. ( Later we s ha ll sec exac tly how this is do ne .) 
While He idcgge r's notio n o f ma n is fulle r than Ka nt's 
Newtonian man , he , too, de rives space and time in the 
samc _basic way as d id Kant: Space a11d time are gener­
cued m th e encounter be tween man a nd the things that 
humans point out, locate, and make s pecific . 

But Heidcgge r a s ks : Is space really involved in the 
very make-up of specific things? Is not s pace m ere ly a 
system of external re latio ns obta ining be tween things ? 
H e shows ( 19, 198; 15, 153) that even if we break a thing 
to get to the space " ins ide" we find exte rnal relations 
between its parts, bits , a nd pieces. Space seems to be 
not really " in" the thing but only the " possibility" o f ar­
ra ngements of its pa rts ( in , out, next to, e tc . ). H ow does 
this possibility o f spa tia l s truc tu r ing come into wha t a 
thi ng is ? 

" Possibility" is an importa nt concept in this book and 
a lways re fer s to how our bas ic a pproach firs t ma kes 
th ings : it is our possible mode o f a pproach tha t makes 
it " poss ible" fo r things to be as they arc encounte red , lo­
c~ tcd , a nd found by us ( 21 , 189; 16, 148). The thing is 
? 1\'Cn ther e, o ver a ga ins t us. This e ncounter's ex terna lity 
~s an a r ranging tha t ma kes a nd gets into the thing. And 
JUst ~s we did not sec space in the thing directly, we 
ccrta mly never sec or pe rceive time as such , o r in things. 
Y~ t. o nly s pace a nd time a rc in the particularity of ea ch 
thmg. 

!o wha t does H c idcggcr trace this c haracte ris tic of 
thmgs, tha t they arc a lways "this o ne" o r " tha t o ne" (and, 

l 
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thus. to what docs he trace space and time. since space and 
time lend things their particularity)? He traces the thing's 
character of being always "this one" to the thing's relation 
to us or our relation to the thing. We point at thiugs and 
so call them "this one" or " that one" (24-25, 202; 18-19, 
/57). 

Thus, again (as he did when he se t up the three kinds of 
"things"), Heidcggcr· invokes the larger, ordinar·y. human 
context in which we and things appear together. In that 
interplay between us and things, space and time arc 
generated. 

Hcidcggcr argues that words such as" this" and" that," 
the demonstrative pronouns, should not be called "pro" 
nouns, tha t is, substitutes for nouns. The usc of the words 
" this" and "that" is the most original and ea rliest mode 
of saying anything and thereby selecting and determining 
a thing (25, 19). Only after our interplay with things do 
they come to have a resulting nature of their own. The 
noun becomes possible only on the basis of our pointing. 
Our demonstrative definitions precede more developed 
definitions, i.e., "things" arise only in the context of their 
relation to us and our pointing them out. 

And so we arri\'e at what might be called the main 
theme of the book, the "betweS[l." Heidcggcr is not saying 
that a thing is something subjective. "What a 'this' is does 
not depend upon our caprice and our pleasure." What it is 
docs depend upon us, but " it a lso equally depends upon 
the things" (26, 20; also 243, 188). This "between" is not 
as though first we and things cou ld have existed sepa­
rately and then interacted. Rather, what a person is is 
always already a having things given, and a thing is al­
ready something that encounters. 

As we have seen, what a th ing is (for ins tance, the sun) 
depends on whether we take the thing of science or the 
thing of common sense. As Heidegger phrases it, "The 
things stand in different truths (14, 11)." What a thing is 
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always depends on some interplay with us, upon some 
truth in which it s tands. 

But Heidegger never speaks of mere viewpoints con­
cern ing what things arc. He is concerned with concrete 
situations, with things we run into, work on, and usc (both 
the common sense things and the scientific a irplanes we 
Oy ). That the airpla nes we build actually Oy is no mere 
viewpoint! It is through action in concrete situations that 
"things" come to be acted on and taken as of a certain 
character. The character of things is therefore no mere 
viewpoint, but is made in our ac tio ns and in the s ituations. 
With our approach we crea te. And by explica ting the im­
plicit approach, philosophy can reopen old decis ions and 
make further crucial decis ions that have equally concrete 
effects on what things arc. Conversely, only in perceiving 
and acting on things do we const i Lute ourselves as hu­
mans, jus t as only thereby do the things become things. 

Heidegger now illustrates this interplay "between" man 
and things with some examples from Hegel. Hegel showed 
that the seemingly obvious and solid things, " this here" 
and "this now," change constant ly and are relative to us. 
Space and time arc generated in the interplay between us 
and things. The "this here now" depends on me and is a 
different "this here now" when I turn. The mere "here 
now" is not enough io make a " thing." It lacks a lasting 
truth and is on ly its changing relation to us. Thus, the 
tempora l and spatial aspects of this interplay "between" 
us and things is not alone sufficient to determine a thing. 
A second major considerat ion mus t be taken up (32, 24). 

This is our opportunity, therefore, to discuss the two 
major considerations a long which everything in this book 
is divided: (a) sensa tion and (b ) concepts, or, more basi­
c:ally, (a) givenncss and (b ) collecti on in a class, or (a) 
particulars and (b) universa ls: (a) the here-now "this 
one" and (b) "what it is." 

What something is is a lways a un iversal (many other 



260 WIJAT lS A T ill ! C? 

thi ngs can be the same "what"). If we call " this one" here 
now a "cat," we thereby take and know it as the same as 
many other things not here now, which arc also cats. "Cat" 
is thus a universal or a class. What is a cat? We can delin­
eate the tra its that make something a cat, and each of 
these traits is also a universal: many other things (other 
ca ts and st ill other things) arc furry, 01· arc ani ma ls, etc. 
These arc "concepts" in Kant's sense of that word . For 
Kant ( A320, 8377), a concept is a "characteris tic mark" 
tha t defines the members of a class. Concepts a rc com­
monalities; they arc the same wherever and whenever 
they occur. A thing is a" this here now" that "bears" such 
universal "traits." 

Hcidcggcr calls time and space (as we just left them, 
above) the "realm" (32, 24) in which things encounter us 
(now, and from over there), in which things can be 
"given" as over agai11st us. Concepts, however, organ ize. 
They s tabilize the Oow of sentience; they make it into 
something. They bring it to a las ting stand. Only both 
make a thing. An object in German is a Cegenstand, liter­
ally, a s tanding-against (137, 140, 184, 190; 107-110, 144, 
148). 

1 
Both givcnncss and concepts arc really interplays "be­

tween" us and things, for givcnness is their mode of en­
countering us, and the concepts of traits arc our way of 
determin ing and defining them. Thus, bo th givcnncss a nd 
concepts arc our ways. And both arc the thing's ways. 
Yet it is clear that both belong to us on ly in regard to 
how givenness and concepts make things, and belong to 
things on ly as encoun tering us. 

But to what docs Heideggcr trace this conceptua l tra it­
cons titution of things? He traces it (37, 28) to tl'\e s truc­
ture of 011 r s pea ki11g to each o ther about a s ituation ( much 
as, earlier, he traced the time-space realm of the partic­
ularity of "this" or "that" thing to 011r poi11ting things 
out to each other) . 

Traditiona lly in philosophy, a sentence had been an-
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alyzed as a connection between a subject and a predi­
cate. Hcidcggcr puts the sentence into the larger context 
of a person's expressing himself to ot hers abou t a situa­
tion in which facets of the s ituation are s tated and 
something (the predicate) is asserted about some.facet 
(the subject). Wha t is said, the predicate, becomes the 
"traits" of a "thing." The subject of the sentence is the 
thing, not as seen or perceived but as hypothesized as one 
"under" its many traits. The subject "bears" the traits . 
This ancient mode of the undedying subject, as familiar 
and per-vasive as it is, seems foolish, and its widespread 
use must be puzzling unless it is seen in the light of its 
derivation from the contex t o f uttering something in 
speech. Of course, once it is seen in this way, one is hardly 
inclined to assume that this model is s imply a given thing 
that has this s tructure of its own accord and apart from 
us . In Heideggcr 's view, the underlying trait-bearing 
thing was modeled after the sentence. 

Thus, we have the second of the two major considera­
tions: the thing as bearer of traits (or classes), this, too, 
deriving from within an interplay " between" man and 
things. 

It is vital that givenncss and concepts are really seen 
as two different considera tions. In modern times it is 
a Kantian contribution to insist upon the difference. 
Descartes, Lcibn iz, and many others before Kant did not 
view perception and thought as really different. Percep- ( 
tion was viewed as s till-unclarificd thought. It could be 
wltolly analyzed and reduced to thought units. But that 
meant that there was no realm of givcnness of here-now 
"this one" and "tha t one." Hence, Leibniz had to hold the 
"principle of indiscerniblcs": Two things cannot be alike 
in every o ne of their concep tualizable traits. They would 
be on ly one thing (23, 17) . For Leibniz, only traits, no t 
space and time, cou ld distinguish two things . Why does 
this matter here? Because that view gave a ll power to 
axiomatic concepts and none to givenness. In that view, 
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reason determines everything and depends on ly on itself 
(a rational, axiomatic, mathematical-physical system). 
That was the Renaissance way "things" were. Hcidegger 
wants to show that it was this limitless power of pure 
reaso11 that Kant "limits" in his Critique. Kant limits the 
rational by showing how concepts arc only the ways in 
which sensory givens go into the make-up of the things 
we experience. These have been some of the main prob­
lems which Hcidegger discusses in the first section and 
upon which he builds the latter sections of the book. 

