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PREFACE

BY THE TRANSLATOR.

IT is not augmenting the sciences,but disfiguring

them, when their boundaries are allowed to encroach

on one another. For which reason, and as logicis

a science, wherein nothing is fully shewn and

strictlyproved but the formal rules of all thinking,

and as we by consequence abstract in it from all

objectsof knowledge, as well as from their differ-ence,

our author has left us his logic free from

every extraneous admixture of either ontological,

or anthropological,or psychological,or metaphysi-cal

matter.

Whoever has but a clear and distinct conception

of the proper nature of this science, will soon dis-cover

the great difference between Kant's Logic

and all former treatises on the same subject,not

only by its being purer and more systematical,but,

for all its scientific strictness of method, by its be-ing

simpler,and divested of many of the tinsel

trappingsof mood and of figure. The translator

therefore conceives himself warrantable in present-ing

it to the English public.*

* This Treatise on Logic, which is intended for a manual for

lectures,is a posthumous work, and it is the editor Gottlob
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He trusts too, that candid and competent judges

(unfortunatelynot a very numerous body in any

nation) will not repudiate,on a slightreview, a

system, which is purged of much useless,though

ostentatious,scholastic subtilty,and which is now

taught and flourishes in all the jprotestantuniver-sities

of Germany. As to his labour (avery secon-dary

consideration),by the way, it will, if it or

any lightthat he may have thrown on a science

(thecritical philosophy),which he has been study-ing

for years both in Germany and at home, shall

hereafter be found to deserve the approbationof

those judges,be amply requited.

Benjamin Fesche (doctorand privateteacher of philosophy in

the universityof Koningsberg,fellow of the Learned Society
of Francfort on the Oder, disciple,follower, and friend of

Kant) whom we have to thank for having thus faithfullypub-lished

his illustrious master's manuscript. The doctor has

promised us his Metaphysic also,which he likewise has in

manuscript in Kant's own writing,and which, the moment it

comes to hand, the translator intends to turn and to publish:

when we shall have somethingsystematicaland complete of this

incomparably great man's own, and not be any longer troub-led

with scraps, mutilated extracts, and imperfectquotations,
which cannot convey his sense or spirit,and only serve to de-ceive

the public by givingthem a false notion of his method of

philosophising,by leadingthose totallyignorantof the princi-ples

of his system to prattle superficiallyof his profound doc-trine,

and by making a mere dogmatic jargon of his sublime

science.
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When the arts and the sciences are improved

and enlarged,many more words, than those which

sufficed in their infancy,become necessary, Nulli

unquam, qui res ignorarent,nomina, quibus ea$

exprimerent
.
qucesierunt.The author found the

technical or rather the scientificwords and terms of

the German languageinadequateto his method of

critical philosophising,and was consequentlyob-liged

to coin new ones. The translator of course

is reduced to the same necessityin English;for

that languageis not less copiousthan our vernacu-lar

tongue ; and circumlocution or a periphrastical

styletends greatlyto enfeeble philosophicalreason-ing.

Should any critic,however, or philosopher,
whose province it more immediatelyis, deign to

suggest words or terms more expressiveof the

meaning, than his may be, he, as his sole aim, in,

clothinghis author's thoughtsin an Englishdress,

is,to render their sense faithfullywithout any af-fectation

of novelty,and to contribute his mite to

propagate and diffuse useful and sublime know-ledge,

will,should this work have the fortune to

survive the present edition,then adopt those more

appositewords and terms with gratitudeand plea-sure

; for he, though in this instance little more

than a mere translator,is far above logomachy,or
a disputeabout words.

True logic(saysWatts) does not requirealong
detail of hard words to amuse mankind, and to puff
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up the mind with empty sounds and a prideof false

learning; yet some distinctions and terms of art are

necessary to range every conceptionin its proper

class,and to keep our thoughtsfrom confusion.

Though we may and in fact do syllogizebotii

in conversation and in common writings,it is,

like Mr. Jourdain (inMoliere's Bourgeois Gentil-

homme), who spoke in prose for more than forty

years, without knowing it. "

An acquaintancewith the school form of ratio-cination,

however, is indispensableto every man

not onlyof science, but of a liberal education. The

world (continuesthe doctor)is now grown so wise

as not to suffer this valuable science to be engrossed

by the schools. In so politeand so knowing an age,

every man of reason will covet some acquaintance

with logic,since it renders its dailyservice to wis-dom

and to virtue, and is subservient to the affairs

of common life,as well as to the sciences.

In short, the study of the speciesof logiccon-tained

in this compendium should, in the academi-cal

instruction,precedethe studyof all philosophy,
like a quarantine(so to say),which the disciple,
who has a mind to go out of the land of prejudice
and error into the territoryof more enlightened

reason and of the sciences,must perform.

It is to be hoped, that Kant's accurate and pro-found

method of philosophising,a small specimen
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of which is exhibited in this work,, will meet with
a

better reception from our philosophers, than Har-vey's

doctrine did, at the beginning, from
our phy-sicians.

For Hume relates,, that
no physician in

Europe, who had reached the
age

of forty, ever,

to the end of his life, adopted Harvey's doctrine of

the circulation of the blood, and that his practice

in London diminished extremely from the reproach

incurred by this great and signal discovery.
"

So

slow is the
progress

of truth in
every science,, even

when not opposed by either factious or supersti-tious

prejudices I
"

tf So slow

The growth of what is excellent
; so

hard

T'attain perfection in this nether world1/'
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INTRODUCTION.

I.

Conception of

EVERY thing in nature, as well in the inanimat

as in the animated world, happens or is done ac-cording*

to rules, though we do not always know

them. Water falls according to the laws of gra-vitation,

and the motion of walking is performed

by animals according to rules. The fish in the

water, the bird in the air, moves according to rules.

All nature,, in general,is nothing but a coherence of

phenomena according to rules ; and there is no

where any want of rule. When we think we find

that want, we can only say that, in this case, the

rules are unknown to us.

The exercise of our powers too takes place ac-cording

to certain rules,which we observe without

a knowledge of them at first, till we attain it

by degrees by essays and a longer use of our

powers, nay, make them (the rules) so easy to

ourselves at last,that we have great difficultyto

think of them in the abstract. Universal grammar^

for instance, is the form of a language in general.

But we speak without knowing grammar ; and he,
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who speakswithout knowing it,has a grammar and

speaks according to rules, of which he is not

sensible.

The understanding in particular,like all other

powers in general,is bound in its operationsto

rules,which we can investigate.Yes, the under-standing

is to be considered as the source and the

facultyof conceiving-of rules in general. For, as

the sensitivity,or the sensitive faculty(sensuali-

tas*),is the facultyof intuitions,the understanding

is that of thinking,that is to say, of reducingthe

representationsof ihe senses to rules. It is there-fore

desirous of looking for rules, and satisfied

when it has found them. The question then is,as

the understanding is the source of rules, on what

rules itproceedsitself.

For there is not the least doubt, but we can,

neither think,nor use our understandingotherwise,

than accordingto certain rules. But we can think

of these rules againby themselves, that is,we can

conceive of them without their application,or in

the abstract. What are these rules ?

All the rules,accordingto which the understand-ing

proceeds,are, cither necessary, or contingent.

The former are those, without which no use of the

understanding\vould be possible;the latter those,

without which a certain determinate use of it would

* As the word sensualityhas degenerated from its original

meaning in our language, we crave leave to substitute the word

Sensitivityto express the intuitive faculty.
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not take place. The contingentrules, which de-pend

upon a determinate objectof cognition,are as

manifold as the objectsthemselves. For example,,

there is a use of the understandingin the mathe-matics,

in metaphysics, in moral philosophy,"c.

The rules of this particulardeterminate use of the

understandingin the aforesaid sciences are contin-gent

; because it is contingent,whether we think of

this or of that objectto which these particularrules

have reference.

But, when we set aside all the cognition,which

we must borrow from the objectsmerely,and reflect

entirelyupon the use of the understandingin gene-ral,

we discover those rules of it,which are absolute-ly

necessary in every respect and without regard-ing

any particularobjectsof thinking;because

without them we could not think at all. Hence can

theybe known a priori,that is,independentlyof all

experience; because they comprise, without dis-tinction

of objects,merely the condition of the use

of the understandingin general,whether it (theuse)
be pure or empirical. And hence it follows, that

the universal and the necessary rules of thinkingin

general can regard its form merely,by no means

its matter. |dConsequentlythe science, which com-prehends

these universal and necessary rules,is

merelya science of the form of the cognitionof our

understanding,or of thinking. And we can frame

to ourselves an idea of the possibilityof a science of

that sort,in the same manner as that of a universal
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grammar, which contains nothing more than the

bare form of language in general,without words

that belong to the matter of language.

This science of the necessary laws of the under-standing

and of reason in general,or of (what

amounts to the same thing)the mere form of think-ing

in general,we name Logic.

As a science,,which extends to all thinkingin

general,,without regardingobjects,as the matter of

thinking,Logic is,

1, to be considered as the foundation of all the

other sciences, and as the propedeytic(pre-exerci-

tation)of all use of the understanding. But it

cannot, because of its totallyabstractingfrom all

objects,

2, be an organon of the sciences.

By an organon we understand the direction

how a certain cognitionis to be brought about.

But, thereto it is required,that we previouslyknow

the objectof the cognitionwhich is to be produced

accordingto certain rules. An organon of the sci-ences

therefore is not mere logic,because it

gives to presuppose the exact knowledge of the

sciences, of their objects,and of their sources.

The mathematics, for instance, as a science

which comprises the ground of the enlarging

of our cognitionwith respect to a certain use of

reason, are an excellent organon. Whereas logic,

as it, the universal propedeyticof the use of the

understandingand of reason in general,must not be
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made to go into the sciences and to anticipatetheir

matter, is but a universal art of reason (canonica

Epicuri) to make cognitionsin generalsuitable to

the form of the understanding,and consequentlyin

this view onlyto be denominated an organon, which

however serves, not for the enlarging,but merely

for the judging and the regulatingof our know-ledge.

3. As a science of the necessary laws of think-ing,

without which laws no use of the understanding

or of reason has place, and which are by conse-quence

the sole conditions,on which the understand-ing

can agree with itself or be consistent,
"

the ne-cessary

laws and conditions of itsrightuse " logic,

however, is a canon. And it,as a canon of the un-derstanding

and of reason, must of course not bor-row

principles,either from any science, or from

any experiencewhatever \ it must comprehend no-thing

but laws a priori,which are necessary and ap-pertain

to the understandingin general.
Some logicianspresuppose psychologicalprinci-ples

in logic. But to introduce such principlesas

those into it,isjust as absurd as to take moral phi-losophy
from life. Were we to take principles

from psychology,that is, from the observations on

our understanding,we should but see how thinking-

goes on, and how it is under the various subjective

impediments and conditions; this would conse-quently

lead to the knowledge of merely contin-gent

laws. In logic,however, the inquiryis after,
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not contingent,but necessary rules; not how we

think,but how we are to think. Hence must the

rules of logicbe taken, not from the contingent,

but from the necessary use of the understanding,

which is found in us without all psychology. In

logicwe want to know, not how the understanding

is and thinks, and how it has hitherto proceeded in

thinking,but how it shall proceed in thinking. It

is to teach us the right use of the understanding,

that is. its use agreeing with itself.
* O 3

From the foregoingexplicationof logicwe may

derive the other essential propertiesof this science,

that it is,

41, a science of reason as to the matter, not

as to the mere form ; because its rules are not

taken from experience,and because it has reason

also for its object. Logic,therefore,is a self-cog-nition

of the understandingand of reason, not how-ever

as to their faculties with regardto objects,but

entirelyas to the form. In logic,we would not

ask, what does the understandingknow, and how

much can it know ; or how far does its cognition

go ? For that were self-cognitionwith regardto

its material use, and consequentlybelongsto meta-

physic. In logicthere is but the question,how

does the understandingknow itself?

As a rational science, as to both the matter and

the form, logicfinallyis,

5, a doctrine,or demonstrated theory.For, as it is

occupied,not about the common and, as such, mere-
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Jyempiricaluse of the understandingand of rea-son,

but entirelyabout the universal and the neces-sary

laws of thinkingin general,it depends upon

principles,a priori,from which all its rules can

be derived and proved to be that,to which all cog-nition

of reason must be conformable.

By logic'sbeing,as a science a priori or as

a doctrine, to be held a canon of the use of the

understanding,it is essentiallydistinguishedfrom

esthetic which, as mere criticism of taste, has not a

canon (alaw), but only a norma (apattern,or rule

merely for judging),which consists in universal

agreement. Esthetic contains the rules of the

agreement of cognitionwith the laws of the sensi-tive

faculty; logic,on the other hand, the rules

of the agreement of cognitionwith the laws of the

understandingand of reason. That has but empi-rical

principlesand of course can never be a sci-ence

or a doctrine, providedthat we understand by

a doctrine a dogmaticalinstruction on principles

a priori,in which every thingis known by the un-derstanding

without any other information received

from experience,and which givesus rules,whose

observance yieldsthe desired perfection.

Many, particularlyorators and poets, have at-tempted

to reason on taste, but never been able to

givea decisive judgment on it. Baumgarten, the

philosopher,has formed a plan of an esthetic as a

science. But Home has distinguishedthe esthetic

righterby the appellationof Criticism,as that does
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not give any rules a priori,which determine the

judgment sufficiently,like logic,but takes its rules

a posteriori,and renders the empiricallaws, ac-cording

to which we know the more imperfect and

the more perfect(beautiful),more generalby com-parison

only.

Logic,then, is more than mere criticism ; it is a

canon, which afterwards serves for a criticism,that

is,for the principleof the judgment of all use of

the understandingin general,,though but of itsright-

ness with respect to the mere form, as it (logic)is

as littlean organon as universal grammar.

Universal logic,as the propedeyticof all use of

the understandingin general,is distinguished.,in

another pointof view, from transcendental logic.,in

which the objectitself is representedas an object

of the bare understanding,whereas universal logic

extends to all objectsin general.

If we collect all the essential marks which pertain

to the full determination of the conceptionof logic,

we must givethe followingconceptionof it :

Logic,as to the mere form, but not as to the mat-ter,

is a science of reason; a science a prioriof the

necessary laws of thinking,with regard,not to par-ticular

objects,but to all objectsin general; by

consequence a science of the rightuse of the under^

standingand of reason in general,not subjective:

]y,that is,not on empirical(psychological)princi-ples,

how the understandingthinks, but objective-ly,

that is,on principlesa priori,how it must think.



INTRODUCTION, 17

II.

Principaldivisions of Logic."Propound-ing.

" Use of this Science. "
Sketch of a

History of it.

LOGIC is divided^

1, into the analyticand the dialectic. The

analytic,by dissecting,discovers all the opera-tions

of reason, which we perform in thinking

in general. It is, therefore,, an analyticof the

form of the understandingand of reason, and

justlynamed the logicof truth; because it contains

the necessary rules of all (formal) truth, without

which our cognitionis, without regard to the ob-jects,

untrue in itself. It consequentlyis nothing

more than a canon of dijudication(ofthe formal

rightnessof. our cognition).
Should this merely theoretical and universal doc-trine

be used as a practicalart.,that is,as an orga-

non, it would become a dialectic,a logicof appear-ance

(ars sophistica,disputatoria) ,

which arises

from a mere abuse of the analytic,when, accord-ing

to the bare logicalform, the appearance of a

true cognitionwhose marks must however be taken

from the agreement with the objects,consequently
from the matter, is fabricated.

In former times the dialectic was studied with

great diligence*By this art false principleswere
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propounded under the appearance of truth, and

it was endeavoured, conformablyto them, to main-tain

thing-sin appearance. Among the Greeks the

dialecticians were the counsellors and the orators,

who could lead the people as they pleased; be-cause

the peoplecan be deceived by appearances.

Dialectic,then, was at that time the art of appear-ance.

In logic,it was for a time propounded under

the name of the art of disputation,and so longwas

all logicand all philosophythe culture of certain

praters, to fabricate every appearance. But no-thing

can be more unworthy of a philosopher,than

the culture of an art of that sort. In this significa-tion,

therefore,itmust be totallyexploded;and, in-stead

of it,a criticism of this false appearance in-troduced

into logic.

We shall consequentlyhave two parts of logic:

the analytic,which propounds the formal criteria of

truth ; and the dialectic,which comprisesthe marks

and the rules,by which we can know, that something

does not agree with them. In this sense the dia-lectic

would be of great use as a cathartic of the

understanding.

Logic is usuallydivided still,

2, into natural or popular,and artificialor sci-en-

tific(logicascholastica).

But this division is improper. For natural logic,

or that of common sense, is not logic,but an anthro-pological

science,which, as it handles the rules of

the natural use of the understandingand of reason,
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that are known but in the concrete, of course with-out

consciousness of them in the abstract,has only

empiricalprinciples.Nothing but artificial or

scientific logic,then, as a science of the necessary

and of the universal rules of thinking,which, inde-pendently

of the natural use of the understanding

and of reason, jnust thoughtheycan be found at first

by the observation of that natural useonly,beknown
in the abstract a priori,deserves the name of logic.

3. Yet another division of logicis,that into theo-retical

and practical.But this division too is wrong.

Universal logic,which, as a mere canon, abstracts

from allobjects,cannot have a practicalpart. This,

as practicallogicgivesto presuppose the knowledge

of a certain sort of objects,to which itisapplied,were

a contradiction in adjecto. Hence may we deno-minate

every science practicallogic; for in every

science we must have a form of thinking. Univer-sal

logicconsidered as practical,can therefore be

nothingmore than a technic of learningin general,

an organon of the scholastic method.

In consequence of this division logichas a dogma

tical and a technical part.The former may be term-ed

the doctrine of elements, the latter that of me-thod.

The practicalor technical part of logicis a

logicalart that treats of the arrangement and of the

logicalterms of art and distinctions,in order there-by

to facilitate the operationsof the understanding.

In neither of the parts, however, whether* the

technical,or the dogmatical,must the leastattention
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be paid,either to the object,or to the subjectof

thinking. In the latter reference logicmay be

divided,

A, into pure and applied or mixed. In pure

logicwe separate the understandingfrom the other

powers of the mind and consider what it does by
itself. Appliedlogicconsiders the understanding
as mixed with the other powers of the mind, which

influence itsoperationsand giveit a false direction,

so that it does not proceed accordingto the lawrs,

\vhich it knows to be the rightones.

In strict propriety,mixed or appliedlogicmust

not be termed logic. It is a psychology,in which

we consider how our thinkingusuallygoes on, not

how it must go on. At last,indeed, it says what

must be done, in order, under the various subjective

impedimentsand limitations,to make a rightuse of

the understanding; besides,we may learn from it

\vhat promotes the rightuse of the understanding,
itshelpsor the correctors of logicalfaults and errors.

But it is not propedeytic. For psychology,from

"which every thingin appliedlogicmust be taken,is

a part of the philosophicalsciences,to which logic
must be the propedeytic.

It is said,that the technic, or the method of con-structing

a science, must be propounded in the ap-plied

logic.But that is in vain, nay, even perni-cious.
In that case we begin to build before we

have materials and givethe form, but the matter is

\vanting.The technic must be propounded in

every science.
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Finallywith respectto,

5,,the division of logicinto that of the common

and that of the speculativeunderstanding,we have

to observe,that this science can by no means be thus

divided.

It cannot be a science of the speculativeunder-standing.

For, as a logicof the speculativecogni-tion

or of the speculativeuse of reason, it were an

organon of other sciences,and not a mere propedey-

tic,or pre-exercitation,which must extend to all

possibleuse of the understandingand of reason.

Just as littlecan logicbe a productionof common

sense. This sense is the facultyof knowing the

rules of cognitionin the concrete. But logicmust

be a science of the rules of thinkingin the abstract.

The universal human understandingmay how-ever

be assumed as the objectof logic;and in it we

then abstract from the particularrules of specula-tive

reason, and it is consequentlydistinguished

from the logicof the speculativeunderstanding.

As to the propoundingof logic,it may be, either

scholastic,or popular.

It,when it is suitable to the desire for knowledge,
to the capacitiesand to the culture of those, who

have a mind to treat the knowledgeof the logical

rules as a science, is scholastic. But it,when it

descends to the capacities and the wants of

those, who have a mind, not to studylogicas

a science,but to use it in order to enlightentheir

understandings,is popular. In the scholastic
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propoundingthe rules must be exhibited in their

universality,or in the abstract ; in the popular,on

the other hand, in the particular,or in the concrete.

The scholastic propounding is the basis of the

popular; for nobody can propound any thingin a

popularway, but he who can do it more profound-ly
also.

To conclude, we here distinguishpropounding
from method. By method we understand the way

in which a certain object,to whose cognitionit isto

be applied.,is to be completelyknown. It must be

taken from the nature of the science itself,and of

course, as an order of thinkingtherebydetermined

and necessary, cannot be altered. Propounding

signifiesnothingbut the way of communicatingor

deliveringone's thoughtsto others, in order to ren-der

a doctrine intelligible.
From what we have said of the nature and of the

end of logic,the value of this science and the use of

itsstudymay be estimated accordingto a rightand

a determinate scale.

Logicis not a universal art of invention or of dis-covery;

not an organ on of truth; nor is italgebra,

by whose assistance hidden truths may be disco-vered.

Yet it (logic)isuseful and indispensableas a cri-ticism

on cognition; or for judging,as well of com-mon,

as of speculativereason, in order not to

instruct it,but to render it correct, and to make it

consistent,,or agree with itself. For the logical
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principleof truth is,the agreement of the under-standing

with its own universal laws.

Finally,with regardto the historyof logic,we

shall onlymention what follows :

The logicof the present day derives its origin
from Aristotle's Analytic. That philosophermay
be considered as the father of logic.He propounds

it as an organon, and divides it into analyticand

dialectic. His method is very scholastic and ex-tends

to the unfoldingof the most generalconcep-tions

which form the basis of logic; of which un-folding,

however, there is no use ; because almost

every thingin this case runs into mere subtilties,ex-cept

that the denomination of various operationsof

the understandingis taken from it.

Besides, logic,since the times of the Stagyrite,
has not gainedmuch in pointof matter; nor can it

do so from its very nature. But it may gain with re-spect

to accuracy, determinateness, and distinctness.

There are but few sciences,which can attain a per-manent

state,so as not to be altered any more. To

those both logicand metaphysicpertain. Aristotle

has omitted nothingof consequence belongingto the

understanding;we are but more accurate, metho-dical

or orderlyin the science of logic.
It was believed, that Lambert's Organon would

augment logicmuch. But it contains nothingex-cept

more subtile divisions which, like all rightsub-tilties,

sharpen the intellect,but are of no material

use.
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Among the modern philosophers there are two,

Leibnitz and Wolf, who have introduced univer-sal

logic.

Malebranche and Locke, as they handle the

matter of cognition and the origin of conceptions, do

not treat of
any logic in the proper sense.

Wolfs universal logic is the best we have. Some

have conjoined it with Aristotle's logic, for instance

Reusch.

Baumgarten, a man, who has great merit in this

respect, has concentrated Wolfs logic, and Mayer

made comments on Baumgarten.

Crusius too is numbered
among the modern logi-cians

;
but he did not reflect sufficientlyon the na-ture

of this science. For his logic contains meta-physical

principles, and consequently passes the

bounds of logic ; besides, he establishes a criterion

of truth, which can be none, and therefore gives in

this respect free scope to all extravagancies.

In the present times there is not one celebrated

logician, and we have no occasion for
any new dis-coveries

for logic j
because it comprises the form of

thinking only.
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in.

ConceptionofPhilosophyin general.Phi-losophy

considered according to both

the scholastic and the mundane Concep-tion.
Essential Requisitesand Ends of

Philosophising. The most general and

the chief Problems of this Science.

IT is sometimes difficult4o explainwhat is un-derstood

by n science. But the science gainsin

pointof precisionby the establishingof its deter-minate

conception,and many faults, which slip
in when the science cannot be distinguishedfrom

the sciences allied to it,are avoided.

Previouslyto our attempt to give a definition of

philosophy,however, we must investigatethe cha^

racter of the various cognitionsthemselves, and, as

the philosophicalones belongto the cognitionsof

reason, explain,in particular,what is to be under-stood

by the latter.

The cognitionsof reason are opposed to the his-torical

cognitions.Those are cognitionsfrom prin-ciples;

these,cognitionsfrom data. But a cognition

may arise from reason and yet be historical ; when,

for example,a man of letters learns the produc-*
tions of the reason of others,his cognitionof them

ismerelyhistorical.

Cognitionsmay be distinguished,

D
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1, accordingto their objectiveorigin,that is,the

only source, from which a cognitionis possible.In

this respect all cognitionsare, either rational,or

empirical;

2, accordingto their subjectiveorigin,that is,

the way, in which a cognitioncan be acquiredby

men. Considered under the latter point of view,

the cognitionsare, either rational,or historical,in

whatever way they in themselves may have taken

their origin. A cognitiontherefore may be a cog-nition

of reason objectively,when it is but histori-cal

subjectively.
It is perniciousto know some rational cognitions

merely historically,but indifferent to know others

so. The mariner, for instance, knows the rules of

navigationhistoricallyfrom his tables; and that is

enough for him. But, when the lawyerknows law

historicallyonly, he is rendered very unfit indeed

fora good judge, and utterlyso for a legislator.

From the adduced distinction between the objec-tively
and the subjectivelyrational cognitions,it is

obvious, that one may learn philosophyin a cer-tain

respect without being able to philosophise.By

consequence he, who would become a philosopher,

must exercise himself in making a free and not

merely an imitative and, so to say, a mechanical

use of his reason.

We have explainedthe cognitionsof reason as

cognitionsfrom principles;and hence it follows*

that theymust be a priori. But there are two spe-
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cies of cognitions,the mathematics and philosophy,

which are both a priori,and yet very considerably

distinct.

It is usuallymaintained, that the mathematics and

philosophy,as the former treats of quantity,the

latter of quality,are distinct from one another as

to the object. That is however false. The dis-tinction

of these sciences cannot depend upon the

object;for philosophyextends to every thing1,con-sequently

to quanta too, and the mathematics do so

likewise,as far as every thing-has a quantum.

Nothing but the distinct sort of the cognitionof

reason or of the use of reason in the mathema-tics

and in philosophymakes the specificdistinction

between these sciences. Philosophyis, The cog-nition

of reason from mere conceptions;the ma-thematics,

on the other hand, are, The cognition
of reason from the construction of conceptions.

We construct conceptionswhen we exhibit them

by intuition a priori,without experience,,or when

we exhibit by intuition the object,which corres*

ponds to our conceptionof it. The mathematician

never can use his reason accordingto mere concep-tions

; the philosophernever his by the construc-tion

of conceptions. In the mathematics reason is

used in the concrete ; the intuition however is not

empirical,but we in this case make for ourselves

something a priorithe objectof intuition.

We perceive,that the mathematics have this ad-vantage

of philosophy,that their cognitionsare
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intuitive;while those of it are but discursive. /Vticl.

the reason of our reflecting*more on quantitiesin

the mathematics is,that quantitiesmay be con-structed

by intuition a priori; whereas qualities
cannot be exhibited by intuition.

Philosophyis the system of philosophicalcog-nitions,

or of the cognitionsof reason from concep-tions.

That is the scholastic conceptionof this sci-ence.

Accordingto the mundane conception,Phi-losophy

is the science of the ultimate ends of hu-man

reason. This sublime conception,givesa dig-nity,
that is,an absolute value,to philosophy. And

it is reallyit only that is of intrinsic value, and

givesa value to all other cognitions.
It is usuallyinquired,What is the use of philo-sophising

and its scope " philosophyeven consi-dered

as a science accordingto the school con-ception

?

In this scholastic sense of the word philoso-phy

extends to address only; but it,relativelyto

the mundane conception,extends to utility.In

the former respectphilosophyistherefore a doctrine

of address; in the latter, a doctrine of wisdom;

the legislatrixof reason, and the philosopher,in

this view, not the artificer,but the legislatorof

reason.

The artificer of reason or, as Socrates names

him, the philodox,endeavours merely after specu-lative

knowledge, without regardinghow much the

kaowlcdgecontributes to the final end of human rea-
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son ; he givesrules for the use of reason for all

sorts of ends. The practicalphilosopher or the

sage, the teacher of wisdom both by doctrine

and by example,,is the philosopherin the proper

sense. For philosophyis the idea of a perfect

wisdom that shews us the final ends of human

reason.

To philosophyin the scholastic sense two things
are requisite:

The one, a sufficient stock of the cognitionsof

reason ; the other, a systematiccoherence of these

cognitions,or their conjunctionin the idea of a

whole.

Philosophy,not onlyallows a strictlysystematic

coherence, but is even the only science, which

in the proper sense has a coherence of that sort,

and givesall other sciences systematicunity.

But, with regard to philosophyaccordingto the

mundane sense (in sensu cosmicoj, it may be

termed, A science of the highestmaxim of the use

of our reason, provided that we understand by a

maxim, the internal principleof choice between

various ends.

For philosophy,in this signification,is the sci-ence

of the reference of all cognitionand of all use

of reason to the scope of human reason, to which,

as the highest,all other ends are subordinated,and

in which they must conjointo a unity.
The field of philosophy,in this cosmopolitical

sense, may be reduced to the followingquestions:
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f 1. What can we know ?

2. What ought we to do ?

S. What may we hope for ?

4. What is man ?

The first question is answered by metaphysic,

the second by philosophy,the third by religion,

and the fourth by anthropology.But theyat bottom

might all be considered as pertainingto anthropo-logy;

because the three firstquestionsrefer to the

last one.

The philosophermust therefore be able to deter-mine,,

1, the sources of human knowledge,

%, the sphere of the possibleand the advanta-geous

use of all knowledge,and finally,

3, the boundaries of reason.

The last is the most necessary, as well as the

most difficult,but about which the philodoxgives

himself no trouble.

To a philosphertwo thingsare chieflyrequisite:

1, culture of his talents,and of address, in order to

use them for all sorts of ends ;

2, habit in the use of all means to whatever ends

hepleases.Both must be united; for without know-ledge

one will never become a philosopher; but

knowledge alone, unless a proper conjunctionof

all cognitionsand abilities in a unity and an in-sight

into their agreement with the highestends of

human reason be superadded,will never constitute

the philosopher.
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In generalwhoever cannot philosophise,cannot

name himself a philosopher.But philosophising

cannot be learned but by exercise,,and by the use

of one's own reason.

And how should philosophybe susceptibleof be-ing

learned ? -Every philosophicalthinker builds,

go to say, his own work upon the ruins of another;

but a work, stable in all itsparts,has never yet been

executed. Philosophy,therefore, as it is not yet

given,cannot be learned. But suppose there were

one extant, nobody, who should learn it,could even

then say, that he is a philosopher; for his knowledge

of it never could be but subjectivelyhistorical.

In the mathematics it isotherwise. This science

may in some degreebe learned ; for the proofsin it

are so evident,that every body maybe convinced of

them ; and it may, on account of its evidence, be,

as it were, laid up as a certain and a stable doctrine.

Whoever would learn to philosophisemust, on the

contrary,consider all the systems of philosophyas

histories of the use of reason only,and as objectsof

the exercise of his philosophictalent.

The true philosopher,therefore,must, as a thinker

for himself, make a free use of his reason, not an

imitative use in a servile manner. But not a dia-lectic

use, that is,such a one as tends to give cogni-tions

an appearance only of truth and of wisdom.

This is the business of the mere sophister;but ab-solutely

incompatiblewith the dignityof the philoso-pher,

as a knower and teacher of wisdom.
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For science is of an intrinsic value as an organoa

of wisdom only. But, as such, it isindispensableto

it; so that it may well be maintained, that wisdom

without science is a shadow of a perfectionwhich

we never shall reach.

Who hates science, but does not love wisdom the

lesson that account, is named a misologist.Misology

commonly arisesfrom a want of scientificknowledge,
and from a certain sort of vanitytherewith conjoined.
And sometimes those, who at first cultivated the

sciences with great diligenceand success, but in the

end found no satisfaction in all their knowledge,fall

into the fault of misology.

Philosophyis the onlyscience,which can yield

us this internal satisfaction ; for it closes, so to

say, the scientificcircle,and the sciences then ob-tain

first,by it,order and cohesion.

We therefore shall have, for the behoof of the ex-ercise

in thinkingfor one's self,01 of philosophising,
to consider,more the method of our use of reason,

than the propositionsthemselves,at which we arrive

by it.

IV.

Light Sketch of a Historyof Philosophy.
IT occasions some difficultyto determine the

bounds, where the common use of the understand-ing

ends and the speculativeof it begins; or, wheh

common cognitionof reason becomes philosophy.
Yet there isin this case a prettysure criterion :

The knowledgeof the universal in the abstract is
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speculative,that of the universal in the concrete

common, cognition."Philosophicalcognitionisspe-

culative cognitionof reason, and consequentlyit

commences when the common use of reason begins

to make essays in the knowledge of the universal in

the abstract "

From this determination of the distinction be-tween

the common and the speculativeuse of rea-son,

it may be judged what nation made the begin-ning

in philosophising.Of all nations the Greeks

began the first to philosophize. For they began

the first to cultivate the cognitionsof reason, not by

the clew of images,but in the abstract ; instead of

which other nations never endeavoured to render

conceptionsintelligibleto themselves but by images

in the concrete. And there are nations,for instance,

the Chinese and a few Indians,who treat of things

taken merely from reason, such as God, the immor-tality

of the soul,and many the like,but do not en-deavour

to investigatethe nature of these objects

according to conceptionsand to rules in the ab-stract.

In this case they make no distinction be-tween

the use of reason in the concrete and that in

the abstract. Among the Persians and the Ara-bians

some speculativeuse of reason is to be found ;

but they have taken itsrules from Aristotle,of course

from the Greeks. In Zoroaster's Zend-Avesta not

the smallest trace of philosophyis to be discovered.

That holds good of the esteemed Egyptianwisdom

E
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which, in comparison of the Greek philosophy,is a

mere trifle.

With regard to the mathematics too the Greeks

are the firstthat cultivated this part of the cognition

of reason after a speculativescientific method; as

they have demonstrated every theorem from ele-ments.

But when and where the philosophicspiritfirst

arose among the Greeks, cannot be properly deter-mined.

The first that introduced the use of speculative

reason, and from whom the first steps of the human

understanding to scientific culture are derived, is

Thales, the author of the Tonic sect He, though he

was a mathematician too, is, as the mathematics in

general have always preceded philosophy,distin-guished

by the name of physicus.

Besides, the first philosophersdressed every thing

in images. For poetry, which is nothing but a

dress of thoughtsin images, is more ancient, than

prose. Hence were men obligedat firstto use, even

with regardto thingsthat are merelyobjectsof pure

reason, the language of imagery and the poetic

style.Pheretzydesis said to be the first author that

wrote in prose.

The Eleatics followed the lonians. The principle

of the Eleatic philosophy and of its founder, Xeno-

phanes, is, ' In the senses there is illusion ; the

source of truth liesin the understandingonly/
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Among the philosophersof this school Zeno of

Elea distinguisheshimself, both as a man of great

understandingand acumen, and as a subtile dia-lectician.

Dialectic in the beginningsignifiedthe art of the

pure use of the understandingwith regardto ab-stract

conceptions separatedfrom all sensitivity.

Hence the many commendations of this art among

the ancients. Afterwards, when those philosophers,
who totallyrejectedthe testimonyof the senses, ne-cessarily

attended to many subtilties,dialectic de-generated

into the art of maintainingand of im-pugning

every proposition.And thus did itbecome

a mere exercise for the sophisters,who had a mind

to reason on every thing,and studied to give ap-pearance

the colour of truth,to make black white.

For which reason the name of sophist,by which a

man that could speakreasonablyand with a proper

knowledgeof every subjectwas understood, is be-come

hated and contemptible,and instead of it the

name of philosopheris introduced.*

At the time of the Ionic school there arose in

Great Greece a man of rare parts,who, not only
erected a school,but formed and accomplisheda pro-ject

that never had its like. It is Pythagoras,who

was born in Samos. He founded a societyof phi-losophers,
who were united in an alliance with one

*In Englishwe distinguishbetween a Sophistand a Sophister;
the former was a teacher of wisdom in Athens,the latteris a spe-cious

or plausiblebut a false reasoner. T.
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another by the law of secrecy. He divided his

auditors into two classes;those of acusmatists

(axsoyjux"xoo,who were allowed to hear only, and

those of acromatists (axwapaSowj),who were permit-ted

to ask questionstoo.

A few of his doctrines were exoteric.,which he

propoundedto every body ; the others were secret

and esoteric,destined to the members of his alliance

only,for some of whom he conceived an intimate

friendship,and separatedthem entirelyfrom the

rest. He made the physicsand theologythe vehicle

of his secret doctrines,by consequence the doctrine

of the visible and of the invisible. Besides,he had

various symbols,which in all probabilitywere no-thing

but certain signsservingthe Pythagoreansto

communicate their thoughtsto one another.

The end of his alliance seems to have been no

other,than to purifyreligionfrom popular errors,

to moderate tyranny,and to introduce more loyalty
into states. But this alliance,which the tyrantsbe-gan

to be afraid of,had been destroyeda littlebe-fore

Pythagoras'death, and this philosophicalso-ciety

dissolved,partlyby the execution, partlyby
the flightand the exile of the greater number of

the allied. The few that remained were novices.

And, as theydid not know much of Pythagoras'

particulardoctrines,we can say nothingcertain and

determinate of them. Many doctrines have since

been ascribed to Pythagoras,who was besides an

excellent mathematician, but which are certainly

counterfeited.



INTRODUCTION. 37

The most importantepoch of the Greek philoso-phy

commences with Socrates. For it is he, who

gave the philosophicspiritand all the speculative
heads quitea new practicaldirection And he is

almost the only one among- mankind, whose con-duct

approaches nearlyto the idea of that of a sage.

Of his disciplesPlato,who occupiedhimself more

in the practice.!doctrines of Socrates,is the most

eximious ; and of the disciplesof Plato, Aristotle

(founderof the peripateticsect),who on the other

hand improved speculativephilosophy.
The Epicureans and the Stoics,who were the

sworn enemies of one another, followed Plato and

Aristotle Those placethe chief good in a cheer-ful

heart, which they term voluptuousness;these

found it in the greatness and the strengthof the soul,

by which all the agremens, or sweets of life,maybe

dispensedwith.

In speculativephilosophythe Stoics are dialecti-cal;

in moral, dogmatical,and shew in their practi-cal

principles,by which they have sown the seeds of

the most sublime sentiments that ever were harbour-ed,

uncommonly great dignity.The founder of the

Stoic school is Zeno of Cittium. The most celebrated

men of this school among the Greek philosophers

are Cleanthes and Chrysippus.
The Epicurean school never could acquire the

reputationthe Stoics had. But whatever may be

said of the Epicureans,it is certain, that they ob-served

the greatest moderation in enjoyment, and
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were the best natural philosophersof all the thinkers

of Greece.

We have still to remark, that the chief Greek

schools bear particular names. The school of

Plato is denominated, Academy, from the grove of

Academus, in which he taught; that of Aristotle,

Lyceum ;* that of the Stoics, Porticus (orovj),a

covered passage, from which the word; stoic,is de-rived

; the school of Epicurus, Horti; because he

taught in gardens. Plato's academy was followed

by three other academies, which were founded by

his disciples.Speusippusfounded the first,Arcesi-

laus the second, and Carneades the third.

These academies inclined to scepticism. Both

Speusippusand Arcesilaus were of the scepticalcast

of mind, and Carneades was yet more so. On this

account the sceptics,these acute, dialectic philoso-phers,

were also named academics. The academics

then followed the first great sceptic,Pyrrho, and

his successors. Their teacher, Plato himself, gave

occasion to that by propounding many of his doc-trines

dialogically,so that reasons pro and contra

were adduced without his decidingon them, though

he was at other times very dogmatical.

If we beginthe epoch of scepticismfrom Pyrrho,

we have a whole school of sceptics,who are mate-rially

distinguishedin their way of thinking and

* The Lyceum (AyxsjovJ,says Lucianus de Gymnasiis, is

named from Apollo Luceus, to whom it was sacred. T.
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their method from the dogmatists,by their making
it the firstmaxim of all philosophicalus" of reason,

To suspend one's judgment notwithstandingthe

greatestappearance of truth ; and layingdown the

principle,That philosophyconsists in the equili-*
brium of judging,and teaches us to discover illusion.

But nothingmore of these scepticsremains,than the

two works of Sextus Empiricus,wherein he has

collected all their doubts.

When philosophyafterward passed from the

Greeks to the Romans, it was not enlarged; for the

Romans never were but scholars.

In speculativephilosophyCicero is a discipleof

Plato,in moral a stoic. Epictetus,Antoninus the

philosopher,and Seneca belongedas the most emi-nent

to the stoic sect. There were no teachers of

natural philosophyamong the Romans exceptPliny
the elder,who has left us a natural history.

Culture disappearedat last among the Romans

too,and barbaritysucceeded, tillthe Arabians be-gan,

in the sixth and the seventh centuries,to apply
to the sciences and to revive Aristotle. The sciences

and the consideration of theStagyritein particular,
then recovered themselves in the West, but he was

followed in a servile manner. In the eleventh and

the twelfth centuries the scholastics appeared; they

explainAristotle and carry his subtiltiesto infinite.

They occupiedthemselves about nothingbut mere

abstractions. This scholastic method of false phi-losophising

was supplantedat the time of the re-
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formation ; and then there were eclectics in philoso-phy,

that is,thinkers for themselves, who acknow-ledge

no school,but seek truth,and adopt it where

they find it.

But philosophyowes its amendment in more mo-dern

times, partlyto the greaterstudy of nature,

partlyto the conjunctionof the mathematics with

the physics. The order, which has been occasion-ed

in thinkingby the studyof these sciences has

diffused itself over the particularbranches of philo-sophy

in the proper sense. Bacon ,is the firstand

the greatest natural philosopherof more modern

times. In his researches he treads the path of ex-perience,

and calls the attention to the importance

and the indispensablenessof observations and of

experimentsto the discoveryof truth It is how-ever

difficultto say whence the amendment of spe-culative

philosophy comes. Descartes acquired

not little merit with regard to it by contributing

much to give thinkingdistinctness by his erected

criterion of truth, which he puts in the clearness

and the evidence of knowledge.

Leibnitz, however, and Locke, are to be num-bered

among the greatest and the most meritorious

reformers of philosophyin our times. The latter

endeavours to dissect the human understanding,and

to shew what powers of the mind and what opera-tions

of it belongto this or to that cognition.But

he has not finished the work of his investigation;

and his procedure is dogmatical,thoughhis works
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have been productiveof this advantage,that philo-sophers

begin to studythe nature of the mind bet-ter

and more profoundly.
As to the particulardogmaticmethod of philoso-phising

peculiarto Leibnitz and to Wolf, it is very

faulty.And there is so much illusion in it,that it

is absolutelynecessary to suspend the whole proce-dure,

and, instead of it,to introduce another " the

method of the criticalphilosophising,which con-sists

in this,' To inquireinto the procedureof rea-son

itself,to dissect the whole human cognitivefa-culty,

and to tryhow far its boundaries may ex-tend/*

In our age the physicsare in the most flourishing

state,and there are great names indeed among the

natural philosophers,for instance,Newton. Later

philosopherscannot properlybe mentioned at pre-sent

as distinguishedand permanent names; be-cause

every thingin this science is,so to say, in a

continual flux. What the one builds up, the other

pullsdown.

In moral philosophywe have not made greater

progress than the ancients. But, as to the meta-physics,

itseems as if we were at a loss with regard

* It may not be improperhere to mention, that Kant himself

is the founder of the criticalphilosophy,a system, which begins
with a most accurate and a profoundphilosophyof mind, but

which,though it has obtained long and justlysupplantedall
former systems in Germany, is (to the great discredit of our dog-matising

sophistsbe ittold)not yet known in our island! T.

F
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to the investigationof metaphysicaltruths. At pre-sent

a sort of indifference for this science prevails;
since many seem to pridethemselves in speaking

contemptuouslyof metaphysicalinquiries,as mere

useless brains-beatingspeculations.And yet me-

laphysicis true philosophy.
Our age is that of criticism,and we must see what

"willbecome of the critical essays of our time with

respect to philosophyand to metaphysicin particu-lar/

V.

Cognitionin general. Intuitive and dis~

cursive Cognition; Intuition and Con-ception,

and their Distinction in parti-cular.

Logical and Esthetical Perfec-tion

of Cognition.

ALL our cognitionhas a two- fold reference ; first,

.a reference to the object,secondly,that to the sub-ject.

It,in the former respect,refers to representa-tion;

in the latter,to consciousness,the universal

condition of all cognitionor knowledgein the gene-ral

(and which, properlyspeaking,is a representa-tion

that another representationis in us, T.)..

* Those who do not read German will find Kant's critical

works translated into Latin by professorBorne of Leipsic. But,

as theyare very difficult of translation,it were better to study

them in German. They onlygive this age a just title to be

earned ih$ age of criticism. T.
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In every cognitionmatter, that is,the object,
"nd form, that is,the way, in which we know the

object,must be distinguished.If a savage for ex-ample,

sees at a distance a house, whose use he

does not know, he has, in the representationbefore

him, the very same object,as another,who knows

it determinatelyto be fitted for the habitation of

men. But, as to the form, this knowledge of the

same objectis distinct in both. It with the one is

mere intuition,but with the other at once intuition

and conception.

The distinction of the form of cognitiondepends

upon a condition,which accompaniesall knowing "

consciousness. If *I am conscious to myselfof the

representation,itis clear; if I am not it is obscure.

As consciousness is the essential condition of

alllogicalform of cognitions,logic can occupy it-self,

and must do so, with clear representations

only,not with obscure ones. We consider in logic,

not how representationsarise,but how they agree

with the logicalform. And in generallogiccannot

handle mere representationsand their possibility.
That it leaves to the metaphysicsto do. It occu-pies

itself about the rules of thinkingmerely, about

conceptions,judgments, and syllogisms,as the

means by which all thinkingis performed. It is

true, somethingprecedesbefore a representationbe-comes

a conception. And that we will shew in

its proper place.But we shall not inquireHow re-presentations

arise. Logicindeed treats of kaow-
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ing*; because in itthinkinghas place. Representa^
tion however is not cognition,but cognitional-ways

givesto presuppose representation.And this

can absolutelynot be explained.* For it would al-ways

be necessary to explainwhat representation

is by another representation.

All clear representations,to which only the lo-

gicalrules can be applied,may be distinguished
with regardto distinctness and to indistinctness. If

we are conscious to ourselves of the whole representa-tion,

but not of the multifarious that is contained in

it,the representationis indistinct. For the diluci-

dation of the thing,take firstan example by inr

tuition :

We discover a country house at a distance. If

we are conscious to ourselves, that the objectper-ceived

by intuition is a house, we must necessarily
have a representationof its different parts the

"windows, the doors,"c. For, if we did not see the

parts,we could not see the house itself. But we are

not conscious to ourselves of this representationof

its various parts,and hence is our representationof

the objectitselfan indistinct one.

If we wish to have an instance of indistinctness

in conceptions,the conceptionof beautymay serve

for the purpose. Everyone has a clear conception

of beauty. But various marks occur in this concep-tion

; among others, that the beautiful must be

ifi
. .

_
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* Except by saying,that it is Internal determination of the

mind, in any relationof time, in general.T.
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somethingthat is an objectof the senses, and that

pleasesuniversally.If we cannot disentanglethese

and the various other marks of the beautiful our con-ception

of it is never but indistinct.

An indistinctrepresentationthe disciplesof Wolf

term a confused one. But this epithetis not proper ;

because the oppositeof confusion is,not distinct-ness,,

but order. Distinctness is an effect of order,

and indistinctness that of confusion; and every

confused cognitionis of course an indistinct one.

But the propositiondoes not hold conversely,"
not every indistinct cognitionis a confused one.

For in cognitions,in which there is no multifarious

to be met with, there is,neither order, nor confu-sion.

That is the case with all simplerepresentations,
which never become distinct ; not because confu-sion,

but because no multifarious,is to be met with

in them. They must therefore be termed, not con-fused,

but indistinct.

And even in the composed representations,in

which a varietyof marks may be distinguished,the

indistinctness often proceedsfrom weakness of con-sciousness,

not confusion. There maybe distinct-ness

as to the form, that is to say, I may be con-scious

to myselfas to the multifarious in the repre-sentation

; but as to the matter the distinctness may

decrease when the degreeof consciousness becomes

smaller,thoughperfectorder exists. And that is

the case with abstract representations.
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Distinctness itdelfmay be two-fold :

First,,a sensual one. This consists in the con-sciousness

of the multifarious by intuition. We

see, for instance, the galaxy as a whitish streak ;

the rays of lightfrom the singlestars in it must ne-cessarily

have entered into the eye. But its repre-sentation

was but clear,and becomes first by the

telescopedistinct ;
because we now discover the

ginglestars contained in the galaxy:

Secondly,an intellectual one : Distinctness in

conceptions,or distinctness of the understanding.
This depends upon the dissection of the conception

with respect to the multifarious that is comprised in

it (theconception). There are, for example,con-tained

in the conceptionof virtue as marks, 1
,

the

conception of liberty,2, that of the adherence

to rules (of duty),and 3, that of the overcoming

of the power of the inclinations,when they are re-pugnant

to those rules. When we thus resolve the

conceptionof virtue into its singleconstituents,we

render it distinct to ourselves justby this analysis.
But by this act of renderingdistinct we add nothing

to a conception; we but explainit. Hence are

conceptionsamended in distinctness,not as to the

matter, but as to the form.

If we reflect on our cognitionswith regardto the

two essentiallydistinct fundamental capacitiesor fa-tuities,

those of sensitivityand of understanding,
whence theyarise,we shall hit the distinction be-tween

intuitions and conceptions. All our cogni*
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lions,considered in this view, are either intuitions,

or conceptions. The former have their source in

the sensitivity,the power of intuitions ; the latter,

in the understanding, the facultyof conceptions.

This is the logicaldistinction between the under-standing

and the sensitivity,accordingto which dis-tinction

this yieldsnothingbut intuitions,that, on

the contrary, nothingbut conceptions.Both funda-mental

faculties may however be considered in ano-ther

pointof view and defined in another way ; the

sensitivityas a passivityor receptibility,the under-standing

as a spontaneity,or self-active power. But

this mode of explicationis metaphysical,not logical.
And the sensitivityis usuallynamed the inferior fa-culty,

the understanding,on the other hand, the

superior; because the sensitivitygivesthe mere

materials for thinking,but the understandingdis-poses

of them and reduces them to rules or concep-tions.

In the distinction between intuitive and discur-sive

cognitions,or between intuitions and concep-tions,

here adduced, the varietyof the estheticaland

of the logicalperfectionof cognitionis founded.

A cognitionnaay be perfectaccording,either to

laws of the sensitive faculty,or to those of the cogi-tative

; in the former case it is estheticallyperfect,

in the latterlogicallyso. The esthetical perfection

and the logicaltherefore are of a discrepantsort;

the former* has relation to the sensitivity,the latter

to the intellect. The logicalperfectionof cogni-
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tion dependsupon itsagreement with the object; By

consequence upon universallyvalid laws,and can of

course be judgedaccordingto rules a priori. The

esthetical perfectionconsists in the agreement of

the cognitionwith the subject,and bottoms upon

the sensitive capacitypeculiarto every singleper-son.

In the esthetical perfection,then, no objec-tively
and universallyvalid laws, relativelyto which

it would be judged of a prioriin a universallyvalid

manner for all thinkingbeingsin generalhave place.

If,however, there are universal laws of sensitivity,

which hold good,not objectively,for all thinkingbe-ings

in general,yet subjectively,for all humankind,

an esthetical perfection,which comprisesthe ground

of a subjectivelyuniversal,or a general,compla-cency,

may be conceived. This is beauty" what

pleasesthe senses intuitivelyand can be the object
of a universal complacence3 because the laws of

intuition are universal laws of sensitivity.

By this agreement with the universal laws of

the sensitive receptibilitythe proper self-sufficient

Beautiful,whose essence consists in the mere form

is specificallydistinguishedfrom the Agreeable^

which pleasesmerely in the sensation by charms or

moving,and can on that account be nothingbut the

ground of a mere privatecomplacency.

And itis this essential esthetical perfection,which

comports with the logicalperfection,and admits of

being conjoinedwith itthe best of any.

Considered under thispointof view the esthetical
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perfectionmay be advantageous,with regardto that

essentialbeautiful,to the logicalperfection.But it,in

another respect,isdisadvantageousto it,if we con-sider

in the esthetical perfectionnothingbut the un-essential

beautiful-^the charming or the moving,
which pleasesin the mere sensation and refers,not

to the bare form, but to the matter of the sensitivi-ty.

For charms and moving can spoilthe logical

perfectionin our cognitionsand judgmentsthe most*

In generalthere alwaysremains between the esthe-tical

and the logicalperfectionof our cognitiona sort

of contest, which cannot be fullyput an end to. The

understandingwants to be informed, the sensitivity

to be animated ; the former desires insight,the lat-ter

capability.Cognitions,if theyare to instruct,

must be solid or profound; iftheyare to entertain,

theymust be beautiful. If a propoundingis beau-tiful,

but shallow, it may pleasethe sensitivity,but

cannot the understanding; if it converselyis pro-found,

but dry, it can pleasethe understanding

only,not the sensitivity.

As the want of human nature, however, and the

"nd of the popularityof cognitionrequire,that we

should endeavour to unite both perfections,we must

studyto furnish those cognitionswith an esthetical

perfection,which are in generalcapableof it,and

to render a scholastic logicallyperfectcognition

popularby the esthetical form. But in this endea-vour

to jointhe esthetical and the logicalperfection

in our cognitions\ye must not neglectthe following

G
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rules : 1,that the logicalperfectionis the basis of

all other perfections,and therefore must not be

quitepostponedor sacrificed to any other ; 2, that

the formal esthetical perfection" the agreement of

cognitionwith the laws of intuition "be carefully

considered; because justin it the essential beau-tiful,

which can be the least united with the logical

perfection,consists;3, that we must be very cau-tious

with charms and moving,by which a cogni-tion

acts upon sensation and obtains an interest for

it; because herebythe attention is so easilydrawn

from the objectto the subject; from which then a

very disadvantageousinfluence on the logicalper-fection

of cognitionmust obviouslyarise.

In order to make the distinctions,which have place

between the logicaland the esthetical perfectionsof

cognition,still more knowable, not only in the

general,but in various particularpoints of view,

\ve shall compare them togetherwith regard to the

four chief pointsof quantity,of quality,of relation,

and of modality,upon which the stress lies in the

judgment on the perfectionof cognition.

A cognitionis perfect,1, as to quantity,when it

(acognition)is universal ; 2, as to quality,when it

is distinct;3, as to relation,when it is true; and

4 and lastly,as to modality,when it is certain.

Considered in those points of view, a cognition

islogicallyperfect,as to quantity,when it(a cogni-tion)

has objectiveuniversality(universalityof the

conceptionor of the rule)3 as to quality,when it has
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objectivedistinctness (distinctnessin the concep-tion)

; as to relation,when it has objectivetruth;

and finallyas to modality,when it has objective

certainty.

To those logicalperfectionsthe followingestheti-

cal perfectionscorrespondrelativelyto those four

main points:

1, the esthetical universality.This consists in

the applicablenessof a cognitionto a multitude of

objects,which serve for examples,to which its ap-plication

can be made, and by which it may also be

used for the purpose of popularity;

2, the esthetical distinctness* This is the distinct-ness

by intuition,whereby an abstractlyformed

conceptionis exhibited in the concrete by examples,

or illustrated;

3, the esthetical truth. A merely subjective
truth,which consists but in the agreement of the

cognitionwith the subjectand with the laws of the

appearance of sense, and by consequence isnothing

more than a universal appearance;

4, the esthetical certainty.This depends upon

what is necessary in consequence of the testimony

of the senses, that is,what is confirmed by both sen-sation

and experience.

In the perfectionsjustmentioned two parts,mul-

tifariousness and unity,whose harmonious conjunc-tion
constitutes perfectionin general,alwaysoccur.

With the understandingthe unitylies in the con-ception,

with the senses in the intuition.
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Mere multifariousness without unitycannot satis-fy

us. And hence is truth the chief of all perfec-tions;

because it is,by the reference of our cogni-tion

to the object,the ground of unity. And even

in the esthetical perfectiontruth alwaysremains the

conditio sine qua non, the chief negativecondition,

\vithout which nothingcan pleasetaste universally.
Hence needs nobody hope to make progress in the

belles lettres,if he has not founded his cognitionin

logicalperfection. And, as well the character, as

the art of a genius,betrays itself in the greatest

possible union of the logicalwith the esthetical

perfectionin generalwith respect to such knowledge,

as is intended at once to edifyand to entertain.

VI.

Particular logicalPerfectionsof Cogni-tion.

A. Logical Perfectionof Cognition as to

Quantity. Greatness. Extensive and

intensive Greatness. Copiousness and

Profoundness or Importance and Ferti-lity

of Cognition. Determination of
the Horizon of our Cognition.

.

THE greatness(or quantum) of cognitionmay be

taken in a two-fold sense, as, either extensive, or

intensive. The former refers to the sphere of cog-nition

anci consequentlyconsists in its abundance
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and variety(or multifariousness); the latter,to its

contents, which regardthe great value (Vielgultig-

keit) or the logicalimportance and fertilityof a

cognition,provided that it is considered as the

ground of many and of great consequences (non

multa sed multum).

In the enlarging of our cognitionsor in advan-cing

them to perfection,as to their extensive quan-tum,

it is good to calculate how far a cognition

agrees with our ends and our capacities. This re-flection

concerns the determination of the horizon

of our cognitions,by which horizon is to be under-stood,

The adequateness of the quantum of all the

cognitionsto the capacitiesand the ends of the

subject.

The horizon may be determined,

.1.,logically,accordingto the facultyor the powers

of cognitionwith respect to the interest of the un-derstanding.

We have here to judge how far we

can go in our cognitions,how far we shall go in

them, and how far certain cognitionsserve with a

logicalview for means to these or to those princi-pal

cognitions,as our ends ;

2, esthetically,according to taste with regard to

the interest of feeling. Who determines his hori-zon

esthetically,endeavours to accommodate the

science to the taste of the public,that is to say, to

render itpopular, or in general to acquire such

cognitionsonly,asmaybeuniversallycommunicated,
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and as pleasethe class of the illiterate and in which

they are interested ; "

and 3, practically,according-to the utilitywith

regard to the interest of the will. The practical

horizon, if it is determined according to the influ-ence^

which a cognitbn has on our morality,is

pragmaticaland of the greatestmoment*

The horizon then concerns the judgment and

the determination of what man can know, of what

he may know, and of what he ought to know.

As to the theoreticallyor logicallydetermined

horizon in particular"and it only can be the mat-ter

in hand in this place" we may consider it in,

either the objective,,or the subjective,point of

view.

With regard to the objectsthe horizon is,either

historical,or rational. The former is much wider

than the latter,nay, it is immensely great ; for our

historical knowledge has no bounds. Whereas the

rational horizon may be fixed ; it for example may

be determined to that sort of objects,to which the

mathematical cognitioncannot be extended. And

with respect to the philosophicalcognitionof rea-son,

how far reason can go in it a priori, without

any experience.

_.

.

:

* KnowledgCjprovided that it serves for accomplishing our

design,is (according to Kant) Pragmatical" belongsto wel-fare.

T.



INTRODUCTION. 55

Relativelyto the subjectthe horizon is,either

the universal and absolute,or a particularand con-ditional

(aprivate)one.

By the absolute and universal horizon is to be

understood the congruence of the boundaries of

the human cognitionsto those of all human perfec-tion
in general. And therefore the question,What

can man,, as man in general,know ? now occurs.

The determination of the privatehorizon de-pends

upon various empiricalconditions and special

considerations,for instance,of age, of sex, of rank,

of the business or the profession,and many the

like. Everyparticularclass of men has, with re-gard

to its specialpowers of knowledge,ends and

stations peculiarto it; every head in proportionto

the individualityof its powers and of its station,

its own horizon. Finally,we may conceive of a

horizon of sane reason and of one of science,which

latter requiresprinciples,in order to determine

accordingto them what we can know (scientifical-ly)
and what we cannot.

What we cannot know is above our horizon ;

what we need not know or have no occasion to

know, without our horizon. The latter however

tan hold but relatively,with regardto this or to that

particularprivateend, to the attainingof which

certain cognitionsmight,not only contribute no-thing,

but even be an impediment. For no cogni-tion,

though we may not always be able to see its

utility,is absolutelyuseless in every respect. It is
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therefore both an unwise and an unjustreproach,
with which great men; who cultivate the sciences

with laborious industry,are charged by shallow

pates, when theyask, What is the use of doingso?

This questionmust by no means be put by those

who have a mind to occupy themselves about the

sciences. A science,suppose it could throw a

lighton any one possiblematter, were then useful

enough. Every logicallyperfectcognitionis al-ways

of some possibleuse which, though hitherto

unknown to us, will perhaps be found out by pos-terity.

Had nothing been ever considered in the

culture of the sciences, but their material gain,their

utility,we should have, neither arithmetic, nor

geometry. Besides, our understandingis so order-ed,

thatit finds satisfaction in the mere insight,and

yet more than in the advantagethat arises from it.

This observation was made so earlyas by Plato.

A man feels his own excellence on the occasion ;

he sees the meaning of having understanding.

Men, who do not see that, must envy the brutes.

The internal value, which cognitionsare. of by

logicalperfection,is not to be compared with their

external value -that in.the application.

As that,which lieswithout our horizon, if we need

not know it accordingto our views, as not being

necessary to us, is to be understood in a relative

sense only,by no means in the absolute one, that,

which lies below our horizon, if we should not know

it,as beingperniciousto us, isto be so likewise.
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With a view to the enlargingand to the deter-mining

of the boundaries (ihe demarcation) of our

cognition.thefollowingrules are tobe recommended :

one must,,

1, determine his horizon early,yet not sooner,

than he can do it himself; which commonly does

not happen before the twentieth year;

2, not alter it easilyand often (notgo from one

thingto another);

3, not measure the horizon of others by his own,

nor hold useless that which is of no use to him : it

would be audacious to pretend to determine the

horizon of others ; because one does not sufficiently

know,, either their capacities,or their views;

4, neither extend it, nor limit it,too much. For

he, who would know too much, knows nothingat

last,and who on the contrary thinks some things

do not concern him often deceives himself; as

when, for instance,the philosopherthinks he can

do without history;
and we should endeavour,

5, previouslyto determine the absolute horizon

of the whole human race (asto the past and the fu-

ture time),and in particular,

6, to determine the place,which our science oc-cupies

in the horizon of all knowledge. The uni-versal

encyclopedy,as a universal map of the sci-ences,

serves for that purpose ;

7, in the determination of a particularhorizon

to try carefullyfor what branch of knowledgehe
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has the greatestcapacityand in what he takes the

greatestdelight;what is more or less necessary

with regardto certain duties ; what cannot consist

with the necessary duties ; and finally,

8, always to enlargemore than to contract our

horizon.

In general\ve need not be apprehensivefrom

the enlargingof the sciences of what d'Alembert is.

For the load does not oppress us, but we are at a

loss for room for our knowledge.Criticism on rea-son,

on historyand on historical works, a univer-sal

spirit,which extends to human knowledge in

gross, and not merely in detail,will always dimi-nish

the spherewithout lesseningthe matter. No-thing

but the dross falls from the metal or the baser

vehicle ; the veil,which was necessary for a cer-tain

time,,drops. With the enlargingof natural

history,of the mathematics, "c. new methods

which shorten the old matter and render the great

number of books unnecessary, will be found out.

Upon the discoveryof such new methods and prin-ciples

itwill depend that we, without cloggingthe

memory ,
can find every thingat pleasurewith their

assistance. Hence will he, who, like a genius
shall comprisehistoryunder ideas,which can al-ways

remain, deserve well of it.

To the logicalperfectionof knowledge,with re-gard

to its sphere,ignorance,a negativeimper-fection,

or an imperfectionof want, which, on ae-

"ountofthe limits of our understanding,remains.in,r

separablefrom our knowledge,is opposed.
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We may consider ignoranceboth under a sub-jective

and under an objectivepointof view.

1, Objectivelytaken, ignoranceis,either a ma-terial,

or a formal one. The former consists in a

want of historical,the latter în that of rational,

cognitions.One must not be quiteignorantin any

branch, but he may by all means limit the histori-cal

knowledge in order to apply the more to the ra-tional,

or conversely.

2, In a subjectivesense, ignorance is, either a

learned, a scientific,or a common one. Who dis-tinctly

sees the limits of knowledge, consequently
the field of ignorance,where it begins"the philo-sopher,

for example, who sees and proves how lit-tle

we can know with respect to the structure of

gold for want of the thereto requisitedata, is ig-norant

scientifically.,or in a learned manner. He,

on the other hand; who is ignorant without per-

spectingthe grounds of the bounds of ignorance
and givinghimself any trouble on that account, is

so in a vulgar,not a scientific,manner. Such a

man does not so much as know, that he knows no-thing

For one never can represent to himself his

ignorance otherwise, than by science, like a blind

man, who cannot represent darkness to himself

tillhe gets eyesight.

The knowledge of one's ignorayce therefore

givesus to presuppose science,and makes one mo*

dest, whereas imaginary knowledgepuffsup. So*

crates' ignorance was a commendable one 5 pro*
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perlySpeaking,a knowledge of his want of know-ledge,

according to his own avowal. Conse-quently

those, who possess a great deal of know-ledge,

and are for all that astonished at the quantum

of what they do not know, cannot be reproached

with ignorance.

In generalthe ignorancein things,whose know-ledge

goes above our horizon,is inculpable; and it

may be allowed (thoughbut in the relative sense)

with regardto the speculativeuse of our cognitive

faculty,providedthat the objectslie,not above our

horizon,but without it. But ignoranceis disgrace-ful

in things,to know which it is very necessary

and even easy for us.

There is however a distinction between being ig-norant
of any thing and taking no notice of

it. It isgood to take no notice of a great deal of

that which is not good for us to know. Abstracting
is stilldistinguishedfrom both. We abstract from

" cognitionwhen we take no notice of its applica-tion,

by which means we obtain it in the abstract

and can then consider it the better in the universal

as a principle.Such an abstractingfrom what

does not belongto our purpose in the knowledge of

a thingis useful and praiseworthy.

Logicianscommonly are historicallyignorant.
Historical knowledgewithout determinate bounds

ispolyhistory; this puffsup. Polymathyisoccupied
in the cognitionof reason. Both historicalknowledge
and knowledgeof reason, extended without determi-
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nate bounds, may be denominated pansophy.To hia"

torical knowledgethe science of the instruments of

learning-,philology,which comprehends a critical

knowledge of books and of languages (literature

and linguistic),belongs.
Mere polyhistoryis,so to say, learning,which is

eyclopic,or wants an eye that of philosophy;

and a cyclopsof a mathematician, a historian,a

natural historian,a philologeror a linguist,is a scho-lar,

who is great in all these branches, but holds,

that all philosophyon them may be dispensedwith.

The humaniora, by which the knowledge of the

ancients that favours the union of science with taste,

polishesrudeness,and promotes communicabilityand

urbanity,wherein humanity consists,is understood.