Even though it seems so "natural," the "thing" is a 
his torica l product (37, 28). Things would not need to 
be as they arc, over there, movable in space, las ting 
through time, each thing with its traits (universals) held, 
carried, and borne by an individuating space-time posi­
tion. 

"That orange chair over there" is a historical product. 
lt is something made. A furniture manufacturer made it 
along certain lines of use and taste that a designer had 
before he designed the chair (71-72, 55). And the "mere" 
observer is also a maker, but in a special, narrowed case 
that occurs in a setting of cultural making. As its charac­
ter as a chair is made, so also are its general characteristics 
as a thing made, along the model of movable units in 
space and time, a model that the physicists first made, i.e., 
postulated axiomatically. 

We might wish simply to reject this model of the thing 
because it is a "mechanistic," lifeless, rigid model. There 
is a current tendency among some groups to denigrate 
scientific conceptual methods without actually grasping 
their nature, and to reject pseudo-explanatory models 
altogether. In line with this tendency we might wish to 
reject the thing-model in favor of a simple appeal to the 
ordinary, or in favor of a realfirmation of life and human 
crea tivity. But if we do on ly that we will fail to move 
beyond the thing-model, because without examining it 
fully, \Ve \Viii not notice ho\V il pervades the way we think, 
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111eet, and deal with almost any thing. Thus, we might re­
ject the mechanistic, thinglikc ways of thought where we 
do sec them clearly, and yet we will operate with them and 
with nothing else in all we sec and do. As Heidegger 
argues, only by studying the model in depth, only by ap­
preciating the questions it answered (putting what it 
decided into question anew) can we really get beyond it. 

Hcidegger gives some examples (S I-52, 39): We tend 
to approach poems as things and thereby make the study 
of poetry "dreary." We fail to understand plants and ani­
mals because we tend to approach them as "things," i.e., 
as movable bodies in space, as the orange chair over there. 
We have become so accustomed to this "thing" that we 
approach anything as a separable "thi ng" over there. A 
plant is considered as a "living thing," as bas ically a 
thing or body with mysterious added-on traits of life. 
Works of art are considered "things" with aesthetic traits 
somehow added on. Similarly, we often view personality, 
and even ou1·selves, as a "personality structure," or a 
"self" (as if it were a thing, inside), or as having "per­
sonal ity contents" or "personality traits"-as if a person 
were a structure with parts, a con tainer with things in­
side, or a subject bearing traits. 

A thing has a separate location in space, and hence we 
impute a separate location to anything we approach as 
a thing. This model of the thing leads to a great many 
separations: we separate subjects and objects, inside and 
outside, feelings and situat ions, individuals and inter­
persona l relationships, individual and community, the 
time moment now and time a moment later, symbol and 
knower, body and mind, etc. These many divisions arc not 
separate issues, s ince each involves the same type of con­
Ct:ptua l construct of things, each as separately located, a 
unit "thing" exist ing here now in a certain unit of space 
and at a "moment," i.e., a unit bit or time. Time, too, is 
conceived as made up or bit things, units, moments. Why? 
1 t is not because we somehow perceive and study time and 
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find it to be such. One does not perceive time as such. 
We conceive time as moments because our approach is 
one of thing units. 

Sect io11 B-1 

Here, Heidegger traces the thing-model's history. We 
will likely take for granted that "space" is cverywncrc the 
same until we realize that the notion of such a space \.vas 
lacking among the Greeks. Instead, they thought that 
each thing had its own proper place, and that the move­
ment of a thing was always back to its proper place. Un­
less externally restrained, an earthen thing tended" down­
ward" and a fiery one "upward." Each thing thus tended 
to move in a certain way of its own accord, and thi s was 
termed each thing's "internal principle of motion." Greek 
things were not mere bodies that had to be moved. If 
allowed to do so, they moved themselves back to thei r 
own places (83-84, 64-65). Thus, there were different 
kinds of places in the Greek model. We realize that our 
own everywhere-uniform space, too, is very much a 
model, perhaps better than the Greek, perhaps not, but at 
any rate not self-evident. 

In the Newtonian model, just as in the Greek, the nature 
of space is related to what thing and motion arc. For us 
there is no "internal principle of motion" by which a 
body moves itself. Rather, bodies arc moved, put into 
motion only by something else, and they remain in motion 
until s topped by something else. All our "principles of 
motion" arc "outside principles": someth ing else out­
side the body is always posited to explain why a body 
comes into motion. Our laws of motion arc the same for 
all places, and, hence, there is "space," everywhere .Just 
the same. Of course the ea rthen things, when allowed to, 
can s till be observed to move "downward" just as they 
did in ancient Greece. But how \.Ve grasp what things arc 
d iffers. We posit gravitational attraction outside the 
thing to explain why it moves. 

265 

When the different motions of different things are ex­
plained by different outside cau cs, all "bodies" (things ) 
arc viewed as fundamentally the same in their basic 
nature. Of course they do not a ll look or act the same, 
but then we think of them as made up of little " things" 
(a few types, each always the same: atoms, electrons, 
protons), and we explain all differences as different ar­
rangements of these same things. What, where, and when 
anything is or moves will always be derivable according 
to the same basic principles. 

The world is conceived as made of arrangements of 
uniform units of matter and space (92-93, 7/-72). If two 
constellations are made of the same parts and in the 
same patterns, exactly the same events will occur. And 
if time and space do not make two otherwise identical 
constellations different (as for Leibniz they do not), such 
two things would really be only one thing. 

Hcidegger terms this aspect of the scienti fic approach 
its basic "mathematical" character. He calls modern 
science mathematical, not because it so widely employs 
mathematics but because this basic plan of uniform units 
makes it possible to quantify everything one studies. I t 
makes everything amenable to mathematics. 

Heidegger discusses two related reasons for calling the 
basic scientific approach "mathematical," i.e., two reasons 
for mathematics' becoming such an important tool in this 
approach: First, because it is a model of uniform units 
and hence makes uniform measurement possible every­
where, and, second, because it is "axiomatic"-that is 
it is posited (as an axiom in geometry). Furthermore, 
Hcidegger argues that the model cop ies our own thought 
procedures. Its uniform units are uniform thought steps 
transformed into a ground plan postulated as the basic 
structure of things. Here these two lines of argument 
wil l be discussed in turn: 

I) The approach to things as consist ing of uniform 
units makes mathematics applicab le to things: numbers 
arc compositions of uniform unit s. Seventeen consists of 
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the same units as fourteen, only there arc three more of 
them. Since the units are the same, it would not matter 
\Vhich three of the seventeen units were considered to 
be three more than fourteen. There is a serial procedure 
emRloyed in count i.ng,.l.n this procedure we obtain va rious 
numbers because we always keep in mind the units al­
ready coun ted. Our counting "synthesizes" (puts to­
gether) fourteen and another, another , and another. We 
keep what we have with us as we add another same uni t. 
Our own continuity as we count gets us to the higher 
number. As Kant phrased it, without the unity of the "I 
think ," there would be only the one unit counted now, 
and no composition of numbers. We get from fourteen 
to seventeen by taking fourteen with us as we go on to 
add another, another, and another. Thus, our activity of 
thinking provides both the series of uniform steps and 
the uniting of them into quantities. These units and 
numbers are om· own notches, our own "another," our 
own unity, and our own steps. Why do two plus two 
equal four? The steps are always the same; hence, the 
second two involves steps of the same sort as the first 
two, and both are the same uniform steps as coun ting to 
four. Thus, the basic mathematical composing gives 
science its uniform unitlike "things" and derivable com­
positions (70-71 , 54). Therefore, everything so viewed 
becomes amenable to mathematics (93-94, 72). 

2) But Heidegger terms the modern model of things 
"mathematical" (97, 74) for a second reason. He argues 
that "mathematical" means "axiomatic": the basic nature 
of things has been posited as identical to the s teps of 
our ow11 proceeding, our own pure reasoning. The laws 
of things arc the logical necessity of reason's own s teps 
( 102, 75) posited as laws of nature. It is this that mak~s 
the model "mathematical" and explains why mathematics 
acquired such an important role. The everywhere-equa l 
units of the space of uniform motion of basically un i­
form bodies arc really only posited axioms. They arc the 
uniform steps of pure, rational thought, put up as ax io ms 
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of nature. Descartes had said it at its "coldes t" ( 101, 78) 
and most extreme: Only a method of reducing everything 
to the clear and distinct steps of rational thinking grasps 
nature. 

!s not such an approach s imply unfounded? Every­
thmg may follow from the s tarting assumptions, but what 
are they based upon? How can that be a valid method? 

Heidcgger says that the axiomatic method lays its own 
ground (98, 75). He thus gives the term "axiomatic" a 
meaning it does not always have: he makes it reflexive 
(as Descartes' method was). "Axiomatic" means not only 
to postulate axioms and then deduce from them; it does 
not. refer to j ust any unf oundcd assumptions one m ight 
posrt and deduce from. Rather, Hcidcggcr emphasizes that 
the axioms that rationa l thought posits assert the nature 
of rational thought itself. Axiomatic thought posits itself 
as the world's outline. It is based on itself. It creates the 
model of the world, not on ly by but as its own s teps of 
thought. As we have seen, it is rational thought that has 
u.n iform unit s teps and their composits, logical neces­
s~ty and so forth. The axiomatic ground-plan of nature is 
srmply the plan of the nature of rational thought as­
serted of nature. This, then, is the bas ic "mathematical" 
character of modern science. I t is founded on the " axio­
matic" method of " pure reason," which, as we sha ll see, 
Kant retains but limits. 