The humaniora then regardan instruction in what

serves for -the culture of taste conformablyto the

patterns of the ancients. To them, eloquence,

poetry,the knowledgeacquiredby readingthe clas-sical

authors, and many similar acquirementsper-tain.

All this humanistical knowledgemay be con-sidered

as belongingto that partof philology,which

is practical,and tends the most to the formation of

taste. But, if we separatethe mere philologistfrom

the humanist, we shall find them to be distinguish-ed

from one another in this,that the former seeks

in the ancients the instruments of learning,the

latter,on the other hand, those of the formation of

taste.

The belles-lettristor the bell'espritisa humanist
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accordingto contemporary patterns in'the livifrg;

languages. He is therefore, not a man of learning?

"for none but the dead languages are at present

learned ones" but a mere dilettante (connoisseur)

of the knowledge of taste according td the mode,

\yithoutstandingin need of the ancients. He might

be named the ape of the humanist The polyhis*

torian most as a philologerbe a linguistand a man

of literature,,and as a humanist, a classical scholar

and an expounder of the classics. He, as a phi-lologist,

is cultivated,as a humanist,, civilized.

With regard to the sciences there are two dege-neracies

of the reigningtaste, pedantry and gal-lantry.
The one appliesto the sciences for the

school merety,and therebylimits them with respect

to their use ; the other appliesto them for nothing
but societyor the world and therebyconfines them

with .respectto their matter.

Either the pedant, as a man of letters,is opposed

to the man of the world and is a puflfed-upman of

letters without knowledge of the world, that is,

without the knowledge of Communicating his

science ; or he is to be considered as a man of abi-lity

in general,but in forms only,not as to the es-sence

and the end. In the latter sense he is a picker

of forms ; limited with regard to the substance of

things,he considers nothingbut the outside. He is

the unfortunate imitation,or the caricature,of a man

of a methodical head. Hence may pedantrybe de-nominated

the painfulnessand the uselew exaetriess
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or nicety(micrology)in forms. And a form of

the scholastic method out of the school of that sort

is to be met with, not onlyamong the learned and in

learning,,but among other classes and in other things.

The etiquette,or ceremony of courts, in society-^-

what is itbut a hunting after forms ? In the army

it is not quiteso, though it seems so. But in con-versation,

in dress, in diet,in religion,much pe-dantry

often reigns.
And exactness in forms suitable to the end pro^

posed is profoundness(methodical,scholastic per-fection).

Pedantry is then an affected profound-ness,
and gallantry,as a mere courtingof the ap-probation

of taste, nothingbut an affectation of

popularity.For gallantryendeavours but to render

itself agreeableto the reader and therefore not so

much as to offend him with a hard word.

To avoid pedantry,extensive knowledge,not only
in the sciences themselves, but with regard to their

use, is required. For which reason nobody but

the man of true erudition can detach himself from

pedantry,which is alwaysthe property of a limited

understanding.
In the endeavour to procure to our cognitionthe

perfectionat once of the scholastic profundityand

of popularity,without committingthe above-mention-ed

fault,either of an effected profundity,or of

an affected popularity,we must above all things
look to the scholastic perfectionof our cognitioi "

the methodical form of profundity" and then first
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take care how we can render the methodical cog-nition

learned in the school reallypopular,that is,

go easy and universallycommunicable to others,

that the profunditymay not be supplantedby the

popularity.For, the scholastic perfection,without

which all science were nothingbut a toy, must not

be sacrificed for the sake of the popularperfection,
or to pleasethe people

But in order to learn true popularitywe must

read the ancients,for instance, Cicero's philoso-phical

writings,the poets, Horace, Virgil,"e. ;

among the moderns, Hume, Shaftesbury,and many

Others ; men, who had great intercourse with the

refined world, without which intercourse it is not

possibleto be popular. For true popularityre-quires

much practicalknowledge of the world,

knowledgeof the conceptions,of the taste, and of

the inclinations of men, upon which, in the exhi*

bition and even in the choice of fitexpressionsade-quate

to popularity,constant attention is to be be-

towed. A condescendence of that sort to the ca-pacity

of the publicand to the usual expressions,by
which the scholastic perfectionis not undervalued,

but the dress of the thoughtsso ordered, as not to

let the scaffold " what is methodical and technical

of that perfection" be seen (as we draw with a

pencillines, upon which we write, and then rub

them out),this trulypopularperfectionof cognition
is in fact a great and a rare perfection,which be-trays

much insightin science. And it has, besides
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many other merits, this one, that it can give a

proofof the completeinsightinto a thing. For the

merelyscholastic examination of a cognitionleaves

behind the doubt, Whether the examination be not

partial,and whether the cognitionitselfbe of a va-lue

granted it by every body. The school,like

common-sense, has its prejudices.The one im-proves

the other. It is therefore importantto trya

cognitionwith men, whose understandingsdo not

adhere to any school.

This perfectionof cognition,by which the cog-nition

isqualifiedfor an easy and a universal com-munication,

mightalso be termed the external ex-tension,

or the extensive greatnessof a cognition*

providedthat it (a cognition)is spreadexternally

among a greatnumber of men.

As there are so many and so various cognitions,
one would do well to make a planfor himself,ac-cording

to which he so orders the sciences,as they

may agree the best with his ends and contribute to

promote them. All cognitionshave a certain na-tural

connexion with one another. If,in the endea-vour

after enlargingthe cognitions,this their cohe-rence

is not attended to, the result of all great

knowledge will be nothingbut a mere rhapsody.
But if one makes a principalscience his end and

considers all other cognitionsas meanvS onlyto ac-complish

it,he introduces a certain systematical
character into his knowledge. And in order to go

to work, in the enlargingof our cognitions,accord-

j
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ingto a planthat is well ordered and suitable to the

end proposed, we must try to learn that coherence

of the cognitionsamong one another. A guidance

to which is given by the architectonic of the sci-ences,,

a system accordingto ideas,in which the sci-ences,

with regard to their affinityand their syste-matical

conjunction,are considered as a whole of

knowledgeinterestinghumanity.
As to the intensive greatnessof a cognition,that

is to say, its weightor its great value and import-ance
in particular,which, as we have alreadyre-marked,

is essentiallydistinguishedfrom the exten-sive,

the mere copiousness,we shall make but these

few remarks on it :

- 1, A cognition,which refers to the greatness,that

is,the whole in the use of the understanding,is to

be distinguishedfrom the subtiltyin the small (mi-

crology).

2, Every cognitionthat promotes the logicalper-fection,

as to the form, is logicallyimportant,for

example, every mathematical proposition,every
Jaw of nature distinctlyknown, every rightphi-losophic

explication. The practicalimportance

cannot be foreseen, but must be waited for.

3, A cognitionmaybe difficult without being im-portant,

and vice versa. Difficultytherefore de-cides

neither for, nor against,the value of the im-portance

of a cognition.This depends upon the

greatness or the pluralityof the consequences.

The more or the greater consequences a cognition
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is productiveof,the more use may bo miu'e of it,the

more importantit is. A cognitionwithout weighty

consequences is a useless speculation; the scholas-tic

philosophy,for instance,is of this nature.

VII.

B. Logical Perfection of Cognition,as to

Relation. Truth. Material and formal

or logical Truth. Criteria of logical
Truth. Falsity and Error. Appear-ance,

as the Source of Error. Means to

avoid Errors.

TRUTH is a chief perfectionof cognition,nay,
the essential and the indispensablecondition of all

itsperfection.Truth, it is said, consists in the

agreement of cognitionwith the object. In conse-quence

of this mere nominal definition,our cogni
tion must, in order to hold good as true, agree with

the object.But we can compare the objectwith our

cognitionin no other way, than by our knowing it.

Our cognitiontherefore must confirm itself,but

which is not near sufficient for truth. For, as the

objectis out of us and the cognitionin us, we never

can but judge whether our cognitionof the ob-ject

agrees with the cognition of the object.
Such a circle in explainingthe ancients named dia-

lele. And the logicianswere always reproached
with this fault by the sceptics,who remarked, that
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it is with that definition of truth just*as if one

should make a depositionbefore a court and appeal

to a witness,whom nobody knows but who has a

mind to render himself worthy of belief by maintain-ing,

that he who has called him as a witness, is an

honest man. The accusation indeed is well founded.

Only the solution of the aforementioned problem is

absolutelyimpossible.
The questionhere is,Whether and how far there

is a criterion of truth secure, universal, and fit to be

used in the application? For that is the meaning'
of the question,What is truth ?

To be able to answer this importantquestion,we

must distinguishthat, which in our cognitionbe-longs

to its matter and refers to the object,from

that which regardsthe mere form, as that condition,

without which a cognitionwould in general be no

cognitionat all. With respect to this distinction be-tween

the objectivematerial and the subjective
formal reference in our cognition,the above ques-tion

divides into the two particularones :

1. Is there a universal material criterion of truth ?

and 2. Is there a universal formal one ?

A universal material criterion of truth is not pos-sible

;
it is even contradictoryin itself. For, as a

universal criterion that holds for allobjectsingeneral,
itwould need totallyto abstract from all difference of

them, and yet, as a material criterion,to extend to

thisvery difference,in order to be able to determine

whether a cognitionagrees directlywith that ob-
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ject,to which it is referred,and not with any one

objectin general; by which nothingat all is said.

In this agreement of a cognitionwith that deter-minate

object,to which it is referred, material

truth must however consist. For a cognition,which

with regard to one objectis true, may with regard

to other Objectsbe false. It is therefore absurd to

require a universal material criterion of truth,

which must at once abstract and not abstract from all

difference of objects.

But, if the inquiryis after universal formal cri-teria

of truth, the decision,that there may by all

means be such, is easy. For formal truth consists

entirelyin the agreement of cognitionwith itself

with total abstraction from all objectswhatever and

from all difference of them. And the universal

formal criteria of truth consequentlyare nothing

but universal logicalmarks of the agreement of

cognitionwith itself,or (which is the same thing)

with the universal laws of the understandingand of

reason.

These formal universal criteria,though not suffi-cient

for objectivetruth, are to be considered as its

conditio sine qua non.

For the question,Whether the -cognitionagrees
with itself (asto the form) ? must precedethe ques-tion,

Whether it agrees with the object?And that

is the provinceof logic.
The formal criteria of truth in logicare,

1, the propositionof contradiction,and.
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2, that of sufficient reason.

By the former the logicalpossibilityof a cognition
is determined, by the latter the logicalreality.

To the logicaltruth of a cognitionbelong,

First,that it be logicallypossible,that is,not re-

poignant to ilself. This signof the internal logical

truth however is only negative;for a cognition,
\vhich is repugnant to itself,is false,but, when it

is not so, not always true ; and,

Secondly,that it be logicallyfounded, that is,

that it have, a, grounds and, b, not false conse-quences.

This second criterion of the external logicaltruth,

relative to the logicalcoherence of a cognitionwith

groundsand consequences, or of the rationalness of

cognition,is positive And the followingrules hold

here:

1, From the truth of the consequence the truth

of the cognitionas a ground may be inferred,but

onlynegatively: when one false consequence flows

from a cognition,the cognitionitselfis false. For,

-were the groundtrue, the consequence would be so

likewise ; because the consequence is determined by

the ground.
But we cannot infer conversely: when not a

false consequenqe flows from a cognition,it is

true ;
for we can draw true inferences from a false

ground.
2, When all the consequences of cognitionare

true, the cognitionalso is true. For, were but
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somethingfalse in the cognition,a falseconsequence

too would have place.

From the consequence we may then infer a

ground, but without being able to determine it.

We can only infer a determinate ground, that it

is the true one, from the complex of all the conse*

quenccs.

The former mode of inference, accordingto

which the consequence can be but a negativelyand

an, indirectlysufficient criterion of the truth of a

cognition,is termed in logicthe apagogical(modus

tollens).

This procedure,of which great use is made in

geometry, has the advantage,that we need derive

but one false consequence from a cognitionto prove

itsfalseness. For example, in order to evince,that

the earth is not flat,we need, without adducingpo-sitive

and direct reasons, but infer and conclude

apagogically,or indirectly,thus: Were the earth

flat,the polestarwould be equallyhigh every-where

; but this is not the case ; therefore the

earth is not flat.

In the other,the positiveand direct mode of in-ference

(modus ponens), there occurs the diffi-culty,

that the totalityof the consequences cannot be

known apodictically,and that we therefore are not

led by this mode of illationbut to a probableand a

hypotheticallytrue cognition(ahypothesis)according
to the presupposition,that, when many conse-quences

are true,all the others may be so likewise.
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We may then laydown here three principles,as

universal merelyformal, or logical,criteria of truth;

they are,

1, the principleof contradiction and of identity,

by which the internal possibilityof a cognitionis

Hetermined for problematicaljudgments ;

%, the principleof sufficientreason, upon which

the (logical;realityof a cognitiondepends ; that

it isfounded, as matter for assertive judgments ;

3, the principleof the exclusive third (principium

exclusi medii inter duo contradictoria),in which

the (logical)necessityof a cognitionis founded ;

that we must necessarilyjudge so and not other-wise,

that is,that the oppositeis false"
for apo-

dicticaljudgments.
The contrary of truth is falsehood which, if it is

held truth,is named error. An erroneous judg-ment

(forerror as well as truth is onlyin the judg-ment)

is therefore such a one, as takes the appear-ance

of truth for truth itself.

How truth is possible,is, as the understanding

acts here on its essential laws,easilyknown.

But how error in the formal sense of the word,

that is to say, how the form of thinkingcontrary

to the understandingis possible,is difficult to be

comprehended, as it is in generalnot to be compre-hended

how any one power should deviate from its

own essential laws. We can therefore seek the

ground of errors just as little in the understanding

itself and itsessential laws, as in the limits of the
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understanding,in which the cause of ignorance,
but by no means that of error, lies. Had we no

other cognitivepower, than the understanding,we
should never err. But there lies in us yet another

indispensablesource of cognition,the sensitivity;

which suppliesus with matter for thinkingand acts

accordingto other laws, than the understanding
does. But from the sensitivityconsidered in and

by itself,error cannot arise neither; because the

senses never judge.

The ground of the originof all error must "*on-

sequentlybe looked for no where but in the insen-sible

influence of the sensitivityon the intellect or,

more accuratelyspeaking,on judgment. This in-fluence

makes us in judging hold merely subjective

groundsobjectiveones, and by consequence take

the mere appearance of truth for truth itself. For

therein consists the very essence of appearance

which is on that account to be considered as a

ground for holdinga false cognitiontrue.

What makes error possibleis therefore the ap-pearance,

accordingto which the merely subjective

in the judgment is exchanged for the objective.

In a certain sense the understandingtoo, provi-ded

that it,for want of the requisiteattention to that

influence of the sensitivity,is led by the appearance

arisingfrom it to hold merely subjectivedetermina-tives

of judgment objectiveones, or to admit that,

which is not true but accordingto laws of,the sen-

K
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ity,to be trtie accordingto its own laws,maybe

made the author of errors.

Only the fault of ignorancethen lies in the limits

of the understanding; the fault of error we have to

attribute to ourselves. Nature has denied us much

knowledge, she leaves us in the inevitable ignorance

of so much
; yet she does not occasion error. To it

our own propensityto judge and to decide even

when we are not able to do so, because of the limi-tation

of our faculties,leads us.

All error however, into which the human under-standing

can fall,is but partial,and in every erro-

n^ous judgmentthere must always be something

true. For a total error were an oppugnancy against

the laws of the understandingand of reason.

With regard to what is true and erroneous in our

Cognition,we distinguishan exact from a crude

cognition.

A cognition,when it is adequate to its object,or

when with respect to its objectnot the smallest er-ror

has place,is exact ; it,when errors may be in it

with an impediment to the design,is crude.

This distinction regardsthe larger or the stricter

determinateness of our cognition, At first it is

sometimes necessary to determine a cognitionin a

large?sphere,particularlyin historical things.But

in cognitionsof reason every thing must be exactly

(stride} determined. In the large determination

it issaid,a cognitionis determined prater, propter.
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It alwaysdepends upon the purpose of a cognition

whether it shall be crudelyor exactlydetermined.

The largedetermination still leaves a latitude for

error, but which may have its determinate bounds.

Error has placeespeciallywhen a wide determina-tion

is taken for a strict one, for instance, in mat-ters

of morality,in which every thingmust be strict-ly

determined. Who do not do so are named, by

the English,latitudinarians.

Prom the exactness, as an objectiveperfection
of cognition" as the cognitionin this case is fully

congruent to the object" the subtiltyas a subjective

perfectionof it may stillbe distinguished.

A cognitionof a thing,when one discovers in it

what usuallyescapes the attention of others, is sub-tile.

It consequentlyrequiresa higher degree of

attention and a greater exertion of the intellectual

power.

Many blame all subtilty; because they cannot

attain it. But it in itself does honor to the under-standing,

and is,providedthat it is appliedto an

objectworthy of observation, even meritorious and

necessary. But it,when the same end might be at-tained

with less attention and effort of the under-standing,

than is used, is a useless expense, and we

fallinto subtilties,which are difficult,but of no

utility(nugce difficiles).
As the crude is opposed to the exact, the gross is

to the subtile.

From the nature of error, in whose conception,
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as we have alreadyremarked, besides falsity,the

appearance of truth is contained as an essential

mark, the followingrule,which is importantto the

truth of our cognition,unfolds itself:

In order to avoid errors (and no error is at least

absolutelyinevitable,thoughitmay be so relatively

to the cases, in which it is,even at the risk of err-ing,

unavoidable for us to judge)we must endeavour

to discover and to explainthe source of them " ap-pearance

or semblance. But that few philosophers
have done. They have only endeavoured to de-termine

the errors themselves, without shewing the

appearance, whence they arise. The discovering

and the solvingof the appearance, however, is of

much greaterservice to truth,than the direct shew-ing

of errors themselves, by which their source can-not

be stopped up, nor can the same appearance,

because it is not known, be prevented from leading

again to errors in other cases. For, if we are even

convinced of havingerred, there stillremains to us,

if the appearance itself,which forms the basis of our

error, is not removed,.scruples,littleas we can ad-duce

to their justification.

Besides,by explainingthe appearance we do the

erring person a sort of equity. For, nobody will

allow, that he has erred without some one appear-ance

of truth, which perhaps might have deceived

one more acute ; because the stress of the affair

rests upon subjectivegrounds.

An error, when the appearance is obvious to com-
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nion sense, is termed an insipidityor absurdity

The reproach of absurdityis always a personal

one, which we must avoid, particularlyin the cor-recting

of errors.

For to him, who maintains an absurdity,the ap-pearance,

which forms the basis of this evident

falsity,is-not obvious. This appearance must first

be made obvious to him. If he still continues to

maintain it,he is insipidindeed ; but then nothing

more can be done with him. He has therebyren-dered

himself both incapableand unworthy of all

farther instruction and refutation. For we cannot,

properlyspeaking,prove to a person that he is ab-surd

; in this case all reasoningwere in vain. When

we prove the absurditywe speak no longerto the

erring person, but to the rational man. Then,

however, the discoveryof the absurdity(deductio

ad absurdwri)is not necessary.

An insipiderror may likewise be named such a

one as nothing,not so much as even appearance,

serves it for an excuse ; as a gross error is that,

which evinces ignorancein common cognitionor a

want of common attention.

Error in principlesis greater than that in their

application.
An external mark or an external test of truth is

the comparisonof our own judgments with those of

others
j

because that which is subjectiveis not in-herent

in the same way in all others,by consequence

the appearance may be therebyexplained. Hence
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is the incompatibilityof the judgments of others

with ours to be considered as an external mark of

error, and as a hint to investigate our proceeding in

judging, but not immediately to reject it on that

account. For we may perhaps be right in the thing

and wrong
in the manner only, that is, the pro-pounding,

Common-sense is in itself too a touchstone, to

discover the faults of the artificial use of the under-standing,

that is to say, to put one's self right in

thinking or in the speculative use of reason by com-mon-sense,

when the common understanding is used

as a test for the purpose of judging of the Tightness

of the speculative.

Universal rules and conditions of avoiding error

in general are., l,To think for one's self, 2, To

conceive one's self in the place of another, and 3,

Always to think consistentlywith one's self. The

maxim of thinking for one's self
may be distinguish-ed

by the denomination of the enlightened way of

thinking; that of putting one's self, in thinking, in

the place of another, the enlarged ; and that of

always thinking consistently with one's self, the

consequential or solid.
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VIII.

C. logical Perfectionof Cognition as to

Quality. Clearness. Conception of a

Mark in general. Various sorts of
Marks. Determination of the logical
Essence of a Thing. Its Distinction

from the real Essence. Distinctness
9

a

higher Degree of Clearness. Estheti*

cal and Logical Distinctness. Discre-pance

between analytic and synthetic
Distinctness.

THE human cognitionis on the side of the un-derstanding

discursive ; that is, it is acquiredby

means of representations,which make a ground of

cognitionof that which is common to several thing*,

consequentlyby means of marks, as such. We

know thingsthen by marks only.

A mark is in a thingthat,which makes up a part

of its cognition; or (what amounts to the same) a

partialrepresentation,providedthat it is consider-ed

as a ground of cognitionof the whole represen-

tion. By consequence all our conceptions are

marks and all thinkingis nothing but a represent-ing

by means of marks.

Every mark may be considered in two pointsof

view:
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\

First,as a representationin itself;and

Secondly,as belonging,as a partialconception,

to the whole representationof a thing,,and thereby

as a ground of cognitionof this thingitself.

All marks, considered as grounds of cognition,

are of a twofold use ; either of an internal,or of an

external. The internal use consists in derivation,

in order to cognisethe thingitself by marks, as its

grounds of cognition. The external consists in

comparison,providedthat we can compare a thing

with other thingsby means of marks according to

the rules of identityand of distinction.*

Among the marks there are many specificaldis-tinctions,

in which the followingclassificationof

those are founded :

1, Analyticor syntheticmarks. Those are par-tial

conceptionsof the actual conception(which we

form to ourselves in this conception),these,par-tial

ones of the merely possiblewhole conception

(which must consequentlybe first formed by a syn-thesis

of several parts). The former are all con-ceptions

of reason, the latter may be those of ex-perience.

2, Co-ordinate or subordinate. This division of

marks regardstheir connexion beside or under one

another.

The marks, if each of them is representedas an

* Not diversity,but distinction or difference is the contrary

of identityor sameness; diversityis that of similitude or like-ness.

Many of our authors confound these contraries. T.
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immediate mark of the thing,are co-ordinate ; and,

if one mark is representedonly by means of ano-ther

in the thing-,subordinate. The conjunc-tion
of the co-ordinate marks so as to amount to the

whole of the conceptionis named an aggregate;

the conjunctionof the subordinate ones, a series*

That, the aggregationof the co-ordinate marks,

makes up the totalityof the conception,but which,

with regard to syntheticempiricalconceptions,

never can be completed

The series of subordinate marks falls,a parte

ante, or on the side of the grounds,upon insolvable

conceptions,which cannot on account of their sim-plicity

be farther dissected
; it,a parlepost. or with

respect to the consequences, on the other hand, is

infinite
.

because we have a highestgenus, but not

a lowest species.

With the synthesisof every new conceptionin

the aggregationof co-ordinate marks the extensive

or diffused distinctness increases in the same manner

as with the farther analysisof the conceptionsin

the series of subordinate marks the intensive or

deep distinctness does. This sort of distinctness,

as it necessarilyserves for the profundityor solidity
of cognition,is chieflythe business of philosophy

and, particularlyin metaphysicalperquisitions,car-ried

to the highestpitch.

3, Affirmative or negativemarks. By those we

know what the thingis,by these what itis not.

The negativemarks.serve to keep us from/errors.
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Hence are theywhen it isimpossibleto err unneces-sary,

and necessary and of importance in those

cases only,when they keep us from an important

error, into which we may easilyfall. For instance,

with regard to the conceptionof a being like God,,

the negativemarks are very necessary and of mo*

ment

f By affirmative marks we have then a mind to un-derstand

something; by negativeones (towhich all

marks whatsoever may be turned)only not to mis-understand

or only not to err in it,even should we

learn to know nothingof it.

4, Important and fertile or empty and unim-portant

marks.

A mark is important aud fertile when it is a

ground of cognitionof great and of numerous con-sequences,

partlywith regardto its internal use (the

use in the derivation.)providedthat it is sufficient,

iu order to know by it a great deal of the thing

itself;partlywith regard to its external use (the

use in the comparison) provided that it serves to

know, as well the similitude of a thingto many

other things,as its diversityfrom many others.

Besides,we must here distinguishthe logicalim-portance

and fertilityfrom the practical" utility.

5, Sufficient and necessary or insufficient and

contingentmarks.

A mark, providedthat it suffices always to dis-tinguish

the thingfrom all other things,is suffi-cient

j otherwise it is insufficient,as, for example,
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the mark of barkingof the dog. But the sufficiency

of marks, as well as their importance,is to be de-termined

in a relative sense only,with reference to

the ends, which are intended by a cognition.

Necessarymarks finallyare those, which must

alwaysbe to be met with in the thingrepresented.
Such marks are termed essential too, and stand op-posed

to the unnessential and contingent,which

may be separatedfrom the conceptionof the thing.

But between the necessary marks there is yet a

distinction.

Some of them belongto the thing as groundsof

other marks of the very same thing; others again
as consequences onlyof other marks.

The former are primitiveand constitutivemarks

(essentialiain sensu strictissimo) ; the latter are

denominated attributes (consectaria,rationata),
and pertainlikewise to the essence of the thing,
but onlywith a proviso,that theymust firstbe de-rived

from those its essential parts; as, for instance,

the three angles in the conceptionof a triangle
from the three sides.

The unessential marks also are of a twofold sort ;

they regard either internal determinations of a

thing (modi), or its external relations. For ex-ample,

the mark of learningdenotes an internal

determination of man ; beinga master or a servant,

onlyan external relation of him.

The complexof all the essential partsof a thing,
or the sufficiencyof its marks as to co-ordination

or subordination,is the ssence (complexusnotarum
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primitivarum, interne conceptuidato siifficien-

tium ; s complexus notarwn, conceptum aliquem

primitiveconstituentiumj
.

But in this definition we must by no means think

here of the real essence or the essence of nature of

things,which we never can know. For, as logic
abstracts from all the matter of cognition,by conse-quence

from the thingitself,in this science nothing

but the logicalessence of thingscan possibl}be on

the carpet, And this we can easilyknow. For

hereto belongsnothingfarther than the knowledge
of all the predicates,with regardto which an ob-ject

is determined by its conception; whereas to

the real essence of the thing(esserev the knowledge
of those predicates,upon which, all that belongsas

a determinative to its essence depends,is required,
If we chuse,for instance, to determine the logical

essence of a body, we have no occasion to seek for

the data to this in nature ; we need but turn our re-flection

to the marks which, as essential parts (cofc

stitutiva,rationes),originallyconstitute itsfunda-mental

conception. For the logicalessence is no-thing

but The first fundamental conceptionof ajl

the necessary marks of a thing(esse conceptusj.
The firststepof the perfectionof our cognition,

as to quality,is then the clearness of the cognition.
The distinctnessis a second step,or a higherdegree

of clearness. This consists in the clearness of the

marks.

In the firstplace,we must in generaldistinguish

here the logicaldistinctness from the estheticaJL
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The former depends upon the objective,the latter

upon the subjective,clearness of the marks. That

is a clearness by conceptions,this a clearness by in-tuition.

The latter speciesof distinctness consist^

then in a mere vivacityand intelligibleness,that is

to say, in a mere clearness by examples in the con^

crete (formany thingsthat are not distinct may be

intelligible,and conversely,many things that are

difficultto be understood, because theyrefer back

to remote marks, whose connexion with intuition is

not possiblebut by a longseries,may be distinct).
The objectivedistinctness often occasions sub-jective

obscurity,and conversely. Hende is the

logicaldistinctness seldom possiblebut to the dis-advantage

of the esthetical,and, vice versa, the

esthetical distinctness by examples and likenesses,

which are not quiteadequate, but taken according

to a certain analogyonly,is often hurtful to the

logical.And besides, examplesin generalare not

marks, and belong, not as parts to the conception,

but as intuitions for the use of the conception

only. A distinctness by examples (themere intel-

ligibleness)is therefore of quiteanother sort, than

the distinctness by conceptionsas marks. Perspi-cuity
consists in the conjunctionof both, the esthe-tic

or popular,with the scholastic or logical,dis-tinctness.

For, by a perspicacioushead we under-stand

the talent of a luminous exhibition of abstract

and of profound cognitions,suitable to the capa-city

of common-sense.
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In the second place,as to the logicaldistinctness

in particular,it,if all the marks,,which collectively
taken make up the whole conception.,have reached

clearness,may be named a complete one. A con-ception,

on the other hand, may be completelydis-tinct,,

with regard to the totalityeither of its co-ordinate,

or of its subordinate marks. The exten-sively

complete or sufficient distinctness of a con-ception,

which is also termed the amplitude,con-sists

in the total clearness of the co-ordinate marks.

The total clearness of the subordinate marks con-stitutes

the intensivelycomplete distinctness " the

profundityor solidity.
The former species of the logicaldistinctness

may be denominated the external,the latter the in-ternal

completenessof the clearness of the marks.

This can be obtained from the pure conceptionsof

reason only,and from arbitrarious conceptions,but

not from empiricalones.

The extensive greatness or quantum of distinct-ness,

providedthat it is not abundant, is named

precision.The amplitude and the precisiontoge-ther

make up the adequateness (cognitienem,

qua rem adcequat);and in the intensivelyadequate

cognitionin the profundityconjoined with the

extensivelyadequate one in the amplitude and

the precision,the consummate perfectionof a

cognition(consummata cognitionisperfectio}(as

to quality)consists.

Since it is the business of logic(as we have al-
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readyremarked)to render clear conceptionsdistinct,

the questionnow is, In what manner itdoes so.

The logiciansof the Wolfian school placeallthe

rendering of cognitionsdistinct in their mer.e dis-section.

But all distinctness does not depend upon

the analysisof a given conception. It thereby

arises with regard to those marks only, which are

thought of in the conception,but by no means with

regard to the marks, which are first added to the

conceptionas parts of the whole possibleconcep-tion.

That sort of distinctness,which arises,not by the

analysis,but by the synthesisof the marks, is syn-thetic

distinctness. And there is consequentlyan

essential distinction between the two propositions:

To form a distinct conceptionand, To render a con-ception

distinct.

For, when we form a distinct conception,we begin
with the parts and proceed from them to the whole.

In this case no marks yet exist j we obtain them

first by means of the synthesis.From this synthe-tic

procedure then the syntheticdistinctness arises,

which, as to the matter, enlargesthe conceptionby

that,which is superadded to it as a mark in the (pure

or empirical)intuition. Both the mathematician

and the natural philosopheruse this syntheticpro-cedure

in rendering the conceptionsdistinct. For

all distinctness of the properlymathematical, as well

us of all other empirical,cognition,depends upoa
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an enlargementof it of this sort by a synthesisof

the marks.

But, when we render a conception distinct,our

cognitionby no means increases, as to the matter,

by this mere dissection* The matter remains the

same ; onlythe form is altered by our doing nothing-

but distinguishingbetter, or learningto know with

a clearer consciousness that, which lies in the given

conception. As by the mere colouringof a map

nothing more is added to the map itself;so by the

mere clearing-upof a given conceptionby Irceans

of the analysisof its marks, the conceptionitself is

not increased in the least.

The making of objectsdistinct belongs to the

synthesis,the making of conceptionsdistinct,to the

analysis.In the latter the whole precedes the parts,

in the former the parts precede the whole. The

philosopherrenders* none but givenconceptionsdis-tinct.

Sometimes one proceedssynthetically,even

when the conception,which he has a mind to ren-der

distinct in this manner, is alreadygiven. This

has often place in empiricalpropositions,provided

that we are not satisfied with the marks alreadycon-tained

in a given conception.

The analyticprocedure.,in order to beget dis-tinctness,

about which procedure onlylogic can be

occupied,is the firstand the chief requisitein ren-dering

our cognitionsdistinct. For the more dis^

tinct our cognitionof a thingis, the stronger and
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the more efficacious it can be. Only the analysis
must not go so far,as at last to occasion the object

itselfto vanish,

Were we conscious to ourselves of all that which

we know, we could not but be astonished at the

multitude of our cognitions.
As to the objectivevalue of our cognitionin

general,the followingdegrees,accordingto which

it (ourcognition)can be increased in this respect,

maybe conceived:

REPRESENTING somethingto one's self,is the first

degreeof cognitionor knowledge;

Representingto one's self with consciousness or

PERCEIVING (percipere)something,the second ;*

KENNING' (noscere)f something,or represent-ing

to one's self somethingin comparison of other

thingsas to identity,as well as to distinction,the

third ;

Kenning with consciousness,that is, COGNISING

(cognoscerejsomething,the fourth. The brute

kens objects,but does not cognizethem.

UNDERSTANDING (intelligerej,that is,cognising

by the understandingby means of conceptions,or

conceivingof something,is the fifth. This is very

* Should not APPREHENDING, or receivinginto the empiri-cal

consciousness have a placehere and precedeperceiving? T.

f Must not we use Kenning here, in order to distinguishbe-tween

this degreeof cognitionand the highestdegee of holding

true. Knowing (scircj? or what other word have we in Eng-lish

? T.

M
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distinct from comprehending. We can conceive of

many things, though we cannot comprehend them,

for example, a perpetuwn mobile, whose impossi-bility

is shewn in the mechanics.

Cognising something by reason, or PERSPECTIN"

fperspicerej or having an insight into it, is the sixth.

We reach this in few things, and our cognitions

grow fewer and fewer, the more we advance them

towards perfection in point of value.

COMPREHENDING something, that is, cognising it

by reason a priori, in the degree sufficient to our

purpose,
is the seventh and the last. For all our

Comprehending is but relative, that is to say,
suffi-cient

for a certain purpose ; we comprehend no-thing

absolutely. Nothing more than what the

mathematician demonstrates can be comprehended;

for instance, that all the lines in the circle are pro-portional.

And yet he does not comprehend how

it happens, that so simple a figure as a circle has

these properties. Hence is the field of conceiving

or of the understanding in general much greater,

than that of comprehending or of reason.
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IX.

Logical Perfectionof Cognition as to

Modality.
.

Certainty. Conception of

Holding-true in general. Modes of

Holding-true : Opining ,
Believing,

and Knowing. Conviction and Per-suasion.

Reserving and Suspending a

Judgment. Previous Judgments. Pre+

judices, their Sources and their chief
Sorts.

TRUTH is an objectiveproperty of cognition;

the judgment, by which something is represented

as true (the reference to an understandingand

therefore to a particularsubject),is subjective,a

holding-true.

HOLDING-TRUE is in generalof a twofold nature :

a certain and an uncertain. The certain holding-
true or certainty,is conjoinedwith the conscious-ness

of necessity;the uncertain, on the other hand,

or uncertainty,with that of contingency,or of the

possibilityof the contrary. The latter again is,

either subjectivelyas well as objectivelyinsufficient,

or objectivelyinsufficient,but subjectivelysuffi-cient.

That is termed opinion-, this must be named

belief.

There are consequentlythree sorts or modes of
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holding-true: opining-,believing,and knowing.
The firstis a problematical,the second an assertive,

and the third an apodictical,judging. For, what

we merelyopine we in judginghold with conscious-ness

but problematical;what we believe,,assertive,

jnot as objectivelynecessary, however, but as sub-jectively

so (validfor one's self only);and what we

know, a^odicticallycertain,that is,universallyand

objectivelynecessary (validfor every body) ; even

suppose the objectitself,to which this certain hold-ing-true

refers,were a merely empiricaltruth. For

this distinction of the holding-trueaccording to the

three modes just mentioned concerns nothing but

the judgment with regardto the subjectivecriteria

of the subsumptionof a judgment under objective

rules.*

Our holdingimmortalitytrue, for instance, is

merely problematical,if we but act as if we were

immortal; but assertive,provided we believe,that

we are so; and it were apodicticalif we all knew,

that there is a life after the present.

Between opining,believing,and knowing, then,
there is a material distinction,which we shall here

explainmore closelyand more at large.
1. OPINING, or holding-trueon a ground of

cognition,neither subjectively,nor objectivelysuf-ficient,

may be considered as a previousjudging,

1 Sirbsumptingis?rankingunder a given rule (easvg
T.
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(subconditione suspensivaad interim},which can-not

well be dispensedwith. We must opinebefore

we assume and maintain, but be aware of holding

an opinion more than a mere opinion In all our

cognisingwe for the most part beginwith opining.
Sometimes we have an obscure presagement* of

truth ; a thing seems to us to contain marks of

truth ; we are sensible of its truth before we cog-nise

it with determinate certainty.

But when has mere opiningplace?" Not in any

of the sciences that contain cognitionsa priori;by

consequence neither in the mathematics, nor in the

metaphysics,,nor in the ethics,but in empirical

cognitionsonly,in the physics,in psychology,and

such like; for it is a palpableabsurdityto think of

opining a priori. And in fact nothingwould be

more laughable,than to opine only in the mathe-matics.

In them, as well as in the metaphysics

and in moral philosophy,the objectis either to know,

or not to know. Hence can matters of opinion

never be but objectsof a cognitionof experience,

which cognitionis possiblein itself,but impossible

to us only from the empiricallimitations and condi-tions

of our cognitivefacultyand accordingto the

degreeof it depending upon them, which we pos-sess.

The ether of the modern natural philoso-

* The literaltranslation is Presension,but the Translator pre-fers

sagement as referringmore to the understanding,by which

onlywe can discover truth. T,
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phers, for example, is a mere matter of opinion.
For of this,as of every opinionin general,what-ever

it may be, we perspect, that the contrarymay

perhaps be proved : Our holding-truein this case

is therefore objectively,as well as subjectively,in-sufficient,

though it,considered in itself,may be

rendered complete.

2. BELIEVING, or holding-true'on a ground
which is objectivelyinsufficient,but subjectively
sufficient,has reference to objects,with regard to

which we can, not only know nothing,but opine

nothing,nay, not so much as pretendprobability,
but be merely certain, that it is not contradictory
to think of such objectsin the manner we do. The

rest is a free holding-true,which is not necessary

but with a practicalview given a priori;conse-quently

a holding-trueof that which we assume on

moral grounds in such a manner, as to be certain,

that the contrarynever can be proved.*

* Believingis not a particularsource of cognition. It is a

sort of incomplete holding-truewith consciousness, and dis-tinguished,

when considered as limited to a particularsort of

objects(credibiliaor those of belief only),from opining,not

by the degree,but by the relation,which it as a cognitionbears

acting. The merchant, for instance,in order to make a bargain,

niust not merely opine,that there is something to be gainedby

it,that is,that his opinionis sufficient for the undertakingat a

venture. We have theoretical cognition(of the sensible),in

which we can attain certainty,and with regard to all that

which we can name human cognitionthis must be possible*We

have similarcertain cognitionstotally" prioriin-practicallaws;
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,

Matters of belief then are, I/ not objectsof em-pirical

cognition.Hence can tbe historicalbelief,

but these al-e Bounded in a supersensibleprnciple(liberty),as a

principleof practicalreason, in ourselves, i'ut practicalreason

is a causalitywith regardto an objectlikewise supersensible,the

chief good, which is not possiblein the sensible world by our

power, yet nature as the objectof our theoretical reason must har-monize

with it; for it isnecessary, that the consequence or ef*

feet of this idea should be met with in the sensible world. We

ought therefore to act in order to realize this end.

We find in the sensible world traces of a wisdom of art ; and

we believe,that the Cause of the world works with moral wisdom

too for the chief good. This is a holding-true,which is sufficient

to acting,that is,a belief. We stand in no need of that for

acting,accordingto moral laws, for theyare givenby practical

reason only;but we stand in need of the assumptionof a Su-preme

Wisdom for the objectof our moral will, to which we,

besides the mere rightfulnessof our actions,cannot avoid direct-ing

our ends. This is objectivelynot a necessary reference of

our arbitrament,yet the chief good is subjectivelynecessarily

the objectof a good (every human) will,and the belief in its

attainableness is necessarilypresupposedfor it.

Between the acquisitionof a cognitionby experience(u pos-teriori)

and by reason (ttpriori)there is no mean. But be-tween

the cognitionof an objectand the mere presuppositionof

its possibility,there is a mean, either an empiricalground,or a

ground of reason to assume itspossibilitywith reference to a ne-cessary

extendingof the field of possibleobjectsbeyond those,

whose cognitionispossibleto us. This necessitydoes not obtain

but when the objectiscognisedas practicaland practicallyneces-sary

by reason ; for,to assume any thingin behalf of the mere

enlargementof theoreticalcognition,is alwayscontingent.Thi*

practicallynecessary presuppositionof an objectis that of the

possibilityof the chief good as the objectof the arbitrament,by

consequence that of the conditions of this possibility(God, li-
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commonly so named, not be termed belief,in the

proper sense, and as such be opposedto knowing *

berty,and immortality).This is a subjectivenecessity,to as-sume

the realityof the objecton account of the necessary deter-mination

of the will. This is the casus extraordinariustwithout

which practicalreason cannot maintain itself with regardto its

necessary end, and the favornecessitatis is of use to it here iii

its own judgment. It can acquireno objectlogically,but only

oppose what impedesit in the use of this idea which pertainsto

it practically.

This belief isthe necessityof assumingthe objectivefealityof

a conception(ofthe chief good),that is,the possibilityof its ob-ject

as an objectof the arbitrament necessary d priori*When we

consider actions only,we have no occasion for this belief. But if

we have a mind to reach by actions the possessionof the end

possibleby them, we must assume, that this end is quitepossi-ble.

I can only say, that I find myselfnecessitated by my end

accordingto laws of libertyto assume a chief good in the world

as possible,but I can necessitate nobody else by grounds(belief

is free)*

The belief of reason consequentlycan never extend to theoreti-cal

cognition; for in it the objectivelyinsufficientholding-trueis

merelyopinion. It is merely a presuppositionof reason with a

subjective,but absolutelynecessary practical,view. The mind-

edritss accordingto moral laws leads to an objectof the arbitra-ment

determinate by pure reason. The assumingof the at*

fainableness of this objectand consequentlyof the realityof the

cause of its attainableness is a moral belief,or a holding-true,

which is free and necessary with a moral view ^p the completion

of its ends.

Fides is,properlyspeaking,faith in pacto, or a subjective

confidence in one another, that the one will keep his word to the

other" faith and belief. The former, when the pactum ismade,

the latter,when itis to be concluded.
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because it may itselfbe a knowing. Holding-tru*

on testimonyis distinguished,neither as to the de-gree,

nor as to the species,from holding-true by

one's own experience.

Nor are matters of belief,II, objectsof the cog-nition

of reason (cognitiona priori),either of the-oretical

cognition,for example,,in the mathematics

and the metaphysics,or of the practical^in moral

philosophy.
Mathematical truths of reason may be believed

on testimonies,,because error in this case, partlyis

not easilypossible,partlycan be easilydiscovered;

but they cannot be known in this manner. Philoso-phical

truths of reason, on the other hand, cannot

be so much as believed; theymust be onlyknown ;

for philosophydoes not admit of mere persuasion.

And, as to the objectsof the practicalcognitionof

reason in moral philosophyin particular,the rights
and the duties, a mere belief can just as littlehave

place. We must be quitecertain whether some-thing

is rightor wrong, consonant to duty or con-trary

to it,licitor illicit. In moral thingsnothing
can be done at a venture ; nothingresolved on at

the risk of infringingthe law. For instance, it is

not enough for a judge merelyto believe,that one

accused of havingcommitted a crime has committed

According to analogypracticalreason is (so to say) the pro-

miser,man, the proiniesarjr,the good expectedfrom the act,

\\wprommum.
N
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it. He must know it(juridically),or he is not in-fluenced

by conscience.

III. Only the objects,the holding-trueof which

is necessarilyfree, that is to say, not determined by

grounds of truth, which are objectivelyindepend-ent
of the nature and of the interest of the subject,

are matters of belief.

Hence does belief afford,because of the merely

subjectivegrounds, no conviction,which may be

communicated and commands universal assent, like

the conviction which proceeds from knowing. I

only can be certain of the validityand of the immu-tability

of my practicalbelief in the truth of a pro-position,

or the realityof a thing is that which,

with regard to me, onlysuppliesthe placeof a cog-nition,

without beingitself a cognition.

He, who does not assume that, which it is im-possible

to know but morallynecessary to presup-pose,

is morallyunbelieving: A want of moral in-terest

always forms the basis of this sort of incre-dulity.

The greater the moral mindedness of a

man is,the firmer and the more livelywill his be-lief

be in all that, which he finds himself forced

from the moral interest to assume or presuppose

in a practicallynecessary view.

3. KNOWING fscirejis holding-trueon a ground
of cognition,which is both objectivelyand subjec-tively

sufficient,or certainty,accordinglyas it is

founded, either in experience (one's own, as well

as that of others communicated),or in reason, is
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citherempirical,or rational: This distinction con-sequently

refers to both the sources, experienceand

reason, from which all our knowledgeis drawn.

The rational certainty(or rather the certaintyof

reason) is again,either mathematical,or philoso-phical

; that isintuitive,this discursive.

The mathematical certaintyis named ETIDENCE;

because an intuitive cognitionis clearer,than a

discursive one. Though the mathematical and the

philosophicalcognitionsof reason are in themselves

equallycertain,the speciesof certaintyis distinct

in them.

The empiricalcertaintyis an originalone., pro-vided

that we are certain of somethingfrom our own

experience,and a derived one, if we are so by the

experienceof others; the latter is usuallydeno-minated

the historical certainty.
The rational certainty(or rather the certaintyof

reason)isdistinguishedfrom the empiricalbytheconrs
sciousness of the necessitythat isconjoinedwith it;it

istherefore an apodicticalcertainty,whereas theem-

piricalis but an assertive one. We are rationallycer-tain

of what we would have perspecteda priori,of

course without allexperience.Hence may our cogni-tions

regardobjectsof experience,and yettheir cer-tainty

be at once empiricaland rational,provided
that we cognisean empiricallycertain proposition
from principlesa priori.

Certaintyof reason of every thing we cannot

have ; but, when it is possiblefor us to have it,

we must preferitto the empiricalcertainty.
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Ail certaintyis either a mediate, or an imme-diate

one, that is to say, it either requiresa proof,

or is capableand stands in need of none. Though

3o much in our cognitionis certain but mediately,
that is,onlyby a proof,there must be something

indemonstrable,or immediatelycertain,and all our

cognitionmust set out from immediatelycertain pro-positions.

The proofs,upon' which all the mediate certainty

of a cognitiondepends, are either direct,or indi-rect,

apagogical.When we prove a truth by its

grounds,we givea direct proofof it;and when we

from the falsityof the contrary infer the truth of

a proposition,an apagogical.But if the latter

shall hold good,the propositionsmust be contradic-torily

or diametricallyopposedto one another. For

two propositionsbut contrarilyopposedto one ano-ther

may be both false. A proof,which is the

groundof mathematical certainty,istermed a DEMON-STRATION,

and that, which is the groundof philoso-phical

certainty,an ACROMATICAL proof.The essential

parts of every proofin generalare its matter and

itsform ; or the argument and the consequence.*

By a SCIENCE the complexof cognition,as a sys-

Utn, is to be understood. Jt isopposedto the com-mon

cognition,that is,the complex of cognition,

as a mere aggregate. A system dependsupon an

idea of the whole, which precedes the parts; in

* That argument, which is the principalgroundof perspect-

tingthe truth of a proposition,is named, by logicians,the

Hcrvvt probandi. T.
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the common cognition,on the other hand, or in the

mere aggregate of cognitions,,the partsprecedethe

whole. There are historical sciences and science^
of reason.

In a science we often know the cognitionsonly,

but not the thingsrepresentedby them ; conse-quently

there may be a science of that our cogni-tion
of which is not a knowing.

The universal result of what has been said of the

nature and of the speciesof holding-trueis.That

all our cognitionis either logical,or practical.
When we know, that we are divested of all sub-jective

grounds and yet that the holding-trueis suffi*

cient, we are CONVINCED logically,or on objective

grounds(theobjectis certain).
The completeholding-trueon subjectivegrounds,

however, which in a practicalview are equalto ob-jective

ones, is likewise conviction,only not logi-cal

(itis certain),but practical(I am certain).
And this practicalconviction or moral belief is

often firmer than allknowing. In knowing we listen,

to contrary grounds,but in believingwe do not,

because in it objectivegrounds are not concerned,

but the moral interest of the subjectis.*

* This practicalconviction then is the belief of reason, whicb

only,in the proper sense, must be named a belief and as such

opposedto knowing and to all theoretical and logicalconviction

in general;because it never can be raised to knowing. Whereas

the belief common!) termed historicalmust, as we have already

observed,not be distinguishedfrom knowing ; because it,as a

speciesof theoretical or logicalIroldiag-true,nray itselfbe 9
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To conviction PERSUASION, a holding-trueon

insufficient grounds,which we do not know whe-

ther they are merely subjectiveor objectiveat the

game time, stands opposed.

Persuasion often precedes conviction. We are

conscious to ourselves of many cognitionsbut in

such a manner, that we cannot judge whether the

reasons of our holding-trueare objective,or sub-jective.

We therefore must, in order to be able

from mere persuasionto reach conviction,first re-flect,

that is,see to what cognitivepower a cogni-tion

belongs,and then investigate,that is,prove

whether the reasons are sufficient,or insufficient,

with regard to the object. Many rest satisfied with

persuasion, some reflect,but few investigate.

Whoever knows what pertainsto certaintydoes

neither easilyconfound persuasionand conviction,

nor allow himself to be persuaded. There is a de-terminative

to approbation,which determinative is

composed of both objectiveand subjectivegrounds,

and this mixed effect the greaternumber of man-kind

do not disentangle.

Though every persuasion,as to the form (for-

knowing. We can assume an empirical truth on the testimony

of others with the same certainty,as if we had attained it by

facts of our own experience. In the former sort of empirical

knowing, as well as in the latter, there is something fallacious.

The historical or mediate empiricalknowing dependsupon the

certitude of the testimonies. To the requisitesof an unexcep-tionable

witness sufficientcapacity and integritybelong.
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maliterjis,if an uncertain cognitionseems by it

to be certain,false,it,as to the matter (materia-

liter),may be true. And thus is it distinguished

from opinion,which, if it is held certain,is an un-certain

cognition.
The sufficiencyof holding-true(in believing)

may be put to the test either by betting,or by

making oath. To the former comparative,to the

latter absolute,sufficiencyof objectivereasons is

necessary, instead of which however, when they
do not exist,an absolutelysubjectivelysufficient

holding-trueis valid or holds good.
We often use the phrases,To yieldto one's judg-ment;

to reserve, to suspend or to give up one's

judgment. Those and similar phrasesseem to de-note,

that there is somethingarbitrarious in our

judging,by our holdingsomethingtrue, because

we have a mind to do so. The questionhere there-fore

is,Whether volition have an influence on our

judgments?

The will has no influence on holding-trueimme-diately

; otherwise itwere very absurd. When itis

said, We believe willinglywhat we wish, itsigni-fies
but our good wishes, for instance,those of the

father with regardto his children. Had the wHl

an immediate influence on our conviction of what we

wish, we should be constantlyforming chimeras of

a happy state, and would then hold them always
true. But the will cannot contest convincingproofs,
which are contraryto our wishes and our inclina-tions.



.HH' INTRODUCTION,

But, as far as the will either excites the under-standing

to the investigationof a truth,or withholds

it from it,we must grant it (thewill)an influence

i"n the use of the understanding,and by conse-quence

mediatelyon conviction itself,as itdepends

BO much upon the use of the understanding

But as to the suspendingor reservingof our judg-ment

in particular,it consists in the intention not

to allow a merely previousjudgment to become a

determiningone. A'PREVI. us JUDGMENT is a judg-ment,

by which I represent to myself,that there are

more reasons for the truth of a thing, than against

it,but that these reasons do not suffice to a deter-mining

or definitivejudgment, by which we decide

directlyfor truth. Previous judgingthen is a judg-ing

merelyproblematicalwith consciousness.

The reservation of a judgment may take place

with a twofold design; either to seek for the rea-sons

of the determiningjudgment .
or in order ne-ver

to judgfr. In the former case the suspensionof

the judgmentis named a critical one (suspensioju-

dicii Indus;atoria); in the latter,a sceptical.For

the scepticdisclaims alljudging; whereas the true

philosopher,,if he has not sufficient reasons for

holdingsomethingtrue., but suspends his judgment.

Tosuspend one's judgmentaccordingto maxims,

an exercised judgment,which is not found but at an

advanced age, isrequired. The reservation of our

approbationis in general a very difficult thing,

partlybecause our understandingis so desirous of
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enlargingitselfand of enrichingitselfwith know-ledge

by judging,parti}because we have alwaysa

greater propensityto certajnthings,than to others.

But whoever has been often obligedto retract his ap-probation

and istherebygrown prudentand circum-spect

does not bestow it so quickly,for fear of

beingunder the necessityof retractinghisjudgment

afterward. This retraction is always a mortifica-tion,

and a reason of beingdiffident of all other

knowledge.
We have stillto notice here that, to let one's

judgment remain in dubio,and to let it remain in

suspense, are not identical. In this we alwaystake*

an interest in the thing; but in that it is not always
suitable to our end and our interest to decide whe-ther

the thingis true or not.

Previous judgments are very necessary, nay, in-dispensable

to the use of the understandingin all

meditation and all investigationFor they serve to

guide it in them and to furnish it with various

means

When we meditate on an objectwe must always

judge previouslyand, as it were, get the scent of

the cognitionwe are tp acquire. And if one's ob-jects

are inventions and discoveries,he must al-ways

make a previousplan for himself; else his

thoughtsare employed at random. Hence may be

conceived by previousjudgments maxims for the in-vestigation

of a thing. They might be named an-ticipations

too; because one anticipateshisjudg-"
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merit of a thingbefore he knows what must determine

it. Such judgments are therefore of great utility;
and even rules how to judge of an objectpreviously

might be given.

Prejudicesmust be distinguishedfrom previous

judgments.
Previous judgments; if adopted as principles,

are PREJUDICES. Every prejudiceis to be consi-dered

as a principleof erroneous judgment,and not

prejudices,but erroneous judgments arise from pre-judices.

The false cognition,which arises from a

prejudice,must therefore be distinguishedfrom its

source, the prejudice. The bodement of dreams,

for example, is in itself not a prejudice,but an er-ror,

which arises from the received general rule :

What falls out accordingto expectationa few times,

does so always or is for ever to be held true. And*

this principle,from which the bodement of dreams

flows, is a prejudice.

Prejudicesare sometimes true previous judg-ments

; only their servingus for principlesor for

determiningjudgments, is wrong. The reason

of this illusion is to be looked for in subjective

grounds'being falselyheld objectiveones, from a

want of reflection that must precede alljudging.

For, though we may assume several cognitions,for

instance,the immediatelycertain propositions,with-out

investigatingthem, that is,without provingthe

conditions of their truth,we judge of nothingwith-out

reflecting,that is to say, without comparinga
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'cognitionwith the cognitivefaculty(thesensitivity
or the understanding)whence it must needs arise.

IF we assume judgments without this reflection,

which is even necessary when no investigationhas

place,prejudices,or principlesFor judgingfor sub-jective

reasons, Falselyheld objectiveones, arise

thereFrom.

The principalfountains oF prejudicesare, imi-tation,,

custom or assuetude,and inclination.

Imitation has a universal influence on our judg-ments;
For it is a strong reason to hold true that,

which others have given out to be so. Hence Mie

prejudice,What every body does is right. As to

the prejudices,which arise From custom, they can.

be extirpatedlaylength oF time only,by the un-derstanding,

stoppedand detained by littleand lit-tle

in judgingby contrary reasons; by the under-standing's

being therebybroughtby degrees to an

oppositeway oF thinking.But iF a prejudiceoF

custom originatesin imitation too, it is difficult to

cure the person who is filled with it. A prejudice
From imitation may likewise be named, a propen-

sion to the passive use oF reason or to the me-chanism

oF reason, instead oF its (reason's)spon-taneity

under laws.

Reason is an active principle,which must take

nothing From the authorityof others, not even,

when its pure use is concerned, From experience.

But the indolence oF a great many makes them

chuse rather to tread in the FootstepsoF others,than
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to take the trouble of exercisingtheir own intellect-ual

faculties. Such men never can be but copiesof

others,and were every body of this sort, the world

would remain for ever upon the same spot without

making farther progress. It therefore is highlyne-cessary

and importantnot to confine youth,as it is

usuallydone, to mere imitating.

There are so many things,which contribute to

accustom us to the maxim of imitation and thereby

to make reason a soil fertile in predudices! To

such aids of imitation pertain,

1. FORMULES, which are rules, whose expres-sion

serves for a pattern for imitation. Besides,

they are very useful for the purpose of ease in in-tricate

propositions,and therefore the most acute

endeavour to find out rules of this sort.

2 SAYINGS, or aphorisms,which express a preg-nant

sense with so greatprecision,that it seems the

sense cannot be comprisedin fewer words. These say-ings

(dicta},which must alwaysbe taken from others,

to whom a certain infallibilityis ascribed,serve, be-cause

of this authority,for a rule and a la-w. The

dicta of the bible are denominated xar' s"o%ryysayings.
3. SENTENCES, or propositions,which, as pro-ductions

of a mature judgment,recommend them-selves

and often,by the energy of the thoughtsthey

contain, maintain their credit for centuries.

4 CA.VONS, which are universal didascalic pro-positions

that serve for a basis to the sciences,,and

express somethingwell digestedand sublime. That
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they may pleasethe more, they may be expressed

in a sententious manner, and,

5. PKOVERBS, or adages, which are popular
rules of common-sense, or expressionsof its popu-lar

judgments. As such merely provincialpropo-sitions

serve none but the vulgarfor sentences and

canons, they are not used among those of a more

liberaleducation.

From the aforesaid three universal sources of

prejudices,and especiallyfrom imitation,many par-ticular

prejudiceshave their issue. We shall here

touch on the followingonly,as the most common

ones :

I. Prejudicesof authority.Under this head may

be ranked,

a, the prejudicearisingfrom the authorityof

a person. When we, in thingsthat depend upon

experienceand upon testimonies,build our know-ledge

upon the authorityof other persons, we can-not

on that account be accused of any prejudice;
for in things of this sort the authorityof a

person must, as we cannot experienceevery thing;
ourselves and embrace it with our own understand-ing,

be the foundation of our judgments. But, when

we make the authorityof others the ground of our

holding-truewith regard to cognitionsof reoson,

we assume these cognitionson a mere prejudice.
For truths of reason hold anonymously; relatively

to them the questionis,not Who said it,but What

is said (non quis,sed quid)? It is.of no conse-
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quence whether a cognitionbe of a noble extrac-tion

or not; but yet the propensionto the preju-dice

arisingfrom the authorityof great men is very

common, partlybecause of the limitation of one's

own insight,,partlyfrom a desire of imitatingthat,

which is described to us as great. Besides,the au-thority

of the person serves to flatter our vanityin

an indirect manner. As, for instance, the subjects

of a potent despot are proud of being treated all

alike by him, for the least may consider himself so

far equalwith the greatest,as both of them' are no-thing

in comparison of the illimited power of their

ruler; the admirers of a great man judge them-selves

equal,if the merits,which they may possess

among themselves, are to be considered as insignifi-cant

in comparisonof his pre-eminence. Hence do

the highlyfinished extolled great men feed the pro-pensity

to the prejudiceof the authorityof a person

not a littleon more than one ground.

b_,The prejudicearisingfrom the authorityof a

multitude. To this prejudicethe populacein par-ticular

are inclined. For they,not being able to

judge of the merits, abilities,and knowledge of a

man, rather abide by the judgment of a multitude,

on the presuppositionthat, What every body says

must be true. Yet this judgment has reference

with them to nothingbut historical things;in mat-ters

of religion,in which they themselves are in-terested,

theyrelyupon the judgment of the learned.

It is remarkable, that the ignorantare in general
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prepossessedin favor of learning,and that the learn-ed,

on the other hand, are so in favor of common-

sense.

When all the endeavours of a man of letters,after

he has pretty well gone through the circle of the

sciences,do not afford him the proper satisfaction,

heat last grows diffident of learning,particularly

with regard to those speculations,in which the

conceptionscannot be rendered sensible, and whose

foundation is not solid, as, for example, in the me-taphysics.

But, as he thinks the key to truth in cer-tain

objectsmust be to be found somewhere, he,

after having looked for it so long in vain in the

way of the scientific investigation,seeks it in com-mon-sense.

But this hope is very fallacious;for when the

cultivated facultyof reason can effectuate nothing

with regard to the cognitionof certain things,the

uncultivated will certainlydo itjustas little. Every

where in the metaphysicsthe appealto the decisions

of common-sense is quiteinadmissible ", because in

them no case can be exhibited in the concrete. But

in moral philosophyit is not so. In it not onlyall

the rules can be given in the concrete, but practical

reason reveals itself in general more- clearlyand

rightlyby the organ of the common use of the un-derstanding,

than by that of the speculative.Hence

does the common understandingoften judge rightei:
of matters of morality,than the speculative.
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c. The prejudiceof the authorityof tfte age.

In this class of prejudicesthe prejudiceof antiquity
is one of the principalones. We no doubt have

reason to judge favourablyof antiquity;but it is

only a reason for a moderate reverence, whose

bounds we but too often pass, by our making the

ancients, so to say, treasurers of cognitionsand of

the sciences,,raisingthe relative value of their wri-tings

to an absolute one., and trustingourselves blind^

ly to their guidance. To esteem the ancients so

excessivelyis,to reduce the understandingto its

years of infancyand to neglectthe use of one's own

talent. And we would lie under a great mistake if

we should believe/that all the ancients wrote in so

classic a manner, as those, whose writingshave

reached us, have done. As time sifts every thing,

and as nothing but that, which is of an intrinsic

value, is preserved,we may presume, not without

reason, that we possess no writingsof the ancients

but the best.

There are several reasons for the begettingand

the maintainingof the prejudiceof antiquity.

When somethingexceeds expectationaccording
to a universal rule, one at firstwonders at it and

then this wondering often passes to admiration.

That is the case with regard to the ancients,when

we find in them something that, consideringthe

circumstances of the time in which they lived,we

did not look for. Another reason lies in this cir-
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cumstance, that the knowledge of the ancients and

of antiquityshews learningand havingread much;

which, common and insignificantas the thingsthat

have been drawn from the study of the ancients

may be in themselves, always procures respect.

A third reason is,the gratitudewe owe the ancients

for havingbroken the ice for us to much knowledge.
For which it should seem equitableto hold them in

particularveneration,but whose measure we often

exceed. A fourth reason finallyis to be soughtin

a certain envy of one's contemporaries. Whoever

cannot cope with the moderns, praisesat their ex-pense

the ancients to the skies,that the moderns

may not be able to raise themselves above him.*

The prejudiceof novityis the contraryto that

The authorityof antiquityand the prejudicein its

favor fell now and then ; particularlyat the begin-ning
of the century before the last,when the cele-brated

Fontenelle declared for the moderns. With

respect to cognitionssusceptibleof enlargement,it

is very natural for us to put more confidence in the

moderns, than in the ancients. But this judgment
has onlya foundation as a mere previousjudgment

If we make it a determiningone, it becomes a pre-judice.

* This last reason seems quite applicableto our author's

own enemies, and envy to be the only secret spring of their

impotent opposition. But, as this venerable old man is now

sunk into the grave,
" Envy will drop her snakes,and stern-

eyed Fury'sself will melt." T.

P
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2, Prejudices from self-love, or logicalegotism,,

according to which one holds the agreement of his

own judgment with the judgments of others an un-necessary

criterion of truth. They, as they mani-fest

themselves by a certain predilection to what rs

a production of one's own understanding, for in-stance,,

one's own system, are opposed to the pre-judices

of authority.

Whether is it good and adviseable to let preju-dices

remain, or even to favor them ? It is asto-nishing,

that in our age such questions,especially

this one with regard to favoring prejudices,should

still be put. Favoring one's prejudices, is just as

much as deceiving one with a good view. To leave

prejudices untouched, however, may be done; for

\vho can occupy himself about discoveringand about

removing the prejudices of every body? But

\vhether it is not adviseable to labour at their extir-pation

with all one's might? "is another question.

Old and rooted prejudices are difficult to be over-come;

because they exculpate themselves and are,

as it were,, their own judge. And lettingprejudices

remain is endeavoured to be excused by saying, that

mischief would be occasioned by their extirpation.

But, admitting this mischief; "
it (this extirpation)

will be productiveof great good hereafter.
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X.

Probability. Explication of the Proba*

billties. Distinction of Probability

from Verisimilitude. Mathematical and

PhilosophicalProbability. Doubt both

subjectiveand objective.Sceptical,Dog-matical,
and Critical Way of Think-ing

or Method of Philosophising. Hy-pothesis.

THE doctrine of the knowledge of the probabili-ties

which are to be considered as an approximation

to certitude,belongsto the doctrine of the certainty

of our knowledge.

By PROBABILITY,, a holdiug-trueon insufficient

grounds,but which have a greater relation to suffi-cient

ones, than the grounds of the contrary,isto be

understood. By this explicationwe distinguishpro-bability

from mere VERISIMILITUDE or likelihood,a

holding-trueon insufficient grounds, providedthat

they are greater,than the grounds of the contrary.

The ground of holding-truemay be either ob-jectively,

or subjectively,greater, than that of the

contrary. Which of the two it is cannot be found

out but by comparing the grounds of holding-true
with the sufficient grounds; for then the groundsof

holding-trueare greater,than those of the contrary
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can be. In probabilitythe ground of holding-true
therefore holds objectively,in verisimilitude,,on the

other hand, only subjectively.Verisimilitude is

only a greatness of persuasion,probabilityan ap-proximation

to certainty.Probabilitymust always

have a scale. For, as we are to compare the insuffi-cient

grounds with the sufficient ones, we must

know how much is requisiteto certainty.But no

scale is necessary to mere verisimilitude
; because

in it we compare the insufficientgrounds,not with

the sufficient ones, but with those of the contrary.

The points(momenta) of probabilitymay be

either homogeneous, or heterogeneous. If they

are the former, as in the mathematical cognition,

theymust be numbered ; ifthe latter,as in the phi-

tesophical,pondered,that is,estimated accordingto

the effect;but this after removing the impediments

in the mind. The latter yieldno relation to certain-ty,

but onlythe relation of one verisimilitude to ano-ther.

Kfence it follows,that the mathematician only

can determine the relation of insufficient grounds

to the sufficient holding-true.For, in the philoso-phical

cognition,probabilitycannot be estimated on

account of the heterogeneityof the grounds; in it

the weights,so to say, are not all stamped. In

strict propriety,it can therefore be said but of the

mathematical probability,that it is more than the

half of certainty.
Much has been said of a logicof probability.But

jtis not possible; for,when the relation of the inj-
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sufficientgroundsto the sufficientground cunnot be

mathematicallyweighed,no rules are of any assist-ance.

And no universal rules of probabilitywhat*

ever can be given,except that the error does not

happen on one side, but a ground of agreement

must be in the object;as also that, when two op-posite

sides err in both an equal number and an

equaldegree,the truth lies in the middle.