Hcidegger now shows the exten t to which science's 
axiomatic thought-plan had reigned. Even God was sub­
ject to it. Philosophica lly explicated (Descartes and 
Lcibniz ), the lawful character of nature meant that God's 
thinking (the thinking tha t creates nature) was axio­
r.natic, logical thought. The power of axiomatic thought 
rs thus limitless. lt crea tes nature. And so it was held that 
God himself could not act otherwise than he does and 
that ~e is subservient to logical thought. Nature cou ld not 
possrbly be otherwise than along the lines of that which 
fo llows logica lly. 

Hcidegger- reca lls that medieval philosophy had be-
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queathed three different main topics of philosophy: God 
( theology). world (cosmology), and man (psychology) 
( 11 1, 86), which are similar to Heidegger's three sorts 
of "things" (6, 5). All three now became determined by 
man's axiomatic thought. There was thus a "rational 
theology," a "rational psychology," and a "rationa l cos­
mology." Reason was limitless. Using pure reason, man 
cou ld conclude not only about man , world, and God but 
about what was possible and impossible in any possible 
reality. This unlimited power of pure reason leads to 
Kant's task of setting its limits. We must notice, however, 
not only the vast extent of thi s power and the eviden t 
need to limit it but that this power is founded on the role 
that thought has in generating the basic scien tific ground­
plan, unity, and lawfulness of things! Kant limits the 
power of reason only by showing more exactly how its 
power is legitimately founded. He shows how thought 
legitimately participates in the formation of anything we 
experience. But first, Heidegger prepares for hi s di cus­
sion of Kant by reopening the question of the time: Why 
is the axiomatic model applicable to nature? Heidegger 
shows the vast role that came to be assigned to rational 
thought. Then Kant limits it by showing the roles of 
thinking in the experience of things, the generating of 
space, time, units, the unity of anything, and the lawful­
ness of events. 

We recall Heidegger's earlier discussion of the need for 
the thing to be an underlying "bearer of traits." A person's 
"this here now" is always changing. Something must stand 
steady: it is the thing, which underlies all its vis ible and 
changing traits. This view goes back to Aristotle, for 
whom the thing was analogous to the subject of the 
sentence and the traits were the predicates. The Greek 
term for matter means "what underlies," and its Latin 
translation is "subject." Thus, already for the Greeks, the 
thing as the underlying matter was viewed in terms of 
the subject to which predicates are tied in thought. 
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With the rise of modern science the axiomatic method 
of purely logical steps of thought has replaced the under­
lying matter that holds the traits together and explains 
how they change. (For instance, in Descartes' example 
(Meditatio11s, II ). a piece of wax is first white and then 
charred. The scientific exp lanation requires that the wax 
really be an underlying analytical framework. Both the 
perceived while and charred must be reduced to these 
underlying thought-dimensions.) 

Heidegger points to the change in meaning that the 
word "subject" underwent from being "what underlies" 
as the subject of the sentence and the matter of the thing 
to its modern meaning as the "person" and "subjective" 
thought. The thing that underlies is now our own thought! 

For Kant, too, the unity of things and of space and 
time (in fact, all necessary connective unity) comes from 
"I think." If there were not a s ingle thinker and perceiver, ~ 
thoughts and perceptions would be isolated: if you both 
saw and tasted a lump of sugar, it would be as though 
you saw white and someone else tasted sweet. The one­
ness of our thinking is "what underlies" (as, fo r example, 
when we count units we take them along and thereby 
unite them as we go on coun ting). Thus, the subject that 
" bears" the traits or predicates is the thought unity of 
the experiencer. 

But this " I think" is not an object; it is only the unity 
of our process in knowing sensory objects. For Kant, 
rational logic is no longer valid independent of sensation. 
Sensation is no longer simply "confused" thought that 
must be reduced to ana ly tic clarity derivable from axioms. 
Rather, the sensory given and rational thought arc two 
clillerent ingredien ts of any experience. 

Kant's Critique of Pure Reason cons iders ax iomat ic 
thought to be only our human, finite thinking (rather than 
world-constituting rationality). This fundamentally alters 
the whole approach ( 135, 105-106). As human and finite, 
our axiomatic thinking is limited to its roles in the make-
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up of sensory experience. Alone it does not cons titute an 
object. Thereby, rational metaphysics comes to be seen 
as invalid speculation. 

With Kant (and Heidegger), this valid , limited role 
of our thinking has always already occurred whenever 
we experience. It is not something we "get from" or "add 
to" experience. Thus, the mathematical aspects of nature 
arc not some grid that we place over what we experience, 
but our approach to sensible things. Only with so111e ap­
proach does one encounter anything. Kant thought on ly 
the Newtonian approach was really basic to human ex­
perience; Heidegger views this as his torically variable. 
But they agree that things are never experienced except 
as some approach has already played its role. Only then 
is anything such as "experience" rendered possible, for 
experience is always already organized (for example, 
laid out, sequential, quantifiable, predictable, and under­
stood as whatever it is an experience of). We never ex­
perience something totally unrecognizable, unidentifiab le, 
and out of context. Even if we were to have such an ex­
perience, we would identify it by time, place, and what 
led up to it. Thus, the Kantian Critique, and Hcideggcr 
too, will do nothing to overthrow those aspects of the 
axiomatic method that imply that experience is made 
partly by thought. The best example of this is the scien­
tific experiment. 

Heidegge1· argues that the basic character of modern 
science is missed if one says that it differs from earlier 
science by being experimental. For Hcidegger, the fact 
that modern science is "experimental" is only another 
result of its being basically axiomatic: an experiment is 
no mere observing. An experiment in the modern sense 
a lways first sets up a hypothet ical framework. We set 
up the conditions and procedures in advance; only within 
them is nature allowed to answer, and it can say on ly yes 
or no. It must respond within our framework (67-68, 
93; 52, 72). (Bacon had sa id that it is not enough to observe 
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nature. We must "torture" nature and see what then hap­
pe~s under the circumstances we set up and put into 
actio~. And Kant cites Bacon 's point in his Preface.):! 

He1degger argues that objects in science are made in 
a wa~ similar to the way we make tools. (Again, here he 
prov1des the broader, ordinary man-world context within 
which science and all else arise.) The use of a tool is 
~no\.vn in a~vance and determines the structure we give 
It when we mvent and make it (71-72, 55). A context of 
~ulture and use is always already implicit when anything 
IS made. As tools arc made, the things of science and the 
results of expe~imen ts arc also made and involve a prior 
cu ltural knowmg-a pre-existing contex t of man and 
world in which the thing is made as (and can then be taken 
as) tha t kind of thing. 

For the Greeks there was a basic difference between 
m~de things a_nd things of nature (83, 63). Only natural 
thmgs h_ad the1: 0\~n nature and internal origin of motion. 
Something ar~Ificially ~ade had its being moved onJy 
from the ou tside, by bemg made. For axiomatic science 
all thjngs arc only as we mathematically " make" them. 

Later in this analysis we will discuss Heidegger 's at­
L~mp~s to move beyond the current technological situa­
tion, m which nature is something we make. Heidegge1· 
sees vast dangers in it, just as he criticizes the view of 
human nature, art, and life as "things." We have seen that 
the thing is made. Will man the maker reduce himself 
to an ax~o~atically made "nature" that can say only yes 
or no w1thm a framework set in advance? 

Of course this making of nature works only when 
nat~re says "yes" to the framework and apparatus we 
dcv1se. But nature and reality arc "working forces" (93 
72). Nature "works" for us within the terms we pre-set: 
Thus, the experimental character of modern science is 

:! ," · . . constraining nature to give answer to questions of rea­
sons own determining" (B xii- xiii). 
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another aspect of its "axiomatic" character: our deter­
minil1g \Vhat things are. As we will sec now, Kant ex­
plained and limited this puzzling fac t. 

Sect ion B-11 

Kant accepts the axiomatic character of thought ( 184, 
144), as can be seen from his O\vn axiomatic way of. pro­
ceeding. He sets up a "system" and derives expenence 
from the principles he sets up ( 122, 94-95). 

Kant also retains the mathematical approach to ex­
perience: as we still often do, Kant views experience in 
terms of units. The mathematical method has been ap­
plied to break things up into sense-data units-felt pr.es­
sure sensations, heard bits of sounds, seen color btts, 
etc.-as if these were self-subsisting, separate unit-things 
(209, 162). But for Kant these are not experience. Ex­
perience is never had except as it involves much more 
than such unit sensations. 

For example: I am hit on the arm by a rock. The sen­
sa tions are the pressure, the sound thud, and the gray, 
etc. However, these sensations occur here (on my left 
arm), now (while the sun is shining ), and a t a certain, 
given, measurable intensity. For Kant, sensations never 
occur without being definitely located in space and time, 
nor do they occur without a certain intensity.a It is not 

a These ways in which conceptual !'lspcc~s part~cipatc in cx~c.ri­
ence to make up objects are ways m whtch ObJects become In­
dividually and specifically "determined" ( 186, 202; 146, IS?>· We 
must always see empirically jus t where and when somethtng oc­
curs, and with what intensity, and in whi':h necessaty exp~anatory 
connections. These specifications detcrmme a spectfic thtng. Any 
objective thing is necessarily determined along these resp~cts, 
and as long as we do not know a ll these we have not dctcnnmcd 
the thing objectively. . 

Thus, explanatory concepts belong to the dctermmat~ charac­
ter of any thing, as Leibniz held, but so do space and tunc loca-
tions, as Newton held. . 

Lcibniz argued, against Newton's absolute space, thnt space ts 
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possible to have an experience of pressure such that I 
wou ld not know where, or would not as yet know when, 
or not yet sense any degree of intensity. Finally, sensations 
arc never experienced except as connected to other events. 
I would not consider it "possible" that I am being hit, 
but not by anything related Lo anything previous (if I 
had only th is momentary appearance of pressure and a 
Ooating gray shape). If a rock hit me I would wonder 
who threw it. Someone "must have." Or it "must have" 
fallen from somewhere. I t "could not" have popped out 
of nowhere just in front of my arm. Experience is on ly 
"possible" as a tissue of already connected events. 

Of cours,c we may not as yet know who threw it, or 

only a syst.cm of re_Jati~ns between bodies. Thus, motion is always 
on(y :eiattve. Motton JS a change of location, but location for 
Letbntz was definable only relative to other bodies and not in an 
absolute spac~. If tl~is body moves, one can just as well say that all 
ot~ers move m vanous ways with respect to it, and it is at rest. 
Thmgs are real, but space is only their relation. 

Newton, however, found that a body in motion develops centrif­
ugal force. Yet nothing like this happens to the objects at rest 
nlthough they h~ve,motio~ with re~pect to the first body. ' 

'!hu~, an ?bJect s spatml locatton (and change in location, 
whtch IS motwn) must SOl!l<?how b~ absolut.e .. The space system 
must be capable. of detc~mmmg \VIuclt body JS m motion, and not 
mere~y the spattal relattons between them. In this context it is 
' 'cry tmportant for Kant to l> how how spatinl location has a de­
terminative r_ole in making up what the object is. Thus, for Kant, 
~pace ";~~ trm~ arc no~ concepts but (as Heidegger put it) 

realms tn whtch anythmg encounters, or, in Kant's words the 
form of anything sensorily given, i.e., outside us and sequentially. 
~ant thus s howed both the quantitative idealization aspect of 
t~me and space, which has a conceptual origin, and the determina­
tive ~ole that space ~nd ti~e location must piny in specifying anv 
J'lO'istble sensory ObJeCt, thts one ruther than another one like ii. 
(And thus, too, Leibniz's principle of indiscernibles comes to an 
end, precisely because it had been an expression of the limitless 
and sole power of axiomatic thought without its function in inter­
play with givcnness.) 
. But , for Kant (8 136 and 138), the united and uniform quantita­

trvc cha~acter of space is .fundamenta lly orgnnized only by the 
observe~ s tb~ught connect tons. In this Jaile r respec t Kant antici­
pates Emstem, for whom nlso the measurer's framework is an 
tnhercnt pat·t of what space is nnd how it determines things. 
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even if it was a rock. If it looks very strange we may not 
yet know what it is. But we know it cannot be just a 
"sensory datum" of grayness and pressure, floating and 
unconnected to any other observable events. 

Thus, the explana tory connective relations arc always 
already necessarily involved in any sensory experience, 
and even if we do not yet know what they arc we flat ly 
insist that they are there and that we must study unti l 
we find them. 

It may require long and highly specific empirical study 
to determi ne what the object is, i.e., what necessary r-ela­
tions actually obtain between this sensation and other 
sensations. (Say we eventually discover that it is a meteor, 
a leftover bit from a planetary explosion attracted to 
Earth by gravitation.) We do not just invent the specific 
conceptual relations that explain and tie together the ap­
pearances we sense. But in advance of determining what 
a given connection is, we aLready know and insist that 
som e necessary objective connections do obtain. The gen­
eral system of necessary relations is set in advance. With­
out it the pressure and gray shape could be purely floating 
appearances, but we consider that " impossible." The 
necessary relations are objectively there, they are a lready, 
in experience. We work unti l we discover them spe­
cifically. 

Thus, in the scientific approach any experience always 
already involves definiteness in spatio-temporal quanti­
tative and intensity respects, and necessary conceptual 
connections between even ts. The peculiar twist here is 
that it is just the conceptual connections (of though t) 
that make sensations into objects rather than mere sub­
jective appearances. 

This Kan tian puzzle is resolved when we realize that 
"connections" arc not possible without that which they 
connect. Therefore, these are valid thought-connections 
only as they are the connections of sensory givens. Kan t 
begins with the interplay. "Experience" is an interplay. 
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Only within. it are there a thinker and things. There is no 
human subject except as a receiver and thinker of ex­
perience. The re are no things except as received and 
thought in experiencing. 

As . Heidegger views it, German nineteenth-century 
Td~~Is~, although later than Kant, failed to absorb 
this I.nsight of ~ant's: that the whole experiential inter­
pia~ ~s .alread?' mvolved in anything like a self. Similarly, 
Pos.Itivi.sm. fru led to absorb Kant's insight: that the ex­
pen ential mt.erplay is already involved in anything like 
a separate thmg. Therefore, in Heidegger's own his torical 
s~~uence, Kan t comes after German Idealism and Posi­
tivism. (Only as a resul t of the much later 11eo-Kantianism 
was Kant understood, says Hcidegger (60, 46). I t was 
one hundred years late (57, 43), as Kant himself pre­
dicted .) 

How do conceptual connections function in given sen­
sa tions? 

An "object" is really sensations. But sensations have 
a definite size and duration in space and time (Categories 
group I ) and intensity (group II), and Kant calls such 
de terminate sensations appearances. (Sensations never 
actually appear any other way. ) And, when such deter­
minate sensations are further determined by explanatory 
conceptual connections (group III ) so that their occur­
rence follows from laws, Kant calls such sensations ob­
jects. (As unconnected, such appearances could only be 
subjective.) We really see only the gray shape, even when 
we see it now and here, so large and as a rock, which must 
have been thrown. Thus, objects are sensations, but the 
~onceptual connectives have a lways already functioned 
1n any actual experience. 
. Kant calls this conceptua l tying together of sensations 
mto objects "synthesis." But it is only from experience 
that we learn what specific connect ions do obtain be­
tween two events (and what space-time relations and 
what intensity obtain). Only the framework of the type 
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of measures and questions is conceptual. It was in this 
same sense that we said earlier than an experiment poses 
the hypothetical framework in advance of the results, 
and only within this framework docs the experimen t have 
precise resu lts . Only within the framework docs it pro­
vide objective, empirical answers. 

But such science raises the basic question: In what 
way docs the given exert control over the specific con­
ceptua l connections? Thought steps such as in logic or 
counting must be such that sensory givens can con trol 
them! When a nd why? . 

Thus, Kant alters the basic view that until then had 
been held traditionally, concern ing what such a thought 
step, a "judgment," is. As had been discussed by Descartes 
and Lcibniz, a judgment was only a connection between 
two concep ts (the subject and the predicate in a sen­
tence) . Heideggcr's example, "The board is black" (155, 
122). A judgment was viewed as a connection between 
two concepts, a merely logical step from one to the other, 
tying the two. Now Kant shows that there i,s a type of 
thought step that connects not only concepts but, in the 
same act, connects the grid ("realm," Bereich, manifold) 
in which any possible sensations will occur. 

Heidegger emphasizes that for Kant the view of judg­
ments as mere connections between two concepts (Sub­
ject and Predicate) is insufficient. Kant seeks the sort 
of connection bet\Veen l\VO concepts that simultaneously 
organizes whatever sensory givens can occur. Kant calls 
such a connection "synthetic." 

The question of judgment is now not " On what basis 
arc a subject and a predicate tied together (S-P)?" Rath­
er , the question is " How docs an S-P tic go to make up 
(synthesize) an experience of an object (SP- 0)?" It 
is not a thought coupled to another thought, but a thought­
couple coupling all possible sensat ions, thereby making 
an object ( 157, 123). 

But there are four ways in which syn thetic thought 
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connections work in an experience of objects. These are 
the four principles, the Kantian demonstrations, which 
Heidegger discusses in the last part of the book: 

I. For Kant, "two plus two equals four" is a "syn­
thetic" judgment. By expla ining his view on this, we can 
best shed light on the first role conceptual connections 
play in making up experience ("The Axioms of Intuition," 
194, 151). 

Judgments arc "analytic" when the subject already 
means the p redicate. ("Bachelors are unmarried.") What 
Descartes said applies to such judgments: One need only 
avoid contradiction. Thus, the principle of non-contradic­
tion is the "top principle of all analytic judgments." But, 
in opposition to Descar tes, Kant holds tha t the principle 
of non-contradiction is not enough ( 173, 181- 182; 135, 
142). Mathematics first involves a synthesis that is nec­
essary for all experience. 

Synthetic judgments involve a further step of thought 
not given by non-contradict ion a lone. But the "top prin­
ciple of synthetic judgments" involves not merely the 
two concepts of this s tep of thought but also imagination 
and the unHy of the thinker. "Two plus two," considered 
as mere concept, seems to give enough information to 
give us four, and thus seems analytic. But we are con­
cerned with how the concepts arc formed in the first 
place, and we arc concerned with how, in being formed, 
they also synthesize the realm for a ll objects. In forming 
the concept of "two" and of "four" we must add, count, 
and keep or unify the steps to form the number. (Simi­
larly, if we imagine drawing a line, we keep what we have 
i~agined drawing as we draw further, or we would get no 
lme, only momentary bits.) The unity of one activity of 
lhought provides the connective union. Kant calls the 
judgment "synthetic" because in the connection of the 
s teps of counting we generate the cont inuous quantifiable 
grid for all possible objects. We generate the quantifiable 
space (as we draw lines) and the sequence of time (as we 
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count ). Space and time are basically those of imagined 
drawing and count ing units. Hence, the connections be­
tween our steps of thought "synthesize" the imagined 
"schemata" of space and time. 