DOUBT is a contraryreason for holding-trueof a

mere impediment to it,which may be either sub-jectively,

or objectivelyconsidered. Doubt is some-times

taken subjectivelyas a state of an irresolute

mind, and objectivelyas the knowledge of the in-sufficiency

of the reasons for holding-true.In the

latter respectit is named an OBJECTION, that is,afi

objectivereason of holdinga cognitionheld true

false.

A merelysubjectivelyvalid contrary reason for

holding-trueis a SCRUPLE. As to it,one does not

know whether the impediment to holding-trueis

grounded objectively,or but subjectively,for in-stance,

onlyin inclination,in custom, and suchlike.

We doubt without being able to explainourselves

and determinatelywith regard to the reason of

doubtingand without being able toperspectwhether

this reason lies in the objectitself,or but in the sub-ject.

If it shall be possibleto remove such scru-ples,

theymust be raised to the distinctness and the

determinateness of an objection.For certaintyis

broughtto distinctness and to completenessby Ob-
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jectionsand nobody can be certain of a thingun-less

contrary reasons, by which it can be determined

how far one is from the truth or how near it,are

assigned. And it is not enough merelyto answer

every doubt ; it must be resolved too, that is,it

must be made comprehensible how the scruple

arose. If that is not clone,the scrupleis onlyput

off,but not removed ; the seed of doubtingstillre-mains.

In many cases indeed we cannot know

whether the impediment to holding-truein us ha*

subjectiveor objectivegrounds,and consequently

cannot remove the scrupleby discoveringthe false

appearance; because we can compare our cogni-tions,

not always with the object,but often with one

another only. It is therefore modest not to offer

one's objectionsbut as doubts.

There is a principleof doubting,which consists

in the maxim, * to treat cognitionswith the view of

renderingthem uncertain and of shewingthe im*

possibilityof coiningat certainty/ This method of

philosophisingis the scepticalcast of mind, or

SCEPTICISM. It is opposed to the dogmatic way of

thinking,or DOGMATISM, which is, '
a blind confi-dence

in the facultyof reason's enlargingitself

a priori by mere conceptions,barely from the

seeming success."

Both methods, when they become universal,are

faulty For there is much knowledge,with respect

to which we cannot proceed dogmatically;and

scepticisai,on the other hand, by itsgivingover all
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affirmativecognition,baffles al! our efforts to ac-quire

the possession of a knowledgeof the certain.

But perniciousas this scepticismis,the sceptical

method, providedthat nothingfarther is understood

by it,than the mode of treatingsomethingas uncer-tain

and of reducingit to the greatestuncertaintyin

the hope of thus tracingtruth, is both useful and

suitable to the end proposed. This method then is.,

correctlyspeaking,a mere suspensionof judging.
It is very useful to the CRITICAL procedure,by
which ' that method of philosophising,whereby we

investigatethe sources of our assertions or of our

objectionsand the grounds upon which theyde-pend/

is to be understood ;" a method, which af-fords

a hope of coming at truth.

In the mathematics and the physicsscepticism
has not place. Only that cognition,which is

neither mathematical,nor empirical,pure philoso-phy,

could have occasioned it. Absolute scepti-cism

gives out every thing for appearance, It

therefore distinguishesappearance from truth and of

course must have a mark of distinction ; consequent-ly

presuppose a knowledge of truth ; by which it

contradicts itself.

We have alreadynoticed of probability,that it

is a mere approximation to certainty.And that

is likewise the case with hypothesesin particular,

by which we can arrive at, never an apodictical

certaintyin our knowledge,but alwayssometimes a

greater,sometimes a smaller degreeof probability

only.
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A HYPOTHESIS is A holdingof the judgmentof the

truth of aground true for the sake of the sufficiency
of the consequences ; or, shorter,The holdingof a

presuppositiontrue as a ground.
All holdingtrue in hypothesesis consequently

founded in the presupposition'sbeingsufficient,asa

ground,to explainother cognitions,as consequences.

For in that case we infer the truth of the ground
from that of the consequence. But, as this mode of

inference,as above-mentioned, cannot givea suf-ficient

criterion of truth and lead to an apodictical

certaintybut when all the possibleconsequences of

an assumed ground are true, it is obvious that, as

we never can determine all the possibleconse-quences,

hypothesesalways remain hypotheses,

that is,presuppositions,at whose full certaintywe

never can arrive. The probabilityof a hypothesis,

however, may, when all the consequences, which

have hitherto occurred to us, can be explainedon

the presupposedground,increase and raise itselfto

an analogonof certainty.For in such a case there

is no reason why we should suppose, that all the

possibleconsequences cannot be explainedfrom it.

In this case we therefore submit to the hypothesis,

as if it were quite certain,thoughit is not so but

by induction.

And yet somethingmust be apodicticallycertain

in every hypothesis;
I. The possibilityof the presuppositionitself.

When, for example,we suppose a subterraneous

fire for the explicationof earthquakesand of vol-
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canos ; a fire of that sort must be possible,if not

justas flaming1,as an ardent body. But for the be-hoof

of certain other phenomena to make an ani-mal

of the earth, in which the circulation of the

internal fluids causes the heat, is to erect a mere

fiction and not a hypothesis.For realities may be

feigned,but not possibilities; these must be certain.

2. The consequence. The consequences must

flow rightfrom the assumed ground ; else the hy-pothesis

becomes a mere chimera.

3. The unity. It is an essential requisiteof a

hypothesis,that it be but one and stand in need of

no subsidiaryhypothesesfor its support. If in a hy-pothesis

we are under the necessityof callingin.

the assistance of several other hypotheses,it there-by

loses very much of its probability For the more

consequences that may be inferred from a hypo-thesis

there are, the more probableit is ; the fewer,

the more improbable. The hypothesisof Tycho

de Brahe, for instance, did not suffice to the ex

planationof many phenomena ; he therefore used

several new hypothesesfor the purpose of comple-ting1.
In this case it may be conjectured,that the

adopted hypothesiscannot be the genuine ground.
Whereas the Copernical system is a hypothesis,
from whici) every thingthat is intended to be ex.

plainedby it (sofar as it has hitherto occurred to

us) may be explained. In it we have no occasion

of subsidiaryhypotheses.
There are sciences,which do not allow of hypo-
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theses; as, for example, the mathematics and the

metaphysics.But hypothesesin natural philosophy
are both useful and indispensable.

APPENDIX.

Of the Distinction of theoretical and of

practicalCognition*

A cognitionis denominated practicalin contra-distinction

to not onlythe theoretical,but the spe-culative

cognition.
Practical cognitionseither are,

1. Imperativesand in this view opposed to the

itheoretical cognitions; or comprise,
2. the grounds to possibleimperatives,and are

in this view opposed to the speculativecognitions.

By IMPERATIVE in general every propositionthat

expresses a possiblefree action,by which a certain

end is to be realized, is to be understood. Every

cognition,then, which contains imperatives,is

PRACTICAL and to be termed so in contradistinc-

* The distinction made, in the critical philosophy,between

what is practicaland what belongs to the praxis,must be well

attended to. We consider somethingtheoreticallywhen we have

in view that only, which pertainsto a thing,but practically,

when we reflect on what ought to pertainto it through liberty.

Theory is, Principlesof procedurerepresentedin the general;

Praxis,Applicationto cases occurringin experience.A phy-sician,

for instance, when he endeavours to cure his patientsac-cording

to his theory,exercisesthe praxisof medicine. T.
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tton to the theoretical cognition. For THEORETI-CAL

cognitionsare such as express, not what must

be and ought to be, but what is ; consequently
have for their object,not an acting,but a beingof

an existing.

Jf on the contrary we oppose the practicalc'ognit
tions to the speculativesones, they may be theoret-ical

too, provided that imperatives-can be deduced

from them They are then, considered in this re?-

spect, as to the value (in polentia) or objectively^

practical. By SPECULATIVE cognitionswe under*

stand those,from which no rules of conduct can be

derived, or which comprise no groundsfor possible

imperatives.In theology,for_example,there are a

great number of the like merelyspeculativepropo-sitions.

Speculativecognitionsof that sort then are

always theoretical ; but not conversely; every

theoretical cognitionis not speculative; it may,

considered under another pointof view, be at the

same time practical.

Every thing tends at last to the practical; and

the practicalvalue of our cognitionconsists in this

tendence of all that which is theoretical and of all

speculationwith regardto their use. This value

however is not an inconditional one but when the

end, to which the practicaluse of the cognitionis

directed,is an inconditional end. MORALITY is the

only inconditional and ultimate end (scope),to

which every practicaluse of our cognitionmust

finallybe referred,and we on that account denomi-
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nate morality the absolute practical. And that part

of philosophy, which has morality for its object,

must therefore be, by way
of eminence, named

PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHY ; though every
other philo-sophical

science
may always have its practical part,

that is, may
contain

a
direction to the practical use

of the erected theories for realizing certain ends.

And thus much with regard to cognition, as pre

paratory to the study of logic. We
now proceed to

logic itself, a dry, but a short science.



PART THE FIRST.

General Doctrine of Elements.

SECTION THE FIRST.

Conceptions.

Conception in general and its Distinction

from Intuition.

ALL Cognitions,that is, representationsreferred

with consciousness to an object,are either intui-tions,

or conceptions.

An intuition is a single,a conception a univer-sal

(per notas communes) or reflected-on (disur-

siva), representation..

The cognition or knowledge by conceptions ii

termed thinking(cognitiodiscursiva) or cogitation.

Scholion I. The conception is opposed to the in"

tuition ; for that, as aforesaid, is a universal repre-sentation

or a representationof that which is com-

* Very little reflection,and a very slightknowledge of logic

will suffice to shew the fault of treatingPerception hi this section

of the Doctrine of Elements instead of Conceptions, T.
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mon to several objects,consequentlya representa-tion,

providedthat it can be contained in various

ones.

2. It is mere tautologyto speak of universal or

of common conceptions; a fault,which origi-nates
in a wrong division of conceptionsinto uni-versal,

particular,and single. Not the concep-tions

themselves,but their use, can be thus divided.

2.

Matter and Form of Conceptions.

Matter and form are to be distinguishedin every

conception. The objectis the matter of the con-ception

j the universality,itsform.

3.

Empirical and Pure Conceptions.

A conceptionis either an empirical,or a pure

(intellectualis)one. A pure conceptionis one,

which is not taken from experience,but arises,as

to the matter too, from the understanding1.

An idea is a conceptionof reason, whose object

cannot be met with in experience.*

* As in our language far too vague a sense is affixed to the

word Idect, the followinggradationof representationused in the

criticalphilosophywill shew its proper and originalPlatonic

meaning : Representation,that is, internal determination of
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Scho. I. An empiricalconceptionarises out of the

senses by the comparison of the objectsof experi-ence,

and obtains by the understandingmerelythe

form of universality.The realityof these concep-tions

dependsupon actual experience,whence they,

as to their matter, are drawn. But, whether thera

are pure conceptionsof the understanding,which,

as such, entirelyspringfrom the intellect inde-pendently

of all experience,meta physicmust inves-tigate.

2. The conceptionsof reason, or ideas,can lead

to no real objectsat all ; because all these must be

comprehended in a possibleexperience.But they

serve to guidethe understandingby means of rea-son

with regardto experienceand to the use of its

our mind in any relation of time,in general,is the genus. Under

itPerception,a representationwith consciousness,ranks. Sen-sation

is a perception,which refers to the subjectonly, as the

modification of his state; Cognition,an objectiveperception.

This iseither Intuition or Conception*The former has an imme-diate

reference to the objectand issingle; the latter,a mediate

one, by means of a mark, which may be common to several

things, A conceptionis, as mentioned in the text, either

empirical,or pure, and a pure conception,providedthat ithas its

originin the understandingonly (not in the pure image of the

sensitivefaculty)isstyleda Notion. A conceptionfrom notions,

fthich surmounts the possibilitynf the reach of experience,is

termed an Idea,or a conceptionof reason. To one accustomed

to this accurate distinction it must be insupportableto hear the

representation of the ted colour named an idea ; it cannot so

much as be named a notion, or a conceptionof the understand-

ing(SeeKant's Criticism un pure Reason). T.
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rules in fullperfection,and to shew,,that allpossi-ble

thingsare not objectsof experience,and that

the principlesof itspossibilitydo not hold of things
in themselves,nor even of objectsof experienceas

thingsin themselves (in se).

An idea contains the archetypeof the use of the

understanding,for instance, the idea of the uni-verse,

which must be necessary, not as a constitutive

principlefor the empiricaluse of the understanding,
but as a regulativeone in behalf of the thoroughco-herence

of the empiricaluse of our intellect. It is

then to be considered as a necessary fundamental

conception,in order either to completeobjective-ly.,
or to consider the intellectualoperations,of subor-dination

as interminate or unbounded. And an

idea cannot be obtained by composition; for in it

the whole is before the part. Yet there are ideas,

to which an approximationhas place. That is the

case with the mathematical ideas,or those of the

mathematical generationof the whole, which are

materiallydistinguishedfrom the dynamicalones

that are heterogeneousto all concrete conceptions';
because the whole is distinctfrom these conceptions^
not as to quantity(as in the mathematical concep-tions),

but as to quality.
We cannot furnish any theoretical idea with ob-jective

realityor prove the objectiverealityof any

theoretical idea,but the idea of liberty; because it

is the condition of the moral law whose realityis,

so to say, an axiom. The realityof the idea of God

cannot be proved but by it (liberty)and therefore
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with a practicalview only,that is, so to act, as if

there were a God ; consequentlyfor this jpurpose

only.
In all sciences, especiallythose of reason, the

idea of the science is itsuniversal sketch or contour ;

of course the sphere of all the cognitionsthat be-long

to it. Such an idea of the whote, the first

thingwe have to look for and to consider in a sci-ence,

is architectonic,as, for example,the idea of

the science of law.

The idea of humanity, that of a perfect com-

momv^alth, that of a happy life,that of many other

things,is wanting to most men. Many men have

no idea of (to use the common expression)whit

theywould be at; hence do theyproceedaccord-ing

to instinctand to authority.

4.

Conceptionsgiven (" priorior a posteriori}
and factitiousConceptions.

.

All conceptionsare, as to the matter, either given,
or factitious ones. The former are giveneither a

priori,or a posteriori.

All empiricalconceptions,or those given a poste-riori,

are named conceptionsof experience; those

givena priori,notions.

Scho. I. The form of a conceptionas a discur-sive

representation,isalwaysfactitious.
R
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5.

LogicalOrigin of Conceptions.

The originof conceptions,as to the mere form,,

depends upon reflection and upon abstraction from

the difference of the thingsbetokened by a certain

representation.And consequently the question.

What operationsof the understandingconstitute a

conception,or (which amounts to the same thing)

belongto the begettingof a conceptionfrom given

representations? naturallyoccurs here.

Sch.o, I, As universal logicabstracts from all the

matter of cognitionby conceptions,or from all the

matter of thinking,it cannot weigh the conception

but with regardto its form, that is,but subjective-ly

5 not how it determines an objectby a mark, but

how it can be referred to several objects.Univer-sal

logicby consequence has to investigatenot the

source of conceptions,not how conceptionsarise

as representations,but how given representations

become conceptionsin thinking;it is'all one whe-ther

these conceptionscontain any thing either

taken from experience,or fictitious,or taken from

the nature of the understanding. This logicalori-gin

of conceptions"the originas to their mere form

"
consists in the reflection,by which a representa-tion

common. to several objects(conceptus com-

munis) arises,as that form, which is require^

to judgment. In logic therefore nothing but
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the distinction of reflection is considered in the

conceptions.

2. The originof conceptionswith respectto their

matter, according to which a conceptionis either

empirical/or arbitrable,or intellectual,it is fhe

provinceof metapliysicto consider.

6.

LogicalActs ofComparison,ofReflection"
and ofAbstraction.

(

The logicalacts of the understanding,by which

conceptionsas to their form are engendered,are,

1, the comparison, or the comparing of repre-
'

sentations with one another jn relation to the unity
of consciousness;

2, the reflection,or reflectinghow various re*

presentationsmay be comprehended in one con-sciousness;

and, finally,

3, the abstraction,or the separationof all that

by which the givenrepresentationsare distinguished
from one another.

Scho. 1. In order to form conceptionsfrom re-presentations,

then, we must be able to compare,

to reflect,and to abstract; for these three logical

operationsof the understandingare the essential

and the universal conditions of the engenderingof

every conception in general. We see, for exam-ple,

a birch,a lime, and an oak. When we first

compare these objectstogetherwe mark, that they
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arc different from one another in respect to the

trunk,the arms, the branches, the leaves,and ab-stract

from their siz",their figure,"c. ; ifi this

manner we obtain the conceptionof a tree.

% The word abstraction is not alwaysused right
(inGerman) in logic.We must say, not to ab-stract,

but to abstractfrom, something. When, for

instance,we think of the red colour onlyof scarlet

cloth,We abstract from the cloth ; if we abstract

from the colour too and conceive of the scarletas a

substance in general,we abstract from stillmore

determinations,and our conceptionis therebybe-come

yet more abstract. For the greaterthe number

of the differences of thingsleftout of a conceptidn,
or the greaterthe number of the determinations in

it abstracted from, is,the more abstract the con-ception.

Hence should abstractingconceptions,in

strictpropriety,be termed abstractingo"es, that is

to say, conceptions,in which several abstractions

occur. The conceptionof body,for instance, Is,

piroperlyspeaking,not an abstract conception;

for,from body itself we can by no means abstract,

eke we Jhoufd not have a conceptionof it. But,

ia order to have it, we must by all means abstract

from the size,the colour,the rigidityor the fluidity,
iita word, from all the specialdeterminations of

particularbodies. The most abstract conception
is that,which has nothing in common with any

thingdistinct from it It is the conceptionof sornev

tiling; for nothingis distinct from rt,and of course

liasnot any thingin common with it.
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3. Abstraction is but the negativecondition,on

which universallyValid representationcan be gene-rated

; comparisonand reflection are the positive

conditions. For no conceptionis produced by ab-straction

; this but finishes that and confines itwitb*

in its determinate bounds.

7.

Matter and Sphere of Conceptions.

EVERY conception,as a partialone, is contained

in the representationof things;but, as the ground
of cognition,that is,the mark, these things are

contained under it. In the former respectively

conceptionhas matter ; in the latter,a sphere.

The matter and the sphere of a conceptionbear

one another a converse -relation. The more a

conceptioncontains under it,the less it contains in

itself,and vice versa.

Scho. The universality,or the universal validity
of a conception,depends upon the conception's

being,not a partialone, but a ground of cognition.

8.

Greatness of the Sphere of Conceptions.

THE sphere of a conception is the greater, the

greater the number of thingsthat rank under it and

can be thoughtof by it is.

Scho. As it is said of a ground in general,that
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it contains the consequence under it; it may like-wise

be said of a conceptionthat it, as a ground of

cognition,contains under it all those things,from

which it has been obtained by means of abstraction^
for instance

v
the conceptionof metal contains gola"

silver,copper, "c. under it For, as every concep-tion,

as a universallyvalid representation,comprises
that which several representationsof different things
have in common, all these things,,which are in this

view "contained under it,may be representedby it.

And justthat constitutes the utilityof a conception.

The greaterthe 'Wumber of thingsthat can be re-presented

by a conceptionis,the greater its sphere.

The conceptionof body, for example,has a greater

sphere,than that of metal1 ":

"

9. ;;00 B iSil;

"

Superiorand InferiorConceptions*

Conceptions,if they have under them other

conceptions,'which in relation to them are itamed

inferior ones, are denominated superiorones. A

marjt of a mark, a remote mark, is a superiorcon-ception

; a conception,in respectto a remote mark,

an inferior one.

Scho. As superiorand inferior conceptionsare

so termed but respectively,the very same concep-tion,

taken in various references, may be at once a

superiorand an inferior one. i The conceptionof

man, for instance,is,in respectto the conceptionof
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centaur, a superior,but, in respectto that of animal,

an inferior one.

10.

Kind (genus} and Sort (species}.

A superiorconceptionis,relativelyto itsinferior,

named genus -y an inferior,relativelyto itssuperior,

species.

Generic and specialconceptionsare, like supe-rior

and inferior ones, distinguished,not as to their

nature, but with regard to their relation to one ano-ther

ftermine a quo, or ad quod) in the logical
subordination.

11.

Highest Genus and lowest Species.

That genus, which is not a species,is the highest
(genus summumnon est species);and that species,
which is not a genus, is the lowest (species,qua non

est genus, est infimaj.

According to the law of continuity,however,
there can be neither a lowest, nor a proxime

species.

Scho. If we conceive of a series of several con*

ceptionssubordinated to one another, for example,
iron,metal,body, substance,thing,we may obtain

higher and higher genera; for every speciesis al-ways,

to be considered as a genus with regard to
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itsinferiorconception,for instance,the conception
of a man of learning-with regardto that of a philo-sopher,

tillwe at last arrive at a genus that cannot

be a speciesagain. And one of that sort we must

finallyreach; because there must at last be a

higherconception,from which, as such,nothing
ca"o be farther abstracted without the whole con-ception's

vanishing. But in the whole series of

speciesand of genera there is no such thingas a

fowest conceptionor a lowest species,under which

no other conceptionor speciesis contained; be-cause

one of that sort could not possiblybe detei*-

nmied. For, if we have a conception,which we

applyimmediatelyto individuals,specificdistinc-tions,

either which we dp not notice,or to which we

pay no attention,may exist with respect to it.

There are no lowest conceptionsbut comparatively
for use, which have obtained this signification,as it

were, by convention,providedthat we are agreed
not to go deeperin a certain matter.

Relativelyto the determination of the special
and of the genericconceptions,then,this universal

faw-^There is a genus that cannot be any more a

species;but there are no speciesbut what may be-come

genera again" holds good,

12.

Larger and stricterConceptions. Alter-nate

Conceptions.

A superiorconceptionis alsonamed a larger; an

inferior,a stricteror narrower.
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"

.
J .orlsS

Conceptions,which have the same sphere,are

distinguishedby the name of alternate ones.

j3
"n"3

en

Relation of the inferiorto the superior,of
the larger to the stricter,Conceptions.

The inferior conceptionis not contained in the

superior;for it contains more in itselfthan the su-perior

; but is contained under it; because the

superior contains the ground of cognitionof the

inferior.

Again, the one cognitionis largerthan the other,

not because it contains more under it" for we can-not

know that " but because it contains under it the

other conceptionand stillmore than it.

14.

Universal Rules relative to the Subordina-tion

of Conceptions.
With regard to the logicalsphere of conceptions

it, c 11 - i u uthe followingrules hold :

J, What agrees with or is repugnant to the su-perior

conceptions,likewise agrees with or is re-pugnant

to all the inferior ones, which are contain-ed

under those ; and,

2, conversely,What agrees with or is repugnant
to allinferior conceptions,likewise agrees with or is

repugnant to their superiorones.
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Scho. Because that,in which thingsagree, flows

from their universal properties,and that, in which

they are different,from their particularones, we

cannot conclude that,What agrees with or is repug-nant

to an inferior conception,likewise agrees with

or is repugnant to other inferior conceptions,which

belongwith it to a superiorone. Exempli gratia,
we cannot conclude,that that,which does not agree

with man, does not with angelsneither.

"Ufi

15.

Conditions of the Origin of superior and

of inferior Conceptions: logical Ab-straction

and Determination.

By continued logicalabstraction higher and

higher conceptionsarise; and, on the other hand,

by continued logicaldetermination lower and lower

ones. The greatestpossibleabstraction yieldsthe

highestor the most abstract conception" that one,

from which no farther determination can be thought
of as away. The highestfinished determination

would yield a thoroughly determined conception

(conceptum omnimode deter minatum), that is,a

conception^,to which no farther determination can

be conceived to be added.

Scho. As singlethingsonly or individuals are

thoroughlydetermined,cognitionsas intuitions only,
but not as conceptions,can be thoroughlydeter-mined

; in regard to the latter the logicaldeter-



CONCEPTIONS. 139

"

niinatiori never can be considered as finished

(fi II MS
15 n. wj.

i /?

10.

of Conceptionsin the Abstract and in

the Concrete.
"

Every conceptionmay be used both universally
and particularly(in abstracto and in concrete!).

The inferior conceptionis used in the abstract

relativelyto itssuperior; the superior,in the con-crete

relativelyto itsinferior.

Scho. 1. The words, abstract and concrete, refer

not so much to the conceptionsin themselves (for

every conceptionis an abstract one),as to their use*

And this may again have different degrees,accordr

inglyas a conception is treated,now more, then

less,abstractedlyor concretely,id est,accordingly

as sometimes more, sometimes fewer,determinations

are either omitted,or superadded. By the abstract

use a conceptioncomes nearer the highestgenus,

by the concrete, on the other hand, nearer the in-dividual.

2. Which use of conceptions,the abstract or the

concrete, is the preferable?" Nothing can be de-cided

on this point. The value of the one is not to

be estimated less,than that of the other. By very

abstract conceptionswe cognisein many things

little;by very concrete ones, in few thingsmuch ;

consequentlywhat we gainon the one side we lose

on the other. A conception,whicfyhas a great
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sphere,is so very useful,as it can be appliedto

many things;but then there is the less contained

in it. In the conceptionof substance,for instance,

we do not conceive of so much, as in that of chalk.

3. The art of popularityconsists in hittingthe

relationbetween the representationin the abstract

and that in the concrete in the same cognition;
therefore between the conceptionsand their exhi-bition,

wherebythe maximum of cognition,with

regard as well to the sphere as to the matter is

attained,

"

"

.

!
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GENERAL DOCTRINE OP ELEMENTS,

SECTION THE FIRST.

Judgments.

17.

Explicationof a Judgment in General.

A JUDGMENT is the representationof the unity
of the consciousnes of various representationsor

the representationof their relation providedthat

theymake up a conception.

18.

Matter and Form of Judgments.

Matter and form pertainto every judgment as its

very constituents. The matter consists in the cog-nitions,

which are givenand conjoinedin the unity
of consciousness in the judgment; the form of the

judgment,in the determination of the way in which

the various representations,as such, belongto one

consciousness.

19.

Objectof logicalReflection" the mere

Form of Judgments.

As logicabstracts from every real or objective
distinction of cognition,it can occupy itselfas little

about the matter of judgments,as about that of

conceptions.It consequentlyhas to consider
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merelythe distinction of judgments with regard to

their bare form.

20.

Logical Forms ofJudgments : Quantity,
Quality,Relation, and Modality *

The distinctions of Judgments \vith respect to

their form may be reduced to the four main points
of quantity,of quality,of relation,and of modali-ty,

with regardto which justas many various sorts

ofjudgmentsare determined.

St.

Quantityof Judgments : Universal,par-ticular,^

single.

As to quantity,judgmentsare either universal,

or particular,or single;accordinglyas the subject
in the judgment is either quite included in the

notion of the predicate,or excluded from it,or but
"

* Relativelyto the distinction of judgments as to their mere

form the followingquestionsoccur : How many representations

are compared with the unity? Are they exhibited as conjoined

or not? What sort of conjunctionis it? With what degree

of holding-trueis this conjunction conceived of? The two

firstregard the internal propertiesof judgments, the two last

the relations to one another,and of the judgmentsto the cogni-tive

faculty. T.

f Our author would rather have these judgments, when used

in metapliysic,termed Plurative. See his reasoningon this sub-ject

in the 20th paragraphof his PROLEGOMENA turned by the

Translator.
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in partincluded in it,in part excluded from it. In

the universal judgment the sphere of one concep-tion

is comprehended quite.withinthat of another;

in the particulara part of one conceptionis com-prehended

under the sphere of another; and ia the

singlea conception,which has no sphere at all,is

consequentlycomprehended merelyas a part under

the sphereof another conception.

Scholion I. Singlejudgments,as to the form, are

to be esteemed in the use equalto universal ; for in

both the predicateholds with regardto the subject
without exception.For example,in the singlepro-

position,Caius is mortal, an exception can have

placejustas little,as in the universal one, All men

are mortal. For there is but one Caius.

2. With respect to the universalityof a cogni-tion,
a real distinction between generaland univer-sal

propositionshas place,but which does not con-cern

logic. General propositionsaxe those which

contain somethingof the universal of certain ob-jects

and therefore not sufficient conditions of the

subsumption,for instance, the proposition,Proofs

must be made in a solid manner ; universal proposi-tions

are such, as maintain somethingof an object

universally.
3. Universal rules are either analytically,or syn-thetically

universal. Those abstract from the dis-tinctions

; these attend to them and of course

determine with regardto them. The more simple

an objectis cogitated,the sooner analyticaluniver-sality

in consequence of a conceptionis possible.
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4. When universal propositions,without know.
* *"

ing them in the concrete, cannot be perspectedin

their universality,they cannot serve for a rule,and

consequentlycannot hold lieuristicallyin the ap-plication,

but are only problemsfor the universal

grounds of that which is firstknown in particular

cases. For example,tlie proposition,Whoever has

no interest in lyingand knows the truth,speaks

truth ; this propositionis not to be perspectedin

itsuniversality;because we cannot know the limi-tation

to the condition of the disinterested person

but by experience; namely,that men can lie from

interested motives ; which lyingproceedsfrom their

not adheringfirmlyto morality.An observation

that teaches us to know the frailtyof human na-

.

-

ture.

5. Of particularjudgments it is to be noticed

that,if theyshall be capableof beingperspectedby

reason, and therefore have a rational,not merely

an intellectual(abstracted)form, the subjectmust

be a larger(latior)conception,than the predicate.

Let the predicatebe always = O
"
the subject

-_
^.

|_1,thus:

.

it is a particularjudgment; for somethingbelong-ing

to a is b, somethingnot b" that flows from rea-son"But

let itbe thus:
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every a, at least when itisless than b, but not when

greater,can be contained under b ; by consequence

it is but fortuitouslyparticular.

QualityofJudgments : Affirmative,nega-tive,

in definite.
''

As to quality,judgments are either affirmative,

or negative,or indefinite. In an affirmative or

positiveone the subjectis thoughtof under the

sphereof a predicate; it,in a negative,is placed
without the sphere; anil, in an indefinite,put with-in

the sphereof a conception,which lies without the

sphereof another conception.

Scho. 1. The indefinite judgment shews not

onlythat a subjectis not contained under the sphere

of a predicate,but that it lies without its sphere

somewhere in the indefinite sphere; this judgment
therefore represents the sphere of the predicateas

limited.

Everypossiblethingis either A, or not A. If

we say, Something is not A, exempti gratia,The

human soul is not mortal. Some men are not li-terati.

This is an indefinite judgment. For by it

it is determined beyond the definite sphere of A

not to what conceptionthe objectbelongs,but that

it belongsto the sphere without A, which is,pro-perly

speaking,not a sphere at all,but the border-ing

of a sphereon the indefinite or bounding itself.

T
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Though the exclusion is a negation,the limitation

of a conception is a positiveoperation. Hence are

bounds positiveconceptions of limited objects.

2. Accordingto the principleof the exclusion of every

third (exclusitertii)the sphere of one conception

is,relativelyto another, either exclusive,or inclusive.

Rut, as logichas to do merely with the form of the

judgment, not with the conceptionsas to their matter,

the distinction of the indefinite from the negative

judgments does not appertain to this science.

3. In negativejudgments the negation always

affects the copula ;
in indefinite,not the copula,

but the predicate is affected by it ; which circum-stance

is expressed the best in Latin.

23.

Relation of Judgments: Categorical,hy-pothetical,

disjunctive.

As to relation,judgments are eithei categorical,

pr hypothetical,or disjunctive.The given repre-sentations

in a judgment are subordinated to one

another in the unity of consciousness either as the

predicateto the subject,or as the consequent to the

antecedent* or as a member of the division to the

divided conception. By the first relation categori-cal

judgments are determined, by the second hypo-thetical,,

and by the third disjunctive.
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CategoricalJudgments.

In these the subjectand the predicatemake up

their matter ; the form, by which the relation (of

agreement or of disagreement)between the subject

and the predicateis determined and expressed,is

termed the copula.

Scho. Categoricaljudgments make up the matter

of other judgments; but from this we must not think,

as several logiciansdo, that both hypotheticaland

disjunctivejudgments are nothingmore than differ-ent

dresses of categoricalones, and can therefore

be all reduced to them. All the three judgmentsde-pend

upon essentiallydistinct logicalfunctions of

the understanding,and consequentlymust be dis-cussed

accordingto their specificdistinction.

25.

HypotheticalJudgments.

The matter of these consists of two judgments,
which are connected togetheras antecedent and

consequent. The one of these judgments, which

contains the ground,is the antecedent (priusj; the

other, which stands in the relation of consequence

to that,the consequent (posterius);and the repre-sentation

of this sort of connexion of both judg-ments

togetherformingthe unityof consciousness
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is named the consequence, which makes up the

form of hypotheticaljudgments.

Scho. I. What the copula is to categoricaljudg-ments,

the consequence is to hypotheticalones,
their form.

2, Some think it easy to transform a hypotheti-cal

propositionto a categorical.But it is not prac-ticable

; because they are quite distinct by their

very nature. In categoricaljudgments nothingis

problematical,but every thingassertive ; whereas

in hypotheticalones, the consequence onlyis asser-tive

or positive.In the latter we may therefore

connect two false judgments together; for in this

case the whole affair is the tightnessin the con-nexion"the

form of the consequence ; upon which

the logicaltruth of these judgments depends.

There is an essential distinction between these two

propositions: All bodies are divisible,and, If all

bodies are composed, they are divisible. In the

former the thing is maintained directly; it in the

latter is maintained on a problematicallyexpressed
condition only.

26.

Modes of Connexion in hypotheticalJudg-ments

: Modus ponens and Modus tolkns.

The form of connexion in hypotheticaljudg-ments
is twofold : the layingdawn (modus ponens)

and the annullingfmodus tollensj.
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I. When the antecedent or ground is true, the

consequent determined by it is likewise true. This

is denominated the modus ponens ;

%. When the consequent is false,the antece-dent

or ground is likewise felse ; the modus fallens.