Thus, conceptual connections are involved in the gen­
eral ion of the continuous imagined grid of units of space 
and time, and anything ever sensed or imagined must 
appear with in them. 

Because of this syn thesis or composit ion of units, we 
can a lso define the pu rely analytic relationships of the 
concepts. But, for Kant, the syn thesis (the making.) of 
concepts always precedes their analytic rela tionships. 
Concept formation precedes the ana lys is of already 
formed concepts. The origin of the connections in a con­
cept must first be shown. And concept formation must 
be so accounted for that we can sec how the experience 
of object is thereby patterned. In this instance we have 
seen the formation of numbers and the thought steps of 
counting in such a way that the uniform unit composi­
tion of experience in space and time was a lso shown. 

Hcidcgger, too, shows how t ime, space, and unit things 
arc generated in the interplay between man and thing. 
We arc our concerns, fears, and hopes, and, because we 
arc a projection into the future, we generate ti me. (Hence 
we must not think of ourselves as "things" present in 
time.) For Heidegger, we generate space in the context of 
pointing to and distancing objects as over there, plotting 
ou t a system of orientations in a social interaction with 
others amid things (25, 19). But the uniform, quantita tive 
grid of size and duration is only one of the ways that con­
nections between conceptual steps also connect exper i­
ence. Let us turn to a second. 

U. Quantitative measurement is applicable, not only 
to space and time locations and durations of sensa tions, 
but a lso to their intens ity. Kan t's "anticipations of per­
ception" (206, 160) concern this second and different way. 
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S~ace an? time ~lone, only imagined , make geometr·y a nd 
ant~met tc _applicable to anything. Why is degree of in­
tensity a dtffc t·ent sort of thought connection? Because 
something actually sensed must appear. But even before 
it appeat·s we know it mus t have a measurable "intensitv." 
To color shades, light, intensity, degree of pressure, etc., 
the (conceptua l ) continuum of degrees and mathemat ical 
~cas~rement is again applicable. This is the second way 
m w_htch connections between concepts a lso thereby syn­
thesize a connective continuum fo r sensory experience. 

III. The firs t two have been Kant's "mathematical" 
principles. fn these the thought s teps and connections 
arc inherent in the sensory appea rance itself. In contras t 
the third concerns connec tions betiVeen different occur~ 
cnccs of givens (224, 174 ). Kan t ca lls the third a nd founh 
:·dynamical." From some thing now given we can often 
mfer that something else must soon happen. Let us 
say we know that the inferred always had happened when­
ever this sort of th ing first happened. But ou r sequential 
memory alone cannot ensu re that it nwst happen in the 
same sequence again. If we do not know why this always 
happens when that doc . we may well be wrong or we 
may have neglected to account for some inter-vening 
change. _At any r~te, we did not yet have the objective 
connect ton. Only tf we know IVhy this makes that happen 
can we say that it "must" happen again. Thus, explana­
l~ry conceptua I connections (just as Descartes said) pro· 
vtde the object ive scien ti fic connections of any po sible 
appearances. 

But, even so, we might be wrong. We arc sure on ly that 
!he ge~era l stntcture of experience is along these Jines. 
r.herc ts some explana tio n connecting even ts. The spe­
ctfic explanatio ns arc constantly discovered, improved, 
and extended. They must be found from experience. When 
we find that we were wrong, we find that what we 
thought was an "objective" exp lana tion really was not. 
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Thus, we experience "objects" only in terms of necessary 
connections between events, i.e ., the explanatory relations 
we seck. 

IV. Finally (236, 183 ) , since experience is possible 
only with us, not for objects apart froni us, what can ra­
tional thought conclude in advance as to what is possible 
or impossible? For Kant, God , nature, and man arc no 
longC?r subject to the logical laws of rational thought. 
Logical possibility is not experiential possibility. Only 
that is possible in experience which conforms to the 
above three groups of principles ( I , IJ, Til). Except as 
thought connections also synthes ize actual sensory ex­
perience, thought alone is not decisive about what is 
possible or imposs ible. 

In these four principles, Heidegger shows that Kant 
"demonstrates" the role of each conceptual principle in 
experience by a syllogistic sequence. The first (major) 
premise te lls something that is the case in all experience. 
The second (minor ) premise s tates that this aspect of ex­
perience is possible only as a certain conceptual connec­
tion has a lready participated. The principle Kant is prov­
ing then fo llows by logical necessity. But despite this 
elegant method of proof, the proofs arc all "circular": 
the principle that is concluded (proven) is really merely 
s hown to have been already involved in the first premise. 
Tn s hort , the demonstration shows how the principles 
arc already involved in experience. 

This "circle" ( 224, 241; 174, 187) is of great importance 
to Heidcgget· and lies in the very nature of ontology ( the 
s tudy of how what is is constituted). Whatever is is al­
ways a lready patterned in interplay with us before we 
ever make explici t what and how it is. Our "understand­
ing" prestwctures everything in those respects we have 
outlined . We have a lways already been involved in any­
thing we have experienced. Our approach has functioned 
a lready. To make it explicit is what Kant ca ll s the "trans­
cendental" task. We can show on ly c ircularly how we are 
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always a lready involved. The human subject's process 
is. a lways ~h-eady involved implic itly and thought along 
wtt~ the thmg when the thing is approached as a separate 
enttty out there. Thus, the roles of thought in synthesizing 
what t~ings are " leap ahead of" things in Heidcggcr's way 
of puttmg what Kant called "transcendental." Philosophy 
~~kes ex~licit how we have already approached and par­
tiCipated m the making of the thing (as well as, in the 
same process, in the making of ourselves as selves or sub­
je~ts) . But su.ch ex~licating can alter ( how we approach) 
thmgs. Therem, Hc1degger sees the power of philosophy. 

3. HE!DEGGER AND KANT 

One rea~on, among others, tha t it was necessary to go 
so exactly mto Kant's approach is that Hcidegger's philos­
ophy follows Kant's in so many basic ways-with this 
difference: Heidegger begins with man in the context of 
the ordinary world rather than in the context of science. 
This difference gives a very different ring to everything 
Hcidegger says. We will take up here how Kant's "tran-
cenden tal" roles that thought plays ( in what objects 

a re) become Heidegger·'s "transccndencc"-the way hu­
man beings• feeling, explication, language, and action 
"sketch" out the world, set up situations, and thereby 
partly create what the things arc. 

Hcidegger, like Kant, views time's order as generated 
by us in our interplay with things. For Hcidcgger, how­
<.!Ver, this is not the linear time generated by mathemat­
ical thought but a time genera ted by the broader human 
process of "being-in-the-world," feeling, speaking, and 
ac ting in si tuations. Hence, it is a time in which the im­
port of the past is being modified by how one is now con­
cerned about what one is about to do. 

Just as for Kant the human subject ( the " I think" that 
provides the synthesizing and s teps of thought) is not 
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itself an object, so for Heidegger the human being is not 
a thing, but rather the process of approaching things. A 
human person is a being-in and a being-toward, always a 
caring for, worrying abou t, trying to avoid, s triving for, 
being afraid of, hoping for, e tc. Man is this projecting. 
( Heideggcr ca ll s it the care structure.) J am my being-in 
the s ituations ( the sentence I am trying to write, the 
point I am getting at, the book I am finishing, the s itua­
tion [ am trying to create, the pitfall s I am trying to avoid, 
e tc.). 

Hcidegger insis ts, as did Kan t, that in any experience or 
situation the crucial ways we participate in creating 
things and s ituations have already functioned. Heideggcr 
points out that apart from our own striving or fearing 
there cannot be a s ituation in the firs t place. A s ituation 
is not like given things in the room, but like my trying to 
find something, or get out, or in , or whatever I a m trying 
to do there, perhaps what I wish I could and cannot. But 
ther·c is no fact that I cannot do it until I first project it 
by wanting to do it, and this implies my purposes, fears, 
or concern . 

Kant had sho\vn that even for the things in the room to 
be given, thought has already functioned in cons tituting 
and objectively connecting sensations into objects. Thus, 
the role Kant assigned to scientific thought Heidegger 
assigns to the w ider human feeling, living, and thinking. 

For Heidegger, as for Kant , our transcending has a l­
ways f unctioncd in advance of ( it "leaps ahead" and helps 
create) the facts we experience. But what for Kant was 
ca lled "experience" ( the connected system of experienced 
nature as rendered by science) becomes, for Heidegger, 
our always finding ourselves "thrown" into si~uations . 
Jus t as objects involve our being aiTccted by sensations, 
so for Heideggcr a s ituation is my situa tion because it can 
a iTect me ( in terms of affect, feeling, Befind/ichkeit). Like 
Kan t, Heidegger asserts the partial independence of both 
the human role and the thing's role. We can define neither 
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except as the inter·play has a lready funct ioned, but wha t 
can be done with the things is not a t all ar·bitrary, not 
just anything we like. 

Kant derived the transcenden ta l principles from " pure 
concepts" of the " understandi11g" (Verstancl) ( 144, 112 ) . 
For Heidegger, how human feeling sets up si tuations is 
called "understanding" ( Verstehen) and is pre-concep­
tual. A context of meaning is projected by the way we arc 
feelingly in our s ituations. (S ituations arc made by our 
concerns in terms of which they arc s ituations for us.) 
With words we can then expl ica te this "unders tanding" 
of our situations, which was alt·cady implicit in our felt 
being-in situations. 