"

27.

DisjunctiveJudgments.
A judgment, when the parts of the sphereof a

given*conception determine one another in the

whole or to a whole as complements,is disjunc-tive.

28.

Matter and Form of disjunctive Judg-
"x "/ C5

ments.

The several givenjudgments, of which the dis-junctive

judgment is composed, constitute its mat-ter,

and are named the members of disjunctionor

opposition.lathe disjunctionitself,that is,in the

determination of the relation of the various judg-ments,
as members of the whole sphere of the di-vided

cognitionexcludingone another, the form of

these judgmentsconsists.

Scho. All disjunctivejudgments then represent

various judgments as in the commerce of a sphere
and do not produce any judgment but by the limi-tation

of the other with regardto the whole sphere;

theyconsequentlydetermine the relation of every
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judgment to the whole sphere, and thereby the

relation,which these members of disjunctionhave

to one another. Not one member in this judgment
therefore determines another but with a proviso,

that all the members are in commerce as parts of a

whole sphere of cognition,without which nothing
in a certain reference can be thoughtof.

29.

.

Peculiar Character of disjunctive Judg*
i/ */ O

merits.

The peculiarcharacter of all disjunctivejudg-ments,

whereby their specificdistinction,as to

the pointof relation,from the others,in particular

from the categoricalones, is determined, consists

in this, that all the members of disjunctionare pro-blematical

judgments, of which nothing else is

thought, than that they,as parts of the sphere of

a cognition,each the complement of the other to

the whole (complementum ad totum), taken toge-ther,

are equal to that sphere. And hence it foh

lows, that the truth must be contained in one of

these problematicaljudgments or (what amounts to

the same thing)that one of them must hold asser-tively

; because besides them the sphere of cogni-tion

comprehends nothingmore on the given con-ditions

and the one isopposed to the other ; by con-sequence

they only,and but one of them, can be

true.
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Scho. In a categoricaljudgment the thing,whose

representationis considered as a part of the sphere

of another subordinate representation,is consi-dered

as contained under this its superiorcon-ception

; consequently in the subordination of

the spheres here the part of the part is com-pared

with the whole. But in disjunctivejudg-ments

we go from the whole to all the parts taken

together. What is contained under the sphereof a

conception,is likewise contained under a"y one of

the parts of this sphere. Accordinglythe sphere

must be first divided. When we, for instance,

form the disjunctivejudgment, 'a learned man is

either a mere historian,or a philosopher,or a ma-thematician/

we determine by it,that these con-ceptions,

as to the sphere,are parts of the sphere

of the learned, but by no means parts of one ano-ther,

and that they, collectivelytaken, are com-plete.

That in disjunctivejudgments, not the sphere of

the divided conception, as contained in the sphere

of the divisions,but that which is contained under

the divided conception,as contained under one of

the members of division,is considered, the following

scheme of the comparison between categoricaland

disjunctivejudgments may render the matter more

intuitive :

In categoricaljudgments, x is what is contained

under b, and likewise under a ;
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In disjunctiveones x, contained tinder a, is con-tained

under either b" or c, and so on ;

# j "

The division in disjunctivejudgments therefore

shews not the co-ordination of the partsof the whole

conception,but all the parts of its sphere. In

these judgmentswe cogitatemany thingsby one

conception; in those, one thing by many con-ceptions,

for example, the definite by all the marks

of co-ordination.

30.

Modality of Judgments : Problematical,

assertive, apodictical.

As to modality,by which pointthe relation of

the whole judgment to the cognitivefacultyis de-termined,

judgments are either problematical,or

assertive,or apodictical.The problematicalones,

are accompanied with the consciousness of the

mere possibility,the assertive with that of the rea-lity,

and the apodicticalwith that of the necessity

of judging.
Scho. I. The modality consequentlyshews the

way only,in which something is maintained or de-nied

in a judgment : whether nothingis nwle out

with regard to the truth or the untruth of a judg-ment,

as in the problematicaljudgment, The soul
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may be immortal ; or whether something;is deter-mined

with regard to it, as in the assertive judg-ment,
The soul is immortal ; or whether the truth

of a judgment is expressedwith the dignityof ne-cessity,

as in the apodicticaljudgment,The soul

must be immortal. This determination of the

merelypossibleor actual or necessary truth conse-quently

concerns the judgment itself only,by no

means the thing,which isjudged of.

2. In problematicaljudgments,which may be

said to be those, whose matter is given with the

possiblerelation between the predicateand the sub-ject,

the subjectmust always have a smaller sphere,
than the predicate.

3. Upon the distinction between probable and

assertive judgments the true distinction between

judgments and propositionsdepends, which dis-tinction,

with regard to those, was formerlymade

falselyin the mere expressionby words, without

which we could not judge at all. In a judgment
the relation of various representationsto the unity
of consciousness is conceived of merely as proble-matical;

in a proposition,on the other hand, as

assertive. A problematicalpropositionis a contra-diction

inadjecto Ere we have a proposition,we

must judge ; and we judgeof much that we cannot

make out, but which we must do the moment we

determine a judgment as a proposition.It is how-ever

good to judge problematicallybefore we as-sume

the judgment as assertive,in order to prove

y
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it in this"way. And it is not always necessary to

our purpose to have assertive judgments.

%

31.

Expoundable Propositions.

Propositions,in which both an affirmation and a

negationare comprised,but in an occult manner,

so that the affirmation is made distinctly,but the

negationcryptically,are expoundable.

Scho. In the expoundable proposition(for in-stance),

Few men are learned, there lies,1, but in

a hidden manner, the negativejudgment, Many

men are not learned; and, 2, the affirmative one,

Some men are learned. As the nature of expound-able

propositionsdepends entirelyupon conditions

of language, on which we can express laconically

two judgments at once, the remark, that there may

be in our language judgments,which must be ex-pounded,

belongsto grammar, not to logic.

32.

Theoretical and practicalPropositions.

Theoretical propositionsare those, which refer to

an objectand determine what belongsor does not

belong to it ; practicalones3 again,those, which

express the action, whereby, as the necessary con-dition

of an object,this objectis possible.

Scho. Logic has to handle practicalpropositions
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as to the form only,which in this respect are op-posed

to the theoretical ones. Practical propositions

as to the matter, and in this view distinct from

speculativeones, belongto moral philosophy.

33.

Indemonstrable and Demonstrable Propo-sitions.

Demonstrable or evincible propositionsare those

capableof proof; those not so are named indemon-strable.

Immediatelycertain judgments are indemonstra-ble,,

and therefore to be considered as elemental

propositions.

34.

Principles.

Immediatelycertain judgments a priorimay be

termed fundamental propositionsor positions,pro-vided

that other judgments can be evinced by them,

but they themselves cannot be subordinated to any

other judgment. They on that account are deno-minated

principles(beginnings).

35.

Intuitive and Discursive Principles:

Axioms and Acroams.

Principlesare either intuitive,or discursive. The
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former may of course be exhibited by intuition,

or immediate representation,and are named axioms;

the latter cannot be expressedbut by conceptions,

and may be distinguishedby the appellationof

acroams.

36.

Analytic and SyntheticPropositions.

Those propositions,whose certaintydependsupon
the identityof the conceptions(of the predicate

with the notion of the subject),are analytical.

Those, whose certaintyis not founded in that iden-tity,

must be named synthetical.
Seho. I. To every x, to which the conceptionof

body (a 4- b) belongs,extension (hi)also belongs;
is an exampleof an analyticproposition.

To every x, to which the conceptionof body

(a 4- b)belongs,attraction (c) too belongs; is an

example of a syntheticone. The syntheticpropo-sitions

increase the cognitionrnaterialiter ; the ana-lytic

ones, merelyformaliter.Those comprehend

determinations; these, nothingbut logicalpredi-cates.

2, Analyticprinciples,beingdiscursive,are not

axioms. Nor are syntheticones neither,but when

intuitive.

37.

TautologicalPropositions.

The identityof the conceptionsin analyticjudg-ments

may be either an explicitor an implicitone.
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In the former case the analyticpropositionsare

tautological.
Scho I. Tautologicalpropositionsare virtually

empty, or void of consequence; for they are of no

use whatever. Such is,for instance, the tautolo-gical

proposition.A man is a man. For if we can

say nothing more of a man, than that he is a man,

we know nothingmore of him at all.*

Whereas implicitlyidentical propositionsare not

void of consequence or useless ; for theyrender the

predicate,which liesinfolded (implicite)in the con-ception

of the subject,clear by development (ex-

plicatio).

2. Propositionsvoid of consequence must be dis-tinguished

from those void of sense, which are so

because theyregard the determination of what is

commonly named occult qualities.

38.

Postulate and Problem.

A postulateis a practicalimmediatelycertain

proposition,or a principle,which determines a

possibleaction,whereby it is presupposed,that the

way of performingit is immediatelycertain.

* Some modern German philosophastershave had the assu-rance

to layclown the tautologicalproposition,'I am I/ as a prin-ciple,

from which all science and all human knowledge must be

derived. T.
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Problems are demonstrable propositionsthat re-quire

a direction or a rule for their solution,or those

that express an action, whose" way of beingper-formed

is not immediatelycertain.

Scho. I. There may be theoretical postulatestoo

for the behoof of practicalreason. Such as those

of the existence of God, of moral liberty,and of a

future world, which are theoretical hypothesesne-cessary

in a practicalview.

2. To a problem there belong, I, the question,
which contains what is to be performed, 2, the

resolution,which comprisesthe manner, in which

what is be performed can be done, and, 3, the de-monstration,

that, when we shall have proceeded

in such a manner, what is requiredwill be per-formed.

39.

Theorems, Corollaries, Lemmas, and

Scholia.

Theorems are theoretical propositionscapable
and standingin need of a proof; Corollaries and

consectaries,immediate consequences of a prece-ding

proposition; Lemmas, propositionsnot na-tive

in the science, in which they are presupposed

as evinced, but taken from other sciences ; Scholia,

mere illustrativepropositions,which consequentlydo
not belongas members to the whole of the system.

Scho. The thesis and the demonstration are es-
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sential and universal pointsof every theorem. The

distinction between theorems and corollaries may

besides be placed in this, that these are immediately
concluded, but those drawn from immediatelycer-tain

propositionsby a series of consequences.

40.

Judgments of Perception and Experience.

A judgment of perception is merely subjective;

an objectivejudgment from perceptionsis a judg-ment
of experience.

Scho. A judgment from mere perceptions is

hardlypossiblebut by one's representation'sbeing

expressedas a perception. In perceivinga steeple,

we perceivethe red colour on it ; but cannot say,

it is red. For this were not only an empiricaljudg-ment^

but a judgment of experience,that is,an empi-rical

judgment, by which we obtain a conceptionof

the object.For example,In touching a stone we feel

warmth ;
is a judgment of perception; the stone

is warm, on the other hand, a judgment of experi-ence.

In the latter,what is merely in the sub-ject

must not be considered as belonging to the ob-ject;

for a judgment of experience is the percep-tion,

whence the conception of the objectarises,for

instance, Whether luminous points move in the

moon, or in the atmosphere, or in the eye of the be-holder.
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General Doctrine of Elements.

.

SECTION THE THIRD.

Syllogisms.

41.

"

.

Syllogism in .general*

BY syllogisingwe understand that function of

thinking,by which one judgment is derived from

another. A syllogism(or an argumentation) in ge-neral

is consequentlythe deduction of one judgment
from another.

Immediate and Mediate Syllogisms.

All syllogismsare either immediate, or mediate.

An immediate syllogism (consequentia imme-

diata) is the deduction of one judgment from ano-ther

without an intermedial judgment. A syllo-gism,

when, besides the conception,which a judg-ment

contains, other conceptions are used for the

purpose of derivinga cognition from them, is me-diate.
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43.

Syllogismsof the Understanding,of Rea-son,

and of Judgment.

Immediate syllogismsare stiledsyllogismsof the

understandingtoo ; whereas all mediate ones are

those either of reason, or of judgment. We shall

here treatof the immediate ones first.

/. Syllogismsofthe Understanding.

44.

Peculiar Nature of the Syllogismsof the

Understanding.

The essential character of all immediate syllo-gisms
and the principleof their possibilityconsist en-tirely

in an alteration of the mere form of the judg-ments:
while the matter of the judgments(thesub-ject

and the predicate)remains invariablythe same.

Scholium I. By the form,only and by no means

by the matter of the judgments'beingaltered in the

immediate syllogisms,these syllogismsare distin-guished

from all mediate ones, in vfhich the judg-ments

are distinct as to the matter too ; because a

new conceptionas an intermedial judgment, or as a

middle term,, must survene in order to iafer tlieone

judgment from the other. When, for example,,we

argue,, All men are mortal ; therefore Caius. is mor-tal.

This is not an immediate syllogism.For we,
"* "'...'

x
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for the inference,stand in need of the intermedial

judgment, Caius is a man; but by this new con-ception

the matter of the judgments is altered.

2. An intermedial judgment,it is true, may be

thrown in the syllogismsof the understandingtoo;
but then it ismerelytautological.As, for instance,

in the immediate syllogism:All men are mortal;

some men are men ; therefore some men are mor-tal.

The middle term is a tautologicalproposition.

45.

Moods of the Syllogisms of the Under-standing.

The syllogismsof the "understandinggo through
all the classes of the logicalfunctions of judging,
and are consequentlydetermined in their principal
moods or forms by the pointsof quantity,of quality*
of relation,and of modality. Upon that the fol-lowing

division of these syllogismsdepends :

46.

I
. Syllogismsof the Understanding(with

regard to the Quantity of Judgments J

per Judicia suhalternata.

In these syllogismsof the understandingboth the

judgmentsare distinct as to quantity,and the parti-cular

judgment is deduced from the universal agree-ably

to the principle: The inference of the particu-
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lar from the universal holds fab universali ad par-ticulars

valet consequential.

Scho. A judgment, when it is contained under

another, is termed subaltern ; as, for example,par-ticular

judgments under universal ones (Every man

is fallible ; some man is fallible." No man is infal-lible;

some man is not infallible. T.).

47.

2. Syllogismsof the Understanding-(with

regard to the QualityofJudgments} per

Judicia opposita.

In syllogismsof the understandingof this form

the alteration regardsthe qualityof the judgments

considered with respectto opposition.As this op-position

may be a threefold one, it yieldsthe parti-cular

division of the immediate syllogisingby con-tradictorily

opposed judgments,by contraryvand by

subcontraryones.
Scho. Syllogismsof the understandingby equi-pollent

judgments cannot in strict proprietybe

named syllogisms; for no consequence has place
in them ; they are rather to be considered as a mere

substitution of the words, which denote the very

same conception,by which means the judgments

themselves remain unaltered even as to the form.

Not all men are virtuous, for instance, and. Some

men are not virtuous. Both judgments express the

very same thing.
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48.

a. Syllogismsof the Understanding per

Judicia contradictorie oppo"ita.

In syllogismsof the understanc^ngby judgments
which are contradictorilyopposed to one another,

and, as such,,constitute the genuinepure opposi-tion,

the truth of the one of the contradictoryjudg-ments

is inferred from the falsityof the other, and

conversely. For the genuine opposition,which

has 'place in these syllogisms,contains neither

more, nor less,than what belongs to opposition.

Agreeably,to the principleof the exclusive third

both repugnant judgments cannot be true; but

they can justas littlebe.both false. When there-fore

the one is true, the other is false, and con-versely

(Alllogicis the same repetition" some lo-gic

is not the same repetition.T,).

49.

b. Syllogisms of the Understanding per

^Judicia contrarie opposita.

Contrarilyopposedjudgments are those,the one

of which is universallyaffirmative,the other uni-versally

negative. As the one of them expresses

more, than the other, and as in,what it expresses

more, than the mere negationof the other, the fal-sity

may lie,they never can be both true, but
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may be both false. With regard to these con-trary

judgments then, the inference of the falsity

of the one from the truth of the other holds
;

but

not conversely(Every enlightened man is divested

of prejudices; no enlightened man is divested of

prejudices.T.).

50.

c. Syllogisms of the Understanding per

Judicia subcontrarieopposita.

Subcontrarilyopposed judgments are judgments,

the one of which affirms or denies particularlywhat

the other denies or affirms particularly.

As they may be both true, but cannot be both

false, only the following conclusion holds with re-gard

to them : When the one of these propositions

is false, the other is true ; but not conversely.

Scho, In the subcontrary judgments no pure

strict oppositionobtains ;
for it is not denied or af-firmed

of the same objectsin the one what is affirmT

ed or denied of the other. Exempli gratia, in the

syllogism:Some men are learned; therefore some

men are notJearned
" that, which is denied in the

latter judgment, is not maintained of the same men

in the former.
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51.

*

3. Syllogismsofthe Understanding(with
regard to the Relation of Judgments)

per Judicia conversa, sive per Cower-

sionem.

Immediate 8}THogismsby conversion regardthe

relationof judgmentsand consistin the transposi-tion
of the subjectand of the predicatein both judg-ments

; so that the subjectof the one judgment is

made the predicateof the other,and conversely

(thus,No virtue isvice ; no vice is virtue. T.) .

52,

Pure and Altered Conversion.

In conversion either the quantityof the judg-ments
is altered,or it remains unaltered. In the

former case the converted (conversum) is as to

quantitydistinct from the converting(convertentej,
and the conversion is termed an altered one (con-

versio per accidens);in the latter case the con-version

is named a pure one (conversiosimpliciter

tails)(Take this example,Every A is B; some

B is A. No A isB ; some B is not A " Every A is

B^ every B is A. Some A isnot B ; some B is not

A. T.).
53.

Universal Rules of Conversion.

Relativelyto the syllogismsof the understanding

by conversion the followingrules hold:
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1. Universallyaffirmative judgmentscannot be

converted but per accidens ; for in them the predi-cate

is a largerconception,and consequentlysome

of it onlyis contained in the conceptionof the

subject.
2. But all Universallynegativejudgmentsmaybe

simpliciterconverted ; for in them the subjectis

taken out of the sphereof the predicate.Just so

are,

3. All particularlyaffirmative propositionssim-pliciter

convertible;for in these judgmentsa part

of the sphereof the subjectissubsumptedunder the

predicate,by consequence a part of the sphere of

the predicatemay be subsumpted under the subject.
Scho. 1. In universallyaffirmative judgmentsthe

subject,as it is contained under the sphereof the

predicate,is considered as a contentum of the pre-dicate.

We therefore cannot argue, for instance,

but thus, All men are mortal ; consequentlysome

of those contained under the conceptionof mortal

are men. But the reason of universallynegative

judgments'beingsimpliciterconvertible is,that two

conceptionsuniversallyrepugnant to one another,

repugn one another in the same sphere.

2. Several universallyassertive judgmentsmay
be simplyconverted. But the ground of that lies

not in their form, but in the peculiarqualityof their

matter; for example, the judgments: All that

which is immutable is necessary, and All that which

is necessary is immutable.
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54.

4. Syllogismsof the Understanding (with

regard to the Modality of Judgments}

per Judicia tfontraposita.

The form of the immediate syllogismby contra-position

consists in that metathesis of the judgments,

by which the quantityremains the same, but the

qualityis altered. These syllogisms,by their turn-ing

an assertivejudgment to an apodicticalone, re-gard

nothingbut the modalityof judgments.

55.

Universal Rule of Contraposition.

With regard to contrapositionthe followinguni-versal

rule holds :

All universallyaffirmative judgmentsmay be sim-ply

contraposed. For, when the predicate,as that

which contains the subjectunder it,consequently
the wh61e sphere,is denied, a part of it,that is, the

subject,must likewise be so (EveryA is B, may be

thus contraposed,I,Every non B is non A; 2, No

non B is A. T.).

(Scho I. The metathesis of judgmentsby conver-sion

and that by contrapositionthen are so far op-posed

to one another, as that alters the quantity

only,this nothingbut the quality,T.),
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(2. These forms of immediate syllog-ismsrefer

merely to categoricaljudgments. T.).*

11. Syllogismsof Reason.

56.

Syllogismof Reason in General.

A syllogismof reason is the knowledgeof the ne-cessity

of a propositionby the subsumption of its

condition under a given universal rule.

57.

Universal Principleof all Syllogismsof
Reason.

The universal principle,upon which the validity

of all syllogisingby reason depends, may be deter-

minatelyexpressedin this formula :

* While we have the alteration of the bare form of the judg-ments

in these syllogismsin view, and while their matter re-mains

the same, no other affinityof two hypotheticaljudg-

mentS) than what consists in changingthe hypothesisand the

thesis, is cogitable. For instance, If there is fire,there is

smoke ;
and if there is smoke, there is fire. But there

can be no affinitybetween a disjunctiveand another judg-ment.

In disjunctivejudgments there is neither quantitynor

qualityto be considered. As the relation, which theybear one

another, is that of two conceptions,the objectivevalidityof the

one of which excludes that of the other, it allows of no logi-cal

distinction. T.
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What ranks under a condition of a rule, ranks

under the rule itself.

Scho. The syllogismof reason premisesa uni-versal

rule and a subsumption under its condition.

We thereby cognisethe conclusion a priori not in

the single,but as comprehended in the universal

and as necessary on a certain condition. And this,

that every thing ranks under the universal and is

determinable by universal rules, is the very princi-ple

of rationalityor of necessity.

08.

Constituents of a Syllogism of Reason.

To every syllogismof reason the followingthree

essential partsbelong:

1, a universal rule, which is named the major

proposition;

2, the proposition,by which a cognitionis sub-

sumpted under the condition of the universal rule,

and which is denominated the minor proposition

(and sometimes the assumption); and,

3, the proposition,which either affirms or denies

the predicateof the rule of the subsumpted cogni-tion,

isnamedtheconclusion (orinference or illation).

The two first propositionsconjoinedare termed

the premises. ,

(For instance, Everythingcomposed is mutable

(major); bodies are composed (minor); ergo bo-dies

are mutable (conclusion). T ).
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Scho. A rule is an assertion or a universal condi-tion.

The relation of the condition to the assertion,

that is to say, how this ranks under that, is the ex-ponent

of the rule.

By the subsumption we mean,, the knowledge that

the condition has place (somewhere).

The consequence is,the conjunction of that which

has been subsumpted under the condition with
1

the assertion of the rule.

59.

Hatter and Form of Syllogisms of Reason.

The matter of syllogisms of reason consists in

the premises ;
the form, in the conclusion, provided

that it comprises the consequence.

Scho. I. In every syllogism of reason then

the truth of the premises must be first proved, and

then the Tightness of the consequence* In the re-pudiation

of a syllogism of reason never the con-clusion,

but either the premises, or the consequence,

must always be the first rejected.

". In every syllogism of reason the conclusion

is given the moment the premises and the conse-quence

are.
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60.

Division of the Syllogismsof Reason (as

to Relation} into categorical,hypotheti-cal,
and disjunctive.

All rules (judgments)contain objectiveunityof

the consciousness of the multifarious of cognition;

consequentlya condition,on which one cognition

belongswith another to one consciousness. Only

three conditions of this unityare cogitableeither

as the subjectof the inherence of the marks,,or as

the ground of the dependence of one cognition

upon another, or as the conjunctionof the partsin

a whole (logicaldivision ) There can therefore be

but justas many sorts of universal rules (proposi-

tiones majoresj,by which the consequence of one

judgment from another is obtained. And in that

the division of all syllogismsof reason into cate-gorical,

hypothetical,and disjunctive,is founded.

Scho. I. The syllogismsof reason can be di-vided

neither as to quantity" for every major is

a rule, by consequence something universal "

nor as to quality" for it is equipollentwhe-ther

the conclusion is affirmative or negative" i

nor as to modality" for the conclusion isalwaysac-companied

with the consciousness of necessity,and

of course has the dignityof an apodicticalproposi-tion.

Nothing therefore but the relation,as the

onlypossibleground of division (fundamentum di-

visionisjof the syllogismsof reason, remains.
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2. Many logiciansbold the categoricalsyllogisms

of reason only ordinary; and all the others extra*

ordinary. But it is without foundation and false.

For all these three speciesare productionsof equally

rightfunctions of reason, and which functions are

alike essentiallydistinguishedfrom one another.

61.

Proper Distinction between categorical,

hypothetical,and disjunctiveSyllogisms

of Reason.

That which is distinctive in these three speciesof

syllogism*lies in the major proposition.In cate-gorical

syllogismsthe major is a categoricalpropo-sition

; in hypotheticalones, a hypotheticalor pro-blematical

one; and in disjunctive,a disjunctive.

62.

CategoricalSyllogismsof Reason.

In every categoricalsyllogismthere are three

principalconceptions(termini) :

1, the predicatein the conclusion ; which con-ception

is denominated the major term; because it

has a greater sphere than the subject;

* Whenever Syllogism is simply mentioned, we always un-derstand

by it a syllogismof reason or a ratiocination. T.
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2, the (subject)in the conclusion, whose concep-tion

is named the minor term ; and,

3, an intermedia] mark, which receives the appel-lation

of the middle term (and sometimes of the ar-gument)

; because by it a cognitionis subsumpted

under the condition of the rule.

Scho. I. This distinction of the terms has not

placebut in categoricalsyllogisms; because they

only conclude by means of a, middle term ; in the

others,but by the subsumption of a propositionre-presented

problematicallyin the major and asser-tively

in the minor.

(2. The three propositionsare stiled the proxime

matter; the three terms, the remote; and the major
and the minor, the extremes. T.).

63.

Principle of categoricalSyllogismsof
Reason.

The principle,upon which both the possibility

and the validityof allcategoricalsyllogismsdepend,
is this :

What agrees with the mark of a thing,agrees
with the thingitseJf; and what is repugnant to the

mark of a thing,is repugnant to the thing itself

(nota notce est nota rei ipsius; repugnans nota,

repugnat rei ipsi).

Scho. From the principlejustlaid down the Dic-tum

de omniet /ZM//Omay be easilydeduced, and it
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can therefore hold as the firstprincipleneither for

syllogismsof reason, nor for categoricalones in

particular.

The genericand the specialconceptionsare uni-versal

marks of all the thing'sthat rank under them.

Consequentlythe rule,,What agrees or is repugnant

to the genus or the species,agrees or is repugnant

to all the objectsthat are contained under the ge-nus

or the species,holds. And this rule is the very

Dictum de omni et nullo.

64.

Rules for the CategoricalSyllogismsof
Reason.

From the nature and the principleof categorical

syllogismsthe followingrules for them flow :

1. In every categoricalsyllogismneither more,

nor fewer terms, than three,can be contained ; for

in it we must conjointwo conceptions(thesubject
and the predicate)by an intermedial mark.

2. The premisesmust not be all negative(ex purls

negativisnihil sequitur); for the subsumption in

the minor proposition,as it expresses, that a cogni-tion
ranks under the condition of the rule,must be

affirmative.

2. Nor must all the premisesbe particularpro-positions

neither (ex purisparticularibusnihil se-quitur)

; else there were no rule, that is,no uni-versal

proposition,whence a particularcognition
could be inferred.

4. The conclusion always follows the weaker
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part of the premises,that is,the negativeand the

particularpropositionin the premises,as itisnamed

the weaker part of the categoricalsyllogism(cvn-

clusio sequiturpartemdebilioremj.
Hence if,

5, one of the premisesis a negativeproposition,
the conclusion must likewise be negative;and,

6, if one of the premisesis a particularproposi-tion.,
the conclusion also must be particular;

7) In all categoricalsyllogismsthe major must be

a universal,the minor a particular,proposition;
and hence itfollows :

8, and finally,that the conclusion must relatively
to qualityfollow the major,but, relativelyto quan-tity,

the minor proposition.
Scho. That the conclusion must alwaysfollow the

negativeand the particularpropositionin the pre-mises,

is easy to be perspected.
If we make the minor propositionparticularand

say, Some is contained under the rule ; we can say

in the conclusion nothingbut that the predicateof

the rule agrees with some ; because we have not

subsumptedany more under the rule. And when

we have a negativepropositionfor the rule (the

major),we must make the conclusion too negative.

For, when the majorpropositionsays, Of all that

which ranks under the condition of the rule some

one predicatemust be denied ; the conclusion must

likewise deny the predicateof that (thesubject),

which has been subsumptedunder the condition of

the rule.
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65.

Ptire and impure categoricalSyllogisms

of Reason.

A categoricalsyllogismis pure or simplewhen in

it neither an immediate consequence is intermixed,

nor the legitimateorder of the premisesaltered,(for

instance, Those, who are guiltyof piousfrauds,

cannot be acceptableto God j therefore hypocrites
cannot be acceptableto him

; otherwise it is termed

an impure or a complex one (ratiocinium impurum,

s* hybridum).
66.

Impure Syllogismsof Reason by the Meta-thesis

of the Propositions. Figures.

Those syllogismswhich arise from the transpo-sition

of the propositionsand in which therefore the

order of these is not the legitimateone, are to be

considered as impure. This case occurs in what is

commonly named the three lastfiguresof the cate-gorical

ratiocinations.

67.

Four Figures of Syllogisms.

By figuresthose four modes of syllogising,whose

distinction is determined by the particulardisposi-tion

of the premisesand of their conceptions,are to

understood.
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68.

Determinative of their Distinction by the

various Disposition;of the middle Term.

The middle term, upon whose dispositionthe

great stress of the business depends, may occupy

either 1, in the majorpropositionthe place of the

subjectand in the minor that of the predicate; or 2,

in both the premisesthe place of the predicate; or

3, in both the placeof the subject;or 4, and finally,

in the majorpropositionthe placeof the predicate

and in the minor that of the subject.By these

four cases the distinction of the four figuresis de-termined.

Let S denote the subjectof the conclu-sion,

P itspredicate,and M. the middle term ; the

scheme of these four figuresmay be thus erected :

69.

Rule for the first"as the onlylegitimate.

Figure.

The rule of the firstfigureis,That the major be

a universal,the minor an affirmative proposition.
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And, as that must be the universal rule of all cate-gorical

syllogismsin general,it is obvious, that the

firstfigureis the only legitimateone, which form*

the basis of all the others, and to which they,if

they shall have validity,must be reduced by the

metathesis of the premises.
Scho. The tirstfiguremay have a conclusion of

every quantityand of every quality. In the other

figuresthere are but conclusions of a certain form
;

some moods of them are here excluded. That

shews, that these figuresare not perfect,but that

there are in them certain restrictions,which pre-vent

the conclusion's being in all the moods, as in

the firstfigure(thus,All that which is rational is a

spirit; the human soul isrational ; therefore the hu-man

soul is a spirit" or (takethis instance of a ne-gative

syllogism)Nothing immutable can be mea-sured

by time, the duration of God is immutable
;

ergo the duration of God cannot be measured by

time. T.)

70.

Condition of the Reduction of the three

last Figures to the firstOne.

The condition of the validityof the three last

figures,on which a rightor legitimatemode of ra-tiocinating

is possiblein each of them, is,That the

middle term obtain in the propositionsa place,
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whence their order may arise by means of im-mediate

consequences accordingto the rules of the

firstfigure. Hence have we the followingrules for

the three last figures:

71.

Rule of the second Figure.

In the second figurethe minor stands right,the

major must therefore be converted so that it may

remain universal. That however is not possible

but when it (themajor)is universallynegative; but

it,if affirmative,must be contraposed. In both

Cases the conclusion is negative(sequiturpartem

debiliorem.)
Scho. The rule of this figureis,That, to which

the mark of a thingis repugnant, is repugnant to

the thingitself. Here we must convert and say,

That, to which a mark is repugnant, is repugnant

to this mark ; or we must convert the conclusion

thus, That, to which the mark of a thingis repug-nant,

the thingitself is repugnant to ; consequently
it is repugnant to the thing (For example, Nothing

perishableis simple; of course nothing simple is

perishable; the human soul is simple; therefore

the human soul is not perishable. The question
here is not what is said,but what is indispensa-bly

necessary to be thoughtif there shall be a right

consequence, The illative or conclusive capacity
of the argumentationevidentlyconsists in the sim-
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ply converted member in italics,by whose inser-tion,

however, the syllogismitself is rendered re-dundant.

T.).

72.

Rule of the Third Figure.

In the third figurethe major stands right;by

consequence the minor must be converted; yet so

fhat an affirmative propositionmay result from it.

This however is not possiblebut when the affirma-tive

propositionis particular; consequentlythe con-clusion

is particular.
Scho. The rule of this figureis,,What agrees or

is repugnant to a mark,, agrees or is repugnant to

some things,under which this mark is contained. We

must firstsay : agrees or isrepugnant to all that which

is contained under this mark (For instance,All men

are sinners; all men are rational beings; conse-quently

some rational beings are men; therefore

some rational beings are sinners. Which reason-ing

is not regularlyconsequentialbut by means of

the conversion per accidens in italics. T.).

73.

Rule of the fourth Figure.

When in this figurethe major is universallyne-gative,

it may be simply converted ; and in the

same manner the minor as particular; consequently
the conclusion is negative. Whereas the major,
if it is universallyaffirmative,cannot be converted
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but pei\ accidens or contraposed; the conclusion

therefor* " is either particular,or negative. If the

conclusion is not converted either a metathesis of

the premises,or a conversion of both of them, must

take place.

Scho. In this figurewe syllogizethus, The pre-dicate

adheres to the middle term, this to the sub-ject

(ofthe conclusion),consequentlythe subjectto

the predicate; which however is not the case, but

its converse follows. In order to render that possn

ble,the major must be made the minor, and vice

versa, and the conclusion converted ; because in

the former alteration the minor is turned to the ma-jor

term (The negativesyllogismmust run thus:

No dunce islearned ; consequentlyno learned man

is a dunce; some learned men are pious; conse-quently

some piousmen are learned ; therefore some

pious men are not dunces. Affirmative syllogisms

in this figureare not possible; they,when attempt-ed

to be framed, all run into the firstfigure,conse-quently

are useless,and have properlybeen long-

repudiated.T.).*

* The ancient logiciansand the scholastics used their utmost

endeavours to find out all the possiblemoods of syllogizingin

these four figures,which theydistinguishedby strange words,

whose meaning is easilygatheredfrom these lines :
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74.