It is an error to cons ider feeling as something within 
us that cou ld exist without cons tituting a s ituation, and 
to consider situations as external , apart from how we feel 
our thrownness and vulnerabi lity. That view considers 
feelings along the thing-model as if they were little things 
located "inside" us. My fea r is my vulnerability to being 
affected in the s ituation, and it cons titutes the threat. The 
threat that could materialize or tha t I cou ld avoid is my 
situation. What I feel is not my feel ing but my s ituation. 
The situation is not physica lly defined facts but the sig­
nificance and facts created by how I am and could be in 
them. Therefore, Heidcgger says that man is his possibil­
ities. 

As for Kant, so for Heidegger: we do not " unders tand" 
relationships that arc given in the facts except as we have 
already created those facts by how we have a lready func­
tioned. And Heidegger is perfectly deliberate in so us ing 
the word "understanding" along Kant's lines, as creating 
("synthe tic" ) things and s ituations before we can ex­
p lica te ( Kant ca lled it "analyze"). Here, too, and in the 
same sense, the synthes is of meanings precedes their 
analysis. 

But, as we have seen, "explication" ( Auslegung) for 
Hcidegger is not merely conceptual a nd analytic, but is it-
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self a further creat ive process. Thus, while the primary 
human "understanding" is a feeling process, the further 
human processes of explicat ing in language and thought 
arc also "const ituti ve" of what man is. This means that 
wha t we arc as humans and how we constitute s ituations 
and thi ngs is a lways partly and irreducibly linguistic. We 
have seen that Heideggcr traces the metaphysical model 
of the thing as the " bearer of tra its" back to modes of 
speech (the subject " beari ng" predicates). Our approach 
to what is ( the thing) was m odeled on the na ture of the 
proposition that, in turn , s tems from the contex t o f peo­
ple's ord ina ry speaking to each o the r about face ts o f the ir 
situat ion (37, 64, 152-153; 27, 49, 1 19) . Explica tion and 
speech, as well as felt unders tanding, project possibi lities 
and render things along certa in lines. They arc processes 
that transcen d, s ke tch , and thus partly c rea te what things 
arc. Thus philosophy's power. Language and thought add 
their own struc tures and do not merely draw out the s ig­
nificances of feeling. They arc of a different order. Expli­
cation must be based on what was already understood in 
feel ing, but "based on" docs not mean "equal." Rather, 
it means "hermeneutic," a process of furthc1· drawing out 
and furthe1· creating, which , when authen tic, expresses 
my di1·ectly fe lt " thrownness" and creatively explica tes 
what I am, i.e., my felt being-in my s itua tions. 

In keeping the role Kant gives to "understanding," but 
expanding it to be primarily feeling and on ly then ex­
plicat ive thought, He idegger follows Schlcicrmachcr and 
Dilthcy. Dilthey had ou tlined a method of Verstehen in 
which on<.: int<.:rpretcd human p1·oducts, institutions, and 
literary works as express ions of a felt experien ti a l process 
tha t made its own sense. For Dilthcy, mere logic uses 
only certain very thin derivatives from the felt continuit y 
of human experiencing. 

Of course for Kan t too (and Descartes and o thers), 
logica l rela tionships and logical necessity were derived 
from the continu ity (Kan t ca lled it "unity") of human 
processes as, for example, the unity and cont inuity of 
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the " I think" in coun ting units and keeping them so as 
to compose numbers. But to Dilthcy this meant that 
logical relations were extremely th in derivatives from 
the broad lived a nd fe lt process of experiencing and its 
cont inuity . This continuity was the adaptive and his­
torically elaborated proccs of the li \'ing huma n organism 
and was nrst of a ll felt. It made its own experientia l sense 
and had its own experiential meanings in its organismic, 
struc tural, and functional context. 

Thus, to attempt to expla in some thing ex perien tial by 
some logical construc tion was, for Dill hey, like exp laining 
man by one of his own thinnes t derivatives. Ins tead, 
Dilthey proposed viewing a ny human produc t as pat­
te rned by an experiential process with expe riential s ignifi­
cances. Th us, the fe lt "understanding" of the inquire r 
would paralle l (and explica tive ly elaborate verbally) the 
"understanding" implic i t in the fe lt experien tial process 
itself. 

Dilthey, too, was delibe rate about the Kan tia n use of 
"undcrs tandjng," and saw himself a provid ing a "critique 
of his torica l reason" to augmen t Kant's Critique of purely 
conceptua l reason. 

And, for Heidegger, history is always implicit in any 
man's ways of feelingly being-in and setting up his s itua­
tions. The indi vidua l is a creative " repetition" of his­
torical meanings in a n a lways a lready historical con­
text. I can attempt to li ve from out of my own authen­
tically felt m eanings, but r can do this on ly by explicating 
and e labora ting the his torica lly given meanings I actua lly 
:1lrcady feel and li ve. J ust as we sa id of philosophy in 
Heidegger's view, so also he views the individual as open­
ing up new avenues, but on ly as he begins by feeling a nd 
explica ting that which he a lready is . Nothing else is au­
thentic. Nothing e lse can be crea ti vely e labora ted. To 
avoid what one authentically is leaves one totally a lien­
ated a nd at the mercy of routines and patterns given bv 
others . or course in such avoidance, when one is "fa llen" 
into everyd ayness, one still has one's desire to maintain 
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this avoiding, but one usually avoids explicating that 
as well. Explicating it would be one's most au thentic 
move and would lead through everydayness beyond it. 
Therefore, in Sein wtd Zeit Heidcgger begins precisely 
with "everydayness" and explicates its felt under­
s tanding. 

One cannot authentically and crea tively elaborate 
everything, nor would one want to. I must choose what 
shall be important to me. In some very few chosen re­
spects I can attempt to work genuinely, creatively. In 
most respects each day I will remain more or lass in 
everydayness . Either way I stand on and in a historically 
produced context and historical meanings. 

Not only the other people of past his tory but the other 
people of now are already an inherent part of what a 
person is. One is always a being-with and a being-toward 
others, and human situations are not possible without 
this. Even being painfully lonely or needing to be alone 
is possible for human beings only because being-with is 
an inheren t aspect of what they are. Chairs and tables 
neither feel lonely nor need to be alone. 

Thus, Heidegger overcomes Husserl's problem of the 
existence of others by finding one's living with and toward 
others as already part of what it is to be a person. Again, 
here he follows Kant, who overcame the solipsistic prob­
lems left by Berkeley (for example, "Refutation of Ideal­
ism," B274 ), by not allowing the existence of subjects 
except as they are already a perceiving and thinking of 
objects. Heidcgger, by widening "understanding" to the 
feeling and acting in situations, includes the o thers as 
they arc for and to us in situations, that is to say, as hu­
mans whose concerns and cares are part of our s ituations. 
Thus, neither they nor I , as selves, arc subjective th ings 
inside, but always already a feeling and living-in situa­
tions, and situations are partly created by our under­
s tand ings. Jus t as Kant's "I think" is not an object but 
partly consti tutes objects, so, for Hcidcggcr, people are 
not objects but situation-constitutors. My being toward 

Analysis 287 

others is a lways already involved in any situation as I find 
myself thrown in one.' 

Thus, both his tory a nd my being toward present other 
people are already involved in the felt understanding 
that has functioned to make me what I am, as I am a 
being-in the si tuations that arc authentically situations 
for me. 

4. THE LATER H EIDEGGER AND 
FUTURE PHILOSOP!IY 

Heidegger's emphasis in later years has been consis tent 
with his earlier work, but in an important sense he has 
added something. He has made very clear exactly in what 
new sense one ought to interpret h is earlier work. There 

~The way in which being-toward others is inherent in what a 
person is cannot be split off from the pen,on's living among things 
(as though these wer·e our relations to other people and tl10se 
were our relations to things) . Rather·, anything that encounters us 
is already the sort of thing it is (a door or a gun) by virtue of its 
having been made along lines of usc and purpose by people, both 
historically in devising such a thing and currently a s the makers 
of this thing. We have already seen what Hcidcggcr does to the 
" unde rs tanding," to which Kant gave the role o f partly constituting 
objects. Heidegger widens it to include human feeling and living. 
Hence, for He idegger, a thing i~ no longer limited to its being a 
body in physics and chemistry, but abo includcl> what it is as a 
usc-object partly constituted by human s ituations. But in having 
that sort of being, every thing through and through involves the 
other people who made it and who arc implied in it. E\'en the 
things of physics arc human ly made and imply phy~icists and 
his tory, although such thing~ involve narrowing the usual experi­
ence to a "mere" obsen ing. We do not u~ually receive the pure 
sense of mere hearing. We do no t usually hear "a sound"; we hear 
a door s lamming downstairs. As I leideggcr say!> (209, /62), ord i­
nari ly experienced things mul.t lirs t be "broken up" into separate 
bits of "sense data ," and only by this careful and deliberate pro· 
cess can we then have "sense data." A science that e mploys care­
fully narrowed perception and deliberate "mere looking" (as he 
says in Sein 1111tl Zeil) can have a pcrfcc tly legitimate place in 
Heidegger's view. But, it r·cquircs "a very complicated and artful 
focus" (209, /63). It mu~t be recognized as a narrowed focus 
within the wider human world and the wider· human experiencing. 
which involves other people, his tory, and human making. 
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are two ways in which one could interpret a ll this insis­
tance that things always already involve our making, de­
fining, projecting, transcending, approaching. One migh t 
conclude that being is what we make it, wha t works for 
us, what we define and devise. But Hcideggcr denies pre­
cisely this view of being. A different interpretation is 
rea lly intended in all his work: Heidegger has all along 
reminded us that what things arc is made by our ap­
proach, but being is not the made things. Being is the pos­
s ible interaction, a third which is first. It is not the things 
we made. Being is the whole con text in which such mak ing 
and defining can make, define, reveal, a nd bring forth . 
Being is predefined; it is the whole, infinite, as yet undis­
closed richness of all possibilities, of a ll possible de­
fining and making. 

In this way arises Heidegger's grea t interes t in the pre­
Socratic philosophers, since they were concerned with 
predefined being, "that in which a ll defined things come 
to be and perish again." It seems to Heidegger that this 
was los t with Socrates. 

From Plato through Nietzsche, Heidegger sees one con­
tinuous development (with many decisive steps, some 
of which he traces in this book ). From Plato on, being 
is taken as that which is clear, already defined , and cons ti­
tuted . Being is what is formed and what works. Modern 
techno logy is the ultimate development of this approach. 

Heidegger terms the s tructure posited by techno logy 
a "Gestell," which in German combines the meanings of 
"positing" and "structure," and also has the conno tation 
of an apparatus or a contraption. As we look about us in 
the city today, we find ourselves surrounded by man-made 
things, by techno logically determined routines and v iews. 
There has been a s ilencing of nature, including our own 
nature. 

Heidegger sees vas t danger in thi s way of construing 
being as something fo rmed and made. That view is ido la­
try. It forgets our role in making anything fo rmed. lt 
misses being and may enslave us to what we have made. 
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ot only might man blow up the world with technology, 
technology has already gone far toward making man its 
appendage, making man into a thing whose nature can 
say only yes OJ' no within the s tructuring of technoloaical 
projecting. The danger is man (and being) as 111ade! o 

Bo th "undisclosed" being and man must be grasped 
in their roles in the 111aki11g of anything. "Being needs 
man," says Hcidegger in Die Teclmik 1111d die Kehre. To 
" rescue" ourselves from the dangeJ· of technology we 
must look precise ly there "where the danger is ." Tech­
nology shows us not just a few contraptions but a much 
larger fact- the interplay. Man is in danger of becoming 
something made of man and being. Ins tead , he must 
take h imself as maker. So viewed, being is not what is 
made, but that vas tly wider sense of being as the not yet 
made, in wl1ich we bring forth any thing tha t is made. 

Man 's approach at a given his torical time is a certa in 
way, and hence things arc a certain way. At a nother time 
the models arc difi"erent, and so arc things. Evident ly, 
then, being can be defined 11either by this nor by that 
model OJ' approach. Ra ther, being is this whole condition 
in which different human approaches can differen tly dc­
teJ·mine what things arc. 

This is a lso what Hcidcgger means by overcoming met­
aphysics." We must think beyond any one model, for any 

:; K ant had overcome the speculative metaphy!-.iCl> of hill time. 
H e showed that n!al>on il> valid only in it!-. tran!-.cendental role of 
partly m~king experi~nce. Kant wa!-. then able to show that apart 
ft·om th1s expenenual power the purely rational l>pcculative 
schemes cou ld be argued lor or again-.t equally \\ell ( Kant's 
•tntinomies). · 

Kant posited "things in themM: lve-..'' a!-. a limiting notion. We 
cannot know anythi ng about things in theml>el vcs. for anvthing 
known is rela ted to us, given to U!-., partly made bv our reception. 
The notion o f things in them!-.el ve!-. allowed K a.nt to treal the 
~hings. of cxperi?nce 1wt as thing!-. in themselve!-. but as part ly 
•nvolvmg us. H e•deggcr put s being in relation to man , but, like 
K ant's things in themsel ve!-., being ha!-. no made form. It is that 
" in which" is formed anvthing we participate in forming. But 
H c:idegger envisions the nc-..t development in man as going beyond 
th1s merely made and as appmaehing this being in another way. 
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model is s till only that same approach that began with 
Plato and came to its height with Nietzsche and tech­
nology. A new approach to being is coming, sa s Heidcg­
ger. What is this new approach to being? He cannot tell 
us. It will be the work of an ent ire culture, not the work 
of one man (SO, 38). 

No philosopher can "jump over his own shadow" ( 150-
15 1, 118). Heidcgger means that no philosopher can jump 
over the historical context in which he works and which 
he alters. No one can get out of the limits of his own 
historical time to deal with the further changes that his 
own philosophical dti!cisions have made necessary. (Only 
Hegel did it, but by "jumping into the sun," i.e., beyond 
history altogether, to the idea of an absolute end of all 
history. But that is purely theoretical. We arc always s till 
within history.) 

And so Heidegger cannot jump over hi s own shadow. 
Each of his recent writings ends with his s tanding at 
the edge of an abyss, pointing into the fog of a coming 
new approach to what is. 

Can we move beyond Heidegger's shadow? 
On the one hand, we are not to fa ll back into models, 

metaphysic , this or that assumption system, which ren­
ders what is as merely these or those created things. On 
the other hand, an "approach" to being, as far as Heidcg­
ger has gone, always is a model, a framewor·k, a sketch ing 
out of "things," be they s imilar to our things or different. 
Thus, the new approach he envis ions poses a dilemma: It 
cannot be a new "approach"; it must be a different sort 
of thing altogether and, in fact, precisely not just a 
"thing." 

In the first half of our cen tury (and due partly to Hei­
degger and others) there has already occurred a funda­
mental sp lit between models and concrete living. There 
is no longer a "thing," with a single inherent form seem­
ingly of its own, nor does man view himself as having one 
given inherent human nature. That is exactly why we 
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speak of "models" or "approaches"; these words indicate 
variety and relativity. The rigid bodies Newton located 
in absolute space have given way to Einstein's relativity 
to the mea urer· in physics. The cubis ts ga\'C us things 
not from one but from many s imultaneous perspectives. 
Pure form without representing anything permitted vast , 
wonderful, formal virtuosi ties, for example, in art and 
in logic and mathematics. Amazing achievements became 
possible with the variety that forms cou ld have when 
freed from life. Non-Eucl idian geomct ries, modern design, 
archi tectur~e in reinforced concret e, proliferations of 
specialized social roles-all these attest to the new power 
achieved with forms freed from what had been thought 
to be the constraints of their "natural " contents. 

But whcr·eas in the pas t man had lived and felt him­
self in his roles a nd defi nitions, now the r·clativity and 
con tradictions of so many different forms do not permit 
that sort of inherent identification with a role or form. 
We arc no longer any of the many roles, values, or forms 
of expression. Form split from living leaves li ving in­
choate. Thus, li ving humanness has more and more ex­
pressed itself by inchoate protest against reason, against 
empty roles and forms. This protest has sometimes been 
beautiful and sometimes not. 

How shall form (model, construct, "approach") and 
man come back together in a new wav? It must be a 
11e11' way, since there can no longer be a-genuine restora­
tion of some one model , form, metaphysics, value system, 
socia l role. or artistic style. "New way" docs not mean 
the old imposition of some one model, but a method of 
using many models, a method of using this human model­
ing power r·a ther than staying within some one model for· 
a cen tury or two. As I sec it, the process of forming must 
itself be the new type of "approach." Wha t has happened 
occas ionally and some cen turies apart must now become 
mutinc for us. lt is not this or that model, but the process 
of model-cr-eating itself. 
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In modern lire, to get through even one day an indi­
vidual cannot depend so lely on the models and interpre­
tive patterns he is given by his culture. These contradict, 
they are too many, and often they do not solve the s itua­
tion in which he finds himself. To deal with what he is up 
against they arc too few. He must reinterpret, newly in­
terpret, inven t meaning, create myth, and generate new 
f uturcs and new sign ificances in order to mold the already 
given tmubling meanings of his s ituation. 

Recently, Kuhn's ana lysis0 ( highly consis tent with Hei­
degger's analyses in this book) has clarified the basic 
difference between merely carrying out the implications 
of a given scientific model and creating a new one. Kuhn 
terms the crea tion of a new model a " scientific revolu­
tion." I have termed it the crea tion of meaning.7 

The process (or doing) that creates and schematizes 
cannot itself be explained by some supposedly underly­
ing or axiomatic model or scheme. In retrospect one finds 
that one's doing has set up a situation that is implicitly 
meaningful in ways that can be explicated. Such explica­
tion may look like a logical account of what occurred, but 
it is an error to view it as the cause of the process. The ex­
p lica tion is a product of the process. I t is a model or 
scheme crea ted by the process, and we must see that the 
process as concrete doing is prior. 

But is not such an approach to being-as the process 
of meaning making-really an invitat ion to arbitrari­
ness? Is it not merely saying that there arc no criteria, that 
you can have it any way you like? Anything you say or 
do is as good as anything else you might say or do; it all 
depends on your interpretation. Existentia lism often 

n Thomas S. Kuhn, Tlte Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chi­
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1962). 

1 Eugene Gendlin, F.xperienci11g and tlw Creation of Meaning 
(New York: The Free Press, 1962). 
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sounds like that/' But this is not at all the case! We know 
this from how difficult it is to devise courses of action 
and interpretations that take account of all in the s itua­
tion and leave us feeling whole and unconOicted. That 
is why the situation in physics remained unresolved for 
so many years, and why Einstein worked for so many 
years. That is why we so often fail to devise any action 
or meaning that resolves "hang-ups_" There arc always 
p lenty of easy alterna tives for saying and doing some­
thing that fails to resolve anything. 