Universal Result of the three last Figures.

From the adduced rules for the three last figures

it isobvious,

1, that there is a universallyaffirmative conclu-sion

in neither of them, and that the conclusion is

either negativeor particular;

2, that in each of them an immediate consequence,

not explicitlyshewn, but which must be implied,is

intermixed ; that consequently,

3, all these three last modes of syllogizingmust,

Asserit A, negat E ; verum universaliter ambo.

Asserit I, negat O ; sed particulariterambo.

Whoever has a mind to admire the diligentand to regret the

fruitless labours of the ancients,will see the moods and the

figuresamply discussed in Watts's Logic and in Kanie's Art of

Thinking. But the former author errs when he says (page 259)

that the consonants are neglectedand that t/iefourvowels At E,

/, Ot onlyare regardediu the artificialwords. A proof of the

contrary of this assertion,however, is, that in Cesare and Fes-

tinot for instance,the firstconsonants, C and F, shew to what

form of syllogismof the firstfigurethat of the second figureis

to be reduced, and consequentlypointout the natural order of

the conceptions,in which the knowledge of the conclusion is

begotten. The consonant, s, in the firstsyllablesof both words

and every where else,denotes the simpleconversion of the judg-ments

; the p, in Darapti and Fefapton the conversion per ac-cident;

them, in Camestres, the metathesis. That then the

doctor either seems to have ignoredor, what is more probable,

has but over-looked. T.
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as no pure syllogismcan have more than three terms,

be named not pure, but impure syllogisms(rat.

hyb.J*

75.

2. HypotheticalSyllogismsof Reason
.

A hypotheticalratiocination is, as above-men-tioned,

a syllogismthat has a hypotheticalproposi-tion
for itsmajor. It therefore consists of two pro-positions,

an antecedent and a consequent; in it

we argue accordingto the modus either ponens, or

toltens.

Scho. 1. Hypotheticalsyllogismsthen have no

* It is,says our author in his treatise on The false subtiltyof

the four syllogisticFigures,easy to discover the firstoccasion of

this subtilty.He, who firstwrote a syllogismin three lines below

one another, considered it as a chess-hoard and tried what would

be the result of the transpositionof the placesof the middle

term, and was as much surprisedwhen he perceived,that a ra-tional

sense was produced, as a person that discovers an ana-gram

is. It isjustas childish to be over-joyedwith the one, as

with the other, especiallyas it is forgot,that nothing new in

point of distinctness,but only an indistinctness is introduced.

But it is the lot of the human understanding either to be anx-iously

inquisitiveand to fail on impertinencies,or to catch rashly

at objectstoo great and to build castles in the air. The one half

of the multitude of thinkers chuse the number 666, the other

either the originof animals and of plants,"r the mysteriesof

Providence. The error, into which both classes fall,is,ac-cording

to the difference of their heads,of a very different

sort. T.
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middle term, and nothing is shewn in them but the

consequence of one propositionof another. In

their major the consequence of two propositions,

the former of which is a premiss,the latter a con-clusion,

is expressed. The minor is a transforma-tion

of the problematicalcondition in a categori-cal

proposition(Thus, If A is, B is ;. A is ; there-fore

B is. And, If A is,B is ; but B is not ; ergo

A is not T,).

2. From the hypotheticalsyllogism'sconsisting
but of two propositions,,without having a middle

term, it may be seen, that it is,accuratelyspeak-ing,

not a syllogismof reason, but rather an im-mediate

consequence evincible from an antecedent

and a consequent, as to either the matter or the

form (consequentiaimmediata demons trab His [ex
antecedents et consequente"]v el quoad mater iam

vel quoadformamj.

Every syllogismof reason must be a proof. Now

the hypotheticalsyllogismcarries in it the ground

of proof only or the argument. Consequentlyitis

clear,that it cannot be a syllogismof reason,

76.

The PrincipleofhypotheticalSyllogisms.

The principleof the ground : A ratione ad ra-

tionatum ; " a negations rationati ad negationem

rationis,valet consequentia,is the principleof hy-pothetical

syllogisms.
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77.

3. Disjunctive Syllogisms of Reason.

In these the major is a disjunctiveproposition

and consequently, as such, must have members of

division or disjunction.

In disjunctivesyllogismswe argue either from

the truth of the one member of disjunctionto the

falsityof the others, or from the falsityof all the

members except one to the truth of this one. That

is done by the modus ponens forponendo tollentem},

this by the modus tollcns (or tollendo ponentem).

Scho. 1. All the members of disjunction,one

excepted, taken together,make up the contradic-tory

opposite of this one. Consequently a dicho-tomy,

according to which when the one of them is

true the other must be false and vice versa, has

place here (The universal form of this syllogismis,

What is A, is either B, or C ; A is not 13 ; it is

therefore C. T.).

2: All disjunctiveratiocinations of more than two

members of disjunctionthen are, properly speak-ing,

polysyllogistic.For a true distinction can be

but bimembris, and the logicaldivision is nothing

more than bimembris
; but the membra subdivi-

dentia are put among the membra dividentia for

the sake of brevity.
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78.

Principleof the disjunctiveSyllogisms.

It is the principleof the exclusive third : A ne-

gatione unius contradictorie oppositum ad ajfir-

mationem alterius ; " a positionsunius ad nega-

tionem alterius " valet consequentia.

79.

Dilemma.

A dilemma (argumentum utrinquczferiens.T.^

is a hypotheticallydisjunctivesyllogism,,or a hy-pothetical

argument, whose consequent is a dis-junctive

judgment. The hypotheticalproposition,

whose consequent is disjunctive,is the major pro-position

; the minor affirms, that the consequent

(per omnia membra) is false,and the conclusion,

that the antecedent is so. (A remotione conse-

quentisad negationem antecedents valet conse-quentia).

Scho. (The universal form of a dilemma, tri-

lemma, tetralemma, or how many members of di-vision

soever there may be, is this,If A is either B,

or C, or D is; but neither B, nor G, nor D is ; there-fore

A is not. T.) The ancients valued the dilemma

much and named itthe syllogismuscornutus. They

knew how to put an opponent to straits by men-tioning

every thingthat he could possiblyhave re-course

to,and then refuted it all to him. In every
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opinionhe adoptedthey pointedout many difficul-ties

to him. But it is a sophisticalartifice not to re-fute

propositionsdirectly,but to point out difficul-ties;

which artifice may be used in many,, nay, in

most things.
If we chose immediatelyto declare false every

thing,in which there are difficulties,it is an easy

playto rejectevery thing. It is good to shew the

impossibilityof the contrary; but it is somewhat il-lusory

when the incomprehensibilityof the contrary

is held its impossibility.The dilemmas therefore,

though consequential,are very captiousor en-snaring.

They may be used not only to defend

true propositions,but to impugn true ones by diffi-culties

started againstthem.

SO.

Formal and cry pticalSyllogismsofReason.

A syllogismof reason in due* form (ratiocinlum

formate) is a syllogismwhich not onlycontains every

thing requisiteas to the matter, but is properly
and completelyexpressed as to the form* The

crypticalsyllogismsare opposed to the formal ones.

All those, in which either the premisesare dis-placed,

or one of them is omitted, or the middle

term onlyconjoinedwith the conclusion,may be

considered as crypticalor hidden. A syllogismof

the second sort, in which one of the premisesis not

expressedbut reserved in the mind, is a defective
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(an imperfector a mutilated)one, or an enthy-

raeme (syllogismustruncatus). That of the third

sort, is a contracted syllogism.

(Scho. Let me give you these instances of an

enthymeme : Anthony is a profligate; therefore

Anthony must be despised. Whoever has com-mitted

murder must die. The soul is indivisible,

for it does not occupy any space -9 is an example of

a contracted syllogism. T.).

III. Syllogismsof Judgment.

81.

Determining'and ReflectingJudgment.

The facultyof Judgment is twofold ; the deter-

terminingand the reflecting.The former goes

from the universal to the particular; the latter,from

the particularto the universal : This is but of sub-jective

validity; for the universal,to which it pro-ceeds

from the particular,is nothing but an empiri-cal,

a mere analogon of the logical,universality.

82.

Syllogismsof (the reflecting)Judgment.

They are certain argumentativemodes of arriving

at universal conceptionsfrom particularones. They

therefore are functions not of the determining,

but of the reflectingjudgment; and consequently

they determine not the object,but the way of

thinkingof it,in order to obtain the knowledge of it.
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83.

The Principleof these Syllogisms.

The principle,in which the syllogismsof judg-ment

are founded, is this.,That many do not agree

in one without a common ground, but that what be-longs

to many in this way is necessary on a common

ground.

Scho, As the syllogismsof judgment bottom upon

that principle,theycannot be held immediate ones.

84.

Induction and Analogy " the two Species

ofSyllogism,of Judgment.

Judgment, whilst it proceedsfrom the particular

to the general,in order to gathergeneraljudgments

from experience,of course not a priori,infers

either from many all thingsof a sort, or from many

determinations and properties,in which thingsof

the same sort agree, the others, providedthat they

pertain to the same principle.The former species

of inference is named the syllogismby induction,

the latter that accordingto analogy.

Scho. I. Induction then infers a particulariad

universale accordingto the principleof rendering

(empirically)universal : What agrees to many

thingsof a species,agrees to the rest too. Ana-logy

infers the total from the particularresemblance
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of two things,accordingto the principleof speci-fication

: Things of a sort, of which we know many

agreeingmarks, agree in the other marks that we

know in some thingsof this sort,but do not perceive

in other things. Induction extends the empirically

given from the particularto the universal with

regardto many objects; analogy,on the other hand,

the givenpropertiesof a thingto several of the very

same thing. One in many, therefore in all : induc-tion

; many in one (thatis in others too),therefore

the rest in it: analogy. For example, the argu-ment

for immortality,from the completeunfolding
of the predispositionsof nature of every creature,

is a syllogismaccordingto analogy.
In the syllogismaccordingto analogy,however,

the identityof the ground (perratio)is not required,
We conclude accordingto analogynothingbut ra-tional

inhabitants of the moon, not men. And we

cannot conclude accordingto analogybeyond the

tertium comparationis.

2. Every syllogismof reason must yieldnecessity.
Hence are induction and analogy not syllogismsof

reason, but logicalpresumptionsor empiricalsyllo-gisms;
and by induction we obtain general,but not

universal propositions.

3. These syllogismsof judgmentare useful and

indispensablefor the purpose of enlargingour cog-nition

of experience. But, as theyafford empirical

certaintyonly,we must use them with great cau-tion,

iril
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85.

.

Simple and Compound Syllogismsof
Reason.

A ratiocination when it consists of but one syllo-gism,

issimple; when of several syllogisms,com-pound.*

86.

PolysyllogisticRatiocination.

A compound syllogism,in which the various syl-logisms
are conjoinednot by mere co-ordination,

but by subordination,that is, as grounds and as

consequences, is termed a concatination of syllo-gisms

(ratiocinatiopoh/syllogistica).

87.

Prosyllogismsand Episyllogisms.

In the series of compound syllogismswe may argue

in a twofold way, either from the groundsdown to

the consequences, or from these up to those. The

former is done by episyllogisms; the latter,by

prosyllogisms.
An episyllogism,in the series of syllogisms,isthat

syllogism,whose premissis the conclusion of a pro-

syllogism" of course of a syllogism,which has the

premissof the former for its conclusion.

* A compound syllogism,whose premisesare contracted syllo-gisms,

goes under the denomination of Epichireme.T.
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Sorites.

A syllogismconsistingof several abridgedsyllo-gisms

producing one conclusion,is named a so-rites

(orheap),which may be either progressive,or

regressive(Goclenian),accordinglyas we ascend

from the more proxime to the more remote grounds

or descend from the more remote ones to the more

proxime,
89.

Categoricaland HypotheticalSorites.

The progressiveas well as the (retrogradeor) re-gressive

sorites may againbe either categorical,or

hypothetical.That consists of categoricalproposi-tions

as a series of predicates; this, of hypotheti-cal

ones as a series of consequences,

90.

\

Fallacy. Paralogism. Sophism.
A syllogism,which, though it has the appearance

of a rightone for it,is false in point of form, is

termed a fallacy.A syllogismof that nature, when

one deceives himself with it,is a paralogism; and

when he endeavours to deceive others with it,a so-phism.*

* There is, says Kant in the treatise aforementioned, yet ano-ther

use of the syllogisticart : by means of itto puzzlethe ques-
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i

Scho. The ancients occupiedthemselves much

about the art of framing sophisms. Hence

are there many of them ; for instance, the so-

jrfiismctfiguresdictionis,in which the middle term

is taken in a different sense ; the sophisma a dicto

secundum quid ad dictum simpliciter,wherein the

necessary limitation is omitted ; (thefallaciaacci-

dentis, in which one decides with regardto the es-sential

propertiesof a subjectaccording to some-thing

merely accidental
; sophisma amliguitatis

vel amphibolic,by which four terms are concealed

in a syllogism; non causa pro causa, or the as-signing

of a false cause (post hoc, ergo propter

hoc); sophisma sensus compositiet divisi or the

falsifyingof the context, when two expressionsare

used in a different signification; sophisma ignora-
tionis elenchi,that is,mistakingthe question,or

the merely pretended contrary conclusion (qui-

proquo); sophysma polyzeteseos,or the insidious

questioning;sophisma heterozcteseos,or the in-difference

obtained by importunity;and finallythe

assuming of a false argument (sophismafalsii
medii s. fallacianon causa ut causcej,wherein the

consequence isfaulty.T.).

tion so as to get the better of the unwary in a learned contest..

But, as this use belongs to the gymnasticsof the learned (an

art which may otherwise be very useful,but does not contribute

much to the advantageof truth),I shall pass itby in silence. T.
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91.

Leap in Syllogising.

A leap(saltus)in syllogisingor provingis the

conjunctionof the one premisswith the conclusion,

so that the other is left out. A leap of this sort,

when any bodymay easilyadd the wantingpremiss

in thought,is regular(legitimus]; but, when the

subsumption is not clear,irregular(illegitimus).

In it a remote mark is connected with a thingwith?

out an intermedial niark.

Petitio Principii. Circulm in Probando.

By begging the question(pet.prin.)we under-stand

assuming,for the purpose of an argument,

a propositionas an immediatelycertain one, though

itrequiresa proof. And one, when he lays the

proposition,which he has a mind to prove, as a

foundation to its own proof,is guiltyof a circle in

proving.

Scho. Acirclein provingisoften difficultto be detect-ed

; and this fault is usuallycommitted the oftenest

justwhen the proofsare difficult.(Would itnot, for

example, were the scripturesto be provedto be the

word of God by the authorityof the church, and the

authorityof the church to be provedby the scrip-tures

as the word of God" be a glaringcircle ? T.).
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93.

Probatio plus et minus probans.

A proof may prove too much, as
well

as too lit-tle.

It, in the latter
case, proves a part only of

what is to be proved, but, in the former, extends to

what is false.

Scho. A proof that
proves too little

may
be true,

and consequently is not to be rejected. But, does it

prove too much ? it
proves more

than is true
;

and

that is then false. For instance, the proof against

suicide, ' That whoever has not given life, cannot

take it away/ proves too much
;

for, on
this ground,

we could not kill
any

animal. It is therefore false.



PART THE SECOND.

General Doctrine of Method.

94.

Manner and Method.

ALL cognition or knowledge and a whole of it

must be conformable to a rule. (Want of rule is

want of reason). And this rule is either that of

manner (free), or that of method (coactive).

(Scholion. Manner (modus aestheticus) is, in

propounding, that conjunction of one's thoughts,

which has no other standard, than the feeling of the

unity in the exhibition. T.).

95.

Form of Science. Method.

Cognition, as science, must be arranged after a

method. For, as aforesaid, a science is a whole of

cognition as a system and not merely as an aggre-gate.

It therefore requires a cognition, which is

systematical, consequently disposed according to

digested rules.
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96.

Doctrine of Method " its Object and i

End.

As the doctrine of elements in logichas the ele-ments

gtnd the conditions of the perfectionof a cog-nition

for itsmatter ; the doctrine of method, as the

other part of logic,,has to treat of the form of a sci-ence

in general,or of the way of proceeding in

order to connect the multifarious of cognitionin a

science.

97.

Means of Promoting the logicalPerfec-tion

of Cognition.

The doctrine of method must shew the way, in

which we attain the perfectionof cognition.Now

the most essential logicalperfectionsof cognition
consist in its distinctness.,its profundityand sys-tematical

order, so as to make up the whole of a

science. The doctrine of method therefore has

chieflyto pointout the means, by which these per-fections

of cognitionare promoted.

98.

Conditions of the Distinctness of Cog-nition.

The distinctness of cognitionsand their conjunc-tion

in a systematicalwhole depend upon the dis-
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tinctness of the conceptionswith regard to what is

contained as well in them as under them.

The distinct consciousness of the matter of con-ceptions

is promoted by their expositionand their

definition ; the distinct consciousness of their sphere,

on the contrary, by their logicaldivision. We

shall first handle the means of promoting the dis-tinctness

of conceptionswith respectto their matter.

I, Promotion of the logicalPerfectionof Cog*-

nition by the Definition,the Exposition,and the

Descriptionof Conceptions.

99.

Definition.

A definition is a sufficientlydistinct and adequate

conception (conceptus rei adequatus in minimis

terminis ; completedeterminatusj.

Scho. A definition only is to be considered as a

logicallyperfectconception; for in it the two most

essential perfectionsof a conception,distinctness and

the completeness and the precisionin distinctness

(thequantityof distinctness),are united.

100.

Analyticand SyntheticDefinition.

All definitions are either analytical,or synthetical.
The former are those of a givenconception\ the

latter,those of a factitiousone.
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101.

Given and Factitious Conceptionsa priori
and a posteriori.

The givenconceptionsof an analyticdefinition

are so either a priori,or a posteriori; and the fac-titious

ones of a syntheticdefinition are so formed

likewise.

102.

SyntheticDefinitionsby Exposition or

by Construction.

The synthesisof the factitious conceptions,from

which the syntheticdefinitions arise,is either that

of exposition(of phenomena),,or that of construc-tion.

The latter is the synthesisof conceptionsar-bitrarily

formed, the former that of those formed

empirically,that is,from given phenomena, as their

matter (conceplusfactitiivel a priorivel per syn-

thesin empiricam). The mathematical conceptions

ate the arbitrariouslyformed ones.

Scho. All definitions of the mathematical concep-tions

and " if definitions could alwayshave placein

empiricalconceptions" of the conceptionsof expe-rience

must then be syntheticallyframed. For,

as to the conceptionsof the latter species, for

example, the empiricalconceptionsof water, of fire,

of air and such like, we have not to dissect what lies

in them, but to learn to know by experiencewhat be-
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iong-sto them. All empiricalconceptions must

therefore be considered as factitious ones, but whose

synthesisis empirical,not arbitrable.

lioiiqoono','

103. v

Impossibilityof empiricallysyntheticDe-finitions.

As the synthesisof the empiricalconceptions is

not arbitrable,but empirical,and as such never can

be complete (becausewe may discover more and

more marks of a conceptionby experience),they
cannot be defined.

Scho. None but the arbitrable conceptionsthen

are capableof beingdefined. Such definitions of

them as are not alwayspossible,but necessary, and

as must precedeall that which is said by means of

an arbitrable conception,mightbe named declara-tions,

provided that we declare our thoughtsby
them or givean account of what we understand by
a word. And that is the case with mathematicians-

104.

AnalyticalDefinitionsby the Dissection

of Conceptionsgiven a priori or a poste-riori.

No given conceptions,whether given a prior*

or a posteriori,can be defined but by analysisFoi

2 c
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givenconceptionscannot be made distinct but when

their marks are rendered successivelyclear. If all

the marks of a givenconceptionare rendered clear,

the conceptionis completelydistinct ; and if itdoes

not comprise too many marks, it is precise,arid

from this a definition of the conceptionarises.

Scho. As we cannot be certain by any trial

whether we have exhausted all the marks of a given

conceptionby a completeanalysis,all analyticde-finitions

are to be held uncertain.

105.

Expositions and Descriptions.

All conceptionstherefore cannot be defined, nor

must they be so.

There are approximationsto the definition of cer-tain

conceptions,which approximationsare partly

expositions,partlydescriptions.

The expounding of a conceptionconsists in the

coherent (successive)representationof its marks

provided that they are found by analysis.

The descriptionof a conceptionis its exposition,

providedthat it is not precise.

Scho. 1. We can expound either a conception,

or experience. The former is done by analysis,
,

,

f
,

":"-:.."
J

the latter by synthesis.

2. Expositiontherefore has not placebut with

regard to given conceptions,which are rendered

distinct by it; therebyit is distinguishedfrom de-
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duration, which is a distinct representationof fac-titious

conceptions.

As it is not always possibleto make the analysis

complete; and as a dissection in generalmust,, ere

itbecomes complete, be incomplete; an incomplete

exposition,,as part of a definition,is a true and a

useful exhibition of a conception. A definition

never remains here but the idea of a logicalper-fection

which we must endeavour to reach.

3. Descriptioncannot take placebut with respect

to conceptionsempiricallygiven. It has not any

determinate rules and contains nothingbut the ma-terials

for definition.

106,

Nominal and Real Definitions.
"

By mere nominal definitions we understand those

definitions,which contain the significationthat we

have chosen to give a certain name arbitrarily,and

which therefore denote nothingbut the logicalbeing
of its objectorserve .merely to distinguishit from

other objects. Real definitions,on the other hand,

are those definitions,which suffice to the cognition
of the object,in point of its internal determina-tions,

as they shew the possibilityof it (theobject)
from internal marks.

Scho. I. When a conceptionis internallysuffi-cient

to distinguisha thing, it certainlyis so

externally;but it,when not internallysufficient,
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may nevertheless be externallyso in a certain refer-ence,

namely, in the comparison of the definite

with other things. But the illimited external suffi-ciency

is not possiblewithout the internal.

2. Objectsof experienceadmit of merelynominal

definitions. 1 he logicalnominal definitions of given

conceptionsof the understandingare taken from an

attribute or adjunct;the real definitions,again,
from the essence of the thing,from the firstground
of possibility.The latter therefore comprehend,
what always belongs to a thing,its real essence.

Merely negativedefinitions cannot be named real

ones; because negativenotes may, justas well as

affirmative ones, serve for the distinction of a thing
from other things,but cannot for the cognitionof

a thingas to its internal possibility.
In moral philosophyreal definitions must al~

ways be soughtfor ; and all our endeavours must be

directed to that object. In the mathematics there

are real definitions;for the definition of an arbi-trable

conceptionis alwaysreal.

3. A definition,when it givesa conception,by
which the objectcan be exhibited a prioriin the

concrete is genetical; all the mathematical defini-tions

are of this nature.

107.

Chief Requisitesof Definition.

The essential and the universal requisitesof the

perfectionof a definition in general,may be cons:-
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dered under the four main pointsof quantity,of

quality,of relation,and of modality;

1, as to quantity,with regard to the sphereof

a definition,a definition and a definite (definitum)

must be alternate conceptions,and consequentlya

definition neither wider, nor narrower, than its

definite ;

2, as to quality,a definition must be an ample as

well as a preciseconception.

3, as to relation,a definition must not be tauto-logical

; that is,the marks of a definite must, as

its grounds of cognition,be distinct from it; and

finally,

4, as to modality,the marks must be necessary

and therefore not such as are added by experience.

Scho. The condition,That the genericconcep-tion

and the conceptionof the specificdistinction

(genus and differentiaspecificaj*must make up

the definition,holds but relativelyto the nominal de-finitions

in the comparison,and not to the real ones

in the deduction.

108.

Rules for the Proving of Definitions.
In proving definitions four operationsare to be

* The words, distinction and difference, are usually con*

founded, even in philosophicalworks. In a correct stylehow-ever,

the former is never used but when treatingof the objects

aad of the operationsof the understanding,the latter,but when

cf those ef sense. T.
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performed; it must be investigatedwhether a de-finition,,

1, considered as a proposition,,is true ;

2, as a conception,distinct ;

3, as a distinct conception,ample ; and,

4, as an ample conception,determinate, that is,

adequateto the thingitself.

109.

Rules for the Framing of Definitions.
"

The very same operations,which are requisite

to the proving of definitions,are to be performed

in the framingof them. To this end then I, seek

true propositions,2, seek those,relativelyto whose

predicatewe do not alwayspresuppose the concep-tion

of the thing,3, collect several of them and com-pare

them with the conceptionof the thing itself

whether they be adequate; and 4 and finally,see

whether the one mark does not lie in the other, or

is not subordinated to it.

Scho. 1. It is hardlynecessary to mention, that

these rules hold relativelyto analyticaldefinitions

only. As in that ease we never can be certain of

the analysis'having been complete,we must set

forth a definition as an essay only, and but as if it

were a definition. With this limitation we may use

it as a distinct and a true conceptionand draw co-rollaries

from its marks. We may say, That, to

which the conceptionof the definite agrees, the de-
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fmition agrees to, but, as the definition does not

exhaust the whole definite,not conversely.

2. Using*the conceptionof the definite in the de-finition

; or laying;the definite as a foundation in

the definition,is defining;by a circle (circulus in

definiendo) .

We now come to treat of the means of promo-ting;

the distinctness of conceptionswith respectto

their sphere.

II. Promotion of the Perfectionof Cognition

by the logicalDivision of Conceptions.

110.

Conceptionof the Logical Division.

Every conceptioncontains under it a multifari-ous,

providedthat it is concordant ; and provided

that it is distinct also. The determination of a con-ception

with regard to all the possiblerepresenta-tions,

which are contained under it with a proviso
that they are opposed to one another, that is,dis-tinct

from one another, bears the name of the logi-cal
division of the conception. The superiorcon-ception

is termed the divided conception(divisum),
and the inferior conceptionsare termed the members

of division (membra dwidentia)
Scho. 1. To dissect a conceptionand to divide

it are therefore very distinct operations.By the

dissection of a conceptionwe see what is contained

in it{by analysis);by the division we consider what
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is contained under it. In this case we divide the

sphere of the conception,not the conceptionitself.

The division is therefore so far from beinga dissec-tion

of a conception,that the members of division

rather contain more in them, than the divided con-ception.

2. We ascend from inferiorto superiorconcep-tions

and may afterwards descend from these to in

feriorones " by division.

in.

Universal Rules of the logicalDivision*

In every division of a conceptioncare must be

taken,

1, tliatthe members of division exclude one ano-ther

or be opposed to one another ; that they,

2, rank under a superiorconception(conceptum

cwnmunum), and that they,

3, collectivelytaken, make up the sphereof the

divided conceptionor be equalto it.

Scho. The members of division must be separated

from one another not by a mere contrary,but by a

contradictory,opposition.

Codimsion and Subdivision.
"

The various divisions of a conception,which

are made with various views, are distinguishedby
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the name of codivisions ; and the division of the

members of division is denominated a subdivision.

Scho. 1. A subdivision may be continued to in-definite

; but it may be comparativelyfinite. A. co-

division goes likewise to indefinite,especiallyin con-ceptions

of experience;for who can exhaust all the

relationsof conceptions?

2. A codivision may be said to be a division

according-to the varietyof the conceptionsof the

same object(thepointsof view),and a subdivision

that of the pointof view itself.

113.

Dichotomy and Polytomy.

A division into two members goes under the ap-pellation

of dichotomy; but it,when consistingof

more than two, takes the name of polytomy.
Scho. I. All polytomyis empirical; dichotomyis

the sole division accordingto principlesa priori;

By consequence the only primitiveone. For the

members of division must be opposed to one ano-ther

and the contraryof every A is nothingmore

than non A.

2. Polytomy,as in it a knowledgeof the object
is requisite,cannot be taughtin logic. But dicho-tomy

requiresthe principleof contradiction only,
without knowingthe conception,which we have a

mind to divide,as to the matter. Polytomystands
in need of intuition; either intuition a priori,as in

2 D
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the mathematics (forexample, the division of conic

sections),or empiricalintuition,as in the descrip-tion

of nature (physiography).Yet the division ac-cording

to the principleof the synthesisa priori

has Trichotomy; I,the conception,as the condition,

2, the conditionate,and, 3, the deduction of the lat-ter

from the former.

J14.

Various Divisions of Method.

As to method itself,in particular,in the elabora-tion

and treatment of scientificcognition,there are

several chief speciesof it,which we shall here ad-duce

accordingto the followingdivision :

115.

I. Scientificor Popular Method.

The scientific or scholastic method is distin-guished

from the popularin this,that it sets out

from fundamental and elemental propositions; the

latter,again,from usual and interestingones. That

aims at solidityor profundity,and therefore removes

every thingforeign; this has entertainment in view.

Scho. These two methods then are distinguished

as to the species,and not as to the mere propound-ing

; and popularityin the method is consequently

distinctfrom that in the propounding.
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116.

2. Systematicalor Fragmentary Method.

The systematicalis opposed to the fragmentary

or rhapsodisticalmethod. When one has thought

according-to a method, and when his method isthen

expressed in the propounding and the transition

from one propositionto another distinctlymade and

delivered, he has treated a cognitionsystematically.

Whereas, though one has thoughtafter a method,

but not arranged the propoundingmethodically,
such a method isrhapsodistical.

Scho. The systematicalpropounding is opposed
to the fragmentary,justas the methodical is to the

tumultuary, Who thinks methodicallymay pro-pound

either systematically,or in a fragmentary

way. The propounding,externallyfragmentary,
but methodical in itself,isaphoristical.

1 17

IT

3. Analyticor SyntheticMethod.

The analyticmethod .iscontradistinguishedto the

synthetic.That beginswith the conditionate and the

founded and proceedsto the principles(a principi-
atis ad principia); this, on the other hand, goes

from the principlesto the consequences or from the

simpleto the compound. The former may be de-nominated

the regressive(retrograde),the latter

the progressive,method.
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Scho. The analyticmethod is usually named

the heuristical or that of invention or discovery,and

the syntheticthat of instruction. To the end of po-pularity

the analyticmethod is more adequate ;
but

to that of the scientific and systematicalelaboration

of cognitionthe synthetic,more so.

118.

4. Syllogisticor Tabellary Method.

The former is that method, accordingto which a

science is propounded in a series or concatenation

of syllogisms.The latter,that,according to which

a system that is already finished is exhibited in its

whole cohesion.

119.

5. Acroamatic or Erotematic Method.

The method, when one teaches only,is acroama-

tical ; but, when the questionstoo, erotematical.

The latter may be divided into the dialogicalor So-

cratical and catechetical, accordinglyas the ques-tions

are directed either to the understanding,or

merely to the memory.

Scho. One cannot teach erotematicallybut by

the Socratic dialogue,in which both master and

scholar must questionand answer one another reci-procally;

so that it seems in it as if the scholar

were himself the master. This dialogueinstructs
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by means
of questions, by making the disciple ac-quainted

with his
own principles of

reason, and by

calling; and fixing his attention to them. But
one

cannot teach by the
common

mode of catechising;

he can only interrogate about that which he has

taught acroamatically. Hence is the catechetic
me-thod

adapted to empirical and historical knowledge

only; but the dialogic, to cognitions of
reason.

120.

Meditation.

By it reflection
or

methodical thinking or cogi-tation

is understood. Meditation must accompany

all reading as
well

as
all learning ;

and to it it is
re-quisite,

that
we should make previous inquiries,

and then put our thoughts in order or
methodize

them, that is, conjoin them after
a

method.
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APPENDIX.

A SKETCH OP THE

O8 j

AUTHORS LIFE AND WRITINGS

lo'tnj.,

BY THE TRANSLATOR.

rfT
"

De mortuis nil nisi verum.

EMMANUEL KANT was born in Koningsberg, the

metropolis of the kingdom of Prussia, on the twen*

ty-second day of April in the year one thousand

seven hundred and twenty-three* ;
of low extrac-tion;

but his parents, though obscure, were both

virtuous and industrious.

His father (descendent of a Scotch familythat spell

their name with a C) was a saddler in a very small

way ; our hero, consequently, not nursed in the silk-en

lap of affluence, but himself tlie sole architect

of his fortune.

* See page xliii of the Preface to the second edition of his

Criticism on pure Reason.
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" Let highBirth triumph! What can be more great?

Nothing but Merit in a low estate.0

He was taughtto read and to write at a free*

school j received, at the expense of his maternal

uncle, a shoemaker, the rudiments of his academi-cal

education at Frederic's College;and, in the year

one thousand seven hundred and forty,went to the

universityin his native city,where he was entirely

bred, and from which, as he in his Anthropology

informs us, he never travelled farther than to Pil-

law once by water.

The earlypartof his life,like that of the lives of

most men of deep learningand abstract science,

havingbeen passed in hard studyand close applica-tion,

yieldsbut few materials and littlevarietyof in-cident

for the biographer.
His was originallyintended for the church, stu-died

divinityaccordingly,and took orders.

His regularacademicalcourse finished,he began
the world as a privatetutor in a clergyman'sfamily,

and was afterwards appointeda titular governor to

count Kaiserlingk'schildren ; for, as we have been

told,he had not the care of any of thenr,though

nobody could be more capable of forming tender

minds, or of instillinginto them the principlesand

the love of wisdom and of virtue. Yet " the great-est

abilities are not only not requiredfor this office,

but render a man less fit for it."