To really resolve the " hang-ups" is a very different and 
far more difficult ma tter than just picking one or an­
other of the many available schemes and actions that 
will not resolve anything. In practice we know the dif­
ference from the ease of one and the difficulty of the 
o ther, from our frequent failure to devise the lattet-, 
and from the unhappily unmistakable consequences of 
such fa ilu res. Thus, the usc of this human power of de­
fining is anything but arbitrary, anything but a choice 
from among many available a lternatives. I t is a highly 
controlled process of devisi ng meanings that mus t take 
account of more facets than have ever yet been for­
mulated . 

Exis ten tialism seemingly places a gap of arbitrariness 
between every moment and the next, jus t because exis­
tentia lism denies the logical, deductive type of continuity. 
Wha t sort of ethics, for example, can come from a view 
that rejects every statable criterion of value or rightness, 
and views it as created by, but not determining, huma n 

~ It is a question that besets the method of linguistic analysis 
a lso. The rules for the usc of a word arc not in the dictionary; 
they arc implicit in our knowing how to speak. One explicates 
these rules, ~ot by " lean ing on a model," but by leaning directly 
on our knowtng how to talk and act in situations. Current philos­
ophy of both sorts is very much at the juncture at which Heidcg· 
gcr pictures it. There is a pre-conceptual court of appeal. 
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action? Must it not resul t in high-sounding ra tiona liza­
tions for doing absolutely anything one pleases? And, 
s imilarly, how can there be a basis for discussing being or 
science if one purports to explicate some no t fully fo rmu­
lated "situa tion"? To say that it canno t be deduced or 
checked against a scheme-how is tha t more than say ing 
tha t it must always remain unfounded? 

Heidegger helped fight and win the battle agains t equat­
ing concrete living with a scheme, won the ba ttle agains t 
reading some theoretical scheme into things, and showed 
that living humans arc the reason for schemes and no t 
the reverse. Therefore, we must understand the seeming 
gap as these oppositions to the earlier ra tionalis tic and 
logis tic view. 

We must reopen the question to which Heideggcr's ap­
parent gap of arbitrariness is the answer. Tha t ques tion 
was: Is there some rational or scientific thinglike de­
fi ned order that determines world and man ? His answer: 
No. 

Having seen the question to which Hcidcggcr's "No" is 
the answer, we can now separate out a different ques tion 
that is too o ften merged with the firs t. Our second ques­
tion is: Arc there other criteria, other ways we might 
characterize a nd recognize an authen tic, succcssf ul in­
venting and forming from those many, easily achieved 
ways of interpre ting, inventing, and forming that seem 
to offer solutions but really leave us in pa in, in conOict, 
s ick, or about to embark on something we will la ter say 
we knew better than to do? Even if there is no logical or 
1·a tiona l scheme of things except one tha t is hi storically 
derived and in the process of being changed- by us­
might there be a (nonschcmatic) way of recognizing 
the scientific revo lution and telling it apart from mere 
nonsense or evil? 

And, as Heidegger s tates so well , further reinterpre­
tations in life or philosophy a rc possible only on the 
grounds of the ones we are already in , the given ones. We 
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cannot genuinely throw away our intcr·preta tions, values 
and reactions, problems and anoma lies, no matter how 
emancipate d we a rc in genera l, no ma tter how convinced 
we a re in general tha t our values arc "merely relative," 
that science uses "only models." In fac t, they a re not j us t 
"relative," they a re " rela tive to" the s ituations in which 
they inhere, the problems they helped pose. Unless we 
carry all this further we cannot get out of it. Therefore, 
scientific revolutions and everyday p roblems are so dif­
ficult to so lve adequately (and so easy to avoid or deny 
verbally in obviously fut ile and merely pained ways). 

But is there nothing then that can be said to differen­
tiate the authentically experienced, context-inclusive, un­
conflicted manner of meaning-making from an alienated, 
inauthentic, merely irresponsible manner of have it what­
ever way you like ? In different kinds of s ituations there 
are different recognizable marks, some private and some 
observable (even in objective resea rch ). What basically 
sets the authentic manner of meaning-making apart is 
that it moves from the defined to the as yet undefined 
( the felt, concrete sense of lhc whole situation ), and then 
from out of that to another, new or modified, more ade­
quate form. This movement can apply to anything formed 
- things, words, art, ways of acting, or social roles.0 

The next form is no t j us t ano ther model ta ki ng the 
place of the first ; it is a "zag" in a conti nu ing "zig-zag" 

o On this a nd on the points made above, the reader may wish 
Jo ex~mine my other wri tings: £xperie11ci11~ a11d tile Creation of 
Meanmg (New York: The Free Press, 1962); "Experien tia l Ex­
plication a nd Truth," Joumal of £xiste11tialism, V£, ( 1966) , 22; "A 
Theory of Persona lity Change," in Perso11ality Change, eel. by 
~orch~l .an~ Byrne (New Yo rk: J ohn Wiley & Sons, 1962); " Focus­
mg Abtl!lY m Psychothe ra py, Persona lity and Crea tivity," in Re­
searclz 112 Psycllot!Jerapy, eel. by J . Shlien (Washington, D.C.: 
American Psycho logical Associa tion, 1967), Vo l. rtr ; " What arc 
the G.-ounds of Explica tion?", Tile Mo11ist, XLIX ( 1965), J; "Ex­
pressive Meanings," in I nvitation to Pllellomelwlogy, cd. by J . Edic 
(Chicago: Qua d rangle Books, 1965). 
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process between one's Live sense and the realm of forms. 
The next definition can change one's felt sense. To de­

fine a s ituation a lters what one is about. Saying some­
thing in words has an effect on what one wants to say-it 
clarifies, intensifies, or shifts it. From such an "experien­
tial shift" one can move to a further step of forming; one 
can suspend a ny given formulation and tu rn to the pre­
conceptual, which always implicitly includes the whole 
complexity of which we are sensitive, and which develops 
further in interaction, and is carried forward in a zig-zag 
that is experientially ( though not logically) continuous. 

There are a number of d ifferent kinds of moving rela­
tionships between forms and concrete experiencing. I 
give experiencing the "ing" form because it is activity. In 
various distinguishable ways, experiencing lets us create 
an endlessly greater variety of relevant forms than the 
few r igid ones that culturally given perception and social 
roles hold steady for us. Thls experiential zig-zag move­
ment is the approach that is more than an approach. 

Eugene T. Gendlin 
The University of Chicago 
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force), 77 
vis impressa ( impacted 

force ), 88 

I NDEX OF GREEK TERMS 

ai.ufh,m<1 ( the sensible), 113; 
(sensibility, perception), 
144 

a>....,Ona. ( truth), 46 
ilp.a. (at the same time), 172 
ch•nJII'IIftia {pronoun), 25 
fit,&w (evaluate), 92 
n.t,~p.a.nt (fundamental propo-

s itions, axioms), 92 
u1rAai (simple movements), 84 
a7Totf>acw; ( holding away ). 154 
apx•7 (beginning), 83; &.pirJ 

KurfpEw~ ( beginning of mo­
tion ),83 

{3i~£ (by violence), 84, 88 

8u.tip£m<~ (taking apart, analy­
sis), 160 

Bvvafttc; (force, power, capac­
ity), 85 
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lKEi ( that far away, there), 25 
'£mun}p."7 (knowledge), 81 

Ka8' ai•ni (according to them­
selves), 83 

Ka8o>..ou (in general, on the 
whole ), 11 7 

Kani {[rom above to below), 
62 

Kanitj>am<; (assertion, attribu­
tion), 62, 107, 154 

KaTrryop{a (category), 63 
Kl'"'7f1''1 d•8tia (motion in a 

s traight line), 84 
K {VIJ<T''~ KaTa To1rov ( motion with 

respect to location ), 83 
Kplvnv (to sort, separate), 119 
Kl;KA<tJ (in a circle), 84 

>..iynv ( to address, assert as 
something), 64 
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>.oyo~ ( reason ), 108, 145; 
( judgment ), 144; (gather­
ing together ), 187; (asser­
tion ), 106, 108, 126, 152-53, 
156, 178 

rO. p.a9,/p.o.m ( the ma themati­
cal, wha t can be learned ), 
69, 71 , 73- 74 

1uf9,1(m (mathematics, learn-
ing), 69, 71 , 73, 75, 91 

1~av9a••£tv ( to learn), 69 
JA.mt{3o>.,/ ( motion ), 83 
p.llm/ ( mixture), 84 
iJ.((}oSo., ( me thod ), 102 

7TOt"r"" (doing, making), 70 
ra 7TMO•;P.(••a ( things made or 

done), 70, 81 
m 1rpayp.o.ra ( things dealt 

with ), 70 
1rp;;.e,~ ( dea ling with, doing, 

ac ting), 70 
1rpoT<pov ¢tlu(L (what is former 

in na ture), 166 

trpwrq ¢L>.o!ro¢1a (first philos­
ophy, metaphysics), 64, 99 

uvp.f3({3t]KO<; (chance, contin­
gency), 34 

r£>.o~ (aim, end ), 81 
TOS( n ( this here, a pa rticu­

lar ), 49 

l•troK(lp.(vo•• (what underlies, 
subs tance), 34, 62, 103, lOS 

t~rT<pov trp!l., ~p.a<; (wha t is la ter 
toward us), 166 

Ta </>rLUIClp.O!OV ( that Which 
ma kes itself manifest ), 81 

q,O.vat ( to say), 62 
q,,[q,., ( a saying), 62 
¢opa ( being transported), 83, 

86 
ra q,wtKa ( things which come 

forth ), 70, 81 
q,\-u,., (nature), 83, 126; 1rapa 

q,tluw (agains t nature), 84; 
Kara ¢\-utv ( in accordance 
with nature), 84 