As he was of a mild and amiable disposition,of
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equal temper or good-humour,modest, of great

equanimity,affable,well-bred, or of polishedman-ners,

cheerful,an agreeablefacetious companion,

fond of conviviality,"e of the feast of reason and of

the flow of soul," and, from extensive reading
and an uncommonly retentive memory, possessed

of an inexhaustible fund of anecdote, the count and

the countess, amiable, elegantin manners, culti-vated

and enlightenedthemselves,in whose society
^

as well as in that of modest women in general,he

took great delight,were naturallydesirous of his

entertainingand instructive conversation,conceived

a friendship/or him, generouslybecame his patrons,

and gave him that sinecure,partlywith a view of

enjoyingthe pleasureof his excellent society(fbr
Kant was the vital principleor the enlivener of every

society),partlythat he mighthave sufficientleisure

to cultivate his rare talents,his extraordinarilyac-tive,

vigorous,penetrating,and comprehensive

mind.

And he did not eat the bread of idleness or bury
his talent,but prosecutedhis studies with unwearied

attention and indefatigablediligence.Having se-dulously

gone over the whole circle of the sciences

and made himself master of them all,he found the

mathematics and pure philosophy(logicand meta-

physic)the most congenialto his cast of mind; and

gave up the professionof theology,as a spheretoo

confined for the active exertion of his mental energy,

for his wide range and great depthof thought.
2E
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j^.
His custom was to employ the morning and fore-noon

in studyand writing-,to withdraw earlyin the

eveningfrom society,and to amuse himself for an

hour or two in readingsometimes history,memoirs
and travels, sometimes biography, voyages and

poetry, now and then a play,by way of relaxation,

and even a good novel,such as Sir Charles Grandi-

son, a work which he often read and praisedmuch.

Hehad an exquisitelydelicate and a very correct taste

for the fine arts, but neither a turn nor leisure for

the acquirement of superficialaccomplishments.
In the year one thousand seven hundred and fifty-

six he took the degree of Master of Arts,* opened
a class,and gave publiclectures on the mathema-

matics, on logic,and on the metaphysics. His de-livery

was both easy and graceful; he possessedthe
art not only of commanding the attention of his au-ditors,

but of impressinghis doctrines deeply in

their minds; and his lectures on moral philosophy
and on moral religionin particularwere highlyin-teresting

and sublime.

In that situation,however, he, for all his talents

both natural and acquired,was long eclipsedby a

man of very inferior parts, whose name does not

deserve to be here mentioned. But Kant's time

was not lost ; for his talents were continuallyex-panding

themselves, and he was constantlyrumi-
"

"

-
," _ "

* In Germany the degreeof M. A. is a much greater dignity
among the learned,than itis with us.
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nating'on his new system. It was (touse a some-what

florid allegory)a solar eclipse.And he, like

the sun, shone forth at last in his full meridian

splendour. His opponents " hid their diminished

heads," and their opinionsand doctrines were dis-persed,

and vanished like vapour. He alone illu-minates

the world with his beneficent rays.

At lengthour philosopherwas called to fillthe

chair of wisdom, a station which his superiorabili-ties

and talents had so longmerited, and which he

afterwards graced so much and dignified.He, in

the year one thousand seven hundred and seventy,

was created doctor and regius professorof pure

philosophyin the universityof Koningsberg.
And, in the year one thousand seven hundred

and eighty-six,the Royal Academy of Sciences of

Berlin chose him one of their members. They no

doubt intended to confer a mark of honor on the

professor;but it was soon found, that his beinga

fellow of their society,celebrated thoughitjustlyis,
redounded to their honor.

Having now reached the summit of his ambition*

and wishingfor nothingmore than leisure to digest
his critical system, " to gain the heightsof science

and of virtue/'he refused several placesof emolu-ment

and other dignitiesthat were offered him.

So earlyas the year seventeen hundred and forty-

seven he publishedhis coup d'essai,THOUGHTS ON

THE TRUE ESTIMATION OF THE LIVING POWERS; TOGE-THER

WITH A FEW OBSERVATIONS ON THE POWER OP
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BODIES IN GENERAL ; in which, he, by repudiating,

at the age of foiir-and-twenty,the thoughtsof these

celebrated men, Leibnitz,Wolf, Bulfinger,the two

Barnoullis,Herman and others, proves himself to

be the most acute metaphysicianand the ablest na-tural

philosopherof his time. His motto is (from

Seneca),Nihil magis prcestandum est quam ne

pecorum ritu sequamur antecedentium gregen%,

pergentes, non qua eundum sed qua itur,

No name, however famous, should it oppose the

discoveryof truth, is (sayshe) to be held of any va-lue

; the track of reason is the only one for us to

follow in.

That invective and personalattacks are not Kant's

weapons the reader will see from these his con-cluding

words : I have succeeded in perceivinga

few errors in Leibnitz's theory,it is true, yet I am

one of this great man's debtors ; for I should have

effectuated nothingwithout the clue of the excellent

law of continuity,for which we have this immortal

discoverer to thank,and which is the onlymeans of

findingthe way out of this labyrinth.In short

though the matter has fallen out in my favor, the

share of honor that remains to me is so small, that

I am not afraid of Ambition's demeaning herself so

far as to grudge me it.

Both this work and his subsequentpublications
will shew, that the discoveryof the latent truth

after which the greatest masters of human know-ledge

soughtlongin vain has been reserved for him.
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His GENERAL PHYSIOGONY AND THEORY OP THE

HEAVENS, or an Essay on the Constitution of the me-

chanical Originof the Universe accordingto New-ton's

Principles,appeared in the year one thousand

seven hundred and fifty-five.In which work he

evinces his profound astronomical knowledge, coa-

jectures,with great probability,that there are be-yond

Saturn's orbit other planetsmore and more ec-centric

than Saturn, by consequence nearer and

nearer the cometary property,and thus foretells,on

theoretical grounds,what Herschel discovered six-

and-twentyyears after with the assistance of the te-lescope,

the existence of Uranus (the Georgian

planetor Herschel)and itssatellites. Kant's theory
with regard to Saturn's ringtoo is confirmed by
Herschel's recent discoveries.

It cannot but be interestingto men of science to

compare the construction of the heavens, which one

great man has perceived,so to say, with the teles-copic

eye of his mind, accordingto the Newtonian

laws from the originalbirth of the celestialbodies,

with the construction of the heavens as another

great man has exhibited it accordingto telescopic
observations.

This publication,beingrather dry and abstruse,

was but littleknown at first; the celebrated Lam-

bert is accused of havingtaken advantageof this

circumstance; and that not without reason ; for the

very same theoryof the systematicalconstitution of

the universe,of the galaxy,of the nebula, "c. is
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advanced in his CosmologicalLetters,which he

publishedin the year seventeen hundred and sixty-
one,, and with which he made so great a figure.

Kant himself,in one of his works, says, that the

agreement of the thoughtsof this ingeniousman
with those which I communicated to the publicsix-teen

years ago, which agreement is to be perceived
in the very smallest strokes, increases my pre-sumption,

that this delineation will hereafter re-ceive

more confirmation. Sic redit ad dominum,

4c.

In the year one thousand seven hundred and

sixty-threehe presentedthe publicwith THE ONLY

POSSIBLE ARGUMENT FOR THE DEMONSTRATION OF

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD. In this treatise,which is

one of his dogmaticalworks (for even Kant was

only a dogmatisttill he reached the transcendental

station in his later work, CRITICISM ON PURE REA-SON);

in this extremelyrecondite treatise,wherein

nothingbut an argument (orground of proof) in

support of the demonstration of the existence of the

Deity is pretended to, the greatest acuteness or

subtility,and all that which is possibleto be per-formed

by mere conceptionsand by the theoretical

mode of proof of the existence of that Being,will

be found ; in which speculativefield nothingapo-

dicticallycertain on this head can possiblybe con-

contained.

He here does not allow but of the possibilityof

two methods of proofof the existence of the All suffi-
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cient Being,the Ontologicaland the cosmological.

When logicalexactness and completenessare in

hand, the former mode of proof is the better,but,

when comprehension to the common justconcep-tion,

liveliness of impression,,beauty,and the power

of moving the moral springsof human nature are

so, the preferenceis to be grantedthe latter.

But, as that proof is not to be found in this un-beaten

path (the theoretical or speculativefield),

we must turn to the broad highway of practical

reason, or, in other words, have recourse to the

moral argument ; for,as God is a moral being,the

proof of his existence can only be a moral one.

Though itis absolutelynecessary to convince one's

self of His existence, it is not equally necessary

that it should be demonstrated. Indeed it is not,

for want of intuitive data, susceptibleof that strict-ness

which is requisiteto the evidence of mathema-tical

demonstration. Nor can it by any effort of

the speculativeuse of our reason be confuted nei-ther.

The teteologicalcontemplationsinterspersedin
this work are highlyinterestingand edifying,and
have a great tendencyto corroborate (theminds of

men in general)in the belief in the Eternal Bein"\

Kant's later doctrine and more profound sentiments

on this the most importantof all subjectsare to be

found in the aforementioned Criticism and in his

other systematicalworks, wherein he, by rendering
essential service to moral science, to the true en*
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lighteningof the human mind, and by consequence

to the cause of truth and of virtue,proves himself

a greatbenefactor to mankind.

He, in the year seventeen hundred and seventy,

excited the attentionof the thinkingpart of the pub-lic

by his inauguraldissertation,DE MUNDI SENSI-

BILIS ATQUE INTELLTGIBILIS FoRMA "T PlllNCIPHS ;

the most remarkable phenomenon in the philosophic

hemisphere since Newton's PHILOSOPHISE NATURA-

LIS PitiNCipiA MATHEMATICA, It may be said,with

greattruth,that,in this work of Kant, which com-prises

the creative architectoric idea and complete

foundation of his future system,the profundityof a

Newton, the acumen of a Leibnitz, the solid argu-mentation

of a Hume, and the systematicarrange-ment

of a Wolf conspireto render it perfect.It

alone entitles his statue to distinguishedniches in

the temples of Science and of Fame. "Others

are fond of Fame, but Fame is fond of him."

He had attained the age of fifty-eightere his CRI-TICISM

ON PURE REASON made its first appearance

in the year one thousand seven hundred and

eighty-one.This,the most abstract profoundmeta-physical

work that ever was written, and which the

Germans, by way of eminence, name, The Criti-cism,

is unquestionablythe triumph of intellect.

It comprehends, in one octavo volume of eight
hundred and eighty-fourclose-printedpages, his

"whole theoretical system, the completeinvestigation
of the procedureof the sensitive faculty,of the un-derstanding,

and of the facultyof reason itself.



APPENDIX. 825

In itthe wingsof all false speculativephilosophy
that attemptsto soar above the sphereof possible

experienceare effectuallyclipped.Tn itthe doc-trines

of materialism,of atheism, of free thinking

jncredulity,and of unthinkingsuperstition,all of

which may be universallyperniciousto society,

as well as those of idealism and of scepticism,
which are dangerousmore especiallyto the schools

and can hardlybe ever communicated to the public
in general,are quiteoverthrown.

This singlepublication,abstractingfrom hisother

works (Metaphysicof Morals ; Criticism on Judg-ment

; Criticism on practicalReason ; "c. ; all

masterpieces),distinguishesthis perspicaciousme^

taphysicianand subtile philosophicalcritic as both

the ornament of his native country,and the pride

of the republicof letters.* And historyinforms

us, that Nature, thoughbountiful to the human

race, is not so lavish of her favors,as to produce a

man of such supereminenceof mental powers every

century.
His METAPHYSICAL ELEMENTS OF THE PHYSICS

were publishedin the year seventeen hundred and

eighty-six.They contain the pure principlesof

Somatology.The metaphysicof corporealnature

is firsttreated of 5 then the mathematics are applied
to the doctrine of bodies,which cannot become na-tural

philosophybut by them. In this inimitable

* The late professorBeck of Rostock informed me, that Kant

bad made himself so much master of his subjectbefore he

printedthis Criticism,that he neither corrected nor transcribed

the manuscriptof it,but sent it sheet by sheet as he wrote itto

ihepres*. 2 F
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treatise he has fullyexhausted the subjectof

metaphysicalsomatology.
The table of the categories(notthose of Aristo-tle,

that triflingpuerileenumeration of predicates,*
but his own) he has used as the only scheme for the

completenessof a metaphysicalsystem.
He has reduced these (what he with modesty

names) elements to four heads : Under the first of

which, motion, as a pure quantum, is considered as

to its composition,without any qiialityof what is

moveable, and this head is denominated Phorono-

my; under the second it (motion),as belongingto

the qualityof matter, is considered under the name

of an originallymotive power, and hence is this

head distinguishedby the appellationof Dynamics ;

under the third, matter with that qualityis consi-dered

by its own motion in relation to itself,and this

head is termed the Mechanics ; and under the fourth,

the motion or the rest of matter isdetermined merely
with reference to the mode of representation,or

modality,and the title of this head is Phenomeno-logy-

On this great work, perhaps the most profound
of all his works, none but men of science,of deep

science, and the few who reason, can venture to

pronounce; to all others it will seem a mere galli-
rnatia. This littleoctavo book of but one hundred

and fifty-eightpages proves itseminent author to be

the only man that ever possessedmathematical and

* Amieus Aristotdts,sed magis arnica veritas.
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metaphysicalknowledgeunited in the highestde-gree,

and that ever discursivelyreflected (philoso-phised)

profoundlyon the mathesis.

And thus much as to the first writingsof this

princeof mathematicians and of philosophers.A

completedescriptionor review of all his systemati-cal

works would alone fill a thick volume. But

what has been here said may suffice to shew, that

they are extant in Germany, and, it is to be hoped,

will induce those,who do not think themselves al-ready

too knowing to stand in need of more know-ledge,

to studythem. The task indeed is not easy,

but it will reward the labour abundantly.*

Kant is the founder of the CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY,

so named to distinguishit from other systems or

modes of philosophising,tillit shall be universally

allowed, that there cannot be but one (true)philo-sophy.

As this vast system, the rich harvest of the

constant study,reflection,meditation, and Hercu-lean

labour of some fiftyyears, and which embraces

the whole sphere of philosophy,is now taught in

all the protestant universities of Germany, and but

" To study this system effectually,it may be advisable to fol-low

the plan, which Descartes holds so indispensableto the at*

tainingof right insights,and which is this : To forget,during

the study of a new doctrine, all the conceptionsthat one may

have formerlyacquired relativelyto the same subject,and to

set out on the road of truth without any guide but mere sane

reason.
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little known yet in Great Britain and Ireland, it

cannot be improperto givea slightconceptionof it

in this place.
It is, then, a new method of philosophising,

which, distinct from all former methods, is founded

in a most accurate dissection of the whole facultyof

cognition,determiningthe utmost bounds of this

faculty,and denominated TRANSCENDENTAL PHILO-SOPHY;

from which mental anatomy all true philo-sophy

must set out.

This modern method of philosophisinghas quite
choked the weeds of all former systems and (tocon-tinue

the figure)cleaned the ground of intellectual

research. This assertion may seem somewhat ex-aggerated

to those not much conversant in such per-quisitions

as these j but the destruction of all false

systems is infalliblyaccomplishedby justreasoning
founded in an accurate and a deep philosophyof

mind.

* It is interestingto know, that Hume's hint relative to the

conceptionof the connexion of cause and of effect was what first

roused Kant from what he calls a dogmatic slumber of many

years, and gave occasion to this total reform in philosophy,by

means of which reform that celebrated man's doubt, on which

neither Reid, nor Beat tie,nor Oswald, nor Priestly,nor any of

their followers,could ever throw the least light,is fullyresolved,

not however with the aid of common-sense that they extol so

much, but with that of pure reason after the method of the criti-cal

philosophising.
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Whoever reads Kant's transcendental philosophy

(containedin fyisProlegomenato the Metaphysics*
and in his Criticism on pure Reason) with the re-quisite

degree of attention and of reflection must

allow, that his reputationof being the ablest ana-tomist

that ever dissected the human mind is firmly
established.He seems even to have fullyexhausted

his subject,and left nothing material for us todo,

but to read, to understand, to admire, and to be

gratefulfor his inestimablypreciouslabours.

This profound transcendental philosophyis not

onlythe most sublime, hut the most useful of afl

sciences. Were it not laid as a foundation, no me.

taphysicat all were possible,we could recur to no-thing

for firstprinciples,never reach, in the philo-sophic
field,beyond empiricalscience,which, like

the bust in La Fontaine's fable, has a fine head.*

but no brains.

It is however the most difficultand the most ab-stract

of all science ; for what can be more so, than

the reflex act of the mind, the turningof the intel-lectual

eye inwards on its own operations? A little

learningis a dangerousthing; drink deep or taste

not of the Pierian spring. There shallow draughts
intoxicate the brain, and drinkingdeep sobers us

again.

Beautifullyand justlysaid by Pope ; for superfi-

* Tranglated into Englishby the author of thisSketch, and

xv illsoon be published.
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cialknowledgeelates or puffsup, but profound(by

shewing the very limited stretch of oar faculties,

and that the most cultivated reason cannot, with re.

gard to the essential ends of humanity, advance a

singlestep farther,than the most common under-standing)

abates our pride or arrogance, and tea-ches

us modestyand humility.
In this admirable system (in his Criticism on Judg-ment)

quitea new theoryof taste,of the beautiful,

and of the sublime,of both nature and art, is ad-vanced

; and the doctrine of teleology,or of philo-sophical

ends, handled after the most masterlyme-thod.

In the Groundwork for the Metaphysicof Mo-rals,

the Criticism on practicalReason, and the

Metaphysicof Morals, he treats of his system of

moral philosophywhich he divides into ethics and

law, and is the first that laysdown pure principles
of morality. ''

In those incomparableworks itisclearlyevinced,
that the Heteronomy of the arbitrament (thatis,

the dependence upon laws of nature, to follow some

one incentive or inclination,when the will givesit-self

not the law. but the direction for the rational

observance of pathologicallaws) never can com-

prisethe universallylegislativeform, and not only
cannot be the basis of any obligation,but is,

though the action,which results from the maxim

of heteronomy,should be legal,even contraryto

the principleof pure practicalreason, conse-quently

to the moral mindedness.
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All the matter of practicalrules ever depends

upon subjectiveconditions, which yieldit nothing

but a conditional universalityfor rational beings,

and all those conditions turn on the pivot of the

principleof one's own happiness. The principleof

happinessmay afford maxims, but, even were the

universal happiness the object,\ never can such

ones, asare'fit for laws of the will.

All the possibledeterminatives of the will are

either merelysubjective,and therefore empirical,

or objectiveand rational;either external, or in-ternal.

The followingare all principlesof heteronomy:
education (accordingto Montaigne),the constitu-tion

(afterMandeville), the physicalsense (ac-cording

to Epicurus),the moral sense (afterHutche-

son), perfection(accordingto the Stoics and Wolf,)

and the will of the Deity(afterCrusius and other

theologicalmoralists).All material principlesare

totallyunfit for the supreme moral law.

In the aforementioned works itis likewise proved,

that the Autonomy (the universal self-legislation)
of the will is the only principleof all moral laws

and of the duties suitable to them. The maxim of

self-love (prudence)advises merely; but the law

of moralitycommands. Is there not however a

great distinction between what is advisable for us

to do, and what we are obligedto do? It is difficult

and requiresa knowledgeof the world to know how

to act on the principleof heteronomy-, but quite
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easy to the most common understanding to know

how to act on that of autonomy. In a word, The

formal practicalprincipleof pure reason is the only

possibleprinciplefitfor practicallaws (whichmake

a duty of actions)and for the principleof mora-lity

in general.*

* This new system, which is reallythe victoryof human

reason, the author of this Sketch takes the libertyof recom-mending

once more to the notice of the learned. "
In a politi-cal

pointof view our insular situation ishighlyadvantageousto

us, but in a literaryand scientific one, very hurtful. This,

however, were our literatiless supine,not (what foreignersper-haps

not unjustlyaccuse them of being)so proud, and less na-tional,

might be obviated. Does not the commonwealth of

learningembrace the whole world ? Whatever conquests are

made in the kingdom of truth, theybelong to humanity in ge-neral.

The Germans are as well acquaintedwith our literature

as we ourselves, and do it the justiceto admire it. But it is

not so with us; we in generalknow but littleof theirs,and are

totallyignorantof their best philosophicalworks. For, un-fortunately,

nothingbut the very refuse of the productionsof

the German press, with a few exceptions,istransplantedto our

island. Formerlypublishersand printerswere men of letters,

could judge for themselves, and were interested in science. It

were well worth a British philosopher'swhile to learn German for

the sole purpose of studyingthe criticalphilosophy; for that

language,as it is a key to more science than either Greek or

Latin,would certainlyrepay him fullyfor his time and labour.

Mean-while, if I am fortunate enough to be instrumental to-wards

transplantingthe genuineseeds of that philosophyto this

country, I shallenjoythe consciousness of contributingessen-tially

to the dissemination of real science, and therefore of not
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Arid in The Religionwithin the Bounds of bare

Reason, a signallysublime publication,there is

taughta purifiedphilosophicaldoctrine worthy of

the notice of enlightened rational beings. Kant,

in this work, shews, that the New Testament, ex-plained

agreeably to established moral principles,

contains a pure moral religion.No other can pos-sibly

stand the test of time or have a rightto have

its issue in the catholic or universal religionof man.

Nothingbut ignoranceor monkish superstitioncan

furnish confessors in the cause of any other form of

belief; and this none but those influenced by sel-fish

views and sectaries and bigots,or blind zea-lots,,

who are all deaf, or unwillingto listen,to the

sacred dictates of reason or obligationsof morality,

can possiblydeny.

Many divines by professionand all theological

moralists,as they are heteronomists,,make a use of

reason that pervertsit,and thereby,thoughnot in-tentionally,

subvert morality.*But the author of

havingtravelled in vainer of not being altogethera passiveor

useless member of society.
* By theologicalmoralists we understand those who, previ-ously

assuming the existence of God, derive the moral law im-mediately

from his will;by which procedurethe universal self-

legislativepower of pure practicalreason is quitedestroyed.

The moral theologist,on the other hand, on its indispensable

condition,liberty,unfolds the moral law out of the universal

reason of man, and postulatesGod and immortalityas abso-
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the great work under review distinguisheshimself

as not only a strict autonomist but a pure rationa-list

in matters of belief,or a moral theologist,and

as the justestand most profound reasoner, as well

as the most consequentialand systematicalwriter of

any of those, who have ever treated of the subjects
of moralityand of religion.

The criticalphilosophyperhaps has had more ex-positors,

commentators,, and epitomistsduringthe

space of twenty years, than the Platonic and the

Aristotelian systems united have had during many

centuries. It unquestionablyfixes a grand epoch in

both the annals of science and the historyof the

progress of the human understanding. And every

unprejudicedand competent judge willjoin us with

pleasurein paying this gratefultribute of praise

(that f(

envy dare not flatterycall")'to the manes

of the matchless founder of this noble system : That

he, being undoubtedlythe father of metaphysicas

a science, and the discoverer as well as the first

teacher of the doctrine of pure morality,and as no

other man ever left posterityso valuable a legacy,

latelynecessary conditions of the possibilityof its fulfilment.

The Ethics do not extend beyond the reciprocalduiies of man

and subsist by themselves even without the idea of the Supreme

Being,but iufalliblylead to, the very sublimation of morality,

Religion,whose essence, subjectivelyconsidered, consists in the

maxim of dischargingour moral duties as Divine command-ments,

and which crowns all morality.
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has a justrightto be held the luminaryof the learn-ed

world, and to bear the palm of science unrivalled

perhaps for ever.

If it is a fact,that,objectivelyconsidered, there

cannot be but one (true)philosophy,and it is a

stubborn fact,that Kant's method of criticalphilo-

phisinghas totallyoverthrown all former philosophi-cal

systems, can any one, unacquaintedwith it,

venture to dignifyhimself with the title of philoso-pher,

in the proper sense of the word ? If he pre-sumes

so to do, it must be through a happy igno-rance

indeed, and an overweening self-flattery.
t( Seest thou a man wise in his own conceit ? There

is more hope of a fool,than of him/'

From what has alreadybeen said of Kant's tem-per

or dispositionof mind itmay be easilygathered,
that he, as to his manners or behaviour, was by no

means a cynic,or a snarlingchurlish teacher of vir-tue,

and, thoughhe was in some essential pointsa

stoic,had not the least taint of severityor morose-

ness. The austerityof the anachorfte was not an in-gredient

in his composition,and be neither lived in

a tub like the currish Diogenes,nor secluded him-self

from the world like a torpidmonk, but habitually

frequentedthe best company, of which he was the

very soul,and well aware, that tc happinessand

* The Cynics, or the followers of Diogenes,derived their

name from the suburb of Athens called the Cynosarges,in which

theytaught.



236 APPENDIX.

true philosophyare of the social still,and smiling
kind." Besides,

,
he was constantlyvisited by all

persons of rank, by all travellers of distinction,as

well as by all men of eminence in every line,whose

admiration he, by his hospitality,by his greatknow-ledge

of the world, and by his rich and edifying

conversation on every topic,never failed to excite,

from whom he alwaysreceived the tribute of due

esteem, and who were all proud of havinghad an

opportunityof seeingand of conversingwith so dis-tinguished

a character.

That our sublime master could sometimes unbend

his mind in writingtoo, the followingis a specimen :

That the husband is destined to rule and the wife

to obey, we, were it not sufficientlypointedout

by nature, have St. Paul's authorityfor maintain-ing.

I, says Kant, in one of his miscellaneous

works, would, in the languageof gallantry(yetnot

without truth),say, that the wife should rule and

the husband govern. The conduct of the husband

must shew, that he has the welfare of his wife above

all thingsat heart. But, as he must know the situa-tion

of his affairs better,and how much money he can

afford to spend, he, like a dutiful minister,first

complieswith the orders of his monarch, who thinks

of nothingbut pleasureand perhapswishes to build

a palace; onlythat at presentthere is no money in

the treasury,that certain more pressingwants must

be supplied,"c. ; so that her majestymay do what-ever

she pleases,but on this condition only,that her

minister shall furnish her with the means.
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And this biographicalincident,as it evinces a

noble independence of spirit,as well as a manly
and inflexible firmness of mind that characterises

the practicalphilosopher,,and betraysa zealous cham-pion

in the cause of truth,,morality,and religion,

we conceive, deserves to be here recorded : The

present king of Prussia's father and predecessor,

by the instigationof a clerical hypocrite,sent for

Kant, and desired,that he would retract some sen-timents

expressedin his work on moral religion."
Your majesty(answershe) may disposeof my per-son

as you please. J am your majesty'sfaithful,

obedient, respectful,and dutiful subjectand ser-vant.

But no power on earth can control my

thoughtsor has a rightto compel me to recant a

singlesentiment on any subjectthat flows from my

reason or to deny or even but to conceal what I

deem truth. "
To the honor of the absolute monarch

be it related,No farther interruptionwas ever given,

to the free publicationof all the works of the Prus-sian

Socrates.

His havingled a singlelife adds another illustri-ous

instance to lord Verulam's remark relative to

bachelors : Certainlythe best works, and those of

greatestmerit for the public,have proceeded from

the unmarried or childless men. All Kant's pursuits

were obviouslyof a metaphysicalor intellectual na-ture.

He devoted himself to the sciences entirely
and to literature. But we, even in this lightSketch,

have had a proofof his havingmade his more par-
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ticuJar addresses to Philosophy,"' the fair/'whom

lie certainlyhas elevated to the very throne of

reason.

Notwithstandinga very delicate constitutional

frame of body (forhe was by no means giftedwith

corporalqualitiesas with those of the mind),* and

a lifepassedin laborious studyand intense medita-tion,

he, by means of going to bed early,and of

risingbetimes, of constant occupation,of temper-ance^

of regularexercise on foot, of tranquillity

of mind, and of cheerful society,retained the use

of his mental faculties,his intellectual activityand

vigour,almost unimpaired till the age of seventy,

and had attained the advanced period of lifeof

eightyyears and upwards before he, on the twelfth

day of February in the year one thousand eight

hundred and four, was seized with an apoplexy
that occasioned his speedydissolution,and number-ed

bis freed spiritwith the purifiedspiritsthat live

for ever.

* He was of a littlestature, his thorax or chest so narrow as

scarce to leave room for the playof his lungs,and, when walk-ing

alone, in a thoughtfulmood, stoopedvery much, especially

^ the decline of life." The portraitsketched by Hopwood,

which is the frontispieceto this work, is the copy of an en-graving

by Lipsof Weimar from an originalpainting,a striking

likeness of Kant at the age of seventy-one,by Wernet of Berlin.

f The onlycircumstance peculiarto Kant's diet,is,that he

nwde but one meal a day, his dinner; a habit,which, by the

way, we do not think conducive to longevity*.
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While Kant stood upon the verge of this world,

Death, that king of terrors to the guilty,was not

armed with any thing terrific,but the prince of

peace, to him. He made the awful transition from

time to eternity,from this corporealearthlyscene to

the intelligibleworld, with philosophicalserenity

or composure of mind, with the dignitypeculiarto

a wise man, with the calmness, fortitude and resig-nation

of a virtuous mind deeplypenetratedwith a

firm belief of reason in the Supreme Intelligence,

and in a future state, the life spiritual,or the pro-longation

of our moral existence to infinite. " Vir-tue

alone has majestyin death."

On that melancholyoccasion the whole cityof

Koningsberg,lamenting the decease of so excel-lent

a man, by which they conceived that theysus-tained

a national and an irreparableloss,went into

deep mourning, and people of all ranks and of all

ages in town and from the neighbourhood,bewail-ing

this sad catastropheand with settled sorrow in.

their countenances, flocked promiscuouslyto his

interment, which was more like the pompous sepul-ture
of a proud emperor, than the plainfuneral of

an humble philosopher.

Soon after that mournful event a fine medal in

honor of his great worth and uncommon endow-ments

was struck in Berlin ; it has on the one side

his imageand name with the year of his nativity,and

on the reverse Pallas is representedsittingand

holdingan owl in her righthand, with this motto,
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Altius volantem arcuit ; an allegoricaldesignation
of his havingmarked out proper boundaries to the

field of empiricalscience, determined the sphereof

speculativephilosophy, or restrained the merely
speculativeuse of reason to the objectsof possible

experience.

-" What boots it o'er thy hallo w'd dust

To heap the graven pileor laurePd bust ?

Since by thy hands, alreadyrais'd on high,
We see a fabric tow'ringto the sky."

.

The true criticism on his moral character,as well

as the most sublime panegyric that can be made

on him, is,That he earnestlyand stedfastlyen-deavoured

to practisewhat he professed,to make

the moral law, the great comprehensiverule of

duty,the springof his actions. For, his life was.,

so to say, a comment or illustration to his pure doc-trine,

and almost exemplifiedit,or was led as

nearlyup to it,consequentlyhe, by precept and

by example, came as near the idea of a sage, or

of a perfectlywise and virtuous man, as perhaps
the frailtyinherent in the human nature allows.

So that he givesus a conspicuousproofof the fea-sibility

of acting(asfar perhapsas a mortal is ca-pable

of acting)on pure moral principle; by his

active,useful,and immaculate life he teaches us

how to live,by his invaluable instruction and moral

lessons how to grow wiser and better,and by his



APPENDIX. 241

memorable death how to die. Quid virtus et

quid sapientiapossit,utile proposuitnobis ex-emplar

Kanten.

The way to excel unquestionablyis,,optima

quccque exempla et imitandum proponere, yet it,

in strict propriety,is not the conduct of any man,

how good soever it may be, but the moral law it-self

by which we should strive to direct our actions

or to regulateour lives. Not the conduct of man

as itis, therefore,but the idea of what it ought
to be, can be a patternfor imitation,or set up as

the standard of moral judgment or comparison.

But, as we in generalare neither so good nor so

bad as our friends or our enemies usuallyrepresent

us, as the virtue or moral goodnessof the best of us

is but relative,for absolute perfectiondoes not fall,

to the lot of man in this transitorylife,as no hu-man

portraitcan be paintedwithout some shade,

we have made every possibleinquiryamong those

envious of Kant's well-earned fame and " hating

that excellence they cannot reach,'1(forhe had no

other enemies, but was esteemed and beloved by

every body who was acquaintedwith him) to find

out a spot in his reputation,or character in the

opinionof the world, and all that they can layto

his charge is,that his economy bordered on ava-rice,

or sordid parsimony. But even this imputa-tion

his friends deny, say it is an aspersion,and

maintain,that his rigidfrugalityor stricteconomy

in earlylifewas the effect of urgentnecessity,but

2 H
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that, at a later4 period,he, when possessedof the

means, did not suffer his increase of fortune to con-tract

or to harden his heart (for an ample fortune

is sometimes apt to contract and to harden the

heart), but, so far from wanting brotherlylove,

was generous on proper occasions,beneficent to

the honest industrious poor, not however " before

men, to be seen/' out of vanityor ostentation,

but from a sense or motive of duty,bestowed his

charityin private,f" denied them nothingbut his

name/' and that his principleswere not only laid

down in his head, but written and settled in his

heart. For, as he was a man of a good heart, his

benevolence was active, and his sympathy or fel-low-feeling

warm, but always regulatedor go-verned

by his understanding,always ruled by hi^

reason, which superiorfacultyit was the studyof

his whole life to cultivate,and to exercise freely

on all subjectsand on all occasions, to the utmost

of his power. O Virum Sapientiasua simplicem,

et Simplicitatesua sapientem ! O Virum utilem

sibi,suis, Reipublicce,et humano Generi !

In fine,it is easy to foretell,that a gratefulpos-terity,

edified and enlightenedby the critical philo-sophy,

and not biassed by the jealousyor rivalry

but too prevalentamong contemporary authors,

will, when Kant's illiberalopponents and their

superficialwritingsshall be buried in utter ob-livion,

and time shall have allayedenvy, embalm
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him in their remembrance, and, actuated by a ge-nerous

emulation only, not fail of acknowledging

his great merit, of doing his invaluable works full

justice, and of bearing his
memory

due respect

THE END.
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